
LOGOS 109 
2021 SPALIS • GRUODIS

63

https://doi.org/10.24101/logos.2021.76
Gauta 2021 08 12

Copyright © 2021 Kastytis Rudokas. Published by PO LOGOS Press. This is an Open Access article distrib-
uted under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Licence, which permits unrestricted use, distribu-
tion, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.

Raktažodžiai: kairos laikas, chronos laikas, kultūrnis erdvėlaikis, singuliarumas.
key woRds: kairos time, chronos time, cultural spacetime, singularity.

Kairos laikas kaip atbaigtas 
chRonologinis laikas 

kultūRiniame eRdvėlaikyje
The Kairos Time as a Complete Chronos Time 

in a Cultural Spacetime 

summaRy

This short communication attempts to define what the kairos time is in terms of cultural spacetime and 
how it interacts with linear time the chronos. The paper consists of three parts: the first part offers the 
explanation of the cultural spacetime and the flow of time within it, the second part presents the proposed 
concepts of bidirectional time flow patterns, the third part explains the kairos – chronos schematics and 
attempts to demonstrate the complete picture of cultural spacetime of cultural mankind. The paper concludes 
a derived speculation of the point of total singularity of cultural spacetime. The complete awareness of the 
kairos presence within cultural time is called evolutional turn of humanity that could create configurations 
of chronos time by observing kairos hit et nunc. Finally, the paradox of retrocausality is partially proved.

SANTRAUKA

Šiame trumpame koncepcinio formato straipsnyje siekiama apibrėžti kairos laiko konfigūracijas kultūrinia-
me erdvėlaikyje, kuris geriausiai stebimas yra linijiniame laike – chronos. tekstą sudaro trys dalys: pirmo-
je pateikiamas kultūrinio erdvėlaikio apibrėžimas; antroje pateikiamas dviejų priešinga kryptimi skriejančių 
laiko strėlių modelis šiame erdvėlaikyje; trečioje – suformuojami kairos ir chronos laiko tarpusavio susipy-
nimai ir aprašomas juose atsiskleidžiantis potencialus kultūrinio erdvėlaikio bendras vaizdas. straipsnio 
pagrindinė mintis – visiško singuliarumo galimumas sujungus abiejų laiko strėlių vyksmus ir evoliucinio 
pobūdžio virsmas minimam procesui įvykus. evoliuciniu virsmu čia laikoma galimybė hit et nunc perkur-
ti chronologinio laiko konfigūracijas mąstant įvykius kairos laike. tokiu būdu iš dalies įrodomas retrokau-
zalumo paradokso įmanomumas.
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The paper discusses issues concern-
ing time flow configurations relying on 
the hypothesis that entire temporal 
structure of cultural mankind could be 
perceived in a single temporal unit. This 
is the phenomenon or rather ontic 
noumenon we call kairos time as opposed 
to the linear time – chronos. The paper 
relies on the general ideas of known 
thinkers, such as John A. Wheeler (1989) 
and his hypothesis of anthropomorphic 
and, thus, self-causing universe, T. de 
Chardin’s (1959) ideas of omega point 
and singularity as involutionary conse-
quence and selected works of S. Fuller 
(2011), B. Ekstig (2017: 457–472), J. E. 
Steward (2018: 1–35). 

Both definitions refer to a different 
concept of time. Kairos (gr. καιρός, και-
ροῦ, ὁ) is derived from the Greek word 
kara (gr. κάρα or κάρη, τό) meaning 
head. Kairos is qualitative definition of 
time, the time of opportunity. In Chris-
tian tradition kairos stands for God’s time 
and eternity. Before the liturgy of the 
Orthodox Church the phrase: ‘Kairos tou 
poiēsai tō Kyriō (Καιρὸς τοῦ ποιῆσαι τῷ 
Κυρίῳ)’ indicates liturgical overlap with 
the eternity, or no time. 

In contrast to kairos, chronos (gr. χρό-
νος, χρόνου, ὁ,) refers to quantitative 
amount of time usually having a begin-
ning and an end. It also refers to the 
sequence of events in space. Chronos is 
the time that is allotted by God to per-
sons, therefore is finite and contradicts 
to the concept of eternity. 

The attempt to define kairos time in 
cultural spacetime relies on T. Sider’s 
(1997: 197–231) solution of the logical 
problem “The Ship of Theseus”. The 

problem regards the question of wheth-
er the ship would remain the same if we 
replaced each part of the ship with a 
similar part but made of a new material 
substance. 

