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ORIGEN: THE SOURCE OF AUGUSTINE'S
THEORY OF TIME

There is a fundamental presupposition in order to comprehend Origen’s
conception of time: that is to know the exact relation of his ontological
definition of time (namely, what time proper is) to the tradition before him.
As a matter of fact, Origen adopted the fundamental Stoic conception of
time as an extension (Oiaotnua), being himself aware of the difficulties that
this question was causing to Stoic thought'. The Stoics in general considered
time as incorporeal®. They could not easily say that time does not exist; not
only because there is the psychological and phenomenological experience of
time, but also because the Stoics themselves used both the term and the
notion of time. They were obviously reluctant to consider time as a purely
intellectual construction in the same manner that they thought the Platonic
Ideas to be. Time is real in a sense, therefore, as it is obviously not corporeal,
it was attributed the quasi-reality of one of the incorporeals”.

Nevertheless it is true that the Stoics do not offer any exhaustive
theoretical analysis of their original conception of time as an «extension».
Yet this 1s neither accidental nor is it due to negligence: on the contrary, it
can be sustained that not to elaborate too much on their original conception
is a constitutive element of the Stoic view of time. This is a direct result of
their general view that it is only «bodies» that are «real», as «real» considered
only what is «acting» or «suffering». Thus, the Stoics would regard time as
«real» only if they had accepted the presupposition that time is a «body»; but
since time is obviously not a body, the spontaneous Stoic reaction, in the first
place, would be to reject the notion that time «exists» — which 1s equally
absurd as contrary to immediate human psychological experience, at least.
Thus the Stoics solved the problem by accepting the existence (in a sense) of

1. On the exact relation of Onigen’s conception of ime, as well as the criticism of Plotinus,
Plutarchus and other Greeks against the Stoic defimtion of time, s. P. TzaMaLIKOS, The Concept
of Time in Origen, Dissertation for the Degree of Ph.D. in Philosophy, University of Glasgow,
1986; chapter 2.

2. Swicorum Veterum Fragmenta (SVF), 11, 117, 19; 166, | and 8.

3. SVF, 11, 117, 18-23.
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four «incorporeals», namely time (6 yp6vog), space (6 ywEog), speech (td
hextov) and the void (10 xevov). It is apparent though that in the Stoic
philosophy, and its materialism, the term «incorporeal» is a cause of
embarassement. Subsequently, a further analysis of the question of time
would be a matter of more perplexity. This is exactly what they sought to
avoid. To them, time has always remained a «something» which stands
between «being» and «non-being».

The Stoics in general distinguished three degrees of reality: The ovra
(beings) were regarded of full reality and such were only bodies. Incorporeals
were called reva (somethings) but they were not regarded as ovra. Below
them the ovriva (nothings) were mere conceptions (évvonjuarta.) Time
belongs to the second grade of reality®. Another distinction of degrees of
reality is between what is vgeora¢ (subsisting) and what is ov (being); the
former seems to correspond to Tva (somethings)”.

A theory attributed to Chrysippus was that only something «fully real»
should be considered as «existing» (Umapyewv). They used to make a
distinction between vmdoyerv and vgeoravad®; the latter is not a full
reality but a «potential» reality. What they mean by that is that «fully real» is
a predicate when the predicated action is taking place in actuality: For
example, «walking» exists fully only as long as one walks, yet is does not exist
fully when one is lying or sitting’. In the light of this view the Stoics assert
that it is only present time that is fully real. On the other hand, they regard it
as a property of time to be both infinite in both directions (namely, that of
past and future) and to be infinitely divisible. It is their fundamental view of
time as a continuum that makes them infer that time is infinitely divisible®.

Plutarchus alleges that to Stoics «present» is considered as time so
infinitely small that it is actually «crushed» between past and future (which
are both held to be not fully real). Finally, the present itself 1s regarded to be
extinguished because of this «crushing», and not to exist itself in reality; for
what remains out of this «crush» is past and future, which nevertheless are
considered not as «full» but as «potential» realities”. It is according to this

4. CI. SVF 2.329-35 and 521. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathemaricos (adv. Math.),
10.218; Cf. J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy, Cambridge, 1969; ch. 9; PASQUALE PASQOUINO «Le
statut ontologique des incorporels», in Jaques Brunschwig (ed.), Les Stoiciens et leur logique,
Panis, 1978.

Cf. R. Sorasn, Time, Creation and the Continuum, London, 1983; p. 23.
SVE, 11, 164, 27.

SVF, 11, 164, 26-30.

SVF, 11, 164, 23-25. This 15 a view of Ongen’s, too.

. SVF, 11, 165, 37-43.

-
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_argumentation that Plutarchus attributes to the Stoics the opinion that time is

not in itself a «being»'".

Such were the matters surrounding the question of time. Platonjsts, for
example, were asserting that it is time’s «continuity» itself that attributes an
unreality to time''. On the other hand though Chrysippus rejects this
assertion: he does not believe that to regard time as a continuum entails an
unreality of present time or of the events of the present time and he
subsequently develops a whole argumentation on this subject. What the
Stoics actually did was to make the distinction between what «exists» (as
various material objects or an action for as long as it takes place) and what 1s
«real» (and this includes material objects as well as incorporeals, like time).
Yet, even if we accept that this distinction eluded Proclus in his criticism of
Stoic view of time'?, what remains is the fact that time was a question
entailing a number of problems in its treatment.

In spite of the fact that Origen would be regarded as indebted to the
Stoics for his fundamental ontological conception of time as an «extension»,
he has taken decisive steps of his own towards surmounting the impasses of
the Stoic as well as the rest of pagan thought. What is of substantial help to
him towards this direction is the different conception of «world» which he
held.

In Origen’s thought the notions of «body» and «incorporeal» have a
totally different meaning from that in the Stoics. To them «incorporeal» 1s a
«something» between being and non-being; it is only of necessity that they
are compelled to accept the four incorporeals'” since they can neither deny
that they «exist» nor assert that they are bodies. _

By stark contrast, in Origen’s view, incorporeal nature not only pertains
to fully real existence, but also it is this which par excellence is. It is God, and
only God, who is incorporeal. On the other hand, Origen’s reference to
corporeality pertains to fallen rational beings, which were created on the
Fall. What he regards as corporeal nature originates in moral causes, it has a
moral goal and will be terminated after proper free moral action'*.
Furthermore, corporeality is applied not only to the visible world, but also to
what is «not seen» and yet regarded as material'’.

10. SVF, 11, 117, 42-43.
11. J. RisT, Stoic Philosophy, Cambnidge, 1969; p. 280.
12. SVF, 11, 166, 4-10.

13. Speech (10 Aextov), the void (10 zevov), space (xmoeos), time (xoovoc): SVF, 11, 117,
18-23.

14. P. TzamavLikos, Op. at., chapter 1.
15. Op. ct., chapter 1.
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Therefore there are two main differences between Origen’s thought and
the Stoics on the subject:

First, he avers that the entire world (according to his conception of
«world») is a material one, yet he does not allow that only what is a «body» is
a «being» (8v), as the Stoics did'®. Holding a notion of transcendence to the
world, he not only affirms that incorporeal is real, but also explicates his
conviction that incorporeal nature is the superior reality — superior not with
respect to the degree, so to speak, of reality, but to the quality of it.

Secondly, the distinction between corporeality and incorporeality
interests Origen for reasons purely theological, not natural. The bodies that
interest him are those which have a theological significance and those are the
bodies of rational creatures'’. In the final analysis, the conception of
corporeality pertains to the world as a «downfall» (xata6ol) and the radical
transcendence and superiority of incorporeal divine life compared to the
entire world (which is all corporeal) is underlined.

