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Science is a dialogue between mankind and nature....
But what makes this dialogue possible?

A time-reversible world would also be an unknowable world.
Knowledge presupposes that the world affects us and our instruments,
that there is an interaction between the knower and the known,
and that this interaction creates a difference between past and future.
Becoming is the sine qua non of science, and indeed, of knowledge itself.

Ilya Prigogine
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Abstract

This Ph.D. dissertation treats various interrelated issues of
subjectivity, especially the experience of time, which is contrasted up
against the nature of time as it is seen from the “objective”
perspectives of physics.

I apply phenomenology, metaphysics, physics, and evolutionary
epistemology as theoretical contexts in which the notions of time are
analyzed. The argument in this dissertation is being used to evaluate
the relationship between asymmetrical temporal experiences; the
asymmetrical as well as the symmetrical time concept of physics, and
the asymmetrical real-world time. This dissertation is structured with
an Introduction and 9 Chapters.

The Introduction motivates the research and argument of this
dissertation. The “introduction” also explains the “method”, together
with an outline of the organization of the argument. The “introduction”
1s concluded with a review of previous and related work to be found in
literature, which addresses the main topics of this work.

Chapter 1 discusses the general issue of metaphysical doctrines
as the ideational background for concrete versus theoretical thinking.

Chapter 2 discusses the opposition between realism and anti-
realism.

Chapter 3 categorizes different attitudes towards the question of
time and subjectivity within physics and the philosophy of time.

Chapter 4 treats the central issues of the subjective-objective
polarity.

Chapter 5 deals with Albert Einstein’s metaphysics.

Chapter 6 discusses the issue of becoming and subjectivity in
relation to contemporary thinking in philosophy of physics and in the
philosophy of time.

Chapter 7 treats in more detail the “determinist metaphysics”.

Chapter 8 is about the natural or organic foundation of temporal
experience.

Chapter 9 recapitulates the essence of the previous discussions.



Norsk resumeé

Denne Ph.D. avhandlingen behandler folgende problemkompleks:
tidserfaringen, tidens natur sett fra fysikkens, fenomenologiens,
metafysikkens og den evolusjoneere erkjennelsesteoris perspektiver,
samt sammenhengen mellom tidserfaringen og den virkelige verdens
tidslighet. Denne avhandlingen er organisert 1 en Innledning og 9
kapitler.

Innledningen  motiverer forskningen og argumentet 1
avhandlingen. Dessuten er metode savel som organiseringen av
avhandlingen forklart. Tilslutt presenteres en gjennomgang av
tidligere og lignende arbeider som er a finne i litteraturen.

Kapittel 1 diskuterer tanken om at metafysiske idéer inngar som
autoritative konstruksjoner i en individualisert erfarings-bakgrunn for
tenkningen.

Kapittel 2 behandler debatten mellom realismen og anti-
realismen.

Kapittel 3 kategoriserer forskjellige holdninger til spersmalet om
tid og subjektivitet innenfor fysikken og tidsfilosofien.

Kapittel 4 omhandler polariteten mellom subjektiviteten og
objektiviteten.

Kapittel 5 er om Albert Einstein og hans metafysiske tilherighet.

Kapittel 6 drefter tilblivelsesproblematikken og dens relasjon til
subjektiviteten sett ut fra bade fysikkens filosofi og tidsfilosofien.

Kapittel 7 omhandler mere inngdende determinismens
metafysikk.

Kapittel 8 er om det virkelige, organiske fundamentet til den
temporale erfaring.

Kapittel 9 er en gjennomgang av den forutgdende diskusjon, samt
en konklusjon.



Introduction

1. The Problem

This is a study of time. The underlying assumption of this study is that
time cannot be understood isolated from other aspects concerning
human existence and activities. This may seem trivial. Nevertheless,
different tendencies to isolate the problem of time will be present in
traditional as well as in actual considerations.

A classical example is Albert Einstein’s 1905 paper on Special
Relativity. The Special Theory of Relativity (STR) has inspired
philosophers and physicists to overemphasize the importance of
physics in the study of time. The notion that only physics is able to
answer the question about the real nature of time has become almost a
household opinion. Philosophical interpretations of STR have resulted
in a division between temporal experience, on the one hand, and, on the
other, time as a property of the physical and objective world. The
“scientistical” isolation of experienceable temporality as “mind-
dependent temporality” comes from a rejection of all things “mind-
endowed”. Human cognition, that is, thinking understood in its
intimate relationship with experience, has thus become scientifically
incredible. The metaphysical rejection of experienceable temporality is
therefore a denial of the possibility that temporal experience could be a
cognitive source of time. In other words, the rejection is of the human
awareness of time as an insight that also concerns reality, internal and
external, as such.

Secondly, to isolate human temporality is easy, given of course
that there is a context of authoritative theories making the rejection of
certain types of experiences legitimate. Human temporality has
become easy to reject as real since it is so obvious to several influential
theorists that it “merely” exists in the mind of people. Temporality is
as a mind-dependent phenomenon isolated from the on-goings of the
world and is as such only located in the subjectivity of man. “Temporal
experience is the nest of illusions” it has been claimed. However, the
task will be to open up and discuss the categorical rejection of
subjective time as it has been claimed to be something unreal and
instead try to see it as real! And by “real” we shall not only see time as
subjectively real; experienced time, or temporality, is pure and simply
real.

One conclusion that can be drawn from the above
“compartmentalization” of “things in the world” on the one hand, and
“phenomena in the mind” on the other, is that time must have both an

3



“internal” as well as an “external” aspect. I shall attempt to explain
along the way that the understanding of the “external” time 1is
conditioned by our comprehension of the internal, experienced
temporality — and vice versa. That is to say, our internal temporality
cannot be isolated from external time, that is, from the temporality of
the world. But even if these two “areas” of time illuminate each other,
it is clear that we can view them from complete different phenomenal
perspectives. In my discussion of experienced and experienceable
temporality I will be concerned with an epistemological-metaphysical
and phenomenological justification for the reality of time in human
awareness and experience. In connection with this I will furthermore
deal with a few problems concerning the nature of time that exist
within epistemology, metaphysics and phenomenology.

On the other hand, in my discussion of the “external” aspect of
time it will be within physics! and biology that I will look for answers.
To me, physics is a complex and extremely difficult field. But since
most psycho-physics-related theory about time concludes with “real
time has no relationship with human experienced temporality”, I will
not accept this as “proper physics” or “proper science” but as
metaphysics, as meta-theory. However, even with those few cases
within physics that see a relationship between human temporality and
physical reality, it is difficult to create a “real” foundation for human
temporality in the physicists’ sense of the term. It is difficult to
establish a physical-organic ontological basis for experienced
temporality, which would merge temporal experience and the reality in
science. However, biology may serve as a link. It is as a source for
knowledge about time located between physics-related time-theory and
psychological-related time-theory. Thus, it may enhance our scientific
and philosophical understanding of how human experienceable
temporality has a factual correspondence with external and “mind-
independent” temporality through cognitive coordination with
temporally structured processes in the external world. This
coordination is with those physical-organic processes that are external
as well as internally innate within the organism; together they
constitute a temporality which is very characteristic of the world. The

" Obviously, I will have to mention different things that are not going to be elaborated any
further as such. For instance it will be impossible to deal with the time of physics without
mentioning the problem of “substantial versus relational space-time”, or it may seem that I
am going to discuss “category theory” — a theory that avoids all talk of space-time points
and values. I will not discuss these aspects, as it is not my intention to create an “ugly
theory” about this or that kind of times within this or that branch of physics. My aim is
purely philosophical, thus I will be referring to aspects of a “physical nature” which I
consider being metaphysical in character.



external rhythm seen in physical and organic processes is therefore a
temporality not only of the external but also something which is innate
in human beings as an organism. This is to say, as a temporality
expressed in body and mind through, for instance, our metabolic
system. Adaptation is a key term to understand how this kind of
temporality becomes a manifest experienceable phenomenon.

We have to deal with the problem of time from different contexts.
Thus, we have the “phenomenological” perspective, the “metaphysical”,
the “realist” and “anti-realist”, the “temporal realist” and “temporal
anti-realist”, as well as the perspectives of “subjectivity” and
“objectivity”. But we also have to view time from the “naturalistic” and
“scientistical” point of view, together with other “physicalistic”
perspectives. Finally, we will have to deal with real time from a
“biological” perspective. It is our task to express at least an outline of a
relationship between our cognitions in general, our awareness of time
in particular and of that time which is present in all natural and
organic development.

2. Method

As it may be understood from the above I shall attempt to go into
certain themes in the philosophy of time which concerns our temporal
awareness and experience of time as an expression of real time
epistemologically/phenomenologically as well as ontologically. In the
course of this I will discuss several central issues in philosophy
bordering up to the problem of fitting temporal awareness and reality
together. This does not, however, mean that I will solely deal with the
issue theoretically. All the time, we will be confronted with temporal
experience as an access-way to the contents of reality. Experience is
therefore in its essence more than the definition that holds it to be
nothing but an “empirical method”. “Experience” is a much wider
phenomenon than being merely an “empirical method” since its sources
to the real content of the world goes beyond that of perception,
observation and measurement. Therefore, the question of the origin of
our awareness of time will be important to us.

My use of the term “experience” has much in common with
phenomenology, hermeneutics, and the transcendental-philosophical
method. With reference to transcendental method this dissertation
also, in a certain sense, discusses and tries to identify a fundamental
and basic condition for human existence and cognition. Yet I dissociate
myself from this transcendental method since I view my own emphasis
on experience differently. I believe we have experiences of real things
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and phenomenon’s. We experience real or actual time when we have
temporal experiences; therefore, we are not merely “reconstructing” the
formal conditions for cognition and thought. My “method” will be
further explained in the following Chapter 1.

3. Structure of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized with an Introduction and chapters 1-9.

Chapter 1 Metaphysical doctrines functions as background-
elements for human reflective awareness, in other words, metaphysical
elements constitute an ideational framework for thinking. Examples of
metaphysical background doctrines are “determinism”, “scientism”,
“causalism”, and the positions of “realism” and “anti-realism”.
Temporal realism, for instance, tends to determine temporal
experiences as illusions. I argue that idealizations and abstractions
that rest upon the postulates of realism in fact are results of
metaphysical commitment rather than rational thinking. Metaphysical
commitments may very well be an obstruction to rationality. This
Chapter 1 leads to Chapter 2, which elaborates in more detail the
issues of realism and the Cartesian-type dualism of mind and nature
inherent in realism.

Chapter 2 focuses on important philosophical topics which have
come to light in the debate between realists and idealists. I discuss the
realist claim that experience and synthetic thinking cannot access
reality “as it is in-itself’. The rejection of experience and subjectivity
can be followed as an Ariadne-Thread through all the positions of
realism, including temporal realism.

I also discuss the usual philosophical misunderstandings
concerning idealism, that is, the overall tendency to identify idealism
with solipsism. Then I attempt a synthesis, accepting that realism is
correct in claiming the world to exist independently of the mind.
However, mind penetrates deep into every level of the human endeavor
to understand both itself and the world. The intimacy between mind,
experience, knowledge and the world is so complex that we cannot fully
accept that the objectivity of science means that science is absolutely
free of subjective elements, or should be free of subjective elements.

Chapter 3 deals with the way realism has influenced physics to
the point where physicists and philosophers alike find it necessary to
reject, omit and attempt to eliminate temporality. This is a
consequence of the exaggerations of rationalism which -claims
objectivity to be knowledge about the external world and which is
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detached from the detaching agent. I also discuss recent works of the
philosophy of time, works that has attempted to merge two opposing
positions of A-time and B-time but that in doing so rejects the notion of
“becoming” and take for granted the primacy and truth of the B-series’
position. This is also a preliminary critique of the “static” or “B-series”
view of time here and in the reminder of this dissertation referred to as
temporal realism2. Chapter 3 connects Chapter 2 to the next Chapter 4,
which elaborates on the issues of realism and idealism, and on my
synthesis of the two positions through analysis of the concepts of
subjectivity and objectivity.

Chapter 4 discusses the deeper issues of the subjective-objective
concept-polarity in more detail. Subjectivity and objectivity are
concepts themselves. Objectivity is viewed as a perspective, as an
objectified individual viewpoint. It is nonsense to talk about objectivity
“in-itself”. Objectivity comes in a variety of forms. The most important
distinction goes between ontological objectivity and
theoretical/epistemological objectivity. It is the object at hand that
determines the kind of approach mind takes towards it. Time has a
peculiar position since its mind-bound character complicates the
ontological objective approach, that is, to view time independently of
the mind.

Chapter 5 is about Albert Einstein’s metaphysical beliefs.
Experienced temporality, as a consequence from the apparently
“closed” (the asymmetric and heterogeneous) nature of the individual
temporal perspective, is determined as relative. Einstein’s metaphysics
are discussed from several perspectives, as for instance, his
relationship to Mach and Hume’s thinking, his Kantian characteristics,
his early positivistic feelings towards metaphysics and the Newtonian
Absolute. I also take into consideration his affiliation with the non-
temporalism of the Eleatics and his conviction about the universe
being deterministically governed by the fundamental laws of physics.
Ideas that are all dependent upon the belief that true time of the world
is to be found within the closed systems of microphysics displaying

> I will apply the term “temporal realism” the same way philosophers that claim
McTaggart’s B-series to be the sole true and objective representation of the time of an
event or a series of connectable events. However, I do this by knowing and agreeing with
Prior that the best term for the above view on time is “the tapestry view on time” and not
“temporal realism”. Prior called himself a temporal realist because he did not reject the
objectivity of tenses or the epistemological importance of temporal experience. However,
as | have said already, I will use temporal realism the usual way we find it defined in
literature about time. For Prior, see Peter Ohrstrom’s “Prior’s Ideas of Temporal
Realism”, and Prior’s paper, “A Statement of Temporal Realism”. See Prior, A.N., Papers
on Time and Tense, 2nd Edition, edited by Per Hasle, Peter Qhrstrom, Torben Braiiner,
and Jack Copeland, OxfordUniversityPress2002.
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time in the way the fundamental laws operate unrestricted in time,
that is, universally. This view is supported by my argument in Chapter
7. Chapter 5 is intimately connected to Chapter 7, which deepens the
understanding of the Eleatic ideas contained in Einstein’s thought. I
also attempt an evaluation of the objectivity status of STR, based on
my views based on Chapters 2, 3 and 4.

Chapter 6 is a further discussion of the topics of Chapter 3. But
now, I will pay a lot more attention to alternative views on the time
concept in physics than the one view which is represented by Einstein’s
conception. Time is a problematic affair for physicists since it is
difficult to let go of conventional habits of thought like the inclination
to reduce everything to the assumed fundamental levels of reality; that
only physics can come up with the correct answers to what is real, and
so on. This is a critique of the way physicists have attempted to reduce
temporality to some kind of physical concept, whether it is becoming in
Stapp’s sense, entropy, or something entirely different. Here is also my
critique of the B-series position taken further. Chapter 6 concludes
with an attempt to view time in mind and in physics from a non-
reductionism point of view, to join the two spheres of temporal
thinking, from an epistemological standpoint. Chapter 6 leads to
Chapter 8, which treats the natural or organic foundation of temporal
experience.

Chapter 7 treats in more detail the “determinist metaphysics”. It
evaluates the validity of rejecting experience and temporality on the
basis of pure and abstract theory. This is the metaphysics that
Einstein assumed to be true about the world and which underlies the
realism that today tries to prove experienced temporality to be nothing
but solipsism and illusion. Chapter 7 is therefore connected to Chapter
5 (Einstein) and to Chapters 3 and 6 (about the B-series position). The
Eleatic ideal of non-created being, eternalism and non-temporalism is
found to be inherent in a line of thinking leading from classical physics
to Einstein and static interpretations of his STR and then on to
temporal realism. This is also a critique of the temporal realist claim
for ontological objectivity for symmetric laws of physics. The objectivity
of these laws is not identical to the going-on of the real world but is
instead based on idealizations and pure theoretical abstractions
triggered by metaphysical commitment.

Chapter 8 connects with the other strand of argument in this
dissertation, namely the one that attempts to see a real relationship
and an intelligible conceptual connection between the time of mind and
the real time in nature and that this is the objective basis for
conceptual development of the symbolic dimension of temporality and
time. This Chapter is in other words about the real and organic
foundation of the temporal experience, which is an accomplishment of
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the human capability to adapt to its environmental (and cultural)
situations. Chapter 8 therefore elaborates thoughts suggested in
Chapters 2, 4, in sub-chapter 5.4.3., and in Chapter 6.

Chapter 9 is a recapitulation of the previous discussions where
the essentials are extracted and a conclusion drawn.

4. Previous Work and Related Literature

Initially it was my studies of Albert Einstein’s work that prompted me
to begin my investigations into the nature of time. I was dazzled by the
obvious genius of Einstein. However, my disappointment grew as my
reading went on. I could no longer see how it was possible for Einstein
to argue that pure thinking and intuition could access reality while
other metal accomplishments could not, for instance, experience,
especially temporal experience, which, in Einstein’s opinion, presented
us with the grandest illusion of them all. How could we access nature if
our way of ordering thought and experiences were flawed and even
illusory?

My amazement grew even larger when I discovered that modern
theories about time, to a large extent, argue from very similar contexts,
producing similar views to those of Einstein’s. The consequence, if
these views are found to be true, is that man is not part of the reality
we access through our best scientific theories; man is not part of the
nature which is described and explained by the sciences. The need to
find a valid true and real basis for our only way of accessing the world,
that is, through thought and experience in tandem, brought me into
the difficult and vast literature of philosophy of time, realism and anti-
realism, subjectivity, objectivity, phenomenology, philosophy of
physics, and biology.

To apply different perspectives in order to view time from more
than one angle became necessary since I was not able to find even one
book that could explain to me how the time of mind, the time of science
and the time of nature is interrelated as an inner phenomenon, in
external processes, and as construed concept. I did, however, find many
books that presupposed that there was no such relation at all.
Representative literature from the above mentioned sciences and
philosophical approaches gives only partial explanations and are for
the most part only suggestive.

Very few scientists and philosophers want to make the crossover
between the various relevant sciences and the various philosophical
approaches in pursuit of different but connecting conceptual properties
of time. Analytical philosophers cannot stomach phenomenologists and
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vice versa, although the positions of A-time and B-time run through
both the analytical as well as the phenomenological camps, meaning
that analytical philosophers are divided between the positions of A-
time (temporal anti-realists) and B-time (temporal realists). However,
some literature does display attempts to build bridges between the
different sciences and the philosophical approaches, although these
works differ from my emphasis on the analysis of subjectivity and the
subject-object polarity and the epistemic primacy of temporal
experience as the foundation for conceptual development of time.

Modern thinkers as Fraser (1990) and Whitrow (1988) has
written pioneering works that try to establish both a broader and a
deeper context for our understanding of time. In my opinion, this is
literature that cannot be avoided in the study of time. Both of these
works emphasize the interdisciplinary approach which is needed in
order to grasp the real importance of time study. In Fraser’s case it is
the broad interdisciplinary context and the variety of topics that can be
related to time which have been of interest. Whitrow, on the other
hand, has had a more subtle influence since he has been able to bring
temporal experience into the debate about physical and organic time
without attempting any form of elimination or reduction. Typical for
Whitrow’s classical work The Natural Philosophy of Time (1980) is his
broadened scope of the disciplinary context.

The main problem in the study of time has not consisted in the
lack of any philosophy-physics connection. It is quite the opposite. This
dual philosophy-physics approach seems to be the method of
investigation that has been most applied. We find that phenomenology
seldom or never attempts to approach physics, or any other sciences for
that matter. We also see that the temporal realism approaches looks to
relativity physics for support and validation of its claims. But we never
see that temporal realism brings the phenomenological approach of
experience into the context with the purpose of perhaps learning
something. It is precisely this lack of connection between different
fields of investigation that has to be overcome in the study of time.
This indicates that there are metaphysical differences to be overcome
as well as other scientific- and methodological biases. It is this lack of
understanding of how these different approaches to time can meet, or
why they cannot relate, that I find to be the most characteristic of the
philosophy of time and other fields of time study. The intention of this
dissertation is to put temporal experience, theories on subjectivity,
metaphysical theories, realism, idealism, theories about objectivity in
the sciences and in thought, relativity physics, thermo-dynamics,
biology, some psychology, metaphysical context theory, into one and
the same study of time. This was necessary in order to question the
rational basis behind theories that rejects the epistemological as well
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as the ontological reality of temporal experience. This does not bring
irrationality onto the stage. On the contrary, it put lights on the
importance of subjectivity as the ultimate basis for any rational
approach, which is an aspect of rationality that has become blurred by
the traditional mind-body dualism, a metaphysical belief which is still
thriving within the various academic cultures of the Western world.

To dissect the above complex of theories into explicit groups of
literature, I will begin with the opposing views that were born as a
result of the tremendous impact McTaggart’'s 1908 paper “On the
Unreality of Time” had on the philosophy of time. Here, he
distinguishes analytically between different series of time, namely the
A-series and the B-series. McTaggart himself, as well as many others,
did not consider the distinction to be merely “analytical” but
representational of something partly independent of mind. McTaggart
came to deny reality to time, meaning that time, understood as A-
series and B-series, did not exist on the outside of the mind. However,
time, as C-series were real. The C-series have had little importance on
later thinking. All subsequent philosophy has focused on the
distinction between A-series and B-series, typical for the analytical
tradition, while continental phenomenologists have dealt with various
aspects of temporal experience as phenomenal experience. From the
second group we have Husserl's On the Phenomenology of the
Consciousness of Internal Time (1991), Bergson’s Tiden og den frie vilje
(1990) (Time and Free Will), and Heidegger’s History of the Concept of
Time: Prolegomena (1992). Recent phenomenology also applies
McTaggart’s temporal distinctions. And the status given to the
distinctions are not always obvious, that is, if these distinctions are to
be understood either epistemologically or as representational of
differences consisting of internal and external realities.

