|




o

{

LITTARY
Rlishizzn Siate
Univerzity

-

This is to certify that the

dissertation entitled
MARK AND THE SAMARI TANS

presented by

Walter D. Zorn

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

Ph.D. degreein _Interdisciplinary

Arts and Letters Graduate Program

g/@ é/zé 7"_— /;7344 ot )

Major professor

Date @ﬁlﬁJ ‘34 /753

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 0-12T"



MSU

LIBRARIES
E——~e—

RETURNING MATERIALS:

Place in book drop to
remove this checkout from
FINES will
be charged if book is
returned after the date
stamped below.

your record.

R




MARK AND THE SAMARITANS

By

Walter D. Zorn

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

College of Arts and Letters
Interdisciplinary Program

1983



ABSTRACT
MARK AND THE SAMARITANS
By

Walter D. Zorn

John Bowman, a leading scholar for Samaritan studies, wrote: "The
Samaritan problem does not appear in Mark at all."l His statement is
challenged by this dissertation.

The introductory chapter establishes the origin of the Samaritans by
critically analyzing the highly polemical views of the Judaist and Samaritans.
The definitive break between Jews and Samaritans was a gradual process that
culminated sometime between c¢.300 B.C. and 100 B.C.

The second chapter reviews the history, sects and theology of the
Samaritans from 100 B.C. to 70 A.D. It was during this time that a major
sectarian group arose in Samaritanism: the Dositheans. Their teachings
would greatly affect later post-first century Samaritanism. Samaritan
theology essentially can be cast in the form of their creedal statement:
Belief in the One God, Moses, the Law, Mount Gerizim and the Day of Vengeance
and Recompense.

Chapter three reveals the criteria that scholars have used to relate
Samaritan studies to the New Testament. Some of these criteria are used
to relate Samaritan studies to the Gospel of Mark.

Chapter four reviews the development of Marcan studies through the

disciplines of form, redaction and literary criticism. The complex nature
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of present-day Marcan studies suggests that no one concensus has been estab-
lished as to authorship and purpose.

Chapter five applies relevant criteria of chapter three to the Gospel
of Mark and finds that Mark's gospel has a historical framework that could
easily arise out of the "Stephen-Philip Movement,"” a missionary enterprise
for the Samaritan/Galilee community. The theological concerns and statements
in Mark could only be made by such a group (Spiro's observations); i.e.,
anti-temple, anti-Jerusalem, and the down-playing of Jesus' Davidic descent.
The Marcan picture of Jesus as a Taheb-like figure who performs miracles
and astounds the people may have been an apologetic to a Samaritan community.
The importance of John the Baptist in Mark and John's association with
Samaritans suggests affinity between Mark and the Samaritans. The "Gentile
world" of Mark could very well have included Samaritans as well as Gentiles.
Albright, in agreement with Spiro, even suggested that Mark has a Samaritan
background. Because of these findings the Samaritan problem is found in

Mark and Bowman's statement can no longer be entertained.

John Bowman, The Samaritan Problem, trans. Alfred M. Johnson, Jr.
(Pittsburgh: The Pickwick Press, 1975), p. 57.
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PREFACE

Samaritan studies has become an aggressive area of biblical study
since Professor John Bowman's establishment of the School of Samaritan
Studies of the Department of Semitic Languages and Literatures in the
University of Leeds (1950-1959). Professor Bowman is now with the Depart-
ment of Semitic Studies, the University of Melbourne. Since 1959, John
Macdonald has continued the Samaritan studies at the University of Leeds.1

The importance of the Samaritans is to be found in their extreme
conservatism. In 1977, there were around 250 Samaritans located at Nablus,
near the ruins of the biblical city of Shechem while approximately the same
number were located at Holon, just south of Tel Aviv. Today those numbers
are increasing.

To study these people, their history, culture, and theology is to
place oneself back into biblical times. Bowman has summarized the importance
of the Samaritans in this manner:

The importance of Samaritanism is that we see, as it were in slow

motion, the new principles being accepted, but can study the old as

they existed, and see how in Samaritanism they were perpetuated iong
after their disappearance in the other faiths of Hebraic origin.

1John Macdonald, "The Leeds School of Samaritan Studies," The Annual
of Leeds University Oriental Society 3 (1961-62) 115.

2
John Bowman, "The Importance of Samaritan Researches," The Annual of
Leeds University Oriental Society 1 (1958-59) 51.
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In conclusion, the Samaritans are important as living witness
to ancient tradition and practice. They are our only link with the
old Zadokite priesthood of Jerusalem. Their sacrifices, their stress
on levitical purity, their calendar, all may be survivals of the early
post-exilic period, the period less known to biblical scholars than
any other. . . . The more the Samaritan field is studied, Ehe more
its importance for Biblical researches will be recognized.
In another place Bowman had written:
This much insulted and frequently misunderstood community has preserved
ancient conceptions of faith and customs which can cast much light
both on ths intertestamental period and on the background of the New
Testament.
It is Bowman's own broad and sweeping statements about Samaritans and
the Gospels that has precipitated the topic of this dissertation. He stated:
The gospel of John is directed to them. On the other hand, the gos-
pel of Matthew is opposed to the Samaritans. The Samaritan problem
does not appear in Mark at all, but Luke realizes that the first mission
of the church had to be made to Samaria before it could apply itself
to the truly pagan world.
While no one would argue concerning John and Luke's approach to the Samaritans,
though one might contend against Bowman's own specific view to which segment
of Samaritanism each book was written, Bowman's statements about Matthew and
Mark leave some valid questions. The easiest part with which to disagree
is that Matthew opposed the Samaritans. This hardly seems to be the case
since Matthew concluded his gospel with a clear mandate to make disciples
of all nations (Matt 28:19-20). The difficult statement is--"The Samaritan
problem does not appear in Mark at all." On the surface Bowman's statement

appears to be correct, for no direct statement or mention of "Samaritans" can

be found in the Gospel of Mark.

