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L and, State, and Diaspora
in the History of the Jewish Polity

Danid J. Elazar

There is little doubt that the Jewish people repméesthe classic state-and-diaspora
phenomenon of all time. Indeed, it seems thateha tliaspora itself originated to
describe the Jewish conditibin the 3500 or so years of the existence of thdske
people, Jewish states have existed for roughly 1@@@s. Jewish diasporas have existed
for at least 2600 years and, if certain local ttads are accurate, perhaps even longer.
The diaspora has existed alongside a functioningsbestate and, for almost precisely
2000 years, without any state recognized as pallyiecndependent. Moreover, for 1500
years the Jewish people existed without an effegditical center in their national
territory, that is to say, as an exclusively diaspcommunity, so much so that the
institutions of the Jewish community in Eretz Idnaere themselves modeled after those
of the diaspora and the Jews functioned as a diagwonmunity within their own lard.
Nevertheless, the Jewish people not only presahadintegrity as an ethno-religious
community, but continued to function as a politsotighout their long history through
the various conditions of state and diaspora.

Studying the Jewish People

Most analyses of the Jewish people phenomena fottise Jews as a sociological
category, whether they are considered an ethnigpgrreligious group, or both. Jewish
self-preservation through religious and culturéfedentiation and endogamy are without
doubt worthy of examination from a sociological gctive. For example, the way in
which the Jews as a diaspora community createdyaiMée of their own, involving a
calendar of daily specificity which establishedeparate rhythm of Jewish life, setting
them apart from their neighbors, is worthy of thesest study. In a parallel way, it is
possible to study the nature of Jewish exclusiomfChristian and Moslem societies
through a combination of anti-Jewish attitudes mr@ésures on one hand, and the
mutually acceptable principle that the Jews wemnateon in exile and hence deserving of
corporate autonomy, on the other.

A focus on either of these, however, would be dssgnhistorical, since both have
undergone great changes in the modern epoch ahd &xtent that they survive at all,
survive only as remnants in the post-modern epblbis, whilehalakhah(Jewish law)

still specifies a completely separate rhythm o fifr Jews, no more than five percent of
the Jews in the world today live so fully in accamde to that rhythm that they separate
themselves from the society around them, and psraapther 20 percent live
sufficiently according to that rhythm to be consatefully part of it. Most other Jews are
touched by that rhythm to varying degrees dependimthe extent of their connection to
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Jewish life. In every case it is a voluntary mastieice with the rise first of the modern
nation-state, and then of the State of Israelt Buesidea of the Jews as a separate nation
in exile was abandoned, first by the state builéei then by most diaspora Jews as they
accepted the terms of emancipatidrhen the idea of the Jewish people being bound by
halakhahceased to be accepted by a majority of the Jewsla8ly, the anti-Jewish
attitudes of Christians and Moslems which develdpezh age when religion was at the
center of life, were transformed into modern amiv8ism? The latter remains a factor in
shaping the Jewish diaspora, certainly one thaigis in the consciousness of Jews
everywhere. It substantially diminished as an a&ctorce in the aftermath of the
Holocaust and is only now beginning to reappeaemtain circles as a legitimate form of
expression.

It would be more useful to examine the respectlesrof the Jews in their own state and
as an ethno-religious community within the socgetéwhich they are a part. In most of
those societies they play the role of a catalytieamty, making a contribution far in
excess of their percentage of the total populatioa,variety of fields, especially those at
the cutting edge of social activity.

One strong characteristic of the Jews as a grotiein relationship with the rest of the
world is their strong tendency to gravitate to ¢eater of whatever universal
communications network exists at any particulaetand place. According to the best
opinion of the historians of the ancient world tinst Jews, symbolized by Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob, were already involved as nomatie itrading patterns of the Fertile
Crescent. Their settlement in Canaan put themeatehy center of that network with its
two anchors in Egypt and MesopotarhBubsequent generations of Jews have continued
that tradition. Thus, unless prevented from doimglews have always gravitated to the
capital cities of the world, and have been abla&ke their influence, as individuals and
as a group, felt disproportionately. Not only thews have always been involved in
communications related enterprises: whether comeating religious ideas, as in their
earliest history -- ultimately to half of mankindor in radio, motion pictures, and
television in the twentieth century, communicatimgyv lifestyles worldwide.

This phenomenon has left the Jews exposed as sveiflaential, and Jews have paid the
price for that exposure. In other words, Jews lpaged a very dangerous game as a
small group of extraordinary importance and ceiyrat world affairs. As such, they
have generated both strong positive and negatiagésiand expectations, which have
led to periodic efforts to cultivate them and efpliequent attacks upon them --
outbreaks of persecution which often have culmphate=xpulsion and at times, in
massacre and Holocaust.

As a result of these pushes and pulls, the Jevasplp is different from other peoples
because it has been a people in constant moveBwam.as they also have longed for
their land. The conventional view of Jewish hist@ryhat of shifting centers of Jewish
life, so that the Jews themselves have the selfiéntd a people of the move, for better or
for worse. These constant migrations were, on tieehand, disrupting, but on the other,
they offered the Jews as a group opportunitiesriew life and to adapt to new
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conditions. In other words, they served the sampqae as Frederick Jackson Turner
and his school have suggested that the land frasgiwed in the history of the United
States -- enabling life to repeatedly begin aneilyanilly if not by choice (and it was a
mixture of both, since Jews often chose to migi@ateew areas and were not simply
forced to do so0), which offered new opportunitiesddaptation and change.

At the same time, the constant migrations genematedigious culture based upon time
rather than space, upon the shared expressionsoshiaon temporal rhythm rather than
rootedness in a common lahBvery civilization must somehow combine the spatral
the temporal -- it must be located geohistoricdlgrticularly in pre-modern times, most
emphasized the spatial over the temporal, existimjfunctioning because of deep-
rootedness in a particular land and relatively uarawof the changes wrought by time.
The accelerated pace of change since the openitng oiodern epoch, and even
somewhat before, has made people aware of tim@éspdssage in ways that were not
true earlief. For most, however, the emphasis on space overttameéemained,
strengthened the rise of the modern state witbnitghasis on territoriality and
sovereignty within particular territories as thedyog principle in the organization of
civilization.

The Jews remained the anomaly in all this. Notiga functioning territorial state of
their own and not even being concentrated in aquéat territory, the Jews emphasized
the temporal and organized time in the serviceewfish survival and self-expression.
Halakhah(literally, the way) emphasizes the organizatibtime, the rhythm of its
passage and the obligations of Jews to sanctifsethioythms -- in daily prayers and
study, the weekly Sabbath, and through holy dagivals, and celebrations at
representative seasons.

On the other hand, the Jews were not unconcerrmagd apace -- that would have made
them unidimensional. The Land of Israel always rieexha vitally important space for
them, one to which they expected to be restoréaeatight time and in which they
sought to maintain organized Jewish life at allesnthrough regular reinforcements from
the diaspora even in the worst timeblitimately, modern Jews took matters into their
own hands rather than wait for the restoration amipessianic times. Through the
Zionist movement they reestablished first an automas Jewish community and then a
Jewish state in the laritl.

Despite the success of Zionism, three-quartersoofdMewry, remain outside of the
State of Israel. They are devoted to it, but doseatk to make it the state of their
citizenship or residence. So, just as modernsftvemed the pre-modern commitment to
space over time into a more modern commitment titrdhe modern state system so did
modern Jews or, more accurately, post-modern Jawsform the particular Jewish
relationship between time and space formed in pvdem times into a more
contemporary expression of same.

The new relationship is at the heart of the newnfoof diaspora Jewish political
expression that have emerged in our time. Workmgehalf of Israel has become a
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principal expression of Jewishness in the post-modpoch whose secular character has
served to further diminish the religious dimensiédewish identificatior’> The

existence of Israel has stimulated a sense ofigall#fficacy among diaspora Jews as
well as those in the Jewish state, which not ordyifests itself in Jewish lobbies for
Israel, but also in Jewish political self-asseriiomther matters which Jews perceive as
affecting the Jewish people as a group.

