Background: Each week, in our “Philosophy of Religion” seminar,  one student was assigned to write and present upon the work we had been studying and another student was assigned the task of writing a critique of the written presentation.  Brett Esaki was given the rather daunting task of writing on the second half of Heidegger’s Being and Time.  I was assigned to critique his work.  Luckily for me, Brett’s own approach, in which he paralleled the Biblical creation narrative to particular themes in Being and Time, gave me the creative latitude to respond playfully to both the Heideggerian themes and Brett’s writing about them.  My one-sentence response does not address Brett’s superb rendition of Barry White’s song “Can’t Get Enough” into Heideggerspeak, but I felt his translation was deserving of wider publication.  The haiku I reference in the footnotes was also written by Brett in response to a challenge to write haikus about Nietzsche.  Brett originally supplied us with an English translation of his haiku (replete with an explanation of Brett’s oblique Nietzschean (nichi) reference to Mel Brooks’ “Springtime for Hitler”); however, I lifted his Japanese transliteration, passed it on to my friend, the eminent Japanese-American scholar Lily Welty, and asked her to translate it into English, giving her no context clues whatsoever. Lily did a great job translating the rather ambiguous text.  Thus the haiku I quote belongs to Brett and the translation belongs to Lily. 
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There are those who argue that without a metaphysical foundation, God is dead, or more precisely God is neither living nor dead, and Christianity is idle talk. Heidegger himself argues that “tradition takes what has come down to us and delivers it over to self-evidence; it blocks our access to those primordial ‘sources’ from which the categories and concepts handed down to us have been in part quite genuinely drawn” (43). Hence, Christianity as tradition is idle talk which enshrouds itself in the claim of self-evidence. But just because “what the [idle] talk is about is understood only approximately and superficially,” this does not mean that the primordial sources of Christianity are tautological nonsense (212). In fact, if the Muses speak through me, the Biblical creation account can be communicated and made-known in Its primordial glory (205-6). 

1 In the beginning, before Being and Time danced with each other, there was no space and no light. Then God said, “everyday circumspective Being-in-the-world needs the possibility of sight (and this means that it needs brightness) if it is to deal concernfully with what is ready-to-hand within the present-at-hand” (465). “Day with its brightness gives it the possibility of sight; night takes this away” (465). “In terms of dating arises the ‘most natural’ measure of time—the day” (465). And there was the first day. 

“Dasein awaits with circumspective concern the possibility of sight, and it understands itself in terms of its daily work; in thus awaiting and understanding, it gives its time with the ‘then, when it dawns’” (465). Thus, there was Dasein, entities, and the heavens. And there was the second day. 

Dry land, seas, and vegetation are discovered by Dasein, and Dasein worked with the ready-to-hand within the environment. “Thus Dasein dates the time which it must take, and dates it in terms of something it encounters within the world and within the horizon of its abandonment to the world” (465). And there was the third day. 
“Concernful awaiting takes precaution to define the ‘thens’ with which it is to concern itself—that is, to divide up the day” (466). And the world was dated in terms of a heavenly body by day, “and in terms of [the sun’s] distinctive places in the sky” (466). And the moon and stars dated and defined the spaciality of the night sky. And there was the fourth day. 

Fish and birds are discovered by Dasein—the entities of distant concern; and there was the fifth day. 

Then, land animals were discovered. Yet, Dasein was also an entity on land, distinguished from the land animals. Others who express concern over entities in Dasein’s world were discovered. And Dasein said, “Others have the same kind of Being as Dasein; we share the same image.” Dasein said, “We have every entity on land, sea, and earth present-at-hand and potentially ready-to-hand. Let us be fruitful and multiply.” And there was the sixth day, and a glorious night. 

2 Thus Being and Time were dancing, and God rested. God blessed the seventh day.
In the time without plants ready-to-hand, Dasein was formed of dust and spirit, and became Being-in-the-world (486). Absorbed in the world, Dasein worked his garden in his everydayness. 

Entities of the ground and of the air were distinguished as ready-to-hand and present-to-hand, and Dasein named the equipment corresponding to the task “towards-which” the equipment was encountered (99). But there was not an Other as his helper in his task. Dasein distinguished an Other, who had the same kind of Being as Dasein, the flesh of his flesh (154). 

