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LIFE AND THE ARROW OF TIME: SOME POINTS OF CONGRUENE
BETWEEN PLOTINUS’ AND PRIGOGINE’S THEORIES OF TIME

Space and time represent the two basic parameharscteristic of our
experience of the physical world. Yet, despite taet that they seem to
present to us with a certain phenomenal immedidoey yespective natures of
these parameters and their relation to one anaheot evident. They have,
consequently, been subject to intense study bothhén philosophy and
physics. Furthermore, the particularly delicateureaf time in particular has
encouraged some to attempt to understand timermstef space or the
movements which take place in space. Such attematie both in Antiquity
and in our day have, however, provoked reactioos fthinkers who regard
such enterprises as a failure to understand tHgeyre&time. The preceding
sketch outlines the basic structure of certain rowetsies which divide and
have divided thinkers both in philosophy and in $by. In the following we
will attempt to put into relation with one anotheertain moments of the
treatments of the above outlined controversy asmg manifested in what are
often studied as discrete disciplines.

In Greek antiquity the distinction between philplser and physicist was,
of course, not practiced as it is in our day. Fdafzthers were quite pre-
occupied with questions of cosmology which havessithrough a long series
of developments been assimilated to the domairhgsipists. If philosophers
tend now to leave cosmology to the physicists, thaye certainly not
abandoned the pursuit of a better understandirigngf. Indeed, some of the
philosophical classics of the 2@entury thematize time with particular assid-
uity. Yet, if both philosophers and physicists preoccupied with attempts to
better grasp the nature of time, they are curiousty generally in dialogue
with one another. In fact, some thinkers implicatedwvork on time have
lamented the absence of communication betweemahelisciplinary areas.

llya Prigogine (1917-2003) is precisely such aifeg In fact, throughout
his career he endeavored to create a physicalytdach could do justice to
human experience. The Russian born Belgian cheanidtphysicist wrote,
[tlhe dream of my youth was to contribute to the ceiton of science and
philosophy by resolving the enigma of time. Nondguwim physics show that

Y The paper was presented at the International §oftie Neoplatonic Studies Conference, June 17-20,
2010 in Miraflores.
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this in entirely possible His main concern was that theories of time in
contemporary physics — from Newtonian physics targum mechanics and
theories of relativity — treated time as reversifile do so is to treat time like
space in which, of course, movement is reversibteneglect our experience
of the irreversibility of time is, then, tepatializetime and fail to properly
grasp what time is in itself. Prigogine’s work feed precisely on showing
that there is such a thing asamow of time i.e. that time is directional.

While, as has been remarked, ancient Greek pipless worked inten-
sively on questions concerning cosmology, neo—platphilosophers are not
particularly well-known for their interest in phgal science. On the contrary,
most appreciations of their contribution to philpksg tend to focus on their
subtle accounts of subjective experience and teborate metaphysics. This
might reflect a certain truth of neo—platonic pedphy — for perhaps they are
in some sense the most philosophical of the Ancerdgek philosophers.
Nevertheless, thinkers such as Plotinus do in lfiaste much to say about
guestions of cosmology and about time in particlléhatever the case may
be, Plotinus’ account of time is a rich philosophione and is motivated by
some of the concerns that seem to have motivatieggddne in his studies.
That is, Plotinus is concerned that certain accwfttime put forward by
other Ancient Greek philosophers may indeed rediiioe to a kind of
epiphenomenon of physical motion, which would antpwmce again, to a
spatialization of time, if we can permit ourseltesuse Prigogine’s language
when discussing Plotinus’ thought.

In the following | will very briefly outline somef the most relevant
elements of both Prigogine’s and Plotinus’ theodésime. | then search for
parallels between key elements or concepts in Bingés and Plotinus’
theories. My hope is that while discovering compiraelements — these, of
course, usually do not represent exact coincidercesme light might fall
upon important structures which might otherwise bet apparent. This
method is not easy to exploit and the nature ofstgrificance of the results
that it produces are not as obvious as are thdtsestistudies employing
certain other methods. Yet such a methodology,inkthwill lead us to
interesting and important results to which othethods cannot.

