
The Concept of Jl ıme in 1ies of Rome

What, then, 1s tıme ® E 0)141% qskes I  9 know; H8 want tOo
explaın ıt LO OINeONE who asks, do not know » 1) Anyone who has
puzzled OVerLr the problem of tıme has probably experıenced 21 the
outset the od! con]unetlon of eNsSs understandıng and
analytıcal 19NOTaNCE of tıme forc1ıbly eXxpressed 1ın St Augustine’s
often-quoted words. But thıs fırst bafflement 18 succeeded by
second, that arısıng from the clashıng an colhısıon of VIeWwS 1n hat
Uurpor LO be analytıcal knowledge diıverse thıinkers spread
OVeLr twenty-Ifour hundred ot Western thought After
long and prodigal expendıture of concentratıon tıme, the
Western mınd S far AWAY S Cver from al y COININON consent

the meanıng of tıme. Though most oday would probably want
nothıng IN0 do SMgl Zeno’s of tıme I1eTe aPPECATANCE
ıllusıon, tıme for OUT contemporarıl1es 1s often the vicetım of Teduc-
t10onısm, usually ımplıcıt, In whıch 1t 18 merged ıdentifıed ıth

ontıec psychıc affıhate. Ihus, for SOMe, tıme becomes PUTE
mental CONSTrUCGT ; for others 1t; 1s nothıng but consıdered
Passage , fOor Man y others, chıefly enamorTed of PTOCESS thought,
tıme 1S Ohne ıth creatıve change PTOCESS 1n ıts novelty. The advance
of relatıvıty theory (1f ıt 1S indeed advance ?) has served rather
LO becloud rather than clarıf y the pleture, ,T least 1n the that
ıt; has een the 0Ccasıon fOTr the outcroppıng of fresh eurtTIOSITIES bearıng

CUonfessiones, ed SKUTELLA, 1n Vol of (Huvres de sarınt Augustın (Desclee
de Brouwer, 1962), X 9 14,

In hıs introduetion LO Henrı1 BERGSON, Daratıon AaNı Sımultaneuty, Lrans.
Leon ‚JJ ACOBSON (New ork Bobbs-Merrrill, 1965 ; the HKrench orıginal appeared ın
1922), XV-Xl11, Herbert DINGLE, Knglısh astrophysicist, searchingly questions
the validity of Einstein’s celebrated theory. The asymetrical agıng that the twıns
paradox demands 18 incompatible, Dingle holds En Bergson earlier held), ıth the
relativity postulate princıple. In other words, asymmetrica|l agıng (Peter traveling
close LO the speed of lıght LWO older while aul agCs LWwoOo hundred years)
AaASSUTNES privileged frame of reference, whereas the relatıvıty postulate requires that

coordinate sSystem eN]OoYy privileged STAatus. After detecting other anomalies, he
Stresses that CONtrary LO Varlous claıms, experimental Lest. has yet verified the
constant velocıty of light ındependent of its SOUI’CEC (whether mMmOoving not)
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the aPPEALAaNGE of se1entifıc cachet. In the amle of relatıvıty theory
the unıty an unıversalıty of tıme ave een denied ; sımultane1ıty
has een secouted AS scıentifically untenable ; the ırrevers1ıbılıty of
tıme has een dropped by SOINeEe 1n favor of arTOWwless direetion-
less t1ıme; an tıme ıtself has een fused into ıts econtinuous correlate
ın the 1ct1on called space-time 3) Thus much COoNtemMPOoTarYy wonder-
ment about tıme leads not LO satısfaction cCOoNSeEQquenNt uPoN under-
standıng but LO doubt of the densest SorTt The pursult INa y look

futile that SOINeEe H1a Yy want LO rewrTıte St; Augustine’s lınes What,
then 1s tıme ® If Ur Yy In explaın ıt LO OINeONE who asks, do not
NOW If Ur Yy In learn ıt; from the learned, realıze that Öa  -

know
But thıs borders despair, whıich 18 Juxury (sınce ıt leads LO

dilettante sSkeptic1sm) SeTr10USs thınker 02  w} afford. The spectacle of
Mal y faılures an much confusıon should ehceıt INOTe than

depressingly negatıve reactıon. Surely i should evoke certaın
intellectual COompassıon and speculatıve sympathy (poınts IM®) which

shall brıefly advert later oN) for those laboring LO track OWN the
meanıng of tıme. Moreover. the ecurrent unresolved SLATE of the tıme-
question ENCOUTASES INOTE respectful hearıng for candıdates to whiıich
earher prejudices had denı1ed entrance. More specıfically, 1f take
the whole of modern philosophy of plece, 1f, consequentLy,
take the present deadlock OVerLr tıme s1gn that modern thınkıng,
havıng TU ıts COUTISE, IS 1O near-sterıe, mMay be encouraged LO

back beyond Hegel, beyond Kant, beyond Leıbniız, N beyond
Descartes In8 the general world 1eW of the medievals, especlally LO
theır philosophy of nature, for fresh ook al the problem of tıme.
Such mental Journey ushers ınto sclentifically sımple, less
sophısticated noet1ic unıverse. But perhaps ıts WaYy of thınkıng 1s INOTEe

orderly 1n the technıcal that 1t 18 I1NOTE sensıtıve LO the eed
LO handle problems accordıng LO the mınd’s natural mode of knowıng
N! acCordıng LO the prlority of general LO specıal knowledge. In
partıcular, 1t posıts an probes the question of tıme 1ın the domaın
of general physıcal knowledge pr10T LO al consıderatıion of the specıal
SC1IENCES. Thus 1n addition LO tryıng LO contribute mıte toward

ö) Instead of cıtiıng good num ber of works, it, WwI1ser LO send the interested
reader LO FRASER (ed.), "T’he Voices of T'ıme (New ork Braziller, 1966), wıide
rangıng set of reflections by mostly philosophers an scientists that, report advocate
SO111€6 of the CUr10us VIeWS just mentioned.
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poss1ıbly ample STaSp of ONe medıeval miıind, these few reflections
(AHles’s theory of tıme mMa y help throw SsSOINe lıght the meanıng

of tıme ıtself.
Many of the medıievals felt able LO sSupply answer to SOMmMeoONe

who askes hat 1S tıme. Thıs reply 1s conveyed In general 1n the
celebrated definıtion of Arıstotle tıme 1S the number of motion
accordıng IN0) the prıor and the poster10r. But serutinızed ın detail,
the ONe AaNSWeTr fans OUt into Man y AaLSWeEeTS Avıcenna, Averroes,
Aqumnas, Albert the Great, an Wılliam of Ockham ATEe In perfect
aCccord the formulatıon of the definıtion of tıme, but each TJOES
hıs separate WaYy OVeLr the specıf1c import an implications of hat
they hold 1n COININON 4) Giles of Rome shares ıth these thinkers
the Same physical outlook ıth ıts agreed-upon definıtion of tıme,
but ıt; should COINe Surprıse that hıs ınterpretation 18 not
direct rehearsal pale carbon COPDY of OoONnNe rg1dly receı1ved V1ECW 5)

For brief ook a SOTNEe differences n medievals SCE Augustin MANSION,
« La theorie arıstotelicienne du emMps hez les peripateticiens medievaux , Revue
neo-scholastıique, @€ (Melanges de Wulf, 275-307 Texts dealıng ıth
William CKHAM Aare avaijlable iın Herman SHAPIRO, Motıon, T'ime AaANı Place according

Wıllıam of Ockham (St. Bonaventure, Franciscan Institute Publications, 1957),
ül

'To forestall an y disbelief dismay that thıs COM PaCct appraisal mMa y stir In
the reader, should hedge 1t; about ıth few qualifying remarks. We ALr not
making the foolish claım that Giles’s aÜCCOoUNLT of tıme 18 purely original, Nor Are

ryıng LO CONVEY the i1mpression that he departs radically TOomM hıs predecessors an
colleagues. We Are confining ourselves LO the much INOTE modest proposal that Giles,

spiıte of hıs recognizable dependence others, presents subtly thought-through
VICW that bears the stamp of hıs OW)] fırst-rate analytical M1n 11les of COUTSEC makes

bones Ou the fact, that he recelves leading 1deas TOM Averroes. The distinetion
between the formal an mater1a| features of tıme that Giles exploits consistentl y

straight out of Passage ın Averroes (though the Commentator does not caplıtalize
thıs dıstinetion ıth the thoroughness of Gales). From time LO tıme 1n the following

notes shall call attention LO places 1n AÄAverroes that have eft their mprint Giles’s
thinking. Yet, the ahead ll hopefully bear OuUt, Giles’s handlıng of tıme 18
far TOM slavısh reproduction of Averroes. fter approprlating an making hıs OWN
SOme maın lines of AÄAverroes, Ghiles does break fresh ground num ber of significant
pomts.

St. T’homas, ıt; NO clear, commented the Metaphysics 1n the light of
an reaction to the commentarıes of Avicenna, Averroes, an Albert the Great
(ef. James DoiI1G, Aquınas Metaphysics [T’he Hague Nijhof{f, zxı)S and,

IMNa y reasonably infer, he had weighty commentarıes wıthin reach while preparıng
his eXposition of the Physics, (Intrinsie eviıdence, hich it 18 Inopportune tO adduce
here, shows that Aquinas had under hıs CYC Averroes an Albert the Great; for 0)415
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Wıthin the relatıvely short of these Pages, ıt
profitable LO aCCOTd INOTeEe than passıng attentıon to fıyve pomts : the
dıaleetiec of tıme, ıts definıtion an corollarıes, the meanıng of the
NOW, the exıstence objeetivıty of tıme, an the unı1cıty of tıme 6)
'Fo these few eritical remarTks ATEe appended.

T’he Diralectıc of Tıime

Exeellent thıngs ATe ıffıcult, the old Greek Sayıng S0O€ES, an
the most prized of objects 1n the human enterprıse ATIe

proposıtions 1n demonstrated knowledge se1entıfıec knowledge 1n
the Greek an mediıeval of sCenbıa. As valuable, the sc1entifıc
hat N why of things do not he read y LO hand T’hey AT the OUtT-
COINe of grOPINg, struggle, sSweat, stern mental dıscıplıne. At the
ar of INQUITY, ave LO Talse quest1ons, aıft hat purports LO be
evıdence, and disecount misgulded solutions. To thıs indıspensable
conirontatıon ıth AÄAverroes nomınalıon SC6 D 134 below.) Similarly, it SECEINS probable
that whıile hıs work Was In>Chles had close al hand INOTEC than 0)81  D commentary

the Phys1c8. Beyond shadow of doubt he studied Averroes at AA  AL step 1n hiıs
interpretation of Aristotle. What other eXpos1itors helped fashion, positively
negatively, Giles’s account ? At thıs junecture cannot hazard overall ul Oou
the num ber an of these eXpositors, but 1t SEECINS permissible LO SUrmı1se that
he consulted Aquinas’s commentary. In 21, 5 E} D9, 6l, 6 9 8 9 9 ‚9 110, IE7,; anı
14585 below, instance pomters to probable influence of Thomas : few som what
marked ideational resemblances, SOIl ıtems of apparently mMInOr dependence, anı
f{ew arresting verbal Correspondences. hereas the evıdence for dependence
Averroes abundant an! strong, the Case for rellance Aquinas a PCaLs far less
convincing. VYet; ıt; might be wrongheaded to skıp Ver indications of SOINE ideational
an verbal parallels to Aquinas 1ın the Aegidian text. Indeed ıf put anı y stock ın
the considered opınion of Josef KOCH, 1ın hıs introduetion to Ciles’s TTOTEeSs Yhrloso-
nhorum, ed. KOCH an tr. RIEDL (Milwaukee : Mar quette Press, 1944), Vl,
that CGhiles gained « an extensiıve owledge of the wrıtings of Aquinas } mMa y be
disposed eXpecCt, rather than be stubbornliy skeptical about, Some traces of Aquinas’s
physical ideas making their felt In (Hiles’s outlook.

6) have used a text reprinted 1n 1968 DYy inerva M.B.H., Frankfurt,
West Germany, ıth the tıtle, Aegıdıir Romanı commentarıa ın cto l1bros Physico-
TU Arıstotelıs. The LexXt Was first printed 1ın Venice September 2 '9 1502 Im:
PrFesSSUum 1n Venetiis peT dominum Andream de Torresanis de Asula, In cıting thıs,

have taken the liıberty of designating A, D; C, an the 'OUrTr columns of ach (for ü
double) Page. (We shall refer tOo Giles’s commentary In DhyS.) In the approprlate
places shall ıte TOoMmM er works that substantially CONCULr ıth (les’s
treatment of tıme 1n hıs commentary the Phy81c8.
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stage of searchıing, the ({reeks and medievals DSaVEC the amnıe dıaleetie.
After the merest, glance a1 SOMe features of dıalectic, shall consıder
the dıaleetiec of the exıstence of tıme and the dıalectie of the nature
of tıme.

Ihalectaec. Taken doctrinally, taken branch of logıc,
dialeetiec consısts of the general rules for approxımatıng truth 1n

SCIENCE, for Talsıng questlons and contrıving tentatıve AaALLSWEeTS
1ın unıverse of discourse. nsofar se1entifıc method embraces
hypothesıs and trı1al-and-error experıment, dialeetie Ia y be called,
wıthout exaggeratıon, generalızed secj1entifie method. It achleves oN1y
extrinsıec TeASONS , that SE ıts explanatıons Arle not exactly PTODOT-
tiıoned IN0 the intrinsıc nature of the object 7) Here 1E4ASONS only
COMMMON and perıpheral always fall short of accounts PTODETI and
central IN0 the objeect. Hence dialeetiec 18 dısputative, engagıng 1ın the
g1ve-and-take of sharp discuss]ıo0on. 1 antınomı1es, pomts
plausıble solutions, PTUuN€ES a WaYy ETTOTS 1n these solutions, N! clears
the WAaYy for precıse explanatıon of the matter a hand

The precursıve INQuUICYy of dıaleectic regards tıme bears the
exıstence >Mal nature of tıme. Sınce tıme LO be ıimmedi1ately
known, dıfficulties about ıts exıstence ATe postponed untiıl deter-
mıne ıts nature and attrıbutes. Arıstotelian realısm relegates to the
last chapter of analysıs erıtical ın vestigation ınto the verıdıcal ex1istence
of g1Vens of nature that Seem genulmely interwoven into OUT COINMON-

an sei1entıifıc experlıence. 1ıme to be massıve fact
Coerc1vely impressing ıtself throughout a 11 of OUT wakıng lıfe
Hence dark pomts CONCeErNINZ ıts exıstential character, especlally its
objeectiıve ex1istence, ATrTe best tabled for later d1scuss1on, wıth the
expectatıon that ACCUTAaTe determınatıon otf ıts Mmeanıng an leadıng
features wıll provıde enough lıght IN0) dıissolve the inıtıal obsecurıties

In DhyYS., 17383 fol 07 (under Consequens autem dıcts) The business of
dialeetic 18 « procedere opponendo et procedere PEr quasdam ratiıones extraneas et
S, ut Commentator exponiıt Y In his treatıse tıme thiıs 18 the first of Giles’s
references tOo AverrToes, the only medieval whom he menti.ons In connection ıth tıme.
We ll cıte the edition of Averroes entiıtleı Arıstotelıs de Physıco Anuditu lıbri CLO
CU/ Äverro1rs Vordubensis (Commentariis (Venice, reprinted 1ın Frankfurt,
West Germany : Minerva, G.M.B.H., 1962 (henceforth designated Averroes, In DNYS
'The Passage LO which (Ailes refers 18 found Averroes, In DNAYS., COIN. 87, fol 173
ere does not SCCIH LO be appreclable manıfest dependence of Giles Averroes
1ın the dialectial portion. Averroes’s consıderation generally INOTE compressed,
an Ioregoes an y attempt to antıcıpate later doctrinal solutions.



T’he Concept of Tıme uwnN G(ales of Rome 315

and antınomı1es. Questions posed about the nature of tıme, however,
ALl 11OTe directly introductory LO attamıng satısfactory definıtion
of tıme. Prıiıor OPIN1ONS ATEe weıghed an found wantıng, but instead
of being discarded, Are receıved ıth apprecıatıon Ral wıth gratiıtude.
Kven while allıng short of the marTk go1Ng AWTIY, they offer
pregnan suggest1ons toward eX4aC definıtion. Theıir eETTOTS harbor
part-truths that Ca  S be exploıited for urther an CONSUMMAAaTtOTY lıght

Daralectıc of the erx1stence of tıme. Time, 1f 1t; 1s whole, must
consıst of aCctors either dıyısıble indıyvısıble. I 1S a 180 usually
viewed dependent uPDOoN the exıstence of the NO One dialecetical
thrust dissıpates the possıbılıty of tıme by maıntaınıng that tıme
cCannot be made of Parts indıvısıble nıts sSecond dialectical
attack tıme’s ex1istence focuses IncongruLtLes In the NO

(1) Dialectical probıng fırst provokes doubts about the exıstence
of tıme. inıtıal lıne of reasonıng that tıme, probably
because of ıts connectıon wıth the materı1a|l unıverse, 18 1n SOINe

composıte 8) But consıdered, tıme turns OUt LO be cComposed of
nonexıstent parts; that 1s LO SaY, tıme 1s not cComposed a1 a ]] and
thus presumably oeSs not exıst, 0) ıf ıt o0€eS exıst, ıt eludes clear
perception aN precıise conception. I’wo arguments establısh thıs
conclusıon. Thınk of tıme, fırst argument TUNsS, stretchıng inde-
finıtely into the past an endlessly into the future Here the present
18 taken SDan of tıme such thıs OUT thıs mınute that o0es
not physically exıst a, 11 ar ONCeEe The present oes not exclude but 1s
ıtself ineluded ıIn either past future If tıme consısts of only past
and future parts, 1t; oes not ex1ist ; fOr neıther the past, whıich
embraces hat ONCe WaS, UF the future, whıch refers tO hat wıll
exıst, has actual, explicıt physıcal exıstence. second argumen
PUtS emphasıs composıte tıme divıisıble 9) If tıme 1S
physıcal entity, ıt 18 dıyısıble iınto ıts fundamental nıt factor
usually desıignated the NO The NO however, 1s hıterally the atOom,
the indıvısıble of tıme. As IS the Case ıth other physıcal entitıes,
tıme cannot be composed of dıyıded ınto indıvısıbles. AÄAs later
analysıs ll make clear, the 110 0eSs ECAaSurTe tıme but not 1n the
ashıon that part whole WOo, © 18 multıplable
part of S1X and 18 therefore ECAaSsSurTe of S1IX. In other words, the

1 bıud., fol 97d (under Quod quidem aqgıtur)
1bıd., fol 097d-983a, (under UC autem 0MNL8),
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number S1X 18 exhaustıvely diyıded iınto three two  s (the LWwO 1s the
sımplest number ınto whıich S1X 18 dıvısıble). But the whole that 18
tıme cCannot be exhaustively dıyıded into OWS that ATe taken to
be indıvısıbles.

Anticipatıng the determinatıion GOo follow, Giles briefly digresses
eTe LO dogmatıcally ATe the Case for the ex1ıstence of tıme. iıme
1S to be grouped not ıth permanent thıngs, which eN]oYy sımul-
tanelty of parts, but wıth SUCCESSIVE things, whıch ave order of
ar It 18 misleadıng to diısmıss tıme because ıt; O0€Ss not statıcally
contaın both past and future. The order of DaTts makıng tıme
18 grounded 1ın the NO which 18 the princıple OT ONe part of tıme
and the term of another. ıme has exıstence ıIn the order of aTrts
ıth foundatıon 1n the OW.,

(11) To return to dialectical matters, second lıne of reasonıng
throws doubt the exıstence of tıme by claımıng that the NO

absurd. The NO  9 ıt would aD PDEAT, has LO be ONne an the s5Samne
varıecd Ral pluralızed ; but both options betray internal contra-

dıetions 1n the NO pluralıty of OWS 1s Judged ımpossıble LWwo
counts 10) Pluralızed OWS mMa y be related 1n 0)]41% of LWwo WaysS they
Ia y be sımultaneous 1ın the 1n whıch day contaıns an 1S
siımultaneous ıth hour; a&  ar from sımultaneıty, Ne  z OWS

Da Yy arrtıve N! the old depart by generatıon N Corruption. 11O

that 18 indıvısıble cannot be simultaneous wıth an y part that ıt;
embraces for the sımple TEeAaSON that 1t; Ca  S ave parts Self-
contradıetion 18 also fatal LO the alternatıve possıbılıty, that of
generatıon an corruption 11) Corruption must T SOoOmMme instant

1O We eed not belabor the pomt that the Pr10T 11O 18 unable
LO be corrupted 1ın the prl1or NO for rıght then, being ıtself that
vVeLrYy NOW, it; exısts rather than GeEeEases LO exıst. The alternatıve
supposıtıon, that the Pr10T 110 1S corrupted 1ın the poster10r NOW,
gets us urther. In ımagınıng the corruption of the NO  > an the
generatıon of another NO at termınal, ATe ımplyıng that, the
pr10T 11O aN! poster10T NO ATre rıght ext LO each other, wıth
thırd 1O 1n between the Lwo But LWO OWS Ca  - COINe rıght after
ONe another INOTe than LWO pomts Can We Oan COoNCcelve of
infınıte number of pomts boundıng infinıte number of lıne-segments

10) Ibıd., fol 983-b (under Siquidem autem WUNC)
11) 1 b2ıd., fol 98b-d (under In eodem quıdem).
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iınto which lıne 18 dıvasıble. Thus the corruption of the prı0r 1O

1ın the poster10r NO amounts In8 makıng the pPr10T NO sımultaneous
ıth the ınfınıty of OWS intervenıng between ıt an the poster10r NO

Such sımultanelty 18 of COUTSE@e absurd.
The other sıde of the dis]unetion also o0esS not eaTr inspectıion.

DEr 1S equally imposs1ıble to hold that the NO remaılns ONe an the
SaIne throughout tıme 12) The termınal role of the NO clashes ıth

allegedly iımmutable 11O line cannot ave only 0)]41% term ;
one-termed lıne collapses into point. On the legıtımate assumptiıon
that the 10 18 tıme-pomnt boundıng the pr10T an poster10r of the
tıme-lhine, each segment of the time-lıne must ave LWO erms, 16L
LWwO OWS Furthermore, the posıtıon that the 110 perdures unchanged
through the whole of tıme involves the bızarre celaım that the PTO-
clamatıon of the US Deeclaratıon of Independence July 4,
1776 Was exactly sımultaneous ıth ıts bieentennıal celebratıon
1ın 1976

Giles sketches 1n rough strokes the key distinetion he wıll develop
later to Save the coherence of the 1O 13) Along ıth the fırst,
set of TEeaSONS denyıng the pluralıty of OWS should maıntaın that
secundum TE  S there 18 ONe an the Samlıe 1O throughout tıme. But
along ıth the second set of TeAaASONS ; challenging monolıthıcally
ONe 1O ave LO concede that the NO eanno0t be ONe 1n
respeCct ıt; 1S pluralızed secundum ratıonem. As tıme parallels motıon,

the 1O parallels the substance of the mobiıle thıng In anı ON

motion mobile thıng Temaıns the sSaAINne secundum TE  S whiıle being
dıversıfıed secundum ratıonem. So wıth the NO 1t 18 ONe an the
SAaInlNe secundum TE  S but pluralızed secundum ratıonem. Just A the
ONe flowıng mobıle thıng Causes mot1on, the :0)41 flowıng NO

Causes tıme » 14) But cannot allow attention LO the ONeNeSS of
the NO In ıts diversity. Kor, A ave ]Just noticed,
the NO werTe OLE N the SAaInNe both secundum TE  S an secundum
ratıonem, the whole hıstory of nature N! INa would be incredibly
compressed ınto 0)41% an only ONe instant.