Many Western philosophers, includ-
ing Heraclitus and Plato, have tried to 
solve this problem. The philosophers of 
antiquity held that you cannot get into 
the same water twice, even if the river is 
the same.

T. Sider’s extension of the river or 
ship into the fourth dimension seems to 
answer some questions. First, Sider relies 
on the assumption that water is always 
the same substance because it has always 
been lifted into the sky by the sun and 
falls into rivers, lakes, and oceans.

In this case, we are all always in the 
same water, even if we have not stepped 
into a river. The same is true of the boat, 
which is made of the same carbon struc-
ture we call wood (ibid.). N. Chomsky 
(1986) called the phenomenon external-
ism, i. e. the ability of the subject to ex-
pand his mind in such a way that real-
ity becomes what the subject’s brain 
conceives as reality. To conclude, the 
further one can extend her/his percep-
tion of oneness of the whole reality the 
more real the oneness becomes. There-
fore, not only does the ship of Theseus 
remain authentic after its parts have 
been replaced, but the replacements 
themselves are the ship of Theseus.

We call kairos the mind that perceives 
the whole of linear time, which is called 
chronos, in one unit of time and one unit 
of space. By unit of space or unit of time 
we mean a spatial or temporal unit that 
can be logically perceived as one and 

intRoduction
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complete. When we speak of chronos, we 
keep in mind that chronos time begins 
with the appearance of the first cultured 
man on earth and ends when the cul-
tured man as humanity transforms into 
other forms of existence (evolution?) or 
simply decays for some physical, social, 
or cultural reason.

Kairos, then, makes it possible not 
only to know the future, which always 
seemed to be hidden, but in reality, and 
in polynomial time to create the world 
by perceiving it only in terms of the ra-
pidity of reason and consequence with-
in historical space-time. G. Gadamer 
claimed, first, that both peoples and per-
sons and their actions of the particular 
‘now’ are predetermined by historical 
patterns that trace them from the deep 
past; and second, that hermeneutic per-
ception of reality not only allows us to 
know reality as it is, but rather creates 
it1. The problem with Gadamer’s herme-

neutical aspect here is that the transmis-
sion of creation and perception does not 
happen in polynomial time. Simply put, 
the one who perceives reality and thus 
creates it does not, by and large, create 
it for him/herself, but rather he/she de-
termines the long chain of actions into 
the distant future. 

With this in mind, in this brief com-
munication we would like to attempt to 
define what kairos time is in terms of cul-
tural space-time and how it interacts with 
the familiar configuration of time – linear 
time chronos. One can also assume that 
this definition would help solve P = NP 
problems in computer science and other 
scientific fields, since it is hypothesised 
that any NP problem would become a P 
problem if kairos could be perceived as a 
whole chronos in a unit of space and time. 
However, we presuppose that kairos can 
only be used if a meta-reality is imposed 
on our reality as an organism.

1. cultuRal spacetime and time flow in it

Based on the continuum of human 
culture, cultural space-time can be de-
fined in terms of artefacts created in his-
torical time and works of art created in 
the possible future. Like the physical 
continuum, cultural spacetime functions 
as a structural pattern of causality and 
consequence. However, when consider-
ing cultural spacetime, which is very 
evident in the urban realm, several ob-
servations can be made.

First, that cultural spacetime, being 
continuous, exhibits flashbacks of singu-
larity much more than physical space-
time. Take cities, for example, and in 
many of them one can see different tem-
poral choices in a logically observed 

space. The architect and architectural 
theorist Aldo Rossi (1966) even claimed 
that the value of a city is not that the 
building forms are connected, but rather 
the integrity of the different temporal 
levels within a unit of the city. Thus, 
when we place a new building in a 
multi-historical city block, we are influ-
enced by the multiple imperatives of that 
space. What is interesting is that the 
structures of the multiple pasts become 
a structure that constantly redefines the 
arrows of the future. 

Based on this notion, we see that cul-
tural spacetime has a continuum con-
figuration, but the continuum here is 
interrupted by the constant revelation of 
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flashes of singularity. If we chose to view 
cultural spacetime as a purposive meta-
organism, we would perceive it as a 
continuum-based structure that is al-
ways moving towards the point of sin-
gularity. However, the flashbacks of the 
singularity are in turn consumed and 
dispersed by the needs and implications 
of the continuum.

