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 TO YONI




I grieve for thee, my brother Jonathan;


A great comfort hast thou been to me.


Thy love to me was wonderful….


II SAMUEL 1:26
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 PREFACE




 Writing anything while you are still in office is a hazardous task. Writing anything after leaving office can be equally hazardous.

 For one is supposed to have the perspective of detachment and introspection to secure the desired objectivity. I profess at

 the outset: While I have done a great deal of thinking since leaving office, I am neither detached nor objective when it comes

 to securing the future of the Jewish state. In fact, I plead unabashed and passionate partisanship in seeking to assure the

 Jewish future. This is the conviction that guided me as the Prime Minister of Israel between 1996 and 1999, and this is the

 conviction that will guide me for the rest of my life.




The historical imperative of preserving the Jewish state was reinforced on a visit to China in 1999. The President of China,

 Jiang Zemin, expressed to me his great admiration for the legacy of the Jewish people, who produced such geniuses as Albert

 Einstein. “The Jewish people and the Chinese people are two of the oldest civilizations on earth,” he said, “dating back four

 thousand and five thousand years respectively.”




I concurred, adding India to the list.


“But there are one or two differences between us,” I said. “For instance, how many Chinese are there?”




 “1.2 billion,” replied Zian Zemin.




“How many Indians are there?” I pressed on.


“About 1 billion.”


“Now how many Jews are there?” I queried.


No answer.


“There are 12 million Jews in the world,” I said.


Several Chinese jaws dropped in the room, understandably, given that this number could be contained in an enlarged suburb

 of Beijing.




“Mr. President,” I said, “since the Jews have been around for thousands of years that is a remarkably low number. Two thousand

 years ago the Jews constituted ten percent of the population of the Roman Empire. Today there should have been 200 million

 Jews.”




“What happened?” asked the Chinese president.


“Many things happened,” I replied. “But they all boil down to one big thing. You, the Chinese, kept China; the Indians kept

 India; but we Jews lost our land and were dispersed to the four corners of the earth. From this sprang all our calamities,

 culminating in our greatest catastrophe in the twentieth century. This is why for the last two thousand years we have been

 trying to retrieve our homeland and re-create our independent state there.”




I was trying to impress upon the Chinese leadership the importance of refraining from supplying Iran with nuclear weapons

 technology. That would jeopardize not merely the modem State of Israel but threaten to wipe out forever an ancient and admired

 civilization. (Jiang Zemin assured me that China was not selling such technology to Iran, something I verified with our intelligence

 just in case.)




This, then, is the perspective that guided me as Israel’s Prime Minister and that ought to guide anyone concerned with the

 future of the Jewish State: assuring that the people of Israel have what they need to survive and thrive in the next millennium,

 the fifth of their existence. I am convinced of one thing: The Jewish people will not get another chance. There are only so

 many miracles that history can provide a people, and the Jews have had more than 

 their share. After unparalleled adversity the Jews came back to life in the modern State of Israel. For better or worse, the

 Jewish future is centered on the future of that state. Therefore we must be extra careful not to toy with Israel’s security

 or jeopardize its defenses, even as we pursue peace with our neighbors, for what is at stake is the destiny of an entire people.




In the long run, what will stand are not the passing praises of those who seek a quick fix for the Middle East’s problems,

 but the bulwarks of a durable peace—one that can be credibly defended by a strong Israel. Any other kind of peace will not

 last. Achieving peace treaties with the Arabs is relatively easy. All you have to do is give in to the Arab demands. Achieving

 peace agreements that will stand the test of time is much harder to do.




This is what I set out to achieve as Prime Minister. I insisted on a secure peace, stressing the fundamental principle that

 in the Middle East peace and security are intertwined. A peace that undermines Israel’s defenses and leaves unresolved central

 issues, such as the fate of Jerusalem and the Arab refugees, is one that is sure to crumble over time. It should be passed

 over until a more sustainable, more realistic peace is achieved.




This “stubbornness” in defense of a tough-minded peace did not make me, nor would it make any leader of Israel, popular in

 the diplomatic and press salons of the world. But it is the right policy and it is worth fighting for. If one possesses a

 millennial perspective, the slings and arrows of criticism are meaningless compared to the awesome responsibility of protecting

 the Jewish people and their one and only state.




I am confident that such persistence will pay off. The Jewish people have shown a remarkable capacity to overcome hardship,

 and surely they have the will and intelligence to pursue a genuine peace. The second half of the twentieth century offers

 indubitable proof of this.
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Neither the present nor the future are free of problems. But they pale compared to those that faced the Jewish people in the

 

 ghettos of Europe just a few decades ago. This tells us how far the Jewish people have traveled and it fires our imagination

 and infuses us with hope as we begin the next fifty years.




This was the central fact of Jewish existence as Israel celebrated its first half-century. In the ancient Jewish traditions,

 jubilees were a time for both celebration and reflection. Indeed, there is much to celebrate. Half a century ago, at the close

 of World War II, it was not clear at all that the Jewish people would survive. A third of all Jews were consumed in the fires

 of the Holocaust, and the remaining two-thirds faced the dual threat of persecution and relentless assimilation. Stalin targeted

 the Jews of the Soviet Union as class enemies, and the Jews of America and Europe were rapidly embracing assimilation and

 intermarriage. Absent a vital center, Jewish numbers would have shrunk further, and the Jewish people, after four millennia

 of unparalleled struggle for their place under the sun, would have finally yielded to the forces of history and disappeared.




This has not happened. The pivotal change in Jewish destiny occurred with the founding of the Jewish state. This seminal event

 of reestablishing Jewish sovereignty in the ancient Jewish homeland was preceded by nearly a hundred years of renewed Jewish

 settlement activity in the Holy Land and by over fifty years of Zionist agitation, heralded by the prophetic and inspired

 genius of Theodor Herzl. Indeed, the Jewish state changed everything for the Jewish people. From a fledgling beachhead on

 the Mediterranean coast, struggling to survive the Arab onslaughts aimed at exterminating the Jewish presence in the land,

 the Jews were able to repel the attack; build a state; create one of the world’s finest armies; defeat the much larger Arab

 forces in successive wars forced on Israel; unite their ancient capital, Jerusalem; bring in millions of immigrants and refugees,

 including a million beleaguered Jews from the former Soviet Union and the imperiled Jewish community of Ethiopia; revive an

 ancient language; build an astonishing scientific and technological capability; develop the most thriving economy in the Middle

 East, and one of the most 

 advanced in the world; create a vibrant cultural life, which includes some of the leading artists and musicians of the world;

 and maintain a staunchly democratic ethos amidst a sea of despotic regimes.




By any criteria, these achievements are nothing short of miraculous. But they are all subsumed under the one greater accomplishment:

 The Jewish people, after long centuries of exile, has once again seized control over its destiny. And within the next decade

 or two it will realize the dream of ages, the Ingathering of the Exiles. For the first time since the era of the Second Temple

 two thousand years ago, the majority of the Jewish people will live in the Jewish homeland. This is a momentous development,

 the one guarantor of the Jewish future. For it is also true that in the last fifty years, a significant threat to Jewish survival

 has been the accelerating rate of intermarriage, assimilation, and loss of identity among Jews of the Diaspora, especially

 the Jews of the West. While the Jewish population of Israel grew from 600,000 in 1948 to five million in 2000, the population

 of American Jewry stayed flat and is beginning to show alarming signs of steady decline. In Israel itself the threat of assimilation

 is nonexistent. And to the extent that Jewish identity has been maintained and strengthened in important parts of American

 Jewry, this is due to the strong identification that these Jews have with the State of Israel. In simple terms, the future

 of the Jewish people depends on the future of the Jewish state.




For the Jewish people, therefore, the history of the twentieth century may be summed up thus: If there had been a Jewish state

 in the first half of the century, there would have been no Holocaust. And if there had not been a Jewish state after the

 Holocaust, there would have been no Jewish future. The State of Israel is not only the repository of the millennial Jewish

 hopes for redemption; it is also the one practical instrument for assuring Jewish survival.




Assuring that survival is not free of problems. Israel has yet to complete the circle of peace around its borders, a peace

 that must be based on security if it is to last. I view this as the first task facing 

 the country, and any prime minister must dedicate himself to its completion. This of course does not depend on Israel alone,

 but on the willingness of its Arab neighbors to forge a true compromise with Israel and genuinely accept its right to exist.

 Perhaps the most difficult agreements to be completed are the Oslo Accords with the Palestinians. This will require the Palestinians

 to keep their commitments, especially to fight terror, and Israel to maintain adequate security defenses. Much of this book

 was written before the Oslo Accords, and I have amended and added a few segments to indicate how I believe the Oslo process

 could be completed so as to provide Israel with peace and security.




During my three years as Prime Minister (1996–1999), I firmly pursued these principles for a realistic peace, despite a torrent

 of criticism and abuse from those who cavalierly refuse to understand that in the volatile Middle East, peace without security

 is a sham. Such shortsightedness ought not to deflect Israel from pursuing a lasting peace that will endure not a flicker

 of time but for generations to come.




Assuring its security will also require Israel to address new threats on the horizon, presented by radical regimes developing

 fearsome weapons and the means to deliver them. Even if Israel completes the circle of peace with its immediate neighbors,

 and it should strive to do so, this threat will loom large in the coming decades. What if Iraq or Iran detonates nuclear devices?

 This will send infinitely greater Shockwaves around the world than the addition of India and Pakistan to the league of nuclear

 nations. The possession of atomic bombs by Saddam Hussein or the Ayatollas of Teheran is not merely a mortal threat to Israel’s

 existence. It is a threat to the peace of the world. The community of responsible nations will have to make every effort to

 contain or eliminate this threat. But surely for Israelis, once again they recognize that the one guarantor of their survival

 against these dangers is their own strength and capacity to deter and punish aggression directed against the state.




