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Beloved Zion: 
Finding the Abrahamic Faiths’ Common Ground over Jerusalem
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Michael Bell – TRN411 – Politics of the Middle East 
Introduction:  
Peace and War, Paradox and Intransigence, Us and the Other
This essay is about the holy common ground of Zion. In the city of Jerusalem, politics, geography and history converge as do the three Abrahamic faiths of the world. My subject lies in that most postmodern of spaces, the gap, between different nationalities, different stories and different faiths. It is the gap between a territory over which blood has been spilled since time immemorial and the vision of universal peace that shares its name. This is an attempt to weave together various stories, biblical, traditional and historical, into a text which anecdotally describes the area where the shared traditions of two or three of the monotheistic faiths intersect with the city they share.
These traditions are based on simple stories beginning with the tale of Abraham. The key to monotheism, Abraham was mythically linked to Jerusalem through the akeda (his “binding” of Isaac) which occurred on one of its foothills. Choosing it as his capitol, King David bound Jerusalem to Judaism and laid the literal and national foundation for the modern state of Israel. He inextricably linked Jewish religious and historical narratives as he built a nation around Zion. Mohammad and Jesus obviously lie at the center of their respective religions and each of their lives is traditionally or biblically tied to Jerusalem as well. Mohammad, like David combined religious and political leadership so completely that the two remain coupled in many Islamic societies today. The Qur’an links Mohammad through a chain of prophets to David and Abraham. Similarly, Jesus, a Jew, was interpreting and expanding on the teachings of the Torah, many of which centered around his Holy city and its Temple. From these simple stories have flowed centuries of progress and conflict.

The People of the Book,
 have been glorifying, and fighting over, Jerusalem since their religions’ inceptions. While their beliefs and peoples have diverged greatly, the basic stories and places that they share present a body of common knowledge which can and should be the basis for settlements between these Abrahamic peoples. Jerusalem is worshiped, analyzed and inhabited by both Palestinians and Israelis. Of all places, it best represents their conflicts and shared heritage. The academic and Rabbi, Marc Gopin explains that,

Jerusalem represents the heart and soul of the lost dignity and honor of each community. For Jews, Jerusalem is their only holy city in the world, and the one that has been the center of their prayers for thousands of years. It is also the place of greatest sacralized pain, the place of all the horrors of murder, conquest, and theft.
 
Zion is also a place of both honour and humiliation for the Palestinians. They are proud of the many generations of families with roots in the Holy city. It represents their prime possession as a people, a possession which distinguishes them within the Islamic world.
 Simultaneously Palestinians are humiliated by the loss of David’s city to Israel, by the “deep sense of theft and dishonour at becoming second-class citizens in their own city,” and by their loss of “the resources [necessary] to have an honorable presence there.”
 That these two peoples have undertaken a process of othering each other over decades and probably centuries is both obvious and logical. Yet this process, like their absolutist beliefs and narratives, can be manipulated and undone. The following paper is an attempt to begin the political untangling and spiritual reuniting of the Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian-Arab nations. 
I. Structure and Sources
The length of this essay warrants a prose table of contents of sorts, particularly because my writing style and topic lend themselves to a circular format in which many subjects are repeated in distinct contexts. After briefly explaining my focus and methodology, disclaiming the many topics related to Jerusalem that I avoid and justifying several of my tangents, I describe in some depth why I use myths, common ground and the concept of “the Other” to deal with issues of reconciliation around David’s City. I also spend several pages outlining the many paradoxes I confronted in exploring Jerusalem for their nuance and complexity affords an interesting point of departure. The core of the essay is then made up of three sections. In the first, “Faith,” I discuss Jerusalem as depicted in the Bible, the Qur’an and traditional religious material that has resulted from well-over a millennia of interpretation of these codices. Included is a description of eschatological views of Jerusalem and an extensive analysis of how the Abrahamic family myth and other myths surrounding Abraham and his descendants are a shared tradition for the three faiths inextricably linked to Jerusalem. The second part, “Blood” is an account of the many myths that have arisen from Zion’s history of conquest and its existence at the heart of the international lime-light. “Stone,” the last section, is about the physical city and the lessons from the repeated construction, destruction and appropriation of its Holy sites. 


While a year of focused study, an undergraduate career and numerous texts inspired this essay, I selected three books in particular from the thousands written on Jerusalem to incorporate in depth. All three are unique in terms of their narrative beauty or simple eloquence and each represents a different genre of writing on the subject. Marc Gopin’s book, Holy War, Holy Peace: How Religion Can Bring Peace to the Middle East is the broadest text. A Rabbi and professor of religious studies, Gopin writes from a policy perspective as an armchair American peacemaker. His text is interesting for its unique take on the conflict, because his theories on the “Other” dovetail nicely with my own, and because of his ideally representative examples of common ground, specifically related to the Abrahamic family myth. Jerusalem: A History of the Holiest City Seen Through the Struggles of Jews, Christians, and Muslims is astounding for its combination of nuance, profundity and craftsmanship. I have yet to see a narrative of Jerusalem as beautifully written as Thomas A. Idinopulos’ text and yet it is also remarkably comprehensive. Finally, Meron Benvenisti’s City of Stone: The Hidden History of Jerusalem is a testament to the former mayor of Jerusalem’s mastery of history and language. Interspersing a discussion of the contemporary political dispute with historical stories of Jerusalem and Israel’s governance, it is both personal – evincing its author’s connection to its subject – and authoritative. 
II. Explanations, Disclaimers and Exceptions: 
Religion and the Other, Facts, Histories and Myths 
In portraying the sometimes opposing, sometimes parallel and always interconnected Jewish, Muslim and Christian stories of Jerusalem, I hope to emphasize the existence of several histories for this city, adopting Foucault’s vision in which there is no one linear sequence of events but instead many individual narratives. Each religion envisions its own Holy City and has encoded this vision in a different form. Taking into consideration the limitations of a paper of this length, mine is a very anecdotal approach to Jerusalem’s histories, I which I selectively choose those episodes and symbols which illustrate the shared traditions and paradoxes of, and manufactured divides between, the monotheistic faiths. 

I will focus on the Torah and the Talmud, the Qur’an and the New Testament, leaving much extra-codexical material aside. Nevertheless, many of the stories included below are traditional or historical or some combination of the two, a tack made necessary by the absence of a direct reference to Jerusalem in the Qur’an. Arguments at the center of the current political debate and its historical antecedents are integrally linked to interpretations of, and additions to, biblical and Qur’anic material, which, in turn, are usually coloured by the socio-political situation of their authors. This is true even though literal interpretations of the material contained within the original codices has little to bear on contemporary discourse. In other words, because the original material is linked to its interpretations and these are directly referenced by current actors, biblical and Qur’anic content remains relevant to the discussion.  

 
Similarly, my religious approach to this conflict is the result of my belief that the more archetypal or fundamental aspects of fighting in the Middle East (and elsewhere) are the result not only of physical and social realities but also of religious beliefs and influences, whether explicit and conscious, or not. The Rabbi Marc Gopin, explains, “religious texts and traditions inform far more of a culture’s presentation of its collective self, especially in moments of cross-cultural relationship, than secular members of a civilization might wish to acknowledge.”
 The importance of spiritual and symbolic elements of this conflict (and all conflicts) corresponds with the unimportance, and in many cases irrelevance, of historical accuracy to the claims of parties involved. This is because identity, a group’s sense of self and dignity, is based on narrative and not specific facts. In other words, the way events are portrayed or linked is what makes them real and personal. Highlighting that an individual did not live in the year he is supposed to have or that a people’s ancestral links cannot be proven scientifically, is counterproductive in resolving conflict.
Explained using more literary terms: “to be a fact is to be a failure" when building a common identity.
 We have to be able to differentiate between our physical perceptions and our myths. Yet at times we must also let the line between these two blur. Northrop Frye asks us to discover the "imaginative world between the 'is' and the 'is not' which is where our ultimate freedom lies”.
 In order to achieve this freedom, we have to understand the possibility of two worlds and we need to negotiate the border between our reality and their imagination (or visa versa). 

Attempts to prove the truth of one’s claims can often be characterized as attempts to deny another’s traditions. Examples that “prove” this point are plentiful. The Palestinian addition of the Arabic word for “alleged” to every reference to the historical Jewish Temple as well as Israel’s incessant denial of Palestinian nationhood are unhelpful. Both alleged facts are true to the extent that they are believed by most members the Other community and are an indelible part of their narrative. Similarly, Father Joseph L. Ryan points out that, “as a result of Zionist presentations, the impression is at times given -  and taken – that history of any consequence stopped in Palestine in the year 70 A.D. and only began again with the Zionist movement under Herzl.”
 By creating a timeline with a gap between Solomon’s dynasty and modern Israel’s establishment, Israelis de-legitimize Jerusalem’s Islamic and Christian rulers’ histories. The Arabs’ claim that the pre-Israelite temple-city Jerusalem was artificially Hebraized when Isaac's sacrifice by his father Abraham was located on Mount Moriah
 dismisses Jewish ties to their only Holy land. This paper aims to demonstrate where the Muslim, Christian and Jewish stories converge and overlap and prove that absolute descriptions of truth or attempts at fixing history are both irrelevant and artificial. 


