A STUDY OF SOME FUNDAMENTAL ONTOLOGICAL CONCEPTS WITH
SPECIAL REFERENCE TO TIME

THESIS SUBMITTED FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF
PHILOSOPHY [ FACULTY OF ARTS]
OF THE
UN!‘\(ERSITY OF NORTH BENGAL

\‘:.-“3
wmﬁ wﬂﬂ033 fo’fw’)

NIBEDITA CHAKRABORTY M.A,
(LECTURER IN PHILOSOPHY)
SILIGURI COLLEGE
DIST. DARJEELING, (W. B.)
JUNE : 1993



%TDC\{(TA‘{T\-.N, L
: : c lf ? L} A

R —r T
il bt % Y
CL
- " ”JJ L','»_?‘L 3
el
e



5o, too, time hath no, being by itself,

aut 'tie from things we grasp a sense of that
Wwhich in the past was set, or what for us
Today doth hold, tomorrow hath in store.

Then too, thou must perforce confess that none
Can e'er perceive time by itself, apart

b,

From things wnhich move or stand in cuiet rest.®

-5 TLucretius
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Preface

The present work is intended as a study of the

philosophical problem of time. The problem of time is not

an isolated one; it is rather a group of problems arising

out of the intimate relationship of time with space, motion,
change and the causal nexus. Hence, a proper understanding
Of the problem of time requires a study of these concepts

as well, It is to be admitted that the temporal involvements
of these concepts have made the prablem of time taxing enough

and at the same time most interesting.

Time seems to be an inalienable feature of the world of
our exXperience. An understanding of the nature of time is
a prerequisite of any adequate philosophic vision of reality.
Philosophical analysis, however, discloses some paradoxes in
the heart of the conception of time. It is then only natural
that attempts to solve the paradoxes should have praminence

in any discussion on time.
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The present writer, however, dare not claim that she
haS solved all these paradoxes., Time, as C.D.Broad said, is
‘the hardest knot in the whole of philosophy'. The present
writer has tried to state and analyse the problems as they
are relevant to contemporary philosophical scene. The
apﬁroach however is not historical:; but at times history of
the philosophy of time has surfaced itself as relevant to
the discussion of the problems. Hence philosophers starting
from Parmenides downwards have entered the discussion as we
proceeded, It is interesting to know that some of the
praoblems with which we have struggled were also as much

kicking to our distant forefathers two thousand years ago.

The present writer is painfully aware -of her limitations,
of the incompleteness of her work. There are many questions
relating time that have been left unasked, many riddies left
unsolved. To repeat, time indeed is a dif?icult subject to

treat satisfactorily.

The present writer is happy to express her deep seusc
of gratitude to her supervisor Dr. Bhaswati B.Chakraborty,
Department of Philosophy, N.B.U, for her inspiring guidance,
suggestions and corrections at every stage of drafting the
thesis. The work could not be completed without her, The
present writer wishes to express her indebtedness to
Dr. Pabitra Kumar Ray, the esteemed teacher of the Department

of Philosophy, N.B.,U., for his active interest in the work.
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Introduction ;

The concepts of space, time,matter and motion are deeply
entrenched in our commonsenselconception'of reality. We ’
believe that material objectsl are capable. of existing and
moving in space and enduring thrdugh time. Realist thinkers
have also sought to establish‘that reality consists of the
fundamental entities like space, time, matter, motion etc.
Idealists, on the other hand refuse to admit the existence
of matter. As in Berkeley 5 philosophy the entire material
world is reduced to mind ana its ideas. Aabsolute Idealiets
claim that only the Absolute is real. Aabsolutists like i
Bradley in western philosophy and Safkara' of the Advaita .
System of Indian philosophy have sought to establish-that
these COmmonsense,cenqepts“of space, time, matter{ motion and
ceusality are unreal appearances or‘gé&é derived from our

ignorance with regard to the absolute.
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It is a curious fact indeed that the concept of time
received vigorbus attacks even from some .realist thninkers.
In the history oOf philosophy we have seen several attempts to
reduce the number of fundamenﬁal entities. We have foun@,
for example, the, Cartesian attempt to reduce matter and
motion to'purely spatial charaqteristics. We know that some
relationists have attempted to reduce time to motion. But
the most fréquent attacks are on time., ‘The concepts of
matter, space and motion have often tended to erase the

concept of time.

Matter is something we can see, hear or touch; material
objects, we belie?é,éféﬂéaﬁsélly Operative on one another.
Visual and tactile seasations, the realists say, justify our
concept of space; visual and kinetic sensations justify the
concept of motipn, All these concepts refer to some external
sensations. what sensory datum does time correspond to 2
Time can neither be touched, nor seen. It is at best
apprehended in introspection. Introspection is oOf course a
psychological state. It does not prove the objectivity of
our temporal awareness. The perception of motion involves
the perception of successive states of the moving body. So
it appears that the concept of motion presupposes the concept
of time. But we can peérceive motion in the form of spatial
displacement, not the time required’for that., Hence motion

has sometimes been regarded as the basis of the concept of

time. ‘Thus since the beginning of philosophical thinking,
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there has been a ﬁendency to.eliminate time from the world of
reality, or at least to degrade it to a secondary and

derivative entity.

The history of the philosophy of time may, however, be
characterised, as the igterplay of two opposite attitudes; on
the one hand, there are great thinkers who believe That
temporality is not an intrinsic feature of reality; these
thinkers propose the eliminafion Oof time; on the other hand,.
there are intellectuals of no less importance, who insist
that the world has a basic temporal structure, and that time

is fundamental and irreduciole.

The earliest pro;agonists Of these two view-points are
Parmenides and Heraclitus. Parmenides maintained that
ultimate reality is timeless, whereas the Central doctrine of
Heraclitus was that becoming is the only reality. For Plato
time is the moving image of eternity. But according to
Aristotle the world is basically temporal as there are real
coming into beings. Aristotle mentions a'number of paradoxes
that are designed to show time's unreality; ;hough Aristotle
himself does not believe that time is unreal. For him,
nature is a principle of motiog and change, and it could not

be understood without an analysis of time.

The peculiar nature of time has baffled the minds of
thinkers of 'all ages. 'Since the days Of Zeno of Elea, time

has been a persistent source of Puzzlement and perplexity
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Space seems to be presented to us all of a piece, whereas
time seems to appear to us bit by bit. Time has three
aspects - pastness, presentness and futurity. The past is
known to us; it can be recalled with the aid of memory. The
future is not fully known; it is hidden from us. The
present alone is directly related with us. Yet as purposive
agents we have some kind of awareness of the difference
between future possibilities'and present actual state of

affairs.

The most contrdvéfsiai éspect of time is its passage.
Time, we believe, irresistibly passes away. We cannot stop
it; we cannot turn it back, We have the feeling of being
carried away by it. Time is thgs intimately connacted with
the consciousness of death. Death seems to be the
inescapable conseqguence of the irreversible flow of time.
SO0 we feel that if we could stop this flow/perhaps)we could
avoid death and extinction. Otherwise, temporality is

mortality.

Man consoles himself, as does the Hindu, by his
theological belief that none but the Lord of Time (Kiler

adhisvar in Tagore's phrase) is immortal or mrtyuiljaya.

Prophets and religious thinkers have also preached that the
human life with all its temporary experiences of pleasures
and happiness, sorrows and sufferings, is nothing but an

unreal appearance, whereas the ultimate reality is exempt
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from time's flow., Hence Samkara's 'moksa' or liberation or
Buddha's 'nirvana' requires the state of mind that has been
delivered from the consciousness of time's passage.
Celebrated philosophers like Zeno, Kant, Bradley, McTaggart
and many other thinkers have offered brilliant arguments to
prove time's unreality. Corresponding to this there has

been the tendency to explain change in terms of permanence,

becoming in terms of being, and time in terms of space. If
Parmenides was the first among philosophers to propoée a
radical conversion of becoming into being, his disciple and
defender, Zeno was also the earliest thinker to treat
temparal intervals as geometrical segments. Although this
point of view is primarily associated with the long line of
idealist philosophers, it is found even in some emperically
minded realists like Russell,who maintains that time is an
unimportant and superficial characteristic of reality and
that 'a certain emancipation from the slavery to time is

essential to philosophic thought®',

In spite of all the ingenious arguments, the denial
of time's reality seems to be self-defeating, for this
denial also requires at least a minimum stretch of
time for making the negative judgment. It reminds us of
Descartes' famous analysis showing the denial of one's own
existence or of one's own thinking as self-defeating., We
are intimately engaged with time in our daily life, in our

thoughts and conversations; hence it betokens a departure



from commonsense to say that time is unreal. The fundament-
al nature of time in relation to ourselves is evident from
the fact that our judgments concerning time themselves
appear to be in time, whereas our judgments concerning space
do not appear to be spatial., It thus seems that any paradox
of time suggesting its unreality must not be superficial but

wrong.

The paradoxes cannot of course be ignored. No serious
thinker will be able to rest contended unless he finds

solutions to them.

The present project of . research is intended as an
attempt to solve the paradoxes of time. Hence it is
primarily a study of time. But the problem of time is not
an isolated issue; rather it is a group of intimately

connected core of questions concerning space, motion, change,

becoming, causality etc, that seem to be equally basic to

our conception of reality. It is impossible to study time
apart from them. Hence the present work is also a study of
some of the fundamental concepts that are closely bound

together with 'time’.

The concept with which time is most intimately
connected is 'space'. Time and Space are similar in many
respects., The same sorts of expressions are used to denote
spatial and temporal attributes and relations. A brief

discussion of our commonsense conception of Space and time
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may be quite helpful to start with. Chapter 1 of this thesis
introduces -an account of our commonsense conception of space

and time.

The commonsense conception involves somes confusions
with regard Edlﬁhe naturé of spaceland time. They are
both conceived as absolute and independent entities, and as
relations betweén“objééﬁs and events., These generate
confusions,and are largely dﬁe to two opposed classical
theories - the absolute and the relational theories of space
and time. A brief account of the two theories has been

presented in chapter 2.

Chapter 3 is concerned with the problem of defining
‘time', The definitions of 'time' given by Aristotle,
St Augustine and Plotinus have been analysed and examined,
Each of these definitions has been ultimately exposed to be
circular. We have examined attempts to define the 'past’,
'present' and 'future' times by ancient Indian thinkers and
even by modern linguist philosophers. The upshot of the
whole discussion has been that ‘time' admits no logically

perfect verbal or ostensive definition of itself.

Chapter 4 of the present thesis is a study of Zeno's
paradoxes of motion., Zeno constructed these paradoxes with
the aim of showing that motion is impossible, that change

and becoming are illusory. His ultimate aim was to
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establish the Parmenidean conception of Being as timeless.
Zeno's paradoxes attracted the attention of all kinds of
thinkers -— philosopher, physicists and mathematicians.

The present writer is however concerned with the metaphysical

answers to Zeno's problems.

In Chapter 5 Kant's antinomy with regard to the infinity
of time has been discussed. ‘The antinomy consists of a pair
of conflicting propositions about time; each of these
propositions”is supported by seemingly conclusive arguments.
Kant seeks to prove that these two contradictory propositions
are egually plausible : that the universe must have a
beginning in time,and that the universe must have existed
for ever, Welhave eXaminéd his proofs thoroughly. ©On
analysis time is found so intimately connected with change;
that the conception bf fhe béginning of time with that of

the beginning of the world appears to be more ccnvincing.

Chapter 6 is devoted tc considering McTaggart's famous
paradox of time., McTaggart's analysis shows that time has
a dynamic and a static aspect. The dynamic aspect involves
contradiction., But any attempt to avoid the contradiction
leads to an infinite regress of temporal determinations.
McTaggart's analysis is aimed at showing the incompatibility
of temporal determinations, thereby proving the unreality of
time. To solve this paradox of time the underlying

assumptions in McTaggart's thesis have been elicited and

examined.
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Chapter 7 is a study of the twentieth-century debate

on McTaggart's paradox. The dynamic aspect of time is

expressed in sentences that are called A-statements. Those.

who believe that A-statements express real characteristics

of time are called A-theorists, B-statements express the

static aspect of time, and B-theorists are those who hold

that temporal passage is a myth. The central issue concerns
the translatability of A-statements into B-statements. The

B-theorists offer apriori and empirical grounds in support

of their thesis. All these arguments have been examined.

Chapter 8 consists of same general doservations on the .
prcblems of 'timé' in connection with other allied concepts,
vizv'change‘, ‘causality', ‘'process' etc. Time appears to
be something objective and essentially related with the
world-process. The present writer, however, dare not
penetrate deep into the modern process philosophy of
Prof. A.N.Whitehead, or into the scientific speculations of
Hans Reichenbach, Stephen Hawking and other scientists.

An adequate discussion of them would demand a certain degree -
Oof familiarity with mathematics and modern physics. The

present writer does not think herself competent enough to

discuss them properly.
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On the basis of the discussions in the earlier chapters,
in chapter 9, some concluding remarks have been made. The
present thesis is after all an humble attempt to deal with
one of the most difficult of philOSOphical prcblems by way
of analysing them. .No pretension, however, to give definite
answers to them is at all made.



CHAPTZR I

Our Ordinary Conception of Time

The notion of time is commonly taken for granted; its
validity is seldom questioned by us, for time appears to
be an inalienable feature of the world of our experience.
The commonsense conception of a physical object involves
both the notions of space and time. A particular object is
said to exXist at a particular space and at a particular
time., In ordinary discourse there are many words that are
used to express either spatial or temporal relations betweén
objects or évents. An event is said to be something that
happens at a particular spatial point and at a particular’

temporal instant. ~For, every event seems to have a

duration; that is to say, it occupies some time. Aan allied
notion is that of 'being present' which is understood in
terms of the temporal concept 'now'. A corollary to this

. . L > ¢, » , . .
1s the notion of distance or interval which is also used in



a temporal sense. Just as Calcutlba and Delhi are spatially
distant from each other, Zeno and Bradley are temporally

so. We distinguish between spatial parts of things; in the
same manner, we speak of temporal parts. Anything having
temporal length or duration can be divided into temporal
parts. Some physical objects are spatially very small like
dust; similarly, there are also very small temporal events
like a flash of lightning. We commonly conceive space as
something distinguished from the matter or dbjects in it and
time as something distianguished from the events that occur
in it. Time has only one dimension, while space has three -
length, breadth and thickness. It is said that all move-
ments in time are in one direction, from past to future.

In space an object cén move from one location to another
and come back to its starting.point. But in the case of
time the movement is towards future and there is n@ return;

time is said to be irreversible.

Time appears to involve the characteristics of pastness,
presentness and futurity. We conceive of events as
continually changing in respect of these characteristics.

An event continually becomes less and less future, becomes
present, and then continually becomes more and more past.
These temporal facts are expressed in language either by
means of temporal copulas or adverbs, e.g, 'I am writing

now', 'I was eating my dinner', 'I shall be eating my



breakfast'. But these are also exXpressible by a non-temporal
copula and temporal adjectives, e.g.,'My writing is present',

'Eating my dinner is past', 'Eating my breakfast -is future!',

Thus temporality has a very important part in our
ordinary thinking and acting. Just as if we try to imagine
the world without the spatial aspects in things theh these
things would not have shapes, nor would they be extended; the
different things would not be separated from one another by
various distances; the entire physical world would then have
no dimenéions; likewise, without time in human experience,

- birth, and the years of activities would be without any
order. Events would have no duration. bDurability of
particular things would ﬁean nothing; between the beginning
and the end of anything, or of all things, no time would
pass. The removal oOf temporal aspects of thiangs and
exXperiences would then completely change our conception of
the phvsical world, of human life and experience, of the

universe as a whole.

But how is time known ? We exXperience objects and
events in space and time. ' We perceive shapes and sizes of
dbjeéts and distances between them. We have also the
awareness of the duration of events or of the intervals of
time. But we do not perceive sSpace itself or time itself.

A curious fact about the nature of both is that space seems



to be divided into smaller spaces and time into a number of
shorter times. Even in the case of smaller spaces and
times we perceive only that which they contain. The

spatial and temporal units thus appear as relations between

these contents. But the particular units of space and time
are not complete in themseives. Each particular unit of
sSpace réquires other space to surround it, and each move-
ment 6f time needs other time to precede and follow it. So

we common people assume that there is an gll-smbracing

Space and an all-embracing.Time of which these spaces and’

times are fragments. It seems that we could not think
intelligibly about objects and events without this concep-
tion of a whole Time and Space as a framewérk within which
particular spaces and times are related., Moreover, the
world as it is, the dbjects which it contains, the events
that occur within it are said to have their existence and
reality only when they are located in space and time. So
it can be paradoxically said that if Space and Time are to

exist, they must also exist somewhere at some time.

It appears that though space and time play an important
part in our experience, they are most curiously contradic-
tory conceptions. In our ordinary conception things and
persons occﬁpy space. . This suggests the image of a large
container holding the material world as its content. Within

space material bodies seem to move about. But Space itself



does not seem to move. In the same manner the concept of
Time suggests the image of a river in whiphlevents flow.
But this kind of conceétion has the implication that if no
bodies existed and no events occurred;Space and Time might
still remain. But empty space and empty time would then be
two non-entities equivalent to nothing gtfall, yet without

them we could not conceive any reality.

So it may be said that @e ordinarily think of space
and time in two opposite ways : (i) we think of space and
time as independent substantial entities, (ii) but we also
think that spatial and temporal expressioné only denote
relations between objects and events. But how can space and
time be relations 5etween abjects and events, and so
dependent upon them, and also be substantial entities

independent of them ?

The commonsense conception of space and time is,
therefore, confused and contradictory. This confusion is
largely due to two opposed classical theories - the absolute
and the Relational theories of space and time. and to do
away with this confusion it is necessary that we present a

very brief account of these two theories.



CHAPTER 2

The absolute and the Relational Theories of Space and Time

1. The Absolute Theory of Space and Time

The absolute theory of time is intimately connected with
the absolute theory of space, which is ;o be found first, in
clear terms, in Newton‘s1 conception of space and time. 1In
Newton's theory space and timé are real independent entities;
each of them constitutes a continuum such that any one part of
that continuum is indistinguiéhable from any such other part.
The different parts of space and time are due to the things
that occupy place and the evenfslthat happen at moments; they

are not due to space and time themselves,

Both space and time are absolutely immutable and
homogeneous. - The basic attributes of Space and time follow{
from their homogeneity : 'their indépeﬁdence from physical

contents, their uniformity, continuity and infinity. as



space is independent of matter, time is also independent in
regard to the concrete changes that take place in it. This
has been explicitly formulated by Newton in the following

sentences

"absolute, true and mathematical time of
itself and by its own nature flows
uniformly, without regard to anything
external. It is called duration.

Relative, apparent and vulgar time is

some sensible and external measure of
absolute time (duration), estimated by

the motions of bodies ..., and is

commonly used instead of true time, 5
such as' an hour, a day, a month a week"“.-

According to this theory time flows irrespective of
»the events or changes occurring or not in it. Only in a
contingent way it is filled in by changes; but in its own
nature, it is empty. The uniformity of time may be more
clearly designated as uniform fluidity or duration. as
space does not imply matter, time also does not imply
motion or changes. According to Russell3, just as matter
occupies or fills portions of space, so motion or changes
fill portions of time. Just as space is a container of
matter, so time is a receptacle of all changes. It is only
because of time's independence from change, Russell says,
that we can speak of different moments of duration even
when no actual changes seem to occur; as for instance, when

a body retains its position unchanged through time 6r when



a psychological state persists through a certain interval

of time.

This conception has been exquisitely expressed in the
following sentences
"«o.. whether things run or stand still,
whether, we sleep or wake, time flows in
its even tenor. Imagine all the stars

to have remained fixed from their birth,
nothing would have lost to time ..,"%.

It should be pointed out that this kind of conception
with regard to space and time was not natural to the
ancient Greek thinkers. The notion of a void appears in
Greek thought as a substitute for the idea of Space. But
it means simply the intervals between the bodies., Aristotle
does not offer any theory of space except his discussions on
spatial magnitudes that are potentially divisible

ad infinitum, In Aristotle's Phxsics5 we find the concept

of 'place‘', by which Aristotle means the inner boundary of
the first unmoved body that contains it; the universe is

conceived as the sum total of bodies, and there is nothing
outside the universe; so, while everything in the universe

is in place, the universe is not.

Time, according to Aristotle, is the measure of
motion in respect of ‘before' and ‘after'; temporal intervals

are said to be potentially divisible ad infinitum and




poﬁéntially eXtendable ad infinitum.

Aristotle's argument for the limit of the universe is
utterly unconvincing to the absolutists, This reminds us
of an ancient question put forward by I_.ucretiusS : whether
it was not possible to shoot an arrow beyond the boundary
Oof space. This question exXpresses our irresistible tendency
to regard every limit in space as provisional. This very
tendency is embodied in the‘Second Postulate of Euclid,
according to which any straight line can be extended beyona

its extremities.