3 As Dasein dwelled with an Other and equipment in the world, Dasein was absorbed in the everyday. Out of the depths of uncanniness, the silent call of conscience said, “When you hold yourself resolute in your ownmost potentiality for Being, you will know your ownmost existence, knowing good and evil (322, 332). Dasein partook of this knowledge and he saw that his self was absorbed in the ‘they,’ leaving an authentic and inauthentic self, which could never be divorced because Dasein is Being-in-the-world. Thus, Dasein understood that he was fallen; “that Dasein as such is guilty” (331).

The Lord God said to the call of conscience,

You will be covered by the inauthentic self, when “Dasein is lost in the ‘they’” (313). 
To the inauthentic self, He said,

Any intercourse with the authentic self will cause you to collapse, and the authentic self will rule over you when its call pushes you into insignificance (317).

To Dasein, He said,

Because you have stood before yourself in your ownmost potentiality for Being, you will know that death is your possibility that is your ownmost (294). You will suffer anxiety as you stand “face to face with the ‘nothing’ of the possible impossibility of existence” (310). From nothing you rose and to nothing you shall return.

Then the Lord God banished Dasein from ever partaking of His life, from knowing the meaning of Being.

Commentary:

1. The first creation story begins with the delineation of time. Each “day” of creation corresponds to Dasein’s temporalizing “a kind of behavior which relates itself to time by taking it into its reckoning” (457). Day provides the possibility of sight, daily work provides “thens,” and dating provides divided time. With the different disclosures of dating, Dasein relates itself to different divisions of the world, and entities are encountered in the disclosedness of the ‘there’” (461). Beings and times (the entities and dating of everydayness, respectively) are intertwined and interrelated thusly. 
2. The second creation story describes creation from the side of Being; self-understanding arises from Dasein’s Being-in-the-world. Ready-to-hand and present-at-hand equipment show themselves during  Dasein’s everyday work, and Others show themselves during Dasein’s concern with equipment. 

3. The call of conscience calls Dasein from his everydayness and brings Dasein to recognize Being-in-the-world, or in other words to realize his nakedness. God speaks to each aspect of Dasein and describes each aspect’s unique struggles. Since Dasein is thus cursed, the perspective of Dasein will be circumvented from knowing the meaning of Being. 

According to this interpretation, the Biblical creation account is a description of humanity’s ontology. The first story describes how time shows itself to Dasein, and how Dasein correlates time to beings. The second story describes how Dasein discovers her own Being-in-the-world. Hence, the first Articulates the world in which Dasein finds herself, and the second Articulates Being-in. Thus, the mystery of the two creation stories has been solved: each creation is necessary to Articulate Being-in-the-world. This leaves the Articulation of the positive aspects of fallenness and death to the revelation by the New Adam (220). 


Excerpt from “Can’t Get Enough of Your Love, Babe”
from Can’t Get Enough by Barry White

	Original in its everydayness

My darling, I can't get enough of your love babe
Girl, I don't know, I don't know why

Can't get enough of your love babe

Oh, some things I can't get used to

No matter how I try

Just like the more you give, the more I want

And baby, that's no lie

Oh no, babe

Tell me, what can I say?

What am I gonna do? 

How should I feel when everything is you?

What kind of love is this that you're givin' me?

Is it in your kiss or just because you're sweet?

Girl, all I know is every time you're here

I feel the change

Somethin' moves

I scream your name

Do whatcha got to do
Darling, I can't get enough of your love babe

Girl, I don't know, I don't know, I don't know why

I can't get enough of your love babe

Oh no, babe

	interpretation

Object of solicitude, I resolutely await your care
It’s not disclosed to my understanding

Why I resolutely await your care

Some encounters will never get lost in the “they”

Even if I try to “level down” the possibilities
It seems the more often, the more it “matters”

Object of solicitude, I’m not talking from the “they”

I assert this is so.

Disclose to me, can my authentic self speak?

Can my authentic self be free?

Do I have a mood when my authentic self is you?

What is this sign in the totality of the love-world?

Is it a sign, or is it just your mood?

According to my understanding, when you are close

I experience an existential shift

An ontic shift occurs

Your name is in discourse as if you were distant

I assert that you should take up the solicitude

Oh, object of solicitude, I resolutely await your care
It’s not disclosed to my understanding

Why I resolutely await your care

It’s not disclosed
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� As Mr. Esaki has done, I place the name of the professor next to the course number of the class.  Why? Tradition.  


