
Ihe Concept of Time In Giles of Rome*

The Meaning of the Now

The analysıs of time remaıns incomplete wıthout analysıs of the
NO and it 1S {O thıs elusıve feature of time ere direct OUT attention.
First, arguments comparıng the NO mobile eiıng and d pomt yle
definıtion of the NO Second, the 19(0) 1sS viewed d the CAa”SUuTe of time.
1r the NO 1S indırectly proved be 1INd1V1IsS1DIie Fourth, we1g
certaın COININON eXpress10ns involving the NO follow Giules’s
subtle aCcCCcount of the bafflıng question of the OW S role in the (for
the medievals) actual instantaneous propagatıon of 1g and the
hypothetical instantaneous fall of body in VaCuum sıxth section
briefly why the NO that 1les and other medievals handled
ıth alr of and clarıty S{T1 9 CVCnN after OTr and

of braın, cloudy and blurred the CO:  Tary mınd.
The definition of the NO Earlıer dıalectica INQUITCY produce

antınomıies concerning the nature of the NO If 1n of the NO AS

exclusıvely cConstan and invarıant, the obvıous temporal dıversıficatıiıon
Of events 1S erased;: agaınst al EXPETIENCE, everythıng 1S decreed {O al
the Same time 0)1 in the SaIne instant. f the other hand, take the
NO  S A4Ss through-and-through unchangeable, ıt has be corruptible
alternatıve that, besides entalulıng corruption wıthout corruption, makes
the NO partıtıve and Oo€s AWaVY ıth an Yy poss1ıbılıty of speakıng of
even happenıng NO in precıse solution faıthful the ata has
{O retaın both polar facts but rıng them Jıbe rather than clas wıth ONC

another. The NO 1les (0)  S 1s ONC and Nan y The NO the
SaInec secundum re:  S but secundum AA diffinitivum SIVe secundum ratiıonem
the NO 15 manılo unceasıngly dıfferentiated along the time-line 98)
nsofar A4Ss the NO 15 natural entity aliquid CNS, insofar d the NO 1s
taken secundum TAYS reale, ıt 15 the SAdI1llec throughout the ole oftime. But
insofar the 19(8) shows itself 4S prı0r and poster10r, insofar 4S the NO 1S
taken accordıng tO ıts definıtional eing ratio, ıt 1S unceasıngly other

See Augustiniana 28 (1978). 210352 Erratum : 22 Z ast lıne : in place
of 147 read 4M 149

98) In pDAYyS., I ZE fol (under SiıCcCulA 'Dsum [EMDUS,
and Ipsum UNcC est).
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along the time-lıne. Fach of these claıms. however, CQa. for proof that ll
enable us CoOonstruct sound definıtion of the NO (1) Comparıson ıth

mobiıle ıng shows that the NO 1S the Samne secundum rem (11)
Dıfferently viewed, thıs analogy informs that the NO 1s dıfferentiated
secundum ratıiıonem. 11 The NO it becomes clear, 1S the number of time.

(1) double comparıson establıshes the unvaryıng ıdentity of the
NO (a) the mobile 1S motion ASs pomt tO lıne, and (b) the 110 1s
t1ime Aas mobile LO motion 99) (a) We ATC invıted LO imagıne geometrıical
pomint movıng ASs tOo A lıne, ıth the pomnt ouching
indıvıdual posıtıon. If the posıtions WeTEC NnOTt really dıfferent, GiIe WOU
be motion and lıne generated. The makıng of the lıne remaıns ONe
motion because the SaJIine pomt 1$ borne along the Varıo0us posıt1ons. If the
polnt WEeEeIC NOT really the Samnc, there WOU be motıion, lıne
generated, and Dr10T7 and poster10r posıti1ons assıgned along the path of
motıion. sımılar stabılıty obtaıns In the COUTSC of motion. We Can
observe and make Ouft of the rollıng af OoOWN hıll only
because the one remaıns ne throughout ıts rollıng. In rolling, the

plaınly O€es change; but INn abıdıng AdS sStone OT invarıant mobile
subject, the STONe o€es nOoTt change. If the ne ceased LO be sStone in
m1ıdcourse, COuU 1a(0)! spea of the rolling of the ne Wıthout the
unchangıng, change O€es not StONe becomes other only because
subjectively, in 1ts mobıle-thingness, ıt oes NOT become other stone
rOo only because ıts vVCIrIY stoneness O€Ss NOTL roll

(b) hıs brings us the second [WO Comparısons the NO 1s to
time ASs mobiıle ıng 1S {O motion. Just das ONC mobiıle ıng perdures
throughout an Y OTIC given motion, ONC and the SAadine 1O ex1ists realiter
throughout time. The NO  E it 1S mplıed, 1s the unıt, bearer, and subject of
time. Since there 1S only ONC tiıme, SINCEe there 18 only ONC tiıme-line, there
Can be only ONC 1918} In time. As ıth mobiıle thıng, wıth the 110

subject 1S radıcally ltered, ıf the ubject 1S transmuted into somethıng
else, the ONCNECSS of time diısappears and the continulty of the time-lıne
INAaYy be dıssıpated into ser1es of dıiscrete Jumps OI , ıth equa
Incongrulty, into congerles of radıcally dıistinct times nested ONC wıthın
the other Secundum rem then there 15 only ONe NO ın the COSI110S

But. dubitaret wonders, 15 not the paralle between pomint-to-line
and mobile-to-motion [UZZy one‘? For whereas there Can be only ONC

99) Ibid., fola(Sequitur nım SICU See Iso In lih de CAUS., DIOD. SA fol 109
«Et sıcut realıter est ıdem t(emMppuSs ei mOTLuSsS, S1IC realıter sunt iıdem unc temporıs ei
substantıa rel mobilıis».
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mobiıle ıng in ONC motıon, number of pomnts ATeC dıstrıbute along an Yy
lıne. TIhe {[WO relatıonsh1ps, 11les responds, AT sımılar but not the
Samlıc 100). The sımılarıty consısts ıIn thıs Just 4S cognıze and mark the
parts of lıne hrough poımnt, NOW and dıstıngu1s the phases of
motiıon hrough the SaJmnle mobiıle ıng Dıssımilarity enters and the
comparıson breaks OoOWN when recogn1ıze that poıint 15 ordınarıly a

Dunclum SIaANS But ere aIic asked tO imagıne pomnt moOovıing and,
through ıts motıon, generatıng lıne. 1S the flowıing poınt that CAadUusecs
the lıne. So LOO, it 1S the flowing mo bile that Causes the motıon. S5o,
urther, ıt 1S the flowıing NO that Causes time 101). Clearly the flowıing
1O o€es not time in the WaYy parents©offspring OT In the
WaY vıtal principle informs body in the WaY see1ing CauscsS, OT 1S the
TCAasSson for, CYCS The causalıty be materı1al d4s the mobiıle ıng ASs
moved 1s the substrate of motion, the NO d flowıng 1s the substrate of
tiıme. en precisely ds the thıng-moved, the flowing mobile ıng
constıtutes the motıon and 1s the motion. en precıisely 4S the flowing
NO the flowıng NO constıitutes time and 15 time. In an Y CaSC, because
there Can be only ONC time in the unıverse, there Can be only ONeC NO
secundum re: ÖT realiter fluens throughout time.

(11) But mobile ıng successively OCCupIES (or strictly SCS
roug everal places in ıts Passagc 102)‚ Secundum rationem, formally

100) Ibid., fol 102b-c.
101) Ihid. C<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.siıcut mobile fluens Causat mMmotum ei sıcut intelligitur punctum fluens

Causat lıneam, sicut intellıgıtur UNCcC SSC fluens causabıt tempus, Propter quod sıcut fluxu
Un1us mobiılisurNUus O{uUus ei fluxu unıus punctı una lınea, S1IC fluxu Uun1us UuncC
usatur NUum l(empus » UT In Iih de CUUS., PTOD. 32B. fol 109 C<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.UnNnCcC fluens cCausaft
tempus: ıta quı1a tempus est fluxus UnNnC. Nunc CIO est ıd quod fuit » (To accord ıth thıs
last proposit10n, the adage eEMDUS fugit mıg be strictly revised read Nunc fugit
It 1S noft time but the NOW that OWS passes)

Appointing thıs causatıon the 19(0) derıve from Averroes, wh wriıtes : <<
instansThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.est LlempusThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.» (In phyS., 1 COM 103, fol G C<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.instans est in
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est 1N1UMmM secundum subjectum et duo secundum ratiıonem : CT SO instans est NUum ın
subjecto et duo ratıone » (In DAYS., 1 COM 104 fol < instans est ıdem
secundum subjectum ei plura secundum definıtionem A (IDid., fol M Aquiınas’s
an  ıng  A of the dıstinction follow Averroes: (< UNC Ta teEmMPUS, NO  —;
secundum quod est iıdem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratiıone est alterum ei atlterumThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  7  mobile thing in one motion, a number of points are distributed along any  line. The two relationships, Giles responds, are similar but not the  same *°°9), The similarity consists in this: just as we cognize and mark the  parts of a line through a point, so we know and distinguish the phases of  motion through the same mobile thing. Dissimilarity enters and the  comparison breaks down when we recognize that a point is ordinarily a  Ppunctum stans. But here we are asked to imagine a point moving and,  through its motion, generating a line. It is the flowing point that causes  the line. So too, it is the flowing mobile that causes the motion. So,  further, it is the flowing now that causes time !°!). Clearly the flowing  now does not cause time in the way parents generate offspring or in the  way a vital principle informs a body or in the way seeing causes, or is the  reason for, eyes. The causality seems to be material: as the mobile thing as  moved is the substrate of motion, so the now as flowing is the substrate of  time. Taken precisely as the thing-moved, the flowing mobile thing  constitutes the motion and is the motion. Taken precisely as the flowing  now, the flowing now constitutes time and is time. In any case, because  there can be only one time in the universe, there can be only one now  secundum rem Or realiter fluens throughout time.  (i) But a mobile thing successively occupies (or strictly goes  through) several places in its passage !°2). Secundum rationem, formally  *°°) Ibid., fol: 102b-e.  101) Zbid.: « ... sicut mobile fluens causat motum et sicut intelligitur punctum fluens  causat lineam, sicut intelligitur nunc esse fluens causabit tempus, Propter quod sicut ex fluxu  unius mobilis causatur unus motus et ex fluxu unius puncti una linea, sic ex fluxu unius nunc  causatur unum tempus ». Cf. In /ib. de caus., prop. 32B, fol. 109: « ... nunc fluens causat  tempus: ita quia tempus est fluxus nunc. Nunc vero est id quod fluit ». (To accord with this  last proposition, the adage Tempus fugit might be strictly revised to read Nunc fugit.  It is not time but the now that flows or passes).  Appointing this causation to the now seems to derive from Averroes, who writes : « ...  instans ... est agens tempus ... » (In phys., IV, com. 103, fol. 182G). « ... instans est causa in  mensuratione temporis ... » (ibid., com. 104, fol. 183C). « ... instans agit tempus ... » (ibid.,  fol. 183G). Aquinas’s language varies a bit from Averroes’s: « ... nunc ... SUo fluxu tempus  facit ... » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, 4). In one place Giles’s formulation agrees with that of Aquinas:  «... nunc fluens facit tempus » (In phys., IV, 1. 25, fol. 108a, toward the bottom of the  column [ünder Mensurabitur autem tempus)).  102) Ibid., fol. 102c-d (under Ratione autem aliud). Giles’s way of differentiating the  now as the same and diverse varies somewhat from that of Averroes, who says:« ... Instans  est unum secundum subjectum et duo secundum rationem: ergo instans est unum in  subjecto et duo ratione ... » (In phys., IV, com. 104, fol. 183F). «... instans est idem  secundum subjectum et plura secundum definitionem ...» (ibid., fol. 183M). Aquinas’s  handling of the distinction seems to follow Averroes: « ... nunc mensurat tempus, non  secundum quod est idem subjecto, sed secundum quod ratione est alterum et atlterum ... »  (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 2). Aquinas repeats the distinction in nn. 3 and 4.»}

(In pPhYyS., I 18, Aquiınas repeats the dıstincetion in and
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Tom the angle of place), mobiıle ıng shows iıtself success1ively other ıIn
ıts The Sophiısts’s contention thatenfrom the theatre

the marketplace changes Coriscus into utterly dıfferent har-
OTS COTE ofTu TIo be SUIC, in identifyıng the DCT accıdens ıth the
DCTI 5! the Sophistıc claım cCommıts the fallacy ofaccıdent. TOmM the angle
of substance, Coriscus remaıns unaffected DYy hıs alk from the theatre
the marketplace. Yet from the angle of 0Ca motıon, Coriscus O€es
become other in go1ing from ONC place another. So by proportional
resemblance, the NO that remaıns always the SarInlec secundum rem

manıfests iıtself dS always other throughout time. Not In of the
oneNnNess of time but In of the numerabiılıty of tıme, each NO 1S
ormally dıfferent NO More exactly, SINCE the NO dSs subject Causes and
centrally determines tıme: ıt 1$ the tormally other NO that makes the
time-lıne dıverse al CVETY Juncture. 18 the always varyıng NO that
makes the poles of time Dr10T and posterI10r,e ATC the boundarıes DYy
IC number time. As aVve SCCNH, the nunc fluens materı1ally CAaduscs

tıme, that in ONEeC time 1s nothıng but the flow of OoOWS Tıme 15
formally number, and the NO MaYy be saıd tOo flow, only because the NO
1S the SAaJInlec and always other secundum rationem.

111 If the NO 1S other secundum ratiıonem, ıf it 15 always dıfferent
secundum ANYS diffinitivum, the NO of time MaYy be briefly defined as the
ormally other subject of time 103)7 In addıtıon, SINCE the incessant
pluralızatıon of OWS makes for the ndless varıance of the tiıme-lıne, the
NO INAaYy be saıd tO number time: it IMaYy be defined dS the number of
time 104). We become of time, proved earlıer, when
[WO OWS dSs the Dr10T and poster10r lımıts of motıion. Approached from
the standpoıint of motion, time 1s the number of motilion. But looked al
wıthın the framework of time tself, the 1918) numbers tıme; that 1S SaY,
ıt 1S the dıversity of the 1N1OWS that makes the number that call time. 10
Dut it in d slıghtly dıfferent fashıon, the Dr10T and poster10r lımıts of
motion aICc, when counted, the number that 1s tıme But the pr10r and
poster10r lımıts AIC pPr10r and poster10r OWS the OWS constıtute the
number that 1S time. Because the ONC NO 1S tormally dıversıfie: d Dr10T
and posterI10r, MaYy spea of the NO ASs the number of time.

The NO MedSsSure of time. The proportional lıkeness, the
relatıonshıp of the NO time A4s the mobiıle motıion, also determiınes

103) Ibid., fol 0O2c < S1IC secundum S5C dıffinıtiıvum ei secundum ratıonem Inunc]
est Iterum )»},

104) Ibid., fol 02d (under Et autem).
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that the NO be the CaSuTe of time. CAadSuTec 1s that Dy which the
quantıty of ıng 1S known 105). By extensıon it 15 that Dy 1C
somethıng 15 made known. mobile ıng 1s the CaSUuTec of ıts motion:
1.6.} in virtue of ıts abıdıngness NOW ıts place-to-place passagc. It 18 in
vırtue of the NO 1C MaYy be called quası-substance in the lıne of
tıme, hat KNOW tiıme ÖT the time-lıne. As perdurıng INnd1v1s1DIie nıt
that manıfests tıme, the NO 1S the CasSsure of time 106). One Ser10us
dıfficulty oes ar1se : 1iNdıvisıble 19(8) paıred ıth dıvisıble tıme
WOU SCCIMN nullıfy an Y essentıal commensuratıon. The analogous UuUsCc

of measure, 1ı1les replıes, sanctıons looser SOTrT of parallelıng ofCasure
and measured 107)‘ The ratıo of CadSulric 15 found pDer DF1US 0)8 mMoOst
properly ın the arıthmetical ONC that 1S the princıple of number. xiende:
from dıscrete quantıty qualıty and substance, the notion of CasSsuTe 1S
somewhat modilıe certaın lıkeness, NnOtTt absolute identity, ]Jo1ns the
meanıng of measure in quantıty ıts UuUsc in other categorIıes. ıte 15 the
CasSsuTrTe of color but 1S plaınly NOTt ommensurate in WdY ıth all
other colors. Because intrınsıcally INOTE NOWAaDIe, the prımary substance
18 the INCASUTEC of all substances, yet it 18 noTt identical ın CVCTIY respect
ıth other substances. Sımilarly, because the NO 1s intrinsıcally INOIC

NOWAaDIle and because NOW tiıme in virtue of the NO it 1S really the
Casure of time in spıte of the fact that the indıvisıbıilıty-divisibality
opposıtıon rules Out perfect cCommensuratıon between the NO and
time.

The NO indiıvisible. Though NOT professo establıshe: tıll
somewhat later in physıca INqUITY, MAaY ofte ere that the 10 has

be INnd1v1ısıble It Can be shown Dy induction that the NO 15 INd1v1IıS1ıDie
briefly, finıte lıne implıes indıvısıble term, and the term of the time-
lıne 1S of course the NO However, it preferable take the path of

indırect demonstratıiıon that CADOSCS the absurdıty ınvolved in the
denıal ofhat 1S inductıvely evidenced. We 111 confıne ourselves tOo ONC

ıth {[WO 108). If the 19(0) 1s nNnOT indıvisıble, it 15 not the
Samne Fırst, a4s COINIMNON term, the NO 1 elated both past and future
(taken In the TOA| sense). But ıf it WeTC dıvisıble COINIMNON term, ONC of
ıts WOU nclude SOTINC of the past, and another termınal part
somethıng of the future. Sınce the NO termınates the past and princıples
the future, somethıing past WOU be contaıned in the future. NO

l05) Quaestiones metaphysicales, X’ S fol 36a-b
106) In DNYS., 1 Z fol 02d (under autem).
107) Ibid., fol
108) Ibid., VI, 6, fol 3a -D (under S7 divisibile and Sımul et)
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in 1C pastl and future intermingle cannot be saıd be ONe and the
Samıe NO Second, 4S COIMNMON term, the NO 1S divisio, dıvisor : ıt 15
that ın virtue of whıch dıvıisıble 1S diviıded 1S ıimpossıble fOor d dıvisıble
NO functioning ds dıvısor be otally dıvisıble Part of such NO
WOU be iın potency dıvisıon ; the other part WOU be that accordıng tO
1C the part potentıal {O dıvision 1S actually dıyıded 110 that 1S
sımultaneously hat 1s dıvyıded and that Dy 1C it 15 divided Cannot
exIist ; the self-ıdentity of the NO dıssolves in the dıversity of factors ıt 1$
deputed to terminate and Jom.