Here we can draw on B. Hillier and 
J. Hansen’s (2012: 129–153) theory of the 
social logic of architectural space and the 
genotype of buildings. B. Hillier pointed 
out tautological aspects of space. First, he 
introduced the Mongolian yurt (ger) as 
an elementary genotype of the building 
that has a unified spatial logic in which 
functions are not separated by spatial 
structures such as walls or tents. This type 
of building is the microcosm for the par-
ticular Mongolian and represents what 
we might call openness and perception 
of circular time. The other case presented 
by B. Hillier is the layout of a Christian 
cathedral. In this case we see how linear 
time is represented in the social logic of 
the cathedral space. We have here a de-
velopment of the charge, beginning with 

the narthex, which separates the publicum 
from the sacrum, then we have the nave, 
where everyone has access, but the nave 
is more sacred than the narthex. Later 
comes the canal, and the last and most 
important is the tabernacle or altar. 

The cathedral here represents differ-
ent temporal structures than the yurt. 
First of all, due to the gradual develop-
ment of the charge of the sacrum, we 
have a symbolic semantics of the linear 
life of humanity. The present as such is 
not contained in one unit, but scattered 
over many units. However, as soon as 
you reach the Tabernacle14 you can see 
the whole meaning of the being again in 
a single oneness. Here the charge of the 
tabernacle is even stronger than in the 
yurt because the subjects reach and per-
ceive it on their own. 

Thus, if at a particular moment of 
chronos we choose to perceive yurt and 
cathedral as a oneness revealed through 
different aspects of that oneness, we 
make kairos a part of chronos, even though 
we have insisted that it is precisely kairos 
that contains chronos in the way that sin-
gularity contains continuum.

2. bidiRectional time flow patteRn

In the analogy of the yurt, then, we 
see the circular flow of time, and this can 
be called a noumenon, a unity of culture 
in a unity of space and matter. In linear 
time, on the other hand, chronos, culture, 
develops and manifests itself in the full-
ness of things and matter distributed in 
space. Using the cathedral as an exam-
ple, we have seen how this development 
has made some things sacred and others 
less sacred or even publicum, not sacred. 

The problem that must be highlighted 
here is that, even if the cultural charges 
become even stronger in selected places 
such as the tabernacle, the other places 
and material artefacts become useless 
and belong only to the realm of the 
purely material world.

Let us assume, then, that the abstract 
beginning of cultural spacetime is near 
its singular point (Figure 1.). Suppose 
the cultural singularity is x and the ma-
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terial singularity is y. The cultural sin-
gularity is x = y. Consequently, any ar-
tefact that is material/profane is also 100 
percent cultural/sacred. So, in general, 
if we observe cultural space-time and 
the distribution of the domain of cul-
tural meaning, we can see that there is 
less and less culture in old and new 
things. For example, the artefact yurt is 
a unit of space-time where x equals y, 
so it is almost singular. However, if we 
consider, say, a housing unit in a multi-
story residential tower, we are far from 
observing x = y. 

Thus, by moving towards the tech-
nological singularity, as M. Kaku (2014) 
or R. Kurztweil (2005) claim, we are si-
multaneously moving towards cultural 
entropy. This entropy could be mani-
fested simply by AI replacing human 
intelligence, and with-it culture and 
cultural spacetime.

Let us now look at the lower part of 
Figure 1. Here we see the material unit – 
the same y since it represents the same 
material unit as in the upper part of 
Figure 1. So if we are going to have a 
so-called technological singularity in the 
future, then we hold that y = z, where 

z represents a unit of space. This leads 
to the clear conclusion that time is mov-
ing backwards towards the entropy of 
the material world when placed in rela-
tion to cultural time. If we take a look 
at the original settlements of primitive 
cultures (including the Mongolian wan-
derers), we find that this point of linear 
time is close to material entropy, since 
there is very little matter scattered in 
the space they inhabit. However, at that 
time, each artefact was an integral part 
of the tribe or community as an organ-
ism and therefore almost unique in 
terms of cultural charge18. 

However, as Figure 2 shows, both ar-
rows of time share the same space de-
spite the possibility of different time 
flow directions. 

Kairos, then, is an ability to grasp 
both ends of time and make decisions 
to maintain spacetime itself. So instead 
of one determinant arrow of time, we 
can imagine two, which not only im-
plies the possibility of bidirectional time 
flow, but rather suggests that we are 
able to retrocausally influence space-
time at the point that is distant from us 
in the past.