Mr. Esaki’s essay opens with Heidegger’s critique of the role of tradition.  Esaki quotes Heidegger’s refutation and, in his own writing, brings that refutation into play (readiness-to-hand).  The refusal to uncritically accept traditions, which inevitably become divorced from their “primordial ‘sources’” (43), hearkens back to Nietzsche’s call for the re-valuation of all values. Heidegger himself develops a vocabulary which challenges his readers to re-consider the “traditional” definitions of terms, even by using crossed-out terms, such as ”Dasein” .  In the spirit of these critiques of “self-evident” tradition that conceals the purpose of tradition’s origins, and in honor of the traditions (?) set forth by Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Esaki, in order to open up and unconceal new meanings and possibilities I am challenging the traditional use of footnotes via this response to Mr. Esaki’s essay on Heidegger.  


Let me return to the original question posed in this footnote: “Why place the name of the professor next to the course number of the class?”  Should not the course number alone suffice?  Or, is it more appropriate to place the known names of all of us (the world) who have the possibility of reading this text: Yu, Sokoll, Slominksy, Singh, Pitarre, Onishi, Neuhoff, Mansfield, Hern, Fawcett, Esaki, Carlson, Burhani, Borneman, Barrie-Anthony, Avalos, and Hopkins?  The answer lies not in theory but in the readiness-to-hand of the varied use of traditions in this work (101).





� As I have also done, Mr. Esaki’s paper identifies the “public time” in which his paper was produced (Winter 2008): the time which “within certain limits everyone is proximally agreed upon” (466), established through “astronomical and calendrical time reckoning.. [which] does not occur by accident but has its existential-ontological necessity in the basic state of Dasein as care” (464).  Mr. Esaki develops his Heideggerian midrash with a myth in Biblical fashion, on the creation of Time.  Mr. Esaki very effectively captures Heidegger’s view of the way in which the solar cycle establishes public time “’in which’ the ready-to-hand and the present-at-hand within-the-world [is] encountered” (465).  The limitations of his mythical framework do not allow him to explore the nuanced ways in which death alters the inauthentic and “fugitive” sense of temporality experienced by Dasein: death is concealed when time is viewed as “passing away” -- an expression of desire that time be halted (478).   





� Who is Mr. Brett Esaki?  Is he his Dasein?  Does he “have” a Dasein?  Is there a part of Brett which is not his Dasein (or vice versa)?  A well-known Japanese poet once wrote of these uncertainties in the following haiku (transliterated here with a translation preserving syllabic form):





hitori kiku


hidari ni migi ni


haru no Nichi�
Going alone


From the left and from the right


On a Springtime day�
�



This poem reflects the irreducible yet active nature of Dasein (Going alone), nonetheless temporally immersed in the World, (On a Springtime day) and the impossibility of extricating Dasein from the world (From the left and from the right).  


Our ascription of the essay we have read to a “Brett Esaki” shows the complexity of Being-in-the-World and our tendency to accept “traditional” conceptions of both Time and Being in our interactions with Others.  It is not “Brett Esaki” alone as some individual, independent entity who is the conduit of the essay; rather, it is the Brett-in-the-world: Being and Time, the manifestation of the cohort and professor’s beings in Brett Esaki’s “world”, and the very nature of language which all contribute to the coming-into-the-world of the essay: “Biblical Creation ala Heidegger”.





� I use the Hebrew term “midrash” (scriptural exegesis) to reflect the way in which Mr. Esaki’s essay demonstrates Heideggerian notions of Concealment.  After citing “Christianity” in his opening, he craftily moves to subvert “Christianity” via his invocation of “the Muses” – associated with pagan Greco-Roman traditions.  Appearing to “unconceal” his subject further, Mr. Esaki weaves (and further conceals) non-theistic philosophical themes and terms among the first three chapters of Genesis.  While framing this clever reinterpretation in terms of Christianity, there remains nothing “Christian” in his essay – not even the parodied text, which is Judaic.  Thus, while unconcealing the interactions between Heidegger’s Being and Time with the Western (Christian?) tradition, he in fact leaves Christian elements far behind and, while retaining a Judaic frame of reference, concealing the Christian aspects.  He is both uncovering and hiding, similar to the existential-ontological condition of Dasein (265).  Note: Mr. Esaki’s work is spare and to the point, unlike that of one of his critics who writes with interminable footnotes and of whom it could be coyly said, in the words of the great Heidegger: “…talking extensively about something, covers it up and brings what is understood to a sham clarity – the unintelligibility of the trivial.” (208). Mr. Esaki avoids this error.