As already mentioned, analytical philosophers who study time
can be divided between the temporal realism position and the temporal
anti-realism position. The first position claims that it is the B-series
that represent objectively the temporal sequence in which the event
occur. The anti-realists say that it is the A-series of present, past and
future which constitute the correct representation of time. Of the
various B-theories, I have focused on the famous Real Time by Mellor
(1981) and Faye’s The Reality of the Future (1989). The most notable
and common feature of both these works is the fierce attack on human
temporal experience and the concept of “becoming”. Their claims rest
on the assumption that both A- and B-series can be treated as if they
really are independent of each other.

I spent a considerable amount of time searching for theories
which could present me with a synthesis of the two temporal series. |
found that in Sellars paper (1962), but also in Broad’s (in Gale, 1968)
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there were interesting aspects which could highlight the strange
procedure of hypostatization of “temporal facts into the mold of non-
temporal facts about abstract objects” (Broad, in Gale, 1968:137).

One recent theorist who 1s trying to overcome the
incompleteness of B-theoretical time representation is Richard Gale. In
a series of papers he has shown his turn away from his earlier position
of dynamic time and “becoming” (1967, 1968). I had the opportunity to
visit Gale at the University of Pittsburgh where he took great pains in
explaining to me his new approach. His new theory is called “The co-
reporting thesis”, and deals with the necessity of identity between the
A- and B-series since we cannot operate with only one of the series.
The only aspect that can create an intelligible identity between the
series 1s the “now” of a real agent. Strangely enough, Gale gives the B-
series more epistemological importance. However, in the end it seems
that Sellars’ theory turns out to be the more constructive one since the
temporal picture of the world (tensed or detensed) is one in which we
have to use and not only mention the term “now”. The framework is
always someone’s now. Only the now makes clear the non-fictional
character of statements, that this is rooted in real-life activities of
observation and inference (Sellars, 1962:592).

Not accepting to treat time either as A-series or as B-series I
turned to Bergson’s Duration & Simultaneity (1999), Eddington (1939,
1946), C. S. Peirce (1990), Lestienne (1995, 1998), E. E. Harris (1988,
1993), D. R. Griffin (1986), Capek (1975, 1965, 1976), Cassirer (1953,
1965), Cleugh (1937), Whitrow (1980), and Dewey (1948). These
thinkers represent various approaches to the question of the nature of
time. Still they all agree about the essential nature of time to be
dynamic and that “becoming” 1is characteristic of time. Even
subjectivity and temporal experience are given importance in the sense
that a relation between the mind of man and real time is suggested in
a variety of ways.

These thinkers and their work bring this project over to the field
of physics and the importance of time in the physical world as well as
in its description. From the above it is clear that there exist confusions
about the distinctions between real world properties and theoretical
entities hypothesized as real world properties. This confusion rests
upon dubious metaphysics. This is the reason why time in physics
becomes a problem located between the real world and theoretical
fiction. The literature that motivated me most in the investigation of
physical time was primarily Einstein’s own work, (1954a, 1954b, 1956,
1966, 1976, 1988, 1999), which at first seemed to present me with a
connection between temporal experience and the development of the
physical time-concept. I then confronted several thinkers claiming to
build from Einstein’s fundament, philosophically as well as
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scientifically. Most notably of these was Grinbaum’s work (1967,
1976), which rejected any mention of dynamic time and claimed that
“becoming” is mind-dependent. Of Einstein’s contemporaries should be
mentioned Godel (1976, 1997) since he was among the first to interpret
Einstein’s work as “static time” (1976). A contribution which Einstein
found valuable.

On the other side of the trenches I read with interest the work
of Prigogine (1986, 1980, 1997), where a new vision about the
interrelationship between man, the world and scientific thinking was
introduced. Prigogine’s claims were that physical time conforms to our
fundamental experience, the laws of physics need to be rewritten, the
physics claiming that nature in its minutest parts behave reversible in
time have gone astray. This indicates a total change of physics, as we
know it of today. But Prigogine is not alone. Along with him in the new
project of turning the tide in favor of “becoming”, for the “irreversible
time” of experience, he has other prominent thinkers as Stapp (1986),
Sachs (2000), a reformed Paul Davies (1997), Bohm (1957, 1974, and
1995), and Pauri (1997). These thinkers differ considerably but their
similarity rests on the fundamental transitive character of the
temporal world itself. Stapp tries to develop a fifth temporal dimension
of “becoming” within physics, using the S-matrix of quantum theory as
his starting point. This leads to strange applications of the time series.
Sachs criticizes the ontological sense of objectivity attached to
metaphysical aspects within Einstein’s relativity theory. Bohm’s early
work is very informative and straight to the point. These sources has
led me to claim that physical theory must restrict its use of time
concepts that cannot be empirically confirmed. At least theoretical
concepts that are context-dependent should be restricted to theory and
not be given any ontological importance. Paul Davies is now criticizing
modern psychophysics. The Italian physicist Pauri tries to show the
importance of human temporality and experience for physical inquiry,
and so Pauri has also been very important for my own orientation.

One of the greatest obstacles was to decide what kind of object
time is. This meant that I had to go into the realism-idealism debate. I
had to secure a fundament for subjectivity and I had to determine the
“nature” of “objectivity”.

A further obstacle was the dualistic ontology that not only
separates mankind from nature. This is a dualism that also establishes
a disjunction between mind and nature within each and every human
being as well. Everything material, including the brain, is nature and
is therefore an object of science. Mind is of a different nature and falls
outside the scope of science, at least of the “hard sciences”. It was the
old dualism of quantities versus qualities that popped up of the hat. If
the time of mind shall have any relevance at all it is necessary to show
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how flawed the dualistic metaphysics are, at least to show how bad a
fundament it is for science wishing to be rational. The realism and
anti-realism debate had to be cleared away first in order to balance the
weights, that is, to find the right balance between metaphysics, method
and subjectivity. Essential reading to be done in order to manage this
task was of course Putnam’s books (1983, 1987, 1990). Aggerbeck
(1994). Peirce (1996). Polanyi (1998). Popper (1975, 1983). Rescher
(2000).

Putnam is the anti-realist. Aggerbeck gives an insightful study
of Berkeley, balancing the weights for Berkeley so to speak. Peirce is
the moderate realist. Polanyi argues for personal knowledge, while
Popper advocates realism, although a metaphysical kind of realism
that cannot find the temporal realism valid as a realistically founded
approach to the study of time. Rescher tries to find a synthesis between
realism and idealism thus appealing to the reason of realists and
idealists alike.

The subjectivity and objectivity concepts had to be seen as
concepts, that is, as symbols created by the mind interacting with its
surroundings. The essential need for different detached perspectives is
clearly pragmatic. Dworkin (1996) argues against theories which see
time and science entirely as social constructs. However, the concept of
objectivity seems to have dawned on us from nowhere, to paraphrase
Thomas Nagel's The View from Nowhere (1986). Other interesting
works by Nagel are (1979,1998). N. Rescher took a slightly different
approach to the question of objectivity (1997). I take Rescher’s
approach further in the sense that I place the traditional
understanding of physical time within his context of epistemological
objectivity and ontological objectivity, and furthermore by broadening
the scope by applying Mandik’s categories of objectivity (1998). In
conversation with Rescher at Center for Philosophy of Science,
University of Pittsburgh, Rescher expressed agreement with this
application of his theory. Another great thinker is E. Cassirer (1965).
He discusses the relationship between mankind and its symbolic
universe. He analyses how mankind has been able to develop symbolic
tools in order to understand and to create, resulting in the invention of
science. Here is no dualism, no “Ding an Sich”, denying man his access
to true experiential information about reality.

Determinism and the fundamental laws of physics present us
furthermore with something of a conundrum. The conundrum is, of
course, that time is reversible, systems are closed and symmetrical,
and the laws governing all this are claimed to be universal. These
components added together yield a microscopic reality, that is, we are
offered a fundamental reality that is deterministic. Bas van Fraassen
(1989) represents the anti-realist view where laws do not represent
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reality in any true sense. Husserl (1970) gives groundbreaking analysis
of the context on which the laws of nature rest, a work where he
attempts to answer the question why we have universal laws. But the
most inspiring of the classical literature must have been Peirce’s
Values in a Universe of Chance: Selected Writings (1839-1914). Today
there is still a tendency to implement the “doctrine of necessity” to
everything, a tendency that Peirce criticized already for more than one
hundred years ago. Peirce’s arguments are taken further. They are
related to contemporary discussions within physics and philosophy
involving the concept of time. On contemporary participant in this
discussion is the Danish physicist P. V. Christensen, (1987, 1988,
1993). John Earman (1986) represents contemporary determinism. He
presents a determinism which includes the elements of time
reversibility and symmetry of the laws. Cartwright (1983, 1999) is a
must for anyone who shall investigate what laws are. She can be
placed somewhere in between van Fraassen and Putnam. Like both
van Fraassen and Putnam she thinks that laws are not descriptive of
nature. Other literature on the matter of laws and determinism are by
Martel (1999) who discusses indeterminism and by Reichenbach’s view
on “becoming”. Also von Wright (1974) has been most informative
about different views on causality and determinism. Bunge (1979) puts
causality and causalism in connection with the issue of determinism.
Lewis (1974) and Bohm (1957) reject determinism altogether.
Gurwitsch (1965) and Marcuse (1965) discuss the historical context for
metaphysical determinism. Fernandez (1993) sets up a line of
argument against determinism in physics from Peirce to Bohr. Lastly I
have to mention Denbigh &Denbigh (1985). They differentiate between
meanings of determinism thus pointing at an important problem if
indeterminism was to be true, namely that of determination.

In discussing evolutionary epistemology in connection with
temporal experience I have had to criticize the notion of “filling in”.
“Filling in” has usually been taken as proof of the illusionary character
of temporal experiences. The notion of “filling in” has been covered by
applying and criticizing the arguments of Libet, Wright, Feinstein and
Pearl (1979) as well as of Dennet (1991). Davies (1997) has opposed the
view of Dennet and Libet.

Essential literature about the possibility of a relationship
between mind and nature through temporal adaptation is illuminated
by Whitrow (1980), Fraser (1990), Harris (1988, 1993), Jerison (1973,
1976), and Saunders (1976). All these various philosophers and
scientists have all attempted to show how mankind has developed its
cognitive capacities including the sense of time.

This leads us to the contexts of scientific explanations. One of
my main inspirations is the classical work by Burtt (1936). Other
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classics, of what may be termed “metaphysical context theory”, are of
course by Husserl (1970) with his concept of “Life-world”, and by Kuhn
(1996) with his theory about paradigms within scientific thinking.
Others who have contributed with interesting perspectives are i.e.
Polanyi (1998), who also stresses the importance of tacit knowledge,
here applied in the sense that commitment comes in the form of tacit
acceptance and application of contexts produced by authorities within
the field we work. In the debate that came in the wake of Husserl we
find both Marcuse (1965) and Gurwitsch (1965). Another contributor to
the irrationality of science is Feyerabend (1987, 1993). Addelson’s
(1983) contribution focuses on the academic authority and the
specialization of professional thinking. More recent we have Jones
(1986) who discusses the relationship between physics and
metaphysics, and Rapp (1993) who compares metaphysical systems
and scientific theories. This dissertation is, as a whole, part of this
larger philosophical debate.
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1

Epistemological Metaphysics and
Time

Metaphysics and epistemology presuppose each other. Both of these
areas are involved in the investigation of reality. Being involved also
implicates both in the problems concerning the conceptual
determination of what kind of status we are to label the various
different properties and aspects we find intrinsic to reality, that is, to
existence and ontology.

Another important aspect of metaphysics is that metaphysics
are involved at some level in every epistemological doctrine. The
perhaps most important aspects of metaphysical involvement in the
epistemological doctrine are all those various and different
metaphysical ideas and assumptions that commit investigators in their
roles as researchers and scientists. Every epistemological doctrine
assumes certain specific “world-views”, “cosmologies”, and a stance
either towards “realism or idealism”, “positivism or rationalism”,
naturalism, objectivism or subjectivism. In short, every thinker is
somewhat “biased” by ideas and notions, theories and paradigms that
help shape and form what may be termed his or her “background of
conscious acts”. And this is the case for the large variety of ontologies
concerning my issue, namely how to determine the “nature” of time.

1.1. About Epistemological Metaphysics and the
Foundation of Time in Mind and Theory

The self-understanding of any epoch, including our present conceptions
of science, 1s determined by metaphysical presuppositions.? The
reaction each and every one of us may have to this statement should
give us a hint about our own personal commitments. The answer one
gives depends on how one view the role of metaphysics in relationship

? See Friedrich Rapp, “Metaphysical Systems and Scientific Theories: A Structural
Comparison”, in P. A. Bogaard & G. Treash (eds.), 1993, Metaphysics as Foundation,
SUNY, p. 240.
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to science and to human spirituality, and how human spirituality and
science are related. That is, of how rational science and the spiritual
yet temperamental human being can become united in the effort to
disclose reality.

Metaphysics have often been criticized for being a dogmatic way
of arguing for certain definitions of what “reality” is supposed to
signify. Traditionally metaphysics are identified with ontology, with
the type of theory that defines “being” and as such is constitutive for
ideas concerning reality. The critiques of metaphysics claim that
instead of constructing theories about what reality is, we should
investigate in a critical manner what possibilities there are for
knowledge in the first place, that is, we should be concerned with
epistemology. It is only relatively recently that metaphysics again have
been looked upon as an approach which has importance to our
understanding of how we construct knowledge. Now, it has become
evident to most investigators in the field of knowledge that
metaphysics presuppose epistemology as well as epistemology must
presuppose metaphysics. Epistemology has to presuppose metaphysics
as ontology because all awareness and experience, that is, human
cognition, are directed towards “that which i1s”, or “being in itself” or
“as 1t is perceived to be”. Ontology is precisely concerned with “being”
as well as with “becoming” and “passing away”, or “not-being”.

Epistemology must also presuppose metaphysics in the sense
that we all have metaphysical “commitments” in which we seek
guidance in our labor to decide upon whatever topic. These are
“commitments” that we have to take with us everywhere we go;
“commitments” that constitute our general outlook on the world. Thus,
background elements are hard to get rid of since the very character
that makes them such important aspects of our personal symbolic
universe are precisely their “likeliness”; their claim to “truth”; their
cultural “actuality” — whether it be scientific or otherwise. We could
also call this concept of “background” for “life-world”, “horizon”, and
“transcendental categories” — although these elements are not, in my
opinion, innate but cultural. 1 prefer to term this “background”; since
we are here talking of individual or personal “backgrounds” which
influence one’s choice of certain things. Others may share elements of
this “background”, but it is rather unlikely that someone else can share
all the elements of an individual’s “background”. We need only to
consider the complex nature of anyone’s personal beliefs to agree upon
this claim. This “background” may therefore be an obstacle to
rationality. Background elements may be an intrusion of ideal, or
rather “theoretical” elements that are part of the subject’s personal
belief-system; elements that seldom are questioned themselves.
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Husserl already emphasized this aspect with the term “life-
world” in his The Crisis of European Sciences...* However, some of the
commitments, perhaps most of them, are in many cases only
influential in a tacit sense, as tacit knowledge, upon what we think and
how we represent the world we have perceived.? Furthermore, it is a
“packground” which also has a practical means in that it serves as our
personal source of information — information concerning the world we
live in. In this sense, our “background” is understood as i.e. our
memory, of outmost pragmatic importance to our comprehension of the
world. However, we can easily distinguish between such elements of
memory which origin in the practical perception and experience of the
world, and those ideal elements which have become influential of quite
other reasons.

I have already mentioned that this “background”, as far as it is
“metaphysical”, is “cultural” rather than “innate”. It is simply a
product of learning. Thus, there are in relation to the characteristic
complexity of the human mind cognitive elements of knowledge like
those of religious, political, and philosophical foundations, which
together with other various beliefs, ideas and concepts constitute this
“packground”. Thus, the background that we possess will tint our
judgments and other types of reflective work we might be doing.

Now, it happens to be the case that it is most probably the
elements that are products of learning that are authoritative, and as
such they are the dominating elements in the construction of
experience. These learning-elements are authoritative because we
believe them to be just that, because they are emphasized as true,
necessary and fundamental for instance by the academic authority. As
Kathryn Pyne Addelson has pointed out, we tend to believe that the
methods of science are the most rational ones, and that when these are
practiced properly they yield objective knowledge. There can be only
one truth and science is the instrument we apply in obtaining this
truth.6 Scientists are specialists and specialists have therefore an
epistemological or cognitive authority.” Furthermore, their
understanding of matters within their sphere of expertise is often
regarded as knowledge. We believe that the methods applied to reach
this understanding; that they are rational because we believe that they

* E. Husserl, 1970, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology,
Northwestern University Press, Evanston.
> See M. Polanyi, 1998, Personal Knowledge, Routledge.
% Addelson, K.P., “The Man of Professional Wisdom” in Harding, S., and Hintikka, M.,
7eds., 1983, Discovering Reality, Dordrecht, Boston and London, p. 165.

Ibid.
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have been criticized and tested. Also Thomas Kuhn® focused on
academic authority and metaphysical commitment as an irrational
aspect clinging to scientific procedure. Kuhn focuses on science as an
activity but he also stresses that as an activity science includes not
only theories and laws but also metaphysical commitments.
Metaphysical commitments are therefore certain beliefs about “the
nature of the living and the non-living things of our world and about
their relations with us and with each other.”

Metaphysical commitments are part of the “background”
information we have as individuals. This background information is
highly influential upon theoretical considerations, for instance upon
reflected decisions, upon idealizations and abstractions, which are
again elements which depart in a clear and distinct way from the
immediacy of conscious presentness. The fact is that when we sense
directly the sensible things of the physical world we may say that we
sense the same things more or less the same way. When we perceive a
thing, the acts of differentiation and identification will be present and
thus be influential in the reconstruction. This will happen according to
what we already know about the thing, that is, “know” or “believe” or
“assume” the thing to be from the generality of the
framework/background in which it falls into and by which we also
identify it. Thus, among individuals, there have to be different opinions
about concrete things, their functions, essences, natures, and so on,
since these elements are already part of the individual’s “background”
which is applied in the thing/object identification and conceptual
reconstruction. Therefore, all these different views cannot be correct;
they cannot all be products of cognition and rational method. They
must somehow have been “put into the frame” constituting what we
refer to as “rationality”, together with other relevant elements. In this
sense, for instance, ontological “commitments” are constitutive in the
construction of epistemological strategies to disclose what is assumed
to be real.

This line of investigation carries within itself, for instance, the
assumption that no man has a more favored position than any other
human being in the world, which should, if possible, enable him or her
to be completely unbiased in the pursuit of knowledge. Therefore, I
believe that the notion that all theories and all epistemologies must
have metaphysical elements, or a “forcing schemata’, is important. It is
important because this hypothesis could help to clarify what aspect of
the background material aids or obstructs the scientist or philosopher

¥ Kuhn, T., 1996, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, The University of Chicago
Press.
? Addelson, 1983:167.

20



in their activities. A greater rationality in science would require a
critique of metaphysical commitments.10

But we should perhaps state that we do not claim that the
scientific effort to gain knowledge is relative, that there is no objective
knowledge, and so on. I believe there is. We just have to change the
perspective a little. Personal knowledge is not necessarily always a
hindrance to objective knowledge; it does not render knowledge
relatively, it represents perspectives on the world, frameworks that
may be useful instruments to gain verifiable knowledge. It is the
unverifiable knowledge; the hypothesized and idealized elements
constituting the intelligible binding material of various theories that
can be questioned. And, as I will be arguing, the assumed ideal
symmetric or reversible nature of time is precisely such an element.

Knowledge, on the other hand, is not relative if we stick to the
structures of the concrete and empirical, that is, to those structures
and features of the world we can intersubjectively agree about from an
empirical (experience) point of view. These are the elements that are
necessary for us in order to construct intelligible and intersubjective
concepts of the real.

Thus, we can see that the aspect, which is mostly concerned
about knowledge, is how we are able to define a borderline between
what is genuinely human (“subjective”) and what is evidently and
genuinely independent of human nature. The real problem of
knowledge is to decide upon what separates human mind and nature
from the theoretical “nature” science is interested in. This would be a
“nature” that has no correspondence with human concepts. This is a
“nature” that is independent of man and man has thus a reality which
is “in itself” and therefore cannot be approached by man with his
normal cognition capabilities. The distinction between which elements
of our “background” that shall be allowed to dominate the scene has to
do with a distinction between speculative elements, that is, between an
abstracted “perspective” and the common and concrete perspective of
experience. The relativity is avoided if one is able to maintain an
experience of what connects the concrete with the abstract.

Hence, we cannot avoid that there is a presence of both rational
as well as irrational elements in the production of theories, that is, of
theoretical knowledge.l! Scientific and philosophical theories must

' Addelson, 1983:168.

"' A theory — even if it is scientific, does not necessarily signify the same as knowledge.
However, we can distinguish between several forms of knowledge; “concrete
knowledge”, “practical knowledge” or “theoretical knowledge”. This is to say; theoretical
knowledge is a kind of knowledge that is dependent upon its specified theoretical context

framework, perhaps more than any other kind of knowledge. All these types of knowledge
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therefore be defined as being either realistic or idealistic/anti-realistic
theories. The theories will define and specify certain ways of
conducting the “rational procedure” or “method”. These metaphysical
positions both believe that they posses the correct and only method
that will grant them access to the kind of reality of interest for their
branch of science. Realism or idealism constitutes a preferred
framework for the actual thinker. The positions, which are part of the
metaphysical “background”, have to include assumptions about human
nature. Especially the assumptions about cognition and estimations
about the epistemological value of perception and experience are
important factors of this “background”. Idealized elements constitutive
of specific theoretical frameworks lurking in the “horizon” will be
applied categorically when judgments and decisions are made.

