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'i'o undertake to speak about speech means to embark upon an endless
task. Yet there are strict limits that I have to observe and to be
aware of: iimits of time, of redundancy, of attentiveness on your'pa.rt.
I shall have to focus your attention on what people mostly concerned
about speech have said. These were the people whom we call o $derages,
the "lovers of wisdom" among the Greeks. But I shall also have to appeal
to an -understanding of what usually happens to speech, to an understanding
which those people do noi: seem to have had. I shall be as brief as
poééible, and I hope you will not mind my careful -- pay, my pedantic
use of .Engli.sh and Gre&k words.

(Parenthetical remark: some of what I am going to say I have said
before in lectures and in print, but not all of it.)

Let me begin by quoting from Plato's dialogue entitled Phaedo.

This dialogue pretends to describe what happened during the very last
day of Socrates. Attentive reading shows that the content of the dialogue
is mythical, but that the mythical frame allows us to bacome aware of
what Plato understood to be Socrates' unique and overwhelming impact.

At a crucial point of the dialogue (95 E ff.) Socrates, after silently
looking back into himself for quite a while, reaches - in speaking -
far back into his own youth. He wanted very much, he reports, to find
out, with regard to any single thing or ‘occurrence, what was responsible
for its coming into being, its passing away, its being the way it was;
but he could not f:l.nd any s&tiufaétory anéiv_u:s. Nor could he leai:n
anything from anybody else, not even from the great Anaxagoraé. " He

had to abandon thé'way in which questions like these were dealt with

in the various versions of the “inquiry into nature® (Fé€et fll’flﬂf
iﬂ'op'a) . He decided to embark upon a different journey, a "second
journey", which means, he decided to take to the oars, since the wind

had failed. This is the presentation he makes of his new endeavor.
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By looking directly at whatever presents itself in our familiar
world, at things and their properties, at human affairs and actions,
ve-ruﬁ the risk of being blinded, as people do when they observe the sun
during an eclipse, if they do notilook at its image on some watery
surface. That may well have happened to those investigators of nature.

To avoid being blinded, Socrates thought he had to "have recourse to
spoken words" (els rols Adyous ‘chn¢vy£?v)‘.vand "see in them the truth
of whatever is" (99 E).

In the dialogue entitled Philebus, Plato again makes Socrates refer
to men engaged in the study'of nature (59 A-C): these men want to under-
stand how this world of ours came into being, how it is acted upon and
how it aéts itself, that is to say, they are trying to discover transient
productions of the present, the futuré and the past, not what unchangeably
always is. To discover the immutable it is necessary to rely on the power
of discourse (§ r00 Jm«Aé}G;apa Jﬂva)A‘; - 57 E), in exch&nging questions
and answers with oneself and with others. ?he power of discourse ig
tﬁe power inhefent.in.human speech, this marvel, let me say, this greatest
marvel perhaps under the sun..

The Greek noun Aéybs and the Greek verblkgxecv have a vast range
of meanings. They may fefer to reckoning, acéoﬁnting, meaéuring, relating,
gathering, picking up (let us not forget the English words "collect"
and “"select", derived from Aérétv). But, above all, they refer to

speaking, discoursing, arguing, discussing, reasoning. That's how

we have to understand Aristotle's statement (Politics I,2, 1253 a 10):
ksyov...',m;vav @v@ewros ZXGt Tiv {c:'awv » "man alone among living beings
'pOlsasses speech”, and that implies: man alone possesses the ability

to understand the spoken word, to understand articulated speech.