31bid., p. s4.

4John Bowman, The Samaritan Problem, trans. Alfred M. Johnson, Jr.
(Pittsburgh: The Pickwick Press, 1975), p. 1.

5
Ibid., p. 57.



However, recent interpreters of Mark have shown this gospel to be
anything but simple, and thus its complexity may bring forth new insights
into its purpose and mission as gospel literature. Is the Samaritan problem
found in Mark?

At the risk of having a negative reply to this dissertation, thus
vindicating Bowman's generalized statement, the challenge of this question
is accepted. The approach will be to: first, study the Samaritans, their
origin, history and theology; then determine the methodology by which scholars
have related Samaritan studies to the New Testament; next review the progress
of Marcan studies to the present and; finally, to focus on target texts in
Mark applying the same methodology of Samaritan studies to the gospel of
Mark to determine whether or not the Samaritan problem appears in Mark at all.

Chapter one will review the relevant materials concerning the origin
of the Samaritans from two perspectives: the Jewish view and the Samaritan
view. Then a critical analysis of these two views will be given. The critical
analysis will discern any value and historical worth of the polemical nature
of Samaritan and Jewish sources. By utilizing what few primary sources
are available; i.e., the relevant archaeological finds and digs, the extra-
biblical historical literature, Josephus' Antiquities, Samaritan chronicles,
the Old Testament, the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, the study of the Samaritan
Pentateuch, one may determine within a certain time-frame the origin of the
Samaritans. However, the frustration of a final solution to this initial
problem of determining origins is expressed by John Bowman:

There is no final solution to the Samaritan Problem, whether it be

their own history, or the history of their religion--and one cannot
think of one apart from the other. There are no clearcut answers to

vi



the relationships which existed bgtween Samaritanism, Judaism, Early
Christianity and the Qumran Sect.

Chapter two will continue the history of the Samaritan people from
100 B.C. to 70 A.D.--a 170 year period. With this historical review as
a background, the theology of the Samaritans in the first century A.D. will
be considered. The primary sources as are available, of course, will be

used; but the excellent work by John Macdonald, The Theology of the Samaritans,

will be the primary guide. It is important to determine the beliefs and
practices of the Samaritans in the first century A.D., especially between
50-70 A.D., the possible time period of Mark's Gospel. By this information
one may discern any affinity that may exist between Samaritan beliefs and
expectations with Marcan gospel presentations. This section of study is
complicated by the fact that there are divisions among the Samaritans, one
sect in particular called the "Dositheans." How did this sect affect the
Samaritan theology of the first Christian century? Fortunately, Stanley J.
Isser has written a brilliant dissertation explaining this very problem.
With his help, the task of this chapter is much easier--to clearly present
the beliefs and practices of the Samaritan sect(s), especially during the
years 50-70 A.D.

Chapter three will trace recent Samaritan studies, mostly from journal
articles, in order to determine the methodology these scholars use in relating
Samaritanism to the New Testament. Such men as John Bowman (1958, 59),
Abram Spiro (1967), Wayne A. Meeks (1967), Edwin D. Freed (1968, 70), G. W.
Buchanan (1968), C. H. H. Scobie (1973), James D. Purvis (1975), Reinhard
Pummer (1976) and R. J. Coggins (1977), just to name the most important

contributors, will be considered.

6
Ibid., p. xvii.
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The fourth chapter will consist of a review of the development and
progress of Marcan studies, the journal articles and the major commentaries
that control the field of study. A veritable explosion of materials have
been issuing forth in regards to Mark's Gospel in light of recent developments
in redaction criticism. This chapter, of course, will never settle the Marcan
debate and the problems of synoptic studies, but enough information may be
grasped so as to shed new light on the gospel's message, purpose, date, etc.
This in turn may help answer the question of Mark's relationship to
Samaritanism.

Finally, chapter five will apply the methodologies discovered in chapter
three to selected texts in the Gospel of Mark. Many texts will be explored
only for those possibilities within the influence of Samaritanism, some will
open up new probabilities, and a few may suggest genuine contact with
Samaritanism. Certainly, John Bowman's statement will either be vindicated
or need revision in light of this study. So the question remains: 1Is the

Samaritan problem found in Mark?
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INTRODUCTION: ORIGIN OF THE SAMARITANS

Roots of a Schism

The historical and geographical circumstances of Judah and Israel
reveal a division that had been there from the days of the patriarchs
themselves. Joseph was a favorite of his father, Jacob, and certainly
the Genesis account hid much trouble and distress in the family clan when
it reported:

Now Israel loved Joseph more than any other of his children, because

he was the son of his old age; and he made him a long robe with sleeves.

But when his brothers saw that their father loved him more than all

his brothers, they hated him, and could not speak peaceably to him

(Gen 37:3,4 RSV).