I focus on the peculiar “gulf’ between the concrete experienced
reality and abstracted or idealized aspects which are elements in
memory and experience. My own rather trivial opinion is that the more
abstract our theories are the more they will differ in nature from the
concretely experienced. In other words, abstract theory will suffer as a
consequence of suspicions which again are caused by the theory’s
obvious lack of a relationship to the concretely real. To be more
specific: for time this means that when our opinions about the nature of
time differ from each other it is because we try to explain time in terms
of abstractions. This also indicates that we apply different explanatory
models which force us to conform to a specific technical terminology
already implying a certain specific style of “rational” procedure, that is
to say, “forcing” us to accept certain inherent meanings that are hidden
in the presuppositions of the theory. This perspective emphasizes the
influences of theory on our “background”.

On the other hand, differences in opinions that appear both in
the philosophy of time and in the philosophy of physics have to do with
differences, not in how and what we factually experience when we
experience time, but in “background” or metaphysics, mainly brought
about from existing theories. This “background” must then be viewed
as part of the personal knowledge which the individual carries with
him/her into the overall explanation of things. In a sense we could
perhaps say that the more abstractly metaphysical'? a theory about

are typified by the area or object they represent. What typifies this knowledge as
“theoretical” is that it is about #ypes and not about things. On the other hand, we have the
concrete “object” presence in “concrete knowledge”. Although this concrete kind of
knowledge is general, it is “concrete” because it has contained the conceptual linkage to
the concrete object that this kind of knowledge is said to represent.

'2 Which means that its idealized (abstracted) elements are far removed from the concrete
elements of experience.

22



time gets, the more personal it probably is, that is, with respect to the
specific background elements implemented into the theory by the
theorist. This seem less rational from an empirical point of view, that
is, when and where the empirical content, together with its structure
and order is denied any relevance to the overall explanation. But it
may still be rational in the sense that the abstract theory conforms to
scientific norms, to a pre-given rational framework and to a set of
specified rules. This also means that it is rational because it may apply
a certain and accepted form of methodology, that is, that it conforms to
certain forms of logical discourse. Since epistemology cannot omit or
avold talking about “being” or “reality” in some sense, it should deal
with these metaphysical issues. The issue of how the nature of the
relationship is between the concrete, lived time and the scientific,
abstract time has not been thoroughly analyzed before.

It is this idea of an epistemological metaphysics that I intend to
apply as a framework to understand a few different scientific and
philosophical views, which are meant to give us an account about the
real nature of time. In my treatment of the possible nature of time the
investigation is concentrated around the contrast between experienced
temporality and scientific, objective time. Thus, we have to explain the
term “foundations”.

The term foundation in relation to the idea of time indicates an
approach that deals with time as a most basic idea, which somehow is
presupposed or should be presupposed in other parts of the culture. It
treats time as an idea, which is fundamental because it is a pervasive
idea.

To examine the foundations of time in this manner is simply
metaphysics. As it has been pointed out, the method is to highlight
presuppositions and assumptions, commitments and experiences in
order to differentiate between the real properties of time and what can
be termed “purposive” alterations of what we commonly know time to
be. This means that we are either looking at ideas or concepts which
have their origin in the experiencing and cognizing individual subject
itself, or which have become part of this cognizing individual’s horizon
and yet at the same time do not have their origin in the individual’s
own cognitions of the real world. This last aspect is twofold, since one
strand is about the “injection” of time from theoretical learning, while
the other is about a time which is part of nature proper. The last
matter may indicate a relationship between concepts about time, which
have their origin in the individual’s experiencing and cognizing of the
world. “Foundations”, therefore, mean that we shall discuss some of
the arguments that are connecting or disconnecting to the “experience
of time” and the “theoretically and idealized approaches to time” with
science and reason. Thus, we cannot avoid investigating the
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inextricable relation between time and the concepts of subjectivity and
objectivity. And so we should take a stand in the debate between
realism and idealism.

All experience can be characterized as made up of a subject on
the one hand, which is confronted and aware of something, which on
the other hand, is opposite to it as an object. In this sense, we must
determine our awareness as a relation between subject and object.
Where metaphysics and epistemology intersect we see that the
problem of subject and object becomes extremely difficult. If, as realism
claims, subject and object exist independently of each other and both
are “in-themselves”, how can we then establish a relation between that
of subject and objectivity, which discloses the objects, as they are “in-
themselves” without tainting the essence disclosed with subjective
aspects? Concerning time as an object for science we have, of course,
the initial problem of deciding the issue of how to determine the nature
of the object when the object is time. Which makes us ask how time
becomes an “object” in the first place. It is the task of epistemological
metaphysics, within the framework of general metaphysics, to analyze
and discuss this problem.

Thus, there are basically two main types of approaches to the
problems of science, and hence to time in particular, namely that of
“realism” and that of “anti-realism/idealism”. Realism understands the
object, the independent object, as the first and most important issue in
the relation to the experiencing subject. Idealism, on the other hand,
sees the subject as the most important and primary one since it is the
subject, which establishes the relation to the object in the first place,
irrespective of the fact that the “object” has to “be there” in order to be
perceived by someone. The task of the idealist is to show how the
subject can objectify the content of subjective awareness and
experience. This appears to be contrary to realism, which endeavors to
explain objects in terms of movement, energy, force and matter. Or
time as symmetry of processes expressed by the fundamental laws of
physics. This has left us with a confusingly large amount of time-
concepts, concepts that originate together with the characteristic
features of physical thinking. Thus we have absolute time that has two
senses: a) Newtonian time, and b) non-relativistic time; we have
furthermore special relativistic time and general relativistic time; but
also relational time as well as constitutive time, being logical opposites.
And there are more ideas about time, which we shall not go into here,
restricting ourselves only to a couple of general but stubborn ideas that
are of special interest, since they keep to the notion of having a
“nature” of their own. That is, a nature which is absolutely
independent of human cognition. One of the problems that realism is
faced with is to explain how a world of objects, like “objective time”, in
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one or the other meanings just mentioned, can produce subjective,
conscious awareness of time when it is independent of human
perception and thus unreachable by ordinary human experience.

The above situation can be described by asking how do we
conceive of the nature that we ascribe to the “objectivity” of time?
When we say that time is real we are stating some kind of reality for
time that is dependent upon some specific kind of nature. When we say
that “time is real”, everything hinges on what is meant by “real”, on
how we relate to this “reality” and to this kind of “time”, and
ultimately, how we relate “real” and “time” so that its objective nature
becomes evident and unambiguous for everyone to understand.!3

1.2. Reality and Time

The relationship between time and reality, and how time and reality
are related to human temporal experience, and furthermore, how
human temporal experience is related to temporal abstractions, here
termed physical or scientific time, is the theme of this dissertation. It is
a complex of ideas related to the interpretation and understanding of
reality through the understanding of the reality of time that only can
be analyzed by understanding the relationship, or lack of such a
relationship, between human temporal experience and abstract
scientific time. Time is “becoming” and “being”, it cannot be reduced to
a definition that sees in time the characteristics of only one of the
concepts. The reason for this claim is very simple, too simple perhaps,
but it rests on the fact that we deal with reality, which can be
characterized as both changing, as flux, but also as “permanence”. We
deal with these factors in our everyday life, we deal with the reality of
time, a reality that is contradictory from a logical point of view, in an
unproblematic and simple way everyday of our lives. It is simple in the
sense that we do not pay any attention to the logical contradictions by
the way we normally go about in the concrete world; by solving
concrete and practical problems. It is, on the other hand, not as simple
as experienced reality since the experience of time involves us on a
personal level and makes us very aware of our own mortality. On the
abstract level it is difficult to unify the differences implicit in the
concepts of “becoming” and “being”. However, attempts to reconcile

1 See my paper “Some Neglected Aspects in Connection with the Objectification of
Time”, in V. F. Hendricks & J. Ryberg (eds.), 2001, Readings in Philosophy & Science
Studies, Vol. I, Roskilde University.
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important aspects of temporal reality as it is found empirically in the
world have begun to take shape as “temporal logic” in recent years.l4
Although the abstractness of theoretical time is our business temporal
logic is not. Our everyday or simple non-logical adaptation to both the
transitiveness and permanens of the world is found in experience. But
it is also found in the logical way we apply language to describe, in
communicable terms, our experiences to others, by using both tenses
and references to tenseless “facts”. We can move around easily with
both categories, placing the event within the scope of experienceable
reality as something which becomes or changes and as something
which is in relation to something else and which makes sense to others
as an intersubjective reference point both in time and place. In this
sense time 1s a fundamental reality.

Another fundamental concept we cannot avoid to use, whether it
1s as a common-sense concept or as a scientific term, is the concept
and/or intuition of “reality”. Most people assume that the world we live
in is real. We have a fundamental certainty about what is real and
what is not and why these things are real and why they are not.
However, the more theoretical our reality gets it seems less simple.
Everyone regardless of metaphysical position must presuppose some
sense of “reality”. Since we all share the notion of something that is
real, and since we have differences of metaphysical positions, we have
irreconcilable and ultimate differences of ideas about what reality is.
We can see the divergence in the different views about time. Time and
reality are inextricably (in every sense of the word) linked together;
they eliminate time from reality and we cannot imagine what reality
would be like. If we removed reality from time we would be left with
appearances that we would have to know were mere beliefs or
fantasies about reality. What we sense and experience would only
appear to be properties of reality.

No one denies that time is “real” phenomenally speaking. When
it is stated that time is not real it may be the same as stating that time
is an 1llusion, or it does not have to mean that at all. We could still
have grounds for believing that we perceive and experience things as if
they were in time. The serious consequence of denying the reality of
time, of time experience, is that the way of experiencing things is
denied to have any ultimate significance. To many theorists, it is self-
evident that we exist in a reality where time is appearance. Others
again see reality as part of the texture of wholeness, that is, which

1 am thinking of the studies within the field called “temporal logic”, begun by A. N.
Prior and taken further by Peter Ohrstrom. For an excellent introduction see: Peter
Ohrstrom & Per F. V. Hasle, 1995, Temporal Logic: From Ancient Ideas to Artificial
Intelligence, Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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includes appearance among the reality-defined phenomena of the
world, and hence includes time, although in a rather inferior position.
Still others reject the reality of time altogether because time, that is, a
time conforming to the characteristics of experience, does not conform
to the premises put down by pure thinking, premises which are beyond
questioning. The answer to the question of what the ultimate
significance is of time, which is beyond the reach of experience, is by
this very fact beyond the reach of human cognition. Perhaps, the
answers we actually come up with are only provisional; perhaps they
cannot be anything else since these answers would then depend upon
our partiality to certain commitments.

There are, however, ways to understand the issue of the real
nature of time. It is quite often held that time is inexplicable. Time is
thought to be inexplicable because we cannot separate it from our
experience. Furthermore, it is believed that time cannot be explained
because there are certain problems or difficulties that are peculiar to
time. First, we see that time i1s seen as something that we necessarily
have to deal with because we experience it and cannot part with the
experience. Thus, time seems fundamental, although we cannot be
sure how it is independently of our experience. One assumes that our
view on time is necessary but partial and subjective. All experience is
temporally structured. The other sense mentioned assumes that there
is something irrational about time. That time can be divided between
human temporal experience and that it is independently in-itself of
human participation. It is a division between human beings and time.
This is, in my opinion, an undesirable claim since, evidently, we are in
time.

The time of mind that constitutes our awareness of presence
now is fundamental to our experience. It is so fundamental that it
cannot be separated from any kind of experience. This must put some
restrictions on what we can claim to be part and property of the nature
of time. That is, our analysis must, at least from the perspective of the
realist, remain incomplete. The incompleteness of the description of
nature of time tends, however, to be more on the side of the temporal
realistically inclined theorist, who tends to exclude temporal
experience altogether, than on the side where the temporal experience
1s found to be fundamental. This is so, since we may project our private
cognitive limitations on time when we perceive of time in the way we
do. On the other hand, we have to keep in mind the opposite danger of
separating time in an absolute sense from experience so that we give
“real” time an independent and thus an alien mode than the one we
perceive. Metaphysical theories about the nature of time, and this
should include epistemological and physical treatments of time that
claim something about the nature of time, must, however, risk this
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danger. We have to admit that it is not illegitimate to consider the
nature of time as something “abstract”. The abstraction enters every
level no matter how one chooses to describe or explain the nature of
time. Even in our everyday talk, which must refer to primitive,
experienceable temporality, we have to apply idealizations and
abstractions to a certain degree. When we refer to “now” or “yesterday”
or “tomorrow” or “before” or “after”, we are abstracting and applying
the abstractions in our description of things and situations by creating
a comprehensible, i.e. intersubjective, order in our communication.
This shows us how we objectify or abstract and when and how we
actually go too far with our abstractions claiming a “nature” for time
that never can be verified empirically. In my opinion, it is important to
avoid going too far.

It is the exaggerated philosophical valuation of abstractions
that motivates me to focus on temporality as an integral property of
reality, that is, of nature. Perhaps it is more correct to say that it is the
time of nature, which is integrated in the minds of men. The confusion
is precisely that the ontological, i.e. the actual, real-world issues and
the epistemological issues, i.e. assumptions and hypotheses, are hard
to distinguish.

Even if temporal realism rejects the ultimate significance of
time from the perspective of temporal experience it nevertheless
should, and this I believe to be one of the great weaknesses of realism,
accept that time is experienced and as such time is empirically real.
The consequence of all realist accounts about the nature of scientific
time, hypothesized to play the role of the real nature of time, is that it
consequently refuses to take experienced time as something given in
experience. Instead of beginning with the simple everyday experience
of temporal ordering it is usually completely ignored. The theorist pulls
it out of the hat when it is necessary to legitimize his abstractions by
referring to the experience of time as inadequate and/or illusory, that
time is contradictory if we compare experience and abstraction. Only a
very simple view on time can be satisfactory. To begin with abstract
consistency and then to bring this abstract consistency to bear upon
the issue of the nature of time is doomed to fail because it is to begin
with the wrong end. We must accept the fact of experienced
temporality.

It 1s, however, true that we can freely explain away temporal
aspects and characteristics as being nothing but “mere” appearances,
definitely not real, not properties of reality. As I see it, the problem
seems to be the question about the ultimate significance of time; that it
is difficult to determine from attempts which are focused on the
characterization of experienced temporality as not real. Or by reducing
the experience since it cannot be believed to be nothing else but a
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flickering of a time that is much more fundamental. This is
problematic because we cannot escape the temporal perspective and
claims are made for properties of real time in its independent “state of
existence”. Therefore, it is my view that no attempt has actually
succeeded in eliminating or reducing empirical time.

1.3. Metaphysical and Scientific Foundations of Time

All theoretical use of time in one form or the other must presuppose
primitive time. The foundational aspect of scientific time is therefore
experienced temporality. My reason for illustrating the procedure of
objectifying by beginning with the concrete and proceeding to the
abstract i1s that we can, from an epistemological point of view, save a
real basis for our accounts of reality. Furthermore, our awareness of
time must presuppose time such as it is, and that we have access to this
time. Somehow, real time must, time as it really is, be foundational for
the human awareness of time as our awareness of time is foundational
for the scientific and philosophical idealizations and abstractions.
Abstractions and idealizations are secondary to experience in that they
are applied to help separate out and thus individualize certain pre-
conceived aspects of particular value for the kind of knowledge craved
for by the theorists.

We must understand that the human awareness of time is
something that evolves and which is a product of interaction between
subject and nature?®. That is, temporality is a product that evolves and
emerges together with the evolution of subjectivity. This evolution goes
hand in hand with a conceptual evolution crossing over into different
cultures both historically and intellectually, and thus slowly giving
“time”, as we today understand it, a significance of being intrinsic to
physical and organic existence. The activity of the human subject is of
vital importance. And in the end it must be emphasized that
commitments and other metaphysical “beliefs” must be put aside in
order to realize that the foundation of concrete time in experience, and
ultimately in science, is a necessary product of the active subject in its
interactive discourse with nature. My notion of subjectivity refers to
that internal subjectivity which activates every subject as an agent in
the pursuit of knowledge, that is, “know-how” of the world. The leap

' T will discuss this aspect in chapter 8. Until then I will refer to this “adaptive” ability
and to the “organic” origin of temporality as a phenomenon, which has to do with flux or
becoming and which is an experienceable phenomenon.
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from primitive to scientific time, represented as the “time” in “relativity
physics”, or in “thermodynamics” or perhaps in “quantum physics” or
even within “statistical mechanics” is large. Large is also the distance
of conceptual difference that concerns these various understandings of
the nature of time, that is, the one that exists between these physical
areas. How are we really to understand these physical perspectives on
time: As knowledge about the real nature of time represented by the
objective concepts: Or as epistemological-operational abstractions that
cannot avoid elevating its results to the level of full-fledged reality, to
ontology? Abstract concepts appear in physics transformations of
idealized aspects, which may or may not have their roots in the
concrete experience of things. This indicates that these abstract
concepts can only exist in the intelligible and ideal realm of theoretical
reason. Abstract time, in the way physics apply it, is a transformation
of experience in relation to other ideas; ideas that can be related to
each other in specific ways; ways that are depending on the
peculiarities of the theoretical context. Physics aim at explaining time
in a way in which it is certain that time eventually will fit into the pre-
established epistemological explanatory scheme. This means that, in
regard to time, physics aims at making time part of its general
methodology. Physical time is abstract time in the sense that its
purpose in the scheme of things is to be concerned solely with a specific
type of relations which can be found only within physical theory. This
is not to imply, however, that physical-theoretical time necessarily
shall be identical to the time of mind. Primitive time is altered, or
conceptually transformed in such peculiar ways precisely because
physical time must have a different purpose in the scheme of
describing physical things or processes. The objectification of time, that
is, the idealization of certain aspects as well as the elimination of
others, of what we otherwise know to be time, cannot give us a theory
of what really real time is about.

At the very core of this dispute about the nature of time we find
the more general discussion between idealists and realists. This means
that later on we also have to decide on the related issue of subjectivity
and objectivity and the interplay between “subject” and “reality” within
reality. We have to decide on how the subject partakes in the process of
determining what kind of “object” time actually is.
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2

The Problems of Realism

The most reasonable view in philosophy is the one that somehow is
able to combine necessary elements of both realism and idealism. This
is also my aim. It is my aim to attempt a reconciliation of the two views
in the sense that I believe that a more realistic foundation of time
within the sciences must rest upon a synthesis of objectivity and
subjectivity. In contrast to our own position we will find, on the one
side, reductionistic objectivism or scientism, and, on the other, an
unbridled subjectivism; these two extreme positions constitute and
uphold an ideological crevasse, a separation of human experience and
reality. I will therefore treat genuine knowledge deserving the status of
objectivity as nothing else but the fruit of authenticating subjectivity.

I will begin with a brief characterization of realism as such, and
then proceed to the position of “metaphysical realism”. Following, I will
discuss whether metaphysical realism is the foundational basis and
framework of “temporal realism” or not. I see temporal realism as
nothing but a specialization of some of the fundamental ideas, which
realism believes to be of concern for the interrelation between reality
and man. Thus, it also has temporal realism as its claim for
justifiability in the realism-hypothesis that makes up the basis of
metaphysical realism. I shall also take a look at idealism and various
often-quoted misconceptions about idealism. Lastly, I will propose my
own view in form of what I term, here applying the Hegelian dialectical
term, synthesis.

2.1. Realism

I believe that we can say that the philosophy of Immanuel Kant
introduced a change in the philosophical and scientific attitude
towards mind and its relation to reality.’® Thus, we can talk about
realism before and after Kant.

Generally speaking, the most essential and characteristic feature
of realism is the notion of a mind-independent existence, which means

'® See for instance Vasilis Politis’ “Introduction to Immanuel Kant”, 1996, Critique of
Pure Reason, Everyman.
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that individual or a species of things have an existence that is “in-
itself”. Realism is a metaphysical position; it is a stance taken of
individual mind-endowed human beings towards the world in
perception. On the other hand, to deny that something is mind-
independent is yet another, however different, metaphysical stance
that is called anti-realism or idealism. However, philosophical
discourse discloses the fact that we, as philosophers and scientists,
tend to choose different specifications for what is to count as
“independent of mind” and also in which way this “mind-independent”
entity is supposed to exist. There are many metaphysical issues over
which realism and idealism have been argued. For example, we have
the question about the existence of moral values. Or we have the
problem of the existence of souls and minds. More interestingly is
whether the past can be said to have been real, or, on the other hand, if
the future is real. We tend, nevertheless, to take different
specifications for granted and therefore we have a tremendously large
variety of senses in which the word “realism” is being used. In order to
get a general feeling of the modern sense of philosophical realism, we
shall now briefly take a look at the “before” and “after” of Kant.

Medieval scholastic realism had two poles: an extreme or
exaggerated version and a much more moderate one. These two poles of
realism were opposed to “nominalism” and “conceptualism”. Scholastic
realists in general did not see “mind-independence” as any essential
feature of their positions. In fact the “mind-independence” aspect did
not present itself as any feature at all in the debate; it is only in
modern philosophy that the aspect of mind-independence becomes an
issue. It is the focus upon the aspect of “mind-independence” that
marks of the shift from “medieval” realism to our modern versions.
Scholastic realists emphasized the intimacy between mind and reality
rather than focusing on the issue of having to deal with different
“substances”.

Medieval philosophy, however, was preoccupied with the
problem of universals: the problem of correspondence between concepts
and natural tings. This signifies that the problem consists of somehow
“weighing” the truth of conceptual representations of essences or
natures to individual things or species of things which exist in nature.
For the realists the issue, of having a world apart from the way we
think about it, was simply presupposed. That things existed
“independently” of the contemplating mind was an empirical fact.
Certainly, it did not constitute the obstacle to thinking as it does for
modern realists. Nevertheless, medieval realists did understand the
relationship between their concepts and reality differently. The
problem of universals has to do with how we can access reality,
whether reality is understood as the totality of creation (natura
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naturata) and/or as the creative, generative aspect (God, e.g. natura
naturans) in or outside of nature itself together with or without created
nature. External things or objects are singular, individual,
determinative. Our concepts represent the realities independently of
all particularity; they are “universal”, that is, general and abstract.

