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      Introduction

      
         
         
         The Timing of Times

         
         
      

      
      
         Time is everywhere, yet it eludes us. It is so deeply implicated in our existences
            that it is almost invisible.
         

         
         —Barbara Adam, Time and Social Theory (1990, 9)
         

      

      
         Why shouldn’t I kill time? Time will eventually kill me.

         
         —Michael Flaherty, The Textures of Time (2011, 134)
         

      

      The Time before Human Times

      
      Before humans, time already was. Then there were humans. Then humans made representations
         of this already existing time. Then there were human, socialized or culturalized,
         times.
      

      
      Suppositions of this sequence inform ordinary everyday, and academically theoretical,
         conceptions of the human relationship with time. For advocates of this interpretation,
         what is often installed either intentionally or inadvertently is a characterization
         of time as an objectively separate, preexisting source, in the universe, into which
         humans are born to live a finite period. This sense of time’s untouchable externality
         informs the feeling that time is an ever-present, oppositional force. Here I refer
         to those moments when time appears to be “against us,” from trying to finish enough
         work in the day, to racing to an appointment, to catching the last bus. Time looms
         large, yet there is often not enough of it.
      

      
      These experiences indicate how, of course, we each usually “live time” not with its
         “universal nature” in mind, but instead immersed in the socially convened symbols
         to which we refer as time. Despite the fact we instinctively refer to such socialized
         symbols as time, the perspective found in the opening thoughts assumes a time that
         sits inalterably behind the socialized clocked and calendared representations that
         it conditions. Given the apparent inaccessibility of this primordial timing, which
         is already of the universe, its potentially objective function for human representations
         of it emerges. No human can change the tempo of the planetary movements through which
         the componentries of our socialized forms of time seem to develop. Collectively we
         can merely represent this temporality, which appears to always already be of the universe,
         in myriad ways. Once there is agreement within a population about a particular representation
         of time’s rhythm, the presumed separation of the source of that rhythm from all humans
         dictates consensus about time’s passage. If a social system has agreed upon a particular
         representation of time, which uses, for example, seconds, minutes, and hours, subjects
         using synchronized clocks based upon this representation will agree when each point
         in time arrives. This regularity with which subsequent times occur seems to suggest
         a singularity about time’s natural rhythm, the source of the tempo of such representations,
         that is outside human interference or reference.
      

      
      By “natural” here I mean, and will continue to define “natural time” as, the temporality
         inherent to celestial, spatial/physical patterns, including the Earth’s passage around
         the sun, the transitional rhythms of day and night, and so on. Implicit to any such
         attention afforded to the relations and distinctions between natural time and what,
         in this inquiry, will be called “social time,” is an awareness of the assumption that
         the natural, celestial time, of material, planetary movements, is objectively separate
         from the socially structured, human, representations of it. In this guise, human representations
         of time are believed not to affect, nor to alter, natural, celestial time, but instead
         to distantly describe and reflect it. As this assumption, or this condition, becomes
         apparent, so also does the interpretation that differing individual and social versions
         of time merely provide contingent, perhaps even “warped,” experiences of that singular,
         objectively separate, natural reality of time.
      

      
      The notion that we live socially according to a contingent representation of what
         time actually, naturally is, can be a difficult supposition from which to break. It
         is easy to accept that we are each born into an already temporalized universe, whereby
         the source or origin of time must permanently preexist any individual, or collective,
         human impression of it. The twelve-hour analogue clock, and our individual experiences
         around it, did not always exist, but the planetary and natural temporality on which
         the clock and its associated practices are based seems to have had a perennial place
         in the world.
      

      
      It is in considering the impression that there are individually experiential, and
         socially structural, versions of a naturally preexisting time, that we can discuss
         the apparently constructed status of the socialized time structures that we live. In highlighting this distinction
         between the timing of times, questions that emerge concern to whom such a study might
         be relevant, and why it should matter to them. What is it about the conceptual distinction
         between natural time and social times that warrants investigation?
      

      
      I will respond to such queries by firstly noting that in a rudimentary regard, the
         distinction of natural or actual/real time, from social or representational versions
         of time, should contradict every reader’s personal investments in experiences of socially
         represented time. I identify this possible contradiction on the basis that such experiences
         with socialized time structures have a genuine reality for an individual, and even
         for a population, beyond the status of a purely contingent misrepresentation of what time actually is. While exploring this tension is one reason
         I feel compelled to conduct this study, there are further motivations and justifications
         to be identified. The remainder of this introductory chapter begins to clarify to
         which kinds of readers, and why, an interrogation of the conceptual division between
         real and representational times matters.
      

