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can discuss whether God is outside of time we must ask
be for something to be outside of time. That is, before we
r God is eternal we must ask what it would be for some-
rnal. But this in turn demands that we are clear on what
omething to be a temporal entity. We need not be clear
thich something has by virtue of being temporal—
but we must at least be able to say what is
mething’s being in time.

the decisive feature of temporality
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. M set of a given entity’s aspects such that each member
poral order-relation to every member of the set and none bears
der-relation to any aspect not a member of the set. Let us call
ovided that it is not empty, the zime-strand of that entity.
to be true that every entity has at most one time-strand. That
that no entity has two or more sets of temporally interrelated
‘h that no member of the one set bears any temporal order-
1 t0 any member of the other. I do not, however, assume that each
ects of every entity which has a time-strand belongs to the strand.
to whether every entity has at least one time-strand—that of course
lved in the question as to whether anything is eternal.
. next, a set of events such that each member stands to every
one of the temporal order-relations, and such that no member
any event which is not a member in any of these relations. I shall
| a set a temporal array. A temporal array is of course just the
2 set of time-strands such that every member of each member
some temporal order-relation to every member of every other
d, and such that no member of any member strand bears any
ation to any member of any strand which is not a
In what follows I assume thart there is but one temporal
is, that every member of every time-strand bears a
 every member of every time-strand. L
is some entity all of whose aspects are MM
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is that none of its aspects be related by any temporal order-relation to
any event wharsoever. Of course, if every event which bears any temporal
order-relation to any event whatsoever is also simultaneous with itself,
then everything which fails to satisfy the “temporal array” definition of
“eternal” will also fail to satisfy the “time-strand” definition.

At this point, certain ambiguities in the concepts of precedence, succes-
sion, and simultaneity should be resolved. By saying that event e, occurs
simultaneously with event e,, I mean that there is some time ar which
both e, and e, are occurring. I do 7o mean—though indeed this might
reasonably also have been meant by the words—that there is 7o time at
which one of e, and e, is occurring and the other is not. When two events
stand in that lacter relation I shall say that they are wholly simultaneous.
By saying that e, precedes e,, I mean that there is some time at which
e; but not e; is occurring, which precedes all times at which e; is occurring.
I do not mean that every time at which e, occurs precedes every time at
which e; occurs. When e, stands to e, in this latter relationship, I shall
say that it wholly precedes e,. Lastly, by saying that e, succeeds e,, | mean
that there is some time at which e; but not e; is occurring which succeeds
all times at which e, is occurring. This, as in the case of precedence,
allows for overlap. And, as in the case of precedence, an overlapping case
of succession may be distinguished from a case in which one event wholly
succeeds another.

When ‘simultaneity,” ‘precedence,” and ‘succession’ are understood thus,
they do not stand for exclusive relations. An event e, may precede, occur
simultaneously with, and succeed, another event e,. But of course e, cannot
wholly precede e, while also being wholly simultaneous with it, and so
forth for the other combinations.

Reflecting on the consequences of the above definitions and explana-
tions, someone might protest that the definition of eternal is altogether
too stringent. For consider, say, the number 3. This, no doubt, was referred
to by Euclid and also by Cantor. So, by our explanation of “aspect,”
3's being referred to by Euclid was an aspect of the number 3, and
3’s being referred to by Cantor was another aspect thereof. And of course
the former preceded the latter. So, by our definition, 3 is not eternal. But—
it may be protested—the fact that something is successively referred to
should not be regarded as ground for concluding that it is not eternal.
For after all, successive references to something do not produce any
change in it. Although they produce variation among its aspects, they do
not produce a changeful variation among them.

In response to this protest it must be emphasized that the concept of
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 an eternal being is not identical with the concept of an unchanging bei
;ﬂﬂnbﬂad the concept of an eternal being is not that m
which does not change but rather that of one which is outside of rime.
~ And a question of substance is whether an unchanging being may fail
to be eternal. The most thoroughgoing and radical way possible for an
entity to be outside of time is that which something enjoys if it satisfies
our definition of “eternal.” And it must simply be acknowledged that if
an entity is successively referred to, then it is not in the most thorough-
 going way outside of time. There is temporal succession among its aspects.