Vital to the realist position called “extreme realism” are neo-
Platonism and its dualism between the transcendental Forms. These
exist independently and prior to the creation of the world and created
nature. Thus, we might say that man and nature are from the same
source. Therefore, there are no problems of operating with the
assumption that there are universal concepts in the mind as well as
universal things in nature. We see a strict parallel between universals
or “essences” in nature and essentials conceived by human thought,
since everything in nature has from its source of creation the same
character of universality as our concepts.

Nominalism rejects this kind of parallelism. Here, the concept
should represent the thing in its concreteness, that is, as it is
perceived. Nominalism denies the reality of any abstraction and
universality. Concepts that generalize do not describe a real
generalization existing in nature. It seems merely a human fiction.
Nominalism rejects the claim that human minds can engender
universal concepts representing real universal properties. Concepts are
nothing but labels for a collection of particular things and events.
Neither “extreme realism” nor “nominalism” believe that they can
establish a correspondence between the thinking concerned with the
thing and the thing existing in nature, since they both, although
differently, claim harmony between thought and reality. It is when we
assign different properties and attributes to the “thing in nature” and
to the “thing as something thought” that the problems arise. This is
precisely the case when we say that one is particular and the other
universal. Then we have the antinomy that concerns us in this
dissertation, that is, the antinomy between natures on the one hand
and thought or human cognition on the other.

The moderate realist, however, has no problems when he
declares that we naturally have and apply universal concepts because
these concepts represent faithfully the realities that are particular and
concrete.

The second opposition to realism in medieval philosophy is
“conceptualism”. It is the view that the human mind must apply
universal concepts and therefore these universals are real but only as
far as they are “located” within the human mind. These generalizations
do not represent the true outside world — the really real. Therefore as
essential natures universals are not to be found in particular things in
nature. We cannot know and the “conceptualists” state, whether or not
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we have a correct representation of the nature external to our minds;
or if our universal concepts have a foundation in the nature as it
appears by the hand of God. The concrete reality we perceive as
realized in the particular thing can only be something this particular
thing possess by itself and thus cannot be shared by any other.

The transition to the modern sense of realism came, however,
with the philosophy of Kant. Kant saw idealism as the opposing view to
realism. For Kant realism was divided into transcendental and
empirical variants. Like the empirical realists, Kant was of the opinion
that we know about the existence of things and objects in the world.
These are things that appear in space and time. The transcendental
realist would go further by stating that the existence we claim to know
is wholly independent of our perception and predication. Kant would
probably disagree with this view since his view was primarily
interpreted as stating that knowledge is about things in the world
dependent upon perception. However, this knowledge would rest upon
nothing else but appearances. This is not knowledge proper.

Thus, we can say that Kant affirms the reality of universal
concepts as something “mind-bound”, that concepts are real only within
the human mind. We can also distinguish between our universal
concepts and sensations. Thus, we have sensations of a particular and
floating world and schemata of universals to create order for our
sensations. It is the a priori forms of our minds that can be held
responsible for generating universal representations. Experience can
not yield any basis for our universal concepts, like for instance time
and space. Time and space are therefore schemata that arise from our
mental organization.

Following Kant, realism has become a multifaceted intellectual
phenomenon which gathers around a few core-beliefs like the most
important one: the existence of a world independent of our mental acts.
Now the problem is not so much that there exists a world independent
of our minds. The problem consists of how to establish contact with the
world so that we can create knowledge about it; knowledge that
contains the “essence” of this world as it is in-itself. For many
scientists and philosophers this is important since knowledge about the
world is knowledge that is not tainted with subjectivity. Nevertheless,
the many and interrelated realist doctrines gathering around the
axiom of “independence of the mind” can be illustrated by mentioning a
few but influential positions. Closely related to the general formulation
of realism we find the theory of “epistemological realism”. This theory
holds that the real thing or object exists independently of any person’s
perception and thought. However, one usually operates with a
distinction between “direct or presentative realism” and “indirect or
representative realism”. Of the direct branch of realism I would
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mention firstly “Aristotelian realism”. This is the doctrine that the
human beings perceive of the essence of the object directly through
sense perception, i.e. the realized and qualitatively presented “idea” or
“form”, characteristic for both the individual and class of object.

The “Moderate direct realism” finds some qualities of material
objects to be objectively real and therefore also perceivable directly and
immediately through the human senses. Other qualities are, however,
potentially real, that is to say, they have not been actualized in the
object and are therefore only causally present within the object. These
latter potentials do not “exist” in the object since they are merely
“potential” qualities and as such dependent on the mind of the human
observer.

Another form of direct realism is “Immediate” or “Intuitive
realism”. This position claims that physical and mind-independent
objects are directly presented to the mind through sense perception.
The immediacy of the givens as they are in-themselves presented to
our minds also presents us with existence “new” to us and therefore it
must be something independent of our own minds.

As the last position of “direct realism” I wish to mention “Naive
direct realism”. The “naivete” of this doctrine consists in the idea that
perceived objects have their “nature” disclosed directly. This is to say
that things actually are the way we perceive them to be.

Of the “indirect realism” doctrines I would first like to mention
“Critical realism”. We know of physical objects by means of logical
ideas. Likewise, we do understand physical objects in terms of logical
ideas. However, it is the physical object that we get to know through
cognition, since what we sense and perceive has existential likeness, or
even identity with the independent reality. Nevertheless, when we
perceive, there are certain qualities present in our perception that
cannot be said to be part of the mind-independent reality as it is in
itself.

This leads us to “Objective indirect realism”. This kind of
realism holds that our human abstract thoughts, that is, our
“representations” and “ideas” have likeness and perhaps even identity
with the external objects the way they are when they are not perceived.

“Inferential realism” claims that we have immediate knowledge
of our own ideas or representations of external objects. Thus, the
doctrine still holds, we do not have direct access to the physical objects
of the real world independent of our sense perceptions and thoughts.
However, the inferential realist infers that his ideas have an external
and objective cause.

Contrary to this doctrine, as well as the “Objective indirect
realism” we have the “Subjective indirect realism” position. This is
simply the claim that our indirect knowledge of the external world,

35



which 1s via our representations or ideas, does not resemble the
external objects.

Lastly, I would like to mention, “Transfigured realism”. This is
a doctrine, which claims to know that the reality that underlies
appearances 1s absolutely inconceivable to us. We only know
phenomena of reality, phenomena or appearances that in them have a
transfigured reality. This phenomenal “world” has been so altered from
the actual and mind-independent reality that there is no resemblance
between external reality and our sense perceptual knowledge.

However, among the most influential realist doctrines we
find “Metaphysical realism” and “Scientific realism” that
somehow have a connection with the doctrine of “Temporal
realism”.

2.2. Metaphysical Realism

The general attitude towards realism presents realism as the view that
material things, other humans, trees, stones, mountains and so forth,
exist externally to ourselves and therefore also independently of our
sense experience and knowledge. There is no problem of accepting this
definition, however, it does present us with a problem as it may imply
that we (humans) are on the outside looking in on reality. It is this
possibility of a “separation” of human experienced reality and a reality
that exist “in-itself”, that is, the separation of man and reality that the
metaphysical realist takes to its most extreme articulation.?

The metaphysical realist believes that man cannot trust his or
her senses or other forms of experience in order to conceive of what is
really real. The metaphysical realist likes to think that there exists an
absolute disjunction or separation between mind and matter. Similarly
we find that the difference in definition between the subjective and
objective domains of the world is based upon this lack of trust or belief
in our experience together with the assumption that the ideal products
of man’s mind is subjective and therefore not real. Thus, the
metaphysical realist also believes that it is possible to preserve in

"7 The following account of metaphysical realism rests on the following thinkers and
works: Hilary Putnam, 1990, Realism with a Human Face, Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press. H. Putnam, 1987, The Many Faces of Realism, La Salle, IL: Open
Court. H. Putnam, 1983, Realism and Reason, Cambridge University Press. N. Rescher,
2000, “An Idealistic Realism: Presuppositional Realism and Justifacatory Idealism”.
Nancy Cartwright, 1983, How the Laws of Physics Lie, Clarendon Press. Karl Popper,
1983, Realism and the Aim of Science, Routledge.
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theory a definitive borderline between concepts, ideas and symbols and
things, processes and relations in reality so that it can distinguish in
an absolute manner between epistemology and ontology. The problem,
as I see it, is that the essential ingredient in the metaphysical realist
view 1s that real reality lies outside the reach of human experience.
The metaphysical realist is thus decapitating experience from the body
of knowledge, making the relation between knowledge of the world and
the world, as the world 1s believed to be in-itself, mysterious. There is a
big crevasse between the moderate realist and the metaphysical realist
views. The moderate realist states that the world must be something
which 1is prior to our actual experience of it. Metaphysical realism on
the other hand goes much further and states that there is a reality
which will never be disclosed by experience or by our cognition. The
usual explanation for the claim that we will never disclose the really
real by our experience and cognition is given in form of the myth that
there i1s “something” in between reality and us as experiencing
subjects. This “something” is what makes it impossible for us to
perceive true properties. Therefore, there has to be some other and
necessary means which enable us to disclose “true” reality. Therefore,
the most pregnant problem will be, for the metaphysical realist, to
explain the linkage between human knowledge, which must correspond
to reality and “reality-as-it-is-in-itself”.

The reason given by the metaphysical realist, in order to
account for a knowledge that can transcend our experience and normal
everyday cognitions, is to claim superiority for a subjectivity-
transcending faculty within subjectivity, namely for a “higher”
intellectual faculty that can rise above the coarseness and relativity of
experience. The problems arising with this view are, of course, the
dualism imposed on the human mind which divides mind into two
different areas that, presumably, have nothing to do with each other.
The thing is that one may believe that “higher faculty thought” is not
part of the ordering taking place in the experiencing of the actual
world since it is not believed to be determined by sense experience. It is
thought that this “higher faculty” operates independently of
experience. It is a kind of faculty that functions pretty much like any
disinterested calculating device opening up for the hidden but
fundamental reality by abstraction or subtraction.'® The essential and
shared belief found in these two viewpoints is that we can isolate what
is real from what is mind-dependent. This is extremely difficult if it is

8 For an understanding of the “subtraction” viewpoint see Huw Price, 1996, Time’s
Arrow and Archimedes’ Point, Oxford University Press, p. 267. See also my paper in
Norwegian: Jan-K. Berg Olsen, “Temporalitet og realisme”, Norsk filosofisk tidsskrift, nr.
1-2, 2001, &rgang 36, pp. 62-82, for a critique of this viewpoint.
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time that is the object of the investigation. It seems problematic as
there is a confusion of objective time with true, ontological time. I will
discuss later on, but for now it must suffice to comment upon the fact
that it is hard to see how one can determine any truth about the
“ontological” nature of time — whether it is by abstraction or by
subtraction — in this manner. We do not — and cannot — “abstract” or
“subtract” any real properties of time from our experience — any more
than we are able to “isolate” temporal properties, which are properties
that are part of our experience as not real. It is hard to see how we can
—if at all — “detach” from our subjectivity in the sense of having a mind
that comprises consciousness and experiences of both ourselves and the
external world, thus placing ourselves very much in this world that we
experience. Let us grant that we can “detach” to some extent from what
we know is just a product of our own temperament. Nevertheless,
every “detachment” is due to our subjectivity and thus is to be found
within subjectivity as such.?

There is some kind of relationship between certain ideas. There
is a mysterious relation between the metaphysical belief in a higher
and detached intellectual faculty and the belief in the “existence” of a
fixed borderline between “fact” and “knowledge about fact”, that is,
between ontology and epistemology.

But as we might be aware of, it is sometimes difficult to
separate between what is real in itself and what we know to be real.
However, a ‘“borderline” between fact and knowledge of fact
emphasizes that knowledge of reality should be true, that our
knowledge of things correspond to what things really are independent
of any perceiving subject, that is, “objectively”. But since it is difficult
to verify or falsify beyond the reach of scientifically extended
observation one cannot empty the possibilities that might be hidden for
us, for our experience and observation, because we cannot see to the
bottom of reality. This means that we have to allow into the domain of
knowledge aspects that cannot — at least not at the moment — be
verified, but also to allow aspects which probably never can be verified
because they are idealizations and assumptions necessary for the
intelligibility of the theory. These speculative aspects are justified by
other means than observation or procedures like verification or
falsification. However, to give these speculative aspects justification,
that is, the right to remain as necessary parts of the theory would
mean that we have to justify them as possibilities by a detached

" See “Temporalitet og realisme”. I have also treated this question in Jan-K. Berg Olsen,
“Some Neglected Aspects in Connection with the Objectification of Time” in V. F.
Hendricks & J. Ryberg (eds.), 2001, Readings in Philosophy & Science Studies, Vol. I,
Roskilde University.
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viewpoint and thus give the justification itself an appearance of being
objective. This is factual since the opposite, that is, to give the
speculative aspects a real objective justification, would mean to go
beyond the reach of human experiencing and scientific observation.
Thus, we end up with the fact that we can, as far as these speculative
elements are concerned, never go beyond our concepts, that is, to
something that should be more fundamentally real than these concepts
are themselves.

Hence, we have concepts and ideas, idealizations, rather
speculative hypothesis and assumptions that we nevertheless cannot
do without in our labor to construct a theoretical picture of reality. We
cannot theorize about the world only by appealing to subject-
independent “facts”, as these “facts” may be in-themselves. We have to
assume something about them. Therefore, knowledge about the world
will have to include elements and aspects that are necessary for the
intelligibility of the theory. These aspects and elements are themselves
not factual in the peculiar sense that the metaphysical realist
demands, that is, as subject-independent realities. This means that the
“borderline” of the metaphysical realist becomes rather blurred in
actuality, and that is further blurred by the separation of experiencing
from thinking. Since a separation of human experience, that is, as a
method of accessing “reality” as it is in-itself is rejected, an appeal to
higher faculty thinking cannot save realism. The “thing-in-itself” will
still be out of reach since it will still be independent of human
knowledge; it is per definition inaccessible.

Thus, we can spot a further contradiction within metaphysical
realism. Not only do we have a cleavage between experiencing and
thinking as we have a cleavage between a world that we can
experience (appearances) and reality (fundamental or microscopic),
because the contradiction goes even further. The contradiction is to be
found in the core of realism, namely as a contradiction between the
view realists have of knowledge as insight, which is a necessary
product of a higher intellectual faculty and its outright skepticism
about human knowledge per se. This is clearly shown in the belief that
our concepts (since there is a borderline between knowledge and
ontology) cannot tell us anything which is really true about reality, as
it is in-itself. In other words, there is the fact that metaphysical
realism believes that we can have objective knowledge about the world
seems contradictory. Nevertheless, metaphysical realism seems to be
nominalistic. Metaphysical realism is nominalism since it claims that
we never can disclose “reality as it is in-itself”; because concepts are
“mind-things” and therefore cannot be similar-in-content to anything
independent of mind. I believe the conflicting ideas of realism and
nominalism to be elements of the ideal basis which constitute theories
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like “coarse-graining” and “the mind-dependence theory of time”. This
schism is found, among other things, in the fact that the necessity of
applying the human subjectivity as an inter-connected whole is
inescapable in the process of putting together the bits and pieces that
make up our knowledge of the world. We always end up with our more
or less true concepts. The metaphysical realist cannot justify or
perhaps he believes that he is not allowed to justify, what makes the
concepts true by appealing to experience. Instead he must appeal to
something beyond experience, something believed not to have a human
origin. In this view, the content of human consciousness becomes a
mystical representation of something that is denied accessibility to us
through our usual means of orientation in our surrounding life-world.
Thus, there has to be limitations to the human intellect, that is, there
are circumstances that tell us that the properties and features of real
things outrun our cognitive reach. Essential and crucial aspects of
reality are placed outside the reach of human subjectivity. Hence,
realism speaks for a position that emphasizes mind-independence as a
true feature of the real.

For the more moderate scientific realist the claim for realism is
found in the substantive knowledge of the sciences. The problems that
scientific realism generally is struggling with are those concentrated
around the explication of the ontological status of scientific entities.
Such entities can be atoms or the neuron. Connected to this
explanatory work is also the problem of discriminating between
properties along the explanation of what kind of properties belong to
these entities in the first place. Lastly we find that the problem of
transforming these theoretical entities into ontological real objects also
include some kind of explanation of the temporal development of the
states of the entities and their interactions with other entities. The
metaphysical realist, on the other hand, finds the basis for realism in
the assumption that we cannot achieve complete knowledge of the real,
that our means of achieving knowledge are limited to such an extent
that we can only talk about a partial access to reality. The
metaphysical scientific realist explains knowledge. This includes
scientific knowledge by emphasizing our shortcomings when it comes to
knowing the real in whatever form it may be.

Nevertheless, it should be clear that whether one is a
metaphysical realist or not one would still have the insight that
enables one to agree upon experience and thought as not always
corresponding with each other. The metaphysical realist has created a
cleavage out of this subjective insight. It is the “cleavage” itself that
becomes important to this form of realism. However, the definition of
what secures the access to the real content of the world is ambiguous.
For the realist reality will always remain “in-itself” and this is, of
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course, different from most descriptions of what we believe reality to
be. In this sense reality as it is in-itself will always remain what it is
in-itself and as such it will be the secure fundament with which we as
scientists and philosophers refer to and thus control and explain our
attempts. However, is the realist correct in believing this?

The whole issue of understanding the relationship between
thought, experience and perception is complicated. We (humans) will
always experience reality in the same manner, this is to say, we will
always see trees as trees, and we will always hear birdsong as birdsong
and so forth. But the categories by which we determine and describe
what is experienced do not always have to remain the same whether
they are within the individual or within some specific branch of
knowledge. What remains the same to experience or sense perception
may appear to be different in thoughtful contemplation. This is better
understood if we understand that experience has at least two or three
levels, that is, from what is perceived as concretely to the abstract. In
this sense we can understand that it is not what is sensed which differs
as a sense-object in experience, but what becomes in its more abstract
form by appearing differently according to changing categories by
which we explain and describe the sense-object in knowledge. Time in
experience is a disclosure of its specific “nature”, as it is “In-itself”.
However, this is not obvious, at least in the context of realism. To most
people time appears perhaps to be the same since we all can use tensed
language when we talk with each other and thus are able to
understand each other. The question of what time is changes according
to different philosophical positions. This means that the understanding
of the object in question becomes idealized and theory-dependent in
different ways according to difference in philosophy. The position that I
am mostly opposed to is the form of metaphysical realism, which in the
discussion about the nature of time, is better known as “temporal
realism”.

2.3. Temporal Realism

Of the greatest concern to the temporal realist is the necessity of
justifying the claim that there exists a tenseless world with no
transitory properties and, preferably, no objective distinctions between

“now”, “past” or “future”’. Accordingly will the temporal realist argue
that all tensed talk are nothing but mere subjective utterances that
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have no bearing upon the objective determination of the facts located
within reality but independent of the perceiving subject. This means
that an objective account of the independent real occurrences, that is,
the facts can only come about by the use of a tenseless language, like
when we apply the distinctions “earlier than”, “later than” or
“simultaneous with” to describe the order of the tenseless events. One
should therefore attempt to reduce all tensed reporting of occurrences,
which are assumed to “be” tenselessly in the subject-independent
reality, to tenseless language since “every utterance of any tensed
sentence has tenseless truth conditions”.2 However, the terms “now”,
“future” and “past”, and the relationship between these terms, still
have a particularly stubbornness. As we will see, they are hard to get
rid of even for the realist.

What are the core beliefs of the temporal realist? First and
foremost that reality itself has no innate distinctions between “now”,
“past” or “future”. They are all subjective distinctions. We are in a
sense talking of a “being”, which does not come to be or cease to be. The
distinction between now, future and past is irrelevant to the objective
account of facts that has to be true whether it is in the past, now or in
the future. The metaphysical realist of time does not like or want to
take the questions about fatalism or determinism seriously. This
means that most temporal realists, as in the case of Faye, claim that
the future is “open”. The future is real beyond the present or actual
state of affairs. That we cannot verify the future state now has to do
with the way we perceive the world, that is, with the narrow and
restricting or limiting outlook our senses and consciousness allows us
to have of the world around us.

Also the temporal realist distinguishes between ontology and
epistemology, or perhaps it would be more correct to call it logic
instead of epistemology since the realist asserts that future states or
events are logically determined.?! This is, according to Faye, something
the realist holds to be necessarily true.2? However, this would indicate
that the borderline between reality and theory becomes blurred. If
something is stated about the future at this moment and then becomes
verified when it occurs, then it is true. But can we say that it is true if
it 1s true when it has not occurred yet? Logically it is. It is logical to say
that a fact will be a fact whether it has occurred in the past at t0, now
at t1, or in a future state at tn. Future and past events are all logically
determined at any time.2? The consequence of the removal of the veil

2% See Jan Faye, 1989, The Reality of the Future, Odense University Press, p. 90.
21 bid., p. 93.

> Ibid.

3 Ibid., p. 95.
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between theory and reality is indicated by the assumption that if it is
logical it might very well be real. In fact this only states something
about the logical “nature” of facts, that is, of logical identity that in the
metaphysical doctrine of deterministic universality must be true at all
times. This is a “ontology” of time where the characteristics of
experienced temporality is replaced by a “time stretch” that has the
characterizing features of being something that “is” and that can be
measured. “Being” is that which is spatially stretched out in time, a
time that comprises all there is, and “measure” is at what “time” it
occurs on the time axis. Time is simply defined differently from that
experienced temporality we normally presuppose in our everyday life.
Therefore, if “facts” are universal time cannot lapse as a transient,
irreversible, asymmetric and heterogeneous transformation of the
world.