      
      In considering such a division, my approach is not to primarily focus on, nor to document,
         the various human experiences with time. As will be shown, there are already numerous,
         empirically oriented, works, particularly in the social sciences, that are exclusively
         occupied with such a method. Instead, I am interested in the way that what I call
         “philosophies of time” reflect upon the conditions that are embedded within methods
         of time-analysis, particularly in their own methods, which might perpetuate, or alternatively
         destabilize, the conceptual division between naturally real and socially constructed
         temporalities.
      

      
      It is due to this philosophical content that an anticipated audience of this book
         unsurprisingly comprises philosophy students and scholars. As a result, however, of
         this philosophical reflection also being directed toward empirically developed methods
         and conclusions regarding time-analysis found in the social sciences and cultural
         studies, it will soon be apparent why this book is also relevant for readers coming
         from a diversity of such fields. Furthermore, given how everyday themes and experiences
         of time navigate this work, the intention is also that readers who are coming from
         outside academic circles will feel accommodated in this evaluation of time-theory.
      

      
       The reason for analyzing how fields outside philosophy handle the question of time
         is attributable to the interest they exhibit in the aforementioned “constructed status”
         of different social time structures. The social sciences in this regard typically
         explore how individuals and societies variously characterize, symbolize, normalize,
         and structure time. Forms of anthropology indeed assume a certain responsibility in
         guiding inquiries that seek to build an awareness of social time’s differentiations
         around the world. Anthropologies take this role by asking how the diverse characterizations,
         symbolizations, and normalizations, of time, inform, and are informed by, cultural
         difference. I assert that it is through developing a dialogue with sociologies and
         anthropologies that are concerned with how social times manifest, that an appreciation
         can be engendered of the interpretation that there is a variability of social time,
         in contradistinction to a singular, natural time.
      

      
      The sociological and anthropological identification of the link between cultural difference
         and time structure is, it could be said, worthy of an investigation in itself. In
         fact many of the socially scientific voices that are encountered in the initial stages
         of this book come from projects of that specific intent. It is, however, necessary
         to indicate from the outset that in this undertaking, such discussions are used as
         the basis of an inquiry that I anticipate to hold a different kind of rigor. This
         different rigor comes from a focus on how philosophy reflects on the status of social
         time generally. My project is thus not simply an appraisal of what is different between
         cultures’ or populations’ socialized structures of time. Nor indeed could this be
         said to be a work that falls somewhere between the imperatives of social science,
         and of philosophy. Instead, by studying how critically aware certain philosophies
         are of the constructed status of social time, an inquiry is developed that not only
         engenders self-reflective pauses for the philosophies of time concerned but also offers
         interdisciplinary insights to the relevant social sciences. Rather than being overly
         concerned with acknowledging the empirically reported particularities of cultural
         differences in social time structures, I am interested in how all such social time
         structures are positioned in relation to a supposedly, separately natural, governing
         temporality. Moreover, this will ask, how is it that by revealing the conditions underpinning
         the relationship between natural time and social times, the distinction of the latter
         from the former becomes more precarious than precise?
      

      
      Given this theme of attending to suppositions of a sequential distinction between
         natural reality and social representation, it might come as no surprise to philosophically
         experienced readers to learn that two of my primary engagements are post-structural
         and phenomenological. These domains provide methodological frameworks by which the
         conceptual opposition between a prefigured natural phenomenon, and subsequently human
         phenomena, can be interrogated. Furthermore, both of these perspectives facilitate
         questions about whether the components of before-and-after sequences actually share
         exclusively forward-moving, linear relations. As we will explore, these are two reasons
         I refer to the methods selected from these fields, along with Henri Bergson’s perspectives,
         as “philosophies of time.”
      

