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From the Editors

Dear Colleagues,

The love affair with homeland is the central drama of the Tanakh.
Pursuing it requires the blind devotion of Abraham, fulfilling it takes
the turbo-virility of Joshua, and mourning it taxes the shrill voices

of the prophets. Acquisition and loss of the land contribute to the
people’s collective neurosis. In the absence of its soil, covenant, temple,
and redemption are impossible. Seemingly, there can be no people

of Israel without the land of Israel, no Judeans without the place of
Judah. Yet the destruction of the Northern Kingdom of Israel by the
Assyrian Empire does not undo Israel as a people; Babylonian exile
prompts the collation of traditions as Scripture; and the Temple’s
final destruction by Rome transforms Judeans into wandering Jews.
Most of Jewish culture—characterized in different ways by reflection
on this history—transpires outside of a homeland. Land becomes
image, reference, and memory, without need of coordinates.

Of all the changes introduced by early Zionism, the relationship
to land was perhaps the most dramatic. Prominent Zionist thinkers
recast the sacred place that oriented Jewish prayer as national territory
and interpreted Tanakh as an authorizing charter. In the absence of a
tradition of Jewish cartography, biblical itineraries were projected on
the landscape until, in 1921, the British imperial map set the limits of
the Jewish conception of the modern land of Israel. The map became
fully realized as national ground and occupied territory in 1967.

American sponsored Israeli-Palestinian peace talks, Israeli
settler land grabs, and Palestinian protest contribute to the renewed
urgency surrounding the question of Jewish territoriality. Answering
the question with depth requires a look back at classical Hebrew
writings and Jewish homes in lands not construed as homeland, as
well as a look forward to future solutions such as two states, one state,
federation, or regionalism. In this day and age, most answers meet
with immediate opposition in a polarized field of discourse. Although
not as yet evident, Jewish culture with its fierce dialectical tradition
should be particularly able to accommodate such charged discussions.

In order to locate this discussion squarely in a Jewish context, this
issue juxtaposes traditional texts and contemporary controversies.
Nationalist and religious commitments to land are further
bound up with economic factors. For example, Jewish settlers in the
West Bank have been encroaching upon and seizing water springs.
These localized actions cohere with the broader state agenda of
controlling the significant water resources of the Mountain Aquifer,
which runs through the West Bank. Along with the redistribution
of resources, the occupation and conflict have driven up real estate
prices throughout the contested land. How land functions as
commodity and real estate is never far from its symbolic valuation.
Often lost in the overlay of national, religious, and economic
claims, territory is also earth, necessary to sustain human life. At
current rates of exploitation, scientists wonder how much longer
the land can support human health and sustenance. An apocalyptic
rhetoric sometimes accompanies the call for change. Like the prophets
before them, ecologists envision extinction and transformation
happening at the same place. They stress the basic and most vital
features of the land as a source of food and stability and suggest
that this perspective can connect people across national, religious,
and even real estate borders. If the residents of a region recognize
themselves as exercising collective power, then they might be able
to preserve local control of resources and halt rapid privatization
or militarization of their land. Treating the land as material rather
than symbolic may have the power to realign national borders and
challenge the increasing multinational corporate possession of land.

Matti Bunzl
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Rachel Havrelock
University of Illinois at Chicago
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From the President

Dear Colleagues,

Iam honored to serve as the eighteenth president of the Association
for Jewish Studies.

At the annual meeting, in December, I spoke of three major goals
for the years ahead: (1) to collect data on the state of Jewish Studies in
North America; (2) to improve our financial condition through an
endowment; and (3) to work with the Jewish Book Council to improve
the state of scholarly publishing in our field. We have made progress on
all three fronts since then. Since the first will require cooperation from
all of our members, let me explain its significance.

As the professional organization in the field of Jewish Studies, we
receive numerous inquiries concerning the state of the field and its
future course. Some of them are easy to answer: as of this writing,
for example, we have 1,950 individual members and 61 institutional
members. We know of some 230 programs in Jewish Studies across
North America. But when we are asked about what courses in Jewish
Studies attract the most students, or what areas of the field are most
popular, or where young scholars are being trained, or about current
publishing trends, and especially when we are asked how many new
and replacement positions in Jewish Studies can be expected in the
years ahead, we have little hard data and need to speak more from
anecdote. Those who contact us are invariably disappointed.

Back in 1966, Arnold J. Band, later the third president of AJS,
published in the American Jewish Year Book an illuminating study of
“Jewish Studies in American Liberal-Arts Colleges and Universities”
(available online at www.ajcarchives.org/AJC_DATA/Files/1966 3
SpecialArticles.pdf). The study, based on an extensive questionnaire,
listed all known departments offering Judaic Studies courses in some
form or other as well as the field’s full-time faculty. It showed an
increase in Jewish Studies positions from twelve in 1945 to over sixty
full-time positions in 1965, all of them held by men, and estimated that
perhaps as many as ten thousand students were enrolled in Jewish
Studies classes—almost all of them Jews. Looking ahead, Band
concluded, albeit tentatively, that “we are on the threshold of a new
and promising period in Jewish scholarship in America which merits
careful attention and cautious, continual reassessment.” His survey,
which was extensively cited, actually helped to make that prophecy
come true.

Almost twenty-five years later, in an article published in Sh’ma in
1989, Band looked back at the state of the field, and noted three critical
changes: “the total of 60 positions. .. would have to be multiplied by
about 10 today,” “the obvious absence of women in 1966 has been
happily rectified,” and doubts concerning the field’s future had
dissipated. “Jewish Studies,” he concluded, “are now firmly established
and seen as part of the establishment.”

Three years after that, in 1992, AJS published a full-scale
catalogue, edited by Elizabeth Vernon, of Jewish Studies Courses at
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American and Canadian Universities (this is now a rare book; you can
procure a copy at Amazon.com for $216). It found 104 endowed
academic positions in the field, 410 institutions where Jewish Studies
courses were taught (excluding those offered by seminaries), and over
4,000 courses being offered.

Since then, a full-scale history of Jewish Studies in the United
States has appeared: Paul Ritterband and Harold S. Wechsler’s Jewish
Learning in American Universities: The First Century (1994). In addition,
selected surveys of AJS members have periodically been conducted,
most recently, “The 2008 Association for Jewish Studies Membership
Survey,” by Steven M. Cohen and Judith Veinstein for the Jewish
Policy Archive (available at www.bjpa.org/Publications/downloadFile
.cfm?FileID=5402), completed just before the economic downturn.
Many critical questions nevertheless remain unanswered, particularly
those pertaining to enrollments, future vacancies, the state of the field
in the wake of the economic downturn, and the general shift away
from the humanities. Almost half a century after Arnold Band’s survey;,
we actually know a lot less about the field of Jewish Studies overall
than we knew back in 1966.

To remedy this, AJS plans to conduct a comprehensive survey of
our members in the late summer. The American Academy for Jewish
Research has generously provided funds to help defray the costs of
this survey and Steven M. Cohen has graciously agreed to conduct
the survey on a pro bono basis. Deborah Dash Moore is chairing a
committee that includes Judith Baskin, Harold Wechsler, Jack
Wertheimer, Rona Sheramy, and myself to help plan, oversee, interpret,
and disseminate the survey instrument. If all goes well, we will report
our findings at the December annual meeting.

For our survey to succeed, all of our members will need to take
time to fill it in. Ours will be as much a census as a survey: the goal is to
produce a thorough portrait of Jewish Studies in North America, and a
snapshot of Jewish Studies in Europe and Israel, where we also have a
small but meaningful membership base. We want that portrait to be as
complete and accurate as possible. To be sure, “survey fatigue” plagues
many sectors of our community these days, and for understandable
reasons. Nevertheless, we ask you to make the AJS survey a high
priority. The results should redound to our collective benefit, revealing
where the field of Jewish Studies stands, how far we have come, and
what we need to do to move forward.

Many thanks in advance for your help!