Figure 1. bidirectional time flow pattern 

Figure 2. Time-flows are different 
but spacetime is shared
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3. Kairos – Chronos schematics and the complete 
pictuRe of cultuRal spacetime of cultuRal mankind

Kairos is widely known as the mo-
ment of action of something very impor-
tant that happens in chronos. Thus, kairos 
decides the future flows of chronos. When 
kairos is accompanied, chronos becomes 
transparent (both future and past). Ana-
lysing the structure of the arrows of time, 
M. Currie (2007), citing thinkers such as 
M. Heidegger and J. Derrida, concluded 
that temporality as such is inevitable in 
existence. For us, his claim that ‘the thing 
in which I am is in me’ is important. 

Thus, applying some basics of Can-
tor’s set theory, we can assume that our 
continuum reality is a set of real num-
bers R (-n, ... -2, -1, 0, 1, 2, ... n). The 
meta-reality to be perceived is ω, where 
ω is the set containing every possible 
information of R, ω contains every vari-
ation of R, but R cannot contain ω. 
Therefore, ω ⊃ R. 

So, we have added that the thing that 
is bigger than us is somehow inside us. 
But in terms of pure logic, this is impos-
sible. However, if kairos is also a prop-
erty that drives chronos, in that it is that 
particular moment in time that is of the 
greatest importance to chronos, then we 
can say that it is somehow hidden. 

Just recall Gadamer’s (and many oth-
ers’) claim that the decision for a par-
ticular present was made in the distant 
past (O. Rossi 2002:359–373). The 20th 
century theologian O. Cullmann (1951) 
also defined this hidden moment of de-
cision very precisely, placing the end of 
World War II in the context of the escha-
tological end of times and the beginning 

of eternity. According to him, the war is 
not yet over, but the decisive battle has 
already taken place.

Suppose, then, that for our reality R, 
the decision governing that reality is so 
small as to be surreal for the nature of R. 
And the smallest of the surreal numbers 
is called infinitesimal ε. Infinitesimal is 
the closest point to nothing in the set of R 
and its possible subsets. For example, 
1 + ε = 1, but ε still exists both qualita-
tively and quantitatively. It is just so small 
that it cannot be observed from the point 
of view of R, just as ω is too large to be 
detected from the point of view of R.

Suppose, then, that ε ↔ ω, these two 
variables form a unit in reality R because 
of their interaction. Based on this, let us 
draw a diagram of the kairos – chronos 
interaction. In Figure 3, we see a segment 
of linear time moving in both directions. 
This piece of linear time is divided by 
units of time (t1, t2, ...), which are mo-
ments that provide continuity to the flow 
of time. These moments, which are both 
decision makers and determinants of 
continuity, are influenced by the tempo-
ral structure of the kairos in which the 
splash of the singularity appears. 

Recall Augustine’s (2004 [400]) defini-
tion of eternal time, in which he pro-
poses to understand an eternity as a 
piece of text or a song to be sung. In 
order to sing, one must know the melo-
dy and the text completely. However, the 
continuity of singing dispels the holistic 
structure of the song by ensuring that 
the song is revealed throughout linear 
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time and not just in a temporal unit. This 
only means that the whole precedes the 
revelation of its parts. In this case we can 
appeal to the capacity of the mind, de-
fined by I. Kant, to know things a priori 
in the realm of abstract thought. The 
kairos is therefore both – the smallest and 
barely perceptible particle of the chronos 
and at the same time the complete chro-
nos with all possible scenarios.

The Figure 4 introduces the eternity 
or singular entity presence in chronos by 
kairos presence within temporal units (t1, 
t2, ... tn). 

So we opt for the situation described 
by Ch. Langan (2017: 313–330) as x ∧ ¬ x, 
where x at the same given time and 
space is equal to x and not equal to x. 
Thus, if we choose to view reality as dif-
ferent aspects of oneness, which is potent 
to singularity, we can indeed: a) make 
the right decision in terms of the evolu-
tion of cultural spacetime; b) through the 
application and use of advanced technol-
ogy, especially computer science and 
metadata science, we are able to view 
NP problems in the light of polynomial 
time solution possibility.

Figure 3. Linear time chronos and the kairos time 
co-presence in its temporal units

Figure 4. The presence of singular entity in chronos 
by kairos presence in temporal units

4. conclusive RemaRks: why Kairos wORKS? 

We have imagined how time might 
reverse, not our time, but the parallel 
time of the unit of matter per unit of 
space, which runs in terms of material 
entropy as we look back into history. We 
also have no reason to believe that these 
two timelines are not connected, because 
we have seen how the cultural charge 
acts as a catalyst for material growth in 
the continuum, and how the material 
timeline itself consumes towards entropy 
to increase the singularity of culture. 