      
      In speaking to readers coming from an academically philosophical background, the way
         these philosophies are approached in this book is designed to appeal to both students
         and to scholars. This work does not simply offer an opportunity for students to become
         better appraised with these philosophies, even if such familiarization might be a
         part of its overall value. More importantly, readers undertaking formal studies in
         these areas of philosophy will find an interest in the application of such philosophical
         methods to contexts beyond the strict boundaries of the theories themselves. While
         the style of these theoretical engagements is designed to be accessible to student-readers
         with a relatively restricted understanding of the associated philosophers/domains,
         this does not, however, preclude an audience of more philosophically experienced readers.
         By looking at time analysis through philosophical reflections on method, this book
         goes beyond providing a set of exegeses of well-known literature to a market already
         replete with such work. Rather, in applying each philosophical position to a case
         study with which it is not typically associated, and in which distinctions between
         natural and social temporalities emerge, novel dialogues with such philosophies are
         produced. From this discussions about the critically interventionist utility of established
         philosophies should become an appealing focus for both students and scholars of such philosophies. This will be particularly evident when considering
         how these philosophies reflect on the timing of their own philosophizing, in relation
         to the reality about which they each philosophize.
      

      
      How such philosophies unpack the theoretical preconditions of their methods, and the
         extent to which they destabilize the presence within such methods of the constructionist
         polarization of natural time and social times, will guide us in revealing our own
         presumptions regarding temporal separatisms. Readers from all backgrounds can in this
         sense feel invested in this work. Our relation to the developing dialogue is not only
         as witnesses to an illumination of philosophical methods of time analysis, but is
         also as participants who are impelled to consider our ingrained perspectives about
         time.
      

      
      By being receptive to how the distinction between natural and social times emerges
         not only in philosophy, but in sociology and anthropology as well, the aforementioned
         interdisciplinary audience for this book includes social science students and scholars.
         Consistent with the earlier qualification that this is a philosophically oriented
         work, rather than that which falls between philosophy and social science, it is worth
         noting that the integration of material from the social sciences is not a driving
         feature of the impending argument. Instead, socially scientific evaluations of time
         are used as a domain to which the philosophical intervention responds. It is anticipated
         that a social science readership coming from outside philosophy will be interested
         in the patterns that are identified in certain socially scientific evaluations of
         time. More importantly though, I appeal to such readers’ critical inclinations, and
         offer a specific investment in this undertaking, via the destabilization of socially
         scientific, constructionist theses, which divorce singular, natural time, from what
         are said to be relatively produced, social/cultural representations of time.
      

      
         This “constructionist” element refers to the interpretation that there is an insurmountable
         gap between; (a) the representation or idea of reality that is developed through various
         social institutions or collective populations, and (b) the reality itself that is
         being represented. This impression, as we will explore, is not restricted to one particular
         type of field, theory, or practice. When I discuss “social constructionisms,” therefore,
         what is being apprehended is not a separate field of enquiry with its own delineated
         borders. Rather than intending to separate out social constructionist thought from
         established literature, what I am interested in recognizing are aspects of the fields
         already discussed that embody or exhibit characteristics of the division it supposes
         between a natural reality, and socially constructed representations, of time.
      

      
      Social constructionism is interesting methodologically, in that attending to signs
         of it can evidence a discipline’s self-awareness, and consequent self-examination,
         regarding whether its own productions form part of a fabricated experience that is
         separated from the reality it is trying to describe. The theme of social constructionism
         is in the first chapter to be framed by a well-known characterization of it from Ian
         Hacking. In The Social Construction of What? (1999), Hacking advises that a central mandate of social constructionism is to highlight
         that the social structures that guide any particular human experience were not “inevitable.”
         While other positions regarding social constructionism are considered in conjunction
         with this, Hacking’s definition is important to raise now. Through his focus on the
         theme of inevitability (or lack thereof), we encounter the social constructionist
         argument regarding the difference between natural and social phenomena. This requires
         that while the natural realm is governed by necessary, physical laws, conversely social
         structures, and theories or ideas about such social structures, could have manifested
         in any number of relatively accidental ways. Regarding the topic at hand—time—a social
         constructionist methodology could duly surmise that it was not inevitable that time
         was conceived in any particular symbolic form (such as the twelve-hour analogue clock).
         Rather, such representation is contingent upon numerous contextual or political factors
         and could have taken myriad other forms. The very idea of time is socially constructed in this view, as are the forms via which a time-consciousness
         becomes collectively installed.
      

      
      Why an examination of the construction of this idea matters, or warrants an investigation,
         concerns not only its relevance to scholarly impressions of time, but also to how
         we each live with time. When the time on a clock, that is perhaps found on your watch
         or smartphone, reads a slightly different time to that of your friend’s clock/watch/smartphone,
         the ensuing conversation about whose clock is “right or wrong” reveals what is at
         stake in the social constructionist dilemma; that representations of time are variable
         and potentially fallible. Our lived experience with these representations of time
         is generally something that we take for granted, in that we often live as though the
         clock is the only time. However, it is during a moment of temporal disagreement such as that
         just mentioned, where representations are 
re-presented as just that—representations—that we might appreciate the clock to be
         but one of many constructions of another kind of time. It could also be that in these
         moments we distinguish certain clocks as being closer to, or further from, an underlying
         actuality of time.
      

