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PREFACE
After studying the chief source materials concerning
the date and authorship of the Zohar, and after examining
the most important opinions of the great students of this

problem, opinions dating slmost from the appearance of the
Zohar dowm to G. Scholo-'.- recent startling reverssl of
thought, one is certain only of the uncertainty thst is
shot through the whole matter, one is impressed by the
vaat amount of "talk" on the problem and the paucity of
real proof in one direction or the other.

In this Thesis the attempt will be made to present
first, the most important source or bit of external evi-
dence we have, and then t0 choose the most cogent argu-
ments of the outstanding students of the problem thru the
centuries. Having presented these,a summury will be made
in which the evidence will be classified and weighed. ie®
a beginner on a problem which has engaged the unsuccessful
efforts of men great both in their mental ability snd in
the depth of their knowledge of the subject, it would
almost be an impertinscnce on my part to attempt a theory
or hypothesis of my own. I shsll rather be satisfied, if

I shall have presented a clear and complete picture of
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the problem, for as the situstion stands today, the conclus-
ions of one man are as valid as those of the next, provided
that their agquaintance with the materials is adeguate.
Towards such a presentation the Thesis will be divided

into foar d}vlllann a8 followa:

I. THE APPEZARANCE OF THE ZOHAR

II. OPINIONS OF THE EARLY STUDENTS OF THE PROBLEM

III. MODEBRN OPINIONSON THE PI0BLIM

IV. SUMMARY alD CONCLUSIONS



THZ PROBLEM OF THZ DATE AND AUTHORSHIP OF
THE ZOHAR

I. THE APPZARANCE OF THR ZOHAR

Ge Soholem, in his artiocle on Kabbalah in the Znoyolo-
paedis Judaica tells us that the main body of the Zohar was put
into its present form between 1240 and 1280+ The earliest
reference t0 it is found in the atories of ymp h# by Isassc
Ben Solomon Ibn Sabulah. (1) We ocan date this work exactly
from its omn introdugtion by the author. Although Abraham
Zacuto says in IW MWothat Sahulah died in 1268,(2) we
find Sshulah's own statement in his introduction to thoﬁjﬂﬁ?n ‘il
wherein, after a long dissertation on his own waywardness,
he says:

w Al AN e b awn s b ol

?{;u o 12l wk W Hohd 3 vy aede
k) n'val /oh hrnl 2k (w) ¥kl Sk ook )

Farther on he mskes it clear that he nas reference here to the
writing of this book.

Gedalys b. Yahya, in his »J?,'n JJ(I(.. said:
"Toward the ,ear five thoussnd and fifty of the Creation (1290)
there were different persons who claimed that all parts of
the Zohar written in the Jerusalem dialect (Aramaic) were
composed by ' Simeon ben Yohai, but all those written in the

sacred langusge (pure Hebrew) ought not to be attributed to
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hime. Others affirmed that Rabbi Moses b. Nachman, habving
discovered the book in the Holy Land, sent it to Catalonia,
whence it passed to Aragon and fell into the hands of Lioses
de Leon. Finally, several people have thought that Moses
de Leon, who wss s learned man, had drawn all these commen-
taries from his own imagination, and that he published them

to derive grest benefit therefrom from the learned guarters.
It is added that he acted thus because he was poor and crushed
by burdens.” (4) Aceording to Rabbi Gedalysh, then, there
was & woll defined division of opinion with regards to the
origin and suthorship of the Zohar by the year 1290. Comsider-
ing the diffioulty of communiocation in those times it muast
have taken several jyears, even as much as a decsade,before the
knowledge 0f the oxutuu_u 0f the book could have spread
about and such a sharp difference of opinion could have crys-
tallised.

The above discussion by R' Gedalysi is prefaced, in the
.Jp,‘ .)L‘l by the remsrk:

(5) ,JJ ;,){hrd MEkN AN Wy /w » Wk
The resaon for quoting the above passage from 38 Gedalyah's
geneology 1is because the date given by him precedes the date
that may be deduced from the account of Isaac of AccO as we
find it in Abrsham Zacuto's  /'ON ‘e . This famous book

is practically the only reliable external source for our
knowledge of the circumstances of the appearance of the Zohar.

under the name 0of Zabbi Simeon ben Yohal and his friends, in order '
o ="



!,r ?/ i1/ /2he first account follows:(6)
v .
A | "In the month of Adar, 3' Isaac 0f Acco wrote that 4cco had

7" | been destroyed in the fiftieth year of the chromology (1290)
[ ¢

17 1." and that the saints of Israel had been killed there in & hor-
~ " | rible manner (1it. by the four deaths of the Beth Dimn) and im

;1': . ,the year (50)66 this R® Isasc 0f Acco was in Hevarre in
| (Ij_a_l_._y having been saved from Acco, and in the same year, 65
(1306) he came to Toledo. 4nd I have found inthis diary of
R' Isaac of ..oco, the one who wrote a "Sefer Kaebbalah™ in the
year | f‘Jﬂh -=(50)96) 1336 and in whose time Acco was
: ,/destroyed, and sll of them were taken captive two generations
after Zmmban-~-(1lit. in the time of the grandson of Ramban),
| | end three generations after Remban. He (Isaac of aAcc0) went
"? . to Spain to investigate hwﬁ_gﬁok. which 3'Simeon and R’
\ “ ' Elleser his son had written in the omy are those who
" merit ita truth, in its light will they see light, (and to
2 find) those who vouched for its truth, since some of it was
forged. 4ind he (Isasc of Aiceco) said tha} he lnpl:,hlx tradition
that (that part of the Zohar) which was in Yerushalmi(Aramaic)
he believed were (actually) the words of R' Simeon, but where
it appeared in Hebrew, he believed that they were not his
(R' Simeon’'s) worde, but the words of a forger, since the
"HJA ,{ authentic book is entirely in iramsic. :nd this is what he
\ iy /f"a. Isasc of .cco) esays: "And since I ssw that its ( the Zohar's)
N T
‘L{A[ ‘/ flowe freely forth without being replenished--blezssed be the
{ et s 7 { v [ & /

- A o 1 r - e 7“’/ -

-
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ftords were wonderful, drawn from the ixalted source, whieh
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Name 0of the glory of Hie Kingdom forever---. I pursued fift. and
asked the scholars who had large parts of it in their possesion,
f£rom whence these marvelous secrets, handed down orally--since
they could not be written down--, had come, and I found there
all kinds of explanstions; but I 4id not find any of their re-
plies comcerning this gquestion of mine to be conocluaive; one
said one thing, and another something else. I heard, in answer
to my question, that the good Rebbi Ramben, may he be blessed,
sent it (the Zohwr) from Falestine to Catelonia. And a wind-
storm brought it to the land of Aragon; there are some Who say to
Auun“}md fell into the hand of the Chacham R' loses de Ledn...
And some say that Simeon Bar Yohsi never did write the book, but
thst this B' Uoses kuew the name of the suthor and (even) that

/ 2 by his own ability this R' loses wrote these marvelous things,

and in order to get a good price for them, he hung his words
upon & great o-.k/.o and he said I have copied these words from
the book which R' Simeom b® Yohai and R' Elieser his som and
their associates wrote. I A /