Not only did Joseph's father favor him, but also Yahweh, God of Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob: "But the Lord was with Joseph and showed him steadfast
love, . . .because the Lord was with him; and whatever he did, the Lord
made it prosper" (Gen 39:21a, 23b RSV).

The fact that Samaritan tradition traced their ancestry back to
Joseph's sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, whom they considered to be the only
ones faithful to Yahweh's cult, makes the biblical story of Joseph insight-

ful for understanding the roots of a schism between the house of Joseph and

the house of Judah.1

1
John Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle No. II (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter & Co., 1969), pp. 86, 112, 114-15.




The Joseph story is too well known to relate here except to say that
even though Joseph became a saviour to his father and brothers during an
extended famine, the stage was set for future jealousies between the des-
cendants of Joseph and those of his brothers.

Jacob (Israel) gave a special blessing to Joseph's two sons, Ephraim
and Manasseh. He considered them equal to his very own:

"And now your two sons, who were born to you in the land of Egypt

before I came to you in Egypt, are mine; Ephraim and Manasseh shall

be mine, as Reuben and Simeon are. . . . They (their descendants)

shall be called by the name of their brothers in their inheritance"

(Gen 48:5, 6b RSV).

Curiously, Jacob blessed Ephraim as though he was the first-born in spite of
Joseph's attempt to reason with his blind father that Manasseh was the first-
born. Jacob said: "I know, my son, I know; he also shall become a people,
and he also shall be great; nevertheless his younger brother shall be greater
than he, and his descendants shall become a multitﬁde of nations" (Gen 48:19
RSV). The blessing included the gift of a mountain to Ephraim and Manasseh.
"Moreover I have given to you rather than to your brothers one mountain

slope which I took from the hand of the Amorites with my sword and with

my bow" (Gen 48:22 RSV). The RSV renders Ej ;)Q] as "slope" which literally
means "shoulder." This is almost certainly the later Shechem located between
the "shoulders" of Mt. Gerizim and Mt. Ebal.2 Shechem became the center

for a Samaritan community that had its worship center on the summit of Mt.

Gerizim. This city "had a long history with religious associations rivaling

3
those of Jerusalem."

2 : . . .
Francis Brown, S. R. Driver and Charles A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the 0ld Testament, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975 ed.), p. 1014.

3
G. Ernest Wright, Shechem: The Biography of a Biblical City (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964), p. 3.




The last "prophetic" blessing of Jacob (Israel) to his sons is
recorded in Genesis 49. A brief observation shows that the longest and
perhaps best blessings are given to Judah and Joseph. Both houses would
grow beyond their own boundaries and absorb the other family clans within
their ranks. Eventually, Ephraim would become a synonym for the clans of
the North, historically called Israel. Judah's tribe would absorb the
descendants of Simeon while Benjamin's progeny, though distince from Judah,
would become identified with Judah of the South.4 The Samaritans identified
themselves as "Israel" and even "Hebrews" throughout their history.

Could it be that the jealousy between the House of Judah and the
House of Joseph is evidenced by their being among the first to be settled
in their inheritances?5 The tribe of Joseph was concerned about the size
of their land: "And the tribe of Joseph spoke to Joshua, saying, 'Why
have you given me the one lot and one portion as an inheritance, although
I am a numerous people, since hitherto the Lord has blessed me?'" (Josh
17:14 RSV).

At the same time Judah was given more territory than it could conquer
or use; thus Simeon obtained an inheritance with Judah's inheritance:

"The inheritance of the tribe of Simeon formed part of the territory of
Judah; because the portion of the tribe of Judah was too large for them,
the tribe of Simeon obtained an inheritance in the midst of their inheritance"”

(Josh 19:9 RSV).

4The ten tribes of the North seem to be a little artificial, though in
general the term can be accepted. 1In 1 Sam 11:8, Israel and Judah are
distinct, and there seems to be no reading back into the text of a later
development. cp. 1 Sam 15:4; 18:16; 2 Sam 2:4, 9.

5cp. Josh 15:1; 16:1.



Note well that seven of the tribes were yet to receive their inheritances,
perhaps due to their own neglect and fear of the Canaanites (Josh 18:1-6).
But the dominating Houses of Judah and Joseph remained: "They shall divide
it into seven portions. Judah continuing in his territory on the south,
and the house of Joseph in their territory on the north" (Josh 18:5 RSV).

Because Judah remained indifferent concerning the unconquered Jebusites
in the Benjamite territory (Judg 1:21), Jerusalem remained a foreign city
until David's day (2 Sam 21:4). This fact was easily used as a polemic
against Jerusalem as the chosen city by the Samaritans in the years to
follow.6

David reigned over Judah for seven and one half years (2 Sam 2:4),
having been anointed king at Hebron before he was anointed king over Israel
as well (2 Sam 5:1-4). 1In reality there was a dual kingdom under one king.
David himself owned Jerusalem, for it was captured by his own men (2 Sam
5:6, 7). Thus Jerusalem became a neutral throne and a new cultic center
for all Israel (2 Sam 6). Even Isaiah in later years distinguished Jerusalem
from Judah and Israel! (Isa 1:2; 2:1; 3:1; 44:26; 36:7; 3:8; 5:3; 8:14;
22:21).

When a conspiracy against Solomon was discovered, David quickly had
Solomon anointed king in his stead and he said: "I have appointed him to
be ruler over Israel and over Judah” (1 Kgs 1:35b RSV). The dual kingdom

under one king still stood!