The transformation of the Jewish condition from one of utter 

 powerlessness to one of effective self-defense marks the great change that the founding of Israel introduced into Jewish life,

 in fact making that life possible. As Herzl and the founding fathers of Zionism foresaw, the founding of the Jewish state

 would not necessarily stop the attacks on the Jewish people, but would assuredly give the Jews the means to resist and repel

 those attacks.




Naturally, such a momentous change in the life of a nation does not occur without internal turbulence and turmoil. Israel

 is undergoing the adjustment pains as it moves from adolescence to maturity. If initially its governing socialist class wanted

 to strait-jacket all Israelis into one European socialist prototype, they have had a hard time accepting the fact that this

 will not happen, that the currents of life and the natural desire for unrestricted diversity and pluralism are more powerful

 than any rigid ideological construct. Israel after half a century is a rich tapestry of Jews from a hundred lands, each bringing

 to the national fabric its own unique strands of culture, folklore, and memory. Modern Hebrew is laced with Russian, Arabic,

 and English slang, and with expressions liberally borrowed from the Jews of Poland and Morocco alike. Each community affects

 the other, creating a dynamic synthesis that enhances the national culture. There are of course some lingering sharp divides,

 as between Israel’s Jewish majority and its non-Jewish minority and, in the Jewish population, between the secular majority

 and an ultra-orthodox minority. It takes a crisis in the Persian Gulf to remind Israelis that inflying Iraqi missiles do not

 distinguish between religious and non-religious Jews, and, in fact, between any of the groups that make up Israel’s population.

 Yet I believe that despite the inevitable frictions that accompany this extraordinary maturation of an immigrant nation, the

 forces that unite the people of Israel are infinitely greater than those that divide them: a common past in a sacred ancestral

 homeland, and a millennial desire to return to this land and forge in it a common future.




This of course is not the picture of Israel presented by many observers, as Israel celebrated its jubilee. The foreign press

 amplified 

 the Israeli press, which regularly amplifies the grievances of the old elites that complain of giving way to the new realities.

 This chorus of gloom is an episodic and irrelevant footnote in the larger tale of Jewish revival in the last fifty years.

 After all that we have struggled against, and all that we have achieved, I have no doubt that Israel can meet with equal success

 the remaining challenges of external and internal peace.




Israel at the start of the twenty-first century is undoubtedly one of the greatest success stories of the twentieth century.

 Communism, fascism, socialism, and so many other “isms” have crumbled into dust. But Zionism, the national liberation movement

 of the Jewish people, the one true liberation movement amidst so many false ones, has far from crumbled. It has fended off

 powerful foes, and is on the verge of creating the second most successful technological society on earth, the “Silicon Wadi,”

 as it is becoming known. In a profound sense, Zionism has achieved its central purpose of securing Jewish independence in

 the Jewish land, and it can look to the future and its challenges with confidence.




It can do so with the remarkable kinship and support of the American people. The friendship of the United States of America

 has been a cornerstone of Israel’s modern history. It is a partnership based on common values and common ideals, and it remains

 constant. The New York Times, which affords ample space for the discontent of the Israeli left, expressed in noteworthy honesty its surprise at a Jubilee

 year poll commissioned by the newspaper, which showed that instead of waning, American support for Israel had reached a twenty-year

 high. Non-Jewish Americans from every part of that great land identified with Israel and not with its adversaries. They deeply

 valued the special relationship between Israel and the United States. Many thought of Israel as the biblical promised land

 upon which America was modeled. They saw Jerusalem as the original city on the hill and strongly believed that it must never

 be divided again. They viewed Israel’s struggle as one of a solitary democracy surrounded by dictatorships, resolutely 

 fighting terrorism. Beyond the swirl of daily events and the often tendentious coverage of Israeli affairs, this is what emerges

 in the American mind when the name of Israel is evoked. It need not surprise anyone for a simple reason: It is true.




Yet the truth has often eluded discussions about modern Israel. Israel has been portrayed as an aggressive obstacle to peace,

 a force bent on physically and economically colonizing its neighbors, a twister and bender of the Jewish soul. I believe that

 all of these slanders, like so many others that afflicted the Jewish people down the ages, will also pass in due time. I wrote

 this book not only to help accelerate their demise, but to express my boundless faith in the Jewish future, my unreserved

 confidence that the last fifty years have shown that the Jewish people will survive, and that against all obstacles the Jewish

 state will prevail.
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During the Gulf War, Israel sustained thirty-nine Scud missile attacks that rained down on its cities. Deafening sirens warned

 Israelis to don their gas masks in the tense minutes as the missiles headed for their targets. In the course of one such alert

 I was being interviewed, with a gas mask on, at the CNN television headquarters in Jerusalem. After the alert subsided, the

 CNN bureau chief, evidently moved by the experience, asked me to show the network’s viewers Israel’s position on the map of

 the Middle East.




“Show them what you showed me in your office the other day,” he said, producing a map of the Middle East in front of the camera.


“Here’s the Arab world,” I said, “walking” across the map with my hands open wide. It took me a number of handbreadths to

 span the twenty-one Arab countries.




“And here is Israel,” I added, easily covering it with my thumb.


The results of this simple demonstration were astonishing. For months after the war, I received hundreds of letters from around

 the world expressing sympathy and support for Israel. But the one thing that repeatedly appeared in many of those letters

 was the shock experienced by viewers from as far afield as Minnesota and Australia concerning the walk I took across the

 map. One viewer wrote: “Most 

 Americans, myself included, have little real knowledge of the kind of danger and turmoil that confronts your part of the world.”

 But when presented with the simple geographic facts, she said, “suddenly the picture came into focus for me—and I think for

 many Americans.” In other interviews I used the opportunity to spell out the basic facts of Israel’s predicament, prompting

 a viewer from Britain to confess that this “changed my way of thinking…. I went to the library to find out more about the Arab-Israeli

 problem and realized I knew very little about it.” A third said these facts represented “the first real view I’ve had of the

 Jewish side to all this…. I began to feel with you.”
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  This was the refrain I heard again and again as the letters filled one binder, then a second, then a third.




I had been aware of the general lack of familiarity with the facts of Israel’s physical circumstances, but this torrent of

 mail brought home to me, as nothing else had, the gaping void in the world’s knowledge of my country and its struggle. Here

 were people who clearly wished Israel well, yet who did not know something so elementary as the fact that the Arab world is

 more than five hundred times the size of the Jewish state. (See Maps 1 and 2.) They did not realize that the Israel they were

 incessantly hearing about and seeing every day on their television screens is all of forty miles wide (including the West Bank), and that if it were to give up the entire West Bank, it would be ten miles wide.




If an image of a country, its scenery, and its history is repeatedly implanted in people’s minds, it tends to assume overblown

 dimensions. Contrary to the common view, this is not just the result of the distorting prism of television. Sunday-school

 instruction a hundred years ago had a similar effect. Here is what Mark Twain wrote of his visit to the Holy Land in 1869:




I must studiously and faithfully unlearn a great many things I have somehow absorbed concerning Palestine…. I have got everything

 in Palestine on too large a scale. Some of my ideas were wild enough. The word Palestine always brought to my mind a vague

 suggestion of a country as large as the United 

 States…. I suppose it was because I could not conceive of a small country having so large a history.
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These lingering misimpressions are not limited to the geographic realities of Israel’s existence. They are matched by a widespread

 lack of familiarity with the political and historical circumstances of Israel’s birth and its efforts to achieve peace with

 its Arab neighbors. Twain, at least, knew the history of the land in considerable detail, and he was up to date on the contemporary

 conditions of the Jewish people. This is not the case with many of those who shape, and receive, opinions about Israel today.




Over the last twenty-five years, since my days as an Israeli student in an American university following the Yom Kippur War,

 I have had no choice but to engage in the Sisyphean labor of trying to roll back this boulder of ignorance, which has grown

 increasingly heavy each year. For with each passing season, the facts of Israel’s emergence as a modern state, although readily

 ascertainable in any library, recede further and further from memory. What has been inserted in their place is a facile misrepresentation

 of reality. Moreover, there has been a growing tendency in the United States and in the West to use this distorted view of

 Israel to explain away the region’s complicated conflicts. Many people have come to believe that all the turbulence of the

 Middle East is somehow associated with the Jewish state. This is dangerous on two counts: It is losing Israel’s vitally needed

 support abroad, and it has skewed Western policy away from a sober appraisal of Middle Eastern politics and of the danger

 that this region’s endemic instability poses for the peace of the world.




This book is an attempt to restore to public awareness what were once evident truths to all fair-minded students of the region.

 I have tried to focus on the main assumptions concerning the Arab-Israeli conflict and to analyze their truthfulness. I have

 also concentrated on Israel’s current predicament—its position in the world, its internal administration, and its relationship

 to the Jewish people worldwide—which is often glossed over in public discourse. Though I have used available historical material,

 I do not intend this 

 to be a comprehensive chronicle of events. Nor is this a personal narrative, notwithstanding the references to my family that

 appear in the text; in its own way, each Israeli household tells the story of Zionism, the movement for Jewish statehood,

 and gives testimony to its unfolding saga. In the same vein, I have included experiences from my military service, diplomatic

 postings, and work in government that can help the reader better understand why many Israelis have come to hold views similar

 to my own.




The fact that they do hold such views may have been obscured by the victory of the opposition Labor party in the 1992 elections

 over the Likud government, in which I served, and by the vocal opposition from the left to my own government, which came into

 power in 1996. The ebb and flow of Israeli politics creates an impression of a great divide in Israel over every aspect of

 national life. Nevertheless, the differences that divide Israelis on political matters are dwarfed by the enormous areas of

 agreement that bind them together. The attentive reader will find that these disagreements over policy represent only a small

 part of what is covered in this book. On most of the subjects, I believe my approach is representative of the views of the

 majority of Israelis, wherever they fall on the political spectrum.