Prigogine

As | have already remarked, Prigogine was motivatelis work by a
desire to reconcile physics and philosophy wittatieh to the question of
time. His work focused on proving that time was rexersible. Furthermore,
he was convinced that time was not simply a matter human point of view
in the universe. And, hence, he had little patief@e anthropomorphic
interpretations of phenomena of timérigogine attempted to demonstrate

1. Prigogine The End of Certainty. Time. Chaos, and the New lafature The Free Press, New York
1997, p. 72. In my treatment of Prigogine’s thoughthis paper | refer exclusively to this hitie End of
Certainty, since it represents the most up to date and seraicount of his work in English accessible to a
general readership. The English edition, prepanedPtigogine himself, is based on the original Frenc
Prigogine La Fin des CertitudesEditions Odile Jacob, Paris 1996.

2 See I. Prigogin€The End of Certainty. , p. 105.
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how certain phenomena already well-known in theynacdics should be
understood as more general properties of the weverhe second law of
thermodynamics which states that the entropy abalated system increases
over time, both implies and requires that time Weational. The Nobel Prize
winning chemist and physicist devoted his energ@e<reating theoretical
tools appropriate to understanding the fundamemtgberty of the universe —
i.e. time — related to but going beyond the sedandof thermodynamics. He
asserted that varieties of physical theories whrehultimately concerned with
individual trajectories — such as Newtonian physgsantum mechanics and
relativity — fail to get to the truth of certaing@imomena which are not manifest
at the level of the movement of individual partsleRather, we should,
according to Prigogine, direct our attention to macopic structures available
only to statistical analysis. He writes:

In short, instability at the level of trajectorié=ads to

stability at the level of statistical descriptiohs] the

unexpected feature is that it also allows new smhst

that are applicableonly to statistical ensembles, and

not to individual trajectories. The equivalence -bet

ween the individual point of view and the statadtic

description is broken. It is, hence, possible teaspof

Laws of Chaos

So then Prigogine focused his research on whatdtled dissipative
structures —spatiotemporal structures that appear in far—fromugibrium
conditiond — which cannot exist without an arrow of time. Hiigerest in
complexity and self-organization suggest that he mativated by the desire
to find a place fotife in physical theories of time without simply intrazog
anthropomorphic principles. He speaks, for exampleout [the choice
between solutions appearing at a bifurcation poirdetermined by
probabilistic laws. Far—from—equilibrium self-orgaation leads to increased
complexity?

Prigogine thought that his discoveries concerriinge are immediately
relevant to a number of cosmological and philoscghguestions, including
notably questions concerning 1) fundamental strestwf metaphysics, 2)
freedom and determinacy, and 3) the origin of thigarse.

Plotinus

Plotinus begins his account of timekmneadlll 7 (45) by distinguishing
eternity from time. Indeed, the very first word tbfs treatise iternity (ton
aibna). And chapters 2—6 (out of 13, i.e. precisely lodlfvhat follows upon
the introductory chapter) of this treatise will tfevoted to an investigation of
eternity. Thus, it becomes immediately clear thatoading to Plotinus, time
cannot be understood without reference to eterRigtinus does admit that it

1 1. Prigogine The End of Certainty. , p. 87.
2. Prigogine The End of Certainty. , p. 202 and p. 73.
% . Prigogine,The End of Certainty. , p. 205.
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would be possible to conduct an investigation ofietiand eternity by
beginning with time (in fact, with an image of etiy). Nevertheless, one
cannot, in Plotinus’ view, conduct an investigatmftime without reference
to eternity. We might, then, refer to his accourtirae asdialectical

In chapter 3 Plotinus details how eternity putergthing together in the
now. He explains that eternity is

[...] only life, compressing the otherness, in these
intelligible realities, and seeing the unceasingnes
and self—identity of their activity, and that itngver
other and is not a thinking or life that goes frome
thing to another but is always selfsame withoueext
sion, or interval; seeing all this one sees et@rit
seeing a life that abides in the same, and alwaags h
the all present to it, not now this, and then agiat,

but all things at once, and not now some thingsl an
then again others, but a partless completion, as if
they were all together in a point, and had not yet
begun to go out and flow into lines; it is someghin
which abides in the same in itself and does not
change at all but is always in the present, because
nothing of it has passed away, not again is there
anything to come into being, but that which ittiss.!

