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Introduction

The title of one of his recent works, I Am an Impure Thinker (1970), may
serve as a portent of what to expect when reading Rosenstock-Huessy for
the first time. For the initial reaction of many to his writings is frequently a
mixture of fascination, exasperation and, occasionally, disbelief. In his
foreword to that work, W.H.Auden warned “. . . anyone reading him for
the first time . . . may find as I did, certain aspects of Rosenstock-Huessy’s
writings a bit hard to take.” He then went on to add, “But let the reader
persevere, and he will find, as I did, that he is richly rewarded. . . . The
author’s claim is just: he bas uncovered many truths hidden from his
predecessors.” Auden concluded his remarks by saying, “Speaking for
myself, I can only say that, by listening to Rosenstock-Huessy, I have been
changed.” I should like to second these sentiments. My first introduction to
Rosentock-Huessy was as an undergraduate in one of his courses in 1948.
Now, 33 years later, I still experience many of the feelings I felt then as a
sophomore in his class. In the same breath I must add that of all the writings
of great men that I have studied none has had as profound an influence on
my life as have those of this “impure thinker.”

Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy (1888-1973) was forty-five years of age when,
he left Germany for America in 1933. His wife, Margrit, and their twelve
‘year old son, Hans, went to Switzerland and then, assisted by Henry
Copley Greene, Rosalind Greene, and Mary Henderson, joined
Rosenstock-Huessy a year later. Although relatively unknown in this coun-
try, in Europe his more than 150 books and articles.dating from 1910 had
earned him the respect of scholars in the fields of law, history, political
science, and sociology. His friend and admirer, the political scientist, Carl J.
Friedrich, negotiated an appointment for him at Harvard, but after two
years in Cambridge he accepted an invitation to join the Dartmouth faculty
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as Professor of Social Philosophy, a position he held until his retirement in
1957. He died at his home, Four Wells, in Norwich, Vermont in 1973.

The appearance in 1938 of Out of Revolution: Autobiograpby of Western
Man, introduced him to his American and English speaking readers. This
was followed by The Christian Future: or the Modern Mind Outrun (1946),
The Multiformity of Man (1948), The Driving Power of Western Civilization
(1949), Judaism Despite Christianity: The “Letters on Cbristianity and Judaism”
between Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy and Franz Rosenzweig (1969), I Am an Im-
pure Thinker (1970), and Speech and Reality (1970). Magna Carta Latina
(1974), The Fruit of Lips or Why Four Gospels (1978), and Planetary Service: A
Way Into the Third Millennium (1978) appeared posthumously.

His English speaking admirers are representative of the “multiform
character” or Renaissance quality of his thought and include, to mention but
a few, Lewis Mumford, W.H. Auden, Reinhold Niebuhr, Abraham Joshua
Heschel, Alexander Altmann, Nahum N. Glatzer, Dorothy Emmet,
Maurice Friedman, George Allen Morgan, Page Smith, Harvey Cox,
Martin Marty, Harold Berman, Richard Shaull, and Walter J. Ong, S.J.

The Origin of Speech is the eleventh work of Rosenstock-Huessy’s to ap-
pear in English and, despite its compact size, may well be regarded by his
American readers as one of his most significant statements. By way of
background, most of the sections in this work were written in English dur-
ing the war years of 1941-1945. When the German publisher, Lambert
Schneider, agreed to publish his principal writings on speech and language
in two volumes (1900 pages) entitled Die Sprache des Menschengeschlechts (The
Speech bf Mankind) (1964), Rosenstock-Huessy translated and, in many in?
stances, drastically revised his unedited original English manuscript for inclu-

sion in the German edition which appears, however, not with the original
English title, “Origin of Speech”, but rather with the title, “Im Pragstock eines’
Menscbenscblags oder der tagliche Ursprung der Sprache.” In many ways the
German title is a more appropriate one considering the contents of the
work; but unfortunately, it is difficult to translate into English. One possible
literal translation is, “In the coining stamp of types of men or the daily origin
of speech.” But “Menschenschlag” can also mean “kind” or “race of men” and
“. . . taglicbe Ursprung der Sprache” can also be translated “the periodic renewal
of speech.” Of all possible titles, I like best the one suggested by my col-
league, George Morgan, “How Speech Coins Man,” because it conveys the
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sense that we are “coined” in the sense of being shaped, impressed or
stamped by speech which indicates to the reader the wide range of topics
covered in this work. )

The reader should be reminded that it was the intention of those responsi-
ble for the publication of this work that as little editing as possible be done
in order to preserve not only the original format but its style as well. In this
connection, it should be repeated that Rosenstock-Huessy did not edit or
polish the style of the original English manuscript as was the case, for exam-
ple, with the essays in I Am an Impure Thinker and Speech and Reality.
When it was determined that an English edition should be made available,
the decision was made to publish the original as it appeared in English rather
than to work from the revised and more polished German version. One
benefit of this prbcedure is that Section Six, “Logic on Trial,” is included
since it appeared in the original English manuscript but does not appear in
the German edition. This section, now divided into seven subtitles, is the
longest and accounts for a fourth of the entire manuscript. It should also be
‘noted that the original manuscript did not include the kind of appropriate
conclusion one is accustomed to in most of Rosenstock-Huessy’s other
writings. His son, Dr. Hans Rosenstock Huessy, Professor of Psychiatry at
the University of Vermont College of Medicine, has therefore provided us
with a brief concluding summary statement. Dr. Huessy also supervised the
editing of the manuscript with assistance from Dr. Konrad von Moltke and
Clinton C. Gardner.

One reason why The Origin of Speech is one of Rosenstock-Huessy’s more
important statements to appear in English is that it goes to the heart of his
lifelong love affair with language; with grammar and speech, and in a most

-remarkable way serves as an excellent vehicle for understanding many of the
key elements that have played so dominant a role in one form or another in
almost everyone of his major writings. The key elements referred to are
“speech-thinking” (Sprachdenken), his “grammatical method,” the “Cross of
Reality” (Kreuz der Wirklicbkeit), his preoccupation with “time”, his attack
on Descartes’ “I think therefore I am” (Cogito ergo sum) and, finally, the cen-
trality of God in his writings.

Quite frequently students ask, “How do I begin to gain an insight into the
meaning and structure of Professor Rosenstock-Huessy’s thought? Which
of his works in English should I read first?” In my opinion, The Origin of -
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Speech will serve as an excellent primer for future students asking such ques-
tions. It will also, I am certain, become essential reading for those already
familiar with most of RoSenstock-Huessy’s earlier published works because
of the way it relates and ties together the above mentioned themes that are
treated more extensively in his other writings.

It was apparent to Rosenstock-Huessy at age fourteen that language in
the shape of philology, grammar, and speech had a special meaning for him.
In a lengthy autobiographical essay (published as Ja und Nein in 1968),
Rosenstock-Huessy stated that “from 1902 to 1942, speech made me the
footstool of its new articulation .... Since 1902 I have lived consciously
under the banner of speech.” When in 1914 he published his major contribu-
tion in the field of law, Konigshaus und Stamme in Deutschland zwiscben 911
und 1250, he declared to his readers that law and bistory are intimately
bound up with speech. He chose two mottos for that work, the first from
Socrates, the second from Goethe and said, “The two mottos which preface
a book on jurisprudence will, better than my assertion, prove to the reader
that language, listening and speaking, have been my Alpha and Omega.”
This conviction had already been tested and confirmed in his famous en-
counter with Franz Rosenzweig on the evening of July 7, 1913. In his com-
ments on their meeting, Alexander Altmann noted that “The ‘philosophy of
speech,” which was later to play so great a part in Rosenzweig’s own think-
ing, had already been conceived by Rosenstock, ... at the time the two met
in Leipzig (1913).” )

When he was awarded an honorary doctorate in theology from the
University of Minster in 1959, Rosenstock-Huessy was befittingly hailed as
the New Magician of the North (Magus des Nordens), the J.G. Hamann
(1730-1788) of the twentieth century.

It is interesting that it was Hamann who was so critical of his friend,
Johann Gottfried von Herder’s (1744-1803) prize essay “A Treatise on the
Origin of Language” (1771). Hamann charged Herder with having suc-
cumbed to the rationalist tendencies of his age by rejecting the higher
hypothesis — namely, that speech was of Divine origin. Before he died in
1788, one hundred years before Rosenstock-Huessy was born, Hamann
had written: “I speak neither of physics nor of theology; with me language is
the mother of reason and revelation, its Alpha and Omega . . . With me the
question is not so much: What is reason? but rather: What is language?”
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Compare these words with Rosenstock-Huessy's:

“And this temporal character of my thinking is in fact the Alpha and Omega
from which I grasp everything afresh. Speech reflects this mode of procedure,
even for someone who has been influenced by philosophy. For that reason I
prefer to talk about speech rather than reason.”

Readers unfamiliar with Rosenstock-Huessy’s writings on speech and
language may find the following comments instructive before turning to The
Origin of Speech. First, while it is true that Rosenstock-Huessy is an “existen-
tial” thinker, his primary interest is not with the problems of authentic “in-
dividual” existence or Existenz (Jaspers); i.e. with evil, or with personal sin,
guilt, or alienation, themes central to existentialists whether of the
Kierkegaardean, Jasperian, or Heideggerian varieties. Rosenstock-Huessy
begins not with the “individual” whether it be the sinner before his Maker,
or the solitary thinker or solitary speaker, but rather with time and history,
with the language of tribes and nations that empower and endow in-
dividuals to speak and thereby create new societies in time and space. Thus
his comment, “Language is wiser than the one who speaks it.” Or, as he
wrote in 1912: “The living language of people always overpowers the think-
ing of individual man who assumes that he could master it.” It is in this sense
that “speech coins man.” His “grammatical method” which is central to The
Origin of Speech (Cf. also “In Defense of the Grammatical Method”, Chapter
One in Speech and Reality) should be seen against this background. His
“speech-thinking” (Sprachdenken) is the active or “existential” form of “gram- ,
matical thinking”. The reader may be interested in knowing that Franz
Rosenzweig adopted Rosenstock-Huessy’s method of “speech thinking” for
his Star of Redemption (1921) and his essay, “The New Thinking” (1925)
after reading Rosenstock-Huessy’s “speech letter” to him in the winter of
1916. (Cf. Rosenstock-Huessy's Angewandte Seelenkunde (1916 and 1923).
In “The New Thinking” Rosenzweig said that “. . . . the method of speech
replaces the method of thinking maintained in all earlier philosophies.

Thinking is timeless and wants to be timeless. . . . Speéch is bound to time
and nourished by time, and it neither can nor wants to abandon this ele-
ment.”

Rosenstock-Huessy's “Cross of Reality” (Kreuz der Wirklichkeit), which
should not be confused with the Christian symbol, represents the temporal
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and spatial as well as the historical and social articulation of his “gram-
matical” method.

“The grammatical method is the way in which man becomes conscious of his
place in history (backward), world (outward), society (inward), and destiny

(forward). The grammatical method is, then, an additional development of
speech itself; for, speech . . . (gave) man this direction and orientation about
his place in the universe through the ages.” (In Defense of the Grammatical
Method,” Speech and Reality, p. 18.)

“Grammar,” for Rosenstock-Huessy, “is the future organon of social
research” (Ibid., p. 9). It's “existential” impact upon the “individual” who
stands and lives “under the banner of speech” is captured in his motto, “I res-
pond although 1 will be changed!” (Respondeo etsi mutabor!), “a vital word
alters life’s course and life outruns the already present death.” (Out of Revolu-
tion, p. 753. Cf. the entire chapter, “Farewell to Descartes,” pp. 740-753.)

As an undergraduate I was overwhelmed in class one day by Rosenstock-
Huessy’s declaration that “Man is a moment in time!” At age nineteen I had
never really had a feeling for the meaning of time as he used the term. And
being at least fifteen years away from Sputnik the term space was equally
meaningless to me. Whenever I read him I am struck by the centrality of
“time” in his thought and The Origin of Speech crystalizes yet another dimen-
~sion of this in his rejection of the commonly held assumption that “The
child is father of the man!” This theme is developed in Section Three in his
discussion of the “grave as the womb of time.” “The solidarity of man is
created by transforming death into birth; and it was done by building tombs}
as the womb of time.” This statement follows that powerful assertion of his,
“The origin of human speaking is the speaking of human origin.”

The other theme so central to this work and to all his writings is his asser-_
tion that real thinking is not an original or solitary activity, that speech
precedes thought, that “you” (or “Thou”) and not “I” is the historic gram-
matical first person. We think because we have been addresged, whether it
be through song, lullaby, command, or confrontation. This ;hesis is the cor-
nerstone of his “grammatical method” and enables one to understand his fre-
quent allusion to the “time cup” of Man and how “reflection” and thought
are related to speech which is the subject of Section Five.

In one sense, The Origin of Speech can be viewed as a sequel to the last
chapter in his Out of Revolution, entitled “Farewell to Descartes”; in another
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sense The Origin of Speech not only attacks Descartes’ “Cogito ergo sum!” but
the older Hellenistic Alexandrian school’s assumptions about logic and
grammar as well. What he wrote in 1938 in that Chapter sets the tone for
what the reader may expect when venturing into The Origin of Speech:

“. .. The Cogito ergo sum tends to destroy the guiding imperatives of the good
life. We do not exist because we think. Man is the son of God and not
brought into being by thinking. We are called into society by a mighty entrea-
ty, “Who art thou, man, that I should care for thee?” And long before our in-
telligence can help us the new-born individual survives this tremendous ques-
tion by his naive faith in the love of his elders. We grow into society on faith,
listening to all kinds of human imperatives. Later we stammer and stutter, na-

tions and individuals alike, in the effort to justify our existence by responding
to the call”

And finally, should Rosenstock-Huessy be considered a “theologian” or a
“religious thinker”, two appellations that he rejected with scorn repeatedly
during his lifetime? “God”, for Rosenstock-Huessy, “...is the power which
makes us speak. He puts words of life on our lips.” (The Christian Future.) In-
The Origin of Speech, he reiterates this point, “The very name of God means:
‘he who speaketh; He who enthuses man so that man speaketh’.” (Section
One) His thinking can be described as “Johannine” in a millenarian sense in
which the first thousand years are Petrine, the second thousand, Pauline,
and the third and present, Johannine, or the Age of the Spirit that is
dominated by the Word made flesh that dwells within us and “enthuses
man.” If he is, as some would describe him, a “pioneering religious thinker,”
then he certainly would make a very uncomfortable bedfellow who would
kick, turn, and protest at the thought of being grouped among “death of
God” or “liberation theology” types, to mention but two recent schools.
Read his The Origin of Speech and try to resist the normal temptation to
pigeonhole or type him. It is a most refreshing experience especially for
those of us who tend professionally to equate meaning and value with
typologies and generalizations. Rosenstock-Huessy breathes, speaks, and
sparkles best when you allow yourself to come under his spell if only for a
short period. h

HaroLD M. STAHMER
Gainesville, Florida
October, 1981






THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH ‘

The origin of language is one of the most debated and most ridiculed and
most hopeless questions of human history. It has been rejected as a wrong
question which never can be answered and therefore never should be asked.
It has been explained by “imitation,” by nervous reflexes (Langer), as
gesticulations of the whole body curtailed into a movement of the throat
(Jousse), as the shouting of a warfaring group; and all these explanations
border on the scurrilous. Most people acquainted with the treatment of the
question are rightly discouraged.

The “origin” of language, to my mind, is as legitimate a question as any
question of “origin.” This means that it shares the one central limitation of
all these questions: we must know what we mean by “origin,” what we ,
mean by “origin” of speech. Speech may mean: ’

A. A method of showing a man the direction to the next farm on the
road or a way of stopping a child from crying. Then it comes in with -
gestures, smiles, and tears, and then the apes and the nightingales are our
masters. There is no doubt in my mind that, in our daily chatter and prattle,
our speech serves the same purposes as animal sounds. And things which
serve the same function should be related. There are areas in our life where
we share the conditions under which animals emitsounds of courtship,
warning, etc. When we use sounds in these same areas they bear some
resemblance to the languages sounded by animals.

B. But speech may also signify the power to sing a chorale, to stage
tragedy, to enact laws, to compose verse, to say grace, to take an oath, to
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confess one’s sins, to file a complaint, to write a biography, to make a
report, to solve an algebraic problem, to baptize a child, to sign a marriage
contract, to bury one’s father.

Most people confuse A and B. They seem to think that by explaining
lullabies and neighborly advice or chatting we also have explained the power
of an oath. We are going to disentangle A speech and B speech from this
confusion. Our confidence in dealing with the problem of speech is based
precisely on the discovery that a nursery rhyme, a pointing towards the next
house and the humming curiosity of gossiping neighbors have no right to
pose as pretypifying human speech ar all.