The homogeneity of space involves that there cannot be
any previledged class of points constituting the boundary
of space. Similarly, if time is homogeneous no moment can
have a previledged character; this means that there can be

no first or last moment — every moment or instant must

have its ancestors and sugcecessors.,

The mathematical continuity of time follows with equal

logical force from its homogeneity. No matter how narrow a
temporal interval may be, time must flow within it, or
otherwise the temporal interval would stand still. In such
an interval there would be no possibility of distinguishing
successive instants. Such a durationless atom of time
would then be non-temporal. The mathematical continuity of

time is thus another name of its divisibility, that has no

limit as long as we deal with a finite temporal series; the
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only true indivisibility belongs to a durationless instant.
Space is also infinitely divisible. To say that certain
spatial intervals are indivisible is to mean that it is
impossible to find within them any juxtaposed parts. Such
indivisible spatial intervals are, on this thesis, devoid of
spatiality. »

According to the absolute theory, the spatial and i
temporal intervals are relative, Just as we measure spatiai
magnitudes bévfhé size of our measuring instrument, so we
estinate temporal imtegvals by COmparing them with our

!specious present‘7. The term 'specious present' indicates

that what we call ‘now' is only a spurious present, since
the only true present is a mathematical durationless
instant; all the instants prior toc this are called past and

all that follow it are. future.

In the realistic philosophy of Samuel Alexander8 an
attempt has been made to correlate time with Space s as to
put both of them in a space-time continuum. This packaged-
concept of Space-Time is, according to Alexander, the
absolute and ultimate stuff which things are made of.

Space and time are not separate and independent. They are
interdepenaent, SO that there is neither Space without time,
nor time without space..

Space-~Time as a single vast entity

is the substratum of all that is. Here ‘'is' means existent.
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Bound together by motion, space and time may, however, be
quite empty of historical events, beings or objects.,
Alexander scught to combine realism with the philosophy of
evolution. Space-Tihe, he says, is the ultimate stuff of

reality and the source of evolution,

In Indian philosophy Kalavada means the doctrine which
identifies the Absolute with Time; it is also the opinion
Oof those philosophers who hold time to be a real substance.
The first conscious reflection on time as the Supreme
Ontological Being and Cosmic Power is to be found in the

Atharvavedag. In Indian mythology Time is the symbol of

Life and Death. 1In philosophy this has been reduced to the
Cconception of time as the general cause determining the
origination, duration and destruction of all contingent
. beings. But with the develOpment-of the Upanisadic thought
there was an emphasis on permanence and eternity. Aas a
consequence, time, change and causation were degraded to the
Status of derivative realities. The Upanisadic tendency |
might have influenced even the réalisfic thinkers of the
different systems of Indian philosophy, who also conceived

real time statically rather than dynamically.

7 —
In Vaisesika—SutralO Kanada says that Time is an

eternal, unique, all-pervading real substance. Tt is one
Of the nine padarthas side by side with ether, space, ming,

soul etc., It is the static background against which events
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happen. Time has no specific physical quality; it is

imperceptible,

But how is time known ? The Vai§é§ika answers that
(1) Time is .known by means of inference. The notions of
priority, posteriority, simultaneity, succession, quickness
and slowness are said to be the grounds for inferring the
existence of Time. We .cannot have any doubt about’the
reality of the above-mentioned notioné. And these are not
found to be associated with other substances, namely earth,
water, air etc. So-'the substance to which these notions are

attributed must be Time or Kalalr

[

The Vai§é§ika here infers the existence of time from
the notions of priority and posteriority, though these
notions themselves are understood with reference to time.

S0 it might appear that the Vai§é§ika is arguing in a circle.
In order to avoid this criticism, they explain these notions
with reference to the revolutions of the sunlz. The
Vaiéégika has thoroughly discussed the necessity for the
assumption of a ubiquitous substance, through which solar
motions may be related to any individual. If, for example,

A is said to be prior to B, that means that A has eXperienced
a larger number of sélar motions than B is known to have,
But we all know that the motion of the sun inheres in the
Sun. SO neither A nor B can be connected with solar

motion through the relation of inherence. A and B are
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widely separated from the revolving sun, so there cannot be

a relation of conjunction betwéen them. -Hence, A and B,

or for that matter, any individual or event must be connected
with solar motion through something else. That something is

Time., This relation is called saﬁyukta—samyukta—samavéyal3.

Thus, the Vai§é§ika says, though we do not have direct.
intuition of time, we know i;s exXistence by means of
inference. This was suggested by Vgcaspati who was supported
later on by Udayana and other Valse51ka thinkers. But
Srldhara suggested a different way of proving the existence
of time. Time can be inferred, he says, as the cause of
the notions of priority, posteriority etc. In our daily life
we use these words'that eXpress time-relations between
objects and events. If there were no reality corresponding
Lo these words and expressions, it would not be possible for
us to understand these words. 30 time must be postulated
a5 a necessary correlate of temporal concepts and temporal

; 14
exXpressions™ .

This point reminds us of the modern controversy between
vthe tensed theory and the tenseless theory-of time, which
will be discussed in a later chapter, éifahara's idea seems
to suggest the existence of tensed facts that can only
validate our tensed uttérances. However, according to the
Vaiéé;ikas, Time being an all-pervasive dbjective substance,

the temporal concepts are common to all people. f
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(ii) The existence of the Time-Substance is also
inferred from the fact of changeability and impermanence of
contingent products. For every change in this world there
are some specific as well as general causes. Time is said

to be the general cause or nimitta kdrana for the origina-

tion, extinction and endurance of these contingent things

- . - 1
——jawammjmamhkdala

But the question arises : Time is sald to be one and
indivisible. But we speak'of:three times -—— past, present
and future. We also make distinctions between moments,
hours, days, years etc. How are these empirical divisions
of time intelligible 2 What is the ontological status of

these divisions ?

The Vai§é§ika replies that these divisions are not
integral to Real Time. Time is essentially independent of
all events happening in it. The distinctions of Time are

due to its association with limiting adjuncts - janyamat ram
16

kdlepadhih™”. Just as the one, unique space is divided by

pots, etc., apparently, Time is also differentiated into
Smaller and greater parts only apparently., The Vaiéé@ika

thus distinguishes between Mah3k3la or Paramarthika Kala

and Ksanakala or Vyavah3rika Kala. It appears that these
egaangla

realist philosophers diétinguish between transcendental time

and empirical time. But time is something objective and

substantial in this system, not merely a subjective form of -
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intuition as in Kant's philosophy. For Kant time is
transcendentally ideal. But aceording .to the Vaiéégika
these empirical divisions of time are unreal with reference
to Real Cosmic Time. This conception seems to be inconsis-—
tent with their realistic philosophy. T
'According to Dinakaral7, however, Time is one; the
divisions of time_igtgimoments, days, years etc. do not
signify different times. Iﬁese different temporal divisions
in our ordinary discourse represent different proportions of

. e 7 : .
temporality —— klnc1ddharmav131§tasya ksanatvam

Rl e . . 3
kinciddharmavisistasya dinatvam etc.

Dinakara's commentary appears to be more logical from
the absolutist stand-point of the NyEYa-Vaiéégika philosophy
of time. With other Nyéya-Vaiéégika thinkers, Dinakara
asserts the existence of a unicue, indivisible,absolute,real
Time of infinite magnitude. as an apsolutist he could
assert neither the existence of diffe;ent times, nor any
real division or parts in time; nor could he logically
maintain any distinction between transcendental time and
empirical time of the Kantian type. So he admits that Time
is apprehended by us, as finite beings, in different pPropor-
“tions in different contexts. Some proportions of temporality
are thus apprehended by us as momentary i, e. k§agatVam.
These are called moments. In the same manner, hours,. days,

years etc. represent different proportions of the infinite

magnitude of Time.

111039 i) oo |
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However, all Indian thinkers Qere not kalavadin. The
Samkhya philosophers refuse to admit the reality of time as
a separate entity.According to.them the idea of an infinite,
all-pervasive time is a construction of imagination -
buddhinirmana. That is to say, this idea does not

correspond to anything in reality. The Samkhya philosophers

admit that the very structure of our language is embedded
with time and tenses. It is impossible to give up tenses
and temporal predicates., Without the words like ‘past’',
‘present’', ‘future', ‘simultancous' and 'successive', it is
impossible to describe and communicate our ideas. all
these signify that temporal distinctions are rooted in our

basic modes of thinking,

The question arises : do not these temporal words and
expressions implicitly refer to some real distinction in
time itself ? and if 'time' does not stand fof any real
entity, why and how temporal discrimination arise in our

thought at all ?

The SE@khya phi;pSOphepsla ‘contend that the ideas of
time and temporal characterisfics arise from the awareness
Oof finitude and limitation of actions and events. Whatever
has a beginning and an end may be said to be finite and
limited. Time is the means of conceiving such limited
exXistence and persistence of events. Thus acceording to the.

Samkhya philosophers the concept of time as an eternal ,
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infinite,absolute substance cannot have ultimate validity.

The Samkhya and the Yoga are not two independent philo-
sophies. But the Yoga conception of time is very close to

the Buddhist ksana-bhangavada. Time, according. to the Yoga,

is something that flows or passes away. The Yoga rejects
not only the idea of an absolute infinite time but also the
reality of the concepts of finite durations, such as minutes,
hours, days and years etc. Against the idea of an absolute

Time, the Yoga posits the conception of a momentary atomic

time. A moment is said to be the minutest division of time,

. L 9
the time taken by a moving atom to reach a new p031tlonl i

It might be contended that, if as an infinite magnitude
time is unreal and fictitious, how can one Speak meaningfuliy
of an infinites;mai paft of it 2 The Yoga would reply that,
if the moment is defined Or explained in terms of infinite
time, it will appear equally unreal. The moment is not the
microcosmic part of duration. It is the monent, that is
basic and primary, while duration is a construction. The
moment is ultimate, irreducible, subtle, and therefore,
indefinable. Moments exXist one after another; this order is
called succession. By succession the Yoga means the
relation of priority and posteriority or order of moments,
Each moment is real time; but the moment does not pOssess

_—

succession as its constituent, Succession, in the Yoga

philosophy, is conceptual. Only one moment exists, which
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is the present; past and future moments do rnot exist, The
present moment is known by activity and change. Time, in the
Yoga conception, is, therefore, intimately connected with

changezo.

The Yoga do not explicitly identify time with change,
whereas for the S3mkhya time is nothing apart from change and
activity. For both Samkhya and Yoga time is & modification

Of the elements of 'sattva-rajas-tamas' of the undifferen-

tiated Prak;ti.

In the Yoga conception, time is essentially atomic, and

is accessible to yogic experience., The entire universe,

according to the Yoga, undergoes change in the single atomic
moment. And only in yogic intuition this entire universe
can be known in one moment. Such a view seems to advocate

an apsolute atomistic conception of time.

2. The Relational Theory of Time ;

The relational theory of space and time is very old
dating back as far as the ancient Greeks. 1In Leibniz'szx
philosophy, however, we find a clearer and fuller version of
this view. But long before Leibniz we find Giordano Bruno
quoting Lucretiuszz’ "Time is nothing by itself". It is

also a very significant fact that Spinoza, a contemporary of
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Newton, refused to recognize time as an aftribute of the
ultimate reality. It is also ﬁo add that doubts concerning
the ontological status of both space and time were raised
mainly by idealistic philosophers and philosophically minded

scientists,

According to Leibniz, space is an order of coexistences

and time is an order of sliccessions; space and time, outs:i.de'F
the workd, are imaginary and ideal ﬁhihgs; Space and time,
Leibniz says, are those wherein the mind conceives the
application of relations. Space is what comprehends all
places,and similarly for time. Aagainst the Newtonian concep-
tion that spatial and temporal distinctions are due to the
things that occupy plaées and the events that happen at
moments, Leibniz argues that where no distinction eXists,
there is no way of making a distinction. This is the
application of the Principie of Identity of Indiscernibles.
Then with his most favourite, the Principle of saufficient
Reason, Leibniz argues that God would have no sufricient
reason for putting things at one place or in one order than
another, or for creating things at one time rather than
another. In other words, since there is no way of determin-
ing one place or moment as distinct from others apart from
what occupies these places and times, thare;is no sense in

speaking of one part Of space or time rather than another.

Against Descartes, Leibniz argues that the essence of

matter is not extension, but vis viva or active force *he
» -ds
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only ultimate realities are individual substances, that is,
the metaphysical points endowed with YEE;XEEEI and minds.
Nothing else has ultimate reality. It ié'clear'then that
space and time are not ultimate'real#tieg as they are in the
Newtonian conception, nor are théy infinite substances.
Bodies and movements of bodies,arevnot real existences, but
ideal existences, created by imégination. Space and time
are themselves even further removed from real existence.
For, motions of bodies in space and changes in time can only
be significant if there is empty space and empty time. But,
as it has been held by Leibniz, the notion of empty space

and empty time is a vulgar error. .

But if space and time are orders of relations, what
is it that is related by the;elrelafions 2 On the relation-
Ial view, spatiality conslists in relations between elements.
But if these elements themseives are spatial,the same
argument must apply to ;hem; the only way to stop this
infinite regress is to SuppoOse that the dbjects related by
spatial relations are themselves non-spatial. IIt is perhaps
this prdblem that led Leibniz to construct a physical world
out of non-extended spiritual étoms ﬁamed "monads". But

that in turn led to the suggestion that space and time must

be merely ideal.

Thus the suggestion that space ‘and time must consist

simply of relations does lead to the problem about what is
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sO related. It is this kind of conception that inspired

3

Bradley2 to introduce a piece of Hegelian dialectic, and

declare space and time to be mere appearances.

Bradley, however, refuted both the absolute and
relational theories of space and time. Against relationists
he argued that space and.time cannot be mere relations; i
against absolutists he argued that space and time are mere
relations. According to the‘absolute theory, space and time
are infinitely divisible; but at any stage of this division
there must be parts that are spaﬁially Or temporally related

to other parts. As Bradley says,

"The terms are essential to the relation,
and the terms do not exist. Searching
without end we never find anything .more
than relations ... space is essentially
a relation of what vanishes into
relations"24,

Bradley, in his dialectic’intended to show that
dilemmas are inherent in the very nature of our thoughts of

space and time, and, therefore, they are unreal.
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CHAPTER 3

Is 'Time' Lefinable ?

In the previous chapter we have discussed two opposite
theories with regard to the nature of time - the 2Zbsolute
-and the Relational theories. For an understanding of the
real nature of time it is essential that we analyse the
concept of *time' in some detail. It is usually convenient
to introduce discussions on any subject with a suitable
definition of it. 3& let us begin with Aristotle's

definition of time?

Aristotle defines 'time' as "the number of movement in
respect of before and after"l. In his definition aristotle
uses the Greek synonym of kEnglish 'numoer'., He says that we
discriminate the more or less of anything by numper.
Similarly, we discriminate the more or less of movement by

time. Time is the number Of movement in the sense oOf that
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which is numbered. That means that time is the numerable

aspect of movement.

In Aristotle's conception only individual substances
are existent. Motion is an attribute of the individual

substance, and time is the attribute of motion,

Aristotle distinguishes 'time' from 'motion'. These are
inseparable but not identical' : time is one but movements are
many; movements may be fast or slow, but fime cannot be; time

is not movement; it is the number of movement.

Time, Aristotle says, 1s intimately connected with
motion or change. Movement is recognised by observing a
single moving body successively at different points in space,
and the passage of time is recognised by noting that the
single character of ‘'nowness’ has been attached fo more than
one experienced event. Thus it is only in movement or change
that we notice g lapse of time. The before and after ‘are two

nows, and what is bounded by a 'now' is time.

It is, therefore, the 'now' that makes time continuous;
it is again the 'now' that differentiates time into parts.

But the 'nows', aristotle Says, are not really partsof time, i
just as points. are not parts of a line. Each 'now' is by its

very nature the beginning of a future as well as the end of

a past; just as a mathematical point dissects a lihe by



serving as the end of one segment and the beginning of the

other,

Aristotle deduces the continuity of time, its infinite
divisibility from the continuity of motion, which in turn
is deduced from the continuity of the space traversed. 3Since
the space traversed is continuous, the motion must be continuous,
and since the motion, the time that measures it must also be
continuous, "because there is a one-to-one correspondence

between each point of space and each, moment of time.

Aristotle contends that past, present and future are in
time as being parts of it; and events are in time as being
measurable by it; so time must be greater than anything that

is contained in. it.

Aristotle then adds that since time is the measure of
movement, it is the measure of rest as well. Anything is
said to be at rest when it can be moved, though actually it
is not moved. Here 'can be moved! means moveable or capable
Oof being moved. It is not necessary that what is in time is
necessarily in motion; for time is not motion, it is the
number of motion. That which is at rest, put is capable of.

being moved, can, therefore, be the numper of motion.

Aristotle raises another vital issue ; would there be

any time if there were nobody to count or measure movement

~J
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Then there would still be movement,. but it would have no

measurable aspect. 30 without a soul there would be no time.

It should be.péiﬁééd é@f that Aristotle does not suggest
that time is purely subjective., He simply denies that time
is a substantial entity existing indepen@entiy Of other things.
Time, according to Aristotle, is potentially in motion, and
becames actual when motion is noted and measured. This
conception is to be distinguished from that of Kant..
According to Kant time is subjective in the sense that it is
an a priori form of our intuitions, while, for Aristotle,
time is not subjective; it belongs to the objective world,

though it requires the human mind to be noted and measured,

Several dbjections have been raised by Plotinu52 against

Aristotle's definition of 'time!.

First, since movement is continuous, it cannot be
numbered; time may be called the measure of movement. Again,
if time is said to be the measure Of movement, we have some
idea of the things of which time is a measure, But that does
not lead us to any understanding of what time itself is.
Moreover, if time is the measure of movement, how Can it be

the measure of rest also 7 Aristotle's exXplanation does not

satisfy Plotinus.

It might be said that Plotinus, in the context, dces not

seem to follow the full implication of Aristotle's conception;
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motion and rest are relative terms; rest implies the absence
of motion of that,which is capable though not actually

moving. Aristoctle's idea is quite cledr here.

But the most serious charge against aAristotle's defini—
tion of 'time' is that of circularity. We are told that time
measures successive stages of movement, that is to say, the
'before' and the ‘'after' in sucéession. Yet there is also
'‘before' and ‘after' in space by virtue of relative positions,
S0 if the 'before' and ‘after' are to refer to temporél
relations, they must imply 'before' and ‘after' in time
rather than in the space traversed. 30 the definition of

‘time' requires a reference to tims which renders it circular.

Morzover, motion, in Aristotlie's exXplanation, presupposes
time, as 'motion' or ‘locomotion' is defined by him as the
occupation by an entity of a continuous series of places at a
continuous series of times. This means that when a particu-
lar body is in motion it Occuplies consecutive points of space

at consecutive moments of time. This is the Pythagorean ;

conception of motion as accepted by. Aristotle.

t can hence be said that Aristotle defines 'time' in
terms of motion, and ‘motion' in terms o©of time. Aristotle,
himself is not unaware Of this circularity; he himself says,

"we measure the movement by time and vice versal,
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It is however interesting to note that Plotinus does
nog get any further than Aristotle in his own definition of
‘time'. He defines ‘time' as "The .ife of the soul in
movement as it passes from one stage Of act or experience to
another". But this definition épo involves a reference to
time. If we speak One state of consciousness passing into
another, we must be able to distinguish between these states.
And these different states of consciousness are distinguishJ
able only as.occurring at different moments of time. This
means that the definition of 'time' formulated by Plotinus

as well involves 'a reference to time.

St. Augusting realised this difficulty as surfacing in
any attempt to define 'time’, and consequently there is his
famous expressions : "what, then, is time ? If no one asks
me, I know; but if I wish to explain to one that asketh, I

know not".

The situation is really puzzling. As Augustine admits,
he has an immediate experimental awareness of time. He knows
how to use temporal expressions about past, present and

&

future; but when he tries to define 'time' verbally, he finds

that the definition involves circularity.

There are many words that cannot be verbally defined.
‘Yellow', for example, stands for a simple, verbally
indefinable property. Such words, however, can be defined

ostensively or demonstratively. One can point to an instance



- 30

0f ‘yvellow' and make the hearer understand the meaning of
the word. 3ut ‘time, says Augustine, admits of no such
straight-forward ostensive definition. <There is nothing
that one can point to énd say 'This is time'; we cannot even
Ostensively define the'past’ ‘present’ and ‘future of which
time is composed. Definitionally the past 1is that which is
already over, and the future is that which is yet to becoms,

Thus it is impossible for one to point to them., Can one

point to the ‘present’ ? Augustine contends that this is alsc

impossible. Aristotle said tnat the present or now is the

boundary of the past and the tuture, for it serves merely to

connect them., Ihis.means that the present is an indivisible

instant of zero duration having no sensible property that we
. . t : . i e .

can point to and say, this is the present. This point needs

further clarification.

Let us supnose that a particular event is occurring.

