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many Samaritan villages.?* Of these new converts Acts
offers but little further information; the Church in Samaria
is referred to again in 9, 31 and 15, 3.

To sum up the witness of the New Testament: the Sa-
maritan appears as an Israelite, but one whose religion is in
the condition of ignorance and whose institutions are irreg-
ular. But there is no question over his right as an Israelite
to admission to the Kingdom of Heaven. This witness,
which is also that of the earlier strata of the Talmud, is
truer than the prejudiced opinion of Josephus. As evi-
dence for the Ist Century the New Testament is thus a
valuable auxiliary to the testimony of the Talmud, to the
consideration of which we shall proceed in the next Chapter.

In Chapters XII. and XIII. the most important of the
Patristic references to the Samaritans will be reviewed.
Those authorities correctly regard the race as a Jewish
sect, or rather as one of the initial heresies of the True
Religion. Here may be noticed a passage from Justin
Martyr (IId Century), a Neapolitan by birth, in which he
closely associates the Jews and Samaritans as branches of
the Chosen People. The reference is as follows:*® “ All
the other human races are called Gentiles by the Spirit of
prophecy; but the Jewish and Samaritan races are called
the tribe of Israel and the house of Jacob. And the proph-
ecy in which it was predicted that there should be more
believers from the Gentiles than from the Jews and the
Samaritans, we will produce.”

24 For Simon, see Chap. XIII, § 2.

25 First Apology, c. 53. Justin does not display any exact informa-
tion concerning the Samaritan sect. His references to them belong
almost entirely to his reports of the Simonian heresy, into which he

asserts almost the whole community fell—an erroneous statement,
doubtless based on Acts 8, 10.

CHAPTER X.

THE SAMARITANS IN THE TALMUDS AND
OTHER RABBINIC LITERATURE.

Our chief sources for this Chapter are the Talmuds.of
Babylon and Jerusalem and their auxiliary collections of
Toseftas (i.e. Additions). Foremost in this material stands
the Masseket Kutim, or Tractate on the Samaritans, of
which a description and translation with notes appear in
the next Chapter. Also the Midrashim, especially the great
commentary on Genesis, Bereshit Rabba, present much Hag-
gadic material. The medizeval Jewish literature contains
almost no first-hand information on the subject.

Indeed so hazy did this later Jewish mind become over
the Samaritans that provisions concerning the Gentiles came
to include as a matter of course the Samaritans. Later, upon
the arbitrary exercise of the Christian censor’s power over
the printed editions of the Talmud, “ Kuthim ” was easily

1 The most convenient survey of this subject is the article of Ham-
burger in his REJud. ii, 5. v. Samaritaner. An abundant and critical
collection of material is found in Kirchheim Septem libri Talmudici
parvi Hierosolymitani, and Introductio in lbrum Talmudicum * de
Samaritanis ” (Karme Shomeron) ; both Frankfurt, 1851 (in Hebrew).
Taglicht has given a brief dissertation, Die Kuthder als Beobachter
des Gesetzes nach talmudischen Quellen, Berlin, 1888. See also Geiger,
Urschrift, passim; Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der palistinensichen
Exegese, 244; Nutt, Samaritan Targum; Edersheim, Jesus the Messiah,
vol. i, bk. iii, e. vii. Wreschner, in Samaritanische Traditionen, Berlin,
1888, treats especially of points of comparison with the Karaites. The
Works of John Lightfoot, London, 1684, is a thesaurus of references
on the present subject. For the Tosefta I refer to M. S. Zucker-
mandel, Tosefta, 1881. The references to the Jerusalem Talmud are
made according to the Krotoschin edition, 1866, For references to
Masseket Kutim, cf. Chapter XL
165
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used as a substitute for « Goyim,” Gentiles, or the sharper
expression, “ Worshippers of stars and constellations,”
terms which often included the Christians. Hence in any
Talmudic mention of the Kuthim it is necessary to scru-
tinize both text and context to ascertain whether the word
is used in its primary or secondary sense. Elder MSS
often show that the reading  Kuthim” is not original.®
Our investigation of the political relations between the
Samaritans and the Jews has revealed to us the lay mind of
the latter concerning the former as exhibited in the New
Testament and Josephus. We now proceed to ascertain the
status of the Samaritans before the law of the Jewish
Church; our special field of investigation is therefore the
Corpus of that law, the Talmud. Fortunately this great
wilderness of material submits itself in large part to chro-
nological discrimination. It is now generally recognized
that its basis, the Mishna, was completed by the end of the
IId Century A. C., while the commentary thereon, the
Gemara, was not finally redacted, at least in the case of the
Babylonian Talmud, until the VIth Century. Moreover as
the decisions of the rabbis are generally referred to their
authors, whose dates are in most cases well known, we are
able to follow the development of Jewish opinion on the
Samaritans for the first four centuries of the Christian era.
It may be here noted that it is proper to take up this dis-
cussion before approaching the subject of the Samaritan
2 The following is a list of the Mishnaic passages in which “ Kutim ”
refers to the Samaritans: Berakot, vii, 1; viii, 8: Demat, iii, 4; v, 9;