1. The Authentic Moment of Speech

It is easy to distinguish between animal sounds, formal speech, and infor-
mal speech. The question “How do I get to Tipperary?” and a lullaby and
the nicknames of Jim and Jack are neither animal nor formal speech. They
are “informal.” In the United States everybody likes to be informal; infor-
mality is considered a great virtue. It is the goal of the good life to slap the
President on the back and to call Eleanor Roosevelt “Eleanor.” When “infor-
mal” is an ideal, it also seems to be normal. But we do more honor to our
ideals by admitting that they take an effort. Informality is a rebellion against
formality. Never can “informal” be called pre-formal. That would take the
edge off. After forms have been created and perhaps grown stale, we may
become informal. To be informal means to neglect forms which exist. That
which does not exist cannot be neglected. He who likes to live and speak J
without formalities has not explained the birth of these same formalities.
The situation brings to mind the case of an agnostic who sent his son to an
orthodox minister for religious instruction. The minister asked the father if
this was not perhaps an oversight. No, said the father. “After all, a man must
have something to liberalize upon.” The low brow must have something
high brow to speak lowly about. Formalities explain our craving for the in-
formal, not vice versa. Nobody, then, could speak and say, “Gosh, what a
fine day” unless somebody had sung before, “the heavens declare the glories
of God.” Nobody could say Memmy or Daddy unless somebody had spoken
reverently Fatber and Mother before.

The distinction divides all forms of speech into two halves which are in
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constant competition: the formal and the informal. Logically and historical-

ly, the formal precedes the informal, and it succeeds animal speech. In an-

ticipation of our result, we may say 1. pre-formal animal speech, 2. formal

human speech, 3. informal, low brow speech. Informal speech capitalizes on
“both the pre-formal and the formal; it is a compound of both.

Our distinction opens the road to a new investigation of speech: some
kind of speech exists with the animals. The human historian need not ex-
plain it; it is natural. Another kind of speech exists with man only. This
must be understood or human history remains a mystery. The acts listed
above as some acts of formal speech, from chorale to peace treaty, actually
constitute humanity in distinction from animals. But humanity caters to
lowliness and relaxation. Any formal speech is melted down until it is
liquified into informal speech between “cat and dog, frére et cochon,” as in the
nursery or the soldier's barracks. What we do to formal speech in breaking
it down to tidbits of information, informalities and innuendos cannot serve
to explain formal speech. In fact, it shows the tendency of absorbing,
oblitefating, and levelling it. It is humorous, casual, unobtrusive, and
deprecating. Therefore we must forget all our informal habits when we wish
to understand the sublimity, elation, exultation, gravity, and precariousness
which it takes to speak formally.

Formal speech cannot have originated with groups whose whole bent is
to live informally. The mother-child relation, for instance, has to be exclud-
ed from the area in which formal speech might have originated. A herd or a
gang of youngsters or soldiers or hunters also is no environment in which
human formal language can ever have been born. It is in these environments
that science has looked for evidence. But the truth about them is plain.
These environments tear down all articulate or formal speech. They destroy
grammatical endings, they live by exclamation marks and the shrugging of
shoulders. They ruin the best language. What a strange expectation that the
wealth of forms in grammar and syntax could go back to a milieu that per se
is hostile to forms. Can a chemical agent which dissolves be used to explain
crystallisation? Can the informal slang of a gang explain the crystals of gram-
matical, formal speech? But this has been done, time and again, by
linguistics and by philosophers of language. Two trains of thought have
prevailed. Either one is struck by the fact that animals speak — under this
impression, the abyss between animal language and human language
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becomes a mere ditch of negligible depth. Or we admit that speech should
be explained in terms of human history. If this were the starting point, it
might seem permissible to concentrate on children. However, the most
unhistorical forms of human existence are children and their mother or boys
in their gang. When we fix attention on these most natural groups among
us, we assign to them the task of having created the most unnatural thing in
the world, articulate and grammatical speech. We may, fortunately, look in
the opposite direction, away from ape and from babies and boys and girls.
When we search to understand the origin of formal speech it must be from
a man’s work or an old man’s deed.

By changing the direction of our investigation radically and by looking in
the opposite direction, we run the risk of going too fast. Child psychology
and animal sociology are going forward among us with ever-increasing in-
vestment of capital and equipment and personnel. These vested interests
will not admit, for a long time, that they are given to secondary studies in
the realm of articulated speech, that their training has not prepared them for
research in the fields of religion, language, politics, law, poetry, and ritual.
They of course resent this suggestion that the child does not explain the
man but, perhaps, the man the child.

Results alone can decide whose method is more adapted to the material
which asks for interpretation. To find the origin of formal speech this book
invites the reader to look at the attitudes of mature, grown up and responsi-
ble people among ourselves, to consider the acts of the wisest and greatest
souls of all times. The results will be as simple as they will contradict the cur-,
rent prejudices. Speech is not a manufactured tool or a toy of our mind.

We may now sum up. We shall distinguish a sequence of three manners
of social sounds between animated beings.

1. Pre-formal

2. Formal

3. Informal language
The sounds of animals are eloquent but pre-grammatical. Man’s speech is ar-
ticulate and grammatical. Children speak informally, dialectically, slang.
From here we may go further. Man’s language aims at something not aimed
at by apes or nightingales: it intends to form the listener into a being which
did not exist before he was spoken to. Human speech is formative and it is
for this reason that it has become explicit and grammatical. Grammatical
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forms and names may be called the symptoms which prove that animal
speech is superseded by articulate human language. This language can name
a place Tipperary in Ireland, and a child Dorothy, the gift of God. This
animals cannot do.

The greatest forms of man’s speech are names. They clearly are not in
animal language. Whatever man has in common with the apes when he
speaks, the apes cannot call on God. The very name of God means: “he who
speaketh; he who enthuses man so that man speaketh.” So much did formal
language long for names to which man should listen and in whose power he
should speak.

If formal speech is particularly strong in names, formal speech may be
labelled nominal or naming speech. This has some merits. By calling man’s
speech nominal, we gain access to one of the strangest phenomena of
speech, the use of pronouns. You (thou), I, my, we, that, it are the most fre-
quent words of a language. But they are used instead of names—
pronomine. Instead of the term “table,” we point to it as it or that. We must
explain the distinction of name and pronoun; therefore we shall now replace
the list preformal, formal, informal, by the terms pre-nominal, nominal, and
pronominal. We shall call the languages of apes, birds, etc., prenominal
languages, languages without names. The languages of humans we shall call
nominal languages. Now comes our difficulty.

The areas of animal language between male and female, mare and colt, in
a pack of wolves or chamois also extend into our own human relations. A
mother and her children, a lover and his coy mistress, an officer and his men
live in situations not completely different from the animal kingdom. It
would be false pride to overlook the similarities of intimate comradeship
which exist.

When formal language originated, the animated groups which correspond
to animal groups found themselves between two influences: one the
prenominal, preformal situation of the direct, physically visible and audible
group of mates, of packs, of hen and chickens; the other the formal, gram-
matical, articulate language of names and places. The family, the platoon,
the couple struck and strike a compromise between formal and preformal
language: they speak informally. Mommy, Daddy, Jim and Jobn are infor- -
malities. They are products of a grinding process between the two
millstones of our animal and of our formative nature. Any word spoken in
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the nursery is a compromise between pre-formal and formal speech: it is in-
formal. Logically, then, the informal is later than the preformal and the for-
mal. It is their synthesis or mixture. It follows that Mommy and Daddy can-
not be used to explain the origin of speech. Neither can my gesture, “There
is your way to Tipperary” explain man’s power to call the place “Tipperary”
or to ask the question: “Which is the road to it?” Where, your, wbich, it are
informal words which can be spoken because people meet as intimately as
animals. In such intimacy, we need less formal speech than ordinarily.
Where, your, which and it correspond to Daddy, Mommy, and Jobnny. All
these words are of the same character: small currency used in transactions of
the moment. They are the copper one cent pieces compared to the for-
malities of a check or a war bond. Money experts will not understand
money by meditating over the one cent coin only. One cent is too clearly a
mere fraction of the dollar. The copper is a compromise between a short-
term and intimate situation of two neighbors and the long-term and formal
situation of the Federal Bank.

For this reason, where, your, which, it, are called pronouns. These words
replace formal nouns. Similarly coins may take the place of “real” money. If
we now extend the term pro-noun to words like Daddy, Mommy and
Jobnny, the whole relation of ape, man and child stands revealed. The ape in
us speaks prenominally, the man in us speaks by names, and the child in us
speaks in pronouns.

Prenominal, nominal and pro-nominal language are clearly distinguish-
able. Wherever people room and board and work and play together, in one
place at the same time, they live in a pre-formal, more precisely, a pre-
nominal situation. They can, therefore, get quite far by signs and sounds as
the animals do.

On the other hand, lullabies, nursery rhymes, gossip, prattle, whisper,
propaganda, jokes, puns, sales talks, advertisements and soap operas are not
quite pre-formal. They are only informal. They are torn between the re-
quirements of formality and common sense. They constitute the realm of
the prounoun. They empty names by pointing, hinting and suggesting. A
friend of my student days in Heidelberg invariably used the term “anyhow”
(irgenduwie) for all the mysteries of life. We decided that he used the term in-
stead of the name of God. And so it was, indeed. Where former generations
had spoken of the will or the help of God, he was satisfied with this uncer-,
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tain and unspecified gesture of “anyhow.”

Nicknames, short forms, pronouns and gestures, all abbreviate, empty
and cheapen. But they render a positive service too. They protect names
from wearing thin. The very vain Kuno Fischer, a German professor of
philosophy, bore the formidable title of Your Excellency with great pride.
However, one evening a young student at his house outdid himself in the
use of the title. It rained “Your Excellency.” Whereupon Fischer finally said:
“Don't say it so often, young man. Once in a while is enough.” In the inter-
vals he was satisfied with the simple pronoun “you,” instead of the full title!

Pronouns protect names in places and at times where their use is not
authentic! We who look for the authentic place of speech by now have
found the authentic place of pronominal speech: where formal speech is out
of place, pronouns enter. '

Pronouns are not animal speech. They keep a clear connection with the
great names and titles of man’s speech. It, be and me are full of form; Daddy
is articulate and remotely refers to Fatber. Pronouns are less full than names;
they protect the fullness by omitting most of the content. For the last 200
years people doing research on the origin of speech have not distinguished
full and emptied speech. By lumping together lullaby and decree, gossip and
oath, in one and the same category, we erect an insurmountable barrier
against our understanding of the origin of speech. It is truly astounding how
many problems become simple once lullabies are put in their proper place,
in the nursery, and gossip in its proper place, in the parlor. Neither nurseries
nor parlors are-the fountainheads of formal language. The greatest victims
of this fallacy were the names of the Gods themselves. People began to call
God an idea. But ideas cannot be Gods. Names can. The nursery and the
parlor presuppose the meeting house and the court and the formal languages
spoken there.

Now, with the permanent obstruction by child language out of the way,
we may well inquire when and where formal language is called forth, and
what constitutes the contribution of language in a hitherto speechless com-
munity. The authentic place and the legitimate moment for the birth of
language can now be explored.

Until we have faced the situations of a human society when and where
speech is lacking we cannot even understand the second question of why the
instruments of language were cast in grammatical forms. The question of
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the origin of language makes sense as a sequence of two questions. First,
when, in our own experience, is new speech indispensable? Second, when,
then, did speech become indispensable? Without any present day experience
of speech as originating anew under our noses, from necessity, we shall have
no yardstick for the past. Sceptics will say: this annihilates the question.
There is no new speech today. Artificial languages offer no interest for our
problem. Esperanto certainly does not explain Greek. Basic English does not
explain Anglo-Saxon.

They are right. That which creates speech is not at work in these willful
plans of speechifiers. But the sceptics are not right in every sense. History is
not simply a matter of ten thousand years back. Pre-history is among us.
Although artificial languages are not instructive for the origin of language,
pre-linguistic situations in our midst do exist. These pre-linguistic or
prehistoric situations reflect, to a measure, the field of force in which the
first language originated. The vacuum is composed of the same polarities
here and there. In each instance a pre-linguistic or preformal situation craves
or calls for becoming articulate. Human beings as well as social conditions
are waiting to become articulate. There is among us a muteness which waits
to become speech. In asking ourselves where we don't or can't speak
although we should speak, we may discover that function which is actually
fulfilled by speech. We shall be outside of mere theory and we shall not
abstract what language is from our little knowledge of English or German or
Latin.

We shall try to learn from the sickness of a group which lacks speech why
the health of a group depends on the origin of speech in its midst. We shall
study the field within which the spark of speech is emitted before we study
language. This negative approach to speech will put our debate of its origin
on the firm basis of our own present-day experience. If a certain quality of
life is impossible without speech, then speech should originate as restoring
or creating this very quality. A comparison with other fields of knowledge
will encourage us in our method. Economics became a science only when it
began to study the crises in which the order of economics was destroyed.
The eternal “origin” of economics, its perpetual bursting forth as an efficient
division of labor, becomes understandable when we focus our attention on
the disorder which arises from the absence of an efficient division of labor.

Medicine is a science in so far as it penetrates into the mystery of disease.
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Sociology becomes a science in so far as it can explain wars and revolutions.
The absence of the proper order, the improper, serves to explain the “origin”
of the proper order. When we have learned why one state of affairs is
negative, and no good, we begin to understand the origin of the good.

Biology will be the science of life on that very day when death is fully
understood. In the same sense we shall have a science of speech or of
language as soon as we have penetrated the hell of non-speech.

In plunging into the darkness in which man cannot yet speak or no longer
does speak to his brother man today, we shall prepare ourselves best for the
answer to the questions: what is speech?, how does it originate?, why do we
speak?, which, of course, are one and the same question in its divers aspects.

We are, then, going to inquire under what conditions modern man is not
on speaking terms with his brother. This obviously is not a purely linguistic
or philological question. If members of a family are not on speaking terms,
something is wrong with the family. A moral question is implied. When na-
tions are not on speaking terms, they are at war. It may not be a shooting
war. But with Spain, Argentina and other countries we have made the
startling discovery that a state may not shoot and yet be at war with another
by not being on speaking terms with it.

Our way of putting the question for the origin of language shifts the field
of the question into the realm of politics and history. The question “when
must man come to speak?” is disclosed as a question which must have been
answered by other authorities than the teachers of English or Arabic or
Sanscrit. They deal with languages as facts. Our question deals with
languages as question marks of political history. We wish to warn any pure-
ly literary or grammatical reader to leave us right here. For he will be disap-
pointed when he finds that new speech is not created by thinkers or poets
but by great and massive political calamities and religious upheavals.

Our question, then, is prephilological and prelinguistic. For this reason,
our new way of asking eliminates a series of answers in which the last
generation has taken delight or interest. These answers were based on the
study of child psychology. Children were observed in-their attempts to
speak. And the origin of speech was explained in terms of these observa-
tions. Also, lunatics were objects of such observation. These psychological
approaches are eliminated by our manner of stating the question. No child
founds communities properly speaking. It learns languages which exist and -
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operate. This is precisely the opposite from our problem of understanding
what happens when a language is not functioning. I shall not exclude, at this
point of our discussion, that children’s genius may regenerate a community
in which there is too little speech. The enfant terrible is as real as any genius.
. And children sometimes act as beneficially as adults. But my point is this:
whenever children do regenerate a group which is failing in speech, they act
like any founder or creator of speech in general. No difference can be made
between young and old in this respect. It is then the saving grace of a child’s
word, not child psychology, which explains the origin of this word. It is a
general quality common to all humans which is here evidenced in a child.
Children per se do not invent speech, but they may act like full members
who put the whole group right. This is the meaning of the truth: “out of the
mouth of babes and sucklings, we shall find speech reborn.”

Where, then, do we feel threatened and saddened by the absence of
speech in our own life? There is not simply one fundamental situation in
which man and man are not on speaking terms. The negative aspect of lack
of speech is not sufficiently grasped in simple statements like: “The younger
generation of whites and blacks in the South no longer speak to each other”;
“You can't do business with Hitler”; “My parents are so old-fashioned that
they don’t understand me at all’; “The soldiers at the front don’t understand
the striking workers at home.”

When we analyze these statements, the negative “no speech” splits into
many “Nos” with different meanings. All these meanings are instructive. All
should contribute an element of truth to our effort to find by induction

what speech is and how it originates. !