The NO undoubtedly belongs tıme, but the INd1vV1IS1DIe identity of
the NO ars OUT callıng the NO  S part of time in the strict The
OWS the time-lıne tOo ınk wıthout Tea. SCam the materı1al

of time. If the 19(0) WEIC only specıal SOTT of materıal part, {WO
OWS In Contact WOU colncıde In posıtion, LEl into :0)41> NO 109)_
hus COINIMMON contact WOU reduce the cluster of NOWS, CVCMN infinıty
ofNOWS, ONeC 1O Tıme not formalızed by OWS 15 impossıble, and time
materı1ally composed ofOWS 15 ımposs1ıble also. tıme-segment 15 always

dıvisıble interval bounded Dy 1INd1VIS1DIeE OWS Tıme cannot ex1ist
wıthout NOWS, but it Cannot ex1ıst ıth OWS materıal’ it Can exıst
only in virtue of indıvisıble NOWS, instants that do not COM DOSC ıt

ExXpressions concerning the NO The preceding analysıs of the 1918}

equ1ps us supplyyfOor certaın eXpress10ns about the NO IC
ave the educated, ıfnot IMNenNn in the street Fiırst,
tıme, ear it saıd, CannoTl ex1ist wıthout the NO Second, the NO 1s saıd

continue time. 1r the NO oes not SCCIN be part of time.
ou the 1O 15 held termınate and number tıme; and accountıng
for thıs ylelds 1r definıtion of the NO

(1) The NO  < 15 inseparably Joıned tıme, and VICE Wıthout
time there 1s NO  9 and wıthout the 110 there 1s time 10) Just 4S the
mobiıle and 1ts aTe indissociably Iınked ıIn the C} the
NO and the number of motıon dIC indıssociably yoke together ın the

The NO INAaYy be called the number of mobiıle eInNg; it numbers
and the mobiıle iıtself 111)_ hıs desıgnatıon, however, must be

109) Ibid., E fol 36cC (under Vero° neque).
110) Ibid., I 22, fol a- (under M anifestum est)

Ibid., 1les introduces hat shortly call thırd definıtion of the NO
the NO 18 HAUMETUS mobilis. hıs expression 18 sımılar Averroes’s << instans est NUMCTIUS
translatı )») (In phys., [ COIN 105, fol S4H; the Latın translatıon of the Arabıc
Arıstotelıan texi has << NUMEeETIUS translatı ») 18 exactly the SAadImne Aquinas’s < Sıcut igıtur
UNC temporIıs intellıgıtur ut 1UIMMNECTUS mobiılıs, ıts UNC aeternitatıs10  J. M. Quinn  in which past and future intermingle cannot be said to be one and the  same now. Second, as a common term, the now is a divisio, a divisor : it is  that in virtue of which a divisible is divided. It is impossible for a divisible  now functioning as a divisor to be totally divisible. Part of such a now  would be in potency to division ; the other part would be that according to  which the part potential to division is actually divided. A now that is  simultaneously what is divided and that by which it is divided cannot  exist ; the self-identity of the now dissolves in the diversity of factors it is  deputed to terminate and join.  The now undoubtedly belongs to time, but the indivisible identity of  the now bars our calling the now a part of time in the strict sense. The  nows on the time-line serve to link without break or seam the material  parts of time. If the now were only a special sort of material part, two  nows in contact would coincide in position, i.e., merge into one now !°9).  Thus common contact would reduce the cluster of nows, even an infinity  ofnows, to one now. Time not formalized by nows is impossible, and time  materially composed of nows is impossible also. A time-segment is always  a divisible interval bounded by indivisible nows. Time cannot exist  without nows, but it cannot exist with nows as material parts; it can exist  only in virtue of indivisible nows, instants that do not compose it.  4. Expressions concerning the now. The preceding analysis of the now  equips us to supply warranty for certain expressions about the now, which  have a currency among the educated, if not among men inthe street. First,  time, we hear it said, cannot exist without the now. Second, the now is said  to continue time. Third, the now does not seem to be a part of time.  Fourth, the now is held to terminate and number time; and accounting  for this yields a third definition of the now.  (i) The now is inseparably joined to time, and vice versa. Without  time there is no now, and without the now there is no time !!°), Just as the  mobile and its movement are indissociably linked in the concrete, so the  now and the number of motion are indissociably yoked together in the  concrete. The now may be called the number of mobile being; it numbers  and measures the mobile itself *!!). This designation, however, must be  109) Jbid., 1. 1, fol. 136c (under At vero neque).  110) Jbid., IV, 1. 22, fol. 103a-b (under Manifestum autem est).  111) J7bid., Giles introduces what we shall shortly call a third definition of the now:  the now is numerus mobilis. This expression is similar to Averroes’s: « ... instans est numerus  translati ... » (In phys., IV, com. 105, fol. 184H; the Latin translation of the Arabic  Aristotelian text has « numerus translati »). It is exactly the same as Aquinas’s: « Sicut igitur  nunc temporis intelligitur ut numerus mobilis, its nunc aeternitatis ... ut unitas rei semperut unıtas rel
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taken in the TOA| CMNSC More properly, the NO 15 UMNLtiAS numerl; 1T
espeaks << INOTC the unıty of number than the number of unıty »} 112)_
very number, MAaYy SaY, lıes vırtually in unıty: the ONC each
and CVCTY number !!3). SO the desıgnatıon of the NO A number 1s
virtually contaıned in the des1ıgnatıon of the NO Aas unıty of number. The
NO 1s wıthout question the number of the mobiıle Ing; but, properly, it
15 aliquid nNumer!ı rather than number.

11) second comparıson of the 1980) ıth the mobile
and pomt explaıns why the NO 1S saıd continue time 114)‘ As
noted few back, change Can wıthout changeless
substratum. If the subject dSs such 1S changed during the motion, the
motion breaks OoOWN into [WO OT several] (or CVCMN infinıty of) motl1ons.

1s the mobiıle that 15 responsıble for preserving the unıty of motıon.
Sımılarly, the NO that remaıns the SAdIiNne secundum re bestows unıty
time. The continulty in time has ıts SOUTCC in the subjectively ONC NO

The correspondence of the NO pomınt also shows the rootage of
empora continulty in the NO pomnt continues the of lıne:
it termınates ONC poınt 1le eing princıple of ıts immediately adjacent
ne1ghbour. So the NO SCIVES 4S the continuant that termınates ONe part
and princıples tollowıng part of time. Iwo dıssımılarıties, however,
shorten the cComparıson For ONEC 1ng, poımıt 1s9

eadem modo habentıis». (In phys., I 18, Interestingly, when commenting
the Manifestum est autem portion, Aquınas oes NnOL describe the NO « NUMECTIUS
mobiıilıs » but sımply duplıcates the words of the Arıstotelian tcxXt: « MNUMECTIUS 1US quod
fertur »}

Though the number of the mobiıle, the 1988} 18 ere spoken of UNILAS numerl, Giules
(0)  K3 because ıt 15 indıvısıble <  NUNC habet ratıonem unıtatiıs Cu sıt quoddam
indıvisıbile. Et quodammodo videtur habere ratıonem numer 1ı CUu etiam Nnumeretl eit
mensure 1psum mobile » hıs dıstinction INaYy x hıbıt SOINC dependence Aquıinas: (<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  14  taken in the broad sense. More properly, the now is unitas numeri; it  bespeaks « more the unity of number than the number of unity » !!2).  Every number, we may say, lies virtually in unity: the one measures each  and every number!!*). So the designation of the now as number is  virtually contained in the designation of the now as unity of number. The  now is without question the number of the mobile thing; but, properly, it  is aliquid numeri rather than number.  (ii) A second recourse to a comparison of the now with the mobile  and a point explains why the now is said to continue time !!*). As we  noted a few pages back, no change can occur without a changeless  substratum. If the subject as such is changed during the motion, the  motion breaks down into two or several (or even an infinity of) motions.  It is the mobile that is responsible for preserving the unity of motion.  Similarly, the now that remains the same secundum rem bestows unity on  time. The continuity in time has its source in the subjectively one now.  The correspondence of the now to a point also shows the rootage of  temporal continuity in the now !!>). A point continues the parts of a line;  it terminates one point while being principle of its immediately adjacent  neighbour. So the now serves as the continuant that terminates one part  and principles a following part of time. Two dissimilarities, however,  shorten the scope of the comparison !!°). For one thing, a point is stans, a  eadem modo se habentis». (In phys., IV., 1. 18, n. 4). Interestingly, when commenting on  the Manifestum est autem portion, Aquinas does not describe the now as «numerus  mobilis» but simply duplicates the words of the Aristotelian text, «numerus eius quod  fertur».  Though the number of the mobile, the now is here spoken of as unitas numeri, Giles  holds, because it is indivisible «...nunc habet rationem unitatis cum sit quoddam  indivisibile. Et quodammodo videtur habere rationem numeri cum etiam numeret et  mensuret ipsum mobile ». This distinction may exhibit some dependence on Aquinas: « ...  ipsum autem nunc comparatur ad id quod fertur, non quidem sicut numerus (quia nunc  indivisibile est) sed sicut unitas numeri » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 8).  112) Jbid., fol. 103b: « ... nunc magis dicitur unitas numeri quam numerus unitatis ».  113) /bid. Giles credits this to Boethius: «  Boetius ait quod unitas est  quodammodo numerus omnis, quia omnis numerus virtualiter continetur in unitate et per  unitatem numeratur ». Evidently he is not directly quoting but paraphrasing a passage from  Boethius’s De institutione arithmetica, II, 8: «  nam si [unitas] cunctorum mater est  numerorum, quiquid in his, quae ab ea nascuntur, numeris invenitur, necesse est ut ipsa  naturali quadam potestate contineat ». We are using the edition reprinted by Minerva  G.M.B.H., Frankfurt a. Main, 1966 : Anicii Manlii Torquati Severini Boetii, De institutione  arithmetica (et) De institutione musica, ed. Gotfried Friedlein (Leipzig, 1867), p. 93.  114) /bid., fol. 103b (under Et continuum autem).  115) 7bid., fol. 103b-c (under Sequitur enim hoc).  116) Jbid., fol. 103c-d (under Sed cum sic).1psum autem UNCcC Comparatur ad ıd quod fertur, 11O  : quıdem sıcut [1UIMNECTUS qula UNC

indıvisıbiıle est) sed sıcut unıtas numer 1ı >> (In pPhYS., 1 18,
112) Ibid., fol 03b <The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  14  taken in the broad sense. More properly, the now is unitas numeri; it  bespeaks « more the unity of number than the number of unity » !!2).  Every number, we may say, lies virtually in unity: the one measures each  and every number!!*). So the designation of the now as number is  virtually contained in the designation of the now as unity of number. The  now is without question the number of the mobile thing; but, properly, it  is aliquid numeri rather than number.  (ii) A second recourse to a comparison of the now with the mobile  and a point explains why the now is said to continue time !!*). As we  noted a few pages back, no change can occur without a changeless  substratum. If the subject as such is changed during the motion, the  motion breaks down into two or several (or even an infinity of) motions.  It is the mobile that is responsible for preserving the unity of motion.  Similarly, the now that remains the same secundum rem bestows unity on  time. The continuity in time has its source in the subjectively one now.  The correspondence of the now to a point also shows the rootage of  temporal continuity in the now !!>). A point continues the parts of a line;  it terminates one point while being principle of its immediately adjacent  neighbour. So the now serves as the continuant that terminates one part  and principles a following part of time. Two dissimilarities, however,  shorten the scope of the comparison !!°). For one thing, a point is stans, a  eadem modo se habentis». (In phys., IV., 1. 18, n. 4). Interestingly, when commenting on  the Manifestum est autem portion, Aquinas does not describe the now as «numerus  mobilis» but simply duplicates the words of the Aristotelian text, «numerus eius quod  fertur».  Though the number of the mobile, the now is here spoken of as unitas numeri, Giles  holds, because it is indivisible «...nunc habet rationem unitatis cum sit quoddam  indivisibile. Et quodammodo videtur habere rationem numeri cum etiam numeret et  mensuret ipsum mobile ». This distinction may exhibit some dependence on Aquinas: « ...  ipsum autem nunc comparatur ad id quod fertur, non quidem sicut numerus (quia nunc  indivisibile est) sed sicut unitas numeri » (In phys., IV, 1. 18, n. 8).  112) Jbid., fol. 103b: « ... nunc magis dicitur unitas numeri quam numerus unitatis ».  113) /bid. Giles credits this to Boethius: «  Boetius ait quod unitas est  quodammodo numerus omnis, quia omnis numerus virtualiter continetur in unitate et per  unitatem numeratur ». Evidently he is not directly quoting but paraphrasing a passage from  Boethius’s De institutione arithmetica, II, 8: «  nam si [unitas] cunctorum mater est  numerorum, quiquid in his, quae ab ea nascuntur, numeris invenitur, necesse est ut ipsa  naturali quadam potestate contineat ». We are using the edition reprinted by Minerva  G.M.B.H., Frankfurt a. Main, 1966 : Anicii Manlii Torquati Severini Boetii, De institutione  arithmetica (et) De institutione musica, ed. Gotfried Friedlein (Leipzig, 1867), p. 93.  114) /bid., fol. 103b (under Et continuum autem).  115) 7bid., fol. 103b-c (under Sequitur enim hoc).  116) Jbid., fol. 103c-d (under Sed cum sic).UNcCcC magıs dicıtur unıtas numer ı QU am L1LUTIMNECIUS unıtatıs »}

113) Ihid. ıles credıts thıs Boethius: << Boetius aıt quod unıtas est
quodammodo NUIMMECTUS OmMnı1s, qula OMmMnı1s NUINCIUS virtualıter continetur iın unıtate ei DCTI
unıtatem numeratur »} Evıdently he 1$ nOTL dırectly quoting but paraphrasıng Dasarc from
Boethius’s De Institutione arithmetica, IL, C< na S1 |unıtas CUuNCLOTUM ma est
NUMECIOTUM, qu1qu1d ın h1s, ua ab NnascCun(lur, numerI1s invenıtur, NECCECSSC est ut 1psa
naturalı quadam potestate contineat ». We dIiIC usıng the dıtıon reprinted DYy Mınerva
G.M.B.H., Tankiu Maın, 966 Anıcıl Manlıı Torquatı Severı1n1ı Boetil, De Institutione
arıthmetica et) De Institutione MUSICA, ed Gotfried Friedlein (Leıipzıg, 03

114) Ibid., fol 03b (under Et continuum autem).
115) Ibid., fol C (under Sequitur nım hoc)
116) Ibid., fol C- (under Sed CUi SIC)



9 Quinn

fixed entity unaffected by and unınvolved in PTOCCPSS. But the NO O€es
nOoTt well in statıc WOT. S, it 15 incessantly borne
along wıth ıts mobile subject, that coupled wıth unınterrupted
motiıon 15 continual time unbroken Dy stasıs. For another thıng,
the ONe poın INaYy be taken d$S the term of ONC part of lıne. But the
supposıtion of sıngle NO o€s AdWAaVYV wıth time. Tiıme AdSs NOW ıt
cannot exıst wıthout [WO formally dıfferent NOWS serving 4S boundarıies of

tıme-segment. Iru6e; 1les adds, aATeC dealıng ıth time when 1eW
instant dSs princıple of the future and term of the past hıs S: however,

only secondary ÖT derivative consıderatıon of time. The ONC NO o€es
finısh the past and the future, but conceptually two-phased NO
remaıns only ONEC 1918) If we make the OnNe NO that continues Dr10T7 and
poster10r the primary paradıgm of tıme, viırtually the
actual pluralıty requısıte In time the {[WO OWS that bound
intermediary continuum.

111 Since ave already Driefly proved that the 10 1S not part of
tıme, few lınes dIic enough substantıate thıs eXpression ll7)
magnıtude 1S always dıvısıble into maller magnıtudes. Hence tiıme 4S
continuum 1s always dıvisıble into maller continua tiıme-segments. NO
dıvıisıble Can be made of indıvisıbles. iıne composed of poıints WOUuU
ave continulty OTr at all ; it sımply COUu NnOTt ex1st. So motion
made of Ooments and time constıtuted DYy OWS WOU be forever
nonmotıon and nontime.

(1vV) Fınally, the 1918) 1S saıd tOo be term and number in reference
tiıme 18) As term, the NO belongs tiıme; it 1s of time; ıt 15 t1ed tOo ÖT

present iın tiıme dS In subject. But 4S number and INCASUTC, the NO enN]Oys
wıder ambıt of formally causatıve influence. number 15 applıcable to
assortment ofphysıca objects, and time mensuratıonally CNCOMDASSECS

117) Ibid., fol 03d (under adhuc manifestum).
18) Ibid., fol 03d (under Secundum quidem igitur). Here ıles makes [WO references

Averroes. <<12  J. M. Quinn  fixed entity unaffected by and uninvolved in process. Brut the now does  not dwell in a static world apart. It never stops, it is incessantly borne  along with its mobile subject, so that coupled with an uninterrupted  motion is a continual time unbroken by a stasis. For another thing,  the one point may be taken as the term of one part of a line. But the  supposition of a single now does away with time. Time as we know it  cannot exist without two formally different nows serving as boundaries of  a time-segment. True, Giles adds, we are dealing with time when we view  an instant as principle of the future and term of the past. This is, however,  only a secondary or derivative consideration of time. The one now does  finish the past and start the future, but a conceptually two-phased now  remains only one now. If we make the one now that continues prior and  posterior parts the primary paradigm of time, we virtually suppress the  actual plurality requisite in time — the two nows that bound an  intermediary continuum.  (iii) Since we have already briefly proved that the now is not a part of  time, a few lines are enough to substantiate this expression !!7) A  magnitude is always divisible into smaller magnitudes. Hence time as a  continuum is always divisible into smaller continua or time-segments. No  divisible can be made up of indivisibles. A line composed of points would  have no continuity or parts at all; it simply could not exist. So a motion  made up of moments and a time constituted by nows would be forever a  nonmotion and a nontime.  (iv) Finally, the now is said to be a term and number in reference to  time **8). As a term, the now belongs to time; it is of time; it is tied to or  present in time as in a subject. But as number and measure, the now enjoys  a wider ambit of formally causative influence. A number is applicable to  an assortment of physical objects, and time mensurationally encompasses  *17) Ibid., fol. 103d (under Er adhuc manifestum).  118) Ibid., fol. 103d (under Secundum quidem igitur). Here Giles makes two references  to Averroes. « ... ipsum nunc est terminus vel est finis, ut habet littera Commentatoris,  ipsius temporis. Non est tempus sed tamen accidit tempori, id est, est aliquid in ipso  tempore, sicut accidens est aliquid in subjecto ». The passage in Averroes reads: « ... instans  non est pars temporis, est accidens ei, id est, instans secundum quod est finis in motu, non est  tempus, sed ipsum esse finem est accidens ei » (In phys., IV, com. 107, fol. 186B). A second  reference relies on Averroes for the difference between number and term: « ... secundum  Commentatorem haec est differentia inter numerum et terminum». Averroes writes : «...  quoniam fines sunt in eo cuius sunt fines, et instans non invenitur in aliquo proprio, et non in  alio, sicut est dispositio in numero, unde dictum est in definitione eius, quod est numerus  translati » (/bid.).1psum UuncC est termınus ve] est finıs, ut habet ıttera Commentatoris,
1DS1US temporIs. Non est tempus sed amen accıdıt temporI1, ıd estT, est alıquıd in 1DSO
tempore, sıcut accıdens est alıquıid ın subjecto 22 The Passage In Averroes reads: << instans
NO  — est Pars temporIs, ast accıdens el, ıd esL, instans secundum quod est finıs In mMO(TLuU, NO est
temMDUS, sed 1psum S5C finem est accıdens el »} (In Dhys.., 1 CO 107, fol second
reference relıes Averroes for the dıfference between number and term (<12  J. M. Quinn  fixed entity unaffected by and uninvolved in process. Brut the now does  not dwell in a static world apart. It never stops, it is incessantly borne  along with its mobile subject, so that coupled with an uninterrupted  motion is a continual time unbroken by a stasis. For another thing,  the one point may be taken as the term of one part of a line. But the  supposition of a single now does away with time. Time as we know it  cannot exist without two formally different nows serving as boundaries of  a time-segment. True, Giles adds, we are dealing with time when we view  an instant as principle of the future and term of the past. This is, however,  only a secondary or derivative consideration of time. The one now does  finish the past and start the future, but a conceptually two-phased now  remains only one now. If we make the one now that continues prior and  posterior parts the primary paradigm of time, we virtually suppress the  actual plurality requisite in time — the two nows that bound an  intermediary continuum.  (iii) Since we have already briefly proved that the now is not a part of  time, a few lines are enough to substantiate this expression !!7) A  magnitude is always divisible into smaller magnitudes. Hence time as a  continuum is always divisible into smaller continua or time-segments. No  divisible can be made up of indivisibles. A line composed of points would  have no continuity or parts at all; it simply could not exist. So a motion  made up of moments and a time constituted by nows would be forever a  nonmotion and a nontime.  (iv) Finally, the now is said to be a term and number in reference to  time **8). As a term, the now belongs to time; it is of time; it is tied to or  present in time as in a subject. But as number and measure, the now enjoys  a wider ambit of formally causative influence. A number is applicable to  an assortment of physical objects, and time mensurationally encompasses  *17) Ibid., fol. 103d (under Er adhuc manifestum).  118) Ibid., fol. 103d (under Secundum quidem igitur). Here Giles makes two references  to Averroes. « ... ipsum nunc est terminus vel est finis, ut habet littera Commentatoris,  ipsius temporis. Non est tempus sed tamen accidit tempori, id est, est aliquid in ipso  tempore, sicut accidens est aliquid in subjecto ». The passage in Averroes reads: « ... instans  non est pars temporis, est accidens ei, id est, instans secundum quod est finis in motu, non est  tempus, sed ipsum esse finem est accidens ei » (In phys., IV, com. 107, fol. 186B). A second  reference relies on Averroes for the difference between number and term: « ... secundum  Commentatorem haec est differentia inter numerum et terminum». Averroes writes : «...  quoniam fines sunt in eo cuius sunt fines, et instans non invenitur in aliquo proprio, et non in  alio, sicut est dispositio in numero, unde dictum est in definitione eius, quod est numerus  translati » (/bid.).secundum
Commentatorem aeC est dıfferentia inter [11UMETIUMmM ei ermınum ». Averroes wrıtes <
quon1am fines Sunt In CU1USs sunt fines, ei instans NO invenıtur IN alıquo proprIio, et NO  —_ in
alıo. sıcut est dısposit1o0 in NUMCTO, nde dıctum est In definıtiıone e1us, quod est 1UINECTUS
translatı »} (ibid.)
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varıety of movementitSs; the NO mensuratıonally embraces Man Y
mobiıle beings. Interwoven ıth the NO d the continuant of time, thıs
consıderatıon of the NO a4s number and CAaSUuTc ea! LO deeper
probing of the meanıng of the NO Whereas the INnd1v1sS1ıDble poımnts
continue and dıvıde permanent entity ıke lıne, the Oments do NnOTL
princıpally urnısh continulty for motlon. 1S, as ave repeatedly
SCCH, the mobile ıng ıtself that g1ves continulty motılon. Nevertheless,
though tiıme imıtates motion, ıt 1s ıts OW uen punctiıform unıt, the
NO that SCITVCS 4S the princıpal font of ıts continulty. Liıke the mobiıle in
reference LO motıon, the NO 1S the continuant of tiıme. The complex
proportion remarked earlıer stT1 the 1O 18 time dSs the
mobile motilon. But sımple swıtching of terms (sımılar the
interchange of denominator and numerato 1ın equıvalence of
fracti1ons) g1ves relatıonshıp that puts in sharp relıef the kınshıp of the
19(8) ıth the mobile the NO 18 to the mobiıle 4as time 15 LO motıion 19)
hıs ea| tOo precision concerning the NO secundum substantiam
secundum quod est Tıme, Sa  S earlıer, 1s materı1ally identified ıth
motion tself, and sımılarly the NO MAaYy be saıd LO be << nothıng other
than the VC substance of the mobiıle ıng »> 120). ormally ıt 1s of COUTSC
otherwise. Formally time 15 nOL motion but the number ofmotion 'motıion
viewed 4S marked Dy numerable pr10r and poster10r culmıinates In the
ratıo of time. ormally the NO 15 not the 1DSUM mobile but the mobile dASs
marked Dy pr10r and poster10r. All thıs ea LO poss1ıble 1r
formulatıon of the NO We INaYy define the NO 4S the number of the
mobile ıng 121): it 15 the mobile aA4s dıfferentiated secundum rationem;
the mobile d dıfferentiated accordıng Pr10r and poster10r ; the mobile
AdS numbered accordıng pr10r and posterI10r. But ONC addıtional
prec1ision indıspensable. Earlıer 1168 emphatıcally sei OWN h1s
preference for UNILLAS numerı OVCI AUMEerus mobilis d ormula fOor the
NO Since unıty espeaks the identity of the NO ıle virtually

