The short article “Presence at the Creation”
 is replete with subtle nuance and polyvalent address of various issues of textual approach
 as it begins in the attempt to see, understand, and articulate the so-called nature of philological
 work. This work of presumed critical thought
 attempts to lay foundations for interpretive issues and life accomplished in and through texts. It should be clear though “that matters of interpretation are involved from the very first moment that one approaches a text”
 and this approach it self is called into question here as well in this clarity of interpretive livelihood.
 Interpretation questions itself. Exegesis leads back into and around life of the text. The clarity of a certain type of cycle that occurs
 when we begin to interpret interpretation, and the differing of contexts and text that ask this of us is a light of our condition. It is in this bind
 of the cycle that tradition emerges, an occurrence of a certain type and livelihood.
 The interpretations of traditions, the interpretations of interpretations are what we are situated in, a reality of retention, unless tradition can be understood otherwise, outside of interpretation if possible
. The question arises, what it the actual and precise relation between interpretation and tradition? To begin somewhere, there is a inseparable reality of retention and tradition, it is this retention-al dynamic and dimension that forms our attention as it rotates through the waves and particles of the movements and motions of the potential that the flow moves by.
  It is important to contrast the reality of motion and flow, to the stability of the text amidst the flow, this stability of text itself a retention of a very important type, interplay with each other, interplay itself.
 This is the least degree of immediate potential that must be inquired about, the immediate play between flow and stability. It is in this inquiry and not it alone that the nature of the trace, the hint, and issues of transcendence are enlivened and gain vibrancy. 

These matters are rooted in the very first moments as they are thought, being that which are the moments of our thought, a certain configuration of those moments formed in thinking, that forming of certain kind of thoughts. Something about the reality of presence, being this reality that situates, is some sense, accommodating, and encompassing this thinking and its thoughts.
 This presence itself is never separated from those moments, no matter what distance seems to be between this and that.
 This present to that that origin, or this reading to that creation that is read, although simply and more primarily the relation of this to that may simple just speak of the reality of alterity. Alterity brought into circumference of some kind already by the nature of being able to draw some form of relation, being able to posit and draw from an idea of this and that. The relation of this to that, those first moments of before and after
, drawn by a circumference as ever widening in forward motion, as this and that, constituted by and constitutes, relation, the circle. Circling back to a point, points of reference, and forward again, always in circling back in a forward motion, the movement of these motions hold us.
 Does relation itself arise above this circle, is relation itself simply a circle? If it is to rise above how so and by what means does this occur and what does this speak of our approach? Even before this how do we operate within in this posited circle so as to at least be honest to its posting, its position, and its movement; presence seeking itself? It seems that expression’s speech can only arise from, amidst the cycle. Equally and concurrently though it should not be forgotten, the question of the reality of the circle as circle is also in question. What does this fact of the question do to our presumption of circular motion and the sense of circumference
?  Before this though lets follow the line of thought in this article for a moment longer. 

 “In traditional philology meaning is simply there.”
 A response to this is given in this article through and in the thinking of Susan Stewart. “‘Meaning’ itself is not prior to a social interaction, but it is achieved in the course of social interaction.”
 This statement requires farther comment and reflection as well though.
 The nature of achievement, its relation to meaning, and the process by which this happens all ask questions of the this circular motion as well.
 Piotr Michalowski well recommending this position though, sees the necessity to question as well, in light of a tradition of the past, how we can reconstruct exactly that. He states,  “Would this not be a circular enterprise, building a tradition from our own readings, only to appropriate it as the privileged basis for new readings.”
 He questions a possibly presumed ability linked to a desire, the desire to reconstruct a tradition, a tradition referred to as past. For him it is here where his question is consonant in those present here.
 Here also a resonant dilemma remains, “…how does one get out of the circle and, if no such escape
 is possible, how does one stay within its confines with dignity?”
 In light of this the principle of alterity also rises in his consideration. Relying on the thinking of H.R. Jauss who asserts a type of alterity that exceeds itself by the nature of what he calls an aesthetic reality of the historical object. An aesthetic object inseparable from language that in its own character is forged in and directed toward understanding consciousness, this all is played out in various ways of asserting, even though maybe not understanding, the relation between intuition and what it is to understand (Verstehen).
 It is here in this assertion of the language and its linguistic forms where the exceeding takes place. “The concept of alterity will not satisfactorily solve our problem unless we can specify what it is about linguistic form that would allow a much later audience to interpret a text.”
 