2. The Four Diseases of Speech

The various “No’s” of speech point to the different functions of speeéh
which usually keep a speaking unit together. An analysis of the divers “lacks”
of speech is not as subjective or arbitrary as the reader might suspect. His
suspicion was quite justified as long as all linguistic processes like the origin
of speech were pigeonholed in linguistics. But we_are treating the lack of
speech as a political phenomenon of today. And as soon as one does this,
one discovers to one’s amazement that the peoples have long ago given
names to “speech-lacking” ways of life. There is, in the first place, war.
Peoples at war do not call the same thing good and evil. The one’s victory is
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the other’s defeat. Secrecy must shroud each party’s plans. In former times,
even the names of the tribes and the gods were kept so secret that the
enemy could never impair their power by shameless perusal of these sacred
names. The true and secret name of the city of Rome was kept as a secret in
the temple of Vesta.

War, then, limits speech to the fighting group on one side. War draws a
geographical line between two idioms. Also, historically speaking, war may
produce a rift inside a linguistic unit. Civil war prepares the ground for a
dualism of speech. English speaking South Africans speak more English
English than the Canadians on the American border. The people in Chicago
speak more American and less English than the Canadians.

But let us put aside Civil War for the moment and concentrate on war
itself. A war ends when people begin to speak to each other again. Where-
this does not happen, war is latent still. A peace treaty is the beginning of
speech between territorial neighbors. People who live in adjacent regions
may be neither at war nor at peace. In antiquity this probably was the rule
between the scattered tribes and countries. Today this state of indifference
is exceptional. However, against this background, war is better understood.
War is not peace, but it is more than the accident of coexistence in two ad-
jacent areas without any contact or relation.

We may learn from war that groups may be not merely at war or at peace
with each other but in a pre-relation state in which they have nothing to say
to each other. In this state they simply don't exist for each other. Hence, no
common values have to be expressed. War is different. Here the fact that
people are not speaking to each other has come to a head and has led to an
outbreak of violence. The intention is to come to terms of some kind. The
peace is going to make law between the warring parties. Either one side is
wiped out so completely that their speech disappears or a treaty and pact of
peace establishes a common law. Then a new speaking unit comprising both
armies is born.

Wiar, then, for the ancients was not simply the absence or breakdown of
peace as it is for us. For an abundance of cases existed in which people had
withdrawn from each other and were scattered all over the globe. War was
already one step toward each other, and the conflict, although an affliction,
also was an action towards a peace. Life prefers suffering to indifference.
War followed the absence of relations and was the conflict for the establish-
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ment of relations. Like any birth, the peaces had to go through the travail of
birth called war. For our analysis it is well to keep in mind this background
of indifference as a cause of war. The relations of the Red Indian to the
whites were obviously of this ancient character. A distinct state of no comr
mon speech had preceded the state of belligerency. Today the Indian wars
may be seen as the inevitable birth throes of the getting together of White
and Red. War is the occasion at which the fact that neighbors in space are
not on speaking terms with each other becomes intolerable.

A revolution is a break in speech also. But it is not a break between
neighbors in space. A revolution does not listen to the old language of law
and order. It creates a new language. This is quite literally true. Trotsky
could write that the Russian Revolution had instituted a number of new
worldwide words like Soviet, Kolkhoz, etc., and had killed others. A charm-
ing American book was written on the new language of the French Revolu-
tion. (This event created the adjective “revolutionary,” for example.) Within
barely ten years, the French language was changed, and even its pronuncia-
tion. The court’s way of speech no longer made law. Roi and moi had been
pronounced in the manner of our pronunciation of “loyal” and “royal.” After
1789 the Parisian pronunciation of Roa and lea was victorious.

But a revolution is inarticulate at first. In war both warring parties have
their sets of language. Two languages which exist clash. In a revolution the
revolutionary language is not yet in existence. Revolutionaries are called
young for this very reason. Their language must be grown in the process of
the revolution. We might even call a revolution the birth of a new language.
And as such all the great revolutions of the West are treated in my books on
revolution. Here we shall advance to a definition of revolution in com-
parison with war. In a revolution old speech is rejected by a new shout
which struggles to become articulate. The revolutionaries make a terrific
noise but nine tenths of their whoops will evaporate and the final language
spoken by the bourgeoisie or the proletarians thirty years later will have
been cleared of these shouts of the beginning. But during the revolution suf-
fering results from this very fact that the revolution still is inarticulate. The
conflict lies between an over-articulate but dead old language and an an inar-
ticulate new life. War is conflict between here and there, the languages of
friend and foe, revolution conflict between old and new, between the

£
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languages of yesterday and tomorrow, with the language grous of tomor-
row attacking.

Two more conflicts exist. The opposite of revolution is tyranny or coun-
terrevolution. In a counterrevolution the old attack the young, and yester-
day murders tomorrow; yesterday is attacking. Its technique is significant.
While the young revolutionary group shouts because it is still inarticulate,
any reactionary counterrevolution is so hyperarticulate as to become
hypocritical. The disease of reaction is hypocrisy. Law and order are on
everybody’s lips even where circumstances of a different truth prevail.
Trusts and monopolies call themselves free enterprise. Unions cartellizing
labor speak of freedom of contract. Decadent families speak of the family’s
splendor and claims to privilege, and so on.

Since war and revolution are more readily studied among us than the two
other negative situations of speech, it must be emphasized that the tyranny
of the old is as real as the violence of a powerful neighbor in wartimes, or
the violence of the young in times of revolution. The tyranny of old age
leads to degeneracy. No children are born, no future is envisaged, small
communities dwindle. No new enterprises of small size originate any more.
The sources of new life dry up. The small town is still cited as the home of
all the virtues. But this lipservice does not induceanybody to live in such a
small town all the year round. The family is idealized in sermons and
editorials. But people in this same degenerating civilization may marry on a
purely temporary basis and remain unencumbered by offspring. The term
“marriage” simply grows hollow. And so it goes with patriotism, freedom,
etc. a

Lipservice is the cause of tyranny. An old order is degenerate, abusing
future life wherever lipservice takes the place of shouting. The equilibrium
between yesterday and tomorrow consists of an interplay between articulate
namedness and inarticulate unknown-ness. I who am anonymous today
must and desire to be known and make a name for myself tomorrow. If
society is so “cliché,” so clogged that it won't let my day arrive ever, it has
. degenerated. If speech is unable to be reborn sufficiently, speech is absent
" between old renowned life and new unknown life.

The facts of “lipservice” under the tyranny of the old and of wild shouting
under the tyranny of revolution show up the social diseases of decay and
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revolution as diseases of speech or language. They illuminate the linguistic
problem of war, too. In war both groups shout across the trenches and
across the words of propaganda, but inside they are fully articulate. The
trouble in war, then, is that speech is meant to be true in a limited area only:
I tell you the truth, my friend, but together we lie to our foe. The trouble
with war, then, is the regional character of truth. I do not believe what the
enemy says. Whatever he says, I make war on him. Victory in war means
not to have listened to the enemy! We may define war, in terms of speech,
as a situation in which we won't listen to the enemy but are very sensitive to
any rumor or whisper inside our own group. To sum up:

war hypersensitized to immune to words
words spoken inside from the outside
revolution hypersensitized to immune against the
shouts of the young old slogans and laws
of old
degeneration lipservice to old immune against in-
(tyranny) stock phrases articulate new life

We now have reached the point where we can determine a fourth disease
of communal speech. As revolution and counterrevolution balance each
other, so war has its counterpart. It is possible to be immune against words
spoken “inside” my society. If we look for the best term for such a situation,
we may use tentatively the words crisis or anarchy. When an unemployed
person knocks at my door, and I say: No work for you, no linguistic prob-
lem seems to be implied. Yet, it is. The unemployed person who asks for
“work” actually asks to be told what to do. I am inclined to think that our
economists overlook the stringency of this claim as a claim to be spoken to!
We wish to be told what to do in society. The inner crisis of a disintegrating
society is constituted by the fact that too many people inside this society aré
not told what to do.

It is hard to understand for most people today that this should be a disease
of speech. They all are accustomed to think of speech as an utterance of
thoughts or ideas. Thus, when an unemployed businessman tries to get an
order in, or an unemployed worker hopes for a job, the connection be-
tween this demand and speech is overlooked. However, speech, in the first
place, is orders given. When parents decline to give orders to their children,
the family ceases to be a family. It becomes a bundle of ill-assorted in-




THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH / 1§

dividuals. Orders are the sentences out of which any order is composed.
The abstract use of the word “order” has made us forget that “law and order”
are the sum of all the imperatives and orders given over a long period of
time.

An unemployed man is a person who looks for orders and can't find
anybody to give him orders. Why does he look for them? Because orders
fulfilled give rights. If I make a figure of clay, I have no claim to make
money with it. But when I am ordered to make figures of clay, I establish a
claim. Responses to orders given establish rights. The millions of
unemployed during the thirties hoped to hear somebody telling them what
to do. Precisely the opposite discrepancy exists in war. In war we won't
listen to the enemy. In crisis we can’t find anybody to tell us: In war there is
too little willingness to listen; in crisis too few people are willing to give
orders, to speak with the original power of speech, with the power of direc-
tion.

The list of elementary speech diseases is now complete. We shall analyze
it with regard to the question of why it is complete and then proceed to
state the lesson implied in these diseases for the normal and healthy state of
speech.

War: not listening to what the foe says

~ Crisis: not telling the friend what to do

Revolution: inarticulate shouting

Degeneration: hypocritical repetition
Speech includes listening and speaking, articulating and repeating. A healthy
speaking group uses old terms for new facts (repetition), new terms for old
facts (articulation), spreads out to new people (speaking) and includes every
worthwhile speaker (listening). The two acts of listening and speaking con-
stantly extend the territorial frontiers of speech. We want to be able to -
speak to all and to listen to all. The two acts of repeating and articulating
constantly extend the temporal frontiers of speech. We want to link up with
all past and future generations.

All four acts are fraught with risk. More often than not they miscarry.
War, revolution, decadence, crisis are the four forms of miscarriage. In war
people who think we should listen to them are excluded; in crisis people
who think we should talk to them are not included. In revolution orders
which expect to be honored are ridiculed. In degeneracy shouts which ex-
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pect to be taken up remain inaudible.

Deafness to the foe

Muteness to the friend

Shouting down old articulation

Stereotyping new life
are war, crisis, revolution, decadence when analyzed as speech-diseases. As
deafness, muteness, shouting and stei‘eotype they bear names which clearly
point to the circulation of speech.

The objection is legitimate that war is not deafness, crisis is not muteness,
etc. Gunfire and torpedoes and bankruptcy and impoverishment are what
they are, in themselves. They are great calamities, even catastrophes of
gigantic dimensions. Is it not like shooting arrows at a battleship to call these
catastrophes diseases of the circulation of speech? The symptoms of these
outbreaks of social disorder and our diagnosis of a little lack in the vital flow
of the “still small voice” look so disproportionate.

I certainly do not wish to detract from the awe produced by these convul-
sions. And I do not intend to suggest that we should not be overawed by
apocalyptic events such as the 1929 crisis, the Bolshevik revolution, the
World Wars or the fall of France.

But as to the diagnosis, I must stick to my guns. That the diagnosis is cor-
rect may be seen from the healing process. A war ends by the writing of a
peace. A revolution ends in a new order of society. The fall of France is
overcome by its vigorous resuscitation, and a crisis ends in a new confidence
or in credit restored.

Now all these remedies are of a “linguistic” or grammatical nature. When
peace is signed, peoples speak and listen to each other again. Rejuvenated
France has become willing to admit new energies to her councils. The
Bolshevik Revolution has created a new order which now treats as a first
cause that which was previously merely the result of accidents in society:
production. And the crisis of 1929 has given way to new types of credit.
The confidence of the public had to be restored by these new types of
credit. Peace, credit, social order, new council, all bear the connotation of
grammatical elements and remedies introduced through a better set-up for
the exchange of speech.

Peace makes us listen to our former enemy. Credit is our speaking
response to the man who asks to be entrusted with a task. The new social
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order is the cooling off of the revolutionary fever and shouts of Bolshevism
into highly articulate blueprints for daily routines. The representation of
youth, of the Resistance Movement, prevents the return to the stereotype
of the overaged Third Republic.

Let us confront disease and remedy:

1. War as deafness, to peace as willingness to listen.

2. Revolution as shouting, to order as ability to formulate.

3. Crisis as muteness, to credit as willingness to entrust.

4. Decadence as stereotype, to rejuvenation as new representatives.
When we make those confrontations, the apocalyptic catastrophes shrink to
human dimensions. They are so anomalously big as long as the flow of
- speech remains clogged. When this flow circulates again, the size of our
social environment suddenly ceases to be awe-inspiring. Where peace,
credit, order and representation function well, we feel at home and in our
appropriate dimensions. The world is neither too big nor too small in the
plenitude of speech. Where the plenitude of speech dries up, we immediate-
ly experience a change in our sense of dimension. We are overwhelmed,
overawed, overpowered. We compare the social catastrophes to earth-
quakes, floods and fires because we feel quite inadequate. In fact, we feel lost
and small in a sea of troubles. Whenever speech sets in again things seem to
be under control. We breathe calmly again, the storm has subsided. The
ocean of tumultuous disorder has become a duckpond of péace.

Obviously the dimensions have not changed objectively. There are still
the same 2 billion people on this planet. But since we now know how to
speak to every one of them the over-dimension has vanished. Our voice
masters the elements of society again. The fourfold “No” of speech con-
stitutes the great social calamities of our own time. And in our own time
they threaten us with annihilation unless new peace, new order, new
representation, new credit make themselves heard.

We draw the conclusion that language serves the purposes of peace,
order, representation and credit. The eternal origin of new speech is based
on man’s mortal danger from war, crisis, decay and revolution.

If this is true, the original character of all language should be connected
with man’s victory over these evils. And accordingly we shall proceed fram
here towards the analysis of language. If our diagnosis is correct, the struc-
ture of language should bear witness to its political purposes. Before turning
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to this investigation, one more question may be asked which still concerns
our own present-day experience. Are any one of the four benefits instituted
by new speech — peace, order, representation and credit — independent of
each other? Is it meaningful to speak of war, crisis, revolution and decay as
separate diseases? Are four separate speeches instituted, one to make peace,
one to end the crisis, one to liquidate the revolution, and one to overcome
decay? Obviously not.

If T credit a man with fifty thousand dollars, if you treat him as my
trustee, if our sons respect our undertakings, and if we allow our children to
marry outside our own environment, I, my debtor, you, our sons and our
daughters-in-law — we all must speak one and the same language.
However, the credit ended an economic disorder, your helping in my
disposition showed that you and I are at peace, our sons show a law-abiding
respect for their elders, and we show a healthy respect for the calls of new
unsettled life.

War, crisis, revolution and degeneracy are lopsided diseases of one and
the same body: speech. Speech that is not spoken everywhere results in war.
Speech that is not spoken on all necessary avenues of life inside its own area
results in crisis. Speech that was not spoken yesterday ends in revolution.
Speech which cannot be spoken tomorrow brings decay.

Speech must operate on four paths of health lest it die. This is true in our
own day, and it is true of all days of men. It is a timeless truth.

We now are equipped to look into the past. Speech was intended to make
peace, to give credit, to respect the old and to free the next generation. Its
forms must have served these purposes since without them any human
group collapses. Since we have a human history of thousands of years, the
power has been effective.

When we now look into the historical beginnings which saw men risé to
peace, respect, freedom and trust by formal speech, one more barrier which
separates us from this past deserves mentioning. Speech came before
writing. Oral speech therefore had to accomplish that which we accomplish
by the spoken and the written word together. Our whole civilization of
written and spoken language must be put togé?her on one side — peace
treaties and Colonel House’s talks, ordinances and election speeches, pater-
nal sermons and the sheriff's summonses and the doctor’s certificates, strike
rumors and the miner’s contracts — and should be compared with a tribe’s
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initial oral language. The tribe’s formal speech was word of mouth and
“book in print” simultaneously. It was also song and speech, poetry and
prose, in one. It was formal for the very reason that the formal and the in-
formal speech, book and whisper, song and speech, prose and poetry, law
and love, had not yet been divorced.

The formal speech of a tribe of “uncivilized” men could not run: “sugar
daddy” and “what’s up?” and “gosh,” because it served the purposes of church
and government in the oral state of these institutions. The authentic place
of speech lies in moments where peace, order, credit and freedom are
created. Such acts constitute man’s humanity.

By looking into the present, we could see that catastrophes like the
Bolshevik Revolution, the World Wars, the Great Depression, the fall of
France, constitute speechlessneés of one kind or another. The negatives
were varied and specific, and by their concrete variety speech lost its pale
and general character. Its peculiar energies appeared by which it constitutes
society.