vi, 1; vil, 4; Shebiit, viii, 10; Teruma, iii, 93 Shekalim, i, 5; Rosh ha-
Shana, ii, 2; Ketubot, iii, 1; Nedarim, iii, 10; Gittin, 1, 5; Kiddushin,

iv, 3; Ohalot, xvii, 3; Tohorot, v, 8; Nidda, iv, 1, 2; vil, 3, 4 5-
Schurer’s list, GJV ii, 15, note 43, includes Pea, ii, 7, where nokrim,
“ foreigners,” is to be read, and Challa, v, 7, where Kushim, “Egyp-
tians,” is to be read. To his list Shebiit, viii, 10, is to be added. See
Rabbinovicz, Varie lectiones in Mischnam et in Talmud Babylonicum,
1867, and the critical text of L. Goldschmidt, Der babylonische Talmud,
18g96. Taglicht notices some of the textual uncertainties concerning

“Kutim”, op. cit. 7.
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theology, because sure data in the Samaritan literature do
not go back of the IVth Century.

At the same time many uncertainties remain after the
most exhaustive criticism. Contemporary doctors of the
Law hotly dispute over the status of the Samaritans, and
changes of opinions on the part of rabbis are recorded’. In
many cases.tl.lere are contradictory reports of the same Hala-
kot, or decisions. Further, at least for any student who is
not a thorough-going Talmudist, it is often difficult to in-
terpret the opinions and decisions reported, from lack of a
full. knowledge of the circumstances and legal questions in
which they are involved. But one fact stands out clear and
sure: we h:fwe to do in the Talmudic treatment of the Sa-
maritans with a historic process. Far down into the period
9f the Amoraim (i.e. the formulators of the Gemara), Juda-
ism was still making up its mind concerning the a,dverse
§ect. We can, most fortunately, follow the growth of opin-
ion from the discussions of Akiba and Meir, Simon b Ggm-
aliel and Eliezer, in the first half of the 11d Century, when
the Samaritans were a lively subject of debate do,wn to
the days of Rabbis Ame and Assi, about 300 A. C., when
those 'scholars finally decreed the excommunicationqof the
sectarians, after which time we find only sporadic opinions
in variance with the position of the great majority. Ac-
cordingly it is advisable to pursue the subject as cloéely as
posmblg upon chronological lines, and it is first in place to
ascertain those points wherein the Jewish doctors were of
one mind concerning the Samaritans, at least for the period
of the Tannaim, whose decisions finally fixed the Mishna
at the end of the 1Id Century.

