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Truth and Time: Lessons from Kant and Heidegger

1. Time and Truth: The Threefold Structure (March 13, 2012)

Truth, the basic concept and topic of philosoplag three essential aspects: correspondence,
assertability and unhiddenness, which engender etingpone-sided theories of truth and
knowledge: metaphysical realism, pragmatism andtepiological foundationalism (,the

myth of the given®, W. Sellars), respectively. Alegrated theory of truth has to cover all of
those aspects and to relate them to the three gakaspects of time (past, present, future),
the three dimensions of space (right/left, up/davack/forth), the three forms of happiness
(pleasure, enlightenment/contemplation, honor/e)ytand the three aspects of freedom
(choice, independence, autonomy). In this first pathe seminar, the aspects of truth and
the aspects of time will be related to each othad various competing theories of truth and
of time will be surveyed critically.

I'll start with the topic of truth, i.e. wittruth theoretical considerations. It is a very deep and
basic fact about human beings that we raise tlaims; and many of them, no doubt, rightly.
So there are really cases of truth. When a contsgvaarts about some issue or other and one
party says: "It is so and so," and the other paetyies just that ("It is not so and so"), then

one of the parties must indeed be right.

The basic fact that we raise truth claims, someloth are warranted and legitimate (though
we often cannot determine for certain which onkesyJl thefact of truth .

Fact of truth:
We raise truth claims (and some of them rightly so)

From this fact we will easily be taken to otherlpbophical fields and problems. Typically
truth claims are raised in speechgiscourse So, the fact of truth will have a direct impact
on the theory of discourse, i.e. lmgic andsemantics

Now, before saying more about the structure ohtartabout the essential aspects of the fact
of truth, 1 want first to createlsst of various philosophical items or topics that | gaing to
relate to the concept and fact of truth. Truthlftisethe first item on the list; speech or dis-
course is the second item.

Truth, discourse, ...

Discourse, in turn, presupposesudbject areg a range of possible items we can talk and
think about. These items are foundspaceandtime. Thus, space and time together con-
stitute the basic area of discourse. The Englislogtpher Peter Strawson (1919-2006) has
shown that the basic particulars we are talkinguabeethings andpersonsin spacethat
change ovetime. On the basis of things we may next introdeeentsor episodeghat take
place in space and time. Episodes, like the operengmony of the Olympic games in Bei-

! This sequence of four seminars, first held at RB€ljing, was held again at the School of PhilosoahFudan
University, Shanghai, from March 26, 2012, to A@ril2012. | want to thank the participants at hatlversities
for a warm welcome and lively discussions.



jing, aredependent particulars dependent on what is happening to things andpsrand
what persons are doing.

(Still, episodes arparticulars, notuniversals They areconcretespatio-temporal objects,
not abstract objects like numbers, sets, universals etc. Baiatistract objects we are talking
about are modeled on particulars. So, the basitemve know of are corporeal objects:
things and persons in space and time.)

So, we have now w or list of four topics, truth, discourse, spacd &me that should be
closely related to each other:

Truth, discourse, space, time, ...

And the list will get a bit longer still, if we takinto account the fact that truth claims are
raised in discourse by thinking and spealsnfgjects So, we may add subjectivity, embodied
personal subjectivity, to our row:

Truth, discourse, space, time, (embodied) subjigtiv.

But subjectivity is not only perceiving and thingisujectivity, i.ecognitive or theoretical
subjectivity, but als@ractical subjectivity, i.eagenthood Agenthood in turn is related to
happinessandfreedom.

It is related to happiness, because happiness iltimateend (aim, goal) of acting; and it is
related to freedom, because in order to act antdgento bdree in some sense, e.g. agents
must have some choices and must have the capa@tt ticcording to their choices. So let
me complete our list of philosophical items by addhappiness and freedom. And these sev-
en items then may suffice then for the present nrmbme

Truth, discourse, space, time, subjectivity, hapgs) freedom

Now | want to talk about the internstiructure of the fact ottruth and about what we do,
when we raise truth claims and then relategbsential aspectsf truth to the other items on
our list. We shall find that a certain ba#ficeefold structure pervades all of them.

If we raise a truth claim, we assume that somettsrtige casandependently of our thinking
so. When | say: “We are in Beijing”, then | submhiat we are in Beijing quite independently
of my saying so. We would be in Beijing, even ifdd not cared to think and say so, or even
if I had, for some queer reason, mistakenly thoagia said that we were in Tokyo or in
Moscow.

This general assumption of ours that what we tisrtke case is the case independently of our
thinking so | call ougeneral objectivity thesis It isimplicit in all ourjudgments regarding
what is the case in the world around us, i.e.lioad beliefsabout the world.

Our implicit general objectivity thesis (OT):
The real is what it is, regardless of our belidfeu it.
(The obijectivity of reality is its independenceonfr minds.)

| do not now want ta@onfirm ordeny OT, but simplystatethe basic fact that in our normal
truth claims we include as a general collaterahciqeobjectivity of what we claim as being
the case. First level truth claims (or truth claimgheir basic form, and there are other forms
and levels) arebjectivetruth claims. Thus, obviously, we assume or claim that truth dra
objective realistic side

Truth (as we pre-theoretically conceive it) haohjective, realistic side or realistic
aspect.



Before saying more on the realistic aspect of tantti then going on and looking for further
essential aspects of truth, | want to takedpportunity to insert another item on our list of
philosophical topics, an item that deserves secankl behind truth, if not first rank. | said
that in our truth claims we claim somethingh®the caseBeing the caser veridical being

is the fundamental form of being, and it deservpkeae on our list, if something does, being
the topic of classical metaphysics:

Truth, being (the case), discourse, space, timgestivity, happiness, freedom

| am going to claim that we can find the realistspect of truth or some analogue of it in each
of the items on the list, i.e. a realistic aspddi@ng, discourse, space, time, subjectivity,
happiness and freedom, though | will call itdiher namesin the various other cases, names
which are more common from thestory of philosophy.

Note thatbeing (i.e. being the case), as it is understood henegiexistence What exist are
objects What is being the case deets or states of affairs One could as well say that states
of affairs may (or may nofjbtain. Thus “obtain” would be a synonymous expressian fo
“being the case”.

Now let’s continue with the realistic aspect otlru_et us draw an interesting conclusion
from it (i.e. from our implicit pre-theoretical OT)he objectivity of what is the case entails
ourfallibility , entails, that is, the possibility error on our side. For if you say that so and so
(“that p”), then, if what is the case is indepertdanyour beliefs, you may well be mistaken
about a particular state of affairs.

It seems prettyemarkable that in claiming objectivity for our basic trutkagns we are at
the same time claiming to be fallible. Craflibility is not a default on our side but just the
mark of theobjectivity of our truth claims.

Fallibility is the mark of objectivity.

And with fallibility comesbivalence We raise objective truth claims by making statetsie
We thereby claim that the statement be true, buight well not be true; it might be false.
This is bivalence: Statemerdaght to be true, but themnay be false; they have either one of
two truth values.

Bivalence:
Statements are either true or false (they oughetoue, but they may be false).

There ardwo things here to be noteHirst, the realistic aspect of truth is the aspect vabi
lence, i.e. of some basic duality. If we find tlealrstic aspect in the other items on our list,
we will recognize it by some basic duality assaatith it.

Second there is amsymmetry in the duality; one side of the duality is thehtigide and the
other side is the wrong side (or left side for timatter — if we think of space). The asymmetry
is thusnormative or an asymmetry advaluation.

But norms andvaluesare conceivable only with respectaction. Thus the realistic aspect of
truth points to another aspect which we might tedlpragmatic aspect of truth

We started with the realistic aspect of truth, areld us from objectivity to fallibility (the
possibility of error), to bivalence to normativiggnd thus to another aspect of truth, the prag-
matic or normative aspect:

Realistic aspect:
Objectivity, fallibility, bivalence, normativity: agmatic aspect



According to thgoragmatic aspect of truth we can and shodlwisomething in order to speak
and think truly. The realistic aspect is given eergtage in the theory of truth byalism; the
pragmatic aspect is given center stag@tagmatism.

What | have neutrally called the fact of truth &led by pragmatists (some pragmatists at
least: Wilfrid Sellarsand RoberBrandom) the game of giving and asking for reasons, or the
game of reasongsfor short.

The fact of truth (neutral description) = the gamheeasons (pragmatist description)

According to thgoragmatic conceptionof truth, “true” means (roughly) “good to believe”
True is what works and what helps, and there dregurse, certain procedures and rule for
finding out what works and helps and what we ouglitelieve. WilfridSellars calls them
“semantical rules” and he therefore defines trigtls@mantical assertability Srassertability
for short. One could speak instead of rules offiation (or falsification), and one could then
define truth asvarranted assertability, warranted i.e. by the rules and procedures ofiver
cation. The term dates back to John Dewey, buag MichaeDummett who used it as a
definition of truth. Truth then, according to Dumités warranted assertability.

But now, there is a certatension not to sayncoherence in the concept of truth, if truth has

a realistic or objective or dualistic aspect ondhe hand and a pragmatic or normative aspect
on the other. For according to trealistic aspect, what is the case, the reahagpendentof

our beliefsand therefore independent of @ations (for we act according to our beliefs and
our desires). But according to the pragmatic asperh is internally related to our actions.
How can it be both?

Not at all, say the pragmatists. And so says thergtarty to the debate as well, the party of
so-calledmetaphysical realism According to metaphysical realists, truth is esgondence
with objective reality; according to pragmatistsith is warranted assertability. And these two
positions seem to be antagonistic and irreconédidbseems that it cannot be both.

Metaphysical realism (MR): Truth is correspondence
Pragmatism: Truth is assertability.

But | think that truth must have both aspects, heedVIR and pragmatism are in for serious
trouble, as their usual dialectic shows. | won't go irtte tletails here, because | want to go
on to the other items on our list and especiallthtostructure of time. So, suffice it to say that
we can reconcile the realistic aspect and the pasigraspect of truth, if we acknowledge a
third essential aspect, which | shall call gieenomenal aspecof truth.

We need something like an interface between ounresctind desires and beliefs on the one
side and objective reality on the other side. Amchsan interface, of course, we have got. We
have got it insensory perception For in sensory perception, objective realitynseiled or
disclosed for us through ighenomenal qualities Objective things tend to show themselves,
to be unconcealed, to be phenomena, objective phema, in perception.

Martin Heideggerhas laid much stress on the point that at thenip@ag of the history of phi-
losophy, e.g. in Parmenides, truth was conceivathasncealment(Unverborgenheit) and as
presence(Anwesenheit). He thereby gave a hint alreadyost to relate truth antime: The
phenomenal aspect of truth seems to accord witkethporal mode of presence. But let us
first add the phenomenal aspect to our list ohtagpects:

Realistic/objective aspect: truth as corresponddand bivalence)
pragmatic/normative aspect: truth as assertglfdind normativity)
phenomenal/interface aspect: truth as unconcealfard presence)



My thesisis that we have to acknowledge each of those #spects in order to understand
the concept of truth and in order to relate it tiweo basic topics and issuespinilosophy.

Now let us go on to the other items on our lispleilosophical topics. The second item, clos-
est to truth, ideing, i.e. veridical being (or being the case). Do me threeaspects of be-
ing according to the aspects of truth? We betterktd veridical being is just what truth be-
comes when it is divorced from language and weddd¢ke world. It is not an independent
idea at all.

The realistic or, as | prefer to say in this célsepbjective aspect of beings itsindepend-
enceof our cognitive states. Being is not the sambeeasg perceivedzsse non est percipi.
That means thaibjects must be capable of existimgperceived And that in turn means that
objective being or objective reality stands in tluality of being perceived and being unper-
ceived, of being disclosed and being concealed.