When we now look into the forms of speech in the past, we shall use a
similar method. The negatives have clarified the positive qualities of speech
which conquer all four diseases. The forms of tribal language will become
transparent when we treat them as forms which bear relations to other
forms of group life. The modern catastrophes explained to us the logic of
language, its authentic purpose, its logical place as an answer to definite
needs. Ritual and ceremonies do the same for us through history. By defin-
ing language as a social form among other forms of social behavior, it will be
seen in its interrelation with other institutions. Because it interacts with
other forms, it is not wholly responsible for our group life.

In Parts One and Two human formal speech has revealed itself as an
answer to definite needs. In Part Three it remains to discover its own
definitive properties, its own authentic form.

3. “Cburch and State” of Prebistoric Man

o

Our contribution to the task of defining the situation in which speech
became formal and articulate is not based on mere speculation. The facts of
pre-history and anthropology are unanimous. They go to prove that men
used speech for construing an “in-between” situation between the grave of .
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one generation and the initiation of the next. Speech created a field of force
between those who had lived and those who were going to die. Usually we
express this fact by admitting some relation between the dead and the living.
We explain funeral ceremonies by saying that the dead were considered still
alive. This is not the true faith of mankind. The faith of mankind reversed
the relation of death and birth: the dead were worshipped insofar as they
had lived as “precedent”; the living were emancipated insofar as they were
ready to die as successors.

Peace and order depended on this reversal of the so-called natural order
" between birth and death. For the modern sophisticated and scientific mind,
birth precedes death. “The child is father to the man,” we say from this pure-
ly individualistic point of view. The individual considered as a unit from his
own birth to his own death would have remained speechless. Animals, in-
deed, are speechless for the very reason that they are nobody’s preceders or
successors. The constitution of mankind consists of the establishment of the
tomb as the womb. The tribes, the empires, the churches do not differ in
this respect. Obviously, they used véry different methods. And I would
hesitate to say that the methods of our era are the “right” methods, and the
methods of the tribes are obsolete. But this distinction is of secondary im-
portance for us who wish to interpret grammatical speech.

The agreement between tribe and Church is complete with regard to the
relation of us who are going to die and those who have lived before. This
relationship in both cases is conceived as the opposite to the zoological. It
denies man’s zoological right of finding himself between birth and death. He
is asked to realize himself between death and birth! Both tribe and cHurch
are at a loss to understand the method of science which arranges these oc-
currences as though birth precedes death. They both would say and do say:
“This is blasphemy, it plumps man into the very state of ‘dog eat dog’ out of
which tribes and the church, by their formal speech, extricated man.”

If man reckons life from birth to death, progress is denied. Progress
depends on the intersecting quality of death as the womb of time. Be-
tween grave and cradle, civilized man becomes articulate, becomes enlight-
ened and finds orientation and direction. The pressures resulting from the
grave produce the slope by which the waters of life can reach the heights of
a new birth. The animal is born. But it cannot penetrate the time before its
own birth. A dense curtain precludes its knowing of its antecedents.
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Nobody tells the animal of its origin. But we, the churches and the tribes of
time immemorial, have lifted all human beings from their dependence on
mere birth. We have opened their eyes to their origins, to their predeces-
sors. We have transformed their mere births so that they became a succes-
sion of precedents well-known and well-established. And we have trans-
formed their mere deaths into a precedent leading to an emancipation of
their successors. We have made men know their origins by originating one
tongue for them. The origin of human speaking is the speaking of human
origin! Speaking one tongue, men have become and can continue to
become Man.

When I learned to speak of my origin, of the processes preceding my own
birth, I acquired the power of bespeaking and betokening the processes suc-
ceeding my death. And these two powers of prescience before my birth and
of determination after my life distinguish me from the animal. The origin of
speech lets the “natural” relation of birth and death be superseded. The
whole momentum of our train of speech is that of all speeches made, all
songs sung, all laws enacted, all prayers prayed, all books written — every
one is in the direction which makes death the precedent of birth.

It is easy to draw the distinction between natural individuals and
historical “Man” when we observe by what procedure death is created into a
precedent. The mere physical stopping of life belongs to the body which ex-
pires. But a burial, a funeral, a eulogy, an obituary, reverse this into a speech
and a monument for the living. Now comes the stupendous fact: there are no
buman beings who do not bury their dead. In this one act, man conquered his
own separateness, ceased to be an individual, and penetrated the cloud of
his own blind existence by recognizing parents who begot him, whose life
he is called to continue. When we speak of graves instead of death, we
already are committed to this reversal of the “natural” order which man
enacted ever since he first used formal language. The funeral is not an adap-
tation to nature. It is a complete revolution away from and beyond nature.
It establishes knowlédge of “each other,” a brotherhood of man unknown in
the animal kingdom. ,

The solidarity of man is created by transforming death into birth; and it
was done by building tombs as the womb of time. On the other end of life,
there is birth. Birth is any animal’s fate. In itself it is not humanized; it has
no special quality for man among other living creatures. But birth was

e
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transformed into its opposite, just as death was. There is no human group

which does not initiate the young. The last relic of these universal pro-
ceedings is baptism. The parallel between funeral and baptism is precise.

That which seems part of me is made an event in the life of other genera-

tions.

We have said that the grave is made the womb of time, and that the
origin of speech is speaking of origin. Now we may add that the purpose of
speech is speaking of goals. The initiate is told where he is going and learns
to anticipate his death. He is asked to treat his life as though it already
stretched out beyond his own death. He is given a name which shall survive
his physical life. He 1s called to serve as a bridge into a time which is not
measured in terms of his own physical existence. The grave as cradle cor-
responds to the coffin of all rites of initiation. Christian baptism holds on to
this universal tradition. The child is made to die to this world even before it
has lived 1n it and is called forth so that, by the very momentum of this call,
it may push through this life into the sta€beyond the grave. Through the
institutions of burial and initiation, the 'whole of our physical existence
becomes transparent in reverse order. Burial is a second birth, setting the
precedent; initiation is a first death, making man think of his need for suc-
CESsors.

Speech reverses the chaos of nature, the strife between mere individuals,
- its lack of continuity and of freedom. In nature every specimen is born by
itself and dies by itself. Everything is necessary. Fate prevails. Speech creates
peace, order, continuity and freedom. It gives man an office and a share of
life by enlarging the notion of life. He is emancipated from thinking of
himself as the yardstick of life. The very term “life” is the root of much evil
in modern discussions. It is promiscuously used for denoting both individual
life and the eternal life which tribesmen and churchmen experience in
holding office and in sharing. Our modern sceptics borrow from the dignity
of the terms “eternal life,” “social life,” “historical life,” when they rave about
“vitality” and “the rights of the living.” Inextricably, in our thinking, the life
of the race and the life of individuals are mixed up.

While our enthusiasts of pure nature adore the life force and the energies
of nature with all the contrition of true worshippers, they naively expect all
of us not to serve our own life, between our birth and our death. They ex-
pect all of us to listen to their sermons on nature’s laws, to put thti life of
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mankind above the life of the individual. They expect scientists to risk their
lives in experiments, explorers to risk their lives in deserts, inventors to defy
popular prejudice. In every instance these speakers in praise of nature
assume that we will appropriate their point of view as the right and natural
one. They live in the frail edifice created by our first ancestors with whose
help man turned against nature and defied its chaos, its disorder, its necessi-
ty. The worshipers of human nature live with us in the very graveyard in
which we have learned to worship at all. They exploit our capital of wor-
shiping power, acquired when formal speech lifted the veil from our eyes
about our origins and our destiny. But does it really make any difference
whether we place ourselves between our own birth and death, or between
death and birth? The modern mind is so sober that it still thinks primitive
man was too superstitious, too afraid of death. He should have taken it
easy, not expended all his fortune on funerals for his elders and not heaped
all the cruelties of misfortune upon the poor initiated youngsters. If speech
really enabled man to slaughter 300 captives and 100 horses, and to burn
widows on the pyre, to tattoo faces and trunks and to circumcise and subin-
cise the young, it seems to stand less justified than condemned.

Did the field of force established by the power to speak of origins and to
betoken destiny really create peace and order, freedom and progress? Is
there a universal proof for this?

No human being marries his own mother. There are limitations to mar-
riage in every tribe or group we know of. Our latest literature, for the first
time in the history of mankind, jogs this first result of revealed origins.
Novelists and analysts question the rules of incest. We are told that the
deeply buried instincts of daughters for their fathers, of sons for their
mothers cannot be neglected, that their repression does harm to the “in-
dividual.” All human society, indeed, has begun with the creation of islands
of peace. From these islands of peace, warfare, jealousy, rape and anarchy
were excluded. Peace was based on the exclusion of sexual competition.
The most primitive group has found means of establishing peace between
the sexes. Within this relationship the seasons of passion and of indifference
can alternate without losing their togetherness. The forms of marriage may
vary from polygamy to monogamy, from temporal to eternal vows. But no
tribe of “savages” is without marriage.

Marriage means renunciation and it means distribution. The members of
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any family are constrained. The family, the island of peace, is castrated as
such, is made chaste. The term chastity did not apply to an individual’s
morality, but to the mores within the family where sex was quieted and
toned down. A family group was chaste when and insofar as incest did not
occur. Chastity, then, is man’s oldest term for peace. Such a peace did not
come about by accident. Marriage is a fight against the natural events of in-
cest. The tribe bought the peace of chaste groups by paying a price for this
peace. It allotted to certain occasions and certain groups the liberty of sexual
intercourse. No tribe without the dances of the group, the orgies between
the sexes, the libertinage by which alone the chastity of each family could be
adhered to.

In discussions on marriage, I nowhere find mentioned the simple fact that
in primitive society any family left to its own decisions on chastity would
have died out through child-incest. Nobody could think of demanding
chastity from the smaller family group unless the larger group of the tribe
compensated for this loss by sexual opportunity for the children of these
families! The tribe instituted family chastity no less than funerals and initia-
tions. This peace divided the blind life of the sexes into places of chastity
and places of animality. The orgies of the tribes do not deserve the label
obscene or lascivious or profligate; on the other hand, they cannot be passed
off lightly either. Like all prostitution they are the price paid for the peace of
the family — as St. Augustine in his Academica well knew. Every peace
costs a certain price, its toll to the chaos of nature. The peace of the family is
built on this price of promiscuity on the tribe’s holidays. In fact, the division
of man’s seasons into holidays and ordinary times is based on this necessity
for peace in the family and equivalent orgies outside. The calendar of all
groups of men distinguished festivals and work days, not by accident. Men
recognized themselves as brothers and sisters only by cutting out islands of
peace (families) and by meeting each other outside these islands, occasional-
ly. These indispensable occasions are their festivals.

Marriage, then, is the organization of life between chastity and orgy.
Marriage is not understandable per se. It is one pole in the alternating
organization of a tribe. In the family the young people do not mix sexually
at will; on holidays they have occasion to do so. The family tones down, the
holiday keys up. Without this frame of reference of the tribe, the family
cannot preserve its features. The breaking up of our present day family
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results from the very fact that this polarity is gone. When men are expected
to be chaste “per se,” incest becomes a grave problem. The rhythm is upset
by which we first created a truce, some kind of peace, between mother and
son, father and daughter, brother and sister, partly because the orgies which
balanced this peace are disintegrating.

The islands of chastity veiled man’s and woman’s eyes to their mutual sex-
ual attractiveness. And they did this, among other things, by bestowing
titles on the inhabitant of these islands. The great names of the family,
father, mother, brother and sister bear a remarkable feature: they are form-
ed in their endings like the words “other” and “better.” Cuny, a French
linguist, has drawn attention to this little symptom. The analogy with our
words for comparisons, our ending in “er” for any comparative (long-er,
strong-er), seems to show that they were conceived not only as pairs but as
more intimately, even conditioning “each other.” Only where there is a
father can there be a mother, strictly speaking. A mare has colts. A woman
may have offspring. These acts do not make her into a mother in the full
sense of this term, in antiquity. Motherhood is too plainly a title for an of-
fice than that it could be acquired before our era by unmarried women. The
interaction of “father” and “mother,” “sister” and “brother,” is a constant
problem for all of us. This is best shown when divorces became rampant and
children began to see their parents as individuals again, as male and female.
The constitution of the family forbade this distinction to the children.
Parents were conceived of as being in office, as Lord and Lady. Their rela-
tions as sex partners were made secondary. Children must not conceive of
their parents as sex partners in the first place. The very meaning of the fami-
ly is destroyed if Johnnie calls his father the man who sleeps with Mommy.
‘The names father and mother have exactly the purpose of reversing the
situation in this respect. Bride and groom they are indeed. But to the rest of
the world they are made apparent as husband and wife, and as father and
mother.

Once more we encounter the obvious fact that all men at all times have
abolished the laws of nature by decree and by name. When the bride is
veiled, the rest of the world is forbidden to think of her as the bedfellow of
such and such a man. She is his wife and therefore the natural is superseded
by the unheard-of relation of husband and wife. In this relation the wife
represents the husband and the husband represents the wife lest any trace of
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sexuality be left visible to children and neighbors. The man may bed down
when his child is born. This famous ceremony is only one climax in this
reversal of nature’s law. The wife wields the keys in her husband’s absence.
She is like one of his children in Roman law which is but another way of
signifying the chastity of her position. In our order, she bears his name,
which tells the same story. They are one flesh, according to the Church,
which again seals the covenant of peace above “individuality” or, better,
their “dividedness.” That a male and a female should escape the crude
classification by sex and should be recognized by the community as husband
and wife is the fruit of speech. It is utterly unnatural. It reveals a relation not
given in nature but created by faith. The experiences of primitive society
with regard to man’s creative powers centered upon the. grave, the cradle
and the bed of marriage. Compared to our theology, his belief in the Gods
may have been vague and shifting, but his belief in marriage was un-
shakable.

It is, however, much more difficult to believe in marriage than to believe

in God. The destruction of the law of nature by which any man under sixty
will try to seduce any woman under forty is an act which requires the same
quality which the belief in Gods demands: it requires faith. Faith is our
perpetual power of resisting specious argument and appearances. The argu-
ment that after all, male is male and female is female, is ready every morning
and every evening, to any normal male and female. The world today is full

of these arguments. Faith builds marriages against these arguments. No mar-
riage can exist without this faith. And in the case of marriage, it is not the
profession of this faith which counts, but its naive enactment. For this
reason, we said that the belief in marriage is more difficult than the belief in

God since “belief” usually is degraded to its statement in so many words.

If man and woman can become husband and wife, then daughters and -
sons will see in them their father and mother, and will, for this reason, treat
each other as brother and sister as a reflection of their parents’ chastity. A
group which produces these fruits has reversed the course of nature. At a
certain age, sex certainly is the strongest passion of man. But speech, by
bestowing the title of husband and wife, has mastered nature. It revealed a
new way of life to those who believed.

Marriage organizations form the heart of any primitive society. But why
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is marriage the fruit of the reversal, introduced by speech in man’s relation
to birth and death?

A Roman married liberorum procreandorum causa. The offspring is called
liberi (eleutberos in Greek), a member of the coming generation. Freedom
and marriage are reciprocal. Why are children born in wedlock “free,” and
most out of wedlock are not? This is yet another question utterly obscured
by Rousseau’s naturalism and his craving for foundlings. The only reason is
that “free” means to have been foreseen as the coming generation, to have
been expected and willed as potential successors. The parents have acted as
preceders, not as genitors, but as “pro” genitors. The veil was lifted and they
knew what they were doing when they begot these children. _

Greek mythology and all myths of all peoples never tire of dwelling on
the two ways of begetting offspring: the illegitimate and the legal. Nobody
was naive enough to assume in those days that sexual intercourse was
limited to married life. This absurd fiction belongs exclusively to our own
times. But people felt that the competition between marriage and sex orgy
was a real competition between faith and natural reason: faith establishing
the peace of marriage, natural reason defending the brigandage of sex. The
conflict of faith and reason is eternal. We disguise it into one between
theology and science, in which form it loses all importance. But Zeus's il-
legitimate children and Hera’s sponsorship of marriage were of the greatest
social importance as everybody could see and grasp. The title of the free, of
the “coming generation,” could not be bestowed on those whose future was
not hewn out by the older generation’s voluntary restraint and opening up
of their “coming.” Future and freedom, liberty and “coming,” are two aspects
of the same thing. Without foresight no freedom. My father’s foresight is
my freedom. My own “future” is made possible by the love of the preceding
generation.