We have already observed the unneighborly and fre-
quentl){ hostile attitude obtaining between the Jews and the
Samaritans throughout the age of their common existence
upon P_alestinian soil. It may then cause surprise that to
the testimony for this popular attitude of the Jews toward
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the Samaritans — repaid by the latter in kind — the letter
of the Talmud is often flatly contradictory. This phenom-
enon is not due to a spirit of charity, for ecclesiastical law
is never charitable. But the reason for the fact is simple;
law is conservative, based on the precedents of past history.
It is the easy business of Christian preacher or Jewish Hag-
gadist to stir up the prejudices of the people against the
adversaries of the church; but the law assumes a different
position even towards the object of its hostile animadver-
sion. The schismatic or heretic, though outlawed, may still
possess some rights according to the constitutional law of
the mother-church. Hence it is that the Talmudic opinions
and decisions, far more than popular tradition and vulgar
brawls, bear witness to the actual historical relations origin-
ally existing between Jews and Samaritans. When we find
the doctors of the IId Century wrestling over this problem,
we have good evidence, otherwise almost wholly absent, that
in the preceding centuries the Samaritan had a quasi-stand-
ing within the Jewish Church, which only the widening of
the breach and the slow development of law could at last
annul. Accordingly Talmudic authority throws desiderated
light upon the most obscure ages of Samaritan history.

To approach now the Talmudic appreciation of Samari-
tanism, we find that no fault was found in the earlier ages
with respect to the cardinal tenet of the soleness and spirit-
uality of the God of Israel. The one early exception, for
the end of the IId Century, is the anecdote concerning R.
Ishmael b. Joseph, who, falling into dispute with a Samari-
tan at Shechem on his way towards Jerusalem, accused the
Samaritans of worshipping the idols hidden under Gerizim
by Jacob on his return from Haran (Gen. 35, 4).* But,
as Taglicht remarks, this was only “ eine neckische Ant-

3 Aboda Zara Jer. 44d; also Bereshit Rabba, c. 81; Debarim Rabba,
c. 3. The rabbi escaped death only by flight.
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wort.”*  The first instance known to me of the Jewish as-
persion of the Samaritans for the dove-cult belongs to the
nyddle of the IVth Century.> But against these calum-
nies we possess the positive, if genuine, utterance of a
Tosefta:® “One may rent his house to a Samaritan, and
have no fear that the latter will bring idols into it.” ,
Again, the Samaritans are never denied entire devotion
to the Law of Moses. The many slight textual differences
in their edition were generally unnoticed, and even the
falsifications introduced in the Pentateuch do not appear to
have been a prime source of strife. I know of but one case
of reference to such a falsification, and this is of an unim-
portant nature, while it is doubtless a materially correct
gloss.” The Samaritan rejection of the rest of the Jewish
canon nowhere appears charged against the sect as a heresy.
To be sure, Judaism assigned an infinite superiority to the
ng over against the rest of the Old Testament, the latter
being for long recognized as Kabbala or tradition.
Moreover the Samaritans possessed not only the letter

of _the Law but also the Jewish spirit of its practical appli-
cation. The Pentateuch was to them as to the Jews the
book of life, the all-sufficient code of right living. Their
faithfulness in this respect called forth the generous ap-
plause of one of the IId Century patriarchs, R. Simon b.

;%'Nji'hf\fan b. Isaac, in Cholin, 6a. See Additional Note D. Ob
fg%vteer;};’?e;Sza:g;ittea?\;‘I("p::g';{é]l‘gigainst the Jews for their imag:ery i:;

8Tos. Ab. Z. 2, 9: but Zuckermandel places this clause in his mar-

glgrtal apparatus,
This is the case of the introduction of “ Shechem” after “ the

?aks l?f MOFE in D¢t 11, 30, In Sifre to the passage, this addition is
eprobated, according to a Jewish view that another Ebal and Gerizim
g:ge! mea;mt. a view atlop}_ﬂd by Jerom; in his Onomasticon, s. v,
e al, Golgol (Migne, xxiil, 940). Yet in Sota, 33b, it is allowed that
e addition makes no difference. Sece Frankel, op. cit. 243; Geiger
(‘ﬁmﬁtd&n In1 one case the grammar of the Samaritan exege.sils is con-
tatione ) :?:;2: 1;111 t}i)t}lroggllorll1lg'_(}f tire he !aal]h-, as in their interpre-
33 i i, . 25, 5, which : = ith-
out™; ¥Yebam. Jer. 3a; f'{:’dd:whm, ;6;.]ey et & CHiaTe st
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Gamaliel (d. circa 165), the father_ of Juda h‘a—Na‘?h who
was the editor of the Mishna. His dictum is: E\rell'y
command the Samaritans keep, they are more scru_pu]ops in
observing than Israel.”® A parallel t::) this catl.lohc-'ml’nded
assertion is another to the effect that “a S'amarltan. is like a;
full Jew.”® Another prescription found in the I}fIlshna,do.
more restrictive character and negative in expression, reads :
“This is the rule: Whatever they are suspected in, they
believed in.”’*° .