We mean by speech -~ everybody means by it - a sequence of sounds
uttered by somebody in such a Way'ﬁs to be understandable to others.
The verb "to understand" refers primarily, though not uniquely, to
speech.  Hearing somebody speak, we may say: "I understand. what_ you are
saying"‘. We may, in fact, misunderstand, but even misunderstanding
involves understanding. But what do we understand in hearing somebody
speak? Not the sounds in themselves, the audible low and high pitched
noises issuing from somebody's mouth (or some machine, for that matter).
We hear these noises, but hearing is not understanding, That is why
we do not understand speech in a foreign tongue. In a manner which,
itself, is hardly oi not at all understandable, the sounds carry with
them - or embody or represept - something else, pr_eciseiy that which
makes us understand, whenever we under;stand. This source and target of
our understanding consists. of \;nits to which single words correspond
as well as of combinations ‘of units to which sequences of words Acorrespond.
The speaker and the hearer share = or, at least, intend td aha:e- -
the understanding of those units and of those combinations of units.
The speaker transposes what he means into sounding words variably
intoned, and the hearer who understands reverses that process in reaching
back to the intended meaning. The intended meaning is what the Greeks
called ro voyTdv (venrév being a verbal adjective of voetv, which means
"to receive the intelligible”). Among the intelligible units, the Vo»,t:! ¢
there. afe two kinds: some are intelligible by themselves, some help
us to receive those first ones, help us to understand what is being said.
Speech and understanding are inseparable. Acﬁ«of means inseparably both

speech and that which can be and is being understood in speech. It is



in man and,'to repeat, only through man that.ké}as manifegts itself

cohspicuouély. ‘Neither birds nor porpoises nor seals have‘léyas, though

they are able to “communicate"vwith each other and even with human beings,
We all.temembir, I think, a phrase that Homer uses so often when

describing human speech, the phrase "winged words" (¢¥ex mrépoevea ),

" Whence this imag§? In most.c;ses the phrase occurs when a personage,

a god or a man;‘addresses another sihgle persohage, a god or a man.

Occaéionally it is also used when someone speaks to a group or a crowd

of people. Mihstiels in Homer are never said to utter or éing "winged

words". Now, wbrds are not calied "winqed“vto indicate their soaring

or dofty quality. The image seems raiher to imply that words, after

escapihg "thevfence of the teethﬁ, as Homer pﬁts-it, are gﬁided swiftly,

and therefore Surel§, to their destination,.fhe ears and the soul and

the‘understanding.of the addressee. It is more difficult to reach a

crowd of meh than a-single man. Exertions of a ébecial kind afe then
required.

What is speech "about"? About everything man is familiar with -
the sky and the earth, the riveis and the éea, the living beings around
him, on land, in.water,‘in thé air, the thingé he himself builds and
produces, as well as the tbols and appurtenances.that his arts and skills
‘require to produce those things; ahd furthermore, the knowledge that
guides his arts and skills, not only to satisfy his most elementary needs,
but also to establish customs and institutions in which his life flows
from generation to Qeneration, in héppiness or misery, in friendship
or gnmity,‘in praise or blame, and to which customs and institutions
he is attached beyond his most preésing wants. That is what his speech

and his understanding are mostly about.



What we say, however cirquitously orAqonfusedly or loosely, is said
in words and sentences, each of which copveys immediate meaning. The
vﬁé,,, cannot help moving in the medium of the immediately understandable.
But words and sentences can also be involuntarily or déliberately
ambiguous. We can play on words. Pl;to's»dia}ogues,'for exgmple, are
replete with puns.  However, ambiguities and puns are onlyvpossible,
because words and sentences carry with them several distingt meanings
which, separately, arerclearly undergtood. To be sure, speech can be
obscure. But it_can be obscure only becaﬁse the clarity of gome of
its parts impinges, or seems to impinge, on the clarity of others.

Speech, then,-presents to the understanding‘of the listener what»
the speaker himself understands. It presents to the listener nothing
but combinations Of‘vovt;, of inte;ligibles. In doing that, howevgr,
speech speaks about all the things and all the properties of things that
abound around us, all the épecial circumstances and situatiogs in which
we find ourse;ves. The question arises: do the~Voqﬁi, the intelligibles,
presented to us in speech, have their foupdatiop»in themselves, or do
they stem from the things and circumstances spoken about? Does not
human speech translate the language, the ,AZ}u’n«, of the things themselves?

Let me turn for a moment to the way things and events around us
have been and are being refgrred-to. In Galileo's words: "The book
of Nature is written in mathematical characters". Descartes said:

"The science contained in the great book of the world ...". Harvey said:
"The book of Nature lies open before us and can be easily consulted".
The phrase “book of Nature" is a metaphor used long before the seven=-

teenth century, but why was this particular metaphor ever chosen?