L certainly does not occur all at once, but it must have
parts or stages that occur one after another. Wwhen any one
of these parts is occurring, among the other pParts some have
already occurred (past) and others are yet to occur (future).
But which part of the event could properly be said to be
occurriag now ? Ordinarily our use of the present tense-and
Oof the temporal advarb 'now' is not very strict. Evants of
Eairly long”duration and of very short duration are equally

Charactarised as 'Ooccurring now'. For exXamples, ! The



‘Twentieth century is‘heading fast towards its end', 'The
history of India is now repeating itself' or 'The National
anthem is now being sung'. de might be pressed To use the
present teﬁse and temporal adverb 'now' in stricter and
stricter sense. In this way we might be persuaded to give
up saying that anything which takes time is happenning égy.
In otherwords, nothing of which a part lay in the past could
properly be said to be happeﬁing now. For an event does not
happen all at once; it must have stages that occur one after
ancther, 3ome of its parts must have already occurred, while
some other parts are yet to occur. If it is assumed that a
whole cannot be salid to be occurring now, unless all its
component péfts are also occurring now, then no occurrence

which takes time can be said to be'taking place: which ulti-

mately amounts to saying that only that part of an event
could be said‘to be occurring that does not take any time at
all. .PrOperly speaking, one cannot point to anything and
say ‘'this is occurr;ngunowfh, For on analysis 'the now' is
found to be an instant oOf zero duration and even the act of
pointing also requires time. In our ordinary discourse we
use the temporal adverb 'now' without any confusion; we can
communicate to other people what we mean by the word; but it
eludes us whenever we try to point to it. If there heppen:s
to be no part of time that can be pointed at as 'now', then

‘time!' admits no ostensive definition of itself.
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We may distinguish here three aspects of Augustine's

bewilderment :

(1) He finds it difficult to understand how an
accumulation of zeroes can Ye more than the zero, for each
'now' is of ééfolduratioﬁ, and timé is made up of 'now's.
How can.we hope to make something out of an accumulation of

nothings 72

(2) The stages of an event that takes time never occur
together. How can we say Of a number oOf stages that are

always apart to form a whole of any kind 2

(3) 30, Augustine says, when we measure'an interval of
time, we must be measuring something of which a fast vanishing
segment alone has reality; all the other segments of it are
either not yet there or not there any longer. B8ut how can

we measure that which is no longer or which is not yet 2

Both of these must be nothing to us at present.

Augustine is obviously puzzled with these paradoxical
aspects of time and concludes that time is a 'protraction®
of the mind, and that when we measure time we really measure
-a certain éxpanse in our memory. Time, for Augustine, is
essentially subjective or belongs to one's mental history,
i.e., it is psychologiéal. Past, present and futuré times

depend on the human mind. It is not proeper to say that there



33

are three times. It might rather be said, as Augustine does,
that there are a present of things past, memory; a present
Oof things present, sight; and a present of things future,

expectation,

2ut if all these are to be taken as the definition of
'time) then the matter suffers from circularity. We cannot
talk abocut memory aqd expectation without making explicit
reference to a past or future event which is remembered or
anticipated. This shows that Augustine;s account fails to

avoid circularity.

So far we have discussed three attempts to define 'tihe'
by three eminent philcsophers. None of these attempts’
succeed in avoiding circularity. One at. once realizes that
to find a suitable definition of ‘time’ is really a taxing

enterprise.

among Indian thinkers the Nygya-Vai§é§ika philosophers

have attempted to define the past, present and future times.
It has alrgédy.been_discussed in the previous chapter that
time, accoerding to the vaiéégika 1s one, infinite and indivi-
sible. Whatever exists must be in time, but time is
independent of all the events that occur in it. The divisiogs
of time into past, present and future are'not integral to real
time, . for they are essentially incompatible. These éiffereﬁt
temporal determinations are due to the association of time

with limiting adjuncts.
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The Vai§é§ika suggests that the past, pre;ent and future
are distinguishable only with refe:encéﬂﬁé some external
condition. A particular déy,lfor.example, is known as present
owing to its relation to a particular solar motion; that very
day is understooq as past on the days that follow it, and as

- future on the days that precede it.

But it might be argued that the particular solar motion

is common to all the three determinations. How could any
v - |

relation to it serve as the condition.for'distinguishing
between the different determinations ? Hence a necessary
qualification in :esbegtwof the relation has been made s that
the éresent is the time of an eventlwhich is in actual
relation to a solar motion; when the relation has already

dbtained and is no more, we ha&e-the past time; and the

4

future is the time when the relation is yet to cbtain

7 e , .
According to Sriharsa, an absolute Indian sceptic, the
term 'actual' means existent, which is the same thing as
‘present’, whereas 'has been' and 'will be' are synonyms of

'past ! and‘future's.

The Vai§é§ika has then suggested that.the time determined
by an action is present; the past and future are determined by
the prenonexistence and .post nonexistence Oof that action. But
here the Vai§é§ika thinkers getlthémselves involved in a

circle. The terms 'pre-non-existence' and 'post-non-existence’
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refer to the notions. of the 'previous' and the 'subsequent ',
But '‘the previous' means ‘the past' and ‘the subsequent'

means ‘the future'.

The Vaiéégika theﬁ, as a next'move, offers an amended
definition of the ‘present' ; the,p:esént time isldetefmined
by a present action which is actually in progress and is not
determined by any past and future action. But this definition
is no less circular - for it defines the present time by |
using the term 'pfesent'. érzharga reasonably contends that

the different time - determinations cannot be defined, '

From the above discussion it i1s clear that one of the
prablems related to time is that of defining it, and sSome

ancient thinkers were quite well-aware of that.

Some modern western thinkers of linguist persuation’ have
also attempted to define the ‘past, ‘present and the ‘future’ -
times. Ayer, for instance, contends that temporal precedence
is an empirical fact given to us in exXperience. He also
thinks that the 'present’ may be defined ostensibly. ' These
two, he believes, are sufficient to vield the coéncepts of
past and future. Ayer defines ‘The present' as "the class of
events which are contemporaneous with this, where ‘this' is

any event that one chooses to indicate at the given moment"s.

But Ayer's definition Of 'thé present' makes use of the

word 'contemporaneous with' ﬁhich has not been defined by
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him. Moreover, a proper ahalysis_of Ayer's definition shows
that it involves contradiction. Aan ostensive definition must
be unrestricted in its scope. When I ostensively define A's
redness, for example as, 'This is red', it entails that if,
at any time, a thing has the same colour as A, then at that
time it is red; and négatively speaking, if a thing does .not

H

have the same colour as A, then at that time it is not red,
But the negative formulation of Ayer'é definition of the
‘present' leads to a contradiction.  In Ayer's definition
'the present is the class of events which are contemporaneous
with this', where the 'this' is any event chosen at the given
moment. It means that if at any time an event is not
contemporaneous or simultaneéus with A, then at that time it
is not present. Let us now take another event 3, which is
not contempofaneous or simultaneocus with A. Then even when

B happens i.e., iz present, 2 is not presept, according to
the negative formulation of the definition. Thislis a contra-

diction undisguised.

Following Aye;'s definition of the present, the 'past’!
and the ‘future' might now be defined as the class of events
which are earlier than the present’ and 'the class of events
which are later than the present! respectively. As his
definition of the'present involves ci:culérity, and 'the past'
and 'the future' have been defined in terms of the' present,
tﬁe charge of circularity applies to these definitions none

the less.
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It should be noted that temporal predicates like ‘now',
‘present' etc. and indexical terms like 'I*, ‘'you', ‘this®
can neither be defined verbally, nor be identified ostensibly.
To understand them we must know who uses the word, whom he
speaks to, where and when does he point at something. They
cannot pe defined becauée they aré not general terms. They
are also different from non-indexical singular terms. 30
they cannot be identified ostentively. To define something

ostensively is, in effect, to identify it.

This very fact had been the cause of Augustine's
bewilderment. He could not find a suitable definition of
time. He wanted to point to something called ‘time' and

being unable Yecame mystified.

; —
It was Sriharsa who.remarked that to define a thing is

to mark it off from others; so, to say that something is

indefinable is to admit that it has no recognizable specific

_ 7
character, and to say that is teo say that it is unreal,

It is, however, an undeniable fact that time Jjudgments
are forced upon us by our experiences. we cannot express
our exXperiences without employing temporal words. wWe cannot
conceive oOf any intellectual activities without the concepts
Of time and temporal determinations. 3o it appears that the
temporal characteristics are among the most fundamental in

the dbjects of our experience. That is why we cannot find



any logically immaculate definition of 'time' or of the
temporal determinations ‘past', 'present' and 'future'.
But whether they are fundamental or not, that is yet to be

decided,
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.CHAPTER 4

Difficulties with Regard to the Nature of Time 3

Zeno's Paradoxes

In the previous chapter we noticed that 'time' admits
of no logically perfect definition. We shall now note that
there are difficulties also with regard to the nature of
time. There are philosophers who maintain. that the concept
Oof time involves several inconsistencies. Some of them have
guestioned the supposed infinity and continuity of time.
The concept of space no less shares the same fate. There
have been doubts with regard to the distinction of time into
past, present and future, and also with regard to the concept

of time-flow,

The doctrine of the unreality of time has had powerful

exponents among the Advaltin and the 3Buddhist philosophers.

We now propose to discuss some special arguments ‘against

r
oy
o

reality of time.



zeno's Paradoxes Of Motion and the Denial Of Time
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It may be sald that Parmenides
starting voint of a strong negative attitude towards time.
It was he who first introducesd into western Pnilosophy the
idealistic conception of an immutable timeless reality behind
the passing show of sense., 2Zeno's paradoxes, Plato's
metaphysics, 3radley's dialectic and Mclaggart's paradok are’

the outcome of this fundamencal conception,

Zeno, the most prominent o©f the zgleatic thinkers)

invented a number 0f paradoxes wihilch, he thought, demonstrated
the impossibility of change, an<d established the Parmenidean
conception of being as timeless. His arguments seem to

assume the prmises granted by his opponents, and then showing
tThe absgrd conclusions deduced from them. Ne cannot, however,
be sure oOf Zeno's intention in formulating the paradoxes, nor
of the original formulation., But the philosophical interest
in them has been sustained throughtwenty-four centuries since
his time, and it is a proof of their suptlety, ingenuity and
greatness. We deriva four of these arguments in Aristotle's”
Physics, which shall be our primary source with regard to

Zenoc's arguments.

All these argumentis presuppose the existence of many
things. [t appears that with these arguments Zeno sought to
prove that there is not a plurality of things, or if you say

there is, then there is no motiosn., Zeno used his great f
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ogical power to advance nis master's doctrine by showing
that the ideas of plurality and change lead to logical
antinoanies. In particular, he criticised the concept of time

in these four paradoxes.

The paradoxes may be brought under two groups according
as it is assumed that time (and correspondingly space) is

either discrete or continuous i.=., either composed of indi-

visible instants (indivisible points in the case of space) of

short and finite duration, or else infinitely divisible.

The Arrow and the Stadium paradoxes are directed against

the contention that time is composed of indivisible instants
The two paradoxes are independent arguments and are intended
to prove that if time is composzed of indivisible instants,

motion cannot occur.

The hrosza&m :

—— < . o . - v

In the Arrow Paradox Zeno wants to show that as in the

I
U

of flight the arrow will have to be at consscutive

positions at consecutive instants, it will be at rest in each

of these positions. 2But.a llzction of ‘raests' doss not

surely amount to a movement; in otherwords, the flyving arrow

. . s . 2
1s at rest, and that is a palpable contradiction®.




The Arrow paradox of Zeno has raised profound debate

concerning the possibility oi motion.

Peirce3 reformulated the argument in the form of the

following syllogism:

Major Premise-: No body in a place no larger than itself is

moving.

Minor Premise

Lverybody is a body in a place no larger than

itself.
Conclusion : Therefore, no body is moving.

Peirce finds fault in the minof premise. - He thinks that
the minor premise is true in the sense that, during a very
short time the space occupied by a body may not be larger than
itself; and this can only give rise to the conclusion that

during no time a body can move no distance.

But it is to be noted that this argument of Peirce is
incomplete, for he ignores the conception of motion inherent

in the major premise.

. 4 . : .
Bertrand xussell”, on the other hand, draws our attention

to the major premise. He thinks that Zeno is assuming that
when a body is moving it. should be in a state of motion, which
is qualitatively different from a state of rest. Now, the

moving arrow, at each instant, is where it is; that means that
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it is at rest. But a state OL motion is essential to motion.
1f the arrow is at every instant at rest, there can be no

motion. Russell analyses Zeno's argument in this mahner.

Russell seems to have a misunderstanding with regard to
the assumption inherent in the major premise, To deduce the
absurd conclusion that motion is impossible, Zerio seems to be
adopting the view that a moving body is not qualitatively
different from a static one, énd ~hat motion can be recognized
only by changs of position. This is also Russell's own view.
In a temporal instant, when a pody does not change 1its
position, there can be no motion. If there were any intrinsic
change in a body due to motion, then the major premise

formulated above would not stand.

The whole force of Zeno's argument, therefore, seems to
e based on the conception that motion must e analysable
into states of motion and not into states of rest, that motion

cannot be compounded Of immobiliti

-~
[
w

We have now before us two al£ernative ways to escape
from Zeno's conclusion that motion is impossible ; either we
have to assume that a moving body is different' from a
stationary one, at any instant, by some distinctive feature

other than change of position, (2) or we can accept that

motion can be compounded of immnobile states.

Russell rejects the first alternative. This>brings him

very close to the second alternative ‘that the arrow at every
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moment of its flight 1s truly at rést‘; But that does not
mean that he accepts. Zeno's conclusion that motion is not
possible. He, 6n the other hand, maintg}ns that iIn motion

a body is at different positions at different instants, and
that, since, at eaéh instant the body is in a unique position,
it is indistinguishable from a ‘staticnary one at that instant.
Russell contends that motion can be explained only as a
bPhenomenon necessarily referring to different instants. In
the given syllogistic form ‘is moving' is equivalent to ‘is

moving at a given instant!', which, of course,is meaningless.

This argument of Russell resolves the Arrow paradox
from the logical or semantical point of view. But the idea

inherent in this argument is that motion is a relation and

not a quality, and this idea is a necessary presupposition of

the Law of Inertia. According to classical mechanics, a body

in uniform motion is in all respects identical with itself

when at rest, except as regards positon.

i}
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s vehemently opposed tnis conception of motion

of the c¢ Ne.
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l physicists. He Suggests that the intellect
=

Operates in g ‘cinematrographical * manner~. Just as in a

motion picture movement is represented by the intellect as a

series of static states. The arrow paradox falsely reduces

the flight of the arrow to a Sequence of static positions

along the path of its flight. According to Befgson, the entire

flight of the arrow is a single indivisible act or eventc,
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From a sequence of immcdbile states the motion of the arrow

e ead
cannot be generated ..

It should be pointed out that Bergson lays too much
emphasis on intuition, when he Says that reality is to be
known only by intuition, and that reason analyses and
Afalsifies reality. Russell's main éontention, on the other
hand, is that philoso;hers are usually ignorant of the
mathematicians' analysis, and have adopted 'other and more
heroic methods of dealing with the prima facie difficulties

of continuous motion'7. According to Russell, objectipns

)

against the discontinuous nature of time, presented by the
mathematicians' analysis, can be overcome by means of g
special hypothesis. From the continuous nature of sense-data

timeless

)]

Oof infinit

(6

we are led to infer é”ggggggg”8 serie
units. Russell is not against the continuity of time as

perceived; experienced time may represent itself in a conti-
nucus way, but this does not imply, as he says, that there is

a corresponding continuity in the dojects of experience.

Russell's theory does not seem to answer Bergson's charge
against the spatialisation of time. It involves us, on the

otherhand, into the difficulty of a dualism between perceptual
time and physical time. For Bergson duration is not merely

one instant replacing another. It is essentially a flux, a

continucus whole of past, present and future. Russell's
analysis does. not give. us convineing reasons for the

experienced continuity of time.



47

If, against russell's analysis, it is correct to say

-

that Zeno intended

cF

O establish that motion cannot be
compouncded of immobile states, then an interesting point may
pe worthy of notice. 2Zeno seems to have anticipated the
modern COPF!ptWOn of motion. According to the special theory
of rglgt1v1t] uh rélative spatial extension of a particular
body in uniform motion gets shortened by a factor depenalng
on its speedg. The absolute theory of space is rejected on
this theory. Aith racard to Zeno's paradox this thea ry sesms
to have a special relevance. Relativity theory seems to
imply that a moving Dody ocecupies a smaller place than itself
when moving than when at rest. Then it should be admittéd

that motion i

0]

qualltatively different from rest, that is to

=~ —~

say, motion cannct ke compounded of immobile states

The 3tadium Paradox :
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oj
()]
U.
e
8]
{‘J

dium paradox drives us to Lhe paradoxical state- .
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the time is egual to the half.

This paradox of motion is most Goscure, since it is not
Clear what proposition it intends to refute. Let us anealyse

the argument ;

The two diagrams given below represent two sets B

in relation to set A.



(i) (1i)

3 1 2 3 8 1 2 3
A 1 2 3 A 1 2 3
C 1 2 3 C 1 2 3

The set A, we are told, is stationary, while the sets
B and C are moving in opposite directions to one another
with equal velocity. Since the two moving sets take the

same amount of time X to cgne face to face with the stationar
T : R Y

W
H

z

confront one another. That is to say the ssme distance is

set A, between themselves they will take half the time to

traversed by the same set 0Of moving things in different times

M

viz. X and 5. This almost amounts to saying that a whole is

N

eéqual to its half. and this shows, according to Zeno, that

motion, as it involves contiadiction, must be anreal.

€ might be urged that the paradox proceseds fram the
change of the standard of comparison. In the context

comparison i

U

made between a stationary set with two moving
sets. Aristotle protested againstvthe fallac;ous assumption
that given the same speed, a thing of some length will spend
the same time, opposite a body of the same length, regardless
Oof the fact that the body is still or movinglo. -Aristotle's
Criticism points out that Zeno had confusions about the
relativity of motion : he ignored whether the body being

passed was still or moving.
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Zeno's point may. hbwever, be interpreted in'another
way. It may be considered that Zeno was“elicitihg the
inconsistency of absolute definition Qf motion. Hi; point
might be that if motion were treated as non-relative,
paradoxical results would follow. lTé'avoid the embarrassment
motion has got to be treated as reLative;lbut its relativity

makes it less than real.

The Dichotomy and Achilles Paradoxes 3

These two paradoxes of Zeno are based on the hypothesis
of infinite divisibility of space and timel These are
intimately related. Accprdinglto'the formexr, motion. cannot
begin at all. For before'an'objecévcan traverse aldistance,
however small, it must first travefse half the distance; and

before it can move through half, it .must cover half a quarter,

and so on ad regressum: SO if the dbject is to traverse any

Idistance, whatsoever, ig a finite time, it must complete an
infinite number of operations in that time, which is
impossible. This paradox can be applied to time itself, or !
for that matter, to any clock, for it is egqually difficult to
understand how time can advance from a given initial instant.

By the Achilles'érgument Zend claims to show that granted

the possibility of motion, the slowest runner will never be

overtaken by the swiftest ranner. The ‘pursuer must first reach
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the point from which the pursued started. In the mean time,
the pursued must have moved further, and must in that way
alwavs remain ashead. The distance must be' decreasing in a

given proportion ad infinitum because of the infinite divisi-

bility of space, but it can never be overtaken by the swiftest

runner,

Aristotle has tried to solve Zeno's paradox by saying

that we must distinguish between infitnite divisibility and

-h

infinite length. The spatial distance to be traversed is
required to traverse is also infinitely divisible., Hence the
time available is adequate to traverse the discance.: Thus
Aristotle in his first rejoinder alleged Zeno of illegitimately
-i—ll

identifying infinity of parts with infinity of extent

In his second rejoinder aristotle has denied that an
infinite division actually ‘exists in a period or line. and
to the question whether one can traverse an infinity either

in time or in space, Aristotle's point is that one cannot

traverse an infinity of actually existing divisions, but one

can Of potentially existing ones. By an actually existing

division Aristotle means one, that is actually marked. 'By

infinity Aristotle intends an extendible finitudelz. Cn %

. ) - o : . i . . .
this account, the number Of .actually marked out divisions can
be increased. The number will always remain finite., So

there is no nead to traverse wmore.
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Bﬁt strangelyleangﬁi Aristotle makes COncess;ons to
the %raversal of poténtially existing divisions, His
finitist account of infinity as merely an 'extendible
finitude’ is intended to avoid all, collections that are more
than finite, All such actual infidite,colléctions, he thinks,
will contain sub-collections whvch Wlll also be ac;uall]
infinite in the same sense. But, in Aristotle's opinion,
this is impossible. This seems to be the reason at the back
of his finitist account of. infinityvy. Aristotle,.however,
does not apply this analysis of infinity to pofential
divisions.

. 13 . .
Some thinkers Opine that this paradox of Zeno presents

no difficulties to those who are adequatply trained in
mathematics, It has been urged that there is some mistake
in the argument. It ignbreé the fact that the number séries,
for example, %; %, é t «.. has the finite sum of 1. 3o tﬂe
proposed solution is that the infinite series of tiﬁe'
_intervalé involved has a finite sum; therefore, Achilles
must catch the tortoise. It should be remarked that this
reply does not differ much from Aristotle's firgt rejoinder

that infinite divisibility does not imply inflnite length,

It seems that this solution misses Zeno's 001nt On
the assumption of ontlnuluy of Space and tvme, which is at

issue, Achilles must go'through all the points in, space and

all the ins

T
5
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s in timeg in order to Oovertake the tortoise;



that is to say, he must perform an infinite sequence of acts,
The quéstion is whether he can actually complete the
sequence, In other words, i1f space énd time are assumed to
be infinitely divisible, it becomes difficult to explain how
Achilles would ever draw level with the tortoise. 1In the
Dichotomy paradox motion appears to be impossible because

it cannot start.

