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THE AUTONOMY OF THE STOIC VIEW OF TIME

In treating the question of time it is a favorite generalization of scholars
to speak of «Greek» conception of time, as if there were only one view of it.
The fact is, however, that there was serious dissent and none the less intense
controversy among the various Greek philosophical schools. Of the entire
«Greek tradition», we shall mainly outline the Platonic, Aristotelian and
Stoic views of time, in order to purport that the Stoic conception was an
autonomous one, quite independent from that of either Plato or Aristotle.
For the reasoning of the Stoic view of time springs from entirely different
premises. This is bound up with the entire Stoic philosophy and the study of
this view of time ipso facto brings to the heart of this particular philosophy.
For how thinkers conceive of time stands in harmony with their overall view
of reality. This is of necessity consonant with their fundamental philosophical
premises, with their conception of being, as well as with the methods and
dialectics of enquiring into philosophical problems.

A certain view of time, therefore, is highly indicative of an entire
philosophical outlook. In fact there is a mutual interconnectedness: not only
a certain philosophical system determines its own concept of time. But also, a
view of time plays, in the first place, a determining réle in the formation of a
general philosophical attitude.

The conception of time brings us to the core of a philosophy: how to live;
what, if any, is the purpose of individual existence; how to face death; what
might constitute the content of a possible hope; how, if at all, God 1is
conceived of; the perception of the world and its purpose, if any; whether or
not the world was created, and all the temporal implications that the notion
of creation entails —those are all notions essentially bound up with the
concept of time.

We shall examine in due course the interconnections between the Stoic
view of time and the rest of the principal concepts of this philosophy. First
though we should outline the other Greek conceptions of it, from which we
purport that the Stoic one was different.

Plato’s views of time have enjoyed a special interest, perhaps because of
the mythological (and thus, ambiguous) form in which he deliberately
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expressed his views, as well as because of the special attention that Christian
theologians paid to them.

To Plato, time proper is something continuous and thus beyond the
> possibility of conceptual definition. To speak about «moment» is but a
‘épmduct of abstract reasoning; moment in itself is not actually time and it
2 does not really exist'; for, if it existed, time would become static and the
S content of time would include the possibility of rest without motion and
ogc change. Time is not an aggregate of static «nows»; it is inherently related
% with change and motion. There can be no motion without time”.

Thus time - motion - change are so closely connected together that they
cannot be understood independently from each other. This means that there
is no time without motion and change. Subsequently, whatever is temporal is
subject to motion and change.

Plato rejects the possibility of human comprehension of notions such as
«beginning» or «end» of time”. Even the fact that God created time cannot
be fully grasped: one can only have a vague idea of such a notion®. It is true
though that he definitely repudiates the notion of time being without
beginning.

Aristotle singles out Plato stating that, with the exception of Plato, all
the philosophers are in agreement that time is uncreated’. But the purport of
this «creation» according to Plato is but the idea that time appeared with the
order which was set on the pre-existing «original matter». For indeed Plato,
in tune with the general tradition of his day, rejects the idea of creation out of
nothing. This, nevertheless, should be regarded as a question needing some
further discussion, since it is Plato who, elsewhere, speaks of the «countless
ages of the past®». Besides, he holds that Being is synonymous with Action,
namely, the true existence is synonymous with its creative act, Substance 1s
synonymous with Function’. God’s perfection always compels him to act®,
and he cannot be conceived of as being in the timeless eternity without
exercising this creative ability. It is then beyond the human comprehensive
ability to conceive what God did before he created the universe —if such a
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notion could make any sense at all. For it is not really clear whether Plato
held a temporal beginning of the world®.

In any event, it is true that he denied the existence of time in the original
chaos, since time is denied to the irregular and, therefore. to the irrational
motion of the chaos'’. Time did come into being and this notion is stated in
the celebrated passage of Timaeus:

«...When God the Father and Creator saw the creature... the created
image... He rejoiced... and determined to make a copy... like the original...
But to bestow the attribute (of the eternal) in its fullness upon a creature was
impossible. Wherefore he resolved to have a moving image of eternity (eixm
0" Emvoel xwnTév Tiva aldvog mofjoat). And when he set in order the
heavens, he made this image eternal but moving according to number (xat’
aoBuodv lotoav aidviov eixdva), while eternity itself rests in unity. And this
image we call time''».

«Time, then, and the heavens came into being at the same instant in
order that, having been created together, if there was ever to be a dissolution
of them, they might be dissolved together. This (sc. time) was framed after
the pattern of the eternal nature, in order that it might resemble this as much
as possible (xata 10 nagdderypa T Srarwviag pioenc, iv' e opordtarog
avT® xata dvvapy 7). For the pattern exists from eternity (10 pév yap om
napaderypa navra aidva Eotiv), whereas the created heaven has been, is,

and will be, in all time. Such was the mind and thought of God when he
created time!®».

Aristotle treated the problem of time facing a vast extent of questions
which are related to it'. At the outset he states that time could not be
without change or motion'?, because it is only through the different stages of

9. Since PLATO'S views in Timaeus are couched in an allegorical form, it is not surprising that
even his closest disciples disagree and vastly differ in their opinions about the real meaning of
Timaeus. Cf. ARISTOTLE, De Caelo, 280 a 20; 300 b 16; Physics, 251 b 17; Metaphysics, 1071 b
31; 1071 b 37; De Anima, 406 b 25 ff. ARISTOTLE clearly contrasts his views in De Generatione et
Corruptione, 329 a 13. On this question there is further reference in SIMPLICIUS. Commentary in
Aristotle’s Physics, 488, 15; 489, 6; 489, 9; Alexander of APHRODISIAS, Commentary in Aristotle’s
Physics, 1091 a 27; PLUTARCH, De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, 111, 1; IV, 1; PHILOPONUS.
De Aeternitate Mundi, V1, 8; VI, 21; VI, 27;: VI, 31.