Jonathan D. Sarna
Brandeis University



From the Executive Director

Dear Colleagues,

Not too long ago, I received a call from a long-time member. She had
been on our website and noticed a slight change to AJS’s mission
statement (www.ajsnet.org/mission.htm). The change, she observed,
was not radical, but significant nonetheless. Whereas our former
mission statement read

AJS’s primary mission is to promote, facilitate, and improve
teaching and research in Jewish Studies at colleges, universities,
and other institutions of higher learning,

the revised mission statement, approved by AJS’s Board of Directors
at its meeting this past December, added a new dimension:

AJS’s mission is to advance research and teaching in Jewish
Studies at colleges, universities, and other institutions of higher
learning, and to foster greater understanding of Jewish Studies
scholarship among the wider public.

AJS, officially, now concerned itself with “the wider public,” and
this member was concerned that “public” was code for the Jewish
community, a not too uncommon assumption whenever AJS uses
the language of “wider audience” or “community.” Did this change to
the mission statement represent AJS turning inward, rather than
broadening its scope?

I was very glad this member called. It reminded me that the optics
of an organization’s actions or language can be seen very differently by
those not involved in the lengthy discussions around them, unless such
actions and language are explained clearly and immediately. And so, for
this member and the rest of the AJS membership, I'd like to offer some
background regarding the subtle but no less significant change to our
mission statement.

AsT've written about in an earlier column, AJS completed a
strategic planning process in June of 2013. Among its many parts, this
project involved analysis of AJS’s mission statement to make sure it
still reflected current needs in the world of higher education and
in the professional lives of our members. Indeed, there are some
organizations that simply outgrow their mission—think of the March
of Dimes, which was set up to cure polio! After conducting numerous
interviews and focus groups, our planning consultant and committee
concurred: the need still existed for AJS to serve the field of Jewish
Studies and “serious scholars” working inside and outside of academia,
in North America and abroad. We did not have to radically redefine
who we are and what we do, although given dramatic changes in the
world of higher education and the academic job market, we did need
to rethink how we serve our members and the field.

Where there was less consensus was on AJS’s role in the Jewish
community and among the general public, a topic that came up
frequently in the planning process. AJS’s relationship to the Jewish
community has always been a complicated one, with members holding
widely divergent views on how this relationship should be navigated.

On the one hand, the Jewish community has been a critical supporter
of innumerable Jewish Studies programs and endowed chairs, and
Jewish students have been a natural and important constituency for
Jewish Studies courses. On the other hand, AJS and the field of Jewish
Studies are academic entities, with scholarly—not communal—
standards, objectives, and criteria to uphold.

The question of AJS’s relationship to the general public has been
less fraught, although not simple. Would trying to bring Jewish Studies
to wider audiences somehow dilute the seriousness of AJS’s work, and
thereby its value to the community of scholars? And yet, AJS’s ventures
into the public arena over the past few years had been widely praised,
both by the communities they reached and the scholars involved.

AJS’s Legacy Heritage Jewish Studies Project, supported by the Legacy
Heritage Foundation and now in its last year, has connected the work
of Jewish Studies professors to nonacademic audiences in small to mid-
sized cities, places that lacked the major Jewish cultural institutions
of a New York, Los Angeles, or Boston. This program has been wildly
successful by all accounts, giving interested and engaged audiences
the chance to learn about Jewish Studies scholarship, and scholars the
chance to broaden the reach of their work and programs. AJS’s
Distinguished Lectureship Program, now in its second year, has also
helped to make the work of our members more accessible, sending
accomplished scholars to assorted venues to share their research.
Scholars, in general, want people to hear about their work and find it
meaningful and enriching. Was this something, then, that AJS should
more strategically and explicitly support?

To help answer this question, we turned to the mission statements
of other learned societies. Among those we sampled—major societies
representing the fields of Literature, History, Religion, Biblical Studies,
and Anthropology—virtually all had a public dimension. Somehow,
each was trying to connect the work of its members to broader
audiences, and encourage the general public—of all backgrounds—
to understand the value of its field.

It was from this research, and hours and hours of discussion,
that the Strategic Planning Committee put forth a revised mission
statement, including a public dimension. The committee concluded
that adding the public in no way diluted AJS’s focus on serious
scholarship, but rather would promote the wider appreciation and
relevance of such scholarship at a time when the humanities, social
sciences, arts and every discipline except science, technology,
engineering, and math (STEM), seem to be under attack. The committee
then shared its recommendation with the AJS Board, which debated
and tweaked the statement over two meetings in 2013. The board
approved the new language on December 17, 2013.

‘What do you think about our new mission statement? How do
you engage audiences outside the university’s walls? And how can
AJS continue to support your work? Please let us know.

Rona Sheramy
Association for Jewish Studies
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AJS 2013 Conference Plenary Session

PLENARY LECTURE:

From Wissenschaft des Judentums to Jewish Scholarship Today:
The Issues We Have Faced and Those That Lie before Us

Michael A. Meyer

University, a group of forty-seven scholars gathered to talk

about the state of Jewish Studies. All but one were men—Lucy
Dawidowicz being the sole exception. All but one were American—the
sole exception being Nathan Rotenstreich of the Hebrew University.
Most of those present have passed on to the great yeshivah shel ma‘alah.

Forty—ﬁve years ago, crowded into a small room at Brandeis

And I alone—well, not really alone—*“have survived to tell the tale.”

This is what I recall. From the start, differences appeared among
us, fundamental conflicts of objective that have remained through the
years. Gershon Cohen, z'], then still at Columbia, argued forcefully
that the Jewish scholar’s responsibility was to his discipline and not to
the Jewish needs of his students. Yitz Greenberg, however, virulently
took the opposite view: the Judaica scholar, he argued, does have
an obligation to the Jewish community. And Nathan Rotenstreich
angrily insisted that Jewish scholarship in America could flourish only
peripherally, reflecting the shining center in Jerusalem. But the most
significant statement was made by Joseph Blau of Columbia when he
turned this colloquium, organized by the late Leon Jick of Brandeis,
into the founding meeting for an unprecedented national association
by proposing the establishment of the Association for Jewish Studies.

We realized, of course, that there was already a society of Judaica
scholars in the United States; it was called the American Academy
for Jewish Research. Among its carefully selected fellows were the
most prominent scholars, deeply learned in the textual disciplines
of Judaism and the history of the Jews. But we felt that this elite
organization was not only unwilling, but by its nature incapable
of dealing with the rapidly growing expansion of Jewish Studies in
the United States. The time had come for an association that was
broadly inclusive both in subject matter and in membership and one
that would integrate Jewish Studies within American academia.

We began very small, holding our annual conferences in the
Harvard Faculty Club. Later we moved on to the Copley Plaza Hotel
until 1997—davka the Copley because it had once been a hotel that
excluded Jews. Graciously, the management removed the Christmas
tree from the lobby before we arrived, rapidly returning it to its place
upon our departure. With one exception, until relatively recently
we always met in Boston—regardless of snow. Initially there was
only one session in each time slot. That had a certain advantage,
we thought, since it meant scholars from various disciplines and
dealing with different periods would learn of the work of their
colleagues in other areas. The interaction could even help us in
defining our field. But what exactly was our field? An argument
arose early over whether we should call ourselves the Association
for Jewish Studies or would it be better to say: Judaic Studies. The
proponents of “Jewish” won out, having insisted that the field
could not be limited to the religious or literary dimension. Nothing
related to Jews, ancient or modern, was to be beyond our purview.
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We were very conscious of standing on the shoulders of the
founders of Wissenschaft des Judentums. We paid due obeisance to
Leopold Zunz, Moritz Steinschneider, and the other pioneering
giants of the critical enterprise we were seeking to carry forward.

We appreciated Zunz’s insistence that serious scholarship in the
Jewish field could flourish only in conjunction with scholarship in
general. But significantly, unlike our scholarly ancestors, we insisted
on stressing diversity: not jiidische Wissenschaft (a singular) but Jewish
Studies (a plural). We recognized already at that point that we were
not all engaged in a single discipline, but in numerous disciplines,
and that what bound us together was rather a field in which many
flowers blossomed. It was a common but internally multicultural
landscape in which we stood. And it was by no means isolated from
the outside. Its borders were porous, allowing for interaction inward
and out. But while recognizing that the Jewish experience had

always been open to absorbing, adapting, and sometimes rejecting
external influence, we also saw that there was a vertical dimension—"
“diachronic” we would say today—that provided an internal dynamic
linking the variety of Jewish experience through the centuries.