Given these presuppositions, Origen had no reason to wonder as to
whether time itself is a body. He, as well as the Stoics, knew the simple and
apparent phenomenological datum that time is not a body. The difference is
that while to Stoics this datum was a source of embarrassment, to Origen it
was not. The reason lies in their different conceptions of the world itself,
their different opinions about the significance of corporeality and incorporea-
lity, and the notion of transcendence (a notion not held by the Stoics at all) —
all of them with respect to the different conceptions of what is real.

In Origen’s view the fact that time is not a body does not create any
problem whatever. Time is not a body in the same sense that «space» itself is
not a body, the function of «speaking» (namely, expressions, phrases,
affirmations, etc.) is not a body, «void» is not a body'®, in like a manner that
a «predicate» or an «axiom» or the abstract notion of «to be attached» or «to
be interwoven with»'? are not in themselves bodies. He was far away from
the Stoic doctrine that only what is a body is real. Therefore he never faced
the dilemmas of the Stoics, who remained imprisoned in perplexities created
by themselves just because they never held a notion of transcendence to the
world; they preferred to remain into the visible material world and its
impasses. This is what Origene calls «the absurdities of the followers of Zeno

16. SVF, 11, 117, 5-6.

17. S. op. cit., ch. 2, about the kinds of motion according to Origen's thought.
18. SVF, 11, 117, 20-22.
19. SVF, 11, 117, 40-43.
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and Chrysippus» and declares that he does not hold views which could cause
him to «fall into these absurdities»*".

To the Stoics this world is «the whole» (10 0Aov). Origen also names the
world by the same expression. He however regards this «whole» not as an
absolute and all-embracing reality, but as a reality created, dependent,
related to the transcendent God and, in itself, being out of God. This is a
striking difference between Origen and the Stoics — a difference which had
serious implications.

When Origen refers to time as «that which is extended alongside with»
(10 ovpnapextevopevov)®, he by this term indicates a lot of his conception
of time and its relation to the «structure of the world». The use of the verb
ovunapextelveoBau is pivotal for a proper apprehension of Origen’s concept
of time. He does not, however, employ any particular noun for time proper,
a noun to be predicated by the adjective ovumapexreivousvos, which he
introduced in the terminology of time. To him time is a kind of extension.
Although it is obvious that this «extension» is not a spatial one, he prefers to
insist on the term Awaornua (extension) and the notion of the close
connexion of this dtaoryua to the «structure of the world» (tov ®xéopov
wataoxevr)), which in the final analysis implies the close relation of time to
space. The relation of this diaorgua to the «structure of the world» is
suggested through the verb ovumapexreiveofar; and this is one of the
elements that makes the term otaorngua denoting a view of time radically
different from that of Platonists or Aristotelists who sometimes used the term
otaorqua for periods of time, yet never for denoting time proper.

Furthermore, a painstaking study of Origen’s thought reveals an
additional substantial characteristic of the essence of time proper. In fact,
there are points of his work where he appears to consider time as a
«dimension» of the world.

It should be noted that in Greek the terms «diastema» (Owaotyua =
extension) and «diastasis» (duiotaoig = dimension) have the same root and
their meaning has an inner connexion. «Diastasis» (dimension) is definitely a
ideational «diastema» (extension) along which life is going on. Today we
regard time as the fourth dimension of space-time, which stands in close
connexion to the three spatial dimensions. Accordingly, the term «adiasta-
tos» indicates what is without «diastases» (dimensions), that is, «dimension-

20. Contra Celsum, (Cels) VIII, 49,

21. Exposita in Proverbia; 10, Commentary on John, 1, XXIX; Commentary on the Epistle
to the Ephesians, § IX.
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less». It is precicely this term which is used in Origen’s works in two cases at
least.

His conviction is that it is divine life which is the very life and it is this
state, namely the divine one, which Origen calls as «perpetual life»
(aerbwiac)®. It is obvious that he here refers to the life of God. The same
term «perpetual life» is used at another point of the same work again in order
to indicate the divine life as the final goal of all creation; it is there that this
life is described as «calm and dimensionless» (Grapayov xai adiaorarov
Cwiic)*”. Thus the contrast between the atemporal divine life and the
temporal world is pointed up through the term «&didotratogr.

This is a point in Origen’s thought which deserves to be particularly
noticed and studied. In a previous work®® we have shown that the radical
transcendence of God to the world is portrayed in terms of space and time.
The life of creation is contrasted with divine life by virtue of the fact that the
latter is spaceless and timeless. When, therefore, Origen depicts divine life as
a «life without dimensions», it is obvious that he implies space and time,
alluding to the absence of space and time in the divine life.

Considering time as a dimension is the point where Origen’s fundamen-
tal ontological definition of time as «diastema» (extension) and «diastasis»
(dimension) converge. This happens not only because these two terms are
closely related to each other on the grounds of philology and etymology, but
also because it is Origen himself who correlates them, in order to express a
substantial facet of his conception of time.

It 1s therefore worthwhile to reflect upon this view of time as dimension,
in order to enquire into what is the inner meaning attributed by him to this
notion.

It should be noted that the term owdoraois (dimension), applied to time,
1s not used by Origen exclusively, in like a manner that the term dtdornyua
(extension) in not an invention of his. While the latter has a special position
in the Stoic conception of time, the former is a term employed also by the
Neoplatonists when they refer to time. The very term adudorarog can be
found in the Enneads (111, 7-13) of Plotinus many times, particularly in the
section where he deals with the question of time and eternity®. It is therefore
quite obvious that, in treating the question of time, the Neoplatonists were

22. Exposita in Proverbia (expProv), 16.

23. ExpProv, 2.

24. Op. cit., chapter 1.

25. With regard to the discussion about time an eternity, the term adi@orarog can be found
at the following points of the Enneads: 111, 7-13; I11,7.3; 1I1,7.6; TI1,7.11; 1I1,7.13.
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using the term «adudotarog». The term deaoraois (dimension) was used,
too®®, as Plotinus regards time as a «dimension of life» (didotaoig Lwic)”’
and «eternity» (aimv) as «dimensionless» (adidotarog) and «non temporal»
(00 yoovinov)™.

This, however, by no means suggests that Origen’s view of time has been
influenced by that of Neoplatonism.

First of all, Origen was twenty years older than Plotinus and he wrote his
commentaries on the Proverbs (where the notion of dimension is found)
probably around 238 A.D.*”. Taking into account that the Enneads were
composed when Plotinus was pretty aged, it follows that at the time when
Origen made these affirmations the Enneads had not been written yet.

Beyond that, however, in Neoplatonism time is the motion of the Soul
whereas the fundamental Platonic notion of time as an «<image» of eternity is
preserved there, too.

At any rate, Origen’s view of time is in essence radically different from
the Platonic one as regards this crucial point: To Plato, time is a «moving
image of eternity» and this very term of image denotes that time was
established in the world by the demiurge so that a certain affinity exists
between this world and the world of Ideas. Time, as an «<image», is exactly
the element by which an affiliation and resemblance is established between
Here and Beyond.

By stark contrast, Origen’s view is exactly the contrary: It is exactly in
terms of space and time that the radical schism, the «gap», between the
transcendent God and the world is portrayed. Time not only does not
establish any affinity between divine life and the world, but it is exactly in
terms of time that the radical hiatus between God and the world is portrayed.

