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There ls a certain order aoong our concepts,  Do: o:) ,y our

natheoat ical  concepts,  but  a l l  of  our concepte,  whicb r  r t l_ l  caI I

the ord.er of  conceptual  pr ior l ty,  one concept being pr ior  :o Fn-

other lf the definit i-on of the eecond. concept refers back to tb'e

first concept. lhue, lf you etart d.eep ln nathenatlcs witb Boae

conpLex Dotions, Llke real nu.ober or analytlc function or locaIly

conpact group or gonethlng l1ke thatr end d.eflne then properly,

you are eventually recluced. to the noet fuad.anental notions tbat

you have in nathenatics, rhlch, r think it ie generally egreed,,

are the not ions of  set  end elenent of  a eet,  the logical  not ione

of propoei t i -on and truth,  and the not ion of  funct ion.  The purpoqe

of thie talk is to gee where we are led, if we continue in thie

procees of  asking oureelves backward.e,  to eee where we end up,

that iB,  what are the most fund.anental  not lons of  a l l ,  the no-

t ions which are such that i t  no longer see&s reaeonable to aek

for anything furtber behind then.

I  would l ike to start ,  not  deep 1n nathenat ics,  of  course,

but wi th the logical  not lons of  proposi- t ion and truth.  Intui t i .on-

ist ical ly,  t ruth of  a proposi t ion ie analyzed aB existence of

proof:  a proposl t ion ie t rue i f  there existe a proof of  i t .  Now,

I w111 not drell upon the notion of proof of a proposltlon, be-

cause a proposition le deflned precieely by erplalaing rhat a

proof of  l t  looke l lke:  Bo, once we know the proposl t loa,  we cer-

talnly know what a proof of the proposltlon le, But look at the

othr: conponent that I uee to deflne the aotion of truth, nnmely,

tbe not ion of  et ietence. I t  ie qui te c lear that  the not ion of

exietence that enters here ie not the not lon of  er ietence that

le expressed by &eans of  the er istent ia l  quant i f ier :  rather,  the
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not ion of  e: istence that enters here ie the t rad. i t ional  phi lo-

sophicar not ion of  er i -stence of  a conceptr  ot  er i .stence of  atr

essence, i - f  you prefer,  where by eaying thet a concept hae er lgt-

ence I nean that there eriste an object which falls und.er the

concept.  So to eay that a propoBlt lon le t rue is the sane as to

aay that the concept proof of the propositj,on hae eristence ln

the trattLtional phllosophlcal Bense. Now, BB alread.y Arletotle

pointed out,  i t  ie of  v1tal  lnportance to d. iet lngulsh between

actual  ani l  potent la l  er j -etence. And Bo 1t  ie for  ue, deal lng wi th

the not ions of  propoei t i -on and. t ruth,  becauge, pref ix ing the at-

t r ibutee actual  and potent ia l  to exj .stence aB i t  enters into tO" 
, r .

def in i t ion of  t ruth of  a proposi t ion,  we arr ive at  the not ione

of actual  t ruth and. potent ia l  t ruth of  a proposi t ionr r€spect ive-

Iy.

l l that  d.oes 1t  mean for a proposi t ion to be actual ly t rue?

Wel l '  that  a proposi t ion A is actual ly tme means that A has been

proved. '  that  is ,  that  a proof of  A has been congtructed, whj-ch we

can arso express by eaying that A ie known to be true, whereas

to say that A is potent ia l ly  t rue is to eay thet A can be proved,

tbet iB,  tbat  a proof of  A can be constructed.,  which is the sane

aB to Bax, in usual ternlaology, sloply that a ie tnre. Thus the

notlon of potentlal truth le the notlon of tnrth whicb appears ln

the rritings of Du-onett, Prawltz and Putnam fron the late seven-

t iee.  I$or,  1t  hae of ten been polnted out that  l t  ls  very counter-

lntuittve to say that a proposition becones tnre when lt ie prov-

ed, and i t  has of ten been held against  tbe intui t ionlsts that

they congtrue the not ion of  t ruth in that  way. [he not ion of

t ruth tb,en concerned ie of  course the.not ion of  actual  tnr th:
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tnre,  thet  iB,  tbat  A can be kaown to be true. so,  crearry,  the