However, the idea of change could be used by the protester in another
way. It is indeed true that not every variation among the aspects of an
entity constitutes change therein. Only variation among some of them—
call them its change-relevant aspects—does s0. So on the ground that the
change-relevant aspects of an entity are more basic to it, we might dis-
tinguish between something being fundamentally noneternal and some-
thing being trivially noneternal. Something is fundamentally noneternal
if it fails to satisfy the concept of being eternal by virtue of some of its
change-relevant aspects. Something is frivially noneternal if its failure
to satisfy the concept of being eternal is not by virtue of any of its change-
relevant aspects.

Now in fact it will be change-relevant aspects of God to which I will
appeal in arguing that he is not eternal. Thus my argument will be that
God is fundamentally noneternal.

I

In order to present our argument that God is fundamentally noneternal
We must now take note of a second basic feature of temporality; namely,
mm‘lraﬁtymma in the three modes of past, present, and
A w fact about the temporal array is that some events within

k“"‘"‘ they are occurring; some are past: they were occurring;
' future: they will be occurring. Indeed, every event is either past
: fWG-Andnotodyuthisthemsenow It always was the
€ past that every event was either past or present or future. And
will  the case in the future that every event is either past or

hat events occur at or within intervals. The other is
‘appeal o the phenomenon of temporal
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it was present. No event can be future unless it will be present. Thus the
present is the most basic of the three modes of temporality. To be past is
just to have been present. To be future is just to be going to be present.
Further, if an event is past, it presemsly is past. If an event is future, it
presently is future. In this way, too, the present is fundamental.

The reason every event in the temporal array is either past, present, or
future is as follows: in order to be in the array at all, an event must occur
either before or after or at the same time as some other event. Burt then,
of course, it must occur sometime. And when an event is occurring it is
present. So consider any event e which is to be found in the temporal
array. If e is occurring, e is present. If, on the other hand, e is not occur-
ring, then e either precedes or succeeds what is occurring. For some event
is presently occurring. And every event in the array either precedes or
succeeds or is wholly simultaneous with every other. But if e were wholly
simultaneous with what is occurring, e itself would be occurring. So e
either succeeds or precedes what is occurring if it is not itself occurring.
Now for any event x to precede any event y is just for x sometime to be
past when y is not past. So if e precedes what is occurring and is not itself
occurring, then e is past. On the other hand, for any event x to succeed
any event y is just for x sometime to be furure when y is not future. So if
e succeeds what is occurring and is not itself occurring, then e is future.
Hence everything to be found in the temporal array is either past, present,
or future.

In contemporary Western philosophy the phenomenon of temporal
modality has been pervasively neglected or ignored in favor of the phenom-
ena of temporal order-relationships, temporal location, and temporal
duration. Thus time has been “spatialized.” For though space provides us
with close analogues to all three of these latter phenomena, it provides us
with no analogue whatever to the past/present/future distinction.*

Perhapsthemostfundnmcnmlandcomcquenudmamfmnonofthxs

for example the tensed sentence ‘My golden chain tree is flowering.” The
assumption is that what I would assert if I now (June 5, 1974) assertively
uttered this sentence with normal sense is that my golden chain tree is or

4. A recent example of the neglect of temporal modality in favor of temporal loca-
tion is to be in David Lewis, “Anselm and Actuality,” Noss, 4 (May 1970).
Concluding several paragraphs of discussion he says, “If we take a timeless view
“w_mm-emumuwmmnmw



, - GOD EVERLASTING 189 |

 was or Wi  be flowering on June 5, 1974. And that the proposition I would

 pe asserting if I assercively uttered the same sentence on June 4, 1975, is

3 “”’Hu chain tree is or was or will be flowering on June 4, 19'75_
ol

 In order to see clearly what the assumption in question comes to, it will

be helpful t© introduce a2 way of expressing tenses alternative to that

found in our natural language.® We begin by introducing the three tense
5, P, T, and F. These are to be read, respectively, as “it was the

wrmu “it is the case thax," and “it will be the case that.” 'I'hcy are
«o be attached as prefixes either to sentences in the present tense which
lack any such prefix® or to compound sentences which consist of sen-
tences in the present tense with one or more such prefixes artached. And
the result of attaching one such operator to a sentence is to yield a new
sentence. For example: P (my golden chain tree is flowering), to be read
as, “it was the case that my golden chain tree is flowering.” And: F[P (my

chain tree is flowering) ], to be read as: “i¢ will be the case tha
it was the case that my golden chain tree is flowering.”