The pragmatic aspect of truth is reflected in wtsdtall call theteleological aspect of being
Thereby | do not want to imply there is someone désignedbeing according to his or her
ends. That would be absurd, for the designer wbeald case of being in the first place. What
| want to convey by calling the second aspect aidpehe teleological one is just that being is
internally related t@nds—human ends for that matter. For, that is what correspdndhe
pragmatic aspect efuth , if we turn from language (and thought) to the oBeing, in a

way to be spelled out, is internally related tonlgsilike us, it necessarily grows knowers (of
it), sooner or later, here or there.

The third aspect of being may be called phenomenalone, just as in the case of truth. Ac-
cording to it,being is inseparable fromnconcealment though it is never totally uncon-
cealed. But the duality of perceived and unperaehang is essentially embedded in uncon-
cealment. The unconcealment of being has prioxgr d@s being as well concealed.

Next point: discourse. The theory of discourseiscusive thinking used to limditional
formal logic (TFL). Now this theory has been widely discredjtedt as being false, but as
being rather inexpressive, by the advent of modéragean) predicate logic (MPL). Still, its
traditional threefold classification of the elengnf discourse asoncepts judgments and
inferences(syllogisms) may be of some interest to us. Dissetas a conceptual, a judg-
mental and an inferential aspect, and we havetbesmies arising, which give center stage to
one of those aspects respectively.

Pragmatic theories of discourse tend to be inferential sémmsnike those of Sellars and
Brandom. Moreaealistically bent theories give pride of placejtmlgments or statements.
And just like the phenomenal aspect of truth teldse forgotten and passed over, so the
conceptual aspect of discourskas recently suffered severe neglect. But stilharception,
we as thinking animals perceive things or situatiasfalling under certain concepts.

The judgmental aspect of discourse clearly isofbjective anddualistic one, as witness the
judgment or the statement, which is true or fal$e inferential aspect is tmormative one,
because to infer a conclusion form certain premssesmething which has to dene by
speakers according to inferentredrms or rules. Theconceptualaspect of discourse, last but
not least, is thphenomenalone, as already suggested. Reality is open tangsye are open
to reality, insofar as we are capable of bringiegcpivable items under certain concepts in
sensory perception.

To sum up:



Aspects of discourse

judgmental aspect:  objective, dualistic

inferential aspect: normative, pragmatic

conceptual aspect:  phenomenal, peerception-related

The fourth item on our list waspace and here we have a threefold structure right away
space beinghree-dimensional When we think and talk about spatial items —tipatars”,

as they are usually called — we basically do smbgns of indexicals like like “here” and
“there”. The system of our spatial indexicals isda@ossible by an egocentric spatial coordi-
nate system, which in turn is anchored in a rdareace frame that has to be given a priori:
me myself as an embodied subject. So, it is mecasporeal being what defines the origin of
my spatial coordinate system (“here”, right behimgl eyes) as well as the axes and their ori-
entation and, third, the unit of measuring distandes span, foot, step.

Theaxesand their respectiverientations are particularly interesting, because they arse:lo
ly related to the aspects discourse And this is small wonder, discourse being finee to
space right from the start, as space affords #mestto talk and think about in the first place.
In other words, space is the principlepoé-conceptual multiplicity. Therefore we will find
something like logical proto-dimensions in disc@ucsrresponding to the spatial dimensions
in an egocentric spatial coordinate system.

Drawinginferenceswe moveforward from premises to conclusions. To this logical prot
dimension there corresponds the spatial dimendispatial depth, the dimension that points
from back to fore.

Judging we are left with the possibility of beimgyht or wrong; and it is much more than a
linguistic incident that the egocentric spatial dimsion of width points from what is called
left to what is calledight.

Neither is it a mere linguistic incident that wiktaf thingsfalling under concepts. To this
vertical logical proto-dimension there correspoimdegocentric space the dimension that
points fromup to down (or the other way round, it does not matter much).

So we have:
The realistic, judgmental dimension: left/right
the pragmatic, inferential dimension: back/forth
the phenomenal, conceptual dimension: up/down

Next comegime, which (together with truth) is the central topicdtoday’s seminar. So, here
we have to be a bit more elaborate.

It is obvious thatime, as usually conceived, has thpgets or, maybemodes past, present
andfuture. And it is also obvious, | think, how they shoble assigned to the aspects of
truth. Thus:

Aspects of truth modes (parts) of time
Realistic aspect past

pragmatic aspect future

phenomenal aspect present

But for the moment, let us forget about these tatians, and let’s consider time in its own
right. With the British philosopher J.M.EIcTaggart (1866-1925) we may distinguish two
different ways in which episodes or events@ered in time, theA-seriesand theB-series



of events. (Time then can be regarded as the Aesoal the B-scale, respectively, for meas-
uring the duration of events.)

The A-series constitutes what is usually calledflitn® or passage of timeFuture events, at
first very far away in the distafiture come closer and closer, as time passes by, batil t
arepresent and then they pass into thastand get more and more past. This is how we ex-
perience time in our daily lives, i.e. pre-thearelly. Time, experienced thusly, has three re-
gions: a vast future, a very short present andsapast.

TheB-seriesis said to be morebjective than the A-series, because in it we abstract fsam
own temporal standpoint and perspective and onegmte according to the relatiearlier
than (or the relatiorlater than). But there seem to be tvpooblems with this way of looking
at things First, the fact that the moment that we are currentpeerncing is present seems
to be a pretty objective fact. It would be rathad $or most of us, if a moment one hundred
years from now in the future were already pres€®etause then we would all be dead.

Second in the B-series of events, like in the A-serigs,still find a fundamental asymmetry
of time, i.e. time’s so-calledrrow. But the arrow of time, i.e. the asymmetry betwkegare

and past, clearly has its source in the A-seriesimthe B-series. So, if people say that the A-
series is not objective enough, they ought to Baysame thing about the B-series. What is
truly “objective”, according to their lights, theis,what | shall call the C-series of events: the
events ordered according to their position on arsgirical time scale.

Order of events time
A-series: --- past --- present --- future ---> -sgale
B-series: --- earlier --- later ---> B-scale
C-series: S e > C-sta

Time as the C-scale is tiparametert of the fundamental physical theory, igelantum me-
chanics(QM). There is no arrow of time in QM.

But it seems that the arrow of time makes its presdelt in another physical theotiiermo-
dynamics as the second law of thermodynamics stateshbaintropy of a physical system
(the measure of “disorder”, very roughly spokenl) wicreaseover time. But there is no pos-
sible physicakxplanation of that fact (if it is a fact). For if entropy hagns to be low now
and we do not presuppose an asymmetry of futurgasid(or later and earlier, for that mat-
ter), then entropy should increase in both tempdiraktions, according to the laws of proba-
bility.

So, thearrow of time cannot be explained by physics, nor cafdct that we areow living

in the year 2012. The intrinsic nature of preseneethat what makes a moment of time the
present moment, escapes physical explanation (grdmhysical description as well).

So we had better look for a theory of the basiamatime not in physics, or at least not in
physics alone, but as well philosophy. My thesis is that we understand the basic naifire
time, if we interpret the thremodes of timein light of the threaspects of truth and of be-
ing. This will, in return, shed light on truth and bgj because it will show that the unity of
time provides a model for understanding the unityuth in the tension of its three aspects
and of the unity of being in its three aspects.

So let us look at thA-seriesand theC-seriesagain. Time as the scale of the A-series is the
full, concrete phenomenon that we are accustom#diwiur ordinary picture of the world.
Time as the scale of the C-series instead is amaghisn. The C-scale is thmarameter t of
fundamental physics, and it does show neitherdhmpbral modes nor time’s arrow.



But if, starting with the A-scale, we can abstfactm the modes and from the arrow of time
and conceive the C-scale, we should as well bebtaéh theoppositeabstraction. Thus,
starting with the A-scale, we now abstract fromdbaes of events and are left with the three
modes of time, past, present and future, and Wwegrasymmetry (i.e. some as yet unspecified
intrinsic difference) between past and future,\iihout any series of events. This is what
Heideggercallsoriginal temporality : time as an inner unity of future, present and,das
without any succession. (We'll talk about that tate the third seminar). One could as well
call original temporality th@ure A-time. Pure A-time is not the analogue of a line in gpac

it does not consist of a manifold of successive sy it is just the union of original future,
original present and original past.

Pure A-time ignstructive (though it may well be nothing but an abstractitmm the con-
crete A-series of events), because it forces gsioeive of time’snodesapart from the
manifold of temporal points on a line.

So, on thene sidewe havepure A-time: the three temporal modes which we must try to
understand in light of thaspects of truth and being And on the opposite side we hdwve-
ar time or time as th€-scaleof events or time as thgarametert of physics. If we now
conjoin the structure of truth and being and tinecstire of A-time, we get the following re-
sult:

First, we havdruth as correspondence to objectba&ing, independent of our cognitive,
standing in the duality of concealment and uncoimeesat, together with the originphast,

which is as it is, independent of our present liekad desires, unalterable — and standing in
the duality of concealment and remembrance.

Second we havdruth as unconcealment abeing as unconcealed, together with the origi-
nal present which is the temporal mode of perception.

Third , we havdruth as assertability according to norms &ethg as internally related to
our human ends and norms, together with the ofligirtare , which is the temporal mode of
ends and norms.

For the moment, | shall leave it at that, hopirat tlhese pure bones of a theory will be
fleshed out in due course, as we go along withseutinars.

| want to finish today’s reflections with an oveswi over those three items of our list that |
have not yet commented on: subjectivity, happimessfreedom.

First, subjectivity: Embodied subjectivity has traditionally been dedl into three faculties of
the soul: cognition, feeling (of pleasure and paimdl willing. | shall call these aspects of sub-
jectivity thecognitive, theaffective and thevolitional aspect respectively. It seems obvious
that thecognitive aspect has to be conjoined with unconcealmenpessknce and theli-
tional aspect with ends and norms and the future. Bsitnbt so obvious that thedfective
aspect should be associated with objectivity aedptst. Still, this is exactly what has to be
done.

First we may appeal to the fact that the affectispect of subjectivity is coined by a cha-
racteristicduality just like the objective aspect of truth and beinghe case of the affective
aspect of subjectivity we have the fundamentalitiuaf pleasure and pain and in the case
of the objective aspect of truth and being we hheeaespective dualities of (&aue und
falseand (b) ofperceived and unperceived existence



Second we must take into account thatfivwd ourselves in the world always in someod
and somaffection. Pleasure and pain relate us to our immediategrakare incentives for
us on our way into the future: Véearchpleasure and wiee pain.

Secondhappiness We'll talk about happiness at greater lengthrlatg in the third seminar
session. For now, | just want to relate #spectsof happiness to the aspects of truth and the
modes of time.

Aristotle distinguishes three forms of life, the lifeerjoyment, thepolitical life and the
contemplativelife. Those who try to lead a life of enjoymentshbelieve that thgood and
theend of all action — in one wordhappiness— is pleasure. Those who lead what Aristotle
calls a political live strife foexcellenceor virtue (and for honor as the outward sign of ex
cellence). Those, last but by no means least, @& & life ocontemplation are no human
beings but gods, for a human being can achievesnguiaition or enlightenment only tempor-
arily. Contemplation is fine and would be the estn of happiness, if only we humans were
not forced to eat and drink and work and sleeppaydour bills etc.

Still, contemplation along withexcellenceandpleasureis one essentialspectof the good

for human beings, one essential aspect of humapimegs. And it seems thalieasure— or
thehedonistic aspecbf happiness — has to be coordinated withréladistic or objective as-
pect of truth and being and with the temporal moldeast Excellence virtue and honor —
which together make up tipeactical aspectof happiness — have to be coordinated with the
pragmatic or teleological aspect of truth and being and \th#htemporal mode dfiture.

And contemplation — or thetheoretical aspectof happiness — has to be coordinated with the
phenomenalaspect of truth and being and with the temporadenafpresence

Third and lastfreedom: The aspects of freedom aetonomy, independenceandchoice

We are talking here about freedom of the will, meedom of action and political freedom; so
we have to touch on questions of natalietierminism (independence of nature) and questions
of morality (autonomy of the will), for example. But let’s begvith choice.