10. PLATO, Timaeus, 38 b.

11. PLATO, Timaeus, 37 c ff.

12. PLATO, Timaeus, 38 b; Aristotle rebuked Plato for having tought that time was created:
Cf. ARISTOTLE, Physics, 251 b 16 ff,

13. ARISTOTLE, Physics, book IV, ch. 10-14 (217 b 29 - 224 a 16).

14. Physics, 218 b 22. Aristotle was criticised for his attempt to relate time to motion by
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motion or change within our mind that we are able to conceive of time'”.
Although «fast» and «slow» are defined by time, time proper is something
constant, because time is not defined by time'®. Hence, although time is
something related to motion or change'’, it is itself something fundamentally
different from motion and change proper:

«Clearly then it (sc. time) is not motion... But neither time exists
without change... It is evident, then, that time is neither motion nor is it
independent from motion'®».

Thus time is a number or measure of motion (xtvijoewg aELBudc)'?, as
well as the number (&pBudc) of motion with respect to our distinction
between the «before» and the «after»’’. As «everything that moves is in
time2'» and it is time which marks motion?2, «time is what is counted and not
that with which we count™».

To Aristotle then time is a number. To be «in time», therefore, means to
be counted or measured by time**. Time in itself is continuous since this is an

Strato of LAMPSACUS (also called the «Physicist»). He discusses this question in his work entitled
Iepi Xpévov and perhaps in his ITepi Kojoewg, which are both lost. Cf. Diogenes LAERTIUS V,
59 ff; SIMPLICIUS (op. cit., 965, 10); ProcLUS, In Platonis Timaeum Commentarii, 242 e ff. He
was also criticised by Sextus EMpIRICUS (Pyrrhonia, 111, 136 ff; Adversus Mathematicos, X, 176
ff.) and PLomiNnus (Enneads, 111, 7 ff.).

15. Physics, 218 b 22 ff; 222 b 30 ff; 235 a 11.

16. Physics, 218 b 14 ff.

17. Physics, 219 a 1 ff; 218 b 22 ff; 236 b 20; 241 a 17; 251 b 11; 218 b 34,

18. Physics, 219 a 1 ff: « Ot piv olv ofite xivnoig odte Gvev xwioewg O yeovog toti,
gavepdv. (It is evident, then, that time is neither motion nor is it independent from motion).
Physics, 218 b 22: « On pév toivey olx Eomt xivnoug, pavepdvs. (Clearly then it (sc. time) 1s not
motion). Physics, 218 b 24: « AlLi unv o0d’ @vev perabohic» (But neither time exists without
change).

19. Physics, 221 b 8; 221 a 1; 251 b 10.

20. Physics, 219 a 13-34; 221 b 12-14; De Caelo, 279 a 14.

21. Physics, 223 b 31; 232 b 21; 236 b 20; 239 a 20 ff; 241 a 15.

22. Physics, 220 b 16.

23. Physics, 219 b 5 ff; 220 b 15; 221 a 1; 221 b 7; 221 b 11; 221b21; 221 b 25.

24. Physics, 221 a 3 ff: «xai Eoti 1) ®xuvijoeL 10 &v 106V elvar 16 perpeiobal o Xeove xal
atmv ®ai 1o elvar avtice. (To be in time means, for motion, that both it and its essense are
measured by time). 221 a 8 ff: to be in time means one of two things: 1. to exist when time exists;
2. as we say of some things that they are «in number» ...or that things have a number. Things
which are always (immutable and unchangeable), namely God, are not, as such, «in time». For
they are not contained by time, nor is their being or existence measured by time (221 b 2). They
are not «affected by time, which indicates that they are not in time» (221 b 5).

S. also 221 b 16; 221 b 21; Hence Aristotle distinguishes the infinite everlasting duration
from eternity proper which is a «being above time».
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attribute of what is continuous, namely, the number of motion®*: this is a
single, infinite and uniform «continuum»°.

Time is uncreated and it is infinite both in respect of its divisibility and its
extremities”’. Thus time has a uniformity of nature and «continues through
its entire duration inalienably and without modification®®»; it is always what
It 18, it is not in time and it is not contained by time, or measured by time, or

affected by time®. Time is the everlasting duration itself.

Of the immediate disciples of Plato, it was Haestiaeus of Perinthus (of
the so-called old Academy) who fully abided by his master’s allegorical
definition of time. He avers that «time is the course of the heavenly bodies in
their relation to one another*’». Speusippus, however, seems to follow
Aristotle, as he defines time «the quantity within motion» (10 v ®uvnoet
noodv)*!. Accordingly, Xenocrates defines time as «the measure of what has
been created, as well as everlasting motion» (uétpov TV yevvmrav xal
xivnow &idiov)*, which maintains the Platonic definition of time as motion,
but is also in line with the Aristotelian view of time as number.

On the other hand, the followers of Aristotle, the Peripatetics, did abide
by their master’s definiton of time*’ —perhaps because it was not allegorical
and 1t was more concrete. Besides, it had a scientific character not susceptible
of much controversy and different interpretations, as happened with Plato’s
views. Thus Theophrastus defends the notion of a universe without beginning
or end, and similar views were expressed by Eudemus of Rhodes and
Dicaearchus of Messina.

It was Strato of Lampsacus, however, who expounded his own views of
time inan-ad hoc treatise, challenging the Aristotelian definition of time in
terms of number or motion as unsatisfactory, if not erroneus. He defines time

25. Physics, 220 a 24 ff. Cf. 219 a 10 ff; 219 b 9 ff; 233 a 14 ff.

26. Cf. Anstotle’s views on the infinite divisibility of all quantities, including time: Physics,
227a10f;231a211f;232a231(;233b15;233b321f;234a10ff; 2352 25;:237a10;237b 8: De
Generatione et Corruptione, 317 a 2 {f; De Caelo, 306 b 22.

27. Physics, 233 a 18 ff. Cf. 233 a 25.

28. De Caelo, 279 a 22 ff.

29. Physics, 221 b 3 ff.

30. StoBAEUS, Eclogue, 1, 250. About Haestiaeus of Perinthus cf. Diogenes LAERTIUS,
III, 46.

31. PLUTARCH, Questiones Platonicae, VIII, 4, 3; this definition, however, is not clear as to
whether time is the «number» of motion or the «measure» which is in motion.