Origen therefore is quite far away from Platonism and Neoplatonism on
this point. Besides, in Plotinus’ view, time was not created as a being out of
non-being, but it followed down a «restlessly active nature» which was in
«that quiet life»* and so this «nature» «moved and time moved with it»"",
Hence, according to Plotinus, time was existing «before» time, as it were,
and «was at rest with the eternity in real being»”* and «although it was not yet

26. Enneads, 111, 7. 8.

27. Enneads, 111, 7. 11.

28. Enneads, 1, 5. 7.

29. Cf. MARGUERITE HARL, Origéne et la fonction révélatrice du Verbe Incarnée, Paris.

1958; p. 71.

30. Enneads, I, 7. 10.

31. Enneads, 111, 7. 11.

32. Enneads, 111, 7. 11.
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time» «it kept quiet too»™. Also, in his view, time was made «according to
the pattern of eternity, and as its moving image»™".

In short, whereas to Plotinus time is life (of the Soul)*, to Origen is but
a natural element, namely an element of the make-up of the world. The
difference between Plotinus’ and Origen’s views of time is far too striking to
need any further comment™.

This is why Origen has no hesitation in employing the term addorarog
(dimensionless) as well as the notion implied by it, namely of time as a
«dimension of life». It was his deeper knowledge that his conception of time
was far too different from the Neoplatonic one that made him feel free to use
common terms with confidence and with no fear of miscomprehension.

The intellectual distinction between time and the «construction of this
world», or the «structure of life», made in the Commentary on Ephesians, fr.
IX, and in Exposita in Proverbia, 10, implies the conceptual distinction
between space and time. It is Origen’s view that rational nature is
«changeable and convertible» by the very condition of its being created — for
what was not and began to be is by this very fact shown to be of a
«changeable nature»*’, and he repeats that «rational nature is changeable
and convertible»™® and it was «necessary for God to make a bodily nature,
capable of changing at the Creator’s will, by an alteration of qualities, into
everything that circumstances might require»"’. It is through the establis-
hment of time as a creature and part of the make-up of the world that
«change» and «alteration» make sense. What Origen calls «structure» of the
world provides the «scenery» for the drama of the world to take place; the
«structure», therefore, provides the «place». It is through time that «action»
and «movement» (and thus, change and alteration) can make sense and be
realized. Time, therefore, is a «dimension of life» for creaturely freedom to
make sense and to be realized; for 1t 1s obvious that freedom of rational
creatures could hardly make sense in the absence of time. Time, as a
otaotnua (extension) is the didoraois (dimension) alongside which world
moves towards the end™’.

33. Enneads, 111, 7. 11.

34. Enneads, 111, 7. 13; also, III, 7. 11.

35. Enneads, 111, 7. 11.

36. These are not the only differences; Origen’s conception of «acon» 1s fundamentally a
«natural» one (s. Selecta in Psalmos, 5), whereas, in Plotinus’ view, «acon» is the timeless
etermity.

37. De Principiis (Princ), IV, 4. 8.

38. Princ, 1V, 4. 8.

39. Princ, 1V, 4. 8.

40. We discuss the nature and the actual contend of «end» in op. cit., chapter 5.
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Origen’s view of adtdoraros (dimensionless)*' applied to the divine life
indicates his conception of it as totally beyond time, as God himself 1s beyond
any notion of change or alteration; and certainly it is not accidental that he
uses the term «dimensionless» together with the term «calm» when he refers
to the state of divine reality®”.

What is in divine life is unchanged since it is perfect; this is why Ornigen,
at another point, uses the term «adidorarog» in order to indicate what is
certain, positive and not subject to change*’. Expounding the views of
Gregory of Nyssa on this question, R. Sorabji** regards them as a «fuller»*’
account of the divine reality. This «fuller» is stated as a comparison with
Origen’s account on the question. It is ironical though that what R. Sorabji
quotes as an account (of Gregory's) «fuller» than the one of Origen’s* are
but Origen’s own views employed by Gregory*’. The very definition of time
as dtaotyua, its relation to the world portrayed by the term ovuragexrevo-
uevov, the portrayal of divine life by the term ddtdorarog, and, in general,
the conception of both time and divine timelessness, are all just mere
repetitions of Origen’s own ideas and expressions™.

Therefore this is not the case of a «fuller» account; it is one more case in
which a Cappadocian merely repeats views of Origen without mentioning him
at all.

R. Sorabji*” also asserts that Philoponus «picks up the very words»
which Proclus and earlier Plotinus, Basil and Gregory used in their
discussions on time and divine reality. Proclus certainly follows Plotinus.
How radically different Origen’s views were will be discussed further on. As

41. ExpProv, 2.

42. Gregory of Nyssa faithfully follows Origen in the distinction between spatio-temporal
reality as one «contained within dimensions» as opposed to the «dimensionless» divine reality
«TNS COUATIXTS AUl OLAOTUATLANC PUOEWS»... as opposed 1o ... «¥f) voeoa t¢ zai adidoraros
@Uowg»; De anima et resurrectione, M, 46. 48 B; similarly in De hominis opificio, 23. 3; M, 44.
212 A. This Gregory’'s adherence to Origen’s terminology is particularly striking in Contra
Eunomium, 12; M, 45. 933 B; ibid. 1064 C.

43. HomlLuc, 1.

44. R. SORABI, op. cit., p. 123,

45. Id.

46. GREGORY OF NYssa, Contra Eunomium, M, 45. 36; M, 45. 368; M, 45. 461-4; M, 45.
1064 C-D; M, 45. 796 A; M, 45. 809 B-C; also hom. in Eccl. 7, (M., 44. 729 C-D); in Hex. (M. 44,
84 C). On Gregory's view, s. H. VON BALTHASAR, Presence et pensée, Paris 1942, pp. 1-10.

47. R. Sorabji also includes the definition of time by Basil of Caesarca among these «fuller»

accounts. On this he obviously follows an erroneous view of J. Callahan, on which we discuss
below,

48. S. P. TzamavLikos, op. cit., chapter 2.
49. R. SORABII, op. at., p. 117.
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far as the Cappadocians are concerned, the «very words» picked up by
Philoponus are not theirs, as R. Sorabji asserts, but they are Origen’s.

Origen considers time as a «dimension» of the world and introduces the
term «co-extended alongside with» (ovpunapextewvopevoc)®™ in order to
portray the very relation of this «dimension» to what, by abstraction, he calls
«structure of this world» (alluding to space proper, as a constitutive element
of the world). In doing so, he actually seems to have an inner conception of
what only in the twentieth century was conceived as «space-time». We cannot
know to what extent he was conscious and had a clear conception of this
reality; yvet even if he had such a conception he would have never expounded
that in a separate treatise; for he stresses that his purpose is to enunciate
theological views, not views on matters of nature (puotoroyeiv)®'. Had he
nevertheless or had he not a clear conscious conception of the reality of
«space-time», we can say that he had an intuition of that™.

Consequently, in Origen’s view it would be «absurd»™ to wonder
whether or not time is a body, in the same sense that he would find 1t absurd
to wonder whether or not «length» or «height» or «width» are in themselves
bodies. It is the fundamental presuppositions of his thought that prevent him
from such «absurd» questions; and it is these presuppositions which allow
him to affirm explicitly that time is a creature of full reality, keeping away
from the perplexities that the Stoic thought entails.

Moreover he holds the psychological and phenomenological division of
time into past, present and future. Thus, he refers to Ezek., 16, 30 («and you
have three times committed fornication») and comments as follows: «for the
three times (oi Togic yoovol) comprise the whole aeon»™. Yet it is in the
Commentary on John (at the point where he refers to the actual meaning of
the tenses) that he enunciates his views about «existence» in relation to the
parts of time, namely to past, present and future. It is there that he explicites
that the future refers to what «will exist» (10 pérhov Um@oEa)™. It is also
quite characteristic of his views on the subject that he refers to the «Kingdom
of God» as a «contemplation» of the past aeons as «aeons made» (yevouévmv
awwvav) while the future acons are stated as «aeons which will be made»
(yevnoouévov aidvev)’™. The meaning of this «contemplation» has a

SU. We give an extensive analysis and documentation of this point in op. cit., chapter 2.
51. Cels, 1V, 60.