I write as an Israeli who wishes to see a secure Israel at peace with its neighbors, and who profoundly believes that peace

 cannot be conjured up out of vapid pronouncements. Unless it is built on a foundation of truth, peace will founder on the

 jagged rocks of Middle Eastern realities. Indeed, the Arab world’s main weapon in its war against the Jewish National Home

 has been the weapon of untruth. For many people around the world, and for some in Israel itself, the fundamental facts of

 this conflict have been distorted and obfuscated—about the nature of Zionism, the justice of its cause, the sources of the

 Arabs’ intractable hostility to the Jewish state, and the barriers that have locked peace out of a violent region.




The Jewish people has had to contend with defamation for generations. But the scale of this century’s slanders against it

 and 

 against Israel, their reach, effectiveness, and devastating consequences, have far exceeded anything seen before. Nevertheless,

 I am convinced that these slanders can be refuted and the battle for truth can be won—that open-minded people can tell the difference between the endless calumnies leveled against the Jewish state and the unvarnished truth, when the facts

 are presented before them.




When the battle for truth is won, it will open the way for an enduring peace between Arab and Jew. That such a peace can be

 achieved I have no doubt. It will necessitate an understanding of the special conditions required to sustain peaceful relations

 in the Middle East. I have attempted to spell out what such a peace would be like, and what changes are needed to produce

 it—changes in Western policies toward the region, in Arab approaches to Israel, and in Israel’s own attitudes.




We are entering a historical period that portends both threat and promise. The old order has collapsed, and the new one is

 far from established. The final guarantor of the viability of a small nation in such times of turbulence is its capacity to

 direct its own destiny, something that has eluded the Jewish people during its long centuries of exile. Restoring that capacity

 is the central task of the Jewish people today.




No one yet knows what awaits the Jews in the twenty-first century, but we must make every effort to ensure that it is better

 than what befell them in the twentieth, the century of the Holocaust. The rebirth of Israel, its development and empowerment,

 is ultimately the only assurance that such will be the case. More is at stake than the fate of the Jewish people alone. Since

 biblical times civilization has been riveted by the odyssey of the Jews. If after all their fearful travails the Jewish people

 will have rebuilt a permanent and secure home in their ancient corner of the earth, this will surely give meaning and hope

 to all of humanity.




 


1. Israel and the Arab World
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2. Israel’s Relative Size
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 Introduction




 The reemergence of the Jews as a sovereign nation is an unprecedented event in the history of mankind. Yet for all its uniqueness,

 one cannot truly understand the struggle of the Jewish people to bring the State of Israel into existence in isolation from

 the universal longings of nations to be free. The rise of the Zionist movement to restore a Jewish state can be comprehended

 only with reference to the more universal conflicts between nations and empires, between demands for self-determination and

 the supranational ideologies of colonialism and Communism that have characterized the history of the last two centuries. It

 is for this reason that the cataclysmic events at the close of the twentieth century will have a profound impact on Israel’s

 future.




Seldom has the world witnessed such a spectacular disintegration as that of the Soviet Union. Shredded to confetti are the

 Soviet dreams of global grandeur to be acquired through the assimilation of provinces from Eastern Europe to Latin America.

 Equally remarkable has been the evaporation of the belief in Communism as the great organizing principle for world order and

 human justice—a principle in which millions had vested a faith bordering on the religious. Such a dual collapse of the greatest

 

 empire in history (in terms of territory) and the greatest “church” in history (in terms of the number of people under its

 sway) cannot occur without unleashing political tidal waves that will wash over every nation and state in the world. It will

 be impossible to make any sense of events without paying due attention to the unfolding search for a new organizing principle,

 or principles, with which to assist in settling an unsettled world. Obviously, the focus of this search will first be on the

 newly liberated Soviet republics and the countries of the former Communist bloc. But the arrangements that are devised to

 meet the needs of these newly freed peoples will have far-reaching consequences for the rest of the world and for the ways

 in which it will resolve its various disputes.




In the search for a new order, the international community is going back, almost against its will, to where it was before

 it was so rudely interrupted by the rise of Communism. For the spread of Soviet totalitarianism and the resulting Cold War

 was a glacier that buried beneath itself, in a state of invisible but perfect preservation, many of the great unresolved problems

 of the nineteenth century. Of course, to some the nineteenth century did not seem problematic at all. After the decisive defeat

 of Napoleon in 1815, it was perhaps the most peaceful century in two millennia—since the Pax Romana. The world was nicely

 divided up among rival empires: no major wars, no major calamities. But underneath the calm surface of empire there was great

 ferment. Historical tribal groupings, regional duchies, and medieval city-states were coalescing into nations across Europe,

 and millions of people were moving from the hinterland to the rapidly industrializing and politically conscious metropolises,

 processes that were to ripple from Europe into Asia and Africa in our own century.




The rise of nationalism in the nineteenth century clashed with the world order of the day, and the resultant national uprisings

 were summarily put down in 1848, the brief Spring of Nations. But when the old order finally did collapse after World War

 I, the various and often competing demands of nations for self-determination, and the problem of nationalism as a whole, required

 an immediate solution. 

 Thus, following their victory in World War I, the Allied powers convened to launch a “new world order,” signing the Treaty

 of Versailles, establishing the League of Nations, and promulgating President Woodrow Wilson’s doctrine of self-determination.




The Versailles Conference was actually only the first in a seemingly interminable series of international conferences held

 between 1919 and 1923 to determine the “outcome” of World War I. Britain’s prime minister, David Lloyd George, one of the

 chief architects of the postwar settlement, himself attended no fewer than thirty-three such conferences, the most significant

 of which (for the Jews) were Versailles (beginning in January 1919), the First Conference of London (February 1920), the San

 Remo Conference in Italy (April 1920), and the Sèvres Conference in France (August 1920).
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  For simplicity, I will refer to the decisions taken by the nations of the world at these various conferences as the Versailles

 settlement.




Versailles and the series of conferences that followed it produced a blueprint, however imperfect, for determining who got

 what and why. It was generally predicated on Wilson’s premise that distinct national groups were entitled to countries of

 their own and to the freedom to pursue their own destinies according to their own lights. In some cases, as in what became

 Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, several nations were clustered together in a single state where this was deemed practicable.

 But such cases were more the exception than the rule. Thus, the Baltic nations of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, each with

 a unique language, history, and culture, received independent national domains. So did Poland, which for over a century had

 been divided among Russia, Prussia, and Austria. So did Hungary, which like Czechoslovakia had hitherto been controlled by

 the Austro-Hungarian Empire. By the same token, Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan were supposed to be free from the Russian

 yoke. Largely Greek portions of western Anatolia were to be transferred to Greece, Albania was to be given independence, and

 Kurdistan was to be granted autonomy. For the first time, Australia, Canada, and South Africa received 

 recognition as sovereign nations. And similar recognition was also accorded to one more nation: the Jews.
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The case of the Jews was unique because, unlike the other peoples, they were a scattered nation, exiled for many centuries

 from their homeland. But this in no way affected the judgment of the civilized world at the beginning of this century that

 the Jews were entitled to a land of their own. Moreover, it was widely recognized that they were entitled to restore their

 national life in their ancient homeland, Palestine,

 

 *

 

  which up to 1918 was controlled by the crumbling Ottoman Empire. If anything, the tragic dispersion of the Jews through the

 centuries strengthened rather than diminished the belief that they deserved a state of their own—and an end to their wanderings. Zionism was accorded

 the kind of consideration given to other national movements seeking to realize their national goals.




Now that the ice of the Cold War has melted, the world of Versailles that was buried underneath is being revealed once again.

 The tenets of Versailles are being dusted off, its arrangements reinstated, and its unsolved problems (as in the Balkans)

 are erupting, as though the intervening century had not intervened. Baltic independence has been restored, as has the freedom

 Versailles 

 promised to the peoples of Central and Eastern Europe. The passage of time appears to have made little difference. Even the

 much-celebrated and anticipated monetary union of Western Europe, meant by some to erase national allegiance, shows no sign

 of achieving such a radical shift away from basic national loyalties. The relevance of nationalism as a central driving force

 in global affairs is being demonstrated daily, as is the durability of many, though not all, of the arrangements conceived

 at the beginning of the century in response to the demands for independence of diverse peoples. Most of these arrangements

 have endured and gained the world’s acceptance.




But this has not been the case with the Jewish national restoration. For what was accepted at Versailles as a just solution

 to the question of Jewish nationhood is today shunned by governments and chancellories the world over. They accept, most of

 them, that the Jewish people is entitled to a state. But they reject the Versailles conception of the size and viability of

 that domain, preferring to toss the Jews a scrap at best from the original offering. The promise of Versailles to the Jewish

 people was that it would be allowed to build a nation in the land of Palestine—understood then to comprise both sides of the

 Jordan River (see Map 3). This area, now referred to as Mandatory Palestine (the area in which Britain was charged in 1920

 to secure a Jewish national home), included the territory of the present-day states of 

 Jordan and Israel. In fact, many people now argue that the Jews do not deserve even 20 percent of this territory (that is,

 present-day Israel, including the West Bank), and they demand that the Jewish people be satisfied with a mere 15 percent of

 the original Mandate (Israel minus the West Bank, which comprises the heart of the country). This would leave the Jews with

 a state ten miles wide, its cities crowded along the Mediterranean, with radical leaders peering down at them from the Samarian

 and Judean mountains that dominated the country. All that would be left of the Versailles promise to the Jewish people, of

 a small but nonetheless viable country capable of accommodating fifteen million Jews and their descendants, would be a truncated

 ghetto-state squeezed onto a narrow shoreline.