The definition of what Jews see as affecting thera group can also has changed in the
twentieth century. In the latter half of the modepoch, Jewish self-interest came to be
considered almost totally coincident with liberaliand even left-liberalism, since the
liberals and the left were the principal advocatie3ewish emancipation while the
conservatives and the right, in their support ffi@er &ncien regime, implicitly if not
explicitly denied Jews full entry into the largercgety:® Certainly by the latter half of the
nineteenth century the vast majority of all Jewesjitional or modern, accepted the
liberal outlook if only because they had no othesice. This convergence of interest was
so great that Jews came to believe that it hadyallvaen so whereas, in fact, in pre-
modern times the interests of diaspora Jews coadeapleast as frequently -- and
usually more -- with the conservatives and guasli@rthe status quo as with those
seeking change, often at Jewish expense.

This overwhelming Jewish identification with libésan had a latent functional utility in
providing a unifying ideology for Jews at a timeenhtraditional Jewish society was
breaking down and the Jews were losing the traditibonds which had united them.
The reestablishment of the Jewish state and tHfignghgoals of left-liberalism have led
to the gradual breakdown of that automatic convargeat the same time that the Jews
found another rallying point around which to coakesToday, faithfulness to liberalism
is no longer a requisite for the maintenance ofroom Jewish ties in the diaspora. Israel
now serves that purpose, even for those who mayitieal of the policies of a particular
Israeli government.

Viewing the Jewish People as a Pality

The suggestion that it is possible to talk abowbdd Jewish polity is based upon a
combination of factors. In part, it rests upon pleesistence of the sense of common fate
among Jews all over the world, the sense of whiab rgactivated as a result of the
events of this century. This sense has led to edva@fforts to work together to influence
the shape of that fate wherever Jews have sepiéeticularly whenever they have
required the assistance of their brethren. Thigyin, has led to the development of
institutionalized framewaorks for cooperation inaiety of contexts, in our times
increasingly revolving around the State of Israeldelf-evident reasons.

Finally, the entire effort has acquired a certaigitimacy in the eyes of Jews and the
non-Jewish world alike as a result of the emergewgfinition of what constitutes the
proper context for political linkage and actionm&y, the recognition -- in the Western
world, at least -- that there are other forms ditjgal relationship than those embraced
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within the nation-state, that polity is a far memmplex condition than statehood, and
that it can involve multiple relationships, not allwhich are territorially based. In many
respects, this represents a rediscovery of whabbad an accepted phenomenon in the
Western world until the modern era.

In short, we are beginning to recognize that dlitips are not states. The Greeks, as
usual, had a word for it. The Hellenistic worlded the ternpoliteumato describe
phenomena such as the worldwide Jewish polity aff dige in which Jews

simultaneously maintained strong political links;luding citizenship, with their
respective territorial polities, the Hellenistities, and with one another across lands and
seas.

An Historical Survey

According to the Bible, the first Jew was Abrahaan of Terah, who was born in Ur of
the Chaldeans, located in southern Mesopotamiathedtersian Gulf, who migrated
with his family to Haran, now in northern Syria. Giod's instructions, Abraham
migrated to the land of Canaan (now Israel) whielshbsequently left briefly because of
a famine, but to which he soon returned.

Of Abraham's immediate descendants, only his smarclsever left Canaan. His grandson
Jacob, renamed Israel after wrestling with Godywwjed for 20 years in Aram (now
Syria) as a young man, returned to the land, a@d $ipent his final days in Egypt.
Abraham's great-grandson, Joseph, was forciblyntek&gypt but remained there, later
bringing his whole family to join him there. Whiie Egypt, the children of Israel
expanded from an extended family into a leagueiloé$ while in Egypt.

The B'nai Israel (Children of Israel or Jacob) Eflypt as a people in a dramatic exodus
led by a charismatic figure, Moses. In the coursth® immediate exodus, Moses, as
God's spokesman, established the basis for citiggngromulgated a common law for
the tribes immediately following the passage thiotige waters, and organized a full-
blown polity at the foot of Sinai within seven weekhrough a national covenant and the
introduction of a more regularized judicial struetand political organizationi.

Whether the traditional account is historically @ete or not is far less important than
what that account teaches us about the originseod¢wish people and how it has shaped
the Jews' self-perception over at least three anldgps closer to four millennia. What it
suggests is that the people's political, socia, ratigious institutions were, from the first,
organized so that they were portable and, howesgirable it might be to do so, did not
need to be attached to the national soil in oroléurnction.

No doubt as a consequence of these experiencdsasieform of Jewish organization
was designed to accommodate migration as well msecration in a national state.
Since the beginning of political science, all poét theory has converged on one or
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another of three basic forms of political foundingganization, and development:
hierarchical, organic, and covenaritadfierarchical forms, which usually are the resfilt o
some initial conquest leading to the establishméatpolitical order, require a high
concentration of power within a power pyramid, arenor less orderly structure, with a
clear chain of command. Hierarchical forms areipaldrly useful for the governance of
peoples concentrated within a single structurecheally subject to the authority of those
who dominate that structure. This kind of governtiveant against the grain of Jewish
political culture from earliest times, even whega flews were concentrated in one land.
Once they were scattered and without any statefahin of political organization was
utterly impractical.

The organic form presumes a gradual and contindeuslopment of political
institutions serving a population rooted in onecplanto a political system which can
continue to function as long as the populatioroisa®ted, but which once detached no
longer has the wherewithal to survive. Obviouslytfee Jews this was equally
impractical.

The covenantal form of political organization energut of agreements among equals,
or at least equals for the purposes of the agregnoeform partnerships for purposes of
political organization. It does not necessarilyspiigpose a territory, (although the people
in its territory is the preferred condition), aalehain of command, or organic
development in a particular place. On the contriig,flexible in form, it can be
territorial or transterritorial as the case maydmg] it is capable of binding people who
cannot be bound by force or by custom becausedteegot bound to a particular
territory.

The Jewish people opted for the covenantal forrates than the exodus from Egypt and
so organized themselves during their formative ggion in the desert. Granted, the
tribes themselves had an organic dimension inghsesthat the members of each
claimed to be descended from a common ancestthratrsense, the Jewish people has
always tried to combine kinship and consent, tlgaoic with the covenantal dimension,
to secure its unityf. As a result, the Jews have been able to funcamnaethnic group
based upon primordial ties of kinship, a religigusup based upon acceptance of the
responsibilities of the Jewish religion, and a tyohich rests upon the combination of
both kinship and consent.

Over the centuries the Jews have fine-tuned thim fuf polity building. After the

founding covenant at Sinai, the Israelite tribegemeed that covenant in the plains of
Moab just before entering the land and then renateghin at Shechem under Joshua at
the time of the conquest of CanaakVvhen Israel changed its regime to add a kingéo th
tribal federation, the first strictly national-piidal covenant was made between the tribes
and David'® Much later, after David's kingdom had been divided the northern

kingdom conquered by Assyria, the regime was rddatesd under King Hezekiah
through another covenatitWhen the exiles returned from Babylonia afterftis

diaspora, they covenanted once again to reestahksstate of Judea within the
framework of the Persian Empit¥Finally, in the last reconstitution of the Jewsdlity
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within the Land of Israel until our own times, Simthe Hasmonean reconstituted an
independent Jewish state through a covenant wétheghresentatives of the people and
the other institutions of the communtty.

Subsequent to the exile, when it was no longeriples® use covenants for state
building, they were transformed into instrumentsdommunity building with any ten

men able to constitute themselves as a communityaara court of law within the

context of the Torah through an appropriate covefidfinally, in our own times the
reestablishment of the State of Israel rested sgri@s of covenants, culminating in the
Declaration of Independence, referred to in Hebaswhe "Scroll of Independence,”
which was accepted, witnessed, and signed by aterathll coalition of the Jewish
community in Eretz Israel at the time. It not ofitg the classic covenantal model but has
become by decision of the Supreme Court of Isralelast a quasi-constitutional
document, and is so treated by the cofirts.

