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I NTRODUCTION.

It seems to be a generally accepted, opinion that the

kind and religion, as to deserve but little attention and

set forth in an essay o f very brief fbrm. Previous to the

I7th century, such views represented fact and reality. For

the part that the S.

dram# of life,

the importance of the sect were confined to old musty doc-

corners of imperial chambers,uments relegated to the dark

lias become increasingly evident that the S. occupy a core

important position thar. has generally been believed. Their

continuous relation to the Jews, a relation now harsh,now

friendly, yet never without its influence upon Israel, es-

peeially during the early centuries of the life of this

their history and life an inportance,people, lends to

which as far as we are concerned, would not otherwise have

been accorded them. We should therefore consider the S.

in their relation to the Jews. Itas far as possible

direct attention to the main featuresshould be our aim to

they manifest an inclinat jon to-o f the li fe of t he S. as

seventeenth century however.,it

Samaritans occupy so small a place in the history of man-

was known to but few, and the records of

study. It seems further more to be the common view that

ward Judaism or an opposition to it. Thia we have attempted

and libraries. Since the

all that we know ccncerning the Samaritans, could be vzell

had up to that time played in the
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to do in the following pages.

To understand any people, the hi st try of this people

must be understood. A seeming truism and yet Mr. Cowley

( Jewish Quar. Rev. July 98. )in lecturing on the S.

states that though he intends ( confessedly in an inade-

of their history, since he will be but repeating twice

to know what a people is and what

position such a people occupies in the history of the

without a clear understanding of this people's ownwo rl d,

peculiar history, is beyond comprehension. Furthermore, as

ough and ccnplete history of the S. What one authority pre-

Kircheim especial con>

is due far the work they have done in this line.mendation

Yet neither have presented such a history in anything like

Ch. I of this thesis does not pretend tocomplete fo rm.

It claims to present asoffer a thorough history of the S.

complete alllst.ojf historical facts concerning the S. as

sources at the writers com-could be gathered from all the

necessity demanded ( and such liasmand. Furthermore where

often been t lie case ) arguments have been presented eit ler

to prove claims, or disprove current opinions. We have

sity fbr any understanding of the S.

been entirely in-partial in our consideration, and we find

far as we hare been able to disco ver J there exists no thor-

just if ication for our presentation of Ch. I in it s neces-

sents, another omits. To Jost and

A treatment of the History of the S» necessitates an

told tales. How we are

quate way ) to tell us who the S, are, he will say nothing



Viexamination of the position which the S. occupied with

held by the devotees of the latter faith. From the relation

existing between the Jews and the Christians before and

this examina

tion should prove interesting to us. And yet something fur-

cla ining as it does to

rep resent fundamentals of Christianity and the attitude

of t hi s faith toward other religious bodies and sects,

with the Christian conception of the S.presents us a con-

conception and the attitude of Christ’s followers toward

attitude toward the Jews, Hence a presentation oftrary

the S. of t lie N. T, should give subject matter of interest

IN Ch. II we thus show the position as-esp eci ally to us.

the writers of the N. T. toward the S. and presumed by

sent what we consider to be the cause for the assumption

of such a position viz: hostility toward the Jews.

By far the larger portion of historic notices concerning

found in Jewish sources, is in thethe S. whi ch are t o be

are known by the name Cuthim.Talmud. Here the S. as the

colonists transported by Sargon from Cutha, formed the

greater part of the entire number of people settled in

Samaria by this ruler. Interpre ting the word Cuthim as

censors often replaced it byreferring to the Christians ,

Zaduki, &t times Cut hithe word Nochri, and sometimes by

the S. seem to hare been based on a corresponding yet con-

ther is needed. The New Testament,

regard to Chri stiani ty7 and of the light in which they are

after Christianity, became a state religion,

ception diflbrent from that held at any other time. This



V/ioccurs where many argue that Nochri is in reality meant.

The difficulty o f a study cof the S. of the Talmud, is thus

evident. Aware of the fact that the views of the Rabbis

likewise aware that these views have not receivedstudy,

systematic presentation, and that the most that has been

In Ch. Ill we give such a. treat-Talmud, becomes manifest.

ment. We show what was the attitude of the Talmudists to

ward the S. Recognizing the fact that every lenient ex

pression meets rigorous opposition, we endeavour to exhibit

the opposite views of the Rabbis. A general tendency of

be found in the Talmud. Since here ‘the Cuthim have as

many enemies as friends. We therefore arrange the Talmudic

references to

as held by the Jews from 300 B.C.-the conception of the S,

500 C. E. and the privileges granted or refused theS. in

of the Talmud becomes a definite exact personway the S.

the same leniency or harshness on the partage., subj ect to

that is evidenced in many other directions.of the Jews,

The basis of S. religious life was and is the Pentateuch.

A question of primary inportance inmediately presents its-

The answer to *When did the S, receive their Pent? Itelf.

-
a

matters of importance, can be seen at a glance. In this

the necessity fbr giving a trea ment of the S, of the

so that

concerning the S. are of great importance in our present

done in this direction has been to refer now and then to

Rabbinical inclination or opposition to the S. is not to

a Talmudic saying concerning the S. aware of all this.

the S. according to subject matter,



VIH

at the time of the expulsion of Manasseh by Nehemia.

study has farced us to reject. Now recognizing the fact

that making the Pent, the foundation of their religious

life the S. necessarily had to change the text somewhat

to make the Pent. those views of theirs inconform to

whi di they di ffered from the We present in part II

variants of the S. Pent. An

inquiry into the value of the te%t o f t he S. recension.■?

the conclusion that not much reliance is t o

said text. IV concludes with a brief ex-Ch.be pl aced on

amination of the relation between the S. Pent. and the LXX,

a relation which has been made the basis of a great amount

of discussion.

As previously mentioned ft he S., due to the influence

exerted upon them by the Jews, and due furthermore to the

reception of the Pent. as the foundation stone of their

greatly resemble the Jews in faith and customs.daily life,

Further evidence of this is produced in Chs. V and VI.

where we treat of the creed and customs o f the S. Conser-

an extreme degree, accepting only unconsciouslyvative to

anything characteristic of a progressive age, the S. today

movements anpng.the S, though not unknown ( Cf. their sects/

Jews |

I.Iany oilier theories have been presented which theories our

leads us to

this question we present in the first part of Ch. IVr To

our best knowledge the S. received the Pent, about 432

are centuries behind time, and present to us in their every 

day life,their manner of existence’* by- gone days. Refbrm

of Ch. IV a treatment of. the

B. 0.



teuclial prescriptions was necessary .for a support of the

claim of descendancy from the ten tribes, and such ad-S.

But it is an adherence which begot a life of literal obe

dience) yet of

persons ^retaining the traditions of their past, and defend-

ing them

entire disappearance is however a matter of but a few

de cades.

disinterested ;unfeel ing, heart-less devo-

never found a large following. Strict adherence to Penta-

tealdusly the S. still live in Nablus. Their

herence is seen in the life of the S. in Nablus today.

tion to a past principle. Reduced in numbers to about 150



ICHAPTER ( I )

( THE Hl STORY OF THE SAMARITANS )

( First Period )

From thir transportation to Samaria to the expul

sion of Manasseh 432 B. C.

The first mention we have of the Samaritans is in

II Kgs. XVII24 F. Here we are told that after the ten

tribes had been led into captivity, • The King of Assyria

math and from Sepharvaim, and placed them in the cities

of Samaria, instead of the children of Israel, and they
possessed Samaria and dwelt in the cities thereof. ( V24 )

Note:
Here in the very first account which we have of the

people whose history we are now toorigin of this

study, we are confronted by a number of questions ?

answers to which are absolutely necessary for a clear

understanding of the after life of the Samaritans.

Who is the King of Assy-When was Samaria captured?

ria here mentioned? Who were these new settlers thus

The greatest possible confusion

has in general characterized the answers given these

In the first place, until the investiga-questions.

tions of Schrader, the date of the capture of the

Captital of the Northern Kingdom was not exactly

brought to Samaria^ and when were they thus deported 

from their homes;

brought men from Babylon, from Kutha, from Ava, from Ha-—-
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known. ThUs JOsl ( Gesch. D. Isr. Volkes 2 Vol. Edit.

I 374 ) gave 718 as the date; Nutt ( Sketch of S.
Hist. etc. pg.X) 722; Kuenen ( Religion of Isr. II

203 ) 7J9, Kautsch ( Herzog’s Real. Encycl. Art.s
The S. ) Sometime later than 722 etc. In a similar7
manner is there a divergence of opinion as to who

Who thus captured Samaria Some asser-
ting that it was Salmanassar, others being equally
certain that it was Sargon. The repeopling of Sarna-

Tt is evident here that W 3 24
Indeed Ruenen ( U203 )same King,refer to the

far as to argue that W7-23 were insertedgoes so

the narrative, ) attributes the deportation
of the

to Osnappar. Some author-

Sardanapalus, while others again assert that he was

Some identifysimply an Assyrian military Governor.

From these few points

Schraderin their views of this early history.

) has( cuneiform Inscriptions and the Old Test.

questions by proving

assar reigned 727 - 722, He undertook an expedition

I

however given a definite answer to many of the*« 
the following points, Salman-

ria is likewise attributed by some to Salamanassar 
324

( Note H Kgs. 17

Sargon with gsarhaddon II.

it can be seen how much, authorities are at Variance

by the final redactor, since they seem to interrupt 
2 

Ezra 4

was the Kingj

throne 680 B. C. );

ities identify Osnappar with * ' [scirhaddon, some with

Samaritans to Es^arhaddon II ( ascended the 
10 

Ezra 4



against Tyre and against Samaria, on which expedi
tions he beseiged Samaria, Owing to his death how
ever, before the city was captured, the siege was
continued by his successor Sargon. The latter it was
therefore who exiled Israel in 722 B, 0. He it was

also who repeopled Samaria with the conquered in

habitants from Babel, Kutha, Ava, Sepharvaim and

Hamath sending than to Samaria at different times

Cf. Schrader, Cuneif, Inscrip,during his reign (

and 0. T, translated by Whitehouse 18S8 I 2ST-277 )

Schrader likewise points out that all that is known

from inscriptions concerning the transportation of

people by Esarhaddon, is that he transferred Eastern

populations into Syria(cf. TT3T ) Schrader likewise

that Asurbanipalp=.SardanappalU7s of Berosus, This

deportation referred to in Ezra

A further question of inportance is the location of

the cities mentioned in the above quotation from Kgs,

Jost ( Gesch des isr.YilXI P 374 )I 271-274 ) and

says

)i,

c

jo sep bus ( Ant, 

in Persia.Kircheim (

10
4

adopts the view of Gelzer that 0snappar (

would give to the

a much later date than is usually assigned to it.

Kutha Av«, and Sepharvaim are in Meesopotamia 

IX14«3» ) says Cutha is a country

Asurbanipal, successor of Esarhaddon, and also thirks

Kutha and Sepharvaim are in Babylonia ( eV Schrader
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Iquotes Makrizi;as saying that there are two cities

called Cutha in Babylonia. Inscriptions show that

Sargon defeated the King of Hamath and took from

him 200 Chariots and 600 horsemen ( C^. Schrader

I p 273 )

The early history of the Samaritans ( if there be

any history in the narrative related of them in 2 kgs. 17 )

seems to have been a checkered one. After being placed

in Samaria, they continued their former idc'lattous prac

tices until many of them were killed by lions. ( Joseph

Ant. IX 14^3 & XII 5. 5 says it was a plague by which many

died ) Attributing this to the factof the Samaritans

that they had continued their former religious observance^

and had not adopted the religion of the land in which they

they send a request to the King of Assyria^now lived,

taught te this new worship ( 2 Kgs I7V23 ) whereuponbe

there is sent ;to them a priest of deposted Israel • who

taught them how to fear the Lord • ( V28 )

Note:

lion Proselytesjews •by the
243 Baba Kama 38b Abo da

• The S. of the Talmud )further

As noted above, Josephus says it was a plague by

colonists suffered. The Samaritanswhich the new

On this account the Samaritans were often called

( cj. Kidd

Sara 23 a & B & Nidda

53 b cfc.

themselves ^Abulfatach quoted by Kirch p I ) argue 

that it was a sort of famine, there being no rain



c
dying etc.crops and animals Attributing this to

their idolatry they request to be converted. There

fore the priost is sent ( Joseph, Ant IX 14. 3 says

several priests were sent )

What now becomes the condition of the Samaritans?

Having as they now thought .fortified themselves against

the influences of plagues and injury by the adoption of

The various

peoples constituting the newly formed community combine

with this new worship their old religious practices^and

we find jahvwe being worshiped at the side of Succoth-

Ashima and Nibhaz and Tartak, andBe noth and

274-277 ‘ )

Another important consideration now demands our attention.

Are the Samaritans of pure or mixed origin? Did they, upon

reaching and settling in the cities of Samaria form a

conmunity by themselves, or did they join with individuals

or communities whom they found already dwelling there?

question involves a conclusion as to

Israelites were exiled in 722 previouswhether all the

A definiteto the transportation of the new settlers.

to this question will greatly simplify matters foranswer

us in the further history of the Samaritans by presenting

pre-to us

sen titan and the probability of truth marking them,

and will presentgive us an ejqslanation of later phenomena,

certain premisses which from the logic of their 

will

Tier gal and

Adramelech and Anammelech ( c£ 2 Kgs 17,ij-^i) yortkese 

deities ci. Schrader I

the dominant religious system of the landj

The answer to the



us with a basis for other conclusions. At all events the

question is one that has proved a bone of contention to

historians. Some arguing for a pure,others for a mixed

origin of the Samaritans, Ad mitting that in a question of

this nature absolute certainty for the present at least

is inpossible and that therefore definite and positive

assertions are out of place, it seems decidedly the nore

probable that all of the ten tribes were not carried away.

( The principle exponents of this view are Kuenen, Gratz

Nutt, Gesenius, Winder, Rawlinson

Bleek ) Various reasons may be assigned fbr this conclu-

together render.igreat probability the assertion above made.

In II Chr. 3H.S Hezekiah sends a letter to • all Israel

and Judah • ( VI ) inviting them to come to Jerusalem to

In II Chr.

Josiah’s reformations (ibiiV33 & II Kgs. 23

Israelites dwellinglikely among thenorth,were nost

At this time the Samaritansscattered throughout the land.

were subjects of Assyria.

eighty men coming fromread of

GodSamaria, to bring offerings and

observe the Passover festival ( note also VII ) 
9 

34

Josiah would not therefore at- 
5

wetempt reformation among them. Furthermore in Jer 41

Schechem. Shiloth and 
to

incense the house of

or
there, whether in small communities among individuals

Levites gather money fb r the repair of t he temple, 
r

This money is gathered from Manasseh and Ephraim and all

the remnant of Israel, and all Judah and Benjamin, Further;
15

) in the

sicnt, reasons which though individually they prove nothing(

Geiger, Hamburger, Jost,



7at Jerusalem.

27280 people into captivity ( of. Schrader I 257-277. The

following are the two most important inscriptions. • The

to take: my viceroy I placedpver them. • This is from an

inscription of Sargon. The second is from the * Annals of

Sargon w ( I beseiged and captured the town of Samaria

27280 of its inhabitants ) I carried away 50 Chariots I

took as my royal share ( among them away ) in place of

them ( the deported ) I assigned abodes to the inhabitants

I inposed tribute on them

These 27280 people certainly did not con

stitute the entire Israelitish communit y of the north.

The manner in which the Assyrians were accustomed to treat

view 4here advanced.

says that the custom was to allow a great part of the in

habitants to remain behind. A parrellei drawn from the

later experience of Judah,lends further emphasis to this

4

behind ( 2 Kgs 25

The poor dependentplan was pursued in t he case of Israel.

class was of no use to an Assyrian conqueror.

conquered cities presents also an argument in favor of the

Rawlinson ( 5 Great Monarchies I 304 n)

city Samaria I beseiged, I captured 27280 of its inhabi

tants I carried away; 50 Chariots of them I took for (my

self ) their remaining effects I caused ( my subalterns )

inscriptions assure us that^when he captured Samaria ^fbr 

we accept him as the conqueror of the city ) carried but

of countires taken ( by me ).
»i

like Assyria )

These were certainly Israelites. Assyrian 
Sargon

view, When Judah was exiled,the poorer element was left 
12

) It is very probable that a similar



For these reasons we conclude that all Israel was not

exiled, but that even after the deportation of the greater

part by Sargon, there still remained Jews in t be northern

Kingdom. As a consequence, when the new peoples are

brought to Samaria they do not constitute the entire pop

ulation. Nowrdoes it seem that this fact was without its

influence upon these people whom from the fact of their

dwelling in Samaria we call Samaritans. When we come to

Talmudic times, though we find some authorities desirlous

of having the Samaritans ( there called ) Cuthim ) treated

as Gentiles ( though such authorities are but few in nunfcer)

these Samaritans are never considered Gentiles ( ci. further

t he Talmud )• The S. of In the New Testament likewise
■>

though a sharp distinction is drawn between the Jews and

the Samaritans, still the latter are treated rather as
4

As a con

sequence we may conclude that such a consideration of the

Sam a'i tana

recognition of the fact that byauthors arose from the

time the life and customs and beliefs of the Sama-their

ritans had become not only tinged, but deeply colored with

Jewish characteristics.

doubt ( c£ • further • The S. Pentateuch ) To be sure many

Jewish coloring of Samaritan^ lifewould argue that this

due to their reception of the Pentateuch and theirwas

but the very fact as we shall seeadherence to its laws,

Schismatics from the former, than as Gentiles proper. ( C^. 
5

Matthew 10 further * The S. of the N. T. * )

That this was so, there is no

on the part of the Talmudist^ and New Testament



of Manasseh and many other Jews leaving Jerusalem and

babel though refusing to allow the Samaritans to take part

denies their right to be called Jewish proselytes ( and

according to Josephus even gives them permission to come

and pray in the temple when it shall have been finished

Ci. Joseph Ant. XI 4.3 >, All this but points to the con

clusion that the Samaritans far back in Jewish history, had

ali’eady adopted many Jewish customs and views, and though

still clinging to much of their pld life, had in great part

adapted themselves to the newly accepted faith. Nor is it

probable that this was entirely due to the efforts of the

Israelite priest sent them by the King of Assyria. Much

more likely is it that settling so near the remnant of

Israel dwelling in the northern kingdom ( even possibly

among them ) and thus ever coming inti) contact wit h them,

they had, consciously or unconsciously takenmich from

Judaism ( such Judiasm as existed in the north ) and had

inserted it into their own life, possibly in a modified

and yet in very definite shape after all. To be sure,fbrm,

an

their own Gods w ( 2 Kgs 17

the character of the conversion,

Among the Jews in Jerusalem immediately after their

return from exile, the Jahwe belief pure and simple was the

joining the Samaritans, even more tdae very fact that Zeru-

Such inconsistency, from

inconsistency in Samaritan life results, and we find.as 

mentioned before that • they feared Jahwe and worshipped 
33 

)

was to be expected.

in rebuilding the tenple accuses them not of idolatry, nor
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basis of religious life and thus the basis of all life*

To them as a consequence any and every infringe ire nt of the

but even fbr death.

When t here fore ,upon the Jews receiving permission from

aid in the erection of the house worship ( EzraJV2 )

Zerubabel in behalf of the people refuses such aid on the

) That the Samaritans were sincere in

their desire to aid in the rebuilding of the temple, we

Zerubabel*sThe sincerity ofhave no reason to doubt ,

excuse however, we have great reasons to doubt from the

i fact that it is so weak. He and the people certainly took

tlie stand that was taken, from a fearlest by allowing these

half and half Jews ( the Samaritans ) these lion proselytes^

to participate in the rebuilding of their sacred structure

and by permitting them this to come into contact with the

Jews, the holy religion of Israel might become defiled,and

the integrity of the Jewish faith be weakened, by the in

fluence and income of foreign elements.

earnestly and sincerely offered their aid, argues

")S ) Ezra 4,1 ) as referring to thenun'(

commands to worship God, the God of Israel alone,would be 

sufficient cause not alone for exile,

>1 11

that the expression ,the enemies of Judah and Benjamin

y13'?1
Samaritans is an interpolation,coming from a later

i J

Note:
Ewald to support the view that the Samaritans

Cyrus to rebuild the temple, the Samaritans offer their 
ol

ground that the permission had been given to t he Jews 
1-4

alone ( Ezra 4

time when the relations between Jews and Samaritans



//'
were sufficiently strained, and the attitude df the latter

i

expressio n. Jost however ( Gesch. des. Jud. u. SSmer Sekten

I p50 ) urges that the Samaritans desired to aid in the

rebuilding of the terrpie in order to secure a basis for

Jews, and not transplanted for-

Samaritan: offe» of aid is refusedAt all events the

Indignant at this refusal, the Samaritans determine to use

all the resources at their command to interfere with the

progress of the building of the temple, and if possible

to put a thorough stop to the same. Their efforts are not

By inpressing upon Cambyses ( Cyrus seems to havein vain.

the necessitybeen killed before any complaint was made )

lnevery manner possible, the increasingof oppo sing

corne one of the most powerful enemies to the Persian dy

nasty and roost likely by showing the King that,should the

new temple be allowed to reach conpletion, the Jews would

rally, and within which re-have a place about which to

Messianic hopes might be nourished, the

Samaritans succeed in having the progress of the rebuilding

For sixteen years as a consequence

further work on the tenple is done, until the reign

C. gives to the Jews the prive-of Darius, who in 520 B.

The work is then

C.continued ind theI

■

ledge formerly granted them by Cyrus,

Tenple is conpleted in 513 B.

their claim ofbeing true 

eigners.

storation, and

strength of the people, who, in the near future might be-

toward the former, sufficiently hostile to justify the

•A checked ( Ezra Iv )
%£ “ft-

; no
Az ,.v-.*-<kz2

oCLi, July'"'!



at rebuilding. The rebuilding therefore ,
begun cannot have advanced to any considerableas

of the permission given by Cyrus to the interruption

According to

the building was stopped for only two
s

This would render still more unaccountableyears.
the silence of the two prophets. It seems an es

tablished fact however that the interruption lasted

sixteen years. Ezra VI.7 f. is given the con-In

tent of the document or decree made by Cyrus concern-

Here we are tolding the building of the temple.

that notonly was permission given the Jews, but the

Samaritans ( and others ) are comnanded to pay tri

bute for the temple, and its sacrifices* Josephus

Ant, XI 4, 9 attributes a similar decree to Darius

after his promulgation of the decree of Cyrus, as

credencehad proved futile. Not muchfound by him,

is to be placed in the relation of such a statement.

refrainThat the Samaritans should be commanded to

further interference with the Jews is likelyfrom

Note:-
Peculiar is it that about the year 520, Haggai and

throu^i the agency of the Samaritans. 
73

Esdras 5

enough,but that they should be bidden pay tribute 

to the Jews, this can be but a fiction, produced

Zechariah still sp eak of the existing ruins of the 

old tenple, without referring to any4unsuccessful 
r 

attenpt

extent, even though a few yearselapsed from the time



11by a Jewish pride, to show the superiority of the

Jews, and the degrading depths to which the Samari

tans were ( or rather in the Jewish min^, ought to

have been ) reduced. In fact not much reliance is to

be placed in the detailed accounts of these decrees

as given.

It was not to be expected however that the Samaritans,

from now on the most hostile of enemies to the Jews,would

sit idly by and see the latter prosper. Failing in their

attempts to frustrate the building of the temple, they

direct their attention into a different channel, and en

deavour,

pletion of the walls of the

IV8, VI 1- 14 ) That they were partly successful in this

seems evident from the fact that the walls reendeavour,

Nehemiah. Through hismained in ruins until the time of

energetic efforts however the Samatitans are again frus-

and the city of Jerusalem is completely walled,trated,

the breach between the Samaritans and the Jews as a conse
quence widening.

The firdt five verses have reference to theEzra IV.

and the resultingJewish refusal of Samaritan aid,

the part of the latter to hinder the buildefforts on

23 we have an ac-In verses 6 -

count o f t he

while V24 adds that the work onwalls of Jerusalem

ing of the Temple.

Samaritans opposing the building of the

by all means at their command,to prevent the com- 

city of Jerusalem. ( c£. Neh.

NOte:-
A difficulty is immediately observable in a study of



I
the temple was stopped owing to the success which

marked the Samaritan^ opposition. What are we to

make of all this? That the walls of Jerusalem were

not built l,£, wefce in a ruined condition immediately

Ewald Vol. V conjectures that Ps, 89 & 132 were

written during the time immediately prior to his

visit, as they powtray such conditions as seem to
have existed then ) It is the rebuilding of the

walls therefore, with which Nehemiah is particularly

he, bewailing the fact that they lie

in ruins bends all his energies to their.erection. To

Ezra likewise this necessity must have presented its-

Why had he not fortified the city and renderedelf.

That his meas-it secure from the enemies without?

and that he did not forti-ures made enemies without,

There seems to b e hutfy Jerusalem seems evident.

explanation for this, an explanation which atone

least does away with some of the difficulty above

met with. Ezra most likely did make an attempt to re

build the walls, but through the opposition offered

failed to accomplishby the Samaritans and others,

Ezra IV 7-23 ( takenhis purpose. The narrative of

from an Aramaic Source Cf. Driver introduce to O.T,

514-515 ) refers to this, and is therefore out of

place in its present positio^ Verse 24 showing that

concerned, and

preceding Nehemiah’s visit to the city seems, evident. 

( Cf. Neh 1,3. H.3, 5, 13, 17. IH34. TV.3, II. )



Jthat the building of the temple and not of the walls

is the subject of concern ( Cf. also opening verses
I - 4 ) Now Ezra is said to have arrived in Jerusa-

Cf. W 7 and 23 ) As far as Chronology therefore

is concerned, our interpretation if this event is

by Nehe-

miah about the ruined condition^ of the walls, and

this eagerness and zeal to rebuild them ( 445 B.C. )

are thus due to the failure on the part of Ezra,to

fortify the city. Harmony is thus restored. Kuenen

( Relig. of Isr. II 224 ) supposes that the break-

-^irT.«.„;ing out of war prevented the completion of the walls

during the time of Ezra. Such a supposition is Re

cording to the above explanation, unnecessary, the

interpolated portion of Ezra IV, showing that the

Samaritans ( and others ) was sufinfluence of the

ficient to hinder Ezra from erecting the walls.

Within the city of Jerusalem, previous to t he arri

val of IJehemiah, the conditions of the Jews from a reli

gious standpoint were by no means highly satisfactory.

Intermarriages with the foreign element present in the city

the most distinguished
with the surroundingto avoid unpleasant relationswas done

I

were frequent, ( cf. Ezra Ch. X & Neh.
families ( Graetz V 117 says this

correct. Further more, the statements made

X 18f. ) even among

lem 458 B. C. hence during the reign of Artaxerxes 
Longimanus (465-425 ) Hote that the incident in Ezra 
IV7 — 23 ) is said to have occured under Artaxerxes



peoples )t When therefore Nehemiah arrives in Jerusalem

he finds plenty room for much needed reform. Naturally,he,

Ch. X ) directs his attention to

seems to have been in this opposition to intermarriages,

the very fact that Nehemiah finds so much opportunity ibr

change in this very direction, is proof positive that the

Evil had not yet been uprooted.

his first visit of twelve years 444 *• 432 [Neh II l} having

produced no stringent measures against the presence of the

It reign element , with whom many Jews had joined ) he intae-

whcm these orders affficted was one of the Priestly family

Eliashib, who had contac-Joiada, and grandson ofson of

ted marriage with Nicaso, daughter of Sanballat, who was

IV If, VI If, )3X 10 F.

refuses however to obey the orders of tho new reformer.

from Jerusalem by Nehemiah ( Neh.Driven as a consequence,

he conspires with the Sanballat

above mentioned ( who seems to have been an honest prose

insignificant .
the opposition thus fostered is by no means

I' i ■

XIII 28 ) about 432 B. C. ,

Accordingly when Nehemiah 
i

reaches Jerusalem ( on his second visit about 432 B. C.

the suppression of these mixed marriages, thinking thereby 

to insure the integrity of Judaism, As successful as Ezra

diately Ibrbids intermarriage, all who had already been 
tc wf bit

joined in wedlock^to dissolve such marriage. Among those

as did Ezra in 458 ( c£.

most likely the governor of Samaria ( the same most pro

bably with whom Nehemiah had had so much trouble c£. Neh.