� Piotr Michalowski, “Presence at Creation” in Lingering over Words. Eds. Tzvi Abusch, John Huehnergrad, Piotr Steinkeller. Scholars Press; Atlanta. 1990. 381. 


� The approaching of a text, this movement oscillates uniquely between positions, a wandering, it is this approach that inhabits what W. Isser understands text to be. “The text itself, however, is neither expectation nor memeory—it is the reader who must put together what this wandering viewpoint has divided up.” The reader taking a very unique place, habitation, in the positions gains a very certain textuality of habituation, extending the dwelling over difference and reoccurrence; oscillating. The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Repsonse. Isser, Wolfgang. John Hopkins Press; Baltimore. 1978, 135. 


� Ibid. 387. How we understand the work “philological” is itself at question here in this text, and how we understand exactly what this type of work this may be is according to Piotr Michalowski something very similar to what we find in the nature of Kabbalah, as he quotes Harold Bloom in the very center of his text as a whole. “An empirical thinker, confronted by a text, seeks meaning. Something in him says: ‘If this is a complete and independent text, then it has meaning.’ It saddens me to say that this apparently commonsensical assumption is not true. Texts don’t have meanings, except in their relations to other texts, so that there is something uneasily dialectical about literary meaning. A single text has only a part of a meaning; it is itself a synecdoche for a larger whole including other texts. A text is a relational event, not a substance to be analyzed.” Harold Bloom, Kabbalah and Criticism. New York, 1975. 106. Michalowski also concludes this article, at its very end, with a comparative reflection on the matter of his text, the creation epic Enuma Elish, with the commentary on creation found in the Zohar. He does this with very clear purpose. 


� Critical thought, the reality of critique, is itself relied upon and called into question by its very nature of the operation of critique. “The idea that every authentic historical practice contains an essential dishomogeneity” is put in contrast to a notion of pre-history such that of “History and prehistory, originally unified, irrevocably separate from each other at a certain point” and this contrast asks the question from what position does one critique from? “In fact, in prehistory, the elements that in history we are used to considering as separate” the nature of critiques, “coincide immediately and manifest themselves only in their living unity.” G. Agamben here brings critique back to a living unity and in doing so allows the nature of critique itself to be brought into a larger field of sensibility by in a sense narrowing it. Critique can only operate from its own sources, sources of the subject of the critic themselves. “It is never the emergence of the fact without at the same time being the emergence of the knowing subject itself: the operation on the origin is at the same time an operation on the subject.”  In this is section ‘Archeologia Filosofica’ of his work Signatura Rerum Sul metodo Agamben dilates on the nature and reality of origin and history which has a particular sonority with the work being done here. Agamben, Giorgio. Signatura Rerum Sul metodo. Bollati Boringhieri: Torino, 2008.82-91 Trans. Singnature of All Things. Zone Books; New York, 2009, 81-90. 


� “Presence at Creation” in Lingering over Words. Eds. Tzvi Abusch, John Huehnergrad, Piotr Steinkeller. Scholars Press; Atlanta. 1990. 381.


� Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Philosophical Hermanutics. Trans/Ed. David Linge. University of California Press; Berkeley, 1976. p. 98. “According to its original definition, hermeneutics is the art of clarifying and mediating by our own effort of interpretation what is said by persons we encounter in tradition. Hermeneutics operates wherever what is said is not immediately intelligible. Yet this philological art and pedantic technique has long since assumed an altered and broadened form.”