32. StoBakus, Eclogue, 1, 250.

33. SimpLICIUS, Commentary in Aristotle’s Physics, 411, 5 ff.
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as «the quantity in all action» (10 v Taic npdEeol moodv)™ and «the quantity
of everything that is in motion and at rest» (0 &v xuvioeL xal NEERiQ
noodv)™ and (pérpov mvijoewg xai povijg)™.

This notion of rest is particularly interesting, since it was on this that
Plotinus grounded his arguments against the connexion of time with motion,
in his Enneads (111, 7, 8).

As regards the Epicurean attitude to the problem of time, we shall only
briefly state that they generally were influenced by the Aristotelian view.
They regarded time as a «sympton accompanying things in motion»
(ovpumropa Tovto §' Eoti tapaxorovinua xvijoewv)?’, namely, a concomi-
tant of motion.

We now come to the Stoic conception of time. According to the Stoics,
time is in essence held to be an extension (duadommua). This definition has
enjoyed little attention. Also it has been inadequately comprehended. Some
scholars™ seem to be uncertain as to whether the Stoic definition of time
should be regarded as nearer to that of either Plato or Aristotle, leaving this
ambiguity unresolved. On the other hand, it is only after a short
consideration that A. Chroust concludes that the Stoic definition of time was
but an echo of the Aristotelian one™.

What we think is the flaw in the proper understanding of the Stoic
definition of time is the crucial, indeed ontological, significance of the notion
of extension, as we shall discuss presently.

In reference to the earliest Stoic view of time, Zeno’s definition is extant
in a passage which reads as follows:

«And Zeno has said that time is an extension of motion (xwnoewg
dudotnua) and the criterion of fastness and slowness. And it is in time (xata
toutov) that events occur and everything that becomes and all beings are*’».

In another passage it is also stated that «...of the Stoics, Zeno [says]| that

time is in general the extension of any motion» (T@omng QMAMS KIVIOEWG
ddompa)®!.

34, SimpLICIUS, op. cit., 789, 34,

35. StoBAEUS, Eclogue, 1, 250.

36. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonia, IlIl, 137; Adversus Mathematicos, X, 228; X, 177.

37. StoBAkus, Eclogue, 1, 252.

38. J. Rist, Stoic Philosophy, Cambridge, 1969, pp. 273-4.

39. A. CHrOUST, «The meaning of time in the ancient world», The New Scholasticism, XXI,
1947, p. 42.

40. Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta (SVF), 1, 26, 11-15; ap. StoBAEus, Ecl, 1. 8.

41. SVF, 1, 26, 14-15; ap. Smmpricius, ad Car. 80 a 4.
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Chrysippus defines time as the «extension of the motion of the world**».
Although this seems to be a more specific definition of time, compared to
that of Zeno, this by no means lends itself to the assertion that it introduces
an essential modification of Zeno's view*’. For Zeno's original conception of
time as extension remains here unchanged and is the kernel of Chrysippus’
conception of time, too. Besides, there is at least one passage where
Chrysippus’ view is cited in disjunction from, or as an explanatory one, to
Zeno's:

«And Chrysippus [says] that time is the extension of motion (xwvfoewc
oraotnua) and this is why it is sometimes said to be the measure of fastness
or slowness; or [time] is the extension which closely attends the motion of the
world and it is in time that everything is moving as well as being*».

It has been asserted that this definition in terms of its letter may be
nearer Aristotle (who defined time as the measure or number of motion), but
it is not impossible that the spirit of this definition be more related to that of
Plato (who considered time as the moving image of eternity)*.

We do not see, however, why the Stoic conception and definition of time
should by all means be associated with either that of Aristotle or of Plato.
What we assert is that Zeno’s conception is clearly a third view, at least in this
respect: the Platonic definition of time is undoubtedly a metaphysical as well
as a theological one, while that of Aristotle is a scientific and mathematical
one.

To Zeno though time 1s neither something related to metaphysics in any
way (for he was a materialist Stoic), nor is it considered as an intellectual
mathematical perception, namely, a number or measure. Although he
suggests that time may be «and a criterion of fastness and slowness», he
clearly postulates the essence of time proper as an extension.

Thus time 1s associated with a natural reality (that is, motion) and is
regarded in itself a natural reality, too: a sort of extension which is
indispensable for motion to take place and to make sense. In his view,
therefore, time is neither an image of a metaphysical reality, nor is it a
mathematical conception, namely number or measure. Time is a sort of
natural extension.

42. Avaompa xoowxng wwnoewg, SVF, 11, 164, 14 ff.

43. As asserted by J. Rist, op. cit., pp. 278 ff.

44. «To mapaxolovbBoiv duaomua 1) ToU woopuov wiviioews. SVF, 11, 164, 15-18. This is
how APPOLODORUS defines time, too: «Time is the extension of the motion of the world»
(xpdvog &' tou mjc Tou ®Oopov wvioews duaomua). SVF, 111, 260, 18-19.

45. Op. cut., pp. 273-4; RIST, anyway, states that he is not sure which definition ZENO'S
should be considered as more closely related to.

358



Akaénuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

THE AUTONOMY OF THE STOIC VIEW OF TIME

The Platonic definition of time is grounded on a fundamental premise,
which is the notion of transcendence. Whatever the interpretation of Timaeus
at this point may be, there is one fact which cannot be disputed: the main
point which Plato wished to make in his definition is the similarity of time to
eternity (s. supra: <iv' &g duotéraros avt®d xati dvvaury 1)»). This, in the
final analysis, implies the dependence of the temporal to the eternal, the
dependence of the image to the archetype. It is true that Plato’s views on the
question of the beginning of the universe are somewhat vague and
surrounded by controversy. This is so though only because he focused his
main attention not to the problem of beginning, but to the point that the
cosmos is originated and dependent on an absolute and supreme transcendent
cause. This is the main notion expressed through the allegorical statements in
Timaeus. If one would point out some contradictions in the statements
concerning the notion of «beginning»*°, this is due to Plato’s main concern
with the notion of dependence of the world on.a supreme absolute
transcendent cause, which left the notion of beginning in Timaeus as a
second-class problem.