Beyond the sheer fact of communal survival, conbastremained the essential basis for
the shaping of the Jewish polity. Jews in diffedectlities consented (and consent)
together to form congregations and communitieke-térms are often used
synonymously’ They did (and do) this formally through articldsagreement, charters,
covenants, and constitutions. The traditional Sepharm for such articles of
congregational-communal agreemergkamoiwhich mean, articles of agreement),
conveys this meaning exactly. The local communitiese (and are) then tied together by
further consensual arrangements, ranging from fbfeaerations to the tacit recognition
of a particulahalakhicauthority, shtadlan, (intervenor before the fonesgizerain on
behalf of the Jewish community), or supralocal badyuthoritativé> When conditions
were propitious, the de facto confederation of $éweiommunities extended to wherever
Jews lived. When this level of political existerveas impossible, the binding force of
Jewish law served to keep the federal bonds framgleevered.

Thus, over the course of many centuries a veryngdiste kind of polity has developed as
the organized expression of Jewish communal lifeil&\it has undergone many
permutations and adaptations, a thread of insiitatiand ideational continuity has run
through the entire course of Jewish political tdegive the Jewish people meaningful
continuity.

It is important to emphasize this covenantal deweeause of the way in which it made
possible organized Jewish life in the diaspora hdytbe merely religious sphere.
Covenanting was only one of a range of complemgmtavices developed by the Jewish
people to maintain their collective integrity evarthe diaspora, with or without a center
in the Land of Israel. In pre-modern times, whesn dawish community was all-
embracing, whether in the state or the diaspoesetiilevices formed a framework within
which all or virtually all Jews functioned. Aftené autonomous Jewish community had
given way to the integration of individual Jewsoitihe states in which they lived, this
framework had to be readapted to a voluntaristiasion in which it provided a core, or
magnet, around which those Jews who wished todomalesce rather than a framework
embracing Jews whether they wanted to orhBtt the basic instrumentalities have
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survived the transition and continue to offer tippartunity to do so under these new
circumstances.

In sum, the Jewish people has the distinction ofgothe longest-lasting and most
widespread "organization” in the history of the ldoits closest rival to that title is the
Catholic Church. Curiously -- and perhaps signifita-- the two are organized on
radically opposed principles. The Catholic Chucbuilt on hierarchical principles from
first to last and gains its survival power by thaareful and intelligent manipulatiéh.
The Jewish people is organized on covenantal arédfrom the Latin foedus =
covenant), principles from first to last and enkeanits survival power by applying them
almost instinctively in changing situations. Theatasting characteristics of these two
modes or organization are intrinsically worthy ofipcal and social investigation. So,
too, is the role of the Jewish polity in the deysti@nt and extension of federal
principles, institutions, and processes.

From Territorial Rootednessto Diaspora

Sometime in the thirteenth century BCE the Isragfibes crossed the Jordan into
Canaan and began a period of concentration in wastrenamed Eretz Israel. For seven
and a half centuries the Jews remained concentiratéeir land under independent
governments of their own. This is the classic peobJewish history as described in the
Bible. During that period there may have been teamyosettlements of Jews outside of
the country and there are traditions of permanewish settlements in such places as
Yemen, although there is no corroborative evideBew, in fact, at least 99 percent of
the Jewish people were located in the Land of Israe

In 721-22 BCE, Israel, the northern kingdom, cosipg 10 of the 12 original tribes, was
conquered by Assyria and a major if undeterminatiguoof its population deported to
other parts of the Assyrian Empire, apparentlyartimern Mesopotamia. Popular legend
has it that these exiles disappeared by assinglatio the local populations but there are
traditions among the Jews of northern Iraq, Irau Afghanistan that they are descended
from those exiles. Some historians hypothesizeahhtast a segment later merged with
the subsequent exiles of the Jews from Judea whe exéled from their country after the
conquest of the southern kingdom by the neo-Balwgitmnin the first decades of the sixth
century BCE? Those who remained in the land were incorporatigaimthe Kingdom of
Judah. Thus what changed was the tribal systenchwhsappeared as such.

Whether Assyrian deportation was the first diasporaot, it is clear that the recognized
Jewish diaspora begins with the Babylonian captivitwas then that organized
communities of Jewish exiles were established inyBmia and Egypt. They quickly
developed institutions to accommodate their cojganaeds in the diaspora, including
the beit knesset which has come to be known ta uts Greek translation as the
synagogue and which, in fact, means house of asgeankind of town hall, where Jews
could undertake all their public functions espédgigbvernance, study and worship.
Indeed the Hebrew terkmessef{assembly) is from the Aramakanishtawhich is a
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translation of edah, the original Hebrew term dibstg the Jewish polity, the assembly
or congregation of the entire people. Thus, thekresset was a miniature version of
that assembly -- one which could be establisheavhage?®® Thus, the basic framework
established over 2500 years ago has remainedsatpled of the basic framework for
diaspora Jewish organization ever since.

It should be noted that the beit knesset is a prodiuthe Babylonian exile; Jews who left
Eretz Israel for Egypt fried to develop anothenfeavork around a temple constructed as
a surrogate for that in Jerusalem, a system wiaghired territorial permanence. That
system did not gain acceptance outside of Egypten there it was replaced by the
Babylonian system some 400 years later, precisstpise of the portability of the beit
knesset and the possibility of establishing synagsgvherever ten Jewish men gathered.

Seventy years after the destruction of Jerusales3BCE, Cyrus the Great conquered
the neo-Babylonian Empire and, following his polafythe conciliation of minority
peoples through granting cultural autonomy, allowexlJews to return to Judea to
rebuild their Temple. In fact, only a relatively altmumber of Jews chose to do so.
While they and subsequent migrations, culminatinthe great reconstitution of Ezra and
Nehemiah approximately a century later, did sucéeedestablishing Eretz Israel as the
center of Jewish life, a large diaspora commurgtyained in Babylonia and, indeed,
under Persian rule, spread throughout the PersignrE. It was paralleled by a
somewhat smaller but still significant diaspord&gypt which spread into other parts of
northern Africa, Cyprus, and Asia Minor.

For the next millennium the Jewish people were o in a point-counterpoint
arrangement. The Jewish concentration in their &aidned and usually exercised
hegemony within the Jewish polity, but with a sabstl population, perhaps
consistently a majority, scattered in diaspora coamities throughout the civilized world
of that time. Unitil its destruction in 70 CE, therifiple of Jerusalem served as the focal
point for both, with the Temple tax uniting Jewdhe land and outside of it.

The principal institutions of the edah -- the Jéwpgople as a whole -- were located on
the Temple Mount. New institutional arrangementsendeveloped to provide
representation for diaspora Jewry in those ingitst the first of which was known as
the Anshei Knesset HaGedolah (men of the greatrdggewhich later gave way to a
successor institution, the Sanhedrin, which israugdion of the Hebrew corruption of
the Greek term for assembly. But given the problefitsansportation and
communication in that period, there were difficestin providing diaspora Jews
continuous access and representation in those carmstitutions®

In the diaspora itself two patterns developed, easponse to the particular host
civilization in which Jews found themselves. In mokswestern Asia, where the Persians
and their successors ruled, the Jews tended tormeptrated in particular areas and
could organize their public life on a quasi-temiébbasis, with regional as well as local
institutions. Out of this evolved the "Babyloniaiéwish community which was
concentrated in what is today the heartland of Metamia. By the second century CE it
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had an extensive political structure headed byshRzaluta (exilarch) whose powers
were those of a protected king -- for Jews a ctuigihal monarch who was recognized
as being a descendant of the House of David. Tlsé Baluta shared his powers with
two greatyeshivot(another Hebrew term for assembly) who had custddiye teaching
and interpretation of the Torah. Together thesttin®ns governed the collectivity of
local Jewish communities within the empit&.his framework persisted until the
eleventh century, even after the seventh centuapAonquest which transformed the
language, culture, and religion of western Asiatillhe fifth century CE, it was at least
formally subordinate to the equivalent polity ireEr Israel which had a similar structure,
headed by aassi(patriarch), also recognized as being of the Hafig2avid, balanced
by the Sanhedrin. After the Roman suzerain abdlishe patriarchate in the fifth
century, the Resh Galuta and the yeshivot extetig@dcontrol over virtually the entire
Jewish world.

This was facilitated by the Arab conquests of #nesth and eighth centuries that
brought over 95 percent of all Jews under the efithe Muslim caliphate, which
empowered the Resh Galuta and the yeshivot tosept¢he Jewish community as their
predecessors had. It was only with the breakupebtiginal Muslim empire and the
development of independent successor states hidetvs lost this common well-nigh
worldwide diaspora structufé.