A person’s will is free, only if she haschoicebetween different options, at least two of
them: yes or no, right or wrong, right or left, goar bad, performing an action A or refrain-
ing from performing A. This is thelectoral aspect of freedonwhich because of its internal
duality is to be correlated with the realistic djextive aspect of truth and being and with the
temporal mode of past.

A person’s will is free, only if that person isarcertain way, to be spelled out laiade-
pendentof the course of nature. She must be capableighat initiating new causal chains

in the course of things. | call this independerscbsmological aspecof freedom. It is be-
cause of this aspect that freedom is incompatilile athoroughgoing determination by natu-
ral laws and natural states of affairs. The cosgioll aspect is to be correlated with the phe-
nomenal aspect of truth and being and the tempoodk of presence, because a free person
mustnow free itself from the natural course of thingslasytshow themselves in perception
and cognition.

A person’s will is free, eventually, only if shelltaws a positivdaw of freedom. To act freely
is by no means to act randomly, so there mustlae avhich can be followed in free action.
But this law must not be one of blind natural nedgsbut ofrational self-legislationor, in a
Greek wordautonomy. (“Self-legislation” is a combination of Germarigelf’ and Latin
“legislation”, which together mean the same thiegtee Greek “auto-nomy”.) This | call the
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practical aspectof freedom. Obviously it has to be assigned topfagmatic/teleological
aspect of truth and being and the temporal modetofe.

If we follow these lines of thought, we will getiah understanding of each of the items on
our list of basic philosophical topics, and amomgn of truth and time. At the end of today’s
seminar | just repeat the assignments of the varspects of those items to each other:

The realistic aspect of truth (correspondencee-othjective aspect of being — the
judgmental aspect of discourse (the logical protoemsion of juxtaposing subject and
predicate to form a judgment) — the spatial dimamsif width: left/right — the tem-
poral mode of past — the affective aspect of suivjee (the feeling of pleasure and
pain) — the hedonistic aspect of happiness (pleasuthe electoral aspect of freedom
(choice).

The pragmatic aspect of truth (assertability) —t#teological/normative aspect of be-
ing — the inferential aspect of discourse (thedabproto-dimension of going from
premises to a conclusion) — the spatial dimensidharizontal) depth: back/forth —
the temporal mode of future — the volitional aspEcubjectivity (the will) — the prac-
tical aspect of happiness (excellence) — the mactispect of freedom (autonomy).

The phenomenal aspect of truth (unconcealmentg phienomenal aspect of being —
the conceptual aspect of discourse (the logicabpdonension of particulars falling
under concepts) — the spatial dimension of (vdjtleeight: up/down — the temporal
mode of presence — the cognitive aspect of sulijactt the theoretical aspect of hap-
piness — the cosmological aspect of freedom (inodgrece).
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2. Time and Space: Forms of Particularity and of Ituition (Kant) (March 16, 2012)

The English philosopher Peter Strawson, in his bamolkant's first Critique (,The Bounds of
Sense*, 1966), pointed to a fundamental dualityt ffermeates various philosophical subdis-
ciplines: the duality of particular and universalrtology), of intuition and concept (episte-
mology), of reference and predication (semantiot¥ubject and predicate (logic). He then
sided with Kant in declaring space and time totlmedeneral forms of particularity and of
intuition. | would like to go one step further aside with Kant even in his bolder theorems in
the Transcendental Aesthetic which seem to be eralbyrrefuted by general relativity, e.g.
that we know a priori that space and time are “flate. Euclidean. | will argue that though
space and time are in fact curved by massive ahjeetvertheless in the limiting case of what
might be called their “pure default position”, (wth is reached, when we abstract away from
massive objects, as we do in geometry) they wiill dut to be Euclidean after all, and we
know a priori that in their default position theyust be Euclidean.

The English philosophd?eter Strawson(1919-2006), in his book on Kant's first Critique
(,The Bounds of Sense®, 1966), pointed to a fundamaleduality that permeates various phil-
osophical areas: the duality of

particular and universal (ontology),
intuition and concept (epistemology),
reference and description  (semantics),
subject and predicate (logic).

Let’s review those varieties of the fundamentallitpén turn, starting with thentological
duality of particular and universal.

Particulars are spatiotemporal entities of roughly two vaestihings (includingpersong
andepisodes Things (and persons) are corporeal entitiesdhahgeover time and that nev-
erthelesendure (i.e. stayidentical) in their various changes. A beech tree for exangph
thing. It grows over the years, it has leafs in swenand is leafless in winter, it bends in the
wind and gets wet in the rain etc. And it standspatial relations to other things, to all other
things. All things together exist in one encompagsiystem of spatial relations,space

And all things havepatial parts.

Things do not stand itemporal relations and do not haveemporal parts. When you see a
thing or a person, that whole thing or person esent; nothing — no part of it or her — is miss-
ing. But things (and persons) are involve@msodes andtheystand in temporal relations

and have temporal parts, e.g. the thirty yearsimw@ermany (1618-48), between protestant
and catholic territories, had many battles as teaiguarts.

Things arebasicparticulars, and episodes a@@pendentparticulars, dependent on things.
Consider a glass that stands on a table. The iglasthing, the table is a thing; those are basic
particulars. They stand in a spatial relation theheother, the table being beneath the glass,
the glass being on top of the table. They havaaparts: The table has legs and a table top;
the glass has bottom and a cylindrical side.

When we consider a glass standing on a table, wamtraduce (as dependentparticular)
thestate of the glass standing on the table. — Now someonges and takes the glass away.
When that happens, we may introduce (as a depepéd#didular) theeventof someone tak-

ing the glass away. States and eventepigodes They stand in temporal relations to each
other. E.g. the state of the glass standing otetbleis earlier than the episode of someone
taking the glass away. All episodes together foma system of temporal relations — of being
earlier than or later than or simultaneous witreo#pisodes. And episodes such as for exam-
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ple a game of football have episodes as temportd,dar example two halves, which in turn
have further temporal parts, such as e.g. thersgoiia goal.

But since it ighings (and persons) that are thasicparticulars, the basic temporal reality is
not time as &eries of episodebut time as what Bergson called “durédtration that is

time as what is going on with things. Time as weally think of it, viz. as theeries of epi-
sodes(or, more correctly as thszalefor measuring the series of episodes) is depengsnt
duration, which is the basic phenomenon of time.

That may for the moment suffice abgarticulars. Now to the other side of the ontological
divide: universals. It may be (and has been) doubted whether thatly s&e such things as
universals. | don'’t think there are, but as a comemt way of speaking they may be admitted.
Universals are entities that mayibstantiated by many particulars, e.g. redness is a univer-
sal that is instantiated by all and only red paitcs. So, a universal iscae overmany.

What is particular about particulars is that theyiadividuated by theirspatiotemporal
positions. Universals are harder to individuatdé€ss we think of purely extensional “univer-
sals” such asetsandclasseswhich are individuated by themembers.

Next consider the epistemological dualityimiuition andconcept Intuitions and concepts
both arerepresentationsor mental (or intentional) episodes Mental episodes hawen-

tents, i.e. something that is represented. Those cantgtiter aresingular or general A rep-
resentation with a singular content is calledrdanition , a representation with a general con-
tent is called @oncept The American philosopher Fr&tetske coined a nice metaphor,
when he called conceptiggital representations and intuitioaealog representations. One
could as well say that concepts drgcursive, i.e. discourse-bound or language bound, and
that intuitions aresensoryand perception-bound.

So we have:

Intuitions: singular, sensory, “analog” represepta
Concepts: general, discursive, “digital” represtotes

Third , we have theemanticalduality ofreference(or designation) andescription (or
characterization). These are two basic functiortsetperformed by certain linguistic expres-
sions. Referring expressions may be called desagnadnd describing expressions may be
called descriptions. Thus, take the short sent&Bgerates is wise”:

“Socrates”  referring expression, designator
“is wise” description, characterization

The twosemanticalfunctions of reference and descripition are réfldanlogical syntaxas
the difference betweesubject andpredicate. This is our fourth dichotomy. The semantical
function of reference is typically performed by eegsions for logical subjects, and the se-
mantical function of description is typically pemioed by predicates.

Thus we may summarize our fourfold duality in tbbdwing rough and ready schema:

Ontology Epistemology Semantics Logic
particular intuition reference subject
universal concept description predicate

Next, consider space and time again. Space andatien@hat | shall calprinciples of pre-
conceptual multiplicity. | am now going to explain what | mean by that.
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If you give adescription of something by using general concepts or preelsat will always
be possible that there is more than one thingfifsathe description. Of course, it will also be
possible that there is nothing at all that fits description. Take for example the description:

An iron sphere of diameter 50 cm

| have no idea, if something in the universe figttdescription, and if so, whether only one or
two or three or more things do. In other wordsp Indt know, whether there are iron spheres
of diameter 50 cm, and if so, how many.

What that shows is that one cannot securalividuate particulars by using general concepts
or descriptions alone. To individuate particulang das in the last analysis to resoiintiex-
ical referring expressions like “this” and “that”, “ledrand “there”, “now” and “then”, “you”
and “I”, “she” and “he”, “we” and “they” etc. — Irekical expressions are (in the last resort)
spatiotemporal expressions, they refer to spatiotemporal itensuak. And spatiotemporal
items are there independently of what conceptsraeeof them. The multiplicity of spatio-
temporal items (i.e. of particulars, of places ahtimes) is there independently of our use of
concepts to describe them. This is what | mean fmgaconceptual multiplicity .

Particulars, thus, form a pre-conceptual multipficand they can do so because of space and
time. Spaceandtime are the genergrinciples of pre-conceptual multiplicityStrawson

calls them the generédrms of particularity.Kant calls them the general forms of (the con-
tents of)intuition .

Now Kant in the first, short part of higritique of Pure Reasowhich is entitled'transcen-
dental aesthetic”gives a philosophical theory of space and timefquas of intuition,

which | think is very close to the truth. He thirtks has found a way between two rather unat-
tractive poles, viz. the theories deéwton and ofLeibniz respectively. Let’'s shortly consider
them in turn.

According toNewton space and time are absolute and infinite contaiokeverything. Space

is three-dimensional, continuous, infinite in ahkedtions, flat (i.e. Euclidean, not curved) and
completely independent of the portions of matteoittains. Time is much the same, except

that it has only one dimension and that it “flows”.

But now, look, it is just not true that space oatainer of things (and time of episodes). A
container is there independently of what may ptd ith Think of apot of rice. The pot con-
tains so and so many rice corns; so it truly is@ata@ner. The rice corns may be taken out of it
—and back into it again, if you like. They are #ane rice corns in and out of their container,
the pot. If you put them into the pot, they woilveteby get “potty” so to speak or “contain-
eral”. — Butthings in space are themselvegatial, and they cannot possibly be taken out of
space. Space is not their general container, leirtittost generdbrm.

So, one could go to the other extreme and saysgiate is nothing but the system of spatial
things. The things come first, so to speak, andesp@ersuperveneson them, as the saying
might go. This, very roughly, is the positionlLdibniz.

Leibniz thinks that the basic entities are simple subsmmdich he callmmonads Monads
are metaphysicatoms, absolutelysimple; so they cannot be spatial. For everything spéatial
extendedand therefore hgsarts. So, Leibniz does not know of any principle ofqgmncept-
ual multiplicity. There can only be so many monadsould be described in general con-
cepts. Space, says Leibniz, is not really red;jitst a phenomenon, though a phenomenon
which is well-founded in the properties of the mdsa

While Newton has aabsolutetheory of space (or a theory of absolute spacehfd matter),
Leibniz offers aelational theory of space: The monads and their propertesedirst, and
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out of theses properties a system of ostensibégioak between the monads arises which is
space.