119) Ibid., fol 04a (under Quod quidem jgitur): << Habehbiıt CISO UNC ad tempus
sıcut mobiıle ad Et DCI locum proportione UuNcC ad mobiıle sıcut
tempus habet ad MOoLum » So far KNOW, thıs altered proportional relatıonshıp 18 nOot
found in Averroes. But ıt 18 employed by Aquınas (< S1IC igıtur UNCcC ad lempus, sicut
mobiıle ad MOLUumM CIgO secundum COomMMuUuLAtAmM proportionem sıcut tempus ad mMmOotum, ıta
ei UNC ad mobile »} (In pDhYyS., I 18, 4) TIhe sıimılarıty of wordıing makes it probable that
ıles borrowed thıs << changed proposıtiıon »} from Aquınas

120) Ihid. << Nunc CISO materı1alıter nıhıl est alıud qUamm 1DSsa substantıa reli mobilıs ».
121) Gıiles twıce speaks of the 1O AUMErus mobilis in ibid., fol e (under

M anifestum est) See 110 above.
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contamıng the notion of number 122)' The upshot, IMNaYy suggesti, 15
1r definıtion of the NO not ully explicıtated by ı1les the NO 1S the
UNILAS nNumerı mobilis, it 1S unıty-of-the-number of the mobile ıng hıs
formulatıon ures both the materı1a|l and formal es of the NO yet
Duts the primary STIrTESS the NO in ıts EAYS reale OT self-ıdentity. FOor, 4S

regards thıs latter poıint, 1les 1s areful {O insist that the NO secundum
rem 15 ONC ıth the substance of the mobile hI1s formal sıde of the NO  ,
its ratıo number of the mobıle, 15 superadde feature that arıses from
OUT intentional ACIS numberıng the Dr10T7 and poster10r phases of the
mobiıile hıs permutated proportiona resemblance also undergirds the

the question ‘does the NO Cadsure mobiıile thıngs 23) Tıme,
ıt Was argued earlıer, o€es not CAdSUurTec the primary motıiıon In 16 it
resides ASs DASSLO In ıts subject. But ıt o€es CasSure all other mobiıle
thıngs, in IC it has subjective existence. Correspondingly, the NO
O€s nOoTt CasSsuTre the primum mobile in 1C it 1S subjectively sıtuated,
but it ql the other mobiles precısely dSs mobiles

In the perspective of the first proportiona relatiıonship the NO 1S
tO time dSs the mobile 1s tOo motion defined the NO fırst, d the
formally other subject of time and, secondly, d4s the number of time (the
second definıtion cCarrıes ıth ıt the implıcation that the NO 15 the
INCASUTEC of tıme) In the 1g of the second proportional relationship,
permutatıon Hirstucs the NO 1S LO the mobile dSs time 1S LO motıon

defined the 1910) thırdly, as the number of the mobiıle OL, INOTEC exactly,
d4sSs the unıty-of-the-number of the mobiıle, definıtion bearıng wıthın 1t
the corollary that the NO 1s the Casure of all mobile thıngs other than
the primary mobile

Special problems Only ONC NO OT the
instantaneous posıtioning of all mobile thıngs other than the primary
mobiıle hıs measuratıonal unicıty of the NO provıdes the key for
understandıng (1) the actual instantaneous propagatıon of 1g and 11)
the hypothetical instantaneous fall of body In perfect VacCuum

(1) In spıte of AdDPDPCAaATaNCceS, the OECUTIENGE 0)8 the em1ıss10on of1g 1$
NOT motıion. Because the alr has CONtrary dısposıtıon 1g time
1S required fOor the introduction of the 1919  S form, LO the alr Can be
completely ıllumınated in instant 124)' Yet it remaıns Irue that 1g

122) Ibid., fol 03b See HA above.
123) Ibid., fol 04a (under Quod quidem igitur).
124) Ibid., Z fol 11lc (under At VerQ0 prius). Farlıer ıles mentions the

nontemporal instantaneous transmiıssıon of lıght <<14  J. M. Quinn  containing the notion of number *??). The upshot, we may suggest, is a  third definition of the now not fully explicitated by Giles: the now is the  unitas numeri mobilis, it is unity-of-the-number of the mobile thing. This  formulation captures both the material and formal notes of the now, yet  puts the primary stress on the now in its esse reale or self-identity. For, as  regards this latter point, Giles is careful to insist that the now secundum  rem is one with the substance of the mobile. This formal side of the now,  its ratio or number of the mobile, is a superadded feature that arises from  our intentional acts numbering the prior and posterior phases of the  mobile. This permutated proportional resemblance also undergirds the  response to the question :does the now measure mobile things !23)? Time,  it was argued earlier, does not measure the primary motion in which it  resides as a passio in its subject. But it does measure all other mobile  things, in which it has no subjective existence. Correspondingly, the now  does not measure the primum mobile in which it is subjectively situated,  but it measures all the other mobiles precisely as mobiles.  In the perspective of the first proportional relationship — the now is  to time as the mobile is to motion — we defined the now, first, as the  formally other subject of time and, secondly, as the number of time (the  second definition carries with it the implication that the now is the  measure of time). In the light of the second proportional relationship, a  permutation of'the first — the now is to the mobile as time is to motion —  we defined the now, thirdly, as the number of the mobile or, more exactly,  as the unity-of-the-number of the mobile, a definition bearing within it  the corollary that the now is the measure of all mobile things other than  the primary mobile.  5. Special problems. Only one now oversees or measures the  instantaneous positioning of all mobile things other than the primary  mobile. This measurational unicity of the now provides the key for  understanding (i) the factual instantaneous propagation of light and (ii)  the hypothetical instantaneous fall of a body in a perfect vacuum.  (i) In spite of appearances, the occurrence or the emission of light is  not a motion. Because the air has no contrary disposition to light, no time  is required for the introduction of the new form, i.e., the air can be  completely illuminated in an instant *?*). Yet it remains true that light  122) Zbid., fol. 103b. See n. 111 above.  123) Jbid., fol. 104a (under Quod quidem igitur).  124) Jbid., 1. 27, fol. 1llc (under At vero prius). Earlier Giles mentions the  nontemporal or instantaneous transmission of light : « ... lux multiplicat se in non temporelux multıplıcat in NON tempore
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be that aCCount fOor Stiream of 1g
apparently must posıt the ex1istence of everal mMmutata AAY S Oments
dıfferentiate the Varıo0us posıtions taken Dy the 1g along ıts path
hrough the alr 125). The evera]l OMmMents WICHOU intervenıing track
ofmotion) that mark the dıverse places occupled Dy the transmıssıon of
1g ATe measured Dy ONC and the SdIllc instant. As time 1s elated 18
motıon, > ıles ArguCcs, 15 the instant elated moment ÖT set of
Oments Nature cannot pluralıty of times: seated in the ONC

prıimary motıon, sıngle time all COSmMIC mMmovements
Correspondingly, the ONECNCSS of the instant in the primary mobile
dıctates that: despıite the pluralıty of moments, there be only ONC instant
measurıng partıcular transmıiıssıon of lıght 0)8 seit of Oments hıs 15
admittedly posıtıon that not all ıll eem satısfyıng, but ıts alternatıves
AdIiIcC paradoxıcal. If posıt everal instants fOor the transmıssıon of 1g

aAIC, in fiect, introducıng several ulalta NS iın the heaven 0)8 primary
mobile and thus abolıshing the unıcıty secundum re  S of the NO galn,
optıng fOor nonınstantaneous transmıssıon WOU entaııl the iıllumınatıon
of alr in interval of tıme (sınce {WO instants, ıf really L[WO, must ave

intervenıing segment CONSCQHQUCNCEC that [UNS Counter to the VIEW
T1stolile and to the already DIOVEN ONCNECSS of the primary motion and
of time. The pomint of conflıct ıth the ONCNECSS of time WOU SCCINM be
thıs the time-interval posıted for the transmıssıon of 1g. WOU be
paıred ın the primary motıiıon not ıth ıke time-interval but wıth
instant. In other words, INCONZTUOUS matchıng of the COSMIC instant
ıth time-interval 15 tantamount claımıng [WO ontıcally dıverse tımes,
1C 1S of COUISC physıcally iımpossıble.

11) 11les partıally sımılar solution to the eAaSsSur:‘  nt of
the fall of body in perfect VaCUuum In CoOniras the PrevIOus
question, 16 hat 1S, fOr ıles, establıshed fact, the second
problem hypothetical Casc Let us conduct hought-
experıment, 1les be sayıng, and SUDDOSC that there actually
OCCUIS hat 1S ordınarıly noOoL ırectly observable In resistance-Iree
mediıum the fall of body has be instantaneous. Yet the incontestable
fact that the fallıng body Occuples diverse poınts p: of SPACC requıres
several ultaltla V AYS 126). hıs ralıses nettlesome question 15 such fall

in LOLO medı10 quı1a NO  —_ invenıt in contrarıamdısposıtionemThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  5  seems to be a movement, so that to account for a stream of light we  apparently must posit the existence of several mutata esse or moments to  differentiate the various positions taken by the light along its path  through the air !?°). The several moments (without an intervening track  of motion) that mark the diverse places occupied by the transmission of  light are measured by one and the same instant. As time is related to  motion, so, Giles argues, is the instant related to a moment or set of  moments. Nature cannot abide a plurality of times: seated in the one  primary motion, a single time measures all cosmic movements.  Correspondingly, the oneness of the instant in the primary mobile  dictates that, despite the plurality of moments, there be only one instant  measuring a particular transmission of light or set of moments. This is  admittedly a position that not all will deem satisfying, but its alternatives  are paradoxical. If we posit several instants for the transmission of light,  we are, in effect, introducing several mutata esse in the heaven or primary  mobile and thus abolishing the unicity secundum rem of the now. Again,  opting for a noninstantaneous transmission would entail the illumination  of air in an interval of time (since two instants, if really two, must have  an intervening segment) — a consequence that runs counter to the view  of Aristotle and to the already proven oneness of the primary motion and  of time. The point of conflict with the oneness of time would seem to be  this: the time-interval posited for the transmission of light would be  paired in the primary motion not with a like time-interval but with an  instant. In other words, an incongruous matching of the cosmic instant  with a time-interval is tantamount to claiming two ontically diverse times,  which is of course physically impossible.  (ii) Giles proposes a partially similar solution to the measurement of  the fall of a body in a perfect vacuum. In contrast to the previous  question, which turns on what is, for Giles, established fact, the second  problem concerns a hypothetical case. Let us conduct a thought-  experiment, Giles seems to be saying, and suppose that there actually  occurs what is ordinarily not directly observable. In a resistance-free  medium the fall of a body has to be instantaneous. Yet the incontestable  fact that the falling body occupies diverse points or parts of space requires  several mutata esse*?°). This raises a nettlesome question : is such a fall  in toto medio quia non invenit in eo contrariam  ldispositionem W (D 1 43, ol 9lc-d  [under Si enim quatuor)).  125) Jbid., fol. 111le-d,  126) /bid., fol. 111d.»} (ibid., F3 fol 91c-d
|under S57 nım quatuor)).

125) Ibid., fol C-
126) Ibid., fol 11d
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measured Dy ONMNC instant several instants 27)9 complete paralle ıth
the iıllumınatıon Casc 1S impermissıble, fOr VacCcuum aCcC PTrODECT
ordınatıon the primary mobile hus the several Oments markıng the
fall ave be measured, ıt WOUu SCCHN, DYy several instants. No continuum
1! these instants together, for the continulty of time derıves from that
of motlion, and motıon ASs such 1S possıble ıIn VacCcuum 128). Indeed
Siınce the instants in VaCuum do not make tiıme-lıne, INaYy 1ın of
them 4S reducıble ONC instant ın effect; the fall OCCUIS, in SOIMNC, in
ONC instant alone. The instants AaTc pluralızed and dıversıfie secundum
ratıonem, but secundum rem the instant remaıns OMNC and the Samne 129)°
Another, MmMOSstT formıdable question iıtself 1S there an Yy
SUCCESSION the instants viewed secundum ratiıonem Experiencing
certaın intellectua anguısh, 11l1es observes that thıs dıfficulty 1S
verıtable labyrınth 130). In whatever dırection the mınd grop«cS, the WaY

blocked, each exıt becomes wall, and the miınd,
ost in INa of turnıngs wıthout detectable CHICSS, continues
tumble about in search of the aylıght outsıde. The suppression of
SUCCESSION 1S absolutely untenable;: xclude dıversıty of posıtıon 15
do aWaY wıth the poss1ıbilıty of fall heavy fallıng body WOUuU ave
sımultaneously OCCUDY all the dıverse of VacCcuum If opt for
SUCCESS1ION, ASs apparently must, aAaTrc drıven into the posıtion,
contradıctory ıts face, that there Can be SUCCESSION in ONC and the SaImne

instant (for ere SUCCESSION VCI everal instants aMOUNTS SUCCEsSSION in
ONC instant). As partless, instant properly ıng 0)4 change
that 1S partless, whereas SUCCESSION In VaCUUM, however carefully
qualıified, remaıns SUCCESSION partıtıve ser1es in SOIMMNC real
Instantaneıty and SucCcCession dIC dıametrically opposed ıf there 15
SUCCESSION, it cannot in ONec and the SAaIillec instant; ıf the several
instants COMMEC oWn LO 0)8 aAaTCc effectively equa LO only ONC instant, there
Can be SUCCESSION. However piercingly put, the contradıctorıiness 1s
only511es contends, and those who surrender LO the dılemma
d inevıtable dIC eing hoodwınked Dy ıllusory iımage-thınkıng Once

rıse above the clouds of image-1deas, Can analytıcally lıberate

127) Ibid., fol
128) Ibid., fol 2a-b.
129) Ibid., fol 12b.
130) Ihid.
131) Ibid., fol 2bD-C.
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ourselves from the sophısms hat deny the congrulty Of success1veness and
instantaneıty. The first sub-dıfficulty ıf there 15 SUCCESSION, there
cannot be only ONC instant opples in the 1g of the dıstiınetion
between comprehensıve and PrFrODCI CcCasure 32) Viewed ASs a DIODCI
MECASUTC, the ONC NO cCannot contaın dıversıty of pos1it1ons marked DYy
instants, but viewed d4s comprehensıive OT assıstıng INCASUITC, ıt Can
embrace SUCCESsSION of posıt1ons and instants. The NO of eterniıty
properly only the eing OT duratıon of God, but dS d

comprehensive CASUTE it takes In and assısts E: the
functioning of all tiımes. The eternal OW S comprehensıve measurıng
of the dıversity and SUCCEesSsS10ON of times Oes not imperıl ın an Y WaY 1ts
absolutely sımple and indıviısıble character. Analogously, ONE temporal
instant Can comprehensıvely, but not properly, CadSuTre A SUCCESSION of
instants. The plural instants measurıng the plural Oments IN VACUO aAaTrec

comprehensıvely measured by the ONEC celestial instant. The second sub-
dıfficulty ıf there 1$ only ONC instant, there Can hbe SUCCESSION 15
also DYy image-free reflection. No quantıtatıive addıtiıon 1S
requıired guarantee sSuccession  133). a Can suddenly,
stantaneously succeed whıte segment of tıme, let SdYy, 1S succeeded
Dy instant, but the SDan comprising the instant time 15
longer than the tiıme-segment alone. Hence the comprehensıve foldıng
of severa|] instants In ONC instant O€s noTl nullıfy SUCCESSION. hus
SUCCESSION wıthout empora extension accompanıes pluralıty of
instants punctuatıng VaAaCUuum instants really encompassed Dy the ONEC
instant. hus the fall of heavy body in VaCUuuUumMm 1S ruly SUCCESSIVE and
ruly instantaneous.

At the end of thıs consıderatıion ıles ppends oftfe of cautiıon that
IMaYy allay the fears of dıscerning readers wh MaYy be alternately amazed
and appalled al dialectical intricacıes that put attractıve face hat
SOTINC INAaY only physıca fantasızıng. Strictly speakıng, he prudently
adds, neıther motion NOT time Can exıst during the fall of heavy body IN

134). Hence {rom the viewpoimnt of strıct observatıon have been
hypothesizing physıca impossı1bilıties. Mutata AAYS hat dIcC NnOoTt properly
correlated ıth and measured DYy theır celest1ia. equıvalent AdTiIC impossı1ıble.

l32) Ibid., fol 12c.
133) Ihid.

134) Ihid. Io ndo COPYIst s OT, ıt INaYy be hoted, should read (S1X Iınes Irom

levıis »}

the end of Giules’s consıderation ere « descensus alıcunus graVvIis »} rather than alıculus
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18 imposs1ıble also for VaCUuum be marked Dy everal instants devo1d
of intervenıng segment of time. perfectly VaCUuUOUS in O
body 1S physıcally unthiınkable Thus ave een ponderıng
purely hypothetical CaSC, ONMNC not physıcally observable ÖT reproducıble in
experience ()I: experıment. But Call abstractly rumınate about such
hypothesıs, and ıf posıt such iımpossıble of affaırs 135) if thıs
ımpossı1ıble sıtuatıon Can be thought of A possıble, it COUuU. be justified
only along the lınes already astutely aıd oWn SOMNC ulala EAYS WOU
NnOL be properly measured in the instant of celestial motion but broadly
comprehended DYy the ONC NO of time; the instants markıng the posıtıon
along the path of the fallıng body WOU be physıca but dıscontinuous,
untied {O intervenıng of tiıme ; SUCCESSION WOU the
everal instants yel the several instants WOU be comprehensively
measured by, and effect1vely amount LO, only ONC instant 136).