This son of Joiada, Manasseh,

lyte ) to oppose the Jews in every manner possible, and



For leaving Jerusalem, Manasseh had gone to the people

connection

and being son-in-law of

Sanballat ) would be felt,viz. The Samaritans. Among

these people owing to

increase of Samaritan^ numbers meant a proportional de

in his peculiar position. In addition to ths factalone

that there were many in Jerusalem who though they had not

intermarried, still opposed the measures of Nehemiah ( Ct.

KuenenJX. 216 , 249 £. ) The fact of one of the priestly

family linking himself to the Samaritans ( note likewise

the priests Levites etc. who during Ezra’s time had done

the same Ezra Ch X ) seems evidence of the fact that such

was possiblyintermarriage was not looked upon with horror,

net even strongly opposed, and that many must have taken

advantage of this passivepermission. At any rate, when

Manasseh leaves Jerusalem, he no doubt is accompanied by a

number of the dissatisfied Jews who swell the nunfcers of

by of-Sanballat also enticed to Samaria numbers of Jews,

and homes. Likewise were profanlands ,fering them money,

cj_ those who had eaten forbiddenera of the Sabbath, an

ened thus, Sanballat

between his people and the Jews.hope of amicable relations

things in Jerusalem, welcomed by the Samaritans ) Strength- 

determines forever put an end to any

amang whom his influence,due to his high family 

( being in the priestly family,

crease of Jewish numbers, and Manasseh was by no means

their hatred of the Jews of Jerusalem, 

he as an exile would receive a hearty welcome, as such an

the Samaritans ( According to Josephus (Ant» XI8, 2 & 7 )



IS'and at the same time to give

situation befitting his position, he

determines to erect a Samaritan temple, which shall prove

a formidable: rival to tlat at Jerusalem, shall afford a

assume more concrete form, and shall lend to the Samari

tan claim of Jewish descent

the temple of Gerizim is built.

3f and XI 11,9, I ) places the

building of this temple during the reign of Darius

Codomanus and Alexander the Great, and narrates that

in addition to brining to the latter 8000 soldiers.

succeeded in securing his permission to build the

Josephus must thus make Manasseh anew temple.

Jaddua.Torrey ( Composition and originbrother of

Beiheft zur Zeitschriftof Ezra and Nehemiah in

fur di.e altest. wissenschaft ) argues that the book

Nehemiah ( with possibly the exceptions of Chs.of

Chronicler after 300I - 5 ) were written by the

the Manasseh event occured during theB. C. and that

time of Alexander, the affair being assigned by the

as it representedChronicler to the time of Nehemiah,

Hea

likewise adds that no
be seen isThis view,as canhuted to Neh. V- XIII

Note:-
josephus ( Ant XI,8,

a more probable coloring.

To accomplish this purpose,

to his son-in-law a

Sanballat, by deserting Darius, and joining Alexander,, 
.... . . . ?. .

means whereby the Samaritan opposition to Jerusalem may

reform movement, and Nehemiah was a reformer.

historical value can be attri-

Permission is accordingly secured from Darius Nothus, and



support of Josephus. That the Chron-

icier wrote

517 f. Smith

Chro n-

icles at one time most likely one with Ezra and Neh.

II Chr. now ends in the middle of a verse, which

reappears conplete at the beginning of Ezra. Such a

conclusion however does not prove the falsity of the

was driven out by Nehemiah, for refusing to separate

into account the time in which the Chronicler lived,

reason

that he lived near the time of Nehemiah, should not

thermore should it be objected, than the Chronicler
so

is Jos. for these times ( Jost Geschtrustworthy

U.Sektan 48 n I ) It would have been a single matter

for the latter to have confused Joiada, Darius (

Nothus ) and Sanballat of Nehemia’s time, with Jaddua

another Sanballat of Alexai>-aidDarius Codomannus,

der’s time, and so have placed the event about a

0. T. in the Jewish Church p 140 ) In fact the
_ "era

* A

Ezra and Nehemiah is acknowledged by 

almost every one ( cl Driver Introd.

in the main a

why the account given by the former) from the fact 
So

be more correct than that given by the latter. Fur-

and that in which Josephus wrote, we see no

statement in Neh XIII 28, that the son of Joiada

from his wife, Nicaso, daughter of Sanballat. Taking

is often fictitious, so can we argue the fictitious 

character0much of Josephus’ accounts, gspecially un

century too late. ( Cl. Wellhausen Hist, of Isr. and 

Jud^h 135 -133*. Jost Gesch d. JudenuSeiner Sekten I



2j
48 N. 2. Smith 0. T. in Jewish Cturch 73 & 398 also
Art. * IN Brittanica^Keil Introd.. 303 etc. )

To argue as does Torrey, that Nehamiah probably wrote

have taken place during Nehemia's time, but that the

temple was probably built at the time of Alexander,

Kautsch ( Art. Die S. in Herzog's R. Encyl. ) urges

that th ough the Manasseh event happened under Nehe-

mia, the building of the temple on Gerizim occured

desiring to lower the r epuatjtfation of the Samaritans

temple, attributed its erection to anand of their

apostate Jew, a disgraced exile, the Manasseh above

mentioned. Kircheim however caps the climax, when

he says ( Carme Shomron p 4 ) that Nehemiah cannot

nor can Josephus. Thereforebe wrong in his account,

there must have been two events of this kind in which

a Manasseh took part;

that in the for-the other at the time of Alexander:
Dariu s Nothus for

permission to build a small house of prayer

in the latter case, they requested permission of

Alexander to
fr. Kirch p 19 )tans themselves ( Bk. Josh, quoted

cl aim that Joshua,

147-8 ) suggests that the expulsion of Manasseh may

have however not been found wanting, Bleek ^Einleiting

during Alexander's time, but that the later Jews,

mer case the Samaritans asked

* The S.

no account of his doings, proves nothing. Harmonists

one at the time of Nehemiah,

the servant of Moses,whom they

build the temple on Gerizim. The Samari-



call his standard bearer, built the tenple on Gerizim

after getting possession of the land for Israel.

Compare altogether, the erection of this Gerizim

temple with the erection of the temple in Egypt by

Onias. In the latter case however no ban was pro

holy city, andrecognized Jerusalem as the

the tenple at Jerusalem was then destroyed ( Antio

chus Epiphanes )

nouncedjfrom the fact that the Egyptian Jews still 

because



( SECOND PERIOD )

From the Erection of the Temple on Gerizim to the Roman

Ascendency;-—

With the erection of the temple on Gerizim the Sama-

arated from everything and everyone connected with Jerusa

lem. Having a temple of their own, anfi instituted worship

based on the Pentateuch ( which we think they received at

- this time ( cf. further The S. Pent ) such worship having

been introduced by Manasseh, they were enabled to make

their life, and their religion, hencelbrth peculiarly their

own. They were thus enabled to maintain themselves distinct

and by their new faith, lay claim to beingfrom the Jews,

not Assyrian Colonists, transported to Samaria, but true

the descendants of the ten tribes©f Joseph ofIsraelites,
Ephraim, and of Manasseh. The temple at Jerusalem is con-

sidered far inferior to their own and is called

’iiixand

ceive the Epithets

V’*ip *'> 1(5 ( Holy Mt. )

also Dt. Ol0

At all events we have now reached a points; )Rabba 3,

where the Samaritans enter upon a life of their own. No

Samaria remain their leading city. Forlonger however does

tenple on Gerizim,Schechem nowwith the erection of the

S Jerusalem proper being styled

( cursed Salem ) ) while their own temple and mount re-

a 'j >

i_ K*)io(]Wt. of Blessing ) and

( cl. Joseph Wars V 8, I. Ant.

XI 8, 8. Midrash Bereshith Rabba 32,@)& 81, 3,

ritans enter upon a new career, as it were, distinctly sep-



becomes the center of Samaritan life.

er * The Jewish People in the time of Jes«s Christ •

translated by Macpherson III Part II 224 - 225 )

assisted Alexander in the siege of Tyre seems very probable

( Joseph. Ant. XI 8, 3 ) As a consequence ,they might have

expected certain privileges to be granted them ( Joseph.

ibid makes the permission to build the temple, their re

ward. )

quest to be exempted from paying tribute during the Sabba

tical year being refused ( Ant. XI 8, 5 ) Indignant anger

fbllows. Their rage is further increased by the fact that

ibid )

his residence at Samaria, those Samari-
he per-whotans

Upon returning from Egypt,Alexanderishing in the flames.

■

governor takes up

lived in the city, set fire to his home,

I
derived from Sikjmios, Son of Hermes. This however 

is but a Greek myth adopted by Theodotus ( cf. Schur-

their hateful enemies the Jews, were granted these very 

privileges ( and more ) vzhich were refused them. ( Joseph

Roused to fury by this ingratitude on the part

Bor almost a century however, from the time of the erec

tion of the Gerizim temple to the time of Alexander, the 

history of the Samaritans is shrouded in darkness.<3That they

No such privileges materialize however, their re-

of Alexander, they determine to wreak vengeance. According

ly, when Alexander left for Egypt, appointing as Governor of 

Syria and Palestine, one of his favorites, Andromachus, the 

Samaritans refuse to submit to him, and when later this

Note:-
A certain later Samaritan poet in Egypt , Theo dot us 

wrote a history of Schechem#. He says the name is



the death of his favoi*i£e,by putting to deathavenges

all who outrage, by banishing

the Samaritans who dwelt there,

dition of the Samaritans assumes a different aspect. The

territory of Alexander is divided among his generals, the

only one with whom we Ptolemy son of Lagus,

getting Egypt as his portion. In his conquests, he captured

Jerusalem, and likewise brought the surrounding territory

him a large number of

surroundings, made their Egyptian stay, their Egyptian

homes, produce lasting results.

During Alex-

the

is not so impro-

6 ) says many went

there

under his Sway. Upon his return to Egypt,he thus brings with

Hebrew and Samaritan captives ( Jos-

garrison of 

there upon his visit to Palestine

Note:-
That the Samaritans as well as the Jews were in

are concerned^

great numbers in Egypt seems evident,

anders time ,many must have come; in addition to

Samaritan soldiers which Alexander sent
( Joseph Ant XI,3,6)

bable. Kircheim ( Carme Shomron p 

through fear of Antigonus, who defeated Ptole- 

possession of Palestine (314 and

had participated in the
city 

from the .great numbers of

eph. Ant XII I, 1 ) who soon adjusting themselves to £heir

my and thus secured

replacing them with a colony of Macedonian Soldiers, and 

by annexing Samaria to Judea ( of. Rollins Ancient Empire 
Cfal5o<jos. jjj 222 where authorities are quoted ) The expelled co lo- 

□FIS'. nists wend their way to Schechem, their Chief City, and 

thus increase^ the Samaritan Community already there.

After the death of Alexander ( 323 B. C. ) the ecn-

That many later emigrated thither



301 B. )C.

were among the trans

superiority was easily recognized by Alexander.

enlivening spirit character
istic of the Alexandtia of that day. Living thus again in

close contact with the Jews, it is not at all surprising

th a t there should have been continual debates between the

two peoples, concerning the authenticity of their Pentateu-

and results thereof differ with differentsubstance

The Samaritan Bk» Joshua Ch. 43 ( quotedwriters.

Fr. Kirch.Carme Shomron 6+7 ) tells us that through

desire to find what constituted the differencesa

between the Samaritan and Hebrew texts of the Penta-

had certain representatives of each

respec-

con-Thetive versions.

Accordingly we are not astonished to hear of such a debate 

occwring during the time of Ptolemy Philometer.

is likewise quoted ( ibid ) as claiming that when 

the LXX was translated) there

lators some Samaritanrscholars, whose intellectual

Abulfatach the Samaritan Chronicler

cerning Gerizim, defending its legitimacy and there

fore its presence in the disputed verses of the bible

It seems that there was a good sized community of 
Samaritans in Egypt ^specially in Alexandria,a community 

which soon borrowed of the

teuch, Ptolemy

people assemble before him, and defend their

Samaritans thereupon argued

chai texts ,concerning their religious differences etc, 

Such debates awakening their religious zeal all the rare. 

In fact it would be surprising, were not such the case.

Note:-
The caJ.se assigned fbr the discussion^s well as the



must have been chosen for such sacrificing long be

that shall ye observe to do

Neither add thereto,nor diminish therefrom * The dis

cussion touched various other points. The Samaritans

won and were sent home, leaded down with presents,

expressions of Ptolemy’s satisfaction, 36 of the

Jews being killed for having lost in the argument.

Such is the Samaritan version of the debate. What

have Jewish sources to say on the subject? In Joseph

the reason assigned for the debateAnt. XIiI 3, 4,

is that both sides desired Ptolemy to settle the gen-

The account as given,there;uineness of their claims.

relates that the Jews in the presence of Ptolemy ac

cused the Samaritans of having for-sworn Judaism and

Sidonians ( Cf. Jos-of confessing themselves to be

baeus and Theodosius their representatives being acr

cordingly killed;in accordance with the compact made

( Cf. Further The S. Pent, ) Arguing that since the
. of ...custom sacrificing had existed very early, a place

fbre Moses, ( The Samaritans in their Pent, always 

changed in v referring to the choice of a place for 
sacrifice, to nnajand that this chosen place was G4ri- 

zim. They likewise defended their non acceptance

of the Prophetical books, by referring to Dt. XIII,I
UWhatsoever I command you,

between the two sides. It can be seen at a glance

eph Ant. XII 5, 6 ) The Jews likewise pointed to 
lonj line of iwjK (’nCtti from /Ke Jj*ie of Alton, ic JhiiroWn

their own^time. The Samaritans lost the debate, Sab-



the

guments. There seems however no reason to doubt that

such a debate did take place* and that such debates

frequently occured. That the results were those

stated by either Jew or Samaritan historian, or that

very

suggests as a reason for the debate, the fact that

the Samaritans were enraged at the translators of the

LXX for omitting • Thou shalt build an altar on

S. Pentateuch has ( cf. furtherGerizim • which the

The S. Pent. ) Having influential friends at Court,

they succeeded in getting Philometer to consent to

Cf. also for historical value of ac-the debate.

counts of this debate Graetz ( III 49 & 50 and note

III 184 ) thinksp 634 ), Kuenen ( Relig. of Isr.

Samaritans and Jews simply became involved in a quar-

and that Ptolemy interfered, deciding in favorrel,

The namesof the Jews, among whom he had friends.

Sabbaeus and Theodosius ( mentioned in the account

iv'l tfob

Lositheus, Dustoi ( Cf. Graotz

Samaritans continued theirEvon in this century the

the debate even took place in the presence of Ptoleny^ 

seems however very doubtful, Graetz ( Gesch III 47)

noticed here that Theodosius has taken the form

in above ment. place.)

2;

n Cfa<-C ’

V

the Jews did not conply. Nor did they even bring ar-

that this account is as prejudiced as that given by

Samaritan authority above. The arguments were 

to be based on the Bible, With this as can be seen

of Joseph ) occur in Midrash Tanchuma to

though It is to 0.



Let us return

especially of Schechem. That they had not been unmoved

by the warfare going on about them, during and after the

time of Alexander, we have already seen. Nothing further

is heard of them however, until the time of

op

pressed the Jews, determining to do away with their reli

gion and their worship, the Samaritans desiring to be free

from any ill-treatment at his hands, wrote to him a letter

in which they claimed to be

nation and customs of the Jews • ( Joseph Ant. XII 5, 5 )

The Samaritans had acted similarly at the time of Alexander

The action at the time of Antiochus

to spread hf s own religious views, might treat them as

inhabitants of Jerusalem. At any rate the Sarhe had the

request seems to have been regarded by Antiochus,marit an

wijo requested Nicanor the governor of that part of the

country to see that they were not harmed.

which the Samaritans sent to Antiochus, they agreed

harm be done them, to allowupon condition that no

Jupitertheir terrple to be named * the tenple of

Note: —
Joseph ( Ant XII 5, 5 ) states that in t he letter

Sidoians • aliens from the
A

arguments concerning Gerizim and their Pent. ( cf.

Robinson Bibl. Researches. Ill 105^)

now to the Samaritans of Palestine, and

Antiochus Epi-

phanes. When he came against Jerusalem 188 B. C. and

assuring him that they were Sidonians dwelling in Schechem

( Joseph „XI 8, 8 )

was prompted by the fear lest, resembling the Jews so close

ly as they did, the King who had oppressed Israel in order



Iiellenius * and that t hi s was done. That Antiochus

always evidenced in behalf of Gerizim, and its tern-

after being prohibited from visiting their sacred

Mt, they disobeyed the prohibition again and again,

despite the punishments continually inflicted upon

them ftor se doing. In II Maccabees VI2, the state

ment is made that Antiochus devoted the terrpie of

Zeus, nothing being said of the Samari-Gerizim to

Furthermore Josephus is alwaystans suggesting it.

very bitter in his denunciations of the Samaritans,

accusing them of almost everything cowardly and mean.

All this leads us to the conclusion that possibly the

statement concerning the terrpie attributed by Joseph.

to the Samaritans, may be purposely so colored,as to

Michaelis thinks

Yonathon to Gn-XtfS. are Sidonians and points to Targum,

* Act I Sc. 2,

fact however of theThe very

presence of such superior forces, the Samaritans 

should have yielded to such a proceeding.That they

should have suggested the action however 
gly inconsistent with the

O'’jMi.For a beauti- 

action here portrayed

C£. Longfellow • judas Maccabaens

Samaritans denying that

where |iTSis translated by 

ful poetic account of the

bring contumely upon the Samaritans,

pie. During the Roman times, as we shall see, even

should have so naned their teirple seems not inproba

ble. None the less improbable were it,that in the

seems stran- 
fanatical zeal which they



claim of Jewish descent} could, not but have impressed the

jews at Jerusalem very unfavorably, could not but have

at this time were of the most hostile nature. Pursuing

each their own course, from the time of the erection of the

tenple on Gerizim, contact between the two peoples was

ever marked by discuss ions, and such had been the case in

fact since the time that the proffered aid of the S. was

refused by Zerubabel. Accord ingly, when after the Syrian

yoke had been thrown off by the Jews, immediately after

the death of, Antiochus, Hyrcan makes an expedition againstu\ f'

), We are not surprised to hear ofSyria ( about 130 B. C.1

his capturfcing Schechem and of his destroying Gerizim.

I ) , thus at one stroke giving almost

a
!

iority to Jerusalem.

agree on 129 or 130. Graetz ( Gesch III 73 ) says

Schechem was also destroyed. Of this we have no ac-

The Jews on this occasionnot have been the case.
ID 01’Kislev,17th of

1

count. Talmud Yoma 69 a,places the destruction of 

the temple of Gerizim in Alexander’s time*

(Joseph Ant. XIII 9,

death blow to Samaritan hopes of future glory and super-

emphasized the opinions they already entertained of this 
people. The relations between the. Samaritans and Jews

being Kn”f,n ^*«4n<tar>
*i• c, t-ima Such can-

• on which neither mourning
instituted a half feast day (

No te: —
jost^Gesch d. J. u. Seiner Sek. p70) assigns 120 as 

the date of this occurence,though most authorities

they were Jews, after having for centuries urged their

* Mt. Gerizim day



fasting was allowed. This day was to be fittin.nor
‘t?

was a

It needed however but some

such action on the part of the Jews ,to fan into a blaze

the embers of hatred which they ( the S. ) had always

And so it is not long before thenourished against them.

Samaritans endeavour to pour out upon the Jews the full

pent up animosity. In 109 B. C. an oppor-measure of their

tunity presented itself to them of returning the compli-

In Marissa was a colony ofment given them by the jews.

the Samaritans attacked. Hyrcan accordingly leads his for

ces against Samaria, but after besieging the city, and

building ditches and walls around it, he entrusts the com

mand of the siege to his sons Antigonus and Aristobulus.

The Samaritans in despair call in the aid of Antiochus Cy~

zicenus and Ptolemy Lttthurus, butin vain. After a year's

the city is forced to surrender. As a punishment tosiege,

the people, Samaria is destroyed, and the inhabitants scat-

some going to Schechem, some to Syria, some to Pam-tered,

ascus etc. ( Cf. Joseph Ant. XIII 10, 2 & 3 )

(25th ) of Marcheshvan ) also

is often

1
&

1

Note:-
The jews made this day

called ir Nebrechrd X

ly observed each year.

To the Samaritans the destruction of the temple 

most grievious calamity, one from which their relation to 
the temple hitherto would lead to suppose, they would find 

it difficult soon to rec»over.

a day of rejoicing. Samaria from now on

* , Canal zCity»

Hebrews, confederate to the Jews in Jerusalem, This colony



from the statement ( in Joseph Ant XIII 10, 3 ) that

Hyrcan dug ditches throu^iout the ent ire city that

it be no more inhabited. Graet’z conrnents on this

As a settled community of any importance, the Samari-

from the destruction of Samaria, disappear. Scattered

Caes-

Thebes and other cities, they

console themselves for their thus far sad fortune, vzith

hope that the future may bring them opportunities ofthe

venting their spite upon and showing their hatred fbr their

their religion, based uponto preserve intact their faith,

letter of the Law ( as

characterized

They form a sort ofto have left them.

awakened from their death-likenow and thenlifeless mass,
Christiansand by

interpreted by them )• The little
fo 

animation that in most instances heretore

lethargy by their hatred for Jews and 

-—. Rerpaisance movements about them.

throughout the then known world, in Schechem, Gaza,

area, Damascus, Alexandria,

tans from the time of the destruction of their temple, and

their life, seems

now worst of enemies, the jews; determined never-the-less

point Gesch ( III 83 and especially Note I DV pp 
604 - 605^ are very interesting



( THIRD PERIOD )
The Samaritans under Roman Sway.

estine, the history of the Samaritans is a checkered one.

now on they have two enemies for whom their hatred is in-

When Christianity becomes

the

as of the jews. While Gabinius tone of Ponpay’s lieuten-

peopled. Whether however Samaritans returned thither or

not,

that such was the case. Ci. Graetz IV 223. He alsoassert

leading S.time of Severus it was thecl a ims that by the

beautified Samaria, giving it thecity. Later Herod

Sebaste~(s Augustus ) Ant.name

Under this name o£ Sebaste, Samaria is mentionedXV8, 5 )

in Mishna Erachin 3, 2

The first

xin the new Era, is one that occured in Jcr-whi ch we h ear
relates it, ( Ant XVIII 2, 2 )As Joseph.usalem in 7 A.p.

Judea was under the pro

curat or ship of

ci'etly entered

threw dead men’s bones intoting Passover,

incident concerning the Samaritans proper,of

in honor of Augustus. [jos.

ants is governor of Syria, he has Samaria rebuilt, and re-

Caesar, when

caped none the less the eagle eye of the persecutor. From

State religion, it becomes the foe of the gamaritans

tense, the Romans and the jews.

we are not told ( Jos, Ant. XIV 6, 2, ) though some

They formed to be sure but a small community, but they es-

Beginning with the time of Roman ascendency in Pal-

dur ing the time of

Cyrenius and Coponlus, the Samaritans so- 

jerusalem, and while the Jews were celebra- 

the cloisters of



ths

temple » which they had not used to

*(5os. ibid ).

Joseph. ( Ant, XI 4, 3 ) ) that when the samaritans

offered to aid in building the temple, though Zeruba-

thcm permission to enter the temple and pray therein.

The existing relations between Jews and Samaritans

at the time of the above mentioned incident ( 7 A.D.)

were such as to warrant us in placing confidence in

the truth of the account. The Jews had destroyed

Gerizim. The Samaritans could in no way retaliate

more effectually, t hw« by desecrating the Jewish

house of worship. I make mention of this,from the

fact that it has been argued .that the incident above

narrated could not have occured, since the Samaritans

strict ) con-( at least those most religious and

sidered contact with a dead body ( hence with bones

unclean ( Cf. Jost. Gcsch

Sekten I 7 I

is also no doubt. But that the

adopted any means

cleanness, there is no doubt, that
Samaritans should have

thereof ) as rendering one

J.ThatThe Samaritans do t oday, and

temple. ( The

of retaliating upon their most

gates of the tenple being opened just 

after mignight ) as a

do, at such festivals

d.J.u.s.

did far back in history, strictly observe the laws of 

same did not,there

Note:-
This last statement agrees with the statement of

bel refused their aid, he never - the - less gave

result the Jews henceforth excluded

the Samaritans from the



hated enemies the Jews,

As with other peoples and religions, so with the Sarnari-

So we hear that during the procuratorship of Pilate ( fifth

governor or procurator of Judea, Samaria and Idumea ) a

Samaritan arcse^about 35 A.D, ) who called himself a Mes

siah and wno promised, after leading the Samaritans to the

sumnit of Gerizim to show them the vessels buried there

by Moses. The report spread throughout the country. The

grasp an opportunity of raising themselves of their reli-

and as a consequence placedfull faith in the promisegxon,

Tirathaba,

and so he put an endseemed a preconcerted plot to rebel.

Samaritans by sending thither his

troops.

many taken prisoners, ( Cf. Joseph XVII 4, I )•

worshiping images hidden on Geri-

against the Samari

tans. That a psendo
should have madethe Samaritans, and that heamong

zim,was often made by the Jews

- messiah should have arisen

Note:-
The accusation of

to the hopes of the

Many Samaritans were killed, many wounded, and
An?

a village near Schechempreparatory to advancing

Samaritans being now in almost a menial condition ( as far

as freedom and prosperity were concerned ) were eager to

Messiahs who propose to revolutionize existing conditions.

of the • Messiah * They accordingly assembled, armed, at

is very probable, even though

tans, psendo-messiahs are bound to make their appearance,

and ascending Gerizim, To Pilate however^the entire matter

the means were such as those mentioned above.



Gerizim the basis^the site of his operations, is very

probable.

the Samaritans

3.

by t lie jews of worshiping a dove on Gerizim ( Aboda

Sara V 44 d and Chui in 3 a. ) Cf. further The S. of

Talmud )the Tn the S. Bk. Joshua 42 ( quoted .from

Kirch p 24 ) it i s related that the highpriest Ozi

concealed in a cave ( or

Gerizim, the holy vessels. This was

done 330 yrs. after the Jews entered Palestine.

me nt wit tout murmuring. They therefore conplained of Pilatei

The animosity between Jews and Samaritans had by no

means

small town in Samaria, the Samaritans attacked

the procurator ( having

to Vitellius governor of Syria, who ordered Pilate to Rome 

to explain matters, Marcellus being appointed to Pilate's

them, killing many of them. Cumanus

been bribed by the Samaritans ) allowed the affair to pass

had at the command of God, 

hole ) on Mt.

ceased to exist, and we soon again find them at

It was customary for the Galileans, in vi-swords po int s.

siting Jerusalem for the festivals, to pass through the

About the year 48 A. D« when

It is not at all likely however, that 

these later accusations of the

are accused of worshiping the images hidden on Geri

zim by Jacob. ( Gn. XXXV 4 ) Similarly Bereshith 

Rabba 8l, 3. The Samaritans were similarly accused

The Samar it ana ho we v er, were not to accept such treat

ed Ginea, a

Jews are true. In Jer.
Aboda Sara V44 d. ( Krotashin Edi )

posit ion. ( Jos. Ant. XVII 4, 2. )

territory of the Samaritans, 
s 
some Galileans thus journeying to the holy city, had reach-



unnoti ced, 31
ot her jews.

matter

The Jews however were not to be outdone,

plained to Quadratus governor of Syria, before whom repre

sentatives of both peoples were ordered to appear. Quadra

tes in a quandry, in endeavouring toseems t o h ave been

decide which side was in t he right, each accusing the other

After punishing firstof attempting to revolt from Rome.

the Jews, then the Samaritans, the matter was still without

a solution.

ritan ring-leaders, deprives Cumanus of his office of Pro

Joseph. Ant, XX6, I )•curator (

the

IX 52 likewise in a manner .simil ar to that portrayed

in the above incident, the Samaritans are said to

have refused to receive Jesus, because he seemed to

In still another way

Knowinghowever the Samaritans annoyed the Jews.