To speak more specifically about a subject hinted at in the above paragraphs, myths, whether secular or religious, national or historical, lie at the core of this essay. A myth will here be defined as a story or archetypal pattern generally or near-universally held to be true by a community representing one party in the conflict over Jerusalem. As indicated above, this intentionally leaves the historicity of the myths ambiguous. Many reductive theories exist which claim that all myths can be rooted in historical reality.
 Such theories, however, miss the significance of myth and end up diminishing its personal or spiritual importance. In terms of the Bible, any given story’s historicity can only add to its mythic significance because its meaning and personal relevance have already been established by its archetypal nature. History served both as the sculptor and the glorifier of the Bible. It served to make abstract ideas concrete and eventually to define which were collectively important. Furthermore, the heightened degree of political, religious, historical, geographic and social convergence in the Middle East makes myths doubly important. Marc Gopin explains that “there is a political and mythic interdependency that requires us to work with both in order to achieve political settlements.”

In searching for common ground I will be consciously avoiding many topics related to conflict resolution in the Middle East and Jerusalem. My goal is to explain and interpret the religious influences on the current dispute over Jerusalem without getting bogged down in these contemporary quarrels. I want to avoid the recent political and military history of this city which has become the subject of hundreds, if not thousands of books. Similarly and generally speaking, I will avoid the topics of Zionism and Palestinian national history as they are covered in textbooks and instead emphasize what has made these two peoples distinct and how they are similar. Anecdotes will be used to discuss the effects of the politicization of sacred sites but the history of each movement will be left aside. While I will frequently mention and at times analyze in depth issues of Christian importance, the focus throughout will be on the shared stories of the Jews and the Arabs for I feel it is here that current problems relating to Jerusalem need be resolved. 


As a last disclaimer, while I have just argued that it is detrimental to deny or ignore the myths of another party, an exception exists for those beliefs which are inherently destructive. In this sense, I am conscious that the process described below involves a degree of whitewashing or papering over some of the fundamental disagreements between Jews and Arabs. This should also be evidence of my belief in the malleability of the beliefs and narratives at the core of these disagreements for no fact, and especially no story, is absolutely true. As the semiotician and author Umberto Eco once said, “if something cannot be used to tell a lie, it cannot be used to tell the truth; it cannot be used to ‘tell’ at all.”
 We fabricate our truths in the same way that we create our myths and our enemies.
III. Analytical Framework: The Other Explained
At the core of this essay is an attempt to break down the mythical distinctions that have solidified into group identities in the Middle East and resulted in a conflict that appears intractable. Israeli’s and Palestinians, Jews and Arabs, have undergone a process of “othering” in which an enemy has been created based on distinctions which in different circumstances would be meaningless. In the political scientist, William Connolly’s words, “identity requires differences in order to be, and it converts difference into otherness in order to secure its own self-certainty.” The danger of what he calls identity politics, however, is “that it casts as authentic to the self or group an identity that in fact is defined by its opposition to an Other.”
 
These identities are based on, and amplified by, myths, the narratives that tie together the beliefs and “facts” of a society’s existence. Gopin points out that beneath the surface of human interaction exist constructs of reality: “of the collective self, and of the ‘other.’ [These myths] often express themselves in terms of some idealized self-image, together with a demonized mythic construct of the “other,” both replete with centuries of evidence.”
 The distinctions that lead to our designation of a collective Other are frequently and correctly, though not uniquely, associated with religion. The Rabbi explains further how religions tend to “mark some things and behaviours as dangerous, taboo, forbidden , misguided or mistaken…unholy, sinful, inspired by or inhabited by Evil, by the Devil, Satan…the sitra ahra, the Other Side (in Jewish mysticism),” etc. This is often translated into a characterization of a certain people instead of their actions. The very term infidel means “one who does not believe in (what the speaker holds to be) the true religion; an ‘unbeliever’.”
 Put differently, religious conflicts are an example of faith shaping reality, shaping our characterization of the Other. 

Echoing Social Identity Theory, Gopin explains that this type of “segregation has its source in the ubiquitous human psychological process of other, the need to distinguish and exclude.” Othering is by no means the exclusive domain of religion and, “in fact, othering and incrimination comprise a constant source of conflict generation in all of human intercourse [and] collective identity formation...”
 A useful example of such identity formation is Muhammad’s creation of a distinctly Muslim set of rituals. He altered his religion in finite and spiritual ways that resulted, to a great extent, in the reduction of the importance of Jerusalem for Islam. In his Medinan period and while describing a moral code and dealing with the problems of rapidly growing polity, Mohammad simultaneously began drawing distinctions that created a split with the Jewish community. He moved the Kiblah, the direction of prayer, from Jerusalem to Mecca and he changed the time of fasting from the Jewish day of atonement, Yom Kippur, to the month of Ramadan. 
Nevertheless by describing himself as one prophet in a line of such interpreters of G-d’s will, Mohammad at first hoped that Jews would accept him as their own prophet. Here he was taking a cue from another “Jewish” prophet, Jesus. Like Jesus with regard to his beliefs, Mohammad hoped that these Jews would become a part of Islam.
 As indicated above, the Thomas Idinopulos’ findings ripple throughout this paper and his paralleling of the rejection of Jesus and Mohammad is no exception:

Sometime before his death in 632, with utter sincerity and high expectation, Muhammad called out to all his tribal kinsmen who practiced paganism to quit their idols and heed the message of the one spiritual G-d of heaven; and to the Jews and Christians of Arabia he issued an invitation to accept his prophecy of G-d as their own and to accept his (Muhammad’s) apostolic authority. In all these hopes he experienced sharp disappointment. His kinsmen would not turn about, and his fellow monotheists would have nothing to do with him. What followed underscores a truth learned from all religious history: rejection, far more than acceptance, provides the energy to transform an ideal vision into a concrete reality. One need only remember that if Jerusalem’s Jews had accepted Jesus’ apostolic authority, the church would have remained an obscure Jewish sect.
Nevertheless, if we return to their original hopes and de-emphasize their frustrations, Muhammad and Jesus’ teachings take on much of the universal Catholicism that G-d’s original covenant with Abraham entails: “Now the Lord said to Abram, ‘...all the peoples on earth will be blessed through you.’”
 


Discerning such inclusiveness in biblical, traditional and national narratives is an essential part of this paper. Because the Bible is a story, its meaning can be very slowly and deliberately massaged. Abraham and Jerusalem are ideal subjects for this process: they are central to all three religions and the biblical material dealing with them is ambiguous. In the English professor and aboriginal specialist J. Edward Chamberlin’s words, "building shape and meaning is what we do in our stories and songs. They are built on the arbitrariness of words and images, which is to say they are built on sand; but they are rock solid as long as we believe in them."
 My goal is not to change our belief in the Bible writ large, but instead to change our emphasis.

IV. Paradoxes and Enigmas:
Confused Names, War and Peace and Heterogeneity
Interestingly, the lack of clarity and definition surrounding the subject of Jerusalem in the Bible provides fertile ground for positive de- and re- construction of the three faiths’ visions of this city. “Paradoxicality,” the ability to undermine all preconceptions and a specific kind of cognitive dissonance, can be essential in resolving intractable conflicts and are all evident in Biblical writing on Jerusalem.
 In discussing several of the contradictions and inconsistencies surrounding the City of David, humour and nuance are also helpful. Take, for example, Idinopulos telling of the Israelites’ confusion over the meaning of Jerusalem’s name:

Shalem gave his name to Jerusalem. Jeru-shalem, meaning “place of the G-d Shalem.” Poor Shalem. When the idol makers fell prey to the Israelite idol haters, Shalem lost his place. For in the fourteenth century B.C.E., when the Israelites made their appearance in the ancient land of Canaan, they proceeded to confuse the name of Shalem with their own Hebrew word for peace, shalom. Thereafter Jerusalem was mistakenly called “city of peace.” What a mockery history has made of their mistake!

Whether the equation of the Assyrian deity’s name, “Shalem,” with the Hebrew word for peace, “Shalom,” in popular etymology, was intentional is not important because the two meanings are connected in Psalm 76:2, "in Shalem is His tent, and His dwelling place in Zion." Thus Zion became the proverbial City of Peace in both Psalm 122 and Hebrews 7:1-2. As Idinopulos ironically points out, despite this connotation of its name, Jerusalem was a city constantly at war and steeped in blood.
 

Jerusalem’s enigmatic name warrants further discussion. The Professor and Chair of Bible Studies at Hebrew University, Shemaryahu Talmon, explains how traditional and contemporary readings of the bible over-emphasize “the 'celestial Jerusalem' and de-emphasizing the terrestrial city.” His claim that “every example of an idealized city of Jerusalem [in the Bible] could be matched with an example of a highly mundane city, a city not peaceful but warlike, a city not inhabited by pious Jews but by a mixed group of foreigners,"
 is certainly true, but the number of historical wars fought over the city is exponentially larger than all of its Biblical references. Focusing more on the peaceful or Heavenly references to Jerusalem can only be beneficial as long as both are viewed figuratively. 
If only people would understand the metaphor of Jerusalem as spiritual home as such, it could form the basis for peacebuilding. Yet the Heavenly city is so powerful an image that it has been literalized in many destructive ways resulting in countless wars. The individuals that fight these wars are among “the most attenuated [of] believers, the abstractly “spiritualized,” [who] fail to see the fateful connection between the Jerusalem blessed by the vision of G-d and the Jerusalem cursed by human religions.”
 Benvenisti outlines the paradox that literal readings of Biblical material on Zion have imposed on Christians and uses it to illustrate the ambivalent nature of the Christian attitude toward Jerusalem. 

There is an element of paradox in the fact that it is precisely those who relate to the Old Testament literally, as accounts of actual historical events, who scorn the places revered by the mainstream churches that emphasize the spiritual and allegorical meaning of the Holy Scriptures.
 