That the future is real is to say that the future is logically
determined. This means, according to Faye, that objective tenses do not
exist.24 That time is divided into different meanings or determinations,
as past, present and future depends solely on the existence of a
perceiving mind. Which, again, is to say that “perceiving minds” are to
be considered as obstacles of true insights of reality. Of course, this
leads us to the realist point of view that the present constitutes no
objective reality. It is the subject-independent that is “true” and “real”.
The temporal realist cannot see anything in the world that would
indicate to us how we should divide the world into past, present and
future. The obvious thing would be to understand human beings as
part of the “world” or reality, but the realist cannot accept this since he
rejects that man can access the true yet hidden reality through
experience. The confusion of whether one is dealing with descriptions
of an epistemological character or a metaphysical statement is again
blurred because the knowledge referred too is about the world which
exists independently of man. This is a world that is imagined to consist
of events which constitute an objective temporal order without sentient
beings. Thus the argument brings in the faculty of imagination as
some kind of “God’s eye point of view”. This illustrates that we can
imagine what the world and its temporal order would look like if it
lacked human beings to constitute the present, that is, as “particular
events occurring tenselessly at different times”.25 Likewise, the realist
claims that it is hard to imagine what change and becoming might be
or consist of if man was absent in the world. The demand is
furthermore that change and becoming are the same as “particular
events occurring tenselessly at different times”. The application of the

* Ibid., p. 115.
 Ibid.
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word “occurrences” is, for instance, as opposed to “becoming” or
“change”, not further explained. Anyway, the ontological statements
are not easy to hide in a description that argues that reduction of
tenses and the application of tenseless language would serve us better
if we needed to represent time, that is, as a constructed relational time-
order.

2.4. Idealism and Misconceptions

It is a widespread belief among realists that idealism is to mean the
same as subjective idealism. Furthermore, it is believed that idealism
1s the opposite of realism; that it is irreconcilable with realism. In the
first case idealism is held to be stressing that the world, reality, things
etc. are mind-dependent; that ideas and concepts have priority over
matter both ontologically and epistemologically speaking. Ontologically
speaking is idealism held to be the view that the world is a product of
our own mind, that is, of our conceptualizations and/or ideas. This
means that nothing really exists which is not dependent on the mind.
Hence, physical things are either mental or mind-dependent or could be
perceived under certain circumstances. Such “identification” of idealism
as subjective idealism may, perhaps, be credited the influence
stemming from interpretations of the philosophies of George Berkeley
and Immanuel Kant.26 In Kant’s sense this could mean that human
thought and experience always will be determined or conditioned of,
and thus limited, to its own reason and its own concepts.

In the second case we often find statements such as in R. J. Hirst,
that: “Realism is thus opposed to idealism, which holds that no such
material objects exist apart from our knowledge or consciousness of
them, the whole universe thus being dependent on the mind or in some
sense mental.”?” The main problem 1is not that it is realism and
idealism that is opposed to each other but realism and solipsism. The
metaphysical realist Karl Popper2?® likewise rejects idealism because he

* What I try to say here is that we cannot blame Berkeley or Kant for our way of
understanding them even if we may not agree. In the case of Berkeley there are many
recent attempts to understand him in a broader context than the “usual” one of solipsism
and subjectivism. For an excellent paper on this see: Signe Lykke Aggerbeck, “Realismen
i Berkeleys idealisme”, in A. Ousager (ed.), 1994, Erfaring, Teenkning; And, Forlaget
Philosophia, Arhus, s.121-142.

T R. J. Hirst, “Realism”, in P. Edwards (ed.), 1967, Encyclopedia of Philosophy 1-8, vol.
7, New York— London, p. 77.

* See K. Popper, 1983, Realism and the Aim of Science, Routledge, pp. 80-88.
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identifies it with the “transcendentalism” of Kant and “subjectivism”
understood as solipsism. He writes that: “The subjectivist theory of
knowledge fails...(because) it naively assumes that all knowledge is
subjective — that we cannot speak of knowledge without a knower, a
knowing subject.”?? For Popper this was enough to convince him that
idealism is wrong since scientific knowledge is not the personal
knowledge of the “knower”.39 Popper therefore rejected the idealistic
theory of knowledge because he identified it as “the subjectivist theory
of knowledge”.3! The weightiest reason for Popper to reject idealism is
that knowledge cannot be knowledge if this is something which only
goes on 1n our minds, or as Popper writes: “On this subjective basis, no
objective theory can be built: the world becomes the totality of my ideas,
of my dreams.”?? Since realism and idealism both are metaphysical
theories the theory of idealism as “subjectivism” could not be refuted,
although the reasons offered by Popper seem good enough for almost
anyone to reject this theory. The best epistemological argument in
favor of subjectivism states that all I know are my own experiences and
ideas. As I will argue later on, idealism is still not necessarily identical
to solipsism or subjectivism. As a preliminary to my “synthesis” certain
aspects should be emphasized to the understanding of the relationship
between the world and mind.

To know something of the world demands the presence of
experience, understanding and judgment.?® This also signifies that
knowledge of the world demands that there is some degree of
information-exchange between the three fundamental cognitive factors.
In this context, that is, of an individual who interacts with his or her
surrounding world, we cannot talk about the individual creating the
world, nor that he or she “experiences” that he/she “creates” the world.
What we do is that we somehow participate in establishing the identity
and certainty of what goes on in the world as “knowledge”. To use the
language of phenomenology, we “constitute” the world.

Understanding is very much a “creation”. Understanding is an
activity, namely of creativity that assembles, affirms or rejects bits and
pieces of probable possibilities from experience and perception into the
most probable, the most verified. Thus, we are not talking of a creation
of the world but of a creation of knowledge of the world. Thus, reality is
“understood”, it i1s “knowledge”: to be “real” is to participate in the

¥ Ibid., p. 92.

* Tbid.

> bid.

2 Ibid., p. 82.

3 See H. A. Meynell, “Metaphysical Lessons of Idealism”, P. A. Bogaard & G. Treash
(eds.), 1993, Metaphysics as Foundations, pp. 73-96.
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understanding of reality. “Reality” signifies nothing other than to be
known through creative understanding. However, this does not fuse
the “real and ideal”. “Reality” is to be known through experience,
understanding and judgement.?*

It is the dividing line, the absolute border between subject and
knowledge of object, between object and subject-independent
knowledge that becomes confused or blurred in realistic epistemology.
This is due to some confusion about nature, that is, the meaning of the
concept of “objectivity”.?®> In one aspect we can apply the term
“objectivity” as descriptive of the way the realistically inclined
behaviorists understand humans “objectively”. Humans are, in this
particular realistic framework, treated as if they had nothing of those
qualities, or abilities, or capacities that we normally would say
belonged to man, namely that of thinking, feeling and understanding.
Another way of “objective” viewing is to imagine what things would be
like if there were no humans to watch. We will strive to understand
things as they really are and for this reason we can place imaginary
brackets around our bias and preconceptions. The objectification of
reality, of whether reality is human or non-human, becomes queer once
we vulgarize this second sense of “in-itself”. We vulgarize by over-
emphasizing the meaning found in the “behavioral-realistic” notion of
“disengagement”. The disengagement we feel sometimes is functional
or instrumental from a personal point of view. It is perhaps intended to
enable ourselves to control our personal emotions regarding our
environment and is thus not the “objective” as we first believed since
the disengagement most likely carries deep within itself an intention
or motive for its application.

The main problem of realism is the uncritical belief in the
ability of disengagement; of having the ability to have a “look” from an
absolute “God’s eye point of view” for all kinds of things, and thus to be
able to spot the real that is hidden within. The “vulgarization” is the
notion that one has really “disengaged” and that one has achieved
“disenchantment”. That one can disengage in one’s act of thinking
about the world, which also “means” an objective disengagement from
one’s own subjectivity, may leave the spectator with a belief of having
achieved a “pure impression” of the world as it really is. Reality and
subjectivity are something that shall be kept apart because subjectivity
is defined as the opposite of objectivity. The epistemological distinction
between the subject and the world is taken for granted as a distinction
which is also real, i.e. a distinction which exists in reality.

34 1.
Ibid.

> Although this topic of “objectivity” is treated in a later chapter, some preliminary

comments are necessary at this point.
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2.5. Synthesis

The opposition of realism and idealism is also an opposition of outlook
or attitudes towards science. More precisely is the opposition between
naive realists and naive formalists. Both positions search for an
explanation of nature, both positions have a need to justify their
science as a legitimate explanation of the real, that is, it is more
correctly to speak of a justification of a stance which is ontological or
metaphysical. The surprising thing here is that idealism and realism,
in the shape as naive realism and naive formalism, have merged into
some kind of synthesis. However, this synthesis differs from the one I
propose. The peculiar synthesis of formalism and realism becomes
evident if we take a look at what differentiates the kind of explanation
that these positions offer.3¢ The consequence is that unjustified claims
are produced concerning the ontology of some entity in question. The
alliance between realism and formalism is seen in the efforts to defend
a “conceptual primacy to space rather than to time.”3” Both positions,
and this is why we reject this kind of “synthesis”, argue that time, as
we know, 1t 1s an 1illusion.

The formalism in question explains nature by referring to eternal
forms in nature, forms which ultimately are mathematical or
geometrical. According to Wegener, this seems to be “vulgar
Platonism”.3® On the other hand we have naive realism with the notion
that nature has “something” in-itself, a “something” that is “matter-in-
motion”, something non-sensible. What muddles the distinction
between these positions is that formalists often use the jargon of the
realists.?® This is seen, for instance, by the way truths shall be
independent of experience just like mathematical and logical truths are
thought to be. As a consequence space-time geometry is presented as a
structure which is immanent in nature itself.4° Thus, a limit has been
transgressed, namely by science itself since statements on ontology
have no easy resting place within science; science should abstain from
claims about exclusive status for its hypothesis about “fundamentals”
as explanations of the essence of nature. Nevertheless, idealizing is
hard to get by in science. All “fundamental”’, “ultimate”, “supreme”

%% See the paper by Mogens Wegener, “Conflicting Ideas of Relativity”.
¥ Tbid.
* Ibid.
* Tbid.
“ Ibid.
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reality is essentially ideal in nature. All idealization is a reshaping of
experience. With idealization we strive to give contemplated
reconstructions to the qualities of conscious experience. These
reconstructions replace the original content of experience and fills in
what it lack in actuality, the reason is that experience mainly consists
of disagreeable contingencies. What is imagined in this idealizing
activity, as a reshaping of experience, seems to be those “things” that
are absent in reality; this is an imagination which is reflective and
thus directed and guided by a desire that only a metaphysical
commitment can initiate. Platonic forms are survivors in formalism
because the notion of ideational being has been reshaped by
idealization to meet the demands of modern science in those respects
where actual experience is disagreeable. What formalism and realism
primarily agree on 1is that experience is contingent, fleeting,
momentary and transient, in short: unreliable as a source of
knowledge.

Change is instability and when something is insatiable there
must be something incomplete about it. There seems to be absence and
deficiency. True reality is changeless; it is Being that always remains
itself in fixed rest. For “time” this indicates that in nature emphasis is
put on the nomothetic features, whereas the generative features are
neglected. Although, when we experience time, we have an experience
which includes both being and becoming in an unproblematic unity*l.
This unity is dispersed with in the theoretical operation of idealization
which is either formalistic or realistic. “Fundamental reality” is
changeless and total; its oneness is harmony, it equals symmetry and
symmetry is perfection. There are therefore correspondence between
levels of reality and degrees of truth: the more fundamental or
complete the reality is the more true seems the knowledge that it
refers to. To escape the metaphysics, the blatant hypothetical nature of
these assumptions, the realist proposes that “it is not the origin of
ideas which should interest epistemologists, but the truth of
theories...”*2 To know something is to neglect origin and discover
whatever is permanent. To neglect the origin of ideas, of say, the origin
of our idea about time, is to judge between theories in order to find the
best and/or true theory is to believe that one can detach or sustain the
cause of impartial, thorough-going and disinterested reflection. This is
the traditional philosophy of scientism and naturalism and it is
maintained as realism or formalism.

41 See J. T. Fraser, 1990, Of Time, Passion, and Knowledge, Princeton University Press,
P. 45.
* K. Popper, 1983, Realism and the Aim of Science, PP. 81-82.
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In contrast to this there is another way of viewing a synthesis that
sees in the human cognition a practical approach to the world, which
constitutes the fundament for a science that is operative and practical
and that ultimately yields objective knowledge.

This means that scientific objects and structures are not put up
as something that is metaphysically contrasted to the daily experience
of man, and which would constitute a realm approachable only by a
naturalistic and scientistic rationality.*®* We claim with Hilary Putnam
that the metaphysical realist thesis is impossible.** Putnam writes:
“What I am saying, then, is that elements of what we call language’ or
‘mind’ penetrate so deeply into what we call ‘reality’ that the very
project of representing ourselves as being ‘mappers’ on something
‘language-independent’ is fatally compromised from the start.”*®> This
points towards a kind of synthesis of the ideal and the real, which
signifies a change in the character and function of the ideal “realm”,
which we shape for ourselves in the process of understanding. Now the
ideal becomes a viewpoint of things that is not God’s eye point view of
things but a standpoint from which we can examine existing
occurrences.*® This is a suggestive ideality; possibilities can be seen as
capable of being realized in nature. There is no longer any “superior
reality” that somehow “exists” apart from the world.4” This “ideal” has
more to do with actual facts than with imaginations. The aim,
therefore, must be to come around the problem of how mind and world,
subject and object, that are “separate” and “independent”, can, in the
words of Dewey, “come into such a relationship to each other as to
make true knowledge possible.”48

The “fusion” of the real and the ideal does not imply that one has
to view the world as dependent upon my perception. It does not imply
that the world does not exist independently of my mind. What it says is
that all knowledge about the real world is dependent upon someone’s
mind, upon someone’s perception of the world and its real contents.
Real things are in our conception, that is, as we conceive them, coated
with mind-supplied elements and aspects. This means that there are
two necessary conditions that meet, namely, that we have the ability to
characterize the world and that the world and its “things” are

* See John Dewey, 1948, Reconstruction in Philosophy, Beacon Press, 103-131.
* H. Putnam, 1990, Realism with a Human Face, Harvard University Press.

* Ibid., p. 28.

* See Dewey, 1948:122.

7 bid.

* Ibid., p. 123.
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characterizable, that is to say, that the world which is characterizable
in the first place is a result of mind intervening.*?

A theory, which describes reality, is a theory which is based upon
reality-descriptive concepts. Again these concepts must be based upon
the faculties that we have available to access the world together with
what the world may contain. This means that reality, as we know it,
through our reality-descriptive concepts, must be based upon
perception, “inner” and “outer” experience®® and thinking. It is on this
fundament, together with the world itself, that we can have an
understanding, whether it is scientific or common, of what can be said
to exist ontologically.

Things we see, hear or touch are at the same time things in
themselves and ideas or immediate conceptualizations. If I sit in my
garden and look at a tree I see a tree in front of me, but if I close my
eyes it becomes clear that I do not need to see the tree to have an idea
about it of being present to my mind. I am still aware of the tree
without actually seeing it. This “idea” that I perceive of with my eyes
closed is an “immediate concept”, one of those many “concepts” on
which my sense of reality rests. Thus, my idea of the tree is a recalling
of the presentation not a re-presentation of the tree. Re-presentation
demands a higher level of abstraction and idealization referring to
other strata of experience where mere recalling is supplied with
memory. This means that re-presentation appears at later stages when
the immediate idea, the thing we see, has become a link in the process
of understanding larger portions of the world through the aid of
abstractions and idealizations, through generalizations. However,
these things we “see” when we use our eyes and which do not disappear
when I close them, are dependent on perception and mind. Thus, we
are able to connect to things in the world and to stay connected without
actually perceiving them. We can “connect” and this can only take part
as a conscious act of the individual mind. Perceived things cannot exist
as a thing in contra-distinction to the concept or idea of the thing.
Things must be identifiable and the world consists of certain kinds of
things. Thus, there is nothing behind the world which we access
through our senses, experiences, thoughts, theories, practices and
sciences. There is “nothing” behind the world which we have access to.
That there is “nothing” behind the world we access simply indicates

* In this sense I agree with Nicolas Rescher’s “conceptual idealism”. See N. Rescher,
2000, “An Idealistic Realism”, p. 22.

% “Quter” refers to our sense perceptions, while “inner” refers to what we in fact
experience when we experience. This is a fuller experience than a mere sense perception
since it would include “space” and “time” as strictly defined “frameworks” of the
experience.
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that our understanding cannot venture beyond our concepts. Our
concepts are the limit. There may exist something beyond the reach of
our understanding but that we cannot know since it is beyond our
reach.

However, human individuality presupposes some difference in
subjective experience about the world. We do not all experience the
same things; we do not all have the same “background” so that we can
all judge about the same things in the same way. Thus, when we
depart from our immediate experience we have to describe things
according to our learning, and/or interests, and/or commitments of
whatever shape or form. Our own “outlook” on the world and our
theoretical or metaphysical interests determine to a great extent the
theoretical approach. It also determines our descriptive and
classificatory schemata with which we choose to explain the world.
The more objective a theory of metaphysical realistic flavor claims to
be, the less in touch it will be with the source that fuels this image
with some sense of “reality”. A theory that makes an infusion of
ideality into reality as the fundamental starting-ground for its
idealizations has preserved the real content of the world, which we can
access cognitively. This means that there is a connection between the
abstractions and things in the world that we can identify. To identify
something and to be able to be identified are two necessary conditions
for knowledge. And to identify something is human cognition
interacting with that “something” being identified.?! This means that
the world exists independently of my mind but my knowledge about the
world does not exist independently of my mind. Neither does my
knowledge exist independently of the world. Thus, I am not a solipsist.
I am not a skeptic person either, since I believe that the world around
me is manifesting itself directly to me as the content of my experience.
The world is manifested in my “outer” as well as “inner” experience
since I believe that man as a matter of fact is reality and cannot have
been made of a different stuff than the rest of the world.

I do not reject the existence of physical objects. What I reject is
“ontological dualism” and “materialistic reductionism” claiming ontic
truth, scientistic/philosophical notions often connected to metaphysical
realism, notions that contain beliefs which have been and still are
instrumental in  the intellectual movement towards a
“compartmentalization” of man and of man and the world into different
reality-strata/compartments. That is to say, man into “spirit” and
“body”, and reality into man and the world in itself. This is to say, a)
“man”, that is, into negative subjectivity in the sense of focusing on

31 See Rescher, 2000:23.
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appearances and illusions. And b) “world” as matter, that is, as
“fundamentals” to which everything that otherwise is “appearing” can
be reduced, that is, explained objectively. “Matter” in itself; for
instance, can support neither qualities nor quantities without the
mind.

By the way we blend notions from both idealism and realism, we
have to have as a property of our theoretical foundation, a distinction
between conceptual “mind-involvingness” and “explicit mind-
invokingness”.52

The question of determining the nature of time, “mind-
invokingness” would indicate to characterize experienced temporality,
as an “illusion” would be explicitly “mind-invoking”. According to
Rescher, illusions typify the kinds of issues which are of relevance to
the thought-processes of beings with a mind: to have illusions there
must be “mind-equipped beings” to have these illusions.?3

In contrast to this we have physical time that mainly rests upon
the understanding that there is no time that lapses, that time can be
reversed, that time is a structure as symmetrical as that being which
the laws of physics represent. In this realist understanding of physical
science and its time concept, the time that the physicist operates with
seem entirely non-mental: It can be applied as a measure derived from
the necessary causal order of the world and is, as such, “time” as an
object of physics.

Nevertheless, I will claim that there could never be “physical”
time in a world without minds. Physical time is an artifact of a certain
purposive (i.e. communicative) sort equipped with a parameter on
which moment-determined-events are extracted. Such purposive
artifacts all invoke goal directed processes of a type that can exist only
where minds are.?* For time to be “physical”, only certain aspects of
what we normally understand as time is kept and turned into what we
know as the “time axis” or the “time parameter”. In its limited version
this “time” is a fabrication that has been given discriminative points of
regularity from which dates can be determined and events given a
moment in the unfolding process of real-world time. Thus time has
been given a specified purpose, an epistemological purpose.

Moment determinations as well as moment discrimination are
inherently the sort of things produced and employed by mind-endowed
beings. In sum, to explain adequately what “physical” time is we must

> Ibid.

> Ibid.

> Ibid. Although Rescher does not talk about fime in this particular context I believe we
can apply the context at hand to understand the scientific purpose of wanting to have a
certain kind of time.
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refer to moment determinations and thereby in turn, ultimately to
temporal experience. The point is that to explicate what is involved in
characterizing time as “physical time” we must eventually refer to
minds and their capabilities; accepting that “physical time” is by its
very nature something for people to read of from their watches. Time in
physics is thus only an artifact created for a certain sort of
“intelligence-involving purpose”.?> While clocks — unlike illusions — are
not mental items, their conceptualization and characterization must
nevertheless in the final analysis be cast in “mind-involving” terms of
reference. And I believe that this sort of thing may very well be true of
all real things in general, since to be characterizable as a real object is
to be knowable in principle by intelligent, mind-endowed human
beings.

The prospect of perception, experience, understanding,
identification, and judgment is crucial for objectivity. To be an object
means that it somehow should have an identity, in which it can be
separated individually from other phenomena. Hence, all of the above
processes are explicitly and fundamentally mind involving processes.
Each process is intentional or attention directing. It is the sort of thing
that only we humans, to our knowledge, can do. The extreme
statement based on temporal realism, that temporal experience is an
illusion since we are ignorant of what real time really is, is to relate
time to minds in a certain kind of way. Besides of disclosing certain
specific purposes and commitments, it discloses the fact that it cannot
avoid characterizing time in conceptually mind-referring terms.