So consider any sentence s which is either a present tense sentence with
no operators prefixed or a compound sentence consisting of a present
tense sentence with one or more operators prefixed. The proposition
expressed by P(s) is true if and only if the proposition expressed by s was
true (in the past). The proposition expressed by T(s) is true if and only
if the proposition expressed by s is true (now, in the present).” And the
proposition expressed by F(s) is true if and only if the proposition ex-
pressed by s will be true (in the future).

- Any proposition expressed by a tensed sentence from ordinary speech
~can be expressed by a sentence in this alternative language. Thus "My
golden chain tree was flowering” has as its translational equivalent “P (my

: lﬂﬂl chain tree is flowering).” And "My golden chain tree will have
' h flowering” has as its translational equivalent “F[P (my golden chain
- tee s flowering) ].”

~ Let us now introduce a fourth tense operator, D, defining this one in
writings of Arthur especially T4 ity (Oxford, 1957);
¢ and Futnre (Oxford, 1967 snd oo Tonss Oxford, 1569).
*ﬂﬂhﬂhmkﬁm present; the future what will be

h fw _is unnecessary. Amchin;T to any sen-
ntenc mwﬁ:mwukﬂ:w
that what is past is presently past, what is future is




that time is in the past, present, or future. These mo
attached to our tense operators, thus: P at 1974 (...
attaching one to an operator is to yield an operator of a new f¢
one might call a dated tense operator. The proposition exp
sentence of the form P at #(s) is true if and only if the
expressed by s was true at or within time #. The proposition expre:
T at #(s) is true if and only if the proposition expressed by s is tru
within time #. And the proposition expressed by F at #(s) is t
only if the proposition expressed by s will be true at or withir
Thus the proposition expressed by “P at 1973 (my golden ch
flowering)” is true if and only if my golden chain tree was flo
or within 1973. Similarly, the proposition expressed by a senten
form P before t(s) is true if and only if the proposition exp.
was true before #; likewise for T before t(s) and F before #(s)
proposition expressed by a sentence of the form P after (s) is
only if the proposition expressed by s was true after #; likewise :
t(s) and F after t(s). Let us call a sentence which has tense o
all of whose tense operators are dated ones, a fully dated sen

The assumption underlying a great deal of contemporary
can now be stated thus: every proposition expressed by a ser
is not wholly tense-indifferent and not fully dated is a
can be expressed by some sentence which is wholly
fully dated. Consider, for example, the sentence “T'
is flowering)'—the translational equivalent of m ;
golden chain tree is flowering’ Suppose duz

be
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that they are sometimes true, sometimes false. They are variable in their
truth value. For example, ‘My golden chain tree is flowering' is now trye-
but two weeks ago it was false. .

So the situation is not that in successively uttering a tense-commitred

sentence we are asserting distinct propositions, each of which is constant
in truth value and each of which could also be expressed with wholly
tense indifferent, fully dated, sentences. The situation is rather that we are
repeatedly asserting a proposition which is variable in its truth valye
Contemporary philosophers, along with assuming the dispensability of
the temporal modes, have assumed that all propositions are constant in
truth value. Plato’s lust for eternity lingers on.

Though philosophers have ignored the modes of time in their theories,
we as human beings are all aware of the past/present/future distinction.
For without such knowledge we would be lost in the temporal array.
Suppose one knew, for each event x, which events GCCUF simultaneously
with x, which 6¢cur before x, and which occur after x. (Recall the sig-
nificance of the bar over a present-tense verb.) Then with respect to, say,
Luther’s posting of his theses, one would know which events GCCur simul-
taneously therewith, which G¢cur before it, and which occur after it. And
so forth, for all other temporal interrelations of events. There would then
still be something of enormous importance which one would not on that
account know. One would not know where we are in the array of tem-
porally ordered events. For one would not know which events are occus-
ring, which were occurring, and which will be occurring. To know this
it is not sufficient to know, with respect to every event, which events
occur simultaneously therewith, which Gccur before, and which occur
after.