During those early years we were in the process of achieving
what Zunz and his compatriots could only dream of: the integration
of Jewish Studies into the university. In 1968 that process was far
from complete. There continued to be academics who regarded our
field as a specious one. “Was there really a Jewish history between
70 C.E. and 19487 a professor of History at UCLA once asked me
dubiously. Some outsiders thought that perhaps our entry into the
university was driven by impure motives. Were we ideologically
propelled like the early movement for the inclusion of Black Studies?
We were determined to show that we were different, that we did not
possess ulterior motives. One of our principal thrusts in the early
years, therefore, was to establish our professional legitimacy. And
that meant drawing lines not only between ourselves and ethnically
motivated advocates of Black Studies, but also between ourselves and
the rabbis who taught part-time at various colleges and universities.
We didn’t merely need to establish the subject, Jewish Studies, as
legitimate and respectable, but likewise the person, the Jewish
Studies scholar. We created an associate category of membership
which, as Irecall, did not carry voting rights. Dilettantism was
our bugaboo. Our goal, eventually achieved, was to shelter under
the umbrella of the American Council of Learned Societies.

Within our relatively small circle there was not only a strong
sense of common purpose, but also of camaraderie. Not only did
we meet at the Harvard Faculty Club, we were ourselves rather
clubby. For a time we were also unabashed about displaying
Jewishness at our meetings. For over a decade banquets ended
with a birkat mazon, read from the benchers graciously furnished by
KTAV Publishing and engraved with the name of AJS and the date



of the conference. A Hanukkah menorah was publicly lit when
the conference coincided with the holiday. But as we grew, the
bonds grew looser. One no longer knew practically everyone at the
conferences personally. Our gatherings became less intimate, more
closely resembling the conferences of other academic societies.
Although it changed the character of AJS, growth was certainly
to be welcomed. We saw it as our responsibility both to spread Jewish
Studies across the American academic landscape and to provide
ameasure of quality control through giving academic advice. AJS
undertook no less than sixteen regional conferences on a variety
of topics to spread awareness of our field throughout the United
States and Canada. They featured such leading scholars as Shlomo
Dov Goitein and Jacob Katz. Although our growth was not steady, it
continued without hiatus as university after university introduced
Jewish Studies in one form or another. In retrospect we can point to
some of the causes: the popularity of courses on the Holocaust, the
Israel interest after the Six-Day War, the willingness of an increasingly
wealthy Jewish elite to fund chairs in Jewish Studies at their alma
mater. And so we have grown to the remarkable association that we
are today, with over 1,800 members and a conference with as many as
eighteen simultaneous sessions. We have a sophisticated website, two
publications, and a dedicated staff. Truly, Leopold Zunz could not have
imagined our achievements in his most extravagant dreams. No one
can doubt that organizationally we have been an amazing success.
But where are we today, not in size or utility, but in terms of our
thinking about our field? Let me turn here from recounting our tale
to reflecting on certain questions that lie before us and to suggesting
some personal positions with regard to them.
We have achieved a high level of sophistication in our research
and writing. Over these forty-five years we have avoided insularity
by applying the most recent and potent tools of analysis. We scatter
about the terms and categories of our day. We write: discursive,
subversive, hybridity, hegemony, invention of tradition, postcolonial,
cultural capital, mentalités, longue durée, and lieux de mémoire—to
mention only a few. We are especially careful to avoid such traps
as essentialism, ideology, and teleology even as we recognize the
illusions of positivism. We are more cognizant than ever that there
are multiple Judaisms and multiple cultures of the Jews. Like the very
first modern Jew to write a major history of the Jews, Isaac Marcus Jost,
we focus on how Jewish life differed in various historical contexts.
Yet, partly in reaction to Jost, Heinrich Graetz shifted the focus to the
unity of Jewish experience, elaborating a centripetal history of the
Jews. Where do we stand between Jost and Graetz? Perhaps, without
losing our sense of the remarkable variety contained in the Jewish
experience, we might consider a turn back to looking more intensively
at what has created continuity within Jewish history and literary
creativity both over time and within any particular period of time.
We have been, rightly, dubious of master narratives since they
tend to obscure what does not readily fit into their stories. We have
poked sharp analytic needles into such accounts. But our work is
an ongoing dialectic of analysis and synthesis. Perhaps the time has
come to focus a bit more on the latter, which—incidentally—forces
us to employ our artistic as well as our intellectual talents. The
tales we have to tell need not be monolithic or exclusionary. We are
learning to incorporate into our scholarship the stories of women,
Mizrahim, and other neglected groups, even as currents of Jewish
thought, such as Kabbalah, once on the periphery, have likewise
moved to within the circle. We are blurring what once seemed

clearly defined boundaries, geographically and conceptually, and
among disciplines, especially between history and literature.

And within the realm of synthesis it becomes possible to give
greater weight to an understanding of the persons whose biographies,
thought, and creativity we examine. As important as our tools of
analysis are, they must not be allowed to distort the multifaceted
reality or to destroy the vitality of the object to which they are
applied. Every lens sharpens one focus, but dims others. Serious
historiography, Collingwood rightly held, involves penetrating to the
inner life of the individuals we study, reenacting their thought in our
own minds—and, contra Collingwood, I believe, also their emotions.
Perhaps influenced by the German historian Wilhelm Dilthey, one
of the great figures in the history of Wissenschaft des Judentums, Ismar
Elbogen, argued that the task of the scholar was not merely to look
into the bookshelf of those he was studying, that is, figuring out
who and what influenced them, but, in Elbogen’s words: “also into
their mind and soul, determining their use of language, and entering
sympathetically into their thoughts and intentions.” He called that
task Nachempfinden—to feel again what they felt in their time.

Finally, the question—the tension—that I mentioned as
coming out in that first meeting forty-five years ago is still with us,
and it remains explosive. At its heart it is a question of loyalty and
obligation. Does the Judaica scholar in the university owe her or
his allegiance solely to the university and its ideals of dispassionate
scholarship or is there in some sense also an obligation to the
Jewish community, which represents the living extension of the
subjects studied? I teach in a seminary where being engagé with
my subject, without distorting its historical significance, is more
or less the norm. But what about within the secular university?
And what of the non-Jew working in the field of Jewish Studies?
During the last few decades the nature of the American rabbinate,
especially in its progressive branches, has changed fundamentally.
The scholarly role has diminished, the pastoral taken precedence.
Today scholarship does not rank high on the desiderata list of
congregational search committees. This trend, it seems to me, places
a weightier responsibility upon university scholars of Judaism and
Jewish history, whether Jewish or Christian. The Jewish tradition—or,
if you like, Jewish traditions, in the plural—will not survive without
the efforts of those who are dedicated to studying and teaching
them on the highest level, not alone as episodes of an earlier time
but also as a heritage obtained from the past and stretching into the
future. The rabbis will care for the immediate needs of the Jewish
community, striving to come to grips with the implications of the
Pew Research Center Survey, for example; upon the scholars lies a
longer-term responsibility: creating a profound understanding of
what Judaism has been and therefore what it might yet become.

Once we were rightly concerned about establishing our
academic respectability. After forty-five years we have achieved that
magnificently. It may now be time to ask ourselves occasionally
whether we do not conceive our task as scholars differently from the
young Leopold Zunz, who in 1818 regarded the work of Wissenschaft
des Judentums as not more than demanding an accounting from a
religious culture whose vitality was inevitably seeping away. We
may wish to consider how our work can inspire a variegated Judaism
which, like AJS itself, may continue to flourish.