In my youth I was told that the Roman marriage formula “liberorum pro-
creandorum causa,” “to call forth a free offspring” was terribly prosaic. We
may now marry for love because we expect any number of public institu-
tions from kindergarten to socialized medicine to take care of our brats.
However, I can no longer be blind to the fact that each of these institutions
originally was part of the family, including even medicine. Hence, every
marriage meant the founding of a small nation with due respect for the
freedom of its future citizens, the free and legitimate children. Parcntsm
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sacrificed their lifetime and devoted their whole being to this founding act.
No wonder that they acquired the titles of a new status as husband and
wife; public law, not private contract, was the basis of marriage. And the
sanctions had to be of a religious nature lest arbitrary tyrannical despotism
suppressed the children. In other words, marriage was the mainstay of
public law; this public law, in turn, was realized at the intersection of the
death of one generation and the birth of the next. The vows at a wedding
are not understood unless they are again placed in their authentic place.
They were spoken because the new founders found themselves placed be-
tween preceders and successors, as a middle phase between ancestors and
grandsons. Outside this chronological place, the vows could not have been
spoken. Because their every word made them one phase in the voluntary
connection between tomb and womb, an act of respect for tradition and for
freedom simultaneously.

4. The Conflict of Political Sense and Common Sense

Any political structure, we now may conclude, takes human beings into
times and spaces denied to their bodily senses. These times are larger than
one individual lifetime and these spaces are wider than one individual can
hold under his own power.

Every political order expands the time by which a person is limited and
the space in which he is contained beyond his own life’s “bournes.” This ex-
pansion is “unnatural,” “supernatural,” “transcending.” It does not happen
automatically. It is established by man’s devotion and dedication to this‘un-
foreseen and unpredictable task. Its permanence is never assured. Any
political structure may collapse any moment unless its existence is renewed
by the faith of men committed to it. ’

Formal speech is the means of establishing as well as of re-enacting. For-
mal speech nominates men to functions in a body politic. It invokes a com-
mon spirit in whose name all its members promise to serve and are promised
to be served. It signifies objects of the outer world which shall serve the
body politic as its natural basis. And it must initiate the “eleutheroi,” the
“liberi,” the “up and coming,” to enter voluntarily into this fragile and
perpetually risky undertaking.

By formal speech, man emerges from chaos. Chaos is not simple but com-




THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH / 29

plex; its analysis helps to see the crucial task of society in its complexity.
Chaos may annihilate the bonds of fellowship; it then becomes disorder or
anarchy, from lack of credit. Chaos may annihilate vitality, from lack of
freedom. It then becomes despotism and degeneracy by prejudice and
stagnation. Chaos may annihilate continuity, from lack of respect; it then
appears as rebellion and revolution. And finally, chaos may annihilate the
laboriously established new “bournes” of the body politic; then it takes the
ugly shape of war. But the names which denote social chaos are in
themselves creations of formal speech. Men who had established peace
before now are able to call war a process of attacking the established super-
time and superspace of the tribe.

Some pacifists indulge in calling war murder. Ever since men could speak,
murder and war stood approximately at opposite ends of the scale of social
processes. The murderer was and is pre-tribal; he expresses his will against
another will. War defends the order to which the warrior has surrendered
part of his will because he believes in a higher, supernatural peace and order
between men which depends for its existence on his acts. Not to go to war,
means to desert the peace which my body politic has established. Not to
murder means to respect the continuity which my body politic has built up.

The first body politic, the tribe, was built up as a peace between families.
Families are subdivisions of a tribe. No family can exist outside the tribe.
The corollary to the family’s peace are the tribe’s orgies and marriage classes.
Logically, the “idea” of the tribe precedes the family. The convenient
phrases.in our textbooks that “families grew into tribes” need revision. They
did not grow into tribes but originated from tribes. Because of the nominal ’
and explicit high speech of the tribe, the family could achieve three ends:

1. Peace between sex rivals and punishment of offenders against chastity. ,
The home acquires a sacred peace. "

2. Peace between age groups, between the generations of men. Offenders
of the spirit of tradition and respect are outlawed, become “wolves.”
They would leave the tribe, found a new one and create a new
language.

3. Peace between the realm of the five senses and a hypersensuous
political order of spaces and times quite out of the reach of any
“individual.”

These three goals are reached by devising for the home a place not grow-
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ing out of “nature,” but assigned to it in an explicit division of labor. The
home receives an assignment under which its members hold office as one
“fireplace” inside the superbody of the tribe. The tribe’s ritual institutes each
family as one of its centers of “common sense.” Common sense relates to
sense and high speech in the same manner as informal speech relates to
preformal and to formal speech, as pronouns refer to the sounds of animals,
on the one hand, and to the nouns of high speech, on the other. Common
sense, nowadays, is not treated as an historical product. But common sense
is the final product of the conflict between man’s animal nature and the
social roles conferred on him by names. At the fireplace of each family, the
high speech of the tribal spirit is shaken down to the lowest denominator.
Thereby it becomes common sense.

This common sense accepts the supernatural emergence of a family which
has given up jealousy and rebellion and tyranny and murder, but in the
shadow of the tribe’s protection it takes its existence so much for granted
that it need not use the big words and songs and incantations and oaths and
curses spoken on the tribe's holidays. Common sense relies on this
background. Where the tribe has to be explicit, any common sense group
proceeds implicitly.

Everything in which we believe implicitly had to come into existence ex-
plicitly once. This, then, is the relation between common sense and pro-
nouns and informal speech in the family on the one hand and super-sense,
or political sense with the nouns and forms of the body politic on the other.
One “sense” is not without the other. Rousseau’s and Benjamin Franklin’s
craving for a human society of pure common sense is nonsensical. “Emile”
and Poor Richard derive all their common sense as a precipitation of the
political super-sense; the more common sense we have, the more political
sense must we already have developed, and vice versa. The reason for this
constant polarity is speech. Speech emerges not from common sense but
from the founding fathers, the heroes who found a new structure. Common
sense absorbs existing speech; it makes us at home in an existing political
structure. We relax. But new speech is createdw}mder the pressure from
graves in back of us and cradles ahead of us, from foes in front of us and
dissension within our own ranks. These are situations sorely lacking in com-
mon sense, situations which cry out for explicitly conscious, most formal
and most definitive statements.

5
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The cry for peace and order is a desperate cry. Shouting for freedom and
for regeneration of the good old days is of the utmost violence. The lullabies
and sugar coating of common sense are not acceptable to crying, weeping,
shouting, raging people. They must experience the miracle of seeing the
dead come to life again, and foes become friends, and dissent become agree-
ment, and shouts become new words. They must see and hear and touch
before they believe. Formal speech produces exactly these miracles. The
dead seem to come to life, shouts become prayers, foes come to terms; inner
dissent becomes harmonious song of strophe and antistrophe, of dialogue
and chorus.

If speech did not achieve these miracles for society, it would be unneces-
sary. As a “means of communication” it is only used by common sense. But
10,000 languages have been spoken over thousands of years just as often as
means of excommunication as of communication. They have cursed the
werewolf and the demon and the despot and the enemy just as often as they
have blessed the child and invoked the spirit and obeyed the Lord and
reconciled the enemy. Any tribe has been exposed to constant attack from
within and without. Its formal language has kept it in existence as a body
politic through migrations over the earth and over decimations and ravages
through time. Miraculously, it is anchored in an eternity and defies space
and time. Speech is the political constitution of a group beyond the life time
and living space of any individual, beyond common sense and physical
sense.

Our picture of the emergence of speech would be too rdsy if we did not
stress the imperfections of all tribal order. Greek mythology was mentioned
before because of its open pessimism. Too many defied the tribe and did not
bury their dead but slew the old men as hithertofore. Too many raped and
violated the women. Too many did not come to the tribe’s meetings. As in
our own days, the social order was incomplete. The “Berserk” and the
“Titans” were real. These men would rage, would not speak; they were
breaking out from the tribe. These facts warn us against overrating the
. works and the creations of speech. If it had not failed time and again, we
might think speech to be infallible. As a natural process, speech would be in-
fallible. Most anthropologists are convinced of the natural character of
speech. They never ask under what conditions it must function. In all their
research, they naively presuppose that man first can speak and then goes in-
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to politics and “organizes” society. The opposite is true. Man must speak if
he wishes to have a society; but very often he cannot speak and then his
society breaks down. Supernatural processes are as often absent as they are
enacted. We should hold our breath a minute and ask ourselves: Shall we be
able to articulate our chaos into order once more? There is no guarantee for
success since at no time has every tongue or every speaking group succeeded
in provoking men to trust and freedom — some have, some have not. All
speech must take the risk of being misunderstood by common sense. This
risk is truly formidable. The whole untruth, fallacy, hypocrisy and lie of
many social relations springs from this ineptitude of common sense to
understand the full meaning of the great forms of language.

The father of lies, the devil, is nobody else but the community of com-
mon sense which always whispers and tells us: “so what?”, or “say one thing
and do the other,” or “think one thought and teach another”, “sell one idea
and cherish another”, “have one conviction in private and another convic-
tion in public”, etc. Nobody today believes in the existence of the devil
because nobody thinks much of speech. In the District of Columbia, of-
ficials are required to take an oath for no other purpose than for getting
their salary. The oath, then, is a farce. Now, the oath as administered in
Washington, D.C., may be a farce; words may be empty of ‘meaning. But
the body politic must be able to speak with authority just the same. And a
man must be able to pledge his very life for a sacred purpose.

When old forms are worn, men will not be at peace unless some ways of
formulating new forms instill us with new faith and respect. The conflict

between form and common sense leads to the diseases of speech. Diseases of -

speech make men into liars. A liar is a man to whom society gives a bad
name. He believes not what he is supposed to believe. That may be the fault

of society or it may be his fault. But such discrepancies invite disaster. These

discrepancies have been created from time immemorial. We suffer from our
own creations. Prometheus is not the only hero whose liver aches while his
body is chained to the rock of time. Ever since man spoke he has been divid-
ed against himself. Only half of his speech is successful and fully understood.
The other half is either dead wood, or it is betrayed. Pledges broken, credits
abused, bank checks not covered, blue laws never obeyed, lipservices in
prayer abound.

The true miracles of speech, as all miracles, are threatened by their fa.lse

Inl
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imitations. Every church has its agnostics next door; every true statement
invites pseudo statements. In his speech at St. Andrews, Rudyard Kipling in-
sisted that the first speaker was a liar. This could hardly be; but the second
speaker probably was one.

We do not understand the history of either state or church through the
ages if we do not recognize this unavoidable flaw in the very beginnings of
articulate speech. The relation between truth and lie is the human problem
brought on by our creation of human speech. As Clemenceau said in his
contempt of man, “Only flowers do not lie.” Neither do they speak except
when we send them as words of our human language. But his word goes to
show that man had to fight the father of lies from the beginning.

The earnestness of original speech, its formality and solemnity can only
be appreciated by observers who sympathize with this tragic aspect of our
~aspirations. Our analysis of the forms of speech should be helped by our
sense of danger, of possible betrayal which lurks in all speech.

5. Speech versus Reflection

We moderns are no longer afraid of the devil. The ancients were. And
everything they said took this danger into account. For this reason the
reflections of modern thinkers on the speech of ancient or primitive peoples
are not valid. Dr. Sigmund Freud, or Mr. Linton or Mr. Malinowski or Mr.
Rank or Mr. Wilhelm Schmidt reflect when they write their scientific
books. To reflect means to be relatively safe. The authentic place for reflec-
tion is a time span of complete safety and relaxation. The authentic place for
formal speecH is 2 moment of chaos and highest tension, between the devil
and the deep blue sea. This is, as we now see, quite literally true. The deep
blue sea is the open unsettled chaos and the devil is the temptation to use
stale words and incantations without meaning, without the will to act upon
them.

Any American has access to this authentic place from his own history.
“Four score and seven years ago, our forefathers proclaimed that men were
born free and equal.” For four score and seven years this incantation had
been repeated but not acted upon in the South. In 1860, then, Americans
were between the father of lies and the deep blue sea of trouble. The great
name of “Mankind,” used with “due respect” in 1776, by 1860 showed im-
plications never dreamed of in the beginning. The name of Mankind, the



34 / THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH

terms “free” and “equal” used as the promise of a New World required that
we should cash in on them by acts of faith.

This relation between Jefferson’s Declaration of 1776 and Lincoln’s Get-
tysburg address is a relation faced by any original group of common speech.
Its names are promises to be acted upon. Christian and Hildegard and
Frederic and Alfred and Dorothy and Faith and Grace and Hope are im-
peratives. They challenge their bearers to act upon the promise they con-
tain. The so-called “theophoric” names which contained a god in their struc-
ture like Godefroy, Ramses, Thutmosis, Diodor, Thursday, Sunday and
Friday were not statements of fact but promises and commands, invitations
to the bearer and to the spirit invoked upon the bearer and to the communi-
ty calling the bearer by this spirit’s power.

The names of original speech all face in three directions: they face the
public which is told, the person who is called, and the “spirit” which is in-
voked. Modern reflection classifies names as uniform concepts on which it
can generalize. Linguists speak of “theophoric” names as a certain “class” of
words. Psychoanalysts may classify them in the class of taboos. Historians
may compare them to certain names of later phases — baker, miller, hunter
— of a secular and professional character. Reflection treats words as simple
and specific and generalizes upon them. The pathway of science leads from
facts to generalization. Most educators think that the power of generaliza-
tion is the best power of the mind.

Authentic speech cannot be classified as going from facts to generaliza-
tions; this is left to academic reflection. The abolitionists and the signers of
the Declaration of Independence did not move in the realm of reflectiont or
higher criticism. They spoke. And to speak is a communal commitment in
three directions: 1 say; I am ready to be quoted on what I say; I insist that
the thing [ say has to be said. ’

Speech begins with every word spoken in good faith that it is true, that I
will stand up for it under attack, and that I hope the rest of the community
will believe I am telling the truth. It unfolds its historical life as an interac-
tion, a drama between my belief in my people, my faith in the truth and my
trust in myself. Every name spoken in its authentic place is an act of faith, of
community, of obedience, of social interaction. Its whole power derives
from its triplicity, and a name which no longer produces this tri-une current
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between the public, the speaker, and the inspiration, is dead and must be
buried.

Our academic reflection on words and names does exactly this: it buries
and analyzes dead names which no longer ignite the spark between speaker
and listener and truth. Reflection is the gravedigger of past processes of
speech. Its time comes after the authentic place of speech has been vacated.
It then defines the word “Dorothy” as meaning “the gift of God.” This
definition is made outside the community where the name Dorothy grew
out of a dangerous situation. Here was a clan with a tyrannical matriar-
chate, let us say. The name Dorothy was given to coerce the mother of the
child; to tell the bloody tyrant the truth about her child: it was not hers but
a free gift of God. The name was indeed a taboo; it was intended to protect
the child against abuse by its parents, it was an amulet and a charm. But was
it not also an obligation for Dorothy, a constant appeal to her sense of
responsibility? And finally, what a fine praise of the Deity, what a submis-
sion to the creator of mankind? Any one of these “meanings” of the name
“Dorothy” would suffice for its definition. But none of them makes sense
outside the constant interaction between all three. The term “meaning,”
then, does not suffice to explain language. The meaning of meaning is not
discovered by defining our terms. Our semanticists are alright when they ap-
ply their method to dead words of the past. They are gravediggers. They are
quite helpless with regard to the names which still connect the semanticists
themselves and their public in a spirit of cooperation and trust. A short
reflection not on words of the past but on the names under which these
semanticists act may prove this central point concerning all the misunder-
standings about speech.

Our semanticists are called semanticists; Semantics is a science. We are ex-
pected to believe that there shall be science, and that it is a good thing to
read the books on semantics written by scientists before we use our terms in
public. The term “science,” in this context, is not treated as a fact which ex-
ists, but as an act on which I, the reader of the scientific book, am expected
to spend 10 dollars, and on which the writer stakes his reputation and his
time. He is speaking to me in the name of the science of semantics. I submit
to his speech on account of the authority which the name of science holds
over me. Let us hope that he, the semanticist himself, does not abuse this
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authority for a hoax but that he will do as well as he possibly can. But how
do I know? How can he himself know that he “is” scientific’ Well, he has
predecessors whose method has shown the path to truth; he follows their
example. This is a great help. Also, he has been checked by fellows of the
same profession. He may have a degree. This is help number two. Finally,
he exposes himself to my finding out for myself in the wake of my reading
his book and following it up. This is help number three in the defense of
truth against hoax and abuses. These three remedies or defenses against the
pseudoscientist constitute the perpetual defenses of society against pseudo
speech:

The speaker is a follower

The speaker speaks in a fellowship

The speaker is followed up
The semanticists are alive only in so far as their train of thought moves on
the beaten track called science, is certified to contain real scientific ware by a
fellowship of fellow scientists, and can be followed up by every critic and
reader in a wide open and free public.

