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Aller eldJIDS lb• oblet aouo• •lerlale oonoernlag 

lb• late Ul4 aalboralalp of lbe zo11ar. u4 after eU11lDlllg 

tbe aoal lllponut oplalcaa of lb• sr••' eluale of Ible 

prolll•• oplnlone iatlag alaoel fr• lbe appearanoe of,._ 

Zollar 4om lo a. Sobol•'• r•o•I elarlllllg reYenal of 

\bl>llgbl. -· t■ cerlalD onl1 of lh• UDOerlalnlJ lbal la 

abol IIU'oqb lb• whole _,,_ • -· l• 1apr••••4 bJ lhe 

-., •o•, ot •talk" on lhe prollll• &114 tbe puollJ of 

real proof lD ou dlrecllon or the other. 

ID lhla Tbeala Iba .,,.,, Wlll ..... ,. lo pr•■-, 

tlr■I. lh• aoel lmportanl aouo• or blt of ulernal nl• 

4moe we baYe. &Del lllell to ohooee the moa, oogenl arga­

■enle of tbe Olll81Ul41Dg aladenla of. lbe probl• thra lb• 

outarl••• HaYtng preaulet lb•••,• •amar1 wlll be mate 

lD •blob lh• nld•o• will ... olualfle4 Uld ••lgbe4 ••• 

a lleglDDel" OD a probl• •hloh hu engaged the llD81lOCeaeful 

effort■ of men grea, llotb ln thelr mental abllltJ s.n4 lD 

lhe depth of tbelr knowledge of the aubJect, lt would 

almoa, lie an lmpertlnano• on •1 part to atl•pt a tuor, 

or bJpolbeala of ■• OWD• I ■'ball ralher lie eallafle4, lf 

I ■ball haYe preaenled a clear and complele plotare of 



ille pl'O~l•• fOI" aa ibe aliaall• aiUMla lo4a, • Ille oODOlae• 

lou of oae - •• .. Yalll .. iboH of ille un. prcn14e4 

,aaa, iaelr aqaalllluao• wllb Ille -••rlala la aAeqaale. 

TOltal'U aaoll a Pl'••-·•'lon ,ti. Tbaala wl 11 ... 41Yl4e4 

llllo fou U•l•l- .. toll.owe : . 
I• tHB UPI ARAH~l OJ' THE ~O!Ua 

II. OlDIOIS 01 THI ~,a1.1 SfUDDTS 01 TD PaOBLmll 

Ill. MODUI Ol'DilO■S 01 THB R a>Blal 

If. ~UMN♦ RY all> COICWS J;JIS 



m ,,o•&Jef o, ,u Dl1'1 il» .UTHoasau a, 

WZMf@ 

1. ma u13,a,1Q1 01 TB.I zoiu.a 

;. SolM>l•. lD Illa arllol• a Eu,a1a111A ihe lDOJOlO• 

p..Ua JIIA&loa lella u tbal Ille aalll b~ ot iu Zobar •aa pal 

lDIO 1,. pr••·' fora ,e,•••n ~ aD4 1.28(). TIie earll••' 

refer•o• lo 11 ta fou.Dt lD Ille alorlea of :JMr /aw bJ I .. ao 

Bm Soloaan Illll SURlalae (1) •• oui aa,. Ible work uao,1, 

ta-a 1,. om lDll'OUOllOD .. , U• aatbOI'• .lllboagb Ah'aball 

zaoato •• ,. lD ,..,.,. .,..,bat Sablllab 4le4 lD 1268, (I) .. 

fln4 Salullab'a own alalement ln bl• lniro4v.ctlon ti> lhe jlllfjt• k• 
wherelD, after a lon.g 4laaerta,1cm on hle own •~•ardne ... 

he •~•: 

~jlll 'il'I 
-1tJ&, !!Jh 
(l> JO'»' 

A'lll')hl ..ltJ.lt'~ Je- lf'll'i) ,.., ,S ~,,., 
,,,J, >t,/c ').J'i)/ ,Jt,.,t.,J ~ ':tlf,/ ~,. 

,.h Ja,.J ..,.iJ t11•J ~,,, .,,.,,, R9A ~ 
Farther on he mautea lt olear thai he nae reference here to the 

wrltlog i>f tble boot. 

Ge4al.1a b. Yahl•. 1D hla ,,J~,-,- -.,J,4 . aal4: 

"Toward the ~ear :flTe tbouaaD4 and flft~ of the creatlan (l2i0) 

there were 41fierent peraona who olalae4 tbat all pana of 

the i ohar written ln the Jel'llaa lem 41alect (U.alo) were 

ocapoaed bJ a• Slaeon ben Yobal, bu., all tboae wrttiu ln the 

aacred language (pare Hebrew) oagbt not to Ill• aitrlbu.,.a lo 



Ida. Olllan d1lne& 111&1 a.,1 IINM It. IMllll&D, _.1111 

uaoow••• lbe ltooJt 111 Ille aoi, i.a&. ••I 11 10 catal•t•• 

wbuo• 1, paUM 10 uapa •• :tell 11110 lbe 11an4• of JlOMa 

u LeOD. ,1aa111 • ...... a1 people ...... llloapl , .. , llOMa 

u lAOII, wbo ... a 1..,...4 11a11. bat Ar- all lbNe ecam•­

larl•• ftca hle own lllaallla& la, 8114 lbal M pullalle4 , .... 

11114er Ille n•• of RMltl SIMGll ,en YOllal aD4 ht•~• 111 or4er 'h } 

lo 4erl•• grea, lluefll lberefrom froa Ille le&l'lle4 qaarlera. 

II ta .... lbal he aoleA , ... ....... be ... poor al oruuA 

•• a .. 11 4eflmt UTlala of oplllloa Ill lb regarcla lo Ille 

ort11D 811A aalhanblp of i be Zotlar ltf ihe 1•ar 1&90. c-1•er­

lD1 ,u cllfflollllJ of oo•llllloallGD lll ,1ao •• 11••· 1, ... , 

••• la&eD ••••ral 1•ar•, ••• •• aaoh u a 4eca4e. bef Ol"e , h• 

mOllleqe ot lb• eneluao• of lb• 1100& ooal4 ba•• apreacl 

uc,m ancl aaob a abarp 41:fferuoe of oplnloll ooul4 ha•• cri•­

lalllaeA. 

Tb• Mo•• 41aoualc»D II) R' lle4alj&h la pl'eface4. ln Iba 

.J,,- ~J. IIJ 1-.e rell&l'k: 

Cs) 1:.Jll ,,,.,..,,J !Inµ, ~,11.,,,, ,,. ~ .. :At!,, 

tu r-• for qu.oltoe lhe uare pa~eage :t.roa al '1e4a1Jah'• 

/ , ... oiou la It••-• Ille ~,. 1l••n 1t1 hla preo•4•• lhe tale 

lhal ~ lte 4e4aoe4 from lbe aooounl of I•aao of 4000 u .. 

flat 11 1D Altraba ~acralo • a /'tJNI '• • Thia famou boat 

la praolloalq lbe onli rellul• alernal aoaro• for our 

Jm09leclge of lbe clroumalanoea of tbe appearance of Ille ZObar. 



ti w 1J \ .-,y.,cjfll• f ln, aoaou, f ollo•: ( 6) 

~ •1a tile ••tll of • ..,. • .J' I•• of Aooo •ote tllat £000 ha4 
I 

~ -f. . .. •• 4Mtro,e4 lD tba f lftletb , •• of the Obl'GDOloU ( 1190) 
,~/,~ 

J1 J an4 that tb• ealllt• of 1 ... 1 ha4 .... killed there lD a llor-
., -}),>?, .,.,. Ii rtltle ■enner f Ut. b1 the fov.r 4eatbe of the Beth Dia) anl lll 

./ I q I 
0- . 

1 

the 1•ar f60a66 tbl• a• I••o of Aooo wu in _)ilft&rN in 

~ Jr_,) ~ baTlng Ileen aaTe4 fra Acoo. an4 in tu •em•;..: 65 

( U06, be ou• to Tole4o. ..lll4 I no• f 011114 in 'tile 4lar1 of 

a• Iaaeo of ~oao. the one who wrote a •sefer Xaltbalah" ln the 

(" _ Jeer ( >!J,,,- --(~) ~ aD4 in whoae t lme Acco WU 
-;. I,::; I ,-
---

1 
deatro1•4• an4 all of tba were le.ten aaptl•• two ,ueratlana 

.,,/''
1 d/1 after R•llu--(Ut. 1D the tla• of tb• graD4eon of R•ltan) • ",( .. , r 

f? l->-'{ I 
, I• 

aDl tbre• guemlan• after a•ltu. B• ( Ieaao of •OOO) wut -----to Spalll to ln••tlgate bow the boot. wblcb .d'Slaean en4 R' 

BU•••r hie eon ha4 wrlttu ln the opJ are tho•• wbo 

r 

r- ~l~-~· ~, _ merlt lte truth. ill ita llght •111 ,., see llght. (and. to 

1 ' f1D4) thoae who Touohe4 for lta truth. einae eame of lt wu 

~• , {I 
forged. All4 he (Ieaac of Aaoo) eal4 tui he tile• :z;tralltloll 

that (that part of the 3obar) whloh wu ln~Y•ruaba l(Aramalc) 

he llel1eTe4 were (actuallJ) the worda of R' Sl■eon. but WIier• 

U appeare4 1D Heltr••• he bellnel that theJ were not hie 

(a• Stmeon'a) woru. but the worda of a forger. elnoe the 

authentio b~ot la entlrelJ in i ramaia. nlld thia i• what he 

the ZOhar'a) 

whleb 

lie the forth witbomt belng replenlebe4-•bleaeet 

'r ~ ~ I 'lV ~;1 . 

,£.._, H-"✓✓' 



' 

IV,_/rr-. I 2' l •~. 4. 
■- of ,be glor, of Bl• nnat• fornu•-•• I plll'auecl_!.!, an4 ....___p,.At~ ) 

aake& ,ne aobolara wno hal large par,a of 11 ln ,helr po••••lon. 

fra wunoe 'b••• _,..eloaa aeoreia. bucle4 40IID oral~•-alace 

iheJ coal4 no, be wr1,,a 4owa--. hal oaae. an4 I foucl ,11ere 

all klDu ol upluat lOM: 1aa, I 41.A a• lln4 &111 of ,1aelr re-

•ltea oaoamllla tbla 1aea,1oa Qf ala• ,o be oa:aolaalTe; GDe 

••l4 •• 1111,rc. u4 aao,11aa- aG111elllln1 el:N• I 1a .. ra. ln ana.., 

lo IQ quatlon. lbat tbe 1oo& .a•bl .aauan. U1 be be llieaae4, 

Nil' 11 (ihe Zollar) fraa J?al.e■ilne ,o Calelonla. All4 a wln4-

••om 1tro1111a, 11 ,o tbe 1aD4 of uagoa: lbere are ■ca• who ••1 to 

.t.lloanl•J Ulcl fell lnto the hucl of Ille Cllaohlll R' 110■•• ,. LeOD• •• 

AD4 •-■ .. J lbat Sl■eon Bar Yobal nner 414 wrlt• the book, Ital 

V tu, ,nla R' Uoeea kn•• lhe DU of Iba uthor ~4 _!_!Ten) tbat 

/. t'./) iJ Illa own ablllt1 till• R' lloeea wrote theee maneloaa thlnp. 

an4 1n or4er to get a goOcl prioe far th•, be hang bl• word■ 

upon a grea\ oak/! &D4 he aal4 I haTe cople4 th••• word• fra 

the ltook wblob a• Slmeoa be Yohal an4 R' Elleaer bla eon ua4 

-real4••• I found thla 3' woaea. H• reoel••4 •• faTOlll'dlJ 

an4 be •P•• to me &nd he took an oath and awore •~• 'll•J 

toe Lord to tu.a unto •• an4 nen more, lf the ano1en, boa 

wb.loh Slmeon b. Yohal lll'Ote la not Ible ••17 4a, la IQ hoaae 

1D ,J,,,,. tb&, le ATllab• When JOU oaa• there to - I aball 

■how it to ioa.' An4 l t ... . after th••• woru tbat be panel 



tr• • ea& be went ,o tbe 01t1 .&l'lela to reta.rn ha• to ATlla. 

He -••• 111 la Ullela aDA &lei there. n. I hear4 tbe tl4• 

ll1p I •• 11'•'11 lao-.a ( Jtlll ff ,J ,,,. ,C-.) an4 I tlll'llo& 

1111 •'••• io ATlla. anl tur• I foma4 a great u4 014 Claaoball. 

wlaoeo Dao-· DaTll l>OP&ll Dada (Or MO• to SobOl•, -- DaTll 

hnoor-o). &Ill ho reHlTed me 1raalou~ al14 I a4ja.re4 hla 

Miking hla wa.,11er there wre DOllll to hla the ••orot of tbe 

~otaar. QQDOOl'lllllg wbloll ma ••e UT11e4. ·-· 8&)1Dg tbu. aD4 

oiboa aomotblng •l•••-&114 ooncern log whlob li' llo■ea ha4 &worn 

to ••: b11I lbere b&I not lteen 111oagh tlM before he 41e4, an4 

/ 

I lo not .uiow apon •• to relJ an4 whoa• worda to bollno. 

AIMl be ■alt. •raow ln tnth that u la olear to mo that till• 

.a• Iii••• wUbat u. 4oabt waa hlaaelf tbe autbor, an4 bJ 

blaaelf 414 Ile write eTefl tblng that le in tbie boat:••U4 

n•, llaten to tbl unner ln whlob all till• lteoaae olear to ••:·· 

Kn• that tbla a• ilCMe■ wu a great apen4thrUt and he 

aoatterel ble ■one) on• large ecal• ao that at t hle tllle 

1natea4 of (leaTlng) ille boa.a• full of the allTer an4 gol4 whlob 

the wealth) la)'atlc•. to wham he ■old parte of hla (wltlnaa), 

gaTe hl■• be left hie wife and daughter here, ateepe4 1n bllnger 

and tblr■t and nee4. so when•• heard that he bad 4led in 

Arbela, I roae ancl went to tbe rlobe■t man of tbla olt1. oallel 

a• Josef j f ATlla and I 8614 to blm: ' NOW le tbe tlllle wben 10• 

•1 aquire t he Zobar which la orlceleea, if ~ou. do a■ I al• 



8. 

hie wife and &&i to her:'Take tllie present and send it to the 

wife ot a• Mose• tbrougll ~our mald~ervant. • And ebe did so. 

On tbe next d~ he said to her. ' Go to the house of the wife 

of 3' ~oaee and ea~ to her. 'Know that I desire to haTe )vur 

daughter married tom~ son. &nd lour needa shall be satisfied 

the rest of ~our da~s - (In return) I aak nothing at all, ex­

ce ~tlng the ~obar fr~m which ~vur hueuand used to cop) and 

g1Te t..> the people.• These things ahall lOU as3 separately to 

her and ti) her dau.gbter and l W t:hall listen to tne words tbst 

the~ ah~ll answer, and we ahall see whether or not the~ will 

agree.' So ehe went ar,d did ao • .And the wife ot 3 ' uoaea 

answered. and swore to the wife oi a • Josef &&)ling: ' r hLls 

ma~ Jod do to me . Dal more, ix eTer tais boak was in tbe 

poeseaion vf m~ husband. It was c;t vf ois own heart and mind. 

underst&Lding and reason that he wrJte what he wrota; and I 

said to him when I saw him writing without an)thiug in front 

of aim: •w~ do ) OU a~ that ~ou are oopitng from a book, 

when Jo~ have no boo~: indeed, ) ~U write it out of ~~ur own 

nead . "/ould it r;ot be more adT&.nt t:.ge~us to => ou to sa)· that 

~ou writs it out of ~our <Mn mi rid; ~nd woult ~ou not be the 

more honoured?' nnd he answered me : • tf I were to tel l t hem 

t ots aecret---til&.t I am WW'it1L~ it Jut 01 lnj own mind. the)' 

wou.ld p~ no attent i on ti) ~ words und wouldn't give me a 

cent io.r tnem . fvr thel .would a~: •He thinks t aem up out of 

his own mind.' But now wben the~ he~r that it is from that 

book. the ... ohar, wbicb .d ' Simeon b. )'obai wrllte w,der tbe 



influence of the Holi Spirit. I aimpl) oopJing them. they 

will bu~ tbem at s high price--just ~a ~ou. see.• Aft erwords 

the wife of thle d' J oaei spoke with the daughter ~f a• Moses, 

repeating the same words which aha bad dpoken with her mother, 

that she wou.ld cause her to be married to aer son, and that 

9. 

she would prOTia.e for her mother. AA she (t ne daughter) answer­

ed her exactly in the same waj that the mother had answered. 

'Nould y~ want arcy clearer eTldence than thla? • 

vlhen I heard these words I then believed that no such 

bvalc. existed. excepting the one which hbd been written end 

distributed bj the aut hor. 

Then I journe)ed from bTi la and I came to the city. 

wslavira &nd I found there a great ~hacham, a grac i ous and 

kind hearted man, hie name, ~ • Josef ~alevi , the eon ~f 

rt' Turdue. the E~bbslist; &td I inquired Jf hi m concerning 

tnis book bnd he ~1Jswe red and sE: ld to me; ' Know ond believe 

ta!7.t t he ZOhbr which , i mevn 9 . )oaai wrote wus actuall~ in 

the possee ion oi ~• ~oses , blJd he copied irom it ~nd ~ave to 

wn~mever he deoireu . o.nd now see the grebt teat I made to 

disooTer wnether rl' U:oees copied 1t .Jut of b ll ancient book. 

or whetner he simpl~ wrote it himdelf. And the teat was: 

the t ma~ d b~S after he hsd written me manl Lnd large tracts -fr~m t he ~ohar I hid one o~ t ne tracts and I said t~ him 

that I had lost it and I begged him to cop~ an~ther one. 

So he t~ld me: ' Show me the las t tract before it and the 

I 



f irst one after i t. and I ehall copJ it campletelJ like the 

first one tbai ~ou l oat . • t did ao . After a few d~a he 

gave me tbe copied tract and I l aid i t alongside the first -
and I aa• that there wasn ' t the ellghteat difference between 

t hem--neitber additions or deletions ; ; neither change of 

subJect m&tter or wording . but the same language &nd t he 

sE:Jne material as if be bad c opied one tract from t he other . 

c ould there be a great« inveetig~ tion than this , a mor e 

*igid test t n~tn this? ' 

Then I went f ram :t.:alavirt1. and came to t he cit~ .:>f 

Toledo. end I c ont i nue d to inYeetlgbte t he aboveme~t ioned 

book among tbe Chachamim and thei r s t udent s , but I found 

them too divided . one Bb~ing t his, anotoer that. tiDd when 

I told t hem about the inveetigli tlon of the Chacham R' Josef, 

the~ tia ld t ~ me tbat tnle • e s no pr ~of for it i s poss ible to 

aaj that be1or e & man.gives aws~ a oopJ of that whlcb he 

himself ba s composed, he makes a copy f or hims elf with 

ithich be nev• part a , but he copi es eaoh new copy fr om thi s. 

Indeed I did find eametblng new for the s tudents told 

me t hat t ti~ know an old man whose n6Dle .vaa 1? ' Ja cob, a 

bri l liant dis ciple of 3 ' ~oaes . whom he said be loved like 

himse l f . -vho testified in the name of bee:ven an d earth t hat 

1 ' Si meon b. Yobai wrote t his 1obar. And concerning the 

boo~. I found no compl e te (eatl sf~ l ng e.newer ) ~(7) 

I' •1, I J . . 
I 

.. 
1 /j -~· ,. -
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11. 

The aecond vers6on of the lease of Aoco account. found on 

pat• 95 Jf the lllpwaki edition, i s much s horter than t he 

f irst. Thia version lacks the vivid deta il ~f the f irst one-­

it 1a a ret•lling Jf t hat first one. The •h~le portion aboat 

the ohronolog1 ia m1aa1.ng. The ator~ i s in ltaelf retold 

quite faithf ullJ, but i n a digested form. There can be no 

quest i on upon comparing t he two, t hat t he one we have trans­

lated above le the important niat orical document. 

Hillel Zei t lln c ites t wo interesting t ,·adit ions concern. ing 

t he ; ohar which be l abels .,)i/t,"- • ( 8) The f irst 1 quot e 

purel~ f rom a s t andpoint of int e r es t , and because it repres ents 

a t r adi t1 Jn entirel~ dtii er ent f r om IW) of the other s . ~•1t-

11n states t ha t ne found i t in the books of Cb~ im David 

i..zulai, one called#i,,,., .i<>t. • and i s th ere quoted i n t he n&me 

of A. davego , who f ound it written i n a verl ~ld manus cript 
~ 

of tne ~ohar that be l onged to bi s t eacher. 3 ' ~odes 3aou to: 

"The i irst of t he ~a bb&Uate • • ,? ' Nehaoi a ban Hakaneh 

wrot e the ·•sefe1 HabaUr"~ and tdt ..:.r him .a• Si meon b. Yohai 

wr J t e t ae ~ohor . and be wr ote into 1t man,, a dditional easais 

like t he '' tl.kkunim" . ,..nd when .rl ' ;) imeon b . Yoha i wr ot e th 

and all tha t generation died, t he .knowledge of the I:abbti l tih 

Wb ~ los t, until i t came E:1cc i den t~.i.l i11to the poaeeat.on of 

one of the .>r ient al monarchs . who ulid commb.Ildeci excav~t i on.a in 

a c ertai n pla ce for monetar) r eas one: and a box was f ound and 

in i t N:,.a t he . ouar. z.nd Ile s ent to the 3dom1te (Xian) 

schol ars and tbe~ didn't have the slightest conception of 



what it wae a l l about. tle sent for the Jews. Th•~ came to 

him and saw the boo~ &nd said to bim. ur lord king, t his 

book •aa written b~ a aage and it la profound, and we do not 

u.ndaratand lt. He ■aid to them: ''Ia there , then. no Jew 

in the world who understands 1 t?" Th•~ aaid to him : "There is 

in Toledo." The king s ent the booke with nis emissaries to 

Toledo; and when the sages of Toledo saw it,they reJoioed 

exceedingl~ and sent ma~ p resents to the j(ing , and fr.xn 

there tbe Kabba lah emanated to all of J erael." 

J eitl1n etatea t hs t be :found the second tradition on 

page 43 of .( 1 .,edalya b. Y&.hya'e ~f;,r ~h (ln the 1877 

Nareaw edi tion) : (9) 

"It is proper Lu&L ~ou shou l d know t nat a• 1.meon b. 

Yobai and a la MAe;f v did not wr i te the .;oba r which .ve 

posses. -~t Lheir discip les , end the disciples of their 

disciples and the ir asec.:>oiatee wr ote the doou.,.erJtS 1:1bot1t 

70 ;, ea rs a fter hie deti th; w..d I ha-ve an .>re.l tradi ti on that 

this oompoeition w: I:) eo tremen•ou.s. that if 1.111 of U \Vere 

found and put together it •ould constitute a camel' s l oad. " 

To sum up this section on the a ! pearance of t he 30hbr : 

we ho-Ve cited the opinion 0 1 ~oholem t b&t it was wr i tten between 

1~40 s.nd l~bO c.~. BJ reference to Sahulah's introducti~n to 

:Ji,o1"\0 kN we four .. d the fi r s t u.se of the ..:ohar in 1~81. fie 

~ve s een that accor d i ng to R' ~edall ~ ➔ • Yabl a there wse b 

well def 1n ed dif f erenoe of op i n ion concerrJ ing the aut horship 

(. __:_.---



oi the ~obar as early as 1290. Yet in the source frcm which 

.i ' 1,edalyab qu.otea, the J'oN' t» of ,,.braham :.;acut o we find 

that Ieaao of Aoco' a coming to Spain is dated 15 ~ears late!' 

ar.d that he :f inda the qu.arrel as to the aut horahip of the 

J ohar still raging in 1305, the ~ear that ~ • Moses de ~eon 

died. In Ie~c ~f dO CO' s account ~e fou.r.id two definite 

atariea ~a to the authorship of the ~obbl'. The first tells 

th~t it Wb 8 written b~ rl ' Si meon ~. Yohai and discovered in 

P-leatine b) d•b&n, who sent it t~ nie s~n in Catalonia 

from whence it was c&rrled bj ~ whirlwind to dragon and into 

the ban~ of ~ • woaee de Leon. ?he other Bide claims that 

it was ~rttten b~ D• 1,eon ai.meelf who used A' ~imeon b. Yohai' s 

name for the purpose of exacting ~ gre&t er price for it from 

wealthy ¥atrone. taaac 

l b~ people holding both 

t hat he himaeli cannot 

of rtOOO giYea teatimon~ given him 

opin ions, and in the end he concedes, 

m&ke up his mind. 

