Epilogue

In the Middle Ages and the early modern era, the Jewish affinity to the Land of Israel focused on longings and prayers for a return to Zion; study of the Land’s religious status; commentary on Biblical verses concerning the Land of Israel; and academic discussion of issues concerning the Land and its commandments.[footnoteRef:1]In the nineteenth century, alongside the emergence of national movements in Europe, Jews also began to consider the role and status of territory in Jewish identity. Various approaches became prevalent in the Jewish world: the Zionist movement sought to return to the Land of Israel, while other territorial streams proposed alternatives in other locations.[footnoteRef:2] Conversely, other streams adopted a non-territorial approach, such as the Reform movement of the nineteenth century and the Bund; or, from a different direction, the anti-Zionist ultra-Orthodox streams. These streams reshaped conceptual and practical patterns relating to the present and future of Jewish society and to the political and social framework within which it operates, and within this context they also address the question of the Land of Israel from the territorial perspective. [1:  	Exegetic discussion of the Bible, and Halachic discussion of the religious laws relating to the Land of Israel, continued from the end of the Byzantine period through the nineteenth century. However, this discussion was mainly for the sake of education and Torah study rather than for practical purposes, since there was very little Jewish agriculture in the Land of Israel during this period.]  [2:  	Gur Alroey, Zionist without Zion: The Jewish Territorial Organization and Its Conflict with the Zionist Organization (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2016).] 

Within Jewish society in the Land of Israel, too, an internal debate on territorial issues, such as the borders of the State of Israel and the status of the “holy places,” has accompanied society since the British Mandate period, before the establishment of the state.
As will be recalled, the first part of the discussion in this book presented the argument that the Bible, as the formative document of the Jewish people, contains a range of border systems, rather than one single system that created a specific conscience. This claim highlights the fact that this debate and these questions have their roots in the Bible itself. Questions surrounding the borders of the Land have indeed accompanied Judaism since its earliest days. Even Sages who lived during periods when the borders of the Land did not have any relevance in terms of Jewish independence drew several border systems that differ from the boundaries described in the Bible.
The discussion of the components of conscience is a complex and multifaceted one that includes political, security, and value-based considerations relating to identity and memory. The course of the discussion in this book presented the argument that – contrary to the Hellenistic Jewish perceptions that were prevalent in the Diaspora in the Second Temple period, and in contrast to early Christianity – the Jews of the Land of Israel in this period, like the Tannaites and Amoraites of the Land of Israel, envisioned a territory that was destined for the Jews.
The perception of borders among the Jews of the Land of Israel in ancient times was elastic and dynamic. The borders of the Land of Israel were drawn according to three parameters: historical memory, which also embodies hopes for the future; demographic reality; and the geopolitical constellation.
The Israeli-Arab conflict is a serious factor in the context of territorial issues, though the relationship between the issue of this conflict and the discussion in this book is indirect. Nevertheless, the discussion of the issues examined in this book with regard to ancient times is also relevant in understanding the complexity of the subject of Israel’s borders in modern times within Israeli society (as noted, alongside the significant considerations of security and Muslim religious sentiments).
An example of the affinity between the factors that shaped the perception of space in ancient times, as reflected in the writings of the Sages, and the manner in which the Zionist movement perceived borders can be seen by examining David Ben-Gurion, one of the individuals responsible for shaping the borders of the Land in the Zionist movement, and later for defining the borders of the State of Israel.
During the period when David Ben-Gurion led the Zionist movement, before he declared the establishment of the State of Israel on 14 May 1948, he supported a pragmatic approach toward the country’s borders (as did Haim Weizmann and Moshe Sharett). The most prominent example of this was his willingness to accept the Partition Plan adopted by the United Nations on 29 November 1947, which called for the division of Palestine between Jews and Arabs. This position forced to him to wage a fierce struggle against firm opponents of this plan, such as the Revisionist leader Ze’ev Jabotinsky, Hakibbutz Hameuchad, the Mizrachi movement, Agudat Israel, and other groups.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  	Itzhak Galnor, The Partition of Palestine: Decisions Crossroads in the Zionist Movement (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995).] 

The Declaration of Independence of the State of Israel also constituted a compromise with supporters of the maximalist approach who saw the declaration of a limited state[footnoteRef:4] as a mistake. [4:  	The total area of the Jewish state according to the decision of the United Nations General Assembly was 14,000 square kilometers, while the proposal submitted to the Versailles Conference by the World Zionist Organization had related to an area of some 45,000 square kilometers. For the purpose of comparison, the ceasefire lines after the Six Day War included some 90,000 square kilometers.] 