What a curious transformation: Versailles promised the Jewish people a national home in its historic land, five times the

 size of the present-day State of Israel. This promise was given as a result of the universal recognition of the Jews’ right

 to be restored to the land from which they had been forcibly exiled, a recognition reinforced by the knowledge of the extent

 of Jewish suffering over the centuries as a result of that exile. No one gave more eloquent expression to this direct relationship

 between the removal of the Jews from their land and their subsequent suffering than Lord Byron in his melancholy “Hebrew Melodies,”

 and at Versailles the whole world echoed his sentiments.




Yet today, nearly eighty years after Versailles, after the destruction of six million Jews in the Holocaust, a horror that

 Byron could not possibly have imagined, and after five wars launched by the Arabs to annihilate the survivors who had gathered

 in a fraction of the land promised to the Jews, the Jewish people are now being told that this is still too much. Worse, they

 are told that the desire to have a country not ten but forty miles wide is proof that they are expansionist, aggressive, and

 unreasonable.




How is it that Zionism, which enjoyed such universal goodwill at the beginning of the century, is under such relentless attack

 at its close? How is it that a movement that was enthusiastically supported 

 by the leading statesmen of the day, such as Woodrow Wilson, David Lloyd George, Georges Clemenceau, and Tornáš Masaryk, has

 come under increasing criticism and pressure from today’s world leaders? How is it that the very word Zionist, once proudly espoused by Christian and Jew alike, has acquired an odious or at least suspect connotation? How did these

 transformations come about? To answer these questions, we must examine Zionism’s spectacular rise, assisted by the foremost

 powers of the world, and its equally spectacular betrayal by these very powers.
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 THE RISE OF
ZIONISM




 

 In the autumn of 1895, Theodor Herzl, the Paris correspondent of the influential Viennese newspaper Neue Freie Presse, called on his friend, the eminent writer Max Nordau. Herzl wanted to hear Nordau’s reaction to his thesis that the Jews of

 Europe were being placed in unprecedented danger by the rise of anti-Semitism. This would produce Jewish activists for Communism,

 he suspected, and further grist for the anti-Semites. Such developments, Herzl believed, would lead to catastrophe, not only

 for the Jews but for Europe as a whole. The only solution was the immediate establishment of a Jewish state and the exodus

 of the persecuted Jews to it.




Herzl was candid with Nordau about the reception that established quarters of European Jewry were giving his ideas. One of

 his friends had suggested that he explain his project to Nordau because Nordau was a psychiatrist. “Schiff says that I’m insane,”

 Herzl said, leaving the obvious question unasked. Nordau, who had written extensively about the decline of European civilization,

 turned to his friend and said, “If you are mad, then I am mad as well. I’m behind you, and you can count on me.”
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Herzl’s recruitment of Nordau began a unique partnership between 

 two of Europe’s leading Jewish intellectuals, combining prophetic genius with pragmatic purpose, which was to found political

 Zionism, the movement that revolutionized modern Jewish history. To these men, Mount Zion in the heart of Jerusalem symbolized

 the reestablishment of a Jewish state in which the scattered Jewish people would reassemble and begin anew its national life.

 Herzl’s Zionism, of course, had many antecedents, from the continuous longings of Jews since ancient times to restore their

 sovereign life in their homeland, to the aspirations for national salvation of Rabbi Yehudah Alkalai in Serbia of the 1840s

 and of Rabbi Zvi Hirsch Kalischer in Prussia in the 1860s, to the yearnings for Jewish redemption of the secularist Moses

 Hess. Hess had begun his quest by inventing Communism, which he instilled in his ungrateful student Karl Marx, only to end

 up discarding it in favor of the idea of a Jewish national home.
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Above all, Herzl’s Zionism was preceded by the Jewish national movement that emerged in Russia in the 1880s under the leadership

 of M. L. Lillienblum and Leo Pinsker. Pinsker’s short but powerful tract, Auto-Emancipation, published in 1882, one year after a wave of pogroms in Russia, touched on most of the major themes that Herzl later developed.

 It galvanized the dormant Jewish national consciousness in a large segment of Russian Jewry, and it made a mass movement of

 the drive toward settlement in Palestine that had begun as a trickle around 1800. Herzl had not read Pinsker before he wrote

 The Jewish State in 1896, but he arrived at the same conclusions independently, much as in the seventeenth century Leibniz and Newton had

 both invented calculus without knowledge of each other’s work. Nor did Herzl know, when he put forth his ideas, that a fertile

 field had already been prepared to receive them in the Jewish communities of Eastern Europe. But he soon became acquainted

 with this movement as his ideas reverberated throughout the Jewish world.




Yet Herzl was unlike any Jewish idealist or dreamer before him. Prompted into action by the spectacle of the anti-Semitic

 Dreyfus trial in Paris in 1894, which he covered as a reporter, Herzl 

 was soon able to offer a concrete program to solve a real problem: a series of practical steps to establish a modern Jewish

 nation-state in Palestine as a haven and a home for the millions of Jews whose life in Europe, Herzl knew, was rapidly drawing

 to a disastrous end. Herzl sought to obtain commitments from the leading powers of the world to support an autonomous Jewish

 settlement in Palestine, to be protected by its own military force. He sought to harness Jewish financial resources around

 the world to this goal, and he founded the Jewish Colonial Trust (today Israel’s Bank Leumi) and the Jewish National Fund

 for the purchase and restoration of the Land of Israel.




It was the political nature of Herzl’s version of the age-old Jewish dream of returning to the land that ignited the imagination

 of millions of Jews and non-Jews around the world. One of the innumerable spirits moved to action by Herzl’s message was my

 grandfather Rabbi Nathan Mileikowsky, who was converted to Zionism as a youth in the 1890s and became one of its foremost

 orators, spreading its message to Jews from Siberia to Minnesota. Later, in 1920, he followed his own exhortations and, sailing

 from Trieste to Jaffa, took his large family to settle in Palestine. I have a photograph of him as a delegate to one of the

 early Zionist Congresses originated by Herzl. The photo is from the congress of 1907, one of the first to be convened after

 Herzl’s premature death. For my grandfather, then a young man of twenty-five, this was the first congress. Not so for Chaim

 Weizmann, who later led the liberal General Zionists and who would become the first president of Israel; nor for the gifted

 author and orator Vladimir Jabotinsky, who later led the Revisionist movement in the campaign for Jewish independence under

 the British Mandate. Over the next three decades these two men were to clash over the destiny and direction of the Zionist

 movement, but in 1907 they were still united on many of the issues. The congress drew not only political activists; Haim Nahman

 Bialik, the great Hebrew poet of modern times, attended the same gathering.




Such was the brilliance and power of Herzl’s idea that within a 

 few years many of the best Jewish writers, scholars, and artists in Europe had dedicated themselves to the cause—winning sympathizers

 in every civilized nation and in every humane government, founding the institutions of the Jewish national government, and

 inspiring the mass resettlement of the barren and broken Jewish homeland.




Initially, Herzl found greater receptiveness among non-Jews than among his own people. He succeeded, for example, in obtaining

 an audience with Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany. (It would perhaps be easier today for a private person from an unimportant

 country to get an audience with the leader of China than it was for a young Jewish journalist to receive an audience with

 the Kaiser a hundred years ago.) Herzl’s secret was that he was the first Jew in modern times to rediscover the art of politics

 and the idea of cohering interests. To the Kaiser he described Zionism as a plan that would not only divert the energy of

 some of Germany’s young radicals but create a Jewish protectorate allied with Germany at the crossroads of the Middle East,

 thus opening a pathway to the East for the Kaiser. (Herzl made the case for German sponsorship of Zionism on the basis of

 political gain for Germany, but the Kaiser was also interested in ridding his realm of some of its “radicals.”) Appealing

 again to self-interest, Herzl was able to secure another unimaginable audience with a world potentate of the day, this time

 with the Ottoman sultan, in Constantinople in May 1901. Invoking the story of Androcles, who removed the incapacitating thorn

 from the lion’s paw, Herzl told the bankrupt sultan: “His Majesty is the lion, perhaps I am Androcles, and perhaps there is

 a thorn that needs pulling out. The thorn, as I see it, is your public debt.” And this thorn Herzl proposed to remove with

 the help of the great Jewish financiers.
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The remarkable speed with which world leaders hastened to give a hearing to Herzl’s unfamiliar, fledgling cause demonstrates

 the success of his approach and the power of his personality. By October 1898, only a year after Zionism had made its debut

 at the First Zionist Congress, he had met with the Kaiser three times.






 The receptivity that the great courts of the day accorded him in no way blinded Herzl to the primacy of winning Jewish adherents

 to Zionism. After Nordau, his greatest conquest among Jewish intellectuals was the celebrated English writer Israel Zangwill,

 who used his talents and influence to spread the creed of Zionism in Britain, which at the time was the foremost world power.

 Yet his most fervent support came not from the comfortable Jewish salons of Central and Western Europe but from the multitudes

 of impoverished Jews in the East—in Poland and Russia. There he found an emerging Jewish intelligentsia that embraced Zionism

 with the enthusiasm of youth, rebelling as they were against the cloistered ghettos in which most of their people still lived.




Herzl began his public campaign when he was thirty-six years old. He died only eight years later, at the age of forty-four.

 But in those brief eight years he wrought a revolution without parallel in the history of nations. Indeed, Herzl’s clairvoyance

 was anything but mad. Within five decades, both the horror and the triumph of his stunning vision had come to pass. The separate

 anti-Semitic fires were collected into one vast conflagration that destroyed the millennia-old Jewish communities of Europe.

 At the same time the Jewish people, again precisely as Herzl foresaw, stood on the threshold of the creation of the State

 of Israel.