arinn?'zg;)rgeto the two great insti_tu'tes of Israel which a}:e
its most evident marks of differentiation from the rest c_ﬁf the
world, namely circumcision and the Sabbath, there is 1‘1(_;
question in the Jewish law concerning the scrupulousness o
the Samaritans.’! Indeed in these two respects the lattEr
held more strictly to the letter of the Law, rlgoF(J.ust o};
serving circumcision on the eighth 1clay, and avoiding sx_:cn
sabbatic legal fictions as the Erub. 2. The latt.er omxslflo
was a heresy in the eyes of the Ph.arlsees? but it mayd aEe
been just this literalism of practice which pr'cm:)kvi:a’L ;e
laudatory opinion expressed by Sl_mon b. Gamaliel. .shor
circumcision, there is a Boraita (1.e.'an extraneous Mishna
not found amongst the received Mlshnas) of R. Juda, a
contemporary of R. Meir, in the middle of the IId Cf:ntury,
which forbids the circumcisior? ofa _Iew b‘}‘r.a Samaritan or;
the ground that the latter circumcised ‘in th(i‘ngme }(-1)
Mount Gerizim,” which seems to mean simply, “ with the

i ! ; Berakot, 47b;
GiitgliiogfiYin%isl ’ Pirt?‘?;r{::%tlir_aqs.u&t;s’ c%ngén{gi‘ij\?é gléah,isfi)pinious ;475ee
Griitz,’ Geschichte der Juden, iv, 187,

; Demai Jer. o. o )
:Off\t;ggggt \{i?r'f?j?fass.e?}:'ut. 16. In the Gemara, 57a, the principle is

i ic limits and libation wine. »
ap?flif?a:? ?{as?aii A Mishna, Nedarim, iii, 10, reads: “ He ]\:.rhi;) vowcs;
not to dérive ‘any benefit from those who keep the Sabbath, has n

- ”
Israelites or Samaritans. o ) )
be{l?e?tefr?}:z constitution of extended artificial precincts, whereby sev

eral houses could be considered as one, and their inmates as of the
same household.
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intention of attaching the person to the community of Geri
zim.”*®  But R. Meir opposed R. Juda, on the ground tha
the Samaritan was a genuine convert, and it is this favorabl
opinion of Meir’s which is preserved in Masseket Kutim. !
Juda in fact preferred a Gentile as the officiant. The rise
of this narrower opinion was evidently due to practical rea.
sons. The Samaritan might easily boast that the child he
circumcised was thereby initiated into his own community,
It was an incongruity that a member of the rival sect could
perform the rite of admission into the community, whereas
the Gentile would not pretend to more than the physical
function. We may compare the theoretically inconsistent
yet practically logical requirement by the Roman Catholic
Church of the re-baptism of Protestants,

As for the feasts and fasts and other occasions of worship,
the Talmud has in general no condemnation of the Samari-
tans; that in an earlier age they were once admitted to the
precincts of the temple in Jerusalem without much question
is evident from Josephus.’®  The Passover, with its scrupu-
lous concern over the reoval of leaven well before the
opening of the sacred week, offered a severe criterion of the
straitness of all who claimed to be of Israel. Yet the pre-
vailing dictum concerning Samaritan usage in this respect
is expressed in the following Boraita: “ The unleaven of
the Samaritans is allowed, and one discharges his duty with
it at the Passover.”® QOn the other hand — and this illus-
trates the difference of opinion — that maxim was contra-
dicted by R. Eliezer, Akiba’s opponent upon the Samaritan
problem, in a dictum which accompanies the one just cited :
the Samaritans “ are not scrupulous over the fine points of
the Law.”  Also in the prayer of Benediction after a com-

13 Cf. the use of “the Name ” in the Christian baptismal formula,

4 db. Z. 26b-27a; Menachot, 42a; Mass. Kut. 12. For Meir's posi-
tion see further below.