Therefore, it is very possible that how 
we take care of the coming technological 
singularity in the future, for example, 
may make a difference in history. Simply 
put, if we look at matter as a whole and 
the entire continuum as a oneness and 
act on it to create what we perceive, it is 
very likely that time will begin to flow 
in history in a different configuration 
than what has already happened and 
been recorded by history. Thus, we en-
able the paradox of retrocausality. 
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To conclude what has been said, we 
note that the point of total singularity 
of humanity’s cultural space-time is nei-
ther total entropy nor total singularity. 
It is the event-horizon-like entity in 
which total entropy merges with total 
singularity. This noumen is the birth of 
a new evo/involutionary state of human-
ity as a purposive meta-organism that 
creates reality by thinking it.

If we recall Duns Scotus’ approach 
to the singularity of being, according to 
which being is the most prior entity, 
even before God himself (Stanford 2001), 
then we can go one step further and 
conclude that the full perception of kai-
ros is the next step in the evolution of 
the human species itself, opening up 
new ways of intuiting and anticipating 
the future.

References

Aldo Rossi. 1966. L’architettura della città (The Ar-
chitecture of the City). Padua: Marsilio.

Augustine of Hippo. 2004 [400] The Confessions, 
Hendrickson Christian Classics. Massachusetts: 
Hendrickson Publishers.

Bill Hillier, Julliane Hanson. 2005. The Social Logic 
of Space. Cambridge University Press.

Bill Hillier. 2012. The Genetic Code for Cities: is it 
Simpler than We Think?, Complexity Theories of Cit-
ies have Come of Age J. Portugali, H. Meyer, E. Stolk, 
E. Tan (eds) 129–153, Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

Börje Ekstig. 2017. Complexity, Progress, and Hier-
archy in Evolution, World Futures 73(7):457–472.

Chris Langan. 2017. An Introduction to Mathemat-
ical Metaphysics, Cosmos and History: The Journal 
of Natural and Social Philosophy 13(2): 313–330.

Claude Levi-Strauss. 1966. The Savage Mind. The 
University Of Chicago Press.

John Archibald Wheeler. 1989. Information, Phys-
ics, Quantum: the Search for Links, Proceedings 
III International Symposium on Foundations of 
Quantum Mechanics, Tokyo, 354–368.

John E.Stewart. 2018. Evolutionary Possibilities: Can 
a Society be Constrained so that “the Good” Self-
Organizes?, World Futures 74(1): 1–35. DOI:10.1
080/02604027.2017.1357985

Mark Currie. 2007. About Time: Narrative, Fiction 
and the Philosophy of Time. Edinburgh Univer-
sity Press.

Micho Kaku. 2014. The Future of the Mind: The Sci-
entific Quest to Understand, Enhance, and Em-
power the Mind. New York: Double Day.

Naom Chomsky. 1986. Knowledge of Language: Its 
Nature, Origin and Use. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

O. Rossi. 2002. Myth, “Thing” and Understanding 
in Gadamer, Analecta Husserliana (77): 359–373. 

Oscar Cullmann. 1951. Christ and Time: the Primitive 
Christian Conception of Time and History. London: 
SCM Press.

Pierre Theilhard de Chardin. 1959. The Phenom-
enon of Man. New York: Harper.

Ray Kurtzweil. 2005. The Singularity is Near. New 
York: Viking books.

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 2001. John 
Duns Scotus. Prieiga per internetą: https://plato.
stanford.edu/entries/duns-scotus/ [žiūrėta 2021-
10–24];

Steve Fuller. 2011. Humanity 2.0: What it Means to 
be Human Past, Present and Future. Palgrave Mac-
millan.

Theo Sider. 1997. Four Dimensionalism. Philosoph-
ical Review (106): 197–231.

Endnotes

1 Let us make some digression. For example, con-
sider cultural heritage field where some build-
ing are considered valuable and other are not. 
Heritage value is symbolic and it is not organic 
but rather relatively added. One would think 
that heritage phenomenon must indeed be ap-
preciation of culture. But in fact it is artificial 

effort to give meaning to thing that have no 
utilitarian function anymore. Therefore, when 
cultural charge must be imposed on thing there-
fore it does not perform its utilitarian function 
that means that culture itself is superficial and 
real cultural charge is not present anymore.