      
      Beyond individual experiences of asynchrony, it is when different, socially developed
         time-structures are considered to be more, or less, distanced from time’s naturally
         real state, that I believe a politics emerges regarding how developed, or undeveloped,
         the cultures associated with such time-structures are deemed to be. I expect that
         the critical attention that is afforded to this point in the coming debate will appeal
         to the sensibilities of readers to whom the conceptual subordination of certain cultures
         around the world matters. That a philosophical response to this ramification is one
         focus of this work evidences my motivation to open the interventionist capacities
         of the methods that are to be engaged. Such critique duly targets contexts where the
         constructionist distinction between natural time, and social times, has real and durable
         effects.
      

      
      Why Lateness? Which Lateness?

      
      The conceptual separation of natural time from the plurality and relativity of socialized
         times is, I believe, able to be explored through a particular trans-situational theme—lateness.
         The culturally relative constitution of social time can be identified via lateness
         protocols, which differ remarkably between societies. As becomes apparent in the sociological
         and anthropological, empirically produced, claims that are presented in the initial
         phase of this inquiry, numerous cultures might use the same symbolic structures to
         frame temporal agreement and synchrony between their respective citizens. However,
         such cultures or societies can vary dramatically in how they regulate individuals
         regarding collective time-agreements. Or in more simple terms, different cultures
         have different rules, definitions, and punishments, in relation to being late. In
         accordingly responding to a possible query of why “lateness” is the theme being used
         for my examination of the relation between natural time and social time, I assert
         that lateness is a parameter by which we can appreciate, and interrogate, suppositions
         of the contingent relativity of social time’s protocols and processes.
      

      
      There is also a practical criticality to the use of a theme such as lateness, in the
         way that it accommodates all anticipated readers. “Being late,” or trying not to be,
         is an aspect of modern life that would be familiar to many, if not to all, readers.
         Furthermore, beyond the context of social lateness, it is through case studies of
         the timing of bodily changes, and of responses to climate change, that the philosophies
         to be featured reflect on what lateness as secondariness means for their impressions of natural and socialized temporalities. From this philosophical
         introspection and application, all readers will be impelled to consider which assumptions
         they might carry regarding time. Philosophy, in unpacking the time-perspectives of
         three of its methods, in this sense will undertake a similar kind of self-reflection
         as is encouraged of the reader. While this work is philosophically navigated accordingly,
         a prior expertise in such theory is not necessary however. Instead, the contexts of
         what might be secondarily late about various cultural productions and behaviors in
         social, bodily, and climatic settings offer a broader relevance of such engagements
         than to a restricted, academically experienced, audience.
      

      
       When reviewing certain cultured conceptions of lateness in the early stages of this
         book, it is considered how lateness is portrayed as an important component of social
         and commercial relations in typical, capitalist, social time structures. Complementing
         this analysis are accounts of social structures in which lateness supposedly does
         not figure as prominently. While many of these latter examples are taken from non-Western
         cultures, the intention is not to polarize Western from non-Western time scales and
         protocols, as though either could be homogenized. My interest in the differing regulation
         of social and commercial lateness around the globe indeed goes beyond a comparative
         exercise that anthropologically maps where various cultures sit in relation to others.
         While an acknowledgment of the particular qualities of the cultural/social times that
         are included in this study is pivotal, such qualities are raised to serve a focus
         on how any socially structured time, and therefore social time in general, is conceived as being social because of its perceived distance from a natural temporality
         that it might represent, appropriate, or abstract. The differences reported by the
         empirically oriented social sciences between time structures or cultures are in this
         endeavor not necessarily as important as is the philosophically derived concern with
         the general conditions that emerge when social time’s relativity is interpreted to
         distinguish it from natural time. It is through the theme of lateness that we can
         begin to navigate theoretical positions on the contextually constructed conditions
         of social time’s variations, and determine what these variations highlight regarding
         our, and philosophy’s, conception of social time’s status in relation to natural grounds.
         As a result of this approach, readers from a philosophical background might find interesting
         the considerations of the utility of philosophical methods of time-analysis.
      