not ion of  actual l ty preced.ee potent ia l i ty  in the conceptual  or-

d,er,  and hence, in th ie senBe, not even the not ion of  potent ia l

tnrth 1e knorledge lndepend.ent: 1t ie conceptually d.ependent upon

the notion of knowledge. Putnao hae erpreeeed thls poi-nt by say-

lng that tnrth le ind,ependent of Juetif lcatlon here and now, but

not lnd.epend.ent of gE Justlf lcatlon. rn thls foraulatlon, he

&eat18 by truth Justlf led or rarranted, aesertabll ity, rhi,cb, le the

BFme as rhat I have called, potential tnrth

Ihe eecond. point I want to nake is that, i.n the definit ion

of potential truthr we cannot change the word.e A can be proved '1'

into A has been, ie being or wi l l  be proved, that  ie,  w111 be

proved. at sone tiae in the courae of history, becauee the con-

ceptual relation between eaying that eonething has been, iB being

or will be d.one and eaying that 1t can be d.one ie tb.at we have an

entail-oent in tbe d.irection, If eornething has been, iB being or

wi. l I  be d.one, then i t  can be d.one, but not in the converse direc-

t lon.  In the case of  provlng a proposi t ion,  th ie &eans that,  i f

a proposi t lon b,as been, iB being or wi l l  be proved, then certain-

ly i t  can be proved.,  that  iB,  i t  ie potent ia l , ly  t rue,  but there

le absolutely no reason to belleve that re can go ln the opposi-te

d,lrectlon. Ihe prlnclple Just epelled. out le egaln a prlnelple

rhlch hatl a euccinct gcholaetic foroulatlon: lt le the pri.nclple,

. l ,b eEse ad. poese valet  consequent la ( i l lat to) .

In the case of proving a propoel.tlon, the polnt that I have

Just road.e 1s due to PrawLtz, who brought it up in a paper ten

years Bgo, saying preciaely that  i t  is  inpossible to replace

can be by has been, iB being or wi l l  be in the def in i t lon of  the
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tnre,  tbat  iB,  thet  A can be known to be true. so,  c learry,  the

not ion of  actual l ty preced.ee potent ia l i ty  in the conceptual  or-

d,er,  and hence, in th ie sense, not even the not ion of  potent ia l

tnrth ls knovledge lnd,epend.ent: lt ie conceptually dependent upon

the notloa of knowledge. Putnan hae erpreaeed, this poi-nt by say-

fug that tnrth la independent of Juatif lcatlon here and now, but

not lndependent of gUt Juetlf lcatlon. rn tbls foroulatlon, he

tneans by truth Justlfted. or rarranted, aegertabll ity, rhich 1e the

Eane ae rhat f have called potential truth.

lhe eecond point  I  want to nake is that ,  in the def ia i t ion

of potential truth, w€ cannot change the rords A can be proved. t1

into A has been, is being or wi l l  be proved, that  iB,  w111 be

proved. at  sone t ine in the course of  h istory,  becauee the con-

ceptual relation between saying that eonething has been, iB being

or will be d.one and eayi-ng that 1t can be d.one ie that we have an

entai lnent in the d. i rect ion,  I f  sonething hae been, iE being or

w111 be done, tb.en i t  can be d.one, but not in tbe converse direc-

t lon.  In the case of  provlng a proposi t ion,  th ie &eans that,  i f

a proposi t ion has been, 18 beiag or wi l l  be proved, then certaia-

ly i t  can be proved,,  that  iB,  i t  ie potent ia l ly  t rue,  but there

ls abeolutely no reagon to bel leve that we can go 1n the opposi te

d.irectlon. Ihe prlac!.ple Juet epelled out ls agaln a prlnctple

whlch had a euccinct echolaetlc foraulatloa: 1t le the prJ.nciple,

Ab eEBe ad. poeee valet  eoDsequent ia (111at1o).