Is it not because Nature is understood as something that can be read
like a book,”p;ovided we know how to read it? ﬁut does not that indeed
imply a language that is Nature's own? Francis Bacon was of the opinion .
that Nature is subtly secretive, full of riddles, Sphinx-like. But
secrets can be revealed, riddles can be solved in words. We persist,
don't we, in solving'the “riddlés of nature".- In ancient times the order
of all that eiists around u; was taken much more directly as a language,
a language not heard and not written; yet visible, and if not visible,
one to be guessed at. Human speech seems indeed to translate that
vipible or invisible lanQQAge of things into the audible l;nguage of
words. And just as the sounds of human speech can be tracgd.down to their
ultimate components to which the letters of the alphabet correspond,
things around us can he'decomposed into their first rudiments -~ the
"elements" - the original letters of the lahguage of things, as it were.
Our speech, even our unguarded colloquial way of.speaking, may re#eal
tobthe attentivé listener the hidden articulations of the language of
things. Aristotle, no iess than Plato, was constantly following up
casually spoken words. It seems that Heraclitus, the "obscure", used
the word "loéos“ in reference to the language of.things. Let me quote
from the fragments in question. First: "Of the Logos, which is as

I describe it, men always prove to be uncomprehending, both before

they have heard‘it and when once they gggg heard it. For although all
thingé happen according to this Logos, men are like people of no
experience, even when they experience puch sayings and deeds as I explain,
when I distinguish each thing according to its nature and declare how

it is; but all the other men fail to notice ‘what they do after they



wake up, just as they forget what they do when'asleep“. Then this:
"therefore it is necessary to follow what is common; but although the

Logos 1s common, the many live as though they had their own thoughts®.

Then this: "Listening not to he, but to the Logos, it is wise to agree
that all things are one". And finaily; fo'suppiement the last fragment:

"Out of all things h'one, and out of-bne - all things". (Kirk and Raven,

The Presocratic‘Phiiosqphers, 1957; PP. 197-186, 191.) The Logbs makes
us understand, if we follow Heraclitus,'whét the things themselves are
saying, brightly and darkly, in tune and 6ut of tune.

Sbeaking and understanding what is being.said involves thinking,
involves what the Greeks called Jw’vma. Let us héa.r what Plato has
to say about the relation of speakihg to thinking. In the dialogue
entitled The SOEhist, in which Plato makes the Stranéer from Eléa converse
‘with the young mathematician Theaétetué, the Stranger remarks (263 E):

"...thought(élévaLa) and speech (Agyos) are the same, only that the

former - that is,dté¥voia =, which isA; silent inner conversation of

the soul with itself, has been given the séecial name of thought".
Thinking, -as Plato understands it, is not tied to what the ﬁoderns mean

by the "stream of consciousness”. It can be imagined as a discontinuous,
not always regular, stepping forward, and stepping éside; and stepping
backward and fotward again, what speech, too, usuall& does. It is necessary
to note that for Plato, and for Plato alone, this identity of thought |
and speech is'ggg_a complete one: facing the highest, all-comprehending
intelligibles, thought is not able to transposé itself into suitable

words. In the seventh letter attributed to Plato we read the phrase



"the weakness of spoken words" (ro rdy Aoywv dGOeévés - 343 A 1), and the
dialogue entitled The Sophist itself shows this weakness rather clearly,

as we shall see in a moment. Moreover, speech and thinking can both
deceive us, disconnect our steps, and thus distort and falsify the truth

of things. The firework of the sophists, for example, - and there are
always sophists around - make things and relations of things assume

a most unexpected, dazzling, and puzzling aspect: things suddenly appear
not to be what they are. But who is doing the lying, if it be lying,

the sophists or the things themselves? A critique of speech and of thinking,
a critical inquisition into speaking, thinking and arguing has to be
undertaken - as it was undertaken by men as diverse as,Parﬁenides, Prodicus,
Plato, Aristotle. The result of this critique can be stated as follows:

‘to speak does not always mean to make things appear in their true light.
For Aristotle only one kind of spe_ech,:; Aoyos amsavte ko’: » the declar-
atory and revealing speech, and~the thinking which belongs to it, translate
and present the language of things. To be able to use this kind of speech
requires a discipline, the discipline of the Aé,us.. Everywhere in
Aristotie's work, one senses, to the annoyance of some and to the delight
of others, the effectiveness ofqthat discipline, the effectiveness of

what we call (and the author hiinself does not call) the_"logic“ of

Aristotle. (Cf. On Interpretation 5, 17 a 8; 4, 17 a 2; 6, 17 a 25;

Posterior Analytics I 2,72 .a 11.)