This background and dialectics are totally alien to the Stoic thought. For
in Stoicism the notion of transcendence makes no sense at all. The Stoics
firmly stick to the materiality of the world which is regarded as the «whole»
(td 6hov)*” —with nothing existing beyond the world. So the spirit of the
Stoic definition of time can have nothing in common with the views of Plato.

On the other hand, the seeming similarity of the Stoic definition to the
Aristotelian one does not actually constitute any affinity between them at all.

Once time is postulated as a number or measure of motion, it follows
that time could not exist if there were no soul at all. On this point Aristotle is
quite explicit: if there is no one to count, then there can be nothing to be
counted —thus there could be no «number»*®, even though motion proper

46. For example, he affirms the pre-existence of human being; cf. Meno 86 a; State 611 a;
Phaedrus 245 d ff: Phaedo 75 c ff; 106 d; Laws 781 e. But since soul (which in itself is an orderly
reality) has always existed, this means that orderly re ality has always existed —which contradicts
the statements that time was created when order was brought into the pre-existing chaos and the
«orginal stuff».

47. SVF, 11, 167, 8.

48. Cf. Physics, 223 a 16-35: «[16tegov d& wn olamg Yuymng €in v O yodvog 1 ov,
dmoprioetev v tig: aduvatov yap Gvrog elvar ot dpdpioovrog adivatov xai apuntov T
elvar, dote dijhov St 00d’ dplBuods: apBpog yae W fioBunuévov 1 10 apiBuntov. Ei d¢
undiv &hhov méqQurey dpBpely T Yuym xai Yoyl vous, adivvatov elvar yeovov Yuyis ui
otionc, &AL’ el Tovto & mote &v Eotiv O xE6VOS, olov el #vdéyeral xivnowy elvan avev Yuyis. To
d¢ mpdrepov xai Votegov Ev mwvijoer Eotiv- xeovog Bt Tavt gotiv | GoBuntd Eotive.

This assertion of Aristotle has been hard to accept by many commentators, who have
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could still make sense. For it is only the soul which is qualified to count.
Without soul there is only motion. If there is only motion, but no possibility
of counting, then this definition actually falls.

In Aristotle’s definition there are two fundamental premises: First,
motion. Second, the soul, who is the counting agent and renders a meaning
upon number. Thus this definition of time is sound only if there are those two
presuppositions, namely, the moving (or changing) object and the counting
intelligent subject. As a matter of fact, this point raised no problems to
Aristotle’s theory of time*, since he held the notion of everlastingness of the
world.

In Aristotle, therefore, what is of absolute ontological priority with
respect to time is motion.

By contrast, to the Stoics the main ontological definition of time is
extension. Time would be regarded also as a «measure». but this is just an
additional property of it. This means that if time is not regarded as a
measure, and if there is no one to count it, the Stoic definition of time does
not fall —in contrast to what happens to the Aristotelian one.

The real point which stands behind this substantial difference is. we
think, the Stoic doctrine of cosmic periods.

The Stoics, as well as Aristotle, held that time is one and it is a
continuum. 1If, hypothetically, the Stoics held time proper to be in essence
defined as number, then the end of each cosmic period could entail the end of
time and the beginning of another time. Yet this is clearly rejected by them.
For they all, especially Chrysippus, are quite explicit in that each new world
begins and ends with a cosmic catastrophe, but time does not*®. This means
that time proper is an element of the world quite independent from whether

sought to reinterpret the text. A list of interpretations is supplied by P.F. CoNEN, Die Zeittheorie
des Aristoteles, Munich 1964, pp. 156-69. In a perspicuous discussion he cites Simplicius, H.
Carteron, W. Broker, A.-J. Fegustiére and J. Moreau. R. Sorabji, on the other hand, simply
takes it that Aristotle has made a mistake at this point, namely, in his assertion that where there
exists no one to do the counting, there is no countability. (R. Sorain, Time, Creation and the
Continuum, London, 1983, pp. 83-94).

We shall take Aristotle’s words as they are clearly stated in Physics and shall not deal with
the aforestated discussion which is out of our scope.

49. Further, according to a testimony of Censorinus, Aristotle himself taught that mankind
has been always. At any rate, Aristotle was quite clear in his view of the eternity of the world:
man is the end of nature, and hence of the world, which itself is without beginning. Cf. F.
HuLtscH, Censorini, De Die Natali, Leipsig, 1V, 3, 1867.

30. Cf. PHILO, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1, 33 ff: «...6 x60poc. .. e doxei ToLg ZTwinoic dunxov
ayel Exmvemoeng, otoia tg i Sraxexoopunuévn f| ddiaxdounroc, o TS XIVI|OEWS paoiv elvan
v xpovov ddompua...»,
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the «substance» (ovoia) which constitutes the world is «decorated» (diaxe-
xoounuévn, during the cosmic period) or «undecorated» (Gdiaxdountoc,
during the dissolution of the world). Time is one extension along which the
alternations of his substance take place periodically.

Time is one, it is without beginning, indeed this is a continuum infinite in
both directions. If time proper was defined as the number of the wordly (and
thus: orderly, since there can be no number of motion in disorder) motion,
this could entail that this present world is without beginning or end —an idea
held by Aristotle, but totally unacceptable to the Stoics. Besides, in a general
conflagration there are not souls to count motion, and yet time does exist and
its continuity is maintained, too.

The conclusion out of this analysis is that if the Stoics accepted the
Aristotelian definition of time, then fundamental premises of their philosop-
hy (such as the notion of cosmic periods) could have no adequate ground. In
short, the Aristotelian definition of time is essentially incompatible with
fundamental Stoic doctrines. This is why time is in principle defined as an
extension: a definition which can defy Aristotle’s denial of successive worlds
and does not necessarily presuppose an intelligent subject to count time
(which is indispensable for the Aristotelian conception of time to make
sense). To the Stoics, time may be regarded as also a «measure», not because
time itself is a number, but because motion takes place in time, namely, in
the extension which time proper is held to be. For it is not number, but it 1s
extension what constitutes the fundamental ontological definition of time
proper. Thus the occurence of a cosmic catastrophe (which marks the end of
a world and the beginning of the next) and the subsequent absence of an
orderly motion, as well as of an intelligent subject capable of counting
motion, does not put the Stoic definition of time in any question whatever.
And this happens on account of the fact that the Stoic definition of time 1s
radically different from that of Aristotle.