Nor, as we have seen above, is such knowledge gained by knowing what
‘occurs at what time. If all I know with respect to events e,...e, is that
they all GCCUr at the time, say, of the inauguration of the first post-Nixon
President, then I do not yet know whether those events are in the past,
in the present, or in the future. And if all my knowledge with respect
to every event and every interval is of that deficient sort, I do not know
where we are in the temporal array. For I do not know which events are
present, which are past, and which are future. |
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It might seem obvious that God, as described by the biblical writers, is
a being who changes, and who accordingly is fundamentally noneternal.
For God is described as a being who acts—in creation, in providence, and




anner in which his acts are described, it seems
m have beginnings and endings, that W
1 relations to each other, and that these successive
that their presence and absence on God's time-strand
ges thereon. Thus it seems obvious that God is fundamen-

n of as calling Abraham to leave Chaldea and later jn-
s to return to Egypt. So does not the event of God's instruct-
 succeed that of God'’s calling Abraham? And does not this sort
n constitute a change on God's time-strand—nor a change in his
but nonetheless a change on his time-strand? Again, God is spo-
s leading Israel through the Red Sea and later sending his Son into
. So does not his doing the latter succeed his doing the former?
not the fact of this sort of succession constitute a change along
strand?

it seems evident thac the biblical writers regard God as having
rand of his own on which actions on his part are to be found, and
at least of these actions vary in such a way that there are changes
strand. It seems evident that they do not regard changes on time-
confined to entities in God'’s creation. The God who acts, in the
ch the biblical writers speak of God as acting, seems clearly to

€, is it not clear from how they speak that the biblical writers
' of God'’s acts as bearing temporal order-relations to events
aspects of him but rather aspects of the earth, of ancient
) forth? The four cited above, for example, seem all
~seems obvious that God's actions as described by
temporal order-relations to all the other events

- all so obvious as on first glance it




new auiun on his put. Nm .

God's action existed from all emﬁy whe
ent from eternity, but existed at that tis
He otdained it (SCG 1L35; cf. 11.36, 4).

Let us henceforth call an event which neither beg
lasting event. And let us call an event which either
temporal event. In the passage above, St. Thomas is col
of bringing about temporal events. So consider some s
God's bringing about Israel’s deliverance from Egypt. The
in question, Israel’s deliverance from Egypt, occurred (let
B.C. But from the fact that what God brought about occu
does not follow, says Aquinas, that God's act of bringing it ab
in 1225. In fact, it does not follow that this act had any b
ing whatsoever. And in general, suppose that God brings ak
poral event e. From the fact that e is temporal it does
Aquinas, that God’s act of bringing about e's occurrence is
temporality of the event which God brings about does not
act of bringing it about. God's act of bringing it about may
lasting. This can perhaps more easily be seen, he says, if we 1
God, unlike us, does not have to “take steps” so as to brin
occurrence of some event. He need only will that it occur. If €
it to be the case that e occur at ¢, e occurs at 2.

Thus God can bring about changes in our history without
ing. The occurrence of the event of Israel's deliverance f
stitutes a change in our history. But there is no counterpa
God's aspects by virtue of his bringing this event about.

Now let us suppose that the four acts of God cited
Moses, calling Abraham, leading Israel through the F
his Son into the world—regardless of the impression
the biblical language used to describe them, also
God's bringing about the occurrence of some |
for example, that God's leading Israel thy "
_ M&Wahmulhmudm
' m And suppose Aqahn is L h
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farael through the Red Sea occurs during 1225 Whar is racher the cage
that Israel’s passage through the Red Sea occurs during 1225, and rher
umhmm:\nddrmmnyddxm@u
‘ﬂ*mﬂiyofw:hﬁngmgit:bmu_mshnunnybcm-
m&_m&ﬁathdxmmofmwmt
nhmh!]doamtmﬂthnGod'sbringingixmm&,
a change among God's aspects. God may unchangingly bring sbour his
rorical changes.