Plotinus’ elaborates on this notion of eternitfereng to it as a partless
completion telos emeréd. He insists that it does not flowypote eis rhusin
proiontdn)®. In fact, it is changeless, having neither pastfoture, a kind of
stretched ounow®. Eternity is characterized, then, Ipyesenceand being
Interestingly, Plotinus takes pain to point out ts@rnity is not a substrate but
that rather ishines out from the substrate itself in respeastlwdt is called its
samenesg..]°. Eternity is ultimately the life of Intellect, wheeIntellect is the
instance which comprehends multiplicity in the masified possible manner.

When turning to time in Chapter 7 Plotinus imméelia undertakes an
historical review of the positions of previous plsibphers on time. (This turn
is introduced rather enigmatically: Plotinus saysmtt had the Ancient
Philosophers said nothing about time, he could tgaight from eternity to
time. His use of the history of philosophy hereésy interesting. That is, he
is not looking for a starting point for his discisgsof time. Rather, he wishes
to find out if any of the accounts which of time ialin had already been put
forward could be compatible with the account ofreitg which Plotinus

! Plotinus,Enneadlll 7 (45), 3, 12-28, transl. A. H. Armstrong, iard University Press, Cambridge
(MA) 1967. All subsequent citations from the Enreadl be from this translation.

2|1 7 (45), 3, 19.
3111 7 (45), 3, 20.

4117 (45), 12, 3 and 3, 28. See also W. BeierasmPlotin: Uber Ewigkeit und Zeitlostermann, Frank-
furt 1995, p. 66.

5111 7 (45), 3, 24-25.
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himself had already developed in the first halfhaf treatise.) He divides these
accounts into three general groups:
[...] either time is movement, as it is called, or one
might say that it is what is moved, or something
belonging to movement, for to say that it is rest,
what is at rest, or something belonging to restuldo
be quite remote from our interior awareness of time
which is never in any way the sdme
He further subdivides these groups but we needmatto the details here.

Time will be understood by Plotinus as an imitatas the Eternity which
had so carefully investigated in the first partttod treatise. The unity of the
now of eternity is present but weakened at the levahefsoul, since at the
level of the soul theow is not able to remain the same. He explains this a
follows:

So would it be sense to say that time is the fifeoal

in a movement of passage from one way of life to
another? Yes, for if eternity is life at rest, uaning

and identical and already unbounded, and time must
exist as an image of eternity (in the same relatien
that in which this All stands to the intelligibld)A
then we must say that there is, instead of the life
There, another life having, in a way of speakirg t
same name as this power of the soul, and instead of
intelligible motion that there is the motion of arpof
Soul; and, instead of sameness and self-identidy an
abiding, that which does not abide in the same but
does one act after another, and, instead of thathvh

is one without distance or separation, an image of
unity, that which is one in continuiffo en sunecheia
her]; and instead of a complete unbounded whole, a
continuous unbounded succession, and instead of a
whole all together a whole which is, and alwayd wil
be, going to come into being part by pdid kata
merog.?

The vocabulary that Plotinus uses is structuredirad notions ofpart
(merog, interval (diastémg, and, once agaitife (z6§. Although as Plotinus
insists elsewhere, the souls is completely uniffedjing no real parts, its life
in contrast involves a partiality.

World—time and Soul-time are to be understoodlestical. For the same
time is both outside of us and in wn(hémin chrondd If Plotinus makes
time a psychological reality he does not therehyinish its cosmological
reality. For, according to Plotinus, all soul isepsuch that ultimately there is

17 45), 7, 18-22.
211l 7 (45), 11, 43-56.
3111 7 (45), 13, 66. Cf. W. BeierwalteBlotin: Uber Ewigkeit und Zeit. , p. 69.
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a coincidence of world—soul and individual soulet,Yin the end for Plotinus
time is to be overcome. In Werner Beierwaltes’ vgordcht indem sie dieses
verachtet, sondern indem sie es denkend auf semefligiblen Grund
zuriickfiihrt. And, as Pierre Hadot has pointed out, Anciene®@nd Roman
Philosophy, and Plotinus’ philosophy in particular,never a purely theor-
etical undertaking, but rather is always a mattepractice, and a practice
involving rather precise exercige®lotinus’ theory of time is no exception to
this principle. There is, then, an important pieadtiaspect belonging to
Plotinus’ theory of time, for Plotinian philosopkemwill undertake to
detemporalize their thinkirig