Why was international opinion so ready to receive Herzl’s ideas? At the beginning of the twentieth century, the widespread

 support for Zionism in the leading countries of the world was grounded in a view of the Jews that had developed in the wake

 of the European Enlightenment two centuries earlier, a movement that stressed the natural rights and liberties of all mankind.

 Many, though by no means all, of the Enlightenment’s leading thinkers (Voltaire being a conspicuous exception) believed that

 the Jews had been unjustly condemned to suffer an unparalleled deprivation of these rights, with all the misery that this

 deprivation entailed; hence the Jewish people were entitled to be reinstated to a position of dignity and equality among the

 nations.




It was Jean-Jacques Rousseau, the father of so many of the 

 most powerful ideas of the Enlightenment, who put his finger on the uniqueness of the Jewish situation:




The Jews present us with an outstanding spectacle: the laws of Numa, Lycurgus, and Solon are dead; the far more ancient ones

 of Moses are still alive. Athens, Sparta and Rome have perished and their people have vanished from the earth; though destroyed,

 Zion has not lost her children. They mingle with all nations but are not lost among them; they no longer have their leaders,

 yet they are still a nation; they no longer have a country, and yet they are still citizens.
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The solution to the problem of the Jews initially seemed obvious. The Jews would be granted civic and religious equality in

 the societies in which they lived. In America, where a new society was being created according to the principles of Enlightenment,

 Thomas Jefferson wrote with considerable satisfaction that he was “happy in the restoration of the Jews to their social rights.”
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  Similar advances were being made in Europe. The Jewish problem was well on the way to being solved.




Or was it? Rousseau, at once arch-revolutionary and arch-skeptic, also sounded one of the earliest chords of skepticism. After

 the legacy of “tyranny practiced against them,” he was not at all sure the Jews would be allowed or able to partake of the

 new liberties envisioned in the new society, including the most basic one, freedom of speech:




I shall never believe I have seriously heard the arguments of the Jews until they have a free state, schools, and universities

 [of their own], where they can speak and dispute without risk. Only then will we be able to know what they have to say.
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In this, Rousseau was among the first to condition personal freedom on national freedom. Although in our century of dictatorships,

 many have wrongly believed that national freedom can 

 happily exist without individual freedom,
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  Rousseau was hinting here at a contrary idea: that the Jews could never be truly free as individuals unless they possessed

 a free state of their own.




This idea was later developed and modified by the Zionists, who said that the Jews would never be equal unless their persecuted

 members came to live in a state of their own, and that even those who were left behind as fully enfranchised minorities would

 suffer from a sense of inferiority unless they too had somewhere a sovereign homeland that would bolster their sense of identity

 and to which they could choose to go—much as the Irish in America had Ireland, the Italians had Italy, the Chinese had China.




But the fact was, and it was plainly evident to the leading thinkers of the Enlightenment, that the Jews did not have such a homeland to which they could return. As Byron evocatively captured it in his “Hebrew Melodies”:




The wild dove hath her nest


The fox his cave


Mankind their country


Israel but the grave.
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Slowly at first, then with great rapidity, the idea began to take hold that civic equality was necessary but insufficient

 as a remedy for the Jewish problem. Only a Jewish national restoration in the Jewish homeland would produce a satisfactory

 solution. It would restore the Jews to a condition of normalcy not only as a nation but as individuals as well, much as Rousseau

 had intimated. As U.S. President John Adams put it, “I really wish the Jews again in Judea an independent nation, for as I

 believe… once restored to an independent government and no longer persecuted, they would soon wear away some of the asperities

 and peculiarities of their character.”
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  The need of the Jews to be reinstated in Israel was recognized by Napoleon, who apparently understood that extension of citizenship

 to the Jews of France could not substitute for Jewish national restoration. In 1799, when his army was 

 twenty-five miles from Jerusalem, he proclaimed: “Israelites arise! Now is the moment… to claim your political existence as

 a nation among nations!”
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The stream of sympathy for the Jews grew progressively stronger in the nineteenth century. The increasing frequency of Western

 travel to the Holy Land, the emergence of a small but growing movement for Jewish immigration, and the appearance of concrete

 plans for large-scale Jewish settlement of Palestine all contributed to the rapid growth of non-Jewish support for Jewish

 national restoration. Just as the romance of renascent Greek nationalism elicited enthusiastic support from Byron, and just

 as the Italian national revival excited many of the greatest minds in Europe, the prospect of the rebirth of Jewish nationhood

 had a similar effect. British, American, and French writers, journalists, artists, and statesmen all became ardent proponents

 of facilitating the return of the Jews to their desolate homeland.




There was, for example, Lord Shaftesbury, who wrote in 1838 that he was


anxious about the hopes and destinies of the Jewish people. Everything [is] ripe for their return to Palestine…. the inherent

 vitality of the Hebrew race reasserts itself with amazing persistence… but the great revival can take place only in the Holy

 Land.
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In 1840 the British foreign minister, Lord Palmerston, offered protection to the Jews in Palestine and undertook to convince

 the Ottoman sultan that it would be to his advantage if “the Jews who are scattered throughout other countries in Europe and

 Africa should be induced to go and settle in Palestine.”
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  Lord Lindsay, too, wrote in 1847 that the “Jewish race, so wonderfully preserved, may yet have another stage of national

 existence open to them, may once more obtain possession of their native land.”

 

 13

 

  And in 1845, Sir George Gawler, a governor of southern Australia and the founder of the Palestine Colonization Fund, urged:

 “Replenish 

 the farms and fields of Palestine with the energetic people whose warmest affection are rooted in the soil.”
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  British statesmen who declared their support for Jewish national restoration were a “who’s who” of prime ministers and elder

 statesmen, including not only Palmerston and Shaftesbury but Disraeli, Lord Salisbury, and Lord Manchester. In the United

 States, successive presidents made declarations of sympathy for Zionism, including William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, and

 William Howard Taft.

 

 15

 

 




From the nineteenth century on, modern Zionism thus enjoyed long, intimate, and ultimately successful support from powerful

 forces working within the non-Jewish world, support that expressed itself in the literature of the day in passages that are

 hauntingly prophetic of the ideals that would later be espoused by the Zionist movement. In 1876 the great English author

 George Eliot foresaw in these terms the rebirth of Israel in her influential novel of Zionism, Daniel Deronda:


There is a store of wisdom among us to found a new Jewish polity, grand, simple, just, like the old—a republic where there

 is equality of protection, an equality which shone like a star on the forehead of our ancient community, and gave it more

 than the brightness of Western freedom amid the despotisms of the East…. For there will be a community in the van of the East

 which carries the culture and the sympathies of every great nation in its bosom.
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With this humanist stream converged another important current that became ascendant in the last century—that of Christian

 Zionism, a movement that promoted the belief that the spiritual redemption of mankind could occur only if it were preceded

 by the ingathering of the Jewish exiles, as foretold in the Bible. After all, to both Christians and Jews, Zionism was the

 fulfillment of ancient prophecy. “[He] will assemble the outcasts of Israel and gather together the dispersed of Judea from

 the four corners of 

 the earth,” said Isaiah. “He that scattered Israel will gather him,” promised Jeremiah. “For I will take you from among the

 nations and gather you out of all countries and will bring you into your own land,” Ezekiel foretold.
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Christian clergymen’s application of these verses antedates the modern Zionist movement by at least half a century. As early

 as 1814, a New York pastor named John MacDonald published a famous sermon demonstrating the central role that Isaiah had envisioned

 for the new American state in restoring the Jews to their land. “Rise, American ambassadors,” called the pastor, “and prepare

 to carry the tidings of joy and salvation to your Savior’s kinsmen in disgrace…. send their sons and employ their substance

 in his heaven-planned expedition.” In 1821, the missionary Levi Parsons averred: “There exists in the breast of every Jew

 an unconquerable desire to inhabit the land which was given to their Fathers…. Destroy, then, the Ottoman Empire, and nothing

 but a miracle would prevent their immediate return from the four winds of heaven.” And as Jewish settlement of Jerusalem,

 Safed, and Hebron increased, and international interest grew, so the unfolding prophecy became increasingly clear. By 1841,

 a full half-century before the First Zionist Congress, the Mormon leader Orson Hyde could declare: “The idea of the Jews being

 restored to Palestine is gaining ground…. The great wheel is unquestionably in motion, and the word of the Almighty has declared

 that it shall roll.”
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Just in case it did not, some were ready to push the wheel along. In 1844, Warder Cresson became the American consul in Jerusalem

 and hoped to be able to missionize among Palestine’s Jews. Instead, he helped establish a Jewish settlement in Jerusalem’s

 Valley of Refaim, supported by a joint Jewish-Christian society in England. Half a century later, Christian Zionism had gathered

 considerable force. In 1891, after pogroms in Eastern Europe had led to mass Jewish emigration, the American evangelist William

 Eugene Blackstone was able to muster the support of over four hundred prominent Americans—including John D. Rockefeller, 

 J. R. Morgan, and leading congressmen, jurists, and newspaper editors—for a petition to President Benjamin Harrison to work

 for the reinstatement of the Jewish people in their land. “For over seventeen centuries they have patiently waited for such

 a privileged opportunity,” wrote Blackstone. “Let us now restore to them the land of which they were so cruelly despoiled.”
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  So committed was Blackstone to the idea of the return of the Jews to their land that when the possibility of a Jewish national

 home in Africa was being discussed, he sent Herzl a copy of the Old Testament—with the prophetic references to the Jewish

 return to the Land of Israel clearly marked.




The rise of Christian activism coincided with the emergence of an entirely secular phenomenon in the non-Jewish world: a growing

 scientific interest in studying the biblical heritage. Throughout the nineteenth century the novel techniques of archaeology,

 philology, and cryptology were applied successfully in Mesopotamia and elsewhere in the Middle East. But the land of the Bible

 beckoned like no other object of study. Were the biblical accounts historical fact or fiction? Did the places mentioned in

 the text really exist? Where precisely were they located? What could be discovered by excavating them?