So when I csme to the city of vol.o;l;;lud,‘;hero the king
reaides, I found this ' kKoses. He ;oooiud me favourably
and he spoke to me snd he took an oath and swore saying, 'May
the Lord 4o thus unto me and even more, if the ancient book
which 3imeon b. Yohai wrote 18 not this very day in my house
in 'Jw , that 18 Avilah. When you come there to me I shall
ghow it to you. 4nd it was after these worde that he parted
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from me and he went to the oity Ardela to return home to Avila.
He became ill in Arbela and died there. When I heard the tid-
ings I was greatly incensed (»w v *J A’») end T turned
my steps tOo Avila, and there I found a great and old Chacham,
whose name wss David Depan Kurfu (Or ascc. to Scholem, -- David
Pancorbo), and he received me graciously and I adjured him
asking him whether there were known to him the secret of the
Zohar, concerning whioch men were divided, some ®saying thus, and
others something else--and concerning which R' Loses had aworn
t0o me; but there nsd not been enough time before he died, and
I 40 not snow upon whom to rely snd whose words to believe.
And he 88id, 'Kmow in truth that it is clesr to me that this
R" Loses withamt any doubt was himself the suthor, and by
himeelf did he write ever)thing that is in this book;--and
now, listen to the msnner in which all this became clear to me:--
Enow that this R' Moses was a great spendthrift and he
scattered his money on & large scale 80 that at this time
instead of (leaving) uis house full of the silver and gold which
the wealth) mystics, to whom he s0ld parts of his (writings),
gave him, he left his wife and dsughter here, steeped in hunger
and thirst and need. S0 when we heard that he had died in
Arbels, I rose 8nd went to the richeat man o0f this city, called
R* Josef .f Avila &and I ssid to him: 'Now is the time when yom

may aquire the Zohar which 48 oriceless, if ,0u do a8 I ad~

vige you.'ind  my. advise was this, that R' Josef should call




his wife snd s8ajy to her:'Take this present and send it to the
wife od R' Mosea through jyour maidservant.' Aind she did so.
On the next da) he said to her, 'Go to the house 0of the wife
of X' Woses and sa); to her, "Know that I desire to have jour
daughter m&rried to my son, and jour needs shall be satisfied
the rest of jour dsys. (In return) I a8k nothing st all, ex-
cecting the .Zohar from which jour husvand used to copy &nd
give t0O the people.” These things shsll jou ssy sepsrately to
her sand t0 her daughter and ;ou -hall listen to tne words that
the) shsll answer, and we shsall see whether Or not the; will
agree.' SO0 she went &nd did 80. And the wife of 3' lioses
answered, and swore tO the wife of R' Josef saying: 'Thus
may sod do to me, ns;, more, i1 ever tnis book wss in the
possesion of my husband. It wes dt of auis own heart and mind,
understanding and resason that he wrote what he wrote; and I
said to him when I saw him writing without &an) thiug in front
of nim: "Why do jou say; that ,ou are copying from & book,
when 3} 0. have no book; indeed, jou write it out of ;our own
nesd. Would it not be more sdvantigedus to jou to say that
you write it out oi your own mind; und would jou not be the
more honoured?' ~.nd he snswered me: ' If I were to tell tnem
tnis secret=---that T am wwitine it out of my own mind, they
would psy no attention to wy words und wouldn't give me s
cent ftor tnem, for the; would ssa) :'He thinks tnem up out of
his own mind.' But now when they hesr that it is from that

book, the .ohar, which ' Simeon b. YOhai wrote uunder the
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influence of the Holy Spirit, I simply; copying them, they

will buy tnem at & hizh price--just &8s j;ou see.' Afterwords
the wife 0f this A' Josei spoke with the daughter o0f X' lloses,
repesting the same words which she hsd spoken with her mother,
that s8he would cause her t0 be married to ner son, and that

she would proviae for her mother. nn she (tne dsughter) answer-
ed ner exactky in the same ws)y that the mother had answered.
¥ould ym want any clearer evidence thau this?'

“hen 1 heard these worde I then believed that no such
book existed, excepting the one which htd been written and
distributed by the author.

Then I journejed from avils and I came t0 the city,
ldalsvirs snd 1 found there & great Chacham, & gracious and
kind hearted man, his name, ' Josef “alevi, the son of
A' Turdus, the Esbbelist; srd T inquired of him concerning
this book &nd ne snswered and stid to me; '"Know =«nd believe
tnst the Zohsr which iimeon 2. Yonai wrote wus sctusally in
the possesion of H' lioses, aud he copied irom it snd =zave to
wnomever he desireu. ~nd uow see the zZreat test T made to
discover wnether ' lMoses copied it Jut 0of =zn sncient book,
or whetner he simply wrote it himself. 4nd the test wsa:
thet many days after ne hsd written me man) tnd large Efgcta
from the Zohar I hid one 0. tne tracts and T said to him
that I had lost it 8nd I begged nim to coOpy sndther One.

30 he told me: 'Show me the last tract before 1t and the




first one after it, and I shsll copy it completely like the
first one that you lost.' I did so. After a few days he
gave me the coplod_ﬁ;act gnd T laid it slongside the firat
and T saw thst there iasn't the slightest difference between
them--neither sdditions or deletions;; neither change of

sub ject matter or wording, but the ssme language und the
scme material s if he had copied one tract from the other.
Could there be & zrester investigetion than this, a more
tigid test tnatn thise!

Then I went from lLsalsvirs and ceme t0 the city of
Toledo, &nd I continued to investigste the sbovementioned
book among the Chschamim and their students, but I found
them to0 divided, one ss)ing this, anotner tnst. and when
I told them sbout the investigation 0f the Checham R' Josef,
the) =aid to me that tnis was no proof for it is possible to
8a)y that beiore & msn.gives sway & copy of that which he
himself hss composed, he msakes & copy for himself with
which he never psrta, but he copies each new copy from this.

Indeed T did find something new for the students told
me that they know an old man whose nsme wgs ' Jacob, &
brilliant disciple of ' lioses, whom he said he loved like
himself, who testified in the name of heaven &nd earth that
i' Sinmeon b. Yohsi wrote this Johar. And concerning the

book, I found no complete (satisf;ing enswer)%(7)

f

10.
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The second vers@on of the Isssc 01 Acco sccount, found on
psge 95 O0f the ¥ilipwski edition, is much shorter than the
first. This version lacks the vivid detsil of the first one--
it is s retwlling 2f thst first one. The whole portion sbout
the chronology is missing. The s8tor; is in itself retold
quite faithfully, but in & digested form. There can be no
guestion upon comparing the two, that the Oone we have trans-

lated sbove i8 the importent nistorical document.