We too often view Jerusalem as the exclusive spiritual center of each faith without considering the possibility of an overlapping or a Venn diagram like city. A realistic contemporary comparison might be to the cosmopolitan Toronto or multicultural London. They are the shared and relatively peaceful homes for hundreds of ethnic communities.


Biblical accounts of a heterogeneous city are documented by both Idinopulos and Talmon to demonstrate that those kings who were criticized by the prophets for allowing pagan practices ruled the longest while those who were more pious, and therefore less tolerant, were crushed by pagans or internal dissent.
 They offer a reasonable argument for political and religious liberalness as the biblically “wicked” kings preserved the peace and gained survival “by their willingness to pay tribute and tolerate pagan worship while the pious kings, in refusing tribute and purging foreign temples, actually plunged the nation into a destructive maelstrom.”
 As the pendulum of tolerance swung, life improved and got worse for Jerusalem’s Jews, ranging from occasional exile to almost complete acceptance under different Muslim and Christian dynasties. As will be shown later, the Muslim leaders Umar and Saladin are both held up as examples of moderation, righteousness and tolerance and should be acclaimed as models for today’s leaders whether secular or religious, Muslim or Jewish. 


A similar example exists in modern times. Benvenisti describes how the Israeli hero and defense minister, Moshe Dayan decreed the temple Mount a Muslim holy space: 
The entire area, including the mosques, other buildings, and all the gateways to the Mount save one, remained in the hands of the Muslim religious authorities (the Waqf). Jews were permitted to visit, but not to pray. Dayan's decision was astounding in its daring. The Jews returned after thousands of years of exile and conquered their holy place and symbol of their national independence, and despite this enormous load of emotional baggage, an Israeli leader made a rational decision in order to prevent a religious war whose consequences were beyond conjecture.
 
In so doing, Dayan was following in what has become a positive trend in modern Israeli governance whereby generals use their political clout accrued in battle to truly lead their people in decisions that while unpopular, are also necessary for peace. Looking at Yitzhak Rabin and Begin’s periods in office or even Sharon’s recent decisions, we see the Israeli people’s tendency to give their leader enough slack to offer concessions in order to achieve peace only once they are sufficiently confident in said leader’s valuing of security concerns. Thus, tolerance of political and religious diversity are essential ingredients for productive leadership of Jerusalem. 

Despite its obvious and supreme importance for Jews, some consider the Holy City to be of debatable political and even religious importance to Muslims. Originally the subject of Arab conquest only because Mohammad prohibited Muslim marauders from raiding towns within their umma or community, the Arabs were forced to plunder neighboring Palestine and Syria. That Jerusalem was repeatedly conquered by Muslims was of little political importance beyond its religious significance as one of Muhammad's stops during the Night Journey,
 which was attributed traditionally well after the Prophets time. Furthermore, and as will be discussed in more depth below, vigorous debate continues to this day between Syrian and Palestinian Muslims, and the rest of the Islamic world, over the importance of Palestine’s holiest mosque and stone. 
Returning to Benvenisti’s discussion of the complexity of Christianity’s ties to Zion, he highlights the universalistic and almost purely spiritual relationship that most Christians maintain with the Heavenly city:

On the one hand, Christians hold sacred the sites of the great mysteries—the passion, resurrection, and ascension; all actual locations in the earthly Jerusalem—regardless of whether they have been accurately identified. On the other hand, they emphasize the spiritual, ethereal significance of those events…whose holiness dwells in the heart of the believer and in the community of Christians. Since they regard the Old Testament as an allegorical preface to the chronicles of "spiritual Israel" (the universal Christian community), earthly Jerusalem loses its importance as the concrete, physical stage upon which history unfolds, and is replaced by the heavenly Jerusalem. The celestial Zion is manifest wherever a person is in communion with G-d…
 
The result of this abstract faith in, and vision of, Jerusalem has been a substantial decrease in tension between Christians and the other monotheistic faiths over the Holy City. While this détente can be attributed to Crusader defeats, a diminished physical presence in the city or the existence of an undeniably more important religious center, namely the Vatican, I do not find any of these arguments persuasive. Jerusalem is universally held to be second in importance to both Mecca and Medina for Muslims, all three faiths have suffered terrible defeats over the city and Jews maintained strong ties to it even when in exile for centuries. Despite bickering within the Christian community over Jerusalem in the early 20th century,
 Jerusalem has maintained its spiritual importance for the religion without necessitating political sovereignty and has thus, at least recently, come closer to achieving the Catholic ideals attributed to Jesus. 

The last of Jerusalem’s paradoxes is the most important for this paper and will be a recurring theme. The fact that so many of the three monotheistic faith’s holy sites overlap is indicative of their tightly interwoven roots. The religions’ similarities are often what bring them into conflict: “The very interrelatedness of [the Abrahamic faiths] betrays the causes of their antireligious rivalry and deadly historical conflicts.”
 Nevertheless, these shared traditions can also be points of departure for reconciliation as their study “uncovers places of conflict transformation and peacemaking by discovering discreet points of convergence, across the indelible but porous barriers of spiritual identity.”
 Put more simply, Jews, Christians and Arabs are most likely to fight over the areas where they have the most in common. Making explicit their common heritage and acknowledging their differences with regard to these areas (for instance, Jerusalem) can bring about resolution. 

1. Faith: 

Biblical, Qur’anic and Traditional stories and exegesis
A brief and anecdotal description of what Jerusalem means for each of the three faiths is useful in creating a context for further discussion of the Holy city. Summarized in one sentence, the Jewish attachment to the city is defined biblically: “a progressive identification is drawn between the people of Israel, or the Land of Israel, and Jerusalem and its Temple linked in G-d’s plan and transformed, apotheosized, into the Heavenly Jerusalem.”
 The key to Jewish spiritual and physical attachment was and is King David’s dynasty for under David and his successor Solomon, “the nation experienced an unprecedented and never again matched state of political glory, economic achievement, and cultic splendor.” The brief period of their rule became a “beacon of wellbeing and success for future generations.” The cornerstone of Jewish hopes for a national and religious renaissance, it was ultimately “the very pivot around which turned their eschatological aspirations."
 
The necessary antecedent to David’s rule, however, was God’s original covenant with Abraham which followed the patriarch’s mythical sacrificial offering of Isaac on Mount Moriah, thereby connecting the Israelites spiritually (if not historically) to Jerusalem. David brilliantly linked his own dynasty and kingdom to Abraham’s god by retrieving the arc which symbolized the patriarch’s covenant. In doing so he fostered “the belief that Jerusalem and the Temple were at the very heart of Yahweh’s Covenant with Israel. David succeeded in cementing his kingship to the “foundation stone” of Yahweh’s Covenant Law” and built his capitol around it.
 David was even able to incorporate the Near Eastern mythic motif of the "City on the Mountain," with his acropolis or temple of sanctuary close to heaven.
 Most importantly, God’s promise to David of a “house” was interpreted as a “nothing less than a new Covenant with Israel based on the Davidic royal line…David would be seen as a second Moses, and Jerusalem, David’s city, would succeed Mount Sinai as the site of the law.”
 David began a tradition of patriarchal linkage to G-d and to Jerusalem which would be continued by Jesus and Mohammad.
Christians adopt the Hebrew bible as the historic context, and Jerusalem as the setting, for their central drama. The story of Jesus revolves around the Holy city from beginning to end. Jesus “taught, performed miracles, died, and was buried in Herodian Jerusalem. He worshiped in Herod’s Temple, with which he identified himself and whose destruction he openly predicted. [He was] crucified outside the western wall of the city and buried nearby.”
 This story is also obviously further evidence for Christian ambivalence towards Zion. While, “the persecution of the prophets in Jerusalem culminated with the crucifixion of Jesus[,] Jerusalem is also cherished in Christian belief as the city of the Resurrection [and] the place to which Christ will come again to redeem the world.”
 This latter belief in Christianity’s future redemption is related to the paradoxical views of the earthly and heavenly city in the New Testament. 
The first three Gospels ground their narratives explicitly in the city of stone yet in the more abstract Letters of Paul and the Gospel of John, the Heavenly Jerusalem dominates. Idinopulos explains that “Paul explicitly subordinates the earthly Jerusalem, the symbol of Hebraic law, to the Heavenly Jerusalem, where he believes that Christ, who has fulfilled the law, dwells and in Matthew there are explicitly negative references to the city: “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, the city that kills the prophets and stones those who are sent to it!”
 This trend continued with the “strikingly negative attitude taken toward the Holy Land” by later influential Christian thinkers including Saints Augustine, Chrysostom, and Gregory of Nyssa.
 


Though there is no mention of Jerusalem in the Quran, and though the Quranic verses describing Mohammad’s ascension from masjid al-aqsa, "the farthest place of worship," are now thought by historians to refer to a sanctuary near Mecca, Mohammad consciously linked Muslim traditions to biblical locations. Islam’s close ties to the Judeo-Christian tradition, evidenced by the plethora of inter-textual references in the Qur’an, denote Mohammad’s early intention to incorporate all monotheists into his new faith.
 The later location of the final leg of Mohammad’s night journey in Zion, therefore follows in line with these teachings. Pragmatic concerns with regard to pilgrimage also played an important role as Idinopulos notes: "folk tradition is usually more powerful than historical accuracy. Muslim pilgrimage to Jerusalem undoubtedly influenced interpretation of the Koranic stories [and so,] Jerusalem officially gained its place as a 'holy city' in Islamic theology."
 