Diralectıc of the NAtuTreE of tame. Leavıng off till later the

12) 1 bıd., fol. 98d-99a (under eTO U an Ampmnlius 81 SUmUl).
13) 1bıud. (under De his quidem) Here (Ales antıcıpates distinetion for which

warranty 18 furnished the analysıs of the LDOW., See 111 97- below an the related
matter 1n OUT text.

14) 1bid. Sicut nım mobile fluens causat motum S1C 1N1UNC fluens causat tempus
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resolution of paradoxes doggıing the exıstence of tıme and the NO
make second dialectical INQqUITY, thıs brıef expoéition and

refutatıon of LWwoO defective ventures One defines tıme the MOovemen
of the heavens, and the second iıdentifies tıme ıth the heavenly
sphere ıtself.

(1) The fıirst opınıon unthınkable LWO CoOouUunNts 15) 1T
tıme 18 equıvalent LO the rotatıon of the heaven, then part of the
ciırcular motıon 1S ıtself ciırcular mot1ion for Part of tıme 1S ıtself
tıme. Sınce the AlC of cırcle 18 only part an not the whole of
cırcle, the antecedent falls tıme cCannot be defined ciırcular
moti1on. KFurthermore, takıng cırculatıon In the broad for
celestial mot1ıon Iın an Y mode, Oan SUPPOSE everal heavens LO
exıst. But pluralıty of heavens would INean pluralıty of cırcular
mot1ons, and, In TUrNn. pluralıty of tımes. manıfold of coexıstent
tımes, however, 1s impossıble. Iwo tımes exactly siımultaneous and
unıformly alıke In respect ATe not 1A0 but COoOMmMe OoOWNn In8 ONne
tıme. The only acceptable sımultanelty of tımes 1s that of LWO arts
of the ONe tıme, the maller segment being included In the Jarger.

(11) The second Opın10n, that tıme 1s the heavenly sphere (the
outermost In the un1ıverse), rTests reasonıng of thıs SOTT the sphere
of the whole contaıns , ]] thıngs, because In ancıent celestial mechanıcs
the LOopmMOSt sphere eifectıvely regulates a ]] thıngs; tıme contaıns a,{]
thıngs In nNature ; therefore tıme 1s the heavenly sphere 16) 'T wo flaws
STAanN! 0Out ımmediately In thıs INOTe foolısh », 1.e.; NGEY. weak, plece
of argumentatıon. Kırst, the argument violates elementary rule
of syllogıstic form. syllogısm of the second L1guUre, where the mıddle
18 the predicate ıIn both prem1ses, must ave ONne negatıve premıise.
Here both prem1ses Are affırmatıve, termıatıng ın conclusıon
less feeble than the claım that because Communis IS opposed
bO Faseceısm an Catholie 1s lıkewıise opposed tOo Fascısm,
Cathohe 1S Communist. When ıts proposıtions Are posıtioned ın
condıtional syllogısm, the argument 18 Judged gullty of the fallacy
of CONSEQUENT, that of affırmıng the CoOoNsequent LO affırm the ante-
cedent. Second, the argumen 1s vitiated by equ1vocatıon, the
confusıon of contaınment 1n tıme, whıch 1s that of eECAasSsurTe LO
measured, ıth contaınment 1n place, whıch 18 that of place LO
thıng ocated.

15) Ibıd., fol. 99a-b (under Quamvis cırculationis est an Ammplius autem 8%)
16) 1b1d., fol 99b (under Totius autem sphaera).
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Though the elımınatıon of these LWwO false OPIN1ONS sets I1NOTEe

fırmly the road LO the truth about tıme, thıs counter-analysıs
TeMAalINSs 1n the realm of the dialectical. The clear intent of the cCounter-
arguments 1s In® controvert faulty human VIleWws, not LO exh1bıt
connectjons In nature. Theır negatıve dress alone 1s enough LO locate
these arguments 1ın the proposıtional mode. 'To that tıme IS
neıther the fırst heaven’s mot1ion 1900718 the fırst heaven ıtself 18 not LO
aSSert HEGCESSALY In nature but NEGCESSATY disassoclatıon of
the Darts of proposıtion. Thıs 18 1t should be cAaleetie predisposes
the mınd In0) hat 1s rıght 1n nature by negatıng hat 1s 1n
human opın10n.

T'he Definition of T'ıme

The dialectical prelımınary SEts the stage for the construction
of the definıtiıon 17) An ıntroductory part establıshes that tıme 1S
Co-present ıth moti1on. Thıs ınseparable assocıatıon ıth motion 18
specıfıed In SeCcOoNd section that deals ıth the definıtion such :
der1ving continulty from motı1on, tıme numbers the Pr10T and poster10r
1n mot1jon. The LWO last sect1ons eTe deal ıth quest1ions Consequent
uDON definıtiıon the attrıbutes of tıme 2nl the respect 1n whıch tıme

thıngs other than motlon.
I'ntroductory consıderations. Three statements preambulatory

LO the maın elements 1n the definıtion inıtlate the determıination of
the truth about tıme. (1) ıme 1Ss not the sSamıe An motljon. (11) ıme

17) At. thıs juneture (Ales SCcCS the discussion passıng TOmM dialeetie to deter-
miınatıon of the ruth, 1.€., tO definıiıtion an demonstration. Posteaquam philosophus
eterminavit de tempore opponendo, 1ın parte ista, determinat de verıtatem deter-
miınando » : ıOid., fol 99b (under (uoniam autem vıdetur), 8  D Averroes 18 silent r
thıs poın about transıtıon into secientitfiec mode of discourse. FKor hiım, 1ıt; 9
the proposition, « ' L1ıme 1S nOT motıon », ST hes wıthin the coniines of dialeetie.
little Jater, when dealing ıth the inseparability of tiıme an motion, he LO
indicate that Arle CrOSSINZ the border into strict determination. Cum declaravıt
quod tempus 11O:  e est MOTtuUS, Incoeplt innuere 1pSum Sequ1 motum et accıdere e1l.. »S
Averroes, In DAyYS., I CO. 97, HI For Aquinas both Tıme 18 not motıon »
an 'Time 18 not wıthout motiıon AL eached dialectically. We ALlC using MaAG
9 edition of Aquinas’s cCommentarYy : In CLO I1bros Physıcorum Ariıstotelis
eEXDOSUNLO (Rome Marietti, (This 1S henceforth referred LO A., In DAyYS.)
Aquinas begins the striect induetion of tıme ıth reflection uUPDON tıme alıquıd MOLUS.
« Postquam philosophus disputative INnquIis1vIt de tempOore, hiec 1ncC1pit determinarvıt
verıtatem 7 S A., In DAYS., F D 16
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o0es not ex1ist wıthout motıion. 111) ıme 18 alıquıid OLUS, somethıng
of motıon, entity coN]oined LO motion.

(1) The nonıdentıty of tıme ıth motion Spr1ıngs, fırst of all, from
incompatıbılıty of attrıbutes 18) iıme ubıquıtous, present
everywhere 1ın the unıverse, subjectively unbounded ın nature ; ıt; 18
not eireumMserıbed by anı ONe subject get of entities. Motion,
the other hand, IS subjectified in the recıpıent, the being that 18
moved, whether the change 1s substantıal change (mutatıo) alter-
atıon orowth (here OLUS ad formam); ‚N! In the Ccase of local
motıon, Ar 18 subjeetifıed 1n the place where the 1n
ontact 1ıth the thıng moved. Secondly, speak otf motı.on

fast SLOw. The comparatıve velocıty expressed In these qualifiers
18 determıine by reference I6 SOMe tıme-scale. Hast and SL0w betoken
the rate of change, e the rate of dıstance covered LO tıme elapsed.
We Sa y body 18 fast MOVINg when 1t, travels ogreat dıstance ın
relatıvely short SPan of tıme. We cannot then predicate fast slow
of of tıme. We cannot rely tıme to ascertaın tıme. 'Lo hold
that tıme 18 fast, SLOwW lands 1n VICIOUS cırcle ; after determınıng
fast an SLOWw by tıme, ave tıme determıned by fast an slow.
In modern language, M6 Sa y fast, and SLow of tıme would be LO posıt

rate of tıme, LE the ratıo of the tıme elapsed O the tıme elapsed
In other wOords, numerator N! denomınator would cancel 0OUt LO the
number ON  D ECASUurTe 0€S not ECASUTeEe ıtself ; ıt 18 sımply ıdentical
wıth ıtself. Hence dısparıty of attrıbutes pertaınıng In8 subject and
ECASUTeE rules Out ıdentıfıcatıon of tıme N! motion.

(11) Yet thıs disparıty oes not bar indıssoc1able palırıng of
tıme ıth motion 19) The LWO ArIe LWO ın the that tıme 18
found apar from SOMe motion. Awareness of tıme IS separated
from a Wareness of motion. Wıthout of motion ave

of tıme. When change regısters OUT CONSCIOUSNESS when
change vıtally affecting us slıps by OUT attention, AT uUunNnaware of
an y Passasge of tıme. T’hıs 1S iıllustrated by the fabled Sardınılans wh
slept for number of 1n the of mythical Greek heroes
revered gods. Upon awakenıng from theır marvelous dormıtion
these indırıduals WerTe not that tıme had elapsed whıile they
WeIe wrapped 1n slumber. The fırst instant of their sleep Was for

18) 1 bıd., fol 99e-d (under Quoman autem »”ıdetur anı Ammplius autem mutatıo).
19) 1 bıud., fol Y93-1008 (under J7 erO neque
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them perceptually telescoped wıth the fırst moment of theır awakenıng.
'The LWO tıme-pomMts seemed ONne because the tıme-1interval 1ın
between had left marTk theır CONSCIOUSNESS. The elassıc tale of
the monk a 180 Ine belong LO thıs After being transfıxed
ın contemplatıon occasıoned by the SONS of nıghtingale, he returns
LO hıs mOoNastery only In8 fınd hımself unrecogn1zed, hıs confreres 10

dead ONne hundred 20) More moderate echoes N! reahstie
analogues of such fıetional CCUTTENCE, ıt DLa y be mentioned, Are not

1n the lıves of charısmatiıec salınts. Whıle recıtıng None
Ascensıion Thursday, St. Thomas of Vıllanova WasSs ‚wWe into an
stayed 1ın ECSTACY for SOMe eleven hours, uncogn1zant throughout hıs
LraNsSpOort of anı lapse of tıme 21) W hether the event 1S fıetional
extranaturally actual, the lesson 1S the Samne wıthout perception
of change .11 LO exıst tımelessly, suspended ın indıvısıble
instant. If ıt, 18 true that ‚.Wareness of tıme follows ‚:WaTrTrTenes

of motı1on, ıt 1s a lso true that perce1ve the Passage of tıme only
when motion and dehlimıt it; 1n SOINeEe WaY , only when
1ın SOINe WaY COouUuNn. the dıisappearıng N! emerg1ing phases of motion
only when 1ın SOIMe WaYy the 10O flowıng an varıegated
In the makıng of the tıme-hne. Lack of concomıtance In ‚.WarTreness

SeTr vVves index of lack of concomıtance 1ın nature tıme oes not
exıst apar from motıjon.

Weelıng the PTESSUTE of ecertaın dubitarets, (Ales briefly departs
somewhat from the route of the austerely ordered COoMMenNnTtarTY. The
easıly observable fact that tıme 18 closely assoclated ıth motion
provokes insıstent quer1es about the intrı1cacles of theır relatıonshıp
and the precıse ontıc Status of tıme. These problems wıll be faced
an resolved 1n theır PTODETr places 1ın the full exposıtıon to follow,
but Hiles OPtS NO for doctrimally AaNSWEeTsS that ll ımmed1ately
still the celamor of questlionıng. We Ma y wonder, fırst, whether tıme
18 really dıstinguishable from motijon. All that the notion of tıme
contrıbutes LO that of motion 18 certaın intention of the Soul. 'T’hıs
intentional diıserımınatıon o0eSs not sSceINn LO Justify dıfferentiatıon
1ın the physıcal order. If put the actıvıty of the soul ın brackets,

20) Of. Jean PUCELLE,; Le EMD: (Paris : TESISSES Üm'versita‚ires de France, 1955),
47-48 Also, Mary STURT, T’he Psychology of Tıme (London Kegan Paul, 1925),

147
21) St. "T’homas of Villanueva , In W ATKIN, Neglected Sarnts (New ork

Sheed an Ward, 177
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ATEe eft wıth only the thıng moved an the mot1ion ıth which
tıme physıcally coalesces : tıme such has exıistence 1n nature
'T ’hıs dıfficulty 1S indeed eruc]1a|l and troublesome ONe The partıcular
NanneTr of OVvercomıng ıt; sıgnıfıcantly shapes the analysıs of tıme
1ın Gles and other medievals who grapple ath ıt It 18 especlally
vexatıous because linconvenlences SeeIN IM®} lurk along matter hat
road the mınd trıes. Stress demarcatıng tıme from motion Ia y
threaten LO ortfeıt the physıcal residence of tıme, whıle CONtrarYy
Strong 2CCent tıme’s indıssoclabılıty from motion Ma Yy tend to
oblıterate the lınes of tıme’'s ontıc autonNnomYy. To solve thıs ormıdable
dıfficulty Giles, followıng Averroes, dıstıngulshes between the formal
2aN! materı1al facets of tıme 22) Materlally tıme 1s iıdentical ıth
motion, but formally ıt T COMPDanN y ıth motion. As observed 1n
the Concrete physıcal domaın, motion IS found wıthout ıts
Dr10T aN! poster10r parts, but these pertaın LO motion only materlally.
Formally mot.ıon 1s defined the 2C% of mobıle being We aTTıve onr
the Yatıo formal ote 1n tıme when the soul numbers the prıor aN!
poster10r ın moti1jon. Materlally both motion and tıme PDOSSESS pr10T
an poster10r parts, but the PTr10T 2N! poster10r taken 2 numbered
belong formally only IM0 tıme. We Ma y summarıly put the dıfferences
between mot1ion ‚N! tıme under three headıngs 23) Kırst, regards
subject whereas the subject of moton 18 the mobiıle thıng, the subject
of tıme 1S motıion (tıme, shall later, 18 nothıng other than the
pr10T 2,N! poster10Tr 1ın motion insofar these Are numbered by the
soul). Second, regards nature : ave Just SCEH, motıion 18

22) In DhyS., 1 1 E fol (under Al er neque In SUPppOrTt of the
distinetion (+1les cıtes the Commentator, but I 18 only later O. In considering the
attrıbutes of tıme, that Averroes pOosıts the formal-materıia|l distinetion — the only
place, by the WAaYy, ın hıs exposıtıion of tıme that he expressly sets down this distinetion.
In LO doubt to hOow tıme Ca be both econtinuum an num ber, Averroes
wrıtes 1cimus 1g1tur ad hoec quod EexXtra mentem 11O  - est nis]ı MOTtUS, et, tempus NO.  w

fit, nısı quando INEeNS divıidıt motum In pr1us et posterius et haec est intent1io numer1ı
MOTUS, 1.e., motum SSe numeratum. Krgo substantia temporIı1s, QUAC est 1n quası
forma, est NUMETUS, et quod est 1ın quası mater1a. est motus continuus, quon1am 1O:  wn

est NUIHNETUS sımplicıter sed L1UIHNETUS mMOtus. Continuatio 1g1tus accıidit el gratia mater1ae,
et diseret1o, scıilicet NUMILEFUS, gratia formae, et est Compositum duabus quantitatibus,
scilicet; disereta, et, continua »S AverrToes, In DAYS., I GCO. 109, TS7C In his solution
of the objeectivity of tıme Averroes confines hımselft LO the distinetion between tıme

aetualized (by the SOU. anı 1ın potency (ın motı]on) ıbıd., CONL. 131; 202}8
We shall return to thıs latter LexXTt ın g 147 below.

23) 1 bid., fol 100bB.
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formally ACTUS mobtelıs whiıle tıme 18 formally number. Thırd,
regards properties : observed earher, ÖOa  - predicate fast aN!
sSl0ow of motion but not of tıme. However, when underlıne the
intentional T00T of the PTOPDEI ratıo of tıme that 1s number, ATe

econfronted by second dıfficulty : IN tıme merely something of the
soul, e 1s ıt onNl1y constructural second-ıntentional entity %
Preferring IM0 postpone INOTeEe thorough diseussıon of thıs problem,
Giles contents hımself for the mMmoment ıth statıng that the relatıon-
sh1p between tıme an motion resembles the connect.on between
actıon an passıon 24) Aectıon and passıon materl1ally but
formally dıverge ; but SINCE the ratıo of neıther 1S embraced by the
other, CannOtT, ın spıte of theır materı1a|l ıdentity, predicate the
Ohne the other So LO be the Case ıth mot1ion and tıme :
materlally the SamMe, formally dıfferent, neıther 0528 be sa1ld of the
other The analogy ıth act1on-passıon, IA y add, aPPEAIS
ımply that the insertion of intentional cComponent 1n the ratıo of
tıme o0es not (NnO INOTEe than ın the instance of the formally dıstın-
gulshed actıon and passıon) sacrTıfıce the physıcal S5AaDUs of tıme.

An opposıte dubıtaret contends that tıme 1s thınkable apar from
mot1ion because eECasSsurTe 1S {[ormally SUuper10T In® hat ıt;
eal entıities ATe the eECAaSuTe of human knowledge, and ın 19103  a

Berkeleyan world hat 18 knowable plaınly o0es not drop OUt of
exıstence when knowers depart. Hence ıf mot1ion disappeared, tıme

eAaSuTe should contınue LO exıst. (Ales’s reply dısputes the extent
of the parallel 25) Though formally SUPerT10T MEASUTE, tıme 18
exıstentlally beholden LO motıjon. ıme 1S subjeetiıfied 1ın motı1on,
an VASSVO PTODEI attrıbute Ca  w abıde apar irom ıts subject.
Agaın, materlally identical, motion ‚N! tıme Are physıcally
intertwıined. No INOTe than actıon aN| passıon O2  3, tıme and mot.ion
dwell apar from each other Furthermore, tıme 18 unıque ECAasSsurTe

ıt 1s SUCCESSIVE MeEAaSUTE, essentlally dependent upDOoN the motion
wıthout which SUCGESSION 1s physıcally inconceıvable.

fourth dubıtaret 1S much INOTEe slıppery than NF fırst aPPEAIS
do really perce1lve tıme when perce1ıve ımagıne motıjon %
The nub of the dıfficulty hes 1ın the fact, LO be demonstrated later,
that tıme 1s un1que, 1.6.. ıt 1s concretely subjectified only 1ın the

24) 1bıd.
25) I bid., fol 100b-e.
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pr1mary motijon. The full thrust of the objeection NO becomes clear
ıf tıme subjectively resides only 1n the prımary motıion, an yOoNe not

of not actually eXxperleNCc1INg thıs prımary motion cannot
be truly a Ware of tıme. The unıcıty of tıme LO nullıfy ıts
perceptual ubıquıity. We Seenm) LO experlience tıme when perce1ve
the of bırd the fa 1 of eafl. We Seem LO be of tıme
a lso when ımagıne motıon, 1.@i; when, closeted off from external
MOovements, attend LO internal mMovements of the ımagınatıon.
Yet thıs cognıtıon of tıme Ma y be Just that an INOTeEe sheerT
seemMNg, for dırect acqualıntance ıth eXterl10r inter10rT mMovements
18 far TeEINOVE from dırect knowledge of the prımary motijon 1n
which alone tıme has ıts Concrete residence. Ghiles replies :324  primary motion. The full thrust of the objection now becomes clear :  if time subjectively resides only in the primary motion, anyone not  aware of or not actually experiencing this primary motion cannot  be truly aware of time. The unicity of time seems to nullify its  perceptual ubiquity. We seem to experience time when we perceive  the flight of a bird or the fall of a leaf. We seem to be aware of time  also when we imagine motion, i.e., when, closeted off from external  movements, we attend to internal movements of the imagination.  Yet this cognition of time may be just that and no more — sheer  seeming, for direct acquaintance with exterior or interior movements  is a far remove from direct knowledge of the primary motion in  which alone time has its concrete residence. Giles replies: «... it is  commonly held that by the very fact of imagining motion we perceive  that we are in transmutable existence : and because every trans-  mutation has its existence from the primary motion : therefore from  this we perceive the time which is the proper attribute of primary  motion » ?). The terseness of Giles’s response need not dismay us.  A guiding thread to the implications of his view is furnished by the  references, toward the end of his reply to the previous difficulty, to  time as the measure of all motions other than the primary motion.  We are bid infer, or work out for ourselves the inference, that because  the one time measures all other motions, time exists effectively in  26) Ibid., fol. 100c: « ... communiter ponitur eo ipso quod imaginamus motum  percipimus nos esse in esse transmutabili et quia omnis transmutatio habet esse a  primo motu: ideo ex hoc percipimus tempus quod est passio primi motus». Giles’s  response summarizes in what amounts to a word or two the much more lengthy  treatment in the Commentator (Averroes, In ohys., IV, com. 98, pp. 178F-179I). To  Averroes apparently must go the credit for first clearly perceiving and vigorously  posing the problem and for first providing an acute answer that most coming after  him generally accepted. According to Mansion, loc. cit., pp. 280, 284, Averroes explicitly  makes a claim to originality toward the close of this particular consideration : « Et  ista quaestio nunquam potuit dilucidari mihi, nisi post magnum tempus : et quicquid  scripsi de tempore secutus sum expositores, sed hic non»; ibid., p. 179G. Aquinas’s  analysis of the problem seems, in essentials, similar to that of Averroes; T. A., In  phys., IV, 1. 17, nn. 3-4. In the opinion of MAnsıoN, loc. cit., p. 304, the approach of  Albert the Great also broadly agrees with Averroes’s position. The general concurrence  of Albert and Thomas with Averroes here may be taken as a sign of a wider consensus  that obtained when Giles was working on his commentary. Giles’s words, « communiter  ponitur », apparently denote such a consensus and explain why he gives short shrift  to a vexatious question that cost Averroes a great deal of lucubration (light came to  him only « post magnum tempus »).it; 18
commonly held that by the VOLY fact of ıimagınıng motion pecceıve
that ATe 1n transmutable exıstence : an because trans-
mutatıon has ıts ex1istence from the prımary mot.ion therefore from
thıs perce1ve the tıme whiıich 1s the PFrODEI attrıbute of prımary
mot]Jon » 26) The Lerseness of Giles’s eed not d1smay

guldıng thread LO the ımplıcatıons of hıs 1eW 18 furnıshed by the
references, toward the en of hıs reply to the pPrevl1ous dıfficulty, LO
tıme the eCasSsurTe of a.|| mot]ons other than the prımary motion.
We ALle bıd infer, work out for ourselves the inference, that because
the ONne tıme a 11 other mot10ons, tıme exısts effectıvely iın