> Ibid. I believe that Rescher’s terminology can be interpreted in this way.
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3

Subjectivity, Becoming and Time

Several ways of defining the subjective character are attached to time.
Thus, there are several ways of explaining how we shall understand
the “relationship” between “subjective time” and “objective time”.
However, there also are confusions concerning the issue of the
existence of a variety of senses in which we can understand the
application of “objectivity”. These confusions of “objective sense” lie at
the bottom of all exaggerated hypostatizations of the assumed non-
subjective abstracted/subtracted aspects of time.

Furthermore, the concept of “becoming” seems special. It 1is
special because it is the concept related to the question of the ontology
of time, which has enraged most philosophers of a naturalistic bending.
It adds to the concept’s character of being “special” that this is also the
concept, which some physicists have tried to incorporate into their
physical theories because they have seen the need for a wider and more
comprehensible sense of time. The need of a more ontologically
comprehensible time is found in the need for an improved intelligibility
of the scientific picture of how matter and the universe develop and
undergo changes.

Still, “becoming” is problematic as a concept about the nature of
time. It is not problematic only because it is the concept that is most
similar to humanly experienced temporality; it is problematic because
there are logical problems. However, these problems are not of the
terminal type since the problem of logic rests upon a reflective or
contemplative mistake of misrepresentation. In this connection,
misrepresentation is really the same as misunderstanding something
crucial about human experience of temporality. To be more specific, the
misunderstanding, which has made “becoming” so unattractive to so
many modern philosophers, consists in the notion that our now
“changes” in time.

3.1. Notions Concerning Subjectivity and Time in
Physics

We could say that without subjectivity, i.e. subjectively experienced
time, no epistemic sense of objectivity related to time would ever occur.
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In this sense I am in accordance with A. N. Whitehead’s “reformed
subjectivist principle”: “Philosophy should begin with an analysis of the
content of subjectivity, but it should also show how subjectivity is
linked to objectivity.”®® In this sense one can almost legitimately claim
that time has no subject-independent reality. Though as subjective it
does have a certain kind of reality. In this sense time is real. In this
sense temporality is not an illusion. However, we should be aware that
this does not necessarily devalue time’s being in relation to other
features of the universe. Michael Dummett has an interesting point in
his essay McTaggart’s Proof of the Unreality of Time: A Defence. He
says that a subject-independent time, which is a fully describable
reality, is fiction. This “fiction”, however, presupposes that we have
access to a world, which is detached from our experiencing conditions,
and which we — in a quasi-divine sense — connect with entities and
their inner nature. Thus, it is a far reach to claim that what actually is
a “representation” of something that only has “epistemic objectivity”
really is something that is “objective ontologically”. I believe that the
position of Dummett has some good points in the defense of the reality
of subjective time. But I still find it difficult with respect to the fact
that other things, which are independent of me, are also subjected to
some kind of “temporality”, that is to say, to process and change.
However, this cannot be due to me projecting the notion of “process”
and of “change” onto them. By applying some “good-will” we can regard
Dummett’s statement as if natural processes and organic change are
not detached from our experiencing conditions, even if they exist
independently of us. Thus, if we can relate time with change, then
time must be something “ontologically real”, because we have notions
of time as “something” which not only concerns us human beings but
everything existing externally and physically independent of us.
Changes do take place “in” time. For example, the grief I feel over a
lost family member, someone that I will never be able to speak to
again, points to the fact that a process has taken place. This shows me
that something that once was is no more, and it shows me that this is
real in the sense that it is a fact. He or she was “in” time; he or she
existed, and now 1s no more “in” time. These facts that I experience are
ontologically real. Does my experience of time include that when we
differentiate between things in our surroundings we perceive of
changes that are objectively in the outside world and which intuitively
also must belong in a time independent of my viewpoint? The
possibility is obviously there. Time is a necessary structure of the mind
in order to perceive of the world as such. And changes in the outside

% Cited from P. Hurley, p. 99, in D. R. Griffin, ed., 1986, Physics and the Ultimate
Significance of Time, SUNY.
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world occur independently of me as an observer. What is the relation
between these two spheres? When a beloved one dies, one necessarily
thinks that it could imply that the beloved person no longer exists in
time, that is, his or her time is up. But time continues to mould. So it
seems quite clear to me that I do not project that kind of time, which
we understand as part of the changing world. In fact everything
around me changes. It is a fact that the person I loved no longer exists.
I recognize “the passage of time” in the irretrievable facts of life as
such. I believe that time finds its expression through human
subjectivity, but this does not necessarily imply a denial of time as
ontologically objective, i.e. as a “real” temporal feature of the universe
and thus it is also a feature of the universe independent of human
cognition.

There is subjective time and there is objective time, both are
epistemologically and ontologically real. But this hinges, of course,
upon what we understand by “objective” and by “objective time” in this
sense. What puzzles me is the fact that many a philosopher of physics
seems to presuppose that objective time cannot in any way resemble
time as experienced. Perhaps that is why one feels that one has to
subtract all of the subjective elements from time, because one
presupposes that a time without these elements will necessarily be
“objective” time. Clearly, to the protagonist naturalism is an invisible
but active factor in a very metaphysically biased treatment of time.

But in order to put all of this into intelligible words I find it
necessary to outline some relations of the problem of having all these
multiple notions about the relation of subjective time to objective
time(s). Later on we will see that one of the fundamental problems lies
within the tendency of not having made a clear distinction within the
applied notion of objectivity itself as to its different forms of meaning.
This is to say, what one is missing in most cases, where the objectivity
and subjectivity of time is debated, is a clear outlining of what is meant
by the theorists’ application of the notion of “objective” in relationship
to their way of applying time. There seems to be some kind of selection
of what kinds of senses are most attractive according to the nature of
the theory itself.

However, today’s many theories about time show a plurality of
thought and creativity, but at the same time this diversity leaves the
investigator in the field at a loss. The more one researches and reads
about the subject, the more confused and insecure one becomes on the
validity of one’s own hypothesis on the matter. But one thing that one
cannot be insecure about is the many and diversified tendencies in the
philosophy of time (physics included).

As it is well known by all philosophers and scientists today, the
“Newtonian-Kantian” model for space and time as non-empirical

56



universal forms — with the assumption there can only be one time and
one space — was denounced both by a tendency within science and
within metaphysics. The tendency within science was prompted by
Einstein’s 1905 paper on Special Relativity. In the metaphysics by
Kierkegaard — who served as a fundamental source of inspiration for
the movement called “existentialism”, Heidegger must be said to
represent a kind of a turning point.

However, the phenomenology and metaphysics of thinkers like
Charles Sanders Peirce, Dewey, Whitehead, James and Bergson,
Husserl and Heidegger establish a kind of link between the theory of
relativity and existentialism. That is to say, time, far from being a
simple, univocal reality, exists above all in terms of the experience that
the subject has of i1t.57 Thus, we are epistemologically presented with a
plurality of times. And the question which arose was to what extent
these times where related, if at all. What this has led to, as Michael
Sandbothe points out, is that there are now “three basic tendencies in
contemporary philosophy of time”.58

First we have the tendency “to unify our understanding of time”.
Thinkers like Bergson and Whitehead are convinced, says Sandbothe,
“that time’s validity is that of being a new Archimedean Point which
unifies our everyday experience of the self and the world with our
academic theories about nature and man”. 59

It was only with physicists like Ilya Prigogine in the second half
of the 20th century, within the frame of the theories of “self-
organization” — which surfaced in the interface between physics,
chemistry, and biology — that the development of a “global” time
concept occurred and was mathematically implemented. In this we
found an understanding of a one-directional flow of time corresponding
to fundamental natural processes. These processes are prior to and
therefore also fundamental for any conceptual temporal differentiation.
In this sense we claim the distinctions, which we make with the
application of the “A-series”, must lie in the fundamental processes of
nature itself. In other words, we find in the chaotic and thermodynamic
processes an asymmetry with the effect of bringing out a temporal
direction on the fundamental level of nature.

The second tendency that Sandbothe points out is what he calls
the “pluralization tendency”’. One leading protagonist of this tendency
is the French philosopher Paul Ricoeur. Sandbothe says that Ricoeur
regards “the break, on the level of epistemology, between

7 M. Sandbothe, “The Temporalization of Time in Modern Philosophy”, in Patrick Baert,
ed., 1999, Time in Modern Intellectual Thought, Amsterdam and New York, Elsevier.

¥ Ibid., p.1.

* Ibid.
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phenomenological time on the one hand and astronomical, physical,
and biological time on the other” as being “insurmountable”.60

The third tendency he has discovered in contemporary philosophy
of time is that one tends to “relativize and historize” time. This
approach takes everything, including language, science, etc., to be
contingent and a product of chance and time. The American pragmatist
Richard Rorty is for instance one of the representatives of this position.

We can also make these points a little more explicit. In
contemporary philosophy we find the tendency to commit to a form of
dualism which has its roots in the philosophy of McTaggart and his
differentiation between the A-series of time and the B-series of time.
On the one hand we find those with a kind of relation to the theories of
C. S. Peirce, Bergson, Husserl, Heidegger, Whitehead, James and
others. The phenomenological approach holds that on the
representational level we have the A-series of past, present and future
as the fundamental kind of time and which is taken to show that the
nature of time is dynamic. The other party holds that it is the B-series
of before and after, or earlier and later, which is the correct
representation of real time — and has a static nature. Both the
positions, the static view and the dynamic view, seem to think that it
was possible to “reduce” or subsume the other’s viewpoint under the
position itself held as the real one.®! Essentially both of these positions
sticks to McTaggart and his differentiation of A-time and B-time, that
is, they uphold the differentiation as such as “real”, and not merely as
an analytical “device”. Thus, they commit themselves to a dualism both
theoretically and ontologically.

What they do is that on the epistemological level they argue
about the correct form of temporal representation, and on the
ontological level whether real objective time is static or dynamic. Both
views have relevance for the contemporary problems within the
philosophy of physics: One view is focused on the problem of
subjectivity in relation to that of objectivity, which anyone wants for a
concept of real time. Of course one cannot overlook the fact that the
dualism exposed here introduces new problems. At least the
protagonists of static B-time seem to overlook the fact that both series
are “subjective”, and that both are epistemologically “objective” in an
inter-subjective sense. Instead of excluding each other, the two series
epistemologically complement each other, because the one without the
other would never give us the temporality and succession we

60 11,:

Ibid.
1 According to Richard Gale’s “reformed” view on time we find that this kind of
semantic reduction of indexicals is no longer desirable. Gale’s view, the “Co-reporting
Thesis” and his opinions about “temporal becoming” will be discussed at a later point.
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experience. What McTaggart saw quite clearly was that without
“becoming”, the relations of “before” and “after” disappear and the B-
series are not possible. Errol E. Harris has made this point explicit.62
He writes:

We can date event E at time ¢1 only if, at ¢t1, E is past; in
other words, only if the A-series is presupposed. But if the
A-series does not belong to the physical world, physical
events are not related as past, present, and future, and so
cannot be related as earlier and later.%3

McTaggart himself tried to solve this by introducing his C-series which
he claimed to be real. When he denied reality to time it was on the part
of the paradox that change involves the A-series; and without it there
would be no B-series, no before and after — relations which do not
change. Yet we cannot positively identify events as past, present or
future by any clear-cut marking. Nevertheless, we attribute all three
mutually exclusive relational qualities to each and every event.
McTaggart’s C-series have the same elements as the two other series.
But instead of the before and after in the B-series he puts in those of
“being-included-in” and of “inclusion”, which are said to correspond to
those of before and after. What he achieves, as Harris points out, is
just to transform the temporal series into a spatial one, with relations
of coexistence instead of those of succession. Still it remains a series of
distinguishable elements, and if it was not it could represent nothing
intelligible. And as Harris says, “a reality without internal differences
is inconceivable.”®* It does not help at least to deny the reality of time,
because nothing in our experience, either of our selves or of the world,
is properly intelligible without it, Harris states. I can only concur.%®
Still, it would be an unjust claim to say that in modern physics
we find only one concept of time, which has “objectivity” attached to it.
Philosophical plurality has also invaded physics, so that we have to

82 Errol E. Harris, 1988, The Reality of Time, SUNY.

5 Ibid. p. 49.

% Ibid. p. 35.

5 For now, let us just say that it is the supposed chasm between time as an experience and
the timelessness of physics that is unreal. This is a chasm which indeed owes its existence
to some die-hard metaphysics that obviously have not yet realized that it is a tendency to
spatialize — as yet another “subjective” feature — which mistakenly is taken as one of the
“crucial” objectifying criteria as such. This kind of metaphysics has two aspects which
can rather differently, be put as 1) being blind to the necessary subjective use of spatial
concepts. 2) Tending to render qualitative time quantitative by the use of space-like terms,
and we might add space-like contexts.
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distinguish between metaphysical tendencies within the physics of
time too.

One dominant view in physics has been that nature on a
fundamental level within physics is timeless: That physics provide no
basis for features like the one-way direction, which is in principle
irreversible -- the categorial differences between past, present and
future and of constant becoming. Though thermodynamics provide for
anisotropy and hence bring the concept of “time” a little closer to
experienced time. Still, there is no one-way going or a distinction
between past, present or future. As K. G. Denbigh says: “Which
‘direction along the t-coordinate is the real direction?” just does not
arise in physical science.”®® D. Griffin divides the differences among
these thinkers®” into three major groups:

The first group holds that time has no other nature or reality
than the nature and reality we find in fundamental laws of physics.
Here, the tendency is to speak of time as an illusion of the
consciousness, which has no objective counterpart.

The second group consists of those who agree with those in the
first group, that the concept of time can be defined only by physics. But
this group does not hold that the concept of time originates in, or is
grounded in, the laws of physics, that its origin is grounded in some
feature, which is susceptible to scientific treatment. Griffin says, “the
most popular form of this position is the view of time as rooted in the
laws of thermodynamics, hence it is the direction of entropy, which
defines the reality of time.”®® OQur experience of time is a derivative of
this physical process. Adolf Griinbaum is known to hold such a view —
where, however, our temporal experiences of becoming are understood
to be nothing short of fictions. Thus, we might claim that, like Errol E.
Harris®, that such a view only creates new and puzzling difficulties. It
is puzzling because Griinbaum — for one — rejects a possible inherent
relation between experienced temporality and entropy. However,
Grinbaum realizes that: “It is (the) inevitable increase of entropy
within the processes of our own organisms and brains, which is
supposed to underlie our consciousness of the passage of time and thus
our perceptions of past, present and future.””0

At the same time he argues that experienced “becoming” is an
illusion. Because none of those thinkers of this group view time as
something significantly ontological or metaphysical, that is to say, that

8 K. D. Denbigh, 1981, Three Concepts of Time, New York: Springer Verlag, p. 167.
57 Griffin, 1986, pp. 4-5.

% Tbid.

% Harris, 1988, p. 43.

7 Ibid.
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time is not rooted in nature or reality. Harris remarks critically on this
by saying that if it is entropy, which underlies our awareness of time,
then “the physical process must be prior to any conceptual awareness,
and the source of the distinctions we make in the A-series must lie in
the physical world itself.””! In spite of such a contradiction the people
of this group hold that time is only a contingent feature of reality, “...it
can be regarded as more or less ‘real’ or ‘illusory’ depending upon the
other interests of the author. The contingency hinges on particular
features of our universe that conceivably could have failed to occur...”
as Griffin puts it.”2

Griffin goes on by describing a third tendency, which consists of
those who insist that sciences cannot have as a task to define the
reality of time. One cannot restrict oneself to the procedures and
methods of one of the special sciences when one is trying to define the
nature of time. Because every attempt to explain temporality in terms
of the restricted methods of one of the special sciences, ends up with
reducing a “fundamental concept to a less fundamental one.””® These
thinkers hold metaphysics and philosophy in general to be of a more
recommendable approach. Better still is, within the frame of
metaphysics or ontology, to try and synthesize the assumptions of all
the special sciences with each other and with the presupposition of
human experience in its fullness.

However, if we now direct our attention to the notion that
physics entail the rejection of time as experienced, what then are we
left with?

One answer could be mathematical “space”, since we are here —
with the introduction of the “time axis”, which 1is with the
mathematization and geometrization of time confronted with a
tendency to spatialize time. This means that we tend to formulate our
temporal cognitions with space-like terms, that is, to attach a spatial
category like “before” or “after” or “flowing” to our temporal
experiences. At least we gain an understanding of how it is possible for
us to operate with — and thus confuse — two ways of thinking about
time. As Errol E. Harris says: “We think of time as clock time”.”* This
kind of time cannot be identified with transition or change. Clock time
is only a metric which we use to measure some other thing which is
changing, its rate of change. But, says Harris: We also think of time as
the process of change itself, as when we compare time to an “ever

! Ibid.
72 Griffin, 1986, p. 5.
7 Ibid.
™ Harris, 1988, p. 23.
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rolling stream.” Harris says that we “fail to distinguish these two
senses of time.”

Physicists, for instance, say that time slows down when
the universal rate of change decreases and affects clocks as
well as all other processes, equating the metric with that
which is measured. Yet, on the other hand, when they
attend to the metrical aspect of time, they tend to abstract
from passage and to think of time as a fourth dimension
(in space).”™

According to Henri Bergson this is spatialization of time, because when
one regards events in this manner, like events that are fixed and
coexistent in a four-dimensional manifold, or as William James called
it, in a “block universe”’, then we are truly talking of something
spatially extended. It is a spatialization when one assumes that the
time axis runs at right angles to the other three spatial dimensions. As
Harris points out “literally it cannot.” The only possibility for this to be
something, which we can actually work with, is to apply something
mathematicians call “configuration space”.

To quote two writers on time:’® Fritjof Capra says: “The
relativistic theory of particle interactions shows thus a complete
symmetry with regard to the direction of time... This, then, is the full
meaning of space-time in relativistic physics. Space and time are fully
equivalent... To get the right feeling for the relativistic world of
particles, we must ‘forget the lapse of time.” Or, Herman Weyl who
says, “The objective world simply is, it does not happen.” In short, what
we are seeing here is a blatant tendency of spatialization. It seems
quite clear that one has to recognize the four-dimensional manifold as
a mathematical context for the interpretation of physical measurements.

The problem here is not that one might have to abstract from
experience but to infer metaphysical truth on these abstractions. This,
of course, would most likely be an ontological reduction of time. For
instance, if we eliminated time’s empirical irreversibility by claiming
that it does not conform to the symmetric laws found in physical
theories, we could end up postulating that our experience of time’s
direction is nothing but a mere anthropomorphic prejudice. Neither
symmetrical laws nor the fusion of mathematical time and three-
dimensional geometrical space eliminate the temporal aspect of
passage. However, the idea of passage or becoming appears to be
problematic to many philosophers. Thus, speaking of specific

7> Ibid.
"% Quoted from Griffin, 1986, p. 21.
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theoretical frameworks or contexts I realize that it is of some
importance to take a look at this notion we can name “becoming”.”’

3.2. A Preliminary on Becoming

It is “now”, “past” and “future” that constitute the largest difficulty to
the philosopher of time, who has settled his mind upon the idea of a
non-evolving cosmos. Of course we cannot escape the fact that we have
to operate with felt and experienced aspects of “becoming” and of “now”
in two different contexts related to the meaning of time, namely (a)
time understood as relations between events and (b) time as an
unfolding transience or process inherent in existence or being as such.
The tendency is to treat time either as a “temporal relation” and/or as a
“temporal unfolding process”. However, not many scientists endeavor
to find a linkage between these two different approaches to the time-
problem. That is, that time can be applied as a relational aspect, which
1s an epistemological application of a construed measure of time. But
time can also be understood as a process, which is held to be
ontological in the sense that it is in nature of time that things -- change
that is perhaps to be change as such. And as such is the nature of time
open to experience because change is a necessary aspect of our
experiences in the sense that we have to refer to changes in our
experiences of the world when we want to report our experiences to
others. Nevertheless, in a theoretical treatment of time process and
relation seem to exclude one another. An exponent for this latter view,
that is, the view that time is relational and therefore cannot be treated
as process, is found in the reformed philosophy of Richard Gale.”

Gale refers correctly to the “common” account of “temporal
becoming” as absurd because it reports time to be the “moving on” of
the “present” or “now” to a later time, which then becomes a
presupposed later time on the time axis. To claim that the now is
moving in time is just as much a spatialization of time as when one is
claiming that time is identical to the time axis in four-dimensional
space-time. Gale questions: “for how can a moment of time cease to be

77 “Temporal becoming” is in fact being discussed throughout the remainder of this
dissertation.

" R. Gale has changed his view on time in the sense that he is now ashamed of what he
earlier thought of the “now” as changing and as moving on towards the future — a view he
identifies as the view of “temporal becoming”. In the following I will keep to his thoughts
on time as they are presented in his papers: “Disanalogies Between Space and Time”,
“Time, Temporality and Paradox”, and his “Time” in Encyclopedia Americana.
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identical with itself or even have the possibility of being a different
time?”7 The crucial aspect of Gale’s view is his emphasis on the
relational feature of time as the only and real way to talk about, or to
refer to time, because “now” is thought of as something that rests upon
a “referring function”. “Now” refers to “this time”, its function is that of
being a reference to some specified event and thus to be the constituent
of a relation between two or more events. The referential function is
necessary for the preservation of an identity between “now” and the
specified moment of time.

Gale’s treatment of time rests upon McTaggart’s theoretical or
analytical distinction between A-series and B-series: The first made up
of tenses like “past”, “future” and “now”, and which has the same
function as token-reflexive indexicals like “I” and “here”. The second
series disclose only relations between events and a specified moment of
time, 1.e. “clocked time”, that is, when or what time the events occurred.
But unlike most B-theorists Gale find “now”, like “I” and “here”, to be
necessary true as long as “now” is now and “I” am I, that is, according
to Gale (who is referring to Kripke’s work), our indexicals are rigid
designators. As Gale defines: “Indexical terms are rigid; for it is
necessarily false that I might not be I or that now might not be now.”