In the case of proving a proposl.tloa, the polnt that I have

Just road.e 1s due to Prawitz, who brought it up in a paper ten

years ago, saying precieely tbat  i t  ls  inpossible to replace

can be by has been, iB being or wi l l  be in the def in i t ion of  th,e



notlon of potentlaL trutb. [hat I would l ike to ad.d. ie only that,

again, thi.e is a very old questlon, and that it was stated with

conplete c lar i ty by Ar letot le,  and repeated. in echolast ic t ines

by Thonas, that tbere le this gap betreea eaylng that eonethlng

has been, ls belng or riLl be d.one and that 1t can be d.one. and

you arrlve at the same stand,polnt, that there ie such I gap, if

you thlnk in terns of poeslble rorLde, becauee to say that a pro-

poeltlon has been, iB belag or 1111 be proved. ie to eay that 1t

ls proved at sooe etage ln the developnent of the actual worId,

whereas to eay that 1t can be proved, is to eay that it is proved

at so&e etage in the d.evelopnent of sone posslble world, not ,1.

Decessarily the actual orle. Now, I an not of tbe opinion that one

should t ry to red,uce the not ion of  possibi l i ty  or  potent ia l l ty

to that  of  actual l ty in gone possible wor ld,  but  i t  ls  at  least

reaesuring that poeeible world,s intult ion yielde the sFme con-

clusion on thie point .  The oppoei te v iew, and there le euch an

opposi te v iew, naoely,  that  every poesibi l i ty  wi l l  be actual ized.

in the course of  t lne,  iB the pr inciple which has been caIIed the

pr inciple of  p leni tude by Lovejoy.  But,  as I  have said,  I  can see

no basie whatever for  that  pr inciple.  I f  t t  were to be just i f ied,

Lt rould have to be on purely conceptual grounde, and, tbere Juet

are no sucb grouade.

Nert, I wouLd Ilke to leave the notLoae of proposltlon and,

tnrth aad paee on to a notion rhlch le nore fund,anental tban

thoge two, nane).y, the notloa of Juclgenent. In loglcr re say euch

tbinge as that A ie e proposltion and that a ptopositlon A ls

true, and we nay begin to wond,er what kind of things these are.

Ihe terroinology that I have found lt convenient to revive here
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le to cal l  them judgenents.  0f  course, A is t rue is the only forn

of Judgeroent that Frege consid.ered., but it turns out tbat aleo

A ls a proposi t ioa has to be considered a form of Jud.genent,  and

thoee who are fanlllar with type theory rlll know that there are

other forne of Jud.genent ae well that re have been Ied, to con-

elder, but r wiLl not drel1 upon then. [ow, when analyzing the

notlon of Jud.genent, lt turne out to be necessery to d.ietinguleh

clearly between Jud,genent, on the one hand, in the senge of the

act of Judglng and, on the other hand., ln the sense of tbat whicb

judged' .  I f  you ask what a jud.geoent in ei ther of  these two senses

iB, it see&E that the only answer you can give anounts to no rot"

than a change of word rearly, a change fron one word to a rnore

fund.amental word., or &ore venerable word., nanely, that to judge

ls tbe BFme as to know, more preclsely,  to get to know, which ie

to say that the act of Judging is the very act of knowing, and

that that  which is judged is that  which is known, that  is ,  the

object  of  knowled.ge. And knowi.ng ie of  course to be taken here as

a pr in l t ive concept:  you can clar i fy 1t  in var ious way6, but you

cannot red.uce it to any other kind of act.