There are now two ways before us to solve these two

paradoxes

(i) either we are to abandon the concept of becoming or
temporal transition. We can regard instants as similar

To points in space.

(11) we may abandon the hypothesis of infinite divisibility
Oof time and of the concept of point like instants.
Bergson resolved the paradoxes by saying that only
Space is infinitely divisible, motion and time come in

'indivisible units'l4. Whitehead also adopted the same

—

procedure. To quote Whitehead,

"There is no nature apart from transition,
and there is n'o transition apart from
temporal duration. That is why an instant
of time conceived as' a primary simple unit
is nonsensen"l5,



Nagdrjuna and Zeno :

PN

Thr foregone analysis of Zeno's paradoxes suggests a

comparison with Nagdrjuna's dialectic of motion.: Nagdrjuna's

7. o o
kdrik3ds in his Mulamachyamaka-33stra deal with the same

pradolem with much the same logic., Zeno's paradoxes were
constructed to refute the possibility of motion and conse-

quently to denj the rcality of time and chang Naoarjuna s

d_alectwc is an attemot to reveal the unintelligibility of the

concepts of space, time and motion.

i
It seems that Zeno sought to defend his master, Pdarmenides

by mocking the mdckers, by demonstrating the COnLen+ions of
his opponents to have contradictorj imolications. The

technique has the appearance of reductio _ad absurdum.

Nagarjuna's technique was to adopt, for the sa ake of argument,
the assumptions of his opponents, and to show them to imply
absurd consequences, This also is closely similar to

reductio ad absurdum.

The Greek philosopher appears to bea'monist. He was
€ager to establish the unreality of motion, 'for he followed
Parmenides in denying plurality. His Opgonents were possibly-

the atomists,

In Nagarjuna's argument, we can recognize at many points

the Saitkhya and the Vai seSika thinkers as the Oopponents, Ak



54 .

places he arguss against the atbmists. PbilOSOphicaily he
tried to prove the latent absurdity of all- views. Nagarjuna
was not a monist. And practically he denied that he was

—

, 15
asserting anything. He looks like an absolute sceptic™ .

However, both Zeno and Nagarjuna claimed to show the

logical inconsistencies in our conception of motion and time.

Nagarjuna's Dialectic of. Motion s

In every case of'motion, Négafjuna says, there must be
‘ !
three factors - the spadé traversed, the qoving body and the'
motion. A space or locuslbf'past'métién'is not characterised
by motion, similarly a space or locus not.yet Traversed is
not to be charaétegiéééjgy Eétioh either. Then what part of

Space is to be the locus of the present movementl77 Here

Nagarjuna seems to be contemplating a time continuum that
can be exhaustibly divided into past and future, leaving no
room for the invisible present in which movement can be said

to be occurring.

The question now is : why do not we observe the locus of
the present movement ? Here zZeno's argument comes to our
minds, and Candraszti's\COmment seems to suggest the same.-
He explains the invisibility of the locus for preseﬁt movement

by attacking the claim that the spécé oéCupied by a walking

foot, for example, constitutes the locus of present movement.
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The argument runs in the followino mennEr.q For.ény-particle
of matter within the ‘foot, if the particle is at the top of
the toe, the space occupied by the whole foot is to be
characterised as ‘traversed' {° gata ); 1f the particle is at
the back .0of. the heel; the opace occupleo by the foot is ‘not
traversed! 'agaté');llf the particle is in the middle of the
foot, the space is diVisible into two sections. But since each
particle can in turn be' subdivided, it is not possible to :
discover a part of the foot whlch occuples a path Of present
mOthHlS. So it may be said that the problem of 1nflnlte:

divisibility is 1mplled‘1n Nggarjuna S argument, thongh it

is not explicitly stated.

Négérjuna then exemine° the cla1m that there is movement
in the ground of the present motlon,.hence the place where
aCLWVlt] is, is the locus of preeent motion.p NSgérjuna raises
the guestion : how can movement occur as a .Characteristic of
the 'groond Of present movement'; for the phrase ‘the ground
Of the present movement - becomes meanlngful only with rererence
to movement Cccurring at present. tandraklrtl 1nterprets
Nagarjuna as saying that the attribution of movement to the
ground on which it occurs, entails the absurdity of two
movements., The round is one thng, and the movement anocther,
The first movemént is DOSSGSoed by . the ground by . deflnltlon
as 'the ground of present: movement'lm Ihe ground should POssess

this as an apriori Property. But the movement that is
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acfually taking rlace is con

ingent. . 30 it charszcterises the

cl

ground from ocutside as a second movement.

e

e no movement without & mover. Bve

o)

3ut there can

H

14

H

movement reguires a subject; this subject must be either a

mover Or a non-mover. ‘The subject of a movement cannot be a
non-mover, How can it bhe a mover ? The problem of the
double movement entailled by the previous analysis of locus

and movement reappears in this case also. *‘The mover moves'

absurdly entails two movers and two movings.

Négé%juna‘s argument in sdme respects appear to be
Zenoian. It may be interpreted as Contemplating a
time-continuum divisible into past and future exhaustibily
leaving no room for the durationless presenht in which motion

could occur.

In Nagéijuna's argument the concept of the beginning
of movement involves a vicious circle. He seeks to establish
that the disti.actions of space and time are dependent on the
arising of motion; motion, on the other;hand, is inexplicable
without these temporal and spatial distinctions. ‘Before the
movement begins, these divis;ons of space and time .cannot be
identified. But the beginning of movement must take place in
one of these divisions_ of both time and space; and can be
identified only in relation to them. Thus the relation of

the movement with the divisiong of Space and time is circular

On this view, any attempt to identify a first instant of

motion must fail. For between any instant during the preriod



of non-movement and any instant during the period of motion
there is an infinite number of instants, so no.one of them

can be identified as the instant of the beginning of movement.

However, an analysis of all the verses of the karikEs
reveals a deep preoccupation with the matapﬁysical prdblem
of how substance can be related to attribute, or an entity to
a property, and so forth. Néggrjuna's arguments are based on
metaphyvsical assumptions to show the unintelligibility of
substance-attribute relations, whereas Zeno sought, on mathe-
matical assumptions, to show the impossibility of giving a

coherent account of space, time and motion,

The assumption underlying'kériké 1 is that an atom is
infinitely divisible. This assumption, however, is not
self-evident. That it is not self-evident is proved by the
fact that the Nyéya—vaiéé§ika thinkers do not share this view.
According to them, an atom ié rather the ultimate indivisible
particle. If it were not. so then the guantity of the atoms
Of a mustard-o0il seed and thét Of a mountain would be egual,

which is absurd. So this assumption is unwarranted.

Nagarjuna's argument is alsc based on the assumption of

the equivalence of analyticel and empirical statements. In
e sttt

a statement, for example, 'The runner runs', the property of
i

nt of the concept of

‘running' is clearly a’' constituent eleme

';unner'. That is why it is an anélytical statement. In the



58

statement "Devadatta runs", the property of ‘running' is
attached fraom outside, since we can distinguish between the
person Devadatta and the property of 'running'. The

distinction between these two types Of statements is ver

im

w3

ortants but Naggrjuna seems to ignore that. «We may,
however, imagine that Nagarjuna merely sought to exXpose the
absurdity of some views, by accepting their premises for the

sake of argument,and drawing out contradictory consequences,

With the same kind of logic he sought to prove the
unreality of rest also. Zeno denied motion, but accepted
the reality of the static and the immutable. Nagarjuna's
arguments may be sald to be more comprehensive, for he shows
the unreality of rest aiso. His dialectic of motion reminds
us of sSradley's dialectic., In Bradley's opinion the very
notion of a relation is philosophicalLy unintelligible and
inconsistent, and this inconéiétancy alone is sufficient to
condemn the concepts of Space, time, motion and change as

they all involve relations.
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Aristotle, Physics, op.cit. 6,2; 233 2L-31; 5.9:8.8,
4 .9
o)
This point of view is strikingly similar to an ancient
Indian view stated and refuted by Patéﬁjali in his

Mahabhdsya on Panini 3.2.123

Ra vartate cakram isurna patyate

na syandante saritah sagariya;

I the wheel.does not move, the arrow is not
thrown, the rivers do not flow to the sea; the whole
world is motionless. It has been argued that as there
is naq motion,in.£hevworld, fhere is' no time either. Motion
that is finished is past, motion that is yet to occur is
in the future. Zetween them no intermediate stage is

visible. 30 there is no stage of present motion, that is

"to say, motion is impossible.

@
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CHAEFTER 5

Kant's Antinomy with regard to Time

b
]

The Parmenidean conception of reality as timels=s

reappears in Kant's PHLlosbphy. Kant distinguishes between

-t
t

imeless ‘'things-in-themselves' and time as the subjective

Hh

i

orm of 'things-of-appearance'. In Xant's philosophy™ we

~

recognise a revival of Parmenides' conception of

Al

time as an
illusion, though Kant characterises time as ‘subjective’

rather than as 'illusory'. Things-of-appearance or phenomena,

Kant says, result partly owing to the operation of the human’
mind. The human mind superimposes ce:tain forms on the
manifold of sensation. These forms are space and time.
Space and time determine the way we see things. But they

have no significance fo

H

things apart from their relation to
a human observer. Space and tim¢ are mere subjective‘
conditions of all oeur experiences. Thus only empirical
reality has been granted to them, but their absolute reality

has been deni=z=d.



For Parmenides, Being is timeless and immutable, while
for Kant time is merely the subjective form in which we
experience Being. The word 'form' may suggest the idea of
certain sortsléf félations; But it should be remembered that
Kant is not a relationist like Leibniz, for he believes that.
the forms could exisé without any objects or events to £ill
them. Nor does Kant accept the Newtonian conception of
absolute space and time. For they have no independent real
existence outside the context of perception, Kant does not,
of course, accept the Lockean view that we dbtain the concepts
of space and time by abstraction from our perception of things
and events standing in spatial and temporal relations respec-
tively. For he maintains that perception presupposes space
and time. Kant says that we can never represent to ourselves
the absence of space and time, but we can think of space as
devoid of objects and time as empty of events. Space and

time, according to Kant, are pure intuitions. This way of

thinking signifies the rejection of a purely relational view

of space and time.

In the aAnalytic section of his Critigue Kant finds a

very close relationship between time and Causality. In his

opinion, the mere seguence of perceptions does not estaplish

a time order of physical events. We discover temporal order

by examining causal order. But, for Kant, causal order is

as subjective as time is. Causality is one of the categories
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of the under tandlng by whlch we' order our experlenco In

the section on ochematlsm of categories in the analytic, Kant

shows that causality is not a p;Operty of things-in—themselves,

Summarily, in Kant's philosophy, time and causality do noﬁ

A

belong to reality.

P P

Kant's Antinomy about ﬁme;

In the four antinomies of the Dialectic section of his

Critigge,Kant seeks to show that the cosmological prablems
with regard to space, time and matter are inherently

antinomous. The first antanmj is about tlme. It should

however, be noted that Kant is . primari ly c01cerned w1th the
question of the finitude  of the universe in time, not of pure

time. He feels that there are equally compelling reasons for

believing the thesis that the universe has had a. beglnnlng,

and the anti_- thesis that it is ex1stlng forever His argument

for the thesis is that, 1f the unlverse dld not have a
beginning, there w0uld be an lnflnlue perlod Oof timé before
any event, which is absuro. fhe argument for the antl thesis
is that, if the universe had ' a beglnnlng, there would be an
infinite period of time before it, so why should the universe

begin at any one specific time 2 : ’

It is to be pointed out that both the the51s and the

antithesis are based on the uanderlying. aSbuthlom‘that time



is unlimited, that time<c01tinues'forever, whether or not the
universe ex1sted forever, that dlfferent tlmes are parts or
delimitations of a 51ngle unllmlted.tlme . Kant seeks to
establish that this conceptlon of.tlme is inapplicable to the
universe itself, for it is is a paft'ofhdnr_ccgnitive
apparatus for perceiving the world. 'Time, Kant says,. is
essential for our experie nce of things in the world, but we
get into trouble if we'apply it to anjthing which transcends

experience.

Patafijali's view appears to be very close to Kant's idea

of time as an apriori form of abpercepticn Inflnlte time,

Vyasa comments, is a nonentity, because 1t 1s only a construc-

tion of the understanding (bnddhlnlrmana) The.phenomenal

changes are intuited by our emplrlcal consc1ousness as
constituting a series of antecedent and consequent events.
This is conceived by the understanding as order iA ‘time. The

time-series, then, is a schema of the understanding for

representing the course of evolution. nHence to our empirical
consciousness the time-series appears to have ‘an objectlve

reality and to form a contlnuum3 '

It may, however, be abserved in this connection that

Patanjali's view seems to be closer to suddhist Ksanikavada,

according“to‘which{fksanaﬁlthe]shorterpmost indivisible time

-particle, is the only entity in the universe which is a

fon-construction. Thus for the Buddhist and for Patahjali



ksana, which may also be called- the mathematlcal p01nt instant,

is a reality and substantial tlme a flctlon. For the realist,

on the other hand, the.mathematlcal polnt-;nstant is a fiction

and substantial time a reality®. ' :

The problem of the relation of time.and the universe has
had a long historys. It can be traced as far back,as to-
Philoponus of Alexandria in the sixth century A.D. Kant's
version of the first antinomy may, theréfore, be said £6 be an
echo of the ancient arguments for a beglnnlng of the universe

and the arguments of the opponents favourlng the other side

of the debate. ‘

Philoponus accepted Aristotle“s views on the concept of
infinity to turn them agawnst thelr author. As arlstotle
says, "... lnfln’ty eletS thtouoh one tthg always being

taken after another, what is taken belng always fﬂnlte, but

6
ever other and other"-. InLlnltY, in his opinion, is connected

with a process; its beihg.islalways-im a process of COming:to

be or passing away. Aristotle defines infinity in terms of

finitude; it is.an:extendibleﬁfinitude. It doesUnot mean

_all—embracing. It 1s, on the contrary, what has always

something outside 1t

Arlstotle s f1n1t1st account of . 1nf1n1ty has’ two
impllcatlons7 - (a) that infinity is potential and never
_—

actual; (b) that it can never bBe traversed. But these two
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restrlctlons on inflnlty spells a trouble for Arlstotle In
Arlstotle s OplnlOn there is no beglnning for tlme, motion

and the universe, But then there has already been an 1nf1n1ty
of by-gone days. Thls would be an actual 1nf1nlty. Moreover,
there wonldlhayelbeen the lnﬁlnltelset’of past'days that have
been traversed. Hence it is.to be admitted that in, a
beginning-less, unlverse the 1nf1n1ty of past days,would.be'

both actual and traversed. With thlS argument Phll@ponus

defended the Christian beller for a beglnning of "the world.

But the question might arise what exactly is the

difficulty with regard to an . actual . and traversed 1nf1n1ty ?

The supposed difficulty is that'if.an.inflnity of days
had to pass before the arrival of today,”then‘today would

never arrive, | .
T

The dbjection against an actual and trayersed infinity

Of past days seems to be oonnected.w1th the notion, oF counting.

e |

If the universe had no beglnnlnou,then the count of days
before today should have been lnflnlte. But to count an

infinity seems to be an 1mp0551ble,task;

It might be contended that the cojection overlooks the

difference between counting and traversing. Counting requires

a starting number, viz, 1. But an 1nf1n1te number Of past days

in a beginningless universe involves no startlng day In

other words, those who postulate a beglnnlngless universe do
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not envisage a first day. So a beginningless;universe need
not be subjected to.counting for the lapse of an infinity of

past days.

. St Thomas Aquinas8ﬁ 1nLluenced by Arlstotle as well as
by Christian tneology, malntalned that it was not p0551ble to
prove demonstratively ‘that the world was not ex1stent for
ever; the theory of cregtlon hé sald could be held by faith
alone. He also argued that it was logically possible,for the
universe to haye been created by God out of nothiﬁg and ﬁo
have existed from all eternity. In this way" st r1homas Aquinas
sought to compromise between his Chrlstlan belief in a
God-created world and,Arlstétle's view‘gf a‘beginningless

world.

3t. Bonaventureg, & contemporary of Aéuinas, was among
those medieval philosophers who rejected the view above.
Against the idea of. a beglnnlnoless universe,. he maintained
that the infinite could not be traversea In an eternwl
universe an infinite number of celestial revolutions must

have taken place; henceé the present day could not hévevbeeﬁ
{

reached,

This conception of 1nf1nlty, RusselllO p01nted out lS obJec_

tionably psychologistiq, for" infinity has been taken for
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endlessness. In the_modern mathematica% ﬁheory of ihfinitﬁ,
classes or sets, which éfe'idfiﬁife inlggmber, are given all
at once by the defining property of their menbers, so that
there is no qﬁesfiénmég.éompléfioﬁ.by sﬁccessivé'éynthésis.
But Kant's argument'éannot’be,so‘easiiy disposed of. For it
does not conflict with. the mathematical coqCépts of infinite
sets and sequences;:it rejects the possibility of an infinite

sequence of actual events.

It might be urged that Kant's argument would apply
equally to the'iﬁfinite sequéncé of future events. The
situation between pasﬁ and future even#s'seEms to bé
symmetrical, the present being an event somewhere in. a
sequence of events that has neither a beginning nor an end.
an infinite sequence of past events iéian open set with no
first member, and an infinite seéﬁence of future events is
an open set with no last member.

t it might be pointed out that there are significant
ontological differences between the past and future infinite
sequences of events. An infinite sequence of paét'events
seems to have left, in principle, anninfinite.number of traces,
whereas no such possibility can be attécﬁed with the ﬁoncept
Of an infinite sequence of future events. The events in a
past seqguence have agtﬁa;ly occurred, HénCe én,infihite

sequence of past events must be actually infinite. An infinite

Seéquence of future events, on the.other hand, has not yet



occurred. Hence it pah only be potential;y infinite.

It seems possible to associateﬂan infinite'sequeﬁCe qf
past events with thels;quence of negaﬁiye integers ending
wifh -1, jﬁéf és a pogéntiallf infini;e sequence of future
evénts can be eppm¢F§Eedm§s ;, 2, 3 ... and SO on
indefinitely. Tﬁis»seems to repudiate Kant's oﬁjection to

the possibility of an infinite sequence past events.

But this is the reverse‘df‘the way in which actual
events occurred, Fof we can enumerate fhe events in such a
sequence by countingl them backwards i.e;v by beginning with
- 1 instead of ending with it. If it yields a potentially
infinite sequence, thét does nét represént the way in.which
actual events occurred, Moreover, if .theé humbér of futuré
events, that occur in sequence following the preseﬁt, can
never become actually infinite, because at each stage the
number will remain finite, thenlhOW'is it possible that the
corresponding sequence of past events ﬁhat have reached the
present be actually infinite:? It is to be admitted then,
that Kant's thesis with'regardvto the beginning of the world

is not refutable so easily.

! .
Kant's antithesis argument seems to be a causal one.
It is argued that time or the series Oof evernts cannot havs

a8 beginning. All the events that we perceive or remember are

Oor have been preceded by othervevénts., So it is difficult
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for us to conceive a first event. A first event being the

first, could not have a prior cause, and hence coglé not
occur. Kant says that this appiies also to a thing which is
supposed to be self-caused. 'Sélf—cansed' means 'unnaused‘;
so a self-caused thing also cannot bcbuf. Kdant seems to
suggest that it is non—éense*to sny that once premundane time
ceased to be and the'wofld begnnu "'As regards this Question,
Kant is nearer the Leibnizian point of view. In Leibniz‘s
relational theory, time is a ConstructvoutIOf témporal rela-
tions among events, He denies the éxistencenof‘absolute sSpace
and absolute time. So it makes no senéelﬁo.say that:ﬁhere was
a premundane empty tlme before the creatlon of the world

It is equally nonsense, Kant says, to suppose that the world
might have begun or created'earlier."Follbwing Leibniz,Kan;
says that a beginning of the world.involves the prior existence
of an empty time. But'we do not‘have any experience of a time
as entirely empty of COntent ‘just as we do not have any
experience of the CCmpletLly void or empty space As there

is no empirical evidence for its existence, Kant afgues,

premundane time could not exist.

SOmeone might argue that it is possible to show the

evidence of the .existence of ‘émpty space. One can put"” an

_Object in a given uplace, thus establiShing the existence of

the occupied space and then remove the object to show the

empty space. But a perlod of tlme cannhot in thls way be
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filled in and then emptied; for periods of time do not last
through time as regions of space do.

Shoemaker'' has argued to show that we could have

evidencé for thé ekistence of empty time. But it should be
pointed out that theése are evidences only for the existence
of intramundane‘space and time. (Shoemaker's argument will be

discussed in Chapter 8)

But that does noc put us to the side of the anthesis of
Kants' argument. From the impossibility of premundane time
the impossibility of a firsg moment and a first event does not

follow. There does not seem to be any conceotual dlfflcultv

in allowing that thﬁre was a’ rlrst time or moment. It could
then be said that the first even?'occurred at the first moment.
Time, according to Ként, does not,undengd.ény changélz. For

it is that in which succession or coexistence can be
represented. That is why Kantlrejects the pbséibiliﬁy of a
first time. But from the assertion that time should not be
regarded as an occurrence or happening, it does not! necessarily

follow that there could not e a first time.