Meanwhile, in the Mediterranean world, where HaBgn civilization held sway and
first the Greek and then the Roman empires provadeaimmon political structure, the
Jews were concentrated in cities. (The exceptioa Was Egypt which also had a wider
territorial concentration for several centurieshgile they formed a part of the polis
organization developed for each city as part oflgienization after the Alexandrian
conquests of the fourth century BCE.

It was in those cities that Jews formed autononoomuasmunities within each polis for
which the Greek term politeuma was invented. Eddheopoliteumata represented a
separate structure with connections to Jerusaldémnwitiu no formal linkages between one
another. Thus the Jewish communities in the Hedtenand Roman worlds were far
more fragmented. The institutions within each poliha were based on Jewish models
influenced by Greek practices and often bearinglsrames, but each was autonomous
even when the Jews had citizenship withingbbs itself*Most of thesgoliteumata

were destroyed during the uprising of the Helleaiditaspora against the Romans in the
years 115-117 CE. The communities reconstitutedesyleent to that event had more
limited rights. It was only after the Arab conqutsdt regional organizations of
communities were established in those countridedrto the Resh Galuta and yeshivot
in Babylonia which was also the seat of the caliploa to the yeshiva in Eretz Israel that,
while nominally subordinate to the former, claine was granted special status
because it was located in the land.

Both forms of diaspora organization were linkedeéousalem when an independent

Jewish state was reborn in the middle of the secentury BCE. That state survived for
less than a century, then went through a periagpbgavals for the next 200 years until

10
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the failure of the Bar Kokhba rebellion (132-135)0& the Jews to abandon major
efforts to rebel against Rome and rather recornstthemselves along the model of the
diaspora communities within their own land. Theiategatriarchate) and Sanhedrin
which formed the new structure of the communitfcétz Israel also functioned as
prima inter parusn the governance and religious leadership ofitwish people, until
those institutions were abolished in the middl¢heffifth century, after which Jewish
communal organization in Eretz Israel became evererdiaspora-like in character,
undergoing changes under different rulers from e the reestablishment of the
Jewish state in 1948, some 1500 years fater.

Thus the diaspora became the moving force in Jelifesi-or 600 years the Babylonian
center predominated. In the eleventh century the®increased Jewish migration to
both southern and northern Europe which led tdrdesfer of power to the Jewish
centers in Spain and to a lesser extent, northemnce and the Rhineland. The Iberian
Peninsula and west central Europe remained therseot Jewish life until the fifteenth
century when expulsions on the one hand and atteagffers of refuge on the other led
the Jews from both centers to move back eastwaediain Jewry to form new
concentrations in the Ottoman Empire, particularlthe Balkans, and Central European
Jewry to concentrate in Poland. These two regiensmimed the principal centers of
Jewish life until the nineteenth centufy.

At first, Spanish Jewry -- the Sephardim -- undersMm rule followed the Babylonian
pattern of regional organization, with local comnties subordinate to the regional
leadership. Once they came under Christian ruéeldtal communities rose to
predominance and regional organization was lintitecbnfederal arrangements. That
pattern was later preserved in the Ottoman Emplrergvevery congregation was
autonomous and even within the same city congreggtivere often no more than
confederated. The Jews of west central Europes-Atthkenazim -- developed local
autonomy from the first, with loose leagues or edefations of communities providing
whatever unification there was. But once they mosastward to Poland they formed
regional structures culminating in the Vaad Arbat&ot (Council of the Four Lands), a
fully-articulated federation of the Jewish commigstof Poland, and its parallels in
Lithuania, Bohemia, and Moravia.

Worldwide, the Jewish people lost any common paalitstructure after the middle of the
eleventh century but remained tied together bymamaon constitutional-legal system (the
halakhal), which was kept dynamic by a system of rabbimcision-making which was
communicated to Jews wherever they happened torbegh an elaborate network of
responsa -- formal written questions posed to fe@pdewish legal authorities which
produced formal written responses that came to fobudy of case law. This was
possible because 1500 years earlier, at the tinrszmef and Nehemiah, the Jews had
developed a legal system parallel to their politsteucture which translated the original
constitutional materials of the Torah into an elalb® structure designed to enable every
Jews to conduct his entire life within the framekvof Jewish law, no matter where he
happened to resids.
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The legal system that emerged became what wafert,ea portable state. The
halakhats avowed purpose was to transform each individewal into a person

concerned with holiness. Hence, it was not desigvidda political purpose in the usual
sense, but this very concern for individual andembive holiness in a larger sense
became a political end which served to providesasifar the unity of Jewry, under a
system of civil and criminal as well as religioasvl even in exile, as long as there was a
general commitment to this end or at the very le&abving under Jewish law as distinct
from any other law.

While it is clear that not every Jew had the sapraroitment to holiness as an ultimate
end, or to the particular path to holiness devealdpethehalakhah in the centuries
immediately following the destruction of the Temfhés legal system gained normative
status among Jews so that even those who weragidy motivated by its ultimate goals
but who wanted to stay within the framework of #esvish community felt the necessity
to conform. Because of its attention to minute iletgery aspect of life, public and
private, civil and criminal, religious and "secuilé category which did not exist within
the Jewish vocabulary) thealakhahwas able to become all-embracing. The political
structures developed by the Jews to conduct theligpaffairs were authorized by the
halakhahand rooted in it, and a major task of Jewish comitres was to enforce
halakhicregulations.

The opening of the modern epoch in the middle efsdventeenth century slowly eroded
this comprehensive framework, in waves rolling fram@st to east. Jewish autonomy was
the first casualty in Western Europe as the nevonatates dismantled medieval
corporatism, a system which had protected Jewisinamal separatism. At first, Jews
became people without civic status in the new statel without the possibility of
maintaining their own states within the state. Tagsthem to demand emancipation and
citizenship as individuals, which they ultimatelgiiged after a struggle sometimes taking
two centuries? Finally, in the nineteenth century, the eliminataf Jewish autonomy

and then emancipation moved eastward to engulindger concentrations of Jews in
Eastern Europe and the eastern Mediterraneanugthiowas not until the twentieth
century that emancipation was completed in eitbgion:°

While these changes were taking shape, a two-pthdgmographic shift of great
importance began. In the first place, the liverbanhd survival rate among Jews rose
rapidly, causing the number of Jews in the worlddar. In the second, the Jews began to
migrate at an accelerating pace to the lands oléstern world's great frontier: the
Western hemisphere, southern Africa, and Australjzarticular, but also in far smaller
numbers to East Asia, thus initiating a shift ia thalance of Jewish settlement in the
world (see Table 1.

Table 1

JEWISH POPULATION AND DISTRIBUTION BY CONTINENT
(in thousands)
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1840 1900 1939 1982
Continent Tota] % | Total| % | Total| % @ Total| %
Europe* 3,950 87.8|8,900/80.9/9,500/56.8 2,843 21.9

Asia 300| 6.7 | 510 | 4.6 1,030| 6.2 |3,417/26.3
Africa 198 4.4 | 375 | 34| 625 | 3.7 172 | 1.3
g'g:tr;]aA”rgem 50 1.1 1,200 10.9 5,540 33.1 6,478 49.9
Oceana 2 - 15 0.2 33 0.2 79 0.6
Total 4,50(1100.0/11,000100.0/16,72€100.0/12,98€/100.0

Sources: Jacob Lestschinskyutzot Yisrael ahar haMilhamafiel Aviv, 1958;
American Jewish Year Book968 and 1984.

* Including Russia

Medieval corporatism never gained a foothold inNlesv World and the Jews who
migrated to those lands entered their host sosiesendividuals. Hence all Jewish life
was voluntary in character from the fifst.

While the majority of Jews readily abandoned comahgeparatism for the advantages
of modern society, only a minority were ready tthyfgive up their Jewish ties in return.
Most wanted to find some way to remain within teevish fold even while participating
as individuals in the civil societies in which theyind themselves or to which they
migrated. Hence they were faced with the task aptidg Jewish institutions to a new
kind of diaspora existence.