Take a speaker, instead, without contact with the achievements of
science, without a reputation at risk, and without the authority of a law-
giver to his followers. The names of his books which he sells have no
antecedents, no partners, no possible criticism. Hitler's Mein Kampf shows
what must happen when scientists overlook the truly powerful interaction
of spoken word, acting like a theophoric name by which the speaker and
the public conspire and invoke a common spirit. There are, then, no other
living names but “theophoric” ones; all names invoke a spirit of fellowship /
among followers of one and the same God. In our own time this fact is
denied since the authentic place of speech is continuously confused with the
place for reflection. As the gravedigger of words played out, reflection is not
the midwife of living truth. The ancients were fully aware that a man had to
prove himself a follower, a partner, or an author with every word he said,
and that his name could be a harbinger of blessing or curse.

We must discard our own methods of speech ir}wthe reflective mood
before we can understand the logic of language. The logic of language is
built on a kind of knowledge which the modern scientific mind does not
even consider as a remote possibility. The ancients knew that words are
least misunderstood or betrayed or forgotten if they are not fully und%r-
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stood in the beginning. They allowed every word a long time to be heard
and understood. They assumed that the speaker and the listener of high
speech would slowly and gradually understand what had been spoken. The
marriage vows — well it takes us a lifetime to know what we have vowed.
Speech takes time before it is filled with meaning. Nobody expected from a
hymn or an oath or a charm that it should be anything but a promise of
gradual understanding. Names are not generalizations, as our philosophers
think. Our ancestors considered generalizations pure deviltry. They would
have judged it blasphemy to treat education as the power to make
generalizations. Names, to the initiated adolescent were promises of a slow
ascent to understanding. They were shrouded in mystery, not because they
were not true but because they were meant to come true.

But how did they ever come to pass, these promising names? This is a
very legitimate question. Obviously, the dignity of such names could not be
based on some phonetic quality, on the imitation of the sounds of water or
fire. True, some words of our language do depict natural sounds. But they
are not at the core of human speech. At its core are names meant for long
time attachment to lived lives of real people. The spirit of language and the
language of the spirit are lived life condensed into names. “Spirit” is usually
called the power of a name to contain past and broad realms of a life actual-
ly lived so these can be experienced by those who invoke that name. When
we compare the figures ten or five or three with the names of Gods and
men, the figures may help us to define the names by means of a contrast.
Figures are understood without lapse of time. Hence, we have invented a
special script for 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. Mathematics is the science of facts which re-
quires no real living through time to be understood. But names are on the
opposite pole. All men of all times must have lived before we shall know
God. God is neither a figure nor a word. He has a name. All names other
than the name of God are shortlived. But all of them demand to be filled
with meaning over long periods of time. America was discovered in 1492,
named in 1507 and it has been acquiring meaning year after year ever since.
In this slow process, any interruption may ruin all the previous steps. Chris-
tianity can be made a fallacy by this very generation. For if it does not
spread to Japan or return to Germany after this war, then, quite obviously,
it has never been true before.

All speech is subject to abuse and misunderstanding because it appeals to
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perpetual following up. Authors, partners, followers are involved in speech.
It either builds up a society or it dies. The miracle that we can speak at all
seems to me at times far greater than its naturalness. And indeed, never was
speech in greater danger than in the days of science when the indicative of
“it rains,” 2 + 2 = 4, the mood of ‘reﬂcction, are considered authentic
- speech. Alan Gardiner, famous Egyptologist, has written a book on the
origin of language in which he begins by analyzing sentences like “it rains.”
This is a typical approach to the question because “reflection” prefers the
reflective mood in speech. The indicatives of language are the concessions to
the scientific or reflective mentality. Yes, we may say: “2 plus 2 is 4,” we
may say: “The Mississippi is the largest river in the United States.” The
librarian and archivist in my brain is welcome. He may have his say. He is
the librarian and the statistician who takes stock of names spoken before in
agony and hope, in despair and faith, from hate and from love. The in-
dicative, however, is no indicator of the creative moods of language. Horace
poked fun at this latecomer of life, who appears after everything has become
a fact because it is over, in his “Ebeu fugaces, Postume, Postume, labuntur
anni” (Alas, in flight, you lateborn, lateborn, slip away the years). And the
poem goes on to speak of all the “musts,” all the future that no after-thought
will stop from coming. The sentences are all built in the forms of prophecy
(erimus, absumet, sequetur) or in the gerund, the form of commanding “there
shall be’ (enaviganda, visendus, linquenda). The reflective mood surveys facts
which can be labelled and defined, and Horace makes fun of it.

6. Logu: on Trial

In grammar this reflective mood is called the indicative, and the science of
logic is built around it as though sentences which are put in the indicative
are the normal sentences of a lived life. But man does not connect himself
with the universe by sentences spoken in the indicative. The indicative “two
and two equals four” serves a quite exceptional situation of speaker or
listener. When neither the speaker nor the listener are in a position to alter
a fact, they speak of it in the indicative. When | say, “He 1s dead”, “Europe is
a name of the past” or “The snow is three feet deep,” I am saying that I can-
not do anything about these things, people, and names. I am also saying to
you that you have to accept these truths as facts. The indicative explicitly
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emancipates the minds of speaker and listener from their entanglement in
that part of reality. It absolves them from any form of further participation
except through the faculties of the mind. The indicative in “The snow is
three feet deep” indicates that the snow is “mine” only by my knowing in-
tellectually of its being three feet deep. The indicative stresses the looseness
of my or your connection with the thing stated. It is a purely mental con-
nection. The science of logic is not the science of all connections with reali-
ty. It is limited to purely mental connections.

It is an historical accident that this limitation was placed on the notion of
what logic is. Logicians having declared speech to be illogical unless it is a
mere statement of fact, it is only proper that we should look into the begin-
nings of logic and ask ourselves why when reflecting on speech they
restricted the “true” moods of speech to statements of fact.

Logic began as the science of speech. Then in the last centuries before our
era, it also described the material on which it was going to work. Gram-
matical forms of human utterance were sorted, and various classes of words
were collected: nouns, pronouns, verbs, participles, infinitives, etc. Words
were observed with regard to their position in sentences; and sentences, it
became clear, were either main zlauses or subordinate clauses. “Give answer
lest I die,” was a sentence composed of the main clause “give answer,” and
the subordinate clause “lest I die.” All these distinctions were handed over to
the grammarians. Logic then concentrated on the main clauses. The new
science found that there were four forms of main clauses. It gave them
names which we still use: “Give answer,” was a sentence of command; “May
I have an answer,” was a subjunctive or optative sentence of wish; “You
answered me,” was narrative; the sentences “he answers” and “this is an
answer” were indicatives. So far so good.

Now came the fateful accident. Fateful because it forever isolated Greek
logic from Hindu, Chinese, Jewish and Egyptian traditions. The four
sentences

Give answer Imperative
May I have an answer Optative
You answered me Narrative
This is an answer Indicative

are all main clauses. Grammatically they are all irreproachable. And they all
make sense. A science of the meaning of speech could start with any one of p
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them or, better still, with all four. They all describe pirouettes of our mind
in making its statements about reality. When describing Greek logic, Maier,
the author of the famous Psychology of Emotional Thinking, expressed amaze-
ment that one type of sentence — “This is an answer” — should have carried
the day.! There is, indeed, no reason why “logic” should be based on this
one form of sentence. Maier thought so and wrote on the optatives, sub-
junctives, etc., of the mind. This was forty years ago and a very exceptional
step it was.

Maier, however, made his own choice without reference to a new frame
of reference for all logic. He acquiesced in the precedence of the indicative
and asked only for some place to which no such wishful thinking would be
admitted.

This, however, once more left our occidental logic to accident. The
sentences the Greeks blocked out are logical sentences; they were treated as
dead ends. The entire truth concerning the human mind was expected from
an analysis of sentences comprising mere statements of fact. Logicians did
not reflect on human statements with vital meaning and significance. To the
contrary, they reflected exclusively on reflecting statements! They never in-
quired if the proper place for reflecting statements could be explained in
contradistinction to other statements. This “logic of the schools” resulted in
a growing sterility of all the other processes of speech. The times of Alexan-
drian scholarship produced not one great poem, not one new prayer or law.
The Church remedied this drought, again watering men’s souls with the full
power of speech. We need not go into the manner in which she did this.
Anybody who reads the first chapter of Genesis or the last chapter of
Revelation can test our assertion that Greek logic is discarded in favor of a
logic in which all the sentences,

Give answer

May I have an answer

You have answered me

He answers
hold equal rank. Only the one form of sentence, “this is an answer,” on
which Greek logic had staked all its scientific research, was discarded by the
Biblical thinkers.

By this one omission the connection between logic and Bible, between
reason and faith, was obscured. Both seemed to speak of different processes:

%
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one based truth on imperatives, optatives, narratives; the other on in-
dicatives. And both stubbornly declined to compare notes. Hence theology
is illogical to the logician. And the logician appears irreligious to the
theologian. How absurd! ‘

Obviously, nobody is justified in stigmatizing any legitimate form of
speechh by which we keep our social mills going. We have used them all
from our childhood days, and they have been used for us ever since we were
born. When we reflect on our mind, we find it stored with imperatives,
songs, stories, rules and equations. All together they tell us what is in our
mind, and one of them is not better than any other.

We therefore intend to go back to the first survey made by logic and
reflect on all forms of independent sentences. Perhaps this reflection will
enlighten us more about our mental processes than either logic or theology.

In the sentences,

Give answer

May I have an answer

You have answered me

He answers

This sentence is an answer
there is one definite distinction between the first four and the last. The first
four sentences express relations between listener, speaker and reality ex-
plicitly. The last one does this only by implication. “This is an answer,” it 1s
true, is pointedly said by somebody referring to something called “This”
which he can indicate by a gesture. There must be a speaker and there must
be a reader or a listener who can look at the same thing with him and speak
of it as “this.” But the form of the sentence does not explicitly show this fact.
No you’s, he’s or I's appear in the sentence, and it appears to live regardless
of any author or recipient. How do the other sentences fare in this respect?
They all refer to the relation of the speaker, the listener or of both to the act
itself.

Pre-Greek logic — or post-Greek logic if you like — has to make this cen-
tral discovery: in all human sentences except in the indicative, the speaker or
the listener are connected with the content of what is said in more than one
way. They are not reduced to a pure mind which observes, but the very life
of the act depends on their living as a part of it! This is true even of the ap-
parent indicative, “he answers him.” This sentence which is usually lumped
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together with “2 plus 2 is 4” and “this is an answer” as being of the same
type, is really not a pure mental statement. The speaker can say this only in
full truth if he is physically present while “he makes his answer.”

Now this physical presence of the speaker differs from the purely mental
presence of “this is an answer.” I can vivisect any sentence from a book in
the classroom and say that “it is.” But I can be physically present only in a
historically limited number of cases. My sentence “he is answering him” is
much more specific about my own person than the other: “this is an
answer.” The pure brain is free to say the latter sentence. The whole man —
legs, arms, rump and brain — must exist in the same place and time for the
former. The speaker of the sentence “this is an answer” is an abstract being.
The speaker of the sentence “he answers him” is a concrete being of flesh
and blood who actually describes what he sees with his senses and interprets
it only with his understanding.

Is this perhaps the contrast between speech and thought which we
discover here? I think it is. All spoken language places speaker and listener in
a definite, concrete relation to the truth. Thought, on the other hand, places
us in an abstract, academic relation to it. The whole man speaks; the mind
only reflects. When we close our eyes and reflect, we are free to leave parts
of ourselves behind. When we open our mouth and ears to listen and speak,
we are expected to gather ourselves up, from tip to toe. We may not do so.
A thinker may think body and soul. A listener may not participate except
with his mind. But the fact remains that in each case different expectations
are aroused. Thinking blurs and tends to obliterate the relation of a sentence
to the lifetime and the life-space of speaker and listener — or in our world,
of paper and paperhangers, of writers and readers. In fact, the abstract
sentence, we may venture to suggest, is conditioned by its literary character.
Speech, in its origins, was unwilling and incapable of formulating sentences
into which speaker and listener did not enter. This follows from the situa-
tion of oral speaking.

The reason why the Bible discounted statements like “this is an answer”

“may even have some connection with the purely paper character of such
statements. This, however, is not for us to decide at this juncture. We are
still in search of the origin of speech. And we may be satisfied to know that
“this 1s an answer” i1s not a sentence from which to start. That does not
detract from our real interest in sentences of this type. It is pogsible to
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discover the original place of these clauses in society. They are sentences of
identification. They were invented in court for identifying “things.” “Things”
were objects of complaint of which the plaintiff said that they were his,
while the defendant denied it. Things were “murder” and “theft” and
“embezzlement,” acts punishable by law which the plaintiff tried to in-
troduce into the record. But the defendant cries: not murder but self-
defense, not theft but a joyride, not embezzlement but a loan. Then the
court identifies the act: It is manslaughter, it is petty larceny, it is embezzle-
ment, says the verdict of the jury.

“This is” sentences are judicial sentences which make no sense unless they
sum up contradictory proceedings. In every sentence such as “this is,” we
conclude a trial. “This is larceny” is true only after plaintiff and defendant
have presented their opposing points of view. The term has been presented,
has been denied, and now it is established. The plaintiff used the narrative:
“He came into the room, fired a pistol and killed my father.” The defendant
used another narrative: “He forced me into the room and lifted his pistol; I
wrestled with him and took the pistol from him; the shot went off in the
process.” The identifying verdict: “This is manslaughter,” is a statement of
fact very similar to 2 and 2 equals 4. It subsumes certain narratives into a
logical relationship to a principle or precedent. But it is dependent on these
narratives as its data of speech. “Ordinary” speech, complaint, defense and
testimony must have preceded a verdict. Sentences of identification
establish that which was not established before but merely claimed. Judicial
verdicts create timeless truths because the times and places of the deeds have
been told beforehand in the declamations of the parties.

The logic of any abstract sentence demands that it be preceded by specific
and concrete data. No abstract sentence is true without such antecedents of
concrete data.

This has tremendous consequences. Our judgments are based on data, not
on facts. Data are things told; reality does not enter the court of our judg-
ment mute, inarticulate and unformulated. Before we can make up our
mind, reality has always already been told in various ways — it has been
talked of by interested parties, in certain language, with certain words and
verbs and sentences. Judgment is a secondary process in which the mind,
regardless of person, judges things narrated, spoken, told, indicted and ex-
cused, claimed and defended. The very word “thing” should enlighten us.
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Thing is the term for “court,” (as Ding and Sache are in German), and later it
is any object taken to court. Judgment is passed in court after the “thing” has
been discussed, claimed and narrated by speaking humanity.

We cannot judge before we have been spoken to. Speech never appeals to
pure reason. Whatever I say, I use names like America, Germany, Jews,
Negroes and Japanese, which are full of dynamite. Nobody can tell a tale
without exposing the listener to all the associations which accompany every
single word. Some sound sacred, some ugly in his ear. Turn as he may —
he will not get facts but narrative; never does a listener, a jury or a judge
hear reality itself; they always hear people telling them about reality. And
the reflecting mind is in no better position than the judge. Of course he will
listen to pro and con; he will reflect on the arguments. But argument he
must hear. And argument is speech loaded with associations of certain times
of my life, of certain places in my existence. We understand the word
America and New York in the very sense in which we have experienced
facts about them. All data is historical and therefore told by somebody to
somebody else. 2 plus 2 equals 4 is no exception. To believe that 2 plus 2
equals 4 we must believe that the specific qualities of the two pairs may, for
the time being, be safely neglected. The whole truth of the argument in 2
plus 2 equals 4 depends on this. Theoretically Hitler and Stalin and
Churchill and Roosevelt could be said to be four. But it makes little sense to
apply arithmetic to those men. It does make sense to say Hitler, Mussolini,
and Hirohito are three. It also may make sense to say that Churchill and
Roosevelt are two statesmen. It also may make sense to compare or contrast
Hitler and Stalin. But in politics 2 plus 2 equals 4 is nonsense. The logic of
figures has its strict taboos.

The logic of the abstract statement is not as universal as we are made to
believe. It depends strictly on a previous agreement in our argument that
names don’t matter. Mathematics is built on the negation of names. When
named speech is not relevant, numerals may be introduced. Otherwise, they
can't be. The logic of numerals is based on the denial of the existence of
names. The functioning of numerals depends on the proof that names, in
this case, are irrelevant. But in itself the logic ‘of arithmetic is unable to
vouchsafe its own application. Abstract statements remain ignorant of their
own authentic place. This is true of all abstract statements. They make sense

only in connection with and as the conclusions of real concrete statements
»’%
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which date the facts in relation to listener and speaker and which, for this
reason, must use narrative speech and the concrete names of the people, the
places and the times concerned. The logic of abstract statements and
generalizations has an a priori: concrete utterances made in the light of great
names.