It is narural, ar this point, to wonder whether we do not have in hand
bere 2 general strategy for interpreting the biblical language abour God
acting. Is it not perhaps the case thar all those acts of God which the hibis-
cal writers speak of as beginning or as ending really consist in God per-
forming the everlasting event of bringing about the occurrence of some
temporal event?

Well, God does other things with respect to temporal events than
bringing about their occurrence. For example, he also £mow s them Why
then should it be thought that the best way to interpret all the remporal-
event language used to describe God's actions is by reference 10 God's
action of bringing about the occurrence of some event? May it not be thar
the best way to interpret what is said with some of such language is by
reference 10 one of those other acts which God performs with respect to
wm&tthmifGodismtmdnngc,itisnmonlymeﬁuy
thas the temporality of ¢ not infect God's act of bringing about the occur-
m“%hdﬂdﬂtﬂmnof(}odazhthnhcpetfmm it with
:::a:nuhhfeaadtqdrtcmpoulityoft. For example, if God
e mec,hkkmwledg:ofemunocbcmfeacdby
‘:ﬁ'hnwnfmn, from Aquinas hint would probably be

"2 the lin .ﬁﬁeﬁﬂo'io‘thmryconccming(bd'sa.mommdthe
*iu”hﬁmﬂ(;od'saaiommcvcdmmg. None has
L or ending. Of these everlasting acts, the structure of some

“‘“hﬂ.ﬂm some action with respect to some event. And

h.ﬂﬂndﬂuﬁtwmpmﬂity of the event that God
mﬁmdhm&'ﬂu the contrary, his act-
e biblical writers use temporal-event language t

10 be interpreted as thereby claiming that
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preted as claiming that God's acting is itself a temporal event
dcscrnl?ed by the biblical writers is to be interpreted as. acting, and as ac;.
ing with respect to temporal events. But he is not to be interpreted g5
changing. All his acts are everlasting, o
This. 1 think, is a fascinating theory. 1f true, it Pﬂ’v‘d““‘"y ol ks
monizing the fundamental biblical teaching that God is a being who aces
in our history, with the conviction that God does not change. How far the
proposed line of biblical interpretation can be carried out, I do not know.
I am not aware of any theologian who has ever tried to carry it out, though
there are a great many theologians who might have relieved the tension in
their thought by developing and espousing it. But what concerns us here
is not so much what the theory can adequately deal with as what it cannot
adequately deal with. Does the theory in fact provide us with a wholly
satisfactory way of harmonizing the biblical presentation of God as acting
in history with the conviction that God is fundamentally eternal?

N

Before we set about looking for a refutation of the theory it should be
observed, though, that even if the theory were true God would still not be
eternal. For consider God's acts of bringing about Abraham’s leaving of
Chaldea and of bringing about Israel's passage through the Red Sea. These
would both be, on the theory, everlasting acts. Both are always occurring.
Hence they occur simultaneously. They stand to each other in the temporal
order-relation of simultaneity. And since both are aspects of God, God
accordingly has a time-strand on which these acts are to be found. Hence
God is not eternal. Further, these are surely change-relevant aspects of God.
Hence God is fundamentally noneternal ®

Though 1 myself think that this argument is sound, it would not be de-
cisive if presented to Aquinas. For Aquinas held that God is simple. And
an implication of this contention on his part is that all aspects of God are
identical. Hence in God's case there are no two aspects which are simul-
taneous with each other; for there are no two aspects at all.