A. S. Halkin, "Samaritan Polemics Against the Jews," Proceedings
of the American Academy for Jewish Research 7 (1935-36) 32-40.




At Solomon's death, Rehoboam went to Shechem to be anointed as king
7
(1 Kgs 12:1). Apparently the right of making a king over northern Israel
was recognized by Judah as legitimate or at least necessary. Keil wrote:
The ten tribes of Israel made use of their right on Rehoboam's ascent
of the throne; but instead of coming to Jerusalem, the residence of
the king and capital of the kingdom, as they ought to have done, and
doing homage there to the legitimate successor of Solomon, they had
gone to Sichem, the present Nabulus (see at Gen. xii. 6 and xxxiii. 18),
the place where the ancient national gatherings were held in the tribe
of Ephraim (Josh. xxiv. 1), and where Abimelech the son of Gideon had
offered himself as king in the time of the judges (Judges ix. lsqq.).
After Rehoboam's taskmaster, Adoram, was stoned to death by the Israel-
ites at Shechem, war between the northern ten tribes of Israelites and the
southern tribes of Judah and Benjamin threatened. However, Shemaiah, a
prophet of God, intervened and prevented Rehoboam from going to battle against
his brothers of the north. Rehoboam was convinced by Shemaiah of Israel's
right to reject him as king and refrained from conflict (1 Kgs 12:21-24).
Later Jehoash of Israel had opportunity to utterly destroy Judah, but
he allowed Judah's kingdom to continue (2 Kgs 14:8-14). He simply took
gold and silver, the vessels of the Temple, treasuries of the king's house,
some hostages, and "he returned to Samaria" (2 Kgs 14:14 RSV). Perhaps this
incident demonstrates the recognition by both Israel and Judah that each

other's claim to be called "people of Yahweh" was legitimate, and therefore

they were not to be destroyed as a people.

7Saul was anointed in Gilgal (1 Sam 11:15) by Israel (the ten tribes);
David was anointed in Hebron over Judah (2 Sam 2:4); and later, after seven
and one half years, over Israel as well (2 Sam 5:3). Solomon was anointed
in Jerusalem (1 Kgs 1:39) hurriedly because of Adonijah's conspiracy and
later was anointed again for public display according to 1 Chr 29:22.

8C. F. Keil, The Book of the Kings: Biblical Commentary on the 0ld
Testament, trans. James Martin (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1965),
p. 192.




The next decisive event is the destruction of the Israelites of the
North by the Assyrians c.721 B.C. But this event and the Babylonian captivity
of Judah c¢.586 B.C. will be considered more in depth when the Jewish view
is compared and contrasted with the Samaritan view, and both in turn will
receive critical analysis.

The above points have been made to show that from the very beginning
of the Israelite nation there was a definite division between Judah and
Ephraim. At times it was hardly perceptible, at other times they waged
war with each other. At other times they sought alliances against common
enemies. The division, of course, deepened after the Assyrian conquest
of Israel. Following the Babylonian Captivity of Judah, the Jews who returned
to Judah considered themselves superior to those who had been left in Israel
and Judah and even to those who had remained in Babylon. Thus, the schism
between Samaritans and Jews was inevitable.

The geographical boundaries of Israel and Judah contributed to their
ultimate separation. Israel had the most fertile land with wide valleys
for good agricultural crops. Being the crossroads of commercial routes
increased Israel's wealth. However, because of this she was susceptible
to influences from neighboring countries--politically, culturally, and reli-
giously. Further, she was vulnerable to enemy encroachments. Judah, on the
other hand, was separated from her enemies and her friends as well by mountain-
ous areas to her north and east and desert to the south. Because her primary
industry was sheepherding, she remained relatively poor. Jerusalem had been
a Jebusite fortress until David's day, and it continued to act as a formidable

fortress for Judah and her kings. Because of these natural barriers, Judah



was much more isolated from her neighbors and sought a special pride in the
famous temple of Solomon until its destruction in 586 B.C.

When considering the origin of the Samaritan sect, one must always keep
in mind the fundamental differences and competitive history between the
northern tribes, especially Ephraim, and the southern tribes of Judah and
Benjamin. Without this understanding, the small amount of data we have would
be frustrating beyond measure.

The next section will trace, first, the Jewish view of the origin of
the Samaritans, and second, the Samaritans' own view. Finally, a critical
analysis will be given of both in order to establish as firmly as the data

will allow the origin of the Samaritan sect.

The Jewish View

The Jewish view was derived from 2 Kings 17, and its interpretation
by Josephus' Antiquities. The 0Old Testament books of Haggai, Ezra, and
Nehemiah illustrated the tensions brought on by the events of 2 Kings 15.
Unfortunately this view is accepted by a large portion of the Christian
church. A notable example is John Bright's uncritical acceptance of this
view:

These foreigners brought their native customs and religions with them

and, together with others brought in still later, mingled with the

surviving Israelits population. We shall meet their descendants later
as the Samaritans.

9
John Bright, A History of Israel, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1972), p. 274.




This viewpoint came from a reading of 2 Kings 17 without a critical analysis
of its content. On the surface one could view 2 Kings 17 in the following
manner: Hoshea, the last king of Israel, had to pay tribute to the powerful
state of Assyria. When he refused to pay tribute while at the same time
seeking a treaty alliance with Egypt, the king of Assyria, Shalmaneser,
bound him in prison and then invaded the land beseiging Samaria for three
years (vss. 1-5). "In the ninth year of Hoshea the king of Assyria captured
Samaria, and he carried the Israelites away to Assyria, and placed them

in Halah, and on the Habor, the river of Gozan, and in the cities of the
Medes" (2 Kgs 17:6 RSV).