Michael A. Meyer is Adolph S. Ochs Professor of Jewish History Emeritus
at HUC-JIR in Cincinnati.
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RESPONSE:

The Place of Jewish Studies: Discipline, Interdiscipline,

and Identity Studies
Rachel Havrelock

Where Professor Michael Meyer speaks to you as one of the founders of
the Association for Jewish Studies and a past president of the
organization, I have no claims to the origins of Jewish Studies. Unlike
Wisdom in Proverbs 8, I cannot claim to have been there when the
work of creation began. I speak as someone who has inherited this
creation by training and teaching in Jewish Studies. Receiving a
doctorate from a Jewish Studies program meant that I was affiliated
both with Near Eastern Studies at Berkeley and the Graduate
Theological Union, that I was associated with the Program in Folklore
in the Department of Anthropology, and that I took courses in
Comparative Literature. It also meant that I taught in the Rhetoric
Department and Program in Religious Studies at Berkeley, was often
dropped from official student rosters, and even on occasion denied
access to the library. Life as a Jewish Studies professor has involved
positions in departments of Religion, Classics, Near Eastern Languages
and Cultures, Gender and Women’s Studies, and English. For me, Jewish
Studies has involved a series of migrations across discipline and field.
This type of movement means that I often need to account for my
academic identity and answer questions such as: Are you primarily a
Bible scholar? What are you doing in an English Department? Are your
methods historical? So you really work on Israel? Why is your latest
book only in the Middle East Studies section? Yet I do not see myself
or my work as marginal. In fact, at least in my own estimation, I am
doing Jewish Studies. Marginal is a key word for Jewish Studies. Over
the years, I have heard participants in every unit or subdiscipline at AJS
describe themselves as marginal. I have yet to hear someone declare
herself as holding the center, so I have concluded that marginality
constitutes the central definition of our endeavor. I see this as the
strength of Jewish Studies, as well as a quality with particular relevance
to the current state of academe. Admittedly, it is not so productive
when feelings of rejection or anger accompany the sense of marginality,
but a field compromised of margins means that there are many sites
of encounter and opportunities to absorb different methods in order
to produce creative scholarship. It means that scholars from a range
of disciplines can turn to Jewish Studies in order to find cutting-edge
work that innovates. Perhaps we should stop looking for or longing for
a center, recognize the power of our marginal positions, and broadcast
the flexibility that characterizes Jewish Studies to other programs and
departments struggling with their identity in the modern university,
where a coverage model can rarely be realized. Jewish Studies
transpires at colleges whether there are two or three faculty members;
professors from across departments with secondary affiliations;
or a department with positions in Bible, Rabbinics, Medieval and
Modern History, Israel, Germany, North Africa, America, and so on.
Where the adaptations and creativity of Jewish Studies can
demonstrate to other departments and programs how to survive the
era of academic downsizing, we are failing in some important areas.
Although I was not there when Jewish Studies and Black Studies were
in formation, I am not sure that the desire to distinguish them was as
logical or necessary as Professor Meyer contends. The introduction of
identity studies into the university, whatever the particular identity

10 Perspectives

in question, was always about expanding the canon, demanding
inclusion, and creating a place among educated elites. On this note,
Iwould say, African American and Jewish Studies were similarly
“ideologically propelled” and “ethnically motivated.” Establishing
academic units requires tremendous focus and dedication, so I do not
think we need worry about any “impure” or “ulterior motives” that
may have driven either project. I do not dispute Professor Meyer’s
assessment that lines were drawn between Jewish Studies and Black
Studies, and later between Jewish Studies and other kinds of ethnic
studies, but I think that such lines have become a disservice to all.
The dogged quest for legitimacy and respectability has, in many
cases, alienated Jewish Studies from its natural allies. Intellectual
cross-pollination among faculty in Jewish Studies, African and
African American Studies, Asian Studies, Latin American, and Latino
Studies has the potential to expand discussions of historical and
contemporary issues of globalization, race, minority rights, class,
gender, and political power. In the climate of academic budget cuts,
such intellectual connections can also sustain cosponsorship of
lectures and conferences, shared administrative staff, and training of
students to study and work in a world where, for example, Black and
Asian Studies can help to characterize modern Tel Aviv and Jewish
Studies can offer a lens into the dynamics of growing diasporas.
Sometimes the perceived conservatism of Jewish Studies prevents
colleagues from other identity studies programs from pursuing
connections. This brings me to the second way in which Jewish
Studies is failing the contemporary university. Like Professor Meyer,
I celebrate the remarkable successes of Jewish Studies in growing
academic programs across the world and establishing an incredible
learned society in AJS. At the same time that we must protect these
programs and attend to student enrollment and the application of
Jewish Studies to employment opportunities, we have a duty to the
wider academic context. The most contentious issue within the wider
academic context and the one most likely to disrupt hiring across the
university is Israel. The research of scholars on the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, their political statements, and their personal opinions can
suspend appointments, promotions, and lectures. When it comes to
Israel, figures from well outside the university tend to hold forth on its
processes. Often, when scandals erupt, Jewish Studies professors are
too busy arguing among themselves to offer guidance to the university
community. While I would certainly never recommend that Jewish
Studies assume a singular position on Israel or suggest that everyone
in Jewish Studies needs to have a position on Israel, I do think that
we should develop a model for addressing the controversies that arise
on campuses. Jewish Studies programs should model how to handle
such controversies through a process of examining, discussing, and
mediating disputes over hiring and Israel programming when they
arise. Informed by academic methods and able to accommodate
the views of participants from across the university, such a model
would be perhaps the greatest thing that Jewish Studies could
give to academe. We could begin by figuring out how to have
productive conversations about Israel within our own programs.



Blackballing, boycotts, censorship, and silence around the issue of
Israel on campuses suggest the deficiency of academic discourse.
The more that we as academics take charge of the conversation,
the less such controversies can be inflamed by outside players.

My third, and final, recommendation for the future of Jewish
Studies also concerns outside players. Professor Meyer correctly cites
“the willingness of an increasingly wealthy Jewish elite to fund chairs
in Jewish Studies” as contributing to the expansion of the field. Such
generosity on the part of community members has likewise enabled
lecture series, faculty and student awards, and research support.
Ilike to think that such support has benefitted everyone involved
and will help us to maintain high academic standards of inquiry
and argument as public funding for education continues to decline.
The largess of the Jewish community has inspired other ethnic and
religious groups to make contributions to universities and colleges.
Of late, many contributions do not seek to support the academic
enterprise as such, but rather to advance a particular agenda or identity
narrative. I remember some of the dilemmas faced by students in
Islamic Studies at Berkeley when fellowships funded by Saudi royals
became available. At my own university, [ have seen the Chicago
Greek community oppose the tenure of the first appointed chair in
Modern Greek Studies that they established and I have served on a
search committee for a chair in Catholic Studies in which half of the
committee members were appointed by the Chicago Archdiocese. A
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bit closer to home, we are all either implicitly aware or directly told of
which candidates for a visiting professor of Israel Studies would not be
acceptable to the funders. Although I would hope that all scholarship
undertaken responsibly and subjected to peer review could find favor
in the eyes of donors to academic programs, I am not sure if this is
indeed the case. As a faculty member at an urban, public university,
Iam well aware that we need all of the support we are offered, but
perhaps Jewish Studies with its well-established relationship with
supporters in the community can lead some of the pushback on the
attempt of donors to influence outcomes in the university. Perhaps
we are in a position to place our commitment to unfettered academic
inquiry above increased revenue. Perhaps we can develop a set of
criteria for when contributions are and are not acceptable that

could guide the decisions of faculty and administrators at large.

In closing, I must say how much I'love coming to the AJS
Annual Meeting and how deeply I feel at home here. I am particularly
honored to be in conversation with Professor Meyer tonight. He and
his colleagues have been remarkably successful in creating the field
of Jewish Studies from which so many of us are benefitting. From
this position of strength, we can expand our role and our place in
the university.

Rachel Havrelock is associate professor of Jewish Studies and English
at the University of Illinois at Chicago.
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The Land Issue
The Land vs. the land

Julie E. Cooper

here is no such thing as politics

without sovereignty. This claim,

advanced most forcefully by Thomas
Hobbes, has become axiomatic within
dominant strands of Western political theory.
In Leviathan, Hobbes denies that humans
can achieve peaceful coexistence in the
absence of a state. “For if we could suppose
a great Multitude of men to consent in the
observation of Justice, and other Lawes of
Nature, without a common Power to keep
them all in awe; we might as well suppose
all Man-kind to do the same; and then
there neither would be, nor need to be any
Civill Government, or Common-wealth at
all; because there would be Peace without
subjection.” When Hobbes predicates peace
on subjection, he makes a particular structure
of rule—namely a “common Power to keep
them all in awe”—a political imperative.
For a community to count as a polity or
“commonwealth,” Hobbes insists, it must
submit to rule by an absolute sovereign.
With the claim that absolute sovereignty
is a condition of possibility for political
community, Hobbes also makes territorial
contiguity one of the commonwealth’s
defining traits. For Hobbes, a world
government is a ludicrous supposition, a
contradiction in terms. Because peace requires
subjection, the world must be divided up
into discrete, territorially bounded states.
Moreover, these states exist in a state of war,
because, on Hobbes’s view, there is no law
that transcends state borders (other than
the impotent and unenforceable law of
nature). In the tradition that Hobbes founds,
the possibility of political community
beneath, between, and beyond territorially
bounded states is almost inconceivable.