The scientific effort to answer these questions was international in scope. It involved ingenious pioneers, each expanding

 on his predecessor’s findings: the American Edward Robinson (surveying in 1837–38 and again in 1845–47), the German Titus

 Tobler (1845–46), the Frenchman H. V Guerin (1852–75), and the Englishman Claude Conder (1872–77). The American archaeologist

 Frederick Jones Bliss, who excavated in Palestine in the 1890s, summed up the pivotal contributions of these pioneers:




The work of these four men shows a logical progression. Robinson established the correct principles of research. Tobler applied

 these more minutely, but over a limited geographical range. Guerin endeavored with the same minuteness to cover 

 the whole field—Judea, Samaria, Galilee

 

 *

 

 —but was subjected to the limitations of an explorer travelling singly and with straitened resources. Conder, heading a survey

 expedition adequately manned and splendidly equipped, was enabled to fill in the numerous topographical lacunae left by his

 predecessors.
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Their ranks were joined by Sir Charles Wilson and Sir Charles Warren (who made important contributions to the archaeology

 of Jerusalem), Charles Clermont-Ganneau (who identified the biblical city of Gezer), and Flinders Petrie (who systematized

 the study of pottery as a means of archaeological dating).




Several European governments encouraged such surveys by their nationals, for under a scientific cover the potential military

 and political benefits of the land might also be explored. No government seized on biblical exploration with greater alacrity

 than Great Britain. On June 22, 1865, under the auspices of Queen Victoria, a distinguished array of British statesmen, scholars,

 and clergymen established the Palestine Exploration Fund (PEF), which was to have a decisive impact on the attitude toward

 Palestine evolving in Britain and elsewhere. It was the PEF that later commissioned many of the above explorers, but undoubtedly

 its most influential project was to dispatch Conder to carry out his monumental survey of western Palestine. Assisted by an

 able team that 

 included the twenty-five-year-old Lieutenant Horatio Herbert Kitchener (later Lord Kitchener, of Khartoum and World War I

 fame), Conder produced the first modern map of the country—from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean, from the consigned

 Lebanon to the Sinai.




The scientific exploration of the land had the important effect of demystifying its place in the international psyche. For

 if Palestine had hitherto been confined to the realm of biblical imagination, now it was made concrete and real again. Jerusalem

 was not in heaven but very much on earth. So were Bethlehem, Nazareth, Hebron, and Jaffa. These places may have become impoverished

 and pitifully underpopulated, but they did not have to remain that way. Studying the land, its climate, and the history of

 its deterioration, many of the researchers concluded that it could be restored to its ancient prosperity—provided that the

 Jews were permitted to return to it. Thus, in 1875 the archaeologist and explorer Sir Charles Warren published The Land of Promise, in which he proposed British colonization of Palestine, “with the avowed intention of gradually introducing the Jew.” To

 Warren it was obvious that the land could support the Jews. Therefore, he believed:




Israel are to return to their own land…. That which is yet to be looked for is the public recognition of the fact, together

 with the restoration, in whole or in part, of Jewish national life, under the protection of some one or more of the Great

 Powers.
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To Claude Conder as well, it was clear that no other people would have the enthusiasm and energy for such a restoration;
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  and it was equally clear that once applied, such energy would bring the land back to life. Thus, for Jew and non-Jew alike,

 scientific exploration made the promise of Zionism tangible and realizable.




This scientific enthusiasm produced practical plans of settlement, such as Sir Laurence Oliphant’s 1879 proposal to settle

 Jews in Gilead on the East Bank of the Jordan, a project that received 

 the support of the British prime minister, the British and French foreign ministers, and the Prince of Wales. In 1898, after

 a century of religious and scientific attention focused on the land, Edwin Sherwin Wallace, the U.S. consul in Palestine,

 captured the growing international mood:




Israel needs a home, a land he can call his own, a city where he can work out his salvation. He has none of these now. His

 present home is among strangers…. the lands in which he lives are not his own…. Israel’s hope of a homeland is possible of realization,

 but it will be realized only in Palestine.




He concluded:


My own belief is that the time is not far distant when Palestine will be in the hands of a people who will restore it to its

 former condition of productiveness. The land is waiting, the people are ready to come, and will come as soon as protection

 of life and property is assured.
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The writings, philanthropic activities, exhortations, and explorations of non-Jewish Zionists, British and American, secular

 and religious, directly influenced the thinking of such pivotal statesmen as David Lloyd George, Arthur Balfour, and Woodrow

 Wilson at the beginning of the century. These were all broadly educated men, and they were intimately familiar with the decline

 of Palestine and the agonized history of the Jews. “My anxiety,” wrote Balfour, “is simply to find some means by which the

 present dreadful state of so large a proportion of the Jewish race… may be brought to an end.”
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  Thus, it was the non-Jewish Zionism of Western statesmen that aided Jewish Zionism in achieving the rebirth of Israel.




But still another factor was even more important than biblical heritage, the scientific rediscovery of the land, and the awareness

 of Jewish suffering in persuading these leaders of the justice of 

 Zionism. The men of Versailles were first and foremost political thinkers, and it was primarily from prevailing political conceptions of national rights and the question of self-determination

 that they addressed the problem of the Jewish restoration, just as they approached the problem of other national claims within

 this framework. It was in these terms that the Jewish Zionists were able to appeal to them successfully.




Indeed, the leaders of Zionism from Herzl onward formed a ready partnership with the leading statesmen of the day.(That partnership

 in some cases developed out of earlier ties; well before becoming prime minister of the British Empire, Lloyd George had served

 as Herzl’s lawyer, representing the Zionist movement in Britain, and he had drawn up its proposal to build a British protectorate.)

 

 25

 

  Herzl, Nordau, and their followers understood that if Zionism were to succeed in its extraordinary task of ingathering a

 nation scattered in a hundred lands to a dusty corner at the edge of Asia, it had to have broad international support, and

 it had to muster and deepen the widely held conviction of the historical justice and the political necessity of this remarkable

 undertaking. The Jews, the Zionists said, must have a state of their own in Palestine, and the world’s leaders agreed, even

 though they knew that such attempted re-creation of a state was unprecedented. Furthermore, they knew the effort might come

 into conflict with the possible interests of the local population, which might make a political claim to that same land. Yet

 at the beginning of the century, public opinion unhesitatingly adjudicated in favor of the Jews.




Why was this so? The Arabs now assert that at the time of Versailles, the Jews had no political rights over the land, that

 these developed upon the Arabs then inhabiting it—and that therefore the original sin in favor of Zionism was committed by

 the international community not in 1948 (the year of Israel’s founding) or in 1967 (the year Israel gained control over Judea,

 Samaria, and Gaza) but in 1917, when the British government endorsed the 

 Balfour Declaration promising the Jews a national home in Palestine.




Yet clearly the leaders of the international community of the day viewed things differently. They believed the Jewish people

 enjoyed a unique historical and political right to the land, one that took precedence over any potential claim by the local

 residents in that small backwater of the recently defunct Ottoman Empire.




What were the sources of the widespread recognition of the Jewish people’s historical rights to the Holy Land? To answer this

 question, we must first examine the nature of such historical rights generally.




There are those who believe that a theoretical discussion of the rights of nations is meaningless, and that in practice the

 configuration of states is a product of many competing forces that ultimately settle themselves by means of a simple rule:

 The more powerful prevails. This may be true if the question is raised in purely empirical and not in moral terms. If might

 makes right, then the last conqueror is always right. Israel, by this definition, is therefore the rightful and undisputed

 sovereign in the land. But this is clearly not the criterion with which to address the Jewish national restoration. If, as

 Winston Churchill said in 1922, “The Jews are in Palestine by right, not sufferance,”
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  then it is crucial to understand the moral basis of the Jewish state.




In the case of the Jewish national claim, the central issue is this: Does a people that has lost its land many centuries ago

 retain the right to reclaim that land after many generations have passed? And can this right be retained if during the intervening

 years a new people has come to occupy the land? Advocates of the Arab case commonly present these questions, and they answer

 both of them in the negative. Further, they add, if the Jews have a historical “quarrel” with anyone, it is not with the Arabs

 but with the Romans, who expelled them from their land in the first place. By the time the Arabs came, the Jews were gone.




These arguments, forcefully and clearly presented by the Arab 

 side, are seldom challenged by the Jews and their supporters, but they deserve to be addressed. Most people have some familiarity

 with the first millennium of Jewish history, the period described in the Bible: how the Hebrew slaves of Egypt were transformed

 into a nation by their flight to freedom and their adoption of the Law of Moses, and how they returned under Joshua to build

 their national home in the land of their fathers. Fused into a unified state by David in 1000 B.C.E.,

 

 *

 

  they subsequently pursued their unique quest for political and religious independence against a succession of empires. The

 biblical historical account ends shortly after the restoration of Jewish autonomy under the Persian king Cyrus (“the Persian

 Balfour”) in 538 B.C.E. Alexander the Great, who took over the land from the Persians, did not grant the Jews sovereignty, but in 167 B.C.E., under the Hasmoneans, they successfully revolted against his successors, only to lose their independence once more to Rome

 in 63 B.C.E.
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  Yet while the Jews were subjugated for considerable parts of this first millennium and a half of their history and even experienced

 exile (the deportation of the northern ten tribes by the Assyrians in the eighth century B.C.E., and the Babylonian Exile in the sixth), they responded by driving their national roots deeper into the soil.