In verses 7-23, the writer of 2 Kings explained why God allowed the
destruction of the Northern Israelites; i.e., they had

feared other gods and walked in the customs of the nations . . .

and in the customs which the kings of Israel had introduced. . . .

They built for themselves high places at all their towns, . . .

pillars and Asherim on every high hill and under every green tree

. + . served idols. . . . They despised his statutes, and his cove-

nant. . . . They went after false idols . . . made for themselves

molten images of two calves; and they made an Asherah, and worshipped
all the host of heaven, and served Ba'al. And they burned their sons
and their daughters as offerings, and used divination and sorcery,
and sold themselves to do evil in the sight of the Lord, provoking
him to anger. . . . None was left but the tribe of Judah only

(2 Xgs 17:7, 10, 12, 15, 18 RSV).

Interestingly, vs. 19 presented Judah as under judgment too, but it
was quickly passed over for a short polemic against Israel's existence
beginning with Jeroboam (vss. 21-23): "So Israel was exiled from their own
land to Assyria until this day" (vs. 23b).

The last half of 2 Kings 17 is the relevant portion to the Samaritan
problem, revealing the practice of the Assyrians, i.e., replacing captured

peoples in foreign lands. "And the king of Assyria brought people from

Babylon, Cuthah, Avva, Hamath, and Sephar-vaim, and placed them in the cities



of Samaria instead of the people of Israel; and they took possession of
Samaria, and dwelt in its cities" (2 Kgs 17:24 RSV).

These peoples were attacked by lions because they did not fear Yahweh,
God of the Israelites (v. 25). Therefore, a priest of the Israelites was
sent by the king of Assyria to teach the law and proper worship of "the god
of the lands" (vss. 25-28). As a result a strong syncretism developed where
"they feared the Lord but also served their own gods, after the manner of
the nations from among whom they had been carried away" (v. 33).

It should be noted that in vs. 29 our English versions translate the
Hebrew word E]’gujl;lgij as "the Samaritans.” A critical evaluation will be
made of this term later, but it is enough to say here that this English
translation has certainly encouraged the perpetuation of the Jewish view of
Samaritan origins. The writer of the passage accused this people of develop-
ing a false priesthood. "They also feared the Lord, and appointed from
among themselves all sorts of people as priests of the high places, who
sacrificed for them in the shrines of the high places" (vs. 32). 1In other
words, it was not by God's decree that these people served as priests.
Further charges against these people, the so-called "Samaritans," in vss.
34b-40 indicated the strong abhorence of their worship of other gods and
neglect of the law and commandments.

The charge of syncretism was important to the writer, for he ended
this section (chapter) with: "So these nations feared the Lord, and also
served their graven images; their children likewise, and their children's

children--as their fathers did, so they do to this day" (2 Kgs 17:41 RSV).
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To these colonists were added those introduced by Esarhaddon and
Ashurbanipal (Ezra 4:2, 10). These heathens, who had a thin veneer of
Yahwism to their cult, were the ones who sought to halt the work on the
Jerusalem temple (Ezra 4:2ff; Neh 2:19; 4:2ff).

In accordance with this view, the Jews dub the Samaritans contempt-

uously "men of Cutha" [J’f11D ; or--in slightly more charitable vein--

speak of them as "lion converts" Jj})~]x Yj) regarding them, at best,
as one degree nearer than Genti}ss, but still not as full-fledged
members of the house of Israel.

Josephus must be considered a major part of the Jewish view. His
interpretations of the biblical materials considered thus far, and his
general view of the Samaritans gave insight into how the Jews of the first
century A.D. viewed the origin of the Samaritans.

There is no doubt that Josephus interpreted 2 Kings 17 as the histor-
ical account of Samaritan origins.11 He wrote that the Assyrians removed
a pagan people from Cutha of Persia and settled them in Samaria. The ten
tribes were exiled 947 years after the entrance into Palestine. The
Cuthaioi or Cuthim were idol worshippers, and therefore Yahweh brought a
"pestilence" upon them. Through an oracle they were told to worship Yahweh
of the land, so they appealed to the Assyrians to send priests of the

captives to teach them how to worship Yahweh properly. The priests were

sent and the Cuthim readily accepted their teaching and so were saved.

10 . s s .
George Buttrick, ed., Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. IV,
R-Z, Abingdon, p. 191.