Once again the great flexibility of covenantal iugions proved itself. The Jews
transformed theikehillot (communities) into voluntary structures. In thesféen world,
where pluralism was tolerated principally in thégieus sphere, the Jews transformed
the beit knesset into the synagogue as we knomhidbse manifest purposes were
avowedly religious and whose central functions hesd around public worship, but
which was able to embrace within it the variouséetisocial, educational, and welfare
functions which the Jewish community sought to @res, principally on a
supplementary basis.

In Eastern Europe, where modernization frequenthamh secularization, new forms of
Jewish association developed, principally cultarad political, utilizing similar

principles and, with the exception of the publicrgfop dimension which was absent
from them, were devoted to the same ethnic scaikicational, and welfare purposes,
only on a more extensive basis because Jews retnaationally separate in that part of
the world. By and large, Jews in the Arab worlddaled the Western pattern when they
began to modernize, but within a framework in whicéir separate ethnic identity was
clearly recognized by one and all, and in whictytheeserved a certain legal authority
over the community members by virtue of their conéid control of personal status laws
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involving marriage, divorce, and inheritance whiemained customary in the Islamic
world.®

Nevertheless, the new voluntarism did make it wBffycult, if not impossible, to provide
a comprehensive framework for the maintenancewisbeculture and civilization. It
rapidly became clear that the open society woudd te the assimilation of many of the
most talented members of the Jewish community valmogreater opportunities outside
of the Jewish fold. It was in response to this al as to anti-Semitism that the Jewish
national movement developed, which made as itsthealestoration of Jewish statehood
in Eretz Israel. This movement, known as Zionisraswitially organized on the same
covenantal principles as every other such Jewidearor, developing first through local
societies and then, in a massive leap forward septed by the First Zionist Congress in
1897, through the World Zionist Organization estdtdd at that congress. In 50 years
the WZO succeeded in bringing about the establishiea Jewish statg.

Zionism from the first embodied two conflicting deaThere were those who were
Zionists because, while they wanted the Jewishlpdogsurvive, they wanted them to
become normalized like other nations. They beliebadl if the Jewish people or some
substantial segment of them were to return to @i land, they could live like the
French, the Italians, the Czechs, the Poles, otavka The other trend in the Zionist
movement was to see Zionism as a means of restibrengjtality of Jewish civilization,
which would retain its uniqueness but be bettee &bkurvive under modern conditions
by being rooted in a land and state where the Jemsed a majority.

The first approach more or less negated the cosdilexistence of a diaspora once a
Jewish state was established. According to it,gli@vs who wanted to remain Jews
would settle in the state where they would liver@asingly normalized lives, interacting
with the rest of the world as nationals of anyestateract with nationals of any other.
The rest of the Jews would assimilate as indivigligtb their countries of residence, no
longer needing to preserve their Jewishness. Méthyse who embraced the second
view also wished to negate the diaspora in theesthrad they wanted all Jews to settle in
Israel. But they did not see diaspora existendmpsssible per se. Rather, the Jewish
state could become the focal point of the reneveedsh people, whether living in the
state or in the diaspofa.

Reality forced the issue. The state was establidgheeh after an initial mass migration of
Jews from Europe, North Africa, and Western Asidy @about 20 percent of the Jewish
people were concentrated within it (the figureasw25 percent). Moreover, despite
assimilatory tendencies, the great bulk of the Jawtside the state showed every
inclination of wanting to remain Jews. Consequeralgew interplay between state and
diaspora began to emerge. In this, the second ggmesince the establishment of the
state, it is still evolving®
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The Contemporary Situation

The Second World War marked the culmination offadl trends and tendencies of the
modern epoch and the end of the epoch itself fanahkind. (The dates 1946-49
encompass the benchmarks of the transition fronmibgtern to the post-modern epochs.)
For the Jewish people, the Holocaust and the ésiaient of the State of Israel provided
the pair of decisive events that marked the crgssirthe watershed into the post-modern
world. In the process, the locus of Jewish lifdteldi and virtually every organized

Jewish community was reconstituted in some way.

Central to the reconstitution was the reestablisttroéa Jewish commonwealth in Israel.
The restoration of a politically independent Jevatdte created a new focus of Jewish
energy and concern precisely at the moment wheaoltles foci had reached the end of
their ability to attract a majority of Jews. As th@67 and subsequent crises demonstrated
decisively, Israel was not simply another Jewismenity in the constellation but the
center of the world for Jews.

The Jewry that greeted the new state was no lamgexpanding one which was gaining
population even in the face of the attrition okimbarriage and assimilation. On the
contrary, it was a decimated one (even worse, doimdlated means the loss of one in ten;
the Jews lost one in three); a Jewry whose vergipalsurvival had been in grave
jeopardy and whose rate of loss from defectionsecelose to equaling its birth rate.
Moreover, the traditional strongholds of Jewish ommal life in Eastern Europe and the
Islamic World, which were also areas with a higida reproduction rate, were those
that had been wiped out.

By the end of the 1940s, the centers of Jewishhie shifted decisively away from
Europe to Israel and North America. By then, camital Europe as a whole ranked
behind Latin America, North Africa, and Great Biitas a force in Jewish life. In fact,
its Jews were almost entirely dependent upon filmhaad technical assistance from the
United States and Israel. Except for those in thuslivh countries that were soon
virtually to disappear, the major functioning Jawgommunities all had acquired
sufficient size to become significant factors oa dlewish scene only within the previous
two generations. In effect, the shapers of thosenconities were still alive, and in many
cases were still the actual community leaders.JBvash world had been willy-nilly
thrown back to a pioneering stage.

This new epoch is still in its early years, hamtigre than a single generation, hence its
character is still in its formative stages. Nevel#lss, with the establishment of the State
of Israel in 1948 the Jewish polity began a coustihal change of revolutionary
proportions, inaugurating a new epoch in Jewiststtutional history. For the first time
in almost two millennia, the majority of the Jewsople were presented with the
opportunity to attain citizenship in their own stalindeed, Israel's very first law (Hok
Hashevut -- the Law of Return) specified that eitigzhip would be granted to any Jew-
gua-Jew wishing to settle in Eretz Israel.
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The reestablishment of a Jewish state has restosedse of political involvement among
Jews and shaped a new institutional framework witthich the business of the Jewish
people is conducted. The virtual disappearanchefémaining legal or even social and
cultural barriers to individual free choice in bilt a handful of countries has made free
association the dominant characteristic of Jewfstirl the post-modern era.
Consequently, the first task of each Jewish comtyunas been to learn to deal with the
particular local manifestation of this freedom.

The new voluntarism extends itself into the intéfifie of the Jewish community as well,
generating pluralism even in previously free bldtreely homogeneous community
structures. This pluralism is increased by the katea/n of the traditional reasons for
being Jewish and the rise of new incentives forislewssociation. At the same time, the
possibilities for organizing a pluralistic Jewisbnemunity have also been enhanced by
these new incentives. What has emerged is a n@dtinstitutions and individuals linked
through a unique communications network; a sehtgracting institutions which, while
preserving their own structural integrity and fili their own functional roles, are
informed by shared patterns of culture, activatgd Bhared system of organization and
governed by shared leadership cadres.

The character of the matrix which has emerged sncbmmunications network varies
from community to community. In some communitié® hetwork is connected through
a common center which serves as the major (butyrafever, the exclusive) channel for
communication. In others, the network forms a ma#nthout any center, with the lines
of communication crisscrossing in all directionsall cases, the boundaries of the
community are revealed only when the pattern ofigtevork is uncovered. The pattern
itself stands revealed only when both of its congmis are -- namely, its institutions and
organizations with their respective roles and tlag w which communications are
passed between them.

The pattern itself is inevitably a dynamic one. flisdo say, there is rarely a fixed
division of authority and influence but, rathergdhat varies from time to time and
usually from issue to issue, with different elensantthe matrix taking on different
"loads" at different times and relative to differéssues. Since the community is a
voluntary one, persuasion rather than compulsidtyance rather than power, are the
only tools available for making and executing pekc This, too, works to strengthen its
character as a communications network since theactea, quality, and relevance of
what is communicated and the way in which it is oumicated frequently determine the
extent of the authority and influence of the partethe communication.