Newton: Absolute space contains all things.
Leibniz: Space, as a system of relations, supes/enaon-spatial monads.

Now Kant wants to take an intermediate position betweenthiew absolute and Leibniz’s
relational theory of space. With Newton and agauesbniz he thinks we caabstract away
form what is given in space and time and refaire andempty space and time.

Ontologically speaking space and time will remain as the pure formshain@mena (i.e. of
appearing objects); arapistemologically speakingthere will remain our pure, non-empiri-
calintuitions of space and time.

This is the main doctrine of the Transcendentaktieisc.

Kant’'s “Metaphysical Exposition of the Concepts ofSpace and Time” (CPR 88 2, 4)

What about that doctrine? Should we believe it? Aadve really understand what we are
supposed to believe in the first place?

Consider, first, a principle which | calriple-David, because David Hume, David Armstrong,
and David Lewis do endorse it. It says, roughlgt #mything fits together with anything in
space and time. For Armstrong and Lewis it is agple for knowing what ipossible E.g.,

in the actual world there atalking headsneatly fitted together with necks and chests dnd a
the rest of living human bodies. Now, Triple-Daslys that everything fits together with
everything in space and time. So we may freebpmbinein thought or imagination what

we find in perception and wind up with possibilstidherefore, there will be possible worlds
with detached talking headsor so Lewis says.

Triple-David then is grinciple of free recombination of things (and properties) in space
and time. And dimiting case of free recombination ismpty space and timeThe principle
of recombination goes together well with what Kant says in his seocout of four arguments
for the thesis that space (and by analogy timeea§ 8 the content of a necessary intuitive
representation a priori. We canmmiagine space awayhough we can imagine away any
particular filling of space and time so that, ie thmit, we end up imaginingure and empty
space and time

Let us add somtrther considerations to much the same effect.

Kants says that space and time are the basicjamanecessarfprms of phenomena. They
are not bigcontainers Things in space are themselggstial, and episodes in time are them-
selvesemporal. Things in a container, on the other hand, aré'cwitaineral”, as witness a
rice corn in a pot.

Some minutes ago, | put that point saying thatesaacl time arerinciples of pre-concep-
tual multiplicity , and, by the same token, | could say that thepaneiples for the concep-
tual separation of numerical and qualitative identty.

Let me try to explain a biConceptsare principles for thanity of certain things. (The con-
ceptredis a principle of unity — Kant will say: @nalytic unity — for all red things, the con-
cepthousea principle of unity for all houses, etc.) Tégplication of concepts thus presup-
poses anultiplicity of possible cases of each concept. It is alwagsipte (and even quite
normal) that many particular things fall under @egi concept.

This (as was said earlier already) leaves opepaksibility that two or more things fall under
exactly the same concepts and are ttescriptively indistinguishable So we need prin-
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ciple of multiplicity which is independent of the question what paraigifall under what
general concepts, a principle which guaranteeslapintity of particulars quite independent-
ly of that question. Such a principle is Bgace-time-system

It follows immediately that space and time are giptes for theseparation of the concept of
numerical identity and the concept glialitative (or descriptive) identity. Pet&trawson
once invented the idea otthessboard universeand MaxBlack invented the idea of avo-
sphere universe In both universes, there are conceptually or rigseely indistinguishable
particularsindiscernible particulars, for short®

Thechessboard universas a two-dimensional space organized like a clesgsbwith 32

white and 32 black quadrants; its middle point &ymmetry point for a 180° rotation of the
universe. All white quadrants adeplicates of one another, i.e. intrinsically alike, likewise
with the black quadrants. Some white quadrantsylige some black quadrants, have even all
their relational characteristics in common andstrietly indiscernible—for instance, the
corner quadrants that are diagonally opposite foomanother.

duplicates  entities that are intrinsically alike (aliketimeir intrinsic properties)
indiscernibles duplicates that are also alike in their relatiataracteristics

Black’s two-sphere universecontains two spheres, which aheplicates (both consist of
chemically pure iron, both have a diameter of dyamte mile, etc.); and, because the uni-
verse contains nothing else the two spheres argistodluplicates (i.e. intrinsically alike) but
also indiscernibles (i.e. alike also in their rigladl characteristics).

If not for space and time, it would not be posstbiat two different particulars shared all their
intrinsic and all their relational characteristi¢fierefore the concept afimerical identity in
contradistinction to the concept @falitative or descriptive identity would not be possible,
or, somewhat differently put, the concept of nueridentity and the concept of qualitative
identity would be one and the same (numerically gulitatively, so to speak). This is what |
mean by saying that space and time ppiiaciples of pre-conceptual multiplicity are at the
same timeorinciples of separation for the concepts of numecdal and of qualitative iden-
tity .

Qualitative or descriptive identity: Two indiscédsles are descriptively identical.
numerical identiy: Two indiscernibles are numaltic distinct.

But it is high time we returned téant’s Tr Ae . Because of the role of space and time as
principles ofpre-conceptualmultiplicity, our original representations of spaand time can-
not beconceptsbut must beéntuitions. So far, so good. But Kant goes on to say that the
must also be non-empirical, i@ priori . Why that?

Kant, among other things, argues from dloeual infinity of space and time, which cannot be
empirically given tofinite knowers. | am happy with this argument, but here is anotime,
more in line withpresentday discussions.

Space and time being principlespsé-conceptualmultiplicity, spatio-temporal items must
essentially be referred to with the help of indekexpressions, i.e. indexical thinking and
saying. But ouspatially indexical thinking presupposes an inforragbcentricspatialcoor-
dinate system, whose origin is marked by me here now. t&ntporally indexical thinking
presupposes runccentric temporalcoordinate system, whose origin is marked by what is
present

2 Cf. P.F. Strawsorgp. cit.,p. 123, and Max Black, “The Identity of Indiscerei&’, inMind 61 (1952): 153-
164, p. 156.
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But the representations of the respectxigins as such, however they be marlegdpirical-

ly, are neutral as against any empirical informateomg thus strictla priori . We must know

a priori that our system of indexical devices istared inme here now whoever | may be

(but I must at least be a corporeal being, i.eran&onian person), wherever here may be and
whatever time now may be.

So, I am strongly inclined to say th&int has made his cas¢hat our original representa-
tions of space and time amepriori and sensible(or intuitive in Kant's technical sense).
[Sensible, not sensory.]

Kant’'s “Transcendental Exposition of the Concepts bSpace and Time” (88 3, 5)

But then, space and time apistemically accessibléo us not only and not primarily ohis-
cursive thinking, but first and foremost in that partiauégistemigoroximity which is char-
acteristic of sensiblmtuition or sensoryerception: In perception things are directly open to
us. What we perceive, therefore, are not privaedigin our heads, but public things. This is
the position ofdirect realism, which Kant (kind of) endorses for appearing tkingspace

and time (he calls gmpirical realism).

According todirect (or empirical)realism the green over there of the lawn is directly ofmen
us. Though it is over there, at sospatial distance, as some objective property, the green is
epistemically proximal and so to speak “in us”, as if it werstja subjective cognitive senso-
ry state.

That is exactly whakant says on behalf cfpaceandtime: In their epistemic proximity they
are “in us”. But, of course, being space and tithey extend beyond ourselves, and in this
regard we are ithem So, he treats them as if they werdgo-epistemic hybrids(more or
less the way thatume treats impressions).

Kant calls a theoryranscendental if it investigates our knowledge of objects, ifasdhat
knowledge is possible priori. His theory of space and time in the TrAe, thamfcs tran-
scendental in the sense adumbrated.

So Kant can say that

transcendentally speaking, space and time, beeaib@ave pure (a priori) intuitions
of them, aren us, and thereforéranscendentally ideal

but that
empirically speaking, we are space and timewhich are thereforempirically real.

This is the notorious combination tbAnscendental idealismandempirical realism that
Kant teaches in the TrAe.

But | am getting ahead of my story. We have ydalio about the so-calleianscendental
exposition of the concepts of space and time, notably ottreept of space. Here, Kant says
things that have been falsified byodern physics But | think, Kant’s position can be modi-
fied and strengthened in a conservative way, daliesbalance of his teachings will be unaf-
fected.

In the transcendental exposition space (i.e. ot puuition of space) is presented as a prin-
ciple of the possibility of what Kant calls

synthetic knowledge a priori
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viz. of synthetic knowledge a priori in Euclideagognetry. Now, pure geometry for Kant

isn’t a branch opure mathematicsin our present, very abstract sense of “pure nmadite

ics”, but is the mathematical theorypifysical space For Kant,Euclidean geometry is so to
speakiNewtonian geometry. And this, of course, makes his positiginerable to modern
objections. The general theory of relativi§TR) has convinced us that neither space-time as
a whole nor physical space taken separately isdasan after all. Space is curved by gravity,
i.e. by mass.

But (people say) if oupure intuition of space is supposed to ground a Euclidean thafory
physical space, so much the worse for the theatsith do possess such an intuition. The
intuition would bewrong, if we had it. (I think, this is an interestingipt and my pro-

Kantian strategy will consist in the thesis that pure intuitions of space and time are indeed
wrong, taken literally and taken as theories ofqitsl space-time. I'll return to this point
shortly.)

One may of course try to mend Kant’s theory bysgyhat our original representations of
space and time are pretignericand therefor@eutral between various geometries, Euclid-
ean and otherwise. Kant was just a bit too optimést to the concreteness of our original
representations of space and time. But then theggesentations would not be intuitions, be-
cause intuitions are fully specific. They woulddeneral conceptsnstead. But their being
intuitions and thus fully specific is of the essermé Kant’s theory. So, this strategy is of no
help for Kant, it would ruin his theory.

My alternative option for aonservative upgradingof Kant’s position is the following one.
Kant himself should have known better on behaliisfown findings and long before Einstein
developed his theory of gravitation. — Space ame tihe says, are in a serigg us though,

in a different sense, they extend beyond ourselMesy are “in” us qua pure intuitions, and
that is what makes thetranscendentally ideal

But things and events in time and space are pre#tyempirically real. How could some-
thing empirically real have invariant general formisich are transcendentally ideal?
Shouldn’t we expect that real thiniggerfere with their general forms? If those forms (space
and time) were totally insensitive to what is fodvi®y them, that which is formed by them
would not be a good candidate for whataal. And indeed, Kant seems to think that things in
space and time are a bit in amtological twilight because of their general forms, space and
time, which we know a priori through pure intuitsoand which are nothing more than subjec-
tive intuitions.

Kant should have looked for relief froihealistic pressure and he should have said: Things
show their robust reality byterfering with their pure general forms, by “derming” them,
or curving them, if you like. He should have sdidteuclidicity is the puralefault position

of space and time, the limiting case in which spawetime arempty (and therefor@ure).

| think he would have beeight, if he had said this, andecondly his overall theory could
have remained much tlsame

In imagination, other than in perception, realgynotpresent in person so to speak. So,
there is nothing (andan be nothing) to curve thepace of imagination The space of imagin-
ation is necessarilfjat, even when we imagine large chunks of matter. Heragination
necessarily goes astray and misrepresents itscoatgnt. But if we try to imagine pure and
empty space, as we dogeometry, our imagination is absolutely right in represegtpure
and empty space as Euclidean.

It may seem strange, but in a sense, we canragine things as thegre and as weseethem,
and we cannateethem (and they cannbg) as wemagine them. We see curved space, in-
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deed we see its very curvature, by seeing spdijatts. But we cannatnaginecurved space,
because there is nothing — no real thing — in magination to do the curving.

So, we are still willing today to follow thmath teacher, when s/he demonstrates with
straightedge and compasses that the sum of theangées of a triangle is equal to two right
angles, though we know that what is being “provieere, is empirically false.

Our biological hardware could hardly stand in the way of our imagining piegl space as
curved, being a physical phenomenon and thus cutselfl What stands in the way is the
transcendentalfact (so to speak) that

flat, 3-dim, infinite, continuous space is the idé@nscendentally necessary, meta-
physically impossiblelimiting case (default position) of any possibleypical space.