Hillel Jeitlin cites two interesting t-sditions concerning
the iohsr which he lsbels D34 . (8) The first I quote
purel; from & standpoint of interest, and because it represents
& tradition euntirel; difierent from &ny 0of the others. leit-
lin states tnst ne found it in the books of Chayim David
azulei, one calleMSlacfa AL , and is there guoted in the name
of A. favego, who found it written in a ver}; 0ld manuscript
of tﬁ;—j;har that belongzed to his teacher, ' loses Jacuto:

"The iirst 0f the Kebhsalists, ' Nehunis ben iuksneh
wrote the "Seier Haebahir", snd aftor him R' Simeon b. Yohai
wrote tne .ohsr, and he wrote into it msny additionsl esssys
like the"tikkunim". .nd when R' 3Simeon b. Yohail wrote th
end sll thet generstion died, the knowledge 0f the Kabbalsh
was lost, until it came &ccidentaily, iutd the possesion of
one 0of the oriental monsrchs, whd .ud comm&nded excavations in
& certain place for monetar) reasons; &nd & box wes found snd
in it w.8 the .onar. .nd he sent to the Zdomite (Xian)

scholars and they didn't have the slightest conception of
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wnet it was sll sbouwt. :He sent for the Jews. The) came to
him and sew the book s&nd said to him. OJur lord king, this
book wse written by s sage and it is profound, and we do not
understand it. He 8aid to them: "Is there, then, no Jew
in the world who understands it?" The; said to him:"There is
in Toledo." The king sent the books with als emissaries to
Toledo; snd when the sages 0f Toledo saw it,they rejoiced
exceedingly &nd sent man) presents to the king, and from
there the Esbbsleh emanasted to sll of Israsel.”

Zeitlin states thet he found the second trsdition on
page 43 of ' Jedslya b. Yahysa's anvu .hJelb (in the 1877
Narsaw edition): (9)

" It is proper tuttl 30u =hould know tnat R' 3imeon b.
Yohai and ais dtm.l did not write the lZonsr which we
posses, But Lheir disciples, uznd the disciples of their
disciples and their usscociates wrote the docuients sbout
70 ;ears sfter nie deuth; and I have an orsl tradition that
this composition w:s so tremendous, that if all of it were

found and put together it would constitute & camel's load."”

To sum up this section on the a.pesrance of the :ohsar;
we heve cited the opinion 0i ZScholem thet it wss written between
1<40 snd let0 C+.Z+. By reference to Sshulsh's introduction to
Jmapojbn we fournd the first use of the .ohar in liBl. e
have seen that saccording to ' gedsljs <. Yahys there wse u

] on concernin
well defined difference of opini B the suthorship




of the Zohar &s esrly &s 1l290. Yet in the source from which
i' 3edslysh quotes, the/w v 0f sbrsham jacuto we find

thet Isasc 0f scco's coming to Spain is dated 15 years later
arnd that he finds the guarrel as t0o the suthorship of the
sohar 8till reging in 1305, the year that «' lioses de Leon
died. In Isasc of acco's asccount we found two definite
gtories u8 t0 the asuthorship of the .ohar. The first tells
that it wus written by «' Simeon 2. Yohsai and discovered in
FPalestine b «amben, who sent it tO anls son in Catalonis
from whence it was carried b} u« whirlwind to iragon and into

the hand-e o0f i' Woses de Leon. Jihe other side claims thsat

13.

it was written by De Leon nimself who used ' Simeon b. Yohai's

name for the purpose 0f exscting = grester price for it from
wealthy cstrons. Isasc of .cco gives testimony given him

by people holding both opinions, sud in the end he concedes,
' that he himseli caunot meke up his mind.

I #e sh&ll now see how subsequent students of the problem
have arrzyed themselves in this contest with varying shades
of viewpoint ranging from the extreme 0i the the first--
i.8., autnorsip by i' Simeon b. ohai, tOo the extreme of the

gecond-~-i.e., tOlsl suthorship by iioses de .eon.
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IXI. OFINIONS JF 2axly 3TUDIET3 JF T4l PROBLEM

Two hundred yeers after the sppeursnce of the Iohsr

Abraham Zscuto, in his /'ON' 0, 8a1d:(10) "The Zohar, whose
rays illumine the world, and which contains the(most pro-
found\mysteries of thotLaw &nd of the ¥abbalah, is not tha
work 0f Simeon b. Yohsi, slthoush it has been published under
nies neme. But it was the work of, and edited b,,his diseciples
according to his words, snd nis disciples themselves confid-
ed tne cere 0of the continuation of their tusk to other discip-
les. Written &s vere tne words of the Zoh&r bj men who nszd
lived long enough to know the liishnsh snd all the Opinions
and precepts of ithe orsl lew, they sre, for thst reason, all
tne more in hermon) with tne trutn. This book wus not dis-
covered until siter tne dexth 0f fsbbi 0ses ben Nshman and
of Rabbi isher , who did (mot) know of it.” (11) (12)

Lbout half & centur)y later R' Gedalysh b.Yanya wrote
with regurds to those, wno in thne days of Isasc 0f Acco held
tnat the Zohar was not written by ' Simeon b. Yohai, but
thaet it wss sscribed to him b, the forger, lloses De Leon:(1l3)
"As far ss | am concerned, I hold thet all these opinions
are buseless, and I believe, to tne contrary, that Rsbbi
Simeon b. Yohai and his pious sssocistion did really, s&}

all these tnings and msn)} more, but it may be that they

were not properly drawn up in those days, snd siter they
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have been dispersed in several portions Ior & long time, they
waere finally collected snd put in order. This is not sstonish-
ing; for it was thus that our master, Judeh the Pious, edit-
ed tne liishnah, the different manuscripts of which were &t
first scattered to tne four corners of the esrtan. In a like
manner 31abbi Aehl &ls0 composed the Gemara."”

e here see how these two men were gradually drifting
awa) from the ides thst R' Simeon b. Yohui actually wrote
or even dictated tne .ohar. However, it was not until some-
what less tnst & century lster--sround 1640, that the first
wnole hesrted attack wss mude upon tne_;radition that Simeon
b. Yohai wss the suthor of the .ohtr, when Judsh Leon liodens
wrote a brosdside sgeinst the Ksbbzlsh snd tha Kabbalists in
nis book, »ey'>k « This is a work dedicsted to & student of
his, & Lurisn entnusisst, ' Joseph Chamiz. In the first
portion of the bOOK .odena states tnzt Iabbalsh arrogstes unto

itself the titles MNIN | =nd ﬁjfp .
Je' #)r,‘m Jflv WL A0 '.2" 1’”7*:” .:J DhVp Nk e %,
and immediatel, theresiter ne puts forth his thesis:

]'| {/y):.lwp (RVE g:f JM WDk P oap IV aJaf/ WA b/mz ol %
In the ;irst section of tne book ..odens disproves Xabbala's
pretentions of being a "science", whicn proof, though clever
snd interesting does not bear upon our subject. In the

3rd book ne desls with the beliefs snd dogmas of Ksbbal ism

and shows them to be rediculous in the light of reason.
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The portion which concerns our inguiry, however, is the second

or middle one, wherein .lodens discusses Xsbbala as tradition,

attempting to demuonstrate thst there is no real Kabbalistie

tresdition extant in Judsism but thsat even its keystone, the

Johar, is & forgery on the per% of lloses De Leon. Iio@ena's

conception &8s to the eppesarance and deca) of the secret trad-

itions--which, have been accepted o) the I’sbb:lists as having

been oral until the days of (' Simeon b. Yohai---18 best

expressed in the tvo opening sentences of the second portion of his
/-o,:!) "%

"Let we ;;gghle you now, and put iorth before jou & clear
proof thet this (body of) knowledge can.ot be fittinzly clsussed
as tradition (Kebualen): it is impossiole tnzt it wes recelved
from our tescher .oses, not irow the propnets, 10t even irom the
days of Zzra or for man) y@Ers thereafterescessccsssececcnd 7oW
will dew) that thnere sre inner nidden secrets in ever) portion
of tue Torah tinat jou may come upon, which (secrets) were re-
vealed to lloses out tescher (p sce be unto him) from God in
hesven, and it is poscible that ne (iloses) handed much of it
down to Joshuas nis disciple, and Joshua to the 7ldsrs, and the
ilders to the Propnets, and so on after them, but it is
certain that it (The body of Secrets) constantly diminishned
(in trensier)eeccessssssssss B0th through lack of interest,
snd becsuse of the grest troubles, persecutions, and exiles