The structure of the contemporary Jewish polityha of a network of single and
multipurpose functional authorities, no single efigvhich encompasses the entire gamut
of Jewish political interests, although severalénaitempted to do so in specific areas:

1. "National Institutions"” -- e.g., the Jewish Agentlye World Zionist

Organization, Jewish National Fund;
2. multicountry associations -- e.g., ORT, the Woedvish Congress;
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3. educational institutions defined as under the aespof the entire Jewish people -
- e.g., the universities in Israel;

4. organizations under more specific local sponsoraliipse defined sphere of
activity is multicountry -- e.g., the Joint Distution Committee.

Another way of grouping the multicountry associatias by their principal goals. Here
are the broad categories, with prominent examulesdch.

Principal anl Organization
Characteristics
Political-general purpose World Zionist Organiaat(WZO)
World Jewish Congress (WJC)
Political-special purpose World Conference of 8bdewry
Distributive Conference on Jewish Material Claixggminst
Germany
Memorial Foundation for Jewish Culture
Services-operational World ORT Union
Services-coordinating European Council of Jewism@wunities
Religious World Union for Progressive Judaism

World Council of Synagogues
Agudat Israel World Organization

Association-fraternal B'nai B'rith Internationab@hcil

Association-special interest World Sephardi Feitama
World Union of Jewish Students

The political associations listed here as "genexsd"those concerned with the status of
the Jewish people as a whole; in this they are botér-directed to the non-Jewish world
and inner-directed to the Jewish community. Althotlge Israeli government has largely
preempted political activity on the world scenéyas not explicitly claimed to act as the
diplomatic agent for the Jewish people beyondatslers. This leaves some room for
diplomatic activity by the Jewish nongovernmentgamizations, especially where Israel
is not represented or is particularly limited is dicces$.

Jewish Communitiesin the New Epoch

Jews are known to reside in approximately 130 ates)t(out of 168 politically
independent states), 82 of which have permanegaénized, functioning communitiés.

At least three and perhaps as many as twelve adineremnant communities where a
handful of Jews have custody of the few institugitimat have survived in the wake of the
emigration of the majority of the Jewish populatiGourteen more are transient
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communities where American or Israeli Jews templgrarationed at some Asian or
African country create such basic Jewish instingie.g., religious services, schools) as
they need. Only 21 countries with known Jewishdesis have no organized Jewish life.

Over 90 percent of world Jewry live in the ten Esgcommunities, they are:

1. United States 5.9 million
2. Israel 3.6 million
3. USSR 2.1 million
4. France 535,000
5. United Kingdon350,000

6. Argentina 350,000
7. Canada 310,000
8. Brazil 120,000

9. South Africa 120,000
10. Australia 100,000

In the late 1940s and the 1950s the reconstruatioireconstitution of existing
communities, and the founding of new ones, werether of the day throughout the
Jewish world. The Jewish communities of contineRktalope all underwent periods of
reconstruction or reconstitution in the wake of tivae losses, changes in the formal
status of religious communities in their host coiest immigration to Israel, internal
European migrations, and the introduction of nespeeially Communist, regimes. Those
of the Muslim countries were transformed in resjgaiasthe convergence of two factors:
the establishment of Israel and the anticoloniabl&ions in Asia and Africa. The
greater portion of the Jewish population in thasentries was transferred to Israel and
organized Jewish life beyond the maintenance dlloangregations virtually came to an
end in all of them except Iran, Morocco, and Tumisi

The English-speaking Jewries and, to a somewhsgdextent, those of Latin America,
were faced with the more complex task of adaptigy torganizational structures to three
new purposes: to assume responsibilities passieno as result of the destruction of
European Jewry, to play a major role in supportsrgel, and to accommodate internal
changes in communities still in the process of location. Many of the transient Jewish
communities in Asia and Africa were actually foudd® given organized form in this
period, while others, consisting in the main ohi@nt merchants or refugees, were
abandoned.

At first, the patterns of Jewish communal organarain the diaspora followed those of
the modern epoch with some modifications, but agthst-modern epoch plants its own
imprint, the differences in status and structueedaiminishing. A common organizations
pattern is emerging, consisting of certain basenelnts, including:
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1. Government-like institutions, whether "roof" orgaaions or separate institutions
serving discrete functions, that play roles and/jol® services on all planes
(countrywide, local, and, when used, intermediateich, under other conditions,
would be placed, provided or controlled -- predcemitty or exclusively -- by
governmental authorities (for instance, externktiens, defense, education,
social welfare, and public -- that is, commundirance), specifically:

o a more or less comprehensive fundraising and splgahing body;

a representative body for external relations;

a Jewish education service agency;

a comprehensive religious authority and/or synagdmdy (or bodies);

a vehicle or vehicles for assisting Israel and ofl@svish communities;

o various health and welfare institutions.

2. Localistic institutions and organizations that pdeva means for attaching people
to Jewish life on the basis of their most immedatd personal interests and
needs, specifically:

o local congregations (whether or not organized ame or more synagogue
unions, federations, or confederations);

o local cultural and recreational centers, often fatkel or confederated
with one another.

3. General purpose mass-based organizations, opecatimgrywide on all planes,
that function to (a) articulate community valueit@des, and policies; (b)
provide the energy and motive force for crystaliigthe communal consensus
that grows out of those values, attitudes, anctfgsj and (c) maintain
institutionalized channels of communication betwdencommunity's leaders and
"actives" ("cosmopolitans") and the broad basdefdffiliated Jewish population
("locals") for dealing with the problems and tagksing the community in the
light of the consensus, specifically:

o a Zionist federation and its constituent organcai
o fraternal organizations.

4. Special interest organizations which, by servingcggdized interests in the
community on all planes, function to mobilize comcand support for the various
programs conducted by the community and to apmggure for their expansion,
modification, and improvement.

O O O O

Consider ations

What broader considerations can be derived frondémash experience? Four points can
be made in particular:

1) Long-term diasporas seem to be an Asian phenamémthat the peoples who seem
to be able to produce and sustain diasporas arevbgkmingly Asian or have emerged
from Asia. European emigres to new territories br&into fragments of their original
cultures, as Louis Hartz has pointed out in Thenowg of New Societies, and then
become separate peoples in their own fight/] 49 Tieadil African cultures remained
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tribal, even in the case of the great tribal engieand handled migration within Africa
through the break-off of families or clans and tleconstitution as new tribes. Africans
who migrated outside of Africa did so on a forcedib as slaves and hence were given
no chance to establish a diaspora. Although inntetb@es there has been some effort to
impose a diaspora-style context on American Blatkgs not succeeded. It seems that
the nature of peoplehood in Asia and its relatigmgh statehood -- whereby peoples are
far more enduring than states -- whereby peopkesaaiimore enduring than states -- is an
essential condition for the creation of diaspofdse Jews are a prime example of an
Asian people who carried their diaspora first iNtrth Africa, then Europe, and then

into the New World, but they never lost this As@dimension of their being.

2) A second point is that the Jewish experientBdsjuintessential example of how
diasporas can be state-initiators. The historyhefreestablishment of the State of Israel
may be the classic of its kind, but it is not tidycsuch example. It was the Norwegian
diaspora in the United States which initiated tygasation of Norway from Sweden,
which led to Norwegian independence in 1905, aeddbhech diaspora which initiated
the establishment of Czechoslovakia after World WAt any given time there may be a
number of diasporas that are actively trying t@alesh states, the Armenians, for
example. This is an important dimension in thepeazal state-diaspora relationsHip.

3) A third point is that the nature of interflowstiveen state and diaspora and segments
of the diaspora need to be more fully examineds &hicle has suggested some of those
interflows in the contemporary Jewish world. Elseve) | have mapped the shifting
nature of such flows and the different institutibinameworks for them in different
epochs of Jewish histopy.

