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god Pan is dead” haunts even those societies with
ciate, perhaps too conventionally, the gusto of optimis!

Nevertheless, there is, I think, in the climate of spirit et
of the twentieth century, a core-tiredness. The inward chronome-
try, the contracts with time which so largely determine our con-
sciousness, point to late afternoon in ways that are ontological —
this is to say, of the essence, of the fabric of being. We are, or feel
ourselves to be, latecomers. The dishes are being cleared. “Time,
ladies and gents, time.” Valediction in the air. Such apprehen-
sions are the more compelling because they run counter to the
fact that, in the developed economies, individual life-spans and
expectancies are increasing. Yet the shadows lengthen. We seem
to bend earthward and towards night as do heliotropic plants.

A thirst for explanation, for causality, inhabits our nature. We
do want to know: Why? What conceivable hypothesis can eluci-
date a phenomenology, a structure of felt experience, as diffuse,
as manifold in its expressions, as that of “terminality”? Are such
questions worth asking seriously, or do they merely invite v;

oossip? [ am not certain.
is, so far as we have historical e







civility, in political tolerance, in the : Mo
. Bach of these axioms of r







remembrance. The f
nts on the day after one’s funera
looks to be specific to homo sa

poses, a measure of
to discuss possible eve
Jar space a million years hence,
ens. As does the use of subjunctive and of counter-fac
which are themselves kindred, as it were, to future tenses. I
only man, so far as we can conceive, who has the means of altering

his world by resort to “if"-clauses, who can generate clauses such

as: “if Caesar had not gone to the Capitol that day.” It seems tome
that this fantastic, formally incommensurable “grammatology”
of verb-futures, of subjunctives and optatives proved indispens-
able to the survival, to the evolution of the “language-animal” con-
fronted, as we were and are, by the scandal, by the incompre-
hensibility of individual death. There is an actual sense in which
every human use of the future tense of the verb “to be” is a n %
tion, however limited, of mortality. Even as every use of ar “ﬁ‘“@b
sentence tells of a refusal of the brute inevitability, of tk
tism of the fact. “Shall,” “will,” and “if,” circling in

mantic force around a hidden centre or nucl

























of tt ing of the human psyche,
s arise ﬁ*am the primal murder of the fathe by
. sons. (It is as a master of myth, as a teller of tales |

;ndary stories and extrapolations, that Freud will end

anthropology of Lévi-Strauss, so direct if recalcitrant an b
Frazer, the domestication of fire makes man “transgress” into

ture; it severs him from nature and impels him towards the

ude of history. Quite obviously, these scenarios of explana

on are borrowed from that of Onglnal Sin, of the Fall of Man

journey into night” (to borrow the title
masterpieces in recent lIterature) i
y taught, of sund ‘
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