The latter therefore, determined to take the 

in their own hands,

journeying to Palestine through the territory of

Samaritans c£. Luke XVII tl, John IV4. In Luke

Not er-
For

and attacked and plundered many 

villages of the Samaritans.. It was now the Samaritans who

Accord, ngly Quadratus sent the chief repre

ss nt at ives of Jews and Samaritans to Rome, to plead their 

Claudius. Through the influence of

and so co m-

causes before Emperor

Agrippa, the younger, who was then at Rome, Agrippina the 

wife of the Emperor urges the decision against the Samari-

wi th wild cries begged protection of Cumanus. He, arming 

the Samaritans t hemselves,in addition sent troops to aid 

them.

tans. Claudius t here fore, aft er putting to death the Saira-

and ignored the complaint of the Galilean and

be journeying toward Jerusalem.



that the Rabbis at Jerusalem communicated to their

The Samaritans used to deceive the Jews

Gemara ibid.tlb£ome Samaritans

n-Rxst have dwelt at Rome around the time at which the

deputations from Palest ine reached there. A certain

Thallus, a Samaritan, is mentioned as lending money

to Agrippa I ( c£. Schurer Vol. II part II 241 )

The S. had a temple in Rome, also after 493 A.D.

Ci, 
X.

Robinson III 122 N. 3. )

Durin g t he trouble incident upon the siege of Jerusalem

by Vespasian, Samaritans did not escape sharing mis-the

fortunes with Taking advantage of the disturbedthe Jews.

state in lower Palestine, they assenioled andof affairs

Once more their holy Mt. is

The feelings which they had ever had and evinced

to have been intensi-for Gerizim and their religion, seem

all, rath-to mdce them determined to brave

the threat

.forebo

dings of revolt. He therefore

sent Cer-and somovement from assuming undue proportions,

ealis one of his generals to uproot the revolt.

outside of Jerusalem?by lighting such fires a day 

earlier. On vhich account the Rabbis stopped the

beacon signaling and sent messengers instead, c£,

Rosh. Mishna II 2 and

4| o

took possession of Gerizim. 

theirs.

Correligionist s in ot herl ands ,1 he time of the coming 

o f the new moon) by lightning beacon-fires on the 

hill tops,

on Gerizim brought

After many T-

Mt. Gerizim, as 

er than submit to their opponents. To Vespasian,

degree, now by the actual possession offiedto such a

ening aspect of this gathering

determined to prevent the



Samaritans had deserted the main body,

to induce the

about 37 A. D.

ialiment, it seems, that was inflicted upon them. The city

in which they had dwelt so long, The city connected vitally

Neapolis ( The New City ) being in great part re-come s

built by Vespasian and peopled with Romans. To be sure ,

the importance of the Samaritans continually wained.

Neapolis assumes an entire Roman aspect, becomes imbued

with Roman culture, and the snail community of Samaritans

in the city soon become Romanized.! In a similar manner

must Macedonian influence have been felt amoijg them,when

In that

case however,the

th ey were better able to

great part of Schechem and changed its name. Many

however that he built an entire new cityJJeapo-urge

Seiner Sek. I 72 ) Epiphanius( Jost Gesch d.j.u.

with their fbndest thought s, wit h Gerizim, was no longer to 

be known by its famous name Schechem, but from now on be-

he makes an attack on them and

11300 are reported to have been killed

Oi

Alexander placed 8000 Macedonians in their-midst.

number of the Samaritans was great er, and 

withstand outside influence.)

and after many in

effectual attempts had been made by Cerealis

Note:-
It seems evident that Vespasian simply rebuilt a

7-------- --------------- —

lis, some short distance from Schechem, and that thi- 

therwent many of the Samaritans from the latter city.

Samaritans to surrender,

That so many were present must have been due tothe Impor

tance of the movement, the capture and retention of Gerizim 

the all-in-all of the Samaritans ( Joseph wars III,7, 32 ) 

The death o f so many of their number was not the only pun-



1055 )

The name Neapolis

first appears on

known also by the n ane Mabortha ( Cf. Joseph Wars

IV 8, I ) The modern Nablus is s inply a corruption

of Neapolis, The nane is found in Midrash Bereshith

32, 16. Dt. Rabba 3, 8: I 0and Bamidbar

Rabba 23,14 where it is identified with Schechem

From the time of Vespasian to that of Hadrian, no men

tion of the Samaritans is made. Still the relation between

them and the Jews during that time can be easily conjec

tured, from tie fact that when we again meet them, we find

thi s relation rather harmonious thar. otherwise, at least

during Hadrians reign, yet they often show themselves of

peculiarly vaccilating nature that at times seems to jus-a ->

tify the harsh criticism of Josephus, when he said con

cerning them,

that they are of Kin to them, but when they preceive that,

they immediately pretend to have comnunion with them saying

that they belong to them • etc. ( c£. Joseph Ant. IX 14,3

Such inconsistency we have already observed.XI S, 7. )

During the time of Hadrian it seems to have been enpha-

I

Art. Schechem in Me Ci. aAi Strong ) As identifying the 

two.fv £/ Kip'ioS 'Tivf iTTrf ft yvvt ^<t77oXic ( Adv. Haer. Ill

Mo st writers agree upon this point ^Cf.

Schnurer II I 123. Graetz V 15.^

Coins of Vespasian. The city was

Rabba 81, 3;

that some good fortune hath befallen them ( the Jews )

• when the Jews are in adversity, they deny

is quoted ( by Robinson III 113 & 119 Also by Kitto



4isized. We have seen that during the first century A.D.

they were no st hfistile to the Jews. To find them aiding the

an anomaly. Yet such seems to have been the case during

the Barkochba rebellion ( 132-135 ) It seems likewise

that they were punished as were the Jews.

between Jews and Samaritans, and Samaritans and

Romans during the Barkochba rebellion. Frankel ( Uber

den Einfluss der palastinischen Exegese 1851, p,245 )

denies t hat Hadrian in any manner oppressed the Sa

maritans,and points to Jer. Kidd. IV 65 d ( Krot, Edi)

mivi/jy'lv,arguing that nftWiHadrian.

conjecture without any argument ) such a statement

Samaritans and Jews during Hadrian’s time, as far as

we can learn from Jewish sources, seem to have been

on friendly terms with each other. So. Graetz IV 303

attributes the little attention given E. Meir’s de

cision that the Samaritans were to be treated as

to the fact that the Jews were favorablyheathen,

inclined toward the Samaritans. Furthermore it is

Akiba the leading spirit of thesignificant that

Not e:-
A great deal of obscurity hovers about the relations

means nothing, and proves nothing pro or con. The

Jews against the Romans in the second Century, were almost

no t to shorn refers, ( Frankel’s view being but a

■vouO'lO’l Crnibl

Accordingly, he claims the Samaritans did not aid 
r?CVolutio-rv.

the Jews in the Barkochba^. From the fact that we know



of the revolution was Ond Of the Most,in fact the

most liberal Rabbi in matters concerning the Cuthim

the Samaritans ( Cf. further The S. of the Talmud )

they aided in the rebellion in which he was, heart

and soul, is not improbable, Again the Samaritans

themselves ( Bk. Josh, Ch. 48, quoted from Graetz

IV 138 ) speak of having had to worship a dove which

Graetz ( ibid ) interprets as the punishment in

flicted on the Samaritans for their participation

in the rebellion. At any rate there is authority ibr

the statement that a temple to Jupiter was built on

Gerizim, ( Ibid ) )Such an action would correspond

to the doings of Hadrian at Jerusalem, and would re

present the true character of this ruler. It was his

desire to uproot every faith excepting his own.

Therefore his hostile attitude toward the Jews.

resembled in religion andThe Samaritans strongly

customs the Jews, This most likely would fbrm an

additional incentiveto punish them, as he had the

Allr this leads us to the probable conclusionJews,

that the Samaritans did aid the Jews in the Barkochba

and at its failure, were punished as wererebellion,

The Jewish account that Bethar fellthe Jews,

Samaritan ( c£. Graetz IV

and especially note 16, pp 458-462 ) may at132

antagonistic to the above conclusion,

J kU

first sight seem

That he was so friendly to the Samaritans because

through the treachery of a



HiIt but shows however that that there must have been

Samaritans among the Jews in Bethar, since an out

sider vould not have known of the secret passage-way

through which it is there asserted, the Ronans were

led by this Samaritan. Abulfatach ( The S. Chronicler)

claims that Hadrian's wife was was a Samaritan^,

and that therefore the Samaritans were treated well

by Hadrian ( Cf. Kirch p II ) Barkochba and Akiba

are even claimed as Samaritans. ( Cf. Jost. Gesch d.

Seiner Sek. I p 75 )j.u. significanceNote the

of this statement for the view above presented. None

but the most harmonious relations could be^et such

a claim.

Passing through the reign of the Antonines seemingly

son or other incur the displeasure of Commodus ( 180-192

A. D. ) by whom t hey are punished. How and why however,we

know not.

ditions of the Samaritans during the reign of Cormio-

He says a debate arose between Levi,the thendus.

high priest of the Samari tans? an d the philosopher Al-

conceraing the creation ofexander AphrodisiVS

and that Galen, friend of Conmodus had thethe world,

Emperor punish^ the Samaritans,because Alexander Ap

hrodisiVS

Notei-
Kirch p- 12 quotes from Afulbatach concerning the con-

was his ( Galen's ) enemy.

unnoticed, at least unharmed, the Samaritans fbr some rea-



Under Septimius Severus ( 193 - 211 ) we again find

the Samaritans in sorrow and woe. It seems to have been

their lot to have their lines fall in unpleasant places.

Fortin most of the instances in which they attached them-

contact with a third party, they

found to their sorrow that they had made a wrong choice.

When they joined the Syrians against the Jews, the latter

were successful, when they aided the Jews against Hadrian.

he gains the ascendency, and they reap a sorry reward.

And now when a contact between the Romans proper occurs

they again find their choice wrong and become the victims

of the victor. Septimius Severus, made emperor by the le

gions on the Tanube, makes his position secure by crushing

his two rivals for the throne, Pescennius Niger and Clodius

troops on the Rhine, the latter by those on the Euphrates.

The Samari tans to their sorrow took up the cause of Pescen

nius Niger. When therefore Niger is overcome by Severus,

special object of persecution by

the latter, by whom citizenship is denied all the Samaritans

in Neapolis.

( Gesch. d. j.u.n.2, also Graetz IV 225-6. Jost

Seiner Sek. p.95 ) does not think any persecutions

He argues that the

took place during t he reign of Conrnodus and Severus.

Samaritans inntheir accounts (Cf.

Note:-
Ibr authorities Cf. those quoted by Robinson III 122

selves to others in a

they find themselves a

Albinus, the fcraer having been proclaimed emperor by the



and refer persecutions by the Christians back to

Conrnodus and Severus. There is no basis however for

self,

says the Rabbis sought entirely to separate them

selves from the Samaritans, since the latter aided

Niger and thus brou^it upon themselves the hatrei of

Severus. Schurer^II I 123) claims that from the time

of Severus the importance of Sebaste ( Samaria ) de

ci ined, and that of Neapolis increased. In the first

place, I fail to see the connection between Severus

tended to lessen the importance of the city.

For almost two full centuries we again hear but little if

Diocletian, ( ifanything concerning the Samaritans. Under

peror's decrees.

far as the Jews are concerned.

( Cf. Graetz IV 302 and especially n.2, ibid. )

since in his Gesch. d. Isr, Volkes^II 128) he

No t e: -
The Talmudic reference occurs in Aboda Sara V 44 d.

’h j’l

p jOOj’The attitude of Diocletia#

♦uand decline of Samaria, Secondly, the punishment of

paoji ■’xil’

towards the Jews} shows that there is historical truth

the Samaritans of Neapolis by Severus, if anything.

Abul fat ach in Kirch p.12 ) confuse dates and names

idolatry, while the Jews alone were exempted from the em

in the quotation, as

such a view. In fact Jost seems to contradict him-

we are to rely on Talmudic sources ) they were /breed to

( Krot. Edi ) X’^/Xh wi vTP x3^ °j1(5



At this time already7the Samaritans are spoken of as

The persecutions inflicted on them are bringing their na

tural results. And yet, small as was the nunfoer of the Sa-

hear of decrees being passed against them by

Constantine and Constantius jthough they were better off

under the former than under the latter.

of the persecutions are given. The high priest of

the Samaritans was deprived of his property, the sons

of two priests were killed, and 36 others were cru

cified for not accepting Christianity. The Samaritans

have a legendary account of a certain Baba Raba who.

aided by his nephew, who had been brought up among

while secured independence fbr the Samaritans. ( Cf.

(EmflvS? 251 )

During the Reigns of Julian, Valentinian and Valens,the

condition of the Samaritans seems to have inproved somewhat.

quiet however is not to remain long undisturbed.Their

state religion ( under Constantine 303-337 ) we may expect

the edicts issued against all non-Christians. ( not for a

time specifically mentioning the Samaritans ) soon to be

directly applied to this small sect. Strange it is indeed,

Note:-
Cf. Jost Gesch d.j.u. Seiner Sekt. 75 where examples

Prom the time of the Roman acceptance of Christianity as a

maritans, we

Jost. Gesch d.j.u. S. Sekten 75 & 76. Also Frankel

the Christians, threw off the Roman Yoke and fbr a

but a weak community, which will soon disappear entirely.



that we do not hear of Roman^Christian persecutions of the

Samaritans and decrees against them sooner than we do.

This may be due to the fact that the introduction of the

and revolutionary character, that it took several years be

fore the Romans fully adapted themselves to their new re

ligious

against non-Chri sti ans was impossible. At all events,the

first maition we have of decrees passed against the Sama-

ri Lan s dur ing the new regime, is under Theodosius ( 379-395)

wixj in 391 forbade them marrying Christians or Circum-

ci sing their servants ( Although they were permitted to

re

ceive the honors connected therewith. ( Codex Theodos.de

Judif s ) Honorius ( 395-423 ) however, the first emperor

in the west after the final partition of theenpire,advances

emphasizing the prohibition s above

( Codex Theod^Judais. )(cf Jost Gesch.n.SeKten.i:^')418 A. R. )

In t lie East after the final division of the Empire/the

condition of the Samaritans does not seem to have been b et-

That Theodosius forbade themter than at anytime previous.

building synagogaues and likewise prohibited them from tes

tifying freely,is an assured fact. ( Jost Sekten 76 and

Assuming now that rebellions andauthority quoted ibid )

revolutions are in most cases, the results of tyrranical

/

1

new religious system into the state was of such a momentus

farther, and while

hold official positions, such as the magistracy, and to

mentioned, forbids them holding state offices ( 404 and

environment, As a consequence,inrnediate crusade

Theodos.de


checker board of Samaritan history would seem to testify

to us,of the harsh treatment this people must have been

receiving in the times inrnediately proceeding, luring the

reign of Zeno ( 474 - 491 while Christians In Neapolis

were celebrating Pentecost, the Samaritans hurriedly as

sembled, and made an attack on the Christian Church in

which services were being held, killing many of the church

men therein, maiming the Bishop Terebinthus. Upon complain

ing to Zeno the emperor at Constantinople, troops were

sent against the Samaritans, the leaders of the movement

ted from even approaching Gerizim. On the summit of the

^fountain was built

the fantastic suggestion that Terebinthus in his com

plaint to Zeno reminded him of the language of Christ

to the Samaritan woman ( John IV ) showing that this

prophecied the time of a purer worship on Gerizim.

This it is said urged Zeno to send his troops against

the Samaritans. Kirch p.15 says that no new church

that the pbs/) j’athe housewas built on Gerizim, but

of prayer which the Samaritans had there^was changed

If the Samaritans had suchinto a Christian Church.

Of thisa house of prayer there, all well and good.

being killed, all the Samaritans being henceforth prohibi-

treatment of a people by a ruler, the next move on the

a church dedicated to Virgin Mary ( Cf.
Setfen

Robinson III 123 & 124 Kirch p.I5 Jostl77 )

Note:- xn- J
Millman in his history of the Jews ( Vol.Ill ) makes



ho wev er we h ave

their old temple

tans. Modern travelers are in doubt as to what the

stone piles or ruins on the Mt. are remains of, ( Cf.

Stanley Sinai & Palest p 245. Frankel Nach. Jerus

417-428. )

To the Samaritans, lbr whom as we have seen Gerizim

stood fbr so much ,by whom it was regarded as the symbol

which Adam had been created, on which Abrahams trial ( sac-

i*ifica of Isaac ) had occured, the Mt, which God had chosen

as the place wb ereon to build His Holy Altar, as the burial

ground of Eleazar,

the 70 Elders chosen by Moses, as a part of the land bought

by Jacob from the Schechemites, as the Mt. which alone tow

ered above the flood ,and on which Joshua had built his

first altar,

J9)XII 6 ) 4s the first settlement of Jacob ( Gn. XXXIII)

center of the world, ( such are the legends whichas the

the Samaritans have Cf. all modern travelers to Schechem.

Cf. Frankl Nach Jerus 417-428. Stanley Sinai & Palestine

233-245', Rob in son Bibl. Researches III 95-113:Kirch. Carme

Shomron 13-28 etc. Also further • The Beliefs of the S.

ton the Samaritans, I rep eat, to whom Gerizim represented

They had been .forced to behold their sacred templeblow.

and ( very probably ) their sacred Mt.laid in ruins,

as the first resting place of Abraham ( Gn.

j were more likely among the Sarnari-

Tthamar, Phinehas, Joshua, Caleb and

of all that was most holy, as the Mt. from the Earth of

no account. Prayer at the ruins of

so much, the decree passed by Zeno, proved alsmost a death



&desecrated by the presence of idolatrous peoples. But that

forbidden to ascend its heigt# and revisitthey should be

this was almostthe place hallowed by legend and belief,

They determined not to ac-too much for the Samaritans.

cept sucha state of affairs forever, and so though biding

opportunity. Acc ord ingly, during the reign of Anastatius ,

mar it an s made a combined attack on the soldiers guarding

the Mt. They .vere however easily overcome. ( Robbins III

rebellions,
Conquered, subdued, oppressed, the sp arkless in results.

which they nourish for their enemies, rowof bitter hatred,

and then kindles into a luried flame which but consumes

additional lustre to the vic

tories of their opponents.

led by a certain Julian ben Sabar, whom they

again rebelled, killing many Christians, and destroying

by Justinian, many weremuch property. Overcome however

the Persians and Inslaves to

sorts of oppresive

First alllaws of Justinian.
Samaritans convertedtroyefl jliad to be rebuilt. Unless the

i
t|
F

In 529, during the reign of Justinian, the Samaritans, 

called King,

124 Jost Sekten p,77 Kirch p.Ib)

on every occasion, fruit-

killed, many others sold as

their own strength, and adds

under the leadership of a woman, a second Deborah, the Sa-

Still .though again they are not to be silenced, but con- 

time to display an obstinate courage that manifests it-

their time, came

dians, the rest being exposed to all

the Christian churches des-

to a firm agreement to rebel at the first



fl
( or inherit ) property. The property of a deceased,Sama-

to the State, The Sama-

In mixed marriages ( between Chri stianS and Samaritans) the

Christian religion was considered paramount. " Unbelieving

parents who have no other well grounded cause of complaint

againsttheir believing c hildren, are bound to leave them

their property, to afford them a maintenance, to provide

marry them to true belie-them with all necessaries, to

vers (u. Christians ) to bestow# on them dowries, and bri-

Accord ing to the decree of the ptt feet or

bishop • ( Justinian Code, Cf. Millman III 229-230 ). Sa

maritan children, who had converted to Christianity}were to

unbelieving parents, their full sharereceive from t heir

litigations between S. and Christians, Samaritan testimony

Such in the main were the Justinianinadmissable.was

decrees against the S. ( Cf. Graetz Gesch V 18-21 also Note

Robinson III 124-1256 pp. 388-390. Mi liman III 220-230

however ( 541 ) through the intercession of Bishop Ser

gius 1 the Samaritans were granted the privelege of trans-

°f tr£n£:a<;'tbusiness amon g

mitting property;of making wills,of manumiting Slaves, and 

themselves. Children of

receiving the dignities or priveleges connected therewith 
Ges th.

viz. Exempt ion from flogging and exile ( Graetz V 18 )

dal presents,

ritan,who had not converted, went

ritans were forced to occupy Magisterial offices without.

to Christianity, they were not to be allowed to transmit

Jost Sekten 77-78 and Gesch d. Volkes Isr. 190-194) Later

of inheritance, as if the parents had died intestate. In



£mixed marriages believing in Christianity, however were

to get all of the property of their father if he dies in

historians assert that the Samaritans offered

Justinian. Cf» Graetz V note 6 pp 388-90, where this is

refuted, and the reason for the mistake explained*

Graetz ibid, presents well

took no part in the Samaritan rebellion, as many as-
Gibbon ( 5 vol. Edi IV 145 6 vol. Edi. IV 637)sert.

gives the number of Samaritans killed in the revolt

as 20,000 and asserts that 20,000 more were sold

as slaves. The numbers are large to us. They seem

that he likewise ( ibid ) asserts that 100,000 Romans

maritans ( Of. authorities ment above. )

It cai be easily seen that under such circumstances,the

schismaticsjected as Jews by the pagans, by the Jews as

and by the Christians as idolaters • they had no alterna-

fight, and

fight they did. To be sure some must have converted ( so

•nr

were killed in suppressing the revolt. The Jews were 

exempt from many of the laws passed against the Sa-

=
I

I

Notej-
Some

exaggerated ?whi ch view is emphasized by the fact

tive but to become baptized or continue to

lot of the Samaritans was by no means an enviable one. Des

pised and condemned by all, as Gibbon says ( IV 145 ) re

testate, and five-sixths of it, if a will were made.

to m e a league with the King of Persia against

the position of the Sa

maritans under Justinian) sho wing ho wever^the jews



ftsays the Chron. Paschcal Cf. Robins III 125 n.4 ) possibly

in the manner said to hare been adopted by others of their

people in proceeding decades, hypocritically?in order to

escape the persecutions aimed at them. It is at least

asserted that many this after adopting Christianity, grad

ually returned to t he Samaritan fold. it not be irna-Let

gined that the bulk of the people converted. The contin

uous rebellions and decrees^are proof positive of the fact

that the main body of the Samaritans ever maintained an

independent and rebellious attitude toward the Romans,and

received the advances of Christianity with the sword,

rather than with the hand of welcome.

In 553 during a chariot race in Caesarea, we hear that

the Samaritans, there present, aided by some hot headed

Jewish Youths ,(fell upon the Christ iansfilling many of them

and destroying some churches. Among those killed was Ste

phanas governor of Palestine. After a short struggle,the

being sold as slaves, others again having their property

confiscated. The firmer decrees of JuStinian against their

changers, the name Samaritan thereafter becoming synony-

( Cf. Jost. Gesch d. Isr. Volk.mous with money trader^.

II 192- 193 )

Dur in g t he reign of Justin II ( 535-573 ) nephew of

Justianian I .the decrees of the last named were carried out

property right s? being rigidly enforced, we now find very 

many Samaritans giving up their trades and becoming money-

Samaritans were over-come, many being crucified, others



to t he lett er. The Samaritans were further forbidden to

keep Christians as slaves. Only those, who had taken a -

two years course of study in Christianity, were to be al

lo \ied to enter a Christian Church.

these

last decrees^ combined with the enforcement by Justin

of his uncle’s rigorous laws, practically extermina

ted the Samaritans, This seems to be a fact, since

we hear but little more of this

people. i

The income of Arabian ( Mohammedan ) rule however put

an end to such condit ions. Henceforth nothing but a small

poll-tax was demanded of the Samaritans. During the next

few Centuries but little mention is made of this now van

ishing sect.

Sekten I 97 attributes the paucity of hi stori-

oncerning the Sama-itans under Mohammedan

that Mohammed himself ( and his dis-sway,to the fact

ciples aft er him ) did not consider the Sama’itans

have nothing to do with the Samaritans, holding con

unclean. Ibid. N 2 are giventact with others, as

authorities who claim that the Sameri mentioned in

Kor^n XX as the maker of the golden calf, means a

" MosesThe reference there i s as follows,Samaritan.

Note:-
Jo st

Note:-
Finlay history of Greece I 297;claims that

from that time(572|

worthy of at ten t io n( while they on theother hand,would 
JAokammediTvS

£rl

cal facts c



said unto Al Sameri
7

He answered saw that which they saw not, where-

a handful of dust from the footsteps of

the messenger of God, and I cast it into the molten

" Moses said " Getcalf, for so did my mind direct me

thee gone for thy punishment in this life shall be,

that thou shalt say unto those who shall meet thee

w

plundered by SaladinDuring the Crusades, Nablus was

From the fact that Benjamin of Tudela who visited1187

Nablus in 1135 speaks of the Samaritans ( Cut him ) while

Ebn Batiita^who likewise went thither in 1323 does not do so,

itseems that Saladin’s capture of Nablus, meant some harm to

Jost Sekten 79 and Pick Art. The S.the Samaritans ( Cf.

in Me. Cl. and Str. Encyclop. ) in 1244 Nablus was cap

tured by Abu Aby,

city have remained under Mohanrnedan rule. In the 14th C. we

hear of a decree compelling them to wear red turbans.

From the sixteenth century, to the present, due to a great

deal of correspondence between the Samaritans, and Euro-

Scaliger, de Sacypeans,

the reports of

&
e

Huntington, Munk, and others ) we have

This we have en-heard considerable about the Samaritans.

embody into the chapters on Thedeavoured in brief form to

Samar it an$ customs’which will be

Bishop Gregoire}Barges ), and due also to 

travelers who have visited Nablus, ( Robinson, Ilerschell,

I 
= 

i 
F 
F

i mu 

ft
• I

Schultz, Frank 1,

( Della Valle, Maundrell, Morison,

* Tou ch me no t.

since which time the Samaritans in that

fare 1 took

Samaritan Beliefs, and

" what was thy design, 0 Sameri



•
There are at present about 150 Sa-presented further on.

maritans in Nablus. Of the Communities which existed in

and throughout Syria ( 14-17th C.

Sek ten 82-83 and Robins III 133 ) nothing furtherCf. Jost

is known,

■

8

!l

fi

I

J

Gaza, Cairo, Damascus,



( CHAPTER ( II )

The Samaritan of the New Testament,

In our survey of the history of the S. we have avoided

far as possible references to the S, of theas N. T. even

have been in-
II

had however a definite purpose in view. To be sure we have

already seen the relation of the S. to the Jews in Pre-
,e.Christian times. We have also noted the position thy oc

cupied during the Era of the Christian Emperors. We shall

here treat briefly of the S, of the N. T, For .though we

is of historic toalue concern-. may not find here, much that

ing the people who form the subject of our study, we shall

at least be able to discover what were the conceptions

which the writers of the N, T, had formed }concerning these

Judaism and Christianity. Thispeople,and their relationto

should certainly be interesting to us as we have here 11®

advocates of Christ ianity, co rune nt ing from a religious

standpoint, on the religious conditions and views of their

Jews and S. diring the centuries immediately preceding

seems to have been maintained. Hostility was however the

though such references might with advantage 
u

troduced in Period III The S. under Roman Sway. We have

mother religion^and one of its rivals.

Now we hare al ready seen that the relations between, the

the Christian Era^were not in general o f the most harmon

ious nature, though at times a mutually friendly attitude



ftc.
Cf. Driver Introd. 447 note ) no doubt presents us with the

Z-

manner of nations which my heart abhorreth, and the third

that dwell among the Philistines, and that foolish people

that dwell in Schechem .• Now during N. T. times this re

lation between the Jews and S.

S. woman addresses Jesus withthe

words Mow comes it that thou, a Jew^skest drink of me

* Furthermore in John VIII 48 The Jews

in answering Jesus used the peculiar expression, * Say

we not well that thou art a S. and hast a devil •? Again

in Luke X 51-58 the S. refuse to receive Jesus because he /X

appears to be journeying toward Jerusalem.

the above it can already be seen, that in the t» a def

inite and sharply defined distinction is made;between the

and the Jews. They are not both treated as a singl*S,

bo dy of Mosaic venerators and Monotheists who refused to

adopt the newly introduced faith,and against whom, as re

presenting the faith from which Christianity arose, de

crees should be directed. Despite the fact that the worship

was concerned ) and that the S» were known to claim

seems to have continued 7and

of
rule. The writer^EcclUs ( Slrach. written about 2oo B.

at least as

so in John IV 9, the

far as a belief opposed to that of Christianity

who am a S. woman?

popular Jewish view of the S. in t he late centuries of
II

Pre-Christian times, when he says (LiPi-l,) There are two

and faith of the S. and Jews were in the main identical, (

is no nation: they that sit on the Mt. of Samaria, and they

Now we desire it to be distinctly understood 1 and from



s. and Jews are never-the-less in t lie n.

tirelyone from the other. In Matthew X 5-8 though the dis- l

ciples of Jesus are forbidden to enter any city of the S.

they are told to go to the House of Israel. In John IV 9.

the Jews and S. are most g>ecifically contrasted,* How is

it that thou a Jew askest drink of me, who am a S. wo nan?*

In acts I 8. Jesus tells the Apostles that they shall be

We above made mention of the fact, that the attitude

seems to hare been a hostile oneof the Jews toward the s»

during N. T. times. How are the writers of the N. T. dis

posed toward the S. and how do they picture the relations

between Christians and the S. ? In Matthew the harmonious

rel at ions existing between these two, as pictured elswhere

are not so evident. And so in Matthew ( X 6 )in the n» T.