It is true that Aristotle refers to periods of time using the word
duaotnua. There are, however, certain substantial differences:

Aristotle never allowed that duaommua represents the ontological
identity of time proper. To be the number of motion is one thing, but to be
the extension of it is quite another. He used the term didommupa in the
everyday sense of «something which joins two points». In this sense,
dudompua may have an either temporal or spatial meaning. But on no
account does this constitute a definition of time proper. Aristotle never took
diaomua to indicate time proper, as Zeno and Chrysippus did. For he held
an entirely different view of the essence of time.

Aristotle, as well as Plato, could, like everybody else, use the
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commonplace term of dudotua to suggest parts, or periods, of time. But
they never suggested that time itself is an extension. It was only the Stoics
who explicitly defined duaornua as indicating time proper ontologically. As a
matter of fact, the portrayal of time as dudoryua is exactly what moving
image 1s for Plato and number or measure is for Aristotle.

In Arnstotle then motion stands in ontological priority to time. In
contrast, to the Stoics the ontological definition of time is extension. Time
may be also a measure, but this is an additional property, not the
indispensable ontological quality of it.

It is clear, therefore, that the Stoic view of time, with respect to these of
Plato and Anistotle, 1s grounded on an autonomous definition of time which
is quite independent from either the Platonic or the Aristotelian one. Later it
was Proclus who pointed out that the Stoic view is actually different from the
views of time of either Plato or the Peripatetics’’. In the extant passage
though there is only his claim, but no argumentation for it. We cannot know
whether or not Proclus distanced Plato’s view of time on the grounds stated
above. What we do know though is that scholars have not realized so far that
the Stoic view of time is essentially independent from either the Platonic or
Aristotelian one. This is why some of them opt for relating it to the Platonic
views, others (H. Chroust) take it to be similar to those of Arnistotle, whereas
others (such as J. Rist) do not plump for either the former or the latter and
leave the question moot.

To the Stoics (in constrast to Plato’s views), time - motion - change are
not intrinsicly associated to the extent that they could not be understood
independently from each other. It is true that the notion of motion is deeply
involved with the early Stoic definition of time. Time proper, however, is by
no means a reality dependent upon the notion of motion. The Stoic definition
by no means entails that time cannot exist without motion. Such a conclusion
could ensue from both the Platonic and Aristotelian definitions —but not
from the Stoic one. A Stoic could never argue that there is no time in the
absence of any notion of motion, which Plato and Aristotle did. Certainly the
Stoics did concede that whatever is temporal is subject to motion and change;
but on no account does this concession stem, as a necessary corollary, from
their definition of time proper.

Among all the Greek definitions of time proper, it is solely the Stoic one
in which the notion of motion is not ontologically indispensable for the very
existence of time proper. This happens on account of the ontological priority
of time to motion. This is actually the point of the critical relation of motion

51. SVF, 11, 166, 6-10.
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to time and this is how the involvement of motion with the definition of time
should be viewed.

It is only in the Stoic thought that a per impossibile absence of motion
does not necessarily entail the impossibility of existence of time proper:
Certainly in that case the question which could be invited is what is the point
for time to exist at all. This, however, is an epistemological question, perhaps
a question pertaining to the meaning of time or to the raison d'étre of it. But
on no account is it an ontological question: which means that the hypothetical
absence of motion does not of necessity extinguish the ontological ground for
the existence of time proper. The discussion could perhaps invite the
question of why in such a case time should exist —but there is no ground to
support the claim that in ‘that case time could not exist.

The nature of time is to be an extension for the motion of the world, yet
the existence of time does not depend on this motion at all. Certainly to the
Stoics the perpetual motion of the world is an unquestionable fact.
Nevertheless they did not ground the existence of time proper on motion
itself as, more or less, the rest of the Greek schools of thought did. It is rather
the notion of motion which is dependent on that of time. Particularly in
Zeno’s definition, the concept of time is ontologically prior to the notion of
motion —not vice versa. Time is the indispensable substratum for motion to
take place, indeed to make sense at all.

The Stoic time as dwdotnua (extension) is related to dwaoraocis
(dimension) rather than to motion —albeit it could hardly be claimed that the
Stoics in any respect anticipated the conception of time held by Modern
Physics. Nevertheless, the radical difference between time as extension and
these of time as either moving image or number, is quite obvious on the
ground of this contradistinction: the Stoic is the case of a static time, as
contrasted with the Platonic (as well as the Plotinian) dynamic notion and the
Aristotelian abstract scientific mathematical perception of it.

There are assertions that neither the Pythagoreans nor the Stoics made
an explicit part of their theory that time will be the same throughout
successive aeons. Taking into account, for example, the Greek idea of the
Great Year, it could be argued that, once this period comes round and the
heavenly bodies return to their original alignements, then time comes to0 an
end and starts again.

However, there is a point which has to be made against these
assertions>2. This argument is sound only if time is regarded as a measure or

52. Cf. R. SOrABII, op.cit. The author suggests that it was only with Eudemus that the idea
that time will be the same was put forward (p. 184).
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number, namely, in an Aristotelian sense. Once time is regarded as
essentially being an extension, this argument is no more sound:

If time is but the number counting the years of a cosmic period, then
certainly it will reach the number of years which comprise a cosmic period
and then counting will have to begin again, which means that another time
should start again.

In contrast, if time in its essense is regarded as an extension, there is
nothing to suggest that this will begin again. This extension is simply infinite
in both directions —as the Stoics explicated. We think that this is a main
reason why they seem not to have dealt with the question of the sameness, or
not, of time in the course of the world. They simply did not need to do so.

