Relativ ity i8

same moving body; for on different views of what 1s "at the
same time™ dif ferent positions will be assigned the two ends
"at the sanme time" with the consequent Fitzgerald contraction
or expansionj however, slnce direct mpasurement does not réquire
aaslgning positlons to the two ends (it 1s enough to lay a
measuring rod alongside the measurable body), this Instance
requires the restriction that "at the sname time" must have
the same meaning for all frames of reference In which direct
¥R msasurenent ls physically posalble.

So mach for the lssue and its implicatlions. Now we cbserve
that there is something flshy about commonly accert ed notlons
of time end simulteneity. It is commonly thought that time
exlsted from all eternity; Aristotle thought that the world
exlsted from g1l eternlty; 1t is surprising to learn from
Aquinas that prior to creation there was not any time nor
for that mmttei any temporal "prior" or "heBfre." If commonly
accoepted notlons wure really accurate, this would not not be
surprlsing. Agein, our commonly asccepted notlions lead us
to pud God In time, to inguire, at times with excessive acrimony,
abont his knowledge of the future. But in fact, according te

Aquinas, God is not in time and so, relatively to him, nothing

can be elther past or future. Yet how much attention wes

given thils elementary point even by the acutze and learned

-theologliens whb have dilsputed for centurles De suxllils. It 1s
80 lecking in plausibility to affirm and follow logically ‘
‘through with the view that whet 1s futurey relatively to us

18 not Puture but present to God, But why? Why should truth

lack plauslbillity unless commonly asccepted views are mistaken?