The importance of Jerusalem to Islam is demonstrated further by the many Muslim sayings about the Holy city. The following are several examples: “On Judgment day both Mecca and Medina would travel to Jerusalem, so that the three cities together would magnify the divine glory”, “G-d looks toward Jerusalem twice a day”, “One day in Jerusalem is like a thousand days, one month like a thousand months, and one year like a thousand years. Dying there is like dying in the first sphere of heaven…” Finally, one saying frequently used by Palestinians and Syrians is adapted directly from the Jewish Talmud: “The sanctuary of the earth is Syria; the sanctuary of Syria is Palestine; the sanctuary of Palestine is Jerusalem; the sanctuary of Jerusalem is ‘the Mount’’; the sanctuary of the Mount is the Mosque; the sanctuary of the Mosque is the Qubbat as-Sakhra [the Dome of the Rock].”
 Many Christian and Jewish sayings also clearly exist that reinforce Jerusalem’s importance on an everyday basis from the oft quoted, “If I forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forget her cunning,” to the perennial “Next year in Jerusalem.” 

The eschatological importance of Jerusalem bears mentioning though I will not emphasize it because though biblical, it strays so far into the realm of mysticism and the abstract that it loses relevance for mainstream discussion. Furthermore, the eschatological Jerusalem is the form most frequently seized upon by extremists in justifying their often destructive impulses (as will be discussed in more depth in later discussions about the physical sites). As Benvenisti explains it, alliances of Christian fundamentalists and Ultra-Orthodox Israeli fanatics have been formed “based on their shared belief that the End of Days is at hand and that there is no more reliable means of hastening the advent of the Messiah—that of the Jews (for the first time) and that of the Christians (for the second)—than the building of the Third Temple.” 
Many claim that this requires the destruction of any existing structures on the original site of Solomon’s temple.
 “The Jewish fanatics are not worried about the apocalyptic battle that will supposedly take place after the Temple is rebuilt; they prefer to have allies in this world, even ones who will become their enemies in the world to come, and to depend on their Messiah, son of David, to deal with Jesus, son of Mary.”
 For them, the historical Jerusalem, which often lay in ruin and misery, was transformed by Isaiah, Ezekial and Paul, among others, into a heavenly and eschatological Jerusalem, a city whose holiness transcended the mere presence of the Temple and was coterminus with the glory of the Israeli people under David.  While possibly dangerous in the short term, such eschatological prophesies remain the most optimistic for the distant future. They dictate that Yahweh will “remain faithful in his promises to the nation, to the Davidic dynasty, and to Jerusalem.”  The Israelites will “be restored to the land; Jerusalem and the Temple [will] be rebuilt, and a Davidic prince, G-d’s “anointed” (the messiah), [will] be sent to lead the nation into a new era of peace and righteousness…”
 If only such visions could be realized without their associated apocalypse, the heavenly Jerusalem might be enjoyed by its earthly inhabitants. 
I. The Myth of the Abrahamic Family

Who has a nobler religion than


If you belong to Christ,                        

he who submits to God, does what

then you are Abraham's seed, is right, and follows the
promise

and heirs according to the faith of saintly Abraham? (Surah 22:78)

(Galations 3:29)


Abraham is the clearest example of an individual and an idea that all three faiths have in common his story is integrally tied to Jerusalem. Abraham’s most important attribute is his covenant with God. As mentioned above, this covenant was granted after Abraham demonstrated his faith through his willingness to sacrifice his son.
 With this act, and the Lord’s granting of descendants and land to Abraham on a mountain in Jerusalem, monotheistic religion began. Yet from here the Abrahamic faiths diverge. Judaism and Islam both draw a direct line to one of Abraham’s sons and each claims their ancestor was on Mount Moriah. But a competition among brothers over the spiritual inheritance of this Holy covenant emerged over which son was to be martyred and the dispute has continued to this day, the most deadly family feud in history. 

Descriptions of Abraham in the Hebrew Bible and New Testament parallel Qur’anic characterizations of him. For instance, he is established as the symbol of a future community at the outset of the Hebrew Bible: “Abraham will surely become a great and powerful nation” and he is a patriarch associated with an umma – a community of faith – in the Qur’an. In both cases Abraham’s covenant is depicted as an agreement on behalf of all his people. It was natural that when Christianity and Islam established themselves as related to, but independent of, Judaism, they appropriated the figure of Abraham as a means of legitimizing their religion. Yet the most fundamental rift between the faiths – over whether Isaac, the ancestor of the Jews and Christians, or Ishmael, the ancestor of the Arab peoples, was Abraham’s living symbol of faith – was also created when they tied their lineage to Abraham.


A major thesis of Marc Gopin’s book is that by breaking down the metaphor of the family, and particularly Abraham’s family, one can reach into the archetypal roots of the feud between Islam and Judaism and perhaps dispel some of the antagonism that has arisen from their myths. Gopin explains that the, “family of Abraham is truly mythic in the sense that there never has been and probably never will be any evidence, independent of the Bible and the Qur’an, for the existence of Abraham or his family.” The Torah is traditionally held to have been written centuries after Abraham lived and scholars have believed for hundreds of years that the patriarch lived at least a thousand years earlier.
 Yet for Gopin, the very persistence of the Abrahamic family myth, mediated through many lenses and millions of interpreters, 
becomes a metaphor in and of itself, of an abiding connectivity that monotheistic peoples feel toward each other, even though that connectivity has often expressed itself as jealousy, competition, disappointment, and brutalizing murder. In a word, monotheists often act as relatives in an intense but troubled and murderous family. 
 
The Rabbi later explains that this “myth and metaphor of the family” has the power to “serve as the instrument of unparalleled human evil, but also become the foundation of heroic and extraordinary devotion to peacemaking.”
 


At the root of this metaphor is a type of conflict that most of us are forced to confront at some point in our lives. Competition amongst siblings is almost inevitable and as I think back over the many years of pummeling and scratching and screaming that my brother and I engaged in, I can see how the links between Gopin’s overarching analogy and our personal lives could make this geo-political and religious conflict more manageable. Gopin notes that “the essence of the tragic relationship of brothers – and competing monotheistic religions” exists in rabbinic literature. “They compete over who is idolatrous and who is authentic, and they compete for the love of the father, embodied in the double portion of the inheritance.”
 If Abraham represents and is the father, than Jerusalem and Israel are his home and land. This much all three faiths can agree on and it should be apparent to their members that it is a common inheritance which cannot be divided and cannot be claimed for any one faith. In this way, it must also be made obvious that Jerusalem, at a minimum, must be shared. 

God also represents the overarching father. In Gopin’s eloquent words: “The competition over the father by the sons, mythically mediated by competing texts of revelation” is evident. “The fight over which monotheism is more authentic is a fight over blessing by fathers or sons, but, in particular, blessing that comes from G-d to parents and children. In Christianity the father and the son both become part of the G-dhead, but the conflict is the same, namely, “Who is the true son of G-d, Israel or Jesus; who is His true incarnated presence?” This dispute, like so many others between the faiths, however, misconstrues Abraham’s spiritual meaning. The focus of his story, and of all three holy texts, is on sacrifice for faith. Augustine, for example, “saw the ‘sacrifice of Isaac’ as the clearest prefiguration of the sacrifice of Jesus in which another Father offers up his only Son”.
 In other words, it is not really the story of Isaac or Ishmael, but Abraham as it begins with the phrase, “After these things God put Abraham – and Abraham’s faith – to the test.’”
 God was measuring Abraham’s trust in Him. He was stretching the fibers of his relationship with Abraham to their limits in order to measure their strength and resolution. 

Abraham is so central to each of the monotheistic religions that he becomes a point of dissension. As with Jerusalem, an area of shared belief and immense importance is the epicenter of disunity. Each religion claims Abraham as its own and the picture they are painting of him, like their portrayal of Jerusalem, remains almost identical. For instance, in the Koran, Muhammad is tied so closely to Abraham that the rejection of Muhammad is deemed a lack of faith in Abraham (thereby disinheriting Jews)
 and the term hanif is often used to distinguish Muslims, the followers of the straight path, from Jews and Christians, the People of the Book.
 Despite such artificial distinctions, Abraham’s importance grows from one religion to the next. While in Judeo-Christian texts he is a patriarch, by the time of the Koran, Abraham is a prophet and Muhammad is linking himself to this supreme monotheist through a chain of prophets.
 Throughout the texts, Abraham as a symbol remains the same and across all three religions he represents monotheism and a community of faith just as Jerusalem represents the heavenly city of peace for all three faiths. Abraham is the literal and symbolic father, God the spiritual father and Jerusalem the literal and spiritual home of these troubled brothers.
 
2. Blood:

Why History, Globalism, Nationalism and Religion 
make Jerusalem a City of War and Peace 
Moving beyond Jerusalem as represented in biblical and traditional material, this city has had a history more chaotic than perhaps any other. Wars surpassed wars, civilizations followed civilizations and one religion replaced another in an endless stream of construction and destruction.
 These battles have left indelible scars on the landscape but also the people and narratives of David’s City. Nevertheless leaders stand out amidst Zion’s warlords and dictators for being models of tolerance and righteousness. From these leaders we can learn how this war-torn city was lead in times of peace, times during which, as we have seen, many peoples of many religions lived together and even supported each other under one God. As Idinopulos so eloquently puts it,

These are the heights and depths of a city besieged, defended, conquered, damaged or destroyed, and rebuilt forty times in thirty centuries, always in the name of G-d. Yet Isaiah’s words [of peace] have not been wasted. Despite the bloody divisions of faith drawn close to Jerusalem, the city rises taller on the wreckage of its own history. Intimations of justice, of peace, of unity rise from the hills [and] Jerusalem, in spite of her tormented history, comforts the believers.