Much discussion has been made about cyclicity in speaking of either time
or events™. It has been quite popular among scholars to speak about «cyclic»
time and «rectilinear» time —the former regarded as the Greek conception
of it. This notion of cyclicity enjoys much currency and use, perhaps because
it provides a simplistic spatial figure of time. We regard, however, this
distinction as most misleading for a proper comprehension of the problemati-
que of time proper.

This notion of cyclicity could hardly make sense in any Greek school of
thought. Even in Heracletus and the Stoics, one could not speak of cyclic
events. At most one would speak about periodic events, which re-cur in
normal periods of the infinite, linear, continuum of time. With regard to
Plato, for instance, suggestions of «cyclicity»** have their counter-points in
his works. In the State*, for example, he seems to suggest that some day in
the future, the ideal State, which he portrayed, will materialize. It would
be then very reasonable to assert that the portrayal of an occurence lying in
the indefinite future is a réloc which implies a linear conception of time.

There is only one case, in which one might speak of cyclical time: that is.
a hypothetical eclectic attitude, according to which the Stoic notion of
succesive worlds is upheld, while time is also regarded as a number, in an
Aristotelian sense. At the end of a cosmic period, time will have to start
again, because this will have reached the amount of years comprising the
cosmic period and it will be no more possible for this number-time to increase
further. Since the Aristotelian time is infinite (without any absolute

53. Cf. R. SORABII, op. cit., pp. 184 ff.

54. Cf. PLAaTo, Timaeus, 22 ¢ ff., 23 a ff.

35. CI. PLATO, State, 499 d: «mepi tolirov Erowpor 1 Abyw dwapayeoBar, g yéyovev 1
elgnuévn molitela xai fotiv xai yewjoeral ye, Srav abm i Movoa nbéhews Eyxparic
YEW|OETaL. ot yap advvaros yevéohar, ovd’ fiusic ddivara AEyopev: yahena Ot xal map’ fpiv
opohoyeiraw. (Our italics).
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beginning or end), the counting (of the number, which is time) will have to
start again. Thus, there is no absolute beginning and time proper seems to be
repeated in a cyclic scheme.

It 1s only in such a hypothetical case that one could speak of cyclical
time: that is, an infinite series of counting up to a certain number, and then
starting from the beginning counting all over again. Such an eclectic view of
time, however, if ever any, never made a substantial mark in the Greek
thought.

The very notion of repetition of events exactly implies a distinction of
events, even if they are structurally identical from one cosmic period to
another. Hence, the notion of cyclicity alleged as a universal Greek
conception of time is absurd. As for Aristotle, he speaks of time as
«something like a cycle®®». It had been a gross mistake to take this phrase
out of its context and allege that Aristotle suggested that time is «cyclical»; a
mistake which clearly indicated that this text of the Physics had not been
properly studied —anyway a mistake which we do not think i1s made
nowadays’’.

If one wishes to stick to this notion of cyclicity (albeit there is no reason
to do so at all)’®, he at best would speak of a spiral of space-time.

Thus it is due to the very conception of time as extension that the Stoics
did not need to explicate their view that time is in essence one and the same
throughout the successive aeons. Nevertheless, they did emphasize that time
is a continuum which is not broken off during the destruction of a world. This
point comes in support to our argument that the Stoic view of time 1s 1n its
essence radicaly different from that of Aristotle.

We conclude, therefore, that there 1s an autonomous Stoic tradition on

56. ARISTOTLE, Physics, 223 b 28-29; cf. also 223 b 24-25; 223 b 31-33.

57. 0. CULLMANN buttressed his assertions about what he calls «Greek» view of time on that
point of Aristotle and refers to a number of scholars who treated the passage in the same way; cf.
Christ and Time, (Greek tr. by P. CoumanTOs, Athens, 1980); p. 240, n. 3. Similarly, cf. H. C.
PuecH, «Gnosis and Time», in Man and Time, Papers of the Eranos Yearbooks, (Vol. 3, 2nd
print, Bollington Series, XXX, 3, Princeton, NJ, 1973); p. 42 and n. 6.

What Aristotle suggests is that time is not rectilinear but curved. Although not referring to
Anstotle’s view, T. Boman criticized Cullmann for asserting that time is «rectilinear» whereas
astronomical time is always cyclic. Cf. T. BomaN, Hebrew Thought Compared with Greek, tr. by
J. MOREAU, London, 1960, p. 162.

58. In fact the only reason is the insistence of certain theologians who find it convenient to
posit a simplistic and misleading catch-all description of time as a «Greek» one, in order to make
the point of a Hebraic and Christian «rectilinear» time. The issue of time, however, is not so
simple and needs a more sophisticated treatment.
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the conception of time (namely, on the particular question of whar time
proper is) which stands beside the Platonic and Aristotelian streams, being
independent from either of them. Any attempt to associate the Stoic view
with either the Aristotelian or the Platonic one could be pointless. The claim
about any essential similarity between the Platonic or Aristotelian view of
time on the one hand, and the Stoic one on the other, in fact implies that
there is an essential dependence of the Stoic thought upon either the Platonic
or the Aristotelian one. Such a claim virtually disputes the fact that Stoicism
constitutes an independent and self-directing stream of thought. Qi would be
not only out of our scope, but also superfluous, to argue that this is not quite
the cas:é For it would be absurd to dispute the historical fact that Stoicism is
quite independent from any other Greek school of thought; that it had its
own momentum and its highly vigorous and influential presence in the
spiritual environment and evolution of ideas —namely, into that which is
usually described through the all-embracing expression «Greek thought».