In Strack Zockeler ( Kommentar to the v. ) attention is

according to the tribes of Israel,

aim or goal of the efforts of these disciples. Why they

should be forbidden to enter the cities of the s» seems

We

might attribute the prohibition to the
L

held,as though they werein which Matthew thinks the S>

!

inconceivable from the standpoint of John and Luke.

insignificant light

called to the fact, that as twelve disciples were chosen

so Israel was to be the

his • witness both in Jerusalem and in all Judea,and Sama-
»

ria.

descendancy from the ten tribes, ( Cf. John IV 12. ) the 
at •p. separed en-

Jesus bids his disciples • Enter not into any city of the

S. but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel



io I

undeserving: even of the conversion efforts of Christianity,

Such is mo st lik ely not the case. Matthew simply and purely

is hostile to the S. Why we know not.

Now in Luke, John and the

attitude of Christianity toward the S. is observable. In

order to understand this,we must notice briefly the rela

tion of Christianity and Judaism. We have already seen that

were made the special object of persecutions and attacks

and decree upon decree was passed against them. The anti-

Jewish feelings of the Christians befbre such a state re

ligion was introduced, can be easily conceive d. Not at all

att itude,

the Jews. Tbrfrcm the standpoint of the Christians,if

Christianity were the best and only saving religion ^then

all others should embrace it, be forced to embrace it or

suffter the consequences. The Ethics of the age seemed to

tendency ofde mand sue h c cn di c t« Such at least was the

doninating the early centuries C. E, In the wri-thou ght

is to be seen this hostility of attitudetors of the N. T.

toward the Jews.

T» accounts as contain-

!

hostility marking

But here our expectations fall short of fact, or at I

as soon as Christianity became a State religion, the Jews

illogical was this attitude toward the Jews, an

ed in Luke, John and the Acts. The

Acts, an. entirely different

that as we have seen begot, the most awful cruelties against

It were but natural to expect a similar

the Christian attitude toward the S.

the Christians against the Jews, seems to have brought

are rot full-filled according to N.

intensity of hatred of



equal degree of frienship of the Christians

S, Recognizing as did the .followers of Christ,toward the

the fact that the S were schismatics from ths Jews and

rival s of them, they c ouldmani fest their utter contenpt for

the Jews, in no more powerful manner, than by evidencing

an interest in the S, and by maintaining an amicability of

attitude toward them. Luke shows this spirit,and tskes

X 33 f. Jesus tells the lawyer

the account of the mai beaten by robbers. While the priest

andLevite pass by the wounded man refusinf him aid, the S,

elone was * moved with conpassion, and came to him and

The question next addressed the lawyer, and his answer(

the account of Jesus healing the ten lepers( while on his

journey through Samaria and Gallflee ( V 12 ) The only

one to return thanks was the S. Jesus accordingly conmends

for an exanintation of this incident. Attention is82- 3,

here called to the distinction between the feelin^of the

) The incident reChristians and the Jews toward the S.

idea of the relations exis-lated in JX 51-53 gives us no

and the Christians. The S. refuse toting between the S.

because they think him a Jew?as he appeal’sreceive Jesus,

to b e traveling to Jerusalem. We have already directed

bl

him for his faith ( V 19 )[Cf. Hand Conmentar Zum N. T. I

show the purpose of the story * Which of the three thinkest 
n 

thou proved neighbour unto him that fell among the robbers?

He that showed mercy on him • In Luke XVII II-I9 is given

bound up his wounds (pour ing on them oil, and wine • ( V 34)

this position twice • In

about an



John shows the amicable attitude of Christianity toward

the S. in the story which he relates in Ch. IV. This con

versation between Jesus and the S, Woman is altogether

an interesting one, as it enphasizes some of the character-

depicts theready taken occasion to notice how

strained relations between the S. and the Jews. Peculiar

is it,that the words * For the Jews have no dealings with

the S. • is omitted in some MSS ( Cf. Marginal note )

They may form a later addition intended to convey nore

fully and corrpletely the idea contained in the preceding

but really picturing conditions of a different time.words,

( That the Jews ever had no dealings with the S, is not

true. The purpose ofour chapter on • The S. of the Tai mid

In Me Cl. & Strong, rep resents, when he says that everything

belief in Jacob, a

sljows us the S. confidence in the fact that the well now

istics o f the S. which we have already presented,and shows 

us their attitude toward the Jews at the time. We have al-

will be to dispel the view of those ;whom Pick» Art. the S.

touched by the S. was declared unclean by the Jews, and

f urt hern© reto refute those who hold that the Jews had no 

dealings with the S^)

Verse 12 * Art t how greater than our father Jacob, who

fcave us this well,and drank thereof himself and his sons, 
a

andhis cattle? presents us with the S»

belief maintained by them to thi s day, while it likewise

Ant. XX S, I. )

attention to such doings on the part of the S. ( Cf. Jos.



Ibund near Schechem, is in reality the one dug by the

patriarch.( Cf. Robinson B. R. Ill 107- 113 ) This leads

us to V. 20 where we are told of the S. belief in Geriz in

as the holy Mt. a fact which we have already frequently

mentioned.

In V". 25 the S. woman is presented as acknowledging Jesus

to be the Messiah. The writer evidently intends us to un

derstand that as far back as the early 6hristian centuries,

the S. believed in a personal Messiah. All accounts which

we hare of the S. views On the Messiah are of late origin.

In Acts VIII Simin is represented as beinglooked upon by

the S.

him in the next paragraph.) We have already presented tie

historic incident of the vise of the Pseudo -Messiah anong

the S. about 35 A.

to take the S. to Gerizim,and stow them the vessels buried

there by Moses. We shall discuss this Messianic belief of

the S. more fully in • The Beliefs of the S. •

due in great part to a corresponding

Jews. Mow Baur and others ( Cf .Strackhatred lb r the

Zockler Commentar ) referring to the chapter ofu.

John above discussed, claims that there is no his

toric worth or truth in the account of the incident

but that it was written to show thatthere narrated,

though the Jews didnot accept Christianity, the S.

as a sort of Messiah ( We shall speak farther of

toward t he S. was

N&te:-
Wre above advanced the view that Christian amicability

D. ( Cf. Hist, of the S. ) who promised



the Jews. Note how this forms a further-basis for

the view above presented by me. Strack himself in

referring to John IV 39 " Many S. believed in him •

( Jesus ) calls attention to the fact, that this em-)

phasiaes t he fact that the S. accepted Christianity;

The Jews did not. This idea concerning the conversion

of the S. Christianity we will examine in theto >

next paragraph. The incident narrated in John IV

is said to have taken place in Sychar, a city of

Samaria • ( V 5 ) Munk ( Palestine 9< note } and

I ) Others again contend that Sychar,thusNutt 12 n.

naned by the Jews is derived from Hab. II 18
■>

I ) Sychar however has been proven to be iden

tical with the Arabian Ascar and the Talnudic loifla

Strack - Zock-r hr. east of Nablus ( Cf.small town ■ t

ler to V. Also Nutt 12 n. I )

We recur now to what we stated before viz. that in the

Acts, likewise is presented

desire onnthe part of the author to manifest a friendly

Rob inson ( B. R. Ill 119 ) claim that this city-Sche-sKem.,
Clllsl * sthtTl Claim.t*v

did. He claims that as here the S. woman is taken

12 n.

XXVIII lO'Wis^l Since the s» claim to be descended 
tki4 nVM to S«k»ckem.»>$ a* inMt [Cf.Strict u,

from hr aim ) and th at^ Zock ler Co,, to V. 5 Also

r
( Cf. Robinson B. R. Ill 118 N 7 and Nutt

sinply as a type of all the S. so is Nicodemus. (

"tKi-nKS lime 4-ncl sty Sckickfm. wU
ScKschem. rece ived this name from the reference in Is.

John III I, VII 50 ) taken simply as a type of all

an incident;which shows the



attitude toward the S. In Ch. VIII is given the account

of Simon the sorcerer, who is said to have been converted

by Philip. ( He afterwards became one of the disciples of

Jbhn the Baptist Cf. Sketch by Nutt. 55-64 ) The account

continues to relate that maiy more conversions took place

inthe cities of Samaria. We have already noticed the ten

dency on the part of the M. T» authors to enphasize the

such conclusions are difficult to find, On the conrfbr

trary the entire tenor of S. life and religion would seem

to ccntradict the claim. Justin Martyr bewails the fact

by Chas, Brigham Unit Rev. IV I4i-I50 ) Furthermore, it is

decidedly strange that if so many of the S. converted as

believe,Jes4s ( ibid ) 33-34 )

slwul d

het hath no honor in his own counrtry. * Even during the

times of Roman persecutions of the S. we have no facts

wliich would lead us to infer that many, if any of the S.

converted to Christi aiity .Some authorities Identify this

Simon of Acts VIII with t te Simon mentioned in Jos. Ant.

BThis Simon is like-Drusilla,wife of Azizus.to marry Felix.

wise said to have been a magician. That the identification

U

8;

1.1

I

[

I
I I

John ( IV ’ ) would have us

■

that so very few s. became Christians ( Cf. Art The S.

leave Schechem to go to Gallilee because * a prop-?^_

XX 7, 2. a Cypriot by birth, friend of Felix, who persuaded

fact that many S. converted to Christianity. Historic facts

is false has been proven by Strack ( Com I 354- 6. )



CHAPTER HI

The Samaritan  of the Talmud,

By a study of the Samaritan of the Talmud, we shall be

enabled to get a good idea of the Jewish attitude toward

the Samaritans from about 300 B. C. to 500 C. E. To be1

views expressed in t he Talmud, are often individualsure,

ejqj ressions. but in general they may be taken as represen-)

ting the sentiments of a large part of, and in many in

stances,

as do the various authorities ofATalmud on so many ques

tions of various degrees of importance, it i s not to be

wondered at, that harmony of opinion concerning the Cuthim

is not to be found, and we shall frequently see the Sama

ritans offering to the ingenious dialecticians,a good sub-

j'ect for debate ,fbr heated argument.

in the Talmud, we find the

liberal and the conservative sides well supported. That

is butand prohibitions of Israel proper,
■>

to treat of those outside thenatural.

pale of

classes, that liberal tendencies would be swamped neath the

==
I
s
=
I

the privileges

discussions presented to us

To be sure;in all the

such should be the case on matters concerning the customs,

the 1 argerpart of the Jewish Community. Differing

But when we come

Jvdci<9tn.' , when the D'lAthe O’j'Dthe 0 are made 

the subject of consideration^ should imagine that none but 

the most stringent legislation would be made against these



waves of popular prejudice, and that strict conservative

views would rule the day. We shall therefore be the wore

agreeably surprised^o find that though the orthodoxy in

sentiments concerning the Samaritans number among them some

of the greatest Talmudists, the staunch supporters of lib-

not few in number either.

co n-

dition of the S. during Talmudic times however, we

shall find but little (if any. The references in Jer.

Kidd. IV65 d, ( Krot, Edi, ) Also Aboda Sara V 44 d.

( Kro t, Edit. ) we have already noticed and discus

sed in Ch, I. * The History of the S."

Of primary inportance is it to us to see how the atti-

customs was regarded by the Jews. Are these Samaritans to

Already in the 1st century ( C.E. ) we find the opposing

.fbrces of liberalism and orthodoxy arranged against each

Rabbi Akiba, representing the fornarother on this point.

lenient tendency,

o

Ishmael,

who in contradiction to the above liberal attitude ; cl aims

to Judaism because of

i
■

- — * — — j W A V/ VAAXW W * W AV VW V*. W V W WWW A AW •• V AAW w- v w

tude of the Samaritans toward Judaism, its beliefs and its

I

I

that the Samaritans had proselytised

tlie punishnent brought upon them ( in *-he form of lions

- 
-

zfc/. ,

clytes. )i;j O'jnO pi iJpoju/ |

Jjb,Opposed diametrically to Rabbi Akiba, however is R,

’0'^ o.'/7'3 X I']'*

ilote:-
Of historical notices concerning the political

1

argues that the Samaritans are true pros-

be considered as Jews, as true proselytes, or as gentiles?

eral tendencies and of leniency toward these Cuthim are



(Cf. 2 Kgs. 17 ) and th ere lb re they are to be lookedupon

Lion proselytes • Till s

’2*)

The same difference of opinion existed later between R.Lfeir

and R

was more liberal in his attitude toward th S.

•5 Cf. also Aboda a Sara

The consideration of the proselyte question however

not the only one on which difference of opinion existed.

are treated as though they were

( A clear discinction however is always drawn between the

Samaritans and Nochrim. Cf. Terumoth III 9 Berachoth VII.I

Demai IV 3 and Nidda VI13 ( 58 b. )

In Middushin IV3
L

considered members of the Jewish con>Sarnaritans are to be

f

I
I

I
I

as to whether thea doubt is expressed

ed by R, Nehemiah

KicU.pb.
) o ,li toe

and further on in the Gemara fa V'OV’Tti/i

O'JDO, and Jebamoth 24 b. 
W J)|-3X ’7’7 7PX 775/X Wpj'l

• Jehuda^the .former of whom upheld the view of R.

Akiba, and so

07) DJD D)'O OjW

jWas

■Pl'fll p •■)

as false converts, and are called •

view is 14)held by R. Elazar and during the 2nd C. emphasiz

ed dim '">'3 '>->3 mb

Accepting the S. even as • Lion Converts • how are they to 

o r as non- Jews In Perek 5 of Nidda t

( t lough he is at times inconsistent )( while the latter 

staunchly supported R. Ishmael. ( Cf. Baba Kama 38 b.
ID

a & b b
23 and Nidda 56

be treated, as Jews,

we read that the Cuthim

Nochrim. dto'otj."/



^1munity or not.I

the extreme of regarding them ( and advocating atreatment

in accordance with this view ) as heathen, Cf. Jer, Kethu-

( Berlin Edi, )also

Shekalim 2 b. It can be seen, that this but expresses

the same view of R, Ishmael, R. Ak iba is not however to

want followers of his opinion Either, and so we hear of

as the equal

of the Isrealites

Jer. Kethuboth Ch. 3. ( 18 b, & 27 a. )( Cf. ■

Still again we read in Nidda IV2 of the Sadducees being

regarded in tie same category as the Samaritans ( though

this is

.•

the Samaritans

The latter communicates the intelligencewith thi s fact.

Ami & R. Assi who after visiting the Samaritans ,de-to R.

c lared them as heathen. ( Why they did this we are told in

exists only when the Sadducees do not follow true Israe-

‘jXJXP’ ’0771 ,
A very peculiar st cry as regards the light

Rabbi Simon b. Gamliel considering the S. 

hXoll/'O

3

I

J
’DJ ’W W ’27

'd/ox/ /‘i'ki

Assuming that they are not, Rabbi Johuda Hanassi goes to

litish customs. )
|L? o ipo p

jio^ poju' m I’pnsr^/ji
1 ims J) HJ7I00 1,7 

*’ ■ 'J in which

not observe the law. Hereupon Yitschok acquaints R. Abahu

Jer, Berachoth 29 a. Bemai 9 b, end

no compliment to the Samaritans, since the equality

Friday, no wine was found there, ON Saturday evening how-

both Ch. 21’^16 b. & 27 a.")

Aboda Sara V 44 d, ( Krot, Edit. ) Reselling Samaria on a

as a people were held, is reported in Chulin

6 a. * R, Yitschok is told by an old man that the S, de



in the possession of the Sama

ritans. The conclusion was that the Samaritans must have

bought it from the heathen nations, and on Sabbath* Hence

the decree. Others say the decree »as made because the

Samaritans poured out drink

?

’#X S/ ’oX X”0'? '3V

iox

0

Joseph. This idea Rabbi Meir of the 2nd C, ridiculed

7 ( Bereshith Rabba 94, 6 ) and urges that Shimron, one

of the sons of Issachar ( Gn. XLVI 13 ) was their

Be it noticed that this however doesp ro geni tor *

not place the Samaritans outside the pale of Judaism.

Thus far we have been concerned with Talmudic views

concerning the Samaritans as a people. V/e will now turn

our attention to Rabbinical opinions of the Samaritans,

shall find a great deal

and discussion, concerning the
I

Concerning the, naturechiracter of the life of the Quthim,

o>lj'

°f specialized legislation

’X7/» V

ever, a

X’^ox

,1
’ 'OX?

■J/ >7 ’ 7/ xh 
x”1?# j)PDj)iy>x xa/iP -pisi Vox

i i ip/

J'iW

'’XJX ”'5|p p>tfx

cjoi > )a jjnjr’ ’z? 

jyx ^20

0'7*17 ->50/ pax

013.1/

.7

jh?/ pix 3 
oixjyj iy -jy ow

r~ 'f - ■ 
poop X”V/x

large quantity was

O'^a.7 ->aoi >X7

in particular directions. Here we

IM XI) ’07 3 I

■ *■

offerings to Diocletian.

’no^x ’X^io ’lx? X7vp D'hjj/
^,7 J) ">IJ) 07?/4/

'iV,! 701

jj” OCX /OJX'l

-Jiu/D /'OUZ 7DX ’(J /X?/

’c?7)0 X70 ■jwx) j)'X/ x^

7)X>
^’^7’7

ttote:-
The Samar it ans ; as is known , claimed descent from



□ f their religious belief and practices, concerning the

granting or refusing of certain privileges to them, co neer-

ni ng t lie ano unt o f reliance to be placed upon their tes

timony etc. And first as regards the Talmudic views of

the Samaritans as observers of the law, of the Torah.

Rabbi Eliezer holds that the S. are not acquainted with the

minutiae of the laws, and hence do not entirely carry them

out. He therefore fbrbids the use of their Mazzoth.

( Cf. Kiddushin 73

In the

already met as favorable to the S, urges that the Samari-

exact in the performance of the laws which

01

rnands5and to laws.

So we read in Jer. Sota Ch. 7.(29of Moses.

• You haveSamaritan with the words

(tone yourselves no goods there-falsified your law and have

i-

• i
!

i

Berachoth 47 b.

*7

110t consider the Samaritans as

1'\\

B. Simon addressing a

I ■
i

Cut him, on the ground that they had purposely made changes

they do accept,than are even the Jews.

^’0 Ohl hlhh hl /pTPhU/ J)|S»

This same view of Gamliel is fbund similarly expressed,

same pl ac&l Rabbi Simon b, Gamliel whom we have

in their P ent ateuch , c hanges with regard to customs, to com-

As a consequence ^these Rabbis would 

strict observers of the laws 
b.

) of Elazar

and in the following form in Pesachim 3 a.

•pip? Oh hl I’pnj O’j) is.su/

Other Rabbis were fierce' in their denunciation of the

I' I + 2 IhW '

a. Chulin 4 a. Gitti'n 10 a. )

tans are more

is.su/


Not e:-
Kfost likely as Frankel ( Einfluss p 243 ) points

out,this Elazar b. Simon should be Simon b, Elazar

ment ioned below. )
; | I

In Sot a 33 b. same saying is attributed to Elazar b.the

In Jer. Jebamoth Ch. ( Krotushin Edi. 3 a. ) R. SinonI.

b • Elazar ridicules the ignorance of the Samaritans, who

being unacquainted with ns inuse of pi locale, translate

an adjective , referring to a be-

tnrothed, one who has not yet entered the home of the 1ms-

receive the Torah,

are told that the Samaritans interpret the Pentateuch lit

erally, though nothing further is said as to what influence

this has in making the Cut him more like the Jews, or in

separating them farther from them.

I

I21- 
01^2 S? j1

i
7 f 1/ *7 X '7 

Al

'•>9 IO1) I
Oj>ji7/t>i O-naJ)

12 111/011/7

S? pn7 
| 11? |J»J

0 27’2 0 77

DO I 11/9 ’ 3 0 37JJID 0,711/ x/p y/7’

'1. 11
‘ tS
h:

u
7 ’Poj 7 Otfl J, 

|ps 12 JOI <0 | 

Yet another reference to the manner^which the Samaritans

band*

i!

!
i i

ill
i f ■-

05 *1 079 ’70 O’J)ld ’73 IO1!

-ps <',->0/ 0-2.7 So
PJi/o/o yyw1!

IV in ft. XI30 ) Z 
tv X /

i s given us in Nidda Ch. 5, where we

by. ( He referred to the insertion of 
oomih 0773’7 O’/7(J

03 V 7)-> 1)0 >j|^x isx

he foods and drink of -the Samaritans regarded by the Jew- 
by

they be used^Israelites

of Dt. XXV 5, as

Another question of importance now confronts us. How are

ish teachers, and to what extent may

Yose.CW’f 'J7 775X 0-7)0'735 ,^<7 12717/’ ^2

0011/ D-)ip |(7X OOWIX QXU7 Ol'jo



dii'ected against the Cuthim by the Rabbis, and so we hear

toward this people, becoming indignant at his colleague

affirming that he ( Eliezer ) would

as soon think of eating pork, as of partaking of anything

l/h •!

find arising between the Rabbis as regards the Mazzothwe

In Kidd 76 a. Chulin 4 a. andmade by the Sanaritans,

Git tin 10 anonymous authority in a Beraitha,

claiming that the Mazzoth made by the Cuthim may be used

and that one performs therwith his duty concerningby Jews,

the Mazzoth of Pesach.
o-jxi ajjiIP 'nio nW

opponent to this

found. He forbids the use of Samaritan Maz-

minutiae of the Commands.versed in the

) transgressors of the law,co up ar ed to that of ( I

concerning the MazzothSuch are the

Of the cuthim. How now about

I

divergent views

their Chometz? Here it is

I
I

I'Xlk

) their Mazzoth is

majie by the Samaritans.

'<9 7> 0 / X

4^1 p'U/2 >x» px xi nop 
further in the Gemara ( Chulin 4 a.

I j

Hl

r>oJi iJ)xin 'v 0'’

2X5th On the ground that the S. are not sufficiently we^l

Even during the first century, decrees had already been

a, we have an

In Rabbi Eliezer ( in same places ) an

Rabbi Eliezer, for

of Rabbi Akiba, already noted as friendly in his attitude

view, is to be

2#x dpi/’1?* 'iT P'n/xi’?^'a’ ’j^ 

lictofrar/j) 1?““' »»
I 

oU'j.v? D'J>u ns onon wm *2
The same manner of discussion and difference of opinion,



intere st in g to note that in Jer. Pesachim Ch. 1. ( 3 a. )

Samari t ans mak e their Mazzoth with the Jews { observe

ilL/ll/J)^

Tliis liberal view of R,

ged,and so R»

tho se cases only, in which t lie burning of the Chometz is
I;

within the house, As far as such burning in the court yard

is concerned, they are never to be believed ( rather they

are to be suspected )•

n/iUD J)i rm

Having seen the views of the Jews concerning the Mazzoth

and the burning of the chometz of the Cuthim on Pesach,let

ns now turn our attention to the Jewish attitude toward

other and ordinary ibo ds of the Samaritans, R, Elazar per-

Krotushin Edit.

In a bo da Sara 45 ) a wore conplete ex-( Knot. Edit.a.

told that thePiession of this view is found. Here we are

Chometz of the Cuthim may be used by Jews under certain

From a Samaritan householder^ such chometz mayco ndit io ns.

weeks after Pesach, nor fromSa-

after Pesach,nor frommar it an Bakers until three days

c!

y) n u/' > “jj/

'X *7 Oil/’ 01/

I.

ndts the use of such fbods immediately after Pesach,

TO iflKl O’JID

Zeira is not to remain unchallen- 
J-ni

jose arises ( ibid ^limits this view to

1^0

Jer Schebiith Ch, 8 ( 38 b. )

|TXJ 
■> i r / 2 71/

1 1 !

7t

they are to be believed con-

ho t be bought until three

ibid.

0'112.1 JV'JII *7'7

2'0)2 5PX 0U/2 P'pfO

so long and so long only, as theR, Zeira informs us,that

Pesach at the same time )

'wii/U/ 1)5 f
cerning the burning of the Chometz.

0 1/ (J)



'MV-

thoroughly some of the Rabbis arguing that the same law

should apply to householders and bakers, others to villag-

Kircheim therefore ( Massecheth Cuth-

nothing from Samaritan bakers until three bakings after

Pesach nor from householders, until three weeks have pasiel

■ X

and since the Cut him ( having a calendar of their own )

sometimes observed Passover at times different from tlcse

tans were

sametime or one day later than the Jews,thefeast at the

latter were allowed to buy from the former. R. Simeon

however forbids it even in this case, on the ground that the

Samaritans know not how to observe the festival, Cf. Mass.

• When shall the aboveCuth. Ch. 2. where to the question

the

■30/A iv”>

?

r|,4 j

iii/y xjv''

/x

'■

!

LOj’XlV 'jJ'J

Sam saltan villagers, until after three bakings.
*1 w -Pia.u/ tv5iv O'jiz ’ ‘/yx 'V P03/> 7 pxi 'JJV’XtO

O'P niv^u/ pox o'psdz mX o'jfii yflinoj'iw/ 7r'3X
Tie Gemara ( ibid ) contiues to discuss this matter nost

nor fr an villagers until after the third making.
O--3IJJ3 PW71V WX1! KSx POSO ’X'Sltfl 'J71D O / ^ f>J >5 Z>«P 

JM'ivy awiy pox'? xix 0’7530 |V5 Al P nA X *2 X 0'^2 ^yvO xh
Such limitations were placed upon .toeing from the

Samaritans immediately after Pesach^from the fact that 

leavened bread made diring Pesach was fbrbidden to be used,

making Chometz , whil e the Jews were observing 

the Pesach festival, in case the Cuthim celebrated the

im Ch»l ) accepts as the final conclusions. * We accept

of the Israelites, it frequently occured that the Sanari-

laws be enlbrced *
O1/ w iwj/ OX ppx op |»’ I?'110

Q'j/T

ers, andb&ers etc.

aiswer is given, 
; jXPlk-' 0

MP 7/7X OP PP’XkV



lengthyncte of Kirch, in Massechtoth K’tanot/it heCf.

35 & 36 )PP

When we turn to •the killing of animals and preparing

we are indeed for a momentof meats by t lie Samaritans,

surprised to hear that Jews are allowed to buy and use

meat of animals killed by a Samaritan*

J) 1J\ l)Q JW Olp

Likewise ibid 3 a.

was aware of the fact ( t hat so many restrictions had been

Rabbi Simon b.laid upon the Samaritans by the Jews*

In accordance withYochai has

this view,

’ J) ij while the Gemara

further on adds,

Let it not however for

without theirliberal sentiments toward the Samaritans were

condit ions, and limitations. If an Israelite had stood by

not the case,thento be used by Jews, If however such was

e

,1s.

meat before a Jew

7U/J/ hiwt)
D dWj!/ ixs»/

IJWW) ^axl o/ox

of birds killed by a
"0/p>7 172 W

j OJJ/V liWJICf, Chulin 4 a.

-> i'ox

the same view (chulin 4 b, )

a O’ n

one moment be imagined, that such

ne S, had himself to partake of the

00d buy it. cf. Chulin 3 b, X* hx 
ox? ^ox^? ->/)in /Jox H

’J) 10 So thinks Rovo, )

( Note the emphasis here laid on [*2’e>X showing us that Rovo

R. Yochanan had no scruples about eating neat 

of animals killed by a Samaritan, ( Cf. Chulin 5 b.)

JKO'oii/X) *20X11/

when the S. killed the animal, then was such meat allowed

Cf. Chulin 3 b.

Likewise with regard to a string

■JflX I^XO J/0lp

) 0X1

•TlH iw X

IJW1 D U/fl 5 OX

|JPI’ M JX
*7 0 x ’OX ’!■>



Ill l BJULX.

the Jews accuse the S, of not believing

that there is any conmand in the Torah concerning

the Schechita of birds» Ardent defenders of the

truth of this accusation were R. Jehuda and r, Isaac

T^e accusation met opposition howeverb. Pinchai

among some of the Rabbis.