, the receiving of those secrets did not extend down to present
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times, nor to such time taut it can be ascrided to the lohsar
or sny of the books around that time-- some 300 years sgo,
annd the doctrines which they offer in the name of tradition
(Ksbvsalah) as if it were hinded down irom the propnets; it is
not even psrtislly so." (15)

liodena proceeds to give three ..ajor arzuments why the
Kebbalsh in genersl c&nnot be considered true tradition:

le In all of the two Talmuds, in Siphre, Pesikta, etc.,
no hint of the _ohur is to be found.(16)

The 3eonim snd Rabbis who czme sfter tne closing of the
Talmud knew nothing of the Kabbslah--nowhere in their
writings is there even & glimmer of it, not evenm an

ob jection to it. (17)

e A tradition bsses its vslidity upon the fact that
ever;one ugrees upon its major tenets. There is no
such ugreement in Kabbslsh: ".....Z%verjything that has
come down to us s8 & tredition from iloses to Tsrael,
hss never bezn disputed in sny ws), &nd no man has
presumed to 8&): "tnus it wes handed down to me irom the
time of _loses.”", thus did lambsm write in nis intro-

duction to tne rerush Jamishns;ith. From wnich one ms)

clesrl; deduce thsat if tnis body of doctrine (inhe sb=-
balsn) were indeed what the KsbbBualists ss) it is,
nandec down from .i0oses on .t; 3inail; it is not secmly
that there be an) disagreement concerning 1t%(18)
Immedistely following, liodens points to the Pardes

of Cordovero who tries to reconcile the views of
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' Menshem iiccanti snd nis followers who hn@ld thst the
Sephiroth &re instruments of the 2n S0f and the fol=-
lowers of-§?37 (Dsvid b. Zamora) who believed that
the Sephiroth were tne Bn—éof itself.(19) liodena
continues slong this line expanding upon this desagree-
ment and pointing out that it is not u disagreement

of detsil, but one of bssic Frineciple. 48 for the
sematris introduced by Lurys, every Isbbalist has

nis own tradition snd his own methods. (z0) There

is eveu disugreement among the Xabbsliste sbout the
ideass in the lohsr.(zl) Some insist that tne ideas
came directl) from tne prophets. Others glorify in
showing tnai the iabbsalasn is ver, much like the
philosoph)y of Plato, still others would nave it tnst
the prophets tsugnt Plato nis philosophy. a8 for nime
self, se)s .odena, at the ver) beginuing of the
discuasion, "any rstionsl humsn being c&n see that they
(the ideas Jf the Kabbsaliuh) are nothinz but the
children of aliens, the vain ideas of the Greeks,
which entered the ears of some 0f the later scholars,
wno mixed tuem up &nd clothed them with sn order snd
names to suit their fancy, asnd called them, Y2 ”3)

E'-Iid J)’J" "e e s ena "

This argument srises from the tradition of the inter=-

dict on writing down, &s ststed by Modena: "All of us

know thet irom of 2ld nothine 01 the oral law wses
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permitted to be put into writing, &s our sages expound-
ed: "For concerning these things have I made & cove-
nant with thee: things that sre in writing jou are not
to be permitted to tramsmit orslly, =nd things tnat

are oral jou wre not permitted to transmit in writing.
Thus this Kabb&lsh, which is orsl lsw could never have
beer written into books like the 3" , 29/ ete."(z2)
This argument, from & historicsl standpoint, is ratner
wesxk, since, a3 lodens sdmits, the lLishna, Talmud,

snd “chulhen Airuch which were originell; orsal laws were
luter written down. He tries to justify these with

a homily on hJ J‘I!&‘rj V)

Up to this point lodena has been desling with arguments
showing thut the Kavbulah in general is not of sny grest an-
tiquity, but of recent origin and growth. From tnis point
forward ne desl: directl) with the .ohsr. His first sentence
on the subject is =n excellent summsr) o’ his attitude concern-
ing the suthor hir 0f the .ohsar: "And nos I am coming tJ spesk
gbout the Johsr, snd to snow that as fcr as the suthor id4
concerned, sud with regzerds to the nature of the book from
its every aspect, tnat it is & new book; it has not been hand-
ed down &8 . tradition, and it doga not come from ' Simeon
b. Yonail or his diseciples, but it is & production 01 somaone
much lster, (who lived) sbout 350 jevrs &go, and no more."(<3)
An interesting but minor srgument fOllows: Ms.eeeseit is

certsin tnat in those 15 jecrs tn&t tne) were in the cave,
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when the, had & miraculous c#aroh tree from wnich to eat, and
& fountsain from which to drink, but no psper, or ink, or pen
with which to write; and even if they nad taese they would
have been mnsble to write, i10or our ssges have told that they
sut nuked in the ssnd up to their necks, until s disease laid \
nold of them snd vi their flesh. If this is so they certuinly
couldn't nave written the .ohar. .ind 3"’,\» »e h- writes:
"tnere is & tradition tnat the .ohar, which ' Simeon b. Yohsai
wrote was more than a camel's loasdl!" (Z4)

There sre five major arguments that Modens gives against

the sutnorship of the _ohsr by i' Simeon b. Yohsi;

l« The Lsws according to the johsar are contrary to the
accepted ones. Sedeoniectiy—inson—bvr—ohel _iid-net
dor—with—resdition=TI 2reepiaddews. liodens
Sums it up: "eeeeif ' Simeon, fetner of the Kabbelists,

on: wndo Kuows tne ver, secrets 01 tne Laws €nd their ; |

hints &nd taeir true ramifications it would ve proper |
tnat toe lsws snould =1l afree with him. But tais is
not the case. In fact we see thut in many places

the Yabbulists scy inat sccording to the "Remez" the
law shoud Pun in s certain wty, yet the Poskim snd the
grest [almudists huve ruled to tne contrary."(<5)

“e The Zohsar which is supposed to know tll the true

gsecrets of botn the Law and 0of the .atursl Universe
is defective both in these sand in everything clse it
toucnes.(<6)

3. The langusge of the .Johsr esnnot possibly be sserived



to R' Simeon b. Yohai on two counts. First, no man
could be conceited enough to write concerning himself
thet which we find in the Iohar about Simeon b. Yohsi:
"ind enother totsal foolishness on their part, is to
imagine that t,-i' Simeon b. Yohal wrote the Zohsr, or if it
were written in his dsy, that nis hand would write, or
that he would permit anyone to write concerning him-
self: 's shaft of pure light shone upon him;' and even
more thsn this; thet even the sngels came to meet him:
'coming to welcome him they would prostrste tnemselves
before x' Simeon b. Yohsi, becsuse he wus BRoly unto

his 30Qeeeees'"(27)