wi th respect to the not ion of  Jud.genent,  i t  ie inportant to

dtstingulsh betteen rbat I 1111 uee Kantlan teroinology to refer

to, since r clo not have a better one, nanely, to dletinguish be-

tween a logically posaibre Jud,geoent, an actual Judgenent and

a really poseible Jud.genent. rhis ternlaologr, loglcally poeeible

as opposed. to real ly poselble,  ras used by Kantr  BB r  eald, ,  but

lt aeeos to go further back to Drne scotue. A jud.geoent le logi-

cal ly poesibre,  or  a judgenent s lnpr lc i ter ,  i f  you preferr  88

soon as i t  has been Iald down rhat i . t  neans, that  18, what you
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re nake, a theoren that we prove, typical ly,  in nathenat ics,

nay lead ue lnto dlff lcu1tiee which show to us later tbat we wil l

have to d.etract that knowled.ge crain, ox withd.raw the tbeoren

that re previouely put fo:rrard., by publtshing an arlmiesion of the

enror or a correctioa or aonethlng l ike that. And the poeslbil i ty

of mistake or error seeos never to be erc1ud,ed., rhicb le to say

that, lf re were to lnc1ude in the definlt ion of knowled,ge that

lt ghould be 1nfa111bLe, then there rould be no knowled.ge that ie

humanly accegslble.  lhue the conceptual  connect lon here seens to

be, not that knowLed,ge 1e infall ibre, because knowled.ge ie faI-

l ib le in the senBe that r  have just  explained, but that  tnre r-
knowl-edge , or real knowled.ge , ls infaIl ible. And that true or

real  knowled.ge ls infal l ib le ie a nere conceptual  t ruth,  becauee

infalI ibil l ty neans lnpoasibil i ty of going wrong, and to say that

a piece of knowled.ge ie tnre or real ie exactly saying that it

cannot go wrong und.er any cj-rcnmstances. So truth or reality in

this sense is ind. ist ingulshable f rom th.e not ion of  infal l ib i l l ty

i teel f .  Here I  have ueed the word.s t rue or real  wi th their  oppo-

gi- tes fa lee or apparent,  but  I  n lght  a leo Juet as wel l  uee the

word.s right or correct here on the one band and wrong or j.ncor-

rect on the other. So, of course, rlght knotled,ge cerulot go mong:

that le a rholly conceptual tnrth.

lhe notion of truth of a propoeition that I etarted by ex-

pLalnlng le certainl.y dlstlnct fron the notlon of tnrth whieh ls

applled to knowLedge 1n the conpound tnre knorledge, and, that ie

why I prefer to uee the rord rightneee or correctneee for this

lat ter  not ion of  t ruth,  to dist inguieh i t  teroinological ly.  Now,

there has been a long d. iscussion, at  least  s ince the appearat lce
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of Joachin'e book Ihe Nature of Truth in the beginning of this

century, ln which one has contrasted. a correspond.ence theory of

tnr th wi th a coherence theory of  tnr th.  This ie e contrast  rh ich

le correlatecl to the tl lstlnctlon between the noti.on of tnrth of

a proposltlon tbat r started. wlth and the aotlon of tnrth ae

applled to knowledge, becauge, rhen you are concerned with tbe

notlon of tnrth of a propoeltion, some forn of a correspondence

theory 1s certainly rlght: evetl intult ionistically, the corre-

epondence definlt lon of tnrth le correct for tnrth of e proposi-

tLon, if by correepond,ence with reality you einply mean the ex-

istence of  a proof object .  0n the other band, when you corne to . , ! .

tbe not ion of  t ruth in the sense of  r ightnees or correctness of

a judgenent,  then i t  seens qui te c lear,  and has been known since

Kant, Bt least, that the correspondence theory breake d.own and

tbat the only not ion which ie lef t  to us is a coherence not ion

of t ruth,  becauee we diecover our errors precieely by d, iecover-

ing,  in the worst  cases, outr ight  inconsietencies or,  in mi lder

cases, at  least  lncoherenci .ee of  Borne kind. I f  you think of  ny

work on type theory,  for  instance, there have been erro?s in the

eysten fron ti,ne to tine, and those errors have always been d.is-

coverecl by seeing the lnsonsletencl,es or other incoherencles that

they have glven rlee to.