� It is with this “final response” paper that we, as a class are confronted with intimations of death – a futurity in which “Dasein reaches its wholeness” (281).  Of course neither Mr. Esaki’s final essay nor this written response are intimations of Dasein’s death, nor are they the revelation of the death of an Other; rather their “finality” signals the loss of a Thing, a part of our Being-in-the-world, the projected possibility of the end of the class.  While this end is not the dis-animation of a being, it is the removal of this entity (the class) from present-at-hand, from ready-to-hand, and from there-with-us (cf. 294).  We experience loss, or, to quote Heidegger, “Death does indeed reveal itself as a loss, but a loss such as is experienced by those who remain.” (282).  Mr. Esaki explicitly addresses this topic in his third chapter wherein the Biblical curses morph into (a) fallenness, (b) conflict between the inauthentic and authentic self, and (c) anxiety towards death.  Without doubt, meditation on the “finality” of this class can allow for all three of these states to emerge.  Thus in his writing and through his writing of the “final” class paper on Heidegger, Mr. Esaki directly addresses the role of death.


� Possibility is delightfully explored delightfully in this essay.  While Mr. Brett Esaki has given us ONLY the first three paraphrased chapters of Genesis, more possible paraphrased passages present themselves in the ‘now-not-yet’ of the (futural) ‘then’ (458).  (E.g.: A rumination on the violence done to Dasein by Others [Cain and Abel]; a meditation on impenetrable, obscure, and unintelligible linguas [Tower of Babel])  Mr. Brett Esaki has opened new ways of potentiality-for-being for us.





� Mr. Brett Esaki’s playful use of conventions, images, references, and un-traditions are highly appropriate for this final rumination on Heidegger.  Not only do they bring to mind the equally playful and engaging stylistic and philosophical works of Derrida, they are well-rooted in the Heideggerian use of mythology (cf. 242).





� This is not the place for me to defend this claim of beauty, a claim more commonly associated with Aesthetics than Philosophy.  I refer the interested reader to my forthcoming paper on Heidegger’s “The Origin of the Work of Art”.





� The possibility for blasphemy here lies in a sensed violation among those who hold rigid views of the meaning (or value) of Heidegger’s work, either appreciatively or depreciatively.  While Mr. Brett Esaki’s midrash calls us toward the futural (creative) possibilities of moments of vision (437), or impassioned freedom through our authentic potentiality for Being-a-whole (311), and in doing so is celebrating Heidegger’s work, analytic philosophers may see all this as a “senseless querying…, unscrupulous distortion and what can be fairly described as charlatanism” (A.J. Ayer).  Theologically traditional (in the Heideggerian sense) theists may find Mr. Brett Esaki’s work flippant and irreverent.  Such imposes a willful misinterpretation onto his essay and does not allow the work to come to the reader, does not let it be seen through the logos (56).





� If one refers to blessings, before one can appreciate the nature of what blessings are, one must understand the context in which blessings are made manifest.  To do so we must investigate the nature of the Audience to which these many works are addressed.  One may begin with the Heideggerian audience.  Whole passages are constructed making use of the pronoun “we” (see, for example the final paragraph on 459), while other passages are distant and passive, deferring to the use of “one”.  Mr. Esaki’s audience includes himself (the one through whom the Muses speak) and Others (we to whom he clearly wishes to communicate).  MY own Audience includes none other than YOU, you who are reading right now.  And though you may not have come to a definitive understanding of “Blessing”, nor of the difference between “we” and “one”,  throughout this final response, you may have learned a bit about how the “now” functions  (“it is always now”: for further explication, the Heideggerian sense of time as an uninterrupted “sequence of ‘nows’” (475) which is an “irreversible succession” (478) is effectively captured in the They Might Be Giants song “Older”:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T1j6k1hxfcA" ��http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T1j6k1hxfcA�)  which reminds me that the time to end this Response is now.