52. Origen expressed this inner feeling of «space-time» by the term «acon». Cf. selPs, 5.
53. Cels, VIII, 49,

54. Selecta in Ezechiel (selEz). 16.
55. FrJohn, 1.

56. SelPs, 144; the same terminology is also used in selPs, 9 and selPs. 15.
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different character in relation either to the past or to the future: referred to
the past (which is already «made») this contemplation means a «memory»
(uviunv) of the past aeons’’; in the case of future aeons this should be
understood as a kind of foreknowledge. Thus time is conceived not only in
terms of an objective reality related to the world but also is viewed
psychologically.

In the light of our discussion we can now come to a point which seems to
have been puzzling so far. We can now establish the view that it was Origen
who was actually the source of Augustine’s theory of time.

J. Callahan has written a work™ in which he argues that it was Basil of
Caesarea who is the source of Augustine’s theory of time. Callahan is wrong
simply because Basil's affirmations which appear to constitute his conception
of the nature of time are Origen’s perceptions, whereas Basil's expressions
are Origen’s own expressions repeated verbatim. Perhaps things would have
been clearer if the Cappadocians had explicated that their affirmations could
not claim originality but they were mere repetitions of Origen’'s
perceptions’ . They never did anything of the kind.

John Callahan wrote his work in 1958. As late as 1983, R. Sorabji™
refers to Callahan’s assertions and, although he has some doubts referring to
the alleged influence of Gregory of Nyssa upon Augustine, he cannot himself
solve what he regards as a «mystery». He suggests Aristotelians as a possible
source of influence upon Augustine®' but he himself says™ that he is deterred
from drawing conclusions due to Augustine’s slowness in acquiring Greek,
the language in which Gregory wrote.

In arguing that Basil is the source of Augustine’'s theory of time,
Callahan, too, speaks of a «puzzle»™ because there is no evidence that Basil's
refutation of Eunomius (the work in which Basil's views of time are found,
and adduced by Callahan as an evidence) was ever translated into Latin, in
whole or in part. He, too, refers to the current opinions about Augustine’s
limited knowledge of Greek (especially at the relatively early age when he
wrote the Confessions). According to these opinions, Augustine would not

57. SelPs, 76.

58. J. CaLLanan, «Basil of Caesarea: A new source of St. Augustine’s theory of times,
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 63 (1958), pp. 437-54.

59. In op. ait., chapter 2, we adduce extensive evidence stating the passages where the
Cappadocians use Origen’s own words without any reference to him at all.

60. R. SOrRaBn, op. at., pp. H-95.

61. Op. ct., p. 248

62. Op. at.. p. 290, n. 14

63. Op. cit., p. 438,
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have been able to read Basil's Greek with the facility that the adaption of
Basil's ideas in this chapter of the Confessions would seem to require®™.
Finally, he says that he cannot attempt any solution to this question® and all
he concludes at the end of his work is that Basil influenced Augustine
«through some contact that cannot at present be determined»®.

We think we can now offer a definitive and substantiated answer to what
has been regarded as a difficult question and «mystery» for a very long period
of time. This answer can be provided out of our discussion hitherto.

There is no need to search for «connexions» between Basil and
Augustine (as J. Callahan does), because, in fact, Augustine never read
Basil's work. It was not Basil (neither himself nor through any «connexion»),
but Origen who influenced Augustine’s theory of time®’. How Augustine
came in contact with Origen’s writings could not be a mystery. At the ime of
Augustine, Origen’s works had been translated into Latin. For it was during
Augustine’s lifetime (354-430) that Jerome translated a large part of Origen’s
Homilies on the Song of Songs (380) and Rufinus translated the Commentary
on the Song of Songs (400), the De Principiis and other works of Origen.
Besides, in relation to other matters, Augustine himself refers to Origen by
name®®,

The passage of Basil which Callahan alleges to have influenced
Augustine is from Adversus Eunomium, 1, 21. In that section Basil states that
time is not the movement itself of heavenly bodies (as Eunomius alleged) but
it 1s «the extension which 1s extended alongside with the constitution of the
world, in which all movement is measured ... and thus we say that it is
quicker or slower»®.

In this statement of Basil's there is no term or expression pertaining to
the definition of time which has not been enunciated by Origen’”. Basil here

64. For what he regards as a «difficult question» he cites the work by H. [. MarrOU, Saini
Augustin et la fin da la culture, Paris, 1949, pp. 27-46, 631-637.

65. Op. ct., p. 440.

66. Op. :it., p. 450.

67. The points which we make here and which show the extent to which Augustine’s thought
was indebted to that of Origen’s have eluded B. ALTANER in «Augustinus und Origenes»,
Historisches Jahrbuch, 1950, pp. 15-41.

68. De haeresibus, XLIIT (Mioxe, PL, XLII).

Y. Adversus Eunomium, 1, 21. «Xpovog Ot £0T1 TO OVUAMOELTELVOUEVOV TT] OVOTACEL TOU
®OOpoOV diaoTnuas.

70. For the term decdornua s. ORIGEN'S Fragmenta in Matthaeum, 487 (twice); Commentary
on Matthew; 15, 34, 15, 28; De Oratione, XXVII, 13; Time as «extended alongside- the
constitution of the world» is stated in the Fragment IX of the Commentary on the Epistle to the
Ephesians. Basil repeats Origen’s affirmations not only in spirit, but also in letter, in fact he uses
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does nothing more than merely repeating the terminology of Origen; a
terminology employed by the Alexandrian who made an inspired break-
through and for the first time established a Christian conception of time.
That Basil did not explicate the fact that his assertions are but mere
repetitions of views and expressions of his master is a historic and serious
omission. Indeed Basil is accountable for this erasure and owes an apology to
the judgement of History’'.

At the same point of this work, Basil affirms that the movement of stars
does not indicate «what» time is by «how much» time is («ov yp mouav, i’
ginep Goa, moonv pahhov Ny elnely oixeldtepov, Ghha tic oltw maic
TOVTEAMS THY OLAvoLaY MOTE CyvOELY OTL HUEDNL PEV XAl MOAL KAl UTVES Ral
Eviavtol pétpa tov ypdvou eloiv, oyl péon;»)’ .

In a column beside this section of Adversus Eunomium, Callahan cites a
passage from Augustine’s Confessions (X, 23ff). Then he comes to compare
the two passages and to ground the view that it is due to the definition of time
as an «extension» (Otadommua) and «extended alongside with» (ocvpumapextei-
vwv) that Augustine has been able to articulate the view that time is
something distinct from the movement of heavenly bodies™. It is true that
the very term ovuraoexteivwv (and Origen was the first who introduced this
term in the terminology about time) suggests the notion of «dimension», both
essentially and etymologically. In addition. nevertheless, Origen used the
term otaoraog, as discussed above. Hence Augustine did not have to think
much on this or to make any inferences or discoveries. Origen had already

portrayed the fundamental perceptions very clearly and had introduced the
appropriate terminology.