lhls nuch about the notlon of Judgenent, rhlch re have iden-

tlf led as the notloa of knorledge, but I roulcl I lke to continue

even fron thle point, elthough re now Leave the d,onaln of Logic,

becauee certainly logic, es we at least traditionally uaderstanil

- otud.ies reasonltrg or d.enonstrati-on, which ie nothing but the

)esB through which we acquire knowled.ge, and tries to
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d'tecover the rulee governing that activity, whi ch are the ruleg

of lnference. But,  of  course, the not lons of  act  and object  that

have turned out to be crucial in the analysi-e of the notlon of

Juclgenent or lrnowledge, anbiguoue as lt le between the act of

Judging or knorlng and that whlch 1e Judged or knowa, that ls,

the obJect of knorledge, those tro notions are not at el1 l inited

to acte of kaowlng' becauge the concept of act can be understood.

ln the l ldeet possible sense, cooprlsitxg ln the tratl it ional divi-

s ion both thoughts,  word.s and. deed.e,  that  le to Bax, nentar acte,

verbal  acts and concrete acts,  l ike baking a cake or scrubbing a

f loor or sornething l ike that ,  concrete acts or real  acts,  what- , '? '

ever you prefer. And acts even of this nore general kind., that

is,  acts l ike,  i f  you think of  mental  acts,  inagining eonething,

or verbal  acte,  l ike commanding eonethlng, ot  real  acts,  I ike

prod.ucing eooething, they have juet l ike acts of knowiag the

character ist ic that  they have an object ,  an object  towards whlch

they are d, i rected, which ie the resul t  of  the act ion.

With reepect to the t l is t inct ion between act  and object ,  the

history is a bi t  cur ious,  becauee in the c laeeical  languagee i t

8o to eay was not even nesessary to d.raw attention to thie die-

tl,nctlon, becauge 1t res bullt lnto the grammatLcal etnrcture of

the languagee thenaelves, I lke 1n Greek, for lnetance, you have

Trge|"S, the ect  of  dolns,  and ngdyya, that  rhLch is
_f/
done , lfounALg t the aet of nakingr Fpd If ol1r,r-q, that whlch

" ' '^  
' /  

Aie nad.e , d t n0 rlaus , the act of percelvlng, and a,'{,aO 
1 f 

o1 ,

that which is perceived., v64ct g, tbe act of thinklng, and,
/ I -

Vonlao(, tbat which is thought, and, so orrr and in Lat in, sini-
, ,

Iar ly,  act lo,  the act  of  doing, and actrm, that  which is done,
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fact lo,  the act  of  naklng, and factrrm, that  which is nade, p€r-

ceptio, the act of perceiving, and, perceptu.o, that which ie per-

ceived, concept io,  the act  of  concelv ing, and concept,m, that

rhlch 1s concelved., cognltlo, tbe act of knowing, and cognltun,

tbat rhlch ls kaorn, and you can nake the uet as long as you

pleaee, lhereas ln the nodern languagee we have arrlved, at a sit-

uatlon rhere the aoun of actlon le ueed. both for the act of doing

sonethlng and, for that whleh ls d,one, I lke congtructlon, for 1n-

stance, iB anblguoue betreen the act of conetructing and thet

which 1s constructed. And i t  seens that,  in th ie waX, eirnply by

the change of  the structure of  the languages, the diet inct ion

between act  and object  hae lost  tbe central  posi t ion that i t  had: '

when one st i l1 phl loeophized in the c laesical  languages, and i t

ie only within the phenoroenological trad.it ion, startiag with

Bolzano and Brentano, that  the diet lnct ion between act  and object

has regained. tbe central  posi t ion that l t  lndeed deeeryes.