In the Theologico-Political Treatise,
Hobbes’s contemporary, Baruch Spinoza,
famously draws out implications of Hobbes’s
definition of politics for modern Jews. If
sovereignty is a sine qua non of politics—
and, by extension, the territorially bounded
state is the only recognized form of political
community—then diasporic Jews do not
count as a political community. (Nor do
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Portrait of Baruch Spinoza published in
Plaatsjes-album vaderlandsche historie 2
(1926), via Wikimedia Commons.

individual diasporic communities count as
bona fide polities.) Significantly, Spinoza
reaches this conclusion by telling a story
about Hebrew political history, a story that
reduces biblical religion to an instrument of
statecraft. When Spinoza relates the history
of the ancient Hebrew state, he depicts Moses
as a savvy political leader who instituted
what he calls “ceremonial observances”
(e.g., kashrut, Shabbat, and holidays) to
secure obedience. With this resolutely
political interpretation of Hebrew religion,
Spinoza releases modern Jews from halakhic
obligation. The laws of the ancient Hebrew
state mandated ceremonial observance, but,
as that state no longer exists, observance
cannot be obligatory for modern Jews. Spinoza
concludes, “after the destruction of the city
God demanded no special service of the Jews
and sought nothing of them thereafter except
the natural law by which all men are bound.”
When Spinoza lifts the yoke of halakhic
obligation, he effectively discredits what
one might call “Jewish”—as opposed to
Hebrew, Israeli, or liberal—politics. By the

term “Jewish politics,” I mean traditions
that retain a political conception of Jewish
peoplehood while denying that a Jewish
polity must take the form of a nation-state.
In Spinoza’s framework, the social and

legal activity of the kahal, whose vibrancy

is documented in Michael Walzer’s Jewish
Political Tradition anthologies, remains below
the threshold of the political. Indeed, for
Spinoza, what I am calling “Jewish politics”
is an incoherent anachronism. On Spinoza’s
view, the rabbinic claim that Jews are bound
by Halakhah—that is, by laws other than
those of their states of residence—betrays

a failure of political understanding.

Having denied that diasporic Jewish
communities count as political communities,
Spinoza insists that there are only two viable
political options for modern Jews: citizenship
in a Jewish nation-state or neutral citizenship
in a democratic republic. Spinoza explores
the first option in a passage beloved by
early Zionists. Comparing the Jews to the
Chinese, who eventually regained political
independence, Spinoza allows that, “were it
not that the fundamental principles of their
religion discourage manliness, I would not
hesitate to believe that they [the Jews] will
one day, given the opportunity—such is the
malleability of human affairs—establish
once more their independent state, and
that God will again choose them.” Spinoza
defends the second option throughout
the Theologico-Political Treatise, which hails
democracy as “the most natural form of
state.” In a democratic republic that grants
citizens freedom of thought and expression,
individuals are free to practice Judaism, but, as
Stephen Smith has argued, Judaism becomes
a private identity (rather than a political
membership or a binding legal obligation).

Reading the Theologico-Political
Treatise today, we may marvel at Spinoza’s
prescience—for the majority of contemporary
Jews live under one of Spinoza’s preferred
political options. Yet if Spinoza appears
prescient, the ascendance of his theoretical
framework has not been without cost for
Jewish political thought and practice. When



Spinoza reiterates the Hobbesian dictum that
there is no such thing as politics without
sovereignty, he narrows the possibilities
for Jewish self-understanding, withdrawing
theoretical resources requisite for affirming
what I have called “Jewish politics.” After
a tumultuous period that witnessed a
proliferation of Jewish political movements
and ideologies, we are arguably back where
Spinoza began, at a moment when Jews appear
to have only two political options: Liberalism
or Zionism. Jewish political thought remains
captive to an interpretive frame that makes
these ideologies seem like the default,
given modern Jewish history. Revisiting the
Theologico-Political Treatise reminds us that
these alternatives only seem obvious to us
today because we interpret modern Jewish
history through a particular (Spinozist) lens.
Developed for polemical purposes, this lens
originated with the rise of the nation-state
system, and it made a particular kind of
territorial sovereignty a political requirement.
What does Spinoza’s attack on rabbinic
authority have to do with The Land? I have
invoked the Theologico-Political Treatise to
recall a different set of connotations that “the
land” bears within Western political theory
and Jewish political thought. Today, when
we debate the political valence of The Land,
we usually mean the Land of Israel. In these
debates, the burning questions surround the
nature and legitimacy of Jewish attachment
to the ancestral homeland: Does the Land of
Israel possess inherent sanctity? Is settling the
Land of Israel a religious imperative? Must a
Jewish state be located in Palestine, or can it
be located in Uganda? Is the desire to feel “at
home” politically redeeming, or politically
suspect? Questions like these have a venerable
lineage within Jewish political thought—and
they remain urgent today. I would argue,
however, that Jewish political thinkers need
to move beyond a narrow preoccupation
with The Land and think more broadly
about the relationship of land to political
community. In other words, we need to revisit
assumptions about territorial sovereignty
inherited from Hobbes and Spinoza.
Although the parties to the Palestine/
Uganda debate adopt different stances with
respect to the Land of Israel, they agree
that “land”—that is, a territorially bounded
state—is a political imperative. In our
preoccupation with the status of The Land,
we are liable to ignore a more fundamental
theoretical question about land, a question

made urgent by Jewish political history:

Is political agency possible in dispersion?
Given the Jews’ history of dispersion,
rethinking the relationship of land to
political community is as critical a project
as rethinking the centrality of the Land

of Israel.

Tackling the question of “the land” is a
particularly pressing project, I would argue,
for scholars who lament the hegemony of
a state-centered Zionist ideology. Too often,
self-styled diasporic thinkers devote their
scholarly energies to loosening the hold of
The Land on Jewish political imagination.
For these critics of Israeli policy, the key
task is to moderate Jewish attachments,
sentimental or otherwise, to the Land
of Israel. Thus, diasporic thinkers have
celebrated homelessness and wandering; they
have nurtured attachments to alternative
homelands (e.g., Miami Beach); they have
located the Jews’ home in The Book; and they
have deferred the desire for return onto a
messianic future. Without denying the force

of these projects, I would nevertheless argue
that they neglect more fundamental questions
about the relationship between sovereignty,
territory, and political community. Political
Zionism’s appeal derives less from the
rhetoric of return than from the claim that

a territorially bounded state is a necessary
counter to anti-Semitism and a necessary
condition for self-determination. To contest
these claims, and expand Jewish political
horizons beyond the two options that
Spinoza identified, we must undertake a more
searching exploration of the possibilities

that Jewish political history affords for
theorizing political agency in dispersion. In
other words, we must resist the assumption
that political community is defined solely

or primarily in geographical terms.