,'le sha ll n ow s ee how au.bsequent students of the problem 

have arr&~ed themselves i n thia contes t with varying shades 

of viewpoint ranging from the extreme oi the the firet--

1.e., au.thorsip bl d ' Simeon b. ohai, t o the extreme of the 

eec~nd--i,e., t oial aut horship b~ ~oeea de ~•on. 



Two hundred years aft er the appe~~nce of the 1ohar 

.abraham l acuto. in hie J''hl' 'o. aa14: ( 10) "The Zohar. whoa• 

ra~s illumi ne the worl~. and ~hich contains the{most pro­

f~t) 1111 aterles of t1,e' Law a nt of the .Obbalah. ls not tMI 

•ork of Simeon b. Yobai, although it bas been published under 

, hie name. But it was the work of ,and edited b~,his disciples 

according to his worde, and nis discipln themselTeB confid­

ed t ile cue of the continuat i on o1 their t &a"' to other discip­

les. Nritten a s 1ere t he •orda of the Zohar bl men who h~d 

llTed l ong enough to know the Ul ~bnah and all the opinl~ns 

and precepts 01 ~he oral l aw, the~ a.re. for t h~t reason . all 

tne mor e in be.rmon) with t ae truth . This book ~~a not die­

COTdred unt il after tae de~th of dabbi . oees ben ·uahman and 

of Habbi ~sher. who did(~) know of it." (11) fl~) 

About half a centu.r~ later rl ' ~edal~ah b.Ya h~ a wrote 

wit h regards tJ those. wao i n the da~s of Isaac of Acco he ld 

t n&t t he ~ohar was not written by R' Si meon b. Yobai, but 

t hat it was ascrib ed to him b~ the for ger. uoses De Leon:(13) 

"As far as I am concerned, I hold that all these opinions 

a re bb.seless. and I belieTe, to t he oontrar1. that Rab bi 

Si meon b. Yohal and his pious ass ociation did r ealll' , a~~ 

all t nese t nings and manl more, but l t maJ be the tbe7 

were not properl~ drawn up in those da)e. s.nd after they 
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haTe been dispersed in eeTeral portions for a long time. the~ 

ware finall~ collected ~nd put in order. Thia la not aatoniab­

ing; for it waa thus tbat our master'. Jud&h the Pious. edit-

ed the Uiahnab. tbe different manusoripta of which were at 

first scattered to the four corners 0f the earta. In a 11.lce 

manner Rubi ii.ab.1 a,lso composed the Gemara." 

We here see how th.ese two men were graduall) drifting 

aw~ from tba i dea that R' ~lmeon b. Yohal actuall~ wrote 

or eTen dictated t he ~ohar. Ho111eTer. it w&s n ot unt il some­

what leas t na t b centur~ later--around 1640 . that the first -
whole he~rted attack w6s m~de upon t he tr~dition that Simeon 

b. Yob~i wa~ tbe author of tbe J 3h~r. when Judah Leon Modena 

wrote a broadside against the Eabbel~h and tba Kabbaliata in 

ni s book • .,.~ '>/.,. Thie is a work dedica ted to a student of 

his, a kurian e nthus iast. 3 ' Joseph Cbamiz. In the first 

port i3n of the boo~ .. :odena eta tea t btt t I:abbal.ah arroga tes unto 

U s elf the t U l.ee J>JI/Jh , and ,));•,, : 

J,'i>I., >,,,,'i'>,., J,,:,, '..hlAlt,/ ,JO'')i)O, '.Jt'k..) , .. ~., ,,J lt>'/c,,)ll ,t~ -~i ·~ 
"• ~1'>1• .AN.,,. • 

and immediatel~ theraa1ter ne puts forth hie theaie: 

V'f)J>~ '"· )If~ !Ji>J .Ji~ ,,.1 p At! 1~ J;?/ •W:>11 ;.,/v,i '"•" ,,4 ---In the i ir~t eact ion of tne book : .. odena disproves .K&bbala' s 

pratentions 01' being a "science'' , which pro.:>f. t hough cleTe r 

tind 1nterestirJ8 does not bear upor~ our sub j ect. In the 

3rd bJo1t he deals wUh the beliefs Ei-nd dogmas of Kabbalism 

and shows them tJ be rediculous in the light of reason. 



The portion which concerns our inquiry. howeYer, ia the second 

or middle one, wherein ~odena dis ouss es Kabbala as tradition. 

attempting to dem~nstrate t h~ t there is no real Eabbalistic 

tradition extant in Judaism but tlult eTen lta ke~stone. the 

3ohar. la a forger)' on the per\ of ::.oaes De ueon. :4otena' a 

conoepti Jn as to the appear&rJ.ce and dee&.~· of the Secret trad­

i tiona--wbich. haTe been accepted b~ the i:abbli li s t a a s having 

been oral until the d8lS of . ' S i meon b. Yohai--•ls best 

16. 

expressed in the t :,o opening sentences of the second po~tion of his 

j 

'' i,et rue trouble ~ ou now. and put fo rth bef .Jre ~ ou a c lee.r -proof thfi.t t h is (bo4l1 o f) knowledge oaru_ot be fitting l ~ cl&ssed 

as tradition (Keboalan) ; it is impossible tns.t it was rec eived 

f r om our te&cner :.~oeea, r.iot 1rom tne prophets, i...ot even irom the 

da~:::i of 3zre& or :for ma.n~ ~• ars thereafter •••••• •••• ••••• n.> i ew 

will deul' that there are i nner a idden s ec rets in ever~ portion 

of tue Torah t hat l.)U may come upon, which (secrets) were re- '""'/, _ 

vealed to t~oees out tea c her (p _a.ce be unto him) from God in ,11 

hehven. and it i s pos~lble tho. t he (Moses} hande d much of it / 

down t o Joshua his disciple, and Joshua to the ~lders, and the 

~lders to the Prophets, a nd so on after them, but it is 

certain that it (The bod;. of ~ecrete) constantl~ diminished 

(in trausier) •• • ••••• • ••••• Both through lack of interest, 

aud beca~se ~f the grea t troubles. persecutions , and exiles 

, t he recei•ing of those ~ecret s did n ~t extend down to presen t 

'}-. 
.J.. 



times, nor t o such time taat it can be ascri.ed t o the ~oha r 

or bn~ oi t ne books around tnat time-- some 300 ¥e&re ago. 

and the doctrines which thei offer in the name ~f tradition 

(Kabualah) aa if it were handed down f rom the propneta; 1t is 

not even partially so." (15) 

17. 

' odena proceeds t o give tnree ... aJor targumente wby the 

Kabbalah in general c~nnot be considered true tradition: 

1. In all of the two Talmud&, in Sipbre, Peaikta, etc • • 

no hint Jf the ~ob~r 18 t i) be f ound.(16) 

The J eonim and 3abbie who c~e aft er t ne closing of the 

Talmud knew noth ing of t he Kabbalab--nowhere in their 

writings 18 there even a glimmer of it, not evena an 

ob jection t~ it. (17) 

~ . A tradition bases its va lidi tl upon the fact t ha t 

eve r~one bgrees upon l ts ma jor tenets. The re is n o 

such ~greement in Kabbalah: " ••••• ~ver1tbing th~t has 

come down tJ ua aa a tradition f r om uoses tv terael, 

hss never be~n di sputed in anl waJ , and no man has 

preaumea t .l a&~: "taus it was handed down to me f r om the 

t. ime of .. :oaee.", thus did .iamb am write i n his intro­

duction t o t he ..t>erusb ffamiehna~ itb. From which one ma~ 

c learl:t deduce t hat if tn1s bOcil vi doctrine ( i.he ;:ab­

bala n ) were indeed what the ~abaa li s te Sh J i t is, 

aande r. down f rom ..ioeea on ... t: Sinai; 1 t ie not ee~ lJ 

t bat there be anl disagreement conc erning it1(l8) 

Immediatell following. Modena points to tbe Pardee 

of cordovero who tries t o reconcile the views of 
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R' 11ena.hem . lccanti and nia followers wh\) 1-ld ~haL the 

Sephlroth a r e instruments of the~ Sof and the fol­

lvwera of J?l, ( n&Yid b. ~a) who belieYed tllat 

the Sepbirotb were the~ Sof iteelf.(19) ~odena 

continues a long this line expanding up~n this desagree­

ment and pointing out that it is not~ disagreement 

of detail. but one of basic Principle. Ae for the 

Jematri~ introduced b~ Lur~a. ever~ Cabbal ist has 

his om tradition and bte own methods. (~O) There 

le e'Yell dist:1.greemen t among the Kabb&Uets about the 

ideas in t he ! ohar.(~l) Soae insist that tne iteas 

came directl~ from tne _µrophets. Others glorif~ in 

shvwing t h tH the 1:abbalan is ver~ m11ch like the 

phil~eoph~ of Pu.to, s till others would ha'Ye it taat 

the prophets taught Plato hie philosophl . As for llim• 

self, sa~s ~odena, at the ver~ beginning of the 

discussion, ".,;.~ ratianal hum&n being can see that theJ 

(the ideas .>f the Kabb &ltih) are n\)thin~ but the 

children of aliens . t he vain ideas of the Greeks, 

which entered the ears af some ~f t he l a ter scholars, 

wn.> mixed t aem up &.nd clothed them with an order and 

names to suit their fanc~. and callee them, 

~rid ,,,J.t ilO •••••• " 

3. This argument arises from the tradition of t he inter-

dict on writing down, ~s s tated by Modena: "All of ua 

know t ha t 1r Jm of ol d nothing 01 the oral law ~as 
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permitted to be put int o writing. as ~ur sages expound­

ed: "For concerning these things haTe I made a coTe­

nant with thee: things that are in writing )uU are not 

to be permitt ed tv tr~namit orally. b.Dd things t aat 

are oral ~ou f&l'e not permitted to transmit in writing. 

Thus this Kabb&lah, which ta oral law could never have 

beer. written into boo.k.e 11Jte the 

Thia argument. from c hiatoric6l standpoint. is r a t aer 

we6.K . s ince. as ~oden6 admits . t he Uiab.na. Talmud, 

s.nd Schulhan a ruoh wbioh we re originall~ oral laws were 

l~ter written down. 3e tries to juetii~ these Rith 

a homi l~ on ~ ...J,/t;)>J Jt') • 

Up to this point :ilodena has been dealing with arguments 

showing tl:wt t he Ka obalah in general ie not of~ gree t &n~ 

tiqui tj. but of recent origin o.rni gr owth. From this point 

forward ne deal~ directl~ with tbe : obs r. Ste first sentence 

on the s ub ject 1a en excellent au.mmar) ~ his a ttitude concern­

ing the author h i r• of the .ohar: " And noR I am coming t .J speak 

s.bout the ·;ob6.1' . s.nd to show t hat as f s r a s the author it 

concerned, az,d with r egar4a to t b.e nature ~ the book f r om 

its ever) aspect. t 11.&t it 1s a ne w bovk; it has not been hand­

ed dvwn as ... traditi on . and it doea not come from ] ' Simeon 

b. ) on&i or hi e disc iples , but it is ~ production ~i some~ne 

much l t ter, (who lived) about 360 le~ra &go. and n o more."(~3) 

.An interesting but minor argument fol l ows : "•••••••it ie 

certain that in those 13 lee.rs t na t thel vere in the cave. 
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' 
when the~ b.ad a mlraouloue c~arob tree from which to eat. and 

a fountain from 1'lbioh to drink, but no paper, or 1.Jlk, or pen 

with which to write; and eTen if the~ 11ad these tne~ would 

have been anable to write. ior our s ~ges haTe told that the~ 

sa t nbked 1n tbe sand up to their necks, until a disease laid 

hold of them and Jf their flesh. If t h i s is so the) cert~inly 

couldn't have written the ~ohar. And ~.,J1» .>ie. J~ writ es: 

•toere is a tradition tnat the ~ohar, which ' Simeon b. Yohai 

wrote was more than a camel' s load:" (.::4) 

There are five major arguments t hat J.todena gives against 

t he aut horship of the ..: oha r by .. t ' Si meon b. Yohs.i: 

( 

I 

1. The Lawe according to the ~ohar are contrar~ to the 

''''•• wHh tt1siilionat1;: accepta.d. l:aw.... lJodena - , 

Su.ms it u.p: " •••• 11 .1' 31meonti father vf the f abbe llats, 

on3 wno kuows t b.e var~ secrets .:>i t he r.aws Sfid t heir ------- -
hints and t neir t rue rwni i icatlons it wo~ld oe proper 

tbt.L t the laws s nould -.. ll a.free with bi.m. Hut this is .. 
not the case, In fac t we ~ee th~t in man~ pl~ces 

the K.abbhlist a sE.y 1.nat a ccording to the ''iiemez" the 

law shodd ,run in a ~ertain way, yet the Poskim 6.lld the 

great r &lmu.ditns ht1Ye ruled to tne contrarf . "f.:!5) 

~. r he Zohar which i s supposed to know bll the true 

s ecrete ..>f botn t he Law a nd of the .;atura l On1Yerse 

1s defective both in thes e and in eYerything ~l s e it 

touchee.( ~6) 

3 . The ianguage of the ~oh~r c6nnot pos aibl~ be uscribed 



to R' Sime on b. Yohai on two counts. First. no man 

could be conceited enough to write oonoerning himself 

that which we find in the ~obar about Simeon b. Yohai: 

"And another total foolishness on their part. is t o 

imagine that if ~• Simeon b. Yobal wrote the zohar, or lf ti 

were written in hla d8.i'. that hie hand w0uld ~rite. or 

t hat he would permit allJOne to write concerning him-

self~ •a shaf t of pure light shone upon him;' and eYen 

more tb&.n this; that even the &ngels came to meet him: 

'coming to weloome him thef would pr ostrate themselves 

before n ' Simeon b. Yoha i, because he wbs Ioli unto 

hi s J od • • • • • • ' " ( ~ 7 ) 

Secondly, i f~ • Simeon b. Yohai had ~ritteli the ~ohar 

be WJu l d have done s~ in Hebrew. ~oden& reasons as 

f oll ows:"• •••••if rt ' Si meon b . Yobal or h ie diaclplea 

had ~ritten t he ~ohar and the TiUw.1m •••• 1t is 

cert t:in t hat t he~ wo uld not haTe written them excepting 

i n the l:iol~ 1•ongue ; because of the holiness in them 

(the wor ks) t he~ ~r e worth~ of being s lid i n aebrew and 

not in the web.:e ond despics.b l e Ar&.maic t o which the 

~alache ~asharet b pa~ oo a tt entiJn •••••• For It t s 

well known that the ~r ama ic ws s the vulgar tongue 

in t hos e days; for if at pr esent, some~ne Rare t o write 

a t:abbalistic work ab.Ju t the :;;eol'et s of the Torah, 

w~uld ne write i t in~ l i &n tongue, Spanish or ~erman.e t c? 



He would, without a doubt, write any work i n Hebrew, 

how much the more one concerning hidden and secret mat t era."{28 
, 

4. From statements in the : ohar we cuuld not possibly -date the book back as far as rl ' Simeon b. Yobai for chron-

olog1c&l reas ons. " ••• man~ of t he men who were mention-

ed in the ~oh&.r were nmora~tm. and therefore came a fter 

R' Simeon b. Yohai and m~ yes.re aft er the sbges of 

the Miahnah (Tanaim)."(~9) 

5. In conclusion. ~odena pla)s his trwnp card---not only 

that ~ • Simeon b. ! Oba i couldn't have writ t en the J ohar, 

but the t he has positive proof tha t Moses ve Leon did 

write it. ~d he quotes 'the acc Jwit of Isaac of "'cco 

as conta ined in Fi l ipows ki P• 95 fol. 

• 



The next import&.nt student of the problem was & man who 

wrote with keen insight and intelligence, out of a profound 

knowledge of both the Talmud and the Johar itself. Jacob ·~den 

(abbr., f';-)'), though he does not show himself to be poa-

aesed of a s developed un hi storical s ense as do some of the later 

scholars ~nd students of the problem, and a lthough it i s ·~rit­

tan noi so much for aoientifio as for polemical purposes, does 

without a doub t present one oi t he moat brilliant analfsls of 

the internal evidence of the ~oh~r thac we have, in hie book 

/O'JilO Jl1>.>CH , and m&n) a man baa done no more upon this 

problem tllan t:> review nis s.rguuienta. 

The mE.in l i ne of &rgument u~ed b~ :)nden ls that the 

~otu,.r is a coruposi t e, and tblit a lthw.gh m~ parts are forged 

the easentibl portion ie true blld reliable. We shall s ee 

ir om nis Jwn words how be develops the problem. 

First, as regards his view Qf the i ntegral part j f the 

Zohar: 

• ,).lt Jc.•J~,> ~ , ,)a, l1i'" j;.P>l.lt ..1t1110• .!)'~•-;. ;1:.J1tAt. 

,) '.lt~lf ../t~')t,;,/ I ~~h!i> .,;J , ~~ )•1!;,/ ,)'fib. J,.,t,. 
J'))~/ ,)l,,l ,)/>)~ , •~ -,))' )/J) I /!JJ r /0'&1 ,0"ft ~ 'It/JI 

L, ..Ai bJ.1>7 i11.,J '">,).Jc ..,.,;,1 , ,, ,G> ,,"'1-, .J .!?)1' 

)./'" ·J~ '1'; 1--w J.l> tJ,, >">JJ _,,,c,., , "1>' /°'" 
]JII' )'.Whi>, ,))LJ, 'Q)~? "':'J r',3 /''=- I ,nlN /,,J,,;, 'Ill 

Ji,Nh ehp;, .!J1!11i? JJ >"~ ,.,,r l J.. u, , 1'11 

(30) -JP'>i /th l:.hJM f Jr . J1,1e,1 



It le interesting to note here tb.f- t linden la not certain 

oi the authorahip, ' .,-,,-,•t. ,,,, ,, ,;,• J,;.,.111.----. In general thle 

particular problem does not appear to vex him. 

Re further eta tee near tbe end of the chapter: 

/0 l t, 1 • /Oltr "> pao •J;> /O'J;.Ji'""., ?,Jj )t, '1" )H A>c • 
J•b ,,>It. 1·~,,, '>)1' elip qi -,•,>t, ,b ,; ... ., l•h 1•y;:, 

'31) ,r.1-,,~ ,,,,, );J)J , ,/,/,,, ,>~'.!}J ~,>~,l, /J,~ J., ,)'!);, ;it tL, 
A further development of t his point of view, where ne begins 

brea.k.ing up t~e Zoh&r into &uthantlc and f orged, occurs ln the 

ver ~ ilrat sentence of hle book: 

, -, ,)!Cl /OWf ,., A.h.> )/;, t/1p ),~.,, ~ ~ /:, :!)•"> , 

:J;J, /rtl ~''tt/., /, /ft:;~ J1'iN )1' ·····/';,NJ J0
11t/=1 f',;i 

/0 ,,a,,,, A>'t l';, h {cJ _yl I ' JI'"}',. -"1» ,1..C e •t, 

Ji/f1J , thia ),>t, ')lt'/'J k1-,a )/)J /J,J Ahi-ij> ~'t;.J..1>,41"/ 
'' . .,.,,)~ ~)J3 ,,,,, ~ '))kf"I,? ,o ,,,,#,) ~ ;0'~.>11' ,.o~ 

Some folks, then, &re bein? led astray in the 3ohar. Can it 

be tha t this ie possible if the whole _ohar is as good end 

ae p~re as we nave aeeu above? 

t H~ ·-,;1/ , /r ~,J.,,., /Ml ,, , ol.Jilt .)J., )i/()/> t 1 I", 
" . >"''" ,:1-> ?' . ,;,.,,., /;Jr" ,!I''-- ' LI qI:l ,)~?) '/bJv~ 

p~).~.J1/.,~ 't.1,I / /t,J /0''1 • )iJ!f, >.:,o /\>..hr /t>t ~:!)~ 
In the seventh chapter, Emden gives his ~pinion oi t be,..oJ?};\ t./''JYN : 

/O ' J/pL,> _11/>1r,/ /J.:rrl JJ/tfr /..J/.11.11 ';I l~/:.i ,!Oft;., ">~11, , 
c..,/;f, ,,Jl:;C, ). ';ab)l~ 1~ /0'~~#., .,A,''NJef,1/ ,A) 11J~;, /0 ,,,,, 

l-)J ,1/11.Jw, ...JJ~'!J,, )/'111f J,:lh/ ..))•'J:>r >mr /31> , >n• ,A>f, 

(.33) lf.Jfll eC!J /~JJ1,/ , )~#> 



;,., t7Ploal example of linden's aee.rcblng and original 

crlt i ciam of the internal eT14enoe follows: 

,-0 1 rt,,111, ) !:ft '•Vf Im! pJ-i:1>-. 7/;,n /.r;,) 7c!J~ 1 

l ,?_J ~ 'i ''f~ /OJ)!.!, IJI~ JI 1 .J ,.,J. ,,-t JI,-, 1,J i y/? 

/iJ llv l~ ,.,t .t,; ., .• , ;,;,,-:; { llJ, 1hli l ?Nt , ~ 
/~Y '!:,i>,J ,,,jiJ ~o;, /(' fr;,,, ->m . vii / >'>i 

In~'~ 1-J,.,,., )i~ ~)~h l,J;,, /0(, ;>fr pl ~,'J.r~~1 / 
;-i_41 • I .,J/,, ;J/ , ~ !!> t?, / ,., ? ~ • '{! /0,) "h 

c->1~.., /0? ✓)oJ';, ~~ ~ J A>'.>o~ /Tl ~ ,AJ_J?) 
.,.,,/J,i> ,, U.:> ..<>j'.N) flrJ .1),

7
3:, :.t,...,,J J' !JCo), 

.J.) ,<>~ J,., .-Oj-' l•JI f..J j , .},•~I;,., ,)f,hi"' 
e/ t.,• ;Ir '/~o ,[;, fr~ J,., __y> b t- n/,,J 
- ' - 1/\k ~~..,N M 1/1., /:,;, , J.>I .,),.,,., pl7;1~? 