Kant denies the possibility of a first event in the
following manner. 'From the 1”(,la.tJ_onal theory of spaca and
and time he derives the ‘premise: Empty time is. a non-entity,

From this he draws the conclusion ; 'Ihere'cannot be a first
event or a beginning of the world!, The conclusion does not

follow from the premise without the underlying asédmption
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that 'the beginning of'anythlng whatsoever must be preceded
by an empty time in which the thvﬁc is not ex1stent'” The
beginning of the world must therefore be preeeded DYy an empty:
premundane time. But'premundade time‘ié e,non-entity,v 30

the beginning of the world is ihpossibleg 'Sut‘Kant does not -
justify his assumption. 3o it can.be said-that‘hieﬂantithesis
argument rests on the illegitimate conclusion that there cannot

b

M

a first event or a beg1nn1no Of the world,

But from his premise,.‘Therevceﬁnot be a premundane time'
Kant could have inferred that fiﬁe first event occurred at
the first time'. It should be 'added'that according to the
General theory of Relativity of Eirstein just as one eennot
talk about events in the uniﬁerse without the notiOns of space
and time, so it is equally meanlnmlees to talk abouat space
and time outside the limit of the universe. This new under-
standing of space and time has reﬁoluﬁionvzed our view of the
univarse. Thlq unlverse is now’ concewved as dynamlc and
expanding, that seems t'o have begun at a finite time with
the Big-bang singularity and might end at a finite time with

the Big-crunch siqgularitvl3;




73

Coe .  REFERENCE

Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, Tr. Nomuan «Kemp

Smitih, wonaoun, 1933.

- — ~ o . <
vVyasa-ghasya, sSutra 52, rada 3, Kale vastu-sunya

puddhi-nirmana.

B.N.32al, e rositive

scliences OL tne ancient Hindus,

i G e T

velni, 1958, p.l8.
Th. stcherbatsky, "The

reprinted in g#ssays on

fheory of Instantaneous Seing®

Time in Buddhism, H,.3.¥Prasad,

ed. welni, 1991,

Richard sorabji, Time,

1983,p.214.

Aristotle, Physics, op.

bid, 3.5, 205a,32-3.

Creation and Continuum, London,

cic.,, 2.6,206a, 27-9.

R.30rabji, op.cit,, p.220.

G.J.wnicrow, Ihe Natural Philosophy of Pime, wondon,

1961, p.29.



lO'

11.

12.

13.

B.Russell, Pbrinciples of Mathematics, op.cit, p.459-60.

Shoemaker, "I[ime without Change, .The Journal of

bPhilosophy, VOl.LXVI, 19569.

Kant, oOp.cit., pp.224-5.

S.Hawkiny, a Brief History Oof Time, UsA, 1989, p.36.




"Time present and time past

Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past,
If all time is eternally present |

All time is unredeemable. |

What might have been is an abstraction
Remaining a perpetual possibilg'.t_? |

Only in a world of Speculation®,

- T.S.Eliot
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CHAPTER 6

The Unreality of Tims : McTaggart's Paradox

McTaggart's aroumentl agalnst the real1ty of t1me is
quite different from the oth;r arguments that, we have
discussed so far. His argument turns on the featu:és
peculiar to time, that is, on the distinction of time into
past, present and fgture, whereas théiother‘arguments focus

on the difficulties of continuity and infinity.

McTaggart's analysis of the concept of time involves

both a positive and a negative thesis. TIn the positive

thesis he shows that we conceive of time in two fundamentally
. 2 | o
different ways® , o
First, we conceive of time i
K in a dzn ic or tensed way

in which events are determlngd as belng pabt present and

future. But these events get contlnuaLLy changed-in respect

¢
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of these tansed determinations. Thus what is present now
hecomes gradually past, while thaﬁ which wasvfuture becomes
present. In the process of temporal becoming past events
beccome more and more past and future events less and less
future. The event ‘'death of Queen Anne' was at some time
in the far future, gradually it became present, and then it

becam= past. This is5 Lo be called as the dynamic conception

But we conceive of time in a static or tenseless way

in which the temporal relations of precedence and succession
between events are eXpressed in timelessly true or false

statemenzs. The statement 'The battle of Hastings occurred

rela

&
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0
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s
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M

-later' is a fixed relation that can never

change.

These two kinds of temporal facts have been named by

McTaggart as the 'A-serics

' dece -

' and'B-series' of events

The pastness,presentness and futurity are

referred to as A-determinations and the temporal relation

5 relation.

of precedence and succession as: Bere
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A-SEric
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(

s and 3-serics of temmoral

facts are essential for the reality of time. A&s he says
- i 7

seeWe Naver obsecve events in the time exXcept as forming

1 o e i .~‘ : .. 3 ; i I
both these orders"”, [o deny the 3-series iz to conceive



of a time which admits of no distinction between earller and

later time - this is a conceptual absurdity. dutnthe B~series

is not sufficient for our conceatloh of time, because with

events of the Bereserices ther=s is no change, For example, 1if P

is earlier than , it is earlisr forever. The relation of

earlier and later is permanant. In Mciaggart“s opinion,time
essentially involves change, and all change occurs only in
connection with the events:<of the A-series. 30, McTaggart

concludes,. without the A-series there would not be any time

4 ) .
at all” . _The B series is .not, su

'H1

£ cient to constitute time for

which change 1s so essential.

McTaggart then wants to show that the B« series

logically presupposes the A—serier.. Ihp quDOLdl relation

earlier than {(or later than) can be dct1ncd in terms of the
de erminations o. the events If P 1s past, Q 1is present,

then it is established that P is earlie

M

R S b3 t e - e
=0 Than Q. Molay art

[t

says that events having no aA-determinations could not hav

B-relations between, them. " ‘

According to McTaggart,the Aﬁsérias is more fundamental.
The B-serics is a tiﬁe series only becéuse its membef—events
from an A-series of past, present and future events.v If we'
remove the A-series from the nature of fime, we are left with
a non-temporal B-seriés, which may be termed as
The A series, McTaggart savs, cannot be derived from any other

series, but the 3 series can be derived from a union of the



~series. The C..series here stands for a

series oOf integers. Let us illustrate thiz point : if we

integers such as O, and ther correlate the past and future
events in the series with the negative and positive integers

respectively, a B-series will be LOfmod ow1ng to the.generating

relation of earlier (or later) than betwag them. An event

[

X is earlier than an event Y, if the integer with which X

is correlated, is less than the cne with which Y is

correlated. McTaggart's analysis seeks to show that the

T

—-series can be formed cut of an A-series with a C-s serie
5

32

SO the a-series is more fundamental

Having Lnug ostaollsh d the necessity of the A-series

for ti

=
(¢

&, McTaggart attempts to deﬁons?rate the contradictory,
and therefore, unreal nature of this series, therebyv sstab-
lishing the unreality of time itself. It has becn pointed out
by McTaggart that A-determinations are changing ieiations or
properties of events. An event of any- one of these determina-
tions will also have the other two. But the.tehporal

predicates, past, present and future, are incompatible . and

vet to every event all of them apply. . some one mTﬁnt reply,
however, that a partlcular evcnt may have all the three

determinations only successivelv. For eXample, an evant v

=

=)
]
]
o
D
®
po]
+
c
ot
o
y
O
<,
l..l
}.._l
}_J
o
(6]
PU
ﬂl

st dnd '1s now present. But, in

—

Mclaggart's opiniocn, this is hot'at all

explaning away the alleged contradiction in the

a soludtion; for

A-series we
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(v

ulated 3 second-ordar ulmv—ser les. The avent has
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211 these det':minﬂt

ons successively'at‘moments of time in

the second-order time-series. For we are meaning that, M

H

VIas f C -

e at a2 moment of past time, will ne past at a moment

of future =ime and is present at a moment of present time

respectively. This involves either a vicious circle or a
vicious infinite regress. For the Second- order time-sasries

ig itself a time-series, its members whiéh'a:e moménts of time,
mast also form an A-series, that is to say, must have mutually
incompatible temporal determinatioens. IIﬁ thié waj, in order
to get rid of contradictions b, reference to higher and

hicher orders of time series, at every step we are left with

a contradictory a-series. As balé puts it ; "The curse oL
contradidtion’ pursués us Abwn this infinite régress, like a

sort of baton that each aA-series passes on to the next”

McTaggart is a followsr of the Hegelian idealistic E

tradition. .0Oo the idealistic principle the real is rational

Dresupposes ‘the A-ssries it will not ao either. Timse
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unreality of the A-series, therefore, ilmplies the unreality

of time and change.

=

This, in short, is Mcrdgcart's celebrated paradox of tims.

Subseguent philosophers of the twentieth century, in their
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attempts to find a solution, felt that like the great Zenoien

paradoxes Mctaggart's paradox of time:t9o admits of no simple

solution,.

Static and Flowing Time in the Philosophy of Tamblichus ;

Iamblichus7, a neo-Platonist from Syria:in the '4th

century A.D., distinguiéﬁed between a static and a flowing

. ! ' |
time. He relates the idea of time with the idea Of a
changing 'now'. It is the flowing_tiﬁe, he says, that is
divisible into past, present ‘and future. This éoqcepﬁion
seems very close to the modern one.: The static time is
elevated above the sensible world. Iﬁ“@bes not admit of the
divisions into past, present and future. ‘The idea‘Of flow
or passage does not apply to tﬂe,staﬁiéftime:?'ﬂehce it is
immune to the paradox of time. . Lamblichus' conception is

far away from the detailed and intricate argument of

Mclfaggart and much more Platonic.. However, in Mc'laugarts®

distinction between- the static and dynamic aspects of time

we can hear a faint echo of Lamblichus® view.

'
h

G.E.Moore's Refutation Of McTaggart's Theory of Time :

8 4 | | . .
Moore® has.attempted.tO-repudlate.McTaggartls theory of

”_tlme by an appeal to.commonsense facts. If time is unreal,
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Moore contends, nothing is past, presentlgnd futufe,.nothing
is earlier or later than anfthing'élséénthisjamountslto

saying that there are'npltemporél'facfsl T But is’itvhot true
that scmeone is writing’ at'the”présent moment on this paper ?
So when FMMclTaggart says that there are no present, past and
future facts, his argument enf;ils a false statement; hence,

A

by the rule of modus tollens his arguments can bé proved to

[ .
be false. .

It may be remarked that Moore's argumant begs the
question, The. reality of temporal facts is the very question
at issue. Hence Mooré's attempt fails to locate and hit the
core of McTaggart's argumsht.

McTaggart's paradox of timeé leads us to admit, against

our commonsense belief, that't;me is unreal. While discussing

Zenc's paradoxes of motion, we found that Zeno had constructed

o)
-
n
ol
0]
H
QJ

doxes with the metaphV51cql alm to snow that~reality

has a timeless existence, He did know thap §rrows do fly and

a fast runner does overtake a slow runner. zet he wanted to

show that change and becoming are illusory. Had he not been
predisposed to the metaphysical aim, hé would have realized

that there was someﬁhing wrong in his logié. Similériy, we

fecl that something has gone wreng. in. McTaggart's argumﬂnt

for the unreality of time. 30 we

Y - -~

(’)’

Propose to submit it to g
« . ' ! '

closer scrutiny, and to-trace'the underlying aS'uth‘onb, if

any, th

[33]

€t lad him to his cherlshed conclu51on that tlme was no

dlmgnslon of re “lltj.
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McTacrart's Paradox ; A Criticzl Review

McTaggart's arguments apears to pe based on the

w

t0O be; that 1t never ceases

assumption that an event continue
f e '

to be an event., The event 'the death of Zueen anne' was

alwayvs, and will always be. It changes in one respect only :

it was at one time future, then at one. time it became present,
-}

then it became past, and gradually will becoime more and more

past. But the event will never cease to be,

Hence, McTaggart argues, svery event must have three

ct

incompatible determinations - pas bresent and future. He

7

t

seems to be correct in asserting that the attribution of
pastness, presentness and futurity to the same event leads to
a contradiction, unless they are attributed successively.

what really happens when we attribute them sugcessively ?

On the first level, it is specified that cach event is past,

present and future not simultaneously, but at different

J

moments of time. On the second level, it is specified that

{2

o

each moment has these attributes-at different higher level

moments of time. It follows that none of the attributions

leads to a contradiction. ut McTaggart claims that since
there is an infinite number Of higher and higher levels of

predication;the first leval’ of predication never escapes

Q

ontradiction.



‘

McTaggart's inference should be invaid. For his premise

The attribution of pastness, presentness and futurity to
. ! . 3 H ‘] ' 3 .
the terms of any series leads to a contracition unless it is

ied that they have them successively. 'From this

ck
Hh

McTaggart draws the conclusion that, the attribution o
gd e ]

1 '
pastness, presentness and futurity to the terms of any series
leads to a contradiction. which is subSeQuently.resolved by

I . e

ecifying that they have them éucceséively.

'
'
[

3ut the conclusion does not follow from the premise.

For the specific form of 4ae argument is as follows

T

o & p. q. [ b
L} !
But logically 'p, unless Q' does Ot entail 'p and q'.
P, unless g - ~pvqg; hence /7 (~pvg)D (b.g) 7 : this statement

i i and -3 :
is contincent and nqt a logically Necessary statement, S50

-

~ DVQg ‘0€s not entail p.q. It 'might be urged, on the Other

N] N l 4 3 3 ‘ ’
hand, that the infinite regress of temporal predicstion
' ! ' ! l - !

H
(D

as shown in McTaggart's analysis, is a gress of analysandum

and analysans; not of contradictions and resolutions, 3o the

‘
.

charge of viciousness does not stand,

TPam i e oy . - ' 3 g
McTaggart fufuheL assumes that there ig a'hierarchy of

~

levels of moment - S : i .
evels of moments, that.in order for a mdment to be present
4

i+ Ich - = i o |
T- MUSt occupy a higher ‘level of present momeant 50 he
1S o Nt . =

indirectly admits that rresontnds i '
Helfeccly admits that presentness inheres in the- first level



moment only when it. is at a2 second-level moment, which is also

resent. 3ut it would be more parsimoniocus ?o say  that

presentness inher in .the first 'level moment at present. This

would mean that rresentness inheres not only in the moment but

also in its inherence in the moment. In this way one could

avoid the infinite regress of inherence of pres ntness in hicher

. - I
and still higher levels of moments. - .

McTaggart has also assumed that events occupy mdoments.

This is not a self-evident agssumption, nor is it logically

necessary. JThere is no contradiction.in the idega that

presentness inheres in un event. 30.it is possible to do

away with different levels of moments along with the first

level of moments itself.

v
(R

There is still another assumption in McTagcart's
argument, that the temporal predicates are predicated by a

tenseless copula. But the present tense sentence 'E is

present' conveys the information that & is now present, rather

that E was or will be present. But if' this presentness is
predicated tenselessly for example, E is (censelessly)
the detensed sentences doss not convey the full

does not

ct

information that ournr ordlnqry lanouag; oears. For i

indicate whether X was present, or is now present, or will e

present. 3ut in ordinary discourse, in the tensed sentence

1 ra ™
E 1s present', 'E' stands for an event pres nt' stands for
-~ - . = mma . .
the property of ‘presentness; and the pPresent-tense 'cooula
il . R a0
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the present 1nherenc e of the LPOpcrty of
sresentness in the event, 30 it'might be asserted that
‘ ! ' . ! ' '

ny regress. A Legress ensues

tensed sentencés do not imply

only 1f these sentences are analysed in terms of tenseless
predication oOf pastness, presentness and futurity.

In McTaggart's thesis we find a third berlcs” the

. 9 - . . . .
C-series”™, which we misperceive as a temporal series., It

camprises an ordered series of events xi " the Dbasic

relations of 'inclusive of' 'and 'included in! These two

basic relations of this seriecs .are transitive. and

)]

symmetrical. They can come before or arter other members in

the series, as numbers in the numbef series. It should be

pointed out that the C.series doss not play a material part

is not a monist in Bradley's senze. Aeality, adcording to

0t

&3

him, consists of a timeless O serias of orderad evehts.

McTaggart's account does not explain how we get involved in
the illusony conception of the temporal a-series in Dlace:of

[ BRSO neoan '

the non-temvoral C—s“rles. c '

! 3

5 Daseq on the fundamental

e

Finally, McT

T

aggart's argument

L_

ssumption that the ' ocourrence: of an event is it

)

self an event.

But events happen, and do not exist: or uhdergo any kind of
change. If time itself is conceived as a pr

e infinite regress of .the Mc Tag gartian tvpe seems to be
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CHAPTER 7

The Tenseless Theory of Time

We have noticed in the previous chapter that McTaggart%
main contention has been that the A~Series of temporal facts
involves contradiction. A large number of twentieth century
philosophers have tried to show that the reality of time
does not require the A-series. K They do.not of course deny
the reality of time; but they refuse to accept the dynamic
aspect of time. They maintain that events are not really past,
present or future, 3¢ the gquestion of an event being changed
from pastness to presentness, or from presentness to futurity
does not arise, Acco;ding to these thinkers, events are
ordered in permanent B-relations of simultaneity, precedence
and succession. These relations between events are descripe—
able in a tenseless language. .This view is knqw as

the tenseless thorx.or B-theorz of time. The tenseless

theory alone, these thinkers hold, can save time from the

Mclaggartian charge of a vicious infinite regress.
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The B-_theorists have advanced two different kinds of

arguments to show that the temporal determination of events
as past, present and future are subjective, The first kind
of arguments is a priori, since it is based on a conceptual
analysis of the ordinary concepts of temporal determinations.

The B-theorists claim that the very meaning of present (or

past or future) is such that an essential reference is made

to a subject.

In the empirical kind of arguments, on the other hand,

the B-theorists seek support from the discoveries of modern

science of their claim about the mind-dependency of temporal

determinations. Russell, Smart, (uine, Grunbaum with many
other thinkers have argued for this theory, while Broad,
Relchenbach, Prior, Gale, Schlesinger have offered arguments

to repudiate this view.

Linguistic Approach of the B-theorists

Bertrand Russell was the chief upholder of the tenseless

theory of time. 3ince 1903 when his The Principles of

Mathematicsl was first puolished, the issue turned mainly on
the translatability of contingent tensed statements into
tenseless statements about permanent relations between events.

The B-theorists have tried to prove that tensed A-expressions

are translatable into tenseless expressions oOf B-relations
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between events. An event is not past, present or future
intrinsically;it is merely earlier than, simultanecus with

or later than some other cho§§n event. As Nelson Goodman

puts it =

"The past, present and future name no
times. Rather the ‘'is past at', 'is
present at', and the 'is future at'

are tenseless two-place predicates that
may respectively be translated by the
tenseless predicates 'is earlier than',
‘is at' and 'is later than'."?

The chosen event, the 3-theorists say, is either a

linguistic event or a mental event. A-exXpressions are

reduicible to B-expressions either by (A) Linguistic Reduction

or by (B) Psychological reduction. It is said that

A-determinations involve a reference to a subject either as
a language«user Or as a perceiver, 350 if there were no
language-users or perceivers in the world, there would still

be a B-series of time, but there would not be any A-series.

(A) Linguistic RrReduction : [Ioken Reflexive Analysis

According to the B-theorists, to say that an event
occurred or will occur, simply means that it occupies a time
earlier later than my statement about it. That is to say :

an A-statement asserting a particular A-determination is
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situational: it signifies the speaker's temporal relation to

the event reported by his statement. The B3-theorists as

. v o3
linguist philosophers accept Hans rReichenbach's

token—reflexive analysis of statements. By 't oken' Reichen-

bach means an individual sign. A token-reflexive word or

sentence is one every token of which refers to itself. Hence
the statement 'M is past (present or future)' can be analysed
into the statement 'M is earlier than (simultaneous with,

later than) this token'. Here 'this token' refers to the

occurrence of the entire sentence within which it occurs.

The most sophisticated token-reflexive analysis of
A-statements has been developed by J.J.C.Smart4. The
statement !The boat was upstream , is level, will be
downstream', can be analysed, Smart says, in the following
manner : the occasicns on which the boat is upstream are
earlier than this utterance, the occasion on which it is
level 1is simultaneous with this utterance, and the occasions
on which it is downsﬁream are later than this utterance.
Smart claims to have devised a tenseless language in which

there are no tensed copulas In such a language the words

‘earlier than', 'later than' and 'simultaneocus with'® are
used in combination with a non-temporal copula and the

expression ‘this utterance’'.

It should be noted that 'this utterance' in the above

analysis has not been used in its ordinary tensed sense,
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where 'this' would mean ‘'the person, thing or idg@ present's.

Smart has used it in a tenseless way, that is directly

self-referential.

The Token-reflexive analyslis, Smart contends, reveals

the latent anthropocentricity or linguocentricity of

A-eXpressions; that is to say, these eXpressions refer to a
token produced by some person or language-user and are without
cosmic significance. As in‘this analysis all tensed verbks aund
copulashave been eliminated, the detensed statement describes
a B-relation between an event and the occurrence of the

sentence-token.