Julie E. Cooper is senior lecturer in the Political
Science Department at Tel Aviv University.
She is the author of Secular Powers: Humility
in Modern Political Thought (University of
Chicago Press, 2013).
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The Land Within and Without: The Cycle of Israel’s Life

Nili Wazana

he first eleven chapters of Genesis,
I describing the creation of the world
and of humanity, set the historical
stage on which the central hero in the
Hebrew Bible, the people of Israel, emerges.
According to the historian Johan Huizinga,
“History is the intellectual form in which a
civilization renders account
to itself of its past.” Thus, it
is noteworthy that Abraham,
Israel’s forefather, enters world
history virtually ex nihilo.
The spotlight only shines on
Abraham when he receives
the divine command: “Go
forth from your native land
and from your father’s house
to the land that I will show
you” (Genesis 12:1). His birth,
childhood, and “occupation”
before he began his journey
lie buried in obscurity.
Abraham’s first appearance as
an independent actor is bound
up with the destiny of the
land, pointing to the land as
the other, no less important,
protagonist of the book.
The central issue around
which the Pentateuch
and the Former and Latter
Prophets revolve is the triadic
relationship between God, the People, and the
Promised Land. Biblical Israel is not identified
with the land; the two were separate entities.
In the majority of biblical texts they do not
even share a common name. The people
of Israel enter into and take possession of
the land of Canaan, named after its former
occupants (Numbers 34:2). This is contrary
to many other national narratives, which
depict their people as dwelling in their land
since time immemorial. Some traditions even
claim that their people originally sprouted,
plant-like, out of the earth. In contrast, the
right of Israel to their land is not a “natural”
right; their history in the land is not based in
primeval times. Their existence as a people
in the land is set in historic, not mythic time.
Accordingly, their right to the land hangs
on a divine promise, itself conditional.
Whether emanating from the story of the
individual Abraham coming from his native
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Ur in Mesopotamia or from the story of the
people Israel coming from Egypt according
to the Exodus tradition, the unequivocal
image of Israel’s beginnings is that of
nonindigenous people, outsiders to their
land. After the exile to Babylon, the return
to Zion in the restoration period is depicted

Assyrian relief of first Israelites going into exile,
733 BCE. © Trustees of the British Museum.

as another Exodus (see Isaiah 51:9-11). This
pattern even affected modern portrayals of
the Zionist movement. The history of the
relationship of the people of Israel and its land
is thus one of cyclic exoduses, settlements

in the land and, regrettably, of exiles.

This self-depiction of external origins
extended also to the site where Israel
received its divine laws. The laws were not
delivered in any of the holy sites in the land.
Israel received its laws in totality in the
Sinai desert, outside the boundaries of the
Promised Land. The agent was Moses, himself
prohibited from entering the Promised
Land and buried outside of its boundaries
(Deuteronomy 34:4-5). This notion was so
strongly embedded within Israelite lore that
revisions of the law codes and later editions

had to be ascribed to Moses, declared lost and
forgotten, only to be accidentally “found” in
the temple during renovations, as in the days
of Josiah (2 Kings 22-23). The law was thus
also separated from the land of Canaan.
According to some traditions, God
himself was not “born” in the perimeters of the
land. His original abode was in the
south: “God is coming from Teman,
the Holy One from Mount Paran”
(Habakuk 3:3). The land belongs to
God, the first and foremost factor
in the triad God-People-Land. He
decides whether the people shall
dwell in the land or not, based
on their deeds. Since inheritance
of the land is determined by the
degree of fidelity of the people to
God, the foundational period of the
realization and fulfillment of the
promise is depicted throughout
the book of Joshua as a period of an
ideal relationship between Israel
and God. The behavior of the people
during the period of conquest and
settlement is unparalleled in that it
lacks any act of forbidden worship.
The one sinner in this golden
period, the antihero Achan, is not
involved in idolatry, but violates
the divine decree of the ban
(herem, Joshua 7). The message,
loud and clear, is that only when Israel
abides by God’s rules wholeheartedly can
they be extremely successful, and settle
in the land that God gives them. Only
then “everything was fulfilled” (Joshua
21:43; 23:14). Israel’s beginning in the land
thus determines its end. When Israel is
unfaithful to God, history is reversed. Israel
loses the land and is taken into exile, even
back to Egypt (Deuteronomy 28:63-68).
There is an important outcome to this
dominant self-conception of the people of
Israel as outsiders in their land. Despite the
major role the land plays in the history of the
people of Israel and despite the fact that the
Promise of the Land unifies the traditions of
the forefathers, dwelling in the land is not
a prerequisite to Israel’s national existence.
This conception served as a powerful tool
for a people bereft of its land, temple, and
monarchy as were the Judean deportees
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after 586 BCE. It allowed them to retain their
national identity in exile against all odds.
Some scholars have even suggested
that this was the period when the external
conception was invented, painting Israel’s
beginning in the colors of the Persian
period. According to this view, Abraham was
“planted” in Ur of the Chaldeans (or Haran)
in Mesopotamia to provide a role model for
the Babylonian returnees (see Isaiah 51:2-3).
Yet, as noted by Peter Machinist, many of
the texts reflecting the concept of Israel as
outsiders are older. While this concept proved
a valuable tool for life outside the land, its
strength lay in the fact that it preexisted
and was not invented in times of distress.
Israel’s national existence depended
foremost on adhering to the set of rules, the
Torah, which was delivered to the people
outside the land, so it too could be kept
everywhere. True, many of the laws deal
with life in the land, beginning with the

condition: “When you enter the land that the
Lord your God is giving you as a heritage ...”
(Deuteronomy 26:1). Dwelling in the land is
accordingly the ideal, the destiny of Israel.
Yet even those laws were perceived as
delivered to Israel outside its land. Thus Israel
received a full “instruction kit” supplying
them with everything necessary for living

as God’s people in the land or for living
elsewhere. This too was a pre-exilic concept
that became the perfect tool for national
existence based on the relationship of the
people to God. Living outside the land did not
abolish the concept of the Land altogether, but
it did demote its status from that of an equal
member of the triad to a somewhat secondary
position. The exile gave birth to the first f
ull-fledged book-based religion. Later book-
based religions, which successfully adopted
this concept, were initially free of all
national identity. While Christianity and
Islam definitely relate to holy sites in their

traditions, they do not harbor an equal
concept of a promised land. For Israel,
however, the concept of the Promised Land
turned into a still important, yet no longer
crucial member of the triad. It remained
within the realm of promise for centuries,
even millennia, while the people existed
outside it, dreaming and praying for a return
to the land and for the renewal of its past
position as promised by God. Just as in the
days of the forefathers prior to the crossing of
the Jordan River, for two millennia the
Promised Land was an ideal for the future, to
be realized one day again, when once more
“everything will be fulfilled.”

Nili Wazana is senior lecturer in Bible at
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. She
is the author of All the Boundaries of the
Land: The Promised Land in Biblical
Thought in Light of the Ancient Near
East (Eisenbrauns, 2013).
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applied to a subject so complex and difficult that nothing less could

—Anthony T. Grafton, Princeton University
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Paper $24.95 978-0-691-16095-5
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and water. Blurred outlines come into focus, dull colors become
brilliant, and suddenly a forgotten story of exchange between the

“The shtetl comes to life in all its complexity, vitality, and beauty in
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he draws on previously untapped archival sources to reconstruct a
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—Serhii Plokhy, Harvard University
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Architecture, Landscape, and Rabbinic Place-Making

Gil Klein

To rediscover the world means to
rediscover the childhood mysteriously
snuggled up inside the Place, to open up to
the light of great landscapes. . . to feel the
unity created by the bridge that links the
two river banks and by the architecture

of buildings.. .. This then,

is the eternal seductiveness

of paganism, beyond the
infantilism of idolatry, which
long ago was surpassed. The
Sacred filtering into the world—
Judaism is perhaps no more
than the negation of all that
...Judaism has always been
free with regard to place.
(Emmanuel Levinas, “Heideqgger,
Gagarin and Us,” in Difficult
Freedom: Essays on Judaism,
[Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1990), 231-233)

Ithough Levinas’s attack
on Place is a sophisticated
and pertinent critique

of Heidegger’s ontology and
its Teutonic mystification of
nature, as well as of Eliade’s
notion of sacred space, Judaism
has not always been free with regard to place.
For Levinas, space (and more specifically
outer-space) and technology wrench us

out of pagan and Christian “superstitions
surrounding Place” and their inevitable
outcome—the “splitting of humanity into
natives and strangers.” This idea was not

new when Levinas articulated it (think, for
example, about the myth of the “wandering
Jew”) and it did not disappear with the move
away from Jewish essentialism. We still hear
about Judaism as rooted in text, law, or time, as
opposed to image, matter, or space. In recent
decades, however, this very opposition has
collapsed, not least thanks to the growing
understanding that “space,” this abstract
volumetric entity that no one has ever seen
with their bare eyes, is much less useful for
the understanding of culture than “place.”
Place is more than the mysterious link to

the “spirit” of one’s home, hometown, or
homeland; it is, rather, a fundamental spatial
framework through which we create meaning
and establish relationships. Imagined or real,
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place is what we produce when we interact
with the world around us, but it is also the
precondition for any such production. In this
sense, everybody does it, including Jews.