/)1 ;/),J //'!.J~ l?lt,tv,) /J>?3t,~ ) {""J/1 1-r ?'Y,)J 

,.,r.,,> ~'>iA~ }~)"' !t1,., .c_JrJ ).:, b-/,)i>(/ w ,?1>J1~> 

AJ'thl.l /0'>~ /J'x y b 1Jr. -,,!J;, ,~o /" 1b~ Ac .Jk11 
1 i ' £ l;,-!J ,,ok , J.:lN/t,) jy J .,.;, /JI '/~o J, A> •e,;,k,h 

11 { "''t) ".&ft,) J •j• .>J.lh, ''lc.L-' /•,7 J!c Jt>?'J;,-,. ,A>''liJ/o 

~ •~en more wldel~ qoted obeevat1on 1a tbat in which he finds 

a apeclflc example ot a Spanish word. whi ch in tbe zohar, some 

Spwiiab writer tried to pass off a s of Hebrew der1Tatlon: 

.,)cJ ½ •:,~{ :fol :!j ~ ·~ ';, V"'•1tf k·r,;J .,1c.)./) :;;,.,_,, 
,,:)') ?~;, A) /01)~ ": ,~/c ,(,,!).:> ,~J />p J,.:,.,-y.,/ f/Jj ""'ij 
(Here he f"'tei o:t;l((u.,,,~.jtJ , ,)J~"'~;, ~~ j!:)I /:Jhe., 

....AOpil _,,,. ) "'/''~ -~.> J.:;~ f'" r".), J>- -,v~Jtl .. ... 



to attribute these spurious portions of the book to Moses De Leon: 

,oj /01>'~ h- nt,h, ti ,<>9Y jtJ /':, tr ~J J~ II 

/O">i'M ),~., Jt, dl!Jt•' '!J11',>1' t''Y)., ')e)IJt 1 -,;~ 

/,111:, , /0 1 ,,,, ..O'Vi/ .J,t>l ~ • _,/)/,~ /41 ). 1) it,J 

~')l'/•)f, , ,)JL., ,tt•~:, ..)Cl/II ,}i)JI) -NN7'~N ,-,/4 ' 't, 

,IO''"'""., .,.,."~ ,,..J,f~" r /,l, .f* .1t>10!Jlt,f1 , ~,11.,~ 
_j j;, 1th ~>.N J.>~, b,~ & i~!J" ;J),/ ·~ ,>1,;N '> 10l 

(;t,} ~)t, / ., ")r>y )) 

,l e see then. th&t the authi.)r , felt that there were two 

or more ps.rta: one the true ~oha.r ( -;,,j,) 1t>la ) and the others, 

tne spurioas portions which must hs Te been Rritten by a later 

Spanish scholar, posaibl~. eTen, Moses De Leon. He is ver~ 

c~r eful to warn us, however, t hst we must not assume tbet 

because he m&~ have written toe s pur ious portions. Der.eon 

wrote the true ~obs r. ~den point s out t hs t the ~obs r was 

Jc.nown t efore the time of De Leon: 

;ot; h0y .Pt' ""l/'J •:) , ft'i>t , ,., }t, /7'N£, ~,·.)~ "It? n:> /0,,,,, 
Y" ;tJ /4,'~~1 I );,_j;, 'O ,)b /,/,) XJ'/1'1~ ,,)C ~, 



(3.,) µlie ~.)/1/ ", IO'fJ I' l-31 •:,/, l '/tJt):, h AJ'(~JV ~ 
J)i/?', h> /..Jhj>J J~,11 ?',~ ) •'";,t, Ji Je )lll 

l /
1N'i' -YI? 1M, ~ '-'i!J );t.:, ,)',~ i>k) (t 11,~ 

Jj>t? Ck~ -,;,p;;, •;auJ jo,,J /.:,,, "h,;, ;>J..:>'t, ,e.f ,µ 
...... ✓J),J ,~ Jtl", JIO"r 11tL ,,,,, k:, ,,~I., }/,,e ,h, CJ1,/11 

,,,1J )/~t JO~ ~ ):, >, ~)'iltJ) J'"J 'I ,,.., 9/th) ,.,. AJC 

/J,.. J,lib '>~i Jih;aJ , 5.:, V~ .,,e,)'rt, · V!J J~Jr,.,f }.:,;, 
h, 1J >flk 10iJ~ /:>,.>1,1 ..1il'tJ .," '>~o 1-wJ ~t , ,,1 J 
y~ )~ /c/;,/, )~ ~ ;a /' >1AI ... ~t) ;i I':' L,J1 , Ji '!J 1J1 

(3t)·1 .JJ,~1r / ., ~)(,)', JJ 'j
1 

,J,/4 )/;,);, ;J,~1,1 
The last 1ew sentences &.re pbrticularly enlightening as 

to t he unbistoric~l ~tt i t ude of ~den. His acceptance of the 

stutements and the honeetf of these two men on their face Tal­

ue, in spite of the controvera~ t hat w&s r aging about De 1ellll 

a t the time, m~rks him nai•e in respect t o historica l perspec­

tive ~nd Judgm~nt. 

Tbe author s ums ~P his conclusions attar numerous 

exWllinationa of internal evidence : 

/ IN3p;,I ~,,/,,, : ~'-,~o ,,tJtJ JJ,b 00~}¥,-, ,~;, )~o Jb,,,, 

.1 e, J(,h ),/M fo/,> "°( c y e,J,/ A)$t~ .. )•~ • /41/:J Al.ht,)t,J 
,,<>'~.,, AJ'')J/' ,,o')lfk/i ,,o,>/ :.!r,, .,it~) / '/, 1~/t>,>fJ 1~"" . '°?JI> 
(O;J/ l ,,~/Jtt,/ ,,/VI.ho ,>?Sp ;>;,I- ,)l'IIJ/)» ,JJ., I ~It,,., Wt A>i>~ 

,)C," ;"'J. ;o•~ ~iN. I :, w, , )/ti). I /u,;,ou,,. } "'Y" . Jt/,,r,? ,o¼) i:J 
JO_J~f.,., /0,., , toi?/,i)".J )/~ , Jl~c '':/'"' '111- Ji#~ h>1 • ,)/'//rt 

11' ,))7.,. /O~•k ht,!,~)~ .,.,,, Jr / W 1J1>-"~ 

27. 



,J'fJ~ .,,1;11/ ,,o'h 'j;, n 10Jt/,, /0'~ ,-,:JMip~ 
~," .Jik.J IL/, , b 1~:)tJ ..N'tYN :!>"'- ')/iJI/ 

../1:Ju {.) /,/;, P( ;:um, jt;, /.J,,;, /i-,;, 
,l'l' -;,/J,::,. 10-i'J ;,,/J> the> • tap '/"'ltt ,//e~;- 7/JIJ 

n;,_,/, ...>Js,)/4., JviJ.;,/) ,JJ.Jr ,.ot .)/IJl'/fJ f,) .Jh:/Jr,/ 
,) Jk ~.., '7e/!J'#I "/4~6,;, ~i)•h & '"/u,fr.J3 i fo)i>f) I 

) ft, ,.,,J,,j,iJ,) /J~ /,Ma l';,1,1 .t.:>ha /" h;,!,, 

._,)h.r 1!9c( {~;, :N '? /J. \.,),,) i?/'ro !fiJ'J/i ~~">''Y,J 

/'# /J JO'!yJ>~J /'?/ '~ J /J'C ;ii~ f ??1 ,)h,/ 
' • • •• • ~)J(,.) /QA/;+tfl 

, -,,,jy, .Jf).h ,IO,,I ~IO''JiXJ ,>e/e fk /</4-, )oc' :Jt,., // 
JJNe .,").>fl , ,/Oj)J ,hi, f)y AJ,~Je.; ,j'J?d, fr ',)N /41>-1 
10')~h ?:,/1, , eN" ;hi /.:> /ft;.:J /O)r/>N , ,,o'ihl /0',ril 

)1tll,1 I~ 7~0 1>1/)N /OJ/) , L )r ,) ',> /4/,7' C fi).:>ll>N 

/d;, ft lc ( 1te, ;, //JJ ;/1'1 ;A>'~ 'Jt'IJ ~ ),.I:,;,) . ~/lt.N 
.wr(/( Jrj~ /?'rh ftN(, ~ /J 'r ....,., bf'),'11;> 
( k. l'//4 It ,;,.] 3/.:>,A.li> fi>..>"J'jrJ; )~ ,A).!) '? ,/,Nf1/IP 

"· · • · · ·· · zti? 1/ ,.., ~> ,e-,f 

b/,,tv/ !J.J-r , . , . ~~;, e,? ?N fa 1j!) 't ,/e,., 1~(),> H 

/4/.,) ~i ~.,3/?t, /OT' ":ft/c1,) ~ e,,.,,¥ ~I !'/"' 
d ,Nie J .>;, h.>/ ,jkJ f 3d.3;, ,,,.J Jobo~J 

_,JjJr ;f •e,, ..Jl'N?k/ .J>•?/0,;., ;>.J)/.t,1' i>;>?,) ,<>',vl';J ;/i,J 
r°JJ }';) J>l:J 1J/'1 ~c: ?YJ / -'!JI I l'? ) l>i .,,,~ yl,k .:!/;~? 
,., ,,k,o /0' -,;, ? ;, ; h,;, ;o,1? !!)'.Je, ' ),')y ;,~ ..Al,,e,,J // 

( yp ~_;,1J1'1c ..1>.!Jl'/c;, r1L.J ,,.J , ~·~•) 



29. 

So we s ee that Emden accepts the : onar proper, eTen the 

-,,1,. 'l/tO. which deal "large4 of Cabbal1et1c &nfelologi and the 

mysteries clustering about the DiTine Name and tne DlTlOe Unity."(tO) 

without~ crltlolam, belieTing them to haTe come down dlreotli 

from the first Amorqta ·who _ha4 gotten the as ,J)JJjl :fra ihe tarl)' 

Tan~im, who 1.1 turn tlad reoe1'fed them from the prophets, Uoaea, 

and Sinai• Th.t Sifre De Taniutha wae written b) i.moraim or 

$abora1m but is ~~~~en~•c. ~t~ st:rra ~e Lantutba oonsi ate 

"of fiTe obapters inserted 1n the book of i xodue and (deals) 

with the mysteries of creat i ~n. the human soul, 5.nd the re-

lation between spirit and matter.tt(4l) 

To the second gr~up ~mden assigns the Tikkune Hazohar, the 

3a)'a ... ehemma and the P1kkud1n. i c cordi ng to 1\beleon the 

'l' i kkune Hazoh&r wa~ published ai ter tile i ohar and came from a 

di fierent svuroe. (4.::. ) \Vhile ihe ~qa ~:enerrupa--"(The true 

$hepard Pastor F idelia ) , which~ bes idea dealing with topics 

s imil!lr t o tae i'oreg~ing . l ays down defir, ite precepts and 

rules oi conduct, t ne exer esia being usuall~ introduce d with 

t ile w.:>rds: "The rrue Shepard eaita '--t b.e true Shepard being MoaeeV(A3} 

These books. accordins to Jmden. were writte~ about 1~90 , poaslblj 

b~ JJoses De aeon. But the third classification as exemplified 

i n the :.:1drasb Hane'elam is entir e l y extraneous material, 

ver :> l a te, and e. forger~ from beginning to end. "The Uidraab 

Sane'elam (Recondite ~position), (which) c ~ntains ~ great 

deal of material of Scriptura l exposi tion b~ the method of 

~ematr i a; i.e. the permut ati Jns and combinati~ns of t he l etters 

of tile Hebrew alphab e t and the Hebrew numerals . r t also 



contains some allegorical exegesis of Scripture reminding 

one of the methods of Pbilo."(44) we can see frllm this last 

Judgment on the part ~i 3mden that hla whole ooncluaion la 

auspicious. ie know that he w&a a fighter; we knl)w tha t be 

was fighting tlle Gematria ~d practictil K&bbalah llf hie d&J• 

Thus, eTen if Gematria dated from Pythagorean days. Jmden 

would baTe made it a late addition and labeled it as apur-

1oua. due to preJudlae t·or his own cause. .linden's gre:.. t 

contribution to this problem is n ot his specific conclusions 

but rather his approacn on internal eTidence and his obser­

vations to the effect that the zohar is n ot a simple unit, 

either wboll) t rue or wholly spurious. bRt a composite. 

written b) man~ aut hors, coming from ma11y difi areut periods. 

-~~ inquiry into t he date, aut horship. and composition 

of the ~oba r that hopes to f ind t he facts will have to 

proceed alllng to e lines l aid town bl Jacob 3mden. 

Much ink flowed to defend the antiquitJ of, and the 

aut hentici t)' oi t he 3ohar against the char ges bot h of 

J udah i,eon ~llden& , and oi Jae i>b 3mden, but none ->f those 

written before the l~th oeLtur~ h~d an~ ~istorical value. 

N~tning more of aifnificance was produced on t his pr~blem 

until the 19th centur~. 

30. 



III. UODE.;Ui J?IuIOH JH Tli3 i R03~ 

Both xrocbmal b.lld Landauer expressed their opinions con­

cerning ihe origin of the Johar. TbeJ were the first ~f the 

modern. scientific millda to touch upon the problem. Their 

contributions howeTer. were meager 1n deed•--fet because thei 

were the first.•• shall mention. •er) briefli . their Tiewa. 

i:rocbmal followed no tradition but det down hla opinion 

h 3 f ollowa: (Firat . with regarda to t he Kabb&lah lteelf) '11 
~:.)'Yi' !J ,,~:,h ..,v, '.," "lt'l>.:,.,J /';/ 1/?r -"'). ":)" lc..s,,),, 

J;? 'Ir;, ;,,/ }f) ? '7f.. ;n ~Ii,,., .:/'"'- 'w;, .,,,;._ ;,1/i1 

i/{):J~J,, .11/1/i;, ,,.:J;?J" ? ,u·~ :,y't,~ 'J • ;,,,,,,. ,,.M 
,~l't' .J,/)/ j 'Y.il'k;a A>J~ j.:> J,-, Jj,/),J.a, )i':, j~ /04/ 

.. h/3 ,kl .,/,,:,e, ' ;,f-t 7/,,./ ' .,,,,,,.,. J,hi / :,, 0/" i>'i'O 

IOJt,> ..1>/r 'L'Jt ,10 'N-'h .. ~1, "Y , "Je•JC,,J 1/4,~/ , "'°"r ?>"1'',J 

..n;-'e' e,k , /of)/ 'l""Jc •;, r .,,, A,,,., tr!J uh, . f~~, 
;fo J.1..w / 't!l"l-jM -!:Je..J ;, '"O /,, fc.t.J /4;,t, , };,;, 

lt}/1,~ ,J~1J,,1 ,;,/7;7/, .bJGp ~ '()>!Jlp/ ..1,//C/I ">.J'k ,,o '/c:ry 

lc)fJ,, ,IJ:.•;,p 'J?t.!) 1irl , ..-0 ' 7tJo,) _1,/ -,J//4 ;> ,/1lAJVcl, rl, 

;,r ',1• lr.3/,, };,11111t.J 113,J "'-"">! ./4;'~ ,w ;, };,1,lc. /' •'Ii 

('£9 , j ':l,., }» .;r :1/,;, ..11Je.,Jt,~ .,.oc,., .1) .:,t,~ J ,/.J 
However. wit h rega rds to t he ~ohar and i ts Tar i oua parts, 

he f oll ows t ile opinion of Judah Leon Modena. a tradition f ollowed 

by ma~ of t he "Jewish Scient iate•• of the 19th centur~: 

I 



.--J~,, •t,..,,,,,, /11e,, 'yJ,,,1c J" i.1;,,, rf' );Pf!,. ,.Ja. 
!OJ'J' ;./, ..17/,N'?I -"'PJ" ~"'.1111', ~ !J">-, . /OJC~;, ;0~ ;•1;, 

J ->J .,,~ /O ' J.Jd->>~ , ;o)/r;:J "l'rJ>" J.:, J>lhl? ~"~.,"'"' 

/0>)'11/i'/ ,'1.i] 1. ' 'j1,q , :!Jj>,. I ·~•J.,_ >'J];l", /,(J }!Jj,I f?Jt, 
A'Ju,.., ~I.:> >)})'~ ; •}& ; ~h1,/, J,/1/7;, /?rtv:) .,o}::, 
?7' It l-,; ~N/J.I 11,, J,t,,,.,, .JJ. .1,1,,,;, 1Hc ;f,1c;, ION~ 

(__'ti-) ~~'7,'/?/Ji) r ,.o~}-c>j ~>tl2J ..1,},.]J ,,)/&.l,411) 

HoweYer, Zrocnmal does not Yenture ao much as a guess 

as to who toe author bCtuoll) was. It was Landauer who Yen­

tured the first modern gu.eaa as t\l the aut .• or of the 3ohar 

and ta~ugh he wa s i ar off the tra ck, as ~e i tlln points out, ne 

made an observa tion wbiah was tramendoual~ valuaYle, In the 

"oriental Liter6turblatte" of 1845 (47) he dtated tnat whoeYer 

it was that wrote the ~ohar, mus t hfi.ve been a marYelous man, 

both a poet &.nd ta pbiloeopber oi ,.o mean abllit ~ . .!:le gues sed 

that t ale man was Abraham .-.bulafia. Zeitlin points out t hat 

the guess le wrong: 

.J.,J ,)},), M,, -rlJ•/ '/~ -,.,,,.3 /Jlh_F' 7'JJ' / i3 ;,/ •.:, I 
,J.J', 10/t~ /4 1JJ/;,k, ..J1k ,o/l, "1j.,. j" /v,..> /'le ,J, ,eJ, 

?.,?J ,1> JL jp..J> •J>J;!31> :2;/t, .A¥i~ >)'.1)~ 'i> Jr f 
J> /r1>, .})h''i' .-Oi ,IO/c '..) , 1)r'Ji> -AJ(Jn /'' JI 9;-,N 
.f ?1bil J.J ;,•,, Jt-,.,J1,,1i lt l:JJfr 'y' t11," ,) )'"t~, ../11.,;,,,,~1 
/ 'a J /,4/ ;J.:,,, /fie;, J,.. ~j /;,k .J>J. A: ,>e, , " /, 'i , ~ h, ~ 
)r Ii) ~ N le/->) ?.},.;,,I;, /.;,//4;:, . JI>~ iV>~N;:l :!J J,,. ~'t,) 

. "J.:Jitr9·. ,.,c l" ..1ihi:1. ., 1JJ.,1 ,-'1,/~1 J>1/1Fc 1"4 
, 1 IN JJ,/ j t.111 ..113;>1 

11 

,?P '! / '>i> .N'Y'j ',> J.J ,t,ho ,.,,J 

(Y-~1·1..J/ JJ; ,,)??rJ ,)J~l' '?t)() ~' 



and yet, the Ver) statement on the pa.rt -0f f..andauer 

that the man who wrote the ~ohar must h&ve been a grest poet 

and philosopher, and not, as so man..y have called him before 

and sinoe, a forger and a fakir, 1a a d1et1not contribution 

to the problem. 

The first great contribution vi the 19th oentur~ was 

made in 1843 b# Adolphe Franok•--and it ls probabli the 

keenest and most fruitful anal~sie of the problem that has to 

date been made. 

Franck attacks the problem from the following standpoint: 

" ••••• the quest ion we ""re now considering hHs alread~ been • 

solTed ln tb.eee difierent ways. Some maintain tbat. barring 

a few passages written in Hebrew---whlch do not exist nowada~a 

in any edition or in an~ known manuacr1pt--tbe :ohar pertains 

entirel~ to S i meon b. Yohal; others. just e s excluaiTe i n 

their view. attribute it to an imposter calle4 ~oeea Be Leon, 

and do not date it earlier than the end of tha 13th century or the 

beginning of the 14th oentur~: others. f lnally. haTe endeavored 

to conciliate these two extreme opinions Oi supposing tnat 

Simeon b. 'Yohs.1 contented nimseli with the propagation of 

bis doctrine through oral teaching. and t ll&t 1.be memories 

t here of left b~ him either in the minds or in the notebooks 

of bis disciples, Nere not united until several centuries 

after h i e death in the book in our poeeeeion today wider the• 

name of t he j ohar. 

) 



Con&ldered io the absolute sense. taking t oe words we 

baTe quoted quite literallJ. tbe first of the two opinion& 

ls hardl~ worth) of serious coneideration and refutation." (49) 

AOOOrdingly Franck divi&ea hie dlacusaion into 3 parts: 

I. That Simeon a. Yohai did not write or dictate the Zobar. 

A• Refutation of those who claim that the tradition 

about a• Simeon b. Yoh&i SLd his s~n ~leaser dwelling 

in the oaTe proTes th~t he wrote the 3obar. 

"It ls said (although not vouched for en~ longer 

bj t e Talmud)that during thes e twelve ) ea rs of 

solitude and proscription J i meon b. Yobai aide d b~ 

3leazar his son. composed tne renowned work to 

which hie name is still E..ffixed. /ere even the 

fabulous details eep~rated from the Larrative. it 

would still be difiicult to justii) the inierence 

d--.wo irom it; i o r it is not told wn~t were the 

results, or what • ~s tne object of the meditations, 

in which the two proecripts t ried t ; forget their 

sufferint• Then again there &re ~ multitude of 

facts ~nd ns.mes found in the : oha r which Simeon 9. 

Yohal. who died a few ~ears atter the destruction 

of Jeru~alem, i n the second century of t he Christian 

era. could certa inl~ not have known. For i nstance. 

how could he have spoken of the six portions into 

which the .ishnah is divided Rhen t he latter ~aa 

written ne&rll sixt~ ears bfte r his de~th? aow 



could be haTe leB.l'ned the names of vowel signs 

and other inTentiona of the school of Tiba.rias 

which. at most. can not reach b&CK earlier than 

the begiuning of the sixth century~'' ( 60) 

B. That there a.re refe rences in the ~ohar to Kohammed­

aniam--whioh •~e not in existance until centuries 

after a• Simeon b. Yoha1 died: 

"A passage eTen more decisive could have been found 

in the ~ohar; for the following is what a disciple 

of 31me~n b. Yobai pretends to b~Te heard 1rom the 

mouth oi hi s master: • voe to the moment when Ish­

mael was brought forth and invested with toe sign 

of circumcisionl For, wh~t did t he ~ord do, Yhose 

Aame be ble s ~ed1 l e excluded the chi ldren of Ish­

mael £ram celes tia l UL.ion . But a s toe~ held t he 

meri=op t ed the s ign of the covenant, He reserved 

for them here below a portil)n in the pos eesion of the 

Hol~ Land . 1'he c hildrel, of I s hmael are. therfore. 

destined to reign over the Rol~ I,and . and t he~ shall 

hinder the c ai ldren ~f Israel from return ing to it. 

But it snail las t Ohl~ until tne t i me w:1en the 

merit ~f the children uf I shmae l sh~ll be exhausted. 

The~ will theL excite terri-le wars on earth; the 

children ~f ~dom will unite against t hem ~nd war 

up0n them. some JD land, some on sea, and others 



near Jerusalem. Victor~ will rest now with one. now 

with the other: but the Hol)' 1&Dd. will not be deliT­

ered into the bands of the children of ~dom."(51) 

(Thia. according to Franck. obTioua~ refers to the 

Oruaadea .) 

c. The Zobu- itself states tha t ; imeon. B• Yobai charged 

hie son and disciple s t ~ trensmit t he Kabbalistic 

doctrines. Had he written ais bol)k, the ~Obar, this 

charge could not heTe been made b;} him: 

"Thus, in t he fra~en t en t 1 t led /4Cj /,J //c • of 

which we hope ti) trE.n~l &te ~ great part, bnd which 

iJrma in eTer) respect an admirhble episoda in t hi s 

T&st ca:np ilation, it ie told t hu t when neQr de~th, 

Simel)n b. Yoh~ l s ummoned the s mall number l)f hie 

disciples and friends . among whom was also hie eon 

Eleazar, for the purpos e Jf giving them his la.at 

int:Strllotione. 

' Thou ' . he said to ~leazar. 'will teach; 

.abbi 11.bba 'Ril.l write, and m~ .Jtber frienda -:1ill 

meditate in silence.• The master Yobai ie seldom 

1Dtro4uced aa speaking. Hie docttinee bre deliv­

ered orall~ b~ bis eon or hi s friends, who bgain 

come together s f ter his deb tb to commllnioate to 

one enother wh&t each l)Oe remembered of his teachings, 

&td t J enlighter. t nemaelves men tall~ on the comm~n 



37. 