What has been characteristic of the Jews is thahat they have had highly visible
frameworks for such interflows. We have alreadyeddtow, in the days of the Second
Temple, Jews throughout the world made pilgrimage@aid an annual Temple tax as
well as accepted the authority of the Sanhedringchvbkat in the Temple. Several hundred
years later, the Resh Galuta and yeshivot in Batiglexercised authority over up to 97
percent of the Jews of the world who happened twitien the Arab caliphate. At other
times, the institutional structure was articulabed not quite as apparent to most Jews,
even if they were influenced by it. That is the dition today with the various authorities
which link Israel and the diaspora and the varidiaspora communities with one
another. What is becoming clear to those involeetthat the reconstituted Jewish Agency
for Israel and its constituent organizations argito@ng to play a similar role on a
voluntary basis.

Finally, there were situations where external chods prevented any visible
institutional framework other than the institutiasfdocal decision-making, whereby
halakhicauthorities from all parts of the Jewish world &ér correspondence with one
another and turned to one another for decisiondifignon the entire Jewish people. The
communications between these authorities helpedtaiaithe formal constitutional
structure of the Jewish people, which helped kbeplewish constitutional framework
intact even when Jews had no political institutitmanite them. This formal legal
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framework was supplemented by the continuing moveroktravelers and migrants
among most, if not all, of the communities of tleavish world at any given time, which
served to preserve the ethnic as well as the ¢otigtial ties uniting the Jewish people.

4) Finally, any proper study of state-diasporatiets should consider the role of
technology in making possible the maintenancenddslibetween diaspora and state or
one diaspora community and another. At the begmafrthe Jewish diaspora, 2500
years ago or more, it is very likely that Jews wgpoead beyond the limits of continued
communication with their brethren, given the tedbges of the time (such as the Jews
who settled in China), disappeared as Jews. Notdthéfact that first the Persians and
then the Romans emphasized road building to fatalitommunication among the far
flung reaches of their respective empires hada witpact on the Jews' efforts in
maintaining their links.

Later, in medieval times, the relative ease of wabenmunication in the Mediterranean
world held the Jewish communities of the Mediteeam Basin together while Jews who
moved north of the Alps, while not out of commutica with the rest of the Jewish
world, developed a subculture of their own. The subcultures persist to this day in the
form of Sephardim and Ashkenazim.

In our own times, it is clear that the possibilifyreviving common institutions for the
Jewish people has been strengthened by the avigylabisuch instruments as the
telephone and the jet plane which makes it possibe in constant communication
throughout the Jewish world and for Jewish leafters all over to meet regularly with
relative ease. For the first time in Jewish histongkes it possible for there to be day-to-
day involvement in the governance of the worldwldeiish polity. Thus a whole new
page has been opened in the relationships betwedndtate, and diaspora.

Notes

1. According to the Oxford English Dictionary, ttegm originates from the Septuagint, Deut. 28:25heu
shalt be a diaspora in all kingdoms of the earth."

2. See, S.W. Baroi Social and Religious History of the Jefdew York: Columbia University Press,
1973); Yehezkel KaufmaiGola V'NecharDiaspora and Exile) (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1958); Ragdatai,The
Tents of Jacob: The Diaspora Yesterday and T¢Nayv Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1971); A. Tartakower,
Hahevra HayehudifJewish Society) (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1959).

3. See Daniel J. Elaza&gommunity and Polity: The Organizational Dynami€&f\merican Jewry
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of Amariz976), pp. 70-77, arReople and Polity: The
Organizational Dynamics of Post-Modern JeWBetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989).

4. Cf. James William Parkeshe Conflict of the Church and the Synagofuew York: Atheneum, 1969),
andThe Jew and His Neighbogrondon: Student Christian Movement 1930).

21



www.jcpa.org

5. See S.W. Barom Social and Religious History of the Jewsp. vol. XlI; W.P. Zener, "Jewish
Retainers as Power Brokers in Traditional Socigtigaper presented at 74th meeting of the American
Anthropological Association, San Francisco, Decemdhd 975.

6. See W.F. AlbrightThe Bibilical Period from Abraham to Ez(&lew York: Harper and Row, 1963); J.
Bright, A History of Israel 3rd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 198ajry M. Orlinsky,Ancient
Israel, 2nd ed. (Ithica: Cornell University Press, 1967).

7. See F.J. Turnethe Frontier in American HistorgNew York: Holt, 1920); R.A. BillingtonWestward
Expansion: A History of the American Fronti@ew York: Macmillan 1949); W.P. Weblbhe Great
Frontier (London: Secker and Warburg, 1953).

8. See A.J. Heschdkrael: An Echo of EternitfNew York: Farrar, Strauss and Giroux, 1969).

9. See Daniel J. Elazatijties of the PrairigNew York: Basic Books, 1970), pp. 7-10; J. Godtiyme,"
in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciend&dume 16, pp. 30 et seq., esp. pp. 39-41.

10. See Isidore Epsteidiidaism: A Historical PresentatiqiiEngland: Penguin, Middlesex 1974); B.
Halpern,The Idea of a Jewish Statend ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard UniversitysBré969); J.W.
ParkesA History of Palestine from 135 A.D. to Modern Térfldew York: Oxford University Press, 1949).

11. See W.A. LaqueuA History of Zionisnm{(New York: Schocken Books, 1976); D. Vitahe Origins of
Zionism(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975).

12. See Steven M. Cohefamerican Modernity and Jewish Identityew York: Tavistock, 1983); Daniel J.
Elazar, "Renewable IdentityMidstream(January 1981); Peter Y. Medding, "Toward a GdriEnaory of
Jewish Political Interests and Behaviour in the t€orporary World," in Daniel J. Elazar, elinship and
Consent: The Jewish Political Tradition and its @amporary Use¢Ramat Gan: Turtledove, 1981).

13. See L.H. Fuch§he Political Behaviour of American Jew&lencoe, lll.: Free Press, 1956); M.
Himmelfarb,The Jews of ModernitfNew York: Basic Books, 1973); Stephen Isadesys and American
Politics (New York: Doubleday, 1974); Charles S. Liebmaine Ambivalent American Jé®Rhiladephia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1973); Pvedding, "Patterns of Political Organization and
Leadership in Contemporary Jewish CommunitiesPamiel J. ElazaKinship and Consent; M. Sklare,
The Jew in American Socidfjew York: Behrman House, 1974); J. WeMhe Jew in American Politics
(New Rochelle: Arlington House, 1968).

14. See W.F. AlbrighfThe Biblical Period from Abraham to EzBaniel J. Elazar and Stuart A. Cohen,
The Jewish PolityBloomington: Indiana Press, 1984).

15. I have elaborated this thesis more fully inV&uwant and Freedom in the Jewish Political Tradjtio
Annual Sol Feinstone Lecture, Gratz College, Mdrsh1981.

16. See Daniel J. Elazar, "Covenant as the Badlsealewish Political TraditionJewish Journal of
Sociology No. 20. (June 1978), pp. 5-37; G. Freeman, "Rabl@onceptions of Covenant," in Daniel J.
Elazar,Kinship and ConsenD.R. Hiller, Covenant, the History of a Biblical Id¢Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1969).

17. Deuteronomy 34:1-4; Joshua 24:1-25.
18. Il Samuel 5:1.

19. 1l Kings 18.

22



www.jcpa.org

20. Ezra 1:2; Nehemia 8:1-8.
21. | Maccabees 13:1-9.

22. Cf. G. Blidstein, "Individual and Communitytine Middle Ages," and M. Elon, "On Power and
Authority: Halachic Stance of the Traditional Conmity and its Contemporary Implications," both in
Daniel J. ElazaKinship and ConsenpiM. Elon, ed.,The Principles of Jewish La@erusalem: Institute for
Research in Jewish Law, 1975).

23. Cf. Y. Aricha, "Megilat Haazmaut - Chazon Vesiet' (Declaration of Independence - Vision and
Reality), Faculty of Political Science, Bar-llan idersity, unpublished; H.M. KalletJtopians at Bay
(New York: Theodor Herzl Foundation, 1958); Amnoabitstein,Hamishpat Hakonstituzioni shel
Medinat Yisrael(The Constitutional Law of the State of IsraeBr(lsalem: Schocken Books, 1979).

24. Leo Baeck discusses this phenomendrhis People Israel: The Meaning of Jewish Existence
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 196%®) &lso Daniel J. Elazar, "The Quest for Community:
Selections from the Literature of Jewish Publicaki, 1965-1966,American Jewish YearbopWolume
68 (1967) (New York and Philadelphia: American wCommittee and Jewish Publication Society,
1967).