1 .
1Josephus, Jewish Antiquities Vol. VI, Books IX-XI, trans. Ralph Marcus,
Loeb Classical Library, ix. 279-80, 288-91.
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Josephus commented that "these same rites have continued in use even to
this day among those who are called Cuthaioi (Cuthim) in the Hebrew tongue,
and Samareitai (Samaritans) by the Greeks."12 He charged the Samaritans
with a vacillating attitude toward the Jews. When the Jews prosper, the
Samaritans claim kinship through Joseph; and when the Jews were persecuted,
the Samaritans feign no kinship and claim to be aliens of another race.
Josephus claimed that these same people, the Samaritans or Cuthaeans,
were the ones who attempted to prevent the Jewish exiles from rebuilding
Jerusalem and its temple.13 He charged that the Samaritans had bribed
the satraps and those in charge to neglect the building projects. Cyrus
died ignorant of the Samaritan mischief. Josephus stated that the Samaritans
asked to be allowed to join the rebuilding of the temple. The Jews rebuffed
them but allowed them to worship at the temple if they desired. Angrily
the Samaritans again sought to stop the work by writing a letter to Darius
accusing the Jews of fortifying the city as a rebellious act. For a while
the Samaritans managed to persecute the Jews and delay their building until
the Jewish envoy to Darius communicated their plight. Darius forced the
Samaritans to cease their harrassment of the temple project and to pay
the expenses of the priests' daily sacrifices. Though there were some
variations, Josephus based this section on Ezra 4.
Just as the Samaritans tried to halt the construction of the temple

(although at first offering to help), they along with the Ammanites and

12Ibid., 290.

13Josephus, Jewish Antiquities xi. 19-20, 84-88, 97, 114-19.
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and Moabites and those living in Coele-Syria sought to hinder the rebuild-
ing of Jerusalem's walls.14 Josephus' source was probably Nehemiah 4,
though he enters slight variations into the text.

Josephus also related how Sanballat gave his daughter, Nikaso, in
marriage to Manasses, supposedly the brother of the Jerusalem high priest,
Jaddus.15 This alliance was supposed to secure the goodwill of the Jews
by Sanballat, but it backfired. The Jews refused to accept Manasses'
marriage to Nikaso, for they considered her "a foreigner." This incident
may be the one recorded in Neh 13:28. When he was promised a priesthood,
the office of high priest and a temple similar to Jerusalem's temple to be
built on Mount Gerizim, Manasses went over to Sanballat's side.16 The
promise was provisional on Darius' orders.

It was at this time that Darius was defeated by Alexander the Great
at Issus, October, 333 B.C. Sanballat, therefore, submitted to Alexander.
He sought and received permission to build a temple on Mt. Gerizim for his
son-in-law, Manasses. Josephus wrote as though the temple had been built
before Sanballat's death nine months later, but this would have been too
short a period for such a project.17

Josephus next related a positive meeting between Alexander and the

Jews of Jerusalem, one which included the remittance of taxes in the

14Ibid., 174-75.

15Ibid., 302-03, 306-07. See R. Marcus' note c on pp. 460, 461

concerning Sanballat and Jaddua.
16Ibid., 310-11.

17Ibid., 322-25.
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seventh year. Then followed his account of the negative encounter with
the Samaritans.

When the Samaritans, whom Josephus called "apostates from the Jewish
nations," saw Alexander's favorable disposition toward the Jews, they
determined to claim Jewish kinship. Josephus claimed that their attempt
to gain the seventh year remittance failed.

Alexander's refusal rested in the Samaritans self-given title, "Sidonians
of Shechem," which to Alexander means they could not claim to be Jews as
well. However, Alexander did allow the temple on Mt. Gerizim, as did his
successors.

Josephus claimed that Jews who violated their laws would flee to the
Shechemites, claiming to be unjustly expelled. It is clear that Josephus
views the temple as connected with Alexander, that the Samaritans collected
rebel law breakers from the Jewish south, and continued to vacillate on
their claim to be true Jews according to the need of the time.l8

Josephus' next remarks concerning the Samaritans occurred in his dis-
cussion of Alexander's successors and their treatment of the Jewish and
Samaritan peoples.19 In the attempt to control Palestine as a buffer region
for Egypt, Ptolemy invaded the area of Judah and Samaria taking captives
to Alexandria. Josephus related how the descendants of these peoples argued
over the proper place to send their sacrifices, whether the Jerusalem temple

or the "Gerizein" temple.

18Ibid., 340-47.

19 . s s
Josephus, Jewish Antiguities Vol. VII, Books XII-XIV, trans. Ralph
Marcus, Loeb Classical Library, xii. 7-10.
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In a later passage Josephus recounted how the Samaritans claimed
pagan origins in order to avoid persecution by Antiochus IV Epiphanes.zo
When the Samaritans saw the intense persecution of Jews because of their
resistance to the Hellenization policies of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, they
referred to themselves as "Sidonians in Shechem" in a letter pleading for
mercy. According to Josephus, the Samaritans argued that they were distinct
from the Jews "in race and in customs."” They invited the king to name their
temple, "Zeus Hellenios," which previously had no name (cp. 2 Macc 6:2).
Josephus pictured the Samaritans as having chosen "to live in accordance
with Greek customs."21 Though Josephus is undoubtedly prejudicial in his
recounting of this episode, how much is accurate cannot be easily ascertained.
It is possible that the Samaritans suffered similarly as the Jews at the
hands of Antiochus, and the Grecian name for their temple was forced upon
them.

Resembling an earlier controversy (Antiquities xii, 10), another story
is told by Josephus to highlight Jewish superiority over the Samaritans.22
The Jews in Alexandria and the Samaritans disputed before Ptolemy over whose
respective temple was built according to the laws of Moses. They requested
the King to put to death those who lost the debate. Sabbaeus and Theodosius
spoke on behalf of the Samaritans while Andronicus, the son of Messalomus
spoke for the Jews. The latter spoke first. His arguments consisted primarily

of two: one, that the succession of high priests for the Jerusalem temple

2
0Ibid., 257-64.

2
lIbid., 263.