Euclidean geometry as the pure, non-empirical thebphysical space is thus anpossi-

bilist idealization, but so are physical theories as well. Newtoni&@in3 mass pointsand
Einsteinian 4-dineventsare impossible entities, being extensionlesd, Bhlysical theory

can work with them as useful idealizations. Reg¢cis and real processes will behave ac-
cording to physical laws with more and more precishe nearer they come to mass points or
impossible events, in size and shape and masssarhe is true for physical space as a whole:
It will approach Euclidicity the more it gets engatiout, so to speak.

So the amended Kantian theory of space and timédvmuthat our representations of space
and time are pure intuitions, but in those intuiave intuit the flat, non-Euclidean manifold
of imagination, which is the impossibilist limitingase of physical space-time. And one could
add the following theses:

(1) Euclidean space-times are metaphysically imptess
(2) Euclidean space-times are transcendentallyssacg

As regards the opposition biewton andLeibniz on the nature of space (and time), we can
now say that Kant chooses the following intermedraad. Newton says that space and time
are absolute and infinitontainers of things and episodes. But Kant sees them intgrna
related to subjectivity, i.e. to persons in spawg taime. So, there israciprocal essential
dependenceof corporeal subjectivity on the one hand and sa time on the other.

What Kant did not yet see is theciprocal essential dependencef space-time and matter or
mass. It was left t&instein to find that out. Space-time interferes with mialehings: It is
their general form (the form of particularity), atiety deform it systematically, viz. curve it.
But Kantcould well have integrated that discovery into his tlyearhich would have to be
modified only slightly and conservatively.

Leibniz on the other hand thought that space (and timdyidme reduced to properties of
basic substances, monads. It is in fact thingslagid masses thaiffect space-time, but af-
fecting is one thing, and constituting would betaeo.Kant is right, as against Leibniz, that
there is a pure default position of space-time stiree for all possible worlds, which is in no
way constituted by massive things. But real andspay space-time exists only because mas-
sive things exist in it. — This is again trexiprocal essential dependencef space-time and
matter or mass that Einstein discovered.

So,Kant, amended a little bit in order to take into acdogeneral relativity, is quite up to
date in the philosophy of space and time. Or seems to me.
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3. Time and the Ways of Happiness (Aristotle, Heidgyer) (March 20, 2012)

Aristotle distinguished three competing conceptioiisappiness: pleasure, virtue and con-
templation, and three related life styles (“bioi'jhe life of pleasure, the political life and the
contemplative life. In this part of the seminae ttompeting conceptions of happiness will be
traced to three essential aspects of happinesselated to the aspects of time. The aspects
of time in turn will be traced to three fundamerdapects of original, non-successive tempo-
rality and to the threefold structure of what Heyder called care (“Sorge”), i.e. the struc-
ture of the being of “Dasein” (i.e. of human corgat subjectivity, roughly speaking).

We have seen in the first seminar that theretiseefold internal structure of truth and

being that pervades discourse, space, time, subjgchappiness and freedom. Or we could
as well say there is a threefold structurdémok: future, present and past, that pervades truth
and being, discourse and subijectivity etc. — Wename going to talk aboutappinessand to
relate it totime and tosubjectivity.

Aristotle in theNicomachean Ethics asks about the ultimagnd of all human striving and
acting. Right at the beginning of the book (EN)Ih& portrays the system of a person’s activ-
ities as gartially ordered set under the means-end relation, a partially ordestdvith ex-
actly onemaximal element Of course he does not say so — a partially ocdsee with a
maximal element: that is today’s mathematical witaliking.

What is meant by this way of talking? Well, we oftgerform araction, because we want to

do somethinglse E.g. we leave ourousein order to go to the subwayation, and we go to
subway station in order to take thgbway, and we want to take the subway because we want
to go to the philosophgepartment and to listen to #alk there etc. Put schematically, we
perform an action A in order to perform an actiom®rder to perform an action C etc. This

is achain of actions related by the means-end-relation:roamber of the chain is the means
for another member. And there are many such chaiosr behavior.

WhatAristotle is saying is that all those chains of activitiesstrterminate in one ultimate
element, which is the maximal element of the setusfactivities. An action could be its own
end; then the means-end-chain chain of that aetmrd be very short, consisting of that
single element only. In other cases the chain neagrbtty long (as in the case of leaving the
house for the talk in the philosophy departmentictvin turn need not yet be the end of the
chain).

Now Aristotle hagwo thesedhere: (1) Every chain of activities under the meamd-relation
must terminate in an ultimate element. (2) Thandte element is the same for all chains of
actions of a given person. Thest thesis is plausible enough: If there were no w@terend in
what we are doing, our acting would be senselesa)yt in vain, not a case of rational behav-
ior at all. But thesecondthesis is somewhat moot. Why shouldn’t there berl#3 ultimate
ends that one person is pursuing?

Well, even if there were, then these 17 or 43 @terends would add up to one mglusive
ultimate end. So let us start with the idea ofraniusive ultimate end and let us say in the
spirit of Aristotle that themaximal elementof the partial ordering of our activities undee th
means-end relation is theclusive activity of leading a good life, which can alsodescribed
briefly asthe good All other activities areither aspectsor parts of the good lifeor means
to the end of the good life.

The good (i.e. leading a good life):
the maximal element of the activities of a persndar the means-end-relation, i.e. the
last and highest end of all activities of a person
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Ideally, each activity would nevamly be a means but alwagtso an aspect of the good life
and would never be done only in order to achiewveesother goal, but always also for its own
sake. But in fact we do many things just becauseealieve that we need to do them for some
other important goal. (So for example, people their labor power, not because they like
alienated labor, but because they can thus actigreecessary revenue for buying consumer
products.)

So we have the good life or just theod as the ultimatend of each person’s activities, and
this is what givesinity to the active life of a person. But still, it ivaryformal characteriza-
tion; one would like to know what the good lifdilee, i.e. what makes up a good life.

Well, Aristotle’s next information is that nearly everyone calls gloed lifeeudaimonia,
happiness But this is still ratheformal. Everybody calls the good liudaimonia- but
what exactly iudaimoni&

At this point begins thdissent And there is dissent jpractice as well as itheory. First of

all, one could question the Aristotelian thesid tha good or happiness is activity . For of
course, if happiness is characterized as the mavel@@ent of the partially ordered the set of
activities of a person, then happiness will itbelfan activity. But one could as well claim that
happiness wasstate something a person might be in rathassively

If happiness were a (passivaate of a person, not aactivity, then all our actions would be
performed for the sake of something else; no dgtoould then be its own end. And this is in
fact anoption that someheorists have taken. Those theorists are usually cdletbnists

and their thesis is that happiness is the stapéeasure (and of absence of pain).

As | said, there is dissent regarding the questidmat happiness consists in, and the dissent is
there intheory as well as irpractice. A Hedonist intheory says that happiness is pleasure,
and a hedonist ipractice leads his or her life as though happiness wetepjeasure.

The hedonistic conception of happiness is one btitree competing conceptions of happi-
ness that Aristotle distinguishes. Let’s glancalkthree of them.

So,first, there are those who strive to lead a life of yment or pleasure. They would say
thateudaimoniaor happiness is basically pleasure. This posisaralledhedonism

Then,second there are those who try to leagdlitical life, not just any political life, of
course, but a life ofirtue andhonor. They would say that happiness is basicalgellence
orvirtue (plusluck: you need the chance to be virtuous, e.g. you nemtky and friends in
order to play an important role for your city oucdry).

Third and last, there are those who think that a hapdyaagood life is gheoretical or a
contemplativelife. They would say that happiness is contemplgatenlightenment, illumina-
tion or what in Buddhism is callestori.

Three conceptions of happiness
pleasure (enjoyment)
excellence (virtue, honor)
contemplation (satori)

Aristotle’s own conception, very roughly speaking, is th@ttemplation would be the best
candidate for the role of happiness, if humans weds i.e. if they weren’t in need of eating,
drinking, sleeping and paying their bills. But Bggs are, humans cannot remain in the state
of contemplation (if they can reach it at all), baive to return to their daily businesses soon.
So, contemplation ibest but attainable only during short periods in tlred of human be-
ings.



21

Second bests a candidate for happiness is a go@attical and political life. Aristotle has

an interesting argument to show this. It is catleglergon argument. Ergonis the Greek

word forwork, job or proper function People and things have various jobs, functionzor
fessions. Take a shoemaker; a persorgisaal shoemaker (or good as a shoemaker), if he or
she makes solid and elegant shoes. Or take aacaitke aknife: a knife will be good, if it

cuts well.

Now, curiously enough, Aristotle asks: What is jible or proper function (thergon of hu-
man beings generally speaking? — That may seem to be a weieden silly question. There
is no such thing, you might say, as a general hunaction or job. Anybody may choose his
or her own favorite job, as they like.

But Aristotle gives two well-knowdefinitions of human beings. Man, he says in one of
them, is thedon logon echqrithe animal that haspeech In the other he says that man is the
z6on politikonthe animal that lives inolis, i.e. in a city or a state.

Aristotle defines man as the animal that (1) haesb, (2) lives in a polis (city, state).

The second definition says nothing about the préy®stion of man. What it says is that in
between thgenushuman beingnd thandividual human being we find as a mediating reali-
ty the polis (city or state) that an individual dxegs to. E.g.:

Individual person Socrates
species polis (city, state) Athens
genus biological species mankind

So ourbiological species and our social political species fall apart; and our biological spe-
cies coincides with our political genus.

But | mention that only in passing. What interastsis thdirst definition, because it gives a
kind of job description for human beings.

Biologically, we are living things, like plants aadimals. A living thing, according to Aristo-
tle, has aoul. All corporeal living things: plants, animals ameén, havevegetativeor nutri-

tive souls. The nutritive soul regulates the abelism of the living thing with its environ-

ment. In animals we find as another psychologicadiute thesensitiveor perceptive soul,

which is responsible for sensory perception. In &aorpeings, last but not least, there is a third
psychological module, thatellectual or rational soul, which is responsible for speech and
thought.

Three modules of the human soul:

(1) The nutritive soul: plants, animals, humans,
(2) the perceptive soul: animals, humans,
(3) the rational soul: humans.

The third module or part of the human soul is dpefor human beings. It is here, where we
must look for gproper function of man, if such there be. And Aristotle says thsrélan as
the animal that has speech and a rational panteo$adul is the administrator and caretaker of
speech and reasdngos A shoemaker igood (qua shoemaker), when he makes solid and
elegant shoes. A human beingg@d (qua human being), when he or salkes careof logos
(speech and reason) in an effective and succesaful

In Aristotle’s own words (EN | 7, 1098a, tr. by Martin Ostwalddianapolis 1962, p. 17f.):

The proper function of man, then, consists in dividig of the soul in conformity with
a rational principle or, at least, not withoutit.] we reach the conclusion that the
good of man [i.e. human happiness] is an activitthe [rational] soul in conformity
with excellence or virtue, and if there are sevendles, in conformity with the best



22

and most complete.

But we must add “in a complete life.” For one swalldoes not make a spring, nor
does one sunny day; similarly one day or a shio tloes not make a man blessed
and happy.

So if you actreasonablyas a citizen in yoypolis and if you do so not just once or twice, but
in acompletelife, then, according to Aristotle, you have a goodhcleaof being happy. Of
course you must bHecky too: You must have a good health, be sufficiengalthy, have
healthy and virtuous children etc. So there is gnalot you cannot do about your happiness,
but there is also a lot yazando.

(Interestingly enough, the German word “Glick” whitas the same Germanic root as the
English “luck” means botHuck andhappinesg

What, now, aboupleasure? Aristotle says (EN X 5, 1174b31-33, tr. Tereneerl, Indiana-
polis 1985, p. 276):

Pleasure completes the activity — not, howevethastate [dispositiomexid does,
by being present [in the activity], but as a sértansequent end, like the bloom on
youths.