26) 1 bıd., fol 100e324  primary motion. The full thrust of the objection now becomes clear :  if time subjectively resides only in the primary motion, anyone not  aware of or not actually experiencing this primary motion cannot  be truly aware of time. The unicity of time seems to nullify its  perceptual ubiquity. We seem to experience time when we perceive  the flight of a bird or the fall of a leaf. We seem to be aware of time  also when we imagine motion, i.e., when, closeted off from external  movements, we attend to internal movements of the imagination.  Yet this cognition of time may be just that and no more — sheer  seeming, for direct acquaintance with exterior or interior movements  is a far remove from direct knowledge of the primary motion in  which alone time has its concrete residence. Giles replies: «... it is  commonly held that by the very fact of imagining motion we perceive  that we are in transmutable existence : and because every trans-  mutation has its existence from the primary motion : therefore from  this we perceive the time which is the proper attribute of primary  motion » ?). The terseness of Giles’s response need not dismay us.  A guiding thread to the implications of his view is furnished by the  references, toward the end of his reply to the previous difficulty, to  time as the measure of all motions other than the primary motion.  We are bid infer, or work out for ourselves the inference, that because  the one time measures all other motions, time exists effectively in  26) Ibid., fol. 100c: « ... communiter ponitur eo ipso quod imaginamus motum  percipimus nos esse in esse transmutabili et quia omnis transmutatio habet esse a  primo motu: ideo ex hoc percipimus tempus quod est passio primi motus». Giles’s  response summarizes in what amounts to a word or two the much more lengthy  treatment in the Commentator (Averroes, In ohys., IV, com. 98, pp. 178F-179I). To  Averroes apparently must go the credit for first clearly perceiving and vigorously  posing the problem and for first providing an acute answer that most coming after  him generally accepted. According to Mansion, loc. cit., pp. 280, 284, Averroes explicitly  makes a claim to originality toward the close of this particular consideration : « Et  ista quaestio nunquam potuit dilucidari mihi, nisi post magnum tempus : et quicquid  scripsi de tempore secutus sum expositores, sed hic non»; ibid., p. 179G. Aquinas’s  analysis of the problem seems, in essentials, similar to that of Averroes; T. A., In  phys., IV, 1. 17, nn. 3-4. In the opinion of MAnsıoN, loc. cit., p. 304, the approach of  Albert the Great also broadly agrees with Averroes’s position. The general concurrence  of Albert and Thomas with Averroes here may be taken as a sign of a wider consensus  that obtained when Giles was working on his commentary. Giles’s words, « communiter  ponitur », apparently denote such a consensus and explain why he gives short shrift  to a vexatious question that cost Averroes a great deal of lucubration (light came to  him only « post magnum tempus »).communiıter ponitur 1PSO quod imaginamus motum
percı1pımus NOS Sse SSe transmutabılı et, qula MNIS transmutatıo habet SSEe

pr1mo motu : i1deo hoc perc1pimus tempPus quod est pPasslo prımı motus . Giles’s
SUummMarTIzZes 1n hat aMoOounts LO word two the much INOTE lengthy

treatment 1ın the Commentator (Averroes, In DhyS., L GCO. 98, 178F-1791). Lo
Averroes apparently must the eredit for fırst clearly percelving an vigorously
posing the problem an for 1IrS provıdıng acute answer that MOS coming after
hım generally accepted According LO Mansion, loc. Cu., 280, 284, Averroes explicitly
makes claım to originality toward the close of this particular consiıderation : Kit
ista quaestio NUNQUanm potult dilueceidarı mihl, N1ıs1ı post Magnum mMpus et quicqulid
SCT1PS1 de tempore Secutus Su. expositores, sed hie N >»; zO01d., 179G Aquinas’s
analysıs of the problem 9 ın essentials, sımiılar LO that, of Averroes; A.; In
DhyYS., 8 1 E} In the opınıon of MANSION, loc. Ci., 304, the approach of
Albert the Great Iso broadly ASrecCs ıth Averroes’s position. 'The general COIl  161607

of Albert. an '"Thomas ıth Averroes here Ma y be taken sıgn of wıder CONSENSUS

that obtained when (les Was working hiıs commentary. (Ales’s words, communiıter
ponıtur », apparently denote such CONSECNSUS an explain why he g1vVes short shrıft
LO vexatıous question that ost Averroes grea' deal of Iucubration (light AI LO
him only pOost Mag un tempPus )))
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al other motions. In other words, the unıcıty of tıme ın the prımary
motion oes not thwart but underpins the perceptual ubıqguity of
tıme. Because ıt 18 eCAasSsSurtTe ad EXLTA, tıme subjectified ad untra,
168 resıdent 1ın the prımary motıon, formally Causes anı tıme-
segment perce1ved 1ın an y other motijon. Kvery motion accessıble
LO ordınary ‚WarellesS evokes the of tıme because of the PIrODOTL-
tıon between effect an It Carrles the formal exıstentıJal ımprint
of the prımary tıme that 18 subjectified in the prımary motion. Hence
tıme, though subjectively ONe, 18 effectıvely pluralized. AÄAs C  9
ıt ex1ists ın a ll ıtes effects ; the ECEAaSurTe ın the measured, 1t; exısts 1n

other motion. In the hıght of forma|l causalıty the unıty 2a‚N
the perceptual ubiquıity of tıme, rather than being 3,5 loggerheads, AT

wedded LO legıtimate the test1mony of experience that become
of tıme iın becomıng aAWaTe of AalLYy and motion.

(111) After ave shown that tıme 18 not motion an that 1ıt
o0€S n0t ex1ist apar irom mot1on, eed take but ONe sımple step
LO the ext insıght : tıme 18 somethıng of motion 27) W henever

moti1on, tıme ; ‚N the COMNLVETSE 1s a, 180 true. Kven iın
the speclal Case where ATe cut off from external sıghts N:
sounds, from a |] external sens1ıble mot1ons, NOW tıme long

NOW the Pr10T an poster10r phases of SUCCESSIVE 1mages 1n the
soul. ıme 18 not bound to the SOTT. of motion that OCGUTS outsıde
SECHNSOTY CONSCIOUSNESS ; ıts subject Iın the broad 18 al Yy motion
whatever, physıcal mot1ion {1ırst of all, but internal SCHNSOLY psychic
motion ell

Tiıme-awareness, ordınarıly OTN of the perception of motion
wıthout, 1s excıted by the 1mag1nary flux wıthın. In perce1ving al
motion whatsoever, percel1ve tıme ; N! ın perce1ving tıme, ATr

ımphicıitly of the motıon of whiıich 1ıt 1s the ever-present O-

mıtant And SINCE motion 18 obvıously not alıquıd LempOorIS, the
indissoclable lınkage of tıme 2,N! motion Can only INnecanl that tıme
1s alıquid OLUS

T’he definıtvon such. The EXPreESSION somethıing of motıjon »
18 st;11] an indetermıinate, and hat it sıgnıfes tells only the
close of the prelımınary age The word. somethıng » MUST be
sharpened LO Sa y 1n hat exact tıme SOES along wıth motijon.

27) 1 bıd., fol 100e (under Accıpıendum autem QuoMamM).
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three-step determınatıon yıelds the definıtion of tıme 28) (1) ıme
1S related LO motion motion LO magnıtude (11) ıme IS related bOo
motion according LO the Pr10T and poster10r. (111) The formal otTe of
tıme EMETSES when the soul numbers the Pr10r and poster10r. ıme
1s econtinuum marked by actors prı0r N! posterlor ; ONe whose
aCctors ATe numbered LwoO (1V) Clarıfieation from the text
and certaın dubıtarets round off thıs sect1on,

(1) The fırst partıcle eature of tıme inductıvely achleve
18 that tıme, lıke mot1on, 18 eontınuous 29) ıme XS its continulty
from motıion ıIn virtue of magnıtude. ıme follows not Just an motıion
INndıscrımınately but properly local motıjon. Motion accordıng IN0 place,

the amne imphıes, D0ES from ONe place IN0 another, through the
intermedı1ate places parts ordered accordıng LO the prı0r and
poster10T of posıtıon. magnıtude 18 of COUTSeEe contınuous. Insofar
s mot1ion ollows uDON magnıtude, 1t; 18 contınuous ın virtue of
magnıtude ; 2,N' tıme, followıng uDON mot1on, 1s a l80 contınuum.

The contınuous 18 specl1es of the coNt1gu0us, which 1S ıtself
Sspecı1es of the consecutıve 30) The liımıts of LwoO actors Ar adjacent
ın such WaYy that the termınals of the LWO become ONe aN! the Same

From thıs perspective, contıiınuum has not LWO terms but ONe

ne1ghboring ar ATrTe liınked not NF theır terms but 2RF oONne term
No part POSSECSSES PTOPDEI term In relatıon LO ıts adjacent part The
arts Are potentially divisıble 91 thıs COINMON term, but not actually
dıyıded. Next, magnıtude 18 of ıts nature contınuous. Ag
contınuum, magnıtude has posıtıon ; ıts PaLts ALe distrıbuted OLE

after the other, ıth Sap between, the Parts, ıth each part
unıted IN0 ıts extraposed ne1ghbor by GCGOININON term. Motion 2‚N'
tıme, ave Sald, partıcıpate 1ın the continulty of magnıtude. Thıs
IU because dırectly grasped DYy ıinduction, needs demonstratıon.
Dialectically, by indırect demonstratıion, Ca  w confırm ıt the

28) I bıd., 2 9 fol 100e-d (under Quoniam autem QUO0! LEr 18 interesting that
introducing hıs INn quUICy iınto the definıtiıon such, Gules speaks of Aristotle hunting
for « partıculas pOos1tas 1n diffinıtione tempOTIS », Janguage that SOINeEe mMa y find kın
LO Aquinas’s words HF the STAr of the induction of the definıtion : « Prıiıma DaIs
dividitur 1n tres, secundum tres particulas definitionis tempor1s » ; A., In DhyYS.,
I 1 16

29) 1 bid., fol 100d.
30) 1 b1d., V, D, fol 124d (under OVontinuum autem quod)
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noncontinulty, LO the ındıvısıbılıty, of magnıtude, motı1on, N! tiıme
1S absuro 31)

word May be sa1ld a 180 about the observatıon that the parts,
the pr10r and poster10r, ALle found proportionally ın mot1]ıon an tıme.
Proportion ın Arıstotelhlan philosophy 18 prıimıtıvely mathematıcal
term s1gN1fyıng fixed relatıon of OLLE quantıty LO anotheı 92) The
dovble an the quadruple AT proportions ; eight 18 the double of
four N! the quadruple of LWwO We IA Y extend proportion LO take
in features beyond quantıty. T ’wo entiıitıes AIe tıed together 1ın
proportional communıty insofar they share ın manıfest COININON

factor One entity POSSESSES the COININON factor prımarıly and prın-
pally whıiıle the other entity holds it; 1ın derıyvatıve ashıon. The
COINLINOLN feature 1s sa1ld LO belong IN0) the second entity 1n PTOPDOT-
tional IMNanner, 1.€i; not fully but only ın certaın dıluted WaYy We
Sa y being 18 primarıly and princıpally of substance a,N' only PTOPDOT-
tıonally N! SeconNdarıly of accıdents 33) Correspondingly, Sa y
continulty 1s prımanrıly and princıpally of magnıtude and only second-
arıly aN! proportionally of motion and tıme 32 Induective observatıon

31) I bıd., V ‚9 2, fol 137d-138a (under O MOobum eSSEC).
32) Bın Hippocrates George AÄPOSTLE, Arıstotle’s Phlosophy of Mathematıcs

(Chicago : University of Chicago Press, 1952), 64-65, for eXTtSs TOM Ariıstotle
thıs pomt. (Apostle’s work consists entirely of skılfully rearranged EXTtS of Aristotle

a‚{ 1 branches of mathematics.) Here Apostle g1Vves 1131a29-b3 (Nıcomachean Ethiucs,
Y ch an 248a 10-bDb22 (PhysS1iCc8, VIILL, chs. 3-4)

33) In his Quaestiones metaphysıcales, F Questions an 47 Giles sets forth
the essentlals of theory of analogy, about whiıich have 1L1OTE6 to Sa y 1n I below.
Here need only remark that according to Gles being 18 sa1ld of substance, then of
accidents, DYy analogy of attrıbution.327  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  noncontinuity, 1.e., the indivisibility, of magnitude, motion, and time  is absurd 31).  A word may be said also about the observation that the parts,  the prior and posterior, are found proportionally in motion and time.  Proportion in Aristotelian philosophy is primitively a mathematical  term signifying a fixed relation of one quantity to anotheı ?®?). The  dovble and the quadruple are proportions; eight is the double of  four and the quadruple of two. We may extend proportion to take  in features beyond quantity. Two entities are tied together in a  proportional community insofar as they share in or manifest a common  factor. One entity possesses the common factor primarily and prin-  pally while the other entity holds it in derivative fashion. The  common feature is said to belong to the second entity in a propor-  tional manner, 1.e., not fully but only in a certain diluted way. We  say being is primarily and principally of substance and only propor-  tionally and secondarıly of accidents 3). Correspondingly, we say  continuity is primarily and principally of magnitude and only second-  arıly and proportionally of motion and time ?*). Inductive observation  31) ZIbid., VI, 1. 2, fol. 137d-138a (under Et motum esse).  32) Cf. Hippocrates George ArPosTLE, Aristotle's Philosophy of Mathematics  (Chicago : University of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 64-65, for texts from Aristotle on  this point. (Apostle’s work consists entirely of skilfully rearranged texts of Aristotle  on all branches of mathematics.) Here Apostle gives 1131a29-b3 (Nicomachean Ethics,  Bk. V, ch. 3) and 248a10-b22 (Physics, Bk. VIII, chs. 3-4).  33) In his Quaestiones metaphysicales, Bk. IV, Questions 3 and 4, Giles sets forth  the essentials of a theory of analogy, about which we have more to say in n. 34 below.  Here we need only remark that according to Giles being is said of substance, then of  accidents, by analogy of attribution. « ... dicuntur aliqua analogia per attributionem  ad unam materiam. Sicut omnia dicuntur esse entia per attributionem ad substantiam  quae est subjectum et materiam omnium accidentium ». We are using a reproduction  of a text (first issued in 1501 in Venice by Andreas Torrenus de Asula) that was  published by Minerva, G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, West Germany,  1966. The passage  just quoted appears in Bk. IV, q. 4, fol. 23c.  34) In phys., IV, 1. 20, fol. 100d (under Quoniam autem quod). Giles speaks of  the proportional resemblance between magnitude, motion, and time : « Nam secundum  illam proportionem secundum quam reperitur prius et posterius in motu : at vero si  in motu est prius et posterius : et in tempore est prius et posterius propter id quod  semper alterum ipsorum sequitur alterum : semper enim tempus sequitur motum ».  A few lines later Giles makes the point that the prior and posterior are said to be  « principaliter » in magnitude not because magnitude is not «per aliud» (i.e., not  because it is a substance), for its parts are placed outside its parts « per situm». It is  in relation to motion and time that magnitude is principal : « ... prius et posterius in  motu et tempore derivatur a prioritate et posterioritate in magnitudine ».dieuntur alıqua analogia PCI attrıbutionem
ad uUuNnamIll mater1am. Sicut Oomn1a dieuntur SSe entla per attrıbutionem ad substantıam
Ua est subjectum et mater1am omnıum accidentium ». We ALC using reproduction
of Lext, (first issued Iın 1501 1n Venice by Andreas Torrenus de Asula) that Was

published Dy Minerva, M.D.H; Frankfurt, West GermanYy, 1966 'T’he Passage
jJust quoted apPCars ın L 4, fol 3C

34) In DhyYS., T 20, fol 100d (under Quonam autem quod) (Hles speaks of
the proportional resemblance between magnitude, moti1on, and tıme Nam secundum
am proportionem secundum QUAaO reperıtur prius et poster1us 1n MmMoOotu : at VeTO 81
1ın motu est prıus et, poster1us : et 1n tempore est pr1us et poster1us propter id quod
SCHLDET alterum 1psorum sequıtur alterum : SCHMLDET nım tempus sequıtur motum 2

few Iines later Giles makes the DOolIN' thaft the pr10r an poster10r Ar’C sald to be
« principaliter » In magnitude not because magnitude 18 not P' alıud » (1.€., not
because it 18 substance), for ı1ts Darts ArC placed outside ıts parts PCI sıtum Ö 1It, 18
1n relatıon to motion an tıme that magnıtude 18 principal327  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  noncontinuity, 1.e., the indivisibility, of magnitude, motion, and time  is absurd 31).  A word may be said also about the observation that the parts,  the prior and posterior, are found proportionally in motion and time.  Proportion in Aristotelian philosophy is primitively a mathematical  term signifying a fixed relation of one quantity to anotheı ?®?). The  dovble and the quadruple are proportions; eight is the double of  four and the quadruple of two. We may extend proportion to take  in features beyond quantity. Two entities are tied together in a  proportional community insofar as they share in or manifest a common  factor. One entity possesses the common factor primarily and prin-  pally while the other entity holds it in derivative fashion. The  common feature is said to belong to the second entity in a propor-  tional manner, 1.e., not fully but only in a certain diluted way. We  say being is primarily and principally of substance and only propor-  tionally and secondarıly of accidents 3). Correspondingly, we say  continuity is primarily and principally of magnitude and only second-  arıly and proportionally of motion and time ?*). Inductive observation  31) ZIbid., VI, 1. 2, fol. 137d-138a (under Et motum esse).  32) Cf. Hippocrates George ArPosTLE, Aristotle's Philosophy of Mathematics  (Chicago : University of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 64-65, for texts from Aristotle on  this point. (Apostle’s work consists entirely of skilfully rearranged texts of Aristotle  on all branches of mathematics.) Here Apostle gives 1131a29-b3 (Nicomachean Ethics,  Bk. V, ch. 3) and 248a10-b22 (Physics, Bk. VIII, chs. 3-4).  33) In his Quaestiones metaphysicales, Bk. IV, Questions 3 and 4, Giles sets forth  the essentials of a theory of analogy, about which we have more to say in n. 34 below.  Here we need only remark that according to Giles being is said of substance, then of  accidents, by analogy of attribution. « ... dicuntur aliqua analogia per attributionem  ad unam materiam. Sicut omnia dicuntur esse entia per attributionem ad substantiam  quae est subjectum et materiam omnium accidentium ». We are using a reproduction  of a text (first issued in 1501 in Venice by Andreas Torrenus de Asula) that was  published by Minerva, G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, West Germany,  1966. The passage  just quoted appears in Bk. IV, q. 4, fol. 23c.  34) In phys., IV, 1. 20, fol. 100d (under Quoniam autem quod). Giles speaks of  the proportional resemblance between magnitude, motion, and time : « Nam secundum  illam proportionem secundum quam reperitur prius et posterius in motu : at vero si  in motu est prius et posterius : et in tempore est prius et posterius propter id quod  semper alterum ipsorum sequitur alterum : semper enim tempus sequitur motum ».  A few lines later Giles makes the point that the prior and posterior are said to be  « principaliter » in magnitude not because magnitude is not «per aliud» (i.e., not  because it is a substance), for its parts are placed outside its parts « per situm». It is  in relation to motion and time that magnitude is principal : « ... prius et posterius in  motu et tempore derivatur a prioritate et posterioritate in magnitudine ».prius et poster1us 1n
motu et tempore deriıvatur prlorıtate et posterlorıtate magnitudine M
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of PTOCESS attests that mot.on an tıme really ATEe cContinuous, but
analysıs ascertaıns that they Are continuous in analogous
theır continulty 18 proportionally borrowed from that of magnıtude.
Continulty that exısts fully an properly 1n magnıtude 1S realızed
only partıtıvely and derıvatıvely 1n motion an tıme. suggested

few lınes back, ı$ permissıble tOo admıt the parallel of
magnıtude-motion-time tO substance-accıdent. As accıdents POSSESS
being through substance, ıts prımary recıplent, motion an tıme
share ıIn continulty through magnıtude, ıts prımary recıpıent 35)

(11) econtıinuum 18 formally unıfıed an materlally partıtıve ;
1t 1s OoONne 1n ıts term, mMan y In ıts inter10T parts The parts exıst sıde
by sıde, ONe ex% LO the other, ONne poster10r to the other The task
9,% hand 1s LO SsSee how tıme 18 clothed 1ın the Pr10T an! the poster10r ;
LO sShow, 1n other words, that tıme follows motion accordıng LO the

35) 'T’his 18 obviously not the place LO launch sustained investigation into Giles’s
theory of analogy, but LWO additional references HMa y help supply further backing
for the claims OUr text. In Quaestiones metanphysıicales, I  9 4, fol 23C, Giles
sketches the fundamentals of theory of analogy through attrıbution numerically
ONne entity. 'T’he analogical relationship OCCUTrs in the line of the efficient
(medication), the fınal (health) an the subject (the being of substance V1IS-Aa-VIS
accıdents). iverse substances Ca  - be related LO ONe another body 18 sald analogously
of celestial an terrestr1a. bodies ; substance 18 sa1ld analogously of spirıt anı thing of
nature ; an being 18 sa1ld Dy partıcıpatıon of reated things 1ın reference their Creator.

Sent., 2, n fol. 17B distinguishes three modes of analogy according LO matter,
according to subject, and according to partıcıpatıon. KFirst, body IS sa1ld not generically
but analogously of celestial an sublunary entities, because these ATr respectively
incorruptible an corruptible. Second, Sa y substance analogously of PUuTre intelligence
an body 1T good an being ATrTe sa1ld analogously of Creator, In which they ‚x1ist
DEr essentıam, an creature, In which they exıst; DEr nartıcınalıonem. the SaMllle volume
(I Sent., 48, @ ad 1) fol Giles states :328  J. M. Quinn  of process attests that motion and time really are continuous, but  analysis ascertains that they are continuous in an analogous sense :  their continuity is proportionally borrowed from that of magnitude.  Continuity that exists fully and properly in magnitude is realized  only partitively and derivatively in motion and time. As suggested  a few lines back, it seems permissible to admit the parallel of  magnitude-motion-time to substance-accident. As accidents possess  being through substance, its primary recipient, so motion and time  share in continuity through magnitude, its primary recipient 2).  (ii) A continuum is formally unified and materially partitive;  it is one in its term, many in its interior parts. The parts exist side  by side, one next to t$he other, one posterior to the other. The task  at hand is to see how time is clothed in the prior and the posterior ;  to show, in other words, that time follows motion according to the  35) This is obviously not the place to launch a sustained investigation into Giles’s  theory of analogy, but two additional references may help supply further backing  for the claims in our text. In Quaestiones metaphysicales, IV, qu. 4, fol. 23c, Giles  sketches the fundamentals of a theory of analogy through attribution to a numerically  one entity. The analogical relationship occurs in the line of the efficient cause  (medication), the final cause (health) and the subject (the being of substance vis-A-vis  accidents). Diverse substances can be related to one another : body is said analogously  of celestial and terrestrial bodies; substance is said analogously of spirit and thing of  nature; and being is said by participation of created things in reference to their Creator.  I Sent., d. 2, q. 1, fol. 17B distinguishes three modes of analogy : according to matter,  according to subject, and according to participation. First, body is said not generically  but analogously of celestial and sublunary entities, because these are respectively  incorruptible and corruptible. Second, we say substance analogously of pure intelligence  and body. Third, good and being are said analogously of Creator, in which they exist  er essentiam, and. creature, in which they exist per participationem. In the same volume  (I Sent., d. 48, q. 1, ad 1, fol. 239Q) Giles states: « ... est  analogia quaedam inter  creatorem et creaturam inquantum unum imitatur aliud...». Moreover, because of  the infinite gap, the proportion between God and finite things is not one of commensur-  ation but of order.  Even this quick look at some revealing passages seems sufficient to lend credence  to ascribing the following views on analogy to Giles. (i) Analogy is a fundamentally a  linguistic-logical device whereby we extend a term from its original reference to cover  diverse but related objects. (ii) Though basically logical, analogy reflects the way  things are in the universe. An analogical relationship among things means that one  thing imitates another. (iii) In other words, analogically seen, certain things propor-  tionally resemble one another, by a proportion of commensuration among finites and  by a proportion of order between God and finites. (iv) This commensurate propor-  tionality is evinced in the analogous derivation of being by accidents from substance  and the analogous sharing in the continuity of magnitude by motion and time.est analogia quaedam inter
ecreatorem et creaturam. inquantum UNuUu.: mitatur alıud Moreover, because of
the infinıte SAD, the proportion between (+0d and finite things 18 not ON!|  D of CO  UTr -
atıon but of order.