A Comparison: Seven points of Congruence
1) Space and Time

The kind of movement which Plotinus thinks that sieuld not under-
stand to be the basis of time corresponds roughlyné kinds of movement
that Prigogine understands to be at the basisefttalyses of the kinds of
physics that tend tespatialize time, that is, all physical theories whose
principle object of calculation is individual trajeries. In fact, we might even
be justified in speaking of a kind dfajectory ontologyat the heart of
contemporary physics, that is, a conception of dpeimich asserts that the
basic units of reality are trajectories.

Plotinus puts forward a conception of time acawgdio which unity and
the manner in which it is manifested at the levfesaul is the key to under-
standing the nature of time. That is, accordin@lttinus, what is essential to
time is not any particularly spatial movement arckof spacial movement but
the activity of the soul which manifests unity I tcohesion of succession (it
is as we have seé¢a en sunecheia h&n This movement of soul was the first
to enter time, and generated time, and possessaénigy with its own activity.
Time is indeed related to movement but not to ¢ is a priori a physical
movement. Moreover, the movement in question elfien expression of the
nature of soul just as in tirfie

2) Macroscopic view and Unity
Prigogine’s attempt to understand time by devotitigntion to ensembles

1 W. BeierwaltesPlotin: Uber Ewigkeit und Zeit. , p. 77.

2 P, Hadot,La philosophie antique: une éthique ou une pratRjire P. HadotEtudes de Philosophie
Ancienne Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1998, pp. 207-229.

% See W. Beierwalte®lotin: Uber Ewigkeit und Zeit. , pp. 75-88 who explains in detail how thdomt
although the terndetemporalizes not employed by Plotinus. Such a notion isipertt in understanding of a
decisive moment of the Plotiniapistrophe

“11 7 (45), 11, 35.
511 7 (45), 13, 45 sg.

6 See the notion of thpsycheas autokinétonin Plato’s Phaedrus245 ¢ 5. Note, however, that there is
reason to suspect that Prigogine might in factpbinto suggesting that theories of time replace type of
movement with another. It is possible that Prige&irtheory of time may be in some sense similax tertain
Stoic theories characterized by distinctions camoer ordered and non—ordered movement at the enidl of
(45), 7, 24-26.
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rather than simply individuals resonates with PPlasi view oflogosas a kind
of structuring principle which is situated, we niiglay, at the level of soul, a
dynamic version of theidosor form which is inherent in the intellect. In
Ennead IV 4 (28) angassimin Plotinus’ works it seems that thegoi are
particularly manifest at the level of the universedis or order.

3) Anthropomorphism

As we have noted, Prigogine vigorously disapprayeanthropomorphic
interpretations of the physical phenomena (varanthropomorphic theories
have been put forward both to explain phenomerguantum mechanics and
in cosmology). Yet he, nevertheless, wishes taudtige to human experience.
He is prepared neither to give up human experi€ncdo say that human
experience is false), nor to reject the existericehysical order governed by
objectivelaws. In a sense, he is trying to bridge the deg $eems to open
between human and cosmos.

Plotinus, for his part, does not employ the cohoéanthropomorphism
a concept which, even if composed of Greek rostsjuite foreign to ancient
Greek thought. Plotinus in particular seems to éwmiaking distinctions
between realms which modern philosophers would refeas subjective and
objective. His conception of soul as an ultimateiyified substance is
elaborated in such a way that it should be imptessib distinguish between
subjectandobject No doubt, he would never admit that his undeditam of
the universe is somehow the projection of subjector merely human
concepts on the objective or natural world. Humbaught in its noetic
activity is, according to Plotinus, capable of ig@ag that reality which
exceeds human reality and which is that cause miiaimnuexperience.

