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Abstract: This article explores the intersection between the analytic philosophy 
of language – specifically Saul Kripke’s theory of rigid designation – and the 
mystical ontology of language found in Alexandre Safran’s Kabbalah. By 
examining the Logos as a rigid designator and the Torah as a divine attribute, 
this paper bridges Kripkean metaphysical necessity with the Zoharic conception 
of divine emanation. To do so, this study makes an explicit methodological 
commitment to collapse semantic reference, nominative necessity, and meta‑
physical identity, illustrating how Kripke’s framework provides heuristic 
illumination for Zoharic panentheism. While Kripke approaches necessity 
through modal logic, Safran approaches the necessity of the divine word 
through mystical theology, highlighting profound conceptual convergences 
alongside stark methodological limits. 
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Introduction: The Ontology of the Word and 
Methodological Commitments 

The intersection of analytic philosophy of language and Jewish mysticism 
presents a fertile, albeit unorthodox, ground for theological inquiry. 

Saul Kripke revolutionized contemporary philosophy by arguing that 
proper names are “rigid designators” that refer to the same object in all 
possible worlds1. Conversely, Alexandre Safran, drawing on the Kabbalah, 
posits the Torah not merely as a legislative document, but as a living divine 
attribute2.  

1  Saul A. Kripke, Naming and Necessity (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980), 48.
2  Alexandre Safran, The Kabbalah: Law and Mysticism in the Jewish Tradition (New York: 

Feldheim Publishers, 1975), 112.
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To prevent the equivocation of distinct categories across these radically 
different epistemic frameworks, it is necessary to establish a precise con‑
ceptual glossary for this study: (a) Rigid Designator: An analytic‑semantic 
device used in modal logic to denote a term that designates the same entity 
in all possible worlds where that entity exists. (b) Logos: A metaphysical 
and theological principle representing the underlying reason, word, or 
structuring order of reality. (c) Torah: A multifaceted category encompassing 
the textual (written law), liturgical, and mystical dimensions of Jewish tra‑
dition. 

Methodological Defense: The aim of this paper is conceptual mapping and 
analogical reasoning. The success of this comparative strategy is measured 
by heuristic illumination rather than ontological identity. Furthermore, this 
methodology requires a deliberate philosophical commitment. As Kripke 
demonstrates, there is a distinction between semantic relations (rigid des‑
ignation), nominative necessity (that a name is necessarily the name of its 
bearer), and metaphysical identity (that an object is identical to itself). In 
analytic philosophy, inferring one from the other is not automatic. However, 
the theological project of Kabbalah requires the deliberate convergence of 
these three ‑ where the Name, the Bearer, and the Essence are one.  

We explicitly adopt this collapse as a methodological device. An instructive 
comparison can be drawn from model theory. As Hodges remarks regarding 
Robinson semantics, “any mathematical object can serve as a name of itself”3, 
a practice discussed by Button and Walsh4. Just as model theory deliberately 
identifies names with the objects they denote as a technical device, this 
paper identifies semantic designation with metaphysical identity as a theo‑
logical device to bridge Kripke and Safran.  

Kripke: Rigid Designation, Metaphysical Necessity, 
and the Causal Chain 

To understand the heuristic confluences with Kabbalah, one must first 
delineate Kripke’s departure from descriptivist theories of naming. Against 
Frege and Russell, Kripke argued that a name does not refer by virtue of a 
cluster of descriptions, but through an initial “baptism” and a subsequent 
causal‑historical chain of communication5. In this framework, a rigid des‑
ignator refers to its object in every possible world where that object exists, 
regardless of the contingent attributes human beings might ascribe to it6.  

3  Wilfrid Hodges, A Shorter Model Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1997), 2.

4  Tim Button and Sean Walsh, Philosophy and Model Theory (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2018), 15‑18.

5  Saul A. Kripke, Naming and Necessity, 91.

S O R I N  B E N E S C U



This framework relies on several crucial philosophical distinctions. First, 
Kripke famously separated epistemology (what we can know a priori versus 
a posteriori) from metaphysics (what is necessary versus contingent). He 
demonstrated that there are necessary a posteriori truths – truths that are 
metaphysically necessary but can only be known through empirical discovery 
(e.g., Hesperus is Phosphorus)7.  