A reply is possible. For consider that which is, on Aquinas’ theory, God's
single aspect; and refer to it as you will—say, as God’s being omnipotent.
This aspect presumably occurs at the same time as itself. Whenever it
occurs, it is itself occurring. It is simultaneous with itself. Furthermore, it
occurs simultaneously with every temporal event whatsoever. Since God's

8. ByasimihrugumenttbenumbHScanbemmheﬁmdammﬂyw
Surely 3's being odd and 3's being prime are both change-relevant aspects of 3.
If either of these were for a while an aspect of 3 and then for a while not, we¢
would conclude that 3 had changed. But these two aspects occur simultancously
M.mm.lhsm»mma&mu&- lation of simul-

y. Hence 3 is fundamentally noneternal.
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_ ﬁm which is without beginning and without end,
ccession among its aspects (ST, 11q 10 a 1). Thus as
rnal, an eternal being may very well have aspects which
er in the temporal order-relation of simultaneity. What
it was just aspects standing in the temporal order-relation
Dur own definition of “eternal,” which disallows simulra-
' as succession, is in this way more thoroughgoing than is
- a being at least one of whose aspects occurs simultaneously
nt is not yet, in the most radical way possible, outside of
er, in refutation of the extrapolated Thomistic theory sketched
‘shall now offer an argument against God’'s being eternal
es that there is not only simultaneity but succession among
. and not just succession but changeful succession. This argu-
as relevant to the issue of God’s being eternal on Aquinas’
eternal as it is on my own definition.

> the extrapolated Thomistic theory we would have to do one
two things. We would have to show that some of the tem-
guage the biblical writers use in speaking of God's actions
be construed in the suggested way—that is, cannot be con-
to put forth the claim that God acts in some way with
temporal events. Or, alternatively, we would have to show
ions that God performs with respect to temporal events
poral, either because they are infected by the tempo-
for some other reason.

» this latcer alternative would be to show that
be understood as a response to the free actions
'God does he sometimes does in response tO

C this is in fact the case. And I ¢




some temporal event that it is occurring (that it is present), of knowing
about some temporal event that it was occurring (that it is past), and of
knowing about some temporal event that it will be occurring (thar it js
future ). Consider the first of these. No one can know about some temporal
event ¢ that it is occurring except when it is occurring. Before ¢ has begun
to occur one cannot know that it is occurring, for it is not. Not after ¢
has ceased to occur can one know that it is occurring, for it is not. So sup-
pose that e has a beginning. Then P's knowing about e that it is occurring
cannot occur until e begins. And suppose that ¢ has an ending. Then P’s
knowing about e that it is occurring cannot occur beyond e's cessation.
Bur every temporal event has (by definition) either a beginning or an
ending. So every case of knowing about some temporal event that it is
occurring itself either begins or ends (or both). Hence the act of knowing
about e that it is occurring is infected by the temporality of e. So also, the
act of knowing about e that it was occurring, and the act of knowing about
e that it will be occurring, are infected by the temporality of e.

But God, as the biblical writers describe him, performs all three of these
acts, and performs them on temporal events. He knows what is happen-
ing in our history, what has happened, and what will happen. Hence, some
of God's actions are themselves temporal events. But surely the nonoccur-
rence followed by the occurrence followed by the nonoccurrence of such
knowings constitutes a change on God's time-strand. Accordingly, God is
fundamentally noneternal.?

It is important, if the force of this argument is to be discerned, that
one distinguish between, on the one hand, the act of knowing about some
event ¢ that it 'occurs at some time # (recall the significance of the bar)
and, on the other hand, the act of knowing about e that it is occurring or
of knowing that it was occurring or of knowing that it will be occurring.
Knowing about e that it GCCurs at ¢ is an act not infected by the tem-
porality of the event known. That Calvin's flight from Geneva occurs in
1537 is something that can be known at any and every time whatsoever.
For it is both true, and constant in its truth value. But that Calvin's flight
from Geneva is occurring is variable in its truth value. It once was true, it

9. This line of argument is adumbrated by Arthur Prior here and there in his essay
“Formalities of Omniscience,” in Time and Tense. It is also adumbrated by Nor-
man Krezmann, "Omniscience and Immutability,” Jowrnal of Philosophy, 63
(1966) . The essence of the argument is missed in discussions of Kretzmann's papet
byliccm:Cunne&n,“Omisdenmnndlnduicdszm." Journal of Philoso-
phy, 64 (1967); and Nelson Pike, God and Timelessness (New York, 1970), ch. 5.



event 1 » what time that evenc GocaR
ge of his being temporal. But he cannot know
poral event whatsoever thar it s occurring, or know
3, or know that it will be occurring, without that
elt temporal.