Kven thıs quic. o0k ,T SOMle revealing Passages SCCINS sutffijcient TO lend eredence
LO ascribing the following VIEWS analogy to Giles. (1) Analogy 18 fundamentally
linguistic-logical device whereby extend erm TOM its orıginal reference LO
diverse but related objects. 11) Though basıcally logical, analogy eflects the WaYy
things Aare 1ın the unıverse. An analogical relationship 308 things INCans that ONe

thing imıtates another. 111) In other words, analogically SCCH, certaın things PIODOTL-
tiıonally resemble ‚0)41% another, by proportion of commMmensuratıon N inıtes an
by proportion of order between God an! finiıtes. 1V) 'This comMensurate PIODOTL-
tıonalıty 18 evinced 1n the analogous derivation of being by accıdents TOmM substance
and the analogous sharing the continulty of magniıtude by motion an tıme.
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pr10T an poster10r 36) As Just remarTked, reach the Parts of
magnıtude inductıvely, by ostensıve desıgnatıon sımple pomting.
When I fınger OVer table top, SaYy, Here aN! There 9
dıistinguılshıng the par accordıng In8 the PT10T and posteri10r. But the
pr10T and posterio0r ın moti1on, though derıved from magnıtude, betray
ONe sıgnal dıfference : they ATe not Just Iyıng out there before uS,
not Just ınertly extended, but exıst SUcCeSSLVely. Indeed the Pr10T an
poster10r Darts ın motı1on, Ma y SaYy, make ıts SUCCESSION. Succes-
S10N 1n nature ımplıes mot1ion and, Conversely, motion 1s unthiınkable
wıthout SUCCESSION. Though they cCO-1mply ONne another 1ın the concrete,
continuous SUCCGESSION an mot1.on do not formally definıtionally
1mply ONe another. The prlor-and-poster10r exıstentaally exhıbıted In
mot1on, whiıch recogNn1ze the SUCCESSION In moti1on, 1s formally
cdAistinet from mot1on ; ıts notion oes not essentlally include motion.
In ıts formal meanıng motı1on, 1ın turn, 18 the .61 of mobıle thıng
The fact that mot1.on 1s marked by the pr10r an poster10r flows not
{rom motion such but firom the order of parts 1n magnıtude. Thus
mot1ion 18 subjectıvely ıdentical ıth but formally dıstinet from
SUCCESSION In nature 37) Motion borrows the prıor an poster10r from

magnıtude that ıt 67  w be definitipnally thought wıthout but
concretely cannot exıst wıthout.

These NU4NCeEeS PTreDare LO settle the question : 1n whıich WaYy
oes tıme pertaın motion LO mot1ion such IM0) motion marked
by loca|l Pr10T and posterl1or % Kven routiıne observatıon of motJlons
In nature an human socıety suffices In8 evıdence that knowledge of
tıme ollows not mot1.ıon formally taken but mot1ıon subjectified 1ın

contıinuum ; not motion accordıng In9 ıts UTE Yatıo but motion
ımprinted. ıth formally extrinsıc actors of dimensıve quantıty 38)
Recognition estimatıon of tıme clearly Spr1INgS from the diıversı-
ficatıon of mot1ıon into prı0r N! posterlor, 1ın the rsINg and setting

36) In DhyYS., I 20, fol 100d-101a (under Kst autem DTVUS)
37) Tbid. otion 18 formalıter » an secundum SSe diffiniıtiyum » distinet TOM

the prlor an poster10r. Howerver, according LO the sSsSc quod habent ıIn mater1a » ,
ese Aare identified ıth moti.on iıtself. Giles departs somewhat TOoM the Janguage of
Averroes, wh: speaks of the prlor an poster10r the Samne motıon 1n subjecto
but; distinet secundum definitionem et quidditatem » (In DhyS., L COTN. 9 9 fol
180D-E) Interestingly, Aquinas  s formulatıon closely akın to Averroes’s :
«329  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  prior and posterior 3%). As just remarked, we reach the parts of  magnitude inductively, by ostensive designation or simple pointing.  When we run a finger over a table top, we say, « Here » and « There »,  distinguishing the parts according to the prior and posterior. But the  prior and posterior in motion, though derived from magnitude, betray  one signal difference : they are not just lying out there before us,  not just inertly extended, but exist successively. Indeed the prior and  posterior parts in motion, we may say, make up its succession. Succes-  sion in nature implies motion and, conversely, motion is unthinkable  without succession. Though they co-imply one another in the concrete,  continuous succession and motion do not formally or definitionally  imply one another. The prior-and-posterior existentially exhibited in  motion, which we recognize as the succession in motion, is formally  distinet from motion; its notion does not essentially include motion.  In its formal meaning motion, in turn, is the act of a mobile thing.  The fact that motion is marked by the prior and posterior flows not  from motion as such but from the order of parts in magnitude. Thus  motion is subjectively identical with but formally distinet from  succession in nature 37). Motion borrows the prior and posterior from  a magnitude that it can be definitipna.lly thought without but  concretely cannot exist without.  These nuances prepare us to settle the question : in which way  does time pertain to motion — to motion as such or to motion marked  by a local prior and posterior ? Even routine observation of motions  in nature and human society suffices to evidence that knowledge of  time follows not motion formally taken but motion subjectified in  a continuum; not motion according to its pure ratio but motion  imprinted with formally extrinsic factors of dimensive quantity ®8).  Recognition or estimation of time clearly springs from the diversi-  fication of motion into prior and posterior, as in the rising and setting  36) In phys., IV, 1. 20, fol. 100d-101a (under Est autem prius).  37) Ibid. Motion is « formaliter » and « secundum esse diffinitivum » distinet from  the prior and posterior. However, according to the «esse quod habent in materia »,  these are identified with motion itself. Giles departs somewhat from the language of  Averroes, who speaks of the prior and posterior as the same as motion « in subjecto »  but as distinet « secundum definitionem et quidditatem» (In phys., IV, com. 98, fol.  180D-E). Interestingly, Aquinas’s formulation seems closely akin to Averroes’s :  «... prius et posterius sunt idem subjecto cum motu, sed differunt ratione » (In phys.,  IVla 17, D3 8).  38) Ibid., fol. 101la.Pr1Uus et, poster1us sunt idem subjecto CUu: MOLtU, sed differunt ratıone » (In DhyS.,
I br ‚I6

38) I bıd., fol 10l1la.
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of the Su  D an the cCOomıng and goINg of full INoOoonNn an 1n the
mMmovement of the hands AGTOSS the dıal of the clock330  J. M. Quinn  of the sun and the coming and going of a full moon and as in the  movement of the hands across the dial of the clock. « ... between any  two points there cannot be any intermediary except a line; so when  we grasp two nows, one of which is prior and the other posterior,  and when we grasp that between the two nows there is something  serving as an intermediary, at that moment we grasp time » ®°). The  concept of time ermerges as soon as the mind lays hold of a prior  now and the posterior now delimiting the continuum of motion : the  time-line consists of motion bounded by two nows. We conceive time  in seeing motion stamped and determined by the prior and posterior.  (ii) This brings us to the third « particle», the consummatory  determination in the general definition : time is formally the number  of motion %). In the Aristotelian school, it may be noted, number is  defined as a plurality measured by unity or the arithmetical one 41).  The parts of a number are separate and discrete; properly counted,  these parts constitute a number. A number is a collection but not  simply a collecetion. It requires the specifying act of a common  denominator or one to formalize a plurality into number. To choose  an unsophisticated example, we cannot include in one number two  cats, three dogs, and five snakes precisely as cats and dogs and snakes,  but we can number them under a more common factor that is ten  animals. Furthermore, it is the last unit that sets the parts of a  number in order and formally makes a specific number. The last unit  seals and closes off the collection of units in the species of two, three,  or five.  Time taken as a special case of number reflects these general  features of number. Motion marked by the prior and posterior is  motion in some way pluralized, for the prior and posterior are parts,  and parts bespeak plurality. Time is grasped as number proper when  the mind goes on to detach the prior and posterior limits from their  matrix — the motion with which they are materially identified —  and to see these not as prior and posterior, not as parts, but as nows.  39) Zbid.: « ... quia inter duo puncta non potest aliquid medium nisi linea sit,  intelligendo duo nunce quorum unum sit prius, aliud posterius, et intelligendo inter  ipsa nunc esse aliquid in medio, statim intelligimus tempus ».  40) 7bid., fol. 101a-b (under Quando quidem igitur).  41) Quaestiones metaphysicales, X, q. 1, fol. 36a-b: «... in quantitate discreta  per se et primo reperitur cumulus partium quas per unitatem mensurantur ».between a Y
L wo pomnts there cannot be aln y ıntermediary eXcept lıne ; when

LWO NOWS, ONe of which 18 pPr10r an the other poster10r,
an when STasSp that between the two OWS there 1S somethıng
Serving An intermediary, DWF that moment STAasSp tıme » 39) The
cCoNcept of tıme SOOL the mınd lays hold of prıor
1O an the poster10T NO delımıtıng the contıinuum of mot1iıon the
tıme-hne consısts of mot1ion bounded by LWO OWS We CONCelve tıme
ın see1ng motion stamped and determıned by the Pr10T and poster10or.

(111) Thıs brings us LO the thırd partiıcle », the CONSUMMAatOTY
determıinatıon 1ın the general definıtiıon tıme 18 formally the number
of mot1ion 40) In the Arıstotehlan school, it mMa y be noted, number 1s
defined pluralıty easured by unıty the arıthmetical ONne 41)
The arts of number ATEe separate an dısecrete ; properly counted,
these ar constitute number. number 18 colleetion but not
sımply collecetion. ; requlreES the specıfyıng act of COILNLINON
denomınator ONne IN0 formalıize pluralıty iınto number. To choose

unsophısticated example, cannot include ıIn ONe number two
Cats, three dogs, N! fıve snakes precisely Cats and dogs an snakes,
but B  D number them under INOTEe COINIMNON factor that 18 ten
anımals. HFurthermore, ıt 18 the ast unıt that Sets the T of
number ın order 2aN! formally makes specıfic number. The ast nıt
seals an closes off the collection of unıts ın the specles of LWO, three,

fıve.
1me taken specılal Case of number reflects these general

features of number. Motion marked by the Pr10r and posterl1or 1s
mot1iıon 1ın SOMe WaYy pluralızed, for the Pr10T an poster10r ATe parts,
an ar bespeak pluralıty. 1me 18 grasped number PTODETI when
the mınd SOES In8 detach the Pr10T an poster10r hımıts from theır
matrıx ONO motion wıth which they ATe materlally ıdentifie
and LO sSee these not A prıor an poster10rT, not parts, but OWS

39) 1T bid.330  J. M. Quinn  of the sun and the coming and going of a full moon and as in the  movement of the hands across the dial of the clock. « ... between any  two points there cannot be any intermediary except a line; so when  we grasp two nows, one of which is prior and the other posterior,  and when we grasp that between the two nows there is something  serving as an intermediary, at that moment we grasp time » ®°). The  concept of time ermerges as soon as the mind lays hold of a prior  now and the posterior now delimiting the continuum of motion : the  time-line consists of motion bounded by two nows. We conceive time  in seeing motion stamped and determined by the prior and posterior.  (ii) This brings us to the third « particle», the consummatory  determination in the general definition : time is formally the number  of motion %). In the Aristotelian school, it may be noted, number is  defined as a plurality measured by unity or the arithmetical one 41).  The parts of a number are separate and discrete; properly counted,  these parts constitute a number. A number is a collection but not  simply a collecetion. It requires the specifying act of a common  denominator or one to formalize a plurality into number. To choose  an unsophisticated example, we cannot include in one number two  cats, three dogs, and five snakes precisely as cats and dogs and snakes,  but we can number them under a more common factor that is ten  animals. Furthermore, it is the last unit that sets the parts of a  number in order and formally makes a specific number. The last unit  seals and closes off the collection of units in the species of two, three,  or five.  Time taken as a special case of number reflects these general  features of number. Motion marked by the prior and posterior is  motion in some way pluralized, for the prior and posterior are parts,  and parts bespeak plurality. Time is grasped as number proper when  the mind goes on to detach the prior and posterior limits from their  matrix — the motion with which they are materially identified —  and to see these not as prior and posterior, not as parts, but as nows.  39) Zbid.: « ... quia inter duo puncta non potest aliquid medium nisi linea sit,  intelligendo duo nunce quorum unum sit prius, aliud posterius, et intelligendo inter  ipsa nunc esse aliquid in medio, statim intelligimus tempus ».  40) 7bid., fol. 101a-b (under Quando quidem igitur).  41) Quaestiones metaphysicales, X, q. 1, fol. 36a-b: «... in quantitate discreta  per se et primo reperitur cumulus partium quas per unitatem mensurantur ».qula inter duo puncta NO.  — potest aliquid medium nısı linea sıt,
intelligendo duo NUNC QUOoTUM un um sıt; pr1us, alıud posterius, et intelligendo inter
1psa 11UI}'| SSCc alıquid In medio, statım intelligimus tempus ».

40) 1 b1d., fol as (under Quando quıdem 2qgıtur).
41) Quaestiones metapnphysicales, X! 17 fol 36a-D330  J. M. Quinn  of the sun and the coming and going of a full moon and as in the  movement of the hands across the dial of the clock. « ... between any  two points there cannot be any intermediary except a line; so when  we grasp two nows, one of which is prior and the other posterior,  and when we grasp that between the two nows there is something  serving as an intermediary, at that moment we grasp time » ®°). The  concept of time ermerges as soon as the mind lays hold of a prior  now and the posterior now delimiting the continuum of motion : the  time-line consists of motion bounded by two nows. We conceive time  in seeing motion stamped and determined by the prior and posterior.  (ii) This brings us to the third « particle», the consummatory  determination in the general definition : time is formally the number  of motion %). In the Aristotelian school, it may be noted, number is  defined as a plurality measured by unity or the arithmetical one 41).  The parts of a number are separate and discrete; properly counted,  these parts constitute a number. A number is a collection but not  simply a collecetion. It requires the specifying act of a common  denominator or one to formalize a plurality into number. To choose  an unsophisticated example, we cannot include in one number two  cats, three dogs, and five snakes precisely as cats and dogs and snakes,  but we can number them under a more common factor that is ten  animals. Furthermore, it is the last unit that sets the parts of a  number in order and formally makes a specific number. The last unit  seals and closes off the collection of units in the species of two, three,  or five.  Time taken as a special case of number reflects these general  features of number. Motion marked by the prior and posterior is  motion in some way pluralized, for the prior and posterior are parts,  and parts bespeak plurality. Time is grasped as number proper when  the mind goes on to detach the prior and posterior limits from their  matrix — the motion with which they are materially identified —  and to see these not as prior and posterior, not as parts, but as nows.  39) Zbid.: « ... quia inter duo puncta non potest aliquid medium nisi linea sit,  intelligendo duo nunce quorum unum sit prius, aliud posterius, et intelligendo inter  ipsa nunc esse aliquid in medio, statim intelligimus tempus ».  40) 7bid., fol. 101a-b (under Quando quidem igitur).  41) Quaestiones metaphysicales, X, q. 1, fol. 36a-b: «... in quantitate discreta  per se et primo reperitur cumulus partium quas per unitatem mensurantur ».quantıtate disecreta

PCI et Pr1mMO reper1ıtur cumulus partıum QUAaS PCL unıtatem mensurantur
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The inward. CYE SsSees the OWS dıyverse 42} We aTTıVe DF the notion
of tıme when the soul thınks ON 1910) then another. The determı1n-
at10Ns AaATrTe subsumed under COILINOIN LYpe, that of the NO We
achleve the ratıo of tıme only when V1IECW the pr10T and poster10r
1n the COININON lıght of the 110 and number them two OWS 'To
lay hold of LWwO sımılars abstracted from continulty, precisely tWwoOo
of these, whether hands, brothers, NOWS, 1S LO number them Time,
9 18 not sımply SUCCESSION of diseontinuous NOWS, ıt; 1S
not ]Just number but number of motion materlally imbedded 1n
magnıtude. The OWS ATEe the termınals that bound motijon-
continuum. 1me 18; 1ın short, tıme-lıne numbered by ıts ermına|l
NOWS, prı0r and poster10r delimıt each tıme-segment. I 1S the
second 1610) the poster10r NO  9 that formally closes off the number
that 1s tıme. Ags last, ıt formally specıf1es multitude number 43)

Though tıme 1s formally constiıtuted A number by the NO an
cannot wıthout the NO cannot be of tıme 1ın the
aWarTeNeS of sıngle NO 44) Occasıonally, indıyıduals Pay
attentiıon LO the transıtıon from pr10T LO poster10r and sSeem CONSCIOUS
of only ONe 10 held 1n presentness 1n the concrete that
amounts LO CONSCIOUSNESS of only ONne L1LOW. Not infrequently, ıt 18
relably reported, Therese Newmann, twentieth-century stigmatıst
and mystic, soared ınto transport that blotted Out al of the
Passage the dıfferentlatıon of PT10T an poster10r 1n tıme 45) In
looser fashıon, pPr10T and poster10r SecEeINl LO elt into infıinıtesımal
presentness 1O 1n quasl-instantaneous event lıke the suspens1on
of electrical network by as of hghtnıng lıke sudden
shooting paın ın the chest Kxpressions such ime seemed LO
stand still », At that instant the phone went dead », In that
moment thought WasSs g0o1INg LO dıe » intultıvely, imprecısely, but
unmistakably communıcate of the atemporal, and wıtness
that COgN1IZaNCE of immedıate presentness hat 18 tantamoun:
LO ONe 110  e spells eclıpse of tıme-awareness. The events themselves

42) In DNYS., I 20, fol 101b (under UANdO quidem agıtur)331  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  The inward eye sees the nows as diverse *?). We arrive at the notion  of time when the soul thinks one now, then another. The determin-  ations are subsumed under a common type, that of the now. We  achieve the ratio of time only when we view the prior and posterior  in the common light of the now and number them as two nows. To  lay hold of two similars abstracted from continuity, as precisely two  of these, whether hands, brothers, or nows, is to number them. Time,  moreover, is not simply a succession of discontinuous nows; it is  not just number but number of motion materially imbedded in  magnitude. The nows are the terminals that bound a motion-  continuum. Time is, in short, a time-line numbered by its terminal  nows; prior and posterior nows delimit each time-segment. It is the  second now, the posterior now, that formally closes off the number  that is time. As last, it formally specifies a multitude as number *?).  Though time is formally constituted as number by the now and  cannot occur without the now, we cannot be aware of time in the  awareness of a single now **). Occasionally, individuals pay no  attention to the transition from prior to posterior and seem conscious  of only one now held in a presentness in the concrete sense that  amounts to consciousness of only one now. Not infrequently, it is  reliably reported, Therese Newmann, a twentieth-century stigmatist  and mystic, soared into a transport that blotted out all sense of the  passage or the differentiation of prior and posterior in time *). In a  looser fashion, prior and posterior seem to melt into an infinitesimal  presentness or now in a quasi-instantaneous event like the suspension  of an electrical network by a flash of lightning or like a sudden  shooting pain in the chest. Expressions such as « Time seemed to  stand still», « At that instant the phone went dead», «In that  moment I thought I was going to die » intuitively, imprecisely, but  unmistakably communicate a sense of the atemporal, and witness  that cognizance of immediate presentness or what is tantamount  to one now spells an eclipse of time-awareness. The events themselves  42) In phys., IV, 1. 20, fol. 101b (under Quando quidem igitur): « ... oportebit  imaginari diversa nunc si volumus imaginari tempus... ».  43) Ibid.: «... oportet quod in habitudine quam habet tempus ad motum sit  aliqua ratio numeri ».  44) Zbid., fol. 101a-b.  45) See Johannes STEINER, Therese Neumann, trans. Pauline FATHERS (Staten  Island, N.Y.: Alba House, 1966), pp. 35-42. By the way, all the evidence in this  volume seems very carefully weighed and documented.oportebit
ılmaginari diversa DUNC 81 volumus imagınarı tempus... ».

43) 1bıud.331  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  The inward eye sees the nows as diverse *?). We arrive at the notion  of time when the soul thinks one now, then another. The determin-  ations are subsumed under a common type, that of the now. We  achieve the ratio of time only when we view the prior and posterior  in the common light of the now and number them as two nows. To  lay hold of two similars abstracted from continuity, as precisely two  of these, whether hands, brothers, or nows, is to number them. Time,  moreover, is not simply a succession of discontinuous nows; it is  not just number but number of motion materially imbedded in  magnitude. The nows are the terminals that bound a motion-  continuum. Time is, in short, a time-line numbered by its terminal  nows; prior and posterior nows delimit each time-segment. It is the  second now, the posterior now, that formally closes off the number  that is time. As last, it formally specifies a multitude as number *?).  Though time is formally constituted as number by the now and  cannot occur without the now, we cannot be aware of time in the  awareness of a single now **). Occasionally, individuals pay no  attention to the transition from prior to posterior and seem conscious  of only one now held in a presentness in the concrete sense that  amounts to consciousness of only one now. Not infrequently, it is  reliably reported, Therese Newmann, a twentieth-century stigmatist  and mystic, soared into a transport that blotted out all sense of the  passage or the differentiation of prior and posterior in time *). In a  looser fashion, prior and posterior seem to melt into an infinitesimal  presentness or now in a quasi-instantaneous event like the suspension  of an electrical network by a flash of lightning or like a sudden  shooting pain in the chest. Expressions such as « Time seemed to  stand still», « At that instant the phone went dead», «In that  moment I thought I was going to die » intuitively, imprecisely, but  unmistakably communicate a sense of the atemporal, and witness  that cognizance of immediate presentness or what is tantamount  to one now spells an eclipse of time-awareness. The events themselves  42) In phys., IV, 1. 20, fol. 101b (under Quando quidem igitur): « ... oportebit  imaginari diversa nunc si volumus imaginari tempus... ».  43) Ibid.: «... oportet quod in habitudine quam habet tempus ad motum sit  aliqua ratio numeri ».  44) Zbid., fol. 101a-b.  45) See Johannes STEINER, Therese Neumann, trans. Pauline FATHERS (Staten  Island, N.Y.: Alba House, 1966), pp. 35-42. By the way, all the evidence in this  volume seems very carefully weighed and documented.oportet quod 1n habitudine QUAaL habet tempus ad motum s1t;
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45) See Johannes STEINER, T’herese N eumann, trans., Pauline 'ATHERS (Staten

Island, Iba, House, 35.42 By the WaY, a‚ ]] the evidence 1n thıs
volume VeEry carefully weighed an documented.
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aPPCaLl strıpped of the dıyverse boundarıes ın motion that characterize
tıme. Wıthout the 0)41% NO measurıng the pluralıty that 1s Pr10r and
poster10r, the number that 18 tıme 18 ımpossıble. But ıth only ONe
NO the number that 18 tıme 1s equally ımpossıble. It takes LWwO OWS
LO constitute tıme.