135) Ihid. « T amen S1 tale ımpossı1bıle poneretur, sequeretur quod essent alıqua
mutata CSSC NO  —_ educta in MOLUu caelı... »

l36) Ihroughout thıs diıscussıion 11es sticks unswervingly the instantaneous
character of an Yy fall in VaCuum hıs posıtıon restis uDON eflects the INOTC COININON

interpretatiıon ofthe sıxth paradox that, Arıstotle argucs, mılıtates agaınst the poss1bılıty of
the separate o1d posıted Dy Atomists Accordıing Arıstotle, the evacuatıon of all
intervenıing matier and therefore of all resistance WOU enable fallıng body Taverse
dıstance in tiıme al all, 1.e.,; instantaneously. Giles wriıtes : < Ergo quı1a Nnı est ıbı
impediens, nullum requıretur ıbı t(emMpPpuSs. Motus CIgO INn ul T1t velox q
tardus Immo nullus erıt ıbı MOLUS Cu de ratiıone MOTLUS sıt quod f1at ın tempore )»}» (In phys.,
I fol Yla ‚under igıitur in|). gaın (<18  J. M. Quinn  It is mpossible also for a vacuum to be marked by several instants devoid  of an intervening segment of time. A perfectly vacuous space in which a  body falls is physically unthinkable. Thus we have been pondering a  purely hypothetical case, one not physically observable or reproducible in  experience or experiment. But we can abstractly ruminate about such a  hypothesis, and if we posit such an impossible state of affairs *?°), if this  impossible situation can be thought of as possible, it could be justified  only along the lines already astutely laid down: some mutata esse would  not be properly measured in the instant of celestial motion but broadly  comprehended by the one now of time; the instants marking the position  along the path of the falling body would be physical but discontinuous,  untied to an intervening tract of time ; succession would occur among the  several instants yet the several instants would be comprehensively  measured by, and effectively amount to, only one instant *3°).  135) /bid.: « Tamen si tale impossibile poneretur, sequeretur quod essent aliqua  mutata esse non reducta in motu caeli... ».  136) Throughout this discussion Giles sticks unswervingly to the instantaneous  character of any fall in a vacuum. This position rests upon or reflects the more common  interpretation of the sixth paradox that, Aristotle argues, militates against the possibility of  the separate void posited by Atomists. According to Aristotle, the evacuation of all  intervening matter and therefore of all resistance would enable a falling body to traverse a  distance in no time at all, i.e., instantaneously. Giles writes: « Ergo quia nihil est ibi  impediens, nullum requiretur ibi tempus. Motus ergo in vacuo neque erit velox neque  tardus. Immo nullus erit ibi motus cum de ratione motus sit quod fiat in tempore » (In phys.,  IV, 1. 12, fol. 91a [under /d igitur in]). Again: « ... si esset aliquid spatium vacuum et in eo  tolleret omne medium resistens, mobile pertransiret illud spatium in non tempore. Dicerem  enim quod sicut lux multiplicat se in non tempore in toto medio quia non invenit in eo  contrariam dispositionem ; sic si esset spatium vacuum corpus gravis vel leve transiret illud  in non tempore. Quia non inveniret ibi corpus medium impediens eius motum » (ibid., fol.  91b-c). Avempace or Ibn-Badja, a twelfth-century Spanish Moslem, rejects this sixth  inconvenience, claiming that even with the removal of the medium a body would travel a  distance in some time. Averroes devotes a lengthy rejoinder to turning back this attack (n  phys., IV, com. 71, fol. 160H-162C); and in essentials Giles makes these counter-arguments  his own (In phys., IV, 1. 13, fol. 91b-92b). (We say « in essentials » advisedly, for, as we shall  see presently, Giles introduces a remarkable refinement). In opposition to Averroes,  however, St. Thomas maintains that Aristotle’s argument is strictly a classic argumentum ad  hominem: « ... ratio Aristotelis inducta est ratio ad contradicendum positioni, et non ratio  demonstrativa simpliciter » (In phys., IV, 1. 12, n. 10). In Aquinas’s view, Aristotle is  granting for the moment, but not conceding, that the resistance of the medium is the sole  reason for the different velocities of falling bodies : remove the medium, and the movement  occurs in no time at all. What Aristotle holds apart from this particular dialectical tactic,  Aquinas contends, is really this: because the nature of the body plays a decisive role in the  speed ofiits fall, a body will cover a certain distance in a certain time even in the absence of a  medium. With the exception of the material on Giles, a very illuminating survey of this  problem is to be found in James A. Weisheipl, O.P., « Motion in a Void: Aquinas and  Averroes », in St. Thomas Aquinas: Commemorative Studies 1274-1974 (Toronto: PontificalS1 se alıquıid spatıum VaCuum el in
Ollere' INNEC medium resistens, mobile pertransıret spatıum ıIn NO  —_ tempore 1cerem
nım quod sicut lux multıplıcat ın NO  — tempore In LOLO med10 quı1a 110 invenıt in
contrarıam dıspositionem ; S1IC S1 esse spatıum VaCUuum COI DUS graVvIis ve] leve transıret
In NO  >; empore Quıa NO inveniıret ıDl COTDUS medium impediens e1us mMotum »}» (ibid., fol
=-C Avempace Ibn-Badja, twelfth-century Spanısh oslem, rejects thıs sıxth
inconven1ence, claımıng that VvVen ıth the removal of the medium body WOU. travel
dıstance ın SOINC time. Averroes devotes lengthy rejoınder urnıng back thıs attack (In
phYS., I CO IT fol 160H-162C); and in essentials Giles makes ese Counter-arguments
h1s ( W (In DAYS., [ 13 fol 91b-92b). (We SaYy < ın essentıals » advısedly, fOr, chall
SCC presently, Giles introduces remarkable refinement). In opposıtıon Averroes,
however, St Ihomas maıiıntains that Arıstotle’s argumen 18 strictly classıc argumentum
hominem:: (<18  J. M. Quinn  It is mpossible also for a vacuum to be marked by several instants devoid  of an intervening segment of time. A perfectly vacuous space in which a  body falls is physically unthinkable. Thus we have been pondering a  purely hypothetical case, one not physically observable or reproducible in  experience or experiment. But we can abstractly ruminate about such a  hypothesis, and if we posit such an impossible state of affairs *?°), if this  impossible situation can be thought of as possible, it could be justified  only along the lines already astutely laid down: some mutata esse would  not be properly measured in the instant of celestial motion but broadly  comprehended by the one now of time; the instants marking the position  along the path of the falling body would be physical but discontinuous,  untied to an intervening tract of time ; succession would occur among the  several instants yet the several instants would be comprehensively  measured by, and effectively amount to, only one instant *3°).  135) /bid.: « Tamen si tale impossibile poneretur, sequeretur quod essent aliqua  mutata esse non reducta in motu caeli... ».  136) Throughout this discussion Giles sticks unswervingly to the instantaneous  character of any fall in a vacuum. This position rests upon or reflects the more common  interpretation of the sixth paradox that, Aristotle argues, militates against the possibility of  the separate void posited by Atomists. According to Aristotle, the evacuation of all  intervening matter and therefore of all resistance would enable a falling body to traverse a  distance in no time at all, i.e., instantaneously. Giles writes: « Ergo quia nihil est ibi  impediens, nullum requiretur ibi tempus. Motus ergo in vacuo neque erit velox neque  tardus. Immo nullus erit ibi motus cum de ratione motus sit quod fiat in tempore » (In phys.,  IV, 1. 12, fol. 91a [under /d igitur in]). Again: « ... si esset aliquid spatium vacuum et in eo  tolleret omne medium resistens, mobile pertransiret illud spatium in non tempore. Dicerem  enim quod sicut lux multiplicat se in non tempore in toto medio quia non invenit in eo  contrariam dispositionem ; sic si esset spatium vacuum corpus gravis vel leve transiret illud  in non tempore. Quia non inveniret ibi corpus medium impediens eius motum » (ibid., fol.  91b-c). Avempace or Ibn-Badja, a twelfth-century Spanish Moslem, rejects this sixth  inconvenience, claiming that even with the removal of the medium a body would travel a  distance in some time. Averroes devotes a lengthy rejoinder to turning back this attack (n  phys., IV, com. 71, fol. 160H-162C); and in essentials Giles makes these counter-arguments  his own (In phys., IV, 1. 13, fol. 91b-92b). (We say « in essentials » advisedly, for, as we shall  see presently, Giles introduces a remarkable refinement). In opposition to Averroes,  however, St. Thomas maintains that Aristotle’s argument is strictly a classic argumentum ad  hominem: « ... ratio Aristotelis inducta est ratio ad contradicendum positioni, et non ratio  demonstrativa simpliciter » (In phys., IV, 1. 12, n. 10). In Aquinas’s view, Aristotle is  granting for the moment, but not conceding, that the resistance of the medium is the sole  reason for the different velocities of falling bodies : remove the medium, and the movement  occurs in no time at all. What Aristotle holds apart from this particular dialectical tactic,  Aquinas contends, is really this: because the nature of the body plays a decisive role in the  speed ofiits fall, a body will cover a certain distance in a certain time even in the absence of a  medium. With the exception of the material on Giles, a very illuminating survey of this  problem is to be found in James A. Weisheipl, O.P., « Motion in a Void: Aquinas and  Averroes », in St. Thomas Aquinas: Commemorative Studies 1274-1974 (Toronto: Pontificalratıo Arıstotelıis inducta est ratıo ad contradıcendum posit10n1, ei NO  ; ratıo
demonstratıva sımplıcıter » (In DhYS., I 10) In Aquinas’s VIEW, Arıstotle 15
grantiıng for the moment, but nOt conceding, that the resistance of the mediıum 15 the sole
[Cason for the dıfferent velocıtıes of fallıng bodies: TeMOVEC the medium, and the movemen
OCCUTS ıIn time at all What Arıstotle holds from thıs partıcular dıalectical tactıc,
Aquiınas contends, IS really thıs because the nature of the body plays decisive role ın the
spee of ıts fall, body 111 certaın dıstance in certaın time ven INn the absence of
medium. Wıth the excepti0n of the mater1ıal ıles, VC: ıllumınatıng SULVCY of thıs
problem 1$ be found in James Weısheı1pl, << Motıon ın o1d Aquınas and
Averroes » ın ST T’homas qUInasS: OommemoOrative Studies 7 n (Toronto: Pontifical
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Obscurity NO Conceptual famılıarıty wıth certaın objects
Can induce alse securıty of understandıng by pushıng {O the irınges of
attention incomprehensible, unt1ıdy, and inscrutable features of object.

Instıtute of edieva Studies, 46 7-488® In showıng that Galıleo Was of
Aquiınas’s opınıon (the sclentist refers St JTomas, along ıth others, supporting
the posıtıon that motion in o1d WOUuU take place In 1me), Fr Weısheıipl poılnts the
importance of thıs question ın the development of early modern sclence. Though Fr
Weısheıpl’s study 18 admırabily searchıing and balanced, the question of the temporalıty of
resistance-free fall remaıns unsettled and perplexing. Even ıf the basıc COBENCY of
Aquiınas’s refutatıon of Averroes, St homas’s posıtıon 0€es nNnOot SCCI1 entirely immune
objection. Implicıit in Aquiınas’s 1eW 15 the continulty of the motion through m9
but SDaCCc devoıd of actual matter 18 SDaCc wıthout the physıcal magnıtude that 18 the
of continulty for motıion and tiıme Zero resistance .6} magnıtude, and OE
magnıtude SrU continulty. hıs 18 hat IS sharply ocused and clearly sei forth in
Giles’s approach: vemen CVeCN through o1d mMust contaın SUCCESSION, but SUCCESSION
wıthout continulty, the SUCCESSION of dıscrete MuLaAalad AWYS Out of fealty the prıma facıe
meanıng of the Arıstotelıan {exti elaborated Dy Averroes, CGiles clings, ven ın the face of
Tres paradoXx, the notion that VaCUuum ntaıls instantaneous MOvemen Supposing
Aquinas’s strictures Averroes be valı Can diıscard the emphasıs instantaneity
and retaın Giules’s piıcture of body whose trıp through VaCuum ıs- marked DYy
discontinuous Oments correspondiıing the pluralızed pOosıt1ons In A m D
Though should leave off reminding ourselves that ere AT engaged 1ın empirıcal
speculatıon Oou the empirically nonobservable and physıcally unthinkable, (nles’s
scheme of bodıly transıtıon SUCCess1oNn wıthout magnıtude represent condıtions
iın absolutely radıcally evacuated >DacCc INOTE accurately than Aquınas’s retantıon of
magnıtude and continulty. As regards the ımpact Galıleo of the Thomiuistic ‚dSC for
motion iın VaCUum, Fr Weısheipl’s concludıng remarks AdICc commendably CIrCcumspect
C< do not INCcCan that Thomiuistic natural phılosophy prepare: the WaYy for classıcal physıcs.
hıs WOU be claım LOO muchThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  19  6. Obscurity of the now. Conceptual familiarity with certain objects  can induce a false security of understanding by pushing to the fringes of  attention incomprehensible, untidy, and inscrutable features of an object.  Institute of Medieval Studies, 1974), I. pp. 467-488. In showing that Galileo was aware of  Aquinas’s opinion (the great scientist refers to St. Tomas, along with others, as supporting  the position that motion in a void would take place in time), Fr. Weisheipl points up the  importance of this question in the development of early modern science. Though Fr.  Weisheipl’s study is admirably searching and balanced, the question of the temporality of a  resistance-free fall remains unsettled and perplexing. Even if we grant the basic cogency of  Aquinas’s refutation of Averroes, St. Thomas’s position does not seem entirely immune to  objection. Implicit in Aquinas’s view is the continuity of the motion through empty space;  but space devoid of actual matter is space without the physical magnitude that is the source  of continuity for motion and time. Zero resistance means zero magnitude, and zero  magnitude means zero continuity. This is what is sharply focused and clearly set forth in  Giles’s approach : movement even through a void must contain succession, but succession  without continuity, the succession of discrete mutata esse. Out of fealty to the prima facie  meaning of the Aristotelian text as elaborated by Averroes, Giles clings, even in the face of  fresh paradox, to the notion that a vacuum entails instantaneous movement. Supposing  Aquinas’s strictures on Averroes to be valid, we can discard the emphasis on instantaneity  and retain Giles’s picture of a body whose trip through a vacuum is-marked by  discontinuous moments corresponding to the pluralized positions in an empty space.  Though we should never leave off reminding ourselves that here we are engaged in empirical  speculation about the empirically nonobservable and physically unthinkable, Giles’s  scheme of bodily transition or succession without magnitude seems to represent conditions  in an absolutely or radically evacuated space more accurately than Aquinas’s retantion of  magnitude and continuity. As regards the impact on Galileo of the Thomistic case for  motion in a vacuum, Fr. Weisheipl’s concluding remarks are commendably circumspect :  «... wedo not meanthat Thomistic natural philosophy prepared the way for classical physics.  This would be to claim too much ... a specifically Averroist physics did exist in medieval  philosophy [which] was vigorously opposed by St. Thomas and others. Only when Averroist  physics was rejected could modern classical physics begin » (loc. cit., p. 488). Yet two further  specifications suggest that the Thomistic influence on Galileo was still less marked than Fr.  Weisheipl indicates. First, Galileo’s reliance on Aquinas among others was an appeal to  authority — a dialectical move of the weakest probative value. Secondly, Galileo was aiming  at establishing movement in an experimental vacuum, i.e., one from which all observable or  accountable matter has been removed, which is a far cry from the separate void of the  Atomists. He was concerned with what our contemporaries, with more sophisticated  instrumentation, have achieved in the so-called vacuum tube, which is, from the angle of the  Atomists’s void, a facon de parler. Electrons move through a vacuum with differential  direction and strength that would be of course, impossible in a strictly separate void (cf.  Vincent Edward Smith, The General Science of Nature [Milwaukee : Bruce, 1958], p. 302). So  far as I know, Averroes did not rule out as impossible an experimental vacuum of the sort  that Galileo was advocating. Perhaps some of Averroes’s later medieval disciples did leap  from his interpretation of Aristotle’s sixth difficulty as involving instantaneous movement  (a conclusion in general or fundamental natural philosophy) to the hardline position that no  experimental evacuation of ponderable matter was conceivable (a conclusion in specialized  natural science). In that event the allegedly retarding influence of Averroistic physics on the  rise of modern science would rest on a misreading of Averroes and a misunderstanding ofspecıfically Averroist physıcs dıd ex1ıist ın medieva.
phılosophy [which] Was vigorously Oopposed Dy St TIhomas and others Only when Averroist
physıcs Was rejected COu modern classıcal phyS1Cs begıin >> (loc. CH., 488) Yet [WO urther
specıfications suggest that the Thomiuistic influence Galıleo Was ST1. less marked than Fr
Weısheıpl indıcates. ırst, alleo’'s relıance Aquıiınas others Was appeal
authorıty dıialectical INOVEC weakest probatıve value. Secondly, Galıleo W dAs aımıng
al establıshingenın experiımental VaCuUum, 1.e), ONe from whıch all observable
accountable matter has een removed, 1C 15 far CI Y fIrom the rate o1d of the
Atomists He W ds cConcerned ıth hat OUT contemporarIıes, ıth INOTC sophıstiıcated
instrumentation, ave achıeved ın the so-called VaCuuUm tube,C 1S, from the angle of the
Atomists’s vol1d, facon de parler. Electrons INOVC hrough VaCUuuUum ıth dıfferential
dırection and strengt that WOU be of COUISC, ımpossıble In strictly separate o1d (cf.
Vıncent Edward Smith, The General Science O,  alure |Mılwaukee : Bruce, 302) So
far KNOW, Averroes dıd nOot rule Out impossıble experımental VacCcuum of the SOTT
that Galıleo Was advocatıng. Perhaps SOINC of Averroes’s later medieval dıscıples dıd leap
Irom hıs interpretation of Arıstotle’s S1IX dıifficulty involving instantaneous vemen
(a conclusıon in general fundamental natural phılosophy) the hardlıne posıtıon that
experımental evacuatıon of ponderable matter Was conceıvable (a conclusıon in specıalızed
natural scıence). In that even the allegediy retardıng influence of Averroistic physıcs the
rse of modern sclience WOUuU rest misreadıng of Averroes and miısunderstanding of
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theologıan systemi1zing the g1vens of al about Jesus MaYy be
caught in hıs explanatıons ASs end blot Out the deeply myster10us,
super-rational aspects God-man 50, LOO, phılosopher of time Can

expatıate the NO analyzıng, efinıng, demonstrating attrıbutes
wıthout adverting what 1S, for the contemporary mind, specıfic GTE
ofobscurıty and CVCN MYSterYy ıIn the NO Though cCannot effectively
penetrate the specıfic mYySstery of the NO Can Driefly indicate why
after apparently acceptable analysıs and crystal-clear definıtion the NO
ST1 dım, shadowy, CAaSV talk about. hard
catch hold of! The ancıents and medievals dıd nOot experiıenCce thıs mıxed

of clarıty and bafflement, because in theır sımpler geostatıc unıverse
they WEIC able pomnt the of the Outermost sphere in the
heavens 4S the COSMIC CIOC The NO Was thus concretely specıfable d
the << quantıity »» of the first wıthın nature the number of the
prıimary mobile Advances In instrumentation ave iırrevocabily razed that
tıdy WOT. plcture. ere ATC 1Xe and OUT solar System 1S only
ONC tıny portion of galaxy that 1S iıtself only ONEC

roughly bıllıon galaxıes In the unıverse. We aAaTe longer able make
intellıgent concerning the partıcular natural CIOC. let alone g1ve

ıts specıfiıcations. The staggerıng S17e and complexıity of the COSMMOS
rule Out an Y real possı1ıbilıty of our pınpoiminting the precise physıca ubject
of the 110 1ıle Can, in general, lay hold of the NO the partıculars
of ıts physıca sıtuatıon apparently lıe forever beyond OUT reach. hus
the definıtional clarıty in OUT cognıtıon of the NO 15 inescapabily
accompanıed Dy 1C darkness that hrouds its partıcular Urs and
ocatıon. sound natural phılosophy of the general meanıng of the NO
must humbly aCCepL AdSs unavoıdable seemıngly unfathomable natural
mystery concerning ıts partıcular hat and where.

The Existence of Time

Wıth the maın analyses of time and the NO securely behind uS,
ST1 ave clear certaın quası-dıialectical problems concerning the

the role of general natural phılosophy. WOU SCECTIN INOTE Judic10us lay such
m1sconcept10ns the OOr noOotLt ofAverroistic physıcs ın general but of certaın indıviduals of
the Averroistıic persuasıon. In ort, SINCE ere still remaın be unraveled ManYy
trands that went into the makıng of the mınds of Galıleo and other pıoneers along ıth
DIECCUTISOTIS of modern sclence. the ole busıness of apportionıing phılosophical praise
blame for the bırth and development of early modern scl1ence AapPCAaTrs be rsky and
per1lous enterprise demandıng the utmost restraınt and cautıon.
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exıstence and the ONeCNESS oftıme. Thıs secti1on 11l handle the question of
time’s exispence, and the concludıng section ıll deal ıth empora
unıcıty.

For convenılence 111 reali, fırst of all, under the head of ex1istence
the question unıversalıty ubıquıity of tıme, the COSmMIC of ıts
existence. Then 11l to the ILNOTEC troublesome question of time’s
relatıonshıp the soul.