? ■) /J) >7

and Kidd 71
■

The liberal sentiments of some of the Rabbis as above

quoted,meets as usual harsh opposition, and so in Chulin

« bj We read of a distinct prohibition against using meats

s

“id ‘joAI *7 r * ’

!

A limitation is however (

view. According to this limitation,only such cooked foods

allowed to be used by Jews, into which no

is

Note:-
Very peculiar is it however that in other places in

the Talmud,

jo a p ix •i'i

w*ne or vinegar had been placed, since the wine of the «j.

by being

Cut him. Abo da Sai’a V 44 d. 
ySflp tax >7*^/)

7/jl

of animals killed by S.
1/lU/D’S 7X>X ’1’> 71 7# X |J0 1 i**

DnoM wo znjhniy ta ij"1
Conerning other foods prepared by Samaritans, we do no t

( Krot. Fdi. )

'7 n tax s |0’
Likewise are cooked foods of the Samaritans permitted t o be

S oti/i -)2 ipi/’S 
(JbiA. 7,1/w 

further on ) placed upon this

suspected of having been made unfit Ibr use^

tiie Rabbis partaking of dainties and foods prepared by the

meet such strenuous objection. So we hear of several of

eaten by R. Acho & Elazar. ’77 O'A|j A’lnJ) 7

DCP'DU/ |’X D'JJP >->20p

Cf. Chulin 20 a. 27 b. 28 a.

°f the S. are



J07

cone lus ion , that the expression in Tose-comes to the

phta Aboda Sara Ch. 5. that pots and presses of non

wine and vinegar are made in them. ( which wine and

to t be

by R. Simon to Elazar that this pernission refers.to cheese

of a S, householder,there toeing less susp icion of anyt hlng

■

On top

view that an Israelite may accept fbod from a S. priest

while the latter is unclean. When he is clean however, such

privilege/ is not given. Kirch. ( ibid ) has given the fol-

viz. that what the priest eatslowing reason ibr this view.

when unclean irust be something comaon. ( t.i. such Ibod,per-

) Whi le whenmission to eat which is given to priests only.

(i.e. such,whi chclean ,the priest eats only holy tilings.

priests alone may eat. )

find a great deal of

touched by Gentiles;the S. not being careful about this.

i I
1 -

/ 
/ /

i4i.Ui

yMI I”

Note:-
Based on this view, Kirch ( Massecheth Cuthim Ch. 2 )

being wrong in tliis case. The cheese of dealers is however

use of cheese made by S. As usual,a limitation is advanced

Massecheth Cuth. Ch. 2. )
1 vw'">/)■)■)j)iV

10f0 X O <J /(O’tf 

of all this food legislation, comes the peculiar

vinegar are suspected of being unfit for use ) rfers 

furt her w re) very liberal is the view that permits the

Concerning the wine of the S. we

to Le forbidden to be used. Cf.
Oxi o'-nj. Sw ox ")»/> p |

Jews are not to be allowed to be used by Jews, since



fbrbidden to be used by Jews, because of their dwelling

feared.

1'9

though the prohibition was still directed against the wine

of those peoples, between whom and non-Jews intimate rela

tions were known to exist, it referred only, to wine in

open vessels. Such as was kept in closed vessels was allow

ed to be used by Jews, ( Cf. Ibid )

dpios iti1! mr*D'flinoi miox Oip-rt 51

(i.e. that witli-

an open vessel ) that which is sealed, allowed, no mat

ter where the ve ss els be. A vessel once perforated,but
I

is considered as always having been sealed.w w sealed,

New jars of the S. Oldare

ones not Cf.so •
7)and Massich Cuthim Ch. 2.

1

We have

” io

>Wi Ahaiw jii'X'in anSu/
Rabbi Meir however became quite liberal,and aeclared pe

I

Sara V 44 d,

n\

Later however a modification of this law was made, so that

rjlikxi 1 >jj)7 XT no

*he Rabbis continually emphasized this view and made the 
‘th.at

general law thatAwhichis open is forbidden.

in

al. re adv quo

We see that at first the wine of the S. was

permitted to be used by Jews.

Abo da Sara V 414 d. b I5 6 xfP n st) inoi nu 

spiot biprf Sai ppiod O’ntfx D'tisn 

pVijtos P'O ij>o 1 no 1 pj .Dinitt pDijto

near the non-Jews, and unclean contact between the two was

missable of use, all wine of the S. except that which 

open upon the Streets.o,,piu|’^

ted ^incident concerning Abah^

legislation, more unfaborable than o therwise. Fr. Aboda

■jitf ■>iox xi A ^na/X *ny bj” 

bp'7’0 Ara



1
Ami,

bidden to be used because they ( the S. ) were suspected of

tices. Accusations of a somewhat similar nature are not

In Jer. Aboda Sara V 44 d.

wince, why do you refuse to do the same? • To which Abahu

" your fathers never corrupted themselves. Butanswers,

you hare degenerated since their days. ) (t.e. neglect pure

OA X

OA'i/VW

Farther,

You have entered on a corrupt

•>20 ( Cf. ibid. )Q'AIJP I

the fact that the pots and presses ofVte have noted above

usedforbidden to be used, since in them the S.the S. were

make wine,and vinegar, which as we see were fbrbiddento

to be used by Jews.

So much strenuous legislation being directed against the

were allowedinteresting to note that the S.S. it is very

and likewise to make theto eat and drink with the Jews

^ing Amen.

' 9
i i
|

w
course of life.

religion and are half - idolatrous )

i'O oO’A/ax /Ai* S# 14/2

I II illllllll!l| ILL. I

a Jew calls out to him *

II j*

|»|^ A»Xo

bxii/ H5j^jy7^A( 51k>),

after meal benediction Cf. Mishna Berachoth VII I..

when Simon b. Eliezer wanted to drink some S. wine,

hciPj iv j fU/’K", -)Wj/Yh 'XtfT

IJX>W /J) 15 01 A'po 
still stranger however is the prohibition against respon-

l.pnediction of any kjjd_°f_theS

intercourse with heathen nations, or of idolatrous prac-

and Assi^in which the wine of the Samaritans was for-

0 A 1 1 Q 07>x OO’AllX ^7j'

few in number, in the Talmud.

until t Ita entire

we find a S. asking Abahu, » Since your fathers drank our



is over.

Wll/’V 7 y

connect ion speaking of prayers,

well to note the fact that an Israelite was not al

lowed to make his havdola on a light (i.e, candle etc.)

borrowed or bought from a S, Cf. ibid.

louver was not forbidden Cf. Berachoth 53 a.

Gxt tin I 4, a document of divorce or of manumission, ore

of the two witnesses of which was a S. is declared valid.

In fact R, Gamliel went even further ;and accepted a docu

ment of divorce if both witnesses were S. ( This view R,

-

I P

IX • 2

that the S» are

Cf. Kidd 7G g

conclusion that tie Talmuddencies, c ernes to the

does giveotherwise recognizes the fact<)that the S.

a 1 e11er of divorce to

No te: -
In thi s

‘jU/ 0 iv xi/

Gittin 10 b. )

7JP |'072.7?

to light one’s own candle with a light of a S,

’X

accused olknowing nothing concerning

pOoivj ^X?U/'/ ixoV'tf >j?/j

Ano th er inf-or t ant consideration is the amount of confi-

Elazar upholds Cf.
D 11/4/ 'J O'TlV u// o>n/j '

7 ’U/JD/ O’J) IO >74/ piJZ )‘A/ 

Ibte:- ..
Such a recosnition or S. honesty in this connecUon

the laws of either marriage or divorce.

Still Kirch ( Mass, Cu, Ch, I, ) from general ten-

is peculiar, coming as it does on top of the fact,

dence pl aced by the Jews in the S, as witnesses. In Mishna

‘j IOS 'J>io 7k op

»u/x o? p'-> jo

Cf. Mishna Berachoth VIII .

Sxoii/* ,px jjiy 
7)572^ io 

it may be

his wife and se es to it that



the law of chalitza is observed. 0)

S. witnesses not being

was to be placed in the word of a S. regarding the M'flV

and that he had either to kill the animal which was to be

sold to the

presence of

the animal . Mor was S. testimony in monetary matters ac

cepted Cf.

whether an animal

wnether there was a grave in a certain field. They were not

however believed when testifying regarding spreading trees?

stone s projecting from a wall, or a field^n which a sepul

cher had been ploughed up, since in these cases the S. tes

timony is open to suspicion. The general rule was therefore

made that in all matters in which their testimony was open

to suspicion,tie S.

Cu.

years older not.

Notice that in Jer.

believed regarding this. One more point deserves no-

ureticein this connect ion ,an d that

were
I'hv

Ch. I ) claims the S. were also be-

f

Note:-
Kirch ( Mass.

|'K

not to be believed. Cf. Nidda 56 b 
o n jwmv *>17 j p P

/W1!

In matt ers concerning incest? as in matters of life and

J ||X>^

as to

I!

i:
i?I

!

an I sraelite?partak e of some of the meat of

is,that the S.

lieved in testifying as to whether a tree was four 

bi// 'yi? icj ’/)ion |r’*J 

Demal Ch. 18 the Gentiles are not

was a first born or rot, likewise as to

Gomara to Jer. Gittin I 4, lide>j ‘iv/inu/n-

Fuitherncre S. witnesses were believed in testifying

death, S. testimony was accepted,

suspected. Cf. ibid ?I'7J/ Jiiu/gj >11/1 J)(’ 2 yn XI

We have already made mention of the fact that no confidence

Jews, while an: Israelite was present, or in the



not

S. pay)

.fcr exanple;we read in Mishna Terunnth III 9,

that the tithe of the S» is regarded in the same light as

any other tithes.

( This is further substantiated in

’"51VW ’-HIVA,

there how

ever is regarded not paying tithe. As a consequence ,as

waeat etc, may be brought to the former to be ground,on

0’00

/'pt na
:•

Interesting from its relation to these views

regarded as

from ano ther Israelite corn with which toal lo we d to buy

He isbought from the S,Pay this tithe due on the corn

tit hewith which to payalso permitted

This latt ercorm which he previously bought from a S»on

Privilege however R. Eliezer refuses to grant.

i

ever this is not allowed, 
jd>v J) i?wy*7

The same view is mentioned ( in

Mshna Demai IV 3 ) concerning the S, The

1?I 
h !|

■

I

DO ov

ix \nion

■ju/ytf arf/?./) vnofli

Berachoth 47 b}

being most likely considered X^by Jews andn^by S, 

o *11/ poxj *5

In the Talmud it is generally co needed,that the

the supposition that he pays his tithes. To the latter how

to be

tithes, So,

thus mentioned ,cOrnes that given us in Miohna Dem

Here the corn etcJ’^s regarded as untithed. If an Israelite 

buy such corn he must pay tithe thereon. *n Israeli

|D i 0*1 /X ’J)l 5

'px* D.P 'jSX IX ‘iSX TMl’i T'\>W) ->OJ |T>i(?^Z 

’X»7 wS S sx ■D'yuivl?i .ni7\i/y^
( Notice that t he S, are here presumed to observe the Sbe- 

bfith yr. )

trusted in testifying concerning the land 

of non-Jews, ( Cf. Demai ( J'er ) Ch, 18, ) Such land

to buy from a S, corn



■6

also the laws of* the gleanings and the forgotten portae ns,

as well as the corners of the field. Cf. Massecheth Cuth.

Ch. I.

the Jewish poor.

never

part of the S. the Rabbis forbade the Jews using such Tepfo

il in Likewise were Mezuzoth made byas were made by S.

^nena forbidden to be used by an Israelite. Cf. Menachoth

42 b.

Horayoth 4

were

I

■

-

| • S 10S i vo 
U’x u/

Note:-
Notice that whereas in the preceding quotations,the

O’.njo v *7X511/’ y,u/y^ 
’iv 0^)5

Such prohibitions against using things made by S.

lest by permitting their use.

observed the laws of Tephilin, though in Ex. XIII 9, they 

read yVij) in stead ofataMDue to this non obervance on the

f

ljw»
2 

with the Rabbis Cf.

n xen ^vi j'JvJxj DOI 7>X<3) Z03W W’/

Note:- IJ>^2 r il// l</>yV2
The S. poor were treated by the Jews exactly as were

■>0/X xS

of course prompted by a fear

o ’ io w ky O'J) io v'O

au/xvav »-)oj 'nic ’^/-|S j)ip/rx>/

itw avwjQ ijji/nj/'jo o/nyp/
/j;x

S. were considered as tithing their fruits and grain^

Here the opposite view is held.
believeci

Furthermore /he S. are to observe the law concern

ing the tithe for the poor, and speaking of the poor/

■ In this respect the Sadducees agree

Cf. Tosephta Pea Ch. Ill ya O’/jis y 

It has always been a recognized fact that the S.



was this recognized,that the Rabbis declared not only the

baths ^he homes ,and ro ads o f the S. to be c lean ( nintf )

Rabbis would not permit the S, to acquire land in the ter

So Kirch

1 X ( 0 V 1

and 20 a.

even

IN Israel’s land however,suchpossessing land of the S.

Ch. II and69 b.

1 ‘

----------L_ |

’j-”

come unclean. The S. However from the earliest centuries, 

strictly observed the laws of cleanness, ( even as they

D»V O'JilD *JZ>0 01/

Dpaji (J n

on1)

ritory of the I sraeli tes due possibly to the fact that the

S. might sell it to heathen and thus defile it.

( Mass. Cuth, p 31 notes 3 & 4 ) urges that the expression

Aboda Sara 14 b. 1^,

! I

0'^/7

privilege was not granted since these . P

j i lay a cl a ini then be acquiring Israel’s land, and mi g

to the priesthood. Of. Kethuboth 25»jn»

,b»l Of. Kirch ( M.C.

i g
j

P» 35 notes 3 & 4 )
Six

the Rabbis changed
>ino mercy on them ) to

>1 
them. )

but likewise their land. Cf. Aboda Sara V 44 d, ( Krot. Edj)

J)'JIi•)

Tliough however recognizing that the S. land was clean,the

refers to the s.

priests of Israel were allowed to share withS. priests in

Israelites mi $it defile the purity of their faith or be- 
/

r,ji” i
To substantiate their view there,

OJ xi Dt. VII 2 ('Thou shalt show 

Ojn<b X1) ( Thou shalt not settle

In accordance with the same principle,

!

I ) | L 
i li 
I

do today, Cf. further the S. Customs. ) To such an extent



'! I

Cf. Jebamoth 61 a.

'A

Q7*

0 IX Is always spoken of. In Ezech,\Throughout the cheater

01% (

The conclusion is therefore,

islates fbr 0 -r< i,el srael, refers not to the S, Therefore

tlie Jews are not made unclean by death or grave of a S.

0*7 X

the Talmudic view above quoted, and furthermore, the fact

that the S. were in reality in most cases considered as

aid things made by them thus becoming unclean, (inunclean,
V

) is emphasized by the prohibition a-

Pigeons Lev, XV 14.29, ) sin offerings and guilt offerings.

this prohibition is directed against such S. as

have had an issue. Likewise against S. women, after child

birth, Cf. Mishna Shekalim I 4, Vows and free will offar-

CTT’tf

J' ’T’J J'

i
ings however are accepted from them.

’J'?'
<11 /?/ -ar

■ ■ Iixiv

as thus far

oz>xj”1’^ O'AIJD |

liberality of sentiment expressed in the

- Pt ’J'P

’’’I’
The most peculiar part of this view is the reason assigred

*1 n% 2 juft' <3

j|ll J '* 
sn r <

|| XI

I ■) -I 'J V $0
e IJ7I 3 r>l '-5 3J

• .nil'll’ 'j1^:

ITXJ I

the attitude of the Jews toward the S.

To be sure

There is this no

a religious sense

S. do not render unclean him who passes over them,figur- 

atevely thereby,m3king a tent there.

'XI 07X

fbr it. In Numb. XIX 14 it reads,

ojix 07% *’)

that Numb XIX, s Ince it leg

alist receiving from the Cuthim offerings ( of doves or

XXXIV 31, Israel is called

Very strange however is the view that the graves of the



as

was

concerned, and so when in Mishna Aboda Sara I 6 and Gemara

fatally wounded animals

to be sold to

in the class O'^.The Gemara ( ibid 15 b. ) at least urges

that the idolaters and S. are considered as one,

’-njo mxiCf. Cuth. Ch. 2 ) Rabbi Jehuda

we know in most cases to have been opposed to any libera-

Though R. Jehuda allowed fatally wounded animals to be

sold to idolaters, the Rabbis however in general forbade !

prohibited the Jews from selling to

(0 Pik &or

i

the fbetus, I

lest the S. upon getting the

obx tox

Vik xi/ PT’/’A 

I'^O/X ^XiO',lk

compunctions about placing the S. in the same category 

the o'lovas far as their buying things from Israelites

it is not so im

probable that he should have considered the S. as contained

or a fbetus.
51k X^>

'3

ibid 16 a. Rabbi Jehuda permits
V 

O ,

it» They furthermo re

’J5** ‘5'J5X? JHI/V l'x *>W7 P7JD’'?

-0 I < S f j) 'l . /) *1 13 >

can see no reason

also Kirch. Mass.

the S. any

ill animals, or

why the prohibition this stated should have made. A modern 

Rabbi suggested that the reason lbr the prohibition was, 

things here mentionedmight j

abortion of an animal, oil into which a mouse had fallen

presented, w should imagine that the Jews would have no

lity of view toward the s.

Cf. Mass. Cuth. Ch. I
O'O'YJ-) xh xi/

C^x x ‘z I OlDOlJ U/ |
5010 i

Since the Jews themselves were not fbrbidden to eat mor-



tibeing forbidden( all with the exception of t)ioO/o <fc

the Jews ) might sell them to the Israelites. This view

can be seen from the fact that theis false however,as

enphasis upon the prohibition againstRabbis laid as much

from the S. as against selling them.buying these things

The reason here assigned was that since in Dt. XIV 21,

forbidden to make any otherpeople holier than themselves.
i

Therefore they dared not buy from S. such things as they

on v
i

Cf. Mass. Cuth. Ch. I

I
selling ths above ment ionedt hings to the S. nay be s
found in the remark of R. Chisda. ( Pesachim 50 b.

) He says the statement there made thatand 51 a.
of use,tut a

• refers to

the S.

the use of such things, the Jews

forbidden to sell such to them.

j i

I

■ ■ •.

Since therefore the S. from 

servation of*laws of cleanness would have forbidden 

might thus have been

The fact however that the

11
suah t hings as Jews regard permissible 

which others forbid to be used,shall not be used by

the Jews in the presence of the latter

their strict ob-

nnx d* ’3

he Jews were t his

! i

1 ! ■

!•

W DM 'K OIO'X

oj/ 'c? vo xju,

jdlJOj 0'7/5*/ O'lJIlVO 0'1X1

Jews themselves were

I'T4 ri
-jtjyJ niyvi ipx of Mi^ nnxvs

themselves ( the Jews ) refused to sell them.

after the laws aga inst J)taj etc. it readfryn^Aiirfc

• thou art a people holy to thy God •

3 oni po/fl |'KW ou/?/

Ib te: -
An explanation for the Jewish prohibition against



prohibited from eating all except 0/50/J& Mv shows

that even this explanation is not sufficient.

Anotherprinciple underlay the prohibition against sell>

Ch. I. )

R. Meir ho *ever is his opponent,and limits every

liberal proposition there given expression to. The

entire discussion is however concerning the Acum.

in accordance with the above, we class the S. with the

®1 , Animal s for purposes of slaughter and use for

As we have seen

the Rabbis fbrbade wounded cattle ( though R, Jehida per-

nutted it ) to be sold them. Likewise were fbals and cal

ves forbidden to be sold thenu ( Cf. Mishna Aboda Sara

1,6, ^id Gemara 14 b. 15 a. and b. )

instruments which might be used

Cf.ibr

J, XI on! pop |<X

f*1
7 pX-Oll? >1-4

1“
I”f,0 AX 1111?

ing to t he Cut him sheep for shearing,or crops to cut,since 

in that case the S. might sell it to other peoples,and the

Kirch ho wever p.ll.n.S’ quote s the Tosephta to this pas- 

sage( which reads ’jxijp nnxi ooj® 7p*)

As for selling meats to the S. In Aboda Sara 20b ( if

||

u

I"

>

Aboda Sara 15 b.

X1!! O’VlD

Nor were weapons nor

Purposes of injury ^permitted to be sold the S.

<•; x Si
ton51* I1

‘»Al J

first fruit thereof would not be given to the priest.Cf.

Kirch ( Mass. Cuth.

Note:-
The discussion on these points occurs in Aboda Sara

20b. There R, Jehuda represents the more liberal side.

f'niytf pi 

x^/ [

ihod, are allowed to be sold to the S.



In decided contrast to

the view whi ch places the S. on an

far as exile and stripes

of damage done by oxen. If the ox of an Israelite gore

the ox of aS. the owner of the farmer pays no damage*

When the reverse however occurs, if it be the first of

fense, th S. pays one half of the value of the damage done.

If he has been warded concerning this, when such an ev-ent

again occurs he must pay the full value of the damage done.

R. Meir again goes to extremes by urging that the S. njist

Fay the full value.of the damage done, whether he had been

txie Talmudic legislation against the S. Even though Jews

find they have no hea

rt S xnx m ipy’1-?

as

been that the S» of that city were

I

itancy in lending at interest to the Cuthim ( at least

Abo da Sara V 44 d. ( Krot Edi)

I

I

=

Oj) '2

' I"") 2.

Note:-

Cf. Baba Kama 38 b»

'•) Olw xirt Td/IY) OX/ py

cAyrt TVI Y3

Such unreasoned intolerance is observable in much of

the unfavorable legislation con-

equal iboting with an Israelite as

were rbidden to practice usury, we

w tuned or not.
u/ ■> i uz n; j \u
? w l tj

as punishnent, were concerned. Cf. Maccoth 8 b»

-| WJ)Io ’ 1' 'll/ pp^/ ^XrtUZ’/ *7 X5 u/’..............' * » /''-’U/- »")• P£?/ ’^(5/71JZ

Such consideration is not however shown the S. in cases

cerning the S. comes

l
The reason that Caesarea seems to have been chosen 

a place where such could be done, seems to have 

considered by the

to those in Caesarea. ) Cf.

UZ $ X 7Hz, UZ •) in/ 

>yn 0 SIVT? X/h OJ) ox V’ 
''' 7iiv njjy y»/x



Israelites as having degenerated, become corrupt.

( Mass. Ch. I ) claims that borrowing on inKirch. Cuth.

Still there exist / numerous laws concerning the S.

which are of a rather favorable nature. The Jews had no
I

scruples about allowing their animals to be placed in S.

stables, nor feared they to trust a S. to tend their cattle

ALoda Sara 15 b.

’WW obyinx

privilege granted S. women of delivering and suckling the

child of an Isrealite woman. (

the house o f an Israelite ) The reverse however was not

allowed.

speaks of Kirch.

) offers arguments to provehowever ( p.32 note 4.

that this refers to the-S.

*1 'fl

in a city wheredren. He says that
and an ido-

Jewish doctor, but wh ere
allowed to

latrous physician,

'S

!

I II

te d to tte S. by R. Meir to circumise

there lived no

reads Sw ip. ajpjw JV

!!ephta to Abo da Sara 23 b. ( passage above quoted )

‘w IJ2 •pa‘

thus going beyond the Mishna in liberality of

(cf. Kirch ibid. )

Closely connected with the above, is the privxlege & an- 

c- Jewish chil-

so long as this was done in

Furtherncre, of a still more favorable nature was the

terest ITom S. was also allowed by the Jews.

the S. was to be

also. In reality the To>

were both a S.

Note:-
The Mishna in Abo da Sara II i,

Ibr them. Cf.



circumci se a Jewish child, tie last

and 27 a* "> 'J

’m 07n; od du/J n 
w

:

Note:-
In reality., ths opinions of R. Jehuda & R. Meir are

first presented in the Gemara in the reverse order

from that presented above* Jehuda grants and Meir

refuses the privilege to the S* One of the Rabbis

however, remarks there .that this is incorrect, and

than from Jehuda favorable to the S. and since in

fact those exanples in which Jehuda seems favorable

It is

interesting in this connection to

I

■

i

£1

opposition on the part of the Jews

far that in Jer. Sota VII 3. Eli«z«r

ted the ft>rm which is presented in the &ove parar 

mention of the debates

■

!

H 
r

1 -
/ix /7U//

name d not so how- 

ever, R. Jehuda takes the opposite view on the ground that

*ent so

to the S* are exanples concerning idolaters, from 

which an inference to the S* is made, we have adop-

’■Ou tii

and further on in the Gemara r “1

graph* We have already made 

between Jews and S* about the Gerizim worship* 

notice, th at the

i toward Gerizim

.......................... ’ —

changes the views to the form presented above*A It is v

Meir & Jehudahas we have Been, favor, now oppose the

difficult to say exactly which view is correct,since
\ I TloW

Meir & Jehudahas we have seen, favor, now oppose the 
, A

Cuthim* Since we have however more views from R. Meir

O'hl/ oy)/x CHJJ/ xh >j)ij liirj>

the S. Circumcise in honor of Gerizim. Cf. Aboda Sara 28 b.

0104/ 12 V'l *1X714/’ XS D 12



fir me di hat

no t t to se,

ti Tied.

Jerome in

Cf. Stanley ( Sinai and Palest 234 ml. )

Of a decidedly liberal nature is the pernission given to

the part of the Jews toward

0^.4/ '7P"X

Ibl lowed by

moment be imagined that this and

tha above mentionedliberal sentiments are expressive

of the beliefs of the

Jn Sanhe-S.

8h<l have

Ib

I
I

°f a general Jewish feeling. On the contrary the 

Beraitha ( Aboda Sara 15 b. ) and Mishna ( ibid II I)

bI

I

i ‘

i i

distinctly prohibit all that has above been allowed, 

word about the S. be-

!
I

c

I This again refers to 
’DO 1HX o'ljy TDK

Some mention thereof is made in the Talmud.

h ( Mishna XI I ) we read that he who claims that the 

^gma of resurrection is rot to be fbund in the Torah,

In the Gemara

the S. is however reached,when the former agree to asso

ciate with the latter. Cf. Aboda Sara 15b.

his De Locis Hebralcis thought likewise

Thus far with the exception of a 

lief in Gerizim

The height of condescension on

the one of which the S. regard as Sanc- 

O’W hl-J/ oDl O'J'OJ *>0 n?

we have said nothing

Ibt e:-
It must no t for a

during a discussion concerning Ebal and Gerizim af- 

the Ebal and Gerizim mentioned in Dt. are

J

007

©*• Ji/ but is inmediately fallowed by
l 1

" i

entrust Jewish children to the care of S. to be taught ea-
’ nvih i Ipecially a trade. Cf. Aboda Sara 15 b. iao 17m

no portion in the future world.



( 90 b.

that this dogma is taught in t he Torah and refers to J) 030

/)1J JI jo 030 refers to this world.

J> 0 3 JI to the future world.

J)’‘DJI «

J)"30J5 jnOsl OtflX X/O '•>,) WDD

to Simon b. Elazar. Note that the reference is to the

Sadducees. It is evident however that the S. are

They are often confused with the Sudducees.meant•

Moreover whether Elazar b. Jose or

Simon b. Elazar be the author of the quotation,it

seems evident that the S. are meant. Ibr both of

these teachers often argued concerning the S. Pent.

and in almost the identic al words opening the quota*

tion above made. ( Cf.

Cut him Ch. Il claims that one of the necessary re-

to the(juirements fbr admission on the part of a S.

belief in resur-

infer that very early

Frankel however

accusation of the( Einfl. p.244 ) claims that the

Talmud is a false one. In later times
foundthat the belief wasmodern t imes ) it is known

■

I 
j

'i

iI
I.