Onigen’s expressions themselves. In op. ait., chapter 2, we have discussed the significance of the
term oaorngua employed by Origen for time in relation with the introduction of the term
ovurapexteivey for time, as an innovation which had a tremendous impact on Origen’s
successors and a decisive role towards the establishment of a conception of time which is
stnkingly near the latest scientific conception of it

71. Basil is not the only one who perpetrated this plagiarism remaining unduly silent about
Origen’s views. The other Cappadocians, as well as Athanasius and others, did the same. Here
we make only this point: The Orthodox Church regards Athanasius as a saint. On his name-day
the text of Paul read in the liturgy begins thus: «Do mention your masters who preached the
word of God unto you» (Heb. 13, 7). The issue of plagiarism by the Cappadocians and
Athanasius needs a discussion of its own. For their silence over Origen’s authentic views played
a crucial role in the historical process which led to the anathematism against Ornigen in 553 AD.
The fact that plagiarism was a usual practice until the Renaissance 1s certainly not an answer to
the question.

72. Ibid.

73. J. CALLAHAN, op. cit., p. 444
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In vain Callahan tries to relate the term «day» (as found both in Basil’s
and Augustine’s compared passages), asserting that the latter refers to «day»
because the former does so’*. The connexion of «day» to the definition of
time as «extension» (dtdotmmua) and «extended alongside with» (ovpmaQex-

‘teivwov) was made by Origen”. It is also Origen who states that the term

«day» does not mean «the course of the sun» (tov dpépov 1OV nhtaxov)’e.

Furthermore, Callahan asserts that it is also due to the same temporal
categories that Augustine was able to depict time as a «dimension»’’. No
doubt that, at this point, Callahan is right. What he does not know though is
that, here too, Augustine did not have to make much speculation or original
conceptual perception. For it was Origen who had perceived time as a
«dimension» due to the very fundamental perception of time as owaornua
and ovurapexreivwv which he himself had established and elaborated long
before Augustine.

So, when Augustine speaks of time as a distentio he has not actually
made any discovery of his own. He just employs the views perceived,
elaborated and presented by Origen™. For it was he who first saw that to
regard time as a «dimension» is an immediate consequence of ontologically
regarding time as an «extension»; that is regarding time as something quite
different from space and yet «extended alongside with» space. The
perception, the logical inference and the use of the term «dimension», were
all already there.

We endorse Callahan’s argument that when Augustine introduces the
term distentio speaking of time, what he has in mind is the expression
OVUTTAOEXTEWVOUEVOY TN OVOTdOoEL TOD x6ouov’ . But we do not endorse his
claim that this particular point, too, constitutes an influence of Basil's upon
Augustine. For this is a notion of Origen’s, found (both in letter and in spirit)
in the Commentary on the Epistle to the Ephesians (fr. IX) and none the less in
the Exposita in Proverbia (10). This is what has eluded Callahan and all the
other scholars who have for so long time spoken about the «puzzle» and
«mystery» of the influence on Augustine’s theory of time. Callahan is
certainly right in asserting that Augustine became able to take this view of
time due to this formulation. Yet, as we said, this view itself, too, had been
already taken by Origen himself. In any case, Augustine’s expression spatium

74, CALLAHAN, op. at., p. 447,

75. In commJohn, 1, XXIX.

76. SelPs, 117.

77. Op. at., p. 445.

78. S. P. TzamaLikos, op. cit., Ch. 2.
79. CALLAHAN, op. cit., pp. 447 and 450.
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temporis™ is but a literal translation of Origen's expression yoovixov
dtaornua, used, for instance, (indeed twice) in the fragment 487 of the
Commentary on Matthew.

Due to Origen’s definitions of time Augustine did not stick to an altogether
psychological conception of time but expounded his theory in a manner in
which the psychological aspect of time increasingly fades giving room to a
more objective definition of it. This is why Augustine’s view of time is less
psychological at the end of his philosophizing about it in the Confessions than
in the beginning of this work.

So when Augustine comes to regard the three functions of the mind™',
no longer regarded as distinguished activities but rather as three aspects of a
single distentio, he just comes in line with Origen’s view of time.

It is because Origen had considered time as something different from
Plotinus’s time as dwaoraoic Cwnc (dimension of life) that Augustine’s
distentio is rightly regarded as something different from the Plotinian
perception of time. Callahan is right in regarding this view of time as a
«radical transformation»™. For indeed, by introducing the term
ovurapexteivorv™, Origen made clear that this dcaoraoic (dimension) has
nothing to do with the mental phenomena of memory, attention and
anticipation.

Origen, as we saw, also held a psychological perception of time, namely
time perceived as comprising past, present and future™. It was this aspect
that influenced Gregory of Nyssa more™. In his whole conception of time

80. CALLAHAN, op. cit., p. 447.

81. Augustine held that time, as a distentio animi, has three aspects, namely, memory,
attention and anticipation, without which past, present and future can have no meamng; s.
chapters 27, 28 of the Confessions.

82. CALLAHAN, op. cit., p. 450,

83. The term ovprapexreivior was emploved not only by the Cappadocians but also by
John of Damascus as late as in the 8th century. In op. cit., chapter 2, we adduce passages of
Chnistian writers verbatim using Ornigen’s innovations in the terminology of time; these passages
are spanned in a period of five centuries. What 1s interesting there is that the less they follow
Origen in spirit (and not only in letter) the more they fall to an affinity with Platomism, to which
Origen established an inspired diametrically-opposed thesis. This happened with Gregory of
Nazianzus and Gregory of Damascus. They echoed Ongen’s expressions without having actually
assimilated his conception of time. This also happened with Augustine, as we shall see shortly
below; s. op. at. ch. 2.

84. SelEz, 16; expProv, 8. expProv, 28.

85. This point provides an answer, too, to what Callahan regards as a «serious historical
problem in relating Augustine 1o Gregory», a problem to which R. Sorabji’s hesitant suggestion
(s. supra) does not certainly solve, as he himself concedes. There was no immediate relation of
Gregory with Augustine but it was Origen’s thought that exerted its influence upon both
Gregory of Nyssa and Augustine.
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>though it was not a prevailing facet. He certainly speaks of «memory»
9 (uviunv) of past time™ and of «contemplation» (Bewpiav) of future or past
g time" as well as of «knowledge» (yviouv) of things «past, present and
S future»® yet they are always references to psychological states accompanying
3 motion in time rather than defining and indicating time proper.

As a matter of fact this is what constitutes a fundamental difference
8 between Origen’s conception of time and that of Plotinus’. To Plotinus, time
(:,'—Eis in the soul; but he thinks of a «soul» which is a universal principle that
g creates the world and everything in it*. In such a view, time is simply the
productive life of this soul, in which the universe and its motion have their
existence. Time is regarded as the power which produces motion (and does
not measure 1t), everything is said to be in time. Thus time is stated as a
owaoraors Cwns (dimension of life) only in so far as it produces motion.

To Ongen, however, the distinction of time itself from space,
established by the term ovumrapexreivwv (extended alongside with), renders
time a dimension existing in itself beside space. Therefore the term
owaoraos in this conception of time has a meaning radically different from
that in Plotinus.

With respect to this, and without any basis at all, P. Plass makes the
wrong assertion that, in Origen, time is «the unsure, fragile motion of
minds»™'. This particular assertion is ironical; for the conception of time in
Origen was exactly the opposite to what Plass alleges. In fact, Basil used
Origen’s conception of time (as well as his terminology) in order to attack
Eunomius, who asserted that «time» is in itself «motion». What Plass does
here is to attribute to Origen a conception of time which is diametrically
opposite to that which he really held”.

Regardless of the fact that Callahan i1s wrong in thinking that it was in
Basil that Augustine found the sources for his theory of time, he is right in
asserting that, without the definition of time as an extension extended
alongside with the constitution of the world, Augustine’s affirmation of time

as the distentio animi would be regarded as simply a transformation of

m

AGnv

86. SelPs, 76.

87. SelPs, 9: selPs, 15:; selPs, 144.

88. ExpProv, 18, expProv, 28; Princ, 111, 1. 13. At that point Origen states that it is only
God who has such a knowledge, alluding to his conception of God as omniscient.