13 See Chap. IX, note 0.
18 Kidd. 76a; Chol. 4a; Gitt. 10a; Mass. Kut 24; etc,
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mon meal, which required the presence of at least three of
the faithful, the slave and the Samaritan could be included,
the Samaritan being thus distinguished from the Am-ha-
areg, or unlearned man.'” Also the pronouncing of the
Benediction by a Samaritan was so far acknowledged that
a Jew could say Amen to it, however with the condition that
the former should be heard throughout — evidently from
fear lest out of malice or ignorance he might invalidate the
worship.18

As to the ethics of the Samaritans, the very few Talmudic
references are most honorable to their memory. They were
acquitted of practising incest,’® which included all unions
within the prohibited degrees, and also of the bestiality
ascribed to the Gentiles.? But leaving the ethical field,
which rarely divides religious sects, we pass to the sphere
of technical cleanliness in food and hygiene and habitat. In
the first of these articles, we observe that the Samaritan
slaughter of meat was regarded as kosher, i.e. ritually cor-
rect, except that, lest the Jew be deceived by a malicious
Samaritan, the seller is required to put into his mouth an
olive-quantum of the meat, or the string of birds which he
has to sell.2! Indeed in some respects the Samaritans were
stricter than the Jews, for the latter permitted the eating
of koskos, i.e. flesh of an animal mortally ill when slain, or a
feetus, both of which were forsworn by the Samaritans;
accordingly, the Jews forbade the sale of such articles to
the other sect.22 Their wine appears to have been accepted
without scruple, except in the case of its origin from cer-

17 Berak. vii, 1. But there was further discussion on the eligibility
of the Samaritan in the Gemara, 47b; see below, p. 170. )

18 Berak. viii, 8. In the reference in the same Mishna to the spices
of the Kuthim, Goldschmidt reads goyim, “ Gentiles.”

18 Gitt, Jer. 43c.

20 4b, Z, 15b; Mass. Kut. 4; 13.

21 Chol. 3b seq.; Mass. Kut. 17. )

22 Mass. Kut. 15. See there the reason why the Jews did not pur-
chase such things from the Samaritans,
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tain localities, down to R. Meir’s time. This freedom was
finally changed by Meir’s decree against all Samaritan wine
except that which was sealed and so escaped defilement.?3

In the matter of hygiene and cleanliness of habitation
and soil, the Samaritan usage was in general acceptable to
the Jews. Thus the Samaritans were careful with regard
to the laws of menstruation, according to a majority opin-
ion recorded in a Mishna.?* They were to be trusted con-
cerning the burial of abortions,?® and concerning the mark-
ing of graves, although the corollary of the Bet-peras was
not observed by them.?® Hence we find the explicit state-
ment that “ the land of the Kuthim is clean, the gatherings
of their waters are clean, their dwellings are clean, their
roads are clean.”?” As was observed in the preceding
Chapter, this point has been generally overlooked in the
question concerning Samaria as a land of thoroughfare for -
Jewish travellers, and illustrates more than one passage in
the New Testament.

The Samaritans were considered rightly to observe the
Mosaic provisions concerning the consecration of the first-
born of beasts, and the state of ““ uncircumcision ” of a tree
in its first three years.?® Also they practised Chalisa and
divorce in correct form.?® Likewise they had the proper

28 Ab. Z. 31b; Mass. Kut. 25. For the proscribed localities, see
above; p. 146.

24 Nidda, vii, 3; R. Meir expressed a contrary opinion. But accord-
ing to Baba Kamma, 38b, this was the opinion of R. Juda, Meir’s op-

ponent.