Secondly, if ' Simeon b. Yonai had writteu the .Ohar
he would nave done s0 im Hebrews _l0odens reasons &s
fOllOWS:"eeseseif %' Simeon 0. Yohai or nis disciples
had written the _ohar and the Tikkunime....it is

certtin that the; would not have written them excepting
in the Holy longue; because of the noliuess in tnem
(the works) they =re worth; of beinz shkid in Hebrew snd
not in the weux snd despictble Arsmasiec to which the

.alsche Hasharetn puy no SttentioNesses.. For $t is

well known thet the -remeic wss the vulgar tongue
in those dayes; for if at present, someone were to write
s i‘abbalistic work sbout the cectets of the Torsh,

would ne write it in s f{isn tonzue, Spanish or German,etec?
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He would, without & doubt, write any work in Hebrew,

-4

how much the more one concerning hidden snd secret matters."lzﬂ

4. From statements in the lohar we could not possibly ’
date the book back &s far as ' Simeon b. Yohai for chro;:
ologicel res:ons. "...msny 0f the men who were mention-
ed in the Johar were -morsyim, snd therefore came sfter
A' 3imeon b. Yohsi and many yeers after the szges of
the uishnan (Tanaim)."(x9)

6. In conclusion, lodens plays his trump card---not only

that ' Simeon b. ohsi couldn't have written the _.ohsar,

but th&t he has positive proof that lloses De Leon did

write it. ind he quotes ¥he sccount of Isaac of .cco

as contsined in Filipowski p. 95 1fol.
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The next important student of the problem w&s & man wWho
wrote with keen insight &nd intelligence, out of a profound
knmowledge of both the Talmud &nd the _oher itself. Jacob “mden
(abbre, f??'). though he does not show himself to be pos=-
gesed of ss developed un historicsl sense &s do some of the later
scholars =«nd students of the problem, snd slthough it is w#rit-
ten not 80 much for scientific as for polemical purposes, doess
without & doubt present ome 0f the most brilliant analysis of
the internsl evidernce of the lohur that we have, in his book

P70 .hhaCN , 8nd msny a man has done no more upon this
problem than to review anis srguments.

The mein line of argument used by 3Zmden is thst the
Zohur is s composite, and thut slthough many parts sre forged
the essentisl portion is true und relisble. We sSnall sce
irom cis own words how he develops the problem.

First, as regurds his view 0f the integral part Jf the
Zohsr:
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It is intereatingz to note here thet Zmden is not certain
of the suthorship, “>we 'w 4w /2N <---. In genersl this
particular problem does ndot appesr to vex him.

He further states nesr the end of the chapter:

RTAZI /o/ha /‘!ao Jo /O'Ja}w.) 2y ko 733» wo My w
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4 further development of this point of view, where ne begins
bresking up the ZOhsr into suthentic and forged, occurs in the

very first sentence of his book:
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Some folks, then, &re beinz led sstray in the Johar. Cen it
be thst this is possible if the whole Zohar is ss good &nd
&8 pure &s we nave seesu sbove?
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a typlcsl example of 3Zmden's searching snd original
criticism of the internal evidence follows:
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an even n:;re widely goted obsevuation is thst in which he finds
& specific exsmple 0of & Spanish word, which in the Zohuar, some
Spanish writer tried to pass off as 0f Hebrew derivation:
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Ye 1ind further in chapter ITI that Zmden feels inclined
to attribute these spurious portions of the book to lloses De Leon:
oly A% r oth b v Y fk> v Mo ja,,
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/e s8ec then, th&t the author, felt that there were two
or more psrts8; one the true _ohar (),2/5,) A% ) and the others,
tne spurious portions which must hsave been written by & later
3panish scholsr, possibly, even, lloses De Leon. He is ver)
cureful to warn us, however, tha&t we must not assume thet
becsuse he m&)y hsve written tne spurious portions, De Leon
wrote the true Johsr. 2mden points out th:st the Zohsar wsas
known ' efore the time 0of De Leon:
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t0 the unhistoricul sttitude of Zmden.
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Ihe last t1ew sentences zre particulsrly enlightening as

statements and the honesty of these two men on their face vel-
ue, in spite of the controversy that wes raging about De Leon
at the time, msrks him naive in respect to nistoriecsl perspec-

tive und judgmznt.

The author sums dap his conclusions atter numerous

exsminations of internal evidence:
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His acceptance of the
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S0 we see thnat Zmden sccepts the lLohar proper, even the

) %0, which deal "largely of Cabbalistic em?olol.ogy and the
mysteries clustering sbout the Divine Name snd tne Divige Unity,"(40)
without any criticism, believing them t0 have come down dsrectly
from the first Amorayim who _had gotten them as »I’? from the esrly
Tanayim, who i1 turn had received them from the prophets, lioses,
and Sinai. Tha 3ifre De Teniutha was written by amoraim or
sgboraim but is su*hen*‘ec. "hi® Sifras .e isniutha consists
nof five chspters inserted in the book of 2xodus and (deals)
with the mysteries of crestion, the humsn soul, snd the re-
letion between spirit and matter."(4l)

To the second group “mden sssigns the Tikkune Hazohsar, the
isya .ehemms and the rikkudin. Aiccording to ibelson the
Tikkune Hezohar was published siter the Zohar and came from s
difierent source, (4z) while the aya .iehempa--"(The true

Shepard Pastor Fidelis ), which besides desaling with topies

similer to tne foregoing, lays down definite precepts &nd

:
l.
!
|
\

rules oi conduct, the exezesis being usually introduced with
the words: "The Irue Shepard ssita'--tne true shepsard being liosesv(43)

These books, according to 'mden, were writteu asbout 1x90, possibly

b, iloses De Beon. But the third classification ss exemplified
in the .Lidrssh Hane'elsm is entirely extraneous materisal,

ver;, lste, snd & forger; from beginning to end. "The uWidrash
Jane'elam (Recondite Zxposition), (which) contains ¢ great

deal of materisl of Seriptursl exrosition by the method of
Sematris; i.e. the permutations end combinations of the letters

of the Hebrew alphsbet snd the Hebrew numerals. It also




contains aome allegorical exegesis of Scripture reminding
one of the methods of Philo."(44) We can see from this last
judgment on the part oi Zmden that his whole conclusion is
suspicious. e know that ne wes & fighter; we know thst he
wss fighting the Gematris and practiczl Esbbalan 0f his day.
Thus, even if Gematris dated from Pythagorean days, Zmden
would have made it & late eddition snd lsbeled it as spur-
fous, due to prejudice for his own cause. ZImden's gre:t
contribution to this problem is not his specific conclusions
but rasther his sapprosch on internal evidence =nd his obser-
vations to the effect that the Zohar is not & simple unit,
either wholly true Or wholly spurious, but & composite,
written by maeny sutnors, coming from many difterevt periods.
any inguiry into the date, suthorship, and composition
of the Johsr thst hopes to find the facts will have to
proceed along the lines laid down b, Jacob “Zmden.

Xuch ink flowed to defend the antiquity of, and the
authenticity oi tne Johar against the charzes both of
Judeh Leon Lodensa, snd of Jscob Zmden, but none of those
written before the l9th certur; had any historicsal value.
lothinz more of significance was produced on tnis problem

until the 1l9th century.

