Zohar - The Book of Brilliance/Luminosity
Composed: Middle-Age Spain, ¢.1100 - ¢.1400 CE

The Zohar is the central work of the Jewish mystical tradition of Kabbalah.
Traditionally attributed to the second-century sage Rabbi Shimon Bar
Yochai, the Zohar’s authorship has been subject to debate from the time it
tirst appeared in 13th-century Spain. Most scholars posit that the work was
written/edited by Rabbi Moses Moses De Ledn (Born: 1240, Guadalajara,
Spain Died: 1305, Arévalo, Spain), known in Hebrew as Moshe Ben Shem-
Tov, he was a Spanish Rabbi and Kabbalist who first publicized the Zohar.
Modern scholars believe the Zohar is his own work, despite his claim that
he took traditions going back to Rabbi Shimon Bar Yochai and committed
them to writing. The work centers around Rabbi Shimon and his
students/circle as they travel the land of Israel and interpret the Torah
esoterically. Written primarily in a cryptic form of Aramaic, the Zohar
discusses topics such as the nature of God, the soul, and the creation of the
world.

What is Second Naiveté & How Might it be of Utility in our Approach to
Torah?

Ronald Allen’s book entitled Preaching Patterns is the moving from First
Naiveté” through Critical Reflection to Second Naiveté’. The idea comes
from the hermeneutical theorist Paul Ricoeur. Jean Paul Gustave Ricceur
was a French philosopher best known for combining phenomenological
description with hermeneutics. As such, his thought is within the same
tradition as other major hermeneutic phenomenologists, Martin Heidegger,
Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Gabriel Marcel. Born: February 27, 1913,
Valence, France Died: May 20, 2005, Chatenay-Malabry, France. Influenced
by: Hans-Georg Gadamer, Martin Heidegger, etc. Influenced: Jacques
Derrida, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Michel Henry, John D. Caputo, Richard
Kearney, Don Thde and maybe AJ Heschel.

Allen suggests the sermon/a teaching takes three steps.
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First Naivete’

The first move in the sermon is to look at the text, doctrine, or topic under
consideration in what is called a “pre-critical” way. By that we mean we
simply accept the thing under consideration without question. We assume
that what is presented in the doctrine or biblical text is God’s ideal without
any question. You simply look at the text on its own terms and seek to

understand it on its own terms.
Critical Reflection

The next step is critical reflection. Here we look for difficult places in the
text. We look to see if we have any questions of the text or doctrine or
practice. Does the text’s view of the world look like our view of the world?
Does the text’s idea of God seem to be true to our understanding of God?

The preacher looks at the text and directly shows how the text’s world
view and our common world view agrees in places and disagrees in places.
It is during this phase that we seek to look at how the text points to a
hermeneutic for interpreting the world.

Should We Question God?

One might think that normally you should stop there, but let us not forget
that there are examples of questioning God in the text. Often these
questions push us to a deeper understanding of truth. Look at how Job
questioned God and came to a fuller understanding of God, if not God’s
reason for allowing these things to happen to him. Look at how
Habbakkuk questioned God and as a result we received the gem in the old
testament namely “the just shall live by faith.” (Habbakkuk 2:4). The
problem is not in the questioning, but in not being willing to listen to God
when God gives us the answer.
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Second Naivete’

Finally, we reach the second naiveté. Here we go back to the text no longer
distracted by our questions that we have dealt with in the second phase.
Now we can use the text to name God in today’s world just as God was
named in the text’s world.

Analysis

I think that the method is valuable in that it totally sets out the Biblical
world. Then it totally sets out our world. We get to understand how the
two interact. Often we as preachers/teachers don’t deal with the obvious
questions that people would have when dealing with a text. This method
would force us to not only deal with them, but give them voice.

Finally, we end up going back to the text, after having dealt with the major
questions of our contemporary age. We end up still saying that “God exists
and works in the world.” But this time we say it after having critically
looked at our questions. I think the method can be powerful.

Side Note

I have a side note on the method. While the original method might have
been used to strip away those things in the text that our modern mindset
might have problems with. For example, miracles. I don’t think that is
necessarily required by the method. In the hand of one who accepts
miracles one will have to ultimately deal with some big questions like
“why do they seemingly not happen today?” But the method doesn’t’
require us to give up these fundamental pillars of our own understanding
of contemporary reality. The method just forces us to deal with the
questions.
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