� This occurrence itself is something; something configuring at least just enough to resonate, resembles, and/or lay open to projection, reference, and association. This laying open allowing for interpolation and certain play in ambiguity that allows for a disambiguation is something the occurrence always is, unless, again, there is this certain intimacy of the outside, creation as media, media in its most polished and sparking form.


� Ezekiel 20.35-49, in particular verse 37 the use of תרסמב, to bind. In light of the covenant binding found here in these verses of Ezekiel Rabbi Leon Yagod comments also in light of Avot 3.14, that is means to “ ‘transmit’ or ‘to give over.’ Generally, it refers to beliefs, doctrines, customs, attitudes which are transmitted orally or by personal example. Under designation, the process of transmission itself is included. Theologically, in Judaism, tradition is the name applied to the unwritten code of law given by God to Moses on Mount Sinai. Masoret is the general term for tradtion” Yagod, Leon. “Tradition” in Jewish Values. Keter; Jerusalem, 1974. p. 38. This is light of the pedagogical purpose simplifies the content and directs it according to certain very important theological reading. The reading of masoret is much more complex of course, both in light of historical philological attention it requires and its use in future traditions. Rabbi Yagod gives us a foundation in his particular purpose of his presentation. 


� The laying open, something like a palm of the hand is revealed, in what is given, reveals a certain vulnerability of release, allowance beyond the grasp of the individual giver. It is just this vulnerability where the rich plane of encounters, grasps and releases, gains a certain supple touch. The skin of the various situations gains a texture all its own, a certain type of livelihood emerges in the processes of interaction that binds by its release. The interplay between being bound by release is what the pulse of this consideration flow by, the texture of contacts increase in even the gentlest releases. A certain flush warmth building the circulation of the situations of there happening. 


� “If we define the task of hermeneutics as the bridging of personal or historical distance between minds, then the experience of art would seem to fall entirely outside its province. For of all things that confront us in nature and history, it is the work of art that speaks to us most directly. It possesses a mysterious intimacy that grips our entire being, as if there were no distance al all and every encounter with it were an encounter with ourselves.” Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Philosophical Hermanutics. Trans/Ed. David Linge. University of California Press; Berkeley, 1976. p. 95. It is here where it can be asked is this encounter with one self beyond interpretation, beyond hermeneutics. For Gadamer it seems as such, what does this imply and is it a sustainable argument. It is for him a realty that the creator and his work cannot exist only with in the original horizon of the work, the creation is such for all future viewers, this breadth and depth is already at work in the origination. The artwork gains its own present in this. A present that requires all viewers to enter and be caught in the interweaving address, This can be seen clearly as a beginning which attempts to move beyond metaphor. P, 98 


� Retention; Husserl, Heidegger, Benjamin, Gadamer, Ricouer, Henery, Agamben, the relation between retention and potential must be considered here and its implications to solidifying tradition, and the implications and nature of solidification and the value it may bring, not to speak of the force it has.


� Interplay as flow and retention, Gadamer questions, “What Aristotle means to describe is not language to speak, but rather, thinking, that is, acquiring universal concepts. In the flux of appearances, in the constant flood of changing impressions, how does anything like permanence come about?” Gadamer latter responds in light of this “When one enter into dialogue with another person and then is carried along further by the dialogue, it is not longer the will of individual person, holding itself back or exposing it self, that is determinative. Rather the law of subject matter is at issue in the dialogue . . .”  “Man and Language”  in Gadamer, Hans-Georg. Philosophical Hermanutics. Trans/Ed. David Linge. University of California Press; Berkeley, 1976. p. 63,66.