But it may be urged that when a statement, for example,
'M is past' is reﬂdered as 'lM is earlier than this token',
the latter does not fulfil the requirement of an ideal
tenseless language. In such an ideal language the sentences

occurring in it must be freely repeatable., while the

B-theorists seek to create an ideal language by eliminating
tensed verbs and copulas, there is every room to doubt
whether they have succeeded in doing so., For both 'M is
Past' and 'M is earlier than this token' are subject to the
same temporal conditions for making true statements:; that is
to say, they are to be used later than the occurrence of the
event M. But to achieve free repeatability an A-statement
must be reduced tola genuine B-statement expressing a

permanent B-relation between two events.
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It may also be urged that when a statement, for example,
' This chair is now red' is rendered as ‘The chair's being red
is (tenselessly) simultaneous with this token', the two
sentences . do not mean the same thing. “The latter statement

entails that there exXists a token, but the former does not.

Statements nhaving different entailment relations cannot have
the same meaning. Ihis is evident from the fact that thei
sentence 'The chair is now red even though no token occurs'
is not self-contradictory. {t is contingently false. Our
ordinary conception of A-determinations do not contain any
reference to a language-user or a linguistic token. There
is no contradiction in conceiving of the world devoid of
language-users and linguistic tokens. In such a world a chair
may exist being red without any linguistic-token correspond-
ing to it. Most of the physical events, as‘Moore6 says, are
percipient-independent. This entails that most of the
physical events are utterer-independent. So the chair may
be red now, though nobddy perceives it now and no sentencé

- token occurs. [his shows that the statement 'The chair is
now red, though no token occurs' is only contingently false.
But a statement like '‘fhe chair's being red is (tenselessly)
simultaneous with this token, even though no token occurs)

5
is utterly self-contradictory.
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Date-Sentence Analysis of Tensed Sentences

Some B-theoriststtranslate A-statements into
B-statements by ascribing tenselessly a date to the event
reported by the original statement. ‘'Lt is now raining®
can thus be réndered, for example,as "Rain is at ULecember 20,
1992*'. It has been claimed that this kind of rendering
expresses a timeless B-relation between the event and the
date. These thinker belie&e that language can be dentensed
in this way without loss of meaning, and that A-determinations
are not intrinsic to events. In modern mathematical logic we
find such tenseless ascriptions of date., For eXample,

'There is a sea-battle, which is at December 20, 1992,

Here the 'is' of the existential quantifier, and the 'is' of

the characterisinqggggigg are tenseless, Quine9 claims that

this tenseless mode of existential quantification provides
. . . . . . . -l
the most suitable kind of description of Mlnkowsklan*o

four-dimensional space-time as employed in the theory of

relativity. «on this theory the whole history of physical
phenomena is laid out as a changless whole devoid of any

distinction between past, present and future.

Richard Galell has an argument agaiast the date-sentence
theodry. He says that a date-sentence does not indicate
whether the described event is past, present or future; so
this kind of analysis fails to analyse tensed sentences, But

this argument of Gale begs the question, for it assumes that
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tensed sentences refer to events with A~determinations. But

the detensers precisely deny this very assumption.

Against the detensers it may,however, be urged that a
tensed sentence like 'The boat is level now' 1s true, if, and
only if, it is uttered simultaneously with the event referred
to. But a tenseless date-sentence like 'The boat is level on
July 20, 1992' has temporally unrestricted truth-conditicus;
if this sentnece 1is once trﬁe, it is true on every oOccasion
of its utterance, J8ince the above two kinds of sentences
have different truth conditions, it follows that the date

_sentence is not the proper analysans ©of the tensed sentence.

(3) Psychological reduction : sgoO Centric Particular
Analysis :

Russeill2 argﬁeé thatlA-determinations involve a
B-relation to a perceivar or utterer. S0 an A-~statement such
as 'The chair is now (was or will be) red' can be rendered as
'The chair's being red is (tenselessly) simultaneous with
(earlier or‘later than)’this‘, in which ‘'this' is a logically
proper name for a sense-datum experienced by the speaker a£

the time he makes this utterance.

But it is to be noted that a sense-datum is a mental
event which, in principle, caanot be experienced by anyone

other than the person who is reporting it. S0 it can pe said



that A-determinations contain a reference to a mental event.
This kind of analysis of A-determinations can be called

ego-centric particular analysis. It seeks to establish that

A-determinations are psychological, and that the temporal

determinations of an event is analysable in terms oOf B-rela-
tions consisting of expectation, perception and memory of a

percipient.

But it may be urged thét this kind of analysis renders
communication impossible. ‘The 'this' here is a sense-datum
private to the speaker. . Only the speaker can know the
referent of 'this'. 350 it seems impossible for the hearer to
know the event which is simultaneous with the chair being

red,

From the discussion above, it appears that both the
(A) token-reflexive and (B) ego-centric particular analyses
distort the-meaning of our ordinary temporal exXpressions.
Ordinary language involves a realistic attutude towards
A-determinations, which is not satisfied with these sorts of

analysis.

A-theorists agree with lcTaggart as regards his positive
thesis that time involves .the A-series of temporal facts and
that the A-series is more fundamental. But they refuse to
accept his negative thesis, that this series involves a
vicious infinite regress. They have also questioned the

validity of the reduction of A-statements into B-.statements.
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They have distinguiéhed the time-words of the A-series and

B-series by three prominent features :

(i) the words of the A-Series imply a time-flow —— events
flowing from the future through the present to the pastl3.
No such-flow is associated with the time-words of the B-3eries
in which events are changelessly connected with one another.
Bergson14, perhaps, in anticipation of this kind of conception,
denied that there can really be any static temporal series

at all. He said that if we try to conceive time as a static

geometrical line, we are really thinking of space;

(i1) the most prominent feature of the fime-words of the
A-3eries is that they are indispensable in our exXpressions of
emotions and actions. If one utters with a sigh of relief,
'Thank goodness , it'sg over'ls, then the utterance expresses
the fact that someone is pleased that on such and such date
something is over. It does not merely mean that the
unpleasant thing is earlier than the utterance on such and
such date, B—stateﬁents fall short of expressing these

mental attitudes;

(1ii) the third feature has proved to be the most
controversial one. It has been claimed Dy the B-theorists

that the words 'past', ‘present', 'future' and 'now! are all

defineable, in terms of 'this utterance' or 'this token'.

Sut the A-~theorists contend that these kinds of rendering do
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16
not fulfil all the requirements of an ideal language .

Mellor s thesms : &ecently Hugh Mellor has upheld

Mcraggart s idea that the A-series involves contradltlon. He
has further admitted that it 1s not ultimately possible to
reduce the notions of past, presént and future to simply
those earlier and later relations. In Mellor's opinion tense
is indispensable for the egpression of any phenomenon whiqh
is backward or forward.looking. By ‘'tense' Mellor does not
mean merely the grammatical one; ténse involves anything that
can be expressed by tensed utterances. As he puts it, ‘'‘what
I call tense need not be marked by modifying verb*"l7 By
'tense' Mellor means,”the present, and témporal distances

18

from it, past and future" . By 'tensed' statements he means

those that say how near or far from the present, past or

future something is.

Mellor does not think that tense is subjective. Past,
present and future tensed statements, he says, are abjectively
true or false independently of our cqnéciousness. Mellor's
thesis is based on the contemporary philosophical theory that
meaning has to do with truth conditions. He maintains that
the truth conditions for tensed utterances can be stated in
tenseless terms. As he says, ‘their tenseless truth conditions

leave tensed facts no scope for determining their truth values.
19
1)

50 in reality there are no such facts
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Mellor's. thesis is against tensed facts; though tensed
utterances are indispensable, there are no such facts; the
necessary and sufficient truth conditions required for such

; J »
expressions, Mellor says, are tenseless“facts : 'e 1s past

is ‘true,if, 'and only if the expression using the token

'e is past' is after e. For determining the truth of the’
tensed sentence-token ‘e is paSt' no reference to tensed
facts 1s required. That rale is performed by tenseless facts.

So the hypothesis of tensed facts is redundant.

Mellor contends that, if for determining the truth of
any tensed statement, reference té tensed facts were required,
then that would involve an infinite regress. Lo say, for
exXample, " 'e is paspj is true, if and only if e is now past?",
does not end the matter there. For it will then need further
clarification : that, what has been said is true’if e 1is
past now, and again that will be true if e 1is past now now,
and so on indefinitely. Thus Mellor wants to show that any
attempt to state the truth conditions in a tensed way, but
also conclusively, is bound to lead to an infinite regress.,
But if we want to stop at any stage and give a definite
answer, that will produce a contradiction. For if the

sentence is true at some present time, it must be false at

some other time,

But Mellor's argument seems to be misleading. A

parallel argument might be formulated to point out the
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mistake implicit J'.Irllﬂt,he‘a:clgument . It might be said that
something is a triangie, if it is trilateral. S0 someone
might urge that this is the truth condition for the statement
that something is a triangle, tha; this is all that is
required fof the truth of the statement. 50 it might appear
that there is no scope for any reference to any other fact
such as the objectivity of trianglés. But if somebody claims
that it is an objective fact about something that it is a
triangle, or about an event that it is past, then in order
to rule them out as facts, something more is necessary than
merely to state the sufficient ana and necessary truth

conditions. for such statements.

With regard to Mellor's contention that any attempt to
state the truth conditiéns conclusively leads to an infinite
regress, it might be said that this involves a failure to see
tensed utterances for what they are. When someone says that
'e is past! there is no indefiniteness in the utterance,

There may, of course, be indefiniteness in some special

cases, when we come across a tensed sentence written down
without our knowing the circumstances in which it was written.
sut when the circumstances of a tensed utterance are taken

into account, there remains no indefiniteness as to its

meaning.

Similarly it may also be said that McTaggart fails to
see the dbvious properties of token~reflexive eXpressions,

We do not find any difficulty in understanding
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token-reflexive expressions. There would of course be real
trouble if these expressions would require, as Mellor's thesis
suggests, further token-reflexives in their statement. FoOIr

this would bring us to the beginning of an infinite regress.

Michael Eunmetzo'has opined that the objection that
McTaggart was blind to the properties of token-reflexives :
misses the p01nt and 1nvolves a grave misunderstanding. GHe
thinks that Mcraggart was quite aware of the pecularity of
temporal token-reflexives. That is why he did not produce
similar paradoxes Qith regard to ‘here' and 'there', 'L and
‘you'. It is to be admitted that there is an asymmetry bet-
ween time and space. One can change one's position in space,

but the same is not possible with regard to time. This

asymmetry of time and space gives temporal token-reflexives

a greater importance in ocur conception of time than spatial

token-reflexives have in our conception of space. Token-

reflexive expressions enter essentially into the statement:
of the pastness, presentness or futurity of events. Dumment
says that the spatial token-reflexive eXpressions are not

essential toc the description of objects in space.

But this part of McPaggart's argument, according to
Dummet, demonstrates the reality of time, not its unreality.
For it shows that time'cannot be reduced to anything else.
He alleges Mclaggart of taking for granted that there must

be a conplete description of reality. since we cannot
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describe temporality without using token-reflexive

eXpressions, there can be no such complete description.

From this McTaggart concludes that time must be unreal. =ut
this conclusion, bumment thinks, is self-.refuting. As he

puts it,

"Clearly even if the world is really
static, our apprehension of it changes.
‘It ‘does not help to say that we are
even mistaken about what we think we
see, because the fact would remain that
we still make different such mistakes
at different timesu2l,

The Empirical Arguments of the B-theorists

8-theorists have advanced empirical arguments also in
favour of their thesis that temporal becoming is subjective.
These arguments are based on the findings of modern science,
especially on the theofy of relativity. Before we discuss
them let us try to understand the concept of;beCOming or

'temporal passage'zz.

In his famous novel The Magic Mountain, Thomas Mann

writes, "Time has no divisions to mark its passage, there is
never a thunderstorm or blare of trumpets to announce the
beginning of a new month or year. Lven when a new century
begins, it is only we mortals who ring bells and fire off

pistols"23.



103

The Passage of Time

The notion of temporal passage,however, is deeply
embedded in our commonsense conception of time. The expre-
ssion 'the river of time' signifies this notion of passage.

Temporal passage is conceived in two opposite ways

(1) either, we think of ourselves as moving from the past,

through the present into the future;
or

(1i) events are conceived as coming towards us from the
future; they touch us in the present and then recede
behind us into the bast. Ihié very fact has been
articulated by McTaggart as the dynamic aspect of
time. The Aoﬁiéﬁ 6f‘témp§ral becoming is another way

of thinking about the matter. As Grunbaum puts it

"It is this occurring or coming into being
Oof previously future events and their

subsequent belonging to the past which is
called becoming" 4, :

Grumbaum admits that becoming is a prominent feature of
our temporal awareness. - But the question is : Is it also a
feature of reality independently of our awareness of ‘it 7?

Mich controversy has centred on this issue.

As a reaction to McTaggart's.analysis of time, a large

number of twentieth;century philosophers hold that the
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transient view characterises time, by misleading metaphors
such as ‘flying', ‘passing’ or 'the river of time'. But
according to these thinkers, events cannot literally move;
they exist tenselessly. The tensed characterisations such
as past, present and future are not genuine properties of
events. This view leads them to conclude that temporal

25

passage is a myth“”. There is no such thing as the moving

now; time does not move at all.

Events and the Time-flow

It has been already mentioned (in Chapter 2) that the
problem of reconciling the notion of temporal passage with
the.idea Of"unrepeatable existence of particular events was
first recognized by St. Augustine26. In his opinion the past
and the future can be recalled or anticipated respectively.7
SO0 they must exist in some sense. But wherever past and
future times.may exist, Augustiné says, they cannot exist
there as 'past’ or as 'future'., For by definition the pasf
is that which islﬁo.l;ﬁéef ;nd the future is that which is
not yet, So, Austine concludes, if the past and the future

are to exist at all,they must exist there as ‘present’.

The same kind of puzzlement has been expressed by
Moore also. He says that when an event is present, that

is a characteristic which the event cannot poOssess when it
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is absent. But an event cannot possess any characteristic
when it is not present; so how can an event possess the
characteristics of pastness or futurity when by definition

it is not present ?

Now, Augustine and Moore were not B-theorists in any
sense of the term. Oﬁ this point, however, B-theorists
agree with them. C.D.Broad28, as a B-theorist, pointed out
that it is misleading to aﬁalyse a tensed statement such as
"It has rained' as that there is a‘rainy event which
momentarily possessed the quality of presentness, and then
lost it and acquired pastness. Broad means that when an
event X 1s not present, it occupies a moment either before
or after my statement about it. Thus Broad claims that an
event does not undergo any changes, but it must continue to
be. The Battle of Hastings preceded the Battle of Waterloo,
hence it must eternally continue to precede the later event;
for both events must be eternally at their respective
moments, éroad, as a B-theorist, did not recognise any
ontological distinction between events. All events, accord-
ing to him,are equally real and determinate. 'The past and
the future exist no less than the present. But past and
future are not essential characteristics of eVents. With
Russell, Broad admitted that past, present and future are

analysable into external relations of statements of minds

and their objects,
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Thus in this theory events are conceived as constituting

a linear series along which the subject or consciocusness

travels. This conception has been described by him in the

foll owing manner :

"Along this, aﬁd in a fixed direction we imagine the
characteristic of presentness as moving 'somewhat like a spot
of light from a policeman's bull's eye traversing the f;onts
of the houses in a street. ‘What is illuminated is the
present, what has been illuminated is the past, and what has

not yet been illuminated is the future"29.

This theory has in the above way been described and
rejected by Broad himself in his later accounts as the
‘police-man's bull's eye theory'. He admits that this kind
bf thinking commits oneself to an infinite regress of
time-series. If presentness or the now moves, it must move
along the .static series of moments which is to be regarded
as the first-order time-series. The acquisition and the
immediately subsequent loss of pfesentness Or nowness oOf an
event, would then have to be regarded as an event of the
second~order time-series. That is to say, we would have to
postulate a second time-scale with respect to which the
movement of presentness along the first—order time-series is
tO be measured. Broad thinks that only in this way the

notion of temporal passage can be explained3o.
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But this would lead us to postulate an infinite number
of higher and still higher dimensions of time. Moreover,
it seems to be an ontological wastage that in order to save
a particular view of time, one should have to postulate

different orders of time.

The notion of temporal passage, however, received vigo-
rous attacks from dmart3l anart alleges that we hypostatise
time as we think of it as a liquid on which events float.

Snart says that events cannot change; it is only things that

Can change or become something else, A traffic light, for
eXample, can change its colour from red to green. But it makes
no sense to speak of a change to that change. Events only
happen. Broad also said that events do not change; but he
said that they become; by this he meant that events come into
exXistence. But Smart does not agree with him, for he thinks

that events do not come into being; they just occur.

Smart distinguishes events from processes. 'running a
race' or 'fighting a battle' are processes, but 'winning a
race' or 'victory' are events that neither do nor do not
change. A person's birth, death or marriage are events, bu.
his life is a process. d&mart seeks to establish that the

concept Of change does not apply to events.

32
3ut bchleSLngr does not agree with &mart in holdlng

that attrlbutlng changes to events is to commit a category
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mistake. Qitﬁ &narg‘he.adﬁits that an event dbviously
cannot change colours like.a traffic light. But, according
to sSchesilnger, that is no reason to think that it cannot
change with respect to a property that it does have at
present. It may be said that every event is related in a
specific way to thg.ﬁnéw',uand;is capable of undergoing
changes in that relationship. Schesinger does not find any

inconsistency in this conception,

However, Smart33_céntends that the notion of time-fiow
prevents us seeing the world as it is. Our common thinking
with regard to events, things and the so-called time-flow is
the source of all perplexities with regard to time. As it

has been suggested by Smart, we should replace these notions

by the Minkowskian idea of a four-dimensional Space-~time which

exists tenselessly. lfemporal facts are facts of before and
after and of simultaneity. wun this view time is very much
like space consisting only of unchanging relations among
dbjects and events. These objects and events exist in the

tenseless sense of ‘'exist!'. fhe concepts of past, present

and future have significance relative only to human thought

They do not apply to the universe as such.

Smart draws an analogy between 'past', 'present' ang
'future' and colour cohcepts. Each of them is intersubjective
as dependent on individual forms of consciousness for their

application. They all . contain a hidden’anthropocentricity.
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The concepts of earlier, later and simultaneity on the other

hand, Smart says, are non-anthropocentric,

Similar arguments have been constructed by Marleau
4 . . o . s .
-Ponty3 to show that time is subjective. <Time, he says, is
a function of individual human consciousness; even the notion

of an event has no place in the objective world.

M.Ponty anticipates the obvious Qojections to this claim
for the subjectivity of temporal concepts, that events surely
took place before there were any conscious beings in this
world., It is as well imaginable that events will be taking

place even after conscious beings have ceased to exist.

As a phenomenologist M.Ponty claims that the meaning of
a concept is to be understood in perceptual terms only. So
any claim for the existence or occurrence of events before
the existence of conscious beings is to be justified by the

verification that can be made of them by conscious beings

now. Thus M.Ponty's verificationist theory of meaning gives

rise to his thesis that temporal concepts are subjective.

It might significantly be asked, if time is a purely
subjective notion, how do we attain a common understanding
of time and its passage ¢ ‘The notions of past, present,
future are intersubjective notions — we have a common concep-
tion of them. M.Ponty says that 'it is because of the lived

present, that we all share, that the intrinsic subjectivity
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Of consciousness is transcended. ‘The lived present provides
a common ground for our individual pasts and futures wﬁich
are "tied to our individual consciousness. But there would
be no such temporal concepts without this individual

consciousness.

This view of M.Ponty is very close to Smart's view that
past, present and future are anthropocentric notions. But
this does not conclusively prove that temporal concepts are

non-objective,

Let us considef the case Of colour concepts. There are
some philosophers who maintain that colour is a subjective
phenomenon, for the perception Of colour of things depend on
our sensibility. dut colour conoepto are intersubjective too.
oO‘lt apoearé that when we see a particular colour Of a thing,
the reason ls’not éq?%;e;y"within us; there must be some
chbjective pasis aloo, Physics explains that the wave-length
Of the light reflected from an object is in part responsible
for our perceiving a particular colour., In the same way, it
can be said that there must be something about time itself
for which events are taken as pasﬁ, present and future, It
is obvious that if there were no consclous béings with temporal
consciousness, there would be no ascriptions Of pastness,
presentness and futurity to events., But there would still
remain the possibility of such ascriptions by possible

conscious beings.
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The upshot of the discussion abové is that the thesis
of the non-adbjectivity of temporal concepts has been supported
by a large number of philosophers. They have offgred‘various
arguments in support of their thesis. They have tried to

show the inherent inconsistencies the idea of a temporal

passage. J3ome of them appeal to the findings of modern
science and to the theory of relativity, to establish the
subjectivity of temporal concepts. we shall now consider

these empirical arguments.