Universality of time ITiıme’s ınkage wıth motion furnıshes
sufficiıentYfor ıts throughout al] of nature Time 18 the
DASSLO of 0Ca motıon, and ql] mobiles dIC in SOINC WaY 1n place 137).

not only actual motions but potentıal motions states of rest
d ell As ubıquı1tous, time shows three features 138). Fiırst, it 1s
INCASUTC, j ( 15 the primary factor in that 1S the FAaALSON d  Ea  etre of
all else in the Second, it 1S quantıtatıve INCASUTC; through
replıcatıon, ıt 1S equa what 1S measured (whereas God AS the CasSsurTre
of q ]] substances 15 91011 replicatıvely equıvalent Hıs creatures). 1r
A ave noted previously, time 15 the DASSLO of the first motıon and
extrinsically al] other motlons. Yet dıfficulties arıse Ouft of the

conflicting roles of time in relatıon motıon. On the OMNC hand,
insıst that time 18 materı1ally iıdentical ıth motıion: the other hand,
maıntaın that time 1s ounded 0) Wei, dıfferent from, motion.

materı1al identity of time ıth motion also lashes ıth tiıme a4s DASSLO of
motion, LE attrıbute dıstinet from ıts subject. comparıson ıth the
unıversal-particular relatıonshıp ets iın the NECCECSSATY 1g 139).
unıversal 1S materı1ally ÖT existentially identical ıth the partıcular, but
formally and intentionally the unıversal dıffers from the partıcular.
Sımilarly, time 15 materıally ÖT existentially ONC ıth motion, but ıts

137) In phySs., I 28, fol 12d (under Aut quıia mOotus). eing in place, 1ıles notes, 15
taken In the TOA| SINCEe, has een shown earlhlıer (IDId., [ S, fol 82C (under
Caelum 'ule: sicut|). the heaven Outermost sphere 18 properly and DCI nOot in place,
SINCEe, ultımate, ıt obviously cannot ave beyond ıt another body contamıng it In Sent.,

Z fol | 12K, which 15 concerned ıth whether all TUES dIC measured Dy the ONEC truth
In GO0d, ıles describes in the ONC-INAaNYy relatıon of time temporals analogy the OIMC
Tu measurıng the Man Y TUES (< omparatur CISO verıtas prıma siımplıcıter loquendo ad
omn1a entla sıcut CIMSUTa ad mensurata Igıtur sıcut tempus quod est CMNSUTA omnıum
temporalıum Comparatur ad Oomnıa temporalıa. Et omn1a quac Sunt hul1usmodiı temporalıa
dıcuntur, NON quıla tempus est ın e1S. sed quı1a 1psa Sunt ın tempore Ideo NO oportet tempus
plurıfıcarı secundum 1UMMECTIUM temporalıum, sed est unum tempus omnıum temporalıum.
Ita verıtas dıvına Comparatur ad omn1a entla creata (Omnı1a talıa dıcuntur VCIdA, NO  — quıa
verıtas est in e. sed quıa 1psa SUNtT 1n verıtate. Propter quod NO Ooportet unıtatem
multıplıcarı secundum multiplıcatıonem VEeETOTUM »

138) Ibid., fol N
139) Ibid., fol 13a
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dıstinct formal ratıo 1s ounded motion. The unıversal-particular
parallel, however, deficıent In [WO unıversal 15 NOT the
DASSLO of partıcular ; and unlıke DASSLO and subject, unıversal and
partıcular aATrec not ocated In dıfferent categorIes. ıftıng physıca
Comparıson, Giles’s AdNSWeEeT points actıon as DASSLO of motiıon that 1S
categorıically dıfferent from DASSIO. So LOO 1S ıt physıcally thinkable that In
spıte of eing prediıcamentally dıfferent irom motıion, time be DASSLO of
motion l40).

Objectivity of time. The problem of the ontıc status of time 15
rugged OMNC ıth iC mınds ave wrestiie fOor centurıies and concerning
16 CVCcCnNn wıthın the scholastıc tradıtion, CONSCHNSUS achılev-
able Very few AT 1spose to assıgn tO time completely miındfree
nıche in nature Tıme 0€es not SCCIMN be out there in the SAdI1llc WaYy tiree
and the of ıts leaves and theır peculıar shape lıe before uS, requır-
ıng intervention of mınd round off theır make-up. On the other
hand, MOST WOU cshrıink from gomg dSs far AdSs ant 0es in consiıgnıng
time exclusıvely the furnıture of the mind, ın thıs instance, inner
form of sens1ibıilıty. Most thınkers, 0)8 al least MOST realısts, ave Ooun in
the concept of time intermixture of physıca and mental features. 15
ıth thıs COMPDANY that 11es eagues hımself time 1s basıcally physıca
realıty that 1S completively mental. Tıme 1s both independent of and
ependent uUuDON the soul. The dıfficulty lıes in properly balancıng the
mınd-ındependent and mınd-dependent Components. 1HNEes Argucs first of
al] that because tiıme 1s number, it cCannot eXıist wıthout the soul. The t1e-1n
of time ıth motion, he maıntaıns secondly, AdSSUTECS tiıme fırm [078)
In nature Materıally 0)81% ıth motion, time in ıts complete CON-

ceptualızatıon exX1ists tormally in the soul.
(1) As number, time wıthout soul iımpossıble 141). In the lıne of

possı1ıbılıty number and subject capable of numberıng dIiIC recıprocally
elated If ubject capable of numberıing 1s possıble, thıngs able LO be
numbered ATC possıble ; and the 1S tirue hıs co-ımplıcatiıon
obtaıns in the lıne of impossı1bilıty also. If subject capable of numberıng
18 impossible, thıngs capable ofeing numbered AdIC ımpossıble also. If
soul capable of numberıng Can exI1st, number Can ex1ist. hus in the

140) In IDId., fol | 3a-b, 1les shows that the correlatıon between the 110 and time 1$
not exceptionless. Whıle time 18 the DASSLO of motion, the 110 15 nOoTt the DASSLO of the mobiıle,
for the 11O 18 materı1ally identified ıth the substance of the mobiıle, and DASSLO 1$ INOIC
than accıdent.

141) Ihid., fol 13b (under Utrum autem cum).
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absence of numberıng human intellect, tiıme cCannot eX1st. Underlyıng
the ar  u  9 1les 1S co-ıimplıcatiıon of and effect Where-
EVCI observe ffects OTr natural phenomena, search for theır PDC
CauscsSs BRut ıf certaın PTFOPDCI Causcs cannot exıst. theır correspondıng
ffects A lıkewıse impossıble. Specıiufically, ıf the PDC of
enumeratıon that 15 soul cCannot exIst: number 15 impossıble; and tıme,
whether taken AdSs numberıng number 0)8 numbered number, sımply
cCannot ex1st. Though ıles o€es not aCCOrd the pomint explıcıt attention, it

worth nothıng that therg not the actual existence
but the possı1ıbılıty of the soul 142). The O€s not [UN ıf the
soul oes not exI1st, number and therefore time do not ex1ist. recıprocal
relatıonshıp O€s not obtaın between the existence OT nonexıistence of the
soul and the existence 0)1 nonex1ıistence of time. As ıll be evidenced
shortly, time oes exıst in SOM are physıca apartı from the
soul. We cCannot sımply SaY ıf the soul oes not exI1st, tiıme oes not
ex1st. The reasonıing 1s pıtched the plane of possı1bılıty and
impossı1bılıty, and thıs plane Can apodıctally maıntaın : ıf there
Can be soul, there Can be number OI time.

(11) Tıme 1ın ıts physıca residence in motıon. It 15 ULCUMUe eNnS,
dıscernıble physıca. entity in virtue of ıts un1ıon wıth motion. As identified
ıth motion, tıme 1s independent of the soul 143)' undenıuable
that motion ıth ıts pr10r and poster10r phases eX1sts apar from the soul.
But time 1S nothıng but the Dr10T7 and poster10r INn motion taken dAS

numerable. Hence ıf motıon Caln ex1ist wıthout the soul, time also Can

exıst 1n independence of the soul. Certaıin entities such ASs sensıble thıngs
1 horse and the brown of ıts coat) ATC unaffected Dy the soul. ( 00
thıngs totally rely uDON the soul for an Yy objective existence; the 1re-

142) 1ıles undoubtedly relıes heavıly Averroes throughout h1s analysıs of the
connection between time and the soul Hıs readıng of thıs argumen clearly ollows
Averroes, whoesArıstotle f there Can be soul, ere Can be actıon that 15
numberıng; if numbering, ere Can be number: and ıf number, ere Can be
time (In DNYS., I COIN EL fol 202D-E). Takıng atly COunNnter VIeEW, however, Aquınas
holds that Arıstotle 15 posing question rather than g1ving ALSWOI. The problem raısed 15
ıf number depends the numeratıon soul, time MUSTt be completely ependent the
soul. Aquınas’s solutıon, implıcıt in Arıstotle, distinguıshes between poss1ible and actual
numberıng. If numberıng 1 impossı1ble, recıprocaliy 1$ number:;: and, Dy corollary, 18
time. But the actual number ofthıngs, SaYy the four ofa dog’'s CBS, oes NOT depend YOUI

numberıng them four. Sensıibles Can ex1st wıthout 192 and intellıgıbles
wıthout created intellect ; LtOO Can numerables exıist from the soul. Hence ıt 1S
only the VerIYy act of numberıing that depends the soul (In physS I L423: 4-5)

143) Ibid., fol 13b (under Sed hoc)
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breathıng Oonster called the chımera into thıs class. Entitıies iın
Ir TawWw part of theır objective ex1istence from the soul 1 44).
Viewed materı1ally, unıversal such ASs dog ÖT dogness 15 identified ıth
the VETYV nature of these beloved domestic anımals. In SOIINC unassaılable
5 the feature call dog o€es ex1ist as the prımary princıple in certaın
physıca partıculars. But viewed ormally, the unıversal 1S the nature
hought from the partıculars physıcally exhıbıting it The orma.
unıversal 15 the natfure denuded of indıvidualiızıng condiıtions; it 15 the
nature eiache from reference tO an Y partıcular dog The unıversal 15
thus constituted in ıts formalıty by the intellect. Wıthout human mınd
dogs WOU existing; but wıthout the intentional aCcts of the human
miınd, the unıversal dog, ASs strıppe: of ıts indıvıduatıng integuments,
WOUuU not ex1ist. sımılar dıstinction between physıca materıalızatıon
and intellectua. formalızatıon CCOUNTIS for time’s ndependence from and
dependence upDON the soul 145). en materı1ally, tiıme o€es exıist wıthout
the soul; it 1S, aveJust SCCHL, nothıng other than the prı10r and poster10r
in motion viewed a4as numerable. But taken ormally, time 1S absolutely
dependent the soul. Wıthout the numberıng of the soul ıts orma ratıo
that 18 number COU not be completed. The numberıing actıvity soul
1S$ strictly NECCECSSATY ıft the pr10r and poster10r of motion LO the estate of
actualıty and insure the attaınment of the orma ratiıo of time 146)°

l44) Ibid., fol C The chımera iıllustration 15 OUnN! in Averroes, In DhyS., I
CO ] l fol 202E The comparıson formal-materi1al actors in time ıth those in the
unıversal and partıcular clearly orıgınal ıth Giles Accordıing Annelıese Maıer,
Metaphysische Hintergründe der spätscholastischen Naturphilosophie oma Edıizıone dı
Storia Letteratura, 70-73, enNTY of Ghent, wh Iso adopts Averroes’s posıtion,
DOFrTOWS the unıversal-particular paralle from Giles « W ır en damıt Iso dıieselbe
Entscheidung, und dieselbe Parallele den Universalıen, WIeE be1ı egıdıus OMAanus un
sıcher nıcht hne Abhängigkeıt VON ıhm )»» (p F3}

145) Ibid., fol 15CcC C< 1psa nNnım DrIus eit posterı1us ın MOTfu sunt tempus
materıalıter. Completur amen ratıo ftormalıs 1DS1USs temporIıs quod alıa SUnT
numerabilıa ab anıma » The affınıty ıth Averroes 1s agaın evıdent. Averroes wriıtes :24  J. M. Quinn  breathing monster called the chimera falls into this class. Entities in a  third group draw part of their objective existence from the soul !*+).  Viewed materially, a universal such as dog or dogness is identified with  the very nature of these beloved domestic animals. In some unassailable  sense, the feature we call dog does exist as the primary principle in certain  physical particulars. But viewed formally, the universal is the nature  thought apart from the particulars physically exhibiting it. The formal  universal is the nature denuded of individualizing conditions; it is the  nature detached from reference to any particular dog. The universal is  thus constituted in its formality by the intellect. Without a human mind  dogs would go on existing; but without the intentional acts of the human  mind, the universal dog, as stripped of its individuating integuments,  would not exist. A similar distinction between physical materialization  and intellectual formalization accounts for time’s independence from and  dependence upon the soul **>). Taken materially, time does exist without  the soul; it is, we have just seen, nothing other than the prior and posterior  in motion viewed as numerable. But taken formally, time is absolutely  dependent on the soul. Without the numbering of the soul its formal ratio  that is number could not be completed. The numbering activity of the soul  is strictly necessary to lift the prior and posterior of motion to the estate of  actuality and insure the attainment of the formal ratio of time 1!*°).  14*) Jbid., fol. 113b-c. The chimera illustration is found in Averroes, In phys., IV,  com. 111, fol. 202E. The comparison of the formal-material factors in time with those in the  universal and particular seems clearly original with Giles. According to Anneliese Maier,  Metaphysische Hintergründe der spätscholastischen Naturphilosophie (Roma: Edizione di  Storiae Letteratura, 1955), pp. 70-73, Henry of Ghent, who also adopts Averroes’s position,  borrows the universal-particular parallel from Giles. « Wir haben damit also dieselbe  Entscheidung, und dieselbe Parallele zu den Universalien, wie bei Aegidius Romanus und  sicher nicht ohne Abhängigkeit von ihm » (p. 73).  185) Tbid. / ol 118670  ipsa enim prius et posterius in motu sunt tempus  materialiter. Completur tamen ratio formalis ipsius temporis ex eo quod talia sunt  numerabilia ab anima ». The affinity with Averroes is again evident. Averroes writes: « ...  tempus nihil aliud est quam prius et posterius in motu, sed secundum quod sunt numerata »  (In phys., IV, com. 131, fol. 202G). As mentioned in n. 22 above, Averroes has express  recourse to the formal-material distinction in one place only (ibid., com. 109, fol. 187C): « ...  substantia temporis, quae est in eo quasi forma est numerus, et quod est in eo quasi materia  est motus continuus ...».  146) /bid.: « Oportet ergo ipsa prius et motu numerari ab anima. Et anima facit ad  quoddam complementum temporis. Inquantum numerando et signando ipsa prius et  posterius in motu facit ad quamdam actualitatem eorum ». Cf. Averroes, In phys., IV, com.  131, fol. 202F: « ... secundum quod prius et posterius sunt in eo [motu] numerata in  potentia, est tempus in potentia. Et secundum quod sunt numerata in actu, est tempus in  actu ».tempDus nıhıl alıud est UQJUam DrIUS ei poster1us In MOLU, sed secundum quod sunt numerata »}

(In DhYS., [ CO 131, fol As mentioned in 272 above, verroes has CXDTCSS
the formal-materı1al dıstiınetion in ONC place only (1Oid., CO 109, fol C<24  J. M. Quinn  breathing monster called the chimera falls into this class. Entities in a  third group draw part of their objective existence from the soul !*+).  Viewed materially, a universal such as dog or dogness is identified with  the very nature of these beloved domestic animals. In some unassailable  sense, the feature we call dog does exist as the primary principle in certain  physical particulars. But viewed formally, the universal is the nature  thought apart from the particulars physically exhibiting it. The formal  universal is the nature denuded of individualizing conditions; it is the  nature detached from reference to any particular dog. The universal is  thus constituted in its formality by the intellect. Without a human mind  dogs would go on existing; but without the intentional acts of the human  mind, the universal dog, as stripped of its individuating integuments,  would not exist. A similar distinction between physical materialization  and intellectual formalization accounts for time’s independence from and  dependence upon the soul **>). Taken materially, time does exist without  the soul; it is, we have just seen, nothing other than the prior and posterior  in motion viewed as numerable. But taken formally, time is absolutely  dependent on the soul. Without the numbering of the soul its formal ratio  that is number could not be completed. The numbering activity of the soul  is strictly necessary to lift the prior and posterior of motion to the estate of  actuality and insure the attainment of the formal ratio of time 1!*°).  14*) Jbid., fol. 113b-c. The chimera illustration is found in Averroes, In phys., IV,  com. 111, fol. 202E. The comparison of the formal-material factors in time with those in the  universal and particular seems clearly original with Giles. According to Anneliese Maier,  Metaphysische Hintergründe der spätscholastischen Naturphilosophie (Roma: Edizione di  Storiae Letteratura, 1955), pp. 70-73, Henry of Ghent, who also adopts Averroes’s position,  borrows the universal-particular parallel from Giles. « Wir haben damit also dieselbe  Entscheidung, und dieselbe Parallele zu den Universalien, wie bei Aegidius Romanus und  sicher nicht ohne Abhängigkeit von ihm » (p. 73).  185) Tbid. / ol 118670  ipsa enim prius et posterius in motu sunt tempus  materialiter. Completur tamen ratio formalis ipsius temporis ex eo quod talia sunt  numerabilia ab anima ». The affinity with Averroes is again evident. Averroes writes: « ...  tempus nihil aliud est quam prius et posterius in motu, sed secundum quod sunt numerata »  (In phys., IV, com. 131, fol. 202G). As mentioned in n. 22 above, Averroes has express  recourse to the formal-material distinction in one place only (ibid., com. 109, fol. 187C): « ...  substantia temporis, quae est in eo quasi forma est numerus, et quod est in eo quasi materia  est motus continuus ...».  146) /bid.: « Oportet ergo ipsa prius et motu numerari ab anima. Et anima facit ad  quoddam complementum temporis. Inquantum numerando et signando ipsa prius et  posterius in motu facit ad quamdam actualitatem eorum ». Cf. Averroes, In phys., IV, com.  131, fol. 202F: « ... secundum quod prius et posterius sunt in eo [motu] numerata in  potentia, est tempus in potentia. Et secundum quod sunt numerata in actu, est tempus in  actu ».substantıa temporIıs, QJUaC est In quası forma est NUMCTIUS, el quod est In quası mater1ı1a

est MOLUS continuus D3

146) Ihid. << UOportet CISO 1psa prıus ei MOLUu numerarı ab anıma. Et anıma facıt ad
quoddam complementum temporIs. Inquantum numerando ei sıgnando 1ıpsa pr1us el
posterı1us In MOLUu aCcCı ad quamdam actualıtatem » 1: Averroes, In phYyS., I CO

I1 fol 202 secundum quod prıus ef poster1us Sunt In motu]| numer. In
potentıa, est tempus In potentıa. Et secundum quod sunt in aCTu, est tempus 1ın
CIu »
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Motion 18 continuous, and therefore its Dr10T7 and poster10r features ATC

lodged ıIn ıt only potentially. TIhe Dr10T and poster10r become actualızed,
they becom_e discrete lımıts only through the desıgnatıon of the soul.
Poıints, for example, ATiC only potentially present in lıne. They become
actualızed only when, runnıng OUT finger along the lıne, desıgnate thıs
point, then that poınt. The soul L1UNS ıts CVC, speak, along the lıne of
motıon, markıng thıs motıon-poimnt, then that, sayıng << 1910) » then agaın
<< NO  S » LEl counting the Dr10r and poster10r ofmotıion d the {[WO OWS

that delıimıt the motion-continuum,1cal thıs Juncture recogn1ze dS

the time-lıine. Thus 1C€e consistency Jo1ns the solutiıon of the objectiviıty
of tiıme wıth the determıinatıon of ıts definıtional CoOntient 147)_
Definıitionally, Sa  > earlıer: time 1s ormally number but materı1ally
continuous 0)8 ONC ıth motion. In of ıts objectivity 0)18 ontıc status,
time 1s agaın SCCI1 4S formally number and materı1ally COnNntInuoOus. As
formally number, it 1 formally dependent the soul ; aAs materı1ally
continuous, it 1$ physıca entity, ULCUMUE eENS, materı1ally OINC ıth
motion and thus independent of the soul 148).

147) In dealıng ıth the definıtiıon of time, CGiles ouches the formalızıng and
actualızıng role ofthe soul that makes fOr the completion of the ratıo of time C<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  25  Motion is continuous, and therefore its prior and posterior features are  lodged in it only potentially. The prior and posterior become actualized,  they become discrete limits only through the designation of the soul.  Points, for example, are only potentially present in a line. They become  actualized only when, running our finger along the line, we designate this  point, then that point. The soul runs its eye, so to speak, along the line of  motion, marking this motion-point, then that, saying « now », then again  «now », Le., counting the prior and posterior of motion as the two nows  that delimit the motion-continuum, which at this juncture we recognize as  the time-line. Thus a nice consistency joins the solution of the objectivity  of time with the determination of its definitional content **”).  Definitionally, we saw earlier, time is formally number but materially  continuous or one with motion. In terms of its objectivity or ontic status,  time is again seen as formally number and materially continuous. As  formally number, it is formally dependent on the soul; as materially  continuous, it is a physical entity, utcumque ens, materially one with  motion and thus independent of the soul !*®).  147) In dealing with the definition of time, Giles touches on the formalizing and  actualizing role of the soul that makes for the completion of the ratio of time. « ... hic magis  erit manifestum circa finem hujus capituli ubi ostendetur quod ad esse motus nihil facit  anima sed ad esse temporis aliquo modo facit anima, quia prius et posterius in motu quae  complent rationem temporis sunt in actu per significationem animae »; ibid., 1. 20, fol. 101c  (under Quoniam autem numerus).  148) Other works, concurring almost word for word with this commentary on the  Physics, reinforce this position. « ... sequitur quod ad esse temporis faciat anima ... Nam  cum tempus habeat rationem numeri numerati; cum non sit aliquid actu numeratum nisi sit  anıma actu numerans; licet esse potentiale possit habere tempus absque anima, actualitatem  tamen ab anima suscipit » (7 Sent., d. 19, q. 2, art. 1, fol. 106D). Again: « Ipsa enim prius et  posterius, ut sunt numerata ab anima, complent rationem temporis... Quare, si consideretur  tempus, quantum ad id quod est formiliter numerus, est numeratum ab anima, quia est  numerus numeratus. Nam, ut diximus, ipsa prius et posterius in motu, uti sunt numerata ab  anima, complent rationem temporis » (Quodlibeta, V, q. 20, p. 325).  In this and nn. 50, 85; 86, 87, 88, 96, 100 and 135 above, we have drawn attention to  passages closely corresponding to the views in In phys. from I Sent. (1275), Quodl., V (1290),  In lib. de caus. (1290), and IT Sent. (1309). With the exception of In lib. de caus., the  approximate dates in the parentheses rest on the authoritative judgment of Gerardo Bruni  in his Una inedita Questio de natura universali de Egidio Romano (Naples : Morano, 1935),  pp-. 26-39. The date for In lib. de caus. is certified in Nicola Mattioli, Studio critico sopra  Egidio Romano (Rome : Cuggiani, 1896), p. 142. If we situate the writing of the commentary  on the Physics around 1272, a notable consistency binds together Giles’s reflections on  time over some thirty years. Moreover, just to touch on a point we have hypothecated  elsewhere, this substantial unvarying stance on time may be one large sign that the con-  cepts in the exposition of Aristotle, especially those in the physical commentaries, shape  the foundation and framework — mold and indeed become the ingrained ideational  idiom — of practically all of Giles’s later works.hıc magıs
erıt manıfestum CIrca finem hujus capıtuliı ubı Ostendetur quod ad S5C MOLUS nıhıl Za
anıma sed ad Pa temporIs alıquo modo facıt anıma, qula Drı1us ei posterı1us in MOLIUu QJUaC
complent ratıonem temporIs SUunt In CIiu DCI sıgnıfıcatıonem anımae »  p ibid., 2 9 fol Olc
(under Quoniam utem numerus).