In this section I aim to explore some few of the myths of Jerusalem’s period’s of wars and peace.
A British Mandatory official perhaps got it right in attempting to explain the problem of Jerusalem’s Holy sites. For L.G.A. Cust, Jerusalem was plagued by problems inherent in human nature. It reflected the best and the worst of humankind through its spiritual and earthly history:
The history of [Jerusalem’s] Holy Places is one long story of bitter animosities and contentions, in which outside influences take part to an increasing degree, until the scenes of our Lord's life on earth becomes a political shuttlecock, and eventually the cause of international conflict. If the Holy Places and the rights pertaining thereto are an 'expression of man's feelings about Him whose story hallowed these sites,' they are also an index of the corruptions and intrigues of despots and chancelleries during eight hundred years. The logical results have been the distrust and suspicion, and the attitude of intractability in all matters, even those of only the most trivial importance, concerning the Holy Places.
 
Cust’s discussion of foreign intervention in Jerusalem perhaps misconstrues the reality of a city of exiles. Tracking down Zion’s “original” inhabitants is an impossible task precisely because it has always be the “disputed territory” of conquerors and the conquered. As the world’s interconnectedness increased over centuries so to did the extent of international activity in this Holy city until references to Jerusalem as humanity’s (or at least the West’s) spiritual navel became legitimate. A frequently replicated medieval map depicting Jerusalem and Solomon’s Temple at the centre of the world with Europe, Africa, and Asia fanning out from the center like gigantic petals of an earthly clover captures this image succinctly. In Idinopulos words, “It is a vision of world redemption arising from Jerusalem.”
 

Yet Idinopulos follows this statement with a different picture of religious inception. This second image would make conflict in Jerusalem inevitable due to the violent nativity of its religions:
The births of Christianity and Islam from Judaism were painful and bloody. The infants showed all the outward signs of their mother but hated her inwardly; the mother, Judaism, disdainful of her offspring, disowned them. How could we not expect that Jerusalem would become the battleground of the three monotheistic faiths?” TI 8
Here, without intending to sound overly idealistic, I disagree with Idinopulos. The beginnings of each of these religions were not coloured by the extent or kind of conflict that followed once their believers warped their original teachings to satisfy their individual or national ambitions. Thus, if we look at the right leaders, including but not restricted to Abraham, Jesus and Mohammad, we see religions and a city with hopes of being far more tolerant than their many wars suggest.
Two such leaders are Caliph Umar ibn Khattab and Salah al-Din Yusuf, more commonly known as Saladin. Their stories are essential to establishing Jewish and Islamic common ground because they, like David, demonstrate the realistic feasibility of Jerusalem as a heterogeneous peace. In the year 638 C.E., the Christian patriarch Sophronius surrendered his city after a siege on the condition that the Muslim Caliph Umar accept his surrender in person. The myth of Umar’s visit proved the Caliph’s respect for David’s city and its peoples. When Umar conquered Zion, the city was significant to Muslims as the city of earlier Muslim prophets from David through Jesus. Umar first visited the Temple Mount which had been filled by the Christians with detritus for years and ritually defiled with menstrual cloths in contempt of Jewish law. The Caliph ordered it cleaned, preparing "the sacred Jewish site for Muslim worship."
 When Umar later rebuked his adviser Ka’b - a converted Jew - for recommending that he pray facing both Abraham’s Rock of Sacrifice and Mecca’s Ka’ba, he was emphasizing the importance of Muhammad as culminating the prophetic tradition: Mecca and Medina, Muhammad’s cities, should “exercise religious superiority over Jerusalem,” the Jewish City of the Prophets. Yet Umar did so without offending the inhabitants of the city at the time.
 
In fact, only the Christians were distressed at Umar’s contract with the city’s people to provide protection and freedom of worship in exchange for a head tax. For while the Arab’s saw his actions rightly as a symbol of Muslim tolerance, and the Jews viewed their new ruler as a Godsent for lifting their ban from the city, the tax was perceived as being demeaning to the Christians. Nevertheless, inter-religious conflict was largely quelled under Umar’s rule and did not return in force until the first European crusaders attempted to retake what they believed to be their spiritual capitol.  Though Idinopulos describes this popular account as a "legend, a story based less on historical fact than on the Arab chronicler's esteem toward the caliph" it is nevertheless firmly believed within the Muslim world and frequently cited in discussions of tolerance. 


My second model Muslim leader requires less introduction. Saladin was of Armenian Kurdish background, and was born in what is now Iraq in 1138 C.E. Through tact and diplomacy he had united the Mohammedan religion by 1171. Employing both military brilliance and carefully nuanced relations he eventually conquered Egypt and annexed Syria and Mesopotamia as well. After numerous battles and having taken and lost Palestine to the crusaders, Saladin again defeated Richard of England, claiming Jerusalem for the Muslims though granting its Christian inhabitants clemency and later allowing the Latins free passage to the Holy City. By rescuing the Dome of the Rock, converting Jerusalem’s churches to mosques and reminding the world that Jerusalem was the original city of the prophets, Saladin imparted a Muslim glory to Jerusalem that would stand forever.
 Moreover, both leaders, in their treatment of the Peoples of the Book, showed a tolerance that would be rewarded with a legacy of righteousness for centuries. 
I. Jewish and Palestinian National Stories 
The histories of the Jewish and Palestinian “nations” have been intertwined with Jerusalem’s narrative for millennia. Edward Said explains that “nations are narrations.” Israel and Palestine’s story are so inextricably interwoven, with each other, with religion and with their shared land that discussing either one alone is always, in part, a negative discussion of the other. This makes perfect sense for, as we saw before, the stories that make one nation unique, make the Other’s different. The enmity between these two nations is also understandable as the creation of an enemy almost always helps unify a group and both nations have needed during over the past century. This enmity creates a scapegoat, and inherently, a hero. The latter is glorified and the Other vilified: “The casting out of evil onto you not only renders you my enemy [and] accomplishes my own innocence. To paraphrase [Nietzsche]: ‘In manufacturing an evil one against whom to battle heroically, I fabricate a good one, myself.’”
 Orwell’s definition of nationalism is similarly telling:
I mean first of all the habit of assuming that human beings can be classified like insects and that whole blocks of millions or tens of millions of people can be confidently labeled “good” or “bad.” But secondly – and this is much more important – I mean the habit of identifying oneself with a single nation or other unit, placing it beyond good or evil and recognizing no other duty than that of advancing its own interests.

The absolute nature of the good and bad labels and of the identification with one people and one religion are what makes Israeli and Palestinian nationalism dangerous. When the lines delineating Us from the Other are drawn so black that they cannot be erased or, at a minimum modified, violence frequently ensues. Yet wars are created as a result of differences that would not matter under other circumstances: “Nationalist and ethnic conflicts are fratricides that turn on absurdities...The arguments and bloody disputes take place over tiny, almost imperceptible nuances within the society - what Sigmund Freud calls ‘the narcissism of minor differences.’”
 These differences can be easily dispelled if only the myths and narratives that magnify and distort them can be dispelled or made translucent.

Political ties to Jerusalem as a capital exist only for Jews and Palestinians, making them unique and offering both a point of contention and of commonality. Gopin again explains that, 
one cannot escape the irony of the fact that history has decreed that the places held sacred by the Jews are the same ones that are sacred to the Arabs of Palestine. Conflict over these sites became inevitable when the two communities welded nationalistic designs to religious symbols, to an extent that blurred the distinctions between them.
 
Uniting nationalism and religion to the point where they are indistinguishable clearly resulted in many of the problems facing both Israelis and Palestinians. Yet this was by no means inevitable nor is it inalterable.
For Jews, Jerusalem has been linked to religion and politics ever since David’s covenant consecrated the city as the national and spiritual capitol of the Hebrew people. The location of Abraham’s akeda on Mount Moriah had already made Zion central to the three monotheistic faiths and so David’s calculated decision linked his dynasty to Abraham’s. The two were forever associated as the “founders” of the Jewish/ Israeli “nation” and Jerusalem would always be its capitol. The memory of Jerusalem outlived the collapse of Judaic state because the meaning of Jerusalem, connected to the Covenant law, had become inseparably political and religious. As Isaiah states: “out of Zion shall come forth the law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.”
 Yet as Idinopulos wisely notes, “the connections between nation and morality, state and religion, capital and Covenant were delicate connections, easily broken, easily perverted…”
 The key is and was to balance the state and nationalism with religion. For Jews in Israel, this difficult act has always centered around Jerusalem. Their blend of religion and politics into a single national tapestry resulted in an Israeli land, people and international image still defined many years later by the Jewish faith. Jerusalem’s former mayor warns, however, that “the symbiotic connection between the religious and the nationalistic components of Israeli-Jewish and Arab-Palestinian identity turned the struggle over the Temple Mount into a time bomb, ticking away in the heart of Jerusalem with a destructive potential of truly apocalyptic proportions.”
 