D• There is a reference in one of t he books af the 

Zobar that ie ver~ lat~ in 1ta scientific out loot, 

" '!le translate 1•t another passage which might be 

believed to have been written bf some disciple ~f 

Copernicus. were we not compelled, even den~lng its 

authenticitl•. to date it at leaat from t he er1d of tae 

thirteenth oentur¥: 'In tbe book of aamuna t ne el4er 

1t i s ful~ explained that the ea.rt b turns upon it­

self like a sphere; that s ome people are abOTe, others 

belJw; tnat all creatures change their appearance to 

t he climate of each place a lthvugh Keeping alwal e 

the same position; th6t certain place~ vll eart h are 

light. while o thers are in da.r.lc.nesa; t hat some have 

d~ while other s have n ight; and t heL there bre 

countries where i t ie al•a~ s da~ . er wher e night 

lasts but ~ few moment s a t lea et • " ( 53) 

II. That Uosea De Leon did not write t he Zoha.r. 

It l s interating here to·.note Franci' s opinion of 

De Leon: 

".Are we. t hen . f orced to hor.or an obe~ure r abbi of 

t he t nirteentb century. an unf ort unat e charlatan wno. 

necessarily. mus t have devot ~d l ong ~ea.rs i n wri t i ng it, 

and who ~i elded onl~ t o theory of miser~ and to the hope 

of r elieving it b~ such slow end uncerta in meane? Certainlf 

not I" ( 54) 



A• ~osee De Leon would not baYe written the Zobar ln 

~ramalc for deveral re~sone: 

"The ZobE.r le written 1.n an Arti.llean language be­

longing to no particular dialect. !lb.at scheme 

could De Leon haYe bad in mind b)· mu.king use ot t hie 

idioa which was not in use in his time~ Did b.e, 

as is mainta1n6d b~ a modern oritlo alrea~ quoted. 

desire to impart a s emblance of truth to his fic­

tions b.) making the visrious persons under whose 

names he wished to pass off his own ideas, speak. 

the lb.llguage of their epoch1 But since he was in 

posseslon of such. widespread k.no~ledge. a fact 

admitted even b~ t hose whose op inions we combat, he 

must also have known that $ imeon b. Yohai and his 

friends were counted wnong the bUthora of t he ~lah­

nah; Wld, although the Jerus alem d ialect wa~ pr_._ 

abli their ever~day l &nfua~e. it WJuld hove been 

more natural t o make them write it in Sebrew. 

••••••••We are f11lte sure t aat ~osea De Leon 

wrote & Kabbollat1c boo~ in Hebrew which bears t he 

title "The Name of God," or eimplf, "The Name,"-­

Seier aa-Shem 

The work i d s till in manuscript, and we.a 

aeen b~ wases cordovere. From t ne few passages that 

be quotes, it is eTlder. t thlit it was aver# detailed 

and frequentl~ s Ter~ subtle commentar~ on some of 

the moat obscure points of the doctrine taught in the 

~oha!'•••••••••Ia it poss ible that the same man, wh~ 



at first bad written the 3obar in the Cbaldo•SJr­

ian dlaleci.---be it to add interest b) the diffio­

ult~ of the language. or to make bis t h.lugbt s ln­

acoeaalb le to the oommon man---would then con&lder 

lt neoeaaay to explain. to further deTelop in Hebrew, 

and place within reach of eTerybody, that which. at 

the coat of ao muon labor and trouble, he bad hidden 

in a language almost forgotten eTen by the scholars 

themaelTe&T Shall we ea~ that b~ such mesr,a be was 

still more certain of putting his readers on the 

wrong scent t Indeed, it i s too much trickery. too 

much time, patl gnce and effort spent for t he mis­

erable aim whioh he la accused of having placed for 

himself; the combinations s r a too learned and too 

complicated for a man wn~ has been accused both of 

the moat stupid contradi cti~ns 6lld the grossest 

anscbronlama."(55) 

a. I~o reierence to J:lani t) or ;.ristotelianiam. 

" A.not her reason which compels u s to consider the 

.;ohu as a work mucll ea rlier t bs.n the time 01' 1'osee 

De Leon, and foreign to ~urope, la that we d o n J t 

find therein the least Teatige of the philosophy of 

Aristotle, and tha t we do not me et there, eTen once, 

the name of Ai anit~ or of ita fo under. It is known, 

t hough, that Xlsnity abd nri s t otle excercised absolute 



/ 
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auth0riti in 3urope in tba thirteenth am fourteenth 

centuriea."(56) 

c. Certain ideae used exalueiveQ> in the Kabbalab 

of the Zohar are found at earlier date than the 

thirteenth centurf: 

" It ta to h note4. final~. that t be ideas and 

expreeaione wnich belong eseent1a14. and wnioti are 

exalusi•el) consecrated to the Kabballatlc a~•tem 

expounded ln the &onar, are found also in writings 

of a much earlier date than the oloae of the 

thirteenth aentur1. Tbua, according to a writer 

whom we had already occasion to mentlon-•Moaea 

Botril. one of the commentators of the 3efer Ye• 

{ ~ ::::-::::1::::1:: o~:an:: 1:::: ~::::ood 
Cidoaea Botril) oi tee f rom him t he following 

word.a which, he aaJa, are quoted literal~ from 

the work entitled ~Philosopher's Stone" which, 

it is true. is wrongfull~ 6 ttr1buted to him: 

'O, thou man who draweat fr om the cisterns at 

the source. guard t~•elf, when tempted, to reveal 

something af the belief of the emanat101la. which 

is agreat m~ater~ in tbe mouth of all the Kabballata; 

And tbie misteri is hidden in the words of the Law: 

' Thou Sh&llt not tempt the LOrd.'"(67) 



III. That a• Simeon b. Yohal taught tbe basic material 

J • 

in t be Zobar to a ama 11 grOllp of diao ip lea and aa-

e oolat ea wb.o transmitted tilem orall#. Thea• oral 

trad1t10Da ••• edited littla b~ little and much 

later were written up in tb.e form af a book-- the 

Zobar. which fOWi-d its wa) to l urope in tbe thirteenth 

oeaturi. • 

"W• hope that this opinion, until now ~xpreaaed with 

timidity and aa a oaoJeoto.re. 11111 soon aquire the 

character and righta of a certaintJ."(58) 

A• From external eYidenoe : 

1. "Thie opin ion, above all, is in perfect aocord, 

as we &tread~ noted o1 the author of the chron­

icle "Chain of Tradition". wl>t n t he biator:i of 

all the other aonumenta of the Jewish tradition■ 

~d of the Jewish people. The Uiabnah, the 

faruaalem and SabJlonian Talmuds were ~leo made 

up b~ J~ining the traditions of different ages 

and tbe lessons of differant people. held 

t°Jetber b) ~ common principle. It agrees no 

less with a belief which, according to the h1at-

~r1a.n_l9at cited, must be quite old, 'I have 

learned from tradition.a•. a~a the author. 'that 

tllia work waa ao voluminous that •hen COIDJ)lete, 

would have made up a camel's load.'"(69) 



i. "Uore than a oentu.ry after the iohar waa 

pabl1ehed in Spain. there were still s<ne men 

who knew and who transmitted most of the 1•eaa 

whlob form the substance of the Zobar by tradit­

ion on~. J f auch was :Joa es Bo tri 1. who in 

1409. aa he himself tells us. e.xpreasea him­

eelf on the Kabbalah and on the precB11tiona to 

be taken in teaching ii : "The Kabba~ah i s nothing 

more than a mare pure and a mere ilol) philo• 

not t Ile aeme as th!i t of the Y.ab balah ••••••• It 

le so name~ beoauae it proceeds, not b~ reason­

ing, but b) tradition ••••• • Apparentl~ the auth• 

or of these lines did not ae em to know the 

Zoh.ar eYen b; ite name, as the name is .no t men­

tioned a single time ln anr part of hie work. 

On the other hand he cites a large number of 

Wer1 ancient writers. nearl) all of whom 

belong to the Jrient, like Rabbi Saadia. aabbi 

Hai and Rabbi Aaron. head oi the Babylonian 

Academy. Sometimes he tells us a l s o of the 

things he learned ora ll) from the mouth of 

hie master. Bo it cannot be sup posed that he 

drew his Kabbalietic knowlidge from the manu-

scripts published b~ N&hmanidea and Moaea De Leon."(60) 



B. Internal i?Videnoe 

1.spet.king of tbe /t.Jtl'IJ31 /i,e,o .• the 4r> /01/" • and 

the /cl!J /,71/c • Franck declares: 

"Theee fragments ,which/ because of the great distance 

between th•• seem to us at first sight lost in this 

immense collection, form, neYertheleaa. a perfeotli 

co-ordinated whole in tbe progress of events as well as j 

ill the ideaa. •••. Bever are there the height& of 

■peculation left to descend to the external and 

practical life to recommend the observation of 

the Law or the ceremonies of religion. UeYer 

can we find there a name. a faot or even an ex-

preealon which could make •h re••••• c fwt u: 

Mea aa •~••aal1a waiek etlll,i me•• us doubt t he 

authenticit~ of these pages in which original1)1 

of form enhances the value of the loftJ thoa.ghte. 

It is alwa~s the teacher who speaks. and who 

uses no ot her method bf.t that of authoritl to 

o.:>nYinoe his listeners. He does not demanstrate. 

he doea not explain. he does not repeat what others 

have taught aim; but he affirms. and eve.rJ word 

spoken b~ him is received as an artlol.9 of faith ••••• 

The mode o:t procedure is different in the rest 

of t be book. Instead of continued exposit ion of one 

order Jf idea. inste&d of a free~ conceived plan 



peraiatentl1 followed, in wblob the sacred tut• 

inToked bi the author ae teat:1~ follow hie 

own t; hov.ghta , •• find t bere t be ina oher en t and 

41aor4erlf oov.rae of a oaauaent&rJ••••••• 

The same lnooherenoe, the same disorder pre­

Tai ls in the faota, •blah, for the rest, are 

f•• 1n number and of uniform oharactar. Here 

metaphjaioal tbeologi no longer reigns in abao• 

lute SOTereign~; but, side b) slde with the 

boldest and the most elevated theories, all too 

otten we find the most matetal details 0 1 the ex• 

tern al ov.U • ••••• " ( 61) 

~. "Aa to the ideas contained in the ~ohar, Simeon 

b. Yohal tells ua that ka ns not the first one 

to introduce them. H• repeated to hie dlao1plee 

wba t the "friends'' tau.ght in the anoi ent books 

( 1/c.,,?jl •-,~;- lj ,~,. tt"'b ,lJIIII). H• partioularl;v 

oitea Jeba the ..!lder and aamuna the ~lder •••••• 

•••••• I am far from pretending that either these 

personages, ~r these books of so remote an an­

tiq•itJ reall~ existed; I onlJ wlah to eatabliah 

tne fact t h&t the aut hors of the zoh&r never 

thought of representing 3.b.Yohai as the inventor 

of the ~abbaliatio eoienoe."(62) 



IY. Probable Dating 

"#ben we add that frequent mention is made there of t he 

.rel1gioua beliefs of the :>r•ient, like Sabeiam and eTen 

of Ialamiam; tb&.t to the co,ntrarf, nothing is found 

there whiah can have ~ rE»ference to the Christi ans 

relllion, •• shall undertw1d bow the zohe.r in its pres­

ent form. could not have b•~en introduced intoour 

countries until same time ioear the end of the thir­

teenth oentur~. ~ame of the doctrines oontal ~~ o 

therein, as Saadia bas ebom, were a lreaclJ mown .before• 
.> 

but it seems certain that before ~oeeaDe Leon, an4 

before the departure of lieLhmani,ea for the Holy Land, 

tbere existed no complete manu.aaript in ~urope. " ( 63) 
~i...t~ 

"OnlJ such tradi ti ..1ns as 1t ook INA f~m the fir s t 

century until near the en,l of the seventh century of 

tile Jhristian ;r a , are f 0111nd in the .Zohar. In fac t , 

"e cannot date-- I would :not Ba)" tne ca:npilation, but 

the existanoe Jf these traditions, so verl s imilar or 

oloseli connected to one lillother b~ t e spirit ani­

mating t hem-- f rom an epo1ch less remote, for st that time 

the~ alred~ kne.v of tile Lierkaba h which. is n othin~ more 

a8 'Ne kbOW, tb6n that pall"t of the r abba lah to whi ch 

the J ohar is special l~ c •:>nsecrated; and Si meon b. Yohai 

ilimaelf tells us t b.b.t be llad predecessors. n ia 

equall~ impossible for us t .J consider 1 ts 111.t"th ·t:n 



an age nearer to us; tor we mow of no fact which auth­

oriaea auch a ooncluaton."(~) 

It ia moat interesting to know the point of view that 

animated this brilliant student of the problem. and eTen better, to 

hold it up as an example to our Jewish aoholara who have held 

t he ~ohar in auob contempt. To thie end we quote Franck's clos­

ing remar1'a: 

" •••• The boo Jee we nave bad under examinat ion are not. 

as enthusiasts have oonfidantly affirmed, of either supernat­

ur&l origin or of prehistorio anti quit)'. Uei ther are the~, as 

a skeptical, supe rficial critic sti ll &ssumea. the product of 

i mpos ture conceived and conawnmated in sordid interes t, tbe 

work of a hunger driTen Charlatan devoid of all iteaa and oon­

Tictiona, apeoulating in groaa credulit~. Onae more to re­

peat: Tbeae two booka(66) are the produot of several generat­

ions. Whatever ma~ be the value of tne doctrines c ontained 

in them, tile~ will al•~s be worth) of preservation, ae a 

monuuient to the loIJ8 and patient etf~rt of intellectual libert~ 

i n t ne heart of ~ people ant(. a time when religiou.a despot 1am 

made tile most use of 1 ta po·,ver. But this is not the onl1 

c laim to our l utereet. i.s we haTe alre~ said, and as we 

shall soon be convinced, the S)Btem the~ oontain is, in itself, 

bl rea ~on of its origin and of the influ nee it exercise&. a 

ver y i mportant factor in the hietor~ of human tbought."(66) 

Thus, because Ji a s~und pJint of vtew
1

and b~ means of a 

method in lir.e w1 th that laid down by Jaoob ~den,•td Adolphe 



Franck arr1Te at oonolueiona which were certalnl~ the clearest 

and truest up intll his t1me---and poeelblJ even down to the 

present daf• 

b ver~ intereatlng and entertaining book called, 

>' ' ;? (;, ./)/t.>1' h /)J.J'/. waa written b~ Samuel David LUzzato and 

publlsned in l8ti.:!. Th• book is more d1atinguianed f or its 

elegance in stile and beaut~ of expresalon tbar.i. it l s for 

an~ pr ofundity of reaearoh or thought into the problem of the 

~ohar and lta authorship . It conaiata of a dialogue between the 

au.t hor and a learned transient who insists on diecueeing the 

evil.a and falsehoods of Kabbalah in general and of t he Zohar 

1n pa.rticu1ar. Tbr~ughout the book the author fights a halt­

aea.rted, losing bbtt le for t he ~anotlti of t h e ~abbalab, and 

succeeds on4 in putting up sufficient objeattona t ~ g ive the 

traneient f uel f or hie ar gument. 

For th e most part Luzzato rehashes the ar gument s t ha t 

were given bJ Modena and b) Jaoob ~den; using t hem to ests b-

lieh his argument t !lat t he zoha.r is a for~er~ fr om beginni ng 

end. Ne ma.J here note tnat Luziato was t he fir s t in a long 

line o:t modern Jewish aonolara who, eapeoiallJ 1n the last 

bal1 01 Lhe l~th oentur~ held tha t tile uohar was in toto. a --
f Jr ger )' on the part oi ~oeea De 1eon. 

to 



Tne fir■t portion of the book attempts to establish.Just 

as t ne first pr.rt of ~;j '>le did.. the fact tblat Kabbalah 

is not authentic tradition. Thie need. n~t concern ua Yer) rnuoh. 

first beoauae it le peripheral to our problem. and seoondlJ. 

because we haTe alre&~ touohed upon tne arguments therein. ln 

oar d1scuaa1on of ~odena'a work. The gist of the argument runa 

as f ollowa: 

The criterion for authentioit~ of a tradition is twofold. 

First. it must be accepted b) the generation from which it emanate•• 

b~ the next generation, ~nd b~ each succeeding generation. Poa­

aesing the writings of these generations and hawing checked 

them one against the other and having found them to agree we 

mal-' accept the tradition as authentic. Secondl~. if we possess 

a tradition. snd with it a tradition handed down f rom father to 

SDn that the tradition is true. we ma~ accept it. The Kab-

balab fulfills neither of tneae requirements. Luzzato, like 

ilodena. pDi D\a J Ut tnu t rabo1s undoubtedl~ did have 3ecrets 

01 the Torah, but that tne¥ ~&Ye long since been forgotten. klso 

doe~ ~uzzato show that S&ad¥a, rlambam, and even Benjamin of 

udela neTer mentioned ~abbalab in an~ of their writings. He 

remarJca that ill tbe two basic doctrines of J,Jt and -1\/-, ,;,o 

t a e Kabballsts dlsbgree among tnemaelvea. (We haYe already 

met this argument as relates to the ....J,/1•~0 in ;t:,j/ ,-,4 ) 

There follows a Yer~ amusing reading of a Kabballetlc praier 
b-



bl' the t ranaient---a pr~er auppoaed to haYe c<ae down fr0111 

R' Samuel. The tranalent aoornfulli polnta out that the 

pr &ier la a mixture of an J&maic Jargon and Hebrew. and that 1 t 

ls easentlally unJewlah. in that the pra~er 1a part of the time 

dlreoted to ~od. and the rest ~f tbe time to a host of inter­

medldrJ angels. at tlmea sounding ae if it were dlreoted to a 

pluralit)' of deities. ;.Dd the transient ooncludea with 11orde 

which m&.) well be taken to awn up not onl~ Luzzato' a Yiew on 

Y.abbalah. but those who followed in hie footsteps : 

l'?/tv fol;, 

;f,1cJ Jttv,,, /l 
ft,J J,/;,e,t,,, 

J~Jc ,;> )"'I'~ j'lt.f/ ..AN• ~.I, 

f-,1,J l~ 1t 1 lt1f/Y.) .J.)YA 

J>/,,v, J; /"J ii 
C, 7) 1

'. -vhu, 

-,3, J~ ~ ./J.J>lf, 
7;-,~ J' ~/·,) ~ )") /"' 

Jf>I ..1>'17 l)r , ..>./'-,r;, 

'"'" 

,, 

Where. then, did £abbalsh c ome f rom, if it ian't a Jenab 

tradition. ri1 t n ;Jodena. ne anawera--"From the philosophers:" 

.J\h'? ,.. .,) It'/'>- ~,J..,~..,fi~~ 
-"3j' ~;,;, /e>•/1>.,I, AJ,y,.,,;a /•,"> ,e;i 

Jw/ci) i>J. 

11> 1-,Jt,1f,~» 

'i::, A>'~/JI> !Jj'I ,jjJJI/IJ,, j.11 ?b> A>Y ~~fli)J 

i>Pp;, _hJV->,, !],..,, ,N-le fr l?pjl '!)·e '7' 1-r f-B: 
f ~8) '~f:''dfa//.~;-, /" l' ,!JJ"'P~ µ 1'- IO'J;a/ptn> 1·~ 1,,., .Jt/;1,..,/'I 
Thereafter follows a diaouasion ot Yariou.s pbiloaopbicai ideaa. 

whio, MUZzato cla ims. ~era taken over by the Kabballata . 

especiall~ the philos ophical ideas of : l) reward and puniah­

meLt(ln hiloaoph) eTer) good deed beo Jmea embodied ae a belp 

o beaTen and ever) bad deed the oppo~ite. ~hile in ,Judaiam. 



'k-;,j /1> )JI'/' taugbt tba t reward and punishment were bf decree 

of •, od.) ~) The three aoule--( ln phi loaopt11: J>'4 r"Jh, ~6 --

l n Ksbbalab .,"JN~ l t,/,, ,t!J ) • 3)The 10 Sepbirotb (In phil­

oaop~. albo polnta out ho• an obJect beoomee aotuallaed down 

through the ten s ephiroth and the final one J>bJN ie the 

pn1loeoph1cal hJ~;, J.}t, • ) 4)Arrangementl of Sephiroth la 

lpniloeophioal--( like the ft>'~{, or /0 ,}jh,- which are arranged 

µi cirolee: 

1,1 L 1~ ,)J'~IJ/ ✓)7'~ J:,;. /J114 ,)N ,IO~J 1~ /'ie11I V 
- I 

, ,,,.-0 1~/o;/1
~;, /7wftJv 1)NN /4/ /0/, , 1'/>IV J/J/ '~~ J/J:. 

.... r: , Vfl'I Jh!/ ?h' J.:,t, /0'1/"•> 'o;a /..,,/Ji /!11'4>-, ?;a.,/ 

, h,3-r .N, J '.>t • • ., : J.,e, ~ J'I" .Jt. I t.' /0' JJ/,,,) 
[,~;':b,x, J\k f 1->t1 

6) 'I'be worlds of ,)''t,Y ,)) 1.l• .,,J1J? ..1,/J,j>Ji are like phi loeop~ •a 
I I c 

J~i,, >" 
1
~,J~.') $- 1>'->k/;r;, /OJ).. The J>//'.lk is added b;} the 

Kabbaliate to be d11ferent.6) The name {J, Ji, is philosoph­

ical ( 'Nb:, n llt call J od : )lie or /0 '.,)J;, • etc •• names Whiob 

mean something in prayer a rather than t r.e cold phil.:>ephical 1~ /'le ) 
Luzzato t heri spends a c orisiderable portion of t he boot in die-

cusaiLg t ne orig in ~uci date of t he • 

He comes to the conclusivn t b.at the y originated l ong s ft er R • 

Simeon b. Yob.al. i n the l t1te Talmud.le period, or eveei post­

I almudlc period. Turning t o the ~ohar he points out th~t the 

~ohar uses cantillation marks ( ;0 1,v'rC ) ior purposes of in­

terpretat ion. In the next obapter i.Uzzato trots vut the Isaac 

of Acoo ator~·• His proof of t he authenticitJ of the aacou.m is 



t nat the printer of tb.e ator1 1n the Constantinople editi on. 

Samuel Shlllla11. didn't like to believe tbis either ain oe he 

waa a Kabbaltet himaelt •• If he bad~ doubt as to whether 

51. 

or not lt belonged to tne j'"N' i, he would no t haTe printed 

lt. ~s for Ieeao of bCoo. he wae n o fool b•t a learned man. a 

Kabb6l1et. and mentioned for hls brilliance even in n~n-Jewiah 

sources. Re alao brings against the Zohar the language ar­

gumen t. s~tng it •as writ t en in A.ramalo because t he aut hor 

was 9t'aid tbat his for ~e r ~ WJUld be detected i n lUsbnalc 

3ebrew. The comes ".mlden ' a argument of included )panieh words. 

Following that1 ia presented Modena•• point regarding the 

confu.aton of non-contemporaneou.s ra0bia with J ' Simeon b. Yohai 

and ot bar anaohroniama. 'l'he final argwnent places the Talmud 

i n opp oaiti11n to t he 3ohar •• 'fhe Talmud sa~·s:)~., ';,t/1/i it, f" IW..h• , 

but t be ~ohar 18 f ull of fals e predicti.Jns ~bout the fi . 

Ver'¥ ahortli afterwords there appeared £Ill answer t o 

Luzzato's f>P'I in the form o:f & little treatise b~ }>'~ !::!!--
called. /,)IJ/c ..IIHlt. • ,le cite its reasoning here a s tn,loal 

of tb.oee "orthodox'' Kabbal1sta who believed that the zobar 

was abaolutel~· holy and banded dCJWn fram Sinai together with 

the ora l law. It is tjplcal of their cluaa~ attempts to combine 

an appeaJ,. to aut horit) 111t h reas on. The aut h or state& that J~ 



62. 

let bi■ imagination o•erthrow bla reapect for authorit~• If 

J "1'- 00uld he eboucl iDJDediatleJ r•call hie book. But. sine• 

thia la impoaalble. a retutatttn must be mact.e. And ./0'!/ 
follows aamewhat thla ••ln: 

1. How could }1~ ba•e had the ner•e. the audacitJ to 

question the grand. marvelous, wonderful Ka•balah? 

One muan't slander sticks and atones; how much more 

and more and more must one refrain from slandering 

the •Jk 'e/1p .. • 

~ . There le no d i sagreemen t among Y.ab~liata wit h reg ard 

to ~od and the ~efiroth. He le lne. They are 10 

difierent aidee of Him. 

3. Bec81lae .,ou dan' t understend something ls no ree.eon 

for &a)'ing tb&t it isn't true; it onl1 meaus that you 

havn't the depth to see it. The transient in the 

made his mistake in t bat be put all k.nowlea.te on a 

ba■ ia of experience eather than revelation. 