� It is this accommodating, encompassing reality that finds very important consideration in light of the greater consideration present here. It is in one very important stratum of consideration linked to ideas of pre-existence, ways our thinking ascertain, project theories of what precedes a present reality, and how it does so. The tension between ascertaining and projecting and their relation to that which is before us is another sense of the question present to us. It is a presence that brings to light the reality of matter itself. Husserl’s understanding of two forms of phenomenological inquiry and approach brings a particular acuity to the light being shed here. Hyletic and intentional phenomenology compose in their difference the eidetic project of Husserl. It is in their interplay that the reality of matter and form, hyle and morphe gain greater sensibility, the sense of form comes only in the matter of their appearing. It is this matter, this hyletic dimension that text, and language to be even more universal, gain, that a certain human preeminence of material reflection occurs. The occurrence of a particular human matter expression and its mediums finds a resonating luminosity that reverberates through our thinking, speaking, and fashions understanding as such, in its living movements. “The hylectic and noetic moments as really inherent moments of the mental process, not only the hyletic moments (the sensed colors, sounds, etc.), but also the animating construals—thus both together: the appearing of color, the sound, and thus of any quality whatever of the object—belong to the really inherent composition of mental process.” Husserl, Edmund. Husserliana 3 Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänenologischen Philosophie. Erstes Buch. Allegemeine Einführung in die reine Phänomenologie. ed. Karl Schuhmann. The Hague: Martinus Nijhff, 1976. Translation Ideas Pertainting to Pure Phenomenology and to the Phenomenological  Philosophy: First book—General Introduction to a Pure Phenomenology. Trans. Fred Kersten. . The Hague: Martinus Nijhff, 1982. Sections 203-204/238


�This is also is a question of immediate existential reality and the so called non-immediate reality of intellectual apprehending, the mind seeking what is beyond the immediate sensuous existential condition. Yet this leaves open the question that intellectual gaze or vision, thought thinking, as seeing, is it self a sensuous reality of some kind. This leads our thoughts equally to enlarging of the existential situation. It is enlarged, broadened, and in a way encompasses the intellectual condition by the nature of the intellectual, contemplative work itself. The interplay between the immediate and so called non-immediate sensing is a profound consideration and we find some thing beautiful in our Jewish sources which enters in to a very similar inquiry. The inquiry into the nature of the day by the section 21 of Piska 12 of the Rabbinic text Pesikta De-Rab Kahana is a profound mediation in a rich liturgical setting that opens the question immediate and non-immediate reality especially in the light of textual practice, this provides a rich complexity of midrashic potentiality.


� The sense and signification of before and after is itself in its simplicity a question of a never fully solidified present, a movement and a particular type of motion, that is an activity and it provides a profound resource for feeling, thinking, and interacting. This reality of speaking, understanding, and experiencing, the before and after, is itself the formation, understanding of beginnings, creation, and presence itself. A primary signification of how we begin to plot, mark, form, patterns and moments of reference by which to draw from and shape the coming future, that which appears to have not appeared as of yet. Before and after marks a primary form of temporality. Temporality as it is in some sense solidified, maybe not fully, but in some matter such that it is a form of repeatable, stable, conditioning. Simply put, stated as such, before and after is a stable resource in our language and ideas, it is a source that is turned to and drawn from to mark out realities amidst the flow of change. It is a primary way we think, speak, understand, and form the worlds we live in.  


� Christopher Woods in “At the Edge of the World — Cosmological Conceptions of the Eastern Horizon in Mesopotamia,”  offers a very fruitly observation of the cycle of the sun is understood in the ANE, that needs to be tailored into this discussion. Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions9 (2009) 183-239. It has been a desire to compare and contrast this with descriptions of the nature of the suns movement that are expressed by Aristotle in his Coming-to-be- and Passing-Away. 


� The circumference of the thinking, the surface of thought in its curvature of relation from here to there, from this to that, the linguistic tension between this and that and here and there already opening the possibly of thought and speech to new points of address as well. This inner opening of thinking through these words relations begin themselves to give a surface texture that shifts the currents of our thought and their curvatures. Are there patterns and regulative formations to this interplay? Pardes gives to this line of thinking configurations of approach that ask this question in its own unique way. Each approach to the text is its own curve of thinking, and each curve in its curvature gives us volume, mass, extension of cognitive material, and reality to live in. Pardes itself may gain a certain clearer resolution in certain ways in light of this weave of thinking through the nature of textual approach. A resolution that gives a clearer vibrancy to the infinite it flows from, according to its own formation of thought, and the weaves it allows for. The question of what sets the curvature of each levels thinking different than the other is also opened up to here as well. 