(1v) Certaimm specıficatıons 1ın the text and shades of meanıng
provoked by dubitarets assıgn INOTeEe precıse meanıng LO the number
that 1S tiıme. fırst textual specıficatıon econfirtmes the formal nature
of tıme by the CUStOMATY estimatıon of motion by tıme. In virtue
of number Judge thıngs ın terms of INOTEe less; sımılarly, ın
virtue of tiıme Judge the INOTeEe less of motion 46) When eem
ONe mot]ıon twıce fast another, ATrEe quantıfyıng it 1ın terms
of the number that 18 tıme. Ssecond, INOTe ıimportant specıficatıon

eruecı1a|1 dıstinetion between LWO SOTtS of number : the
number by which number and the number that 1s numbered 4'7)
The fırst, whıich Ma y ame abstract mathematical number,

al y number appliıcable tOo of physıcal objects; three,
\ mMa y be referred LO dogs, LreeS, lashes of lıght, OLr meters Number
1ın the second S|  9 which Ma y amne Concrete physıcal number,

the number actually inhabıtıng SOMe physıcal entity.
normal human adult 1s ınıtlally blessed wıth Lwo hands, ten {ingers
N! thırty-two teeth The LWwoO ın the hands, the ten ın the
{1ngers, >Ral the thırty-two 1n the teeth ATe numbered numbers
physically resiıdent 1n certaın CXADAaNSe of sensıble matter (Giles
further 1UaNnces the meanıng of tıme numbered number 1ın the
fourth of the dubıtarets discussed Just below.)

The first dıfficulty pomt touched earlier : AT the
prı0r and poster10T formally present 1ın motı]on ® Giles’s reply dıstin-
guishes between motıion ın ıtself an motion ın ıts exıstential sıtuatıon

coneretion In magnıtude 48) Secundum ESSE, exıstentlally, motion
always exhıbıts PT10T and poster10r phases, but definıtionally, a3CCOTd-
ng LO ıts ralıo, motıon o0es not include the prıor an poster10r.
Ingredients only potentially ın efiniendum enter iınto
definıtion, aN! the pr10r an poster10r AIe only potentlally present
1n motion. If the Pr10r an poster10r werTe actually present 1n motion,
motion would not be contınuous but diserete. Chles’s elliptical STAaTteEe-

46) In DRYS., I 20, fol 101b (under Signum et autem
47) 1bid (under Quoniam utem nuMerus)
48) 1 bıd., fol. 101b-ec.



333T'he Concept of Tıme un (71rles of Rome

ment Jleaves obscure why AIe bade tOo adıudge definıtional
inclusion of the PT10T an poster10r 1ın motJıon selfstultıfyıng.Consıder,
1les LO be Sayıng, motion observe it; 1: motion
thıs SUCGCESSIVE econtıinuum that ]Just began at pPr10T pomt an 18
terminatıng at poster10r pomnt. The SUCCESSI VE contimuum 18 the
result of the flow of the ACTUS mobilıs, the ratıo definıtional character
of motiıon, ACTOSS magnıtude. Let SUPPDOSE that the PT10T N!
poster10Tr ATe not potentlally but actually contaıned 1ın the yatıo of
mot1on, 1.€., motion taken AaACcLius mobilaes. Now motion 1n ıtself,
1ın ıts ratı0, 1s sımply thıs indıvısıble ACTUS ; ıt; has continulty NF all
I£ the prıor and poster10r ATe actually ın thıs ACLUS, then they LOO
would be disecrete discretely. Perhaps Ia y put ıt 1NOTe

sımply : 1f they actually belong LO the ratıo of moti1on, then motion
Jonger shares ın the continulty of magnıtude an has In be

diserete —— &Q conclusıon of COUTSEe negatıved DYy ordınary experlence.
As shajl sSee later, the soul contrıbutes nothing tOo the makıng of
the PSSEe of motion but 18 actıve 1n fashıonıng 1n SsSOINle respect the
CHSC of tıme. The pr10r and poster10r that ATIe only potentially present
1n motion AT actualized « through the designatıon of the Soul »

desıgnatıon that rounds out the ratıo of tıme. Yet these Prec1s10Ns
should not LO forget the other sıde of the CO1N, which 1S the
truth that because motijon 1s5 SUCGESSIVE aCT, 1t; 1s existentaally ]Jomned.
I9} the Pr10T and poster10r. Or LO SLATtEe thıs perhaps 10010188 exactly,
the Pr10T aN! poster10r Are existentlally inelimınable from PSSE actuale,
the actual being, of the motion that greets sıde.

related question ıtself ATre the derıyatıve pPr10T and
poster10r ın motıion dıistinet from the pri10r an poster10r ın tıme %
Unquestionably, rephes Giles; otherwiıse TU  ; the rısk of fallıng
ınto the absurdıty of posıtıng causıng ıtself 50) If, 1ın solvıng
the Prevl1ous dubitaret, AT bound tOo TaW formal lıne between
the Pr10T an poster10r ın magnıtude an those 1n motion, then
ATe bound also to see formal dıfference between the pr10r an
posterlor 1n motion an those ın tıme. The PTr10T an poster10r
demarcatıng the econtimnuum AT subjectively iıdentical but formally
distinet 1n magnıtude, motion an tıme. Yet thıs leaves unresolved
the question do the words the pT10T and posterior iın the definıtion

49) Ibid., fol. 101e
50) 1bıd.
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of tıme refer IN0 the prıo0r an poster10r In tıme LO those ın motion ®
If «the prı0r 28l poster10r » refer tO those 1ın tıme, invıte the
charge of VICIOUS cırcularıty : would be determinıng tıme by
tıme. The definıtional pr10T and posterl1or ATEe those ın motion that
Ar e numbered through the desıgnatıon of the soul. Time, 1ın other
words, 18 not the number of ıtself but the number of motion taken
concretely, 16 motion taken A spread out an termınated by the
pr10T and poster10r. Insıstence the co-subjectivity of tıme ıth
motıon an magnıtude eheıits the question : 1S tıme truly number,
1L, 18 tıme number In al atrıct sense ® Undoubtedly, Giales AINsSWEeETIS,
tıme 18 continuous through an along ıth motion 51) ıme 18 grounded
In motion PTODET attrıbute 1ın ıts subject ; the subject 18 the
materı1aJl of ıts attrıbute. As subjectively ONe aıth an concretely
ındıstingulshable from motı1on, tıme 18 sald LO be materl1ally continuous.
But SINCE ıt; properly numbers mot1on, tıme 18 undoubtedly also
formally number.

concludıng question ere seeks In9 shed INOTEe hıght the
Status of tıme that 18 number : 1ın hat 1S tıme numbered
number ® There ATe two WaYySs, neıther analytıcally sufficı1ent of ıtself,
LO make the pomt that tıme 1s numbered number 52) Kırst, numbered
number 18 number applıed IN0 thıngs, an tıme 18 number applıed
LO motıion. Applhıcatıon 1n OTrdınary LO INnean operatıon
1n the line of effic1ent causalıty. wrıter 1s saıd to apply hıs pen
In8 aPDET, artıst hıs brush LO the Can vVas, an forth In thıs Case,
SINCEe the ontext 1s definıtional an SINCe tıme 18 formally number
the forma|l of the numberıng of motıon, applıcatıon Da Yy be
extended IM0) sıgnıfy somethıng In the line of forma|l causalıty : the

51) I bıd., fol In his Quodlibeta, V, 2 E} 325-326, Giles Iso discusses
the continuous an discerete features of tıme. (We Ar’C using the edıtion edıted by Petrus
amasus DE ÜONINCK, 0O.S5 publıshed at Ouvaın Dy Hieronymus Nempeus 1ın
1646 : republished by inerva: G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, West Germany, Time
exısts tamquam 1ın subjecto » In hat 18 continuous, and, though formally num ber,
18 therefore materlally continuous. For example, stick that 1S ten unıts long 18 both
continuous an diserete. As ten units, ıt; 18 1ormally number, but ten unseparated
unıts In the ONe continuous stick, it; 18 continuous. 'his cComparıson strikingly recalls

ıllustration In Aquinas334  J. M. Quinn  of time refer to the prior and posterior in time or to those in motion ?  If «the prior and posterior» refer to those in time, we invite the  charge of a vicious circularity : we would be determining time by  time. The definitional prior and posterior are those in motion that  are numbered through the designation of the soul. Time, in other  words, is not the number of itself but the number of motion taken  concretely, i.e., motion taken as spread out and terminated by the  prior and posterior. Insistence on the co-subjectivity of time with  motion and magnitude elicits the question: is time truly number,  Le., IS time number in any strict sense? Undoubtedly, Giles answers,  time is continuous through and along with motion 51). Time is grounded  in motion as a proper attribute in its subject; the subject is the  material cause of its attribute. As subjectively one with and concretely  indistinguishable from motion, time is said to be materially continuous.  But since it properly numbers motion, time is undoubtedly also  formally number.  A concluding question here seeks to shed more light on the  status of a time that is number : in what sense is time numbered  number? There are two ways, neither analytically sufficient of itself,  to make the point that time is numbered number 52). First, numbered  number is number as applied to things, and time is number as applied  to motion. Application in ordinary usage seems to mean an operation  in the line of efficient causality. A writer is said to apply his pen  to paper, an artist his brush to the canvas, and so forth. In this case,  since the context is definitional and since time is formally number or  the formal cause of the numbering of motion, application may be  extended to signify something in the line of formal causality : the  51) Zbid., fol. 101c-d. In his Quodlibeta, V, q. 20, pp. 325-326, Giles also discusses  the continuous and discrete features of time. (We are using the edition edited by Petrus  Damasus DE ConIncg, 0.S.A., published at Louvain by Hieronymus Nempeus in  1646; republished by Minerva G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, West Germany, 1966.) Time  exists « tamquam in subjecto» in what is continuous, and, though formally number,  is therefore materially continuous. For example, a stick that is ten units long is both  continuous and discrete. As ten units, it is formally number, but as ten unseparated  units in the one continuous stick, it is continuous. This comparison strikingly recalls  an illustration in Aquinas: « ... licet numerus sit quantitas discreta, tempus tamen est  quantitas continua, propter rem numeratam; sicut decem mensurae panni quoddam  continuum est, quamvis denarius numerus sit quantitas discreta» (In ühys., IV,  1.17, . 11).  52) 752@., fol. 101d.licet 11UINETUS alt; quantitas discreta, tempus tamen est
quantıtas continua, propter re: numeratam ; sicut decem pannı quoddam
econtinuum est, QquamVvI1s denarius 1LUINETUS sıt quantıtas disereta » (In DhyYS., $

1 9 c M 11)
52) 1 b2d., fol 101d.
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form that 1s number (whıich 18 the ratıo of t1me) 1S sa1ld of motıon.
If tıme WeIe nothıng but absolute number, the number by which We®e

number, al Y an number 10, 100, 1,000,000 —_ would be
the Samıe tıme. Secondly, ıt 18 NECESSALCY LO See tıme Iın specıfic
fashıon, 1.e., resiıdent 1n ıts unıque subject, the mMovement of the
fırst heaven 53) Here tıme 1S apphlıed In8 Just thıs Movement, the
prımary motion In nature. I5r 18 not the easure of the first mMovement
but ıts DASSLO. It 1S actually imbedded In 1t: actually seated In ıt
ıt 18 ıts indıssoc1l1able PTrODEIT quantıitatıve attrıbute. 1me 18, however,
the ECASUTE of a 11 other motlJ]ons ın nature. In thıs specıal ashıon
ıt; Ma y be sald LO POSSESS quodammodo, In certaın respect, the ratıo
of numbering number. Coneretized 1n the prımary moti1on, ıt; 1s
numbered number. But quası-abstracted an physıcally separated
from motlons other than the prımary, ıt May be called absolute
number, number whereby number ONe that numbers
sub-primary motlons.

brief backward glance aSSUuTesS that the analysıs of tıme
diıssolves the fırst set of doubts, ralsed 1n the dialectical introduction,
CONCernNınNg the exıstence of tıme 54) The unden1able fact of the 11011-

exıstence of fixed parts of tıme cannot be sed LO deny the exıstence
of tıme, for tıme 1s not fixed but SUCCESSIVE contıinuum. It has
ıts being not ın the sımultanelty but 1ın the order of ıts parts » 55)

As wıth mot1on, wıth tıme : ON‘ part follows after another. Yet
ONCe agaln must be careful not IN8. let the close affınıty between
motıon an tıme blur ınto absolute ıdentity. HKor ONle thıng,
ave SCECNH, the unıcıty of tıme 1ın contrast ıth pluralıty of motJjons
underscores the formal dıstance between exıstentlally inseparable
tıme an motion. The analysıs of the 1910)9 also supphıes
ratıonal sSupport for the ONeNesSS and of 1O that; d1ialeetie
trıed LO uggest, ca  S be neıther ONe 1OT Ial y 56) But Gles’s Just1-

53) 1 bıd.
54) Ibid., 21 fol 101d-102a (under Hit sıcul motus) T’his interpretation of

Aristotle’s discursıve strategy stems TOM Averroes (In DhyYS., E  9 COI 103, fol 182F)),
wh: wrıtes KEt intendebat; per hoc dissolvere quaestionem praedictam 1n SSe temporı1s
dieentem quod S1 tempus est, NECESSE est, ut partes 1US aut quaedam sınt
insımul ».

55) 1 b1d., fol 101d335  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  form that is number (which is the ratio of time) is said of motion.  If time were nothing but absolute number, the number by which we  number, any and every number — 2, 10, 100, 1,000,000 — would be  the same as time. Secondly, it is necessary to see time in a specific  fashion, ie., as resident in its unique subject, the movement of the  first heaven 5). Here time is applied to just this movement, the  primary motion in nature. It is not the measure of the first movement  but its passıo. It is actually imbedded in it, actually seated in it:  it ıs its indissociable proper quantitative attribute. Time is, however,  the measure of all other motions in nature. In this special fashion  it may be said to possess quodammodo, in a certain respect, the ratio  of numbering number. Concretized in the primary motion, it is  numbered number. But quasi-abstracted and physically separated  from motions other than the primary, it may be called absolute  number, a number whereby we number — one that numbers —  sub-primary motions.  A brief backward glance assures us that the analysis of time  dissolves the first set of doubts, raised in the dialectical introduction,  concerning the existence of time 5*). The undeniable fact of the non-  existence of fixed parts of time cannot be used to deny the existence  of time, for time is not a fixed but a successive continuum. It has  «its being not in the simultaneity but in the order of its parts » ®).  As with motion, so with time : one part follows after another. Yet  once again we must be careful not to let the close affinity between  motion and time blur into an absolute identity. For one thing, as we  have seen, the unicity of time in contrast with a plurality of motions  underscores the formal distance between an existentially inseparable  time and motion. The analysis of the now, moreover, also supplies  rational support for the oneness and manyness of a now that, dialectic  tried to suggest, can be neither one nor many %°). But Giles’s justi-  53) Ibid.  54) Zbid., 1. 21, fol. 101d-102a (under E sicut motus). This interpretation of  Aristotle’s discursive strategy stems from Averroes (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182F),  who writes : « Et intendebat per hoc dissolvere quaestionem praedietam in esse temporis  dicentem quod si tempus est, necesse est ut omnes partes eius aut quaedam sint  insimul ».  55) Ibid., fol. 101d : « ... esse eius non est in simultaneitate partium sed in ordine  partium ».  56) Ibid., fol. 102a (under Ipsum autem nunc).SSE 1US NO  - est 1n simultaneitate partıum sed 1n ordine
partıum M

56) [ b1d., fol 102a (under Insum autem WUNG
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ficatıon of the NO wiıll ave to waiıt till after OUT treatment of the
attrıbutes of tıme an the thıngs measured by tıme.

Attrıbutes of tıme. nsofar it belongs In8. quantity, mMa y
consıder tıme bearer of attrıbutes an subject of predicatıon 57)
As SICCESSIVE eontinuum whose formal ratıo 18 number, number
applied to motı1on, tıme reveals COININON an PTrOPEeI attrıbutes. DEr 18
sald (1) LO ave not LO ave MINIMUM ; (11) LO be great small,
short long; (111) not LO be fast sSlow ; (1v) LO be the SsSame not
the sSame , an! (v) to be the easure of motion.

(1) There 18 number ua number smaller than two The
arıthmetical ONe 18 not number but the princıple of number ; aN!
In the latter TEeSPECT ıt 1S the absolute mınımum 58) But In number
involved ıIn continuum, the ascrıption of mınımal elements depends

whether take the numbered econtinuum multiphicıty
magnıtude. We mMa y desıgnate either ONe LWwO nes mınımal 1n

pluralıty of lınes, accordıng V1eW ONe LWwoOo mınımal.
From the standpomnt of magnıtude, the other hand, cannot
point LO mınımal stretch of line, for aln Y gıven lıne 18 always
divıisıble iınto smaller parts, an these smaller indefinıtely into still
smaller. Perspective decıdes whether tıme oes o0€eS not POSSESS
MINIıIMUM. KFrom the angle of pluralıty, a y CXDTESS tıme
mınımal, ONne LWO, consıistıng © of ONe day LWwoO hours,
an the lıke In the lıght of magnıtude, however, cannot attaın

mınımum of tıme that 18 not urther divaisıble.
(11) Long an short ALr sa1ld of tıme insofar it; 18 continuum,

whereas Man y and few ATe predicated of tıme precisely number 59)
We aCCeNtT the materı1al sıde of tıme 1n the observatıon, 11a of

57) Tbıd., 23i fol. U (under Minimus autem nUumerusS).
58) 1 bıd., fol 104b. Chles’s third tandum distingulishes the minımal-numerical

features of ON and LWO Duo nım. est, qul1d inımum NO  - absolute sed est MiINıMUS
1UINETUS. Non est nım minor NUINETUS Qquamı dualitas. Sed 1980808 secundum quod
huiusmodi diceit quid iınımum simpliciter et absolute (After Duo en1ım » above
have substituted est for sunt » which SCcCI1S LO be copyıst’s erTOT. T’he character
an the phrasing of this distinetion, hıch do not find 1n this particular place 1n
AverrToes, shows SOINE®E affınıty tOo Aquinas’s comment here (In DNYyS., E 19, I1.

«  « Sicut 1n multis linelis secundum multitudinem quidem est miınımum, ut UunN: linea vel
duae lıneae ; un quidem 81 accıplatur id quod est mınımum simpliciter In NUMeTO ;
duae utem 81 accıplatur id quod est minımum geNETE numerI]l, habens ratıonem
numerl]

59) 1b1d., fol 104b-ec (under Manıfestum est autem
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eighty has lıyed long lıfe an ıts formal sıde ın dıfferent CXDIES-
S10 of the Same ımport, eighty-year-old has lıved Man y yeCars ».

(111) As establıshed In introductory consıderatıions, fast
an Slow, though aa1d of mot1on, AIe not predicable of tıme 60)
Clearly number taken absolutely Ca  - ave neıther attrıbute, for
motı1on, be ıt; fast S1IOW, 18 alıen LO abstract quantity. Agaın, fast
and slow sıgnıfy hat 18 measured by number, but tıme cCannot be
measured by number, SINCE 1t; 18 the VOLY number whereby the motıjon
numbered 18 measured.

(1v) een In ıts sımultaneous exıstence, tıme, 31 an y gıven
Juncture ın ıts COUTSEe, 1S 1ın ON everywhere the Samıe, 1.€., ıth
respeCct to mobiıle thıngs throughout nature 61) In other words,
regards ıts un1cıty (a pomt IM0 be explored later ON) tıme 18 the Samle.

It 1s subjectıvely ONe, ıt resides prımarıly only 1n the prımary motijon.
But taken SUCCESISIVE continuum, taken according LO ıts dıyverse
parts, tıme 1S plaınly not ONe and the sSamııe Time, ıt werTe absolute
number, ould remaın ONe an the Samıe , abstract number shows

lordly indıfference tOo change of past future One hundred 18 not
affected by being applıed In8 horses, mMen, hat not; dıfferences

concretes ave not the slıghtest ımpact ıts abstract
specıficıty. Numbered number, however, [9155 Vary ıth the entities
to which 1t 18 applıed ; ONe hundred horses concretely dıffer from ON

hundred 111e  - Therefore tıme 18 materlally affected by ıts residence
1ın motiıon ; ıt o0€S not exıst a ]] NF ONCeEe but successively. The phases
of the numerically ONe motion ın which tıme 18 seated AI Man Yy,
ON phase prıo0r an the other poster10rT. Sınce prı0r an poster10r
AT themselves dıversely related hat has already elapsed an
hat 1S yet LO be, tıme 1s further dıfferentiated into past and future
tımes.

Still, from another angle tıme indubıtably remaıns the
1me repeats ıtself (but, Dy the WAY, ıtself) 1ın the
ECUITENCG of ONe N the Samne motıion. LIts reiıteratıon 1S not numerı1c-
ally but only specıfically ON  D The S11 that reaches the vernal
eQquInNOX, ın the constellatıon symbolızed DYy the Ram, wıll Swing

60) 1Tbıd.
61) 1b1d., fol 104ec-d (under HKit ıdem autem). We render « abstract num ber »

hat Gilles Ca 1NUINETITUS mathematicus
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back tOo reach ıt agaln an agaln 62) Wiınter, Spring, SUHMLIMET, an!
auıtumn depart an COMe back ONCeEe 111.0Te But the TeCUITINZ ıdentity
of S11l  } and SECASoN 1S specıf1c identity. The S11 In ıts apparen
wheelıng N the SECASOoONS ıt ZOVETNS Arle COAln be, numer1Cc-
ally ONe aN the sSAamne ıth hat Was 11 be

Thus tıme 18 ıneradıcably alternabhle and incessantly varyıng ;
ıt; 18 the Samne T an Y LÜWwoOo Junctures. Viewed resiıdent 1n ıts
subject, prımary motı10on, tıme 1S NUM NUMETO 1dem NUMETO 63)
In contrast LO the pluralıty of mot1ons, there 1S ONne and only ONe

tıme throughout the natural unıverse. But viewed accordıng to the
dıverse phases of the ONe motion, tıme 1s not numerically ONne an
the Sarmnıe The PT10T part 1s sımply not the Saxmıe the poster10Tr part
We MaYy, however, speak of these dıyverse par un eodem WUMETO,
L60 parts of the subjectıvely Olnle econtinuum that 1S tıme. In
addıtıon, tıme mMay be consıdered iıdentical ın the lımıted purvıew
of specıfic ECUTITENC

(V) When speak of tıme s the ecAasure of motı1on, AaTe

dealıng ıth the maın property of tıme. 'T hıs claım Iorms, 1ın thıs
CONTteXtT, part of larger claım. that tıme and motion AaATe rec1procal

Two arguments warrant thıs larger conclusıon, the fırst
based the nature of number N! numbered, the second the
likeness of tıme and motıon LO motıon and magnıtude.