4) Being and Becoming

Prigogine suggests that his physical theory iateel to a metaphysics
which sees becoming as more fundamental than beidgfortunately,
Prigogine is not very explicit about what he mebhpshis. However, he does
in this context allude to Bergson’s philosophy gedhaps even more import-
antly to the process metaphysics of Whitehead. Wieathave in Whitehead is
a kind of platonic thought which occasionally slipgo the kind of anti—
Platonism (a simplified version of which is appdrén certain currents of
contemporary philosophy), which contends that sbetating histheory of
forms Plato failed to adequately account for becomingisymetaphysics. If
indeed Whitehead makes critical remarks about Pheas also in some sense
a neo—platonist Prigogine’s reference to Whitehead reveals tteigibility
that he too is not outlining an entirely anti—platoprogram when he gives
priority to Becoming.

Now, if — as is arguably the case — the kind @itétiism that anti—plat-
onism oppose cannot really be attributed to Platesélf, then it is possible to
refer even to Plotinus as an anti—platonist in 1§ vestricted sense. For what

1 |. Prigogine,The End of Certainty. , pp. 9-17.
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we have in Plotinus is an attempt to give a satiefg account of time and
becoming while safe—guarding a place of privilege Being. As we have
seen, the relationship between time and eternitg parallel the relationship
between becoming and being. Significantly the pletaotion ofmimesisis
at the root of the Plotinian understanding of ttefationship. That is — to
simplify the platonic metaphysics here — time pgpates in the being of
eternity but involves a certain element of privatitnlike Parmenides, Plato
and Plotinus would seem to have positive accourBeooming.

Prigogine might be formulating something of a datlilemma when he
suggests that thinkers must choose between BeidgBanoming. Yet it is
difficult to see how Prigogine might be able to pidelements of the platonic
relationship between Being and Becoming structuaedt is, by way of a very
particular understanding afimesis

5) Freedom and Determinism

Related to his remarks about Being and Becomirg Rigogine’s
speculations concerning freedom and determinisntoAting to Prigogine
possibility may be more important than redlitiis theory permits that from
the initial conditions of an ensemble a varietypoksible evolutions of the
system be possible. Although he is not able onliags to mount a thorough
proof that reality is not fully determined by a oheof causality, he
nevertheless thinks that his theory provides thendation for further work
that shall be able to provide such a proof.

Plotinus’ theory of freedom is outlined in Ennead8 (39). Freedom,
even as manifested in the soul, is founded in tielligible and the super—
intelligible®. For it is the One which is ultimately the paradigf true
freedom. Once again, we have what we could caldeatical understanding
of freedom. Plotinus’ theory of freedom has mucltammon with his theory
of time. On the other hand, whereas Plotinus erplaiery clearly how
eternity at the level of the intellect is the pagad of time at the level of soul,
in his discussion of freedom in IV 8 (39) true fleen is at the level of the
One which is beyond the intelligible and consedyesannot directly serve as
the paradigmatic cause of phenomena at the leviheoBoul. As has often
been remarked, in IV 8 (39) Plotinus permits hirhselcharacterize the One
in such positive terms as we do not find elsewherés ceuvre, where in
general he tends to approach the Oné&ataphaticterms. This adds to the
complexity of Plotinus’ understanding of freedomuffige it to note that a
metaphysical super—entity such as the Plotinus’ @woeald probably go
beyond the bounds of the questions ordinarily ask#ré by contemporary
physicists, even those who often do find themsebiaigied to address certain
questions of metaphysics in their work. This is@m@gain a point at which
Plotinus’ thought diverges significantly from thaftPrigogine.

! Note that we discern here a Heideggerian noteigogine’s thought. Indeed, although he does reattr
the German phenomenologist’s thought in any de®aijogine does in certain passages mention Heétegge
for example, I. Prigogin&he End of Certainty. , pp. 10-14.

2y 8 (39), 5.
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6) Creation

Prigogine takes a very controversial position eoning the origin of the
universe. He calls into question the so—calleddstech model which asserts
that the beginning of the universe emerged fronmgugarity by way of an
event which is normally called theg—bang Prigogine argues that

[...] irreversible processes associated with dynamical

processes have probably played a decisive rolaen t

birth of the our universe. From our perspectivejdi

is eternal. We have an age, but time itself hathaei

a beginning nor an end. This brings closer twohef t

traditional views of cosmology: the steady-state

theory introduced by Hermann Bondi, Thomas Gold

and Fred Hoyle, which may apply more precisely to

the unstable medium that generates our universe (th

meta— or pre—universe), and the standard big bang

approacht
Unlike physicists such as Hawking who think thatdiemerged with the big—
bang Prigogine asserts thateh before out universe was created, there was
an arrow of time, and this arrow will go on fore%eHe does admit that the
concept of a big—bang will not be obsolete. Howgtierthinks that it will be
meaningful only in the context of a cosmology whidn speak of aneta—
universeor pre—universavhich exists before the universe proper.