Given the ever-present possibility of declaratory and revealing
speech, Aristotle need not, and does not, set limits to the power of the
logds. For Plato, however, as I have mentioned, there are limits that

spoken words cannot transcend. This becomes quite clear in the dialogue



sntitled Cratylus. In it Bocrates first invents fantastically funny “oty;
nologies" of words, stymologies of proper names of heroes and gods as well
as of familiar dasignations given to the ways men behave and think. Socrates
then contxives rather playfully (422 E ff.) to describe the letters and
wyllshles of suy word ae providing an “imitation", a miunma (423 B; 430
A/B,EBy 437 A) of the very being (oﬁr:-) of what is supposed to be "imitated".
This "imitation" ip also mald by Socrates - said more accurately - to be
a “dinnldnuxl“, 2 "revelation", a Jﬁ*«yuatlzs A,B; 433 B,Dy 435 A,B) of the
thing in question. Finally the assertion is made that even "revealing"
wordy may waell be interprasted as not fostering our understadding. One has
to agres, mays Socrates, that things which are can be learned and songrt_for
“much hetter through themsalves than through names" (439 B). And that is
only possible if what truly is is not subject to change, as Heraclitus
claims, but ls immutably what it is. Whether this is so or whether what
the Heracliteans and many others say is true, is a question difficult to
decide, but "no man of sense can help himself and his own soul by relying
on names" (440 C). The power of the spoken word is thus a limited one,
acoording to Plato, which makes his dialogues as troublesome and as wonder-
ful as they appear to be.

Lot nn.try to show you this by referring to, and quoting from, the
dlalogus entitled The Sophist, This dialogue is the central piece of a trilogy,

nanely the trilogy of the dialoguea entitled Theaei:etus, The Sophist, and

The Stateuman. The conversations and events which are presented in these
mlmes are supposed to take place at the very time i:he suit against Socrates
has its beginning - as you can read at the very emxxl of the first piece of the

trilogy. We find in the second and the third dialogue, namely in The Sophist
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and in The Statesman, an abundance of so-called "divisions" (Jtm,ge,féxs)
whiéh, in The Sophist, are supposed to be the means to establish EEéE
a "sophist" is. Opposed to the “divisions" are the "collections"”
(6uvaywynad , and let me quote what, in the dialogue entitled Phaedrus,
Socrates has to say about these "divisions” and "collections" to that
lovable youpq man, Phaedrus: "Now I myself, Phaedrus, am a lover of
these divisions and collections as aids to speech and thought; and ir

I think any other man is able to see things that can naturally be collected

into one and divided into many, him I follow after and walk in his footsteps
as 1f he were a god (this is a piayful’and ambiguous fefénéﬁce to‘a

line in the fifth book of the Odyssey). And whether the name I give

to those who can do this is right or wrong, god knows, but I have called

them hitherto dialecticians" (Phaedrus 266 B-C), Now, the first five

"divisions" in the dialogue entitled The Sophigt do not reach their

goal, except in one very peculiar case. The gcal is to establish, as

I said, EEEE a‘"sophist" is. Ip this dialogue a nameless Stranger

from Elea performs these dialectical exercises with the help of young
Theaetetus, whose 1§oks resemble those of Socrates (Theaetetus 143 E).

of Theaetetué we also kﬁow, from the dialogue thét bears his name as well
as from 6ther sources,_that he was a powerful mathematiclian, especially
interested in incommensurable mégnitudes and multitudes. Books X and
XIII of Euclid'é E;ements are baséd, in part at least, on his work.