89. §. P. TzamaLikos, op. cit., Introduction and Ch. 2.

N). P. Prass, «The Concept of Eternity in Patnistic Theology», Studia Theologica, 36
(1982), p. 13. '

91. Cf. supra, particularly the point where Origen’s statement that the term «day» does not
mean «the course of the suns (1ov doduov 1OV Hhwaxdv) is discussed.
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Plotinus’ dtdoraoic Cwns. But the «radical transformation» of the Neoplato-
nic conception of dtaoraots into an entirely different conceptual category
was undoubtedly an achievement of Origen.

There is a point though which Callahan would not suspect at all. It is true
that Origen’s (according to Callahan: Basil's) perception of time enabled
Augustine to relate time to any motion. But is it coincidental that such a
perception of time leads to this radical result? The answer is no. For when
Origen established and elaborated his own conception of time he held a
conception of the world consisted of many ranks of life. Time was perceived
as existing in all ranks of life and motion in them exists, 100”>. Thus he
devised a conception of time which can be related not just to the motion of
the heavenly bodies of the visible firmament, or even only to the motion ot
what 1s visible; he established a conception of time which 1s related even to
the motion of worlds which are «not seen» (namely spaces other than this
three-dimensional visible one) and yet they are «material». This is why
Origen established a view of time which is related to any motion and not just
to the movement of the visible heavenly bodies or of the movement of
anything visible. For all the particular «words» which comprise the entire
(one and single) world are temporal, they are moving and they are
«material», if made of a matter «not seen». This is why time has to be related
to any motion. This is a notion closely related to the special significance that
the term «world» has in Origen’s thought.

Although Origen offered inspired affirmations on the perception of time
as a dimension, he never composed an ad hoc treatise on the subject; the
reason is that works of this kind had always been out of his interest. With
regard to the very word didoraoic (dimension) Origen speaks rather by
contrast, namely of timelessness as «dimensionless». But his introduction on
the term ovumapexreivwv was more than enough to indicate that time i1s
regarded as a dimension. The point is though that one should study the whole
of Origen’s works in order to draw his crystal conception of time. This is what
Augustine seems not to have been able to do, probably because he did not
manage to have all the Greek texts of Origen in Latin translations. Having
obviously not comprehended Origen’s conception entirely he remarks:

«Thus it seems to me that time 1s nothing other than an extension
(distentio), but what it is an extension of 1 do not know. It would be
surprising if it were not an extension of the soul (animus) itself»"".

92. We discuss this in op. cit., chapter 2, §3.
93. Confessions, XI, 26.
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If Origen had explicated his view of time as a dimension™ then
Augustine would «know» what kind of «dimension» time is. He has been
unable to comprehend and follow Origen all the way. Hence he seems to
seek refuge in Plotinus’ conception of the nature of this «dimension».
Subsequently it has been argued that his conception of time was influenced
by that of Plotinus™. Our view is that such a claim is not unjustified to a
certain extent.

This is a tragic irony. For although it was Origen who made the radical
transformations in the conception of time and it was he who decidedly
established a view of time entirely different from any Platonic or Neoplatonic
one — he is now regarded as being outside «orthodoxy».

On the other hand, Augustine just succumbed to certain perceptions of
Plotinus. He certainly had a false knowledge of crucial facets of Origen's
thought, as his attack against Origen by name shows™. Thus, for one reason
or another, he did not comprehend Origen’s crystal clear notion that time is
one and 1t 1s an extension of the entirety of the world, namely that all rational
creatures live in this and one time. Hence, he introduces a notion of «angelic
time»”” which he depends on the mental movements of the angels™.

On this notion Augustine is rather vague, as he can say neither that these
movements are time nor that they are not. Finally he seems to plump for the
view that they are rime, yet of a kind of its own: it is a sort of quasi-time, a
notion employed in order to put the angels between time and the divine
reality. In any case, one can hardly help thinking that the relation of this
«time» to movements of souls of angels is, in essence, quite reminiscent of
Plotinus® views on the question.

None of these vaguenesses appear in the views of Origen. For to him

94. Origen’s references are not inadequate — but Augustine depended on the Latin
versions of his works; besides we do not know if he read the entirety of Origen’s relevant
references on the question. In view of Augustine’s attacks against Origen by name (in which
Origen is attacked not only for assertions never made by him, but also for doctrines diametrically
contrary to his authentic views; s. our discussion in op. cit. ch. 5) it seems most unlikely that
Augustine had a full knowledge of Ongen’s works. It should be emphasized though that the
study of the ennirery of Ornigen’s works 1s necessary, exactly because his view of time imbues his
entire work and cannot be found as a whole in any particular work devoted to this topic.

95. Cf. R. Sorasn, Time, Creation and the Continuum, 165ff.

6. AuGusTINE, De Haeresibus, XLIIT (Migne, PL, XLII).

97. De Civitate Dei, XII, 16.

98. This theory had already been offered in two works straddling the Confessions: De
Genesi ad lieram liber imperfectus 11, 7-8 and de Genesi ad literam, V, 5. 12; the mental

movements of the angels are descnibed in de Genest and litteram, 1V, 22. 39 and De Civitate Dei,
XI, 7.
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there are only two states with respect to time: Temporality, which is the state
of the entire world (in all ranks of life which comprise it); and Timelessness,
applied to the divine Beyond. There is no mixing or confusion or
intermediary state between these two realities.

We think that Augustine’s falling into employing Neoplatonic percep-
tions is due to the fact that he was profoundly influenced by Origen’s
conception, but he was actually unable to appreciate how deeply and
essentially the Neoplatonic view of time as dimension (together with the Stoic
ontological definition of time as extension) was transformed through Origen’s
thought. We assume that this is a reason why (in contrast to what happens in
Origen) the «psychological» aspect of time prevails over the «objectivist» one
in Augustine’s thought. Plotinus’ general idea was that time is somehow
dependent on changes in the soul. Augustine has never been able to
overcome radically the Neoplatonic principle of close connexion of the
essence of time to soul — even though he regards the notion of «soul» in an
apparently different context.

Dr. P. TZAMALIKOS
(University of Glasgow)

QPI'ENHZ: H IIHI'H THZ TIEPI XPONOY OEQPIAX
TOY AYITOYZTINOY

MeoiAnyn

Yraoyer pia Bepehiddng mpointdBeon TOOKEWUEVOL VI RATAVONOEL
®AmoLog v mepl Xpovou avriimypn tov Qouyévn. ‘H mpoiindBeon avm)
ouwviotatal otV yvmorn t™g axeltboic oxfoeme THS OVIOAOYWXIS TEQL
XpOovou avrihpems Tov, of oyfon UE TV TEO avtov mapadoorn. Mia
EXTEVNC avalvon Tov Bépatog Exer yiver oty éoyaoia pov The Concept of
Time in Origen, (University of Glasgow, 834 oek.). 'Ed® Ba doovue peoixd
OTOLYEL QaEaiTnTa yiit TNV Tapovoa £oyaoia.