It turne out that eeveral of the notj.one that I have alread.y

diecuesed can be l i f ted.  to the level  of  acts and objects in gen-

eraI .  Thie ie Bor i -n part icular,  for  the not ions of  logicel  pos-

slbi l i ty ,  actual i ty and real  poesibl l i ty :  they certainly nake

aense for any obJecte rhateoeyer, not only for objecte of know-

ledge. Ind,eedr 8n obJect le Ioglcal ly poeelble l f  l t  nerely has

beea lald d,orn rhat ls neant by dolng lt, that 18, by performing

an ect rlth that obJect, and, an obJect ls actual 1f 1t hae been

d,one, that le, lf an act rlth that obJect hae been perforned,,

and an obJect is real ly poesible i f  i t  can be d.one, that  iB,  l f

an act with that object can be perforned.. l[,oreover, the reroarke

that I  nad.e ear l ler ,  in connect ion wi th acts of  knowing, on the



ord.er of  conceptual  pr ior i ty between logical  posslbi l i ty ,  actu-

ality and. reaL poselbil l ty apply of course aleo in thie nore gen-

eral  caae. And i t  le glni lar  wl th the not j ,on of  r ightnesg or cor-

rectneee: l t  certalnly appl iee,  not only to our actg of  knowlng,

but to all of our acte. radeed., the conblnatlon of words rtght

actlon ls so co@onplace, and bence fuad,aoental, that lt hardly

neede oeatlonlng.

lhe notlon of rlghtnees or correctneee glvee riee to an in-

teresting queetlon concernlag the order of conceptual priority

between the r ightness of  an act  and the r ightness of  an obje"tr , , ,

Which not ion ie the conceptual ly pr ior  one? Is i t  that  an act  ls

r ight  i f  the object  of  that  act  ie r ight ,  or  is  l t  that  an object

is right if i t has been rightly done? And I think lt suffices

here to consid,er the case of a nathenatical theoren, which is an

object  of  knowledge, to see that the ord.er of  conceptual  pr ior i ty

le that rightnees appliee prinarily to the acti.on and only deri-v-

at ively to the object ,  becauee i f  we ask whether a theoren is

correctr  w€ certainly go to the proof,  and the proof ie the act

or procesB through which we get to know the theoren, Bo that we

have to check thie act or process for lte conectness and, thereby

arrlve at the correctnese of the theoren, and not the other way

round.

Ihe tluallty betreen act antl obJect le aLooet the sane as the

duallty betreea Ilfe and rorld., rhere I take lt that llfe encl

actlvlty are Bynoaynous, becauae lf you conslder Just a single

act and lts obJect, then of course we use the terns ect arrd. ob-

Ject,  but  i f  you conslder the whole stream or f lux of  act ioas

that I perforn, then lt ls that gtrean or f lux which is ny l ife

12



or toy activlty, and. if re think, not only of the actioas that

r perforro, but the actlons that all of us, J.iviag beiags, perforn,

then tLle streao ie our l l fe,  and.,  correlat iveryr w€ speak of  ny

rorrd.  ae the total l ty of  everythlne, that  le,  ar I  the objecte,

that I have d.one, and of our world. ae the rorld. that coaglste of

everythlng that we b.ave d.one together. If you und.erstand, the Do-

t lon of  ror ld la th ie way, as the total i ty of  a l l  objecte that

have been d,one, that  1e, objecte of  a l r  act ions that have been

perforned., then lt ls clear that the world ie by ite very nature

our l1fe worrd. ,  Ger.  rebenswelt ,  in Hueser l 'e terninology, on

this concept ion,  l t  e i rnply does not nake senE e to epeak of  wor ld.

in any other Bense than that of I lfe worId, of world in which weit.

l ive.

Now you gee where we have arrived by this process of relent-

lesely asking oureelves backward,s, what we have arrived, et as the

nost fundanental  not iorrs,  nanely,  the not i .ons of  act  and object ,

or  j . f  we think,  not  only of  a eingle act  and i ts object ,  but  the

whole f lux of  act ions,  I1fe and worrd. .  on our wax, we.have paseed

the not ions of  actual i ty and potent ia l i ty ,  of  past ,  present and,

future, and so oD, but certainly theee are the two nost fund,a-

nental notloas that re are throrn back upon, the notlons of act

and obJectr aDd we aleo need. the notlon of rlghtnese of an actlon

to eccount for the ersror phenoaenon. [hat hae etruck oe 1e that

there le a coaelderable elnllarlty betreen thle reeult and the

fund,anental- structure of tradltlonal ratlonaUst oetaphyeics,

nanely, God., eoul and. rorId, as it appears in trolff 'e Verni.inftlge

Ged.anken von Gott ,  der fer t  und der seele des Menechen, aucb

allen Dingen i, iberhaupt and was taken over by Kant in the Krit ik
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d.er relnen Vernunft anil the Prolegonena. The sioilarlty is thle,

of course, that world correepond.e to world, eoul correepoads to

act iv i ty or l l fe,  s i -nce the €gor eel f  or  soul  ie the perforner

of  l te actg,  and God correspond.s to the not lon of  r lghtaeee.