Note:-- 
In Sifre to Numb.

i

( especially in

Sot a VII 3, 33 b. & Jebamoth

IS) Cf also further • The S. Pent.^* Massecbeth

Jewish fbld^s the confession of a

r D f im ■>ry-*ix'x

rection jthus allowing us to 

the S. did not believe in this dogma.

v <3 >jwd ji>>oji

k

|ix 310/ X

XV 31, this same view is attributed

Numb. XV 31. sayihg that

O'^HVbeing often written fbr Cuthim. ( Frankel 

Einfl. 244 )

) R. Elasar b. Jose therefore endeavours to show

JOTO X | 'T)Xk/ o> "J) II S ’33 0 'DS

031’1 OJi’Vn xii oojiojji oj)a»’r



among the S. Geiger ( Urschrift p 132 note. )argue a
that so long as this belief among the Jews was bound

the S*

refused to accept it. As soon

sect to which he

Jud. U. S. Sekt• : I

I 62-3 also Hamburger Talnud Art. Die S, ) accepted

this belief. His entire purpose was to do away with

the differences between Jews & S.

past centuries,

mat io n.

th at Q' ^"1 x be used instead of niP'.Geiger very

pertinently it to me ( Ur shrift 261-265 ) suggestsseems

that the S. adopted this and many other beliefs and cus-

tdms from the Sadducees. The Pharisees also never used the

went to the

extreme

said however that

in the se

lege

given the privi-

o wd

I !

|

H1I 
!!.

■ ■

*U. ( 
MceotUjb

°f allowing the name

> ^Bhna Joma IV 2, VI2 and Gemara 39 b. Also Berachoth 

i» Such is Geiger*s view. It must be 

references the priests alone are

°f using the tey/ragram^ton, whiie otherwise

gave his name ( Cf. Jost Gesch d.

up with the hope of a national restoration, 
d

ho we ver A a divorce

of the two ideas occured, the S. did accept it. Dos-

we are also told that he who

) the Sadducees

to be used and pronounced

iettragramaton in early times,-But opposing the Sadducees 

as they did ( likewise the S.

I 63 ) was

itheus in t he £> nn at ion of the S,

In SanhetL Mishna XI I,
Z/t- 

pronounces the tettragramaton shall have no portion in the
•/ 

future to rid. No w i t isaknown fact that far back in the

the S. did not pronounce the tet/ragra-

One of the laws emphasized by Dositheus. ( Jost



elusion to be inferred from all the unfawrable legisla

tion against the S. was that the Cut him should be kept dis

had the S. and Jews been thusA maintained?

the Talmud by

should bein producing reasons why the S.were not $low

discriminated

as heathen*

it

of

considering

times^ every week*

Despite the fact that many views were expressed by Jew-

C^t him on the ground that they were the same

( Aboda Sara v 44 d. Knot. Edi. ) Others again justified 

with the priests

i '■
I

I

I{

mixed up
Cuth*/)iP20 J-'’? 'jW

them as genuine

I .

1'1

I

i

i
id

again st. Some as we have seen urged that the 
g *er© but lion-proselytes^and hence not deserving of 

Sbmission into the congregation of Israel. Others as Abahu

Jewish attitude toward the

It
3
!

°n the ground that the S. were

tinctly separate from the Jews, as had been the case for

standpoint, we have seen that many of the Rabbis gave def-

centuries previous. But the question was but natural "why 
Se^ntei aid must araUtis-n, he - d 

 th1'’? maintained? * The Rabbis of
a “ “ - --

reviewing the past history of their people,

inite, clearcut reasons ibr their opinions. The natural con-

the high places. Cf* of Mass* 

Ishmael though at first

and Assi justified the

ish teachers, against the S. from a purely prejudiced

is • When the Talmud speaks of Hashem however,

it seems possible that the tettra^ramflton is meant. It may 

further be said that in Kidd 71 a. we are told that the
JRabbis used to teach on the tettragram^tcn once and some- 

tfllCG



77!
gation of Israel, because of the illegitimate children they

ibid.

to allowing the S.

minutiae of the laws of mar

riage and divorce.

while still others

not well versed in detailsin t he fact that the S, were

( Cf. Kidd. 76 a.of the law.

It is but natural however that most of the Rabbis

to the S, in the

oft repeated accusations against the

Some men-inc li nations.

the Talmudic and later teachers in

accused by thestress. We have noted that the S. were

we are
tian.

told t hat when R, Ishmael

•I? -2
zim by Jacob, yvij'l

' I D
0 /> 1X

■A AV *

slould find cause for their opposition

latter.of laxity in

IJ)X

■n’’l

( Cf. Kidd. 76 a, 

found justification fbr their attitude(

X7?
^,(27 lio

had begotten, and because they did not observe the law of 

|'P nitf ’>’? -ly/x taytfw’>
«XiV' J? f or XhOP

religious matters or of idolatrous 

have already made. It is a point upon which 

Israel laid continual

were unacquainted with the

tion of this we

Jews of offering heathen

( Abo da Sara V 44 d. ) In «>• 
visited Neapolis ( Schechem ) 

buried on Geri-
aceused the S, of worshiping the images

7 fx ’or u? -2 ^yw' ’’

‘j ’ ft P'S xjx ,r5X

libations during reign of Diocle-

Jibum. Cf. o r yn |

Cf. further the same accusat ion Kidd 75 b. pay 

^IXlVjr>J>X O'p.joai 77K O’p2”>j Otter Rabbis were opposed

to join the Israelites because they (S)

Cf. also Chulin 4 a. Git tin 10 a. )

X"/)P |

'PX1?
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??
same st cry with additions is told us in Midrash

Bereshith Rabba 81,

not better fbr him

( Ish, ) to worship at Gerizim than at Jerusalem. Where

upon Ismael accuses the S. of venerating not Geri

zim, but the images hidden there. Their worship of

these images he conpares to the eagerness with which

a dog goes after a carcass. The S« enraged, related

this to his friends ;wh ereupon they sought to kill Ish

mael. He however escaped.

Such journeys to Neapolis, by Jews were few and far

visit tiither made by R.

that Noah should then have as

cended Gerizim,

silence d by the mule driver of Jonathan. The latter

receiving from the S. the admiss ion that Gerizin

VII 19 * and thewas beneath the heavens quotes Gn.

waters prevailed exceedingly upon the earth and all

covered* where-)

tic skill of his servant,descends

The sainsallows the mule driver to ride four miles.

I No te: -
The

the hi g h hi 11 s

- 6

The S. not being satisfied with tin

objection of Jonahan, 
A

instead of building an ark, is finally

upon Jonathan, pleased beyond measure

from his ass and

beneath the heavens were

with the di alec-

3. There Ishmael’is met by a S. 

who asks him whether it were

between. In klidrash Dt. Rabba 3, 8, we are told of a

Jonahan. A. S. wham he met 
A i '

immediately begins to dilate on t he sanctity of Geri- 
I

zim^claiming that it was the only Mt. which the flood

had not covered.



flstory substantially is repeated in Bereshith Rabbfiz

that Abn Ezra in the introduction to his commentary

( quoted from Kirch 17. ) Ashima - idol of the people

of Chamath Cf. II Kgs. XVII 30. The accusation is

however groun.dless , sin ce the S. Pent, has no such

reading.

Still further specific charges of idolatrous worship

were made against the S. Such is the accusation that they

worshiped the image of a dove on Gerizim. Of this we have

already made some ment ion in our history of the S. IN Jer

the image of a dove.

the S. ) worship the image of a dove.

S. Kist. etc. p. 44.

Bk. Josh. ( Chs. 48 -

, That this dove ideaforced them to worship a dove

||’ |

Yitschok attri-

n. 5. )

50 ) Cf. Hamburger J Hadrian 

formerly at Gerizim,and

TAX

vn wi

Aboda Sara V 44 d. the S. are accused of offering libations

bates the decrees made against the S. by the Jews, 

fact that they (

3JI’ '>z

£ YJ’WX Ji ’ u/%-> 2,

32, I©, That the accusations against the S. were rot

howeverlimi ted to early times, is seen /Torn the fact

forbade the S. worshiping as

J'S ojvi ||^
Furthermore in Chulin 6 a. R. Nachman b.

on Esther claims that the S. instead of reading 

read

O-ynj -)D 
Note: —

According to Meor Enayim S. adopted the worship of a 

uove from the Assyrians, So thinks Nutt ( Sketch of 

According to the S.



is not foreign even to the Jews proper, is seen fhcm

the fact that they themselves represents d the spir

it of God. as a dove. Of. Bera choth 3 a.

sp irit of God descending as a dove • Jost Gesch

d. Isr.YoiK,II 193 quotes a modem traveler who claims

the S, enclosed their sacred scroll?the picture

of a dove and a lion. To be sire this might symbolize

the Millenial picture of harmony. But with Jost,

I should rather imagine the traveler mistdcen.

A natural question now confronts us. If the relations

thus pict ured;under what if any circumstances, and upon what

coidit ions woul d the Jews permit the S, to convert to

Judaism? What beliefs would they have to give up and whdt

Cuth, ( End ) • wedogmas accept? In the words of Mass.

sh^l accept than into the Jewish Ibid when they cease be

lieving in Gerizim, acknowledge the legitimacy of Jerusa

lem as the holy place, chosen by God. and confess belief

concerning the S.

'■

■p'X' 1

we have had one method in mind, and that

between Jews and S. of Talmudic times, were such as we have

to have seen on the interior of the case in wtich

ays also for this same view Matthew III 16 • And

lo the heavens were opened unto him and he saw the

in resurrection. Thenceforth he who robs a S. will be con

sidered as one who robs an Israelite** 0^1* I tap 

x.o'iJ ©’j)^ n O-^n'1 Hl!)l °,r 1
^<>1!/’ jox 4r/;o

In this somewhat confused arrangement of Talrmdic views



101was to

other debates between the Rabbis, we have in most cases

pointed, out these contrasting opinions. We have endeavour

ed to slow how the S. as a people were regarded by Jewish

teachers. We have seen that ttough the majority of the

entirely opposed to having ary close relations

with them, others again were not so prejudiced against than,

and herein at least we notice an advance in liberal senti

ment on the preceding centuries. It would be hlgHy inter-

could we do divide these Rabbinical views on the S.'as to

show exactly whet was the prevailing, the general Jewish

attitude toward the Cut him. This Hamburger ( Real Ency.

Art, Die S, ) at least attends to do .and so assures as

the Jews werethat dur ing the first and second centuries,

pleased with the manner in which the S. adopted their cus

toms, and so looked favorably upon themj that during the

third century this friendly attitude gave way to one of

hostility, owing to the fact that the S. adoption of Jewish

part this division will hold. When we remember however that

arrange these views, according to their subject -mat 

ter. At the samet ine having previously advanced the state-

i

customs ceased;and that this hostility continued during the 

fourth and fifth centuries, in part, tout in very small

Rabbis were

est ing and instructive, and would greatly simplify natters,

sert^ harmonious relations existed between the

ment that in Talmudic discussions on the Cuthim,would be 

found the liberal and conservative characteristics marking

during the fi rst and second centuries when Hamburger as-



loz

others uttered denunciations against the S. and opposed

any leniency toward them: when we note that during the

third aid* fourth centuries when hostility is said to hare

marked the attitude of Jews toward the S* there flourished

or able to the S. when further we see that such Rabbis as

Hamburger’s divisions are of not much worth* Nor do the

generality of views justify any such divisions, As We have

its rigorous opposition* Almost every orthodox, co nservati

nvdic views on the S. will sinply not allow of classifi

cation in any other manner than by subject matter.

views^now opposing}now favoring the S. we can see that

Jose, Jehuda, Hanassi, Ishmael, Chiya, Bar Kappara, and

Meir1 Jehuda;Elazar, Assi.are rot always consistent in their

R. Elizier, Elazar, Simon b. Jochai, Nehmiah, Elazar b*

R. ChizkiyOj Rovo, Zeira, Jochanan;who were continually fav-

opinion is attcked by the more liberal opponents. The Tal-

endeavoured to show, there is no generality of view fa ar

able or unfavorable. Aino st every lenient tendency meets-



CHAPTER ( IV )

The Samarit an Pentateuch*

I The Time of its Reception by the Samritans.

We now come to

S« a study of their Pentateuch. The interest manifested

in this particular direction, and the investigations car

ried on with the desire thoroughly to understand the in»-

the character of thisseventeeth century, not only was

existence remained fbr

travelers, the character of

In 1616 how-

and soona copy of thecue,

was enabled to disclose its

to determine its value, textually considered,

Massoretis text.with the

chapters called Kazzin,

number of chapters it

Fourth 218 & Fifth 166*

recension a mystery, but its very

after it had been seen by

to prevent it from being seen by strangers.

procuring at Darnas-

a long t ime doubtful. And even

its text and its worth still

portance of the recension of the Pent, as possessed by 

the S. is characteristic of but late centuries. Up to the

R »

Kot e:-
The S. Pent is divided into

i

H
-

ever}Pietro della Valle succeeded in

scroll possessed by tie S.

heretofore hidden secrets,and

/« ||

a most important study concerning the

as compared

remained unknown, from the jealous care taken by the S.

After each book, is given the 

contained viz. First has 250, Second 200)Third 130J

These chapters are divided



these subdivisions,Lev. VII 15 is given

as the middle of the Pent.

Before entering into any discussion as to the text and

value of this S.

first be disposed of. We must endeavour to discover if

po ssibl e, when the S. received their Pentateuch. That this

is of primary importance, can be seen from the fact that

some authorities have inferred the great antiquity of the

Pentateuch (from the early date at which the S. are said

to have h ad a copy thereof. It is evident at first glance

therefore ,that the date of the canonization of the Pent.

should play a decidedly interesting part in the determi

nation of the time when the S. succeeded in getting poss

ession of their copy of the Five Books of Moses. The fact

however that the question of the time of canonization of

the Pent, is still far from answered, prevents us from

inferring anything therefrom.. All that we can at first ii
glance postulate, is that they received it sometime after

722 B. C.

our

C. is it most likely that theB.

S. received the Pent? •

realize that certainty in this direction is beyond

In the consideration of

5'

1
ir

I

k

Furthermore, no one doubts that they had their

<»Py of the Pent, around 300 B. C. The question which

that we

i;

into verse

recension, a most important matter must

therefore demands our attention and consideration is

When between 722 and 300

Question, fcr the present at least.

We say most likely? from the fact

s. These verses being further subdivided,

as 1 ik ewi se



the question here presented,

to point out and emphasize

enable us to

li
the early references which we have con

cerning the S. Pent, and the many views or theories sug

gested to •" account for it s early presence among the S*

We have a. ready in our treatment of the History of the

S.

nwdic views on the worth of the S, Pent. It will be well

VII ( 29 b. ) El aza r b. Simon addresses a S. with the

Words • You have falsified your law, and have done your -

( referring to the insertion of

fcutod to Elazar b. Jose.

) The S. ignorance, ( Shown by their making Min in

Elazaradjective ) is ridiculed by Simon b.

Furthermore in Nidda Ch. V. the S. are accused of inter

preting the Torah literally. A Further very important re-

<1 __ Here we are told ei-ference is found in Sanhedrin 29 b.

th er by Mar. Zutra or Ukba that at first the Torah was

in Dt. XI 30 ) In Sot a 33 b. the same view is attri-

Tn Jer, Jebamoth Ch.T ( Krot. Edl»

■

i

to repeat them here, as they are of importance. In 5ota

/o5||
such an event in the history 

of the S. ( occuring between 722 & 300 B. C. ) as will

Bi ven to the Jews in Hebrew Script. ( 'W >«) and the holy 

language Later in Ezra's time, it was transcribed

( and translated ) in to the Assyrian script,(a 1 )

assign with great probability, a definite date 

to the reception of the Pent, by the S. Let us first however 

consider briefly

I 
’■ I 

j'

therefore^it is our puipose

eelvesno good thereby. •

Ft. XXV 5. an

and The S. of t he Talmud, referred to some of the Tal-

3 a.



and t heI

language, and left to the J)i©l’ln the Hebrew Script, and

Aramaic language * To the

R» Chisdaanswers The Cut him," Such are the Talmudic

references uo the S. Pent. The last quoted in fact makes

no mention of the S. recension of the Pent, but to the S.

An Aramaic translation of the Pent, which the S,

had ve ry e arl y( ( at least as early as Onkelos. Cf. Mutt p.

108 and Carme Shomron pp 48-54 fbr description thereof. )

As it is acknowledged on all hands that the S. Targum is of

a date much later than the time of the S. acceptance of the

copy of the Pentateuchal Hebrew text, this last quotation

implies the existence of the S. Pent, though it does rot

esp 1'6 88 such implication.

from this very passage and

fron other sources and times, are acknowledged to

possess the original Hebrew Characters, in contradic-

tinction to the Jews, the S. found in this fact one

being true Jews,...argument for their claim of

bett er Jews in reality than the Israelites themselves.

The older Script however continued to be used by the

A. D.learned class of Jews down to the 4th Cent.

I

concerning the time wh on. t he S» received their Pent?

I

if.
■

I
f

I i;

f

■ ,

<•

Aramaic language ( 'Dlx Later again the Jews 

cho se fbr themselves the Assyrian Script, and the Hebrew

Tar gim5

1
■

I

I

Note:-
Due to the fact that they,

( Cf. Zunx Gottes d, Vorirage 8. )

Prom the above Talmudic quotations, what may we infer

question • who are the AiGi'in?



1

I°1
second century C. E. ( Ela-1

zar b.

1
tic text. Finding no answer to our previously fbrmulated

1 et us see what the S. have to

say on this point. Their position can easily be Imagined,

not be surprised at the peculiarly orthodox te

nor of their remarks on this,to thsm all Important question)
From none of the writers of tie S. can be gathered ought

different from the claim of the conrnunity now at Nablus.

They point to their scroll of the law, on which they say

is written • I Abi sha son of Phinehas, son of Elazar, so n

of Aaron,

the Tabernacle of the testimony on Mt.

in the 13th year of the taking possession of the land of

Canaan and all its boundaries around it, by the childre n of

Israel, I praise Jehovah • To be sure, nothing is to be

learned from such a statement, and forced to the conclusion

definite answer to our question fromcan get no

either Jewish or S.

attention for a while to the answers or theories suggested

the priest, upon them be the grace of Jehovah,in 

his honor have I written this holy law at the entrance of

by Moderns.

S. possess is about 500 years The scroll which the ». r

Gerizim, even Bethel,

Absolutely nothing further t’an that such reception must 

have occured earlier than the

t hat we

and we wi 11

Jose, Simon b. Elazar and Elazar b. Simon ), Since 

the Rabbis of that time were acquainted with the fact that 

in the S. Pent, were to be found variants from the Massore-

QUestion in Jewish sources,

sources of early years, we direct our



elers claim t hat the inscription is not on the. scroll.

If it were, it could not thus be over 500 years old.

A third copy which they possess they claim to be the

one used in a debate between Zerubabel and Sanballat,

105-8 and N.I.)( Nutt.before the King of Babylon.

IV I4I-I59 )Brigham ( Art. The S. in Unit. Rev. I!

is in realityof the S.thinks the oldest scroll

from a few centuries B. C.

The earli est date

tion of tie Pent, is the
received the Pent.

This it is

be come

would not under

Furthermore, thesuch a request.
accepted the Pentane ver haveclaim that the S. could

the enmity betweenexile, asteuch from the Jews after the

the two peoples was too great

therefore have received it at

and the adjacent territory. They produce

desired to aid in the

assigned by moderns for the S. recep- 

latter part of the 8th century B.C,

I

I.

r

!

i
their claim, the fact that the S.

in the time of Ezra.rebuilding of the temple

said could not have been the case, had not the S.

its laws etc. as they

Those who assign this date claim the S.

from the remnants of the ten tribes remaining in Samaria, 

as arguments for

Another Copy which the s. have l is dated 655 A. D.

previously acquainted with the Pent.

other circumstances, have dared to make 

advocates of this view

a time nuch earlier than the

old. ( Cf. Frankl. Nach. Jerus. 417 f. ) Some trav-

at that time. The S. must

old, though the S, claim it to be about 3460 years



exile. A further reason urged, is;that if the S, received

the Pent. later than the time of Zerubabel, there is no

reason why they stould not have taken other than the Five

( For

Other exponents of this view are Eichhorn, and Norinas,

Cf. also fbr presentation of this view De Wette Einleit.

translj. by, Theod, Parker pp 323-330 )

Bearing in mind the fact that;owing to the lack of def

initeness on the question of the date of the Canonization

we are to infer from such a date as seldom as

what arguments can be brought against the view above pre-

which tlia %ove suggested theory rests. In the first place

it is peculiar that the S, stould have been so idolatrous

( as they are pictured in II Kgs, XVII ) at the time of the

anong them, if they hadarrival of the Assyrian priest ,

received the Pent, previously. Furthermore their requesting

The

them ( which fact

ac-

half of thfi sixth century B. C?

to aid in erecting the temple, is sufficiently accounted far, 

by their close relations with the remnant of the Ten Tribes

do not refuse to accept as historical ) would further 

count for the Jewish tinge of S, lif® during the second

Furthermore the very fact

presence of the Assyrian priest a re ng

th. ax>ve ment toned defender, of the view no. being refuted,

possible, and only when absolutely necessary, let us see

left behind^from which they certainly learned much.

Books of Moses, Why should they have limited their choice?
Mtitle in fyinett’* '"Th( S.^nCifrnt fyril ,

this view Cf.A I860. Michaelis • Einleitung p 315,

sented, arguments which will show the weak foundation on

of the P ent ,



Samaria and the time of Cyrus, they would have established

their religious rites and worship, and observances in ac

cordance with the Pent, with such strictness, and have

made themselves so independent, as to render the fact of

their request of Zerubabel, and their willingness to adopt

Jewish customs, and ideas, well-nigh utterly inpossible.

A people with a fixed form of rites is not so ready to

adopt another form.

despite the fact that the S.

ment accorded than, by Zerubabel, the animosity between

rot yet sufficiently intense to

that they had become the enemies and rivals of the Jews

cl aims of Jewish descent. The Jews rejected the S. offer

because of their fear lest these • lion Proselytes’of aid,

It werewould contaminate and weaken Judaism internally.

but natural then, that the S. should endeavour to possess

themselves of the Book from which they could learn the how

on firming themselves the more to the time

and

Yfinrps.

i

I

Jewish religion, and lire, in order to give the He to the 

Jewish view of their ( the S. ) religious faith and otser-

and when of c

them, and the Jews was

( Cf. De Wette Beitrage I 234 ) Again, 

were indignant at the treati

//0

at Jerusalem, absolutely needed, to legltmatize their

cause them to refuse to accept the Book, which they ,now

of t he S. desiring to aid in rebuilding the temple may 

lend another argument to the claim, that they had not the 

Pent, at an earlier date. For if they had) during the two 

centuries that interwned between their transportation t o



The c 1 aim that had the S« received their Pent* after

the exile, there is no reason why they stould not have

is one that is

In the

ven

erating Gerizim, would certainly not desire to receive.

books in which a city rival to their own was thus praised.

Even though they have a Bk. Joshua, it bears but a faint

resemblance to.- the Biblical book of the same name. Fur

ther core, t he S. caredno thing for the Prophets. To them

Moses

thought it the summary of divine revelation, just as Philo

tlou^it Moses the only teacher of mysteries, the rest of

I

Hengstenberg ( Cf. Keil. ibid. n. I. )

that the S. thus restricted themselveS)because in the otha*

The S. desiring to be the successors of Israel,would cer

tainly therefore refuse to accept such books. That the S.

actuallydid think but little of these books, and of their

1

was their all in all. Joshua they accepted as a hero, 

sinply from his relation to Moses, [cf. Kirch p. 19 ) Keil. 

Introd. II 344 says the S. took only the Pent, because they

il 
!

h

/// I

f

nust generally advanced, and most easily answered, 

firstplace , with the exception of Joshua, judges and Job 

the other books of the Bible extol Jerusalem. The S.

the writers of tin Bible havingonly a general inspiration^^, 

is of the opinion

books, there was too much of a nature hostile to Israel.

taken some of t he other books of the Bible,

heroeSjcan be seen from t he manner in which they speak of 

Samuel ,of Solomon, of the Prophets in general, and of Ezrdx 

( Cf. Gesenius De. Pent. Samar. 4 n. 9. ) All this but

leadjS us to co nc Jude ,that Vhe c laim that^the S. received



//2the Pent. in pre—Exilian times will not hold. As a conse-

the claim that the priest sent by the Assyrianquence,

King ( 2 Kgs. XVII 27-28 ) brought the Pent, to the S. is

open to almost the same object ions as was the first pre-

( Of. fbr this view Jahn. B. A. and Robinsonsented view.
3

B. R. Ill 116 ) and rests on a basis not even as substan-

tial as that of the first theory. Neither of these views

has presented a single fact which woild have necessitated
-- the p resence of the Pent. Among the S. befbre the exile.

Neither has presented any fact which would militate against

received the Five Books of Mosesthe claim that the S i:

after the exile. The influence of the Israelite priest,and

of the remnant of Israel in the northern country, may have

been felt to a considerable degree. No historic fact however.

and no condition of the S. from a religious or any other

ofstandpoint, would lead us even to suspect the presence

the Pent, ano ng them befbre the exile.

historic occasion after

time of the transfer of a copy of |:
S. We say a historic occa-the Pent, from Jerusalem to the

must have been a most importantand the occasion therefore

meet the S. we find themweone. Now when in later years

limiting their observances
I

f Recording to their own

!■

I

u

sion?and emphasize the statement, from the fact that the 

reception of the Pent, revolutionized the life of the S.

the exile;as marking the

bee-n .
The view as above presented having t his A shown to have

no weight, we must look to some

to such as are ment jpnedin the 

interpretat ion ). We find



:n
cord with the dictates of the Pent. The time of their en

trance upon a life of such strict religiosity, and of sue h

strict obedience to Pentateuchal conrnands.rrtust have been

synchronous with their recept ion of the Pentateuch. The

question then is • When did the S. enter upon such a career

as enabled them

at the time of the erection of the temple of Gerizim in

452 B. C. and we answer furthest hat then it was, that the

To indicate the better,our

reasons fbr such c one lision8;We shall have to refer again

to the expulsion of Manasseh from Jerusalem 432 B. C.

Reformers never succeed in gainingover an entire people

the greater the opposition met with. Now the fact that Man-

have considered such actions allowable^or any rate main

tained a

that Manasse h was not alone in his action, but that great

Himbers must have acted as did he, and nust have sided with

passive attitude toward such Infringement of the 

law. We have already stated that it seems very probable

asseh of the family married outside the pale of Israel, 

is indicative of the fact that both priests and people must

fbr centuries to pursue an existence }char

acterized by a religion and a form of worship almost ex

actly parale 11 to thatof the Jews in Jerusalem? Y/e answe r

than in possession of a Religious worship exactly in ac-

S. first received their Pent.

him In suffering th. eonsequeneei.Accoraingly when Neheraiah 

begin, hie ^olesai. rernrms.
*^r. Manasseh is

to their views. The harsher and more rigorous the refbrm,



driven from Jerusalem for refusing to obey the order, he

leaves the city in all likelihood not alone, but accom

panied by the majority of those against whom Nehemiah’s

re .forms had been aimed. Whither are these exiles to

Nothing is more natural than that they, indignant at the

treatment accorded them by their own brethren should join

the ranks

d aim the inhabitants of Jerusalem, should yet be consider

ed their worst enemies.

Now the priestly law based on the practice of the priests

at Jerusalem was nest likely reduced to form after the

the law of the rebuilt temple. ( Cf. Art The S. by W. R.

Smith in Brittanica. Also Kuenen Relig* of Isr. II 245-249)

Itow this Levitical Law ( consisting as it did the matter

of the Pent, ) having been thus definitely formulated and

great weight to the claim that the

canonization of the Pent, occured some time soon after

453 B. C. Most authorities thus agree that it occured

22. Kuenenbetween 458-444 B. C. ( Cf. De Wette Einleit.

II 233.Bleek Einleit 555, Jo st Gesch u. Sekten I 30. W, R,

Accordingly we may withSmith 0. T, in J. C. 58 & 158 )

great probability accept the <onc lision,that the Pent, as

Pent, existed by 444 B. C.