Thus, pleasure is@nsequentend, anextra that follows upon a successful action. If some-
thing that you do, backed by reasomgasng smoothlyand isworking out, this will be part

of your happiness. (In fact, the German word farifigg smoothly” and “working out” is
“gelingen”, which has the same etymological root@kick”, i.e. happiness).

If Aristotle isright here, then it will not be a good ideastoive for pleasure Pleasure is not
a good candidate agdaect aim (or goal or end) of action. You should strigesuccess
(“Gelingen”) in what you are doing as a reasonalileen; then pleasure will follow naturally
and automaticallyHedonistserr in that they think that pleasure can be atthidirectly; but

if you really try to do so, you will probably wingp as an unhappy dragldict.

So, the important Aristotelian point abqaiéasureis that pleasure belongs essentially with
happiness, but only as a natural consequence Vdllolwvs on successful and happy action.

And what aboutontemplation? The important point aboabntemplation is that it is the
best and most intensive form of happiness: shiessednessbut that it won’t last in the lives
of human beings. od may be blessed all of his or her life; but a hurnaimg has to do the
daily humdrum work between the short moments oteoplation and blessedness, if such
there be at all.

What remains, then, regarding happiness, for a humeag ispractical happiness the hap-
piness of a virtuous and successful citizen irtla and successful polis.

That is the position of Aristotle. Nowalgreewith much of what he has to say about a good
and happy lifeexceptthat | think that he is tearing practical happgasd contemplation too
far apart. While acting successfully as a citizen of ourigpale may at the same tingen-
template our own way of acting, and we may contemplate kmbedded in the whole of
reality and the whole of history — and be happgwen blessed.

Neitherpleasurenorsuccessior contemplation, considered in isolation respectively, is hap-
piness or blessedness, much the same as nedittespondencenor assertability norun-
concealment considered in isolation, is truth. But just aghrhas a realistic, a pragmatic and
a phenomenal aspect, so happiness has a hedpnagteal and a contemplative aspect.

This then is my thesi®asedupon insights of Aristotle, but eventually turnadainsthim:
We need not choose betwgarasure excellenceandcontemplation, but we should try to
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integrate them into one single form of a good aappy human life. For pleasure, excellence
and contemplation are the three esseasgkctsof the good for human beings, the three es-
sential aspects of hum&appiness

As regardsexcellenceandpleasure Aristotle himself says much the same thing: Rleass
not an end in its own right, but thhmmanent consequencef excellence and success. |
would only like to add that something analogousus of excellence and contemplation:
Contemplation is not something you can strive foeatly, but it will follow upon true ex-
cellence. If you act truly virtuously, then somethiike “contemplation” (or satori or how-
ever you want to call it) will ensue.

This will become more conspicuous, if we now twnhtecorrelations betweerhappiness
truth andtime that | anticipated in our first seminar sessioet e repeat the correlations,
first of the aspect of happiness and the aspedtsitbr:

(1) Pleasure (hedonic aspect of h.) — realistjefdlve aspect of truth and being

(2) Excellence, success, virtue (practical asptht) — pragmatic/teleological
aspect of truth and being

(3) Contemplation (theoretical aspect of h.) —q@menal aspect of truth and
being

If we then put in the modes of time as well, wed gét the following rows of coordinated
aspects of happiness, truth/being &ne:

Happiness truth and being time
(1) Pleasure objective reality past
(2) Excellence warranted assertability future
(3) Contemplation phenomenal openness present

(1) Pleasureis always something that has already been follgwinon some successful ac-
tion which lies in the past or at least beginsettede into the past. And it comes (or doesn’t
come) whether you want it or not.

(2) Excellenceandsuccesss something you can work for and train for. And®ess in our
daily game of giving and asking for reasons (thegaf knowledge and truth) vgarranted
assertability. This is something you can strive for, somethirgolv you may realize in the
future, if you try hard enough.

(3) What is contemplated must be pres@aintemplation is thus accomplished in tipees-
ent. And so is phenomenal openness of things. — Vipaesentcan be perceived; what is
past can be remembered; whafugure can be expected or planned.

So, I would like to say that the full phenomenorhappiness (like the full phenomena of
truth and of time) hathree essential aspectsone of which must be missing, if happiness is
to be actualized.

The interconnection dfappinessandtime is very instructive for the diagsis of the human
situation. In our first seminar session | introdiiddcTaggart’s distinction between the A-
series and the B-series of episodes and went givécan array of four possible conceptions
of time:

(1) pure, non-linear, non-successiime,
(2) time as the linear, successAscaleof episodes,



24

(3) time as the linear, successBescaleof episodes,
(4) time as the linear, symmetricaiscaleof episodes, i.e. the physical parameter

So, at one end of the array we hauee A-time: the three temporal modes which we must
try to understand in light of theespects of truth and being And at the opposite end of the
array we havdinear time or time as th€-scaleof events or time as tlparametert of
physics. From theneend we get the modes of time and time’s intereghametry, from the
other end we get the line onto which to project the nsoafetime in their internal asymmetry.

In ourdaily conduct we operate with the intermediate conceptionsmétiwith time as the
A-scale and as the B-scale of episodes, but firdtfaremost with time as the A-scale. We
remember and sometimes regret what we did ip#st we plan and sometimes look for-
ward to what we will do in thuture, and we experience what we do riglotwv.

But now look what happens, when we tryptarsue happinesswith time as the A-scale in
view. The aspects of happiness then tend t@afalhderalongsiddimeline: Success, i.e. the
reaching of our ends, belongs with faeure, contemplation belongs with tipgesent and
pleasure belongs with thmast And future, present and past are separated femtn @ther on
the timeline.

But the timeline for each human beindirste in both directions, and we know it. What con-
cerns us most, of course, is that it is finiteha future, i.e. that we arsortal. This is so,
because our plans are directed towards the futarather should | say that the futureles

fined as that direction of time where our plans poinflioat we are temporally finite in the
other direction as well, i.e. that we wérarn at some specific moment of time, is a kind of
finitude that is of little direct concern to ust ifiay be a matter afdirect concern, when e.g.
we deplore that we have already reached a ce@maiad thus have come already fairly close
to our future death).

Now if we live our lives under the guidance of threeline, then our success, i.e. the reaching
of our goals and ends, is always separated froas s®mething in the future, our pleasures
and pains relate us to our past successes andriursfe, and the present moment is contem-
plated as a transition stage and a means for vama¢€ next. So, we will always be unsatis-
fied, and this is how most people live most oftihee.

For most people most of the timige is avicious progressof means and ends, where the
ends always belong to a (more or less) distantéuta the timeline, while their present act-
ing, living, experiencing is only a means for sosneh future end. The progreswisious,
because there is riixed point ever to be reached,; it is vicious, yes, but — @ashould |
say: luckily?) — by no means infinite, for someefitlay the progress will stop as a matter of
brute fact; it will betruncated — not accomplished or fulfilled — ldeath. But then, as the
ultimate end has always been outside the vicioagrpss, in the future, such a life will have
beenin vain, pointless, purposeless — in a quite literal sense

If, on the other hand, we live our lives under gugdance opure A-time, then things are
different. In pure A-time the three modes of timpast, present and future — are not separated
along the timeline, but permeate each other in Meadeggercalls theAugenblick literally:
theblink of an eyeBut let us advance step by step.

PureA-time is what Heidegger callgrspriingliche Zeitlichkejtwhich translates into English
as ‘original temporality . Original temporality is conceived bay Heideggsrthe non-suc-
cessive, non-lineantegral whole of originalpast, originalpresentand originafuture. (I
follow William Blattner on this point; see hideidegger’'s Temporal IdealisijiWhat are the
original versions of past, present and future? Vg oharacterize themegatively by saying
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that they are not parts of the timeline, that theynon-successive, non-linear. We may char-
acterize thenpositively by (more or lessgquating them with the aspects of truth and being.
This is in a nutshell what Heidegger does in thesd section (“Dasein and Temporality”, 88
45ff.) of Sein und Zeit, where he wants to substantiate his thesis tmat @eit) is thesense

of being (Sinn von Seinand reinterpret the results of the first sec{idme Prelimary Fun-
damental Analysis of Dasein”, 88 9-44) temporallgis may sound, as if time wasore
primordial than being, and maybe Heidegger (by the tim&imwie and Beingin fact thought

it was. But | would rather say that truth/being ainte areequiprimordial .

So, let us then put down the respective equations:

Original past =objectivity (objective aspect of being) = realistic aspedtuath
original present phenomenality (phenom. aspect of being) = phenom. aspect of t.
original future =teleology(teleol. aspect of being) = normative/pragmaticta.

We could as well add the aspectsobjectivity: feeling (of pleasure and painjpgnition
andwill. In Heidegger we find them in slightly differentiges: as the three aspects cdr&’
(Sorgs, i.e. the being obasein(human corporeal subjectivity). These aspectyraang to
Heidegger, aréacticity, existentiality andbeing fallen (Verfallenhei} and their (if the word
be allowed in Heideggerian context) “epistemololjicarrelates:affectivity (Befindlichkeiy,
understanding (Verstehepandfalling (Verfallen).

In theirtemporal reinterpretation these aspects of care (subjectivity) are againingtelse
but original past, present and future, now seem fifte side of corporeal subjectivity, Dasein.

But let us return toriginal temporality (i.e. the integral texture of original past, presand
future), insofar as it is the sense of being,the.texture of objectivity, phenomenality and
teleology. As such it is to be conceiviadependently of time qua C-scale. i.e. independently
of thetimeline. How then do wencounteroriginal temporality? Don’t we have to live our
lives along the timeline? So, haweuldwe ever encounter such a thing as non-successive,
non-linear A-time (i.e. original temporality)?

It is at this moment that “the moment” comes inaw| should rather say with Heidegger, the
“eyeblink”, “glance of an eye’Augenblick The eyeblinks the present moment, but not as a
point on the timeline separating the past parheftimeline from the future part of the time-
line, but rather as little “while” (Weile), a little asymmetrical while which like opportunity

is hairy in front, but bald after (so that it hadse grasped while it is approaching).

The eyeblink then is theriginal presence as it can be encountered along the timeline m ou
daily lives, but as an internally rich and templyrasymmetric structure that represents with-
in itself the original past and the original futae well.

| don’t want to enter into the problems of HeideggreegesisSuffice it to say then that the
human condition, shaped bphappinessbecause of theicious progressof means and

ends, may be transformed to the better, iftitneline loosens (or altogether loses) its grip on
us and we come under the guidancew® A-time or original temporality. For then, past,
present and future come together in the “eyeblinltiich hence becomes its own end, i.e. an
end in itself (or self purposg.

Of course, life in its outward activities goes anitaalways used to: you do this now in order
that you may do that tomorrow etc., along the tineelBut apart from that, under the guid-
ance of pure A-time you start doing things in dettént way: You now do whatever you do
not only for the sake of something else and of sbme later, but alsfor its own sake as a
way of living a good and happy life. Tipeasurethat follows upon this kind of overadlic-
cessand excellence in living might be called {bg of being, and thecontemplation that
ensues, theontemplation of being But philosophy cannot prove that it is a rea biption.
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4. Time and Freedom: A Libertarian Theory of Time’s Arrow (March 23, 2012)

Time’s arrow cannot be accounted for in physicalatty. | will try to show that human free-
dom (and, maybe, its antecedent pre-forms in tb&ugen of species) is what implements the
asymmetrical structure of truth (correspondencegeasbility, unhiddenness) and of time
(past, present, future) in what may, by courtesy.®fE McTaggart, be called the C-series of
time, i.e. a temporal array of episodes withoueinal directedness or asymmetry — thereby
creating time’s arrow. This requires a second ordempatibilist (or metacompatibilist) the-
ory of (i) determinism, (ii) libertarianism andijiitheir first order incompatibility, which is

not an easy thing to have. I will try to get themyertheless.