In the dialogue entitled The Sophist young Theaetetus is shown to
distinguish and to count well, so well, indeed, thét he helps us to under-
stand what the Eleatic Stranger, alone, by himself, could not make

us understand. Let us see,
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There are five "divisions" in the beginning of the dialogue,
meant to catch the “sophist”. After they have been made they are counted
up by the Stranger and Theaetetus in the following way: "Stranger;
First, if I am not mistaken, he [that is, the "sophist"] was found
to be a paid hunter after the young and wealthy. Theaetetus: Yes.

Stranger: Secondly a sort of merchant in articles of knowiedge for

the soul. Theaetetus: Very much so. Stranger: And thirdly, did
he not turn up as retailer (Kc’!lqhs) of these same articles of knowledge?

Theaetetus: VYes, and fourthly we found he was a geller of his own

productions .(m’uaaﬁ\qs).' "Stranger: You remember well" (231 D).

I have to interrupt this quoting to check whether Theaetetus 'Qgg_
remember well. By going back, we see that the Stranger had previouslyr
summarized (224 D-E) the third division in these words: "And _tha_t

part of acquisitive art which proceeds by exchange and by sale in both

ways (Wpmpovépws) as mere retail trade (vawalixév) or as the sale of

one's own production (l‘toruhlu'v). "so long as it belongs to the family

of merchandising in knowledge, that part you will apparently always
call sophistry". Theaetetus had then answered: "“Necessarily so, for
I have to follow the argument, the A‘to:". Theaetetus remembers well‘:

he remembers that retail trade and also the sale of one's own p_rbduction

had been mentioned, but he forgot, he_forgot, the word ‘t,«.’ort’pus(in
both ways), and this makes him add to the third description a new one,

which he calls the fourth. Both, his remembering and his forgetting

have remarkable consequences. In the counting up of the "divisions"
the fourth becomes the fifth, and the fifth', which is the one that

reaches its goal, namely the correct description of the work performed
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5y a quasi-sophist, namely by Socrates himself, - this fifth "division"
bocﬁus the sixth. Let us not forget: six is the first "perfect"
number, and only a 'perfoct" number is fit to be applied to Socrates'
work. But, moreover, the forgetfulness of Theaetetus compels us to
pay special attention to the word which he forgot, to the wondapimwi}u;,
or more exactly to the word a’/.u.fw (both) and to its cognates. We become
aware that this word is used over and over again in the dialogue.

Here is just one example. Speaking of the "sophist", the Stranger
remarks at one point (226 A): "Do you see the truth of the statement
that this beast is ﬁany-sided and, as the saying is, not to be caught
with one hand? Theaetetus: Then we must catch him with both .

The significance of this word "both" becomes fully apparent when
the Stranger and Theaetetus focus their attention on "Change" (Kfv7515)
and "Rest" (#téflj). I shall quote again (250 A-C): "Stranger:

You say that Change and Rest are entirely opposed to each other?
Theaetetus: How could I say anything else? Stranger: And yet you

say that both and each of them equally are. Theaetetus: Yes, I do.

Stranger: And in admitting that they are, are you saying that both

and each of them are changing? Theaetetus: No, nol Stranger: Then,
perhaps, by saying that both are, you mean they are both at résté
Theaetetus: How could I? Str#nggr: Then you put befﬁre you Being
'ai.gv) as a third, as something beside these, inasmuch as you think
Rest and Change are embfaced by it; and éiﬁée you comprehend and observe
that these commune with Being, are you saying that they both are?
'Thgaetetu;s We truly happen to divine that Being is something third,

when we say that Change and Rest are. Stranger: Then Being is not
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‘both ‘Change and Rest together, but something else, different from them.

S ————

Theaatgtun: So it seems. Stranger: According to its own nature, then,
Being is neither at rest nor changing. Theaetetus: M-hm {(in Greek:
G'XG&S'V)“. The last statement of the Stranger cannot be taken at face
value. And Theaetetus immediataly afterwards recognizes that it is
totally impossible for Being to be neither at rest nor changing.