30.
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Both Xrochmel snd Lsndsuer expreased their opinions con-
cerning the origin of the lohar. They were the first of the
modern, scientific minds to touch upon the problem. Their
contributions however, were mesger indeed---yet because they
were the first, we shsll mention, ver, briefly;, their views.

Krochmal followed no tradition but det down his opinion
s follows: (First, with regerds to the Xabbalah itself)
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However, with regeérds to the Johar &nd its various parts,

he follows the opinion of Judah Leon liodena, & trsdition followed

by meny of the "Jewish Scientists"™ of the 19th century:
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However, Zrocnmal does not venture 80 much &8 & guess
&8 tO Who tne suthor sctually wss. It was Landauer wnd ven=-
tured tne first modern guess &8 to the sut.or of the Zohar
and toough he wss iar off{ the trsck, ss Jeitlin points out, ne
made sn observstion which was tremendously valuavle. In the
"Oriental Litersturblatts™ of 1645 (47) he ateted tnat whoever
it was thst wrote the Johar, must have been a marvelous man,
both & poet snd » pnilosopher 0f .o mesn sbility. He guessed

that tnis man wes sbreham .bulsfis. Zeitlin points out that

the guess is wrong:
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4nd yet, the very statement on the part of Landsuer
that the man who wrote tne Johar must have been & gresat poet
and philosopher, snd not, s8 s80 many hsve cslled him before
and since, a forger and a fakir, is a distinot contribution
to the problem.

The first great contributiom of the 19th ceuntur) was
made in 16543 by adolphe Francke---and it is probably the
keenest snd most fruitful anslysis of the problem that has to
date been made.

Franck attacks the problem from the following standpoint:
"esesethe gquestion we -re now considering hi:s alrecd) been g
solved in toree difierent wsys. Some muintsain that, barring
a few psssages written in Hebrew---which do not exist nowadsys
in sny edition or in an); known msnuscript--the Johar pertains
entirely to Simeon b. Yohai; others, just &s exclusive in
their view, sttribute it to an imposter called lloses Be Leon,
and do not date it earlier then the end of thz 13th century or the
beginning of the l4th century; others, {finslly, hsve endesvored
to conciliate these two extreme oOpinions 0y supposing tnut
Simeon b. Yohai contented nimself witn the propugation of
his doctrine through orsl tescaing, and thst Lhe memories
thercof leit b, him either in the minds or in the notebooks
of his disciples, vere not united until several centuries
after nhis desth in the book in our possesion todasy under the m

nane 0f the Johar.
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condidered in the sbsolute sense, taking tne words we
have quoted quite literslly, the first of the two opinions
is hardly worthy of serious consideration and refutation.” (49)
accordingly Franck divilles his discussion into 3 parts:
I. That Simeon B. Yonsi did not write or dictste tne Zohsr. |
A. Refutation of those who clsim that the tradition |
about R' Simeon b. Yohsi and his son ZTleazer dwelling
in the cave proves thet he wrote the Zohar.
"It is ssid (although not vouched for any longer |
by tue Talmud)tnat during these twelve jesra of |
solitude and proscription simeon b. Yohai aided by
Zleszar his son, composed tne renowned work to
which his name is still sffixed. Jere even the
fabulous details sepsrated from the rsrrstive, it
would still be difficult to justii; the inierence
d¢&wn from it; 1o r it is not told waut were the
results, or what wus ine object O0f the meditations,
in which the two proscripts Lried t, forzet their
sufifering. Then agsin there &re = multitude of
fascts und nsmes found in the Zohsr which Simeon 3.
Yohai, who died & few jesars siter the destruction
0f Jerusalem, in the second century of the Christian
era, could certainly not have known. For instance,
how could he heve spoken 0f the six portioms into
wnich the lLishnsah is divided #hen the latter wsas

written nearly sixt; jears siter nis dez=th? How
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could he have lezrned the names 0f vowel signs

and other inventions of the school of Tiberiss
which, =t most, can not reach buck earlier thsan

tne begiuning of the sixth century?"(50)

That there are references in the Zohar to lMohammed-
anism--which wus not in existance until centuries
after R' Simeon b. Yonai died:

"A passage even more decisive could have been found
in the iohar; for the following is what & disciple
of Simeon b. Yohai pretends to huve heard irom the
mouth o1 his master: 'Woe t0 the moment when Ish=-
mael was brougnt forth and invested with tne sign
0f circumcision! For, what did the .ord do, +Vhose
neme be blessed? e excluded the children of Ish-

mael from celectisl urion. 3ut &8s tae) held the

3b.

meritfadopted the sign of the Covenant, He reserved

for them here below & portion in the possesion of the

Holy Land. The chnildre:. of Ishmsel are, therfore,

destined to reizn over the Holy .L8nd, and they shsll

hinder tne caildren Jf Isrsel from returning to it.

But it snsll last only until tne iime waen the

merit of the children o1 Ishmael shall be exhsusted.

They will then excite terribhle wars on earth; the
cnildren o1 ‘dom will unite sgsinst them s«nd war

upon them, some on land, SOme on ses, and Ootners
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near Jerusalem. Victory will rest uow with Oone, now
with the other; but the Holy Land will not be deliv=-
ered into the hands of the children of 4Zdom."(51)
(This, sccording to Franck, obviously refers to the
Crusades.)
The Zohar itself states that 3‘imeon. B. YOhal charged
his son and disciples to trensmit the Xabbsalistic
doctrines. Had he written nis book, the Johar, this
charge could not hsve be=n made by nim:
"Thus, in ithe fragment entitled /c(/_’{, /fer?le , Of
which we hope tO trsnczlste - great part, and which
forms in ever) respect an admirable episode in this
vagt compilstion, it is told thuat when nesr desth,
Simeon b. Yohuil summoned the small number o0f his
disciples and friends, among whom wes also nis son
Bleazar, for the purpose Jf giving them his last
instructions.

'"Thou', he ssaid to Zleszar, 'will tesch;
4abbi ~bba will write, snd wmy other friends will
meditate in silence.' The master Yohai is seldom
introduced as spesking. His docttines are deliv~-
erad orelly by his son or his friends, who =gsain
come together sfter his dexth to communicsate to
one snother whet each one rewembered 0f his teschings,
and to enlighten thnemselves mentally on the common

fuitn."(52)
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D. There is & reference in one of the books of the
Zohar that is very lsate in its scientific outlook,
"We translate yet another passage which might be
believed to have been written by some disciple of
Copernicus, were we not compelled, even denying its
authenticity, to date it at least from the end of the
thirteenth ceuntury: 'In the boox ofi Hsmuns the elder
it is full, explsined that tne earth turns upon it-
8elf like & sphere; that some people sre sbove, others
beluow; that all crestures change their asppesarsance to
the climate 0of each place slthough keeping alwss
the same position; tne&t certain places ou earth sre
iight, while others sre in darkness; that some have
day while others have night; and tnslL there ure
countries where it is slweys daj, or where night
lasts but ¢« few moments st least."(53)
IT. That lioses De Leon did not write the Zohar.
It is intersting here to.note Franck's opinion of
De Leon:
"Are we, then, forced to honor an obscure rsbbi of
tne tnirteenth century, an unfortunete charlatan wno,
necessarily, must have devotz2d long years inp writing it,
snd wno yielded only to the cry of miser; and to the hope
of relieving it b, such slow &nd uncertain mesns? Certainly

not I"(54)
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Ae liOoses De Leon would not have written the Zohar in

sramseic for seversl recsons:

"The Zonsr is written in &n Aremesn langutge be-
longing to no perticulsr dislect. #hat scheme
could De Leon have had in mind by muking use 01 this {
idiom which was not in use in his time? Did he, '
as is maintaindd by s modern critic alread) quoted,
desire to impart & semblance of truth to his fie-
tions b, making the verious persons under whose y
names he wished to psss off his own idess, spesk
the language of their epoch? But since he was in
possesion of such widespread knowledze, & fact
admitted even b, tnose whose opinions we combat, he
must slso have known that Simeon b. Yonai snd his
friends were counted smong the suthors 0f the lish-
neh; und, slthough the Jerusslem dialect was prol-
ably their everyds) lan’uage, it would huve been
more nstural to meke them write it in Hebrew.

sesscseeW8 Bre ’uite sure tast ioses De Ledn
wrote & Kabbulistic book in Hebrew which bears the
title "The liame of God," or simply, "The Name,"=--
Sefer Ha-Shem ( ~€2 0).

The work iz still in msnuscript, and wes
seen b) koses Cordover®. From tne few passages that '
he quotes, it is evident thut it was & very detailed
end frequentl; & ver) subitle commentar) on some of

the most obscure pointes of the doctrine tsught in the

LohBfesessesesl8 it possible that the same man, Who,
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at first had written the Zohar in the Chaldo-Syr-
ian dialect,-~-be it to add interest b, the diffic-
ult; of the langusge, or to make his thoughts &n-
accessible to the common man---would then condider
it necesssay to explain, to further develop in Hebrew,
and place within resch of everybody, that which, at
the cost of 80 much lsbor and trouble, he had hidden
in & langusge almost forgotten even by the scholars
themselves? Shall we 8ay that b) such means he was
still more certsin of putting his resders on the
wrong scent? Indeed, it is t0o0 much trickery, too
much time, pstisnce and effort spent for the mie-
ersble aim which he is sccused of having placed for
himself; the combinetions sr:z too learned snd too
complicated for & man wnd has been saccused both of
the most stupid contrsdictions snd the grossest
snschronisms."(55)

Be NO reference to (ianit) or .ristotelianism.

"Another resason which compels us to counsider the

sohar 8 s work mucih eerlier then the time of ioses

De Leon, snd foreign to Zurope, is that we 40 nut

find therein the lesst vestige of the philosophy of

Aristotle, and that we do not mest there, even once,

the nsme 0f f{ianit, or of its founder. It is known,

toough, that f{ianity sbd .ristotle excercised sbsolute
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authority in Surope in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries."(56)

Certain ideas used exclusively in the Kabbalsh

0f the Zohar are found at earlier date than the
thirteenth century:

" It 18 to be noted, finslly, that the idess and
expresseions which belong essentially, and wnich sare
exclusively consecrated to the FKabbalistic system
expounded in the Johar, are found also in writings
0f & much earlier date than the close of the
thirteenth century. Thue, according to & writer
whom we hsd already occsasion to ment ion--loses
Botril, one 0f the commentators of the Sefer Ye-
'4:irahp--the doctrine of emanstion as understood

b, the Kabbalista, was known to Sadias; for he
(iioses Botril) citea from him the following

words which, he says, are gquoted literally from

the work entitled "Philosopher's Stone" which,

it is true, is wrongfully sttributed to him:

'D, thou man who drawest from the cisterns at

the source, guard thyself, wnen tempted, to revesal
8omething of the belief 0of the emanations, which

is agreut mystery in the mouth of &ll the Kabbalists;
and this mystery is nidden in the words of the Law:
'"Thou shallt not tempt the Lord.'"(57)
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III. That X' Simeon b. Yohai taught the basic material

in the Zohar to a small group of disciples and aa-

sociates who transmitted them orally. Theae oral
traditions were edited little by little and much
later were written up in the form of a book-- the
Zohar, which found its way to Zurope in the thirteenth
cehtury,»
"4e hope that this opinion, until now expressed with
timidity snd &8s & canjecture, will 8oon aguire the |
charscter and rignts of 8 certainty."(58)
A. From external eviderce:

l. "This opinion, above all, is in perfect accord,
as we a‘read; noted by the author of the chron-
icle "Chain of Tradition", wbth thne histor; of
all the ot her monuments of the Jewish traditions
and of the Jewish people. The Mishnah, the
Jeruealem and Babylonian Talmude were =130 made
up by joining the trsditions of different ages
and the lessons of difiermnt people, held
{ (e to’ether b; & common principle. It agrees no

less with a8 belief which, according to the hist- |

orian just cited, must be guite old, 'I have
orian Jjg
learned from traditions', says the suthor, 'that

this work was 80 voluminous that when complete,

would have made up a camel's load.'"(59)
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. "More than a century after the Zohar was
published in Spain, there were still some men
who knew and who transmitted most of the ideas
which form the substance of the Johar by tradit-
ion only. Of such was .loses Botril, who in
1409, ss he himself tells na.‘§xpreasea him=-
g@elf on the Ksbbalah and on the precsutions to
be taken in tesching it:"The Kabbalsh is nothing
more than a more pure and &8 more noly philo-
80ply; ounly, that the langusge of philosophy is
not the same as that of the Kabbalaheesses.It

is 80 named because it proceeds, not by reason-
iog, but by tradition.....' Apparently the asuth-
or of these lines did not scem to know the

ZOnar even by its name, &8 the name is not men=-
tioned a eingle time in any part of his work.

On the other hand he cites s large number of
Wery sancient writers, nearly all of whom

belong to the Jrient, like Rabbi Saadia, Rabbi
Hail and Rabbi Aaron, head oi the Babylonian
Lcademy. Sometimes he tells us slso of the
things he learned orally from the mouth of

his master. 350 it cannot be supposed that he
drew his Xabbalistic knowlidge from the manu-

scripts published b; Nehmanides and loses De Leon."(60)

ol

|
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Be Internal ZEvidence

l.3pesking of the /unlyy3; krao , the k2> ik , sna
the /t‘% lerzk | Franck declares:
"These fragments which, because of the great distance
between them, seem to us &t first sight lost in this
immense collection, form, nevertheless, a perfectly
co-ordinated whole in the progress of events ss well as g%
in the ideas.s+«.. Noever are there the heignts of
speoulation left to descend to the externsl and
practical life to recommend the observation of
the Law or the ceremonies 0f religion. Ilever
can we find there s name, s fact or even an ex-
preesion which could mske there—g-neme—s—fwet—or
BV I—ER—SALT S ISn—rhitoh—coubd—atlee us doubt 'he
suthenticity of these pages in which originality
of form enhances the value 0f the lofty thoughts.

It is slways the teacher who spesks, and who
uses no other metnod bpt that of suthority to
convince his listeners. He does not demonstrate,
he does not explain, he does not repest what others
have taugnt aim; but he sffirms, and every word
spoken by him is received as an article® 0f faitheeee.