Second, the temporal mechanics of Kripke’s causal‑historical chain are 
strictly linear. The initial ostensive baptism occurs at time $t_1$, and the 
reference is passed down to speakers at $t_2$, $t_3$, and so on. The validity 
of the reference depends entirely on the unbroken historical continuity of 
this sociological chain, securing reference despite the potential ignorance 
or false beliefs of the speakers8.  

Finally, to address how meaning is sustained across this chain, one must 
consider Kripke’s later work on Ludwig Wittgenstein. In what is often 
dubbed the “Kripkenstein” paradox, Kripke introduces a skeptical problem 
concerning how we know we are following a linguistic rule correctly9. He 
concludes that there is no private fact of the matter that determines meaning; 
meaning is secured only through the normative practices of a community.  

Safran and the Kabbalistic Tradition:  
The Torah as a Divine Attribute 

Alexandre Safran approaches the ontology of language from the rich 
heritage of Jewish mysticism. In The Kabbalah: Law and Mysticism, Safran 
articulates that the Torah precedes the creation of the world both chrono‑
logically and ontologically. The Torah is a divine attribute, a manifestation 
of God’s wisdom (Chokhmah) that bridges the infinite void between the 
Creator and the created10.  

The foundation of Safran’s thought rests upon the Zohar, which explicitly 
states: “God looked into the Torah and created the world”11. Here, the Torah 
serves as the architectonic Logos. The Zohar treats the Divine Name – spe‑
cifically the Tetragrammaton (YHVH) – not as a noun, but as the dynamic 
unfolding of Being itself12. Gershom Scholem identified this dynamic as the 

6  Ibid., 128.
7  Ibid., 91‑92.
8  Ibid., 115.
9  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe (Oxford: 

Blackwell, 1953), §43.
10  Alexandre Safran, The Kabbalah, 134.
11  The Zohar, Pritzker Edition, Vol. 1, trans. Daniel C. Matt (Stanford: Stanford University 

Press, 2004), 1:5a.
12  Isaiah Tishby, The Wisdom of the Zohar: An Anthology of Texts, Vol. 1 (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1989), 283.
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“mystical shape of the Godhead”, where linguistic elements correspond to 
the Sefirot (divine emanations)13. Elliot R. Wolfson further argues that in 
this tradition, seeing the divine glory is intimately tied to the apprehension 
of divine letters14.  

For Safran, the transmission of the Torah (Mesorah) mirrors Kripke’s 
causal chain but requires spiritual and ontological alignment; the receiver 
must be a pure vessel transferring divine vitality (Shefa)15.  

To apply our methodological collapse of semantic and metaphysical 
identity: the Tetragrammaton functions as the ultimate rigid designator. It 
points directly and necessarily to the divine essence itself, devoid of descrip‑
tive mediation16. For Safran, the entire Torah is an intricate permutation of 
this Divine Name, meaning the Torah itself functions as a macro‑rigid des‑
ignator.  

Points of Conceptual Convergence 

The structural equivalence between Kripke and Safran lies in their mutual 
rejection of linguistic relativism regarding foundational realities. If we ana‑
logically map Kripke’s “possible worlds” onto the Kabbalistic “Four Worlds” 
(Atzilut, Beriah, Yetzirah, Assiyah), the Torah functions heuristically as a 
supreme rigid designator. It maintains its essential identity whether it exists 
as pure divine thought in Atzilut or as ink on parchment in Assiyah17.  

A critical point of convergence is found in the approach to negative the‑
ology and the ineffable. Kripke’s theory allows for reference to occur even 
when we have no accurate descriptive knowledge of the object. This maps 
seamlessly onto the Jewish mystical concept of Ein Sof (The Infinite). Safran 
insists that no positive attributes can be assigned to the Ein Sof18. Yet, the 
rigid designator bypasses the need for descriptive accuracy, allowing the 
mystic to anchor their soul to the Infinite without reducing it to human 
concepts. 

This also extends to the epistemology of the void. In analytic philosophy, 
the problem of empty names creates logical puzzles about how language 
constructs coherent structures around an ontological void19. In Lurianic 

13  Gershom Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism (New York: Schocken Books, 1941), 
210.

14  Elliot R. Wolfson, Through a Speculum That Shines: Vision and Imagination in Medieval 
Jewish Mysticism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 320.