4. Because there is disagreement about a certain point 

does not mean that the whole thi ng la f or ged. There 

• le desagreement over s o msnl l aws of the Torah; doea 

t hat mean that we don ' t accept the revelation af Torah? 

( In this argument A> 1
~ comes c l osest to making a 

cogent point aga1DB t t be /\b'/ • ) 

5. Since t h e Kabbalah is beyond human understand~ only 

t noee •ooke about i t. urritten at tile time of r..u.r1a 

and Vital should ba accept ed . i°Jat er books do no t ba'Ye 

t he true tradit i on. 



6. The Zohar ls hinted at in Bible and ~abb1n1o Literat• 

ure--if one bas "seeing e1es." 

7. The ~ie bnah and Talmud, though given on 31nai could not 

be written down u.ntil after the deetruotlon of the 

aacond Temple. The ~obar existed trom earliest times 

but could not be written dom unt 11 later. 

a. The atorf of J'OM' •o of Iaaao of Aooo----ii 1 t 

were true, bei~ sucn a tremendou.sl.)' important thing, 

would have been taJten up b~ the /l J,'~ of e"fery land 

to diaeover tile truth. S ince no i.n1'eetigat ion was made 

it is obviously imposs ible tbat eucb a stor) wee 

extant at the time. 

9. Though of He av en, the ~ oher was wr 1 t t en in the language 

of the time. Thie does not impugn its purity, howe"fer. 

10. 1ater addi tions were made, but the~ were dictated to 

the Jaonim by Jod 'e .-.ngels. 

11. 1'he / ')!' predicted in the .,;ohar did nJt come to pass 

because of Iera e l' s wickedness. 

1, . j inoe the {le idea la lUl•ea.robable Ula untruth cannot be 

proved, therfore it is true. 

l ~. The sealing oi the decree on Hoahannah ~abba l s a 

Jewish idea that was extant before the Zoba.r.(70) 

I n all we have, here i n t hi s work an e"fen weaker criticiam 

of a week book. 



Fortunatell, for those, wbo are 1ntereated ln arri-.1ng at 

as broad and true a picture of the problem of the authorship of 

the ~ohar, within a tew ~eara (1866) the great mind and tremen­

dous knowledge of Da•1cl Lv.rian was brought to bear in faTor of 

the anti qui tf of tile 40har in his 11 ttle monograph J ~~ ~ .,A/;1/' • 

3&re be adTanoes a ••ber of unanswer&ble ar~umenta to proTe that 

it is hlghli improbable that a oaea De Leon wrote the ~ohar. 

'1th gret:i.t claritJ be outlinetJ the purpose of hie first chapter 

on the Ter~ firs t page, &&ling: _ '\J, 

f j 11"-'1 ' i ,,.,,. ,., ?7;, h•;, .., Jtf,,J )0~l ~(, , 

:JJIIJJ;, J'" ,>e,lt,J i'J1,,J- . ..o ,.,.,Jr";, J,J,,. 1J,J..-;, ,.,fi> 

lc.,,./,,)t1 ,)11N/, o/i}-;? .JJ'lc /4]1';, /,~o,>t ,>,,N {! 

) '1k /•-,.t, ?LO.fl o'3>~? Jj (CorJot~j>~ ' i> '>H r 
o J)f /'J?~ .!J'k ,,~..Ji,; 

1 
/0')/J,:,;, I'::, 1J ,)1i) 

·"J7 ,)~)~ 1I i>H ~ty!II , >zi>!f' 

!J""- lf'J;, hw_,"~ ;JJ•I~ ~4,,., ~,,./1~ ,A>f-,,v 1.:Jr {!, 
..J'AN;a 1~ 1j /'r'~ ;~),.~ ..,~~, ~ 1 )i)y J>k ()~y? 

, ).,j i) o;, fli~N /tt,o!) !J.,J .,yi)f, /.l ,J,>-C/,+ !Jib 
;, //i.J., ~~9J /.N'/-.,e ~ ,,Jr•1,;a ll!)t ,),41/f e 

,,.-,,/,,~~J j~t1 /0 1,)A,hl ~:) j,;~ / .,, 1,1~ 'N:>h~ 

. J ,.,!Ji> ..,o>O '>~~ "Jr.:J 

a. The books of J e Leon do not follow the ~obs.r. 

1. "'uoting De Leon' e work as men-tioned in ~ordovero •a 

"Pa.rdes", _)avid Luria ea~s that !>e Leon differs from 

the ~ob&r o"er i3 different concepts: the) are: 



are contrary to the ideas in the zohar. 

fJO M~t, {Jpe,. b) h~• •Im •k'J ;,}.) , 
1/()JI jCp /,I;, ,)Jc!)~ Jt> J?JI ,,)''t.Jr ,">>'.3 1

, ,)!'>;. 

·//tJ /~ ~ ,,1"'1~ £t h- i}J/r ,) yJ• ·~ ,wJ• 
;,•~/.~':} ,l>h,tJ~J J ?J tJ.:> /i>t .::>"1'k ~ ,t,"ol 

Al0)/~11/ rh1 7e;ft ,)k',r11 t,/r/ ;,-, ,3,,, 1Wfj J,-,;-iJ 

Jk/iJ,111 !tJ~1'Jl1 ),iJ,) ~ le ''l) ).:,J b;;,) 

lJ,•-,r~ """Ji>/, ;))'3~ ~Jt~) ,.,~')?~ .A>'i)-, .J./,11yr;a 

( ,:,•~.,*"') J11'Jo,., J'fl.lJ,) , ))''¥N JOc • ,))'J'/11 ,,,.,,), 

»~J&ill ?/'.5 h- ,{,,.;,; ; ·l~A t, 1 
/)- tJh, i>k 1

?i-QJ 

(1;) ': -,1,1/,,/f/ ,.sf':, e ~ e1 

Again:--- '7t ia the name g iven by tne - ohar to 

the fifth Sepbiroh. ~, Jl;:,t. eapeo ial ly in /c,-, 1<,1-.,,J -, ;,!J . 
but .ile Leon. in bis _ti/J't;, , Y~ ascribes 1 t ( '}t,) to 

the ninth Sephiroh. i:le gives /t:>? J1:, as the God name 

for the fifth ~ephiroh.(73) 

B. In some pl aces where ~e Leon cites lhe 3ohar he either 

miainterpre ts it or e lse he bad b ei' ore him e corrupt 

l..anuscript. 

l • In cbapter 7 ot the f p t./11. :le Leon th inl<a that the 

...}) ~..l.J> of tbeJ','31
] is a symbol for tne 18.)fl' .Jbi to:; 

or the ::iephiro of -1)/.::>JIV ; whereas in the ~ohar 



i'erumah , ( Ji', it i s evide nt t nat t nc ..:: ephi r o ..1,hJN 

i s LOt mebnt at a ll • 

.. . In tne cnE-p ter 5 1 oi ine ~),.,_. :.:e I.,eon a rranges ~e v en 

blessin~s . a l l of which c.:>:~.e i r .:xr/f'4;>,,>~h.J> ,,,!J ) . :ie 

chs.nged t n ,J • .. ot t ne:i. , puttiu?. l!os . 5 &nd 6 be-

fJ r e 4 , iUther ae had a bad text oef or e n im • .1r 

ne o.ec i ded. to ms.~e 1.he cht:wge Up..)n hii:; owii i nitiat ive . 

Tw~ more such examp les . r e giv er. b~ .... uria . 

c • . .:any pe..)p le who lived es. r li c:r !::.lld cohtempor ar,e ou s l J wi tn 

.)8 J.Jeon quote the ~ohar. 

1 • . il e f i r st }eo1,im in t hei r 

in t he name of 'J()e,h, ~-,,,., 

(,t "''-" Ii'"~~ 'f,,)c) ·, ittl. .,,,J" /,;,/, (".hA,-
I 

I 

q u.:>t e t he :ohs.r 

J"., )II? ./1 ~/f .i' ,,.t, ,I 
lip~· , 

l'J r' 
J,/lt,.1 . ~ ,,. L,. _ ,,i· lr ,)n? G,)j i; -~,) ,,.,t ~;, (~,J .. , / ')j::, •'l,,) , .. 1:,.;, '~"'" 11'?;; ~ I 

(, ,,{r,ffk 
I 

'; ' / ')' t.; 'o e, -,,., ") ,)~f /, )~{ o,, ) 7, J:• ; •;.e r't )~"" .,~ ,< / v, /1/L/' /JJ 
.; v I - I 

I 
//J ; 

•;:,_ h) 

l'ne aut nor .;r.Jw~ :1i::; fi1. e n i:::: t:>ri cs. l perspect ive and 

per ~p i cuciLJ i 1. t h::: !J~r s?r ... ~n wn icn f.:>llo ,vs i rnmed i..s tely: 

~- I )/?'I),-. L,~,, 1
r fl /' --j ~ I / , ,t I i •) .1"7~ ( ,, r 

' . .~ 
/\. ,- I I • 

.)'.'I 1/Y( /J/}./ '/) _',Jt.. i jY . '1 J.-, ,.. (' .A' '1 ') . ;. ,..,/!, ..... ',) t., 

... 



i 

I 

/01, /1,J, '° ,J1Cit, /''">cl ./>'?Jc;, ;-1,,, :,M 1,~,, ~It )//1 • 

~ • ,?Mi' ieli-:j" 1.1,,J., o',, " 0Jt Jt q,J,~ ,-:31, DI~ 

1 ~., ... ,. l'•·h ~·,» pJ t, hi>M ·~ ~1 ,,,,,'/ />i>llN 

~) It'' .o·,., ,,,., I/' h ~~., /f'L /'/" > )~i) ,"'!> 
J_?fll« ~ 111e,Ji ~·-,,, ~~ i>->,~ ~i) • {1,.v,;> 't ~., 

/~;, "rl~·J ~->t;}t, ,1'" J~i'";, '~k C7>',> Jr~ ~f>" 
J, '1,7 ,,.,,,, ,,.,,, •;, C ,~;, ' C, 1~1!" '~" t ,;, ;/r"'" ,, 

[?f) ': ..Ah Jcl J\ J1el..J, ,> 

;;; . In ,11e book :,h}r J,•-,,. m~ quotati ona are recorded in 

.ramaic and ascribed to R' SimeJD b. Yohai just like 

in the ~onar. Although the~ are not found in the 
J./1;_ ~,. 

;oha.r, Luria belieYee tllat it wae written b~ t,/ll•r• ,ts;4.. 

Jthers cloim it was •ri tt en b1 i7# •1n11 ,c,;,-,;J. • But - - - -••en if it is so tllat gen er at ion lived before, gener­

at iona before ~ oaes De Leon. He waa a contemporary of 

/,";atJ) wno was a •1aciple of /"rt') • :lhi le ~• Leon 

neTer r:fere to /$N) ao t o hie l1a teaober, but eimp-

1)1 ae 1) r,;,, showing that he was a , l•~st a ganerati-m 

remoYed from /~N> • 
3. In hie 1/;u., >.ll/,, Turdes HaleY1, who lived bef ore De 

Leon tells certain stories as l,1idraabim. The~ are 

only to be found i n . .:idrasb Ha.ne'elam of the 3ohar. 

4. Same with regard to t h e bo.>k )fr J?(l'I • 

5. rl ' Menahem dicanti in bis oook on the Torah and tbe 

meaning of the cites a g r eat deal from the 

l ohar. It bas been accopted ths t R1oanti and -----
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De Leon were oontemporariea. But--sa)a the author-­

one must baYe preceded tqe othe~. One must baYe 

copied from the other because there are places 

where their work is Yer~ similar. Hiccanti la firat. 

We find a p laoe where be came to the pr*l•m of 

Solomon' s 1000 wlYea; and be aaJa tbia puzaled him a 

great deal over a long period of time, but tnea he 

aolYed it and put down bis solution. De Leon takes up 

tbe same problem and glYes the sane solution. 9ut 

he giYee the solution w1 th the greatest of ease. 

aoweYer, . rtiocsnti onll precede De Leon b,~ a few ~•are 

and both probabl., had tne s&m a COP) of the ~Ob ar 

before them. 

le m~ summarize the argument of ? c/J>- as follows: 

The first Jeonlm quoted passages concern ing t he Kabbalah 

in the name .:,f•,,h,I, '-liN• The language is very similar t o that 

~f the /0~:, e,Jy/1 • Now. almost n one .>f the (;.aonio quotati ons 

ar e to be 1ou.nd l n t he present ;o~,, t.>~1"of the ~obar because 

onl~ iragments are here contained. The author believes t hat at 

:me time t here was s ~iv ~''i~ for the whole Bib le• The proofs 

fo r tale con jecture are grought 1 rom th e followin~ sources : 

1. Data frompJ lkt,, .>Ir~ found in the writings of others 

1Nhi en b.l'e quoted in tne name of 111Jt/?1 - t,1~/J • 

i . l hat which 1s found i n tne prin ted copies of the 

-t0jJc J>)rk!.J, th.at we ha••· 



3. That not ascribed to tbe ~.JI~ J,/,>lt..1, • but a1.lllp1J 

qu.o,ed. b~ the old aut hors t..a of the 1N)e1,, t>~N • 

~. Ut ■oellaneou. 

69. 

In the C. ~ the author giTes ar gu.J1ent s •~ he belie•ea 

that the ~obar •as written before the close of Ule1 •almud. ff• 

Believes: 

1. Tbat De Leon did n ot write it becau.s e the task was 

bei OD& hls abilities. and because we can f i nd n o 

suf ficient 1ncent1Ye to haTe caused h im t o f orge it. 

a:. It is like /cJ)t4!~ ' 'iJO which have new la,ws that 

disagree wit h those of the Talmud. 

3 . d lso like the Te.rgum o f )Jc:g- /;- r.J •btcb 11taa written 

before the close of t he Talmud---beoause it cont ai o s 

new laws , and because no ~ne would haYe da r ed t o 

express new l e• s ai ter t he clo s e of the r almud. 

4. 1be ~ohar itself f orbids making ne~ la•a ag ainst t he 

laws c.:mtalned 1n the Tslmud . 

I n '7 '1Jt . a f urt her s tep i s t aken b)' Lui.ria to 

show that t he ~ohar wa s written at tne time of l ' Si meon b. 

Yonat s.nd hi e disciple s, f or the f ollowing r eas one1: 

1. 'l'he reierence t o tile conques t oi .Palesttue, b) the Jirabe 

which stat ea tlla t "in f our hundred )'ears JPalestine will 

be captured. ·• •a a s-ropheo)' on the part .)j: R' Sime mi 

b. Yoba1 who 11Ted about 170. In p~1n t of f act Palestine 

was captured in 637 (about 400 years afteir b1s death). 

~ . In t b.e J ohar io Jxodua t he re i s s ref eren1t?e to a 

a onversation bet•e~n a rabbi and imt oninu1s, t he Roma, 



60. 

which ia ver~ aimi lar to a 1almudic atOl'i • The auth0r 

argues that ii these thinr were put in to fool the 

public, the for ger of the 3ohar would have been cleTer 

enough to compose the whole .;oh8l' in such a manner as 

to leaTe no loopholes for critics. 

3 , A& f or the appe8l'ance of the names of the .Amoraim who 

Uvea after R' Simeon b. Yon.at , this la ao ,::retion, much 

after t he manner of tne rest of the Talmu,il, 

The fifth and last c/Jr consists of a refutat 1lon of thos e 

1th-> lltld the :;ohar a forger· beoause of its languao~e. In tha 

main, the autbor poiuta out th . t because there was an i nterdict 

on the .. r1 ting down oi the oral law, it wa.a neceas:~rl' for the 

..:ohar to b e banded down irom .< ' Simeon b. Yohai or 1all~ for 

s everal g -3ners. ti ons. lia turall~, hramaic, being t h,e language 

of tne people, was used for this transmi ss i on . rtt 80 , we find 

that in the Bible and in rla bbinical .uiterata.re, vi1aiona were 

report ed in ~ramaio-a a in Dariiel. Therefore, the Johar, wh ich 

is a book of Tiaions w&.a bound to be written in ~ 1amaic, 

In all, we ma~ say of this li ttle book that it i s a gem of 

lQciditl oi thought and dept h 01 erudit ion. The f irst portion oi 

the booK, wbera Luria proYea that ~e Leon could n~t have be en the 

autho r 01 the ..;ohar 18, on the f 'ace of 1 t, a lmost irrefutab lA3. 

1he la s t three "' '!? where be trie s to ascribe it to R' 

Si meon b. Yohal, a r e as weak 68 t bs first two are s trong. The~ 

a.re a ll brguments which can easil;, be turned a gai.nat the Tery 

points t he aut h.Jt' Nishea to make, It seems on~ too bad that 

a man of Luria's knowledge and bril l iance could not ha•e bad the 
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mudern sclentlilc approach aa well as modern materials to aid 

nim• If he bad, perhaps tbe whole problem might have been 

nearer its eolutin j han is the oase tod&.l'• 

The next impartant 6.l'ticle tha t meri ts ~ut coneideration 

taJtea the extreme oppoel te point of Tiew ir~m tha t which ,,a 

hEiva Just been considering. It is note ;,, of 1.ne Hebrew 

ed i ti on ~i ~raetz' Hlstor~ of the Jews. volume 5. It is the 

ablest and moat complete expoeiti~n of the ~rgument• ta.at the 

.. ohar wae writ ten, in i t a ent iret~, b~ .. oeea De Leon • 

.,raetz is brief, t...Ld to the point. !Us flrat a.rgwnent ls: 

/,),>1.J ~,,, ,.,N }J_)'le. 1;,!J,., '.:> ,)'h)J )J.:, t{>
1Y-,,3 !l J'k ~lfl1' 1 

I) 1/.J. l M1ih 1..J ,A)'~ffe IOJ>l.h~ lb'J;alj,NJ>~ 1 
) ~ '.:, c J,/1e, bh':.J>~ 

, ' t.J'lih .. -, /llcJ .Jjh!>lt., ,o_Jt,r .;)ei/vj , e~ ftf I J.h•.>t>;, , f lo /,'J,, 
I:, ,)l,~h, 'i !I e1 ?:l '!J" I ~) JI' /; _j/ Jlr:JN JI iJ//..,,;,J 

c7~ • . ..,~;, J,,> jlc. f~, . ., ty,., 'le,; r Jr#~ 'r) 

lle cl tee several pass ages fro:n Abulaf ia' s ,J,.::,., ).Jl. and be 

agr ees wit h Luria t hat these &. re found in the ;e./r;~ '->-.>N. 3ut 

ne a~ s: 

'J,3 .,,, t,•~1.,J r~/)•f, INj ),>j,, ..N/J'Jj' i ,J:k? f,, / t.:> f+I A>k.J ,/ 

{ 7t,) '; ~"J,1 l">itJr /1~,1 / •;1 J/3,.,) )°i/1 !J'"' Jjj~ ?<JI~ 

}raetz proves . &t acxne leng;h. that ;.bule.fia was a contemporuy 

of ... 1oses De Leon wao 1.1 ved t o ~ ripe 01d uge. r.nd since he had 

influence a t tne ~paniah court. ve Leon was anxious to show him 

t ne ~ohar. rnus. a ccoeing t~ J r~. Luria ' s ~potheaia that the 

.;ohs.r was known before De Leon • .>n t he bb.sis oi .t\.buls.fia' ~•' ,.;//4 



has no foUJldatlon ln fact. The same la true, be points out, 

with regs.rd to ~lcantl'e evidence becau.ae be too was a oontemp­

or arJ of D• Leon, dd a' Shem Tob 'a eTldenoe in _j> J1c* can­

not be tuen eerioual~ beoauae it is well known that eTen the 

Kabb hliats of bis 09n dQ did not believe bis sto ries. 

At tbia point Graeta quotes the whole~or~ of raaao of 

boco (the one we haTe translated), H• cites t nie as the weight­

i est eTidence that tbe 3ohar la a forgerf on the part of Moeea 

De ueon. He states that there -.ere a number of Kabbalists of 

t hat d~ who reJeoted tne : ohar. 

$ &1d .!I., r" ~· = 

(7~ ~ft>'tlrfl/ ..J)/rrC 1,J~ ;r1,., 0 .J~/·> JJ)'r ,~,, f> tf-1 ;1, , 
Sal d also {,,/) ,, ?PJ' ', 

/t )11,t, ,>)/ 1/t ,., ?) J,41~ { /J>I),~) !JJllljp Pj /4) . .. . >»!!,~ ').)IJ I 

(7i) ~i>~J J) ~"J' '~ ··· //'~~,:,/ ,l';.J,,>J,Jiw"Jol ,iJ'l¥)(!fi >j)'iJe ''1>/ 

At first, eaJa J raet1, it was accepted t hb t t ne : ohar had 

CJme down f rcn 3 ' Simeon b. Yohai. The fi rst to question thia 

W&S i liJab Del ~edigo in his bo\lk ~I,> .l!)'IV, on three COWl tB: 

1. The sages oi the 11almud, s.nd t ha Gaon 1m did u ot know of 

the Zohar. 

~- Tne l obar was revea led much later thwi R' Simeon b. Yobat. 

3 . The confusion of later .:.moraim with i? ' Sime,>n b. Joha1 

his dialogues. 

Then Graetz tells about ~odena's argumente--which we have al­

r eadl di scussed in det~il , as ·vell ae those of ~den, who, he 

tells us. was moved to write bie.<011-0 J.~JI by t he rise of the 

Frankieta. Graetz feels that after such reses rob, 3Dden should 

in 



haTe come to the contlusion that the Zohar was wbolq forged • 

.Jld he believes that 3mden didn't present euob a ooncluston 

simpl~ because be did not want to destroy the ~Obar oomplete­

lJ• ~den'a conclusiona are wron~ for eevdal re.,aone: 

1.~den states that he sew in one of the works ~f ~A~ a 

quotation from the J ohar given ae •';lit> '>~ /t; ,.,.,,,.. 'le 

would expect tbie to be hn ancient book t hen. 9ut in fact. 

the quotation is irom the '!.)11';,11 /,1'i>. the very book 1n 

which t he 311noga ( ,l:!J "'=-) philology occurs and which 

~den himself admits was \tritten in a l a t er period b)· a 

Spanlud. 

i . '.l.1here are passages whloh occur both in the "true" and 

in the "forged" books alike. SeYeral of these passages 

whtob oacur i n this mannei- are given bJ J raetz. If one of 

t he books 1• a forgery, he reasons,•~ not all of the 

books in whlch the pa.eaage appears. 

~ • ..ta for t he~~ e,,.--,~,, being the wbol~ forged book--

as ~ den bolds-- Abulaf ia rat es it as a true Uldrasb in bis 

1~.,;, J~() • 

!)ays 3raet ~ in concluding this part of the discuss ion: 

,..oJ..>( ,,o~,. e, .,~,,,, t v~',Y' 1~')'} .t0:.J'r11,.., "'l) : '),')6,., ;-,Jlt Jtr;:,,1, II 

(79); il>l /".J J~I ~I/,; t'k 1,/, 11), 
'l he l ast l.sr~e task that J r a.e tz her e unde rtaKee is t o 

prove thb. t i.losea De Leon i s the author . And Jus t ti.a Luria 

Uded ~oses ~e ueon's writings to pr ove th~t be o~uld not ba 

toe ;utnor of the ~oh~r. so araetz attempts to use them to proYe 

that ile ~eon must hs ve been tne author of t he Zobar. lie points 

ou, th>.t the ~>Lf'~ ,;i, and t he / //"),> ~iM both contain paseagea 

. . 



var~ similar to those of the Zobar • 

exp l.&.1n1ng •hi .A>',.,l instead of 

tn the //N, )~I • in 

,>/,>' ta used 1n the ere-

atlon atorf. De Le011 quotes a passage from Psalm 46:9 and 

quotes it as oant~inlng JO',.,J,, when ln faot. the verse 

actually contains ~,~, • Thia veri same explanation and the 

same erroa ia foULd in the :onar. There are several other 

examples ~f this kind. 