The mode 0f procedure is different in the rest
0f the book. Instead of continued exposition of one

order 0f ides, inste:zd of & freel; conceived plan
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peraiatently followed, in which the sacred texts
invoked by the author as testimony follow his
own thoughts, we find there the incoherent and
disorderly course of a commentary.cceccee

The ssme incoherence, the same disorder pre-
vajils in the fascte, which , for the rest, are
few in number and of uniform chsrscter. Here
metaphyaical theology no longer reigns in sbso-
lute sovereignty; but, side by side with the
boldest snd the most elevated theories, all too
often we find the most matdial details 0: the ex-
ternsal oult......"(61)
"A8 t0o the ideas contained in the .Zohar, 3imeon
b. Yohai tells us that hb was not the first one
to introduce them. He repeated to his disciples
wnet tne "friends" taught in the &ncient books
( hwzp 2002 l)h  Jywk3 >4). He particulerly
cites Jeba the _lder &nd Hamuna the Zlder.ccce..
esesse I am far from pretending that either these
personages, Or these books of 80 remote an an-
tiqpity reall, existed; I only wish to establish
tne faet tnst the sauthnors of the Zohar never
thought of representing 3.b.Yohai as the inventor

of the Isbbalist ic science."(62)




45.

IV. Probable Dating

"When we add that frequent mention is made there of the
religious beliefis of the Orient, like Sabeism and even
of Islamiam; that t0 the contrary, nothing is found
there which can hsve an; reference to tne Christianm
religion, we shsall undertand how the Zohsar in its pres-
ent form, could not have been introduced intoour
countries until some time nesr the end of the thir=-
teenth century. 3Some of the doctrines contefiao
therein, as Ssadis has shown, were already knoun.baforg;
but it seems certsin that before losesDe Leon, and
before tne departure of lishmanides for the Holy Land,
there existed no complete manuscript in Zurope."(63)
"Only such traditi.ns as took ::z:'fram the first
century until near the end 0of the seventh century of
the Cchristisn  ra, are found in the Zohar. In fact,

we cannot dste-- I would not say tne canpilation, but
the existance >f these traditions, so ver; similar or

closely connected to one snother b, tiue spirit ani-

mating them==- from sn epocn less remotey for &t thst time

they alredy knew Of the lLierksbsh which is nothing more
88 we kuow, tnsn that part of the rabbalah to which

the Johsar is 8speciall; consecrated; and Simeon b. Yohai
nimself tells us that he had predecessors. It is

equally impossible for us to consider its birth imn
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an age nearer to us; for we know of no fsct which auth-
orizes such & conclusion."(68)

It i8 most intereating to know the point of view that
animsted this brilliant student of the problem, and even better,
hold it up &8s an example to our Jewish scholars who have held
the .ohar in such contempt. To this end we guote Franck's g¢los=-
ing remarks:

"eessThe books we have had under examination sre not,

&8 enthusiasts have confidantly sffirmed, of either supernst=-
urael origin or of prenistoric antiguity. !either are the), as
a skeptical, superficial critic still assumes, the product of
imposture conceived and consummsted in sordid interest, the
work of & hunger driven Charlatan devoid of all idesas and con-
victions, speculatinug in gross credulity. Once more to re=-
peat: These two books(66) are the product 0f several generst=-
fons. Whatever ms) be the value 0of the doctrines contained

in them, they; will salwsys be worthy of preservation, ss a
monwaent to the long and patient effort of intellectual libert)
in the heart of & people and & time when religious despotism
made the most use 0f its power. But this is not the only
claim to our interest. 48 we have &lread; said, and as we
shall soon be convinced, the system the) ocontain is, in itself,
by resson of its origin and of the inilu nce it exsrcised, s
very important fsctor in the history of human thought."(66)

Thus, because 21 & sound point of view, and b) means of a

/
method in lire with that laid down by Jacob Smden did idolphe

to
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Franck arrive at conclusions which were certainly the clearest
and truest up intil his time-~-and possibly even down to the

present 1_1;3_.

A very interesting and entertaining book cslled,

p

GERPID DA Jy H]2% . was written by Samuel David Luzzato and
published in 1852. The book is more distinguished ior its

elegance in s8tyle and besuty of expression than it is for

any profundity oi research or thought into the problem of the
Johsr and ite authorship. It consiste of s dialogue between the
author and & learned transient who insists on discussing the
evils snd falsehoods of Kebbslah in genmeral and of the Zohar

in particular. Throughout the book the author fights s half-
nearted, losing battle for tns ¢anctity of the Zabbalsh, and

succeeds only in putting up sufficient obfections to give the |
trandient fuel ior his argument. E
For the most part Luzzato rensshes the arguments thst ‘
were given by liodena and by Jacob Zmden; using them to estsb=~
lish his argument that the Zohar is s forzery from beginning to
end. «e may here note that Luzzato wss the first in s long

line 0f modern Jewish scholara who, especislly in the last

hali 01 ihne 1lYth century held thuat the Joher was in toto, &

forgery on the part of lioses De Leon.
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The firat portion of the book attempta to estsblish, just
as the first part of m?j e aid, the fact thtst Vabbalah
is not suthentic tradition. This need not concern us verj much,
first because it is peripheral to our problem, and secondly,
because we have already touched upon the arguments therein, in
our discussion of Lodena's work. The gist 0f the srgument runs
as follows:

The criterion for authentiecity of a trasdition is twofold.
First, it must be sccepted by the generastion from which it emanated,
by the next generation, =nd by easch succeeding generation. Pos=-
sesing the writings of these generations and having checked
them one against the other sand having found them t0 agree we
ma} &accept the tradition a8 suthentic. Secondly, if we possess
a tradition, snd with it a tradition handed down from father to
son that the tredition is true, we ms) sccept it. The Kab~-
balsh fulfills neither 0f these reguirements. Luzzato, like
ilodena, poiuts out tnut rabovis undoubtedly; did hsve Secrets
01 the Torsh, but that tney kRave long since been forgotten. Also
does Luzzetd show that Sasdys, Jambem, and even Benjamin of
ludels never mentioned Kabbalah in any; of their writings. dHe
remarks thst in the two bssic doctrines of jd J{ end -A/790
tne Xabbalists disagree among tnemselves. (We have already
met this argument &s relates to the _h/2'90 in /eaj | |

gg?re follows & ver)y amusing reading of a Xabbalistic prayer

e
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by the tranaient---a prayer supposed to have come down from

R' Ssmuel. The transient scornfully points out that the
!;rayer is g mixture of an .ramaic jargon and Hebrew, and that it
is essentislly unJewish, in that the prajer is part of the time
directed to God, and the rest 0f the time to & host of inter-
mediagry angels, at times sounding as if it were directed to a
plurality of deities. :ind the transient concludes with words
which msy well be taken tO sum up not only Luzzato's view on

Yabbalah, but those who followed in his footsteps:

ol - b b ol fe . e b,
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Where, then, did Iabbalsh come irom, if it isn't & Jewish

tredition. #ith [.0odena, he enswers--"From the philosophers:"

A }Y 4 » »J /A P ’- r 'la&’a/v»?/ M/t » J)L y
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Theresfter followa a discussion of various philosopnical ideas,
wnic, wuzzsto clsims, were tsaken over by the Habbalists,
especially 