A few of the most striking examples of
Jewish place-making are evident in the work

A city and its Sabbath Boundary, the Vilna
edition of the Babylonian Talmud.

of the late antique rabbis, with which Levinas
has frequently corresponded in his writing. In
many of these examples, the rabbis’ attempt
to infuse place with sanctity is explicit.
Consider, for instance, the rabbinic system

of ‘eruv hazerot (the merging of courtyards),
which Charlotte Fonrobert has so wonderfully
illuminated. The establishment of spatial and
legal definitions of the private and public
domains in this system, for the purpose

of facilitating the carrying of objects from
one domain to the other on the Sabbath, is
underlined by the holiness of the Seventh
Day. Its reconstitution of the neighborhood’s
social order through the biblical prohibition
on working during this day may be seen

as a project that allows the sanctity of the
Sabbath to be manifested spatially. While the
rabbinic requirement to position a shared
food item in the courtyards and alleyways

so as to symbolically merge the various
households into a single domain is a ritual,
and not an act of urban planning, it cannot be
understood without the notion of place. The
rabbis meticulously mapped the structure of
residential quarters and prescribed the active
construction of beams and partitions
in order to give the neighborhood
a distinct architectural boundary.
Architecture, in this regard, was
not a mode of expression better left
to others, it was engaged by Jews
in their attempt to take place in
the world and to give it meaning.
Admittedly, the rabbinic concern
with the city and its social and
spatial relations falls well within
Levinas’s perception of Judaism as
emphasizing human relations over
the mystery of nature. In the essay
cited above Levinas writes: “Socrates
preferred the town, in which one
meets people, to the countryside
and trees. Judaism is the brother of
the Socratic message.” However, the
rabbis by no means ignored nature
in their establishment of place. For
example, they regulated and defined
the “Land of Israel” in the context
of tractate Shevi‘it (the seventh year, when
the land is to be left fallow), determining
everything from the procedures of harvesting
to territorial boundaries. These rabbinically
instituted boundaries, which point to another
connection between time and space through
the sabbatical principle, were recorded in
a famous mosaic inscription at the Rehov
synagogue (fig. ). The inscription (c. 5th
century CE), whose placement in a synagogue
isitself an attestation to the land’s religious
dimensions, speaks about Rehov’s immediate
environment not in broad geographical terms
but rather on the intimate level of specific
fields, city gates, and tombs. Hence, “the sacred
filtering into the world,” which Levinas sees
as a non-Jewish idea, is clearly visible in the
sages’ endeavor to redefine the landscape
from the perspective of divine law. It is not
a coincidence, therefore, that the rabbis
dedicate an entire mishnaic order (Zera‘im) to
questions of land and agriculture, in addition
to explicitly speaking about this land as sacred
and pure in numerous aggadic accounts.



Jewish legal inscription, a synagogue mosaic floor, Rehov, Beth Shean Valley, 6th century CE, IAA. Collection of Israel Antiquities Authority. Photo © The Israel
Museum, Jerusalem, by Elie Posner.

Moreover, in rabbinic literature the
countryside did not escape the spatial hold
of the Sabbath. Tractate Eruvin institutes
the halakhic system of tehum shabbat (the
Sabbath boundary), which overlaps, but is
not identical with the system of ‘eruv hazerot
mentioned above. The Sabbath boundary is
not concerned with the question of carrying;
it revolves around the biblical prohibition of

leaving one’s makom—place—on the Seventh

Day (Exodus 16:29). What, then, is one’s
“place”? For the rabbis, if one is within a
house or a city, for instance, these broader
structures constitute the limits of place.
Beyond the house or the city, one is allowed
to walk a distance of two thousand cubits, a
measurement that seems to be derived from
the pastureland allotted by divine decree to
the Levitical cities (fig. 2). In this regard, the
rabbis use biblical spatial principles as
building blocks for their construction of the
Sabbath place.

Even more interesting for our consider-
ation of place is the case in which one is

on the road or in the field when the Sabbath
starts. What is one’s place when there is no
visible spatial marker, no building or settle-
ment to delimit the boundary? For the rabbis,
the minimum dimension of such an outdoor
place is the area taken up by an individual
human body, when it is, supposedly, laying on
the ground: “The full extent of his height and
[the span between] his stretched arms, lo, an
area of four cubits” (T. Eruvin 3:11). Hence, in
the absence of clear spatial boundaries, it is
the proportion of the body and its imprint on
the ground that establishes place and give it
meaning. The place of the Sabbath is, never-
theless, not only corporeal but also mental.
According to the Mishnah (Eruvin 4:7), our
Sabbatical traveler may establish residency at
a familiar site, which is located at a distance,
by declaring it his or her Sabbath place. In
order to do so, however, the traveler must be
able to recall in his or her mind a specific
point of reference such as the root of a par-
ticular tree or the base of a fence. This mental
self-projection onto the landscape is articu-

lated in legal and temporal terms,

and is certainly different from the kind of
mystification of place and nature that
Levinas criticizes. However, it is not very
different from the Heideggerian spatial
understanding of human existence, against
which Levinas primarily writes. In his
famous essay “Building, Dwelling, Think-
ing,” Heidegger says: “I am never here only,
as this encapsulated body; rather, I am
there, that is, I already pervade the room,
and only thus can I go through it.”

Gil P. Klein is assistant professor in the
Department of Theological Studies at Loyola
Marymount University. His most recent
publication is “Squaring the City: Between
Roman and Rabbinic Urban Geometry,” in
Phenomenologies of the City: Studies in
the History and Philosophy of Architecture,
ed. Henriette Steiner and Maximilian
Sternberg (Ashgate, Studies in Architecture
Series, 2014).
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(Home)land: Reflections on Andalusi Jewish
Attachment to Place

Ross Brann

“Sefarad is my land, the Land of Israel
my destination.” Tahkemoni (Maqama 49),
Judah al-Harizi

ow were Arabized Jews’ attachments
H to land mediated through different
discourses of place? During the

classical period of Islam the idea of watan
(Arabic for “homeland,” “native place,”

or “hometown”) turned on the dialectical
relationship between the Jews’ concrete, living
attachment to their place of residence and
their devotional yearning for an imagined
eschatological homecoming to the biblical
land of Israel. The latter was reinforced in
daily recitation of canonical rabbinic prayer;
it was also voiced with religious urgency

in numerous liturgical compositions (Heb.
ge’ulot), authored from the tenth through

the thirteenth centuries, bemoaning the
travails of their Jewish community or of
Israel in general. The former is attested

in documentary material from the Cairo
Genizah and evident as literary expression in
various Hebrew and Judeo-Arabic texts. These
incongruous sensibilities regarding homeland
existed in tension with one another, the one
informed by Jewish tradition and memory
as well as the uncertainties of existence as
a minority religious community, the other
by life as it is lived within a particular
community rooted in a specific place.

In his magisterial study of the Cairo
Genizah S.D. Goitein noted that in practice
“homeland” signified the place where one’s
parents were buried as well as where people
and customs were familiar. Accordingly, it is
not possible to think of place, town, or land
apart from the natural bonds the individual
enjoyed with countrymen. The Jews’ natural
human attachment to what is comfortable on
account of its familiarity was compounded
by their wariness, distrust, or even aversion
to what was foreign, unfamiliar, or strange
(Ar. al-gharib; the foreigner). The Andalusi
Hebrew poet Moses ibn “Ezra could thus
playfully refer to Judah Halevi, his supremely
gifted younger contemporary hailing from
the border between the Christian kingdom
of Castile and al-Andalus, as having “shined
forth from Seir [i.e. the East-Christendom].”
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Letter of Judah Ha-Levi in Toledo to Halfon
ben Nathanel al-Dimyati in Spain, Toledo,
1125. Courtesy of The Library of The Jewish
Theological Seminary.