2
2Ibid., xiii. 74-79.
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had been maintained according to the Law; and two, that the kings of Asia had
always honored the Jerusalem temple in contrast to their neglect of the
temple on Mt. Gerizim. Apparently the king was persuaded without the arguments
of the Samaritan representatives being heard. Josephus took it for granted
that they were put to death.

Ralph Marcus noted that Buchler believed "that the quarrel was not
over the rival claims of the temples of Jerusalem and Gerizim but of the
Jewish and Samaritan temples in Egypt."23 Marcus noted that it is difficult
to determine both the historicity of the story and whether its source was
Palestinian or Hellenistic Egyptian.24

Josephus' polemical interpretations as well as the polemical use of
the biblical passages of 2 Kings 17 and Ezra-Nehemiah continued to propagate

the Jewish view of Samaritan origins. What do the Samaritans say?

The Samaritan View

The Samaritans' view of their origins pushed the date of the schism
back to the days of Eli, descendant of Ithamar, who at 50 years of age led
the schism by setting up a rival altar and tabernacle at Shiloh. Uzzi, a
descendant of Phinehas, was a mere youth and Eli refused to serve under him.
Eli is presented as an ambitious, jealous old man with reprobate children.

The main source for this information is The Samaritan Chronicle II

25

(Sepher Ha-Yamim), translated with commentary by John Macdonald.

2
31bid., p. 263, note d.

24Ibid.

25
John Macdonald, ed., The Samaritan Chronicle II (or: Sepher Ha-
Yamim) From Joshua to Nebuchadnezzar (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1969).
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Macdonald has successfully made a listing of the Samaritan Chronicles in
their approximate chronological order and categorized them in Roman numeral
6
order I-VII. He wrote concerning Chronicle II: "“The second cannot be
co . 27
dated at all, but it is the best and most accurate of all the chronicles."”
In order to understand the Samaritans' view of their origins, one must
: . . 28 ce sa s
understand the Samaritan scheme of six world periods, even if it is
"artificial” and "late": Grace (Ridwan): from the Creation to the Fall
Displeasure (Panuta): from the Fall to the Exodus
Grace (Ridwan): from Sinai to Eli
Displeasure (Panuta): from Eli to the coming of
the Taheb
Grace (Ridwan): from the coming of the Taheb to
the end of the millenium
Displeasure (Panuta): from the end of the millenium

to the Day of Judgment.

6_ . . . .
Ibid., p. 225, List of Samaritan Chronicles:

NO. TITLE EDITION

I Asatir Gaster, Ben-Haim

II Sepher ha-Yamim Macdonald

ITI Tolidah Neubauer, Heidenheim
v Sepher Yehoshua Juynboll

\Y Shalshalat ha-Kohanim Gaster

VI (No Title) Abu'l-fath Vilmar

VII (No Title) Adler-sdligsohn

7
John Macdonald, The Theology of the Samaritans (London: SCM Press,
1964), p. 44.

John Bowman, trans., and ed., Samaritan Documents Relating to Their
History, Religion and Life (Pittsburgh: The Pickwick Press, 1977), p. 104.
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Their view of biblical history parallels that of the Jews up to Eli's
day with a few exceptions. However, the exceptions are important. The
emphasis on Mt. Gerizim as the place God had chosen for worship is found
throughout Chronicle II. In the section concerning Joshua the chronicler

wrote:

Q (G*) Joshua the son of Nun built a temple on the top of Mount Gerizim.

He set the whole tent of meeting in it with the ark of the testimony,

the propitiary and the screen, as well as all the altarszgnd all the

accoutrements of the sanctuary, everything on its stand.
Macdonald thought that (G*) could be a second tradition added to an earlier
sanctuary tradition in (A*-D*). On the other hand, he surmised: "the use
of the word temple may suggest a polemical situation, with the purpose of

. . . 30

forestalling the erection of Solomon's Temple in the 10th century."
Macdonald noted that the chronicler's purpose in placing Q between Joshua's
completed conquest and allotment of land was "to centralize Joshua's kingdom
on Mount Gerizim."31

Not only did the chronicler emphasize Mt. Gerizim, but also the position
of the priesthood.

J (A*) Now the descendants of Phinehas the son of Eleazar have the

position of the high priesthood. (B*) They have charge of the holy

things, and they have the supremacy and the final decision. (C%*)

The King of Israel comes and goes as their command, and only under-

. - - . 2

takes an action at their direction.

This paragraph established the absolute rights of the high-priesthood and

introduced the beginnings of the story of Eli and subsequent period of Divine

disfavour.

2

9Macdonald, op. cit., Joshua Q (G*), p. 93.
3

OIbid., p. 22.

3

1Ibid., p. 93.

32
Ibid., Judges J (A*)-(C*), p. 109.
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The narratives of the Chronicle II give the Samaritan view of the Schism.
Macdonald wrote: "To all Sam. chroniclers & exegetes Israel's loss of the
Divine Favour, and the schism between North & South were caused by the defec-

. . 3
tion of Eli and the attendant war between Saul & and the Northerners."3

The biblical text, of course, is ignorant of this schism. One must note
the different approach and materials in the Samaritan chronicles not found

in the biblical text. Macdonald commented:

The Eli-Samuel-Saul tradition in ST & all other relevant chronicles
is consequently very different from the BT. The chief question in
assessing the ST is whether there is anything in BT which supports
the Sam. view of the period. Obviously the removal of Eli to Shiloh,
thus breaking with Shechem and challenging its rights, itself repre-
sented a schism--even in BT terms. The BT statement of Elkanah going
up to worship in Shiloh (I Sam. i 3) has a tenuous link with the end
of BT Judg. xxi--a passage whose authenticity is implicitly & explicitly
denied by the ST's om., either because the story was not known to the
early Sams. or because it 'authenticated' Shiloh (especially verse 19).34
For the Sams. Shiloh did not exist as a sanctuary until Eli made it so.