      
      As earlier indicated, this variability of social time needs to be considered at both
         a structural level and at an individual level. While there are certain, objective
         features about the structure by which social time operates for a population, the particularities
         of one’s lived experience within such a structure become overtly evident in terms
         of lateness. The jurisdiction of a social structure of time seems to be all-encompassing
         for any individual living with it, but nevertheless individuals can be asynchronous
         with such a structure when their tardiness contradicts an otherwise expected timeliness.
         From this we can ask whether such lateness represents a breakdown of what is collectively demanded about social time, or even a transgression of that
         time by the subjectivity of individual time. At play in such considerations of “temporal
         breakdown” are notions of sequence and simultaneity, and whether socially structured
         protocols simply precede individual temporalities. Lateness regulations here provide an insight into what
         is perhaps the typical impression; that there is a socially structured temporality
         before there are subsequent, individualized, versions of it, that each of us live
         to varying degrees of coherence and synchronization with our fellow citizens.
      

      
      This query speaks to the tendency, both at anecdotal and theoretical levels, to want
         to discuss lateness in terms of what is subjective about time. In considering supposedly
         contingent constructions of time, what becomes relevant is how in the same time-context,
         qualitative variances are shown regarding what social time feels like to different individuals. A most important question in this sense regards whether
         an individual’s lateness symbolizes a defiance of social time, whereby an individual
         could be interpreted to be able to intentionally move to a rhythm that is separate
         from that which has been collectively coerced. This project is not empirically exploring
         subjective time-experiences, nor is it overly invested in the abundance of such experiences.
         Nevertheless, in philosophically interrogating the social constructionist division
         of natural and social times, empirically derived positions are targeted that assert
         that a diversity of subjective time-experiences indicates a distinction between time
         as it is contingently individually lived/represented, versus a real time on which
         all such representations are based.
      

      
      Implicit to social constructionist arguments positing the contingency of structures
         of social time is the recognition that established structures favor (and are designed
         to favor) certain populations and demographics while marginalizing others. Despite,
         therefore, the earlier clarification that the focus is on the general conditions of
         social time (rather than on the relative position of any particular culture’s social
         time), it is incumbent upon the impending study to consider whether the philosophical
         reflections that manifest embody a certain emancipatory potential for marginalized
         demographics. This concerns the capacity for a philosophical method to intervene where
         institutionalized, invisible, oppressive social time-structures are dogmatically instilled
         to the detriment of certain population groups. The cultural relativization of social
         time(s) that constructionist conceptions offer seemingly has egalitarian intentions.
         It is designed to illuminate why no social time is the global, default time, where
         “global” refers to the differently cultured ways in which humans inhabit the Earth.
         However, what I want to ask, via philosophical reflections on the conditions of time-analysis,
         is which complications are presented by the constructionist relativization of social
         times if the status of any such time relies on its differentiation from a natural,
         celestial, time?
      

      
      The philosophies in which I identify reflections on the comparative parameters of
         the above argument are presented in three primary engagements. The dialogues that
         develop with Derridian post-structuralism, Merleau-Pontian phenomenology, and Bergson’s
         theory of time, explore how philosophies reflect upon the conditions underpinning
         their approaches when confronted with apparent sequences from “naturally material
         or spatial” to “culturally abstract” temporalities. Their relevance to my inquiry
         can, in this sense, be attributed to the suspicion that is identifiable in the work
         of each regarding suppositions of straightforward before-and-after temporal relations.
         This suspicion is evident not only in terms of the separation of natural phenomena
         from social phenomena, but also regarding suppositions of the disjunction between
         reality and representation. In each method I find a curiosity regarding how the representation
         of a preceding real could possibly manifest that either lacks the material nature
         of, or has cultured properties in excess to, that real that is represented. Their
         inquiries in turn encourage me to think regarding the question of time, that if both
         the real (natural time), and the representation of the real (social time), materially
         occur in the same universal realm, then what clear distinction can we draw between
         the origin of the constructed phenomenon, and the origin of the phenomenon on which
         such a construction is based?
      

      
      Jacques Derrida’s post-structuralism provides a valuable perspective on sequences
         between natural and social origins that he identifies in aspects of anthropology and
         philosophy. Specifically, Derrida asks us to interrogate the presumption that there
         is a pure, externally prior, state of nature that is antecedent to representation,
         or that was not
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