Benvenisti writes that Israel’s historians, geographers and archeologists thankfully no longer support the use of their fields to reinforce nationalist political and religious claims. “The days when research on Jerusalem and the Land of Israel could be used as a means of establishing Jewish ownership claims are gone forever.”
 He explains that this is because the Isreali scholars have a sense of belonging to their city that is not dependant on Zionism, guilt or loss.
 This productive approach to science and life facilitates reconciliation but the Palestinians don’t have the personal welfare to achieve such objectivity. Their wellbeing remains too caught up in their struggle for survival and a home. The Ultra-Orthodox settlers who continue in their attempts to expand their homeland with “facts on the ground,” are echoing the deadly reality games played by radical Palestinians. As they make, prove and explain their mutually exclusive facts through gunfights, territorial acquisition or suicide bombings, they are acting without an attempt to see from the Other’s perspective. They fight with ideology or religion driving them in a vacuum.

In his prophetic book 1984, George Orwell described the need for constant wars against the Other to forge a false unity: “War had been literally continuous, though strictly speaking it had not always been the same war...The enemy of the moment always represented absolute evil.”
 A common foe brings a group together just as fear encourages its members to put their faith in a leader, in a nation, in a cause. Fighting this foe can be exciting. It creates opportunities for glory and honour difficult to find in, for instance the isolated every-day lives of Palestinian youth. The creation of an Other and conflicts with Them leads to what Irving Janis calls Groupthink, a predisposition to value the unity and stability of the group above what one would otherwise believe to be rational.
 The American war correspondent Chris Hedges explains further how, "lurking beneath the surface of every society…is the passionate yearning for a nationalist cause that exalts us," the kind that silences all opposition, particularly internal.
 This is exactly the type of cause currently uniting the Palestinian people. 
Poverty, isolation and eviction have driven the Palestinians to drastic means and these means have come with their own rewards and recognition. The Dome of the Rock and the entire city of Jerusalem have increased in sacredness for Arabs over the past three decades to equal, for some, the spiritual importance of Mecca. Despite Palestinians being evicted from, or at least second class citizens within, many neighbouring Arab countries, their cause has become a lightening rod for anti-Western sentiment and thus a collective battle for many Islamists. Other Muslims, in contrast, criticize praise for, and worship of, Jerusalem. “Muslim legal scholars in Baghdad, Cairo and other capitals” disagreed with the Palestinian adulation of Jerusalem, with its religious importance and with the many practices that celebrated this significance: “Criticism of the local pro-Jerusalem traditions at times suggested that the city might enjoy no sanctity at all. Some questioned whether Muhammad really made the Temple Mount his stepping-stone to heaven…”
 Nevertheless, Jerusalem has always superseded all places on earth save Medina and Mecca in terms of its holiness for Muslims. This is of obvious importance for the Jews as well since, though many remain “unable to come to terms with the asymmetry in the degree of religious and national significance ascribed to the Mount by the two conflicting sides.” It is nevertheless impossible to ignore the incredible religious and national importance of the city and the Temple Mount for the identity of the Palestinian people.
 

Interestingly, Palestine has inversed the norm for sacred spaces as its holy sites are becoming more holy due to their centrality to Palestinian politics as opposed to visa versa. Politics and religion reinforce each other in Palestine for better and for worse. A relatively new Jebusite myth links the Palestinian people directly to the Jebusites, thereby giving them a claim to the holy land that pre-dates the Davidic presence. A more difficult aspect of this claim is that these inhabitants were Muslim. Yet this myth too may some day be widely accepted as truth and could be the foundation of a vibrant Palestinian country. 
Following an extensive description of Israeli celebrations for the 3,000th anniversary of Davidic Jerusalem, Benvenisti offers the hypothetical Palestinian equivalent:

Had circumstances been reversed and had Jerusalem been under Palestinian sovereignty, the authorities would have been organizing a "Jebusite Festival" to mark Jerusalem's 5,000th anniversary. During this festival, they would have depicted their historical myths in speech and music, exactly as the Israelis did…Who is right? The question is superfluous. The chronicles of Jerusalem are a gigantic quarry from which each side has mined stones for the construction of its myths – and for throwing at each other.
 
This is the beginning of Benvenisti’s extended metaphor of the quarry of history, a dig through time and space for specific facts. He notes that the Palestinians “have good reason to reflect on the fact that history is written by victors, and not the vanquished”
 for “history is a vast quarry from whose stones a magnificent edifice dedicated to the cult of Israeli Jerusalem has been constructed. In it there is no room for the other-Palestinian-Arab-collective.” Benvensti continues his analogy throughout this chapter. In it he explores Israel’s edifice from the perspective of Jerusalem’s history. The Palestinians must be satisfied with historical and mythical Arab-Palestinian victories (past and future) in order for a settlement to last. When two towers of Babel stand side by side  and the Arabs and Jews find the right language to relate across the gap between their battlements, only then will peace be real.  
II. Strength and Empathy from Eviction and Exile 

Another area of common ground for all three religions, established biblically, traditionally and historically, is the reality of being exiled from one’s home. Members of each of the three faiths have, at one time or another, been evicted and banned from Jerusalem. This shared heritage of exile offers a point of mutual empathy for the three faiths and should endow current Israeli’s with a sense of how the Palestinian people feel. A Jewish trend of exile is older than the bible. The myth of the Abrahamic family was founded on a fear of exile and homelessness. Abraham’s drive to land possession, like Israeli and Palestinian ambitions today, was an antidote to this fear. As Gopin explains, “we first meet Abraham as a man who must leave his family, his home, and his land. Abraham’s progeny, he is told, will repeat a journey of exile, only after which they will inherit a promised land. This theme is repeated throughout biblical literature and becomes, tragically, a constant of Jewish life for over two thousand years.”
 The effect on the Israelites, of repeated banishment from a land clearly identified as their home, is intense and yet hard to pinpoint. 

Though the strangeness and isolation of being a minority in Babylon or elsewhere in the Diaspora was devastating, the Jews’ period in exile was also seen “as a purifying odyssey, a way of atoning for past sins and imperfections.”
 Jerusalem was “at the heart of the messianic hope that eventually the people would return to the land to live again freely as a sovereign nation."
 After each defeat, exile and return, the Jews and their city rose up stronger. Such revitalization was symbolized, for instance, by the miracle of Hanukkah, during which Jews celebrate the time when the Maccabees drove out the Madeconian Greeks from Jerusalem and relit the eternal flame in their desecrated temple. With only enough oil for one night, its flame lit the temple for eight days. Similarly, just as Jews remember Mose’s forty years in exile and death outside of his home, so to is the painful exile of Hagar and Ishmael memorialized and reenacted through performance of the Haj, or pilgrimage back to Mecca. In fact, this once-in-a-lifetime odyssey is so sacred that it is one of the five pillars of Islam.
 


Feelings of exile clearly continue to this day, as the Palestinian people have come to represent worldwide a people without a land or home just as the Jews did during much of the last century. Sentiments of loss are inextricably tied to reconciliation as each side must give up possessions of value to demonstrate their commitment to resolution. Dayan’s decision to offer up the Temple Mount is exactly such a sacrifice yet it too has imbued Israeli’s with a feeling of loss that causes tensions in Jerusalem. Gopin explains the extent of symbolic attachment that Jews still maintain towards their destroyed temple:

That another religion’s major symbol and building stands on top of the ruins of Judaism’s only Holy Temple is a source of humiliation that is never sufficiently acknowledged…In effect, it comes to symbolize all the places from which Jews have been evicted in the last two thousand years. Thus, contemporary Jerusalem becomes the symbol of return to the place of original eviction and reversal of the fortunes of history, or, in theological terms, the forgiveness of G-d and final reward for Jewish patience and suffering.
 
The Rabbi is also pointing out how the Jews’ extended exile has reinforced their claims to, and fight for, the land of Israel. Such bolstering of national sentiment, as will be explored in more depth below, also exists for the Palestinians.
Minority politics also play a large part in determining the extremity of post-exilic defensiveness. If one contrasts the strong pre-exilic empire of the Jews before the Common Era with the weak post-exilic Israelites in Palestine, interesting parallels arise with Israel’s current militarism. Under King David in particular, as indicated above, the Israelites were an integrated civilization in which many ethnicities and religions supported the King and lived in relative harmony. When the Jews returned to their homeland, they were a minority, surrounded be frequently antagonistic cultures and they in turn become more insular society.
 Similarly, since its creation, modern day Israel has been a nation at war, encircled by hostile Arab nations. Its exclusiveness and self-definition as a unique and purely Jewish nation can be attributed to its inhospitable surroundings. Once a more general recognition of the causes of Jewish, Palestinian and Arab defensiveness exists, discussion of how to release such tensions, in part based on their common experience of exile, can begin.
3. Stone: 
Temples, Domes, Mosques and Pilgrimage:

The Holy Sites and their Stories

As of yet the importance of Jerusalem’s holy sites has been left aside yet it is because their symbolic and spiritual significance is unparalleled – because the very stones of Zion are sacred – that this city has been the subject of so much worship, study, debate and violence. The Jewish and Muslim myths discussed above, whether historic or religious, are all tied to specific locations that have become sites of pilgrimage for millions. To comprehend Jerusalem’s Holy places one must comprehend the importance of symbolic things. To understand those places which remain at the center the Abrahamic faiths is to understand the value of that which is priceless.
 
Benvenisti clarifies that Israelis and Arabs are unable to share these sites because Jewish and Muslim extremists believe that they are not entitled to relinquish their holy places. 
[This land] is not theirs to give, for it belongs to G-d, whose commandments determine the physical shape of the place of worship, as well as the substance, form, and timing of the prayers and ceremonies. None of these can be compromised…It follows, then, that any site that is sacred to more than one religion or more than one denomination will be a source of ceaseless conflict.
 