148) er works, cConcurrıng almost word for word ıth thıs Commentary the
PhysSics, reinforce thıs posıtıon. C<The Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  25  Motion is continuous, and therefore its prior and posterior features are  lodged in it only potentially. The prior and posterior become actualized,  they become discrete limits only through the designation of the soul.  Points, for example, are only potentially present in a line. They become  actualized only when, running our finger along the line, we designate this  point, then that point. The soul runs its eye, so to speak, along the line of  motion, marking this motion-point, then that, saying « now », then again  «now », Le., counting the prior and posterior of motion as the two nows  that delimit the motion-continuum, which at this juncture we recognize as  the time-line. Thus a nice consistency joins the solution of the objectivity  of time with the determination of its definitional content **”).  Definitionally, we saw earlier, time is formally number but materially  continuous or one with motion. In terms of its objectivity or ontic status,  time is again seen as formally number and materially continuous. As  formally number, it is formally dependent on the soul; as materially  continuous, it is a physical entity, utcumque ens, materially one with  motion and thus independent of the soul !*®).  147) In dealing with the definition of time, Giles touches on the formalizing and  actualizing role of the soul that makes for the completion of the ratio of time. « ... hic magis  erit manifestum circa finem hujus capituli ubi ostendetur quod ad esse motus nihil facit  anima sed ad esse temporis aliquo modo facit anima, quia prius et posterius in motu quae  complent rationem temporis sunt in actu per significationem animae »; ibid., 1. 20, fol. 101c  (under Quoniam autem numerus).  148) Other works, concurring almost word for word with this commentary on the  Physics, reinforce this position. « ... sequitur quod ad esse temporis faciat anima ... Nam  cum tempus habeat rationem numeri numerati; cum non sit aliquid actu numeratum nisi sit  anıma actu numerans; licet esse potentiale possit habere tempus absque anima, actualitatem  tamen ab anima suscipit » (7 Sent., d. 19, q. 2, art. 1, fol. 106D). Again: « Ipsa enim prius et  posterius, ut sunt numerata ab anima, complent rationem temporis... Quare, si consideretur  tempus, quantum ad id quod est formiliter numerus, est numeratum ab anima, quia est  numerus numeratus. Nam, ut diximus, ipsa prius et posterius in motu, uti sunt numerata ab  anima, complent rationem temporis » (Quodlibeta, V, q. 20, p. 325).  In this and nn. 50, 85; 86, 87, 88, 96, 100 and 135 above, we have drawn attention to  passages closely corresponding to the views in In phys. from I Sent. (1275), Quodl., V (1290),  In lib. de caus. (1290), and IT Sent. (1309). With the exception of In lib. de caus., the  approximate dates in the parentheses rest on the authoritative judgment of Gerardo Bruni  in his Una inedita Questio de natura universali de Egidio Romano (Naples : Morano, 1935),  pp-. 26-39. The date for In lib. de caus. is certified in Nicola Mattioli, Studio critico sopra  Egidio Romano (Rome : Cuggiani, 1896), p. 142. If we situate the writing of the commentary  on the Physics around 1272, a notable consistency binds together Giles’s reflections on  time over some thirty years. Moreover, just to touch on a point we have hypothecated  elsewhere, this substantial unvarying stance on time may be one large sign that the con-  cepts in the exposition of Aristotle, especially those in the physical commentaries, shape  the foundation and framework — mold and indeed become the ingrained ideational  idiom — of practically all of Giles’s later works.sequıtur quod ad SsSSC temporI1s facıat anımaThe Concept of Time in Giles of Rome  25  Motion is continuous, and therefore its prior and posterior features are  lodged in it only potentially. The prior and posterior become actualized,  they become discrete limits only through the designation of the soul.  Points, for example, are only potentially present in a line. They become  actualized only when, running our finger along the line, we designate this  point, then that point. The soul runs its eye, so to speak, along the line of  motion, marking this motion-point, then that, saying « now », then again  «now », Le., counting the prior and posterior of motion as the two nows  that delimit the motion-continuum, which at this juncture we recognize as  the time-line. Thus a nice consistency joins the solution of the objectivity  of time with the determination of its definitional content **”).  Definitionally, we saw earlier, time is formally number but materially  continuous or one with motion. In terms of its objectivity or ontic status,  time is again seen as formally number and materially continuous. As  formally number, it is formally dependent on the soul; as materially  continuous, it is a physical entity, utcumque ens, materially one with  motion and thus independent of the soul !*®).  147) In dealing with the definition of time, Giles touches on the formalizing and  actualizing role of the soul that makes for the completion of the ratio of time. « ... hic magis  erit manifestum circa finem hujus capituli ubi ostendetur quod ad esse motus nihil facit  anima sed ad esse temporis aliquo modo facit anima, quia prius et posterius in motu quae  complent rationem temporis sunt in actu per significationem animae »; ibid., 1. 20, fol. 101c  (under Quoniam autem numerus).  148) Other works, concurring almost word for word with this commentary on the  Physics, reinforce this position. « ... sequitur quod ad esse temporis faciat anima ... Nam  cum tempus habeat rationem numeri numerati; cum non sit aliquid actu numeratum nisi sit  anıma actu numerans; licet esse potentiale possit habere tempus absque anima, actualitatem  tamen ab anima suscipit » (7 Sent., d. 19, q. 2, art. 1, fol. 106D). Again: « Ipsa enim prius et  posterius, ut sunt numerata ab anima, complent rationem temporis... Quare, si consideretur  tempus, quantum ad id quod est formiliter numerus, est numeratum ab anima, quia est  numerus numeratus. Nam, ut diximus, ipsa prius et posterius in motu, uti sunt numerata ab  anima, complent rationem temporis » (Quodlibeta, V, q. 20, p. 325).  In this and nn. 50, 85; 86, 87, 88, 96, 100 and 135 above, we have drawn attention to  passages closely corresponding to the views in In phys. from I Sent. (1275), Quodl., V (1290),  In lib. de caus. (1290), and IT Sent. (1309). With the exception of In lib. de caus., the  approximate dates in the parentheses rest on the authoritative judgment of Gerardo Bruni  in his Una inedita Questio de natura universali de Egidio Romano (Naples : Morano, 1935),  pp-. 26-39. The date for In lib. de caus. is certified in Nicola Mattioli, Studio critico sopra  Egidio Romano (Rome : Cuggiani, 1896), p. 142. If we situate the writing of the commentary  on the Physics around 1272, a notable consistency binds together Giles’s reflections on  time over some thirty years. Moreover, just to touch on a point we have hypothecated  elsewhere, this substantial unvarying stance on time may be one large sign that the con-  cepts in the exposition of Aristotle, especially those in the physical commentaries, shape  the foundation and framework — mold and indeed become the ingrained ideational  idiom — of practically all of Giles’s later works.Nam
(Z0 tempus habeat ratıonem numerı numeratı; CU NO  x sıt alıquıd Cctiu numeratum 181 sıt
anıma CIu91icet SSC potentiale possıt habere tempus absque anıma, actualıtatem
amen ab anıma susc1pıt >»» (7 Sent., Z art 8 fol Dgaın C< Ipsa nNnım Dr1us ei
poster1uUs, uft Ssunt numerata ab anıma, complent ratıonem temporıs uare, S1 consıderetur
tempus, quantum ad ıd quod est formilıter NUMMCIUS, est numeratum ab anıma, quıa est
NUIMMECTUS Numeratus Nam, ut diximus, 1psa prıus ef poster1us ın MO(LU, utı sunt numerata ab
anıma, complent ratıonem temporIıs »} (QOuodlibeta, V 20, 325)

In thıs and 5O, 895,; 56, S17, 88, J6, 100 and 135 above, ave drawn attention
closely correspondiıing the VIEWS in In physS from Sent (1275) OQuodl., (1290).

In Iib de Uus. (1290) an Sent (1309) Wıth the exception of In Lih de CUAUS. , the
approxımate dates ın the parentheses rest the authoriıtative Judgment of Gerardo Bruniı
in hıs Una Iinedita Questio de nNalur«a universali de Egidio Romano (Naples Morano,

26-39 The date fOor In lib de CUUSs 15 certifıed in Nıcola Mattıol1, S tudio erıtico Di
Egidio Romano ome : Cugglan1, 142 If sıtuate the writing of the Commentary

the Physics around 272 notable consistency binds together (nles’s reflections ON
time VT SOMmMe thırty Moreover, Just OUuUC pomt ave hypothecated
elsewhere, thıs substantıa unvaryıng STa tıme MaYy be ONe arge sıgn that the COIN-

in the exposıtıon of Arıstotle, especılally Ose 1ın the physıcal commentarıes, shape
the foundation and framework mold and indeed become the ingraıned ıdeational
iıdıom of practically q]] of Giles’s ater works.
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human beings vanıshed from the natural9 time WOU ST1
exıst 149). It 15 ineradıcabily natural motion In ıts numerable pr10r and
poster10r features. But the dısappearance of the human mınd WOU
render impossıble the objective envisagement of tiıme dSs the actual
number of the pr10r and poster10r In motion. TOM thıs angle, the
physıca entity called time that 1s OMNC wıth motıon 15 foundatıionally
physıcal. en tormally, ıt 15 completively eing of ICasSOoN, entity
whose objective existence, exıistence a4s object for hought,
uDON the actıvıty of the mınd 150).

The nity ÖOr Unicıity of Time

Here and there ın the preceding ave already ouched
the numeriıcal unıty of time. NOW PTODOSC, first, er TI1e
professo treatment of the matier econdly ofnumerica]l
wıth specıfic unıty Fınally, SaVY another word 0)1 [WO the
TeASON for the specıfic unsatısfactoriness of realıstıic analysıs of
empora unıcıty

149) In phySs., I  n 28, fol 1 3C (under Sed autem hoc) << Bene CI gO dictum est quod S1
NO  — esse anıma quod esse tempus uLCumque, quı1a esse materiıalıter. Non esse men
secundum SUUM formale complementum. Essent nım 1psa pr10T7 et poster1us in MOLu ut sunt
materıalıter tempus, et1am S1 NO  —_ esse anıma )»). Averroes: << JTempus igıtur in CIu NO  —

erit, 181 anıma sıt In potentia CIO Trıt lıcet anıma NO sıt )}) (In DhySs., I CO FL, fol

150) Though earlıer reflections alıgned Aquınas ıth Averroes’s handlıng of the
tiıme-soul relatıonshıp, in hıs Commentary he shıfts 11C  S posıtion : not motion but the
918) 15 the uUlCumMque ens that affords time mınd-ındependent foothold In the physıcal
WOT. for SUCCESSIVe continuum, motion, ıke tıme, depends the soul for ıts otalıty.
C26  J. M. Quinn  If all human beings vanished from the natural scene, time would still  exist !*°). It is an ineradicably natural motion in its numerable prior and  posterior features. But the disappearance of the human mind would  render impossible the objective envisagement of time as the actual  number of the prior and posterior in motion. From this angle, the  physical entity called time that is one with motion is foundationally  physical. Taken formally, it is completively a being of reason, an entity  whose objective existence, or existence as an object for thought, rests  upon the activity of the mind *>°).  The Unity or Unicity of Time  Here and there in the preceding pages we have already touched on  the numerical unity of time. Now we propose, first, to offer a brief ex  professo treatment of the matter. Secondly comes a contrast of numerical  with specific unity. Finally, we shall say another word or two on the  reason for the specific unsatisfactoriness of a realistic analysis of  temporal unicity.  149) In phys., IV,1. 28, fol. 113c (under Sed autem hoc) : « Bene ergo dictum est quod si  non esset anima quod esset tempus utcumque, quia esset materialiter. Non esset tamen  secundum suum formale complementum. Essent enim ipsa prior et posterius in motu ut sunt  materialiter tempus, etiam si non esset anima ». Cf. Averroes: « Tempus igitur in actu non  erit, nisi anima sit. In potentia vero erit licet anima non sit » (In phys., IV, com. 131, fol.  202F).  150) Though earlier reflections aligned Aquinas with Averroes’s handling of the  time-soul relationship, in his commentary he shifts to a new position: not motion but the  now is the ufcumque ens that affords time a mind-independent foothold in the physical  world, for as a successive continuum, motion, like time, depends on the soul for its totality.  «.... motus non habet esse fixum in rebus, nec aliquid actu invenitur in rebus de motu, nisi  quoddam indivisible motus, quod est divisio motus: sed totalitas motus accipitur per  considerationem animae comparantis priorem dispositionem mobilis ad posteriorem  tempus, non existente anima, est utcumque ens, id est, imperfecte; sicut et dicatur quod  motum contingit esse imperfecte » (In phys., IV, 1. 23, n. 5). Giles’s response to a dubitaret in  the dialectic of the existence of time (see n. 9 above) seems somewhat like Aquinas’s later  view : time is physically founded not on motion but on the now, with perhaps an in-between-  the-lines suggestion that the now is the ufcumque ens of time. « Tempus fundatur in ipso  nuncquodest principium unius partis et finis alterius. Licet ergo de tempore non sit nisi nunc  et nunc non sit pars temporis, cum €o ipso quod est nunc tempus est, quia in ipso nunc  fundatur ordo partium temporis, ex quo ordine partium tempus dicitur habere esse » (In  phys., IV,1. 18, fol. 98a (under Adhuc autem omnis). This formulation is repeated in ibid., fol.  98d (under In eadem quidem) : «  intantum tempus est inquantum est ordo partium  temporis. Et quia ille ordo fundatur in nunc, ideo ex hoc quod nuncest in quo fundatur ordo  partium temporis dicitur tempus esse ...». So far as I know, Giles does not return to this  stress on the now as the physical foundation of time anywhere else in his discussion of time.MOLUSs NO  - SSC {1xum ın rebus, 1CC alıquid CIu invenıtur ın rebus de MOLU, 151
quoddam iındıvısıble O[lus, quod est d1vis1ıo0 MOoftus sed totalıtas us accıpıtur DCI
consıderatiıonem anımae comparantıs priorem dısposiıtionem mobiılıs ad poster1orem
t(emppuUS, NO  — exıstente anıma, est utcumque CI1S, 1d est, imperfecte ; sıcut eft dıicatur quod
MOfLum contingıt CSSC ımperfecte » (In phYyS., I 238; Giules’s dubitaret In
the dıalectic of the existence of tiıme (see above) somewhat ıke Aquınas’s ater
1eW time 18 physıcally ounded NnOTL motıion but the NO ıth perhaps iın-between-
the-lınes suggestion that the NO 18 the uULCumMque eNsSs of time < Tempus fundatur in 1DSO
NnuncCcquod est princıpıum un1us partıs et f1nıs alterıus. icet CI O de tempore NO sıt 181 UNC
ei UnNCcC NO  ; sıt Dars temporIs, CU 1DSO quod est UNC t(emMmpus est, quıa ın 1PSO UNC
fundatur TdoOo partıum temporIıs, quOo ordıne partıum tempus dıcıtur habere SS5C »} (In
DAYS., 1 18, fol 08a (under Adhuc OMnIS). hıs formulatıon 1s repeated in ibid., fol
98d (under In adem quidem) : C< intantum tempus est inquantum est rdo partıum
temporIs. Et quı1a Ile Tdo undatur iın NUNG, iıdeo hoc quod UuUnNncCcC est in quO fundatur Trdo
partıum temporIıs dicıturm S5S5C  » So far KNOW, Giles oe€es NnOoTt retiurn thıs
STrESS the NO the physıcal foundatıon of time anywhere Ise iın hıs dıscussion of time.
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Numerical unity. FEarlıer in OUT dıalectica portion met wıth
and dısmıssed the claım that there Can be pluralıty of siımultaneous
times. Here, repealt, such multıiplıcıt of t1imes 18 imposs1ible 151).
Unequal times Caln plaınly cCoexXI1st ; mınute COexX1Ists ıth the OUur that
includes ıt But {[WO mınutes, {WO segments of time that ATC equal, cannot
coexI1st. If the {[WO mınutes ATC equal, if they ATC absolutely the SaInle In

respectT, then they AdTIiIC noLt really {[WO but ONeC Span of time. Iwo
times that ATC temporally indıstinct from ONC another dIC really identical.
Iwo dıfferent times that H16 in empora WaYy eren AT really
ONC and the SAaImnece

The unıty of time 1s ocated in the motion of the first 0)8 Outermost

sphere 152). In accord ıth the SCIENCE of hıs day, 1les hought that the
dıurnal motion of the first heaven caused the cırcular motıion of the
ole firmament and alilecte! the mutabilıty of all natural thıngs.
Endowed ıth the moOost regular and all-ınfluential revolution, the fırst
eavenly sphere Was properly named the Drimum mobile, the sovereign

mobiıle thıngs. As prımary, ıt 1S naturally qualıified
AS the prımary seat of time.

Some confiırmatory indıcators of thıs designatıon
worth mentionıing 53) TIhe opınıon, rejecte earlıer, that identifies time
ıth the eavenly sphere confusedly hınts al the numeriıcally ONC ubject
of time. Moreover, certaın popular EXPreSsS1ONSs about the cyclıcal
behavior In lıving thıngs and in human affaırs upport, 0)8 dIC supported
Dy, thıs phılosophıc analysıs. ese instances of cyclıca. behavıor reflect
ın crude WaY the cyclıca cırcular motion of time ıtself.

Only in modillie Can spea of time dS the CASUTE of the
Pr1IMAarYy motıon 154). TOmM the angle of totalıty, time o€es not CAaSUuTc

the prımary motion, for ıt o€es 19(0)! embrace the ole of the primary
motıon <«There Was time pr10T that motıiıon 155). Each part of the
primary motı1on, however, 1S contaıned and therefore measured Dy time.
1Tıme)’s role d CaSurc 1S severely imıted and AaDDCAIS somewhat defective
only because of ıts peculıar relatıonshıp ıth the prımary motılon. As ıts

151) In pPAYS., 1 fol 99 b (under Ambplius ulem si) See above. Ibid., 28,
fol 13d (under Sed est NuNnC)

152) Ibid., 28, fol 3c-d (under Dubitabit aliquid). Also, iDid., fol 13d
(under Aut HON omne), and ibid., fol 1 14c-d (under Propter hoc autem).

L 53) Ibid., fol 4c-d (under Propter HOC autem).
154) Ibid., fol 14d
155) Ihid. < Non enım fuint ntie (emMPUS qUam Je MOLUS »
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DASSIO, 4S subjectified In the primary motıion, time 15 CaSsSurIc that
Out be INOTC ependent hat 1$ measured than the measured

it 156).
In an Y Casc, whatever the mensuratıonal function of tiıme V1S-A-VIS

the primary motion, OUT definıtion 1s NO expande full
determiıinatıon: time 15 the number of the prımary motion. 1les DOCS
far that, strictly speakıng, only primary motion 15 properly place in the
definıtion 57) Tıme An Y partıcular motion only because
partıcular motion depends the prıimary motıion. The definiıtion,
have SCCIL, 1S gıven CvVeEn LNOTIC partıcular determıinatıon Dy the
EITONCOUS astronomıcal nowledge of the day tıme 1S the number of the
prıimary revolution of the heavens.

Iwo addıtional INa Yy be in order. Fırst, whatever ıts
defects, medieval Cclence Cannot be taxed wıth eıng rıgidly deductiıve and
aprloristic. Recent cultıvatıon of the hıstory of medieval sclence has
helped scotch g00d Man Yy Iıngering elements of the old baseless
prejudıces about the alleged unempirıcal cast of the medieval mınd 158).