must distinguish between, on the one hand, the act of
ome temporal event e that it Ccurs simultaneousiy with
“after events f,...f, and before events g,...g,; and,
her hand, the act of knowing about ¢ that it js occurring or of

3at it was occurring or of knowing thar it will be occurring,
¢ of the former sort is not infected by the temporality of the
se temporal order-relationships are known. Knowledge of the
t is. I know now that Calvin's flight from Geneva Btcurs after
sting of his theses Gccurs. But once again, I do not and cannot
¥ that Calvin's flight /s occurring. Because it is not. So too, God
that Calvin’s flight from Geneva was occurring. But he no
jows this. For he, too, does not know that which is not so. Thus, in
t his knowledge has changed. Bur God always knows that Calvin's
| Geneva OCCUTs after Luther's posting of his theses 5CGurS. Only
modes and only if propositions were all constant in truth
I's knowledge be unchanging—assuming that God's knowl-
temporal as well as everlasting events.

mbering that e has occurred is also an act infected by
(remembering is, of course, a species of knowing).
mber that ¢ has occurred after e has occurred. P
entails that e has occurred. So if ¢ is an event

ts with beginnings are such thar God

 this act on God's part is also &

act of remembering that e has occurred has
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no explicit biblical foundation.””

VI |

The upshot of our discussion is this: the biblical presentation of God
presupposes that God is everlasting rather than eternal. God is indeed
without beginning and without end. Bur at least some of his aspects stand
in temporal order-relations to each other. Thus God, too, has a time-strand.
His life and existence is itself temporal. (Whether his life and existence
always was and always will be temporal, or whether he has taken on tem-
porality, is a question we have not had time to consider.) Further, the
events to be found on God's time-strand belong within the same temporal
array as that which contains our time-strands. God's aspects do not only
bear temporal order-relations to each other but to the aspects of created
entities as well. And the aspects and succession of aspects to be found on
God's time-strand are such that they constitute changes thereon. God's life
and existence incorporates changeful succession.

Haunting Christian theology and Western philosophy throughout the
centuries has been the picture of time as bounded, with the created order
on this side of the boundary and God on the other. Or sometimes the
metaphor has been that of time as extending up to a horizon, with all
creaturely reality on this side of the horizon and God on the other. All
such metaphors, and the ways of thinking that they represent, must be
discarded. Temporality embraces us along with God.

This conclusion from our discussion turns out to be wholly in accord
with that to be found in Oscar Cullmann's Christ and Time. From his

10. “I am that I am” (Exod. 313)huahosommmesbeenmedmmpponth
doctrine of God's immutability. However, this is one of the most cryptic passages
in all of Scripture; and—to understate the point—it is not in the least clear that
what is being proclaimed is God's ontological immutability. There is a wealth of

exegetical material on the passage, but see especially the comments by J. C. Murray,
The Problem of God (New Hmn, 1967), ch. 1. nd
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mohbcbibliml words for time Cullmann concluded that, in the bibli-
cal picture, God's “eternity” is not qualitatively different from our tem-
porality. Cullmann'’s line of argument (though not his conclusion) has been
vigorously attacked by James Barr on the ground that from the lexico-
mhia; patterns of biblical language we cannot legitimately make in-
ferences as to what was being said by way of that language.’* Verbal simi-
Jarities may conceal differences in thought, and similarities in thought may
be clothed with verbal differences. Barr’s objection is apropos. Bur though
we have traveled a very different route from Cullmann’s we have come out
at the same place. We have not engaged in any word studies. Yer, by see-
ing that God's temporality is presupposed by the biblical presentation of
God as redeemer, we too have reached the conclusion that we share time
with God. The lexicographical and philosophical cases coincide in their
results.

Though God is within time, yet he is Lord of time. The whole array of
contingent temporal events is within his power. He is Lord of what oc-
curs. And that, along with the specific pattern of what he does, grounds all
authentically biblical worship of, and obedience to, God. It is not because
he is outside of time—eternal, immutable, impassive—that we are to wor-
ship and obey God. It is because of what he can and does bring about
within time that we mortals are to render him praise and obedience.

*--_____-
11, :
Pblical Words for Time (London, 1962).