Exploring the meaning of such conflict over territory is the subject for the next section of this paper. Here, I aim to disclose the Holy sites’ specific religious importance and with it, to reveal the extent to which the three faiths share the very land and stones that they worship.  
The first step to understanding the holiness of Jerusalem’s holy sites requires that one consider its land sacred. Its very geography is blessed. Idinopulos writes that “Isaiah knew that Jerusalem [was] a city of daily strife embracing a vision of eternal peace [because] the contradiction [was] embedded in the landscape.” He urges us to consider the hills: 

Little more than raised clumps of earth, they bear the most cherished and the most dreaded names in the world: Mount of Olives, on whose crest the Messiah will appear; Mount Zion, from whose summit the Law will shine forth; Mount Moriah, where Abraham bound Isaac for sacrifice; the Hill of Evil Counsel, where the high priest Caiaphas condemned Jesus; the Hill of Offense, which Solomon disgraced by constructing idols on its slopes to please his pagan wives.
 
As pilgrims and scholars alike walk in Jerusalem’s outskirts, the land’s holiness is impressed upon them. From the deepest most saline sea in the world, to its bordering desert and hills, Jerusalem is believed to be blessed.
For the Muslims, such blessings begin and end with the Temple Mount. This platform, and its western retaining wall, are all that remain of the Roman ruler Herod’s enlargement of Solomon’s temple. While the Wall has been “a potent symbol of Jewish historical continuity since Talmudic times[,] the platform itself has been venerated by Muslims as the Haram al-Sharif, the Holy Sanctuary, since the late seventh century.”
 Jerusalem is called “the Holy” (al-Quds) or “the Holy House” by Muslims and their connection to it “runs back both through the Bible to the Temple and through the Qur’an to Muhammad [centering] precisely and exclusively on the Temple Mount.”
 Abraham’s Moriah stone is surrounded by Islamic legends each adding to its symbolic significance. These tales explain that the huge rock is only attached at one place because, when Mohammad ascended from it to heaven, it wanted to follow but Gabriel pushed it back, explaining "Your place, O Stone, is on earth. You have no part in the Prophet's Garden of Eden."
 As a result of this exchange, the stone bears Mohammad’s footprint and Gabriel’s handmark, and because Mohammad prayed in the cavern, it also has the mark from where he bent his head to pray.
 In honour of such legends and their biblical precursors, the Muslims build a great dome over the rock. Representing a city of prophets culminating in Muhammad, the 'seal of the prophets.' “The Dome symbolized both Islam's inheritance from and triumph over Judaism and Christianity.”
 Later, al-Aksa, the "farthest mosque," was built over the site of Justinian's Church of Saint Mary, confirming Muslim supremacy.
 "Upon completion, al-Aksa became Jerusalem's central congregational mosque"
 and has remained so to this day. 
The most important site of Jewish significance is, of course, identical to that of Muslims’ except for Jews it was the Temple itself that they believed to be sacred and the space that it occupied.
 Its destruction left the Jews without a building to pray in or to. This absence is represented by the obvious contrast between the Muslim’s elevated enclosure, crowned with magnificent structures, and the bare pavement and starkness of the Western “wailing” wall below.
 The sacredness of the space formerly occupied by the temple nevertheless remains supreme as indicated by two inscriptions on the gates in front of the Temple Mount. One from Greek times forbids any gentile from entering the Temple precincts on penalty of death and the other prohibits everyone from entering the Temple Mount due to its sacredness under contemporary rabbinic law. For Benvinisti, these signs 

epitomize the stormy history of this holy place, the most sacred of all to the Jewish people; the only place on this earth where, according to the Jewish faith, the human being stands fully in the presence of G-d, and from which – despite the Temple's destruction 2,000 years ago – the Shekinah (G-d's presence) has not departed. The sanctity of the place is so great that halacha (Jewish religious law) decrees that human beings are too impure to set foot there and must await the coming of the Messiah, who will purify them.
 
One of the greatest Jewish thinkers, Rambam (Maimonides) explains the widely held rational for the sanctity described by Benvinisti: "Although the Temple is today in ruins because of our transgressions, a person is obligated to regard it with awe, even as he would have when it was standing."
 The location of this, the most sacred Jewish space on earth, in Jerusalem, is what makes this city, David’s ancient capitol, so important to the Jewish people and is at the core of their efforts to maintain absolute control over the entire city.
Just as a settlement over the temple mount must be found that addresses Jews and Arabs’ dignity, so too Jerusalem’s borders need be agreed upon in a matter which will result in as as much international consensus as possible. Though a “Final” solution is, in my opinion, overly optimistic, one must take into account the variety of actors with a stake in the placement of these boundaries. Jerusalem's boundaries evoke nationalist-religious sentiments as evidenced by an ancient Talmudic text, in which the sages of Israel ordained that the holiness of Jerusalem applied to an area outside the city walls ‘’’in order to arouse the warriors of Israel to be willing to give their lives for its sake.’ Two thousand years have passed, but the rationale has not changed.”
 The entire metropolis of Jerusalem’s is currently regarded as "the Holy City" and as such it comes under Jerusalem's religious laws, “whose sole objective is to strengthen the spiritual ties between the Jews and their sacred city…and, of course, to ‘arouse them to give their lives for Jerusalem.’" Almost identical sentiments exist for Jerusalem’s former Palestinian inhabitants. If the city, like its holy places, is to remain intact, its map must be drawn by consensus. 

If the eschatological Jerusalem is one expression of radical faith, pilgrimage, its physical opposite, is another. Yet a clear distinction need by made between those who attempt to clarify the historicity of the biblical and Qur’anic event and locations, and those who take the stories literally. Idinopulos explains that, 

when the pilgrim reverently kneels at Jesus’ birthplace, at his prison cell, at the very spot on which the cross stood, the least important question in his mind is historical authenticity. To the Christian pilgrim no less than for Jewish and Muslim pilgrims, the holy sites are earthly vehicles to transport the spirit to the literal.

Because religious people herald Jerusalem as earth’s link to heaven, Jews Christians, and Muslims from every corner of the globe have gathered in Jerusalem for centuries in the expectation of hearing the Word of G-d.
 The millions of Syrian and Palestinian pilgrims who make pilgrimage to the Rock in Jerusalem, for example, perform there all of the rituals they would before Islam’s holiest site, the Ka'ba, in Mecca.
 Similarly, Christians are constantly retracing Jesus footsteps throughout Palestine and Jerusalem where the key sites of Jesus’ redemptive activity were enshrined by Constantine in 330 C.E.
 Pilgrimage thus represents the living nature of Jerusalem’s holy sites. The same vibrant faith that drives millions to visit David’s city, however, compels too many of its faithful to battle over their Holy sites to their deaths. 


Two different myths, one Jewish, one Muslim, bring together Jerusalem’s Holy places and symbolize their timeless importance. The storyteller Idinopulos unravels these parallel yarns:

To this day the most pious of Jerusalem’s Jews believe that on the Day of Judgment the Shekinah will return to earth and reenter the Temple Mount through the same gate. On that day the righteous souls will ascend to heaven through the southern (Mercy) portal and the wicked will be cast down into hell through the northern (Repentance) portal. The judgment will take place in the Valley of Jehosophat, below the Mount of Olives. Then a bridge will appear across the valley, a bridge “as thin as a hair and as a sharp as a sword.” Muslims believe that righteous Muslims will cross the bridge safely but that the wicked will fall to their ruin below. The Jewish version of the same legend contains a different fate. The bridges are two, one of iron, the other of paper. Muslims and Christians will cross the iron bridge which will collapse under them, while Jews will pass safely over the paper bridge.

Thus, to faithful monotheists Jerusalem’s geography and David’s temple determine their fates during and after life. Yet though their stories and beliefs appear incredibly similar, the gap yawning between the Jewish and Muslim realities remains as wide as the Valley of Jehosophat because they fail to see that the bridge across it is wide enough and strong enough for all.  
I. Construction, Destruction and Politicization:
Blood makes Stones more Sacred
That conflicts tend to be fought over Holy sites has been established in depth above
 yet our tendency to venerate sites that were considered sacred and then fight over them is astonishing. These battles then serve to only increase the sites’ sanctity so that the original act of appropriation spawns an unending cycle of violence and sacredness. Indinopolus explains that “the stones of Jerusalem’s shrines are more precious to Christians, Muslims, and Jews because of the blood shed over them…Nothing sacrilizes stones like blood, and Jerusalem is a city founded on sanctity, sacrifice, and blood.”
 The stones themselves are innocent as Benvenisti makes clear in his description of Jerusalem’s mute hills. Zion’s land is unable to respond to our mapmaking, setting of its boundaries and naming of its Holy places, all actions that, by making them religious, have made Jerusalem’s many sites “pawns in a political game.”
  Nevertheless such games have been played, under spiritual pretenses, since history began. 
Because the same areas are repeatedly their objects, these sites become buried under many coats of beliefs and myths. In his flowing irony, Idinopulos summarizes the history of the Moriah stone already outlined above, beautifully reinforcing this pattern of spiritual layering: “Doubtless the Israelites were drawn to the scared high stone of Jerusalem because the Canaanites first worshiped it,” he writes. In Hebrew scriptures, the legendary Canaanite priest-king of Jerusalem Melchisedek, standing on Jerusalem’s sacred stone, 
consecrates an altar to El Elyon, the “G-d most high,” whom the Israelites would name simply Elohim, “Lord.” Later the patriarch Abraham, obedient to the Lord, binds his son Isaac for sacrifice on the sanctified rock…Eventually Moriah becomes the foundation stone of Solomon’s Temple, built as the dwelling place of G-d [and] becomes the bond between Judaism and her daughter faiths, Christianity and Islam…it was on the Jewish temple that Jesus prophesied Jerusalem’s destruction as prelude to the arrival of G-d’s Kingdom. And six hundred years after Jesus, with the Jewish Temple in ruins, the Muslim conquerors of Palestine show their own profound respect of the Abrahamic stone of sacrifice by building over it a magnificent octagonal shrine.
 