� “Presence at Creation” in Lingering over Words. Eds. Tzvi Abusch, John Huehnergrad, Piotr Steinkeller. Scholars Press; Atlanta. 1990. 382.


� Susan Stewart, Nonense: Aspects of Intertextuality in Folklore and Literature. Baltimore, 1979. 14.


� Relying on the concept of meaning is it self already an assumption, especially when it comes to the future scope of this writing and its address of the Kabbalistic material. As G. Scholem points out well the Name of God for us exceeds even our understanding of meaning, it is of its essence and nature. As he reflects upon names of God in the absolute name of God in the early Spanish Kabbalists he brings light to the signature(s) (arigah) of the Divine name. ‘It constitutes a mysterious whole, whose primary purpose is not to transmit a specific sense, to “mean” something, but rather to express the force of the divinity itself which is concentrated in this “name”. in


 ‘Revelation and Tradition as Religious Categories in Judaism’ in The Messianic Idea in Judasim. Scholem, Gershom,  Schocken Books: New York, 1971. 294.


� Latter we will look at a few aspects of Gustave Guillaume’s understating of language, its internal realities and the particular tension between and langue and parole. This will give one light of inquiry in to this question. 


� “Presence at Creation” in Lingering over Words. Eds. Tzvi Abusch, John Huehnergrad, Piotr Steinkeller. Scholars Press; Atlanta. 1990. 382. 


� ‘Revelation and Tradition as Religious Categories in Judaism’ in The Messianic Idea in Judasim. Scholem, Gershom,  Schocken Books: New York, 1971. 294. Scholem’s reflections of the emergent  ideas about Torah as being understood as both written and oral play delicately in coherence with this consideration. “The achievement of every generation, its contribution to tradition, was projected back into the event of Sinai as an eternal present of the revelation. This, of course, is something which no longer has anything in common with the notion of revelation with which we began, namely revelation as a unequivocal, clear, and understandable communication. According to this new doctrine, revelation comprises everything that will ever be legitimately offered to interpret its meaning.” Scholem’s understanding here may be accentuated on a number of accounts but that is not the purpose here. Rather in light of this work the nature of retro-projection you might say is profoundly present in the way Scholem is reading the development of Jewish understanding of Revelation and tradition and the hermeneutic positions taken within it. 


� “Need is not orientated toward the complete fulfillment of a limited being, toward satisfaction, but toward release and escape.” This is escape is a experience of powerlessness and given this it is also stated, “That powerlessness therefore appears neither as a limit to being nor as a expression of finite being.” This is a finitude that did not will its own existence into existence, this is not inevitability that precedes existence, it is an existence that provides for any notion of inevitability. This is a certain type of limitation, something, possibly another’s will precedes us. “Car elle est la marque de l’existence de l’existant.” For limitation is the mark of the existence of the existent.” There is a certain self burdening that happens in this experience of existence as the limited, finite existant. There is a weight in this certain kind of burden that it itself is, it might be ascertained the that it is a very similar, if not the same, weight of the exceeding limits of the historical posting of reality. This “can also be see in the dialectical impossibility of conceiving the beginning of the beginning—that is the grasping of the moment where being takes up this weight—and of being nevertheless driven back to the problem of one’s origin.” Levinas, Emmanuel. De l’évasion. Fata Morgana; Paris, 1982. Trans. On Escape. Stanford; Stanford, 2003. 69,70. 


� Piotr Michalowski, “Presence at Creation” in Lingering over Words. Eds. Tzvi Abusch, John Huehnergrad, Piotr Steinkeller. Scholars Press; Atlanta. 1990. 382.
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