How, then, were the Jews finally forced off the land? The most prevalent assumption is that the Jewish people’s state of homelessness

 was owed solely to the Romans. It is generally believed that the Romans, who had conquered Palestine and destroyed Jewish

 sovereignty, then took away the country from the Jews and tossed them into an exile that lasted until our own century. However

 common this view, it is inaccurate. It is true that the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. was a highly important factor in the ultimate decline of Jewish power and presence in Palestine. But it was not the exclusive

 factor; nor did it depopulate the country of its Jewish inhabitants. Therefore, the common refrain about “two thousand years

 of exile,” uncritically repeated by many Jews 

 and non-Jews alike, is misleading. The Diaspora did not begin with the Roman destruction of Jerusalem—vibrant Jewish communities

 in Alexandria, Babylon, and elsewhere had antedated the Roman conquest by centuries. Nor did the Romans end Jewish national

 life in Palestine. That did not come until many centuries later. Thus in 135 C.E., sixty-five years after the razing of Jerusalem, the Jews under Bar Kochba revolted once more against Rome, “until the whole

 earth seemed to have been stirred up over the matter,” according to the third-century Greek historian Dio Cassius.
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Although this three-year Jewish revolt against Rome was also brutally crushed, the country remained primarily Jewish, and

 shortly thereafter the Jews were granted a considerable measure of autonomous power, an authority that was recognized by Rome

 and later by Byzantium. In 212 C.E., when the Roman emperor Caracalla bestowed Roman citizenship on most subjects of the empire, he denied that privilege to those

 who lacked a country of their own. The Jews were granted Roman citizenship, because they were recognized as a people with

 their own country.
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  This is not to say that they did not continue to rebel, attempting to expel Rome yet again in 351. And it should be noted,

 too, that the great Jewish legal works of the Mishna and the Jerusalem Talmud were composed in Palestine during the centuries

 of Roman and Byzantine domination, reflecting the dynamic Jewish intellectual life that persisted there even in the face of

 occupation. In 614 the Jews were, incredibly, still fighting for independence, raising an army that joined the Persians in

 seizing Jerusalem and ousting the Byzantines from Palestine. The size and vitality of the Jewish population at the beginning

 of the seventh century may be judged by the fact that in the siege of Tyre alone, the Jews contributed more than twenty thousand

 fighters.
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But in 636, after a brief return of the Byzantines under Her-aclius, the Arabs burst into the land—after having destroyed

 the large and prosperous Jewish populations of the Arabian Peninsula 

 root and branch. The rule of the Byzantines had been harsh for the Jews, but it was under the Arabs that the Jews were finally

 reduced to an insignificant minority and ceased to be a national force of any consequence in their own land. The Jews initially

 vested their hopes in the “Ishmaelite conquerors” as they called them in contemporary sources, but within a few years these

 hopes were dashed as Arab policy became clear. Unlike previous conquerors, the Arabs poured in a steady stream of colonists,

 often composed of military battalions and their families, with the intention of permanently Arabizing the land. In order to

 execute this policy of armed settlement, the Arabs relied on the regular expropriation of land, houses, and Jewish labor.

 In combination with the turmoil introduced into the land by the Arab conquest, these policies finally succeeded in doing what

 the might of Rome had not achieved: the uprooting of the Jewish farmer from his soil.
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 Thus it was not the Jews who usurped the land from the Arabs, but the Arabs who usurped the land from the Jews.


Why is this important? After all, more than twelve hundred years have passed since this change occurred. Nations come and

 go, and history moves on. Even if it was the Arabs who finished off the Jewish presence in Palestine, what of it? They conquered

 the land, and it has become theirs.




In many ways the argument between Jews and Arabs over their respective historic rights to a national home resembles an argument

 over the rights of an individual owner to his house. If the original owner is tossed out of his home but never relinquishes

 his right to return and reoccupy the premises, he may press his claim. But suppose a new occupant has fixed up the place and

 made a home of it while the original claimant is still around but prevented from pressing his claim? In such a case, even

 if the new occupant has resided there for a considerable period of time and improved the premises, his claim to the place

 is considered inferior to that of the original owner. Yet if in the meantime no one has set up house and the place has become a shambles, there can be no rival 

 claim, and the original owner is clearly entitled to have his property returned to him.




The two crucial questions to ask about the conflicting Jewish and Arab historical claims to the land are therefore these:

 First, did the Jews sustain their claim to the land over the centuries? Second, did the Arabs create a unique national claim

 to the land after the Jews departed?




Clearly, conquest alone does not endow a conqueror with national rights to a particular land. It is the emergence of a separate,

 distinct people with continuous ties to a defined territory that is at the heart of all national territorial claims. This

 is the basis of the Jewish claim. And this is why the Arabs, in their efforts to overturn it, are now careful to assert that

 centuries ago a separate and distinct Arab nation was created in Palestine—the “Palestinians.”




Unlike civil disputes over property rights between individuals, the passage of time alone does not necessarily resolve claims

 to the ownership of a national home, as we are seeing in the current resurfacing in Eastern Europe of national conflicts going

 back hundreds of years. Consider the case of the Arabs’ subjugation of Spain in their great expansion. The Arabs conquered

 Spain in the year 711 and held most of it for centuries. The Spaniards retained only a tiny patch of the mountains in the

 north, and the entire composition of the country was transformed. The Christians became a minority, the Moslems a majority.

 By the time the Spaniards began their slow and painful reconquest, Spain had become a different country socially and politically.

 Seville and Cordova were recovered by the Spaniards after five centuries of Arab rule; the Kingdom of Granada after eight.

 Yet despite the enormous span of time between the Arab conquest and the restoration of Spanish sovereignty, Spain never ceased

 to be the Spaniards’ homeland—notwithstanding Moorish Arab attachment to the land and the creation of an impressive Arab civilization

 there. This is an important reason why no one seriously suggests that the 

 Spaniards who rolled back the Arab tide that had swept over their land committed a “historic wrong.”




What the Spaniards achieved after eight centuries, the Jews achieved after twelve—but the principle is identical. More important

 are the differences in the manner and circumstances in which the two national restorations were accomplished. The Spaniards

 reconquered their land with fire and blood; the Jews embarked on a peaceful resettlement, resorting to arms only in self-defense.

 The Spaniards battled against a Moorish nation that had built one of the great intellectual and cultural centers of mankind

 there, and they regained a land that had largely been cultivated. What the Jews found when they returned to Palestine was

 a ruined land, largely unpopulated.




What is common in the cases of Spain and Israel is the continued existence of the people whose country had been conquered, and the persistent aspirations of that people to be

 reestablished in its national home. The Spaniards, to be sure, retained a corner of their country from which they could begin their restoration, but this merely

 facilitated the task; it did not create their basic right of recovery.




Against the accepted reasons for Jewish restoration such as these, some sympathizers of the Arabs tried to invent arguments

 to weaken the Jewish case. The British historian Arnold Toynbee, for example, who resented the Jewish people for not behaving

 according to his iron laws of history (“fossils,” he believed, do not come back to life), argued that a statute of limitations

 should be imposed on national claims, just as in civil disputes. If the Arabs were to recover Palestine from the Jews within,

 say, fifty years of Israel’s establishment, that would be a legitimate reconquest. But if the Jews had taken the land from

 the Arabs after a longer period, that could not be considered legitimate. While applicable in certain civil cases, statutes

 of limitations are woefully unsuited for these kinds of national claims. Toynbee’s toying with numbers aside, the mere passage

 of time cannot render a national claim obsolete. 

 If the claim is historically laid, it disappears only with the disappearance of the claimant.

 

 *
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Here, indeed, is where the case of the Jews differs from that of all other nations. Dispersed for more than a thousand years,

 they refused to disappear. History is replete with examples of nations that have succumbed to forced dispersion. But in all

 other cases of exile, the displaced peoples were assimilated over time into other nations, or occupied a new land for themselves

 that then became their national home. The Jews refused to do either. As individuals, some Jews have assimilated (a process

 much in evidence in the West today). But as a collective body, the Jews rejected this course. They also rejected the notion

 of establishing an independent Jewish polity anywhere other than in their historical home. When this idea was offered to them

 in modern times, they refused Birobidzhan, Argentina, Uganda, even Manchuria as possible alternatives to a permanent Jewish

 homeland, and insisted on returning to the Land of Israel. In 1903, in the wake of the Kishinev pogrom in Russia, the Zionist

 movement faced a schism over the question of whether to consider even a temporary home in British East Africa in order to

 save the lives of Eastern Europe’s Jews. The controversial “Uganda Plan” was later abandoned when the Eastern European Jewish

 leadership refused even to consider the option, insisting on the Land of Israel as the only possible Jewish home. Perhaps

 in retrospect one can appreciate Herzl’s rationalist 

 view that a haven, any haven, was needed to save millions of European Jews. But the Jewish people’s attachment to the Jewish

 land was more powerful, and only its force could ultimately harness the Jewish masses to concerted political action. Herzl

 tried in vain to explain that he viewed Uganda as a mere way station, not as the final destination for the Jewish people,

 which could only be the Land of Israel. When Vladimir Jabotinsky voted against Uganda, he admitted that he did not know why.

 It was “one of those ‘simple’ things which counterbalance thousands of arguments.”
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My own grandfather, Rabbi Nathan Mileikowsky, was more explicit in explaining why as a young man he resolutely opposed and

 finally helped defeat the Uganda Plan at the Zionist Congress of 1905. Twenty-five years later, after the relationship between

 Britain and Zionism had soured, my father asked him if the opposition to Uganda had derived from the belief that the project

 was impractical and that the British would not see it through. He clearly remembers my grandfather’s reply:




On the contrary. We believed that the British would be faithful to their word. In those days England enjoyed a great reputation

 among the Jews. But it was precisely because we believed that the project could be carried out that we were all the more opposed to it. For so many centuries the Jewish people had made so many sacrifices

 for this land, had shed their blood for it, had prayed for a thousand years to return to it, had tied their most intimate

 hopes to its revival—we considered it inconceivable that we would now betray the generations of Jews who had fought and died

 for this end. It would have been a terrible moral and emotional collapse. It would have rendered the whole of Jewish history

 meaningless. We had to oppose it.