Dr. Panayiotis TZAMALIKOS

H AYTONOMIA THZ ZTQIKHZ ANTIAHWEQZ TOY XPONOY

[Mepiinyn

Kata 1y duampaypudrevon 1ot npobhjuaroc 1od Xpévou &mnd toig
OLa@POEOUC PEAETNTES, OUYVA 1] YEVIXEUUEVT] ®al WTAOUOTEUTIRY EXPOEOT
« EMAvirn) Sxéyn» Yonolpooteital yui va amodmoel xatda toémo éviaio
avuinypers "EMnvirav Zyohov ol Omoieg dragépovv ptlind petalv tov. X
0,71 agopd 10 Bépa Tov Xpdvov, oty RaAUTEEY TEQITTWOT EMLOTpaiveTal
N (moogavig drliwote) dwagopd petaty mig [Miatwvixng xai "ApLototé-
AeLag avudnpewms mepl Xpdvou. Méyol ofuepa avt 1 dudxolon elvar 1
oV mov yivetar péoca otd oUVOAO TV ZYOAMV, Ol OMOlES CUAANBONV
dvopalovrar « EMngvixn Zxéynm». Kabe dddn aviilnyn neoi Xpdvou
Bewpeltar Ott oyetiCetan (1), OTL mEémer va OYETICETAL) EITE pPE TNV
[Thatwvixn elte pe v  ApLototélewa mepl Xpovov aviiinym. 10 apbpo
avTO AMOdELRVUETAL OTL 1) EAALITING RaTavOnon TS ZTWLKNG AVTIANEWS TTEQL
Xoovov elye ¢ ovvémewa va pnv Exer yiver (odte onjuepa v yiveran)
avTiAntod OTL TEORELTAL yidt puav amoymn teheime aveEdpommmm amod ™V
avriorouyn [Miatwvixen | v "Apwototéhera. Tovto dgeiletar émiong otd
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yveyovog Ot dgv Eyive avulnntog O tpodmog pue 1OV Omolov 1) ZTwixn
avriinym nepi Xpdvov oyetilerar pué dhheg Oepelidders mhevpic T OAng
ZTOWKNS QLhiocogiac.

Ttov [MAdrova 1 Bepehiwdne ovdinym Bewoel tov Xpdvo Mg eixova
(v Tig alwvidmTog), otov Ot "ApLototédn 6 Xpdvog xata Ty ovoia
Tov elvan aptBuoc (The xvoewe) xai pétpov (tayivmrog xai Hpadimroc).
Y& avudiaotohn pg avtéc tig dvo avulqyelg, ol Ztwwxoi BewpEotv TOV
Xpovo m¢ daornua. Ol 0VOLMIELS OLAPOPES OTNV OVTOAOYLXT) CUAANYT TOU
tl elvar 6 XpOvOg WTOQOUV VvV TTEOXUWYOUV UOVOV UE UL YEVIXOTEQY
Bempnom g Béoewg ol ExeL 1 x@Be aviiinyn omyv oixela gLiocopia
(IMiatovixrr, ApLOTOTEAELa, ZTwLR).

‘H Miatwvixn Bemenon omeiletar oty aroyn ot 6 Xpdvog xab’
£QUTOV OUVLOTA EVOL OTOLYELO OUOLOTNTOC PE iy VeEBOTING TOAYUATLRO-
mra. Tehwog (xai o160 Bépa tov xpdvov) Umawvicoetar v OepeAumon
dmoyn mepi £Eapmioewe T Eyyeovng amd v ayxeovixy UIEQOATIXY
noaypatxdémra, E£apmoeng ¢ eixovag and 10 apyétvmo. Zrov INAatw-
va, 1| Evvola tol ypdvov oyetiletar pg v Bepeluwdn avriknym O6m O
xoopog (g Tatn —Omh. g Eyyeovn mpaypatxdTTa) nMEOEPYETAL (ANO
uwlav vmeobarav aitia ol EEaprarar and avmv.

Mia tétowa avriknym dpmg elvan teheiog Eévn npog v Ztwixn oxnéyn.
Aot Exel 1) Evvola T vrepbatixc mpaypatxdtrog dev ExEL rappia
Béam. TO «Ohov» elvar 6 guowrog xdopog xai dtv Uapyet Timote mEpa Ao
avtov. "Axdun xai 6 Beogc TV Stwwdv elvar évdoroowxos.

Tt 0,TL G@opd ToOv 'ApLOTOTEAY, O XeOvog (g GptBpudg) LmapyEL oF
OTEVO OVOYETIONO PE TV Yoy, 1) Omola AmoTeAEL TO AOYLHOV UETOOUV
vmoxeipevo. Aev voeital 1) VtapEn yeoévou (= aptBuot) yweig ™y vmapkn
TOU WUETPOUVTOC UNMOKELUEVOV. ZTOV  AQLOTOTEAN VmGpyel pla amoOivin
HVTOAOYLXY| TEOTEQALOTNTA THCS ®Ivi|oews. Kivnom xail petpoiv VTOREIPEVO
amotehovv Tic dapaitres mEoUToBEoELS YLl Vi EYEL VOTUa O OQLOROG TOU
yoovov. Kat' avridiaotohy], otovg Ztmxovg 1) améluty OVIOAOYLXI)
npotepadTNTa amodidetal otov YEOvo Mg ddoTnua.

‘H dragopda eivar pulunn, ovoraotixn xai xpiowuy, yiverar 8¢ qaveon
av ngBoiv vmOYn ol davriotolyeg AviqPelg yua TV Otdoxeta TOU
xOopov. N tovg Zrwxoveg 6 xedvog elval évac xai amotehel ovveyés. "Eav
& xo6vog Ntav xatd v ovoia tov detBudc, Tote xabe dradoyinoc ndopog
Ba elye Evav dilo ypovo —altOv mov Bé mpoéxvnte amd ™y £E doync
apiBunom tov ypodvov (apiBunom, N O6moia B dmotehovoe ®al avTv ™V
ovoia tov). "Av avtd 10 medbinua dtv mapovoldletal oTov “AQLOTOTEAN
glvar duodt, amhic, éxeivoc dtv mioteve otic xoomxéc meprddove: O
woopoc elvar Evag xai Exer dvapyn xai adrelevmnTn Oidoxera.
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‘H &vvowa tov ypdvov G dtaotiuaroc nQoodider omv Ztwixnv
avtidnym pay idratepdmra ot oyxéom pé Shec Tig dhdeg oxohéc (Ot uévo
[MAatwviopd, Neomhatwviopd xai *Agtototehiond, Gk axoun xai "Em-
XOVQELOVG, Gxdun xai TOv Txentind TéEto 1OV "Eunteioixd): ‘O xodvoc dtv
€Eagratal and v xivyon (xai diayn) €€ OpLopov (ol onupaiver dmd
ovroroyunv dvayratdmra). “Yraoyel (1diwg orov Zivova) pia dvtoroyt-
%1 TEoTEQALOTNTA TOU YEOvVOoU OF oyéom ut TV Evvoia Tiic ®ivioewg. ‘O
XQOVOg UmAQYEL yia TV xivnom, 6 xpdvog VmhQxEL Yid Vit UTOQEL Vv
VagyeL 1 xivnom, @g Evvola xai g roaypanxdmra.