The ontological Status of Past, Present and Future

Adolf GrunbaumB%ejelOps his thesis of the mind-dependency
of temporal concepts and temporal becoming against his rival
thesis that remporal becoming is mind-independent. The central
point in the problem of time, according to Grunbaum, is tﬂe

status of the present; for the past and the future are

characterised by him as being before and after the present,

SO the issue of the .mind-dependency of becoming, Grubaum
thinks, turns on the so-called transient ‘now'. the 'now' or
the present is ordinarily conceived as an attribute of events
directly apprehended in perceptual awareness; Grunbaum refers
tO some relevant scientific facts that must be taken into
account in order to determine the status Of the present., ‘As

commonsense view is sclentifically untutored, Grumbaum says,
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both of the following'physical events are characteriSed by
it as ‘occurring now' or 'belonging to the present' 5 twc
events are observed at 'the same time t; one of them is a
stellar exXploesion that‘occurred seteral”milliop-years'before
t, but which is seen on earth atl t; the other event is &
flash of lighting, that occurred ln a fractlon of a second
‘before t, and doserved at t. Grunbaum thus seeks to
establish that presentness‘of an event, or'the simultaneity
of two events is only apparent and not real- that is .to say,
it is not for any physical attrlbute of an. event that we
qualify it as belonglng to the present. Grunbaum admits that
present day commonsense beliefs have bégud'to allow,fer the
finitude of the speed of light. But he.'remal'.n‘ds'-' us Ithat
commonsense view mistakenly associates absclute.simultaneity
with the‘now! But as a matter fact, Grunbaum conterds, when
a particular human being, say M, experiénces an event at
time t, M 1is conceptually aware of experiencing at that
time either the event or any other event smmultaneous with
it in M's reference frame. Thus Grunbaum appeals to the
theory of relat1v1ty'to JustifY}his'claim that the nowness

of an event is mind-dependent.

But it might be pointed out that the scientific fact
referred to here does not lend support to Grubaum's thesis.
It is to be admitted that COmmonsense sometlmes mlstakenly

ascribes presentness to the VlSual effects now of .an event
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which in actual reality occurred several millions of years
before it. But that does not prove that'presentness has no
objective basis. The presentness of the actual event can of
course be calculated in accordance with the data of}the
finitude of the velocity of light. So if a humansbeing is
experiencing at present a steller eveht 10 light years away,
it can validly be inferred that the event occurred or was
present ten yeers ago. ‘The relatiVity theory only suggests
that the nowness of a bhysical'event is to be construed
relativistically. The special theory'of relativity denouces
absolute simultaneity of distant events. But that does not
entail that physical events lack nowness even in a relativis—
tic sense. So Grunbaum's thesis that”hoWness is merely a
conceptual awareness of one''s own exXperiences, that nowness

is mind-dependent, does not seem.to have a solid foundation.

Smart, Weyl36 and Grunbaum and their followers have

admitted that temporal becoming is intrinsic to mental events,
But mental events are correlated with and causally dependent
upon events in the braln.  Hence it seems that mental events
would come to be and cease to pe in our personal experience,
while physical events Would neither come into existende, nor

cease to exist, but would just remain for ever in fixed

relatiOnships. Such a view results in peculiar consequences

Let it be supposed that someone decides to drop a stone into

a pond; the decision, on this theory, suddenly comes into
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being,while the splash on the water caused by stone-~throwing
would just be. This appears to be an unintelligible

situation,

In support of his thesis Grunbaum claims .that if nowness
were a real feature of reality then physical sciences would
make allowance for such notions of presentness in the theories
of physics. Againstlthis contention it might be urged that
in some branches of sciencé the distinctions between past,i
present and future are vital. For example, a meteorolOgisﬁ
whé is engaééa'in fOrecésting thewweather is concerned about
the-future, whereas a palaeontologist studying the fossil
records on roékéliélés;cérged‘about the past., Milic Cépek
has also shown émplé use of the notion of present and of ité
correlatives past and future in the physical theories. 3o
Grubaum's claim seems. €O be unjustified. It might be added
that his theory of the mind-dependency of the notion of
presentness, or for that matter of temporal becominglis a
philosophical interpretation of the theory of relativity)which
does not provide a complete account of time and temporal

consciousness.

It is, of course, true that modern physics, or to be
more specific, quantum mechanics has.introduced the idea of

'imaginary time'; the Newtonian idea of an absolute time has

been abandoned. Time is now a personal concept relative to
the dbserver. In such a conception there is no important

difference between forward and backward directions of time,
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that is, between the future and the past. This conception,

however, recognizes three arrows of time37 : the thermodynamic
arrow —— (i) the difection in which entropy or disorder in-
creases;

(ii) the psychological arrow —— the directiom in which

we feel that time passes from the past to the future, so that

we remember the past and not the future;

(1ii) the cosmological arrow —— the direction in which

the universe is conceived as expanding.

It has been explained that the psychological arrow of
time 1s determined by the the:modynamic arrow; they point to
the same direction., We remember things in the order in which
disorder increases. The intact cup is a state of ordér, while
the broken pieces of the same cup represent a disordered
state. And we remember the intact cup breaking into pieces,
not the pieces gathefing themselves together to form the
unbroken cup. These two arrows of time coincide with the
cosmological arrow Qf time. That is to say,lall the three
arrows of time point to the same direction. 50 this new
conception of physics seems to recognise that there is some
distinction between the past and the future, and that the

past, present and future are not mere subjective phenomena.
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An Indian View About the Status of the Present

Grunbaum has asserted that the central point‘in the
prablem of time is the status of the present. He has
developed the theory of the subjectivity of temporal deter-—
minations on the thesis of the non-existence of the present

time.

There is an ancient Indian view mentioned and repudiated
by the Nyaya thinkers. The view runs as follows : there is
no présent“time, since thenpresént is not identifiable.

When a fruit, for example, loosened from a stalk, is falling
on the ground, the path through which it has fallen is
connected with past timé; the path below, which it has yetito
tall, is connected with' future time. As there is no third
part of the path to be connected with the vresent, there is

no present time.

According to some Indian scholars38 this is a realistic
theory that repudiates the existence of thé present, but

accepts the reality of the past and the future.

But it should be pointed out that the view under consi-
deration is quite similar to that held by Nagarjuna; the
argument is also similar. It appears th;t the existence of
the past and the futuré have been accepted for the sake of

the argument. The aim of the argument seems to deny;all the
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divisions of time through the denial of the present.
i

In NyEya—SEtra39 we find a criticism of this view. The

Nyaya thinkers realised the importance of conceiving the

present as a duration, and not as an instant.  Lhey have

insisted that time should not be ﬁnderstood with reference of
space. The Nyaya is a realistic and pluralisti¢ system.
Among other dbjects' it fecognises absolute time. s8ut the
discussion here is about relative or empirical time. Empirical
time arises from the ‘association of absolute time with action.
In the given case, the action of the falling of the fruit
indicates present time4o. The Nygya thinkers realised the

necessity of conceiving the present as a duration and not as

an instant of zero duration. As we have seen, Augustine was
also puzzled with regard to the existence of the present for
the same reason. If the now or present is taken as an
instant of zero du;ation, time eludes us. Whitehead has -
conceived the present as a duration. The duration of the

present Whitehead says, need not neceséarily be same in all

cases4l .
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Trnaparnalatadini yatha sroto’nukarsati. /

pravartayati kalo' pi matra matravatdm tathaﬂkétiké 41

t
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Ccreepers etc. so ever-active time too takes away beings,

and causes changes in their quallties.
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CHAPILER 8

Time, Change, Causality and the World - Process

fime and' Change s

McTaggart has said that time requires change, and change
is to be found only in the A-series. 30 the A-series is
essential for time. There are philosophers who say that time
cannot exist without change. Aristotle did not distinguish
clearly enocugh between the dynamic and the static aspects of

time. His accountl

. however, presupposeslthe flow of time
from the future, through the present,to the past. Mcfaggart's
charge of céntradiction, involved in the conception of a
flowing time, have been. discussed thoroughly (in Chapter 6).
There are some thinkers who have sought to avoid the contra-
diction by eXpressing the flowing attributes of past, present
and future in a static language.” against them it hés been

urged that such expressions do not fulfil the requirements

Of an ideal language (in Chapter 7). Some thinkers have



discredited the.notion. of temporal flow, especially the
notion of presentness, on the basis of the theory of relati-
vity. It has been pointed out (in Chapter 7) that this
theory does not givé a.complete éccount of‘time. It may
also be pointed out that the <elativity theory relativises

the flowing and non-flowing conceptions alike.

It could be said that in some sense the notions of past,
present and future are egocentric, ToO say that some event
is past,is to say that it occurred before 'this time', where

'this' essentially refers to an utterer or perceiver, But it

does not msan that if there were no conscious beihgs in the
world, there would have been no past, present and future.

We could imagine a' situation in which there would be no
beings witn temporal consciousness, but where some events
would already be over when some other events are occurring or

yet to occur,

Plato admitted that time came into being with celestial
motion, for without such motion there would be no days,

nights, moments or years. He said that the planets are the

bodies which had helped to produce time2

Aristotle too said that time requires change. To quote

him :
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"3ut tlme is not with&ut change, for when
we do not ocurselves change at all in our
thoughts, or fail to recognise that we
are changing, we do nét think that time-
has elapsed ... if the now 'was not a
different one, but was one and the same,
there would have been no time, so also
when it is not recognized as being
different, the interval is not believed

to be tlme“3 ;o

One might argue that here Aristotle has illegitimately

drawn an ontological, concluSLOn from an eplstemologlcal

premise - that we notice time only wnen we notlce change;

therefore, time does not exist without change.

In answer to the argument it might be pointed out that
to draw this concluelon rran the glven premlbc, two addition-

al premlses are requlred -

(1) that changeless time would in principle remain
undetectable.’ This is very close to what

Aristotle has 'actually said;

(ii) the'otherkpqem;se is verificationist,. that it is
meaningless to toetulate undetectable tlmes. |
For such undetectable tlmes could not meaningfully
be called'long or short. Then they could not at

all meaningfully be called periods of time.

Shoemaker? challenges the premise (i) that w1thout

change time could not be detected. He argues that in some
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cases changeless periods of time. could be detected., The
circumstances postulated by shoemaker are highly complicated.
To understand his,a@gﬁment-let us imagine a simpler situation

. in which somebody watches through'a narrow window on a windless
day. &very thing within this narrow field of vision may seem
to be absolutely chénégless.l‘ln the same;way, everybody

could report that he‘has seen eve:ythind, even clocks frozen
for a while. He migﬁt have noticed no changes evenvwithin
himself. This seems to be a case of a time without changes

being detected.
Two cbjections might be raised against this argument :

(1) if this changeless period of time is to be experienced
as having any duration, the thoﬁghts Of the dbserver
will have to change. ﬁvenlif it be granted that the
psychological staterf the dbserver does not change, -the
propositions by means of which hé expresses his mental

State will have to change with reference to the "now’,

which will keep shifting during the period.

(11) it might also be stated that no cne can dbserve that

his mind has just become frozen, for such a thought is

self-refuting.

Shoemaker's argument postulates unusual circumstances

;uch that there might be some pockets of freeze suggesting

the existence of time without change. But none of these
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periods Of time would be détectable if there were no changes.

As regards the secordpremise (ii) we might refer to
Leibniz's argument that,6 it makes no sense to postulate empty

time prior to the existence of the world,

A Leibni25 critiéised Newton's absolﬁtist view that time
exists indepehaeﬁfiymégucgéngé; According to him, the“
question, why did Goa not create the world earlier, makes
sense only if the absolutist's point of view were true. For
then there would exist é time érior to tne creaﬁion of the
world, and the question of shifting the entire historonf the
world back to an earlier period of that premundane time would
make any sense. sut thaf, in turn, woﬁLd amount to saying
that the Newtonians make God act without sufficient reason.
With such arguments as these, Leibniz renders time simply as a
relation between events. This view of Leibniz entaiis that

the existence of time requires the existence of change.

Aristotle realised that it is very hard to define time
without making'some reference to change. In his definition
of time he says that time is cduntéble‘in change in respect
of before and after. He also says that if time exists .
beginninglessly, so does also change. Aristotle's thesis

i

thus appears to suggest that time and change are mutually

dependent.
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Determinism, Indeterminism and Temporal Passage :

The concept. of .temporal becoming suggests significant
_ontologlcal Qlfferences between the past and the future.

The future smgnlfles a realm of pOSblbllltleS whlle the

past signifies a realm,of actualities. The future is as

yet undetermined; the;present is the moment of becoming when

the events become determined; and the past ;s determined.
This implies that the past history of any system does not
provide enough information as to its future possibilities.
But in the determinisfic conception of the B-theorists the
future is as determined as the past is. It remains“unknown
due to the limitation of our knowledge. All events are in
permanent relations with one andther., Thus in this concep-
tion, the distinct;on between tﬁe past, presgnt and future
is merged into an all-embracing timeless 'now' in which the

passage of nature as well as of time ié suspended,

Indeterminism, on the other hand, corroborates thé
unsophisticated commonsense view of temporal paésage. The
transitional nature of time and the emergence of novelty is
closely connected with indeterminism. So‘any theory about
the nature and status of time depends ultimately on the
choice between the twblgival interpretétiOns.of'the"world
-process, that is, between determinism and indeterminism.
The emergence of novelty is incqnpaﬁible with the preexist-—

ence Of the future. In a dynamic world the future means
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potentiality. Modern process pnhilosophers from James to
Whitehead have insisted on this fact. Aristotle too insisted
that the law of exclu@ed middle is inapplicable to future
situations. To recognise the realm of possibilitieé is to

recognise the dynamic or creative aspect of the universe.

This 1is, in Whitehead's eXprGSSlQn, ‘the creatlve’advance of

nature'6. And Bergson insisted on the temporal incomplete-
ness of the universe, In & deterministic theory thelworld is
a logically fixed pattern héving'no room for the passage of
time. Indeterminism,.og the otherhand, explains the passage
Of time as the transformation of possibilities into actual

events. : '

In the opinion of the ninetéenth,century_determinists,
Laplace and his followers, the affirmation of real novelty
is equivalent to the recognition of a miraculous creatio ex
nihilo. But Bergson? pointed out that the present moment |

is not a creatio ex nihilo, it:is the passage ftrom the past

moment to the present one. Whitehead8 exXpresses it as the

becoming of continuity instead of a rigid timeless

. implication of the.deterministic principle, ‘'lhe individua-
lity of the present mOment thqt 1s, its presentness Ccan only
be explained by this double feature of novelty and its
dynamlc cohesion w1th the anterior phases. 1In this manner,
whltehcad says, the future emerges not ex nlhllO but from a
particular present state, Predlctablllty Oof some of its

features can be eXplained only in this Qay.
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It might thus be said that the fuilléxplanatiog of a
present event goes beYond itéelf. ‘Théxpreseng eventlseems
to be intelligible with‘:eferenéé'to its relation to the
past. This shows that the concept of causality is closely

connected with the concept of time.

Time and Causality :

Causality involves succession. 3But it is not a bare

succession of discrete pnenomenz.' The essence of causality
consists in the denial of the emergence of the wholly new -
effect. In other words, the principle of causality asserts

‘the existence of the effect in the cause prior to its

origination.

In naive realism'df the.NyEya system, however, the
effect i1s non-existent before it ié actually produced. It
is a new product altcgether  different from the cause. The
effect merely succeeds the causé in time. Our experience
does not reveal any causal link or objective-necessity
underlying the succession of phenomena. Causal relation has
thus been reduced to a mere contingent relation in this

conceptiou, for which a palm tree could be expected to grow

I
|

from an acorn.

he empirical ocutlook of the Nygya—thinkers reminds us
Of David Hume. Hume sought to reduce, causal order to

temporal order. In his view, causality is nothing but the
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invariable succession of one event after another. sut it i
might be argued that invariable succession between twoO events
is neither a surficient.nor a necessary condition for

establishing g causal gonnection between two events.

In the Samkhya parinama-vada the effect is regarded as

potentially present in. the cause. Parinama is a process of
becoming. The effect is a parigEma of‘the’cause - it is the
cause transmuted. So the effect Ig not éltqgether d;fferent
from the cause. ' In the process of becoming the cause,
through successive transformétipns, eméégeé as the effect.
In other words, the effect is the cause at a iaﬁer stage,.or
conversely, the cause ié an earlier stagev§f the effect.

Only a combination of different factors is necessar§ to bring

about the effect. Thus in parinama-vada causality has been

explained in terms of the process of time.

9
But with these two opposed theorles - the asatkaryavada

10 |
of the Nyaya-system and satkarzavada of the bamkyas, we are

placed between the horns of a dllemma. "rhere is", as

Bradley dbserves, '"no escape from this fundamental dilemma"ll.
!

Either the effect is different, from or
identical with the cause.

If the former, the existence of the effect remains

unintelligible; but if the latter, effectuation bedcmes



131

meaningless process.

Aceordiﬁg rdnéradley:'the‘effect cannot be'a'develOpment
of the cause if it is different from it, and if identical

with it, causation does not exist and its assertion becomee

.a farce. Bradley rejects the idea of potential existence as
a solutlon ro the problem of tlme. For.he thinks rhat it is
a comprqnise between existence and non-existence, a mekeshift,
a’restatement of'rhe problem of time. ILf time is the prin-

| ciple of change, it must admit of the distinction of past,
present and future. 3But if these distinctions are maintained,
time converts itself-ihto a paradox s the present alone exists
while the past is no.longer and ﬁﬁe future is not yet. and
vet there is a sense in“which thelpasr and rhe future are
still there. Bradley appears to be perplexed by the
Augustinian puzzle that time loses its meaning without the
past, present and future, but their modes of being‘eannot be

made intelligible. The same problem arises with regard to
causation : 1f the potential already. exists, there is no

Special 51gn1f1cance in its becomlng actual; if it is

non-existent, causallty would mean a leap from exisrence

. 1
to non-existence 2.

To solve this paradox suropean absolutists have

sustituted the concepts of ground and consequenr for cause

and effect. The temporal relation ‘has thus been replaced by

the loglcal relation. They have alleged that science
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arbitrarily assumes for its practical purpose that each event
can be understood by a backward reference to an event
arbitrarily singled out and called the cause. Causgtion in
science means a series of eyents which are the earlier and
later stages of a continuous process. 3But the Principle of
Causality, the absolutist contends, is a limited application
in the field of science of the Principle of Ground and
Consequent. According to this principle "the whole of
existence is a singlé coherent SYSﬁem in which every Qart is

13
determined by the nature of the whole ..." ~.

This attempt to convert the temporal relation of cause
and effect into a lcgical relation seeks to retain the

static aspect of time by denying its dynamic aspect.

In Sradley's analysis all rhases of our experience have
been reduced to contradictions. and ultimately he refers
all of them to the aAbsolute in the hope that the contiadic.
tions will be resolved. sut thié 1s, as James remarks,
”makingia“lukuryvéf.inﬁeliéctuél defeat”l4. lime, Bradley
says, 1s an appearanée, yét when referred to the absolute
"its temporal nature QOes not there wholly cease to exist;,
but is thoroughly trén;muted”. ;t appears that for Bradley,
time with 2ll its features is possessed by the Absolute
which is time;ess.jmﬁé_thqn goes on to say further that the
Absolute possesses time as an isolated aspect, "an aspect

which in ceasing to be isclated, loses its special

character”ls.
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This analysis éeemé quitelunintelligible. Is the special
character of time merged or lost in the-Absolute ? There is
an ambiguity in Bradley's ana;yéis with fégafd to this
question, It appears tﬂat Bradley's solptioﬁ oflthe'problem
of time 1is hardly effective. His absolut;sm seems tO be
infructuous in showing é way out of the riddles of time.
Bradley holds that thought genergtes contradictions. Aand he
finds it comfortable to think that,contradictionsIcouid be
overcome by shifting the rpference from the finite tb the
infinite, Hence, 1t might be said that dradley s attempt to

solve the paradoxXes of exXperience defeatb its own: purpose.

The Advaita thinkers were cautious to reiterate that the
static immutable Brahman or Absolute as the Ground cannot
logically entaill change and transisnce as its consequence,
According to their theory of causation;Fhe Ground aldne is
real and the consequence illusory.., The pfocess of éffectua—

tion is also illusory.

fhe Advaita theory of causation, Vivartavédalf identifies

the finite with the infinite throudgh the negation of its

finitude. ‘The individual exiéts bnly for the sake of the

Absolute;““Hié ihdi&iduéii%y is éh illusion aﬁdlhis existence
ontologicélly meaninéless.' Ihe temporal world is a barren
rehearsal of the Absoigﬁe. The world with its immens i

vg?ieties ©f changing colours and sounds, pleasures and pains,
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beaﬁtv and ugliness, 1is nothing but a show without a signifi-
cance. For the Vedantic absolutists,idealists as they are,

time is an appearance, unrelated to reality.

Temporalists, on the other hand, mainfain that reality
is essentially tempofél. The idea of a static timeless reality
is due to the erroneoﬁs habit of Ehe intellect. For a
consistent temporalist reality is a process., In the Indian
philosophical tradition Buddhism is a.temporalist philosophy.
In the Buddhist empirical outlook change is an essential |
feature of the universe. For no suddhist school time is a

substantive reality.