It is, then, illogical to build a complete logic on the logic of abstract
statements. The omission of other forms of speech in favor of abstract or
mathematical expressions can only be made in every instance after the full
drama of human dialogue has declared the names as void of meaning, in this
particular case. Voiding must precede abstraction. Our gravedigger -
the classifying, enumerating, abstracting faculty of the indicative — can do
his work only when the thing to be classified has been voided of life. The
logic of a living universe lies not in abstractions. Abstractions are in order
for “things” and universes devoid of life. But speech was not established for
such a purpose. Speech was established to call forth life.

This relation between speech and thought has a very serious consequence
for thinking. A man cannot be called a thinker just because he can think
“logically” in schoolhouse terms. For he must have participated in processes
by which life is called forth. This is indispensable, since otherwise he does
not know when “things” are dead enough to be subjected to abstract treat-
ment. Today millions of people are told that they can “think” about the
world and mankind and peace in general. But they are not told that nobody
can think unless he knows from personal experience how to make a promise
good, how to share a community’s joys and sorrows, and how to tell the
story of an event with respect and sympathy, as one who can identify with
the event. No mathematical curves will help the psychologist or historian
who constructs general laws unless he realizes that he must have shared in
the lifegiving processes of speech before he can be entrusted with giving out
those death warrants on former speech which are called generalizations.

Speecb As A Social Process

The supreme logic of the sentence “this is an answer” is not to be found
within its own structure of the four words, “this,” “is,” “an” and “answer.”
The logic of the much belabored “Socrates is 2 man, all men are mortal,
Socrates is mortal “doesn’t lie inside the three articles of the syllogism. The




46 / THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH

highest logic of these sentences resides in their correspondence to experi-
enced data of previous speech.

Theorists of modern science have nearly always eliminated their own ex-
periences with speech. They have not admitted that their statements of
abstract science are not related to facts in nature alone. These statements
must correspond to what has been said in the high language of names in
which the thinker participated and by which peace and order were called in-
to being in society. To use the previous example: the man who says 2 plus 2
equals 4, may mean two apples and two pears, two army and two navy
men, two girls and two boys, two allied and two axis statesmen. He must
“know” men, apples and soldiers before he can be allowed to posit 2 plus 2
equals 4. This equation is an empty tool; and woe betide us when childish
brains apply it in psychology or politics or history or art or education to
four entities which shouldn’t be added up. When Mohammed and Mary
Baker Eddy and Jesus are lumped together as “three founders of religion,
the inanity of so-called scientific or logical thought reaches a peak from
which a disastrous downfall becomes inevitable.

The modern mind stultifies its own effort by not confessing the two op-
posite kinds of knowledge: knowledge which takes time and knowledge
which takes no time. In our list of logical sentences: “answer me,” “may I
have an answer,” ‘I have answered you,” “he is answering you,” the time ele-
ment in each statement is unmistakable. “Answer me” precedes the act

” o«

asked for; the run of time which my imperative set in motion will lapse
when you can say “I have answered you,” but not before. The imperative
not only commands the listener; it at the same time lights up an alley of
time into the future. A trail into time is beaten by the logic of any order
given. A high tension current places the moments following the order under
the expectation: will this command be followed up and fulfilled? The term -
“fulfillment” used in this connection is significant. By the imperative, time is
formed into a cup, still empty but formed for the special purpose of being
filled with the content demanded by the order. The action following the
order is not a blind accident of the moment. By having been ordered, it has
become organized into one “time span” which stretches from the moment in

which the order was given to the moment in which the report is echoed
back: “order fulfilled.”

Orders connect two separated human beings into one time span, of which
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the imperative forms the expectation, the report the fulfillment. The secret
logic of any imperative, then, lies in the peculiar tie between speaker and
listener. The speaker makes himself dependent on the listener’s response: he
is fishing not for compliments but for someone to comply with his order. In
this act he offers a fusion between the two biological times of two in-
dividuals. Everybody, as the doctors today say, has his own biological time
within which his individual acts occur. On the eighth day of a wound
received, let us say, the healing process of my body may proceed at one rate
of speed, on the twelfth day at quite another. This biological time, then, is
organized within or “under” my individual skin.

The logic of an imperative and its corresponding report demands that a
supertime be established which neglects the separation of two bodies and
their biological times. The order given by one person and the other’s report-
ing back correspond so much to each other that they beget one common
time. Everybody is talking today about “frames of reference.” What we find
between people who trust one another in commands given and fulfilled is
not a frame of reference but a field of correspondence. The distinction is
fundamental. A “frame” seems to exist outside our sayings or acts. This field
of correspondence, however, comes into being by sayings and by acts, and
does not exist outside of them. The field breaks down the separation of two
“self-contained” bodies; it gets “under their skin,” and they act as a single will
from the moment the order is given to the moment it is reported fulfilled.
After this, the field collapses and disappears. Its tension differs therein from
a frame of reference which is purely abstract.

Now, the ancients when they spoke experienced exactly this temporary
disappearance of their skin barriers, of their bodily separation. In in-
numerable symbolic acts, they expressed the experience that they formed
one body with one skin. They went together under one hide, or they spoke
of the body politic, or they drank each other’s blood. Uppermost in their
mind was the unity of speeches and acts which were parts of one and the
same inspired movement running through two or more physically divided
individuals.

We have difficulties in reconstruing the situation in which sentences were
considered to be real acts and acts were considered elaborations of
sentences. Our every-day language is too mercurial compared to high speech.
When the President of the United States vetoes a law, and when a general
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gives an order, we still have clear cases of correspondence. In the first case,
the order is not fulfilled. This brings a useful clarification. Vetoes are excep-
tions which explain the rule that the President usually does report back to
Congress that the law will be executed by the Chief Executive and his staff
as it was enacted. The formal veto helps to explain the often-overlooked fact
that a law passed by Congress commands the Executive branch of the
government to enforce the law. Laws not enforced are bad laws. The army;,
sheriffs, police, and government agencies are asked by Congress to carry out
their orders; the veto is a report back: I won't. In contrast hereto, a general’s
order cannot be vetoed by his subordinates. And his order does not end un-
til he hears that 1t is fulfilled. Here, then, are two clear, authentic cases for
formal speech. And in both cases the logic of speech demands that the two
sentences “march into Germany” and “we have marched into Germany” are
understood as two pieces which do not make sense apart from one another!

This is a revolutionary statement. All grammar, all linguistics and all for-
mal logic have held that sentences are the independent elements of speech.
This cannot be admitted any longer. They are interlocking. Imperative and
narrative are two aspects of one speech. Both have to be said before either
makes sense or creates an epoch. The trouble with linguistic discussions has
been that they always stopped at the analysis of the “completed” sentence. In
so doing, the reason for grammar remains invisible. “March” and “we have
marched” are not two different tools such as a hammer and a wrench I may
have in my tool chest. “March” and “we have marched,” correspond to each
other as aspects of one process which forms a cup of time until it is fulfilled!

I our flabby speech, this is obscured because we do not assign to speech
long avenues of time. While laws and army orders take weeks and months
and years before they are reported as finished, an order given by a mother:
“Take this sandwich,” is answered by the child with words before anything
is done. Johnny may say “Thank you,” or he may say “Why?” or he may say
“I don’t want any,” etc. We are so accustomed to such immediate answers
that, when I asked my students for the proper answer to an order given,
they all gave examples of this type.

A Hindu story may put us on the right track about the correspondence
by which languages are created. (I owe it to Philip Wheelwright). A Hindu
father says to his boy “my son, break the twig.” The question then arises
which is the correct answer for the son. The proper answer, said the Hindu
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sage, is: “my father, the twig is broken.” Here, the family is still on a level
with political group life. The father governs, the son carries out. “Break” and
“broken” are aspects of one and the same act which lies between the two
sentences spoken. The logic of these two sentences, then, is their place
before and after an act willed by two people. These people change places
after the act. One speaks in advance, the other speaks afterwards. He who
speaks first listens afterwards§ he who speaks afterwards listens first.

But in this case the logic of the situation is not “a dialogue,” as we often
are told. In a dialogue of Plato or Galilei people go on talking. In speech of
high and authentic form considerable time elapses between the two fun-
damental sentences. It is not a dialogue when “march” and “we have
marched” or the “oyez, oyez” at the opening of court and the ending for-
mula interlock. It may be called a “drama” because the people speak and act,
and act and speak.

Three features, we propose, distinguish speech in its authentic place from
all texts analyzed by the tradition of linguistics. First, speaker and listener
exchange places. The speaker becomes listener; the listener becomes
speaker. Second, this changes the style of the sentences spoken. In advance,
the imperative puts a burden on the listener. Afterwards the narrative un-
burdens this listener who reports back and quite literally carries back the
burden put on him before the act. Third, sentences are the beginnings and
endings of actual changes in the physical world. They are not “mental” or
“intellectual.” They are not thoughts communicated. They remove a barrier
which physically divides two people, fuses them despite their bodily separa-
tion, and then closes this barrier again. These speeches are as much cosmic
processes as the breaking of the twig. They proceed in the outer world as
sound waves between mouth and ears.

The ancients never acknowledged that speech was not corporeal. To
them it was as corporeal as the twig that moved through the air and con-
nected two wills for a tume span. Applying this to modern conditions, we
should admit that a war does not begin when it becomes “a shooting war”
and that it ends only when its history is reported in such a way that both
parties will accept it as the report of this war. The words are part of one un-
divided social process; the processes which move forward through speech
and act are social processes. And no process is social which is devoid of this
opening and closing of human cooperation by authentic speech.
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Formal speech is a physical process in the realm of our five senses by
which a time cup is formed and dissolved. Within this time cup or time span
or field of correspondence, human beings divide their labor. They cannot
divide their labor unless they have entered into the common field of formal
speech. And they cannot go on to new divisions of labor until the old field

“has been dissolved. Prior to all social acts the field of correspondence in
which the acts are expected and fulfilled must be formed, and then that field
must perish. '

The forms of language move people who speak and who listen into the
field of correspondence and out of it again. Speech is movement. The sound
waves produced are not purely material or just tools. They themselves share
the character of the relation because “break” and “broken,” “march” and “we
have marched,” “answer” and “I have answered” are phonetically related to
each other. We can recognize “broken” as related to break, answered to
answer, march to marched. Without this correspondence speech would not
have the form which moves men. “Break” is said because “broken” will be
said. And “broken” makes sense because “break” preceded it. This differs
from music and it differs from thought. In music, we repeat, although we
may vary. In speech variation is constitutional, although we may repeat. A
listener who repeats “break,” “break,” “break,” ceases to be a doer; he
becomes a chorus who repeats the burden or refrain. A speaker who says
“broken,” “broken” after the report may do so from consternation, but he
has nothing to say himself!

Grammatical corréspondence differs likewise from thought. In this case,
we omit action and correspondence. To think means to condense com-
mand, act and report into one form. The scientist who muses over a new
formula has accepted the commands: “There shall be science,” “Be thou a
scientist,” and “Help science over its obstacle on this day.” He deliberates
and in this deliberation he has his action. And he reports in his formula. But
it is an error to overlook the challenge and demand to which the thinker
responds. The line is quite sharp which divides thinker and dreamer. A
dreamer is not under orders to think. Hence, his results often are negligible.
A thinker deserves this name only if he acts within 4 progressing column of
thinkers in his place and time. The order which he hears asking him to solve
this specific problem dates his effort as meaningful in the strategy of science.
It is his marching order, just like any soldier’s, though he articulates it only
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to himself. And without these data no atom smashing, no magnesium, no
radar, no science is possible. These data are not of the thinker’s own mak-
ing. He receives it within a continuum of expectation and fulfillment which
today we are accustomed to take for granted. But it has been built up and
has daily to be rebuilt by people who acclaim this particular division of labor
between science and society.

The vacuum created by modern theory for speech dishonors speech,
thought and action equally. Speech is made a tool of thought. Both are con-
trasted with action. But no society knows of any social act without a divi-
sion of labor as Marxians say, or without the Word as the Christians claim.
Both are right, the godless and the godly. There is no social action which
can be contrasted with speech. All acts are embedded in speech and the
movement created by the first imperative “March into Germany,” carries all
the actions of millions of men until it can die down in the last platoon’s
report.

Taking sentences in their most pedestrian reality, we have classified them
as sound waves. We have found that the sound wave “break” or “march”
ultimately recoils upon the speaker’s ear in the forms of “broken” and
“marched” so that he now may dismiss himself from this field of interaction.
Thus far, analysis of the two verbal forms showed that “broken” has an a
posteriori aspect as compared to “break” as an a priori form. They seemed
variations. This analysis did not go far enough. The relation between the
imperatives: “oyez!,” “go!,” “act!,” and their perfects: “We all have heard that
which has been said at the hearing,” “We have gone,” “We have acted,” etc.
is not simply a variation.

The Imperative

In more than fifty languages which I have analyzed for this purpose, the
form of imperative sentences is the shortest, simplest, most unvaricd and
unencumbered form of the verb.? Everybody who knows Latin, German,
_ Greek or Hebrew may test this fact easily for these languages. The earliest
“form of any verb has survived in these languages and has become the specific

form for commands. I have stated the situation in the most cautious man-
" ner. I do not say that the imperauve form in any of these languages original-
ly was an imperative. But I do insist that the most original form of the verb
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became more and more restricted in its field of application and that, in the
languages 1 have analyzed, it now serves the purpose of imperative
sentences. |

This is accepted by all linguists who have reflected on the history of the
Indoeuropean verb — Waickernagel, Debrunner, Sommer, etc.? The situa-
tion in Chinese and in the Ugro-Finnic and Turko-Tatar languages is not
different, but often the grammatical inflections for other aspects of the verb
are not developed. In English most observers will find “go” to mean the in-
finitive (“to go”), the first person singular (‘1 go”), the second person plural
(“you go”), just as much as the imperative by which a “thou” is asked to go.
But on closer inspection they will find this to be a statement borrowed from
their Latin grammar book. “Go” is the second person singular of the im-
perative and the shortest form of the verb, in English as in all other In-
doeuropean languages. It is not the first person plural, the singular, the in-
finitive or anything else.

The infinitive reads “to go,” the first person singular reads “I go.” Neither
“to” nor “I” can really be omitted. In the sentences “I make you go” and “You
have seen me go” the “you” and “me” are necessary. This is borne out by the
fact that, when the personal pronouns are missing, we prefer to say: ‘1
observe going,” ‘I hear the playing of the piano.” The forms ‘I go,” “you go,”
“we see him run,” all need a special form for the person whose act the verb is
said to express before we can recognize them as verbs; or they need a “to” or
an “ing” to disclose their character as action words. But the imperative is as
rich as it is short. ‘Fer,” “tolle,” “lege,” “sta,” in Latin denote a listener in whose
trust-a verb is placed, who is credited with future action, besides dengting
the kind of action. Three different facts are expressed in the shortest form of
any verb:

1. That somebody receives an invitation to act. .
2. That the act lies in the future.
3. That the act is of a specific nature.

The imperative form of the verb preserves the most ancient layer of
human speech. It may be called the vocative of the verb. For it invokes the
original situation of formal speech in this original situation: a time cup is
formed, two human bodies are temporarily fused into one will, a division of
labor is initiated, a part of the external world is expected to change. Two
people begin to move in the direction of this change. And the one word
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“fire!” sets all these processes in motion because it singles out 1. a human be-
ing who is asked to obey, 2. a worldly act which is required, 3. a time span
which is set aside for obedience and for the act. All three achievements are
formidable.

1. Obedience is a “psychological” attitude, or more correctly a social one.
The listener is made into a soldier; when he learns to obey this command,
he accepts a status in society. When a young girl rebelled in the family of
my friends, she said, “You are treating me like a servant.” The lady, who had
an Italian butler, grew indignant: “How dare you say that! A servant is a
skilled, trustworthy person who sustains the household by his eagerness to
serve truly. I would never dream of bestowing on you the honorable name
of a servant, for which office I have the highest regard. You are far beneath
a servant. You have not even learned to obey.” Imperatives transform peo-
ple into participants in a social process. To provide 60 million jobs after the
war is but a veiled expression for 60 million long-range imperatives which
shall order people into social functions.