156) hıs 16 W echoes Averroes, In phySs., I CO 132 fol 203L « Tempus igıtur
sequıitur unc |priımum] [0)801  9 ei iste MOTLUS accıpıtur In definitione eJus. Et 1Ipsum SU-

rat Jlum, NO|  - secundum quod NUMETUS mensura numeratum, sed secundum quod SU-

rat alıquıd quod est orma in Alıos CecTO IMOLIUS mensura:| secundum quod [1UMMECTITUS INCMN-

Sura: numeratum scılıcet secundum quod Nnumeratum NO  ‘ accıpitur in definıtiıone numer1>».
On Averroes’s reckoning, tiıme oes CAasSsuTe the prımary motion in specıal INanNnnNneCI,
whereas for Giles tiıme 0es not CaSuTe the primary motion. Yet the dıscord INa Yy be SOINC-
hat INOTEC verbal than real. (nles admıts the role Averroes deputes tiıme regards the
prımary motıion but declines call thıs role mensuratıonal. In er words he aCcCcepts the
Commentator’s analysıs wıthout accepting hıs lo0ser sıgnıfıcatıon of CasuTtTe If add the
eature oöf contaınment Averroes’s notion of measure (Oor hat am ounts the SdIne ing,

sSsubtrac| it from (nles’s notion ofmeasure), (nles’s 1eW essentially coincıdes ıth that
of Averroes because of ıts ultımacy, the primary motion 18 privileged dsCcC 1C time 18
sıngularly elated

Iraces of the influence of thıs Dassagc Call be dıscerned elsewhere INn CGiles Probably
ONC odd uUsSsCcC that (nles makes of the dıstıncetion between absolute mathematiıcal number
and physıcal numbered number WeEeSsS ıts or1gın Averroes. As mentioned earlier (see

bove and the accompanyıng materıal ın the body of the artıcle), the time that numbers
the prımary motion 18 numbered number because tiıme 18 materı1ally iıdentified ıth thıs
motion (Or, logıcally speakıng, because the prımary motion 18 included in the definıtıon
of tıme) But the tıme that numbers sub-primary motions 1s absolute mathematıcal
number, because time 18 not subjectified In them (or, Tom the angle of logıc, ese motions
ave place in the definıt10n). (See In physS L 20, fol Furthermore, thıs Passagc
from Averroes VL Y probably lıes behıiınd (nles’s exclusıon of al but prıimary motion from
the definıtiıon of time (ol. the followıng nole, 157)

157) In phYS., 1 28, fol C- (under Dubitabit 'ule: aliquis).
158) Growing sıde by sıde ıth the surprisiıng intensıficatıon of scholarly interest In

of medieval ıfe and thought has een Ser10us and sustaıned research into
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As in other branches of natural SCIENCE, ıts astronomical findings WeEeTC

solıdly grounded areful observatıons. Unfortunately, ıts empirıcal
ase Was much, much LOO NarTOoOW The telescope Was still VCI three
centurıies aAaWaVYV, and wıthout ıts invaluable assıstance the medievals COUu
only COoun the na CYC to compute and analyze the complex ciırclings
of the eavenly bodıes The medievals had the ll but noOoTt the WaAY The
ack of the PTrODCI technology denı1ed them the instruments for
penetratıng beyond the partly eceptive veıl] of astronomıiıcal phenomena.
Second, ou the rise of modern sclencCce decıisıvely overturnıng the
VIEW that the first sphere has the sımplest and swıftest motion nullıfes the
ast partıcular determinatıon noted in the PrevIOUS paragraph. Surely ıt 1S
physıcally impossible for tiıme be the number of the primary spherical
revolution in anYy ordınary But the advance ofmodern sclence oe€es
NnOT alter the pri10r determiıinatıon time remaıns the number of the prımary
motion, thıs motion eing of COUTSC unspecıfied. Certamly also the
overthrow old astronomYy O€Ss nOTL ear the general definıtion of
time AdSs the number of motion accordıng the pr10r and poster10rT.

Distinction from specific unity Existentially, time 15 numerı1cally
ONC, but quıddıtatıvely, ıt 1S specıfically ONC 159). Thıings ATC saıd be
specıfically ONC IC AT iıdentical ın ratıo OT quı  1Ly Thıngs aAaTeC sa1d
be numerı1cally ONec 1C en]OYy the SAalllc PSSECe OT eing Accıdents fiınd
theır ONneNECSsSS in the unıty of theır subject. whıte wall, C dıffers
specıfically from awall, but {[WO whıtes, ONC In wall, the other ın
wooden stick, dIC specıfically the Samne but numerically dıstinct. en
quıddıtatıvely, time 18 number, and it 15 in ıts formal ratıo hat ıts specıfic
unıty consısts. en existentially, time 15 ONe ıth motıon, and ıt 15 In
ıts mater1al subject that ıts numberical unıty hes. hıs 1S the In 1C

dIC LO understand Arıstotle’s example of the and dıfference
of SCVCNNCSS ıIn dogs and horses. Seven dogs dIC concretely,
physıcally dıfferent from horses, but the of the dogs 1s
iıdentical ıth the of the horses 160)' So poster10r days dıffer
4S unıts of tıme from pr10T7 days, but the [WO remaıns the

medieval sclence. We eed only instance ere Crombie, Medieval nd Early Modern
Science (Anchor paperback ; New ork Doubleday, and bıt later, Wıllıam
Wallace, Causality and Scientific Explanation, ( Medieval andarly C(C'lassical Science) Ann
OTr Universıty of Miıchigan Press,

159) In phys., 1 28, fol 14a (under Aut AON omne)
160) Ibid., fol 1 14a; and ibid., fol 4a-h (under 7 nım et)
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SAadINe The specıfic unıty of time 18 then rooted in ıts UNILtEAS numerı (not
be confused ıth ıts numerı1ıcal indıvıdual oneness) ıIC MaYy ere
translate Aas ıts insofar as ıt 1S number. But the numerical unıty of
time derıves from the ONECMNCSS 0)8 unıcıty of the primary motion in 1C ıt
resiıdes. Specıes 1s elated {O indıvıduals, 11es adds, AS form matter
Time 1S specıfically num ber and materıally indıvıdually motion. Hence
time’s specıfic unıty Sprıngs from number, and ıts numeriıical unıty arN1Ses
from ıts subjectification In the primary motion.

The strengt. and consıistency of thıs analysıs, however, SCCIH

mortally threatened Dy elling objection. Rather than eing absolute
number ÖT the number whereby number, time 15 numbered number OI

number applıed the physıca WOT In the language of the Arıstotelıan
example, ıf time 1S ıke $ ıt remaıns the SdI1le But ASs numbered
number ıt 1s ıke dogs horses: thıs WOU INCan, ıt»
that time physıcally varıes from subject {O subject. In short, ıf tiıme 15
numbered number, ıt cannot be numerically OIl  e Irue, 1les replıes, each
numbered number 1S numerıcally ÖT indıvıdually dıversıfie In ıts Varlı0ous
physıca subjects, but it remaıns specıfically the SAdIiINC number 161).
Surely, he SC 0} the In dogs dıffers from that in horses, but the
dıfference 15 numerıcal OTr indıvıdual The SCVCNNECSS in thıs ÖT hat
physıca remaıns specıfically the SdI1lc numbered number. Tıme
remaıns specıfically ONC and the SaJINne CVOCNMN when the Varlıo0ous motions ıt
numbers and ATC specıfically dıfferent

The analogy of tiıme wıth number returns in the ıllustration of ten
sheep and ten dogs 162). The [WO STOUDS of anımals aTeC iıdentical A ten
but nOoTl 4S sheep and dogs Iwo logıcal princıples dIC operatıve ET Fiırst.

do NnOTL dıfferentiate specıles In the 1g of remote>and, second,
do nOoTL dıfferentiate Nd1V1CUals in the 1g of proximate

Scalene and equılatera dIC nNnOTL dıstinguıished ASs f1gures thıs they ave
In COMMON, but ATC sorted Out dS dıfferent specıles of rlangle. So INan and
lıon dIC identical d ensouled ıng but dıfferentiated ASs specıes of anımal.
SO in the Cal of the [WO SEeis of ten, the ten SCITVCS d remote in
reference specıfic dıfferences Formally, in the 1g of {en. sheep and
dogs dIC the SAdIlnec Materıally, in terms of ten embodıie INn animals, they
dIC dıfferent ySıca number, 11es adds, cCarrıes ıth it hınt of the
Species specialissima, IC 1S the last, 0)8 «atomıi1c», LE.. not-further-

161) Ibid., fol a (under S71 nım et)
162) Ibid., fol (under Icıtur recte).
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dıvıdable, specles in descending physıca chain  163)' The entities
whıch number 1S applıed ATC not able 18 be urther dıfferentiated

The analogy fixes attention ()HGE IMNOTC the dıverse formal and
materı1al faces of temporal unıty, wıth perhaps LINOTC STITESS a1ıd
the materı1al unıty 164)‘ As number, time sShOows dıfference SAaVC In
virtue matter subject in1 ıt resides: but unlıke en 1{ aASs

physıcal number 1s multıple and varıecd in the grOUpPS 1C ıt 15 pplıed,
tıme 15 not pluralızed in the multıple and Var1ıo0us motions that ıt

pluralıty of times 1s inadmıssıble, ere for the H6  S TCASONMN

that several Pr1ımary motıions dIC impossıble. Tıme 15 seated ın the ONCc and
only primary motıion. As the DASSLO of thıs fırstN it strictiy
numbers ıt, and ıIn virtue of numberıng other motıon In
the COSINOS Subjectively restricted LO ONC specılal movemen(T, time extends
ıts mensuratıonal egemonYy throughout the COSMMOS In vıirtue of the
formal causalıty of mensuratıon, time 18 unıque yel omnı1ıpresent
throughout the length and breadth of nature

Specific unsatisfactoriness. certaın VagUuCNHNCS ST1 clıngs the
notion prıimary motion in the unıverse. For fear that MaAaYy throw
Out the baby ıth the bathwater: for fear that SOINC MaYy uccumb LO the
temptatıon TUS asıde pre-Galılean endeavors ıIn physıcal analysıs d

pıtıable mythologızıng of the ark Ages pr10r LO the glor10us Dawn of
Scıence and Enlıghtenment; for fear that SOTINC MaYy 1n that a(0)1 NOW
all about time 15 not NOW anythıng al all: ıt m1g be ell LO selt OoOWnN
summarıly OUT warranted knowledge of the unıty of time. Fiırst, there Can

be only OINC time in nature Iwo equa. coexIisting tımes, ave SCCI,
reduce ONCc and the Same time. Second, wıthout pursumg the poıint ıth
al y r1g0T, let it ufficeere mentiıon in passıng that relatıvıty eOTrY oes
not annul an Yy poss1bıilıty of unıty of time. The translatıon, tO speak,
of the partıcular data of OMNC coordıinate system into those of another
coordıinate system DT'  S COININON physıcal background unıty
of tiıme LO 1C the 0Ca times of the dıverse coordıinate SyStems ATC

commonly referred. Thırdly, though thıs 1S not the place prosecute the
INquUIrYy, it Can be demonstrated that in erms of the chaın of physıca
efficıent Causes there has to be prıimary motion wıthın nature in
CONLras the Newtonı1an 1e6W of aDSOlute time dısengaged from all
observable PITOCCSS, In CONnNLras LO the 1eW S1891 potent iın the popular and

163) Ibid., fol 15a
164) Ihbid.
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educated scientif1c imagınatıon that time 1s abstract dımens1ıon
sovereıgn coordıinate presiding VeCI all change; time IS for ıles,
mbedded In, concretized ın the primary motion that Causecs all other
motl1ons. Hence the ONC time 15 virtually present aASs CAaSsSulTc in all the
motions caused DY the primary motion. Tıme 1s the number of the
prımary motion in nature Rut ıth thıs OUT assured knowledge 1S brought

abrup halt Beyond thıs cCannot We reach pomt of
advance. We cCannot CVCN take ONC provısıonal step orward We ack CVCIMN

the slıghtest glımmer ofhat and where the primary motıiıon mıg be in
precıse detaıl TIo OUT I9NOrAMUS dIC most probably safe ın addıng
jgnorabimus: do NOLT NOW and MmMoOst probably 111 NOW.
Thus OUT acCcCount of time ends nOot ıth per10d but ıth 0) 41° arge
questionmark; thıs portion of OUI INqUIrYy termıinates ın bafflıng
indetermiınatıon. Though OUT pr10r determinatıons AIc SCCUTC,
sıgnıfıcant, unclosable gSaD in OUT knowledge of time remaıns. OoOme
sımple-minded academıc souls, upes of the softheaded empirıcısm and
soclologıstıc irrationalısm of the day, miındlessly parrot the VIEW that the
glOTY of clence consısts in ıts eing open-textured and open-ended.
Openness undoubtedly sparks the of investigatıon, but ASs

INquI1ry draws finısh, an Yy er10us hınker in an Y branch of learnıng
who hungers after the hard AaNSWEeTS call truth Oo€es not exult in
OPCHNNCSS but reluctantly acCcepts it Aas Sıgn of defeat, loss rather than
gaılın, not easıly erased. The termınus of Giles’s aCCOUNLT of time
then leaves the Contemporary inquırer ıth of frustration. The
desıre pınpoint the specıfic locus of the primary motion, LO entify the
COSMIC CIOC 1S, and 111 most probably always remaın, unsatısfied.

OmMe Difficulties
However much MaYy want dissocıiate ourselves fifrom

Whıiıtehead’s substance-denyıng organısmiıc pıcture of the unıverse,
AaNyONC wh has grappile VCI per10d of ıth the vexing problems
of nature, especlally that of tıme, ıll probably assent wholeheartedly
hıs pol1gnant reflection : < It 1s imposs1ble mediıtate iıme and the
creatıve Passagc of nature wıthout overwhelming emotıon al the
lIımıtatıiıons of human intellıgence» 165). The COSI1O5S 18 vast and

165) Whıiıtehead, The Concept of Nature (Cambrıdge: Ihe Universıty Press,
(r Cornelıus Benjamın, < Ideas of Time In the Hıstory of Philosophy »  ' ın

Fraser, ed.) Voices of T ime. (New Oork Brazıiller, Whıiıtehead’s
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intrıcate, and OUT phılosophıc and scjientific probings paltry and
COATISC The obvıous facts of time especılally SCCINMN tOo slıp hrough the ets
f our analyses, resisting systemi1zatıon and nıce coherence. Tıme also Can

easıly entangle mınds ın sticky web of inconsıistencıles. When ryıng
define time, erkeley pıcturesquely << ost and embrangled in
inextricable dıfficulties» 166). Even when Can clearly focus the general
lınes of the meanıng of tıme, d in Arıstotle’s definıtion and ıts corollarıes,

MaYy SE1 fiınd ourselves dogged Dy paradoxes, TOUDIE Dy
Imprec1s10ns, and beset Dy frustrations springing from the seemiıingly
ndless Job of fıttıng together all the muddy, loose ends of detaıiıls into
clean consıstent ole 18 not surprisıng then that SOINC OrNYy
dıfficulties apparently SprOouL from Giles’s ordınarıly deft and areful
elucıdatıon of the Arıstotelian cConcept Hıs generally acute treatment

somewhat marred Dy three maJor aws and number of lesser
mistakes. The maJor dıfficulties ınvolve paradoxes concerning the
objectiviıty of tıme, instantaneous transmıssıon, and empora unıcıty. We

merely ist hat SCCTI1] be less sıgnıfıcant mistakes.
Objectivity. It legıtımate SaVYy that tıme, In ıts orma ratio,

1S number but mater1ally subjectified in the continuum of motion. But In
the sıgnıfıcantly dıfferent question of the existence of tıme, the
formal-materıal dıstınction ınapplıcable and breeds paradoxes.
Tıiıme 15 independent of the soul 0)8 (ın contemporary Janguage)
extramental, 1ıles us, because time 15 materı1ally ONC ıth the
physıca realıty that 18 motıion, whereas ıts orma ratıo 1S completed Dy
mental aCTSs 167)' Tıme 15 soul-dependent : ıts ratıo 15 achijeved Dy

iımpoverished acquaıntance ıth the hıstory of phılosophy, due probably h1s ate entirance
into phılosophy DrODCTI, probably explaıns in part h1ıs unfortunate persistent umpıng of the
understandıng of substance and t1ime characterıstıic of Newtonıian physıcs ıth that of
realıstic natural philosophy. hus he 15 led banısh the instant from nature CI C

abstraction, efined CONstruct eing of [CasOonNn (pp-More cur10usly, h1S actualısm
eventiısm trıcks hım into absurdıty of the rudest SOTTt the claım that the future INAYy

ave actual physıcal existence ere and 10 We must ook fOor the C< creative force of
existence » dIiC told, perhaps (< in the unrealızed future »} and perhaps << in the Iuture
whıch might be ell the actual future 16ll be » (p 73) Even quick readıng of the
ole chapter entitle: Tıme »}) (pp. M 18 doubly instructıve : ıt sShows hOw Ca y it 1s for
ven first-rate mınd slıp into elementary mistakes Ou time ; and it confıiırms ONC In the
perenn1al point and o of Arıstotelıan realısm in analyzıng 1SSUES ın fundamental
natural CONCepL ıke tiıme

166) The Principles of Human Knowledge, Dara 98, in The Or of George Berkeley,
ed George 5Sampson (London Bell and S5Ons, E Z *. Cleugh, Time and Its
Importance IN Modern I hought (London Methuen,

167) In DPAYS., I 28,; fol C (under Sed Aaule: hoc) See 143-147 above.
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ıntentional aCcts Tiıme 1S also soul-ındependent : ıts Orma. ratıo 1S
ounded motıion. Tıme 15 materı1ally identifıed ıth motion; 1fs

eNS, ıts are physıca realıty, 1s motıiıon in ıts pr10r and poster10r
Its The ormally constructed CONcept oftıme 1s materı1ally 4se'‘ the
iındubıiıtable physıcal realıty that 1S motıion. Motıon 1s undoubtedly
physıca realıty (and because of ıts inkage ıth motion, 15 time also),
but it 1S ess incontestabhle that motıon, 1ıke tıme, 1S NnOTL grasped 4S
ole OT ql] al I0 Since it 1s SUCCESSIVE, SINCEe ıt 15 flowıng continuum,
motl1on 1s apprehended successively: OIlC part 1s known after another. In
short, taken A whole, motion also 1s known only Dy intentional aCTs,
only by the completıve actıvıty of the soul. The poster10r pole of the
moti1on Can e Joıne LO the pr10r, already vanıshed pole only because the
former pole 1S mentally retaıned. Thus motion in ıts otalıty 1s Just ASs
much eing of TCason dS time in ıts totalıty. We cannot locate the
materıal foundatıon for the formalıty oftıime ın motıon whose otalıty 1S
equıvalently formal self-defeating ook for physıcally real
ground for ONC eing of TCason In another sımılarly structured eıng of
I1Cason motiıon that 1S completively eing of TICason in ıts otalıty
Cannot supply the physıcally real foundatıon for time that 18
completively eing of ICasSson In ıts otalıty.

Instantaneity. The mensuratıonal unicıty of the NO underlies the
instantaneous propagatıon of1g and the instantaneous fall of body IN
VAdCUO Unhappily, the paradox of collapsıng everal instants into ONC
instant cr1pples both arguments. Yet the LWO 1SsSues deserve dıstincet
ents SINCEe fOor 1l1es the {irst OccupIles reg1on of fact and the second
UuUumMmMOoNs us LO 1n the unthıinkable, 1.e.. ponder DUIC hypothesıs.