f,ornally, follorlng Augustlne, God ls identif ied rlth tnrth ln

the .eenge of reallty ee opposed, to faleehood. ln the senae of ap-

pearance, but I have already renarked, lt l  ny dlscusej.on of the

faIIlbll l ty of knorletlge, that to eay of an obJect of knorledge

that it is tnre or real is the sFme as to eay that it ie rlght,

that ie, tbat it ie rightly known, or rightly apprehend.ed.

What about the aotion of creation? If we underetand creatiop

in the ueual way as causing to cone into exlstence or bringing

into being, and understand. the notion of being or eristence ag

actuality, which is bow the exalted, notioa of being traditionally

has been und.eretood., then we arrive at what see&s to be a very

heret ical  conclusion here,  b€cause what is i t  that  g ivee actu-

al i ty to the objecte of  the wor ld? WelI ,  I  have alread,y said that

what nakee an object  actual  is  tbat  there ie an act  that  is  being

perforned wlth that  objectr  Bo on thle concept ion Lt  1e our ac-

t iv i ty that  g lvee the objects of  the actual  wor ld thelr  actual-

lty, rhLch Beans tbat lt Le our acttvlty that beconee the procesg

of creation. Ihle nay seeo dieturblng, of course, elnce lt seees

that thle klnd of thlnklng rould put ua ln the posLtloa of God,

lf re thlnk of God prlnarlly Bs the creator, but there are ln our

trad.lt lon really tro d.lfferent conceptions of God, one ie of Goct

es tmtb,, which le the Auguetini-an conceptlon that I have already

touched upo!, and the other ie of God ae being, understood. in the

sense of  actual l ty,  whlch is the Thonist ic concept ion.  Now, Thon-



as certainly did not have ln mi-nd putting folsard. a noti,on of God

rhich was d.ifferent froro or in confl lct with the Augustinlan no-

t ion of  God, and, he achievecl  th is by interpret ing the not lons of

belng and tnrth in euch a ray that they could be ldentlf led.: for

fhonae, belng and tnrth were convertible teros in scholastic ter-

mlnology, that le, terroe haviag the sane neaniag. But, on the

analyei,e of theee aotlone that I have given here, lt le qulte

clear that thie ldentlf icatlon can no longer be upheld,, becauee

being ie identif ied with actuelity and tnrth with rlghtnees, and

the not lon of  actualLty is certainly to be dist inguished fron the

not ion of  r ightnees: that  eonething is actual ,  that  i6,  that  sofe-

thing has been d.one, d.oes not necessar i ly  Bean that i t  is  r i -ght :

that  is  precieely why we have the not j .on of  error,  to give roon

for the fact that we rnake wrong actioas, and when we nake a wrong

act ion,  there ie eoroething whlch is actual  a l though i t  ie not

r ight .  So the not ion of  actual i ty and the not ion of  r ightnees

certainly have to be diet inguisbed, and. i t  Beens to roe that,  at

least  l f  we want to interpret  the t rad. i t ional  t r ip le of  God, eoul

and world. ,  i t  is  gui te c leer that  God nust correepond to the no-

t ion of  r ightnees and not to the not ion of  actual i ty,  which is

eegential. ly the aotlon of actlvlty or l l fe. Or, &ore precleely,

acttvlty or I lfe ls rbat lends actuallty to rhatever is actual.