2. The specific word “fire” or “water” or “go” betrays the confidence of
the speaker that he knows the world and what is wrong with it. The expert’s
confidence in his skill is in the mother’s, the officer’s or the fireman’s order.
Imperatives presuppose mastery of some subject in the universe. In the im-
perative knowledge is subordinate to responsibility. In the indicatives “this is
an answer,” or “this is the arm,” the speaker is solely responsible for the truth
of his statement. In imperatives he makes himself responsible not for stating
a fact but for staging an act. The realm of his responsibility is not “science”
or “thought” or “truth,” but righteousness, history, and goodness. His
sentence provides a cure for a deficiency of the real world, the cosmos as we
find it, material, physical, chemical, biological and social. “Give the mad
man a cold shower” is on the one hand an expression of knowledge about
madness and its treatment, but over and above this confidence in knowl-
edge, it assumes responsibility for restraining madness on the basis of knowl-
edge. The intellectual aspect of an imperative sentence exists but it is subser-
vient to the aspect of healing. Any imperative proves that the world cannot
go on as it has been known to be. The little sentence “fire” or “march”
decides that the man who speaks is fed up with mere knowledge of the
world and goes over to a next phase by which the world is to be changed,
on the basis of his understanding. The wealth of verbs from antiquity shows
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the whole pride of professional language: toast, roast, broil, braise, cook,
barbecue — what a wealth of verbs for the various ways of changing food!
From the very beginning man’s pride in speaking centers on the distinction
of acts on the basis of skill and expert knowledge. But in authentic speech
the verb is always the basis, never the crown, of speech. And the imperative
ranks higher than the indicative in social relevance and logical perfection. It
transforms known life into future lifegiving actions. The imperative, the
most ancient sentence, trans-substantiates the world.

3. The imperative decides. This brings out the fact that it defines an
epoch. Not a “thought” but a new order given marks the day as a particular
day. Imperatives, not astronomers, make men move in history. Historical
life is a sequence of imperatives. It is not the accumulation of knowledge or
the evolution of science or the growth of machinery or the increase in speed
which mark out the progress of mankind. It is the infinite sequence of com-
mands given and obeyed which enlighten the times of history.

All this is to be found in one single imperative. The things of the world
are mastered, times are decided, people are made by it. Light, outline, deter-
mination, flood the universe by the decision to give and to obey orders be-
tween two or more men. The light of reason never shines as brightly in any
mere statement of fact as it shines in the right command given and obeyed
at the right time!

Between Order and Realization

Imperatives have made man feel enlightened, not indicatives. By ascribing
light to the imperative, we have opened the path to an understanding of
those sentences which express the great political imperatives of authentic
speech. But what may we ascribe to the narrative if we exalt the imperative
as the lightgiver? Why is “broken” less enlightening than “break!™ Is this not
a foolish and haphazard remark? This would be true if the narrative “We
have marched into Germany” were considered as less enlightening, less
luminous than the order of Fortinbras at the end of Hamlet. But the sound
waves of speech acquire a quality altogether lacking in the imperative. An
imperative may wake us up, it may frighten us or clarify. But it is lacking
the quality which the words of the Hindu boy, “My father, the twig is
broken” possess. The narrative warms our heart. We say, “well done.” The
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narrative is like the warmth of the fireplace in a home. It makes us feel good
to hear the great deeds of the past well told and reported. We feel assured
and protected by their narration.

Enlightenment is not the only purpose of history; it must be a light that
warms our heart or it is not history but physics. Our fears while we listen to
the tale are: will they obey their highest calling. If the tale ends in woe, it ac-
tually has not ended. It follows us into our dreams; it remains with us and
we shall have to do something about it. Narratives with negative endings
have not ended when they are told. The happy ending of Hollywood is re-
quired lest people can't sleep afterwards. It is legitimate to require an ending
which sets a full stop. And the only full stop comes when that which was
the thing to do from the beginning can be said to have been done in the end.
Warmth in the end corresponds to light in the beginning. It was the error of
the Enlightenment of the 18th century to deny this relation of light and
warmth. They gave light the whole credit for organizing society. But the
light of reason which does not come back to Prometheus in the form of a
heart-warming report of human obedience would not be light. That
everybody in our time can ask anybody else on the street for “a light,” that is
for “fire,” 1s the great triumph of Prometheus.

The universal praise we give to that god who stole the fire lies in the fact
that we have declared that everybody must give fire to everybody else. We
have erased the term theft in connection with fire. In behaving like good
communists with regard to fire we have followed Prometheus. Our usage
should warm his heart. A survey would show his absolute victory, the total
obedience of all men to his great command: “Let man have fire.” And this
was indeed Aeschylus’ solution to the curse of Prometheus. When the
Athenians built a temple in honor of Prometheus in which they gave him
praise as “the firegiver,” the painful abuse of the Titan ceased, and Zeus was
reconciled by the praise and gratitude of men. The trilogy which begins
with Prometbeus Bound ends with a third play whose solution mystifies all
rationalists. To him who understands history as a correspondence of im-
peratives and narratives, the redemption by heart-warming human gratitude
will not appear anything but normal. The vulture’s eating of Prometheus’
liver stops. The wound heals.*

But what happens between “light” and “warmth?” How do sound waves
ultimately produce warmth in the human brain when they begin as light?
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“From brain to heart” must form a parallel to “from mouth to ear.” The
speaker sees his way clearly from the start; the listener rewards him by im-
parting warmth to his heart at the end. What happens in the meantime? Is
the movement of social action during its execution without speech? Is
speech the correspondence of imperative and narrative only? No, it is not.

 The logic of sentences does not stop at beginnings and endings of social
actions. During the action, too, sentences are in order, they vibrate like
musical cadences in the nervous system of the people to whom the order

- was given. The commander “expects”; he looks out for the report. Therefore
he is the prisoner of his own command. Prometheus suffers before his suc-
cess is assured: before man renders him the only thanks which can redeem
his lightning stroke of genius — to make fire universally available to every
man and woman. Girls perhaps would not smoke so much if they did not
enter, through the little match lit and passed on, the “Prometheus Club”
which for thousands of years had been the exclusive right of men. Men lit
fires; women preserved them. ’

Thousands of years may stretch between an order or promise and its
realization. Indeed, all the great and important commandments already
stand established today, and the only problem is are we going to do
something about them? Let us look at an example. In 1910 William James
wrote his The Moral Equivalent of War, a promise and prophecy, and a pro-
position to be acted upon. By 1940 nothing had been done abour it.
Everybody “knew” the essay, and everybody ignored it! This is an example
of logicians’ eternal ignorance of knowledge. Two great wars instead proved
James’s thesis that, without a moral equivalent, “war must have its way.”
This is a striking example of the slow start of new authentic speech in socie-
ty. Here is the new term, the new condition of peace announced, and a
curse is laid on inaction: “otherwise war must have its way.” However, the
speaker has found no listeners, just readers. James was a prophet and a saint,
and he was treated simply as a writer of stimulating fiction. And wars had
and have their way, more brutally now than ever before. In other words,
when a new imperative is given and goes unheeded, the results are much
worse than they were in the days before the new way into the future was
proclaimed.
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The Lyric

On this march into the future our courage, our interest, our hope must be
kept brimming inside the time cup. Once an order is given, we need
“morale” to go through with it. How is this done? We must be on fire. En-
thusiasm is needed for success. And enthusiasm is lyrical. Soldiers sing when
marching; any group on the way to and from work looks for some rhythm,
for some rhyme to contain the reason for their action. We sing, we move
on schedule as commuters, as smoothly as we can to carry out the order of
the day.

Thus lyric is placed between dramatic and epic. It fills the time of expec-
tancy: the goal is established but not reached. In our first examples, “May I
have an answer!” was the sign of a pressed heart. “Let us sing while we wait
or work away,” would be the comparable expression for our lyrical situa-
tion. It has its own grammatical form, usually called the subjunctive. In
Greek it is called the optative, in Latin conjunctive. It is, however, much
more comprehensive. It is the mood of deprecation and curse, of blessing
and praying, of rejoicing and wailing, of laughing and crying. To call it the
lyrical mood would be logical.

This lyrical mood is relatively well established among modern thinkers
thanks to Heinrich Maier’s The Psychology of Emotional Thinking.’ Maier,
however, made it into “thinking,” while it is actually lyrical speech. He gave
it a monopoly for the whole realm of thinking which is not objective, that is
which does not take the final form of “this is an answer.” Maier and the
teachers of Ehglish who teach poetry are usually neither soldiers nor lawyers
nor priests nor historians. And so the world of speech has been divided bet-
ween judgments and emotional sentences. The fountainhead of
speech — the rational, decisive and incisive command — thereby remained
buried. Commands are wholly unemotional and they are not judgments.

The preponderant interest of the literary man in poetry and fiction makes
it necessary to contradict the dichotomy of speech into poetry and science.
The result is that they distinguish speech as either ratiopal or irrational,
making any further research into the logic of speech impossible. It is worse
to admit “irrational” speech than to overlook it completely. If all speech out-
side the gravedigger analysis, the statement of facts — “this is an answer,”
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“Socrates is a man,” — were “irrational” (and such dogmatic statements have
appeared in print), the entire history of human forms of speech becomes in-
explicable. Lyrics and poetry became separated from sacrament and report
at the very late stage of the Homeric poems, as I have been able to prove in

" an essay on Homer. They existed previously but sailed in tow of their

mightier sisters: “prayer” and “oath.” The older layer cannot be derived from
the younger. People have obeyed orders and have reported orders fulfilled
even though the execution was not enhanced by lyrics. But the execution
will lack in fulfillment unless the people in the process feel the spirit descend
on them and are given a second wind, lyricism, to carry out their life’s call-
ing. To be on fire is a condition of a life really being fulfilled. This fire,
however, should not be confused with the impure flame of our brutal pas-
sions. This fire must stem from the pure light of inspired reason evinced in
the voice which directs any great and important decisions in life. Inspnred
enthusiasm leads to song, mere brute passion to vice.

Lyrics have their logical place and their grammatical forms between im-
perative and report, because they allow men to be on fire without becoming
brutes. The 300 Spartans who died at Thermopylae, we may be sure, sang
the great odes of Tyrtaios during the battle. This enabled them to be
reported on in the famed distich:

“Stranger, go and bring the message to the Lacedaemonians

That we are lying here in obedience to their laws.”

The greatness of lyrics, of music, of dance and song, lies in the fact that it
stems from reason instead of from physical urges alone. Poetry is not irra-

‘tional at all. It is much more rational than mathematics. “Two andstwo is

four” is a statement made by the brain in its gravedigger abstraction from
the objects involved in the enumeration. On the other hand, “The wrath

~ sing, goddess, of Peleus offspring Achilleus,” evokes one of the most feverish

passions which devour us. The lyrical mood descends into the dark depths
of our body and carries the light of reason into the bottomless pit of the fires
of sex, fear, jealousy, ambition, greed, and pride which are born in these
depths. And the speech which articulates and objectifies these emotions is to
be called irrational? Certainly not in any other sense than irrational figures
in mathematics! The topics of song are men’s toil, sweat, and tears; nel mez-
2o del cammin di nostra vita, in the middle of our path through life, the lyrical
mood must sustain the soldier of life’s call, lest between begin-
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ning and end he be without the light of reason. The sighs “May I have an
answer,” “oh that I were one of the gods,” “hail!,” “woe!,” are rationalizations
which allow the reluctant physical and individual human to carry the yoke
of time on his shoulders. The authentic place for the lyrical mood is “for the
duration,” that is for the length of time during which a command spellbinds
us and until it is resolved or we are absolved of it. ‘

The grammatical form of the lyrical mood neatly expresses this fact. The
lyrical mood is bound up with the first person plural as well as singular. The
same lengthening of the sounds which we find in the lyrical or subjunctive
(fasse, croisse, vivat, pereat, as opposed to fait, croit, vivit, perit), and which
especially in Greek is highly developed, appears in the first person of the so-
called indicative in Latin, German and Greek. It landed there from the
lyrical mood. Amo is entirely frozen lyrical form taken over into the later
indicative. Why? Obviously because in song we are subjective and speak in
the first, lyrical, form. Commands, as we have seen, insist on the listener’s
acting. The report of the Lacedaemonians who died at Thermopylae, and
any other historical report, needs a messenger who can speak of the dead.
Lyrics describe how the movement started by an imperative fires the im-
agination and the emotions of the doer involved in obedience to that im-
perative. It is introspective because speakers of the lyrical mood are like
coals burning in the fires. Here lies the authentic origin of a “first person” in
speech. All commands are silent about the commander. He is like the dark
cloud out of which the lightning of order strikes. Originally heroes are out-
side the communication of feelings. In Aeschylus’ tragedies the real event is
that for the first time the inner life of the hero behind this command
becomes speakable. But this was 480 B.C.; thousands of years had inter-
mingled grammatical categories and had produced poetry as the switch-
board between formal and informal speech. Even in the Greek of
Aeschylus, however, the first person singular of the prosaic judgment mood
(the indicative) still was a form of the lyrical mood!¢ The indicative bor-
rowed it and never saw cause to develop a form of its own. Sometimes the
same relation exists between the form used in the impegative and in the
second person singular of the indicative, e.g. in Latin. The influence of the
imperative form fer on this form (fes) has been pointed out by Latinists. The
second person was borrowed by the indicative from the imperative as was
the first from the lyrical.
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This will help us sketch the real anatomy of authentic grammar which is
different from the Alexandrian grammar lists in all our textbooks.

The Narrative

But first let us look into the forms of the narrative mood. The narrative
uses all possible means to mummify the imperative. The Greek word nika
(to be victorious) was carried like a hero from the battle field of Marathon
when the runner shouted his proud nenikekamen (we have been victorious),
and fell dead to the ground. In all Indo-European languages, reduplication of
the original form signified the narrative or perfect of a report. The im-
perative is incisive, sharp; sharpness is concise. The narrative is blunted, it is
lengthy. The epical and the military style are familiar contrasts. New is only
the fact that the grammatical cells of language bear the same marks of
distinction. The forms of grammar are the original styles! In the tiny cells of
articulated speech, bestride — bestridden, get — gotten, hide — hidden,
write — written, the same differentiation is attempted which distinguishes
the style of the ten commandments from the style of Thomas Mann’s
Joseph trilogy.

Augmentation for the narrative by a special vowel increased this dif-
ference, as for instance in Greek. The principle of break — broken,
go — gone is general; only the means vary. Reduplication was not the only
means of describing the epical mood of the narrative with its relaxed sense
of having gained infinite time through fulfillment.

The second contribution of the epical mood or narrative is its insistence
on the third person plural: “the men fought well, but I alone escaped to tell
you,” or “this man was stricken down in an act beyond the call of duty” re-
quire distinct forms for the “third” person. The third person is a third person
in one sense only; he is neither the speaking reporter nor the listening com-
mander. But he is not a third person in the sense in which our grammars use
the term. The third persons in the narrative, “he went,” “they fell,” were cer-
tainly created for real people, not for dead things. These people had spoken
with, lived with, and belonged to the speaker and the listener! They were
former speakers, singers, listeners and had participated in the common life.
The third person is not purely numerical, but historical. Fuerunt means
there have been men like ourselves before us. Identification is not precluded
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by the existence of a third person in grammar. Because time is of the essence
in formal speech, the time cup includes those of whom the report speaks as
having passed away. It is quite important to clarify the place of the third
person in grammar. Our logicians treat it as their domain for abstract
statements. We already have pointed out the borderline which divides a
sentence like “they have answered you” from “this is an answer,” or “2 plus
2 equals 4.” They seem alike because both are formally in the third person.
But worlds separate them. “They have answered you” is a complete, epical
sentence. “2 plus 2 equals 4” is an incomplete abstract judgment.

The Abstract

The character of sentences of judgment is elliptic at the cost of being in-
complete. They are incomplete despite their alleged rational or reasonable
character. The logic of the schools takes advantage of the elliptic quality to
simplify truth to a lollypop of truth. No truth of relevance can be expressed
in logic’s elliptic statements because they omit decisive features: relations to
persons and times are eliminated. Logical statements did not originally need
these features because they were spoken in court. The judge and the jury
say “guilty,” in summing up the proceedings of a lengthy trial after days and
days. “He is guilty” is a judgment which can forego any relation to the time
in which he became guilty. “This is murder” is a judgment which omits the
person, too. It is the logical operation of identifying an act and a law by sub-
sumption. Hence the act is stripped of the agent and the actuality, person
and grammatical tense, and becomes a verbal noun “the murder.” But this
fact is the result of speeches in which these tenses and agents were named,
and it therefore is justified to speak of it as a shorthand statement.

Judgments are the first abbreviations. When they were taken out of court
and handled in schools, we got “logic.” All Greek philosophy imitates legal
proceedings in its rooms. It is polis thinking outside the polis. Socrates in-
duced Plato to transfer the mental processes of the citizenry of Athens from
their social environment into the academy. On this strange path the last
shorthand development of formal speech, the sentences of judgments, such
as “this is murder,” have become the basis of all discussions concerning logic
since the fourth century before Christ. One might say that the logic of this
logic overturns the sequence of the true process of grammatical language. It
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