25 For primitive Palestinian use in this matter see the note in
PEFQS 1906, p. 64.

26 Nidda, vii, 5; Mass. Kuf. 16 (see note there).

2T Ab. Z. Jer. 44d; cf. Tos. Mikwaot, 6, 1. Taglicht notes to the
latter reference, op. cit. 7, that the passage in Chagiga, 25a, where wine
brought from Galilee is declared unclean because it has touched the
district of the Kuthim, should read for this word, according to the
MSS, “ Persians”, i. e. with reference to the Gentiles of Galilee. For
the idea of the purity of the Holy Land see Bertholet, Die Stellung der
Israeliten zu den Fremden, 304.

28 Nidda, vii, s.

29 ﬂéa\m. Kut. 14. Chalisa is the custom of “loosing the shoe”, Dt.
<3, SiIL
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observance of the gleaning laws, the tithe for the poor in
its year, while their poor were to be trusted in their state-
ments on these matters.*®

The earlier rules concerning intercourse with the Samari-
tans were most liberal. In utter contrast to dealings with
the Gentiles, the Jew might “ go in private with them,” i.e.
he need not be afraid of having his throat cut, and might
also commit a child to them to learn letters for a trade.3!
Also according to a Tosefta, contradicted however by Mas-
seket Kutim, “an Israelitess might deliver a Samaritaness
and suckle her son,” and vice versa.?> We thus learn that in
those places where both sects were found, there existed very
intimate intercourse between them in many most important
matters of life. With reference to affairs of ordinary
commerce, the relevant dictum, Masscket Kutim, 7, says
that “ we lend and borrow with them on usury,” but there is
some argument for turning this into a negative, in which
case the Samaritans would be in the category of brothers.3*
Also the prohibition of Aboda Zara, i, 5, against selling
weapons to the Gentiles is applied in the Gemara, 15b, to the
Samaritans, but on the ground lest these may sell them
again to the Gentiles. It seems strange that, with all the
hostility between the two sects, the Samaritans were not
reckoned as enemies of Israel by formal legislation, this
passage showing that they came to be legally included
among the classes hostile to society only by a process of
indirection.

With regard to the status of the Samaritan before the
law of torts, we possess this Halaka of M asseket Kutim, 18
« The Samaritan is on the same footing with the Israelite
in respect to all damages laid down in the Law.” It would
seem that this is an undoubtedly ancient Tosefta. The

30 Tos. Pea, 4, 1; Mass. Kut. 8.

31 4p. Z. 15b; Mass. Kut. 13 (which see ad loc.).

82 Tos. Ab. Z. 3, 1; Mass. Kut. 11
33 See ad loc.
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same Halaka proceeds, quoting from the Mishna2* and pre-
scribes the same penalties against members of either sect
for manslaughter committed upon one another. It is to be
ot-aserved that in the Mishnaic passage the Ger-toshab, or
alien resident,?® is not included in this prescription of equal-
ity. The Talmud however states one exception to this
equality before the criminal law. If an Israelite’s ox gore
a Samaritan’s ox, it goes clear, while an offending Samari-
tan ox, if that is its first offence, renders the owner liable
for half the damage, but if the second offence, obligates him
for the full value. This was the opinion of the majority
but R. Meir held that the Samaritan ox was in either case
chargeable for the damage at the highest appraisement.®
Cqmparing the opinion of the majority with the Mishna to
this Gemara,®” we find that the guiltlessness of the Jewish
beast was the same as in the case of the damage done to a
Gentile’s ox, while the offending Samaritan beast incurred
the liability of only half the damage instead of the full cost,
for which the Gentile ox would be liable. In this respect
thereforf: the Jewish law of torts gave the Samaritan a mid-
way position between Jew and Gentile. There is no evident
reason for this exception; perhaps the law for beasts under-
went change easier than that for persons. R. Meir’s harsher
opinion is not intelligible, except on the ground of his
change of opinion toward the Samaritans, which is other-
w1se.test1ﬁed to. The Gemara proceeds to discuss why that
rabbi, who regarded the Samaritans as genuine converts
placed them under this disability. ,
We turn now to the consideration of the major differences
bet\.aveen the two sects. These differentia are briefly summed
up in the last Halaka of Masseket Kutim: “ When shall we
take them back? When they renounce Mount Gerizim and
::g‘fakko‘t, ii, 4. See note to Mass. Kut. 18,

or this definition, see Schiirer G/V iii, 126; Bertholet, op. cit. 325.