llhere nor renaln only tro flnal renarke on the problene of

the evl,l and the freedon of tbe w111. If we ask for the source of

the evll, f lret of all, tt 1g clear that, follorlng thle ray of

thlnking, whet ie the source of the evil? iTe1l, lt ie of course

we who are the source of  the evi l ,  becauee the evi . l  ln the wor ld

is precieely the reeul t  of  our errors or nistakes, that  iB,  of
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our tlong actions' alrd hence lt 1s fron us that the evil ie com-

1ng. Yo:t aee here very clearly the fund.anental d,ifference fron

t i re v iew of  the worId as God. 's creat ion,  whi .ch ie the wor ld v iew

tbst gave rise to tbe problen of the evil. Indeed, lf re vlew the

rorld ae belng created. by Gor1, and take the world to includ.e ,

aot only treee aad nountaine and so onr but aleo us end all other

llvlng belnge, then of couree there beconee the problen, where

d,oee the evll in the rorld co&e fron? rf Gott hae created the

world.' i t seeng that he nust be reeponslble for the evil ln the

world, since he hae nad.e tbe world the way it 18, whereae the

d' i f ferent lnterpretat ion of  the process of  creat ion,  88 o. ,"  
""-  

i '

t lv l ty '  ehi f tg the reeponeibi l l ty  for  the evi l  f ron God to our-

selvee. And i t  ie precieely the sFme way with the related. problen

of the freed.on of tbe wirl. Now, the probren of the freedom of

the w111 hae both an old forro and a nodern foro, r nean, nod.ern

in the sense of the nodern tlne. lhe old forn of the problen of

the free wiLl again bae to do wtth the fact that oDe thought of

the world., includ.ing us and all other l iving beingsr BS belng

created, by God. And not only tbe world at thie particular nonent,

but the world fron the beginning of tine till the end. of tlne,

that ls' the rorld ln all lte tlne developnent rae thought of as

belng created, by God: flret he had 1t ln hls mlnd, and then he

created. lt ln all l te t lae d.evelopoent by an act of his wll l.

on tbat vlew of the rorrd, 1t Beees of couree that God, nugt be

responslble for everythlng tbat ie happedlg ln thls rorld that

he hag created,, and, eo rhere ie there any rooe for the freed,on

of the riII that re are all fanlllar wlth? rf he has arranged

everything' he rnust have arranged also the actione that are going
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to be perforned. in this rorld, of his.

rhat was the oId probren of the freed.on of the wirl, but it

hae also a c loeely related. nod.ern verelon, nnmely,  the probleo

that you bave with the free w111 1n the nechanistic world vlew,

If you vlew the worlt l ae a wbole as a physical systen, rhether

evolving accord.ing to d,eterninletlc laws or to sone probabiLlstic

lawe or to sone laws rhlch ere probabil letic ln the sense of

quantu.o theory, Vor have the sFme problen, that Lf we belong to

the world that is governed by theee phyeical laws, d.eterninistic

or probebil istic, where i.e there any roon for the freed,oro of

chooeing to d.o th ls or that  that  we al l  exper ience? I t  is  to be"t '

governed by those laws on that concept ion.  Again,  Xou see that

the probS.en cones fron the characterietic way of looking at the

world, includ.ing us and, all other l iving beings, Be a whole, Bo

to say from the outside, a whole that ie regarded., i-n the latter

case, 8e governeil by physical laws and., in tbe forner case, 88

brought for th by God's act  of  creat ion.  I t  is  preclsely th is v j .ew

of the world. that becoroes changed when you etructure the concepte

in the wey that I have auggeeted.. I lIe are not part of a world

rhlch depends for 1ts exietence on the activity of an extranun-

d.aae agent: rather, ?e are ourgelvee the agente rho by our ectiv-

lty lend. actuallty to tbe obJects of the rorId,. Ihe purpose of

my dlecuselon of the probLens of the evil and the freed.ora of the

1111 ras to ehow that perbape the concluelon that we have reached.,

ehocki,ng as lt nay seen at fLrgt etght, that tt le our actlvity

which ie the process of creation, eolvee old. problene rather than

createg new oneg.