Causality is the .central philosophy of early Buddhism., The
recognition that e&erything in this world is causally produced,
and hence conditioned ana impez;manemt,:'L.7 led to the specula-

tion regarding time. In the suddhist theory of Instantaneous

égigg}s the reality of a substantial space and substantial

time 1is denied; the point-instant of efficiency is’not only

asserted, but it is claimed to bevthe only reality. For the
Buddhist time and space are nothing, since we can cbserve
only events and things, which on this thesis are nothing but
the point-;nstants. |

The theory of Instantaneous Being is expressed by
P )

= s 19 o
sSantaraksita in the dictum that the momentary thing

represents. its own-annihilation, -that every momantary
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thing is annihilated as soon as it appears. WwWith Santaraksita,
Kamalagilazo says that all things, that are objects of some

purposive actions are instantaneous., It has also been

emphasised that the capacitv of being an object ©o0f a purposive
action is the essential feature oﬁ ;eality21. 5ut‘$uch a

thing becomes efficient only in the last moment. For, example,
when a seed is transformed into a Sprouﬁ, this occurs in the last
moment of the seed; that is éo say., an.gbjectfcan produce
something when ‘it has reachgd the last moment of its

existence.

Thus, according to the 3uddhists, the world is a process
of discreté instantaneous moments, and causality is the
interdependence of the moments following one another, and it

is that which evokes the illusion of stability or duration.

i
[N

We are familiar with such a conception of universal

flux in the philosophy of hHeraclitus in early Greek thought.
~In Bergson we»find,anmbderm version orf the same theory. For
Bergson existence means constant cﬁange. sut it is also to
be noted that the ultimate aim of Bergson is to establish a
real duration and a'reél'time,'for he is a'realist, He
compares our intellecf with a cingmatogréph which reconstitu-
tes a movement out of'mcmentary.static snapshots; He says
that motion cannot be éompounded Oof immobilities. an -
instaneous moment is, according to Bergsbn, an drtificial

construction of thought. For the Buddhist, on the other
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hand, duration is a construcfion, while instaneous moments
are only real. The theory of constant’change is also found
in other Indian system of thought. +The Samkhyas assumed
eternal matter alone as ultimately real which itself is
constantly changing. The Yoga system maintains that fhe
world is the process of constantly changing qualities of a
permanent substance. The 3uddhists of course deny the

reality of an eternal matter or enduring substance.

The radical stand point of'the Buddhists seems tO have.
arisen as a protest against the monism of the Upanisads and
of the Samkhyas, which led them to assert the exclusive
reality of the minutest elements of existence. As it is
well knowg, £he Méahyamikas did not accept this theory of the
reality of the supposed péint—instants of existence, for they
declared everyseparate object and every notion to be i
dialectical, relative and illusory. The theory of absolute
change received attacks from the school of Sarvastivadins,
who contend that. the.theory implies that only the present
exists, for the past exists no more, the future also does not
exist. The sSarvastivadins object that the present has its

. Lo 22
roots in the past and its consequences in the futurez .

It is to be pointed out that the theory of the
Sarvastivadins, that everything exists, has its source in

early upanisadic conception. In early 3uddhist texts this
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is referred to as the theory of eelf—eausation. it referes
to the belief in a self considered to be:essence of
everything. Ihus ‘everythinguexists' means that the
essence oOf everything.exists. ihisvagainuled,to the'view
that the effect preexists in the cause, the future in the
present. Juch a strictly determined causal prinéiple uould
mean that we can, by examining the:tresent, predict with
absolute certainty what will happen in-tne future, for the

future is hidden in the present. Ihis ultlmately amounts to

saying that temporallty is an 111us;on..

But the Buddha's theorylof eauselity, Of Dependent
Origination, does not seem to be élform of strict determinism
Of this sort: When thlS exlsts, that comes to be -— the
very use of when' here is sufflclent to show that the future
cannot be predicated ulth absolute certainty. On the basis
of inductive reasonlng the Buddha 1nxerred the future veliduty
Oof the causal pr1n01pler‘ He aleolmade the pred;ction that é
person who has eliminated Ccraving and thus attained,
enlightenment‘wi;; ngtLpemreborn..lTime’is conceived as the
mediator between the past,,present'end future, sincerthat

which is born, death is & matter of time. For this reason

time assumes the position of Mara, the personification .of

death. Though ordinary human beings are under the spell of
time, yet one who has ‘attained enlightenment is éble to

overcone time. This does. not mean that he attalns a stabko



138

of permanent existence. = It means that he is able to put an

end to continued becéming{ Thus immortality in early

Buddhism becomes a synonym Of no-rebirth. He who has over—
’ [

come the process of becoming also overcomes time, for there

. o . o .
is no time apart from the process of beCOming“B.

It might'bé'obsefved in this context that , though
-Buddhism is a temporalist philosophy, the ultimate goal of
the Buddha's philosophy is‘indistinguishable from that of
the Indian absolutists. For ail the systeﬁsof Indian
philosophy, realist or idealist, absolutist or tempdraliét,

except for the Carvaka materialists, the ultimate goal of

knowledge is liberation ‘or moksa or nirvana.

fMme and Reality

The attitude of some contemporary philosophers stands
in marked contrast to that of the absolute ldealists and

Buddhist temporalists. rFor they have taken time seriously

and made it integral to reality. 1In Bergson's temporalist
philosophy duration becomes the very stuff of reality.
La Duree, Bergson says, is 'the continuous progress of the

past which gnaws into the future and which swells 'as it

—

2 o . .
advances >, According to Bergson, reality is creative

through and through; its essence consists in multitudinous

novel expressions. For him time has become so important that
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he identifies it with reality. Among modern philosophers he
is perhaps the first philosopher to realise ‘the great

importance of process being integral to .reality.

AleXanderZS, the neorealist, triesﬂﬁo unify thsical

time with Bergson's vital time, by welding the'two into one

conception of space-~time, in'eontrast tOo Bergson who conceéives

of time alone as reaiity. Alexander conceives of speee-time
as the first principle of feality. He puts forward a view
orf e;olution in which from space_time emerges matéer, from
matter life, from life emerges consc1ousncss ‘and ern
consciousness emerges value. This has been explalned by
Alexander by what is called an emergent prlnc1ple. But it
appears that Alexander 8, view of evolutlon comes as a sort of
logical stunt to escape the impésse created by his initial
assumption of the primordial character of space and time.
His theory does not explaln how a new prOperty arises at
every stage of evolutlon.f HlS ldea of reallty as a pyramid

having space-time at the base and Deity at the apex does: not

serve the end, if space-time is‘devoid Of the element of

creativity.

Both Bergson end'Alexander conceive of time or Spaceitime
as ultimate ahd‘actdéff “But eCCOtdihg to Whitehead, although
Space and time are integral to reality, still reality is not
identified with time as in Bergson or with space-time as in

Alexander. Space and time are‘said to be abstract
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potentialities that derive their existencé solely from actual

occasions. For Whitehead26 Nature is a 'process which can also

be termed as the pasSagé'oflnature. ‘Ihe'passage of nature is

L

such a fundamental fact that in our -experience of it we come

into contact with the'qltimate metaphysical character of the
universe,nuihe_passége,of”naturé):Whitehead says, .is exhibited
equally in spatial Eganéitiohlas well as in temporal transi-
tion. wWhitehead makes a clear distinction between 'the

passage of nature and serial time, since serial time exhibits

only some of .the properties of this passage. To refer to

Whitehead, “Time is known to me as an abstraction from the

passage of events,s“iHE'fundamental fact which renders this

.abstraction possible’'is the passing of nature, its develop-

27

ment, its creative advance!

We are told that space and time are -abstractions from
the passage of nature.with its exten51ve cnaracter. ~The
creative advance 1nvolves the notlon of becomlng, but
becoming is not to be understood in terms of a uniquely
serial advance, as in the classical notion of time. in
Whitehead's conception the temporal process of the universe
is not one single linear succession but a group of linear and
serial processes, aq?heach of these linear series constitutes

28 ‘
8 space-time system. . '

The notlon oL duratlon is of de0151ve 1mpontance in

Whltehead's phllOSOphy of tlme.l.lngh;s words,

. v
"a duration is
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a cross-section of the universe; it is the immediate present
.- |

29
condition of the world at some epoch'"™™,

The passage Of nature is to be understood in terms of
the flow of durations. rhe:concgptlof duration forms the
basis for Whiteheadsf'qgnception'of Simultaneity,lby which he
means the whole course of nature contéemporary with the

specious present of any percipient. It is limited in time

but unlimited in space.

The present writer does not think herself competent
encugh to enter into a detailed discussion of Whitehead;s
theory of time. However, in order to understand the i
distinguishing features: of Whitehead”swconception, it may-be
compared with that of Newton and EinStein on the one hang,
and Bergson and Alexatider "on the cher. According to to the
Absolute theory Of Newton, both space and time are independent
systems of entities t;me is the ordered system of duration-
less instants and space is a system of exgensionless points.
For Newton a point ié something devoid 6f structure, but it
is said to be everlaéting and unchanging. In the same way an
instant is devoid of any content. Spdce and time are not only
unrelated to each other, but also unreléted to'and independent
of the changes that ocdur in this world, It is abvious that
such a view cannot acéount for the passage or process of
hature. Though in the conceptidn of Bergson and aAlexander

Space and time are integral to reality, Bergson invests time
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with the status of ultimate realitylana Alexander makes

space and time the very stuff of the universe,

For whitehead, however, though space and time are funda-
mental and integral to reality, in themselves they have the

status of potentiaties. Time and spaCéhenter as constituent

relations between occasionsfand events. There is space and
there is time because there are. actuallentltles and events,
Apart from them there is nerther Space nor time. Actual
Occasions, wWhitehead Says, furnish the only reasons for the
eXistence of space and.time. duch 4 conception does not.

elevate space' and- tlme to Status Oof ultimate prlnc1p1e83@.

In rejecting the absolute theory of space and.time,'
which entails the rejection of the notions Of 'absolute ‘
notion' and 'absolute poesition' in ‘'absdlute Space',

Whltehead reconstructs 4 new philosophy - of time by conceiving
Space and time as a relation between events. Whitehead seems
to have an unamblouous and deflnlte meaning of Space — that

Space is 1ndependent of matter with its contlngent prOpertles.
In this respect he is in agreement w1th Kant and Newton. Byt

in holding a relatlonal theory of space and time he is in

agreement with Einstein as against Newton.' In other words

his philosophy of time recorciles the relational theory of

- with the logical and factual considerations brought forward
by Newton and Kant. ‘the only possible relata. of Whltenead‘

relational theory of Sbace and time are events,
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CHAPTER 9 f

Conclusion -

In the foregoing discussion it has been found that in

the strict deﬁefmiﬁiéﬁic'iﬁterpretation of reality there is

NO scope for becoming. It is needless to reiterate the

persistence of the Elesatic tradition, in philosophy and

science, that renders témporal becoming into a mere illusion,

The problem of time is the mést fundamental praoblem,
since it is the problem of experience itself. Change, move-
ment and succession are the chief features of our exXperience,
An analysis of the contents of our eXperience, the experiehce
Oof change and its implicate time, can only reveal to-us the
ultimate truth. In the philosophy of Bradley and Whiteheagd
we find an identification of reality with eXperience,
Bradlpy lays down a fundamental truth when he says,
"eXxperience is the same as reality ... to be real is to be

indissolubly one with Sentience", Like Whitehead Bradley
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also attempted a -farreaching‘aad thoroughgoing criticism

of metaphysical first principles. .But Bradlay's Tetaphysic
was vitiated by his failure to appreciate the the bearing of
scientific first principles on cosmology. This is clearly
revealed in his treatment of space, time)causality and other
objects of experience as appaaranceb. As an idealist Bradley
hardly realised. the 1mportance of cosmology for speculative

metaphysics. Again, Bradley and wWhitehead agree in their

general conception Of reality as a concrete whole. sut
Bfadley‘s reality_laJselfgagbsistent, a whole which is not
the result of a proceasfof:deQelOpﬁent, and is, theréfore,
static in nature. Whitehead, on the contrary, in rejecting
the substance-attribute category as a fundamental mode of
explanation,. conceives of reality aa'avconcrete Whole in the
process of development. It seems'that Bradley's idealism has
caught hold ofaa-fundamenbal truth in its conception of’
reality as a concrete'whole. But the self-subsistent and
self-consistent Absolute of Hegel and of his followers like
Bradley and Bosanquent,lis practically the aame as the

substance of Spinoza - static and devoid of process.

In the temporalist philOSOpHy of Bergson, James and

Whitehead there is the reinstatement of becoming; reality is

conceived as dynamic and inCOmplete. The world process is -

the everlasting coming of concrete noveltles lnto Delng, the

Creative advance in nature, in which potentiality is
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transformed into actuality. tThe classical concept of
Causality is being reblaced by the concept of dynamic
causation which is compatible with the emergence of novelt;es

in the genuinely growing world.

Temporal becoming, which may also bé expressed as the
flow of time,'is“not”bﬂly“én ifredpciblé feature. of everything
we eXperience, but of our consciousness as well., As William
Barret2 expresses, fol;owing musserl and Heidegger3, that
reality is what reveéls;itself'in Qur everyday experience of
the world. Barret atgacks Grunbaums thegis Of the mind-
dependency of temporai becoming.- Specifically, he attacks
Weyl4 for claiming that reality ought to be understood in

terms of the abstract theoretical concepts of science,

The physicist's concepts of 'the direction of time' or
‘time's arrow!, of course, suggest the idea of a time flow.
Even Newton, an absolutist with regard to Space and time,used
the word 'flow' in his definition of ‘time'  that time f£lows
in an even tenor, IW.James used the same conéept to describe
our private psychological time.: As he puts it, ... the

specious present, the intuited duration, stands permanent,

like the rainbow on the waterfall, with its own guality

unchanged by the events that stream through it”S

We have here two Cpposite descriptipns with regard to

time-flow., S0 the question arises - does time flow forward
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from the past to the future,or backward from the future to

the past ?

The two descriptions above seem equally plaueible. it
we adopt a passive attitude, the future seems to come to us;
when, on the other hand, we adoﬁt aniactive ettitude, we have
the feeling of moving towards tﬁe‘future.‘ 3oth theée
eXpressions, however, metathSically express the irreverSibi~
lity of temporal becoming. A reversal of time direction
would imply the process of unoeCOming. Aristotle maintained

that even God cannot make undone things that have been done.

However, if the irreversibility of‘the.process of
becoming is understobd in terms Qf spétial.imagery then that
generates paradoxicel'cenclusions. Butlthese paradoxes do
not make any difference to our 'ordinary conception of time

and becoming. The time which the scientist studies is an

abstraction from lived duration. ' To the physicist the logical
relation Of befdré”and'afterliS more important than the past,
present and future divisions of time., In the relativistic

interpretation, to an tbserver speeding away ‘aSter than
f
light, the time-order of events on, the earth would be reversed,

for during his Journey he would catch up succeSSively the waves

of light which had left the earth beiore him. But this is only

a th oretital pOSSlblllu]. AS eleugh puts it, “Einstein's

assertion that similtaneity is relative has no derogatory

v

effect at all - expect as the result of confusion - upon the
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certainty of the plain man that his judgements of simultaneity

are true"’, . A .

It may bevpointed out that theé 'Scientists are'ﬁainly
occupied with the deyelOpment‘ofltheQries that describe what
the universe is, while'the philosOphers are cordcerned with
why is it "so.,  Modérn’ phvslcs descrlbes the unlverse in terms
of two basic theorlesl- the General theory of relat1v1tj and
quantum mechanics. Accordlno to the former space and‘time
become meaningful only w1th reference to the actual events of
the world. " In this conceptlon the 1dea of an eternal
unchan01no universe has been replaced by the notion of a

ERTICTI Fro

dynamlc expandlng unlverse.

If the universe is expandlng there must have been a time
in which the world was.very small Quantum mechanics is in
search of the ev1dences by means of wnlch the hypothesis o
an exXpanding universe can be Just;fled.. Ihe scientist hopes
that this study will ultimately lead him to a complete
unified theory that will explaih all thé phehoména of the
universe, If his aim is fulfilled, the unified theory Wlll
perhaps reveal the truth behind the mystery 'of the yniverse
and solve all the paradoxes of time and the allieq concepts.
The philosopher may then find ahswers:to their queries of why
the universe is so, The 'what'vof the ' sc1entlst and the
'why'! of the phllosopher w1lL then meet at the same point,

Unless and until that p01nt 1s reached the nature  of time
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will perhaps.. remain a mystery to.philosopher, voet and

scientist.

In the words of Whitehead ".;. it is impossible to
mediate on time and the mystery of the creative passage of
nature without an overwhelming emotion at the limitations of

fhuman knowledge"8

Time has, end.will perhaps remain a .riddle to us. Our
emotional life is deeply infected with an awareness of time.
-In mythology;,Greek or Hindu, there is an apotheosis of time,

"Time's chariot" not only hurries ever near, as John Donné
thought, but as Tagore said, it carries us on it. "We are

all childrenvof time,

The problem of the relation of tlme and eternity has
haunted the mind ot man, and thrown unfOLgeutable 1mages.

Tagore, for example, has sooken, : :

-7 > z 3 R e v
"Kalire razahe vakse dhari subhra mahakal

Bandhena tare kalo kalus jal'™.

! Bternity holds time, but remains unaffected by it.

Shelley on the other hand says, '

"Time like a dome of many coloured glass stains the white

radiance of eternity",

McTaggart said that the last enemy to be overcome before

we achiieve eternlty, is tlme In Plato's Elmacous we find the

un:orgettable eXPression.”Iime is the moving image of
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eternity". The Advaita philosophers held that reality is
timeless, Timeless doés not méén ehdléSS duratioﬁ; itlmeans
eternity and campleteness. ‘he prdblem of time thus brings
one to the problem of the relation between time and eterﬁity.
Eternalists maintain that time embraces contradictions
because it involves change and transiénCy: In their attempts

to solve these contradictions time has been transformed into

timelessness.

It is to be admitted that time is one of the most
difficult philosophical subjects to treat satisfactorily.
But it is also the.fichESu,oﬁ phi;OSOthcal.subjects. Lt has
occupied the minds of philosophérs and scientists of all ages.
We cannot avoid mediating on time for we are empedded in time,
Temporality is a dimension of human existence.: a nOn—tempéral
eXistence appears unintelligible fo'odr“commonSénse view. ‘Ihe

idea of an eternal being with a kind of consciousness of

things, to use Spinoza's expression, sub specie eternitatis,

‘may have profound philosophical implications, but it is

doubtful whether it makes any sense in relation to ourselves.

According to Kant time and sSpace belong to a percipient
being as forms of intuition. @While to hhiﬁggart)as cur
consciousness moves from more confused to clearer awareness
of objects, it realises that time represents a non-temporal,

series which appeared as temporal,
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Unlike Kant aqd'MéTagéart there are philosophers-as well
as scilentists who beligve that our awareness Of duration, qf
temporality, of‘the disp;nction§ pétwgen past, present and
fﬁture are based on some opjective factor. The faéulty b¥
means of which we are '‘aware of time, appears to be the most
important of the faculties that diétinguisbes us as human
beings from other living creatufes. Against thdse who contend
that time dlssolves 1nto unreality under the welght of analv-
sis, it mlght be pointed ocut that perhaos the fault lies with
their analyses. Temporal cnaraqterlstics'seem to be undoubt-
edly present in the objects that we experience. 2ut an
object cannot exist with incompatible characteristics., 3o
it might be said that the criticisms that have always been
directed against temporal characteristics or for that matter,
against time, should have been against the descriptions that
have been made of them, or the conclusions that have been
drawn from them, or the constructions that are based on them.
There are some’ paradoxes of time constructed on the basis of
the supposed 1nf1nlty and continuity of time. Ne are not
directly aware of the infinity and contlnultv in the mathe-
matical sense, of time. Any cr1L1c1sm that rererb to the
infinity and continuity of time, ;f Successful, dOes not
necessarily imply that time is unreal., For these criticisms
are really directed against these constructions or descrip-
tions of the temporal.characterlstics Of the objects. of our

experience. The only justifiable conclusion would be that
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some particular ways of -describing the temporal characteris-
tics are unsatisfactory,. so we should.look for some betten

ones. L o

Those who claim that events arelohly simultaneous with,
or before or after one another, éndlthus seek to save time's
" reality at the cost of its dynamic aspect, seem to.have an
impoverished conception of time. Time's @ransience is a
fundamental postulafe of e%pefience. Hgidegger and his
follower Barret have described it as the ontolcgical presuppo-
sition for there to be a world or'conscicushess at all.
lemporal becoming, they would say, is not an cbject to know
or discover among other things in the,wérld. It is basic.and
irreducible, and hence‘it cannot be understood in terms of
anything else without being involved into circularify. The

flow of time is neither 'Psychological ! nor'physical', for

to understand the meaning of physicalltime Oor psychological
time a referegce is to be made to the basic flow of time.
We do encounter time gs passage in our experiences,we are
within the flow of time in the sense that we cannot get out
of it, we cannot escape iﬁ. Even when we make the best use
Of cur time, the moment of departure gradually approaches,
Then time flows away fram us into the no-longer, As

Shakespeare hasg exXpressed it inimitably ;

"Like as the waves make towards the pebbled shore

S0 do our minutes hasten to thelr end",
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