"H &vvoia tov dtaomijuaros ovoyetiCel tov X00VO uahhov pt v Evvora
TS 0LaoTaoews, Tad pE v Evvola Tic (IMatwvixig) «xivntic eixdvacs 1
o0 (AQLototeMxot) «&otBuot» xai «pEtpovr». Bebaiwe ol Ttowxol dv
agvoivratr Ty oxéom THS ®IVoEmS pg TOV xodévo. ‘H dagopd tovg Guwc
ano dhovg Tovg dhhovg elvan St 1) Enixdnom admic Tic oyéoenc 0VdOAWC
Tovg elvar avayxaia xatd myv ovlimon nepl Tic dovrohoyiag Tov ypdvou.
Kal tovto dgeidetar otd 6w 1 mepl Xedvou avrinym tov fray otlindt
dlagogeTixnt) and éxeives Shwv 1OV &MV oxohdv.

Tehog, 6 evpéwg dradedopévog yapaxmeELopds Tob (Aeyduevov) « Ei-
ANVIXOD» XOVOU (g «xvxhixol» amotekel Eva AdBoc, 1o 6moio TEOEXVYE
and mahadteen Eogaiuévn avayvwon tob "ApLototédn xai mapeEnynon
¢ Ztwwxdls aviiMyens mepl TOV dadoxixdv xoouxMY nepuddwv. ‘H
Zrowxk) Evvola TS Eravaliyews T@V yeyovotwy, avt) xaf’ Eavtiy,
axQUBag oMuaiver dudxoion TV yeyovétmy, Eotw xai &v adtd elval kot
™V dopn) Twv dnapdriaxta. “Yraoyel En-ava-Anym yeyovétwv otd &repo
YOUUUKRO OUVEXES TOU Xedvou —aAAd Oxu Emavalnym tod xpbévov xal’
éavtév. ‘H Bvvola «EmavaAnym 1ol xebévov xaf’ Eavtdvs div Exel xavéva
vonua, otte v émxadeital naveic “EXnvac: YU ato xai 1 avagopd ot
xamotov "EAMvixd «xuxhxd» x06vo deixvel dmhie &yvora Tilc neobAnua-
TXNG TOU XeOvou xab’ Eautdv xai elvar pia axdun exdNiwom g drhoinig
«YWELXIS» AVTIIAYEWS TOU % POVOU.

"AMa 6 xedvog elvan yodvog xai Sy xdog, mapgd TV otev) xai
adtaipet ovlevEr tov pé 10 ydpo. ‘H AavBaopévn avagopt ot xamolov
‘EMnvind «xvxhixd» xpévo ebpixe mpd0gogo £dagog ot Xpiotiavouc
Beordyoug (Smwg of O. Cullmann, H. C. Puech, %.&.). ‘O oxonéc T0VC Elvan
N GvTidLaoTor) adtot mov Eogahuévag Bewotv dc « EAAviip avtikn-
Y ano v Xowotiavix oxéym, yue Adyouc xabapd doypatixoic (xai
oUdOMwg oyxetlopévovs pué ™v odoia Tov xeovov, @¢ ypdvov). To
TEOGANpa put adrovg elvar St yevixdg dtv yvwpitovv myv TEOOANpaTIXY
tov Xpovov xaf’ Eavtdv (6 Cullmann tovilew pué Epugpaon ot Bédovy va Ty
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dyvootv: 1 mpaypatixdmra elvar Ot ovtwg f dhhwg o0dOAwg TV
yvwpilouv).

‘H Ztown avtiknym (rapd 10 d0ypua meQL TOV ROOUXOV TEQLOOWV)
dratnpel Tv Evvola g yoapurdmtag tot yeovov. 'Eav Enpene Omwadn-
nOTE 1) Exavdinyn 1dv yeyovotwy va Bewpnbel dg elodyovoa Eva OTOLYELD
xuxhnomrag (awd puav émipovn, @lhd avev OVOLAOTIXROU VONUATOG,
anaitnon yu O60Lopd EvOg «OYNUATOS» YEOVOU, XATA Wi «XWELXTV»
avriinyn tov), tote 6 ZTkdE YEOvog Ba amewxovileto pe plav eEara
(spiral). "AMG, axoun xal of pud TETola MEQIMTWOY), AVTOS TAQUUEVEL
ovoLaoTixnd YeOVoS YoauuxOg xal dmelgopixng xatd Tig dvo natevBivoels
tov, dMhadn 10 mapeABOv xai 1O puéAlov.

To ovunéoaopa elvar Ot 1 Stwowwn nepl xeoévov avriknyn elva
tehelwg aveEdom 1600 antd Ty [Mhatwvixn 600 xai ano v "AQLoToTE-
Aewa. Aedopévov 0T, yevirmg, 1) Evvola tol xpdvov Exgedalel xai ouvoyilel
oy eSOV 1O ovoho TV £l péEOVE TAEVOMV PLAS PLAOCOPLAG, 1) CUYREXQLE-
vip Ztown) Gmoyn O0a Gvepéveto va TEOXUMTEL QIO TIG YEVIXOTEQES
Sraqoptc ToU ZTtwixiopot yevirodtepa and tov [Mhatwviopnod xai "Agiotote-
Mopd. Kai, mobypat, 7 dveSapmoia xal mpwtotumia TN ZTWLXNG
dvulpewnc ntepl Xpdvou axptbmg Expedler xal dgeiletar omyv aveEaptn-
ola xai mpwrtotumia g Ttwixig ZxéPews, g oVVOAOV.
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