Today, we want to ask and answer tilve relatedquestions (1) how thearrow of time
comes into the world and (2) how Wweow a priori (a) that there is the arrow of time and (b)
in which direction it points.

The generahnswerto both questions will be that we have a priowkiedge of the arrow of
time, because we ourselves bring it into the wertdrough oufree actions Somewhat more
carefully, one could say that the arrow of timenade real byamong other thingour act-
ions and that we know it a priori because we kngwiari that we are free agents. But real-
istically we must add that the arrow of time conme the world already witmacro-objects
as such, not only with free agents in the full sefut it getgecognizable— and recogniza-
ble a priori — only with regard to our free actidhatreinforce it.

But let us for the momemtbstract awayfrom the general case of common macro-objects and
focus our attention specifically dree agentsand their activities. For the moment, i.e., let us
ponder thehesis

Because free agents have evolved in nature, timeasted asymmetrically from a
terminus a quo, called past, to eerminus ad quem, called future, i.e. it has a so-called
“arrow”.

And this is true, now that free agents exist, a¢toactively for the period of time, when

there were not yet any free agents, predactively for the period of time, when there will be
no free agents any longer. (This is true in a wesalse in any case, for the timeline as such
will have an arrow, if a part of it does; and ityrize true in a stronger sense as well, if there is
such a thing of retroactively influencing the past.

This thesis is theore of alibertarian theory of the arrow of time. The theory will be
shaped by three essential ingrediefitst, the threefold structure tfuth as the source of
our understanding a priori the asymmetric threeswtdcture of timesecondly thefree will

of an agent through which (s)he may transfer thecgire of truth asymmetrically to the time-
line, andthirdly an internal, essentieglation of the timeline to human subjectivity, a rela-
tion which is the condition of the possibility th@f free agents implement the structure of
truth as an asymmetry (as an “arrow”) in the timeland then (b) may a priori discern it.

ThelLibertarian Theory of the Arrow of Tin{&Freiheitstheorie des Zeitpfeils”, FTZ)
has three main ingredients:

(1) The threefold structure of truth,
(2) free will,
(3) an essential relation of timeline to subjedivi



27

The threefold structure &futh (correspondence, unconcealment, assertabilityYapic we
talked about in the previous seminar sessions.&oan start here right away with the 2nd
theoretical ingredient, viz. with free will or wifreedom of the will. We know already that
freedom of the will, like truth, time etc., hasdbhressential aspects, v@tonomy (of the
will), independenceof the causal nexus of nature, and freedom ofceh@hoicefor short). |
call these th@ractical, thecosmologicaland theelectoral aspects of freedom respectively.

According to thepractical aspect of freedom our will Butonomous self-legislating, and it
is obvious that the practical aspect of freedonttferautonomy of the will) corresponds to
the pragmatic aspect tluith , to the mental faculty of theill as such (i.e. to theolitional
aspect osubjectivity) and to the temporal mode foture. The autonomy of the will is what
orients our natural striving towards a new, mot®nal direction.

Theelectoral aspect of freedom, i.e. freedomabioice fits in the row: realistic aspect of
truth —feeling of pleasure and pain (i.affective aspect osubjectivity) —past In the bi-
polarity of pleasure and pain we find a marker seaor analogue of two ways in which our
past, our factual nature that has always already tdlodd of us, disposes us to proceed in-
stinctively and spontaneously: by aspiring to eefhg something, by performing an action or
not performing it, by a turn to the right or a tuonthe left on our way forward into the space
ahead and thereby into future. This spontaneos8native way of choosing is counteracted
by the electoral aspect of freedom.

For thecosmologicalaspect of freedom, independence from the nexoatofe, there would
then remain the serigghenomenalaspect of truth perception (i.e. thecognitive aspect of
subjectivity) —present This seems reasonable and appropriate enougiLidem perception
we are epistemically close to the things perceivach whose natural nexus we can detach
ourselves due to the cosmological aspect of freed@a consequence we can move toward
the future in a self-determined and autonomousimah instinctive and heteronomous way.
Thecosmologicalaspect thuselativizes our being with things (in epistemic proximity),dan

it is the aspect in virtue of which freedonminsompatible with naturaldeterminism.

Autonomy:  orients our natural pursuit of happsiesa reasonable direction.
Free choice: counteracts our natural, instinctohmices”.
Independence: relativizes our being with thingsraggdheir natural determinism.

To summarize, th&uture is originally understood from th@ragmatic aspect ofruth and,
through its mediation, is shaped by practical aspect ofreedom, the autonomy of the will.

Similarly, thepast, through the mediation of thiealistic aspect ofruth , is shaped by the
electoral aspect ofreedom, freedom of choice, into which we are “thrown” Reut our in-
tervention.

Thepresentis characterized via the phenomenal aspect df trythe cosmological aspect of
freedom, independence from the nexus of the natudair.

With these basic connectionstaith , freedom andtime in mind, we can now address the
guestion of how the free will is interrelated wittme and its internal structure and internal
asymmetry. But we shall stick to teecondof our three theoreticahgredients, freedom of
the will, for some time (to remind: the first onasvthe structure of truth, the third will be the
essential and internal relation of the timeline anbjectivity).

Only thecurrent time (or present time) can perceived other times must baferred in-

ductively by material inferences (“there is thunder it must just have flashed”, “lightning
strikes, so it will thunder immediately” etc.). dmir inductive reasoning along the timeline,
however, weassumethat the different times determine each other @ltog to natural laws,
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as regards the episodes that “fill” them. Eachestthe world hangs together with any other
— past or future — state of the world accordingttict laws of nature.

This, by the way, is one of tliksanalogiesof time and space. Time, in contradistinction to
the dimensions of space, is axis of nomological determinationfor the cosmic process.
But this strict temporal determinism according &umnal law, which stands in the way of the
cosmological aspect of freedom, does not yet addouthe arrow of time, because earlier
periods are determined by later as well as latexdvlfer. So, there is a total temposgin-
metry of determination here, which is typical of fundanrta physical theory, i.e. quantum
mechanics.

But then determinism according to natural law |lsathe questiomnanswered how it is
possible to distinguish the future from the pasisTdistinction, since we make it a priori,
must have to do with ourselves and our self-knoggeal priori, and with ourselves insofar as
we raise truth claims, i.e. insofar as we are spiesalPart of thanswerlies in the concept of
truth itself: In terms of thpragmatic aspect of truth we understand a priori what it msea

be future, in terms of thehenomenalaspect what it means to be present and in terriseof
realistic aspect what it means to be past. Still, thoséndisdns also need to be implemented
on the timeline; the she@-seriesof time gives us no hint, which moment is pregigbke
present one and what direction is the future, wiiratction the past.

Thefact of truth came into the world with the likes of us, with qunylogentic acquisition

of language Therefore the implementation of the structurérath and of the arrow of time

in the timeline will have to do with rational begignd with speech. What is characteristic of
speaking animals in theimteraction with the world is that their will is articulatembncept-

ually, that they can plan and choose rationally, intstihat they possess freedom of the will.
Consequently, time’s arrow will be internally redtto our free will, and it is now our task to
find out in what specific way it is thus relatedh¥f about our free will is responsible for the
future being open and subject to plans and foptst being determined and subject to memo-
ries?

The first thing to be noted in this connectionhiattnaturableterminism is aconditional de-
terminism, because the laws of nature have comditifmrm:

If the world is in state at timet,, it is in states’ at timet,.

On the other hand, the natural laws sirect, i.e. they don't allow for exceptions. If freedom
is real, on the other hand, we must acknowledge a cartdependenceof our will from
natural episodes because of the cosmological asp&etedom. But that independence must
not restrain the strict nomological nexus of ndtemsodes.

Neverthelesggapsin the world’s determinateness might still be fdum theboundary con-
ditions or in the initial conditions of theosmic processA boundary condition for the natur-
al nomological nexus is any given world state e¢dain time, and thiaitial condition

would be the first world state in the cosmic senes the world state at time 0, if such there
be. If we are looking for gaps in determinacy, tinencan lookeither in thelawsor in the
world states— laws or states, tertium non datur in the wagireddeterminacy. But there are
no gaps in the laws, as those are strict (if onlyditional) — quantum mechanical niceties
apart. So will will have to find the gaps of detémacy in the world states.

Freedom thus will be real only, if there are objexindeterminacies in the states of the
world, gaps in being — veridical being — itsel, iontic gaps that will take the form of truth
value gaps at the linguistic level:

Ontic gaps in the world — truth value gaps in laagg!
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However, according to the logical principlelm¥alence statements (or propositions) are
always either true or fals€lassical logicthus seems to stand in the way of abandoning biva-
lence and acknowledging freedom. But there is aowaylf we declare ontic gaps (and thus
truth value gaps) to hendetectablein principle, then bivalence may obtain and nevaldss
there may be the gaps of the kind that freedomiresju

For if truth value gaps are in principl@detectable we can always counter with a “try har-
der”, if someone claims that they have detectedrdit gap. For all we know, the alleged
ontic gap might be aepistemicgap only, to be filled and closed by further irgegion.

So we should claim that there are ontic gaps wbainot be closed by theoretical investiga-
tion, but at best by practical activities, but tha&t can never be sure which gaps those are. As
long as there are no free agents in the worldottie gaps will be transferred from one world
state to the other according to natural laws. Tthesamount of ontic indeterminacy will re-
main constant in both temporal directions (as lasghere are no free agents, at any rate).

Let merepeat some of the main points. We were about to prasemian freedom of the will
as the circumstance that is responsible for thenasstry (or the “arrow”) of time.

Because of itsosmologicalaspect freedom iscompatible with a thoroughgoing natural
determinism. But natural determinism involwve® elementsfirst, the laws of nature, and
secondlythe boundary conditions or (in the last analyig)initial conditions of the world
process. The laws of nature are of conditional faefating world states to each other along
the timeline (as the axis of determination) in bi@mporal directions.

The laws are strict; they don’t allow for excepsoif freedom is to be real then, there must
be a certaimndependenceof the will from natural process; but this indegence must not
restrain or impair the strict conditional nexushature.

So, if we are looking fogapsin the determinacy of the natural process, we roast at the
boundary (or initial) conditions, i.e. at the world states. Laws or world statéisat's all we
have got as possible sources of indeterminachetietis naoom for freedom in nomologi-
cal gaps (because there are none), there musbbefor freedom in ontic gaps of the world
states. Freedom then will be real, only if theeedadjective indeterminacies, gaps in veridical
being (in being the case) that take the forntrath value gapsat the level of speaking and
thinking.

But classical logic is based on the principldnfalence Statements are either true or false.
Therefore, in order not to tinker with classicalim we must keep bivalence asegulative
principle: “Whenever you hit upon a statement, whose tratfalsity you cannot prove, try
harder!” — On the other hand, we have to abandesldice as aonsitutive principle and
acknowledge instead that the real contains onfis galbeit undetectable ones (gaps not to be
detected theoretically, but to be filled practigalh free actions).

Now back towork again! | was talking of three theoretitagredients of our libertarian the-
ory of time’s arrow (FTZ): the structure of trutnge will, and the internal relation of the
timeline to human subjectivity. We are presentliabering thesecondingredient: free will.
Now let’s try to introduce freedom of the will three stepsand in such a way that the con-
ditions of the possibility of time’s arrow will bgradually fulfilled. The first two of those
steps will have to do with the second ingredierggfwill); the third step will lead from the
second to the third ingredient (from free will keetessential connection of timeline and sub-
jectivity).
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As afirst step, let us assume that at every moment at whicheadgent exists a free action
may be performed by which a gap in being (an aguie) is filled and closed and the object-
ive indeterminacy of the world diminished. With eye onPlato’s creational myth in the
Timaios, one could say that themiurge (i.e. the divine world artisan) has doneghell
construction and brickwork of the world but hag Edme of thgpaintwork to the worldly
subjects. Thus, the worldly agents round out thddvoom the inside und thereby increase
the cosmic determinacy by their free actions. Tioeeg the determinacy of the world in-
creases along the timeline in one direction (ther&), as long as free agents exist in the
world.