The Samaritans considered Eli the culprit who caused the schism by
seeking to take over the high priesthood position of Uzzi who was only a
youth. Eli controlled the entire revenue of the Israelites' tithe and was
prince over the tribe of Levi. Being advanced in age Eli sought one more
honor--the high priesthood held by the youth Uzzi.

In the biblical text (1 Samuel 1) Eli was introduced only incidentally
as part of the birth and childhood stories of Samuel (1 Samuel 1-3). 1In the
ST Eli was introduced in detail and was a major figure throughout. After

o 36
Samson was presented as "the last of the kings of the era of Divine Favour,"

331pid., p. 27.

341pid.
35_ .
Ibid., Judges K (a*)-(D*), p. 110.

361bid., K (F*).
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the general statement in Judg 13:1 was elaborated to include Eli's evils,
a section that Macdonald considered to be a late addition to the basic material

of the Chronicles:37

(xiii 1) And the people of Israel again did, at that time, what
was evil in the sight of the Lord; (G*) and furthermore Eli the son
of Jephunneh was possessed of evil designs, with the result that many
of the Israelites turned from the way of truth. (H*) He seduced them,
and they took after idols, formed marriage alliances with gentiles,
and even gave their daughters to the:g8 (I*) and they took the daughters
of gentiles as wives for themselves.

This view of Eli was a strong contrast to a late statement in L (V*-W*)

where Eli and his family were said to depart Shechem and move to Shiloh and
copy the true sanctuary with which to worship God. Thus it is almost certainly
a later assessment of Eli by Samaritan prejudice as Macdonald noted. The
accusations of idol worship and gentile marriages against the Israelites who
followed after Eli were the same accusations the Jews had made against the
Samaritans.

Of course, one would look in vain in the biblical text for the informa-
tion that Eli (of the descendants of Ithamar) sought to undermine the high
priesthood of Uzzi of the descendants of Phinehas.39 Eli was not pictured
in the BT as having any conflict at all with anyone else over any other sight

i : . . 40
for worship. Shiloh seemed to be the acceptable sight from earlier times.

37
Ibid., p. 28.

38
Ibid., K (xiii 1), (G*)-(I*), p. 110. The underlined words are from
the BT.
39_ .,
Ibid., K (S*); L (A*); (E*)-(J*), pp. 11l1-12.
40

0.T. references to Shiloh include the following: Shiloh was the
Place where Joshua headquartered in order to distribute the land. Also the
tabernacle was placed there (Josh 18:1, 8, 9, 10; 19:51; 21:2; 22:9).
Apparently building an altar somewhere else besides Shiloh was considered
treachery (Josh 22:12ff.). During the period of the judges Shiloh remained
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But because the evil practices of Eli's sons and his refusal to discipline
them, God rejected Eli's family as priests over Israel forever (1 Sam 2:30ff.).
This section may provide the context for ancient divisions among the Israelites.
. coe s 41
The ST constantly emphasized the divisions. After a rebuff by the
high Priest Uzzi for offering an offering in error without salt, Eli gathered
his own men in protest.
(T*) The Josephites followed the High Priest Uzzi the son of Bahqgi,
and the Judahites followed Eli the son of Jephunneh. (U*) The
Ephraimites and Manassites drove 025 Eli and his community from the
chosen place Mount Gerizim Bethel.
Macdonald assessed this particular section in ST as late in its present form.
4
He noted that U* gave "the affair a secular, political cast." 3

Eli was presented in the chronicler as a rebel who gathered his

. . . . . 44
community and sojourned in the territory of Judah at Shiloh. There he

the worship center as well as a rendezvous point (Judg 18:21; 21:12, 19,

21). Eli, along with his two sons, Hophni and Phinehas, served as priests

at Shiloh (1 Sam 1:3, 9, 24; 2:14; 14:3). It was the place where Yahweh
revealed himself to Samuel, the last judge (1 Sam 3:21). But its fortunes
changed when the Israelites removed the ark of the covenant from Shiloh to

use it in battle against the Philistines (1 Sam 4:3, 4). The ark was captured
and never again would Shiloh regain its former prestige (1 Sam 4:12). Yahweh
had spoken against Eli's recalcitrant sons and prophesied against his house
continuing in the priesthood (1 Sam 2:31ff.), a prophesy fulfilled in Solomon's
day (1 Kgs 2:27). Later, Ahijah the prophet is said to have lived in Shiloh
(1 Xgs 14:2, 4). Jeremiah used Shiloh as an example to not trust in a

visible temple to save them from destruction (Jer 7:12, 14; 26:6, 9). Shiloh
is referred to later by Jeremiah so it was not totally destroyed or perhaps

he refers to the region of Shiloh (Jer 41:5). Ps 78:60, a reference to
Yahweh's forsaking of Shiloh as the place of His dwelling, is a diatribe
against the northern Israelites (Ps 78:67ff.). Gen 49:10 has a textual
difficulty that cann<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>