Therefore, we have the claim that a “moving now” is nothing but a
perplexing notion, a notion that simply cannot be true. Now is always
now, it cannot be a different time but always now. Temporal becoming
is therefore, according to Gale, false. Gale reaches this conclusion
because he believes that temporal becoming is identical to the
following statement: “If the present shifts to ever later times in the B-
series, it must do so at a certain rate. But since it shifts along the time
axis the rate involves a change of time over time.” Thus, Gale reaches
for a theory about “event identity” by presupposing rather than
exploring a certain concept of time. That is to say, time is thought to be
identical to measured time, to clock time, to the “time axis” whereby we
fix or determine and define the moment as a moment, which is “frozen”
in its determination. This is to understand time as identical to the
segment of space on a clock with a specified point telling us the hour
and minute of the day.

Furthermore, “event identity” states something about the identity
between something as well, and as already mentioned in Gale’s case,
between “now” and the clocked moment of time on the “time axis”. We
are here talking about a “reduction”, not a reduction that seeks to
eliminate our subjective “now”, but as one as our necessary focal point
or starting point in telling the time in a way, which makes sense to us.

" 1bid.
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This is important since we cannot escape the necessary use of referring
to our now. The assumption is that there has to be some kind of
identity between “now” and, let us say “4. 35 p.m.”, to make the use of
the B-series comprehensible. This means, that Gale does not attempt
to dispense with the A-series in favor of the B-series, but to establish
an identity between two statements about one event which on the one
hand, reports an A-proposition, and, on the other hand, reports a B-
proposition. This is co-reporting. “Now” is “4. 35 PM” is necessarily
true if 4. 35 PM is now. Gale uses the following example:

(1) E occurs now.
“Now” tells us about the moment of time ¢1, therefore,
(2) Now is t1.

Proposition (2) is therefore necessarily true, says Gale, because it is
made up of both a proper name and an indexical term (both “rigid
designators”). Furthermore, we state that

(3) E occurs (tenslessly) at ¢1.

This proposition expresses the same truth-value as (1) at ¢1.
Furthermore, for us to deduce (1) from (3) we have to apply some kind
of entity, which possesses a sense of “now” and an ability to report the
event as happening “now” at the moment of time ¢1. Therefore, “now”
and t1 are identical. Now refers to “this time”, which is ¢1 and thus
answers our question: “When?”

Thus, it should be obvious that Gale has reduced the
philosopher’s pursuit for an understanding of time to solely consisting
of a pure epistemological time-relation. 1 get the feeling from reading
Gale that our awareness of time is to have but one function, namely
only to answer the question: “when?”’ I believe that Gale has a very
sound notion about the necessary relationship between our experience
of time and our need to establish and use “time” in a more abstract
manner, namely as a relation holding between occurring events.
Nevertheless, I believe that some essential part of the ontological
properties of time has gone missing in his attempt to infer
metaphysical truth on something that solely belongs to a theoretical
treatment of time, which can only be treated as epistemological
properties of time.

According to Gale change is paradoxical and we are left with his
reduction of temporal perspectives to temporal relations through the
referential function of the “now”. Gale’s co-reporting thesis demands an
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element like our experienced now, but not as something which refers to
more aspects concerning time than the point-like time moment in a B-
series tenseless order. This has to be so since, and as Gale writes, for
every A-proposition there is a B-proposition that reports the exact
same event. It is to report one event with the use of two propositions
that are logically linked together. The point is that neither proposition
really makes sense of an event if there is not any linkage by reference
between now and the clocked moment. However, Gale chooses to
dismiss temporal becoming by appealing to the choice of method and
the claims about time that comes around as a result of the
investigations performed by the method. In this case the method is the
phenomenological one, the one which examines and dissects the
experienced or experiences. What this method makes clear, and what
Gale does not want to admit, is that there are different ways of
describing time. One way to describe time that is inter-subjectively
universal is to understand temporality to have something to do with
the fact that the world is constantly changing its visual and audible
features. From this point of view time is not to be identified and
defined solely by our ability to use it referentially and relationally. In
fact these relational and referential aspects do not explain how we can
— as we in fact do, experience change in the first place. It neglects the
fact that we are, like experiencing subjects, operating in the midst of a
transforming world. This is a transformation of features of changing
shape, color, form and figure in the living world that enables us
humans to perceive them.

However, if time is defined in the manner Gale demands we are
left with a time that is momentous and a world that is changeless.
Time is only something we construct from our awareness of “now” — an
awareness whose sole meaning is to refer to “this time”. There is no
transition between “events” and there is no evolvement of the “events”
themselves, left is only a queer world of “A-series” and “B-series”. This
is a logical world of tenses and tenseless propositions of indexicals and
rigid designators. A world where “identity” means the necessary logical
identity of “now” as always being now and which is, as such, always
believed to be linked up with a specific clocked moment which is
reported by two different propositions conforming to McTaggart’s A-
and B-series distinctions. The indexical “now” can never change. This
is logically impossible. Therefore, says Gale, it is impossible for “now”
(as a referent to “this time”) to shift to a later time. If it shifted to a
later time then this time would cease to be 1dentical with this time; 1.e.
would cease to be identical with it.%0

%0 See Gale, “Disanalogies Between Space and Time”.
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Thus, we find that Gale is focusing on two aspects of becoming —
two aspects which according to Gale, render the concept of becoming
absurd, namely (1) that the present, as already mentioned, shifts to
later times in the B-series at a certain rate along the time axis. The
absurdity is that the rate involves a change of time over time. (2) Gale
thinks that temporal becoming denies the necessity of identity. If the
present (this very moment of time) was to shift to later times, it would
cease to be identical with itself.8!

How shall T respond to this? Gale rejects that we can
understand time or the nature of time phenomenologically. The
reasons he gives are unclear. We know that the phenomenologist
investigates human experience: What constitutes the experience and
what are the components of these experiences. Furthermore, many
analytical philosophers find it hard to reconcile analytical
investigations of time with the idea that our experiences are somehow
related to objective nature. It is the metaphysics of disjunction between
human mind and objective nature and what is imbedded into
analytical thinking that perhaps is at work here. How can we discover
objective temporal properties by investigating our temporal
experiences? The question is rather: Why can we not understand
temporal becoming phenomenologically? Admittedly, the
phenomenological approach is different than Gale’s analytical method.
It does not aim to “neutralize contradictions” in the analytical sense by
a dissection of everyday language. The aim is rather to understand
time as a phenomenon, which is open to conscious human experience
and which is the source of the human endeavor to objectify time in
various ways.

Objective time is as a specific way of articulating our
idealizations and abstractions in relationship to temporal experiences
either a confirmation of experienced unidirectional time like entropy or
a rejection of this in favor of the symmetry of physical laws. These
attempts are only over-verbalizations of intuitive or primitive
temporality. By this I mean that an objectification of time will always
be a hypostatization of some analytically abstracted and isolated
features chosen to become real properties in the realm of science. These
“properties” conform to theoretical contexts, and are, at the same time,
serving as both a metaphysical/cosmological as well as an
epistemological purpose. Gale’s “frozen-moment” philosophy serves as
an example of the same style of philosophizing about the world, but
here it serves as an exposition of the primacy of analytical method.
Gale’s rejection of becoming rests upon his dislike of the

¥! Gale, “Time, Temporality and Paradox”.
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phenomenological introspective method, which in the case of Husserl,
finds time to be identical with irreversible change. Gale’s “now” as “a
frozen moment in time” becomes a metaphysical “fact” where modal
logic and analytical dissection of everyday language determine whether
time is identical with the changing world or not.

It is hard to come to grips with Gale’s concept of time, with what
he believes time to be, because he is not explicit about his notion
concerning the nature of time. However, we can understand his
analytical approach to time, that is, his attempt to construe a theory
about the necessary application of both A- and B-series in reporting a
time, the co-reporting thesis. Briefly, this is not a theory about the
nature of time but about making sense of telling time and our
necessary appeal to both A- and B-series. Therefore, his statements
about the ontology of time, that is, about time not having anything to
do with change, are misplaced. In a negative sense, Gale states that
time is not “temporal becoming” since this includes the notion of
transition — which is excluded by his emphasis on the momentary or
frozen logical nature of “now”. This thesis can, however, claim identity
between now and #7 by reporting the same event: If now is identical to
the occurrence of event E and event E occurs at t7 then now is identical
to ¢7. All this is good and well, but it does not explain what time is. The
work by Gale on time is a theory about how to report time without
having to make contradicting statements. The A-series and the B-
series are contradicting each other, they are describing time
differently, different aspects or features of us who use the notion of
time. That is, one aspect is used to describe time, the other aspect is
applied in order to describe how we need to report about time to others,
a time based upon the first aspect, upon the A-series. Gale does not see
it in this way. It has all and everything to do with reporting what time
it 1s without having to reduce one of the series to the other one, that is,
to subsume for instance the A-series under the B-series, which have
been the case of most B-theorists of time. In this sense, Gale’s theory is
a clear improvement in the discussion about what is necessary in order
to comprehend any reporting of time. But he does not state the origin
of this peculiar reporting clearly enough as he would then have to
embark on a phenomenological investigation of human experience.
What Gale in fact achieves by his co-reporting thesis is that he
connects what McTaggart analytically separated in 1908. What we
should be aware of in the case of Gale is that it is reported time, and
only for the sake of reporting time, that his thesis holds well. We
should also be aware of the fact that it is not lived time in its entirety
which is being disclosed by Gale, only a part of it. The other part
becomes too logically contradicting for Gale to accept since it discloses
a very different property of time, namely “becoming”.
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“Lived time” differs very much from Gale’s “reported time”.
Lived time is full and complex, it encompasses present and past, it
includes expectations and hopes about the future based upon our
present awareness of the present and our past. But it is also an
ordering of our perceived content, a temporal and spatial ordering of
earlier and later, of before and after. However, it is also an experience
of time passing, of transience connected to our perceptions and our
“trains of thought”. This means, as present and past: That which is
now is really present to me in my perception that is now; and it
becomes past, it is not present anymore. My present awareness, the
one which constitutes my “now” is not changing, only the content of
perception is changing and that in an irreversible order. “Reported
time” as Gale writes about has only with our present content to do, that
is, with the temporal ordering of my perception that occurs now, with
my timing of and need to report whatever specific event are happening
now. It is a theory of our representations of how to order events in time
that we are presented with in Gale’s theory. This is a very important
contribution although it i1s not metaphysically satisfactory.
Foundational metaphysics seek to disclose the fundamental nature of
our time concepts, which in this case of co-reporting time cannot
exclude experienced temporality. Foundational metaphysics should not
omit the investigation of temporal experience or the principal reference
to certain features of experienced temporality.

In spite of what I have said so far, Gale has given a correction of
one feature, which has survived in connection to the concept of
temporal becoming as a rather unclear notion claimed to be
corresponding to temporal experience, namely the movement of our
now in time. As Prior and others have seen before Gale, our now does
not move in time. Our now has to be identical to itself as our now. It is
an absurdity that our now moves and changes in time, that is, along a
superimposed time axis, as Gale points out by referring to Prior’s rate
of “one second per second”. What our experience really tells us is that
my now is always now. It is what is within my perceptual awareness
now that changes and “moves”, that “takes time” according to my now.

The reason why the now has been described as “moving” and
“changing” is precisely our unavoidable and necessary application of
spatial metaphors on everything experienced. It is by metaphors like
“river”, “moving”, “changing”, etc. that we describe time by reference to
processes perceived in our locality. Things and events do not remain
the same within my present perception; my present perception does not
remain the same perception all the time. Therefore, my opinion is that
Gale dismisses the concept of temporal becoming too fast. There is a
“transition” taking place which we in fact refer to as the “moving on of
time”. This means that our now must refer to something more that just
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being identical to “this time”, that is, our now must be something else
besides being referential. From the perspective of our awareness now
we should be able to recognize that our awareness that is now has a
changing content, which still will be at a “this time”. But our
awareness now will also include the indirect reference to something
that i1s factually in transition or transformation, or moving and/or
changing its appearance now.

We should make a distinction between the meanings of “now”,
which are (1) the logical “now” and (2) the actual, living, awareness
that each and everyone has now. The first sense of “now” is Gale’s
opinion of what now is, that is, the logical “now”. Here, now is identical
to “now” as a representation of “this time”, or “this time” as a
representation of “now” where “now” for instance is ¢1. The logical
“now” 1s only a referential now which only meaning is to refer to a
specified moment of time being “now” at t1. In this aspect it is
important to know that truth can only be truth for a moment of time
with reference to “now”. That “now” is logically speaking always now is
always true, but that “now” is always and only referring to a “this
time” is not always true. “This time” is the logical meaning of “now”,
which is valid for a frame that has been hypothesized to become
identical to the truth for a frame.

Now is not always the logical “now”, but must also include the
actual now, that of being lived actuality, thus truth must also refer to
something more than the logical “now”, it must include a reference to
contingent truth. It must refer to the experienced time order that
contains the aspect of transitivity. That “now” is identical to “this time”
is valid for Gale’s frame of theorizing about our co-reporting
representations of time, but it is not identical to the possible
metaphysical truth of what now is in itself. It is; however, valid to talk
about “now” the way Gale does within his theoretical frame, where his
focus is not on the metaphysical problem concerning the nature of
time. Instead we see that his emphasis on “now” as a necessary
referent as a rigid designator has to do with an epistemological interest
for a comprehensible representation of temporal order.

The second meaning of now is therefore more complex and
perhaps puzzling, because this meaning is also concerned about the
question of the metaphysical foundation of time. This is to say that our
necessary reference to our experienced world does not give us only one
option of meaning and definition of now, namely as “this time”, but also
as something else and perhaps more fundamental still. As
metaphysicists we would like to see beyond the epistemological
application of our temporal representations; to see beyond the mere
representation of temporality. More fundamental still is the fact that
the now I refer to is my now, only as my now does it give sense of
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talking about a “now” as identical to the moment on the time axis when
the event was perceived or happening. Thus we have a complex
situation, namely that the aspect of having a reference to the past as a
perspective included in the subjective frame of reference. It is only on
this fundamental level that it makes sense for us the way we go from
one moment in time to another, that our now is not frozen in the sense
of being forever identical with ¢1, that “now” was now only when ¢1
happened. It is only with reference to our actual experience that we
have retained the transition of one content being now ¢1 and another
contents being #2, a transition that does not involve a “changing now”
but only a changing object or event. This living and subjectively
actualizing now cannot be fully understood by being treated as a “now”,
which exists isolated from the unavoidable reference to memory and
expectations. So when anyone is identifying “now” with “this time” our
living, the actual now must be presupposed.

Nevertheless, Gale has realized that the way ahead is not any
longer to reduce the A-series of time to the B-series, but instead to
create a connecting bridge between “now” and the tenseless timing of
events. However, I believe that Gale makes a preference for the B-
series in his exposition and that he is thus keeping to McTaggart’s
analytical distinction from 1908. Gale does not rid his theory of the
problem of having to deal with two different and contradicting worlds
which are ordered differently: That is, one being ordered subjectively
with the use of tenses and indexicals and the other only being a
tenslessly ordering of events. In this context it is possible that Gale has
performed some kind of reduction anyway. It is a possibility because it
is his notion of “this time” which is paradigmatic for his definition of
“now”, that is to say, for his claim that the only time that is of interest
is the best relational theory of time. A relational theory of time only
makes sense if it has reference to some kind of rigid designator, an “I”
or a “now”. However, this “now” must not be confused with the now
that is the basis for any talk about transition. The B-series becomes
normative for the definition and understanding of a logical “now”
which is isolated from the actual experiencing now, a logical rigid
designator that is identical to “this time” and only “this time”. Still,
this kind of “now” gives us a tool to report time with a reference frame,
but it does not contain a reference to the aspect of time that defines
time as such, namely the now of awareness which perceives
transitivity. This aspect is introduced only by reference to a real
experienced content, with reference to a living subject that has the
ability to orient him/herself and to differentiate among appearances of
things and events in the world according to the rule and order given by
intuitive temporality. By claiming this, we have moved from the
domain of epistemology to that of metaphysics, since this concerns the
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foundations of time and not only the temporal representation, timing
and reporting of events.

To summarize, what does all this boil down to? Well, it boils
down to the problems that concern subjectivity as such. This is to say,
to certain problems of sense and comprehension arising when
description is sought for something “real” along with the assumption
that subjectivity has nothing to do with reality as such, or with the
description of it. In my opinion, the case is this: One assumes that
what is real cannot resemble anything that we can conceive of in
experience, that the objective, understood as the real, or as subject-
independent actual existence, must be like the opposite of subjective-
based knowledge of reality. All the above-mentioned positions show us
that no matter how one tends to look at the problem of time, it is really
a problem about the relation of subjective time to the notion of
objective time which is in fact is the issue. These positions and
tendencies show us that we cannot escape the fact of subjectivity. If
we're somehow going to talk of an “Archimedean Point of View” it must
be the view from within, from within subjectivity and thought itself,
and as such we must try to comprehend the complexity of our “innate”
polarity of the subjective and the objective as such. Only such a view
can give us an understanding, firstly of what kinds of notion
“objectivity” we are confusedly applying, secondly, what “true
objectivity”’82 is and how we reach it.

%2 “True objectivity” depends upon what it is that is supposed to be objective. My point is
that the status of “objectivity” depends on its object. True objectivity — as a view that is
true about its object is always a “view” or “perspective” on something by someone —
though this is no one in particular. Thus, as will be shown, objectivity has to do with the
reality status of the object and/or the “perspective” that always is mixed with someone’s
epistemological-metaphysical presuppositions.
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4
Subjectivity and Objectivity

To conceive of the nature of time one has to understand fully the
complexity of the subjective and objective aspects of human thought
and the different meanings of objectivity. It i1s a common mistake, for
instance, to take any notion about “objectivity” to be “something”
identical to that which is ontologically real®’, when it instead is a
“framework-characteristic’. That is to say, it can only exist within a
specific theoretical frame. Only “objects” have objectivity, and objects
are objects because they are somehow connected to the cognizing
faculty of the subject. That is, objects are objects because of their
relation to a perceiving and mind-endowed human being. Any object in
nature is necessarily connected to something else; thus, any object in
its “objectivity” cannot be understood as an object that is in itself,
merely because it is defined according to its measurements and to its
material extension, weight and density. Its relation to human
experience and thinking cannot be overseen. Thus, every object
becomes real or objective as part of specific branches of knowledge.

4.1. The General Features of Subjective-Objective
Distinctions

What is the issue of the subjective and/or objective realities of time
really about? It is first of all about the nature of human reason and
conceptualization as such. Secondly, it is about reality — that is, the
problem of what reality is, or when reality temporally speaking is as
opposed to actuality, which is now. Thirdly, it is about the reality of
time, which, in other words, is about the existence of local macroscopic
temporal properties. Perhaps it would be more correct to say that the
question of the objectivity of time and/or reality of time really is about
the metaphysical outlook on time. This is, on the one hand, about
theories which present us with outlooks which accept aspects such as
unidirectionality, transience, becoming and irreversibility to be
somehow connected to human temporal experience and his/her local

%3 Meaning, “a manifest property of reality”.
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physical world. On the other hand it is also about outlooks, which
present us with the rejection of these temporal aspects as real
properties.

We have to emphasize human thought as a definite source of
true knowledge and of course as a source of objective knowledge as well.
However, the insight tells us that if we wish to determine the truth-
value of objective knowledge we cannot begin with ready-made
abstractions. Instead we should be honest about how we really go
about in order to achieve the particular type of objectivity in question.
This is to say, how do we as human subjects think and experience in
order to come up with the particular features of time that are needed to
fulfill the purpose of the theory. Here is metaphysical tradition or
academic culture an important issue. I believe that if we begin our
work by accepting concepts which have already departed from its
relationship to the concreteness of experience, and then we can become
caught up in the theoretical context. The mind becomes absorbed in
some fascinating abstract aspect-reality, that is held in high esteem by
authority, a context that more than anything else obscure our access to
time, that is, to the concreteness of primitive or experienced time. We
trust our thought in the domain of abstract and theoretical thinking.
Why should we not trust it? Thought is after all deeply immersed in
temporality. Why be skeptical of concrete and experienced reality?
After all is it the source of objective time?

No matter how skeptical some of us are about the human ability
to achieve objective knowledge, we, nevertheless, have to face the
positive results of science. The historical fact of what happened to
Nagasaki and Hiroshima in 1945 confirms the success; it shows us that
physicists have managed to disclose some real nature of the atom.
Moreover, we do in fact stake our lives on the assumption that we
achieve essential insight into a reality, which also exist, independently
of our subjective awareness of it. Although this “independent” world is
accessible, it is accessible only through human cognition and
theoretical concept-construction. Thus, it can be claimed that
subjectivity is the foundation of and in any kind of knowledge -- even if
it 1s knowledge about a world existing independently of the subject.
This 1s a powerful claim, as Thomas Nagel8* has put it since we are
ourselves parts of objective reality both in the “cognitive-
epistemological” sense and in the “ontological” sense. However, we tend
easily to connect all kinds of “objectivity” to reality as such, or perhaps
it is the other way around, that we superimpose reality on every kind
of objectivity. Perhaps we come to conceive of what appears to be

¥ Nagel, 1979, Mortal Questions, p. 202.
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objective also as something which necessarily has to be real. According
to Nagel objectivity can, within a particular frame, be regarded as
something that necessarily shall exclude our individual point of view.
That objective truth is something that shall be impersonal and viewed
externally. Therefore, Nagel insists that there is no one subjective
viewpoint and no one objective viewpoint.8> It is an objectified
individual viewpoint that is being applied rather that the personal
point of view on things.