'1"he root of the difficulty, of the perplexity in which we, who listen
to this conversation, find ourselves is that, in the case of Being,
Change and Rest, our human apopoh, th'.Ao'Jo;, is faiiing. It is failing
when it tries to speak about such greatest "looks" (}4-8/;‘0' ™ 57{7-—25&2—3) , that
is, such all-comprehending VO!}td’. Bgi_.hg o 3\/), Change (kl,vﬁ;flS):

and Rest ((raGiS) appear to be three e?’[.,. three ":l.nviaibio looks",
while in truth Change and Rest are "each one" (3l<;t€fcv E’w and "both

two" (c’tp¢5t¢ea dVo). Both together they constitute Being (co gV) .

This means that, according to Plato, Being must be understood as the
eidetic Two. The eidetic Two is not a mathematical number of two in-
divisible and undistinguishable monads, among infinitely many such
mathematical twos. Nor is it two visible, divisible and unequal things,
two houses or two dogs or two apples, for example. The eidetic Two is
a unique dyad of two unique éf%, of two "invisible looka", namely

of Change and Rest. And just as they both together, and only both

together, are the e?{o'g, the "look", the "invisible look"* 'Being , 80

the Stranger from Elea and Theaéetetus can only both together deal

with the question of Being. That's why the Stranger says at one point
to Theaetetus (239 C): "let us bid farewell to you and to me". He

means that neither he alone nor Theaetetus alone can accomplish the task,



but that they can do it only both together. But this they can do "not

with complete clarity" (}u‘y ﬂv:(»'g, f«fqvéc’g - 254 C 6), because they are
speaking about it.

- It is thus that a weakness of speech is revealed in the dialogue
entitled The Sophist. But this dialogue also shows why there can be
falsehood uttered in speech, why speech can state what is not true.
There is, however, a wide spectrum of the un-true, ranging from falsehood
to likelihood. This is the background of the dialogue entitled Timaeus,
and I would like to quote a passage from this dialogue to make you
experience the playful and saddening ambigquity of this passage. It
deals with the human mouth. It claims that it was fashioned "for ends
both necessary and most good", "as an énttance with a view to what is
necessary and as an outlet with a view to what is most good"ﬂ. I keep
qﬁoting (75 D=E): "“For all that enters in and supplies food to the
body is necessary; while the stream of speech 'which'flows out and
ministers to thoughtfulness is of all streams the most beautiful and
most good". Can we forgét how much eviAl, how much falsehood, how much
trifling, how much nonsense also flows out? No, we cannot. But this
must be added: in all those cases I just mentioned speech does not
minister to thoughtfulness, to ¢eév-1ﬁ5.

Let me now turn to a character of s’péech to which the ancients
‘apparently did pay only. gcanme attention. A most remarkable similarity
obtains between words, spoken words of live speech, and money, - money,
that is, available in coins and bills. Both are precious, both circulate
freely, coins and bills from hand to hand, words from mouth to mouth.

The imprints on coins and bills are gradually erased,‘ effaced, Yubbed
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off, juét as the meanings of words seem to become fuzzy, blurred and
empty with the passage of time. There is even counterfeiting in language
as there is in money. Human speech can and does deteriorate to an
extent which renders it obnoxious, makes it unable to reach anyone,
deprives it totally of wings.

It was Edmund Husserl who, in modern times, pointed to this inevit-

.able deterioration of human speech. According to him the signifying
power of a word has, by its:-very nature, the tendency to lose its
revealing character. The more we become accustomed to words, the less
we perceive their original and precise significanceé a kind of super-
ficial and vague understanding is the necessary result of the increasing
familiarity with spoken -.and written - words. Yet that original sig-
nificance is still there, in every word, somehow "forgottgn", but still
at the bottom of our speaking and our understanding, however vague the
meaning conveyed by our speech might be. The original "evidence"

has faded away, but has not disappeared completely. It need not be
"awakened" even, it underlies our mutual understanding in a "sedimented"

form. "Sedimentation is always somehow forgetfulness" (Die Frage nach

dem Ursprung der Geometrie als intentional-historisches Problem, first

published by Eugen Fink in "Revue internationale de philosophie", I,

2, 1939, p.212). And this kind of forgetfulness accompanies, of
necessity, according to Husserl, the development and growth of any
science. (The text about the "origin of geometry" -appears also - in

a slightly changed form - as the 3rd Appendix to Walter Biemel's edition

of the Crisis of European Sciaences and Transcendental Phenomenology -

Husserliana, Vol. VI, 1962 - and as the 6th Appendix to David Carr's
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tranalation of the "Crisis" - Northwestern University Press, 1970.