Now t he

took place about 432 B. C.

family, he was therefore without doubt acquainted with tnis

( ;

rebuilding of the tenple and first published by Ezra as

i

eupihasized, lends i

— —    - — ... — V — _ _ v „ «« W** J

of those who, though resembling in belief and

expulsion of Manasseh we have already mentioned, 

Belonging to the priestly



matter of the Pent. When furthermore we remember that

( aside from the desire on Sanballat's part to place his

son-in-law in a position similar to the one of which he

had been dq; rived >a position consonant with the high family

connection of Manasseh ),When I say we remember that the

great and ultimate cause fbr the erection of the Gerizim

temple, was the desire, burning within the hearts of San

ball at and Manasseh^of erecting a structure within which

a service should be conducted exactly similar to the temple

service at Jerusalem ;we can readily understand that the

Pent, with which Manasseh and many others must have been

acquainted,became the basis of such a service. Furthermore) )

such a service would be made parallel, to that at Jerusalem!

and the Sanaritan’s manners patter ned exactly after Jewish

oust Qns, in order to make the S. typical Jews. Otherwise

the entire pl an of th e building of t he temple would have

the claim of the Jerusalemites,that the

alone were of true JewishS.

that the time was notblood. In such a way the S.

far distant, oi they

( from their point of view)

to being the true descendants ofaid prove their own claim
as a basis fbr theirthe ten tribes. Now without the Pent.

religiius worship and their daily

failed ;since the intention waS;by converting the S. into 

tkue Jews, and making their service similar to that at Jer-

(F 
I

i

I

I
(I

I
I

II -

usalem^to attack

were non-Jews,and that they

hoped

could show the inferiority of the

//J
the great reason for the building of the Temple on Gerizim,

priestly practice, their

so called Jews : at Jerusalem



I
entire movement becomes ridiculous, without heart

and soul, in Pact cannot be understood. iSince forth emo re

the Pent. seems to have been canonized before the building

of the Temple on Gerizim, nothing militates against the

view that the exile of Manasseh was synchronous with tie

Fe Pent. S. 9

Brit-

'i
40 G B. Isr. VoIkes I 451 Also

the Pent, from Jerusalem to Gerizim were inmediately

occured during the

■

We hsw already stated why we think Joseph,ccniused

I

J

Ezra. Naturally (those who,though conceding that the 

expulsion of Manasseh and the transfer Of a copy of

jj

■:

Note: -
A similar view ( without argiment or reasons where-

(pesch u.

Ill,

fore ) is accepted by Keil (introduc. IT 302, 303.] 

Wette (Einlei t, 203*] Gesenius (pe.

I1
tunica Art. The S

reception of the Pentijthe S, ( about 432 B. C. )

Kaatsch^in Herzog Art. DieiS.j W, R. Smith (in

(o. T. in J. C. 73, 398jKirch, 

(carme Shomron 31^ Well hausen (Hist, of Jud. & I$r. 

136'|^) role go men a ( Transla, by Black. ) AGS^Graetz 

(Gesch II part 2 173^ Cornill (introd. 298.| Bleek 

(fiinleit. 555)says t he S. received the Pent, about

successive eventclaim that Manasseh’s forced exile 

time of Alexander place the S. 

about a century letter then • •

C. Jo st (Gesch d.

Sekten I SI^Kirch (carme. Shomron 30y says 

MJ 
the S. received the Pent, not earlier than’time of

reception of the Pent.

do we. ( Cf. Geiger Einleit.Die S. Pent. IV" 56. )

life, the



in his account s^ and why it seems to us that the Man

even probability is concerned ) it seems decidedly

likely that the interpretation of the events as above

presented is correct. It has been said in opposition

to t Us theory of Manasseh bringing the Pent, to the

S. that he would not bring them a Book in which his

marriage with a foreign woman was condemned ( Ex.
I

XXXIV IS Pt. VII 3 ) The fact that Nicaso, the wife

of Manasseh was a S. shows how weak the argunent is.

Be it understood that our conclusion in no way does

at any rate before, the expulsion of Manas-fbre !

No historic fact would lend color to the claimseh.

they were not so acquainted. The contrary seemsthat

certain. The coming of the Israelite priest,the S.

in Zerubabel's time, the presence ofoffer of aid,

many S» in Jerusalem( Tobiah ,Sanball at, Nicaso etc.)

and the fact that the S. received the exiled Jews

with open arms, all seem to testify to the fact •

received it as canonized.

away with the probability of the S, having been ac- 
Jono

qua inted with much how contained in the Pent,ATie-

teuchal,before they

asseh event occured during Nehemiah’s time. All ar- 
fotht covtvaru

gunent s^b eing few in number, and worthless as far as

that the S. had learned nuchof what is now Penta-



3. The Text of the Sam ar it an Pent at euch»

P-
from the Jews at the time of

and the Mass. Text vary. We shall

tins be the better able to understand the character of the

text with which we are now concerned, and shall have the

n»re reason for conclusions drawn.

To those who have made a thorough study of the S. Pent.

it seems to have been a matter of some difficulty to ar-

XXI 177 f. and Bk. XXII 185-203 )V Bk.

gives a long list of such variants(with critical cornnents
S-

thereon, but presents them in no systematically arranged

0,0 >*1) changes of

Introd. 305 ) mentions the followingexplanations. Keil. (

divisions of variants

Glosses and additions

tXli' 9f ft grammatical and

are mentioned viz. I ) Those resulting from confusion of 

critical conjectures and

I
&

i

4

iange in a systematic way,the variants from our text, which 

this recension presents. Michaelis ( Orient, u. Exeg. Bibl.

Accepting as probably conclusive, tie assertion that 

the S. received their Pent.

I ) Grammatical conjectures 2 ) 

from parallel passages. 3 ) Conjee-

C? our 

next inquiry is as to the character of this recension as 
i

possessed by the S. its variations from the Massoretic text( 

aixi its worth, We shall first present a number of examples 

in which the S. Pent.

order, except in Bk. XXI where,three classes of changes

historical kind,to remove

IV Bk. XVII 50;

the expulsion of Manasseh by Nehemia about 432 B.



difficulties or offer explanations 4 ). Samaritanisms 5 )

Chaiges in accordance with the dogmas and ordinaices of the

Geiger throughout the Urschrift, presents these307. )
•j

variant s,

In his * Die S.

he presents seven classes of changes, butten IV 54-67. )

confesses himself unable to arrange in a systematic manner,

those variants which do not enter these seven classes (67)

usalem are the holy placeschosen by God. 2 ) Introduction

Changes made toof Aramaic and 1 aier Hebrew fb ms 3 )

Such changes con-

augment the glory of

epithets applied to men of

them 6 ) I

Halachic changes with

239 f. ) notes three

person 2 ) Use of

but owing to the nature of his work(in no orderly

Pent. ( Nachglassene Schrif-

j
I

arrangement» •

/

His arrangement of the variants is as follows: I ) Changes 

made to show that Schechem and Gerizim, not Zion and Jer-

Ih

the variants in thirteen classes
„ p ) Changes to conplete an and chaiges to to nor Gerizim 2. ) bneuB

, sake of explanation 4. ) ) Changes for saxe  —------— — - —

old,and harsh words spoken of 

veil of propreity over reChanges to spread a 

ferences of a delicate nature 7 ) 

Reference to oa atoms. Frankel (^Einfluss 

inperative fbr the third 

dialect forms 3 )

S. ( Cf.

Aramaic fbrms><KirchBim ( Carme Stomrom

as fbllows 1 ) Additions

exprepjjior^ 3.

overcome difficultie^consistencies etc^ 

si st ing at times of newly introduced words, at times, of 

Phrases, arxl again even sentences. 4 ) Changesmade to 

God 5 ) Changes to mollify harsh

for these classes of variants De Wette Einleit

classes of changes 1 ) Use of

Galilae’n Palestinean

30-48 ) presents



45

escent letters, b. ) Unusual forms of pronouns constantly

changed to the none usual form.c.) Apocopated future al-

■

Interpolations of entire

or

others ) classifies tha variants as follows ( De Pent.

$. 22-61 ) I ) Grammatical Emendations a. ) supplying qui-

pI
E

I

s in prepositions, conjugations and ar

ticles. 12 ) Junction and separation,13 ) Chronological 

changes.

eertions of words and phrases from parallel passages, 5. 

passages from parallel historic 

reference's. ) Correct ions of what seemed offensive 

impossible of belief. 7. ) Samaritanisms a. ) Orthographic 

in verbs, d. )chanfjes(bf ) Changes in forms of pronouns, c.

ways chaiged to longer fbrm.d. ) Omission of Paragogic andl 

iid changes of gender, e. ) Infinitive absolute used in 

various constructions is changed to finite verb, 2. ) Inte 

pretations and glosses received into the text. 3. ) Conj 

tural Emendation, of difficulties 4. ) Corrections and

)

u i

Changes of verbs and conjugations, 5. ) of nouns,6. ) of 

forms of verbs to bring them to a form similar to others in 

the sentence. 7. ) Permutation of letters, 8. ) Changes with 

regard to pronouns. 9. ) Changes of Gender, 10 ) Added let

ters II ) Change

Gesenius whose almost every word in connection 

with the S. Pent, is accepted as authority, ( he having 

bee n the first thoroughly to analyze the S. Pent, and thus 

having put an end to the seemingly interminable disputes 

waged by Capellus, Morinus, Hottinger, Walton, Richard 

Simon, Buxtorf, Itoubigant, Ravius, Poncet, Michaelis, 

Tychsen, Hassencanp, Pfeiffer, Kennicott, Eich-horn and



J d)in nouns and adjectives 8. ) Changes to make the Pent.

) reverence for

It is evident

The diorter classifications will be

in the divisions of Kircheim and Gesenius.

The eiairples given by these two authorities do not always
J

method of division will then be clearly seen, the character

of the variants will be easily observed,and we shall be

able to generalize with

J
■flc ation intte fact that it is inperative ly necessary

change s in the S. Peflt. *
well =

£•

agree. Furt hermore, t he principle of division is so entirely 

different that a comparison between the two were a diffi-

I

I

■

if-

i

cult matter. It is my intention here to give a number of 

examples of variants falling underhand every one of the 

divisions presented by both Kircheim and Gesenius. The

to see and study every class of 

and in the further fact,that these changes are not So 

knownjas to render this presentation useless. Such p 

sentation furthermore, shows better the nature of

devoted to the character- Pent. than could an entire vol dexamples are seiected 
ization of the said recension. h Pflnd Ge8enius.
•from the large number given by Ki

a great deal of probability. The 

fact that so large a number of variants is here presented 

( t lough but a few to illustrate each kind ) finds Justi-

variants which we have met in our study.

at first glance that the classifications do not entirely
,. one
differ from the other.A

found in toto

conform to the doctrines and views of the S. a. ) Concern

ing unity of God. b. ) dignity of God. c.

the patriarchs, d.) dignity of the Law e. ) Gerizim.

Such are the chief classifications of the Pentateuchel
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lidWe can by thistime gain some idea of t he character of

the variants as presented to us in t he S. Pent. We can see

been dealt with.

has already been emphasized ) to give a detailed ac- .me nt

count of all the examples ibund in the writings of those

who have made a thorough study of the subject. A single

glance at the vast list as presented by these authorities

will immediately impress one with the impracticability of

such a performance. To the interested investigator the sour

ces are at hand. My effort here is but a characterization.

I shall therefore refrain from quoting further examples of

variants from other than Kircheim. It may be well however

to note the fact that Frankel ( Einfluss 238 ) correctly

criticises Gesenius for not accounting in his classification,

.fbr such additions found in the S. Pent as are not taken

ly different in many points from that of Gesenius, that I

account of his examples
I

o f y pr i flnt s, i f my de sire of characterizing fully the m tur er»

I iJ
1 >-

passages as

If
i c_

1 X v T> 7 u/

Kj/ crfW xwjo

even in the brief treatment thus made, that all of the min

er classifications of Geiger, Miachalis and Frankel have 
A

It is not my intention here ( this state-

I
1

from parallel

. Will -X.

" wvir

x 11 war <

" xxx
'&r, W 31,

The nature of Kirchaims classification however is so vital-

find it necessary to present an



of the S. Pent, is to be satisfied,Kircheim quotes the

entire variant without giving us the reference to the Pent.

Gesenius often errs on the opposite side in referring to

places where a variant o ccurs, wit hout giving the variant

proper. Examples of class I of Kircheim we have already
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it seems to me , but emphasize any opinion as to the value .

of the S. Pent, which may have been formed by a glance at

the variants given by Gesenius. And yet it does not seem

to me that full justice has been done* Arranging the var

iants under the various heads as above, gives no true idea

of the absurd lengths to which the application of certain

general rules as laid down by the S. was carried. In the

exarpples above given I have been entirely inpartial. A

single glance at a long list of ridiculous changes of var-

instead of clarifying that which is obscure,will give a

be puregood idea of what the S. Must have considered to

Hebrew, and will show us the grammatical knowledge of S.
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Some co nc Id. sio n>

faxr types of the entire list of divergencies in the S,

Pent. None of a character distinctively different from

tho se be found in our authorities.

In the first place let it be noticed, that with the excep

tion of Ex. Ill 18 where S. has nwwibrnnyand Dt. XXIII 18

D’hP ,6 fbr D'HP i6and the changes made to advance the claims

soon as we see definite laws or rules guiding the var-as

iants of the S. Pent, we infer its having been copied from

the Mass, text, and intentionally clanged. Hence when Gese-

lanations sake, or fbr harmonies sake, the character

of the S. Pent.

is inpeached, and rightly so. Furthermore ^variants due

to carelessness or to ignorance ,are not to be conpared

text. We do not for a momentwith the passges of the Mass.

text is at all aargue that our present Mass.intend to

perfect representative of the original text. The corrup

tions of ages are visible throughout it,and in a manner

similar to that mentioned above,such corruptions are often

obscure instead of clarifying.of a nature calculated to

of Gerizim,no distinct laws are modified, reversed,or even 

tampered with. As soon as we assign reasons for a change,

J 
j

] f

Il

nius;Kirchem^ichaelis ,and Geiger .classify the variants

/J/ I
iiwe have given altogether are

as a representative of the original text

as made under the guidance of a definite idea, be it ibr

as io the value Of this S. text, com

pared with the Massortic text, may now inigeneral way be 

noted. The examples which

lie re presented, are to



the criticism of these Mass, text corruptions, the

view of Bishop Colenso ( Pent, & Ek. of Josh. II 151 )

that the Jews falsified their own text by changing

jpiflof Gn. XXII 2. to n 'lITO’to draw attention away

from Gerizim and to Moriah, just as they likewise

changed Gerizim in Dt. XXVII 4 and Josh VIII 30

to Ebal. This latter they didjto make it appear that

Eb al and not Gerizim was the Mt. where Joshua wasto

build the al tar, We might almost imagine Bishop Cole

in his claims ( Ibr it is exactly this that

the S. urge ) Cf. fbr the same view Kennicott ( Cf.

Aware of the fact that the Mass, text is not the origi-

how many if any of the S. Pent. variants;are to be prefer-

I. e. how many such variants seemred to the Mass, text

?to represent the more truly the original text. The fact

Geddes and

far superior to the Mass, text,th’gv8S nothing ,when we re-

S. Pent, was un

century. Nor does the fact

Tychsen, Fuller and Pfeiffer

If we are to look forinfluence the question today*

H ‘

i,

i.

4 ’
Note:-

It isinterest ing to notice here as characteristic of

i

iii

that Origen3Eusebuis j Jerome and later Houbigant, Poncet( 

Kennicott, Geddes and Bertholdt considered the S» Pent.

)

took the opposite stand,

member that a thorough examination of the 

known uht lithe time of Gessenius, in the early part of this
; i

I!

that De Mius Hottinger, Ravins,

so a g.

nal text, the question here to be considered briefly is,

Gesenius 23 ) Stanley Sinai & Palest, 234, 
tteft ...
A



let Us glance foi4 a moment at the opinions ofauthorities )

those «hom we have already recognized as of weight in this

in Ex.

better sense that the Massoretic text,Ex. XXXIV 19 make
■■

never dreams of assigning to the S text a high value.

it is,( Cf. Zeit-on t he contrary shows how poor a text

III, II3,Also 123-5 in his review ofschrift I 107 & 8

Isr. Ill 8 ) claims that the S. altered their textto bring

it into harnony with their peculiar position,and to dear

away real or imaginary

• Scarcely one genuineputs it concisely when he says
• Ge. the S.

Pent. ) fe Wette ( Einleit
243 ) that the character ofthe view of Ewald ( Hist. IV

characterizes the variants as

views of Gesenius.

iI

If

XXIX 42, jrtonifbr Within Gn. XXVII 12, and Totrfor norhin

critical various reading can be .found in it

205-3 ) thoroughly agrees with

difficulties. No thought of its

Keil ( Introd. 305 )

that, t tough some make good sense, the Mass, text is by 

far the better ( Cf. V Bk. XXII 203)Kuenen ( Relig. of

matter. Geiger, t tough admitting that the S. text represents 

an' old recension and that its change ofX for jifcin Gn. < ...

\

He,

XXIII 17, XXIV 23,

the S. text is entirely w;cr it i cal. Frankel ( Einfluss 238 )

• barbarous forms,mi stakes

* The 8. text was changed and

I

SiII
even a beginner • Further

Popper's work ) Michaelis, after a critical examination of 

all of the variants presented in his Bibiothek ’ concludes

being superior to the Mass. text.

A>r which we would not forgive

(24° ) what confusion!* Note now the

interpolated by half-taught



as better than the Mass* text viz. Gn. IV 8 Sadds

after I'DXGn. XXII 13Wfor mA.Gn. XLIX 14, O'7Jftr 072,Gn.

XIV 14 ?7’)fbr p7’)( Frankel EinfL. 242 and Keil 305 reject

: Ge genius' long

examintation of S. variants ;e>presses well the true state

* In many places where the Jewish text is man-of affairs.

ifestly in error, our S. codex is so far from exhibiting

the ancient and genuine reading,unless it can be reached f

authorities are concerned, we canAs far therefore as

see that most all are

I

the letters of the old Hebrew

'i

utterly fails. Its worth is far

i

b=

=

I 
even these )

agreed ;that though our present Mass, 

text contains many corruptions and glosses, it yet repre-

by conjecture ,th at it rather presents that faulty reading 
v 

expressed after the manner of later Jews.

all; kinds crept in, mistekes due
script,to ignorance,and to

( -

The closing sentence of ,

ference to Gerizim. Later, changes

tion and interpretation, interpolations and grammatical 

to be sure, mistakes of

may be had when Mass, passages

scribes * ( De Pent S. 14 ) Note also p.24. The variants 
GfieiuuS CMYACtetHfiS «,$ vnQte
infjlict^r insensum. Of all the variants he accepts four

are in obscurity,the S. Pent, 

below parjAs a basis to the

sents more nearly the original text, by all means, than 

does the S. text; that the S, upon receiving their ccpy of 

the Pent. Made changes therein, first naturally with re

ft r the sake of erplana-

carelessness. As a recension, a teat, to which recourse

changes,were made. Incidentally
to similarity of many of



fb r their service, worship and customs, it served itsS,

i

i

■

i

I
E

i=

/ii
f

purpose. As a text from which to construct the original

however, it is ' of not much use.



JDThe Relation between the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Sep-

tuagint.

It will now be interesting to pay a little attention to

the inport ant fact of the resemblance between the S, Pent.

and the LXX .1,6. those passages in which agreeing with each

Hassencamp claims

that there are 1900 such resemblances. Gesenius assure s

us that there are more than 1000, The character of these

may be seen from the following few examples,si mil ar i tie s

gathered from the large number presented in Geiger’s Urs-

especially 436 f. and excursus II 451-480 Alsochr ift,

u
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other, they di ffer from the Mass. text.

Zeitschrift I 98-121, 174-185. Likewise Frankel's Einfluss.
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resemblance existing between the S. Pent, and the LXX. I )

It has been suggested that the LXX was translated from the

S. P ent * far as to claim that a S. translated

the LXX. The fact alone that S. changes in Dt. XXVII 4.are

not found in the LXX would disprove this, since these

changes refer to the basic doctrines of the S,

2 ) It has furthernore been claimed that the S. had a

that this was used as

Pent. Sam. 38. ( Nutt 97 ), Frankel ( Einfluss III ) speaks

of this work as actually having existed. Nothinghowever

is known oft his work befbre the 4th C.B.c* it i8

accepted thefl cult to conceive how the Jews could have

3)

Pent, shows that Onkelos in its present form was used by

thereof. Mijhnic mannerismSin the S. Pent.ttae transcriber.

Frankel likewise points out Ibid. 239 ) If this be so,why

text in many places

in whi ch it di ffers from
in which itresemble the Mass, text in numerous passages

h

l>
ii•i

IIulihIt

I
I

Various theories hab6dn Offered to explain the strong

li

II 11

" lUi

ehould the s. Pent, resemble our Mass.

the LXX,and why should the LXX

I

Greek transl ation o f t heir Pent, called to To ^a^a^UTWand 

a basis for the LXX ( Cf. Kohn De.

Some go so

LXX ( Frankel Einfluss 238.) He also asserts that the S.

differs from the S. Pent? For example* 
Mass, to o'b’p1?®' .

„ 7_ N „ /, - ••
i7 l|I '• '• "

LXX,had a S, version or translation been the basis of it.

Others hold that the S. Pent, was corrected from the

1^’21
1'2

17)xi Ware J)-)



iw, itydasjw/

II

I,

was

How

shall

5) The view of Gesenius ( De Pent. Sam. 14 ) has been

cost gaieially accepted. He holds that both S. Pent, and

mistefces and intentional changes. This view is sufficiently

conjprehensive to account • in a satisfactory manner for

the likenesses between the two te<ts and at the sametime)

offers a reason for the differences existing between the

that no is of the S.» variants from

ll

I
f

I
1

I

I
11
I;

I
i SmiKej it

" Kd. s

Sj, S, aixcl Mass have

xV/zf i$
' Xlv icj

■ xx*W iy 
Uv. T u,

4) :

<in adjective, 

h’)

we then account for the differences existing between 

the S. Pent, and the LXX?

two. As far however as rejects a working theory, it seems 

to me t hat both texts may be based on the seme MSS,not as 

above* (4 ) containing the present variants of these two 

texts,but a close copy of the original. This will explain 

the similarities between the two. The differences arose

later owing to mistakes, purposed corruptions etc. Many 

such changes are iron a later time. If not.lt were strange 

the Mass, text are rot

• <
'■ x ................ u
It has been further held that if the variants now in 

the S. Pent, were present in the MSS from which it 

copied, and not originated by the S. proper, then the LXX 

used this same MSS as a basis fbr its translation.

the LXX were derived from MSS, Greatly resembling each 

ot her^ but containing already many corrupted passages. The 

differences between the S. Pent, and LXX are due to later

ii ii >' '< "Ha.



i
the now existing S. variants were not introduced until

after the time of said Elazar.

Not e: -
For a discussion of these views Cf. Gesenius ( De

11-15 ) Pick ( Me Cl. & Str. ) Art. The S. Pent.P ent• S*

Also Nutt 91-100. A certain Isaas Voss suggests that the Maas.

text is a translation from the LXX,

<

I 
. i;

i!

. ' • ’ ■ I! I

mentionedin t he Talmdd. Owing "to the fact that Simon b.
Sotexv of $vch wiants. iccl(,£i-nflv«4 -n) tbuiXs

Elazar who criticises the S. text mentions that maiy of 
A



CHAPTER ( V. )

Doctrines of the Samaritans.

a race or epoch is mirrored in its

creeds and cults, and the creeds or cults of a races or

this ,

turies. From these we gain a considerable, yet in its to

tality, a .fragmentary knowledge of S, customs and beliefs.

We must rely ft>r more accurate and conplete details upon

the rq>orts given us by trust worthy travelers, who have

visited the S. and observed the routine of their daily

life. It is therefore from the every-day life of the S.

S. themselves best understood. To be sure,inthe cdirse of

the S.

I

servative, much that is of

i
are all late,being hymns, prayers, theological trea

tises etc. written mostly between the 11th and 14th cei>

I

■I

' I
: I

I

doings of today,raay give us but a slight knowledge,pos

sibly idea of the S. •>' * thou£and yearS
. +uot the S. are io strictly co n-Owmg to the fact however that tne

early origin, is retained and

Mason (Womans Share in Primitive Culture) who 

said • The life of

centuries, new beliefs and customs were adopted by 

and a presentation of their religious ideas and daily

• ‘

It was

people is best understood, by Studying the daily life of • 

that people.

from their doings, their services, their religious rites, 

that their beliefs and customs may be best learned and the

* It has been in this way, that the creed of 

the S. has in the main become known to us. The sources ibr



and adhered -to with a persistence

is interesting; and so R.

is further enphasized ( Cf.

Kidd. 76 a. Chulin 4 a. Git tin 10 a. Berachoth 47 b. PeS-

) Many of the beliefs and customs of the S. were
■Jadopted from the Sadducees. Much later was it that Phari-

tes, also this people took much, while neither Kabbalistic
T

nor Mohammedan influence is uimoticeable in their life of

today.
<

Sadducees and their adoption of certain views, the

rel ations between the S. and Jews were not of the

usual hostile nature. Hence Sadduceevnideas could be

transferred to the S. There is no necessity oftrac-

does Cowley "Remarks on S. Lit, & Relig.

Jew Quart, Rev. July ' 96 ) the Sadduceern coloring

life to those Jews, ( as Cowley claims of aof S.

conservative tendency ) who came to the g. before

The S. adopted their Sad-the time of the Sadducees.

Anti-Pharisaic in their viewsoften extremelywere

extreme of altering their Pent.and even went to the

i
•i

i

■

-

I
J 
f 
5

Note:-
It is very likely that at the time of the rise of the

ing ( as

as astonishing as it 

Simon B. Gamliels’view^" such 

coiimands as the S. do obey, they obey with a greater 

strictness than do the Jews •

to show their attitude. ( Cf. Geiger Nachgtl. Schr.

IV. S. Pent. 66 ) Cf» Cowley ( Above ment. Art. )

sean views exerted any influence on the S» From the Karai-

acliim 3 a.

duceein characteristics from the Sadducees. The S.



It is our intention here s inply to point out the most

inportant doctrinal beliefs of the S, They have five speci

al articles of faith viz: I ) God is

fillingall things, omniscient, speaking without mouth,

interrogating without sound.

sernbl aice between this view of God, and the view held

by Mohanrnedans,and suggests the possibility of a

Mohanmedan source there-fbr, The S, love of God is

exhibited in every page of their Bk. Josh. ( Of,

S. 17 ) We have also seen how(to enphasizeKi rch C.

they in their Pent, changed thethe unity of God,

plural verb with Q’O^iXto the singular. To raise the

have seen that they also changed

S, Pent. ( 2 ) Moses was the greatest prophet of God.

The fact thatRevelation was given through him.

Servant of Moses, raises Joshua in theJoshua was the

( Cf. Kirch C. S. 19 ).estimation of the S.

and is never to b e c

Not e: -
How t 1b S. believed thisjis evidenced from tke

in their pent. ( 4 ) Gerizim is thechanges they made

I

I

PP 572-3 for Kabbalisiic influence on the s.

anthropomorphisticjand all other expressions which 

seemed to place God on a level with man ( Cf. The

( 3 ) The Law is divine and perfect fbr all tines, 

haaged ( ibid ).

Note: -
Jost ( and o

one, without associate, 

in corpo real ,wi thout passions, the cause of all things,

■

ft

h i II
I

di gnit y of God, we

thers) draw attention to the strong re-



holy Mt. chosen by God. and is His abode on earth.

Throughout our treatment of the S, as thus far made

we have seen sufficient of the S. idea of Gerizim

to render unnecessary any firther corrment here.

We will but add a ffew remarks to what we have al

ready said. When the S, ascend, and descend Gerizim,

they remove their shoes,as they consider the ground

holy. ( Cf. Frankl. Nach, Jer. 424, Robinson B. R.

Ill 100 ) Peterman says that shoes worn when S. are

going t4 Gerizim are made of leather from animals

killed by the S, themselves ( Herzog R. E. Ill 383 )

To be sure the Pent, contains no direct reference to

Jerusalem, as the holy place selected by God. still

the hints to this idea are numerous,and strong.

Ewald ( Hist. V ) refutes the S, claim that the six
Itribea that stood on Gerizim were the nobler because

showing that theirof being stationed on said Mt. by

superior nobility lay in their having been the first

division. The first reference to any former sanctity

of Gerizim, he claims is in Judges IX 7, Jotham s ad

dress t<j' the Sche chemites. That Gerizim and not Mbr-

Frankl.

here (1.6. on Gerizim ) is where ityour belief, But

425 ) Some even go do far asoccired. ( Nach. Jer.

j

!!

?!