The split between the subject and object is, as Schelling pointed
out a long time ago, a product of reflection.8® According to Schelling it
is through reflection that we learn to distinguish between external
things and ourselves, between external things and their subjective
representations. However, another distinction is required, namely that
we have to distinguish between subjective representations of external
things and external things with the modification that the very
distinction which singles out the external as something else than the
subjective representation, is itself a subjective representation of the
external thing. From here is the split between subject and object
definitive and cannot be healed by returning to the original situation of
immediacy. This means that on the subjective side of the polarity
between subjective and objective perspectives within human
subjectivity itself, we have “the point of view of a particular individual,
having a specific constitution, situation and relation to the rest of the
world”.87 From there on the drive is toward greater objectivity which is
taken further by the subject by its growing consciousness of and
abstraction from its particular concrete personal position in the world.
This movement towards objectivity also includes abstractions leading
to the development of self-awareness. However, now other elements
also enter the arena, perhaps metaphysical and/or other “background”
theoretical elements that will be influential in the act of distinguishing
or discriminating the forms of perception and other actions that is
assumed to be characteristic to humans alone. These elements,
together with the natural drive from within subjectivity itself, are
furthermore part of the movement “away from the narrow range of a
human scale in space, time and quantity toward a conception of the
world which is not the view from anywhere within it”.88

This is, of course, to be understood in the way that there is no
one-way thinking without the possibility of a return to subjectivity,

% Ibid. p. 205.

% See Alan White, 1983, Schelling: An Introduction to the System of Freedom, New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, p. 23.

%7 Nagel, 1979:205.

* Ibid.
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that is, to the concreteness of experience. We do not remain in the
objective end of the polarity. Each object and every objectification
demand a new effort of a careful selective thinking and considering one
has to take, before objectivity, usually a frame-required detachment, is
obtained. The natural condition of subjectivity is an oscillation between
extremes where there is no one pure objective point of view without
subjectivity and no one subjective view without objectivity.

4.2. Transcendental, Phenomenological and
Psychological Notions

Now, if we confront our immediate experience, that is to say, an
experience that is unmixed with reflection, we find that the opposition
of the “subjective” and the “objective” is wholly foreign to it. This
means, according to Cassirers?, that what is grasped by consciousness
here and now “is”. It is precisely in the form offered by direct
experience. He says, that here we have a content that is located within
very vague temporal limits. The past, in so far as it is taken up into
memory, is just as given and as “real” as the present. But when we
begin to reflect upon the given content, i.e. when we start to
distinguish and discriminate the given by logical thinking, that is, by
reflection, we destroy this impression of perfect unity and
completeness.? This impression of unity and completeness, i.e. this
more direct and primitive type of perception is, in the psychological
terminology of Jean Piaget, marked by “centralization”, that is, relative
immediacy and inability to distinguish. The other aspect, the
distinguishing aspect, is the “decentralization” characteristic of
intelligence.

With intelligence, that is, with perspectival thinking, we have
the capacity to transfer our attention, without losing hold of the
mutual relevance of the successive foci. According to E.E. Harris?! this
1s an analytic capacity, which, at the same time, is correlative to a
higher and more articulated synthesis. By applying Piaget’s
terminology, Harris maintains, that “centreity” is far from being lost
through “decentralization”. We could, however, as Harris does in order
to make the terms more explicit, refer these psychologically conceived
terms to those of transcendental philosophy, and thus in Kantian

% E. Cassirer, 1953, Substance and Function: and The Theory of Relativity, p. 272.
90 11.:

Ibid.
°! Errol E. Harris, 1993, The Foundations of Metaphysics in Science, p. 429.
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terms call “centreity” the synthetic unity of apperception, while
“decentralization” corresponds to the self-differentiation of the unity of
relational “categories”. Kant’s terminology is of course not psychological
but epistemological.

Piaget?? has another angle to the matter than the traditional
transcendentalist view, an “angle” to the matter which, in my opinion,
helps correcting the picture of mind inherited from Kant. Piaget views
the issue of mind and the development of distinguishing categories
genetically and recognizes the fact that ready-made categories are not
imposed by the mind upon a sensuous manifold. The categories are not
ready-made. They emerge through a process of active development.?3
The only “thing” that we can claim to be innate is the ability to form
such categories, that is, “the ability to analyze and synthesize, to
distinguish and relate”, as Harris puts it.?* This means that the innate
ability, we humans have, is “to explicate the implicit articulations of a
diversified totality.”?® This is the essential function of our mind. The
contrast between “centreity” and “decentralization”, Harris claims,
when it is contrasted with perception resolves itself into that of
subjectivity and objectivity. Similarly, according to Cassirer, “every
critical doubt that is directed against the universal validity of any
perception, bears within it in germ the division of being into a
‘subjective’ and an ‘objective’ sphere.”%

Thus, the goal of all empirical knowledge will be to gain some
invariant that has both necessary and constitutive factors in each
empirical judgment. Though, we all know by now that perception is
conditioned and limited by the organic, neuro-muscular conditions of
sensibility and the spatio-temporal circumstances of the percipient.?
Thus we can say with Cassirer® that subjective are those perceptions,
which we term as associative connections, in the sense of these
connections being united only under particular circumstances.
Associative connections are not necessary and they do not appear every
time, even though they are given exactly the same circumstances. On
the other hand, along side these we discover fixed connections. These

%2 Jean Piaget, 1960, The Psychology of Intelligence.

% Be aware that this counts for the phase of immediacy but not if we consider the later
phase when we contemplate and analyze the content of immediacy: In the later phase
“background” assumptions and preconceptions together with other metaphysical
commitments enter the arena as “categories”.

 Harris, 1993, p. 429.

% Tbid.

% E. Cassirer, 1953, Substance and Function: and The Theory of Relativity, p. 272.

° Harris, 1993, p. 429.

°7 Harris, 1993, p. 429.

% E. Cassirer, 1953, p. 273.
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connections are valid for any whole field of objects and belong to the
field independently of the differences given in the particular place and
definite time of the observation. These connections remain steadfast in
the flux of experience while others dissolve and vanish. These fixed
elements are “objective”. Why are they objective? Because they remain
the same, that is, they do not change with the passing of time. It is on
this persistence that we have an experience which is characteristically
unchangeable. With its distinctive and definitive character of division
into past and present, experienced time is an excellent example of a
“fixed connection”. In this manner it is also a disclosure of an
irreversibility feature that is non-changeable within experience as
such. On the other hand, subjectivity becomes synonymous with
change itself, just as any determination of the unique here and now is
assumed to be subjective.??

However, 1 believe we should state with outmost clarity that
there is no evidence of absolutely changeable elements of experience at
any level of knowledge we have reached anymore than there are
absolutely constant elements. Although I regard the order in temporal
experience to be uniquely common, intersubjectively speaking. Thus,
we often find that temporally structured experiences are mistaken as
contents of experience instead of being a property of mind enabling us
to experience external events and things in an ordered way. However,
certain content is always referred to, and compared with, another
content of our experience. For instance, many perceptual illusions are
due to subjective exaggeration of objective difference, and others are
the result of our neural and psychological idiosyncrasies.'®© However,
the “relativity” of perception is only relativity to our singular viewpoint
and us as percipients. Correction of this subjectivity is due to our
decentralization ability. This ability of thought enables us to establish
a different kind of relativity: the relativity of thought proper.1®® This
sense of relativity means that we can relate to an objective or absolute
standard. At the same time, the possibility always remains that even
this content will be corrected by another and so far unknown “content”
and thus may no longer be taken as a true expression of co-variance.102

Thus, we see that both from a transcendental and an empirically
based psychology the polarity of the subjective-objective is described in
a way, which can easily be interpreted as being in general agreement
with the thoughts of for instance a modern thinker like Thomas Nagel.
However, we can extend this “agreement” even a little further. Because

% Ibid.
1% Harris, 1993, p. 429.
1 Tbid.
12 Tbid.
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in the context of the subjective and objective we cannot omit the
meaning and significance brought in by the “phenomenological”
concepts of “synthesis” and “dihairesis”. Even if we are here confronted
with different “philosophies” in the sense of metaphysical outlook and
methodological approach, we can detect clear similarities between
these approaches that must give some weight to the correspondence of
the results. To exemplify this third approach, the phenomenological
one, we will take a very brief look at Heidegger's metaphysics.
However, in order to detect the polarity of the subjective-objective within
the phenomenological context of Heidegger, we have to start by
plunging into his analysis of perception, that is to say, his
understanding of “intending” and “intuition.”

Heidegger states that when we perceive of something we, first of
all, have to bring the perception into relief. And to bring something into
relief takes place in new and special acts of explication.l%% Let us
consider an example that Heidegger uses to make this aspect explicit.
Imagine there is a chair in a lecture room:

The simple accentuation of the q, of the ‘yellow’ in the
perceived chair, in the S, that i1s, in the whole of the
subject matter perceived as a unity. Simply drawing out
the color as a specific property in the chair first makes the
q, the ‘yellow’, present as a moment, (that is, in a form)
which was not present before in the simple perception of
the thing. Accentuating q as something which is in S
however also involves accentuating S as a whole
containing the q as part of the whole and accentuating the
whole which contains q as a part are one and the same act
of accentuating S as a whole. Moreover, this accentuation
of q as something situated in S basically accentuates this
relation of q and S.104

This means that the chair which now is represented as “being yellow”
becomes yellow or visible through the articulation, or as Heidegger
puts it, “trough the arrangement which we call the state of affairs.”105
The “accentuation” that Heidegger talks about, is grounded in the
perceived subject matter. But as perceived, the composition or the
“construction” that is brought out in the subject matter is not a real
part of this matter. Though it is a subjective contribution to bringing
out the matter and so it is also a contribution to bringing out the real.

:gi Martin Heidegger, 1985, History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, p. 63.
Ibid.
15 Tbid.
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Objectivity is to be achieved in the accentuation of the properties and
parts of the thing perceived. The thing becomes expressed and visible
in the way it actually is in itself, so to speak. In accentuating a thing in
this manner, we have a form of authentic objectification of the thing.
And, as Heidegger writes, “what is primary here is the relating itself,
through which the members of the relation as such first become
explicit.”106

We are faced in the above with two distinct acts, but these acts,
however, cannot be taken apart from each other; they constitute a
unity. The unity of these acts is imbedded in the “intending” of the very
relation of properties and parts of the thing. The unity of acts is an
overarching unity, which brings the entity in this objectivity as
something “given”, as a “bodily object”. The “objective” bodily object has
as an expressed characterization a specific relation that is articulated
in the form of subject and predicate. It is precisely the acts of
“synthesis” and “dihairesis”, or to use the broader terms of Harris and
Piaget “centreity” and “decentralization”, which we are talking about
here. Synthesis and dihairesis must therefore be integrated
fundamentally in the acts of centreity and decentralization. But this
means that cognition must be understood as consisting of both the acts
of “taking together” and of “laying apart’. Both acts are necessary for us
to even be able to talk about an object of some specific kind. Synthesis
must therefore be understood not only as “gluing” or “fusing” two or
more parts together, but as an act that cannot be understood as
something separate from the act of “laying apart’, of differentiation.
These act-elements give, or more precisely, these elements are actively
part of the construction of objects in the first place, whereas the two
terms “centreity” and “decentralization” signify the split between us as
subjects and of the object understood as an entity independent of us.
“Centreity” is a state of mind comprising “something” before it is
“decentralized”. Decentralization is the state of mind after the act has
taken place; it describes the result of an act. The act itself is synthesis
and dihairesis. Thus, it is only in the decentralization aspect, in
treating intuition and thinking as “objects”, that we are able to
conceive of cognition as a flow of acts that consist of both laying
together and taking apart, and which concretely “give” us the object.
The object as such is a representation made possible through the
complexity of construction, that is to say, of cognition. This corresponds
to the way which Husserl has pointed out, that, “whatever subjective
‘standpoint’ we may assume, recognizing always occurs; and no matter
how we vary the standpoint, we find nothing absolutely new but only

1% Ibid.
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something made distinct-specifically, something made distinct within
fixed boundaries.”107

Thus, the “object” we are consciously aware of, for instance a
specific bodily object, is a representation and a conceptualization.
These concepts give us time and again the same objects, because we
objectively — in the concreteness of the representation — have just one
thing. “It stays the same because we always move within the same
related group of intuitions or cognitions, where the transition leads
from what is known to what is known”, as Husserl puts it. And he
continues, “and does so in such a way that the total content that we
have in each moment already contains in itself the intention aimed at
all the content of the further moments.”108

The concepts become fixed points of reference for cognition, i.e.,
for experience. But this does not mean, as I have already argued, that
they become fixed in the sense of unchangeable categories and thus
gain a categorical function. These concepts are only partly
“categorical”; they take part in the determination of the perceptual
world. Then again they are subjected to change as soon as something
“new” i1s added which contradicts the content and where the new
content is more complex in the sense of giving more “fulfillment” to the
perceived. We can therefore say that we have groups of intuitions or
cognitions which are representations of one and the same object. These
Intuitions are cognitions that offer known parts and properties of the
object. Furthermore, we have transitions between these groups that
consequently offers fulfillment of a part of the intention directed
towards it.

Hence, when we intuitively “separate” and “join together” parts
and properties in experience, we construct an object of some specific
kind and also the object as a “concept” as such. We should not forget
that by creating these distinctions, we also establish a conceptual
“link” between us as cognate beings and the world as something
“unknown” to wus. Thus, it is through our subjectively based
objectifications or conceptualizations that we can access the world in
order to render it something as known.

17 Edmund Husserl, 1991, On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of Internal Time,
p. 152.
1% Tbid.
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4.3. Subjectivity as the Problem

No matter how one regards Nagel’s view on the subjective “movement”
towards an objective “sphere”, it will remain, nevertheless, a likely
possibility that we create objectivity as a way to gain an intersubjective
access to, and thus a commonly acknowledgeable knowledge of, the
world. A remarkable feature of this conceptual development is the one
which marks the passing over from a subjective viewpoint to one that
1s objective — and that this is not across some pre-fixed line of
demarcation. Rather it is a somewhat floating transgression or
metamorphose of subjectivity as such. It is an effort of thought that
elevates consciousness to an awareness of a different conceptual level;
a new level of thinking which opens up further the possibility of
perspective that is in its unique abstractness impersonal, that is,
ideally objective. Thus, each new level would probably contain less and
less of the specific subjective, that is, of the specific personal point of
view. But mind you, not necessarily less of a specific subjective
experiential, and thus necessary, property like temporality, but less of
that which is experienced as important to the experiencing person as
such and which is clearly given to ourselves as “something” that is
private. Or as we remember Cassirer said, less of that which only is
“associative connections under peculiar circumstances that are not
necessary even if given the same circumstances”. Thus, Nagel says: “The
distinction between subjective and objective is relative.”109 There are
different levels of more or less subjective-objective viewpoints. A
general point of view is more objective than an individual point of view,
which again is less objective than the point of view of the physical
sciences. Having said this, Nagel then turns our attention to a quite
interesting feature of this “polarity”. The “problem of disjunction” is
about the metaphysical opposition between a person and his
subjectivity and the objective world as it is in-itself. Or as Nagel puts
it, “the opposition between subjective and objective can arise at any
place on the spectrum where one point of view claims dominance over
another, and more subjective one, and that claim is resisted.”0 We
resist because the assumed higher level of objectivity is in need of
justification. It might be intuitively so, but it does not correspond to
what we know about reality at this point. We resist because the new
factor does not fit in the whole. Thus, we move on and accept the fact
as soon as we have established a connection with some other part of
the whole.

19 Nagel, 1979, p. 205.
10 Tbid.
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In the “physics of time” we are confronted as theorists with two
forms of “wholeness”. One considers “becoming” as a feature of reality.
Another one does not want to consider this feature at all, but when it
does consider “becoming”, the sole aim seems to be to eliminate it as a
property of subject-independent reality. This means that one actually
aims at eliminating the fact that if we are to confront time in its
experienced complexity, we also have to face the logically contradictory
“nature” of time. If we omit these contradictory temporal aspects we do
not have to consider them. Hence, this last group can claim that “time”
understood in terms of “duration” and “becoming” is subjective and as
such an illusion. Then we are faced with another problem, because
within our own conception of the “objectivity” of time we have to
measure time by means of motion; but then again motion presupposes
the notion of time spatially described as a “flow”! How can we explain
away the circularity?

I believe that E. A. Burtt’s words still make good sense: “The
scientific notion of time has almost entirely lost touch with duration as
immediately experienced. Until a closer relation is regained, it is
probable that science will never reach a very satisfactory description of
time.”!!! Furthermore, to omit experienced temporality, because it is
held to be an illusion, does not free any of us from being puzzled over
how a tenseless and non-temporal world could initiate and produce the
emergence of the illusion that we know as “time”. This should perhaps
help us to see that in spite of the enormous amount of verified and
“unfalsified” knowledge we encounter within physical sciences, the
problem of time is not such an easy task even for physicists. Because
with the subject-matter “time”, we are confronted with a property of
nature that has a nature of its own and that is not in any sense like
other aspects within nature that physics can deal with. No matter how
physical or mathematical one makes time to be, it will still be a meta-
physical, “fictional” transformation of something known to all of us,
namely, of the time that we encounter in experience. And as such one
cannot simply rule out any aspect of time, no matter how self-
contradictory time then would appear to be. So to resist a notion that
appears more objective, because it has less subjective experiential
features attached to it, is not necessarily based upon some reluctance
to get rid of these “subjective features”. On the contrary, it is actually
an objective consideration of the problems that we get submerged in if
we choose to exclude the whole for the sake of saving — from the
experiential point of view — one highly speculative “odd” theoretical
constituent.

"VE. A. Burtt, Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science, p. 262.
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Another point that Nagel has made, and which I feel is necessary
to clarify, is that subjectivity is not any private matter. In a very
specific sense the experience of time does have a private character. The
qualitatively experienced “duration” of an event might very well have
different measured durations in others perceiving the same event.
What I experience can be based upon some psychological factors that
are dominating the temporal aspect of my consciousness in the time of
experience. No wonder that some have been eager to dismiss the
totality of time experience as mere appearance and thus also as an
illusion. Of course they have then neglected to differentiate between
content, that is, the particularity of the experience, and how the
experienced content is always ordered in the same manner, that is,
inter-subjectively. For instance, as Mary F. Cleugh points out “an hour
as measured by a clock, may seem long to one observer and short to
another.”'’2 Furthermore, when we, for instance, are very busy for an
hour or so, we experience this hour as short in passing. Nevertheless,
when we think back on the same event it seems long. So then, what 1
experience can be conditioned by various factors, but how I experience,
that 1s, that I “expect”, “remember” and “present” is true and objective
properties of every experience. The events appearing in these series
are ordered in such a way that I can say: “Event A took place before
event B, which is the same as saying that B happened after I did A”.

The successive ordering of events as such does not change at all.
This experiential feature will always remain a common property.
Remember Ernst Cassirer’s definition of objectivity, where regular
features which are necessary, i.e. that show themselves every time, are
the “objective” features. Nevertheless, the problem about a subjective
representation of an objective time-ordering series is puzzling and in
many opinions not at all solved. We should therefore confront some of
the problems pointed out by scientists and philosophers working within
what we could call “psycho-physics”.

Something should be said about the different problems that
surface on the explanatory clash between two “different” worlds like
the physical description of the material world and the
phenomenological manifestations of philosophy, that is, the old
opposition between scientism and humanistic sciences.

Conferring with history we find that the compass needle is no
longer directed to the transformations of the physical into
phenomenological manifestations. This is 1i.e. exemplified by
Malebranche who sought to give a new interpretation of the Cartesian
extension as an intelligible extension accessible through human

"2 M.F. Cleugh, 1937, Time, and its Importance in Modern Thought, p. 7.
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participation of God’s ideas. Another is Berkeley who sought to
transform the physical into perceptions of the ideas of God, hence
“being 1s to be perceived”.

Now the compass needle points towards the tendency of
explaining mind in terms of the physical. While the first might be
described as the anti-realist approach, this last approach is what
defines scientific realism. The turn of the compass needle came with
the realization of the fact that the physical cannot be interpreted in
terms of a transcendental version of the mental. Therefore, the mind
must be interpreted in terms of the physical, not by physics but by
psychophysics. Thus, we have the situation where it is not physics that
shall take notice of time as experienced. Scientism has this issue
covered by psychophysics. Subjective time is thus one of the topics,
which psychophysics are discussing. Psychophysics aim at scientific-
like explanations of everything subjective and qualitative, of the
mental life of the human being. Concerning time it is the illusion of
time that preoccupies the researcher. The psychophysicist claims that
the illusion of time is real, however, the content of the illusion, which
defines it as an illusion, is not the issue of being real or not but of being
correct or not -- compared with the objective experimental situation
construed. The claim of scientism is that physics is not incomplete in
the sense of not taking subjectivity and subjective time seriously.
Physics merely split up the tasks between fundamental physics that
has no interest in the issue what so ever and psychophysics that has.
This new type of scientistic approach is different to an earlier
positivistic version, which sought to explain subjective experience as a
direct emanation of neurochemical reactions. The supposition is
nullified by the very truth that such things as neurochemical reactions
do not exist, which do not already presuppose the presence of a subject
of experiencing.''? This type of approach sought to explain why we had
subjective experiences of this or that kind. The new type seeks to
explain that we have a great deal of illusory material to cope with in
our daily life.

Among the new psychophysicists we find Daniel Dennett.
Dennett’s focus of attention is not on the “I”, the first person — the
point of view of the experiencing person. It is rather the “third person”,
an individual who is submitted to experiments where the event-
ordering time-series, as he experiences them, is questioned after being
compared to the actual pre-arranged events, which are the external
and controllable experimental conditions that determine the truth-

'3 Albert Shalom, “Temporality and the Concept of Being”, in P.A. Bogaard & G. Treash,
(eds.), 1993, Metaphysics as Foundation, SUNY, p. 18