First step (within the 2nd theory-ingredient): fiagents fill ontic gaps by their ac-
tions, thus increasing the amount of determinagphefworld over time.

But this is onlyone side of adouble viewof time and its arrow. For, according to natur d
terminism, each new cosmic degree of determinatiypvapagate itself along the timeline
symmetrically in both directions. That means tivagach free act, the world’s timeline as a
whole and in fact the world as a whole, includitgpast, will be slightly changed into a
timeline and a world of somewhat greater determyjn@lhis is so, because we are not al-
lowed to smuggle in the arrow of time, we are tgyfa account for, and then act as if a new
degree of determinacy would be inherited only ie temporal direction, the future.)

We see here the need for and necessitytwbadimensional viewof one-dimensional time, a
need for dual bookkeeping of time, so to speak. thedntroduction of this dual view is the
second stepn our theory-building by three steps.

The necessity of a double view of time can be shiomapendently by reflecting on the A-
series of episodes and on the phenomenon of tbalkmflow of time. Time flows, time
passes, time goes by — the moment prasantwill be past in a second, and the moment pre-
sent then will be past in another second etc. imfamte progress of the moments of time. So,
time itself changes over timgbecause at every moment a different moment iprdxsent

one. This already necessitates a two-dimensioeal of time: Time is (a) the measure of
change, and time (b) itself changes accordingstown measure.

Of course, this is only true of time as thescaleof episodes; but time as A-scaleesl
time; while time as the B-scale, let alone the C-saalenly a truncated, abstract version of
real, concrete, worldly time.

We now see thdioth phenomena, the flow of time and the arrow of titmae’s movement
and time’s asymmetry, call fordouble or two-dimensional view of (one-dimensional) time.
A one-dimensional view will not do in either case.

For this reason, theories that consider time onirdimensionally cannot account for the
phenomenon of time’s flow. Olibertarian theory of the arrow of time, on the other hand,
can meet this requirement in passing.

Let us then, according to our two-dimensional vidacomposean thought the phenomenon
of one-dimensional time into what may be calledtiime of nature and thetime of action,
and let us do it in such a way that the determirddiie whole of time of nature (and the
whole natural world) may increase in the time dfaacdue to free actions.

2nd step: Time is to be considered in two dimerssias time of action and of nature.
[Diagram: Coordinate axes with time of nature (Xsgand time of action (y-axis)]

Over time, time itself ichanging viz. the whole timeline or the whole world proses-
cluding the past and the future. If I now fill apgaf determinacy, | make sure that from now
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on the proposition will obtain that that gap hada}s beeriilled, ever since the world began,
and that its being filled now had sufficient nongital conditions in former world states.

Consider any free action that is happening at &icetime, say for simplicity just at the be-
ginning of 2012 GMT. At exactlynidnight, someone may have freely firedir@cracker.
Since the firing was done freely, by the end of R@Ivas stillundetermined, whether the
firing would occur or not. The world before 2012ren ontic gap in this respect, and indeed
the whole former world (at the end of 2011), in@hgplits former past and its former future,
i.e. including its whole line of time of nature.

By the firing of the firecracker that gap has bekrsedonce and for all times The world
and its natural time since 2012, considered asaeymcluding past and future, is other than
the world or the time before 2012.

So there is a sense in which one can say that ewdald and all of its natural time lgst
with every free action, though usually it is lastan unspectacular way, in favor of an only
slightly more definite world and time.

Determinism of nature is maintained in that theoretical mdeejn the world and time since
New Year's Day 2012 by the free action of firingtthirecracker all is noyosited that might
have been missing still of the sufficient causaldibons of the firing before the end of 2011.
A free action, then, by being carried ocdancelsitself asa free action and becomes part of
nature. The action, so to speedtroactively posits itself as a necessary episode according to
natural laws, becauser#troactively determines the initial conditions of the new watld

brings about and the new time of the world in saehay that this very action itself must now
have happened with natural necessity. @uuble temporalbookkeepingtherefore allows us

to understand how the successive times (i.e. tiras)iof nature and how the successive
worlds may follow each other in the time of action.

Unfortunately, the outlined conception is asipsufficient to make the arrow of time fully
intelligible. True, the amount of determinacy oé thatural timelines increases asymmetrically
in the time of action; but we do not yet fully umsiand why it does. The situation resembles
the case oéntropy (i.e., very roughly, the measure of disorder) whimcreases over time ac-
cording to the second law of thermodynamics. Plsys&mnot explain why it increases rather
in one temporal direction than the other. If a hilglyree of entropy is more probable than a
low degree of entropy and if the degree of entriggyresently low for contingent reasons,
entropy should increase towards the past as wédlveards the future.

We must therefore — and this will be dhird step — relate the asymmetry of time more
closely still to subjectivity and truth. Let us rember that we owe our rich understanding of
the modes ofime to our understanding of the aspectsroth . Truth and veridical being are
structured internally, and pure A-time follows suit

The structure of veridical being and of A-time veas first theoretical ingredient. That struc-
ture, then, had to be implemented step by stefh(ee steps) in the timeline as a fundamental
asymmetry by human freedom of the will, which was secondtheoretical ingredient. Two
steps we have already done, and we are now fadbdiva problem that the determinacy of
the timeline increases in one direction, quitet aaould be, but in such a way that the whole
of time thereby gets more determinate. (Along thaxis, i.e. in each time of nature, sym-
metry of determinacy is still reigning.)

Quantitatively speaking, therefore, the amount of determinadh®future at any given time
is the same as the amount of determinacy of thie ibathen, the future in the A-series seems
openand the past seerdstermined, the cause of this phenomenon must go baclqteah-
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tative difference between the determinacy of the futme the determinacy of the past. And
we know already how that must be working: the ogssrof the future and the fixity of the
past emerge from the pragmatic aspect and thestieadspect of truth respectively.

Ourthird andfinal step in the development of the libertarian thesdrifme’s arrow must
therefore be the followinthesis The gaps of determinacy in theure of a given time of
nature, e.g. our present time of nature, are (spgaosely) in their “sum”, i.equantitative-
ly, equal to the gaps of determinacy in the past, but rédlgid#ferent in quality .

3rd step (leading from the second to third theogrédient):
In any timeline of nature, the gaps of determinaicthe future are quantitatively equal
to the gaps of determinacy of the past, but qualély different.

(To speak of @uantum here, however, tends to bevial , because what we have is in any
case an infinite, inexhaustible “quantum” of orgaps; for reality is not completely determin-
able, so there will always be ontic gaps. Our fabesefore lies rather on qualitative differ-
ence than on quantitative identity of past andriutyaps of determinacy.)

In order to justify this theory and to understahnd tjualitative difference between the two
varieties of gaps of determinacy, we need tsre theory-ingredient an internal, essential
relation of the timeline as such and human subjggtiThe timeline must so to speak already
beprepared for human freedom, so that we can engage inetyfrand “posit” (make expli-

cit) its latent asymmetry so that it then may bewn a priori.

Let's start with a side view on a physical thearlgich also assumes objective indetermina-
cies, although for other purposes and other reasangjuantum physics

In a famous thought experimdatwin Schrodinger locked a cat in a box together with a
radioactive atom and a poisonous substance inaugy that at the decay of the atom, the
toxin would be released and the cat would die.

The atom as a micro-objectdgectly governed by the laws guantum physics according

to which there is a certain probability that thematwill have decayed after such and such
time. Therefore, after a certain while, seen framroacroscopicpoint of view, there are two
possibilities: Either the atom has decayed anat#hés dead, or the atom has not decayed and
the cat is still alive. But according to quantunysibs things are different. As long as no one
makes a measurement, i.e. looks into the box, thidéree an overlay osuperposition of

both possibilities. For, according to quantum pbysit is in fact indeterminate, whether the
atom has decayed, until someone opens the boxakad & look. Thanks to tlaenplification
mechanismthat couples the nuclear decay to the activatidhepoisonous substance it
should therefore be as well indeterminate whetheicat is alive or dead. As long as no one
looks (i.e. makes a measurement), there is a sopiéign of both possibilities, and the cat is
neither dead nor alive or both dead and aliveestme time (potentially both and actually
neither, one could say with Aristotle).

Quantum theoretical indeterminacy and superpositere nothing to do witireedom. Ac-
cording to the so-callegdave function, there is a certain probability that the cat ljvasd a
certain probability that it is dead, and the suntheke probabilities is 1. This is the fact of the
matter, all of it, all of the objective reality altdhe question, whether the cat is dead or alive,
as long as no one looks. But as soon as someomne tpebox, the wave functiondllapses$

(as they say), and reality is now determined eftveey: either (and hopefully) the cat lives, or
it is dead (regrettably). From our macroscopic pofrview, of course, the cat is already dead
or still alive, even when no one has looked.
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Quantum physics acknowledges uncertainties andgogiéons in thanicroscopicrealm.

But in Schrodinger’s box they would artificially laenplified to form amacroscopicindeter-
minacy and superposition. Thispgaradoxical, but not our problem; it is rather a problem for
guantum physicists.

Quiteanalogously we are now assuming something thatasa paradoxat all: that the
presence, as experienced by a person, purely hsssan amplification mechanism that trans-
forms microscopic gaps of determinacy of fast into macroscopic gaps of determinacy of
thefuture.

Microscopic ontic gaps in the past macroscopic ontic gaps in the future.
Quantum of indeterminacy is constant.

That means that the gaps of determinacy irpdst have microscopic form, although they are
not of the kind of quantum indeterminacies, butcexcribable with the tools of physics alto-
gether.

The gaps of determinacy in the&ure, however, have macroscopic form. Of the futureus
what is paradoxical in the case of the presert@iphst: that the cat is in a superposition state
between life and death. This superposition stategses and turns into a well determined
state (whether of life or of death, in the cas&difirédinger’s cat) at the moment, when it be-
comes present. The presence experienced by peagllding along the line of time like a
zipper, pushing together the open future and leavinghifd as the past.

So, the future is open, a branching of alternatnaeroscopic possibilities, which overlap
each other, until they are decided one way or @ndiip free agents and the results are saved
in the past, which has only microscopic and balyicaidiscoverable gaps of determinacy.
Thequalitative difference between future and past along the timeline thusists in the fact
that we can influence the future in an obvious paretlictable way, by closingacroscopic
gaps of determinacy, while we can influence the paky in a non-specific, unplannable and
unstructured way, by filling unknown microscopiggaf determinacy without intention to

do so.

One could ponder the question, finally, if not ofrigesubjects but also on behalf of them
and so to speak vicariously, amacro-objectswhatever could already perform the function
of filling ontic gaps along the timeline.

For macro-objects are not mexggregates- mere mereological sums — of micro-objects, but
categorically distinct from these and related esaiyto human subjectivity already by vir-
tue of their phenomenal properties. Ultimatelyréfhere, the determining of the immediate
future is grounded in secondkind of causality over and above natural causality, viz. in the
causality of freedom, i.e. in agent causality. Big an empirical question or perhaps a ques-
tion of definition, where agent causality enters sicene in the long process of cosmic evolu-
tion.

Time goes by and gets lost, as ramifications oftiere constantly disappear and with them
ranges of freedom. Consequently, time changesresgoes by. Time itself is different today
than it was in 1960 or in 1910. It's not only th@sedes that fill time which are different. The
libertarian theory of the arrow of time leavestittet. It is a theory on the standpoint of
finitude. However, should there be a rediscovery of lasetie.g. in the way described by
Marcel Proust in his famous novel “A la recherchaemps perdu”, then the standpoint of
infinitude would be concrete and actual and our theory wbale to be rethought and per-
haps amended.