The séntence "sedimentation is always somehow forgetfulness" is omitted
in Biemel's and Carr's versions. I ansuﬁe. however, that this sentence
is based on Husserl's own words, uttered in conversations with Fink.)

To be sure, the original evidence can be "reactivated", and indeed
is reactivated at definite times. This interlacement of the original
éignificance and of its "sedimentation" constitutes, we read in Husserl's
late work, the true character of “"history" (i‘bid., P. 220). From that
point of view there is only one legitimate form of history: the history
of human thought. History, in this understanding, cannot be separated
from Philosophy. Husserl's own philosophy, as it defrelopg in its
latest phase (1935-1937), is ‘a- most remarkable attempt to res'tore
the integrity of knowledge, of &é/i«Grjuyq, threatened by the all-pervading
tendency of "aodinentation“. "It has remained an attempt. But it may
help us,. in any event, to understand the character of speech, the character
of the spoken word. It may help us to cautious in our speaking and
listening.

When we hear -~ or read - words intended to convey opinions about
things, about what they are and how they are, it is amazing to observe
their almost total dependence on the Latin rendering‘qf crucial Greék,
and especially Aristotelean, terms used in searching or revealing speech
or, as we say, in "philosophical" discourse. The adoption of this
Lat_ih .rendering by modern western languages usually involves a radical
change and certainly a "sedimentation" of the very meaning of the terms
in question. We hear a great deal about pollution today - the pollution
of air, water, and land, which burdens our lives. But. we hear rarely

. about the pollution of our language, which burdens our understanding.



Our da11y 1anguaga, not to mention the "elevated"” language of inquiry
and exposition, iu.porneated and polluted by distorted terms in pseudo-
Latin or even pseudo-Greek guise. Don't we use words like the following
ones all the time: "actual", “dynamic"; ®potentialities", “"matter”,
“"substance", "theory", "information", "“energy", “category", "logical",
“formal", "abstract"? How strange and how discouraging! Do we know
what we mean by these words? I could extend this list quite a bit,

but I should like to add only these six terms: “ideal", "essence",
“concept”, "re#lity“, "individual”, and - horribile dictu - "mind".

This tendency of "sedimentation" of human speech finds, it is true,
its cduntorpart in the tendency to reactivate its original significance.
Boyond that, it may happen that human speech reaches levels previously
not experienced at all: they may increase its vigor, 1lift its signifying
power to new heights, elevate it truly. Responsible for this are
mostly - and rarely enough, to be sure - written words. New words
or new combinations of words can be "coined", as we so aptly and sig-
nificantly say. At decisive points in his dialogues Plato resorts to

this kind of coining; in the dialogue entitled The Republic, for axample,

but most notably in the dialogue entitled The Statesman. (We are aware,

of course, that Plato's dialogues, although presaenting lively spoken
words, are the result of uniquely careful inditing and writing.)
Story-writers angage - gpometimes - in this kind of inventive writing,

as Joyce and Faulkner did. The most important cases. of newly articulated
written speech, however, are found in declaratory works which intend

to convey knowledge, derived from qﬁestionihg that is profound and
deeply serious. Such works are those of Aristotle, of Hegel who raises

Aristotle to new levels, and of Heldegger who opposes Aristotle radically.
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Their peculiar way of speaking sheds new light on things, on their
roots, their relations, their very being. We have to note: none of
these authors have written works that are easily translatable, - and
this cannot be othnrwiae;

Let me be fair to people of the Latin tongue and, by way of conclusion
quote VirQil,‘the poet. In a letter to a friend Virgil says that he
gives birth to verses in the nanher of bears and according to their
custom (parere se versus modo atque ritu ursino), that is to say, that
he produces his verses the way the mother bear handles her newly born
cubs: assiduously and persistently she licks them into their proper
shape. Such assiducus work, performed on the written word and undertaken
to assure the right articulation of a composed whole, can &nc does
restore and pregerve the integrity of human speech. It is thus that

the written word repays its eternal debt to the spoken word.
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