There are also places in the Zollar where the author couldn't 

help but put in bis own name. ~lthough ascribed to a• Simeon 

b. Yoba1, Yohai himself sa~e: 

(f~ "~LJ,JJ(J/ 1,,!_j-, -,;,o e ~h) '~.N 

There are also several more aexamples of thia type of thing. 

,Ve cannot ascribe the Zohar to Abulafia because, althOllgh 

both t h~ ~obar and r.bulatia in hie works dealt 1Nith /0"'> • not 

one of their caloulatlona ae to the date are in agreement. 

7 Rhere, then, did De ~eon get all these ideas? ~raetz 

explains that the multlplioit~ of idea s in the Zohar were 

de1eloped b~ the Kabbalists of the eighty years previou s to 

its appearance. De Leon simpl~ colla ted t heses ideas, and 

ascribed• all to rl ' Simeon b. Yohai> in all a pretty pleoe 

of f arger~. 
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The first man in this oentur~ to ha.,e spent considerable 

time and effort on the problem of the Authorship of the zohar 

is ::I i llel ~el t lln. who, in 19~0. bad two t-rt ic lea on the 

subject i n the • Hls first article consists 

chieil~ of the niator~ of the opln ivns of -.arioua men on the 

subJecS . beginning ',dth the a ccount of Iaaao of ~oco. tlea~ the 

end 01 the article he begins awnming up the problem. Apparentlj. 

be points ou.t,---apparentl~, the J ohar was written b~ ;.roses De 

Leon: 

/0 ( J 8> /1, 'J 'y ,,,,,. 'n : le •;, , ,, )/le., J , ..J, !.Nii, v,1-,, ,,;,.lr..ft • 11 

: )r~S ,.a,~., , l:.A~oi.J, ...Ak .A>c f'':J'' J11 lo~lt >l-r .1ti 

to'o':J~-, 11Jt Id,,,~,,.-,;. i.J>ll f ~,., /di> ,bile. ,.,f ;,t-11 1~, 

>;,I, /0 ) '/ll'•i' J;'/11 to>;,•!/ /J1?';,ti ftv P'">fi/p 
J.o>~~) /fe•J '~ / 'J,"1,) /,J_ IDJ}t~t, 1 ,>i 'n /J,tftj/f" 

1 
..,,. .3, ',>' i ?.Jut )> N ~ .ft:) /,>JNI J.J, "r1,, , /, )1c , ?oJO l/.J," 

I 
1
':Jfll',)/V /c'Y?,) i )j> 'I~ h- 'i'Y,,/ e, )// 'i" h, l'y 
)>fw ,A,T '),u ~ .Al'r' .... }./Klpt1~ ('yA"' '//.N;p;> .i>IJN 

& I) I~ ,)e,//- ),,, ~h .A'(,~ I')~;, 

Sut--. 3eitl1n saya, --- the great acholar Da-,id Luria proves 

f r .>11, i nt e r na l evidenc e that it is i mposs ible to co ns ider De 

Leon t ne au tn~r.(8~) Not onl~ does Zeitljn expouLd tn e v i ews 

of Juria; he expatiates upvn them. g iving explana tions ~here 

~uria refrained from so doin, espeoial l l with regards to the 

c~ntradioti Jne in the termi a logy and basic ideolog~ bet•een 

t he ~Otlt-:> r aud tbe acknowledged work.a o f Loses :>e Leon . 
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~eltlin adds an interesting observation concerning De .Leon's 

own attitude toward tbe Zt9&1": 

.A'/,h , ;:,J-,:,/t;a J ""' J ,~ ~,9;11 'r, 
1 "'?J,» '>~it,, JO',tl\~/ .Jirrlcr J'IIJ.,, 

l!JcO,) µ/J~ '),>j
1

,> ')i'i J\)t /;e J;, 

'?~();, !f /0 it)&.> II 
/;r.3¥~ /4/.., '.::> 0"-

/c--';a" • 'lJ)11V ,.,~r ;o;) 

...),1 J:, 'r/11 /cl,., btJ ~t' ~k -~ll'J.J.,)I /t.Jtj>'O~t) ')~y 

, ~ ,J ~O/>'f(/ IO'O'!Jlp ,~,,,., ,)fl/./ 1/>) 1) 'e>t., , JN0 
;J ,1 '~"> ,)h) , toh/N Jilc h ',)e • .,) J,~e,;. ,Jt,j,-1,, 1,,N~ 

)...:>j ~)~> =!3'.)/ ! 71'1>~ ~')it> 1Je,;. •~ {~;> 
1
,'Jh-;,J 

h .,J J,r,/c JOY~ f! ~le, ,)',) !,)J ,:.5 71:3 ~'//!Ji 

.,/N.:?-, 1 )ll~ J>k /,,~Al..> .. .,,~:) ');>~ J-,/c 

)~o / " ~ ' )i'Y lc,,M ,,e,_., 'i')t, J,//l~"VI•> )_,,. 

,JJ e,,e, .,;,)p /e, o,.,, ,'>j•/4/ l;; •,,i )'" f / A )~,> 

') j;'> ')r1 j,lt, JI;, /4. 'rJ/ • J:;w /tl) ) ~le ~,-,;9 )j, ,)~ 'r;/ 
) i}O:, IL JJJJJ,,-:,pr 0Jl,llr ;,,,) J'>~c)"' -~=il J\r,h;> 

(83) ~ . ... ;,•r '1 /'ti'yl /' . .,J/4 1,/,,,.J /,•;,Al /cl->~ 
Thus we see that t he apparent strength of those wa~ ar-

gue Lnat t he ~ohar was eutirel) toe 1Jrger ~ of Je Leon 1s no 

strength at all . le see too--from I.uria's a rgu.ments-- that dif ­

ferent parta of the ~obar were known b~ the }aonim. that parts 

wer e 11ritten bl the .-..mora )'i.m .>r even beiore them. 

,/hat about the testimollJ of Iaaoc of ACCO? Thie bas the 

st &mp of genuinen ess upon it. ea~s ~eitl in. ,t'ba t about all 

t neae manuscripts that ~e ~eon wrote and as cribed to a • Simeon? 

lhere do they come from; who wrote them; when were they written! 

In his s econd article ~•itlin sttempta to gl~e the answer. 
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kB we shall soon see. hie presentati~n in the first artiole is 

tar sounder thun hle eolution of the problem in tbe second. 

'l'bat solution 1a spun of the toe■amer i>f bls own imagination 

without m~ jacts to either aid or hinder it. In this so-

lution 3eltllt attempts to prove tblit kkiba and Simeon b. Yobai 

were the founder s of th~t Kabbalietic literature which culmin­

a t e , '""' tlla ,>)'.31 b and the ~ohs.r. He attempts to give a 

complete explanation of wh) on t he one band t here i s evidence that 

De i,eon did not write it himself and w~. on the .>tiler. there is 

doownentar~ evidence t~a t be did write it. 

He begins wl th the pas :;;age i{t•{, '">({hf. 

"k,'p-Y ';,-,/ , Jhk /• ft~ Jt>I 1 '.tJ>' ; ~ : ~•> //;/ , o, ]~;, 6~ ;f1r)l :;Jn }? .. 
According to this 'lie ll known passage 'J:j' Jr looked and died. 

lt111!J /"> ·•ent insane. J>h•§;> r3p - )!>le,, . and Aki b& came OU} 

unharmed. 

~ei t Un bases bis inte.rpretat ion on t he comment op,t..);;.N) 
"""d ((-CN ),,) I? •;,. ,.,i) )/4 ,.,, .J,/'-:>e, ,t•t,~ '"" n,),c 

l·1P{J ,.:,.i,-,0~ r~.,-#1 '1c "'/'>J 1ul/,Jt1/t.J., ~ ,,0;>(. 

'\~yv ':) n , ,,~,>/ /O '~t>/'/1,) /0 1 ) r)? ,) 

Upon this ~eitlin bullda the idea that t he bas lc problem of t he 

m~ s t 1c1 am of t na t ctal was the J,J,Ji/] 'r ; tJe.t )h/c was led 

a s tr&~ because he did not know how to synthesize t hem--while 

Aki ba/0/Je.r /c31 because, though he s ~w both ...J>/1"-, • he under­

stood how to unii~ them under one }odheadl 



J,/-,, lie ./\}JeNN ~ ,,~~ ~ 1th !J1 -.JJ'.)/J•,,., . .,J ' 
..,,}t,N,V' .Jfhk. i)J f,,NJV l' -~J,,:; ., ,,,)J ( ~~ 6 ..111,;).,, U>>~ 
:r,J )J~C to~l/1 ;J.;)/fl? --!fl'!/ ~.,N)r Jn.1,0"/ J,#Jb11,, ,,>I&~ 

, J\ / ,t,lc.;, ~/"" I\ ..,Ji~N., ;, i ~;, a.? 'M ,, / l::, '') ,>I 

'" ,) r-r J., .i,1. . /'"" ,,~i..,., ·-"!J"~ ~'"" · /';,1 .,,,,,,c,, 
t f 1.:,,. ?h;,,-, Je, J~C~ ,,,JJ,,-, J\3i,~I> ].:, J\/J ;>?'f>~;, 

J~ J..,,. rJ.,,JJ, l'J;i JtJ,-,,,, ~v, J., J.I, .Jt/J.,/ !,/;, 

/\) ~kt,.:, lie 
1 
?It,-, J,)lltv,v }~ ..)'b)l>N,) ,l.1)/ittlc? 

' ?I?>,,/ ,)J'h;>;, le p'I• It,,,, }..:, .J,/, c'&}I J;,;. 
J>h.J/Je 'Jlt ).:, J-,/c ;,/&?1 /c/4,t; i>)-~~ - /ch, '7•l 

..l)}~,NN h ,H'h';>, J,,l,,k., J,)ll,k;> 7/~.:,J )JJ.., _..,.,., 

I 

, ... ..,,. !J~ i'> ..A e, J;., }Jfj)I t ;}( i> 

'c)J (/J1Ji~ !i.J) 13 .)lf,'),W J-?; /JI~ t~ 'i'"' 1 
~")II 

r z~ ~~»·~·;, ~)- 1,.•~ '°Ir ,.,) i,e.,:,-, '/);>,) Jt., i>I,.:::, J.::> Jlk .-,1r. )t, 

68. 

And ae prooi oi this iact ~ei t Un cites the words 1·rom the 

original source in (:i• ~t,chl 
'~ /;:,'JI ,IO'N /)/Jt.1\ he , J/;>C t't., jil/c /3;. J 'Y'(Y' /• W,t.,,.;> • 

Sa~s l eitlln. th~t according to the Zohs.r:(85) 

v,J,., ~,,... Jr ",J,,C e•r, Y'''l' :l'~ ·,~ 0 ·-J r' p';v.• i.,J r " 
hNt,., : -,NJ/J ••.• ~,,., ,ow h11l-" )1c 1 : 3 lr /,,. ,..,..., ',)) ../\ -,~1 ,-it~/ c ,JJ/.J, 

,yvNh, ,-,el~) )Jt/',) J,J1J/u, J.hhlc..) /"' J/.v, 1cJ /JGJ..h /ch,, /:,j 111 

(it.) ":1->1;:,JC ,o'N (O'l'I /0
1
N1 -..1>!J~I ~h~ tofll "'k ~.j-,N» he ,">~('t._,I 

Jeitlin has, no doubt, correctl1 interpreted the Kabbal-

1st1c and ~onaristica comments on the Talmud; but baa be 

-

properl~ ev-,,.112ated the ideas and expressi:>na in ttie Talmud itself ? 
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./e cannot sa~ that he has not--but there is reason f or healthy 

doubt as to hie a.ad the ~l>~tt interpretation of the expressi on 

Jlft '0 r {j3i' -upon which the mole proof is built. Aacord-

lng to Jastrow .J>/r'0~ yJp means:"(ll .£!!!.~!!!.!_shoots ln the 

garden of rellgion), to be noetile to religion, corrupt the 

)iOUths; to be a beret lo•" Tbere seems to be some support to 

t nis interpretation because the expression was actua ll) used 

for t rees: In Baba KfJIIIDa 9lb. according t o Jastrow, we find the 

expression .Jt341 !Ji/)''fJ •- which 18 transla ted: "Thou. hast cut 

d~wn my ~ oung treea." And tben in Canticles 3abbab t o chapter I:4 

198 haYe Jift'§? iJr ~J•~ , which le translated: "in -.hat •~ did he 

manifest bis hostility to religion?" ,'le can see f rom this that 

..})/)-10;:, <j~, was a common expression in T&nn&i t le t imea which 

at fir st meant precisely the cutting down of young trees and then 

was adapted aa a general expression of heresy . There was 

nJt hi ng mysterious or occult about thla expression in rabbinic 

literature. It was onl~ much l ater tha t the Kabbaliste reinterpreted 

t ne expression to mean .,,.,f '" JJ,Ji., ~. Thus, Zeitlin ls reading 

out of the 'f s rse not what the Tanaim put there. but what tbe 

later Kabbaliete put there. and the fo l lowing conclue1on of hie 

t s ubsolutel) untrue: 

J1c>e.,, ~.)1> J /',, ,>r;'f'f 'I'' r ,~ •/'~J ~ L ,.,J !J '->J 11 

- /J 11hi/ /-'>)~ JJ~.v /0',t,~ ,J,/;,J/t.;, ' -,../ID> .JJ,/~ _1,JC•tJ 

.J>/1,)',-, j'>l.,,OfJ;, ~C•t, ...Ale. !J? - ~/J,;, ,'t,1/e,•-,ro/ A>'NJ~,,., 
;f'(1iJt ,J.::, /Oc .,~ '~J /c.311 fu,.u. ~.,. ~t •1114t- •fftt. &if-~"41-J-IIIM " ,,_, ""i 

) t i)k. 'le fo /e - /t rl/',"'r ,~.,J ~)? 13 1
, ) )~, .Jt/t fel,'N;, 

[t?) t (/N4J>~ ,-,,., Jr .,J t1 , Jt/r_s ).> t MU,"! /> ~/;,) 
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~eitlln glTea aeve~al pagea of reference to show toat 

Akib6 wae a ~stlo aa well aa a rationalist and that he w&a the 

great founder of Jewish •~atlclam. It le Yer~ prob&ble that 

bkiba did haTe something to do with mysticiam--be maj eTen b&Te 

been keenl1 interested in lt. But ~•1tl1n falls oompletel.3 to 

prove bis content lon that Aklba began the chain of Xabbalab 

which oulmlnated in tbe Sefer Yet1lra and tbe ~Obar. AS for a• 
Si m eon b. Yohal. 3eit lln does not go into detal l, but places 

him ~e one who tollowed in tbe footsteps of Akiba and i n much 

t he s ame manner laid the foundation of tbe 1ohar. 

he next problem discussed is : Bow were these m~steriea 

transmitted through the ages? 

o~flJ ,-, ~ti)/ i~""'r .,11~t1 /l'J::, ,'°1-,.,~ 't,k-, p1 /•;, ll ' >IJIJJ., 
·.)) •-,/~;) /k J,'/IJ)/c-:, i')~~? : Jr,r/,] c ,,OJVd"Y /,,,,J ~'ill />;:,; 

v~" ;' / /tJlr ) ~Y'l'i)J/,1}4;, "'J't, ;,,, J,J:,J.,~ l ' ,., 
/l .f.'N,)i- f';, ;, .. ,Cl /. i'i ;,/ Ji1» 7)~,~;, J~,, p ah'>r•>I 

" ... ···J\',/41 tJ\ '11,( ~ 'l-1 ;le,),-, ,J,;.r,11 ,~tr - V)f-, /.:,/J. .,,, •,/11-;:. 

And baTing been banded down through the ages: 

k~ J\~)~;a) ') ,~, ,,(J ..1,/,;,/r..-, :.he,) rJ .,c/e~ /"" Jkt-::, ,, 

J'l I.I\•-, ;, r .( ~) 11 IVt ._pt.,)~~) Miry 1 i .k ..,i>Or < {!;:J/c,.,-, .Jvl J.,;./ 

/.NJr /) ri)? ~ 'fl hi} It, A),)'>t,I~ .A>, 3 y Ir ,;(, '>,vu;1- j.J,)tJ 
t , ' / 

...,,1,),, ·' , ,_le • ~?~;, 'eh J,_ ~j/.>Ji 
1
,10JJ)L ,/cJ),,.' j< 

k.)k , 0)'3· ""Je?O,?i ,J ./~hl p /.:>Ji> /Jv.:; , ,)Jr>/r .1>/,yc,, 

,,)'!Y.-., J ;,f /J/J ,');;,N /.,°':)~ , j':>?y,) /"' ).'l'j)"y /t> j ll) 

k ..1,1Jµ;, ft,, 'j ,..11JC1t.J ;,J ,-,)1 ' );, · ~.,01Cr1t, i>JJ;, ~ 
,,,.;,J '.) 'th- ,) j;,, J,;., A'=>' )3 JtJ3r _1,JC' fl.J~ ....J./4 'J>IC•e 



J I ) / 1 ;, ';1'J"'.,) Jr, ,,,Alh"'lill u, ~ ~J()'))•;) tt.,k-, "'"' ,.,.,, l'''l ,.;,,, , ,. 
/ J I J J 111_,J :J tt.l 

J,}i ,(J 'a "J3rl }1;, ..A)~/-,p /O'IV'r~ I ,~-,,~ ~ J"Y~/11 ,)/J ,.,,. J ,,, 

{,"";, • .J, /,~ ,) ;, 'lt, ,. ,111 P' & 1-r I ',to 'j' >~ ~ 'r,/, ', J ,.,,,.,, /,;J 

.to••1-,., p•c,I,~,, /'~) ',.'l,.J~ '&b, J';, J,,~,,J 1h11 J,h}ia 

('i8) ·: ,,J y'~' ,i.J )/rJI /)i))t, JOjlt.J ,to'tnflr ;,»J l~k_) }:>;, 
&id ao. l elt lln 8WDS lt up: a• S imeon b. Yoh&i and bis 

,, I 
disciples h&nded down the foj1);J ''11<),, • ••• to t nose who .followed 

tnem in the spoken tongue-- ,.ramalc . ,7hen it wtls written down 

the writers f eared to cbalige 1 t. But wheri tne later authors 

fille d. in t ne coament s o -A these ~?-,;, 'e,/eJ,.. t ho~h the~ 

tried. the~ could not f ili iu t oe correct ,.~amai o;--ao we have 

the c orrupt ~p6111ah iorma . 

9ut,o .Jr, t1nuea tne author, there is an underl~ i ng un it) in 

tne j ohar-- as ii one 1rui11 0£.d ~di ted 1 t ; blld t ne fol lo 'ling a re 

tne fl1mB) arguments Jeit lln odvanoea as the kel to the editor : 

i!J .fi!_p '-, D~,) ')ry ;/.J.N ,o't-"leJ !} ..J,);n fi>'N)~ • 

J,J/J/o,, e,~ .J-.!J,
1 
J.~1;;11,) )~~;. ~..,,t 1..,)N1r/?/ .:)11/il', j 1h 

/0 '~ ,A),,Jc J\/~1 ;·~ ~ ~-1!) ~~ J>jJ'r I f>'tfl 1
)/1J

1 

( I~'/ ) ,) C 1):,t; f A))tl,) )J,/! J)'- -" f ¥1>N Jc ',> J { ;,} 
.~)h;)) !r'N~ 

?J !J"/t,,>/ ;11t,,/ '~ Jt ,J) 1y/'!);, ,,,, .J,/c. _!y,-Y;>;> 

J l'" >r:J' /0 ;')re,; ?~'' lc!7J)r P'r> .1'l11.~)N J; ~11,,~ 

~!I' J~., r'- 11o, Jlo ... .. ~ ) ?)°~ i) ..I,/, /.N.J,)/ ,) t/N ,,Jo, 
(fl~) ".A1l'/II~ }J'" I/I.st j/lc-,j '~ ,'>tn ';,) 

The trutn of tne matter. ae.~s t ne ti.u t i:i~r. i s that : .. oaea 

~e ueon collected tne scattered manuscripts. edited them, and 



ada ed nis owu ideas : 

/-)? ) ?? 9 .>n /!)Jc_ ':> r )(;{JIY/ fo1cf{ /17 ,) ',) ;,) /cl"> It) )1t1 It 
' 

~ 'Q)',/" .Ji)''(),) .). /c. ✓1i)~.., f 'l!./1' ,) ,;) -,qj t,hi) ./1 /& t1>(! 

( ;) ,) ; /.) ;);> 1~,) ,ti!> j jll.:) 1v.J1/J:. Q;):; I {s1 Je.,J:.. ,o)/~,)/ 
( qi)) ' . . A)'~) A) •10-C /0 ,) ~ j .}1-') IJ,)r 

~6 i tlin concludes b~ ex p l e inin~ . that it i s true tha t 

both 3imeon o. ) ohai a.nd ~ose s ~e Leon wr ote tne ~onbr: tha t 

De Leon d id oJt lie when h e tolct Is1...ac vf .:1cco that he had s.n 

s.nc ient ms.nu .scri p t i r 0m wnich t u c vpy ·-nd when h e t o l J n i :3 wife 

t nut ne was comp os i ne: it out 01 his )WO hetd . For he w&s, 

iu is.ct, addi n ~ f r oi;, nis Jwn ne ad tJ tne manuscri pt t n!.:t he 

hsd. ~nd , since he t o ok tnis b.Ilcier,t ::.anusc ri pt ·.vitn -i im 

during h i s tr avels ~1d s ince ne d i d fiJt d ie bt hJ~ e - - we o eedn 't 

be ;;;uq,ri s ed cntit ni s Ni i e 1.:)uld 1.01. tt.. r i, it JVe · t o t ne 

ric n Jew, 'NnJ oi1er ed. ner :3ucn ;:;:. mbrve iJ Ud f u ture in exchl:.Hcse • 

L ,ug co1dlicting i !:icts inL.J !,- pl<1uS ib le t neory , ; eitlin ' 2 

s ec0rHi ~t i c:le ia inde .?a i ng eni;u s ---it ill!:i:\ , b~ Chb.nce , eve r; 

be t rue; but h ,ckir~ an.:, s ub s tb.Iltiel pro of , it tadds notning 

s01id h> 0ur o c ie1.tific &.p pr -~c iut iu.a 01 tne i-, r Jc l ern . 



A f br more capable. more scholarl), and more trustworth)i 

atudent of the ~ohar and the problem of 1ia authorship le 
/" 

To date, however, hie writings are inconclusive, because. after 

having written an excellent article in the first volume of 

J,j~;,•;, ''liJI 1n l9c!6 refuting the view that hloses :)e Leon wrote 

the iohar, he turne, abfut. and in a few introduotori pages 

to his German iranslatlon "vie ~•heimnleae der dobopfung--~tn 

Y.apitel aus dem 5ohar," written in 19J5, he decla res t hat 

~llSea De Leon •as the ~~thor of moat of the J ohar, poasibli 

all o f it, Alt hough cvntradict or~. the a r gument s in both 

t !les e articles seem sound ~r,d are certainl) wort~ of 

conaideratilln. 