25. See, for example, C. Finkelstelewish Self-Government in the Middle Agasd ed. (New York:
Feldheim, 1964); H.H. Ben-Sassdétgrakim Betoldot Hayehudim Beyamei Habaynai@imapters in the
History of Jews in the Middle Ages) (Tel Aviv: Amved, 1969).

26. See Daniel J. Elaz&8pmmunity and PolityM. Himmelfarb,The Jews of ModernityC.S. Liebman,
The Ambivalent American JeW.M. SacharThe Course of Modern Jewish Histdiyew York: Dell,
1958).

27. See, for example, E. Samuel, "The Administrafahe Catholic Church," iRublic Administration in
Israel and Abroad1966 (Jerusalem: Institute of Public Adminiswati1967), one of the few such studies
available.

28. A few historians and social scientists havemakote of the covenant community as a distindabsoc
political phenomenon from this perspective. Margdtead, for example, suggests that the Jewishypolit
and other covenant communities deserve speciabeatfdn; see her "Introduction” to M. Zborowskidan
E. Herzoglife is with PeoplédNew York: Schocken, 1952). For an eloguent evonatf the spirit and
character of the covenant community, see Page Sasth City Upon a HillNew York: A.A. Knopf,
1967).

29. See A. Malamat, "Assyrian Exile," Encyclopedia Judaicajol. 6, p. 1034; I. Ephal, "Israel: Fall and
Exile," in A. Malamat and |. Ephal, ed¥he World History of the Jewish Peoflerusalem: Massada
Press, 1979), vol. 4, chap. 8; H.H. Ben-SassonAddistory of the Jewish Peop{eondon: Weidenfield
and Nicolson, 1976), chap. 9).

30. See L. Baeck; his People Israel: The Meaning of Jewish Existdfteladelphia: Jewish Publication
Society, 1965); S.W. Baroithe Jewish Community: Its History and Structuréhto American Revolution
(Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood, 1972); Issag/lL&he Synagogue: Its History and Function
(London: Valentine Mitchell, 1963).

31. See B. Portedyrchives from Elephantin@erkeley and California: University of CalifornRress,
1960), chap. 4.

23



www.jcpa.org

32. See S. Hoenid,he Great Sanhedri(Philadelphia: Dropsie College, 1953); H. Mang&ildies in the
History of the Great Sanhedr{iCambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 1961).

33. See, M. BaeRashut Hagolah B'Bavel Bimei HaMishna VhaTalniughdership and Authority in the
Time of the Mishna and the Talmud) (Tel Aviv: DVII967; J. Neusnef,here We Sat Down: Talmudic
Judaism in the Makin¢New York: Ktav, 1978).

34. See Daniel J. Elazar and Stuart A. Cofiéxe, Jewish Polity
35. See S.W. Baroithe Jewish Community

36. See C. Albeck, "Hasanhedrin U'Nesieiha" (Thehgdrin and its Presiderjon, 8 (1963):165-178;
S.L. Albeck,Batei Hadin Bimei HaTalmu¢Courts of the Talmudic Period) (Ramat Gan: Banll
University, 1980); G. AlonThe Jews in their Land in the Talmudic Age (70-648), trans. and ed. by G.
Levi (Jerusalem: Magnes Press 1980), vol. 1; M-Yaanah,The Jews of Palestine - A Political History
from the Bar Kochba War to the Arab Conqu@xford: B. Blackwell, 1976; A.l. Baumgarten, "The
Akiban Opposition,'Hebrew Union College Annual0 (1974):179-197; E. Goldenberg, "Darko shel
Yehuda Hanasi,Tarbitz28 (1959):260-269.

37. S.W. BaronA Social and Religious History of the Jewsl. 10, chap. 45 and vol. 16; M. Elorhe
Principles of Jewish Law

38. See S. Assatekufat Hagaonim Vesifrui@he Period of the Sages and its Literature) €ream:
Mosad Harav Kook, 1955); Boaz Cohémaw and Ethics in the Light of the Jewish Tradit{tiew York:
Ktav, 1957), and.aw and Tradition in JudaisrifNew York: Ktav, 1969); M. ElonThe Principles of
Jewish LawS.B. FreehofThe Responsa Literatuf®lew York: Ktav, 1973); L. Ginsber@n Jewish Law
and Lore(New York: Atheneum, 1970); C.H. Tchernowilgledoth Hahalach#&The History of Halacha)
(New York: Vaad Hayovel, 1953).

39. See S.W. Barow Social and Religious History of the JewsM. SacharThe Course of Modern
Jewish History

40. See H.P. Friedenriclihe Jews of Yugoslavihiladelphia: Jewish Publication Society of Aroari
1979); J. KatzTradition and CrisigCambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 19aaOut of the
Ghetto(Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 19®6)Katzburg,Hungary and the Jew&Ramat
Gan: Bar-llan University Press, 1981; I. Levitathe Jewish Community in Russia, 1772-184dw York:
Columbia University Press, 1943); E. MendelsoFime Jews of East Central Europe Between the World
Wars(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983); B\Meinryb, The Jews of Poland: A Social and
Economic History of the Jewish Community from 1tb00800(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
1972); M. WilenskiHasidim Umitnagdin{Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1973). 41. See Atrddnn,Moses
Mendelsohn: A Biographical Studiyondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973); S.W. BakdSocial and
Religious History of the Jew®¥olume XV; S. Ettinger, "The Modern Age" in H.Ben-Sasson, ed4
History of the Jewish PeoplPart 11l (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Pse$976); A. Herzberd he
French Enlightenment and the Je(d&ew York: Columbia University Press, 1968); Jirfkarz,

Fatherland or Promised Land: The Dilemma of the i@an Jew, 1893-191¢4Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1975); C. RotHistory of the Jews in Englan@rd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964).

42. See Daniel J. Elaza&&pmmunity and PolitandPeople and PolityDaniel J. Elazar with P. Medding,
Jewish Communities in Frontier Societig®ndon and New York: Holmes and Meir, 1983).

43. See Daniel J. Elazar, "The Reconstitution ofiste Communities in the Post-War Periodgwish
Journal of SociologyVolume Xl, No. 2, (December 1969).

24



www.jcpa.org

44, See W.A. LaqueuA History of ZionismD. Vital, The Origins of Zionism
45, See A. Herzber@,he Zionist IdegWestport, Connecticut: Greenwood, 1975).

46. See the series HaChug L'Yediyat Am Yisrael 84dt B'Beit Nasi Hamedina (Study Circle on World
Jewry in the Home of the President of Israel), @hagprary, Institute of Contemporary Jewry, Heberw
University of Jerusalem, especially, B. Halpern ariblatt, "Amadot Mishtanot B'Yehesai Medinat
Yisrael VeHatefutsot" (Changing Relations Betwesna¢l and the Diaspora), 3rd series, No. 6-7 (1970-
1971); E. Schweid, "HaKarat HaAm HaYehudi B'HinlgNisrael" (Identification with the Jewish People
in Israeli Education), 6th Series, No. 6 (1972-T8)Rotenreich, Z. Abromov, and Y. Bauer, "Achrayut
Shel Medinat Yisrael Latfutzot" (Israel's Respoiigipto the Diaspora), 9th Series, No. 7 (1977-78)

47. Cf. Daniel J. Elazar and A.M. Dortort, eddnderstanding the Jewish Agency - A Handbook
(Jerusalem: Jerusalem Center for Public Affair84)9E. Stock, "Jewish Multi-Country Associations"
American Jewish Yearbod©®74-75, (New York and Philadelphia: American wCommittee and
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1974).

48. See Daniel J. Elazar, "The Reconstitution afisle Communities in the Post-War Periodigish
Journal of SociologyDaniel J. Elazar and Stuart A. Coh&hg Jewish Polity

49. See L. HartzZThe Founding of New Societies: Studies in the Histbthe United States, Latin
America, South Africa, Canada, and Austrdidew York: Harcourt, Bruce & World, 1964).

50. B. Azkin,State and NatiofLondon: Hutchinson University Library, 1964).

51. Daniel J. Elazaif,he Jewish Polity

25