ıme eAasures motion quoad 64) ime number determines,
On 5 motion DEr ıme ıtself, the other hand, 1S
measured through mot1ion quoad NOS umerables ATe objectively
known by number : an 1t 1S 1ın thıs WI1Sse that tıme motion.
Conversely, number ıtself becomes known through thıngs numerable,
and it 18 1ın thıs TEVeTrTSeE ashıon that motion 1s sald GO eCAaSurTe tıme.

dubıtaret PTrOotests that LO hold that eAaSsurTe number through
62) 1 b1d., fol 104d (under Amplius sıcult contıngıt). Whıle AÄAverroes makes

ment.on of an y point of the ZOd1aC, Giles wrıtes Si nım sol moveatur su arıete et
ıterum postea moveatur sub 1lo 81gNO0 redit idem motus NO  - UINeEeTO sed specle M 'his
language aD PCAaIs LO resem ble Aquinas’s observation (In DhyS., I  9 19, 6 P

Reiteratur nım UNUus et, idem motus specle, sed NO  - UINeTO qula ad eodem S1gnO0
arlıetis, QUO prımo movebatur sol, et postea movebitur... )M Kvidently have LO
o0ok for something INOTE than INneTrTe coincidence to account for the striking, though
contracted, sım1larıty of Giles’s sub arıete an « NO  w Uumero sed specle to CXPTES-
S10NS8S In Aquinas glossing the SAarmne lines In Aristotle.

63) 1bıud.
64) I bıd., fol 105a (under Non solum autem
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thıngs numbered PUuts the STAaTte of affalrs back enNn! O, fOor evıdently
count umerables by number. In reply Ghles offers two examples of

determınatıon of number by umerables 65) Kırst, SUDDOSE that
PeEIsoN who cannot count ticks off hıs ten {1ngers the number of
horses 1n 153 1S 1n virtue of the 0)]41% {1nger, numerable, that
he LO NOW that there AIe ten horses. Agaiın, because NOW
hat horse 1S an hat, centımenter amounts tO, OANn determıne
the number of horses ın colleetion N! the number of centıimeters
ın line

The rec1procal measuratıon of tıme aN! mot1ion 1s evıdenced by
the lıkeness of tıme V1S-A-VIS motion an of motJon V1S-A-VIS MagnN1-
tude 66) 1ıme imıtates motion motion imıtates magnıtude The
COILINOL actors 1n the parallel ımıtatıons AT lıke continulty an
dependence upoN the subject ın whiıich 1t shares. ıme images motion

motion 1mages magnıtude : the SECONdaTY continuant derıyes 1ts
continulty from the PTI10T continuant hıch ıt; obvıously depends.
In vıirtue of quantıtatıve lıkeness, motion 18 quoad measured by
magnıtude and, conversely, quoad NOS, magnıtude by mot1ion. We
Ca  - call the road long because of the aMOount of motıon required 1ın
the trıp ; conversely, ın 1eW of the length of the road, Oa  -

determiıine that the mot1jon ıinvolved wıll be much hLittle. The tıme-
motion relatıon imıtates thıs rec1procal measuratıon : tıme
motion and, COn versely, motion tıme.

Three dubıstarets IN0) urther clarıfy the relatıon between tıme
an motion. Kırst, tıme DETI easurTes motı1on, because PE
CcCasSsure contıinuum only insofar number ıt 67) Second,
must dıstınguısh the SeNsesS 1n whıch 0Oa  - speak of the PT10T an
poster10r ın motion parts of tıme 68) Because indıvısıble, the MUutata
eSSe oments cannot be par of tıme ; an MoMments, ındıvısıbles
of motı1on, they belong properly LO motion rather than IN0 tıme. The
vPSa MOVETN quantiıtatıve segments of mot.ıon AIe plaınly ar of
motı1on, but when OUTL intentional QCtS apply number LO these parts,
they become formally pParts of tıme. Thira, the Correspondence

65) Ibid., fol. 105a-b
66) 1 bıd., fol 105b (under Hit hoc rationabiliıter).
67) I bıd., fol 105b-ec See Quaestiones metanhysicales, A 17 fol 36a

«The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  339  things numbered puts the state of affairs back end to, for we evidently  count numerables by number. In reply Giles offers two examples of  a determination of number by numerables %). First, suppose that a  person who cannot count ticks off on his ten fingers the number of  horses in a group. It is in virtue of the one finger, a numerable, that  he comes to know that there are ten horses. Again, because we know  what a horse is and what a centimenter amounts to, we can determine  the number of horses in a collecetion and the number of centimeters  in a line.  The reciprocal measuration of time and motion is evidenced by  the likeness of time vis-ä-vis motion and of motion vis-a-vis magni-  tude %). Time imitates motion as motion imitates magnitude. The  common factors in the parallel imitations are a like continuity and a  dependence upon the subject in which it shares. Time images motion  as motion images magnitude : the secondary continuant derives its  continuity from the prior continuant on which it obviously depends.  In virtue of a quantitative likeness, motion is quoad se measured by  magnitude and, conversely, quoad nos, magnitude by motion. We  can call the road long because of the amount of motion required in  the trip; conversely, in view of the length of the road, we can  determine that the motion involved will be much or little. The time-  motion relation imitates this reciprocal measuration : time measures  motion and, conversely, motion measures time.  Three dubitarets serve to further clarify the relation between time  and motion. First, time per se measures motion, because we per se  measure a continuum only insofar as we number it ®?). Second, we  must distinguish the senses in which we can speak of the prior and  posterior in motion as parts of time %8). Because indivisible, the mutata  esse or moments cannot be parts of time; and as moments, indivisibles  of motion, they belong properly to motion rather than to time. The  ipsa moveri or quantitative segments of motion are plainly parts of  motion, but when our intentional acts apply number to these parts,  they become formally parts of time. Third, the correspondence  65) Zbid., fol. 105a-b.  66) 7bid., fol. 105b (under Et hoc rationabiliter).  67): Zbid., £ol.  105b-c. See Quaestiones metaphysicales, X, q. 1, fol. 36a :  « ... mensura primo et per se reperitur in quantitate et maxime in quantitate discreta.  Et a quantitate discreta transfertur ad alia ».  68) Zbid., fol. 105c.CeMNSULA Pr1Imo et PCI reper1ıtur In quantitate et maxıme 1n quantitate disereta.
KEt quantıtate discereta transtertur ad lia

68) Ibid., fol. 105e
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between tıme and motion ınıtlally inclines tOo gTant that the prıor
an poster10r 1n tıme mMa y be taken accordıng LO theır PCSSE dirvısıbale

well theır eSSEC ındivisıbale. When thınk of mot1]ıon line
whose mıdpomnt 18 utatum ESSEC between PTr10T an poster10r
segments, ook [29 910201 motijon accordıng to ıts ESSECe dıvısıbele ; that;
1S to Sa Yy, the pr10T an poster10r ATe regarded divisıble parts
Motion viewed accordıng LO ıts ESSEC ındıvasıbale 18 econtinuum
delimıted Dy LwoO mutata eSSse indıvısıble oments Loosely speakıng,

Ma y define tıme the number of motion accordıng LO eSse

ındıvisıbale ES5S5C divasıbale. But strictLy speakıng, tıme 1s tıme-
line enclosed by LWwWO OWS rather than ONne 10 punctuatıng Lwo
tıme-hınes 69) Yor ONe thıng, from the sıde of tıme numbered, 1f

define tıme according to ıts ESS$EC divesıbnle, AT E definıng 1t
through ıts quantıtatıve Parts — which TUNS cCounter LO sound rules
for definıng. The Parts of the specles, not the pParts of the matter,
AaTe embraced by definıtion ; do not incelude sem1-cıirele ın the
definıtion of cıircle. Time,9 1S INOTE NUMETUS MOTUS than
MOLUS NUMETALUS ; ıt 18 formally number an only materlally ONne

wıth motıjon. Hence ın the statement of the definıtion put number
1n the nomıinatıve Case an motion 1ın the genıtıve Case In short,
tıme 18 something numbered through LWwoO NOWS, ONe PT1OT, the other
poster10r. The PT10T an posteri1o0r In thıs ATe not parts of
dıvısıble entıties wıthın tıme. They ATe nothıng but the very OWS

numbering tıme » 70) Agaın, from the sıde of the soul numbering,
cannot (as has already een proved) number tıme ıth alıy fewer

than LWwoO NOWS, the OWS that bound an enclose the tıme-hne.
T'ırme uın relatıon LO LNGgS un tıme. The ubıguity of tıme SUSZESTS

that tıme bears In SOmMme WaYy a ]] thıngs 1n NAature that al beings
of nature ATe ın tıme. After endeavoring LO ad precısıon LO the phrase,
In tıme », PTODOSE LO show how motion 1s ın tıme ; how reST, the

opposıte of motı1on, mMa y also be ın tıme ; 1ın hat tıme touches
mobile thıngs; why incompatıble beings AT excepted irom

69) 1 bıd., fol 105ec-d.
70) Ibid., fol 105d340  J. M. Quinn  between time and motion initially inclines us to grant that the prior  and posterior in time may be taken according to their esse divisibile  as well as their esse indivisibile. When we think of motion as a line  whose midpoint is a mutatum esse between prior and posterior  segments, we look upon motion according to its esse divisibile; that  is to say, the prior and posterior are regarded as divisible parts.  Motion viewed according to its esse indivisibile is a continuum  delimited by two mutata esse or indivisible moments. Loosely speaking,  we may define time as the number of motion according to esse  indivisibile or esse divisibıle. But strietly speaking, time is a time-  line enclosed by two nows rather than one now punctuating two  time-lines $°). For one thing, from the side of time as numbered, if  we define time according to its esse divisibile, we are defining it  through its quantitative parts — which runs counter to sound rules  for defining. The parts of the species, not the parts of the matter,  are embraced by a definition; we do not include a semi-circle in the  definition of a circle. Time, moreover, is more numerus motus than  motus numeratus ; it is formally number and only materially one  with motion. Hence in the statement of the definition we put number  in the nominative case and motion in the genitive case. In short,  time is something numbered through two nows, one prior, the other  posterior. The prior and posterior in this sense are not parts of or  divisible entities within time. They are nothing but « the very nows  numbering time» 7°). Again, from the side of the soul numbering,  we cannot (as has already been proved) number time with any fewer  than two nows, the nows that bound and enclose the time-line.  4. Time in relation to things in time. The ubiquity of time suggests  that time bears in some way on all things in nature or that all beings  of nature are in time. After endeavoring to add precision to the phrase,  «in time», we propose to show how motion is in time; how rest, the  opposite of motion, may also be in time; in what sense time touches  on mobile things; why incompatible beings are excepted from  69) ZIbid., fol. 105c-d.  70) Zbid., fol. 105d : « ... prius et posterius quae ponuntur in diffinitione tempus  non accipienda sunt secundum esse divisibile nec sunt partes tempus, sed sunt ipsa  nunc numerantia tempus». The very last part of this sentence may recall, to some,  language in Aquinas dealing with an earlier passage in Aristotle (In phys., IV, 1. 17,  n. 11l): «... tempus est numerus numeratus, quia ipse numerus prioris et posterioris  in motu tempus dicitur; vel etiam ipsa quae sunt prius et posterius numerata ».Pr1us et, poster1us QUAC ponuntur 1n diffinitione tempus

NO  - acciplenda sunt secundum SsSe divisibile NC sunt partes MmMPuUus, sed sunt 1PSa
L1UNC numerantia mpus The very ast part of this sentence mMa y ecall, LO SsSOMe,
language 1ın Aquinas dealing ıth earlier Passage In Aristotle (In DhyS., I ur

11)340  J. M. Quinn  between time and motion initially inclines us to grant that the prior  and posterior in time may be taken according to their esse divisibile  as well as their esse indivisibile. When we think of motion as a line  whose midpoint is a mutatum esse between prior and posterior  segments, we look upon motion according to its esse divisibile; that  is to say, the prior and posterior are regarded as divisible parts.  Motion viewed according to its esse indivisibile is a continuum  delimited by two mutata esse or indivisible moments. Loosely speaking,  we may define time as the number of motion according to esse  indivisibile or esse divisibıle. But strietly speaking, time is a time-  line enclosed by two nows rather than one now punctuating two  time-lines $°). For one thing, from the side of time as numbered, if  we define time according to its esse divisibile, we are defining it  through its quantitative parts — which runs counter to sound rules  for defining. The parts of the species, not the parts of the matter,  are embraced by a definition; we do not include a semi-circle in the  definition of a circle. Time, moreover, is more numerus motus than  motus numeratus ; it is formally number and only materially one  with motion. Hence in the statement of the definition we put number  in the nominative case and motion in the genitive case. In short,  time is something numbered through two nows, one prior, the other  posterior. The prior and posterior in this sense are not parts of or  divisible entities within time. They are nothing but « the very nows  numbering time» 7°). Again, from the side of the soul numbering,  we cannot (as has already been proved) number time with any fewer  than two nows, the nows that bound and enclose the time-line.  4. Time in relation to things in time. The ubiquity of time suggests  that time bears in some way on all things in nature or that all beings  of nature are in time. After endeavoring to add precision to the phrase,  «in time», we propose to show how motion is in time; how rest, the  opposite of motion, may also be in time; in what sense time touches  on mobile things; why incompatible beings are excepted from  69) ZIbid., fol. 105c-d.  70) Zbid., fol. 105d : « ... prius et posterius quae ponuntur in diffinitione tempus  non accipienda sunt secundum esse divisibile nec sunt partes tempus, sed sunt ipsa  nunc numerantia tempus». The very last part of this sentence may recall, to some,  language in Aquinas dealing with an earlier passage in Aristotle (In phys., IV, 1. 17,  n. 11l): «... tempus est numerus numeratus, quia ipse numerus prioris et posterioris  in motu tempus dicitur; vel etiam ipsa quae sunt prius et posterius numerata ».MmMpus est 1UINETUS numeratus, qula 1pse 1UIHNETUS pr10r18 et poster10r1s
1n motu tempus dieitur : vel etiam 1psa QUaC sunt prius et poster1us numerata
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measuremen by tıme ; why certaın nonentities ATe also tıme-free ;
and lastly, how corruption 1S ın tıme, 1.6., 1n hat tiıme Ccauses

corruption.
(1) The phrase ın tıme mMa y be assıgned ar least three senses 71)

In the broadest an 1Mproper it mMa y that thıng exısts
when tıme exısts. Agaıln, LO be 1ın tıme INa y I1Nean being alıquıd
tempnOrIS, part feature of tıme. In the most restricted
thıng that 1S ın tıme 18 contaıned 1n tıme, 104 measured numbered
by tıme. Things 1ın tıme 1ın thıs third ATEe wıthın tıme the
measured wıthın the easurTe The phrase ın the first most ample

cannot be made equıvalent In9 ıts third PTODEI S  } other-
WISe, the heavens would be, ın fact, ın graiın of sand, an God
Hımself ould be encased In tıme. No doubt past an future, long
an short, an the NO  < AT 1ın tıme 1n the second but not 1ın
per an PTODETI ashıon. These ATIe, respectively, the parts, the
attrıbutes, an the princıple of tıme LO which tıme 18 related
whole, subject, an princıpled 72) One dubitaret presSses the objJection
that the L1O 18 1n tıme 1ın number SINCEe tıme numbers motion
through the OWS themselves. Indeed, Hiles ansWerIs, tıme numbers
thıngs temporal through the 1O But the NO 18 1n tıme ıts
princıple an term 73) In addıtıon, rather than being numbered by
tıme, the NO mMa y be saıld to number tıme {If the OWS number tıme,
ıt; INOTE PTO DEr to speak of tıme ın the NO instead of
maıntalınıng that the NO 18 1n tiıme.

1me 1S trıply related LO the temporalıa under ıts SWaYy 74) First,
precısely tıed LO tıme, temporal thıngs ATe essentaally dependent

tıme 75) Decond, indıcated 1ın the Previ1ous paragraph, temporalıa
AT contaıned In tıme numbered thıngs 1n number an localızed
entities 1ın S  ? wıth the implhicatıon that tıme 18 ontıcally greater
than a I1 that falls wıthın ıt 76) Thıiırd, temporal thıngs AT In SOINeEe

WaYy affected by tıme 77) The Tempus fugıt of COININON parlance 1s
often assoclated ıth agıng an the dechine of vıtal DPOWEeTIS. The

71) T bid., 24, fol. 106c-d (In tempore enumM).
72) 1 bıd., fol. 106d-107a (under Y} autem hoc).
73) I bid., fol. 107a
74) 1b2ıd.,, fol. 107a (under Sed hoc quidem).
75) Ibid., fol 107a-b.
76) 1bö4d., fol 107b (under Quonam autem
77) 1 bıd., fol 107b (under Hit gDatı zam)
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Passage of the Ma y bring wısdom but 1neXorably, wıthout
maybe’s but’s, signals breakdown and deterioratıion. We 11l
presently deal I110OTe extens1vely wıth the causa|l lınkage of tıme
LO corruption.

(11) The homogeneılty of tıme wıth motion ımplıes that tıme 18
the DE ECAasSurTe of motijon 78) Indeed al other entities ArIe 1n tıme
only insofar A they AaATe related 1n an y WayYy IN0 motıon. ıme deter-
mınes the rate of motion ; and the speed of mot1ıon ca  - be deter-
mıned only by another motion. 1me eCAaSurTes whole motion 1ın
virtue of part of the motion (once part 18 measured, replicatıon
of the part LO match the whole) The mMmeasuremen ere 18 not
ceircular : do not apply part-motion LO whole motion an CQ,
thıs tıme-measurement. The part-tıme 18 fırst temporalızed, LG
numbered al 1ts termınals; thus number makes the segment of motion

interval of tıme. Only after the part-motion 18 tıme-determined
Oan ıt temporal yardstıck for ascertaınıng the tıme of the
whole motion 79) More partıcularly, tıme eECAaSuTrTes the prımary
motion part by part (thıs 18 of COUTSEe loose Sort of measurıng, fOr,

remarTked earher, tıme 1s strictly the DASSLO of the prımary mot1on),
an ıt; easures other motljons that AaATe taken quası-partial ıth
respect to the prımary motion.

Time-motion homogeneılty ımphies a ISO that tıme motion
both 1ın ıts 2,.CT anı ıts PSSEC duratıon 30) In measurıng thıngs
AT e ordınarıly constraiıned LO use LWO MeAaSUuTeES, OLle for the ACLTUuS
and the other for the thıng possessing the 3C In the Case of separated
substances, the intellectual operatıon, an the
1O of the GCasSsurTes the separated substance ıtself. Analogously,
1ın nature tıme the aCTt, 1n thıs Case the US mobtlıs that
18 moti1on, whıle the temporal 1O the very mobıle substance
ıtself. But 1n these tWwoOo instances thıng 18 plaınly dıstingulshable
from 1ts AaCcCtus, and 1ın relatıon LO ıts easSure ıt oes not ave the
character ratıo) of ACLTUS 1t; 1s quıte otherwiıse wıth mot1jon. It 18 not
dıstiınet from ACTUS but 18 the vVEeELrYyY ACTUuS mobilıs, and bears the
character of ACLTUS ıth reSpeECT to ıts INeAaSUuTeE Hence the rule of the
twofold INeEAaSUTE 0€eS not apply LO motion ATre bound to appomıt
OLE ecAasurTe LO motıon A ACTUS and nother LO ıts AA The OMO-

78) 1 bıd., fol 105d-1062 (under Quoniam autem tempus)
79) I1 bid., fol. (D (under Hit est motur)
80) 1bıd., fol. 106b
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genelty of INeEGASUTE ıth measured reinforces the pomt. ıme
motion ın both reSPECTS, taken iın ıtself ‚N! accordıng o ıts PESSEC

Motion 1n ıtself an 1n ıts PESSC 1s constantly varyıng. The SUCCESSIVENESS
makes fOor the quantıtatıve dıfferential of pr10T an poster10r an for
the PCSS85C duratıon of motı1on ; N the ONe MeaSUuTe, tıme,
both the quantıty aN! esse of motiıon.