Indeed, throughout the centuries, the Jews kept alive the hope of Return to their old homeland. This desire was no mere sentimental

 impulse, soon to be discarded. Indeed, rather than diminishing 

 with the passage of time, it got stronger. It contained the essence of Jewish peoplehood, the memory of the Jews’ unique history

 and struggle, and their desire to rebuild their national and spiritual life in their ancient land now occupied by foreign

 conquerors—not merely because it was the land of their forefathers but because it was the irreplaceable crucible in which

 their identity and faith had been forged and could be reforged anew after centuries of formless, helpless wandering.




It is impossible to exaggerate the importance of the idea of the Return in Jewish history and its centrality to the rise of

 Israel. Yet the fashionable ahistoricism prevalent today assumes that the Holocaust was the main force that propelled Jewish

 statehood. Undeniably, the Holocaust was a pivotal event not only in Jewish history but in all history. Undeniably, too, it

 moved many to sympathize with the suffering of the Jews. But it was the ultimate act of destruction, wiping out the millions

 of Jews whose hearts had been set on Zion, almost obliterating the human basis for a durable Jewish state. It was the culmination

 of the tragic—and to the founding Zionists, predictable—trajectory of ever-growing calamities of pogrom and expulsion that

 had afflicted the Jews of England in the 1290s, the Jews of France in the 1390s, the Jews of Spain in the 1490s, the Jews

 of the Ukraine in the 1640s, the Jews of Russia in the 1880s.




Without the idea of the Return, the Holocaust could have elicited a horrified sympathy but not much more. The addition of

 millions of Jewish corpses could have spelled only the final death blow to the Jewish people. Had this destruction not been

 preceded by a millennial yearning for Return and restoration, by a century of Zionist activists, and by the Jews’ tremendous

 efforts to rebuild and revive a desolate land, the State of Israel would never have come into being. The Jewish remnants would

 have been scattered even farther afield, and denied a vital center, the Jewish people would have declined into irrelevance

 and oblivion.




The idea of the Return is therefore an integral part of the secret 

 of Jewish longevity. It was the driving force in the rebirth of Israel, and it is the key to Israel’s future. This dream was

 preserved intact from antiquity into modern times through the unique nature of Judaism itself. Westerners often assume that

 Judaism, like Christianity, is only a faith and is therefore lacking in national consciousness. But from its genesis, Judaism

 comprised both nation and religion, and while it readily accepted converts, such converts not only joined the faith but became

 “naturalized citizens” of the Jewish nation as well. (As Ruth, one of the most famous converts, tells Naomi: “Your people

 will be my people.”)




In the Jews’ dispersion, the dual nature of Judaism assumed vital importance. Stripped of their homeland, their government,

 and their language and dispersed into myriad communities, the Jewish religion became the primary vehicle by which the Jews

 maintained their national identity and aspirations. Into this vessel they poured their dreams of Return and ingathering in

 the Land of Israel. The Jewish religion—with its cycle of bitter fast days mourning the destruction of Jerusalem, its thrice-daily

 supplications to “gather up the exiles from the four corners of the earth,” and its smashing of the glass at every joyous

 occasion “lest I forget thee, O Jerusalem”—became the repository for their memory of an inspiring past and a hope for a better

 future in their ancestral home.
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This concrete attachment of a particular people to a particular place distinguishes Judaism from all other religions. Catholics,

 for example, do not pray, “Next year in the Vatican.” In other religions, pilgrimages are periodic journeys to holy sites

 where the faithful can achieve a heightened sense of communion with God. But when in a hundred different lands, century after

 century, Jews prayed, “Next year in Jerusalem,” they meant something entirely different: not merely an individual’s desire

 to return to a holy site for prayer, but the wish of an entire people to return and rebuild its life in its own national home,

 of which Jerusalem was the heart.
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  This powerful longing was so unique that it was sometimes dismissed as the pitiful gasp of a dying race. It was nothing 

 of the kind. The persistent yearning to return was an expression of the very life force of the Jewish people, the idea that

 held it together, a distilled defiance of its historical fate.




The final undermining of the Jewish presence in the Land of Israel was followed by an unbroken centuries-long tradition of

 intellectual and popular longing for restoration of Jewish sovereignty, most frequently evoked in religious themes. Pick a

 century at random, and you will find not only wide expression of this Jewish yearning among the common people but moving poetic

 and philosophic longings penned by virtually every leading man of genius. Thus in the tenth century, the Jewish philosopher

 Saadia Gaon:




May it be your will, O Lord our God, that this era may mark the end of the dispersion for your people the House of Israel,

 and the time for the termination of our exile and our mourning.
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In the twelfth century, the great Jewish poet Yehuda Halevi, writing of Jerusalem, in Hebrew, from Spain:


O great King’s city, mountain blessed!


My soul is yearning unto thee


From the furthest West.


And who shall grant me, on the wings of eagles,


To rise and seek you through the years,


Until I mingle with your dust beloved


The waters of my tears?
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Later in the same century, the philosopher Moses Maimonides declared that the return to Israel was the only hope of an end

 to Jewish suffering at the hands of the Arabs, of whom he writes that “Never did a nation molest, degrade, debase, and hate

 us as much as they.” But he promises,






 The future redeemer of our people will… gather our nation, assemble our exiles, [and] redeem us from our degradation.
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In the thirteenth century, the scholar Nahmanides went further, ruling that the return to live in the Land of Israel was an

 obligation morally binding on every Jew
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 —a stricture he would dutifully fulfill by coming to the land and helping to rebuild the Jewish community there that had been

 nearly annihilated during the Crusades.




By the sixteenth century, the idea of a Christian-Jewish alliance taking the land back from the Moslems elicited enthusiasm

 from many Jews in Italy and some of the Marranos (Christians of Jewish descent) of Portugal.
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  Jewish exiles from Spain rebuilt the Jewish quarter in Hebron, and the Portuguese Jew Don Joseph Nasi rebuilt the city of

 Tiberias with the permission of the sultan. This wave of return also sparked an unprecedented intellectual and cultural revival

 in the Galilee city of Safed, which drew between ten thousand and twenty thousand Jewish immigrants by the end of the century.

 The renowned Rabbi Yehuda Leowe of Prague, known as the Maharal, was no less clear that full-scale Return would have to come:




Exile is a change and departure from the natural order, whereby the Lord situated every nation in the place best suited it…. The

 place [the Jews] deserved according to the order of existence was to be independent in the Land of Israel.
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In the seventeenth century among the Jews of Poland, large-scale preparations for the Return began (and a few years later

 abruptly ended) with the rise and fall of the would-be Jewish “messiah” Shabtai Zevi. Despite this disappointment, the Gaon

 of Vilna and the Ba’al Shem Tov, the foremost leaders of eighteenth-century European Jewry, both inspired their students to

 organize groups to come and settle in the land. One of the Gaon of Vilna’s 

 students described the great sage’s insistence that his pupils personally take up the responsibility of realizing the Return:




Who is greater among us in all the recent generations than our teacher, the Gaon of Vilna, who with his impassioned words

 urged his students to go up to the Land of Israel and to work to ingather the exiles, and who frequently exhorted his students

 to speed the end of the exile, [and] to bring the redemption closer by means of settling the Land of Israel. Almost every

 day he would tell us with trembling emotion, that “in Zion and Jerusalem the remnants will see salvation,” and that we should

 not miss it. Who can describe in words the concern of our teacher when he told us these things in his exalted spirit and with

 tears in his eyes….

 

 42

 

 




Indeed, when the Zionist pioneers began arriving in the Land toward the end of the nineteenth century, they found the small

 communities, built by the disciples of these great religious figures and by other Jews already on the Land, in Jerusalem comprising

 the majority of the city’s inhabitants.




Thus, in spurts and trickles, sometimes even in streams, Jews went back to their land throughout the centuries. Some walked

 the plains of Russia and, after pausing in Damascus or Beirut, entered Palestine from the north. Others sailed a pirate-infested

 Mediterranean and landed in Jaffa. Once there, they joined the Jews of Hebron, Safed, or Jerusalem who down the ages had kept

 an uninterrupted vigil over a ruined land. As a consequence, there was no period during which the land was devoid of Jews.

 (In the villages of Peki’in and Shefar’am in the Galilee, Jews have lived continuously from ancient times until the present.)
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But a truly large-scale return was not possible until the emergence of modern Zionism in the second half of the nineteenth

 century, when the traditional longing for Zion on the part of the Jewish multitudes and the scholars of the exile first found

 practical political expression. Such works as Moses Hess’s Rome and Jerusalem (1862) and Leo Pinsker’s Auto-Emancipation (1882) were able to build on ancient feelings to contribute to a belief in the possibility of contemporary action. In the

 wake of the great anti-Jewish pogroms in Russia in 1881, these longings were quickly translated into an emotional proto-Zionist

 movement for the settlement of Palestine called Hovevei Zion, the “Lovers of Zion,” which in turn fostered the first large-scale

 immigration to Palestine.




It was these towering ideas, emotions, and traditions that set the stage for the appearance of political Zionism a hundred

 years ago, when the next to last of the series of empires that had occupied the land began collapsing of its own weight. It

 was then that men of vision like Theodor Herzl and Max Nordau emerged, foreseeing the historic opportunity presented by the

 Ottoman Empire’s decline. In addition to offering a concrete political solution—namely, the founding of a Jewish state—Herzl

 also established the institutions, such as the World Zionist Organization and the successive Zionist Congresses, beginning

 in 1897, that were to put his plan into action.
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