The name ot his article in 19~6 1e: 
'•~ _, . ,~., );JD Jtk ;11,,J 1Y ,~JI );ah ,oJ ;,,, 

and in the 11rst paragraph he maJ(es it cleb-1' that this i s i ne 

onl~ bSpect which he will discuss. / First, ne a t tacks the 

pillars ~f the opposition, which claims that De Leon wrote 

the .:oruu- as a forgerf• 

, Hj• ). h;oM fl~ /,/,, ;Jt..J ·, ,,,,,, ':, , ,1•J.,~ , 

7kt,J r'-, /''= ,A>,)':S...,J;,/ ,,')'9/J.ry jtJ /., _,,..,,.,~ Ji~IJ/'11 

..h!1l, Jl1)/;;;,, /s., /"y /'1,3, ,, )fl JJ.J~ ,,o:, ;)14,.,,,.!J~k 
.Jwv,1,;, JJ3•t./J;,J '? ,,e,, '1 '>.Jo /"t. /i"~ J1.Y,,Jlil~ )~;, 

(91)":" ... .. ;>,L5>> ')~O /'~1, IOI~ y.i ,,O'/c~ /'1)/ /}Ii 
There follows a digest i n Soh~lem's own woras of t he 

account wnich we translated in t he first section of t h is 

thesis. He points o~t tha t a lt hough i t 1s evi dent that pa.rte 

• 



, .. 
parts of Iaaac of Acco•a accOWlt are mleaing both in the begin­

ning and in the end. the teatlmOJll' neTertbelesa is not fo';ied. Two 

hundred _ye~a before the appearance of t be J'D/tP 'Owe finct' 

that )-r;- ,.,,,3, ') mentions a man b~ tile rleme of Don Jucai de 

.aTlla a s a t~ =;ar;r in 11'85 and as a .. N~,) )y;, in 1303. And 

if he was a tu farmer. aa~e ~oholem. its small wonder tbat 

Iaaao ot ACCO calla him: ,, 11,c ')'t,7,, : 

• ·".i1t J,l.J J'I< ,",1/v, ,u,,. ~ ->1/v. ),, :,1>U.1>k;, 

!I f'V~1YJ ,>.J,/J ?'J"'"' alt. /rC •~ J>Ml,lD 
'y {ol• '-, )f/ IN~ •1,,~., ,.., 1rh-) /0 i) A>t 5y,,J /th.:>/,.., 
,..,)ei~;, j~J ~~e, ~fr .l>)' ~)i}O .J,/y/v,,- /,sfJ ,-,/,,,Jc 

- - ("¥· " 'l"'M" !0 ''->'(IJ,C • ., ~'0)o>~ ).:,J 

I/ 

aoweTer. if we can' t doubt the aut henticit~ of reaao of 

Acco•a account we certain~ heve ever~ reason to doubt t he 

eracit)' 01 ili a sources of i nformation: 

,,,N r".1, ·, ),V(, •)U./ '~J ;,, ~1( '~II 1tl •:, ,, 
cf ti' ') ' ;}IJ 91~ ',J , /y ', '.>11 /cl;-, k),i ' ~Alf,~ 

;,e,AI JtJ µ,tJ/c '~N b,~Jc /'>/ /J,fJ/t •~" f ri '>I 
y~1'l?/1J,JI ( 'r.l11k.~ lb'~ !JIL ,,,, ;:, ;;,kJ) /i,J ',) 

,);.) !J.:i,..,,.J~j.,,f.JN .N;r, ,.,,J;;,jw ./•,J /'~J,1~ ·'J'/c. 

( ~ ''J ,t )e., .!J9 ...Ji'?? ,)/J;'/t /41.:> _p ?/;,pi) 
Acco•dlng to nia wife De Leon thJught up the Johar com-

plete4 from nie own mind, Tb.le ie impossible. In the first 

place De ueon had a maimecript of s ~me kind before him; eTen 

if it was his own manuscript irom which he made copies. This~ 
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is in aocordance •1th Joseph Abulafia. 1ibJ then, didn't the 

woman ahow th is copi whe.n offered euob. handsome re•~rcls. 

s econdly. we must doubt' the trutbf&ilneae of both wife and 

daughter of De Leon, •no, aocordlng to Panoorbo, were !.atrang­

ed irom him (De 18011). Furthermore, it is impoaaible that aa, 

man could haYe written out of hie own fanc~ a work as large 

as the ~ohar in the last ten years of hie life, wa ~ things 

in tb.e Zobar couldn't haYe been c01loe1Yed by him beoa11ae t ue 

ideaa there nre not current in De Leon's d~. For exanple, 

the ,-0 1 G/G~J 113)~,)..hNJh 1n }).ft'.)\qi1~are an ancient •,reek 

idea, ~en the torm and s t ~l• are out J f older placea. If 

De Leon's widow actuallJ did ea~ that D• Leon wrote the 

~ohar himself she wse either giviog false testlmoy or De Leon 

bad g iYen her false information, Furthermore, the disciple, 

J ' .Jacob, whom .:t ' Iaaec mentions at the end of bi s account 

and who states that De Leon did have the books bef c1e hlm, was 

cl~ser to De Leon ln th1e mat t er than was his wife or daughter. 

It ie interesting too, that rt ' Isaac after his inquiry into the 

problem r emained steadfast in hie belief in the truth and 

entlq11it~ .>1 the J ohar. And as f or the statement in the 

account: 

,,,cfJ' 1cJ Ml~ :;i .J.>t,N(J ,to,,J ">''y/,.J ...,.. ".) ,J1c., 
J. q 

;) '>) ,~ ~ '.) ht4-' ':> ;,(J-,~ , ) .!).ti, !)1 , , ~ ~;a 

)flk ),lj 1ao r'-'>"'i ,.,."'~ 7r>k :> , ;').J,)" /;ale . A>/c.ilr 

,A.Alie !JP' />'.))'r!'I .J' 0.1 p., llhr ~,1 )rh 

,,,._ ..J,//ch f j'Y ~le,.:, A)' )p• fo'fvy r 
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Sobolem ieela tbai De Leon would neYer ha•• said suob a thing. 

It la nen doubtful whether his wife would haTe done eo. It 

la ver3 li~e ly that someone who hnted De Leon inserted it. 

Soholem euma up this section as follows: 

:~ )~,,,, b-, /"'i pt>J• '> ')~/f !} !3/•t ,)tr ,J~·I,. /0.~PJ ~,. 

J)Mfi JlJ, )~,) Jl~-i./l't) tJ , k.l,) t, Crbi A)~o J:J11 ;J)'NJ fl 
•J'' I~ I~ J~/i ') 'i ' 

/y ,, ·,, -r];,,, .1,;,,,I, y,.,1 /ir?N '::, , :Jtr)h Jt/i-r {r 

J\ji)/ "> tc>lc. ·JI ,/~0.1 J\ 'J:>Jir .J-.) CINI Jt:> )~} , '~f'> ~k 
.. ,.Jr~ •c,., !J'?• k}e, ,!Y .J,/yy '(/~• )y pfe, /:P 
..t,11/~, LJ'l(J ../II~?/-, -:;/()• J-y /'"J,, /.Y-,. ;~T / 1>.5' . ., ({ 

?~,., , ,,'>L/V ·, ' :,'ll '..JiNI, ei )-r-" ,) ',) ./Wir 1J, !Ji 
J)S'-h lr 3'hj)/tb;,. IJ~;a -){l,/V 'J }" /.J-,y/~tJ J>/c. 

{'l~('.,1}1~/c.~ -YAft(,, .All"¥.> 

3cholem handles t ne ~ecoud pr ob lem. i.e. •hether Ne can 

ascribe the ~ohar to woses ~• Leon beca use of t he p&rrallelism 

between hi e aoJcnowled.ged works Qnd the ~ohar,-- a a follo•s: 

Flrst be poi nts oat that t oe Zohe.r has been ascri bed to 

• oaes De Leon because by & comparison between the fi r a t print-

ed -,f his b :>o.lr:a r, 
>)IV..)/);,, q_,~;,. •1th the Johar i t W&.8 found 

th&t the materials. ideaa, eTen miata..kas were identical. eimpl f 

t hat the former wer e in tlabrew and the lattd in Aramaic . 

In ref~tati ,n of this belief ~cholem shows that J e ueon neYer 

Mrote his own books as if they contained original ideas. bat 

r a t her doea he a lw6~B a~: 
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ADd further, D• Leonia not referring to a general literature 

wb.en be apeaka of •;,-,lJ- '"l.Ao • • but to a apeolfio book because 

in ,Jne place in "'J,..,,,,, 'NO.he aar•:/J'~/c. ..1,/11'1--,11;,/ ,'l)/.1, ')Jt01t h,,Jr. 

Thus De Leon did not collate bia earlier works into an 

r. rame.io ] ohar, but muat b.6Te had a manuscript bei ore him f ran 

which he uotea. 

Did he t hen write thi s ~obar first, and then cop~ the 

~ebrew books from it~ "Bol" aa~a 3obol•-~fin l9io) Thia, 

aside irom peycbo logtcal rea~ons, l s not poeetble because: 

l, ~be ~Obar c~ntains man) expressions &.nd idea s which 

~ osea D• Leon could not explain 1..n bi s om works. 

t. For a long time it wos t aought th~t ~• Leon was t he 

first to write ~abbaliet1c tre~ti eea i n oie t ime. Thle 

lent credence to t he idea that he wrote t ne Zoh&.r. ~ut 

we know f r om the works ot ~• Turdue ~aleTi and A' Joseph -J ikatilla t hat their writings ware i:aboaUetic • ..ti.bulafia 

who died in lf83 , cites in his ?/,>:, )]II,. eaTera l passages 

! ran the ~obar. 
~ 

In an eTen earlier work'°'.)'•' J)-1. ,, be 

oi t es several passages from the ~ohar. In bis book 

·,;, '>/le 'ire.,, Jikatilla also brings quotati ons fran the 

~oha.r and Ae nto~ that i n 1a 1eon'a l sa t book 

J ika t 1116 ' a work is ~enti ,Jned. ~~a 1cholem: 

1 
,1Jfc:> ;()')ftlfc/t /J.],v1 ~fy '..:) c -,ye,) 

A)_J~k-,f> 10•J;,'l-,":, l Y' 'Ali:>r ')./'JI 

( qs) ': 1vtJlo ., c,J 



and in conclusion Soholem atatea: 

/.J,::,,.,.. 1?1~ J1e,~;,/ ?~;, J./hUti) ;> ,.,)J,t,:, J~ ····• 
nlrM ,,1,J '~ ,.,,,,, ,,J !ANli ~ Joi,, ,~ i;a/ hlio/ 

/~;,JI 1J1, .111/1&11 h .J,1~}1> ;,~/(A J>.JtJ-~11/cl .tti/>11 

Ii ~f'/ ,J11r. /OJ I ?~1,) Ji/o :;~ '.:J/ )J}J ,Y31.:J 

~J,. ~Y.J"' !Ji) J,,.,~ t ~"t ?ill .}l/) ~VJ Jit>~ ,.,,,., ;1i,J 
(1 /cl,> .A)t' j,t1/J> 7/i(),) ..A'lt,;> ,o/,/ , f,;,/) ;iJ//,;, ,.IO'Y/~• 

'~•J 11 ,,o'N/Yp ..11hl~ -~'"' 1)('.t:~ (/el ,1k11 
,,J;. J:, - fc,J.Ctl<i' •/;,Jr r If /O'Ni•lrl ,>tN ') 

:,J~p;, J>/j\h"iJ.>,,) J"r .l):.1>C1<v1/ ,)tivh ~1, 1phr A>''/J.,. 
//:,;, IJJrl 1,y ;111,J J>J?h;, ,10'11hp ,o•C;,e,,, ;.};, . ,,)):, 

q,J "!)>.fcN t,.,J!J Yht 1 .J,},~•>l'J i)~')i) .A-, '~• jj 0~h./li)r/ . c)~~, 
It is i n vie• of this feeling on the parto1 Scholem t h.b..t 

oie reversal ~ome ten Je&r a l a ter in his i nt r oducti ~n to the .. 
lit tle }er man trs.nslt. tion, "Die }eheimnisae der ;;ohopfung." 

comes aa ~ distic t s urprise. Instead Jf findi ~g , hite r these 

,, J.. ' :nGL~ ~eo.rs :>f ;~,. ,n /f'i ,, t aat 'ithi ch he h&,d expected to find--

nsmel), the sources woich ~osea Je Leon used in •di ting the 

: ohar, he fou.Dd t a~t ~e I.eon was Lo t an editor ~tall. but 

tne author. _,en more aarprieing. is t ae fact t hat he baaea 

this ne"R p:>1nt of Tiew upon an argument which direct lf 

cJntradicte his l~st point in the Hebrew article t1f 19,6 . 

:ne~s ae goes to some length to prove taa t Je ~on c ould not 

llal'e .rrltten t he ~o~r before writing ais ''own" books. Here 

ne ~t~tes t a at De Jeon did write the Johar befo re writing hie 

"o.n'' boo~a . unfortunatel;,. Scholem si.1lpli at at es bis con-
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clualona an4 not hie proof■• i n t hla little preface. le oui' no 

more than preaent thu: 

He makea it mown at once that he cannot agree with Graets, 

espeolall.J wlth regards to the oharaoter of the man who wrote 

the Zobar. Graetz said that~• Leon Wb & a charlatan. Scbolem 

belieTea he waa a genlue. Neither doea he accept our more 

modern vie• that De Leon collated and edited a group of docu­

ments ooming from earlier times. Thia rejection grows out of hie 

own experience. a e ea)&: 

· "Jeder versuoh, du.rob * rausarbei tung genauer Kri terien 

Soblchten und Te lle im Sohar naohzuweiaen die vor die mitte 
t ' 

dea 13 Jab.rhu.nderta suruc~zu.iutiren. achlagt in einen neuen 

Beweia dee Gegentella um • .l)lie bat der Autor dieser ~eilen 
,I 

der Jabre die Durobfuhrung einer aolchen Anal)&e verwandt bat. 

nacbdrucklic~ erfab.ren. Das eindeutige a eaultat entaprach 

ao wenig ,den Hoffnungen, mit denen er auazog, widerlegte ale so 

gru.ndlloh, dasa er es wegen Kann, ale aicheres l rgebnie das 

Folgende zu zagen:"(97) 

That the Zohar la a unit. '.!'here are certain omieelona and 

errors oi arrangement in printing. but one can onlr divide it into 

three parts, which a re absolute units within themselves, and are 

related to one another. Thef s.re: 

1. ,._J'0., ~'">i/11 

i . Ualn part of the Zobar . with the J)h~k, ;,")h, '>.fto, 

and miscellaneous writings 

3. The ~,J',)~ k ''J) and the ),)5 jlp.n . 
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The first two were certainl~ written by one man ~nd tbe 

third waa •ltten either by the same man when he na muob older-• 

or more llkelJ--by another man at a later date--before 1300 

and after lZ9O. Tbl• man oetainly had tba first two books 

before him. The author of the first two books was a man ~•reed 

in the phlloeophloal and Talmudic learning of hie time. His 

pbiloaopbloal propenalt1ea were far outweighed b~ hls genius 

for m¥atioal homiletioa. He was not en edlter or collator. 

J.Uhoqh hie 1deaa were n~t new, theJ were not from old, half 

forgotten aouroee, but were baaed upon the Kabbalistio ideas 

that deYeloped about the time of Nachmsnidea. TheJ were 

written down bf D• Leon between li60 and l~80 (98). waa 

Moses De Leon the author, There are proof a both for and agatnal 

his authorship. But none of them are oonYinoing. l'le can only 

89.i that De Le~n fits into the chronological ploture better 

than •i one else we know. Flrat, •• mow that hie fellow 

citizen from 3uadalajara, Isaac ibn 1abula, had alreadf read 

the ~I) ,~,., in 1~81. From l.:!86 on i)e Leon wrote his 

··ow:1 .. ,iJL'l!.::. • .nLd these works, u .. .dke 6.11) others, took e ll t heir 

materials s.nd poin ts of vie• specifica lly irom the ~ohar and not 

fr om the genera l 1:abbaUe tic 11eld. So elt her he complete~ 

sank under tne influence of another aut hor until hie own per­

sonallt~ disappe~red, or he himself w~s the autnor, ~nd, finally. 

through. the discover~ of a manus cript cOp'J of t he ;o'~lt.J ,,7/,., 

written for De Leon and dat ed 1~64 (99) we find the twent~ Jean 

between 1~64 a nd 1~86(when the writing of his "ow" books 

began) in wtlich he wo\. ld have ample t 1me to write the ~ohar. 
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~oreoTer. the veri faot that he was grounded in the philoaop~ 

of jj&lmonidea makes blm the logical man to haTe written a 

book like the Zollar wltb its phllosopbloal prerequisites. 

md ai the end of the dlsouss1on we find tbla Ter) signi­

ficant note: 

"3a eel &D&druokl1oh bemerkt. daaa. ala der Autor dieaer ~ielen 
•• aelne weaentllch unbeatlmmter formullerten s atae uber Autor-

sohaft und iledak.tion dee Sober 1m .Artlkel "Kabbala" &er 

Eno~clopaedla Judaioa (IX). 60•> aobrleb. er die Autorscbaft 
' . dee · oscbe de Leon nooh fur auseerat un:fewlsa bielt. wie er 

denn Jahre lang nioht an sie geglaubt hat. Die seht ~plexe 

Frage hat aicb aber aeit 1931 so welt aufgeklart. dass elne 
\ . 

"rtedaktion" Tollig aua der Sobarkritit auszuaotieiden hat, and · 

die Altorfrage ateht wie oben dargelegt. Zs 1st wobl moglich, 

dasa ate Autoraoh~ft ~oeobe de Leon's nooh einmal exa.lct und 

abaohlieaeend bewiesen werden wlrd." (Italics mine) (100) 



IV. SUIAl.U.HY ,\ND CONCLUSI ONS 

£ . The Date of the Appearance of the 30har. 

AB we bave alread• s een. Scholem gives two dates for the 

composition of tbe ~otu.r and the setting down thereof i n its 

present form. In 1931, he wrote in the :moyclops edia Judaic& 

that it was composed between 1~40 and 1~80. In ai s latest 

et utement he baa given tcie period of co11poa1tion aa between 

1260 &nd 1~80. I n neither ca ae does ne give proof for hie 

terminus~ quo. exc epting tha t in the l ater s tatement he op ines 

that it must have taken ~O ~ears to write t he bJok . qla 

terminus ~ 4uem is based upon the fact th.at i n 1i a 1 Ibn :)a.hula 

in his jlJlip;, }LJW ma.de use of :nct e r i a la taken f r->m t ne J ohar 

(epecificall)l tbe,.oi!P> t,)~N ) • 1'b1a proof t a g i'ven both in 

bla earlier !illd 1£.ter statement s. Insofar aa he bs s , to d&t~ 

f a iled to further i mplement that proof, it does not car r y a 

gr eBt d~al of weight aa far a s proving that t he 3ohar as we 

k.n~w it, was l n lts present form b) 1~81, even though Sabula 

wa s s fel l o~ townem!.i.ll oi De Leon . If t he theor~ of Franck 
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and airia and oth3rs is correct, i.e. t bs.i De Leon edited a large 

number ~1 mbnusori pta t be t wer~ alr ead;,· in exi sts.nee, then 

we ms.;, aa well a ssume that Jabula c~p i ed direct l) f rom one o1 

tae olQer m6nuscr1pta. or 1rom s ome such copy ot this manu­

s cr i pt as • ~a in the bands of 3' Joaepn 3alev1 (mentioned in the 

Is& o of i cco ac c ount). 
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There le iurther proof. howeTer. of Soholem's dating in 

the account of Ibn Y~.h1a in ,.,j'/., ..JJt,}t, ilberein he stated ths.t 

a great qaarrel existed in 1~90 aa to whether or not ~oeee De 

1eon nad written the book. We must a llow a number of years 

f~r the clroulation of the book--in those da)S transportation 

and coamunication was Tar) slow. Thie fiTes us a ~ear in the 

eighties in ~bich the booK must haTe appeared. 

aoweTer. Isaac of .lcco.1L the ;~,J• ~ account from wbtllh 

l ' Jedal~a quotes, giTea 1305 as t he ye&.r of t he death of 

Uoses De Leon. 4Dd since such a controverBf wee raging 

concerning tbe aithorsilip of the 3ohar a t t he verj time of the 

death of De ueon. we cannot possibly belieTe th a t De Leon 

finished it twent ) five ~ears earlier. I f he b&d fi n ished 

t he ~ob.er ln l ~BO . •~ shvuld the contr~Tera~ have beeL at its 

height in 1~05! I s it not ia.r more logica l to as sume tb6t 

if De Leon had not <iied until 1305. and if the .= ohar were 

published and broadcast beglr.nlng l~ao. that tile controTeray 

wwld hs.Te reached its height within five or ten j e&re &fter 

that. a.ad wi t a in a few )ea rs &fter t be tlelgllt Qf t be cont rover­

s~ had been reacned, aomebo~ like teaac of kcco, of rl ' Joseph 

HaleTi NJuld, wlt h De Leon st ill alive. have solved the queeti~n 

of it ~ authorsh ip ono• an d for a ll? Thus, asewning the date 

1305 as correct t or the death of ~osee De Lean (101). •• cannot 

re&sonablj put the publication of the ~obar earlier than li90 

and pr ob~bl~ not until close to 1300. u oreoTer, from Isaac of 
~cco's account. we are not even sure that a complete copf of the 

~Obar in lts present form was a~where in exiStflllC& at that time. 



On the oontrarJ, no one in a ll oi the liccount had seen either 

the original ~obE.r, or a o<mplete copy of the l obar. In fact. 

th• pos1t1Te references that •• to baYe to t he existanoe of 

the :oh~r are that parta and fragments--all ooptea--of it 

existed. Jhen Isaac 01 Acco eats out to aaoertain the author­

ship of the ~ohar. he s aya: "I pursued it, and asked the scholars 

wa~ luid large p~rts ~fit in their posaesion , irom wnence these 

marve loua secret a nad come." The at or~ vf rt ' Jos eph Hale-vi 

indicates thbt he never saw an~thing but c~pies ~ of the 

~oaar. Indead. eTer) one ~dawned that a ~obar existed, but 

no one eYer saw it •• In other words, we have not & single 

positive prQof that a oompldte ~onsr, euc n as we lwo~ today 

even existed at tne time of the dea th oi De Leon--exoepting 

De Leon's own ~t &t ement ,o Ieabo of Acco. 

1-ven the date 1300 m&~ be too earli. because accordiJ'.it 

to the infoamation of lbn Yahj& in the ~J~f> ..>.JtJt, the ~obar 

~as not diecoYered until after t he death of 

-~ • "'eher(l-6£.8) ((see n ote 13)) 

1e mus t admit, then, thh t all the external eTidenc e at the 

pres el'! t t1me is highl~• contradictory and doubtful, And, '.. 8 

far as this e'fidence goes 1the co:r.p lete ~0har ma;y not have bedD. 

in existence for a centur) after the de6tb of De teon(l02), 

'lie can onl~ ea~ tbe t b) lJ05 m9st of its tract s were ext ant in 

s c~t tered manuscripts, wnich Rare widely known, eapeoinlly in 

Spain--E..od tn&t a contro-. era) raged h t this time, in •hicb one 

side accused ~• Leon ~1 having compos ed all the manuscripts 

/ 
I 



himself. wb.ile the other af firmed its antiquity . De Leon. 

whetb.er he was or wa s not t 'he author. certain l y wa s the 

distributor of tb.ese manus cripts. 

Thie knowledge as to the dating of the app earance of t he 

l ob.ar is TU¥ Wl&atlafaotorJ, and points t o the need of more, 

and more conclusiTe external eTidence on the question. 
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B. The Problem ot the ! uthorah1p of the Zohar. 

In &WDJ1arlzlng the major argument s we ma)' divide them into: 

l. Those baaed on external evidence 

~. Those based on internal evidence 

1. There is no external evidence ~f ani historiosl value 

for ar against 3 ' Simeon b. Yohai as author of the ~ohar. The 

argument 1rom the Talmudic stor~ ot 31meon b. )Oh61' s sojourn 

in the cave le ver~ feeble as both u!odena and Franck pointed 

out. 

~s for tne theor~ tha t the J ohar wa~ developed over a 

period of centuries. the external evidence ie meager. fr!.grnent &ri. 

end not to be taken verJ seriously. Franck mentions tb.&t 

Moses Botril in 1409 had no written Zohar before him, but that 

his knowledge the"reof was transmitted to him orally. 3 ' Gedaly/ 
in ;,J;ap;, J'h,k gives ua the tradition that if we had t he 

entire ~oha r it w~uld constitute a c amel' s laad. Lllria cites 

fragments from t he ,.<:j/jG JJ,.Jt..,, which are :.:idrashim quoted in the 

name ~f .A>J!J t.,1?11 but which are not extant in our copies of t be 

Zoh~r. and he at &tea that be believes that at one time there 

existed a ,c,~ lilt/I/ for the entire Bible. 