(111) ıme not only mot.jon but ıts opposıte, rTest 81)
It oes not eCAaSuTrTe rest 1ın ıtself (for Iın thıs respeCt ıt, 1s the ack of
mot1on) but 1n relatıon LO motiıon : prıvatıon 18 measured by the
SA Ie easurTe that of the habıtus pOoSSESSION 1t; negates 32) In
other words, Test IS incıdentally measured by tıme. In tact, do
eCAaSsurTe states of rest mobıle thıngs 9a1 rest The ll dog slept
the patıent Was COoMatose, Sa Yy, for twenty-four hours stralght.
The ljength of StLate of rest 1S easured by tıme ; 1t; falls under tıme
insofar ıt has quantıty perdures. But the rest such 1s not
measured. An interval of Test 18 measured by tıme ıf ıt WelIte

interval of motjon. As deprived of motıon, the resting being of nature
remaıns APTUM NALTUM MOVENL, stamped 1ıth built-ın tendency LO
be moved. The NoNMOVINS mobıle entity 18 taken ıf ıt; WeTe ıIn
mot1on, and 1ın thıs respeCct ıts rest under tıme 83)

(1V) Mobile thıngs ATe measured accıdentally by tıme. They fa ]
under tıme not accordıng LO theır substantıal being but according
LO the PSSC of the mot]ıon subjectified ın them 84) If mobile thıng
WerTe contaıned 1n tıme accordıng tOo ıts substantıal ESSE, ıt would
orfeıt ıts substantıal Wıth ıtes PSSEC varyıng accordıng LO
the PT10T N! poster10r, ıt would be turned ınto mot1ion N!
LO be ıtself. As fixed thıng substance, mobiıle thıng 1s not
easured by tıme ; but mobiıle, insofar ıts mobilıty 18 actualıze:
ın the CSSE of motı1on, mobiıle thıng 1s easured by tıme 35)

81) 1bıd., 25, fol 107e (under Quoniam autem est)
82) I bıd., fol C- (under Non ENUAM SUN
83) According to Averroes (In DhyS., I COMN. 118, fol 193.D), tıme mensurat...

motum pr1mo et essentialıter et quietem secundo et per accıdens ». Wor Aquinas
(In DhyS., 1 2 C ; q M 10)343  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  geneity of measure with measured reinforces the point. Time measures  motion in both respects, taken in itself and according to its esse.  Motion in itself and in its esse is constantly varying. The successiveness  makes for the quantitative differential of prior and posterior and for  the esse or duration of motion; and the one measure, time, measures  both the quantity and esse of motion.  (iii) Time measures not only motion but its opposite, rest %).  It does not measure rest in itself (for in this respect it is the lack of  motion) but in relation to motion : a privation is measured by the  same measure as that of the habitus or possession it negates ®?). In  other words, rest is incidentally measured by time. In fact, we do  measure states of rest or mobile things at rest. The ill dog slept or  the patient was comatose, we say, for twenty-four hours straight.  The length of a state of rest is measured by time; it falls under time  insofar as it has quantity or perdures. But the rest as such is not  measured. An interval of rest is measured by time as if it were an  interval of motion. As deprived of motion, the resting being of nature  remains aptum natum moveri, stamped with a built-in tendency to  be moved. The nonmoving mobile entity is taken as if it were in  motion, and in this respect its rest comes under time ®%).  (iv) Mobile things are measured accidentally by time. They fall  under time not according to their substantial being but according  to the esse of the motion subjectified in them 8*). If a mobile thing  were contained in time according to its substantial esse, it would  forfeit its substantial sameness. With its esse varying according to  the prior and posterior, it would be turned into motion and cease  to be itself. As a fixed thing or substance, a mobile thing is not  measured by time; but as mobile, insofar as its mobility is actualized  in the esse of motion, a mobile thing is measured by time ®).  81) Zbid., 1. 25, fol. 107c (under Quoniam autem est).  82) Ibid., fol. 107c-d (under Non enim sunt).  83) According to Averroes (In phys., IV, com. 118, fol. 193D), time « mensurat...  motum primo et essentialiter et quietem secundo et per accidens». For Aquinas  (In phys., IV, 1. 20, n. 10) « ... tempus proprie est mensura motus et quietis : sed motus  per se, quietis autem per accidens ». Also : « ... quiescens... mensuratur tempore, non  inquantum est quiescens, sed inquantum est mobile» (n. 9). In In phys., IV, 1. 25,  fol. 107d (under Mensurabit autem tempus) Giles says : « Tempus enim est mensuratio  motus per se et quietis per accidens ».  84) In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 107d (under Mensurabit autem tempus).  85) The mobile and its quantity in a particular motion, Giles adds, are measured  not by time but by the now. « Mobile non ratione sui nec ratione quantitatis suae sedtempus proprie est eNSUuUra MOtUS et qulet1s sed motus

per S qulet1s autem PCI accıidens Ö Iso343  The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  geneity of measure with measured reinforces the point. Time measures  motion in both respects, taken in itself and according to its esse.  Motion in itself and in its esse is constantly varying. The successiveness  makes for the quantitative differential of prior and posterior and for  the esse or duration of motion; and the one measure, time, measures  both the quantity and esse of motion.  (iii) Time measures not only motion but its opposite, rest %).  It does not measure rest in itself (for in this respect it is the lack of  motion) but in relation to motion : a privation is measured by the  same measure as that of the habitus or possession it negates ®?). In  other words, rest is incidentally measured by time. In fact, we do  measure states of rest or mobile things at rest. The ill dog slept or  the patient was comatose, we say, for twenty-four hours straight.  The length of a state of rest is measured by time; it falls under time  insofar as it has quantity or perdures. But the rest as such is not  measured. An interval of rest is measured by time as if it were an  interval of motion. As deprived of motion, the resting being of nature  remains aptum natum moveri, stamped with a built-in tendency to  be moved. The nonmoving mobile entity is taken as if it were in  motion, and in this respect its rest comes under time ®%).  (iv) Mobile things are measured accidentally by time. They fall  under time not according to their substantial being but according  to the esse of the motion subjectified in them 8*). If a mobile thing  were contained in time according to its substantial esse, it would  forfeit its substantial sameness. With its esse varying according to  the prior and posterior, it would be turned into motion and cease  to be itself. As a fixed thing or substance, a mobile thing is not  measured by time; but as mobile, insofar as its mobility is actualized  in the esse of motion, a mobile thing is measured by time ®).  81) Zbid., 1. 25, fol. 107c (under Quoniam autem est).  82) Ibid., fol. 107c-d (under Non enim sunt).  83) According to Averroes (In phys., IV, com. 118, fol. 193D), time « mensurat...  motum primo et essentialiter et quietem secundo et per accidens». For Aquinas  (In phys., IV, 1. 20, n. 10) « ... tempus proprie est mensura motus et quietis : sed motus  per se, quietis autem per accidens ». Also : « ... quiescens... mensuratur tempore, non  inquantum est quiescens, sed inquantum est mobile» (n. 9). In In phys., IV, 1. 25,  fol. 107d (under Mensurabit autem tempus) Giles says : « Tempus enim est mensuratio  motus per se et quietis per accidens ».  84) In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 107d (under Mensurabit autem tempus).  85) The mobile and its quantity in a particular motion, Giles adds, are measured  not by time but by the now. « Mobile non ratione sui nec ratione quantitatis suae sedqulescens.. mensuratur vLempOrTE, NO  -

inquantum est qulescens, sed inquantum est mobıle » (n 9) In In DhyYS., 25,
fol. 107d (under Mensurabıt autem LempuS) Giles S& Tempus nım. est mensuratıo
MOTtUS PSL et quietis PCI acclıdens »

84) In DhyS., 25, fol 107d (under Mensurabıt autem tempus)
85) The mo bile an 1ts quantıty 1ın particular motıon, Gules adds, Aare measured

not by tıme but by the NOW. Mobile 11O.  - ratıone Sul NC ratione quantıtatıs Su4@ae sed
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dubıtaret qasks whether the substantıal being of mobile things
18 measured by Some INeasSuTrTe SUper10r to tıme, an eheıts short
Comparıson of eternal and temporal easures Only ONe INeGAaSUuTe,
eternity, GChles holds, hes OVer and beyond time. Kternity, however,
18 twofold. (+0d alone, because He 18 infınıte, 1S measured by absolute
eternıity. Particıpated eterniıty, the other hand, 18 the PTODeETI
eCAasSsure of pPure intelliıgences an the human soul. The NO of
eternıty either absolutely partıcıpatıvely hat Proclus
lıste the three grades of eternal being : G(Ü0d, the ıntellıgences, an
the intellectual soul 86) (+0d alone 1s saıld. In9 be, 1ın the language of

ratiıone quantitatıs motus dieitur tempore mensurarı (2b2d., fol. Giles’s wording
18 notably reminiscent of the formulation of Aquinas ÜT this place Kıx mensuratione
utem temporı1s cognoscitur quantus aıt motus, et quanta ait; qulies ; NON autem quantum
sıt. 1d quod movetur. nde quod movetur NO  w simpliciter mensuratur tempore secundum
proprliam quantıtatem, sed secundum quantıitatem 811  s mMOotus (In DRyYS., 20, Il. 10)
Averroes’s comment (In DhyYS., L COI 118 fol. reads : « ... [tempus] NO  -

mensuravıt TO. motam, secundum quod est mota simpliciter, sed secundum quanti-
atem accidentium S11 motus...

86) 1b1d., fol 108a -hb. 'his triad has ıts or1gın In the eXcerpts TOM PROCLUS’s
T’he Klements of T’heology that the medievals popularly knew Inber de CAuUusSsıs. See
Fundatissimz Aegıdı Romanı OD Authorem de CaAuUsi8 Alfarabium (Venice 1550, apud
Jacobum Zoppinum), PTFOPD. 2C, fol (we shall henceforth refer to this In Lıb de
CAUS, his Le D drı HKgıdro Romano (Firenze Olschki, 36, (Jerardo BRUNI
liısts this edition but, strangely, omıits ment.ion of ıts arresting title, which hardly
SceINS to be COININON Nn the manuscr1pts an incunabula. The suspicion that this
provocatıve tıtle Wäas formulated not by GCiles but by the publisher SOINE editorial
consultant of his 18 confirmed by CUrSsSoT y glance through the DroeMAUM
foliation 18 given for the DroeMLUM). Though Aarec unable LO specify the author, Guiles
Sa yS, the Inber de CAUSLES 18 generally believed tOo have een wriıitten by SOINE®E Arabian
thinker, SiNCce the work 18 unknown N the Greeks. Giles ventures educated
ul about the author : «344  J. M. Quinn  A dubitaret asks whether the substantial being of mobile things  is measured by some measure superior to time, and elicits a short  comparison of eternal and temporal measures. Only one measure,  eternity, Giles holds, lies over and beyond time. Eternity, however,  is twofold. God alone, because He is infinite, is measured by absolute  eternity. Participated eternity, on the other hand, is the proper  measure of pure intelligences and the human soul. The now of  eternity measures either absolutely or participatively what Proclus  lists as the three grades of eternal being : God, the intelligences, and  the intellectual soul ®%). God alone is said to be, in the language of  ratione quantitatis motus dicitur tempore mensurari » ({bid., fol. 108a). Giles’s wording  is notably reminiscent of the formulation of Aquinas at this place : « Ex mensuratione  autem temporis cognoscitur quantus sit motus, et quanta sit quies; non autem quantum  sit id quod movetur. Unde quod movetur non simpliciter mensuratur tempore secundum  propriam quantitatem, sed secundum quantitatem sui motus » (In phys., 1. 20, n. 10).  Averroes’s comment (In phys., IV, com. 119, fol. 193H) reads: « ... [tempus] non  mensuravit rem motam, secundum quod est mota simpliciter, sed secundum quanti-  tatem accidentium sui motus... ».  86) 7bid., fol. 108a-b. This triad has its origin in the excerpts from PrRocLus’s  The Elements of Theology that the medievals popularly knew as Liber de causis. See  Fundatissimi Aegidi Romani opus Authorem de causis Alfarabium (Venice 1550, apud  Jacobum Zoppinum), prop. 2c, fol. 6 (we shall henceforth refer to this as In lib. de  caus.). In his Le opere di Egidio Romano (Firenze : Olschki, 1936), p. 36, Gerardo BRUNI  lists this edition but, strangely, omits mention of its arresting title, which hardly  seems to be common among the manuscripts and incunabula. The suspicion that this  provocative title was formulated not by Giles but by the publisher or some editorial  consultant of his is confirmed by a cursory glance through the proemium (H; no  foliation is given for the proemium). Though we are unable to specify the author, Giles  says, the Liber de causis is generally believed to have been written by some Arabian  thinker, since the work is unknown among the Greeks. Giles ventures an educated  guess about the author: « ... creditur a multis [Authorem] fuisse Alpharabium ». But,  he adds, it was from Proclus that the propositions in Liber de causis emanated  («emanaverunt »), and so it is clear to the savants of his day («apparet scientibus »)  that its key ideas substantially stem from the mind of Proclus. Hence In lib de caus.,  prop. 12H, fol. 7 (our following note adds some details on this) sees a distinetion  between the thought of Proclus and the author of the Liber de causis : « Verumtamen  aliter exponit hanc propositionem Proclus et aliter Author iste, quia Author iste non  simpliciter Platonicorum opinionem sequitur: quam omnimode sequitur Proclus ».  To these rather hesitant considerations of Giles some might prefer the flatly stated  conclusion of St. Thomas that the work « videtur ab aliquo Philosophorum arabum  ex praedicto libro Procli excerptus »; In Librum De causis expositio, ed. Ceslaus PERA,  O.P. (Rome : Marietti, 1955), 1. 1, n. 9. (Since William or MoERBEKE finished his trans-  lation of Proclus’s Elements, as the colophon informs us, on May 18, 1268, and since  Aquinas composed his exposition on its extracts between 1269 and 1272, it seemsereditur multis [ Authorem] fulsse Alpharabium But,
he adds, it Was TOmM Proclus that the propositions 1n Inber de CAUSL8 emanated
(« emanaverunt »), an ir 18 clear to the savants of his day (« apparet sc]ientibus
that ıts key ideas substantially stem TOM the MI1IN! of Proclus. Hence In iı de .‚
PTOD 12H, fol. (our following note adds SOMe details thıs) SCEXRr distinetion
between the thought of Proclus an the author of the Inber de CaAuUs8L8 } erumtamen
alıter exponiıt hanc propositionem Proclus et aliter Author iste, qula Author iste NO.  -

sımpliciter Platonicorum opinionem sequitur : quam omnimode sequıtur Proclus ».

'Lo these rather hesitant consiıderations of Chles SOTINE might prefer the flatly stated
coneclusion of St. Thomas that the work videtur ab aliquo Philosophorum arabum

praediecto libro Proeli eXcerptus » ; In Inbrum De CAaAUsSı8 eXxDOSLLLO, ed. Ceslaus PERA,
Rome Marietti, 1955), E Il. (Since ılliıam MOERBEKRE iniıshed his trans-

lation of Proclus’s Elements, the colophon informs us, May 18, 1268, an S8INCce
Aquinas composed his exposıition ı1ts extracts between 1269 and 1272 it sSeems
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Proclus, antecedently eternal, 1.e eternal pPr10T to creatıon, whiıle
the other two evels, the outcome of creatıon, ATe sald to be, resSPEC-
tıvely, ıth an after eternıty an therefore LO be ın, LO share
ın, eternıty 87) Man, because both spirıtual an materı1al, has 0)415

certaın that he reached this scholarly conclusıon the authority of his confrere
William ; ef. the ntroductıo hıstorıca of Pıetro CARAMELLO ın the Pera edition,

XXN-XX111). Though Aquinas’s appraisal 18 undoubtedly sound, recent scholarship
tends to end support LWwO counts LO the INOTeEe measured stimate of Ciles. In the
opinlon of num ber of authorities it probable that Alfarabiı Was indeed the
Arsabic translator an compiler of the extracts TOM Proclus (cf. Pietro Caramello ıIn
the Pera editiıon, X-X1) Moreover, Chiles’s detection of varlances between the author
of Tiber de Causıs and Proclus SCcCINS substantiated Dy DOoDDs, Proclus : T’he
Klements of T’heology, 2nd ed. (Oxford : (larendon Press, L: « 'The er
de CAUSLE.. 18 not translation, paraphrase, ven systematic abrıdgement of
Proclus’s work, an much ‚VEn of the substance has been modified LO suıt the
requiırements of different theology ; hence it has Llittle value subsidium
LO the Tee. text M Subtle shıifts ın philosophical vocabulary doubt must be expected
1ın atın translatıon of Arabic adaptation of Greek text. In addition, 1n Dodds’s
VIeW, the translator an compier has deliberately altered the thrust of Proclus’s
language. Even if water down somewhat the robust assertion that « much ven of
the substance has een modified , Dodds’s expert judgment testifijes LO the valıdıty
of (Ailes’s recognitıon of internal-evidentijal discrepancles between the Latiıin translatıon
an Proclus’s orıginal. (Giles used not the (Greek text but the austerely lıteral Latin
version of Proclus by illıam of Moerbeke OUT following note has bit INOTIEC thıs.)

87) Tbıd., fol. 108b. Here Chles distinguishes between Proeclus an the author of
Inber de CAauUsSL8. Hoc est Crg quod aıt Proclus ın octagesıma septima proposıtione
libri 8111. Quod OIMNe enter aut est ante geternı:tatem aut est ın aeternıtate aut

partıcıpans aeternitate. Et In secunda proposıtione de Causılıs ser1ıbıtur SSc

Super10r, 1.6., IDNNe SSe excellens S1ve 8SsSe nter aut est sSuper10Tr aetern1tate et, nte

1psam aut est CU. aeternıtate aut est post aeterniıtatem, 1.6., attıngens geternıtatem
et ‚Uup: MPU! KEit ut patet 1n commento 1n prımu gradu est Deus, 1n secundo est

intelligentia, 1n tert1ıo0 est anıma » In In de CAUSLS, ProOD fol 7! he puts his
finger ike difference : hat the unknown author calls eS83E SUDETVUS an ıts three
degrees Proeclus proposition calls eSSE enter . It, certaın that Giles had
avaıjlable illiam of Moerbeke’s translatıon of Proclus. 'The identical eXpresslons
employed by Giles Arec referred to by Aquinas he deals ıth the second proposition
of In ber Ade CaAusı8 (« Omne SSCc Super1us aut est super1us aeternıtatı >))The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  345  Proclus, antecedently eternal, i.e., eternal prior to creation, while  the other two levels, the outcome of creation, are said to be, respec-  tively, with and after eternity and therefore to be in, or to share  in, eternity ®7). Man, because both spiritual and material, has one  certain that he reached this scholarly conclusion on the authority of his confrere  William; of. the Introductio historica of Pietro CARAMELLO in the Pera edition,  pp- xxili-xxiii). Though Aquinas’s appraisal is undoubtedly sound, recent scholarship  tends to lend support on two counts to the more measured estimate of Giles. In the  opinion of a number of authorities it seems probable that Alfarabi was indeed the  Arabic translator and compiler of the extracts from Proclus (cf. Pietro Caramello in  the Pera edition, pp. x-xi). Moreover, Giles’s detection of variances between the author  of Liber de causis and Proclus seems substantiated by E. R. DonpDs, Proclus : The  Elements of Theology, 2nd ed. (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1963), p. xlii: « The LZiber  de causis... is not a translation, a paraphrase, or even a systematic abridgement of  Proclus’s work, and much even of the substance has been modified to suit the  requirements of a different theology; hence it has little or no value as a subsidium  to the Greek text ». Subtle shifts in philosophical vocabulary no doubt must be expected  in a Latin translation of an Arabic adaptation of a Greek text. In addition, in Dodds’s  view, the translator and compiler has deliberately altered the thrust of Proclus’s  language. Even if we water down somewhat the robust assertion that « much even of  the substance has been modified », Dodds’s expert judgment testifies to the validity  of Giles’s recognition of internal-evidential discrepancies between the Latin translation  and Proclus’s original. (Giles used not the Greek text but the austerely literal Latin  version of Proclus by William of Moerbeke; our following note has a bit more on this.)  87) Ibid., fol. 108b. Here Giles distinguishes between Proclus and the author of  Liber de causis. « Hoc est ergo quod ait Proclus in octagesima septima propositione  libri sui. Quod omne enter ens aut est ante aeternitatem aut est in aeternitate aut  participans aeternitate. Et in secunda propositione de causis scribitur omne esse  superior, i.e., omne esse excellens sive esse enter aut est superior aeternitate et ante  ipsam aut est cum aeternitate aut est post aeternitatem, i.e., attingens aeternitatem  et supra tempus. Et ut patet in commento in primu gradu est Deus, in secundo est  intelligentia, in tertio est anima». In In Lib. de causis, prop. 2H, fol. 7, he puts his  finger on a like difference : what the unknown author calls esse superius and its three  degrees Proclus in proposition 87 calls esse enter. It seems certain that Giles had  available William of Moerbeke’s translation of Proclus. 'The identical expressions  employed by Giles are referred to by Aquinas as he deals with the second proposition  of Liber de causis (« Omne esse superius aut est superius aeternitati... ») : « ... Ssciendum  est quod haec propositio in libro Procli LXXXVIII congrua invenitur sub his verbis :  Omnmne enter ens aut ante aeternitatem est aut in aeternitate aut participans aeternitate » ;  l. 2, n. 51. Incidentally, Giles’s numbering of this proposition as 87 rather than 88  disagrees with the numbering in Aquinas and in Dodds’s critical text (op. cit., p. 80).  This variant numbering is probably due to a copiyst of Giles’s original manuscript ;  or it is not impossible that Giles may have used a copy of Moerbeke with incorrect  enumeration (two manuscripts of Moerbeke dating even from around 1300 contain  numerous errors : Dopps, ibid., p. zlii).  To return to doctrinal concerns : In In lib de causis, Prop. 2E-F, fol. 7, Gilessceiendum
est quod haec proposit1io lıbro Proeli CONZTU@ invenıtur su his verbis :
Omne enter aut ante aeternıtatem anl ın aeternıtate Darbıcınans aeternıtate » ;

21 I1l. 51 Incidentally, Giles’s numbering of this proposition rather than 88
disagrees ıth the numbering 1n Aquinas an 1n Dodds’s eritical text (0D. Cil., 80)
This varıant numbering 1S probably due coplyst of (Ales’s original manuscr1pt ;

ıt, 18 not imposs1ible that, Giles mMa y have used COPY of Moerbeke ıth incorrect
enumeration (two manuscr1pts of Moerbeke dating ven TOM around 1300 contaın

DoDpDs, 1O1rd., xlı1)
LO return doetrinal CONCC) In LO de CAUS8L8, Prop 2E-F, fol d Giles
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foot planted 1n eternıty an the other 1n tıme. nsofar hıs intellectual
soul 18 able LO ubsıst ıts OW. unaffected by the breakdown of
matter, ıt eN]oys eternal ECSSC The bodıly sıde of 11a  a controlled
by the laws of nature 1s measured by physıcal tıme. Because of ıts
NıonNn ıth the body, even the human soul 1S Iın SoOMe Way related
LO tıme 38) These prelımınary distinetions set OoOWN the dırection

Sa ys that (}+0d 18 above etern1ıty an above tıme ; souls Are after etern1ity anı above
tiıme ; 2hal corporal entities Are neıther above eternity NDOT above iıme. oth intelligences
an souls generally partıcıpate 1ın eternıity, but only souls specifically particıpate 1n
eternity. Intelligences pariıficantur geternıtatı » (Prop fol. whereas souls merely
partıcıpate 1ın 1t, 1.6., their OCCUPAaNCcY an sharıng 1ın eternity 18 of the iınımal anı
lowest; order. So Iso In DhyS., 8 2 9 fol. 108b346  J. M. Quinn  foot planted in eternity and the other in time. Insofar as his intellectual  soul is able to subsist on its own, unaffected by the breakdown of  matter, it enjoys an eternal esse. The bodily side of man controlled  by the laws of nature is measured by physical time. Because of its  union with the body, even the human soul is in some way related  to time 88). These preliminary distinetions set down the direction  says that God is above eternity and above time; souls are after eternity and above  time; and corporal entities are neither above eternity nor above time. Both intelligences  and souls generally participate in eternity, but only souls specifically participate in  eternity. Intelligences « parificantur aeternitati » (Prop. 2C, fol. 6) whereas souls merely  participate in it, i.e., their occupancy and sharing in eternity is of the minimal and  lowest order. So also In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108b : « ... intelligentia parificatur aeter-  nitati, est in aeternitate. Anima vero participat aeternitatem et attingit ipsam ».  Whereas In phys. deals with the human soul as the third rung of the eternal,  In lib. de causis (prop. 2C, fol. 6), we may note also, concerns itself with the souls that  are « motores orbium ». These « animae caelorum » are not really souls in the natural-  philosophical sense but lower-order pure intelligences or angels commissioned to  administer bodies. Their number is not limited to the spheres to be governed; there  are myriads and myriads of intelligences (prop. 3M-O, fol. 11). Each of these « animae  orbium » intuitively knows its own essence with its innate species, influences human  souls by leaving its causal stamp on their bodies, and operates more stably than human  souls. A «soul» of this sort impresses motion on a particular sphere, but the human  soul gives esse to its body by informing it. Cf. prop. 4D, fol. 14; prop. 5R, fol. 21-22;  prop. 11B, fol. 39; prop. 15B-C, fol. 48-49; prop. 15H-I, fol. 50; prop. 19G-I, fol. 64.  88) Ibid. The consideration in / Sent., where the problem of eternity is treated  ex professo, is somewhat more nuanced. (i) What is eternal has three notes in its ratio :  it is interminable, invariable, and simultaneous (d. 8, q. 2, a. 2, fol. 49H-I). (ii) Only  God is most truly and maximally eternal. Other beings, insofar as they share in  invariability and immobility, share in His absolute eternity; %bid., fol. 49L. (ii) From  the standpoint of what is signified, eternity belongs « potissime » to God. But from the  standpoint of the mode of signifying, which implies participation, God must be said  to be super-eternal and ante-eternal (£bid., a. 3, fol. 490-Q). Participated eternity and  time differ on three scores. (a) Eternity measures permanent beings while time bears  on successive beings. (b) Succession bespeaks the prior and posterior, which yield the  number of nows in time, but eternity is nonquantitative. (c) The soul is necessary to  actualize or make the formal being of time, whereas the soul has nothing to do with  making the esse of eternity (ibid., d. 19, q. 2, a. 1, fol. 106B-E). A propos of this last  point In lib. de caus., prop. 30X, fol. 104, also lists three differences between eternity  and time. (a) Eternity is a standing duration and time a fluent duration. (b) Eternity  is tota_ simul while in time there is «hoc ante hoc» or spreadoutness and succession.  (c) Eternity is simple but time has parts prior and posterior. These differences match  those listed in / Sent. but pass over in silence the actualizing role of the soul in time.  See the edition (reprinted by Minerva G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, 1968), Primus Aegidiüi  Romani Sententiarum, Venice 1521).intelligentia parıficatur Qeter-
nitatı, est 1ın aeternıtate Anıma VerQO partıicıpat geternıtatem et attıngit 1psam Ü

hereas In DAYS. deals ıth the human soul the third rung of the eternal,
In b de CAUSLS (prop 2 9 fol 6), mMa y note also, itself ıth the souls that
Aare MOtOTEes orbıium , These anımae caelorum » are not really souls 1n the natural-
philosophical but lower-order PUTC intellıgences angels commissioned to
admiıinıster bodies. 'T ’heir num ber 18 not ımiıted LO the spheres to be governed; there
ArC mM yT1ads and m yrT1ads of intelligences (prop 3M- fol 11) ach of ese anımae
orbıum » intuitively knows ıts OW! ESSCI1CEC ıth 1ts innate specles, influences human
souls by leaving its causal stamp their bodies, an operates INOTE stably than human
souls. soul » of thıs Sort 1mMpresses mot.on particular sphere, but the human
soul g1ves PeSSE to its body by informing it. PFrOPR fol 1 PTOD fol 21-22;
PTFOPD HB, fol PrFOD. 15B-C, fol 48-49; Prop 9 fol. PTOD. 19G-I, fol