Insofar as he asserts that time is the life ofgbel, Plotinus considers
time as coextensive with the universe. He writes:

This is why it is said that time came into exisenc
simultaneously with this universe, because soul
generated it along with this universe. For it is in
activity of this kind that this universe had com®i
being; and the activity is time and the universénis
time:

Of course Plotinus does not think that the univdras a beginning or an
end in time. In this respect his thought is simitar and different from
Prigogine’s. For he would reject any explanatioserabling that of a big—
bang theory. We can still speak of creation in iRlet even if it does not
represent an even in time. Insofar as the eteofitgtellect is prior to the time
of Soul in which the universe exists, the univassposterior and an effect of
creation Furthermore, the creation demiurgiaof Plotinian cosmology is
perhaps in some sense akin to the continuous ereftr which Prigogine is

1 I. Prigogine,The End of Certainty.. , 1997, p. 166. See n. 13 to p. 1TRis model is based on the
perfect cosmological principle: Not only is there privileged place in the universe, but here i®ai®e privil-
eged time. According to this principle, every obeerin the past and in the future, is able toihtite to the
universe the same values of parameters such astatnpe and matter density. The steady—state usévesr
characterized by an exponential expansion compeddat permanent creation of matter.

2. Prigogine,The End of Certainty. , p. 182.
3117 (45) 11, 22-25.
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advocating. On the other hand, there can be Hitlebt that Plotinus would
not approve of the notion of a continuously expagdiniverse.

7) Stability and Nonequilibrium

Instead of a singularity Prigogine suggests thate was some kind of
instability at the beginning of our universe. Indeas | have noted above, a
central concept (perhajpise central concept) in Prigogine’s physics is that of
non—equilibrium. He claims that instability provadthe theoretical means by
which we can replace the notion of singularity ac@unting for the origin of
the universé

In Plotinusstasis which we might be justified to translate stability, is
associated with the Intellect. If there is somegtimat we could call instability
in Plotinus, it is to be discovered at the levesodl. In fact, it seems that Plot-
inus’ account of time is precisely an account stability. That is, he explains
how thenow of temporality, in contrast to the etermalw of intellect, is ever
changing precisely because it is not complete i gimen moment. This
allows us, I think, to apply the Prigoginian notiohinstability to Plotinus. In
other words, the realm of Soul represem®a—equilibrium system

Ultimately, however, Plotinus’ non—equilibrium sgm is, we might say,
poised to return to an equilibrium system. Onceamgtis at this point that
the thought of Prigogine and Plotinus diverge digantly. For in Prigogine’s
view there seems not to be a level of stabilityleaist not one of any real
metaphysical import, which should contrast with téalm ofnonequilibrium
Enticingly, towards the end of his bodke End of CertaintiPrigogine makes
reference to the dialectical relationship of thed and theOdysse§ And he
explicitly pleads for a more dialectical view oftose’.

This remarks begs several questions. What shellptble opposite to
nonequilibrium in the dialectic that Prigogine isoposing be? Is his work
only one pole of a dialectical structure? In ottvards, does his theory only
make sense in relation to the theories of physiagirking on thestandard
modeP Or is Prigogine himself able to provide the opjgopole in the
dialectic that he seeks? If he is, would it looltaimg at all like the Plotinian
Intellect? Or, if we turn this question around, hiigve understand the
Plotinian intellect to be at all similar to a ueii physical theory?