The erternel e vidence both for end against Lloaee De t eon'a 

aut n~rshi p of the Zoha r is contained in Iaa&c of Ac co• s account. 

And, altaJugh thi s acc~u.nt lls.s . for yea rs, been t he greatest 

&rgumen·t i n favor .Jf De Leon' a au.t horship-•I believe t bat if ~ L 
it has an~ validity at all, it is in the opposite direction. 

{ 
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!lo one doubts the authentic! tl' of the account 1t•elf. But there 

must be grave doubts as to the authenticity of the ator~ told 

to d ' Iaaac oi acco b~ David Pancorbo. ifho w&a this ?ancorbo? 

How truatwortb.) ts hia evidence? No one can tell. But from 

the ator) be tells we see first that he mus t have taken sides 

with t hose wbll believed t ne .!oha.r a forgerl' ■ Although one ma., 

object to this r eaaoniJlg. &&)Jing that he took tbat side on~ 

after be iound tne irrefutable evidence he gives. I think 

that there are reasons to doubt Pancorbo's obJectivit) in the 

matter. The evidence ae gives does ,.ot ring true. A careful 

reading ~f the account gives us the feeling that someone is 

building up~ theoretically flawless case against De Leon. and 

not a true one. The offer on the part of the wealthiest 

Jew in Avila tJ support the widow for life and take the daughter 

1nto his famil~ in exchan~e ior a book--no matter how valuable-­

s ounds more as if the te l ler is building up a motivation for 

De Leon's wife, so that there will be no come back on the listen­

ers part t hat she refused to part with the 30har because it 

wad too ~ecioue to her. The impression that t his is an 

imaginar~ s t~r~ grows upon us when~• hear that t he ~ife of 

rl ' Joseph (the iirst la~ oi .a.Vila Jewry) wen t t.:> the home 

of De ~eon and carefully mude the offer separately to the 

w1 dow &nd tb.e daugh tar. Tba t would more close~ appr~ximate the 

tactics of a criminal law~ er th.an that of a ~ealtbl, woman 

whose husband had great i af luence at t ae Spsnieh court. From 

these tacts there might be s ome Justification in an assumption 



that Fancorbo, & oolleegue, ancl fellow townsman of li' 110aea 

De Leon. were not on the friendliest of terms when the 
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latter 11 •ecl in .a. 'fl l&, for lf t bQ were, d ' Panoorbo w011 ld not / 

h&ve told the ator) he did to a atranter,eTen if it were true. }I 

Ho• much oredence, •• woncler,could be placed ln the stories of 

one of our modern rabbis concerning t ~e work of his colleague 

who offioia\ea ln the aame oit~---take CleYeland a s an example. 

UoreoTer, Isaac of Acco' a account, far from supporting one aide 

argues almost equall~ on both. Se 88,l'& in the end that he 

re:r.ained unconvinced. 1Q)l t hen should a~one tod~ be permitted 

~o use this account &d e'fidenoe ei ther for or against De Leon 's 

authorship. .:Jld eYen further, as ~cholem has poi nted out, 

the rolt/1 ~ text oi t he account has omissions and corruptions• 

• hich render it uniit as poslti'fe proof f~r one side or t he 

other until new exter nal ev i dence of some k ind is discove red. 

These may be broken down lto three groups, 

The firat group re lat• to the authoranip of the i ohar 

bl rl ' Simeon b. Yohai. Uanf h.ave argued that the ~ohar was 

'ffitten bi 3imeon b. Yohai. Hot a single argwnent worthy of 

consideration has be en adYanced fo.r thia point. (And Da'fid 

wris. was one of the defenders of this theaia). It la 

seen tbat since there is no positive proof of tbia fact. a 

few arguments against it will definitelf in'falidate this 

assumption, 11odena and Franck gaYe the strongest arguments 
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to show tb.at a• Simeon b. Yobai did not write the ~onar. TbeJ 

are: 

at (Modena) Tbe laws in the i obar are oontrar~ to 

accepted Talamdlc lan. ( (Thie argument ie ileak be-

081l&e tbe lan of m111cy of the Tanaial dlff er fr<n the 

accepted practise.)) 

b) (~odena) •• oannot oonceiTe that a• Simeon b. Yobai 

waa oonoelted enough to write man.i of things in the 

J ohar which raise him to DiTlne stature. 

c) (Modena) If rl' Simeon had written the ~obe.r be would 

baTe written it in Hebrew ((Highl~ debatable. J thera, 

eapeoiallf Luria claim that the Aramaic le pr Jof that 

rl' Simeon did write the Zobar.)) 

d) (Modena) Amoraim a re put in temporal Juxtaposition 

with Tanaim. If~• Simeon wrote it he would neTer b&Te 

known these A.moraim.~~Tne esne with regards to lawa 

created much aft er _ ' Simeon. 

e) (i'ranoJt) The ~obar contains reference to :.:ohammedaniem 

which did not come into exi et a1ce until long after 

~ • Simeon's death. 

There are man1 more but none of tnem stro~er than 

those presented aboTe. These are suffioient to a81lse us to 

conclude Yer~ definitely that a• Simeon b. Yohai did not 

write the ~Obar. 

The second group of arguments center around the question. 

"uld d ' Lloees .Je Leon write the Johar?" The arguments are : 



1. Argument• deri•ed from a oomparlaon of the Zohar with uoae• 

de Leon•• •own" worke. 
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Gtaeta atalea that the atmil.artt~ between De Leon'• otbee 

worlr:a and the Zobar lhowa that be ta the author of both. A• 

final proof of thia he offer• the bit oi e•idence from De Lean •a 

J"'' ,_, where the ut hor makes an error Ill the quoting of 

paalma. Tb• .... error appears in a atmllar pasaage in the 

3obar. Schol• in hla article in 1926 aaya that tb1a na 

a deliberate parapmlraae and not a misquotation. ~en if DI 

Leon misquoted the ..-erae in his "own" worts and the sane 

error la found in the Johar, lhia hardl~ repreaants a •alld 

argument that De Leon wrote both. He may simply ha..-e oopied 

the Zobar'a error into hla own works. J..a a matter of faot 

boto Shol• and Lu.ria, uaing the aimilarit;v between the .~obar 

and De Leon's "own" work.a aa a baaia, argue far more cogentlr 

for the oppoaite ooncluaion; 1.e. , tbat De Leon was simply 

an editor of ancient ~ohar manuscripts and that be used these 

materials in conatructi.ng his scknawledged works. 

Luria danonatratea, ~nd ..-ery oonTincingly, that the mown 

worka of De Leon do not follow the Zohar in either interpretation 

of words or ideas. He ■bows further, that the mrks of De Leon 

de..-iate so radical~ in marcy places fr<D the Zohar that we 

must either conclude that he had a text before bim•-a corrupt one. 

or that he misinterpreted the Aramaic of the correct text. 

Soholem, in 19~6. supports thia •1ew with a demonairation 



of the fact that ln hie own worlca De Leon neTer aimpl~ quotes 

tbe ~ohar, but that he alwa~e quot•• lt with deepeat respect, aa~iJM 

tbat he got it frca c ancient k ldraah. Furthermore, Soholem 

polnta Ollt, that in many plaoea De Leon oi.>uld not explain the 

.&ohar at all. 

2. rgu.11111\a baaed on the language and ideas contained in the 

zobar. 

:rranok arguee that if De Leon bad di t ten the ] Obar in 

Aramaic. ia it oonoeiTable that he would haYe written the Hebrew 

i.)f ais own worka to explain it? Franck makes another point--witb 

reference to current ideology and background--- that alnoe there 

are no references to Chri s tianity or to Aristotelian ideas it 

ia imposs ible that any one of the generation and place of habi­

tation of De ~on could haw• originated t he J ohar. or eYen 

h~Te written it, on the baste of old ideas. 

Graetz, on the other hand, though he doee not direct!li 

£a.newer these arguments, adduoea other arguments on the baeie 

of language and ideology of the : ohar, to proTe that De Leon 

did write it. In answer to those who ■old that one man c~ld 

not have thought up all the ideas and materials contained lim 

the J ohar, be states tb~t De ~eon e lmplj ueed the work of tbe t 

whole sc hoo l of Kabballsta who liTed and worked eight~ ~•are 

before the appearance of the ;obar. J raetz also points out, 

as regards t be l&.ngu~ge of the : ohar, that wo•en into it at 

var ious ptinte it the nsme 11tN, which o:i course rei ers to 

.De i,eon. 



3. arguments fro■ cb.ronolou. 

Franck claims that certain ideas exolus1Te to the ~obar 

were common much earlier tbs.r/the time af De Leon. LUria ea.ya 

that m~ writers. Jaonim.e. Eoaki.m, etc. quote from the ~ohar. 

calling it a "Mldrasb". long before De Leon's time. ;. nd 

Soholem. i n 1926. claims that dbalafia and Jikatilla wrote 

some ~oharlstlc tbinga long before tbe ;ohar appeared. 

But Graetz points out that all the date• fixed aa 

in tne Zohar are after the time of De Leon. 

/'3,-, 

The one remalnlg posaibllity is tb.e t n.eitber B. Yobal or 

De Leon wrote the ~ohar. but that a group of anoient manuscripts 

containi~ mo s t of t he materials i n the : ohar were i n the 

posseslon of Moses De Leon; he collated them and edited them. 

The cble1 argume~t in iaTor of this theory la that the nature 

of the Zob&.r is eucb, that one man couldn't baTe written lt. 

8otn :miden &nd Franck haTe spent much of their efiort to show 

t hat one man could not baTe created such a composite work. 

And they baTe carefulll shown just bow composite tba zohar 

a ppears to be. Tbei and others b&Te afiirmed that lik e other 

Jewillh Ute.rature--aible. Talmud. hiiebna. etc.-- the ~obar 

w&s a gradual growth over a period of centuries. 

Howev er, Sohole1f' 1n 1935. holds that the ~obar is pr actieal­

ly a unit in eYery sense. 



j (_ 
In tr)'lng tol form ID¥ own conclusions on the matter I haTe 

been conetsntl) reminded of lm&nuel Kant's dictum on bow one 

mai ascertain whether or not a thing ie acientlfioalli truat­

wort~. or whether it la a lot of guese work. In tne open ing 

eentencea of hla preface t o t he eeo Jnd edition of toe cMtgue 

~f Pure aeaacm, oonoerning the knowledge tl:lst llea within the 

proTinoe of reason, he e~e: "For lf, after elabora te prepar­

ations, frequentJ.i renewed, it le brought to a atop immediatel, 

it neara ite goal; I f often it is compelled to retrace its 

steps and strike into some new line of approach; or again, if 

t he Ta rlous participants are unable to agree in anJ co:nmon plan 

of procedure, then we ma¥ rest assured that 1 t is very f a.r trom 

haTin~ entered upon the secure pat h of a science, and le indeed 

a mere l)' r and om gr op 1 ng. " The ev 1 de nee and t he argument a we 

haTe been considering a.re a s triking lllue t r at ion of wha t 

;:ant oa lle, "random gr oping ," 

f irst oi all we mus t note th&t most ot t he arguments base 

themeelTee not s o much on concrete evidence but r a ther on 

theoretical reasoning; aa if an~thing i n the nature of a his toric­

al or aoi entific problem h~s ever been s~ed bl pure r eason a lone I 

It le obTiOlle tha t unleaa we hawe a certain snount of reliable 

external and internal ev idet1ce on t he matt er , and un lea d th~ 

a.re i n harmon i ous e.Creemant us well s s i n a cert ain balanoe 

we oann ot arr ive at t he historical truth of Lhe ne tter. Actuall)' 

t he onlf external eTidence on the subject, of an~ weight and 



importance, le tbe Isaac of Aoco &ocount. !.nd tbie, we baTe sbown 

la tboroughl~ unreliable and inoonclusiTe. te hsTe much talk 

about internal eTidence, but moat of it is highly coloured b~ 

the preJudioea of those who bring the evidence. Thia eTidence 

1s ala~ contradict~r~ in the extreme. Until a proper snount 

of, and a high enough quality of exter~l bnd internal eTidence 

can be f erreted out, end until these can be used i n harmony 

with each Other and without the prejudices of t he 1nvest1~ator, 

we shall not have s et t his problem upon ''the secure path of a 

science." 

For m) self, I can ea~ that I am inclined to accept the 

theory that ~• ueon wae the edi tor of older 3oha.r manu.ecripts. 

I am anxi~usl~ looking forward to t he publicatiJL of S~lem'a 

proof ot bis new poaition---that ) e Leon was the author of 

the Joba.r. But unless tt ta based upon 1ncontrovdrtible eTidenoe, 

and not upon some 01 the re&a oning which be uaee in hia latest 

German pronouncement on the matter, be shall haTe a great deal of 

difficulty in making me understand, how an) man, gen1fua though 

he might be, could haTe inTented eo m~ detailed stories, could 

have written a book which has, even in the Jnglieb translati on, 

all the earmarks of a genuine product of generations rather 

t han t hat of an individual or a group of indlviduble. Just as the 

j ible, .abblnic literature, 1he Tehuvotb oi t he }aonim, the worka 

Jf t he philoeophere a r e the logical and conscio~s expressions of 
Judeiam---eo t he :ohs.r i s the cryst~llization of t he sub-conscious 
t ni n~i ng ~f Judaism over centuriee--~ot t hat ~fa single Jew. 



95. 

BOT~S 

l) See article on Iabbalah in ~Jclopaedia Judaica by ~. Sabolem; 
T.9, p.663--paragraph on Sohar. 

;:,~/'°"" -w--(Filipoweki edition--19~4) p.ii~ 

3) :.Jlllij>~ J"11 C pub U abed 154 7) 

4) J;>;,;, At-h. (Junaterdam--1697) b;y /,-,,, JP ,,,J,, --Tbe 
Zngllah translation given, is to be fl)Und in the ~glisb 
translation of Franck's Kabbalah. p.aa 

5) ;-,JiJ,;; J>Jt,Je, - t~ 1/Nr (a.-J;;/.-) 
6) The first accJ wit begins on p.aa b. of the 

of wtiile tbe adciitional account 
of the same edit ion. 

7) ·, -: 7?1 ,~ ;o/J.,, ~ '.lt}j, /,J,., 

F1lipows~1 edition 
beg ins on p. 96 

8) :i>tl~ --Volr 6. p.316 and p.317; Hillel Zeltlin's article 
called ,,-, ,a,, /IMM 

9) This edition is not available in the Ubr&r)'• 9ut we do not 
ha-Ye to re~ a ltogether on .:eitlin, because the ~gwnen ta of 
both Judah Leon i.:odena and of ~dolphe Franck contain reference 
ta tbie pass age. 

lO) This translation ta m n fran the .mglie b version of Franck's 
1:abbalah p.88. baaed ;)ll ro/Y• 'O p.45 

ll)Rsmban died ir1 J erusa lem in 1301h .I ' Aeber died in l3~a. 

' 

The J:ngUsh transla.t Ion of Franck hae the words: " This bo ok 
. --- was not discovere d& until after t he dea t h of J abbi Moses 

- ·; . ,.. 

_.,- ben 1, abman SJ1d of _ abbi Asber. who knew of 1 t." The hebrew 
text. however, reads:/~//::-, ~ e.1.a/ {:'" ,,.,, )Hb •~ ,.Jflt..JI 
· .. nu.a, these men a ppa.rentl~did notow of t he Zohar, accord­
ing to ~acuto, even though the~ lived ~ntil after the turn oi 
the centur). But there ia a note b~ Jacob bden in the 
_ ilipoweJci edition of the /'OJ,~ 'o as follows 
:, .>~,, 'o ,,lo /,/;, ,..,,,~ ,.,"~ In ~J f)'"'- jet 't/1•:1 !,ii» ,.,~ i,,4111, "'M J")II/• 

and Solomon ib ~ Adret died in 1310. So from : mden'a statement 
one Nou l d nave t o reason that the Johar mu.et ha•e been known 
b~ t he turn of the centur3 . I simply st&te tbeae contradictiona 
because t he~ s peak for themselves . 



l~) We ~ here n ote that the s t a temen t of ~aouto, that Ramban 
neYer ea• the l ohar conflicts with the opin icm held b~ 
man.)' in the time of teas.a of Aoco that t h e ~Obar was found 
by ilamba in .Paleat ine and sent to his son in Spain. 

96. 

13) .,l:,,p;, .,,J.,Jc. --Aaalerdam edition p.~3b. The trans lat ion 
frcin Franok'a Kabbalab p.89 . r'j 

./ -• Jeruaal•--1929 ( edited by Libowita) P•/' 

15) 1 bid. P• ,!) 
16) ibid ... .lJZ 
17) ibid .... Zf;IJ!,l!l! 
18) lb id. P• IN 
11J ~ · P· 16 •J" 
~ O') ibid. p • GIi 

2 1) ibid. P• ~~CJ 
22) ibid P• J 
23 ) ibid . P• ~ 
24) ibid. P• 0 
~5) ibid. P• 0 

26) ibid. P• >70 

~7) ibid. P• lo-t Y' 
~8) ibid. P• /lo 

~9) ibid. p. J D 
30 ~ 1)c)O .J-,J,,c)GN --Jaoob 3mden; Lamber J d.1870; p. 2 

31) ibid p .6 
r"-

32 ) ibid. p.6 

33) ibid. p.38 



3') ibid. p.37 f. 

35) ibid. p.8 

36 ) i b id. p. l ~ 
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llOTZS 

37) On p.45 of ; •oh/• 'o a ppeare the fol lowing comment bJ ~den: 
,-,Jc, /,/;, ft'fll'I~ i)lf.> '1, .,..,,. ft,_,;i /0~ y/1•:, lt;,1.,-,r, l'ltU. p•,,c, ''h;. ,-l,>/ 

/J,1Jc ,~NI ~'j,. 1-!J• • .,, iJ",'>'> ,o•~t,,. 'a If"". 1,.,) lt,w,f ,,,!J,> ,~o 
~#It 'o/ 1..-;,' • ., 1.A1~.J J~"f" r1:1 •'::ac., ~ ,.,,i,, 

38) ~•-,.JO J>hiC~ P• 7 

39) ibid. p.39 

40) J. Abelson. Introduction i n the f irs t vo lume of Sperling'& 
iizam translation of the Zohar: p • .ar 

41) ib i d. 

4~ ) ibid. f•Xlll 

43) ibid. p.nt 

44 ) ibid. 

46 ) N• Krocllma l in 

46) i bid. 

1

47 ) ~,,~~ - Vol.6 p.3.?6. Thie ref erenoe given in a f ootnote. 
This publi~;tion i s r~ t available i n t he H.u.c. ~lbrar~ . 

'If) ~~-- - (4'C·C, ,~,, 
49) '3:ngllsh translation of Kabbalah • author; adolpbe F ranck■ 

l9i 6 • ••• pJ.89 end 9o. 
60) ibid. pp. 91 and 9~ 

61) ibid. pp.9, and 93 

5~) ibid. p p. 93 SLd 94 

5 3) ibid. pp94 and 95-- .. lthough l at e r Fr snok refutes this ar­
g umen t b~ s a)ing t hbt i t l a p ossible that t his concep t was 
gotten from the P~thagoreans and t ha t this pas sage precedes 
Copernicuand his new astronom~. the a r gument still s tands. 
In f act the pa ssage might hav e been insert ed af t e r Copernlcaa . 



54) ibid. p.95 

55 ) ibid. pp.96. ~6. ~n . 
5 6 ) ibid. p.97 

5 7) ibid. P• 98 

58) ibid p.108 

59) ibid. p.108 

60) ibid. p.116 

61) lb id. pp.109, 110, 1.ll 

6,) ibid. pp.11,. 115 

63) ibid. p.114 

64 ) ibid. p.116 

65 ) raa• ... au&aor diaou.lle d the p r oblem of 
i n the chapte r pr ecedi ng this one. 

t he aut hor s hip of 

6 6) ibid. pp.119 and 1,0 

67) ,.j;af;, ./tl'~f> h lt/J1 --s .n. Luzzato; Gorioe 185,. pp.3~, 3 3. 

68) ibid. p.54 

6 9 ) lb id. p.64 

70) The whole problem of the authorshi p ~f the ~obar i s intro-
duced i n uuz za t o's t,b•J bJ a problem c oncer n i ng t he obser-
vance of ~oabana 3 ai:lba 

71) , o>~;, .1iJ,,1p J... 111/c111 D&Yid Luria; ,araaw 1886-7. p • .::. 

74! ) ibid. p . 3 

73 ) ibid . p.4 

74) ibid . pp.7 ,8 

76) }.'-;,e.. , "'' ' )r 1 Graet z ;>' ;1'3 p.S82 



76) ibid. P• 383 

77) lb id. P• 586 

78) ibid. 

79) ibid. P• 389 

80) ibid. P• 390 

81) Vol.6 p.329 

Si) we ha•e alrea.d~ reviewed the arguments of 1uri a above . 

83) ibid. P• 334 

84) i)i'l1.lln Vol.7 pp.356,357. 

es> '? ti /f"f }".:, .J11~k ,;, 

86) n-lp-.h-;-, Vol.7 p. 359 

8 7 ) ibid. p • .369 

88) ibid, pp.365, 366 

89) ibid. p.367 

90) ibid, 

91) J\/i,">',> 'Y~N --vo~.1. p.16 

9i) ibid, p.18 

93) ibid, 

\:J4) ibid, p.~O 

95) ibid, p . ~8 

96) ibid, pp.~ 8, ~9 
.. 

97) lie ~eheimniase der Scbopfung--G. Soholam l935;pp,ll, 12 

98) He s aw that in @no, Jud. Soholem gave a s i milar d~te--only 
there he gs.ve the dates 1~40 to 1ieo. 

99. 



100 • 

.BOTES 

i9) Up until the tlme of this dlacoTery it waa not known whether 
~osea De Lecm was old enough 1n 1~60 to write the ~ohar. But 
now that we know that be was old enough and well mom enough 
to haTe ,Joopi of tb.e ,,11•.,b; ,,i, written eepecially for hla, •• 
m9¥ bell,Te that b) 1~64 ile we.a old enough to write the t obar. 

100) ibid. Pf• 17. 18 bot. 

lOl)3cbolem. in hie brtlale in -"/1,,,,., 'r111 deTotea the second section 
(whtoh .. did n ot diaouas) to a disoueaion of the poeeibility 

.~~ that De ~on died in 1~93; first. because Iaaao Baer shows that 
~ the lapse of time between 1i90. as the time of the destruati011 

of .Aoco. aid the coming ->f I81iac of ,..cco to Italy (or j paln) 
in l~-6 leaves 16 yesra of wandering in hie life, and we 
cannot account for tbes e ~•are. ~eoondl~. from 1~86 to ll93 
we w.Te book after book, at intenals of a iew years from the 
pen of 1.loeea De Leon. .:iia laat book. however was writ ten in 
1~93, and then he suddenly stopped writing. ,e are compelled 
to eesume. if ~e would retain 1304-6 as the da te of his death, 
that for 11 years .Je Leon wrote no■ more. 
If•• accept the elate l.:!93 as the date of Isa:,c of .; cco'e 
inTe at !get 1 on and t be de t e of .De !.eon' e death, 1t would 
furnish support to Soholem'e hypothesis that the : ohar wae com­
plete bJ 1~80. Because then we oould assi gn t en ~ea t~ for 
it a introduot ion ::tnd s pread, a few i8&r a more for the con­
trover&)i to deTelop. and tb en, aa the o on tr over s) reaches its 
height in 1~93. and a s the problem le about to be solTed, 
De Leoo auddenl~ dies, leaTing ua the unaolTed problem of the 
Zohar'e aathorahi p . 

lO~)Franck. i n hi s article in ~abbalah. mentions the fact tbat Moses 
Bot ril aee,os to ha Te receiTed alt hie .labbalietic and zobariet ic 
training orall~ as late as tb.e first few lleara of the f ifteenth 
centuey, some 100 years after De Leon's death. 

/ I I J 
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