So too, Arabic-style Hebrew verse
absorbed the classical Arabic motifs of love of
homeland and longing for one’s homeland
(hubb al-watan / al-hanin i ild l-awtan). Moses
ibn °Ezra, exiled from al-Andalus to the
Christian kingdoms of northern Iberia
apparently on account of personal intrigue
and political turmoil, found these motifs
and their associated imagery perfect literary
vehicles for expressing his deep and enduring
attachment to Granada as a home of Judeo-
Arabic and Hebrew culture. Indeed, his lyrical
complaints on this theme give vent to the
intellectually minded poet’s alienation from
the “unlearned” Jews he encountered in
Castile and Navarre. To put it another way,
fondness for homeland informed the Jews’
sense of local and regional identity.

Travel for reasons of trade, scholarship, or
piety was prevalent in some classes of Arabic-
speaking Jewish society. In a mobile world
where merchants, scholars, devotees, and
refugees frequently moved from their family’s
indigenous place to another adopted town,
the attachment to watan and the identity it
conferred were portable. Moses Maimonides’s
self-representation provides the best-known
illustration. Long after he had left al-Andalus
and the Maghrib for Egypt, Maimonides
nurtured a historical-cultural belonging
to his Iberian homeland and its rabbinic,
philosophical, and scientific traditions. That
attachment served as a foundational marker of

Maimonides’s identity: he continued to think
of himself as “the man from Sefarad” or “the
Andalusi” in Hebrew and Arabic respectively.

As we have observed, the most salient
literary and occasional textual examples
come from Sefarad when its socio-cultural
border was congruent with the socio-political
borders of al-Andalus. Unlike their Muslim
counterparts, who were conscious of Islamic
sovereignty and developed an extensive
geographical literature incorporating rich
representations of territory and realm, Jewish
literary and religious intellectuals imagined
and produced metaphorical landscapes, but
generally eschewed addressing the notion
of territoriality; they primarily thought
of place and land through the nexus of
people, community, and tradition. Hasdai
ibn Shaprut and Samuel the Nagid, two
exceptional Jewish figures of the tenth and
eleventh centuries invested with political
authority, are among the very few to engage
in territorial representation of any sort.

Ibn Shaprat’s secretary famously
authored a Hebrew letter to the king of
the Khazars in which he reports the Jews
of al-Andalus, “the exiles of Jerusalem
who are in Sefarad” (citing a biblical verse
from Ovadiah and implicitly its traditional
reading), are “dwelling peacefully in the
land,” a land that “is rich, abounding in
rivers, springs, and aqueducts; a land of
corn, oil, and wine, of fruits and all manner
of delicacies; it has pleasure-gardens and
orchards, fruitful trees of every kind...”

Samuel the Nagid’s idiosyncratic “war”
poems bring together biblical language and
imagery with Arabic poetic tradition to
depict the poet’s inner life amidst various
historical or imagined encampments and
battle scenes arrayed in the countryside
between the army of Granada and its
Andalusi enemies. His literary and
historical persona remains grounded in the
Andalusi scene and setting at every turn.

A twelfth-century communal lament by
Abraham ibn Ezra represents a very different
manifestation of the discourse of place in
Hebrew verse. Incorporating stylistic and
thematic elements of the genre of “city
elegies,” the poet takes the reader on an



unsettling tour of towns and cities with major
Jewish communities devastated by socio-
religious upheaval, from Lucena, Cordoba, and
Seville in al-Andalus to Sijilmassa, Fez, and
Der‘a in North Africa. The lyric’s final stanza
departs from that emotionally wrought land-
based tour to the psychological and spiritual
realm in which the key biblical expression,
u-me-‘arzah mehoz hefzi, variously understood
as “longed-for lands” or “chosen territory,” can
simultaneously signify both the poet’s
homeland from which he and his community
have been exiled and the biblical Land of
Israel. Its very ambiguity suggests a Sefarad/
Israel binary.

For Andalusi Jewish religious and literary
intellectuals one of the two aforementioned
attachments might predominate over
the other at a given moment or within a
specific text in accordance with its genre and
conventions. For example, Judah Halevi is
portrayed in a Genizah letter dated 1130 as
“the heart and soul of our land [al-Andalus]”
while in his own words he refers to himself as

“one whose homeland is Sefarad but whose
destination is Jerusalem.” Halevi’s most
celebrated poetic cycle engages that interior
figurative journey and its interface with his
actual voyage from al-Andalus to Egypt to
Palestine, turning the Arabic themes of love/
longing for one’s homeland into lyric vehicles
for exploring the Jewish pilgrim’s territorial
desire as well as his conflicted feelings about
the Egyptian landscape and scene. Here it is
worth mentioning the contrast between the
metaphysical significance Halevi attributed
to the Land of Israel with Maimonides’s
assertion that the Land possessed no special
qualities save for permitting the complete
observance of the Torah in its entirety.
Halevi’s prose formulation struck a chord
with Judah al-Harizi, the late twelfth-century
author and native of Arabophone Toledo in
Castile, who left home and traveled to the
Muslim East in search of patronage, a cultural
home, and status as a Hebrew and Arabic
literary intellectual. In Tahkemoni, al-Harizi’s
collection of Hebrew-rhymed prose rhetorical

and picaresque anecdotes, the narrator figure
Heman ha-Ezrahi responds to a query about
his place of origin by rephrasing Halevi:
“Sefarad is my land, the Land of Israel my
destination.” The post-Crusader condition of
Jerusalem and its internally compromised
Jewish community is depicted in another
anecdote. Yet Tahkemoni, like the other Jewish
literary texts with the potential to develop a
discourse of place, relates precious little
regarding the physical environment the
author encountered in eastern Mediterranean
lands but much about the character of its
Jewish communities and some of their leading
figures. This meta-political people, it seems,
was attached to the idea of place as much if
not more than to place or land itself.

Ross Brann is the Milton R. Konvitz Professor

of Judeo-Islamic Studies at Cornell University.
He is currently working on Andalusi Moorings:
Sefarad and Al-Andalus as Tropes of

Jewish and Islamic Culture [in progress].
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Fellowship Opportunity
Theme 2015-2016

Secularization/Sacralization

The notion of secularization is a freighted and a contested one, particularly so in
Jewish contexts. The theme of the Frankel Institute will focus on the complexity
and dynamism of processes of making objects, acts, and relationships holy and
marking off others as worldly and apart from spiritual life. What processes are
actually at play in the apparent disaggregation of faith from everyday life, or,
conversely, in the processes of imbuing or reimbuing material life with spiritual
content? “Secularization/Sacralization” may best be conceived as a problem
cluster that signals moments of self-consciousness of shifting relations of interior
faith and faith communities to civic life, inter-group relations, and the everyday.
This implicitly comparative project invites participants who explore contacts
among Jewish, Christian, and Islamic secular and sacral processes within an ar-
ray of disciplinary discussions.

The processes of secularization and sacralization are key to inquiries into the
changes within Judaism and in the ways in which Jews interacted with non-
Jews. These shifts and relations are not limited to the modern period. Ask-

ing questions about the sacred and the secular in Judaism needs to involve the
places where and ways in which personal faith, communal relations, and daily
life practices coincided, and the ways in which spiritual and worldly have been
interwoven. The Frankel Institute deliberately focuses on the processes of secu-
larization and sacralization rather than the static dichotomy of the sacred and
secular, or presumed states of holiness and secularity, and rejects assumptions
that these processes are identical in different times and places, or lead to a com-
mon and determined endpoint. The Frankel Institute invites applications from
diverse scholars for a theme year that will help prepare the ground for thinking

differently about these processes as well as our study of them.

Applications Due October 3, 2014

For more information, or for application materials, email

judaicstudies@umich.edu or call 734.763.9047.
www.lsa.umich.edu/judaic
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Jews and the Land in Early Modern Germany:
Responses to Crisis and Natural Disaster

Dean Bell
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Frankfurt. Ballino-Zalti, 1567. From the Muriel Yale Collection of Rare and Antique Maps of the Holy Land and Ottoman Empire of the Asher Library,
Spertus Institute for Jewish Learning and Leadership.

ews have lived “on the land” throughout

history and in a variety of locations.

That was certainly true in early modern
Germany, where large numbers of Jews
inhabited villages and small towns in an
impressive swath across southwest Germany
well into the twentieth century. But whether
Jews worked the land, traded in agricultural
products, or simply depended on the land
for provisions like everyone else, the effects
of nature on the land were central to early
modern German Jews. Changes in climate,
the spread of disease, and damaging floods,
d