Ben-Gurion was indeed a pragmatic leader willing to make compromises, including territorial compromises. Nevertheless, after the Sinai War at the end of 1956, when Israel conquered the Sinai peninsula and advanced as far as the islands of Sanafir and Tiran, Ben-Gurion (the prime minister at the time) declared: “You have successfully completed the greatest and most splendid military operation in our people’s history, and one of the most splendid operations in human history. Once again we will be able to sing the song of Moses and the ancient Israelites: ‘The nations will hear and tremble; anguish will grip the people of Philistia. The chiefs of Edom will be terrified, the leaders of Moab will be seized with trembling, the people of Canaan will melt away.’ Eilat (located at the entrance of the Straits of Tiran, which connect the Red Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba) will once again form part of the Third Kingdom of Israel.”
This quote shows that Ben-Gurion’s pragmatic approach and his acceptance of elasticity and compromise regarding the borders of the Land did not erase his memory of and longing for the “Kingdom of Israel.” This desire was expressed during the temporary expansion of the borders of the young state, despite the fact that Ben-Gurion was one of the leaders of the pragmatic and compromise-oriented approach to Israel’s borders.
In the other chapters of the book, the discussion of the role of territory in Jewish identity focused on the function and character of holy places in the spatial perception of Jews in ancient times. The conclusion from the discussion of holy places is that the map reflected in the literature of the Sages does not include or even address the presence of holy places, with the exception of Jerusalem and the Temple. Conversely, the Christian Madaba Map depicts the Land of Israel as strewn with holy places. Today, however, national and religious space in the State of Israel is speckled with sites that are perceived as “holy places.” The map of Israel in general, and the Galilee in particular, shows holy places aligned along the main roads.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  	See, for example: Z. Vilnai, Holy Tombstones in the Land of Israel, Parts A-B (Jerusalem: Achiever, 1986) (in Hebrew); Doron Bar, Sanctifying a Land: The Jewish Holy Places in the State of Israel 1948-1968 (Jerusalem: 2007). ] 

Over the course of the second millennium CE, beginning in the twelfth century, popular perceptions were recorded in writing, leaving their spatial mark in the form of “holy tombs.”[footnoteRef:6] A further wave led by the mystical Kabbalistic streams that were active, and continue to be active, in and around the city of Safed added a large quantity of “holy tombs” throughout the Galilee.[footnoteRef:7] The reasons for the growth of holy places in the landscape of the Land of Israel are diverse, relating to faith, folklore,[footnoteRef:8] and even political circumstances.[footnoteRef:9] [6:  	Michael Ish-Shalom, Holy Tombs: A Study of Traditions concerning Jewish Holy Tombs in Palestine (Jerusalem: Rabbi Kook Foundation Publishing House and the Palestine Institute of Folklore and Ethnography, 1948).]  [7:  	Jonathan Garb, “The Cult of the Saints in Lurianic Kabbalah,” Jewish Quarterly Review Vol. 98, No. 2 (Spring, 2008): 203-29.]  [8:  	Eyal Ben Ari and Yoram Bilu, Grasping Land: Space and Place in Contemporary Israeli Discourse and Experience (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1997).]  [9:  	Marshall J. Breger, Yitzhak Reiter, and Leonard Hammer (eds.). Holy Places in the Israeli Palestinian Conflict: Confrontation and Co-existence (London and New York: Routledge, 2009); Marshall J. Breger, Yitzhak Reiter, and Leonard Hammer (eds.), Religion and Politics: Sacred Space in Palestine and Israel (London and New York: Routledge, 2012); Shmuel Berkovits, “How Dreadful is This Place!” Holiness, Politics and Justice in Jerusalem and the Holy Places in Israel (Jerusalem: Carta, 2007).
] 

This contrast is not necessarily due solely to the influence of the Jewish travelers’ and pilgrims’ literature from the twelfth century on, or of the mystical stream that was active in and around Safed from the seventeenth century. The gap between the picture that emerges from the literature of the Sages and the present-day landscape of the Land of Israel, like the gap between the landscape of the country in the Madaba Map and the literature of the early travelers and Jewish literature of ancient times, cannot in my opinion be explained solely by the fact that the Madaba Map postdates the emergence of much of the literature of the Sages by several centuries. As argued in Chapters Six and Seven, the Sages chose not to discuss various sites around the Land of Israel that were perceived as holy places among Jewish streams that did not form part of their own world. They also did not discuss Christian pilgrimage sites in the Galilee that were perceived by Christians as places where Jesus performed miracles. Accordingly, the portrayal of the country’s landscape reflected in the literature of the Sages is closely related to the perceptions of identity and religious perceptions that shaped their spatial descriptions. The gap between the image of the Land in the literature of the Sages and the map of holy places in the Land is thus also the result of the character of this literature, and of the way in which the Sages perceived and depicted the territorial space of the Land of Israel, reflecting their own worldview and identity. 
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