‘O 'Qoiyévne vioBémoe v Bepuehiddn Ztawxn avriknyn mepl ot
Xpovou a¢ deaorijuarog, 1| omola (0mwe Exel dmoderyHel oV TpOUVAPEQ-
Beloa épyaoia) eivar ptlwdg aveEdpmm téoo amod v [Mhatwvixn xrai
Neomhatwvixy avriinyn, 0go xai axo ™V Aowototérera xai [Mepuramti-
#. Kata oy [Matovixn avriknym, 6 xoo6vog #xab’ tavtov elvar elxdva
(v ™C alovidomrog), v xata tov "Apltototédn 6 yodvog elval
aotfudéc (muvoeme). Kata tov IMwtivo, téhog, 6 yoovog sivar Lwr (Tig
Wuyne). IMpémer vi onuetwBel 0Tt @ dvTépw ATOTEAOUY TIG (VTLOTOLYEC
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avuderg yu v dvrohoyia tov yedvou xab’ Eavtov — xal, VO avmy
dxplbig Tv Evvoray elvar ol dagopetixég dnd v avriknym tov
Xpovov @&¢ dtaorijuaroc.

AV Ty Bepshddn avrilnyn tov Ztowmav mepl tov Tl elvar O
»oOvog ®aB’ Eavtov vioBémoe 6 "Qouyévne. 'Exeivo 10 6molo £v ovvropiq
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OTO YEVIXMTEQO TVEVUATIRO XALPa TS Ztunxng Zxépews. Kail dvalvetan 10
viati 6 "Qouyévne dtv elye vi avupetomioer xavéva amod T mpobhijuata
%ol TLC EOWTEQIHES AVTLPAOELS TOV ZTWIXMV — AVTILPAOELS Ol OTTOLES EYLvay
avuxkeipevo o@odpnc xottixng amo tov [Miwtivo, tov [TAovtapyo xai,
ueowrmwg, tov [Npdxiho.

Tovto ouvébn doTL 6 "Qouryévne OLAUOEPWOE plav aviidnym mrepl
yoOvou 1] Omoia, g’ £vog uev NTav cupgovn ué Ty XeLotiavix) Tov Tiot,
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elonyaye 6 1dog 6 "Qouyévne. “Ymnoyav £yyevelg AOYOL OTiV ZTOLXY|
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Aoyw Bepehwdov grhocogurmv Tovg terolboewy, Otweg 6 VAOPOS ®xai 1
EALELYM Evvoiag VepbaTivdTTOC oV OAN rhiocogia tovs. H eloaywym
TOV «TECOAQMV AOOUATWV» (YMEOS, YOOVOS, REVOV, AEXTOV) péoa O i
oxéPn Omov «rpaypuatxd eivar povov 0,11 eivar oopar» Otv Elvoe T
npobuata cagoic éxbBéoeme ®amowag ovrohoyiag tov Xpdvou.

‘O Qouyévne dkv eiye adtd ta mpobMjuata. 't avtov vmioxe 6
unepbatinog Oeog O O6moiog dnuioveyMoe 1oV xedvo. ZE avribeon ué tovg
uéYoL TWpa iloxvolopovs dapopwy, Omwe tov Prhopogoxrl, Exm 1O
anodeier (op. cit., xe@. 2) 6T frav 6 "Qoiyévne, xai Oyt 6 AvyovoTivog,
éxeivog mov elovyaye v avridnym 6t 6 yodévog eivar dnueovoynua.
"Emuhéov 6 "Qoryévng frav éxeivog mov Bedpnoe tov Xpovo o¢ ovveyéc,
un amewpo, ®ai émiong, Bemonoe tOv ypovo g didoraon.

Tovto 10 TEAEVTAIO ATOTEAEL ESQULQETIRA ONUAVTLXO OTOLYELO TO OMOLO
yvoEeL uéyoL onuepa 1) mayroouia bibAoypagia. "H xvpia ovpuboAn avtov
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Tiv anavmon v magéyovue pé 10 magov C¢pbpo.

To medbAnua dagopa wyv anyn g mepl Xpovov Bewpiag ToU
Avyovotivou.
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To 1945 6 H. 1. Marrou, peta and aoxem £pevva, dev xatopbwoe v
@BaoeL ot pia Avon tov TEOBANUATOS, TO OMOIO TEAMKRMS AYNOE AVAITAVTY-
10, Bewpwvrag 10 WG «dvokoro TTNUa».

To 1958, 6 John Callahan Ompooievoe Eva GpBpo otd mEELOOIRO
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, »at vmoot)oile OtL mnyn tng TEQEL
¥00vov Bewpiag Tov Avyovotivou elvar 6 Baoiherog Katoapsiag. [Mapadé-
TEL OV0 RElpeva — eva tov Baolkeiov (ano 10 Kara Evvoulov) »ai €éva Tov
Avyovotivou (ano tig ‘Efouoioynoeic). "H napaboin twv d0 xewpévaov
Qe VEL, TEaypatt, 0Tt O 0QOS CUUTAVEXTEIVOUEVOS, AVAPEQOUEVOS OTOV
YOOVO, onpaivel pe oagnvela 0Tt 6 ypdvos Bewpeitar O didotaor, xai 1
OYETLXY) avTiimypn Tou Avyovativov yua Tov Xpovo o distentio vaBomg rai
EXQPOAOELS TOV OMWE spatium temporis OeiYVOUY ONUAVTIXT OpoLOTTa (*al
oUvENTMS dGveln) uté 1O xeipevo tov Baolkeiov. "Ev tovtowg 6 Callahan
yvwpiler 611 10 Epyo avtd ot Baotkeiov elye petagoaobel ota Aativind.
TO yeyovog avtd (o0& ouvOUOOMO HE THV TOAU TTEQLOQLOMEVY] YVMDOT
EAANVIRDV €% PEQOUE TOU AVYOUOTIVOU — ELOLRA KATO TYV OYETLRMS VEUQT)
nixia tov, omote Eypaye tic 'Efouoloynoeic) nabiota adivarn v Avon
100 mpobAnpuaros. "Etol, 0 (dog Bewpel 0Tt 10 Diqua mapapével Eva
«uoTnOLo». TEAMRMS, avageépel OTL OEV PTOPEL V(L ETLYELONOEL VU OMWOEL
rappia Avon. To pdvo mov doxeital va el eivar 6t 6 Baoikerog Oa mpémnel
va ENEEaoE TOV AUYOUOoTivo «péow xanolag Enagns, N Onoia meog 1o
TaEov OtV umopel va ®xaBoplobei».

To 1983, 6 vabnpymmic g "Apyaiag "EAAnvixne ®ihooogiag oto King's
College tov Aovdivov, Richard Sorabji, oto aEwdhoyo €pyo tov Time,
Creation and the Continuum, avtipetorilel 10 mpdOAnpua xai ndit. "Av xal
AEeL Ot ExeL Qugubolies yia Ty UmootnEtlopévn xamowa €mEEON Tou
['onyooiov Nooong éxi tov AUYouoTivou, XataAiyel peE v Oniwon Ot
Bewpel 1O Oho MEOBANUA (O «PVOTHOLO». ALEQWTATUL UNTTIWS TTAV XATOLOL
"AQLOTOTEALOTES AUTOL JTOV EMMEEaoay TOV AUYOUoTivo, alla dmhwvel OTL
OEV WITOPEL VA VTOOTNOLEEL aUTT) TV AVoT Oedouévor OTL O AUYouoTivog OFV
NEepe ®aha EAAVIRG, TV YA®ooa oty Omoiav Eyoaye O [onyodowoc.

Mg 10 tapov apBpo divouue OTNV ETLOTNUOVLXY ROLVOTNTA THV Aom
ToU mEOoOANUATOS, 1) OMOola TEOXUMTEL O T( KEUEVA KUl TNV CUYXOLON
TWV.