15  Moshe Idel, Kabbalah: New Perspectives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), 170.
16  Saul A. Kripke, Naming and Necessity, 34.
17  The Zohar,, 1:15a.
18  Moshe Halbertal, Concealment and Revelation: Esotericism in Jewish Thought and its 

Philosophical Implications (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007), 135.
19  Saul A. Kripke, Reference and Existence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 72.
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Kabbalah, the ultimate ontological void is the Tzimtzum (divine contraction)20. 
For Safran, the letters of the Torah frame this sacred void. The white spaces 
between the letters represent the infinite, unnameable essence21. 

Finally, both frameworks view naming as performative. In Kripke’s 
chain, the initial “baptism” is a performative act that fixes reference22. For 
Safran, naming is a continuous, theurgic act of creation23. Human speech 
acts – specifically Torah study – directly influence the Sefirotic realms, main‑
taining the ontological stability of the universe24. 

Methodological and Teleological Differences 

Despite these imaginative confluences, the limits of this analogy must 
be strictly maintained. Kripke operates within the constraints of analytic 
logic, where language describes reality25. Safran operates within a mystical 
panentheism, where language is reality26.  

The temporal and communal mechanics highlight stark differences. 
While Kripke’s chain is a sociological phenomenon, Safran’s Mesorah requires 
a spiritual and ontological alignment27. Furthermore, while Kripke’s com‑
munity provides a sociological grounding for rule‑following, Safran’s com‑
munity provides a covenantal grounding; they are ontologically bound to 
the Torah28. Temporally, Kripke’s Logos travels linearly through time, 
whereas Safran’s Logos descends from eternity to intersect with the mystic 
in a “mystical now”29.  

A profound consequence of these differences is translatability. In analytic 
philosophy, a rigid designator survives translation because its essence is 
purely referential. In Safran’s Kabbalah, the Torah resists translation because 
its essence is ontological and material30. The specific shapes, sounds, and 

20  Gershom Scholem, Origins of the Kabbalah (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), 
220.

21  Alexandre Safran, The Kabbalah, 118.
22  Saul A. Kripke, Naming and Necessity, 48.
23  Gershom Scholem, On the Kabbalah and its Symbolism (New York: Schocken Books, 

1965), 37.
24  Moshe Idel, Language, Torah, and Hermeneutics in Abraham Abulafia (Albany: SUNY 

Press, 1989), 82.
25  Saul A. Kripke, Philosophical Troubles: Collected Papers, Volume 1 (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 2011), 12.
26  Alexandre Safran, Israel and Its Roots (Jerusalem: Feldheim, 1985), 68.
27  Moshe Idel, Kabbalah: New Perspectives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), 170.
28  Alexandre Safran, The Kabbalah, 134.
29  Gershom Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, 214.
30  Elliot R. Wolfson, Language, Eros, Being: Kabbalistic Hermeneutics and Poetic Imagination 

(New York: Fordham University Press, 2005), 114.
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numerical values (Gematria) of the Hebrew letters are the exact structural 
forms of the divine emanations31.  

Ultimately, the teleologies are irreconcilable. Where Kripke seeks to 
solve semantic puzzles, Safran seeks to guide the soul toward Devekut (cleav‑
ing to God)32. The Kripkean framework secures modal consistency; the 
Kabbalistic Torah secures salvation, demanding an imperative response 
from the individual33. 

Conclusions, Implications, and Future Directions 

The juxtaposition of Saul Kripke’s analytic philosophy of language with 
Alexandre Safran’s Kabbalistic theology yields a profound cross‑pollination 
of ideas. Kripke’s establishment of rigid designation provides a precise 
vocabulary for articulating the mystical intuition that the Divine Name and 
the Torah are immutable, necessary realities that transcend human con‑
ceptualization.  

However, importing Kripkean machinery into mystical theology requires 
explicit methodological boundaries. The collapse of semantic reference and 
metaphysical identity remains a theological necessity, not an analytic one. 
While Kripke views the necessity of identity as a triumph of logical coherence, 
Safran views it as the supreme act of Divine Love. Future research might 
explore how other analytic concepts map onto the performative dimensions 
of Zoharic texts, continuing to bridge logical necessity and mystical rev‑
elation. 
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