$

J

iah was the place
b'fC'oknso.ShnleyA^ 

already seen is

XXXIII 18 is original 'to doubt whether TV in Gn.

of Abraham's sacrifice, we have
,dSthe*'$/c£.TMS.iW)- SpeiKtng SiCr:fi:2 

contended^of Isaac a S, said to

<1

• It were wrong fbr me to disturb you in



and argue that it is most likely a later insertion

made by the Jews, to do away with the ide a that

Schechem

retribution on which

oi'i

belief of the S, in resurrection. This again is a late be-
f

lief. As we have already noticed, they are accused intis

Talmud. ( Sanhed Xll ) of not having such a belief. Tn

Mass. Cuth. ( End ) likewise the confession of such a be

lief is male a necessary condition for their conversion to

Judaism. Nutt ( 32n. 2 ) attributes the early disbelief

Sado p,andin resurrection to the tachings ofof the S.
■

being pupils of Antigonus of Socho,interpre

ted his saying • Serve God not fo r the sake of reward • to

mean • No reward is to be expected from God ’ This was

disbelief in resurrection and future judge

ment, and the disbelief was then adopted by the S. from the

Sadducees. Laterhowever we find the doctrine of resurrec-

are told that on that daytion accepted by the S, and we

turn to God, will yet be burnedthe wicked even though they

believers shall go to Eden, Bywith fire, but the true
E, this belief is accepted asauthor 362 C.Marqah the S.

.above mentioned art. by Cowleyfirm doctrine ( Cf» thea

I

ii
I

3I

J 

■

il

i 
*
i

I I
I
I
? 
i
g 
£

II

.followed by a

Boethus, who,

the righteous will rise, and be rewarded and the 

wicked be punished. (KircK.q)

Npteln Pt. XXXII 5 the S. Pent. Changes oSviopj’ 

Closely connected with the belief in retribution is the

was the first re sting place of Jacob.

5 ) There will be a day of



in Jew. Qua.yt, Rev. )

( Cf. Kirch. C. S. 18 )

A vast arount of discussion has been raised concerning

*c»man answers Jesus with the words * I know that Messiah

cometh ( which is called Christ ) when he is some, he will

declare unto us all things * However, in all the .state

ments of the S. concerning the Messianic belief, such con

fusion and uncertainty is exhibited that it is difficult

to understand exactly what their views on this subject are.

The messiah is called 3.>>W7>or ^Dji^who will bring all

people under his command. He is spoken of ( claim the S, )

in Gn.

claims that the S» based their hope fbr the caningE. A.

of the Messiah on Gn.

XXVIII 14 ) He will influence all people to believe in the

aid in the glory of the religion ofLaw, and in Gerizim,

Messiah’s name will beintitdal letter of theMoses. The

buried near Joseph the fruit-dies, he will beM. V/hen he

( Gn. XLIX 22 ) At other times the S. confessful

ideathe

Yet they i'
To exalt

the Messiah will be a son

>
i

I

!

■

I

bough ’

of the Messiah to be a mysterious one to them.

■

i 
jiI

from Islam. ( Jost. Sekten. 53 ) others claiming that it 

originated with the S. (Nutt. 40 ) In Jphn^IV 25 ) The S.

hare prodigies, b y whi ch they will recognize him. 

of Judah, they claim that

i II

XII 13, XVIII 18, XXII 18, XXVI 4,

the S. Messianic belief, some urging that it was adopted

XV7, XLIX 10, Numb. XXIV 17, Lt. XVIII 15, ( Jahn

In later times the S, adopted all the 

views on resurrection which the philosopherjpresented,

Joseph at the expense

o f Joseph. ( This is due to the



fact previously mentioned, that the S. claim descent from

They however acknowledge that

the house of Aaron has long since died out (l63lj, and that

the priest of today is only a Levite.

the S. themselves are in doubt. A certain Ab Zehutacome,

& Str. Art’The Mod. S.')1589 ( quoted by Pick. Me Cl.

* No one knows his coming, but Jehovah • while otherssays

asserted that he would come 0000 years after creation,would

live 110 years, and be buried near Gerizim, the last judge

coming 7000 years after creation. When Frarkl,me ntday

S. said to him * On Gerizim El. Muhdyvisited Nablus 3

from this slavery. The measure of the time of the world

ttliberation is not far distantour

( IJach Jer. 425 )

IJote:-

is two ibid in its nature, sp ir it alThe v/orid they say

and Material. The spiritual part is the abode of 11®

the dust of Gerizim.angels. Man was formed from

XIII 373 f. J Now

the S, calculate time

( 1897 ) is 6334. ( Of.yearHence to them this

Accordingly ? si nee the ifes-
i ■

siah was to appear

idea of the Messiah comingThebeen here already*

I.
i;!

( Kirch 17 f. Peterman in Herzog

from the Creation of the world.

I I 
i!

: I

w
I

The S. believe in Creatio Ex. nihilo ( Hamburger )

is about full, and

Joseph, Ephraim, Manasseh,

( Arabic the leader }will appear and deliver us.

Jost. Sekten I 59 n. 2. )

in the year 6000, he must have

and Frankl. Nach Jerus. 417 ) As to when this Messiah will

( Cf. flutt 75 n. 4



*1\6000 years after creation seems to have been borrowed

When the S. belief in angels arose, is not known. Early

S. are said to have denied belief in personal angels at

least. That the S. of today do have an angelology ,is known,

cription of^being and functions of the angels. In this I i

they are opposed to the

man

such powers viz.
' I

Cabala ( Numb. IV 20 ) and Nisi ( Ex. XVII 15 ) He claims

also to have been told that Aazazel ( Lev. XVI?) Belial

) and Jasara ( Ex. XXIII 28 ) were devils,while( Dt. XV 9.

the Nephilin ( Gn. VI 4 ) were evil angels, who had been

------ trust out? of heaven. Kirch ( C. S. 17 n. 2 ) mentions the

references in the Bk. Josh, to angels of punsihnent and

the belief in angels has been

R. W. B. Art the S. )Above ment. also Winer B.Art. i

) says that theMe Cl. & Strong Enc.Pick. (

had the doctrine of original sin, because

I
i

from the Talmud. Aboda Sara 9.

I

of faith. Reland’s assertion that the S» did not accept 

disproved ( Cf. Cowley’s

!■ 1

i• !

!
i :

b efb re”to do away with anthropomorphisms. Marqah

( Above ment. ) accepts the belief in angels as an article

a.

xiv 25)

’LVOp' D'S1”*

Pharisees and Chasidim (Cf. Han

burger ) These angels the S. say are powers of God, Peter-

Art. S.

They however limit themselves to the Pent, for their des-

S. seem to haze

( in Herzog Art. The S. ) was given the nanes of fbur 

Fanuel ( Gn XXXII 3l) Anusa ( Ex.

of aid. As we have already noticed, the S. often place



in one of their prayers, they say N For the sake of Adam

and because of the end of all flesh, Ibrgive and pardon I
the whole congregation. * The passage by no means proves

the inference. The doctrine is never mentioned among the

writ ings of the S. nor do any of the travelers who have

visited Nablus and have been present during the services

of the S, and have conversed and corresponded with them,

make any mention thereof. That the Samaritans however had

some sort of a philosophic system, seems evident from the

( Menander,Clo-teachings of Simon Magus, and his School,

bius ) of which a gsod character! zat io n is given in Nutt.

the influence of Greek Mythology is55-34. In it however

completely developed philoso-The S. had noconspicuous.

Their doctrinal beliefs are often conflisedphic system.

and inexact.

covenants were made with GodThe S. believe that seven

Gn. IX 10 covenantwhereby their creed was recognized viz?
I

covenant with Abraham;Ex. XXXI 16 coNo ah! XVII 4.with

SabbathiXXXIV 27-28 Covenant of revelationven ait o f t he

XVIII 19, Salt covenanf.XXV 13

Jost. Sek ten I 59- 60 N. I. )

Ml'
' I

or giv ing of the Law; Numb, 

priestly co venant: and Dt. XXIX I Covenant with Moses. ( Cf.



chapter^ vi )

Ths Cu st ons o f t he Samaritans.

tent ion to the chief. S. Customs which bear a strong re

changes made to make the Pent, conibrm to S. customs. Let

semblance to t he Karaites. The fruit of the tree in the

and

also Sadducees and Karaites,cone lude from Lev. Ill 9. that

theh’^Kbelongs to

S. Pent. 63-7. and Geiger Urschr. 467. ) No dyingSc hr.

animal may be killed and eaten, while the unborn young

found in a Slain animal, having an existence of its own,

In this the Karaites agree withmust have its proper

Meat or food bought from Jews or( Nutt. 39 )the S.

( Cf. Jost Gesch d, Isr.YolX.IIothers may not be eaten.

Swine, beasts that do not chew the cud or divide105. )

same time. ( To Ex. XXIII

19 S. Pent, adds I'

I i

111

now

Sadducees becomes immediately evident^as likewise the re

Karaites ) ( Cf•.Geiger. Urschr; .181-2. ) The S, as

us now

---------- -------- j------------------ 

the priest alone, ( Cf. Geiger Nach^

the hoof, unclean poultry all are forbidden tte.be eaten.

Flesh and milk are not eaten at

It is our intention here, not to give a detailed de

Script ion of S. daily life, but rather briefly^d irect at-

years. We ha-« already noticed in the S. Pent, some of the

notice the S. food laws. Here the influence of the

semblance to Jewish customs, either of today or of earlier

.fourth year belongs to the priest. (Likewise think Sadducees



/ft
not killed in ac-

This agrees with the statement made by Peter

man. ( Herzog R. E, III 383 ) that the S. when they go to

Geriz im, wear s to esrfleather made from the skins of animals

which they t hems el ve shave slaughtered. Corn tor Mazzoth

not threshed by oxen. The lambs tor Pesach must have been

ba'n in tlie preC :eding Tishri, and must be free from blemish.

eaten. Mazzoth ;bitther herbs ,rice, fish and eggs form the

tood of the S, on Pesach ( We shall have more tochief

say of Pesach further on. ) Cf. Art. Modern S, by Pick.

Also Jost Gesch d. Isr. Votfll 194-7 )In Me Cl. & Str.

Also Nutt 72-77 )

The Sabbath is strictly observedby the S, the day be-

gi nning^among the Jews, at sunset on the preceding day.

With the except ion of going to services, no one leaves the

in strict compliance with Ex. XVI 29 ( Nutt 39 )house,

Every form of 1 ior is forbidden and praying alone is con-

( Robinson B. R. HI 108 )

Even conjugal acts are

S. 27, ) Likewise areagree

an

I

Rabbis permitted this

circumcision, fight ing against

) and slaying the Passover lamb, ( if

cordance with the rules of Shechita, may not be used ( 

(Nutt 39. )

with the Karaites ( Kirch C.

enemy ( though the Jewish

the LXX^Cf. Geiger Nachg. Schr. IV 63 ) The skin

tinued throughout the day.

torbidden on Sabbath ( In this they

is bought while in t he ear, and prepared by women. It is

trails, torelegs, bones and fragments have been burned)

of an unclean animal, or of an animal

On Erev. Pesach, the lamb is killed and ( after the en-



Pesach fell on Sabbath ) forbidden on this

Jost ( Gesch d.

that the lamb,is slaughtered on Sabbath, From the strict

manner in whi ch the S. observe this day, this does not

seem very likely. The altar on which the sacrifices were

offered was made of whole stones ,dn which no iron instru-

( Frank 1 Nach. Jar. 425. ) Ex. XXXV 3 iome nt was used.

Hence they read p’ViAMAs a consequence the S.

allow no light in their homes throughout Friday night or

Saturday. ( Kirch C. S. 27 ) Three services are held on

the Sabbath. One on the eve preceding(one in t he morning,

and one in the afternoon just b efb re sunset ( Hamburger )

In the morning the priest reads the Pent, portion through

wit tout interruption, then carries the scroll among the

congregants, that they may all kiss it, ( JOst Gesch d, Isr

VdK. II 193 ) On the two Sabbaths preceding Pesach, special

( Pick. Me Cl. & Str. Art, The Mod. S. )prayers are used.

On the first of every month special services are held,

when special prayers are used. Numb. X 10 and XXVIII II-I4

read ( Cf. Pide's Art. above ment, )are

seven festivals. The first is Pesach,The S. observe

Karaban Aphsah, 15th of Nissan. The lamb aidNow c a.led

unleavened bread are eaten on the preceding evening. As

allowed to go to their holy Mt, this

them. ( Jost. Gesch D. Isr. V#l<this was however forbidden

day. ( Hamburger) /jy '

Isr, XGii(II 193 ) quotes a traveler who says

r
;■

j

I

H 
j

i

■

i

i.

a fire *

long as the s« were

was done on Gerizim. During the early part of this century

interpreted by the S, • ye shall neither mek e nor let burn



• Z>3
to sacrifice the natandpnpon the three festivals, and

the f'nyon Pesach ( Kirch C. S. 19-20 ) one being offered

for every few families. Now however the Pesach sacrifice

Ancient and Modem.Princeton Rev. April 1888 195-221 ) Th’e

S. have no idea however of expiation or remission of sins

by sacrifice. George Grove

crib ing their services says * No one seemed to be touched

or interested In general, prayers have taken the place
IStanley ( Hist, of Jewish Clurch I 513 f)of the sacrifices.

gives an account of the Passover celebration of the S. A

I jar is allowed those who have not cele-second Pesach in

brated

15 to J)wiyin accordance with Pt. XVI 8, ( Cf. Frankel Ein-

The sevaith day is observed as a specialfl uss 25 2 ) ■I

& Str. Mod.

comnemorate the safety granted the Jews ,when the plagueto

seventh day is observed as the regular

to

Egypt.

tians, while the

commemorate the deliverance of Israel from

i. •

Pesach}

■1

( Nabloos and the S.) in des-

alone is offered,one lamb sufficing as an offering fbr the 

entire community. ;JOst Sekten I 582^ Some however claim 

that sixlanbs were offered fbr the community ( Cf. The S.

feast, this forning their second festival. Pick ( Me Cl.

S.) claims that the first six days are observed

observed,t tough only for six days. As we have already point

ed out the S. Pent, charges Ai/iwof Ex. XII I5,Xw8-7, XXIII

in Nissan. The law of unleavened bread is strictly

II 193 ) Even during this century the S. were acc us toned

of the death of the first born was brought r^on the Egyp-



This festival is also observed

as the anniversary of the giving of the Law on Sinai, The

Ibrty nine days are counted from the Sunday in Passover

( So also theweek. Karaites but not the Pharisees, )

Cf. Geiger Urschrift 137 )

while the occasion is enlivened by all sorts of songs and

festivities ( Jost, Sekten 58 ) after which Gerizim and

the holy places are visited. The whole lawisread ( Nutt,

74 )

On the first of Tishri the nw wo( Never called Rosh

Hashona though Pick says it is now called Arisheni ) is

celebrated. Peculiar ,special prayers are used on this ecca-

sion. No mention is made of a day of judgement. No work

is allowed to be done. Cooking is forbidden on all festi-

jost Sekten I 58} Nutt ( 74 )Vais. ( Nutt, 39 ) Cf.

Trunp.’ets, while Hanburger alsocalls this the feast of

asserts that the Shofar is used. Otters deny this.

. Very interesting is the S. method of observing Yom

Kibburim. These services are well desKip ur now called

ci'ibed by George Grove, ( Nabboos <t The S, ) in vacation

b athe inBefore the day enters, all mustTourists 1861.

running water. All must

half hour before sun-set on the 9th,to a half hour after

continued througtout the ni ^it and day,exServices are

cept fbr a start time in the morning^when the tombs of the

i

I

The third festival of the S. is that of weeks ( Shebuoth) 

now called by them Chamsin.

In the temple Ex, XX is read,

fast, even sucklings, from one

sun-set on the 10th. Not even medicines may be taken.



often takes part in the chanting of the services, the

priest and what we woul d call chazan, alternating in t la

con diet ion there-of. The learned rnen are separated from

the rest of the congregation. The services consist of read

ing the entire Pent. ( during which the priest and his

Tali th. ) such reading being interns si stants wear the

1'upted now and then by prayers. No light is allowed^ven

within the house of prayer(even during the night,and the

services are continued in utter darkness. After finishing

Sacred Scroll is kissed bythe reading of the Pent, the

all, aft er which responsive reading is introduced.

Huts are built on the slopes of Gerizimgcall ed Seku th.

the top of the Mt. are made daily. In theseJourneys to

In ts the S.

( Cf. Jost.

& Str, ) says that when the S. were forbidden to visit

;|Gei’iz im,

app ears to be an

different kinds of twigs. ( Cf. Jost.and a bundle of four

Sekten I 59. ) The 22nd of Tishri marts the feast of con

clusion. ■I

their pilgrimages to the top of Gerizim, they carry what 

ethrog { although this is doubtful ) I 
I

live fbr seven days. Special prayers are used^ 

Sekten I 59, Nutt. 75.) Pick. ( Mod. S. Me Cl/

they built their booths in their courtyards. In

prophets Joseph. Eliezer, Ithamar, Phineas, Joshua, Caleb;

. Eldad and Medad ( the location of which the S. claim to know) 

are visited. Services are then continued. The c cngr&gat ion

On the 15th of Tishri occurs the feast of Succoth,now



/fS

ti vals, special prayers are likewise used on the

first andlast days of the year. All the prayers are

them. The S, now however speak Arabic which they call

El. Ebry. The language of the Jews they call El.

( Rob inson B.K ashury, R. Ill 104 ) The years of

Jubilee and Release are counted,as among the Jews )

always beginning in the seventh month, though the

abservaice thereof has long since ceased. ( Jost.

Sekten I 59 ; and Kirch 20 ) A sort of Purim is held

in Shebat to commemorate the mission of Moses,viz:

to deliver the children of Israel from Egypt.

In addi ton to the festivals above mentioned, the S.

have two other special days of assembly called Zumoth,which

Occur sixty daysbefbre the feast of Passo ver,and Tabernac-

no t however considered as regular holidays.

IOn these occasions the census of the congregation is taken.

Every male above twenty years of age, giving unto the

priest one-half shekel, ( Ex. XXX 12-14 ) receive! ecalender

fbr the next six months. These calendars are prepared by

which they claim to have beenthe priests, from a copy

( Cf.made oirdginally by Adam and written down by Phinehas.

Me Cl. & Str. )Nutt 75. ) Also Pick. (

have two New Years. For the ordi-Lik e the Jews the S.

year, Nissan is the first month.nary calculation of the

Not e -
Besides having special prayers for each of these ffes-

les» These are

in Hebrew, it being considered a sin to translate



On the first day of this month, services ^re heldjirorning

and ev ening. Otherwise the day is no t observed. For the

Shmita and Jubilee years, Tishri is the first month. The

neon of the 30th of every month is taken as the turning

point thereof, jf the conjunction of the planets decured

) the day is

counted as the Rosh Chodesh of a new month, the preceding

month having thus 29 days. If later,the day belongs to the

pass ing month, whi ch t tus has 30 days, the Rosh Chodesh not

coming till the following day. The S. likewise have leap

years, their calendar being divided into regular years

(and. leap years ftjv ( Cf. Kirch C. S. 20 )

Jews by lighting beacon fires ( fb re-telling the time

of the new moon } before it really appeared, on

which account the Rabbis determined to send out

couriers instead of lighting beacon lights. ( Cf.

Rosh Hashona Mishna II I and Gemara 22 b. also Rashi

ibid. )

A word now con-So much for the festivals o f the S,

cerning their domestic life; and first their marriage cus-

Girls marry as early as 10 - 12 years of age andtoms.

( Fick. Me Cl. & Str. Art. Mod. S. explains tieboys 14*15.

which marriage is allowed by the desireextreme youth at

progeny, owing to their small

ceremony are necessary. TheTwo witness to thenuntoers )

I II

II

i!

h
I

yii
!

I

during t lie first six hours ( before noon

p t h o b de* T

Note: —
The S. it is known,often attended to confuse the

on the p art of the S. for

rin urvir *



'51the evening (enjoyment is had in the fbrm of singing and

dancing by Mussulman engaged fb r the occasion. Thursday

is considered a propitious day for marriage. Intermarriage

with Jews is strictly prohibited ( Robinson B. R. Ill 107 )

Pick however says that marriage with jew or Christian is

allo we dp io vid ing they become S. Marriage with the daughter

of a brother or sister is prohibited ( Kirch C. S, 28 )

Polygamy is never allo wed,and bigamy only under extenuating

first wife of a man is barren.

( KUtt 77 ) Frankel Einflus 252 ) According to R. Jehuda

Hadassi ( Kirch 20) the pxiests may not marry. The fact

that there is special legislation concerning the consecra-

the priesthood of the offspring of the priest,showstion to

( Nutt 75- 8. ) Hanburger is no doubttlii s to b e f al se.

correct ? in affirming that the priests may marry only with-

Also Frankl* Eixr-

fLuss 253 ) Though permitted in cases of fornication, di-

vorces are otherwise

( Cf. Mass. Cuth. Ch. I ) Be it noted how-also observed.

ever that the S. (

Dt. XXV 25 as an adjective modifying rrWM and say the law

one who has ro t yetapplies only to a bethrothed wife i.e.

entered

Simon b. Elazar Criticises this. )R.

Jewish views on marriage and di5?orce Nliel-

Jewish Law of Marriage and Divorce " especiallyziner ff

No te:-
Cf. for

uncommon. The law of Chalitza is

in the priestly order. ( R. E. Die S.

as do the Karaites ) inte rpret n^ibin

circumstances, as when the

the home of her husband. ( Cf. Jebamoth I 8 where



86, (120-2^, II5-I37 where interestingPP.

difftrences from and resemblances to

ftund.

When a c.’iild is bcrn, if it is a male, circumcision is

performed on the eigth day. In Gn. XVII 13, tte S, Pent.

inserts ’j-'fjvn oi'lOpinions differ as to whether a delay may

be had in case of necessity. Hamburger says yes, Jost. (

Sekten I 59 )

8th day is Sabbath. The priest is the Moel. I f he is not

present, anyone competent to perfbrm the operation, may tde

hi s place, and circumeise the child. If the child be female

the naming id done on the third day, though the joy on

such an occasion is not as great as in the preceding case.

Eoimerly the child was redeemed. This is no longer done.

Pick attributes this to the present extreme poverty of

the mother is

41 days } if female 80 days. As soon as the childunclean

is able to learn, the father teaches him the 613 conrnands.

( The officiating minister of the congregation is in rea-

) Rabbinical comments and explanationslity the teacher.

refuse to accept, ( though unconsciously they didthe S.

V. II I9.4-Z

still accepted by the S. The high priest of the S.were

Salemeh Cahen ( the same who corresponded with De Sacy )

said to Frankl,

desired to give usbelieve in its contents,. Had God

1

I
I

■

I

I
iI

I
!■

i

* We don’t read the Talmud because we

no,.Nutt 76 $3.y;no delay is allowed even if

receive much of such interpretations.) Jost Gesch d. Isr. 
flense 4 tke

, says that until ^Talmud, Rabbinical views

the S. In case the child born is a male,

3, customs will be

28-31, 71, 30,



■would not have Teft their interpretations

to the Rabbis. He likewise showed JTankl how the chil-w

drew could read and write Hebrew ( though both were well

nigh unintelligible ) ( Nach. Jer. 420, ) Jost Sekten

I 81,-2. quotes Dr, Barges who visited the S. in I853,and

heard them read Hebrew. He says that they have a different

pronunciation from the Jews, the sounds not being properly

di f ferentiated. This is also said of the Galliles ( Matthew

XXVI 73, Erubin 53 ) That the Children are well brought

lends itself to no if we take the statementdoubt,up,

Robinson^B. R. Ill 98 ) as basis. He relates that whenof

Gerizim a S.Ujwas tohe wished to visit accompany him. At

the last moment his mother forbade him to go. He quietly

acquiesced to her will, lest as he said, he might disobey

a command of the decalogue.

unclean Ibra length of time after a child birth, we

may state here that there are six other things win. ch

cl aim mak ethe S.

)act 2.

) Touching unclean birds and animals 5 )4bo dy.

from hemorrhage 6 ). Menstrual discharge ofa female

female in which case the uncleanness continues for

( Pick ) Speaking furthermore of Pick’s

explanation for the di ssapp earance among tie S, of

ice of redeeming the child, because ofthe prac

\

■I

seven days.

j
I

more ccmmands, he

one unclean. I ) The conjugal

Ito te: —
Re Iter ring to the statement above made, that women are

Nocturnal pollution 3. ) Touching a dead



po verty, it may not be out of pl ace. to remark that

every traveler to Nablus speaks of the poverty of

the S. In 1840 they had but one man in comfbrtablo

circumstances. ( Robinson B. R, III 106, ) In 1853

they ’ffote a letter to Queen Vistoria, asking fbr

aid, accompanying this letter by another to the

English people, ( Jost Sekten I 81 )

after child-birth^s practiced,

in exact accordance with Biblical conrnands ( Lev. XII )

and with but little difference from Rabbinical views (

3

from the Jews in requiring but aspring bath fbr purifica-

they demand exactly 40 Saab of water, as thetian. no r do

minimum. ( Aboda Sara 22.Hamburger ) For purifi cation pur-

thus see, nothing but running water is used.po ses as we

Fo-fnerly in accordance with Numb. XIX 17-19, the ashes of

a burnt heifer was also used.

When death threatens any member of the congregation, :i

and read to

though the death occurs while they are

reading. After death the funeral preparations, according

by the relatives of the

( Nach Jer. 428 ) by Moliamme-deceased according to Frankl.

the work. If po ssible , the burial takes

be/tore sunset. The coffin is of plain

is read by

I

dans, engaged ft) r

Purification of women

the rest begin Jo begin) to read the Pent.

A

I
■ ’

I I
J <

j b b 
1'3

to Pick and Nutt ( 77 ) are made

Numb. XXX I. even

(llidda 33^) Cf. Jost Sekten I 59. Gesch II 198 ) They differ

the rest of the congregation. Mourning is 
'«■ ———"“ ......................*

place the same day

wood, the shroud of cotton- Meanwhile the rest of the Pent.



discouraged as much as possible. There is no rending of /w
clothes Lev. periodic mourning. After the

body has been carried to the grave, t te S, visit the grave

and weep, visiting it again the next Sabbath. During the

week the ftemaj.e relatives of the deceased watch the grave.

The house in which the death occured is declared unclean

is taught the exp res-

n

'..iiieh Lo repeats as death approaches. ( Frankl. 428 f.

77,Pick. )Nutt.

The S. women must let their hair grow and are not al

lo X)d to wear earrings, since of them the golden calf was

made. The men may not cut their beards ( Lev. XIX 27 XXI 5)

is likewiseNutt The priest to be sure

of the Pent, which time and conditions allow. Sacrifices

fbr exanple as we have already mentioned, have been re

day. ( Hamburger ) Any of t he priestly family above twenty-

of age, is qualified fbr the position of priest,five yrs.

When reading theprovided his hair had never been cut.

his assistants wears a tallith. ( NuttPent, he as likewise

to the priest, there is a chazan who73 ) In addition

officiating minister of the congregation.is in reality the

education of t he children, although

the school seems

education purposes.than for*kreeate

i

. 73 also Pick)

not allowed this. The priest has all tie priestly functions

i

J
I ■“

I
Schools or education

XXI 10 and no

1

placed by prayers, of which they have two or three each

To-him is entrusted the

to be rather a place for children to con-

&r seven days I Numb. XIX 14? Every S, 

sxon ” The Eternal is our God, the Eternal is one.



places fb r adults,

VelK.II 195. ) The priest and chazan constitute the Beth

Din of the comnunit y. To t hem are submitted all questions

demanding an authoritative answer. The most in^ortant

question$are sometimes submitted to the entire congrega

tion ( Pick. 1

To’the Le vites of all tree and field fruits isio

given. Of this t lie Levites give to t he high priest.

Aid th er of all fruits is given to both priests and Le-

vileS, With tils and with donations, the priests and Le-

Levites are divided into fburvite$ maiage to live. The

scribes constitute one divi-classes or divisions. The

second division is concerned with the protection

of the Id use of worship, a third inspects the animals fbi-

fourth ( befbre prayers took the place of
!■

sacrifices ) offered the customary sacrifices ( Of. Ham-

always busy making copies of theburger ) The scribes are

Robinson visited them ( 1840-1850 )Pent, of which when

they had about 100 copies ( B, R. Ill J05 )

168006

-T -r--

1
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J.
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sacrifice, a

sion, a

t he S. have not. ( Jost, Gesch d, Isr.