88) 1T bid. The consideration In Sent., where the problem of etern1ty 18 treated
nrofesso, 18 somewhat I1NOTE nuanced. (1) What 18 ternal has three notes 1ın ıts ratıo :

it 18 interminable, invarlable, an simultaneous (d 8, 27 2‚ fol H- 11) Only
(4+0d 18 MOST truly an maxiımally eternal. Other beings, insofar they share 1n
invarlabılıty anı ımmobilıty, share 1n Hiıs absolute eternity ; ıbid., fol 49 1, 111) From
the standpoint of hat 18 signified, etern1ty belongs potissıme to God But TOM the
standpoint of the mode of sıgnıfyıng, which mplıes partiıcıpatıon, (4+0d must be said
to be super-eternal and ante-eternal (2b1d., 3, fol Particıipated eternity an
tıme dıffer Tee SCOTES, a) Kternity permanent beings ıle tıme bears

SUCCESSIVE beings. Succession bespeaks the prl1o0r an poster10r, which yleld the
num ber of NOWS In time, but etern1ty 18 nonquantitative. (c) The soul 18 NECESSALY LO
actualiıze make the formal being of tıme, whereas the soul has nothing LO do ıth
makıng the PS8S€C of eternity (201d., 1 9 2’ l‚ fol 106B-E). PropDOS of thıs ast
poın In LKb Ae CWUS .4 ProOD J0X, fol 104, Iso INr Tee differences between etern1ıty
and tıme. a) Kternity 18 standing duration an tıme f luent: duratıion. (b) Kternity
18 tota sımul while ın tıme there 18 hoc nte hoc» spreadoutness an SUCCESSION.
(C) Eternity 1s sımple but time has parts Pr10r an posterlor. These differences match
those hsted ın Sent but DPass Ver 1ın silence the actualizing role of the soul In 1mMe.
See the edition (reprinted by inerva G.M.B.H., Frankfurt, Primus Aegıdur
Romanı Sententiarum, Venice
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that AaANSW er LO the dubıtaret has tO follow Because materlally
COomPposed, the substantıal PSSEC of mobiıle thıngs Cannot lay celaım LO

mMeasure transcendıing tıme Because ıts ıdentıity 1S marked by
eETMAaNENCE, the substantıal C556 18 measured not by tıme but by the
NO  e of tıme. In contrast LO the UNG STANS of eternıty that makes
absolute partıcıpated eternıty, the UNGCG fFluens that makes tıme
1S always linked LO transmutabılıty and motiıon. In addıtıon,
remarked few nes back, mobile thıngs, though permanent, ATe

easured by tıme accıdentally, 1.e.; 1ın virtue of being assocılated ıth
the maın natural eature that 1s SUCCESSIVE mot1ıon 89)

The lack of PTODEI seientifıe instruments such the
telescope kept the medıevals from thınkıng beyond an sloughıng
off theories of the heavens, maınly Eudox1ian and Ptolemaıce, whose
central ene maıntaıned that the heavenly spheres and bodies WeTe

incorruptible. Thus Giles GCONCUTS ıth Arıstotle 1ın the opınıon that
perpetual beings, thıngs that SO always, cCannot be contaıned 1n
tıme 90) What 18 1ın tıme 18 caught wıthın the net of finıte tıme,
but hat 18 naturally perpetual has infınıte duratıon that PUutsS ıt
outsıde the mensuratiıonal meshes of tıme. The autonomy of the
heavenly bodies ath regard LO tıme 1s indıcated by the fact that LO
a ]] aD PEATAaNCES they ATe unscarred by the WEaTr an tear that tıme
iınfthets uDON ordınary beings of nature. As observed for CENTUTCY
eTrT Ccentury, the heavenly bodies ave een wheelıng ın theır
COUTSES ıth unbroken CONStaNCY, ıth not the slıghtest evıdent s1gn
of dımınutıon of theır matter alteratıon that mıght herald their
declhine and dısaggregatıon.

(V) Things that ATe necessarıly nonexıstent, 1.€:; beings that ATEe

ımposs1ıble, ATrTe also outsıde the ]Jurısdiection of tıme 91) What
NOW Impossıbılıty 18 not measurable by tıme, for tıme Ca  -

NCOMDAaSS only beings of limıted duratıon. Generables an COTITUD-
tıbles, 1n virtue of theır linkage to moti1on, AIe included wıthın tıme.
I’hey T1SE, flourısh, decline, Pass aWaY Before, they WerTe not; after-
wards they wıll LO be; but theır iımıted actualıty between LWO
nonexıstences falls under tıme. But whatever cannot be 18 no0t,

89) (iles’s V1CW In In ı de CAUS . pProp 32C, fol. 109) confirms hıs earlier stand.
<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  347  that an answer to the dubitaret has to follow. Because materially  composed, the substantial esse of mobile things cannot lay claim to  a measure transcending time. Because its identity is marked by  permanence, the substantial esse is measured not by time but by the  now of time. In contrast to the nunc stans of eternity that makes  absolute or participated eternity, the nunc fluens that makes time  is always linked to transmutability and motion. In addition, as we  remarked a few lines back, mobile things, though permanent, are  measured by time accidentally, i.e., in virtue of being associated with  the main natural feature that is successive — motion ®°).  The lack  of proper  scientific  instruments  such as  the  telescope kept the medievals from thinking beyond and sloughing  off theories of the heavens, mainly Eudoxian and Ptolemaic, whose  central tenet maintained that the heavenly spheres and bodies were  incorruptible. Thus Giles concurs with Aristotle in the opinion that  perpetual beings, things that go on always, cannot be contained in  time ®). What is in time is caught within the net of a finite time,  but what is naturally perpetual has an infinite duration that puts it  outside the mensurational meshes of time. The autonomy of the  heavenly bodies with regard to time is indicated by the fact that to  all appearances they are unscarred by the wear and tear that time  infliets upon ordinary beings of nature. As observed for century  after century, the heavenly bodies have been wheeling in their  courses with unbroken constancy, with not the slightest evident sign  of a diminution of their matter or alteration that might herald their  decline and disaggregation.  (v) Things that are necessarily nonexistent, i.e., beings that are  impossible, are also outside the jurisdietion of time %). What we  know as an impossibility is not measurable by time, for time can  encompass only beings of a limited duration. Generables and corrup-  tibles, in virtue of their linkage to motion, are included within time.  They rise, flourish, decline, pass away. Before, they were not; after-  wards they will cease to be; but their limited actuality between two  nonexistences falls under time. But whatever cannot be is not, never  89) Giles’s view in In lib. de caus. (prop. 32C, fol.-109) confirms his earlier stand :  « ... Nunc temporis mensurat substantiam subjectam motui... nunc autem aeternitatis  mensurat substantiam subjectam illi [i.e., permanenti] esse sive illi operationi ».  90) In phys., IV, 1. 24, fol. 107b-c (under Quare manifestum est).  91) Ibid., 1. 25, fol. 108e (under Manifestum igitur quoniam).DNUNC temporI1s mensurat substantiam subjectam motul.. N1UNG autem Qgeternıtatis
mensurat substantiam subjectam Il 11.6.; permanenti] SSe S1ve Il operatıon1

90) In DhyS., I 24, fol 107b-e (under Quare manıfestum est)
91) 1 b1d., 2 9 fol 108e (under Manıfestum zgıtur QuoNam).
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WaS, an Ul be ıt hes outsıde the of time. Because,
© the dıagonal cComMmMensuraAate ıth the sıde Oan exıst, ıt
cannot be subject LO tıme. The iımpossıible dıagonal 18 viewed
NECESSALCY and timeless because ıts opposıte, the dıagonal 1INnCOom-
mensurable ıth the sıde, necessarıly an always exısts an 18 therefore
tımeless 92)

(vı) Because 1t. 18 the PIOPDEI easure of motı1on, tıme 1s 1n Some

DET of corruption 93) To guard agaınst aln y phiılo-
sophıcal fantasızıng that mıght strictly hypostatıze tıme Chronos
devourıng her chıldren, mMust StresSs 1 ONCe that tıme 1S
of corruption precısely and only insofar ıt 18 easure of motljon.
Rhetorıc Lterature galn permiıss1ıble W and 1ın
speakıng of tıme gnawıng iınto the vıtals of thıngs and 1ın holding
the MITTOT IN0 the sad ra vVages wrought by tıme. But sober phiılo-
sophıc language must be satısfıed wıth establıshıng that tıme
eCasSsurTe 1s not actıvely breakıng OoOWN thıngs but extrinsıc
formal wıthın which the destruetion tOo which motion 18
naturally orıented unceasıngly OCCUTS

One eXpresSsS1ION of the ancıents g0€eS 1ıme 18 the wısest of al}
thıngs ». The pomnt 18 well taken 1ın the that instant wısdom
an nstant Ssc1leNcCce AIe the chıldren of dreams. No matter hat the
SCIENCE, art, pursult, mınımum amount of tıme 18 ındıspensable
before al yOoNE Öa  — be ser10usly recogn1ized the « wısest »
ıIn metier, 1.e., accomplished worker eXpert. Yet tıme 1s
not of learnıng but only genetic factor, materıal PTeECON-
dıtıon, for enriıching the mınd On the other hand, connected ıth
motion, tıme 18 INOTeE dırectly Iınked In8 oblıyıon an obhlıteratıon of
knowledge through agıng. Agaın, the novel an ProgrTeSSIVEe, whiıle
OCCUITINg iın tıme, arrıve INOTe 1n spıte of tıme, for the longer thıng
lıves, the INOTEe ıt 18 hobbled by ADEC In short. because of ıts tıe-ın
ıth motı1on, tıme 18 involved 1n the unmakıng an destroyıng of
sound an finıshed entitıjes. We mMay take, 1ın addıtıon, ONe sohd
sıgn of the dısıntegratıve role of tıme the fact that whıiıle ATEe
ontent LO Sa y that dog dıed of old ASC, AT not comfortable
ıth anythıng less than ascr1bıng generatıon to SoOomMme positıve 94)

The VEeELY meanıng of tıme aCcCcounts for 1ts lınkage to corruption.
92) I bid., fol C- (under Quaecumque quidem agıtur).
93) 1 bıd., 2 E} fol. 110b-e (under M utatıo autem 0OMTS
94) 1bid., fol. 110e (under Sıqrnum autem sufficıens).
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ıme 18 the number of moti1on, an ıt, 1S PTODEI LO motion to put
dıistance gap between the thıng moved N! ıts PTev1OUS formalıty

dısposıtion. In ıtself, motion 18 rather motijon aWaY from rather
than motion toward ; ıt; 18 decline from the PT10T form rather than

dısposıtıve formatıon of the NEW Yet the puzzlement expressed 1n
dubıitaret 1n understandable : motion that gets ıts amme and

specı1es from the termınus ad TUEM that 18 generatıon would SsSece1l LO
be properly generatıve. Coneretely, Giles answWers, motion Oaln an
oesS achleve the finıshed form, yet the ne  _ determıinatıon o0esSs not
spring from mot.on such but from the efficj1ent 95) Motion
1s doubly vlewed : In iıtself an 1ın assoclatıon ıth agent. Taken
1ın ıtself absolutely, motion inevltably tends to put dıistance between

thıng an ıts pPrevlous formalıty an therefore leads LO corruption.
Considered ıth regard to agent, ıt, SerVesS SoTrt of instrument

of the actıve that 1mMpresses the NDEW form. Motion
de-specıfies the old determıinatıon whereas the agen specıfies the e  D

determinatıon. The recess10N from the old form flows from motion,
whiıle the aCCcession LO the ne  e form flows from the agen Hence
motion o0es recelve ıts specılic ımpetus and 1mpress from PeTI
efficı1ıent second dubıtaret ralses fresh doubt about matter
apparently settled earher. f tıme 1S the number an easurTe of
moti1on, tıme 18 only the quantıtatıve mılıeu, to speak, wıthın
which change OCCUTS, Seem tOo lapse into poetic lıcense even when

guardedly ca tıme Der of corruption. Besıdes TeCEIVINS
the completion of ıts yratıo from the soul, tıme 18 neıther physıcally
actıve NOT passıve AL has nothıng In8) do wıith the makıng
makıng of thıngs. Feeling the sting of thıs objection, Ghiles takes
paıns LO further NaITOoW the of tıme 1ın corruption. TOM another
pomnt of VIeW, he Sa yS, tıme plays per aCcCl1dens role 1ın both COTTUPD-
tıon an generatıon 96) But there ATEC VarTlous levels of incıdental

95) I bıd., fol c-111a (under Quod quidem gıtur). Giles wriıtes Quod utem

motus|] facıat appropinquare et quod generet hoc NO.  S competit e1 ut MOTtUS est se'
ut specıficatur PCI aliquod ‚SCH! et est oTrTganum aliculus agentis Though ere 18
word-for-word resemblance, Giles’s handling of this difficulty LO reflect.
conceptual dependence Aquinas’s answer LO a  a& ike problem (albeit not explicitly
posed) : Sed quod pervenlat ad alıquam dispositioném hoc NON ımportatur 1n ratıone
mMoOotus inquantum est MOtUS, sed inquantum est, finitus et perfectus : QUaIn quidem
perfectionem MOtUus intentione agentis, quod MoOovetur ad determinatum
finem (In DhyS., I 22 I1l.

96) I bıd., fol 11la 'The stringent liımıtatıons that AÄAverroes 1mposes the perI
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econnectıion. The influence of tıme generatıon 1S totally accıdental
neıther In ıtself NT 1ın virtue of ıts lınkage wıth mot1ıon [915 ıt, ave
al y PTODEI connection wıth generatıon. But the accıdental econnection
ıth corruption 18 only partıal. In ıtself, tıme 1S accıdentally COITUP-
tıve, but 1ın viırtue of ıts concomıtance ıth mot1ion ıt; 1S not accıdentally
corruptive. As Joıned LO motı1on, tıme 18 PEr corruptıve quodammodo,
1n the precıse rTespect that ıt numbers an motijon. In brıef,

mentiıoned earlhıer, tıme 2A5 easure of motion 18 INOTeEe than
formal of corruption. Inasmuch 1t; 18 not enmeshed In PTOCESS
an 1S unshakably unıform, tıme, Ma y add, LO be INOTeEe
than (but stil] less than) extrinsıc formal of Corruption 97

(To be contınued) OHN QUINN., OS

corruptıve role of tıme probably inclines (les to reduce ıts pPCI funetion here.
See In DhyYS., 6{0) L11 fol 191L Kx motu ig1ıtur invenıtur generat1ıo per acecıdens
et corrupt1io PCI Kit tempore invenıtur utrumque PCI accıdens : sed generat1o
PEr accidens accıdentis. Tempus ISEN Üccıdıit e1 Cul accıdıit generatl1o CX motu Y

97) Almost; inevitably there Iso arlses, at least marginally, the question : does
ıme itself OINe to be anı DPass away 7 If the 110 must be 1n y Case the erm of

pr10r part anı the principle of poster10r part, then time asscs aWAaY there
must always be tıme prl10r to an y ON  D NO an tıme LO follow uDON an y ON NOW.,.

Arguing for eternal world apparently ad atteram Arıstotelıs, Averroes adds thaft,
1f tıme passed aWaY, it; would be corrupted ıIn tıme (L€., time would exıist after ıts
supposed corruption) ; an that, ıf tiıme HR881S TLO be, it, would begin ın time (1.e,, there
would be tıme prl1or LO ıme Furthermore, rbe nte LA  Au fresh generatiıon demands

Pr10Tr subject, matter how far back 240 ın tıme. According to Giles, however,
ıf posit mode of produection outsıde of an Super10r to natura|l generatıon, ca  -

CONcelvYe of NO that 18 only principle of tıme an of NO that 1S only term of
ıme. In contrast LO finıte things COomposed of pOotency an aCct, (4+0d IS PUTC an absolute
aCt. Beings below the divine level properly mot.ion an becoming, but God
properly effects the existence (e88€) of things outside Hım hereas the Iine of secondary
agents PTEj  S pr10r subject an motion, divine causatıon operates wıthout
preceding motion becoming. In iımmediately communı1catıng EHSE, God produces
things apar' from the conditlons of natural generatıon. immediate production
of PSSEC does not necessarily requiıre pr10r motion NOT 1s ıt; necessarıly identified ıth

erm of motion. Hence tıme CL  - have beginning; hence the world need not be
eternal WKor Averroes’s account Sece€6e In DhysS., I CO 124, F V HL CO 6'!
fol In In DhyS., 1 2 C} fol (under Quoniam autem DSUM)
Giles ralses doubts about NECESSAI’ Y endlessness of tıme an 1ın 1O1d., VIH,.: 2’ fol
180a-d (under NY) zgıtur factum) claims that; the divine communıcatıon of eSSEC transcends
natural causal conditions an makes noneternal world conceivable.

In 2O1d., VIIL, 6’ fol 186d-188ec, Ghles picks the thread agaln 1ın lengthy
crıt1ique of TeeE remalning attacks of Averroes agalinst the tenability of temporal
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ereation nihilo. First, VEerTOEeS contends that PCT making mo bile thing,
SINCce thing to be TOM prıvation (which 18s absolutely nonbeing only 1n pPer
accıdens manner). In reply (iles makes three points. (1) Whıle particular production
requires pr10r something subject, 1n unıversal producetion (in which the whole
eing 18 produced) something Ccan arıse nıhilo. 11) Nothing 18 not subject In ereatıion
something rTeCELIVES existence after nothingness. 111) Through ESSC, the ıimmediately
produced effect of God, the becoming an motion of things Ar causally mediated.
The obtaıins 1n other agents : elr PIODEIL effect, becoming, Causes ESSEC

through the medıatıon of motion. Secondly, A verroes maıntaılns that ereatıon 1n tıme
ineluctably demands (+0d that; 18 1n pPOtenCcy, changeable, an conjoined to another
thing (1ts effect) 1n CT nsofar od’s action 1S transıent, Chiles responds, ıt 18 not
He but the things effected that betray potentilality. nsofar Hıs actıon 18 immanent,
He 18 always conjoined LO Hıs O’W' inter10r act . (z0d undergoes change of mind
because Hıs eternally unchangıng understandıng an ll deecree thaft; Hıs creatures
be produced 1ın tiıme. Thirdly, Averroes adduces eight TEASONS why temporal ereatiıon
cannot flow TOM voluntary agent, which boil down to single claım : cannot
concelive of effect 1n tıme proceeding TOomM unchanged ternal ll As regards
the immutability of the divine will, Giles ANSWEC od’s creatıve deecree made In
etern1ıty remaılns unchanged; ıts effects AT e willed to ıIn tıme, when an (40d
wills As regards the intervening tıme supposedly required : this 18 not real but
imag1ınary tıme Siınce (4+0d makes real tıme along ıth the making of the unıverse.
(Because the question of the eternity of the world bears only per1ıpherally the problem
of physical tıme, have merely skimmed the surface of Averroes’s objections SO1IN®6

of which AT'’6 searching N! formidable an Giles’s extended rebuttal.)
INOTE mature an INOTE assured (les returns to thiıs problem In a ]] ıts nuancıve

an knotty varlıety In Sent., I) 13-14. 'The M1N! C  - travel along ON  D of TEeE
possible roads. 1) 'The philosophers insist that world FÜl by natural Causes has LO be
ternal 2) Certain grea theologlans of the day marshal arguments purporting to
demonstrate the diametically opposıte, 1.6., ereatiıon 1n tıme. Faıth informs
that the world began In tıme, (Gles (0)  S, but neıther thıs proposıitıion 110OT ıts contra-

dietory demonstrable. 1) Twenty-two arguments (thirteen TOM Arıstotle,
TOM ÄverrToes, LWO TOM Avicenna) AarTe summarıly presented 1n behalf of eternal
world, but 1n spiıte of their apparen and sharpness a ]] Al C corrupted by the
false assumption that the divine agen operates along the Sarmne lines natura|l agents.
In short, these arguments MISS the possibılıty of truly creatıve Ciles details

essenti1al differences between divine an natural] causatıon, which reduce LO ese
propositions : supremely independent, (+0d Causes M nıhılo, without need of
subject ; He Wl1. ab aeterno to produce certaın ffects 1ın tıme time that begins
only ıth the making of the COSINOS. 2) Giles Can vasses anı COUuNters seventeen arguments
more thorny than Ose of the philosophers) of the theologlans, SOImMNe of them of the
tature of Bonaventure an Henry of Ghent. 3) Though the problem remaılns insoluble
DOTLS AasınOTUM, Ghles leans I11LOTE LO the provable status of temporal ecreatıon Non
quod In hoc intendamus favere ph1ilosophıs, sed ut apparea’ utrum ratıones adductae
contra hoc sınt solubiles, vel sınt demonstrationes, licet nım. multo fortiores et, valı-
diores sınt ratiıones alıquorum doectorum ostendentes impossibile SSC mundum aD
Aeterno fuljsse... QUahı ampulosae ratıones philosophorum... neutrae tamen nobis
videntur SsSe demonstrationes » (q 14) We AL using incunabulum mMInNus foliation,
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Opus SWUWPET secundum Lıbrum sententiarum, Luca cı Domenica, Venice, 1482 For
careful treatment of both analytical an historical features of Sent., Sce

Placidus V OLLMER, 0.5 TIhe Schöpfungslehre des Aegıdrvus Romanus (Würzburg :
St. Rıta- Verlag, 34-71

I4 might be rem1ss not to mention here that In Krrores Dhlosophorum, OoOnNne of
his earliest writings (according Koch, Ix1, probably cComposed around Giles
SEA Vigorous but less sophisticated na y LO Averroes questi1ons beariıng the
production of the unıverse. For hıs rejection of certaın claims of Aristotle and COTITES-

ponding posıtions In Averroes, Sece 2.95 of this work ediıted by Koch (cited In
I1l. above).