‘Qc yvwotov, ol Kanmadoreg noav axod tovg mo Oepopovs Bavpaotis
ov Qouyévny. TO meobinua pe avtovg eivar Ot vioBerovoav xai
Y ONOLUOTOLOVOAY TG ATOWELS TOU, (AL TTOTE OEV AVEQEQMV TIV TN Y1 TOVG.
Bebaimg, péyxor v "Avayévvnon, 1) hoyoxhon éBewpeito Mg pla Tpéxovoa
®ai ovpdatuxy moaxtixy. Atv Bewpovpe Opmg avt) TV Anavinon g
LRAVOTTOLNTURY).
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ORIGEN: THE SOURCE OF AUGUSTINE'S THEORY OF TIME

Mia olyxplon tov xeyuévou tov Baolkeiov dnd 10 Kara Evvouiov,
eiyvel 6t 6 Baoikelog Exer avirypdyper tov "Qouyévn xata AEEn. Ze ahin
pyaoia Exovpe amodeilel Ot 1) eloaywyn ToU Opov ovuTagexteiveabal
omv 6pohoyia TS Priocopiag ToU YEOVOU ANOTEAEL pia ANO TiG PEYLOTES
3 gupboreg ToL “Qouyévn moOg TV xatevBuvon dlapoQPMmoEms wag Xolotia-
viriic mepl Xpdvor avuliyems. Tov 6pov avtov daveiletal pia mheiada
Xowotiavv ovyyoapémyv petd tov Qoryévn (puéxor tov 8ov aiwva, 6
Twavvne 6 Aapaoxrnvog) — ahha zavévag OEV avageQer Ty Ny TOv.

Mt v mapovoa fpyacia dmodeixviouvue 6t dv frav 6 Baoikelog,
A 6 "Qoryévne éxeivog 6 Omolog AmoTelel TV My TS TEOL XEOvou
Bewpiac Tov Avyovotivou. Ta mpobinuata, Ta Oola TEARMS OEV UTOQECE
vt Mooer 6 Callahan, fidn evpioxovy Ty Ao tov. To nig 6 Avyovotivog
NABE Of Emagn ueé Ti yoamtd Tov "QEiyévi) OEV TOEEL VA ELVAL «UUOTHOLON.
Katd tv dudoxera tic Lonc Tot Atyovotivou (354-430) 6 ‘lepdvupog elye
UETAPOAOEL 0T AaTivine Tig ‘Outdiec 010 "Aoua rav "Aoudrwy (380) xai 6
Pougivoc elye peragodoel 10 Zydio 010 "Acua tov "Aguarwv (400), 10
[MTepi "Apywv »ai Ghha Epya tov "Qouyévn.

‘H napabohn tov xetpévov mov napabétovpe deiyver 0Tt O Baoiierog
(010 ovyxexowuévo dmoonaona) Eravahapbaver xata AEEn 1a doa elye
voaper 6 "Qoiyévng ot fpya T Omola mapabétrovue. "Emiong, ta doa
avagéper 6 Fonyoorog Nvoong avevoiorovral xal of £oya ToU "Qouyev).

Bebaiwg, 6 "Qoryévng dev ovveBeoe note piav ad hoc mpaypateia mepl
Xodvovu. "ArLoL NTay ol oxomoi yii Toug émoiovs Eypaye T Eoya Tov. 't
avTd xal pia peréty ™ig meoi Xpdvou avTIANYEDS TOv Elval duvatov va
TOORVPEL POVOV UETA QIO PEAETY) TOU ouvolov TOD EQYOU TOW.

‘O Avyovotivog OtV utopotoe vi dtabaoceL 10 oUVoLo TOU EQYOU TOU
‘Qouyévn, NoTL OtV 1fSepe Elhnvind. AUTO EENYEL TO YEYOVOS OTL EXEL RAVEL
EmB€oeic nati ot 'QoLyévn OVOUROTIXMS, XATNYOOMVTAS TOV OTL TIOTEVE
axotbwe ta avrifera and 6oa 6 "Qouyévng Ovrwg émioteve. "Amhog, O
Avyovotivog dev eixe dabaoer ta Eoya tov "Qouyévn O6mov O TEAEVTALOC
(puowda ota EAAVirG) £€0eTe Tig avBevixéc Tov anopels. Meouxn pelen
v Epymv Tov “Qouyévy OEV UTOPEL TOTE Vi Tapdoyel Tig avbevrureg
anoyperc tov. Kai ) oxetinn uehém 1ot AUyovotivou ftay ®Aat AymTeQo
ano pepwrn. "Etol d¢v xatavonoe tinoms 1 axotdbmg Evvooroe 0 L20LyEvng
Otav ovopale toOv yoovo cdoraony. Kai dv 10 fiSeoe OdTL dEv elye
dabdoer T Eoya Omov O "Qouyévng EEnyel MV xabaowms @uotxny ral
otlixws avri-ITiarwvea) avriknyn) tov mepl 1o XpOvor Mg OLHOTAOEMS.

‘O yoovog, rata tov "Qouyévry, eival Eva didomua, Eva ovveyEs,
OUNTTAOERTELVOUEVOY HE TV doun ToU xroopov. Mia avriAnyn azoaipvag
(puoLxy.
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‘O Avyovotivog NEgpe novo v «OLaotaon» aila dev Enabe moté Tov
Tl €1dovg diaotaon sivar avty. Aot dev elye dabaoet olite 10 Tydiio oty
ITooc 'Egeoiovs "Emorois, ovte ta Lyoiia otic [Napowieg, oUTe 10 Zyoiio
eic 10 Kara MarBaiov Evayyéiiov. "Etol vouilel 6t ) «didotaon» avm)
oyetileral pgé My «dudotaorn Lomeg» tov [Mhwtivov (Bepeiimdn Evvora g
nept XpOvou avuliyeng tov, onwg éxtifetan otic 'Evveadec) — nai €1ol
®ratahyer va drapop@moel pia dvriknyn mepi Xopdvou 1§ Omoia vrav
eVREmS Emmoeaouévy and tov Neomhatwviopd. Aév ratdhabe mote xata
nolov axplbmg teomo 6 Xpovog oyetiletar pe v xivpon, rata TV
Xototiavixn avriknyn mov elofyaye O 'Qoiryévne. Aev xatdhabe mote v
guowxn nepl Xpovov avtiknym tov "Qouyévn, xal £ror @Bavelr va Ophel
noun xat yuie Ao eldog «iyyehinov ypdvou» (xdtt mov xai O 1dwog
TEAXDS TO A@ivel oageg).

Tehndmc, Exeivo mov dev xatdhabe elval 6ti, nai 010 Bépa tov Xpdvou,
0 "Qouyévne eloyaye avulqyeg 6abitara prlloomaotinic wai TpwtoTL-
neg, ol 6moieg dnuovpynoay éva 6adutato piyua pé Tov [Miatwviopd xai
avudiéoterthay katd 1e0mo otlind v (Evrehmg xawvoloyia) XoLotiavixy)
nepl Xpdvou avrihmpn, tyv 6mola eiofyaye 6 "Qouyévng, and xabe iy
mePL XpOvou avriinym.

"Exeivo 10 6moio durotehel iotooux elowveia elvan dt 6 Avyovotivoc,
nap’ 0ho 1OV oagn Neomhatwviopd xapiov ardyemv tov, Bewmpeital wmg
ExpOoWNOg ramowag «0pB0doEiag» — Evid 6 "Qouyévng ratednaobn wg
«[Thatoviomg» o avBpmmovg, ol 6moiol ovdénote Epabav, oUTE TOTE
voyraomxay, Tig avbevuxes anoyels tov “AAeEavdpvor Xolotiavou
ovyyoagpia.

Ao TNMavayuntg TZAMAAIKOZ
(University of Glasgow)
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