Thus the holiest site in Jerusalem has been the object of religious construction, over many hundreds of years and for all three monotheistic religions. Nevertheless, the most fanatical members of these same religions that at times are caught plotting this site’s destruction. 
Benvenisti blames the fanatic attempts to blow up the Temple Mount’s Mosques on “the inherent tension caused by the juxtaposition of the Temple Mount and the Western Wall [and] the fact that, in this of all places, sovereign and victorious Israel is unable to express its religious and national affinities, and thus actually seems to acquiesce to this allegedly humiliating situation—that of gentiles looking down on Jewish worshipers.”
 I, instead, would fault those who craft Israel and Judaism’s national and religions myths in such a literal form that hopes for redemption can be expedited through destructive activity. 
The same failure can be seen in the legends that describe the material rewards suicide attackers are supposed to receive in their afterlives. Religion is not being seen for what it should be: a series of narratives interpreted for its morals and social guidelines which inform but do not dictate the actions and beliefs of its followers. These stories must be viewed allegorically or our insatiable propensity for manipulating truths to fit our personal and immediate benefit will warp them to match our material or corporeal ends. As a center of worship, the Dome of the Rock was a powerful and beneficial symbol. Yet it also represented Islamic political and religious supremacy as it outshone Constantine's Church of the Resurrection which lies two hundred yards to its West and after which it was modeled.
 Thus, the failure leading to fanatical pyromania was not Dayan’s tolerance of Islam but instead it was the original creation of the Dome of the Rock as a tool of political and religious rule. Similarly, the myth of the Jewish destruction and removal of the symbols of Canaanite devotion, “great stone idols in the Valley of Ghenna” is a story to be critiqued by not acclaimed. To demonstrate the triumph of their own mighty G-d, the Jews and other monotheists repeatedly destroyed idols to others deities. Yet such exclusivity, while inherent in ingroup-outgroup dynamics,
 should be barred as much as possible from international religion. If it is not, the endless sequence of destruction and construction will continue. Even if yet another Jewish temple were to arise upon the area now occupied by a Muslim mosque and where two were previously shattered by ancient civilizations, it also, would doubtlessly be torn down and replaced by a future power with political and military might and therefore a greater god. 

If, as opposed to looking up at the awe-inspiring Dome of the Rock, we follow Idinopulos’ gaze downward, we might find, down beneath Abraham’s sacrificial rock, deeper levels of religiosity intertwined more harmoniously:  
It seems that the layers of sanctity in this shrine have no end: the dome covers the rock, and the rock sits over the cave, and the cave hides a well beneath it. It is the terrible fathomless well where the souls of all the departed lie, anxiously awaiting the Judgment Day in Jerusalem when the righteous and wicked will receive their just rewards. Muslims and Jews share the belief that the center of the world - the point at which earth is separated from heaven above and hell below - is located...at the mouth of the well below the Foundation Stone.
 
Idinopulos is recounting shared myths that describe the spiritual meaning behind what could be natural occurrences (like the Mohammad and Gabriel’s marks) as opposed to grandiose human constructions. The narratives’ meaning, furthermore, reinforces society’s morality and universality. If only such stories of shared foundations were the basis for Israeli-Palestinian negotiations instead of tens, if not hundreds, of centuries worth of tales of impious conquest, negotiations for a “Final Solution” might begin on a more positive note. 
Take for instance, the story of how, after purchasing Jerusalem from the Jebusites, David constructed a small altar on the very stone where they had offered their holy sacrifices and that same stone became the cornerstone of the foundation for Solomon’s Temple.
 Echoes of Abraham following Melchisedek and Muhammad following Abraham to the Moriah stone reverberate pleasantly in this myth and with enough support might make for a powerful opening to a solution for tomorrow (and not forever). Yet my optimism remains tempered by precedent: When the Arab’s destroyed the city walls to prevent the murderous Crusaders from capturing a fortified city or when they removed and melted the many Christian crosses around the city, they continued a nearly constant trend of destruction and construction in and around Jerusalem, a “Holy” city whose houses, temples and walls have repeatedly risen and been raised over the centuries.
 
Conclusion: 

Peace not War, Us not the Other
“‘For out of Zion shall go forth the law, 


and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.

He shall judge between the nations, 


and shall decide for many peoples;

and they shall beat their swords into plowshares,


and their spears into pruning hooks,


neither shall they learn war any more.’








Isaiah 2:4
Jews constitute the only faith with political and religious ties to Zion. Palestinians are the only other nation with such ties. Muslims have the longest recorded history of occupying Jerusalem. All three of the Abrahamic peoples have patriarchs and prophets whose lives and teachings are rooted in its geography.
 Jerusalem is clearly a nexus, loved by all three peoples of the book in different ways it has some very different and some very similar meanings for Jews, Christians and Muslims. That many groups have legitimate claims to Jerusalem is undeniable. But resolving these claims, and the conflicts they cause, through international law alone, for instance, is impossible. One simple reason is that conquered territory is and will always legislated and narrated by its conquerors. A more complex reason is that law, like peacebuilding, often ignores the importance of faith and pride. Reading the words of Isaiah two thousand years later makes one wonder whether such simple and complex problems would be plaguing the inhabitants of Jerusalem had we headed the Bible more carefully. 

One solution offered by Benvenisti is to de-link politics and faith: He claims the combined conflict over religious dominion and sovereign rule—both of which are by nature absolute and exclusive—creates an insoluble problem. Therefore, those seeking to solve the problem attempt to sever the connection between the two components.
 While I agree with the concept of separation of Church and State in principle, the reality of separating religion from political sovereignty anywhere, let alone in Jerusalem, seems to be futile and ignores the root of the problem. Religion and sovereignty are not absolute or exclusive by nature. Instead they are defined as such. Radically rethinking religion is a drastic and expansive prescription yet its applications and implications can begin in simply and in reasonably ways. 

Compare for instance Benvenisti’s analysis of King Hussein’s remarks in 1994 to a provisional “Jerusalem Religious Peace Agreement.” The King of Jordan proclaimed:
The Islamic, Christian, and even the Jewish holy places should not be placed under the sovereignty of this or that country…The holy places should unite all those who believe in G-d, and all of them should have the same rights…Interfaith dialogue will turn Jerusalem, this small city and small land, into what G-d wanted it to be, a destination for people of all faiths.
Benvenisti responded: “Indeed, this approach compels one to give thought to the violent "interfaith dialogue" that has been going on these past two thousand years among all the legions that have come to Jerusalem seeking salvation.”
 Benvenisti’s comments are unhelpful no matter how politically motivated Hussein’s statement might have been. They suggests that “violent interfaith dialogue” is the only possibility for the future of Jerusalem’s Holy places as does his statement that “A bomb is waiting to go off in the heart of Jerusalem, its fuse burning with the fire of the religious fanaticism of Jew, Muslim, and Christian.”
 Now compare such defeatist claims to selected sections of a document introduced by Sheikh Ismail Jamal and drafted by Rabbi David El Harar, Sadek Shewiki, Eliyahu McLean and Rabbi Kadouri:

Jerusalem is the city of the prophets, a city of love, compassion, and peace. The message of G-d came out from Jerusalem to the whole world. This message is shared by Jews, Christians and Muslims. A Hadith said, “Jerusalem, you are My Light and you are My Garden in this world. Whosoever dwells within thee is accepted by me. Whosever abandons thee is rejected by me. You are the peace of the Gathering and the Land of the Judgment….Both the Torah and the Qur’an are expressions of faith which speak of the divine revelation of the oneness of G-d…Islam and Judaism both take pride in being a Divine instrument of enlightenment for the world. As such, they teach their faithful to honour every human being as the living image of G-d…We the descendants of Ishmael and Isaac, the children of Abraham, are united today to offer our prayers from the heart to G-d. We pray for the end of all enmity and for the beginning of an era of peace, love and compassion.
 
Here, from those who understand their religions and the politically charged environments in which they are practiced, is a text that, while idealistic, is also meaningful and helpful. It embodies the inclusiveness and qualified nature of a group of individuals seeking peace above all else. Too often, thousands, if not millions, must die before individuals reach such a desperate mindset and even then will to resolve is frequently fleeting. 
Such openness to reconciliation and the basic kind of sharing that we are taught in kindergarten, may not be inherent aspects of human nature. Gopin explains that, whether we believe that We, as a group, are the best, or that Our Way is the best, the absolutism of either approach is detrimental.
 One cannot easily imbue those caught in conflict with the kind of openness and generosity expressed in the Jerusalem Agreement and which Benvenisti and Gopin’s statements refute. Yet by manipulating national and religious narratives in order to make them more inclusive and context-sensitive, we take an essential first step. To warp and even inverse an analogy borrowed from Benvenisti and cited above, “as we peer into the quarry of history, the wondrous panorama of Jerusalem's five thousand years becomes clearer, and the images that give this city its human dimension begin to stand out.” We, the stonecutters, proceeding with our work in the quarry, must endeavor to restrain and retrain the architects of intercommunal strife as they continue to build their cult sites.
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