(1) The fact that the 1g emıiıtted OCccuples dıverse posıtions WOU
SCCII nullıfy instantaneous transmıssıon 168). The several Oments
SIMPIY Cannot be measured by ONC instant, CVCN though thıs be prımal.
The analogy ıth time’snof pluralıty of mMOovements

inge equ1vocal UuUsc of pluralıty. True, the time seated in the
prıimary motion oe€es Casure well-nig innumerable set of physıca
motions: ere doubtless do ave sıngle time measurıng several
dıfferent motlons. But must not let thıs pluralıty dıvert OUTr CYCS from
the sıngularıty al ıts COTIC At an Y Juncture OLLIC segment of the numbered
primary motion that 1S time all the other motlions al HE Here
the Varıo0us motl1ons, though dıverse, betray sıngularıty they al

168) Ibid., Z fol C-| (under VerQ0 prius). See 124-126 above.
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the Samne posıtion COSMIC hıstory and ATIC comprised under OT measured
Dy single SDan of tıme. TIhus sıngle interval of time
sıngular sei of dıverse mot10ons. The moti1ons Just al thıs Juncture
they AIC not strung out dıfferentially, they do not OCCUDY dıfferent
segments of the time-lıne. They OCCUDY only ONC, sıngular tiıme-span
0)4 segment of the COSmI1C time-lıne. The ONeC tıme-segment al certaın
Juncture in COSmIC hıstory Can CasSure only certaın Span of dıverse
motıions it 15 sıngular eChsule of sıngular seit of mot1ons. So the ONC

NO al an Yy Juncture not SUCCesSsION of ulalada EAWYS

Oments but only sıngular set of Oments markıng instantaneous
hanges in nature At thıs moment, INan dıes; al correspondıng
moment, 15 cConce1ved ; al another correspondıng MOmMmMent protein
1s converted into tissue of the body FEach of these Oments belongs

sıngular seit measured by sıngular instant.
TOom OUT privileged vantage pomnt ıt 1S comparatıvely CaS Y dıscern

the paradox mplıed ıIn ONC instant’s encompassıng everal dıscretely
strung-out Oments But it would SCCIMN historıcally obtuse MI1SS the
PTESSUTCS wıthın the cContext of thıs subtle theorızıng. 1les W as strıving
analytically Justify hat MAanYy in hıs day took be the unassaılable fact of
instantaneous ıllumınatıon. Lackıng the wısdom of OUT hındsıght, he W as

drıven CONSIructk ingen10us theory in 1C ONC instant somehow
eniolde!‘ in ıts ONCNCSS dıiscrete OmMents elated d pr10r and poster10r.
Varıous nıneteenth-century physıcısts who WeTiIC tortured DYy the problem
of the ether WOUuU ave probably accorded hım INOTC than lıttle
SYyMpalhYy 169). Because 1g shows WAaVcC qualities, physıcısts WeTC led
A4SSUMMEC understandably but falsely that 1g vibratıng hrough

must ave medium INn 1C ıts Occurred : the lumınıferous
ether Ifether 15 flu1d, 1g AdIC longıtudınal. Polarızed 1g NOW-
CVCI, travels wıth iransverse WAaVeC motion. e Y reconcıle and SAaVC the
phenomena SOTINC physıcısts went that ether 1S both fluı1d and

SOl hus schematızed, the ether 15 absolutely rıg1 but absolutely

169) Alexander olın, Physics Its Laws, Ideas, nd Methods New ork Mc (jraw-
Hıll, 658-659 In Theonas Conversations of a S5age, Tans ee! (New ork
eel and Ward. 63, Jacques Marıtaıin pıcturesquely speaks of € the er whereın
the physıcısts sed put Out theır ackes contradictions pasture.:. ». Fdmund
Whıttaker, History of the Theories of Aether and Electricity, (The Classical Theories)
(2nd ed : London Nelson, 951 279-303, examınes ın sober, hıghly professional WaYy
the Varıous mathematical-physıcal contrıvances devısed by physıcısts of the tature of
Ihomson, Kırchhoff, FıtzGerald, and Ven the Maxwelill explaın electric, magnetıc
and gravıtational forces DYy the actıon of A intervenıng agether »} (p 279)
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flex1ible axwell  N electromagnetic 16 eOTrYy opened the WaYy for
dıspensing wıth the ether Wıth sophiısticated understanding of 1e6€
theory and the d1scovery of the photon, ether has dopped Out of the
Contemporary physıca pıcture WOUuU be historically unjust and
childısh LO al 0)4 ran 4S OOISs the physıcısts who invented
ungaınly ether They WeTC compelle tOo CONstruct such logıcally odd
object tOo aCCount for lıght-phenomena wıthın the framework of
austerly mechanıcal mMO of nature that they took be basıcally
and iımpregnably irue

(11) Giles’s heroic fforts tOo aCcCcount for hypothetical fal]l in
perfec VadaCuUum turn Out tOo be equally fruitless * 7°),. Ss1 from the
natural-philosophical Tu that perfect VaCUuum in the strict

physıcally impossible, SUCCESSIVE stages in the fall cance]l out
instantaneity. The impasse insuperable : ıf there 1s SUCCESSION
marked DYy dıverse momen(ts, there cannot be only ONe instant measurıngthe entıire fall Succession betokens pluralıty that 1S incompatible ıth
ONCNESS of instant. On the natural eve mMOmMment and instant AdIieC
CONZTUOUS each MOoment 1s measured DYy partıcular instant, and everal
moments, whether NnOTt conce1ved Iirom track of motion, dIiIc
respectiıvely measured DYy evera|] instants. Giles’s VETY adroıt claım that
the NO of tıme, C derıves from the NO of eternity, shares in the
comprehensiıve character of the eternal NO 1s voıded by OnNne maJor pomintof dısanalogy: precıisely as comprehensive, the NO of eternity 18 utterlydıissımilar iTrom, and therefore imparticipable Dy, the NO of time As
eternal, the NO ofeternıty the immutability of God 1S AUNC
SLTAMNS In the absolute it 18 A4s unchangeable, dSs ineviıtably always the
SaJme d the dıvıne immutability it Because ıt 1s infinıtely« standıng » In ıts duration, the NO of eternıty embraces and
comprehends In ıts stable unicıty all inferi10r ofduratıon, all events,all instants, past, present, and future. As eternal, A4ASs transcendıng the
ole of nature, the 10 of eternıity 1S comprehensive. But the NO of
time 1s not transcendent but immersed In nature It 15 thıng of nature
that the primum mobile and, in virtue of it, all other mobiıles and
Oments In nature Though ONe In ıtself OTr secundum rem, thoughsubjectively self-ıdentical. the NO of time 1S unceasıngly dıverse,
ınevıtably other secundum ratiıonem accordıng LO the continuous COUTSE of

170) In PAYS.,; I fol C- 1 2C (under At VEeTrO DriuS). See 126-136 above.
171) Ibid., 25, fol 08b (under Mensurabit em tempus) See 8 7-89O above.
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the primum mobile. The self-ıdentity of the empora NO 15 analogous {O
the self-ıdentity of the eternal NO  $ ıts subjective stabılıty shares INn the
absolute stabılıty of the eternal NO But ıts otherness secundum ratiıonem,

otherness rooted in the mobılıty of natural things, annuls anı y
poss1bılıty of sharıng by the 1900) of tıme in the comprehens1iveness of the
NO of eternıity, comprehensıveness rooted in the ranscendent
ımmutabılıty of God

As in the demurrals ıth regard instantaneous ılluminatıon,
strıctures passed 11es ere ave be reserved and soft-voıiced. 1les
consıdered fall In perfect VaCUuum iımpossıble, but permitting thıs
impossıble ıng be poss1ıble 72), mullıng VT fall IN ASs DUTC
hypothesıs, he attempted CoOoNnstruct the general lınes of ıts analytıcal
Justıficatıon. No ou he faıled but he dıd nOoTt faıl miserably. We Can

only admıre the W of hıs conceptual imagınation In appealıng the
comprehensıveness of the eternal NO das MO for partıcıpatıon,
accordıng to 1C the ONC NO of time Can NCOMPASS SUCCeEesSsSION of
OoOments wıthout sacrıfıcıng ıts unıty and wıthout otting Out the
pluralıty ofoments Caught In hat he called verıtable labyrınth, he
merıts credıt for the virtuosity he brings ear in ryıng tO ESCAaDC from
mäze that, ıIn fact; has exıt. If inadvertently isolate the problem
from ıts actual hıstorical contex(t, INAaY fee] dısturbed and Dy the
spectacle of prodıga expenditure of ogıcal aculty netting only hat
SCCIMN be freakıshly ıllogical dıyıdends TIorn Oout of ıts setting,
Giles’s magnıficent maneuvering may AaPDPCAaI LO n  r  c only
iImmense muddle But sympathetically sıtuated wıthın the lımıts of hıs
INqUITY, Giles’s carefully hedged conclusıon 1S the Outcome of
dexterous, ine analysıs that 15 rendered ultımately unacceptable Dy the
SCVETIC curbs implıicıt ıIn askıng iımpossible quest10ons and in huntıing for
WAaVYS reconcıle irreconcılables.

empora uniCIty. The extensiıon of the formal-materı1al
dıstinetion LO the domaın of unıcıty also somewhat miısgulded.
Time 15 specıfically ONC, 1ıles insısts, because it 1s ormally abstract
number, whereas ıt 1S indıvıdually numerı1cally ONC in the mater1al
9 through ıts subjective ıdentity ıth the prıimary motion 173)' The

72) Ibid., Zn fol 12cC (under At vero prius) €< 1Tamen S1 ale ım possı1bıle ponere(tur,
SEqueTreLUT quod essent alıqua mutata CSSC 1910} educta In MOLIUu caelest1... »} See 1 35
above

L 73) Ibid., 28, fol 3d-1 14b (under Aut AON INNEe and 7 nım et) See 159-160
above.
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ONCNECSS of time 1s remarkably comparable {O the detachement and
applicability of the number to physical objects But 1les DTESSECS
thıs analogy OO far, far that he 1S hobbled and trapped by it To the
deadly objection hat he LO be turnıng time into abstract number
rather than keeping it numbered physıca number, 1les replıes that
time 1s numbered number dsSs mbedded In the prımary motion, but 1S
numbering ÖT abstract number in ıts me  n1 of all other motlions In
nature 174)' But thıs atlttempt to SQUAaTre ftormal unıty rooted In time OT
abstract number wıth time dS numbered number 1Ssues in [WO
Inconvenilences. Fiırst. if tiıme IS physıcal number subjectified In the
prıimary motion, and f ıt 1S in virtue of ıts residence In the primary motıiıon
that it other dıverse mot1ons, it 15 inconsistent transform it
into abstract number in its applıcatıon other dıverse motions. If tiıme ds
numbered number In the primary motion 15 applıed 18 other dıverse
motıions, ıt Cannot become abstract number In its vVEerY mensuratıonal
applıcation, for it 15 precısely AdSs physıca number that it 1s applıed other
motlions. Second, time that becomes formally abstract number In ıts
me  nt becomes formally mathematicized; as strictly mathe-
matıcızed, it cCannot be physıca entity. Here d elsewhere Giles’s
near-automatıc resort tO hat has become for hım all-answeringformal-material leiıtmotif lures into inconsistencies. In fact, time 18
tormally numbered number, and therefore tormally, and nNOT merelymaterı1ally, time 15 numerically 0)81(  @ As physıcal OFr numbered number,
time resides In the numeriıcally ONC prımary motıion. In virtue of thıs
numeriıcally ONe primary motıon, it measures all the dazzlıng dıversityof moti1ons in the COSINOS Formally causatıve throughout nature,
ineviıtably present wherever there 1S motıon, it remaıns [ormally the
numeriıcally ONe and the SaJmne time.

Minor difficulties. We eed devote INOTEC than word (T [WO
1ve mMI1Inor pOomMNts of dıssatisfaction.

(1) sounds odd maıntaın that tiıme numbers the prımary motli1on
but o€es nNOL strıctly Casure 1t 175). The Fatıo of Casure 15 OUuUnNn: Der
DFIUS in number: number 1S the first analogate In 1Cc Casure 1S
verılıed. ÖOr, in terms of implıcation, hat numbers ıng mMuSsT, in

second C, Casure ıt Giles’s reluctance ere 1S somewhat
understandable, SINCE, for SOMEC, Te 4s such 18 super10r hat ıt

l74) Ibid., fol Q- (under 7 nım et) See 162 above.
175) Ibid., fol 14d (under Propter hoc autem). See above.
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But surely the relatıonshıp of time prımary motıion 1s
unıque CasC, and 1le the role of time AS CasurTre INaYy suggest
superiority, the fact that time 1s DASSLO of the prıimary motion insures
subjective superlor1ty for the prımary motıon, wıthın the iramework of
1C the measuratıonal superlor1ty of time 1S only relatıve, because
subordinate and ancıllary. 11) The NO a4s never-changıing 15 saıd beE E an secundum rem and the NO d ever-changıing 1s saıd be secundum
ratıonem 176). hıs terminology wkward and potentlally
misleadıng, Ssiınce ıt plants the lınguistic SCIIM for the dea that the NO 1S
really always the SdIlle ıle ıt 18 pluralızed not really but only
intentionally Dy operatıons of the soul that actualıze the OWS 4S
numbered. Thıs inadequate language indeed produces puzzle that ıles
grapples ıth but, wıthın the irame of thıs somewhat gauche termınology,
he 1ın hımself unable solve : how Can the 1LDSUM mobile be other
secundum ratiıonem yet ıts be really (realiter) distinct * ’’). u
ıng and ıts actıvıty AdIC subject {O dıfferent (the NO

substance and tiıme ıts motı10n), but, dIC told, 933l and the Samle

INCAaASUTC, namely, tıme, motion ASs mobilis and ıts AAYS (1ts
spreadoutness ın pr10T and poster10r parts) 78) Yet the homogenelty of
CAadSuTec and measured, erıterion that 1les cur10usliy invokes
substantıate thıs claım, demands that the mobilis, AS indıviısıble, be
measured 19(0)! Dy time but Dy the indıvısıble that 15 the 110 en
from ıts subjectivity In the continuum of magnıtude, the mobilis 15
equıvalent MuLatlum AA MOMentTt tO whose me  nt the NO

15 necessarıly appoımnted. One inductive step 1ın the buıld-up of the CONCeEDL
of time expressly makes the poıint that time CINCTI SCS not from motion d

ACLIUS mobilis but from motion A4S continuum, motion 4S marked (extrinsıc-
ally the strıct definıtiıon of motion) Dy pr10T7 and poster10r phases. Tiıme
numbers and motion secundum CS3SE, accordıng d ıt 1S
continuum, but sımılarıty of indıviısıbles ca for the me  ementTt of
motion dASs mobilis by the 1910) (1V) ıles LO vacıllate bıt
the question of the DCI corruptive influence of time. Ratione SUL it

only incıdentally but ratiıone9 dIC told, ıt 15 DCI
corruptive 179)' However, ıt that SINCE time 1S physıcal

176) Ibid., Zu. fol 102a-d (under Sequitur
9-1 above. enım SICUL and atıone aliud) See

177) Ibid., 253 fol 10  S (under idem autem).
L 78) Ibid., 24, fol 06b (under est motul). See above.
179) Ibid., 27, fol 1la (under Quod quidem igitur). NSee above.
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number number applıed LO and motiıon it exNM1D1ts
features ralıone SI Xcep and connection ıth mMmotion In short
for the VCLY TCAason ıt 15 DCI COrTupüiLıve the lıne of the orma
ralıone ıt has be also desiıgnated DCTI Corruptive ralıone N4 (V)
1les tOO severely 1ve maın  g that only DPIIIMAaLYy
motion under the definıtiıon OF Lime 180) hıs exclusıyısm WOU
SCCIN 8 conflıct ıth the claım that DETICCLIVIN£ and knowıng an Y
moti0on and NOW Lime Worse it WOUuU SGOCIa that
only those acquaınted ıth the DIIMNAaLYy mMotion VeEIY SsSma. ercentage
of the earth populatıon dIC able LO achıleve CONCEDL of Liime Surely
CVCN SaVagc trıbesmen capable of dıstınguishing days and weeks and
months dIC equıppe ıth sound however 1UVI and phı-
losophically unartıculated notıon of Lime m1g be IMNOTE
then SdVYy that the definıtion 15 saıd primarıly of the DIIMAaTY mMotion yelLl
secondarıly and really also of al the other otl0ns nature

Summar y
Dialectic (1) The nNCe of 1fs apparently cancels the

exX1istence of time The present taken dSs interval overlaps both past and
future and by definıtion neıther past 910)8 future Can claım actual physıca
eXistencCce gaın the NO the suppose nıt of Liime self-
contradıctory Viıewed dSs pluralızed IT has be absurdly generated and
corrupted Vıewed d unchangıngly ONeC il LTEINAa1Ns the siıngle nstant
1C incredı1ıbly, all events tiime (2) The dıalectic of the nature
of Lime 165 and ın wanling [WO whose OX  10N and
rejeclion DaVC the WaY for the induction of Liime (1) first ODINI1ON
identifyıng Lime ıth the Motion of the heaven 1SSUCS [WO
INCONVENICNCES part of cırcular mMotion WOU be equıvalent the
ole mMotion and the hypothesıs of everal heavens there WOU
be several paralle es ımpossıbılıty 11) second OPDPINION
ıdentifyıng Lime ıth the eavenly sphere 15 vitiated Dy crude
formal Og1C and equıvocatıon.

Definition of time (1) Time 15 neıther wholly identical ıth NO

separable from motion Tıme dıffers from motion: ıt 15 ubıquıitous and
unıLorm whereas mMotlonNn IN always specıfied and fast OT sSlow On the other
hand ave aWareness of Liime wıthout 4WAaTEeENESS of motion k2)
1 ıme 1le nOoTt the SAdIille dS motion aliquid somethıng

\80) Ihid 28 fol C- (under Dubitabit aliquis) See 157 above
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intimately connected ıth motion. Sharpened and specıfied, tiıme ASs

aliquid yıelds the definıtion in three S (1) Tıme 15 elated
motion 4S motion LO magnıtude; time 15 derived continuum. (11) Tıme
ollows not upon motion ASs such but upON motion stamped ıth the pr10r
and poster10r. 111 T ıme 1$ the number of the pr10r and poster10Tr in
motıon. We become ully of tıme al the moment number the

pr10r and poster10r as [WO OWS (3) Tıme 15 numbered number; ıt 1S

applied OT physıca number, WE number 4S applied motion in ıts Dr10T
and poster10r phases. (4) The 1e attrıbute of tiıme flowıng from the
definıtiıon 15 ıts role 4S CAasSurec of motıion. (5) In addıtion, because it 18

joıned corruption-oriented motion, time 1S saı1d be of

corruption ; but in the lıne of MECASUTC, 16 Oorma.
eanınz of the NO (1) Comparıson wıth mobiıle ıng reveals that

the NOSthe SAamllc secundum rem The NO 1S tıme d mobile ıng
1S$ motion;: ıke the ONEC mobiıle ıng persisting throughout change, ONEC

NO perdures throughout tiıme. (2) Yet dıfferently viewed, the SAaIlNlc

comparıson throws 1g the varı'abılıty of the NO mobile ıng
DAaSsCS hrough everal places in ıts motl1on, that secundum rationem,
LEL accordıng the ratıio of place, it sShOows itself sucCcess1ively other The
NO that remaıns ON and the SAad1Ille secundum re also cshows iıtself
success1ively other and dıfferent secundum rationem in the COUTSC of time.
(3) 10 consıder the NO secundum ratıiıonem 1S consıder ıt secundum PSSCe

diffinitivum. (1) TIhe NO MaYy be defined, fırst. d the formally other nıt
subject of time. TOom slıghtly dıfferent standpoınt, ıt 15 the diversity

of the OWS that constitutes the number hat 1S time. 11) The NO MaYy be
defined, secondly, as the number of time. 11 We MaYy define the NO

thırdly, ıles suggesiSs, AS the unity-of-the-number of mobiıle ıng
(4) In addıtıon, because ıt 15 intrinsıcally INOTIC knowable, the NO

18 the CasuIrc of time. (5) In the instantaneous transmıssıon of 1g 0)91%

and the Samlec instant the dıverse Oments markıng the dıverse
places in the transmıssıon of 1g Sımiularly, in the purely hypothetical
CAdsSC of the instantaneous fall of body ın VaCUuUum the ONC instant
functionıng AS comprehens1ıve Casurec Can ENCOMPASS SUCCessI1oON
of posıtions and instants.

Fxistence of time. Tıme 1S both ependent uDON and independent of
the soul. (1) As number, time cannot ex1ıst par from the soul ; for ıf soul
capable of numberıng cCannot exI1st, number Cal ex1ist. (2) But time also
has physıcal realıty independent of the soul insofar a4as ıt 1s ONC ıth
motıion. Formally, ASs number, time depends the soul, but materı1ally,
d mbedded in motıon, tiıme Cal exist from the soul.
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nity UNICIE V of time. (1) Because it 15 rooted in the 0)91% 0)8 unıque
prımary motıon, time 15 numerically (TG un1ıque. Thus, strictly
speakıng, tiıme 1s the number of the prıimary motıion. (2) Exıistentially,
tiıme 1S numerıcally ONC, but quıddıtatıvely, ıt 1S specıfically OM  4 Time’s
specıfic unıty arıses {rom ıts ftormal character of number whereas ıts
numeriıcal unıty 1S rooted in ıts resıdence in the prımary motion.

OMmMe difficulties. Gilles’s VIEeWS the objectiviıty of time,
ST  NEOUS transmıssıon, and empora unıcıty SCCTN tOo and hım in
paradoxes. (1) The physıca realıty of tıme cCannoTt be materı1ally grounde
INn motıiıon because motıion, iıke time, 1s SUCCESSIVE ; and A4s SUCCESSIVE, ıt
Can be grasped aSs totalıty only by intentional aCcts of the soul. (2) The
claım that sıngle instant Can CasSsurTre pluralıty of Ooments (Just A4s the
ONC time pluralıty of motıions) relıes equıvocal uUsSsC of
pluralıty. In theır nt by time the dıverse motıions aATC
sıngular set OCccurring al ONJuncture. But 1les mistakenly has sıngular
instant measurıng OoOments Strung Ouft dıfferentially rather than d
members of sıngular set Agaın, unlıke the transcendent NO ofeternity,
the 1O of tiıme 1S unceasıngly other and ence cannotft A4s

comprehensıve Casure (3) INCONZFrUOUS tO regard time In the
primary motion dS numbered number but turn it into numbering number
In the applıcation of time sub-primary motions. (4) Fınally, few
addıtional remarks Can vass dıfficulties In less substantive
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