Conclusion: Physics and Philosophy
We shall have to be hesitant in drawing conclusidnsany case, it is

1. Prigogine,The End of Certainty.. , p. 179 writes: [tje birth of our universe is no longer associated
with a singularity, but rather with an instabilithat is analogous to a phase transition or bifurcat

2. Prigogine,The End of Certainty. , p. 186.

% 1. Prigogine The End of Certainty. , p. 182We need a more dialectical a view of nat(fee context is
very interesting in the context of our comparatstedy with Plotinus, but goes beyond the boundafethe
present studyOf course, thus far we have only a simplified mo#étstein’s dream of a unified theory that
would include all interactions remains alive tod®&onetheless, such a theory would have to takeaotount
the time—oriented character of the universe as @ased with its birth and subsequent evolution.sTéan be
achieved only if certain fields (such as gravita)iplay different roles form other (such as mattén) other
words, unification is not enough. We need a maatedtical view of nature.
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clear that even if it is possible to make Prigotirend Plotinus’ respective
theories approach one another, certain very fundaaheifferences persist.
For example, although Prigogine claims that he @gsh contribute to the
unification of science and philosophy by resolvimg enigma of timdt is not
clear that the enigma that he is seeking to resslveally at the root of the
division between accounts of time in physics andbpbphy. In other words,
Prigogine’s work concludes that time is real aneécational as it is in human
experience, but he does not explain how the timexptrience, or, we might
say, psychological time is really the same or ddes with the time of the
physicists. Furthermore, if Prigogine endeavorsetmoncile philosophy and
natural science, it is not entirely clear what kaighilosophy he has in mind.
For example, would Prigogine admit that philosophgven theory in general
is to be understood as essentially rooted in mralctioncerns? | imagine that
he might have been open to such a suggestion, fweam not aware that
he addressed this question.

The platonic notion oMmimesisplaying such a large role in Plotinus’
theory of time might be very difficult to reconciile any way at all with the
Prigoginian account of time. For it seems that égige would, like most
contemporary physicists, refuse to recognize anyd kof non—physical
paradigm for a physical phenomenon. On the othed hsome of the parallels
which | have highlighted might be made to beartfhy offering a richer
conceptuality by which to understand both of thiekérs addressed in this
study. For example, as we have seen, it might diefut to think of the level
of soul as aonequilibriumsystem where possibility has a different meaning
than at the level of intellect, perhaps even a nmgawhich Prigogine might
have recognized. Finally, Plotinian philosophy ntigiifer to Prigoginian
physicists the possibility of discerning more thane level of reality.
Moreover, the Plotinian insight that life is to bederstood as essential to time
might prove fruitful for the study of time in phgsi For Prigogine seems still
to see time as a condition for life, whereas Piitirsees life and soul as
coextensive.

A Noteon CPT Symmetry Violation

A further objection that can be raised with regéwdthe Prigoginian
theory of the directionality of time points out th&rigogine focuses
exclusively on what corresponds to the laws of riwtynamics when
attempting to establish some kind of proof for thieysical reality of the
directionality of time. Admittedly, he expands aamdjusts the import of these
laws. However, there are phenomena in particle iphythat may somehow
serve as a physical foundation for directionalifytime, in particular the
violation of CPT symmetry. CPT symmetry assertd titathe level of the
weak interaction, charge (C), parity (P i.e. dil@uality — three dimensional
but to be understood on the model of left and figahdedness) and time (T)
taken together should remain symmetrical. Suchnansstry implies that time
is reversible. However, recent evidence suggesisithcertain circumstances
this symmetry is violated and certain subatomiccpsses are not fully
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reversiblé. If indeed it turns out that the arrow of time Isasne foundation at
a subatomic level, then the phenomena which Pnigogiudies at the level of
more complex structures could not be seen as theexplanation for time

directionality. In such a case, Prigogine’s suggestconcerning the various
corollaries of his theory would have to be examifiexn a very different

perspective.

! For a popular summary and account of relativebene experiments which seek to observe CPT sym-
metry violation see N. MavromatoExperiment sees the arrow of time — at lastphysicsworld.com, Dec 1,
1998 (http://physicsworld.com/cws/article/print/Z32retrieved Aug. 24, 2010). The Berkeley Lab wée s
provides a short summary of the history of CPT swtmynviolation research (http://www.Ibl.gov/abc/ealart/
chapters/05/2.html Retrieved Aug. 24, 2010). Mareent developments are mentioned at http://en.edi
org/wiki/CPT_symmetry#CPT_violation (retrieved A, 2010).