36 Baba Kamma, 38b; M
T Bhtus s e
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confess Jerusalem and the resurrection of the dead,” —as a
modern would put it, one difference in cult, and one in
theology. The latter difference testifies to the position of
the Samaritans in eschatology, wherein they but preserved
the original Jewish doctrine. But the contradiction with
respect to the proper place of the cult is the origo mali, the
chief article of the Samaritan heresy. These people had
formed a separate community which worshipped elsewhere
than in Jerusalem. Ina word, if we may use the terms of
Christian theology, the fault of the Samaritan sect was not
that of heresy but rather of schism. And all who know
ecclesiastical history recognize that the latter is practically
regarded by ecclesiastics as almost worse than the former,
for it strikes at the idea of the church. In a word, the most
important prescriptions laid down by the Jewish Church
against the Samaritans proceed from the judgment of them
as schismatics rather than as heretics.

That not heresy but schism was the fault of the Samar-
itans in the mind of the Jewish Church comes out in the
great discussions held in the IId Century concerning their
status as converts to the religion of Israel. It was hotly
debated whether they were “ genuine converts” (gere
emet), or “lion-converts” (gere ariyot). The latter ex-
pression arose from the story in 2 Ki. 17, 25ff, according to
which the Samaritans might be placed in the category of
those who through fear, force, or unworthy inducements,
were persuaded to enter Israel.®® An extended discussion
upon the true character of the Kuthite converts — they are
never otherwise regarded than as aliens in blood — is found
in Kiddushin, 75a—76a. Here R. Ishmael, who in general
appears as an antagonist of Akiba (belonging to the “ gen-
eration ” preceding him), held that the Samaritans were

38 See Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 74; Bertholet, o0p. cit. 341. Other

references to lion-converts, apart from the one given in the text, are
B. Kam. 38b; Sanhedrin, 8sb; Chol. 3b; Nidda, 56b.
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lion-converts, Akiba that they were genuine converts; R.
Eliezer agreed with Ishmael. Also, according to Baba
Kamma, 38b, R. Meir, although as we shall see, his mind
underwent a change in another respect and he was equal to
drawing nice distinctions against the Samaritans, neverthe-
less held with Akiba. The dispute was not allayed till at
least the IVth Ceutury. The composition between the two
views was probably obtained by charging the change to the
Samaritans themselves; in the words of R. Simon b.
Eleazar, circa 200, “the Samaritans have long since be-
come corrupted.’”®?

Doubtless the discussion as between “ lion-converts ”’ and
“ genuine converts ” was an ancient one. At the same time
we are not to think that the latter opinion was suddenly in-
vented by Akiba ; in all probability it had good standing long
before his day. For while the reproach of being converts
from fear must be as ancient as the Biblical tradition in 2 Ki.
17, we have to remember that enforced conversion was by no
means despised in early Judaism. The Hasmonaean princes
practiced the proselytism of neighboring races by force of
arms, and slaves seem to have been bought with the purpose
of circumcising them.®® That the Samaritans were recog-
nized as converts in some sense of the word was an honored
tradition which the Jewish law only slowly surrendered. It
was not therefore as heretics, or false Israelites, except in
minor points, that the Samaritans were condemned, but
rather as schismatics, who held themselves aloof from the
institute of God’s Kingdom.

.Accordingly we have to regard the Samaritans as a separ-
atist sect of Judaism, holding an ambiguous position in the
eyes of the latter church, and one which had to be nicely
balanced by the lawyers. The existence of such sectarian-

30 Ab. Z. Jer. 44d. 1 confess here that as between the Eleazar anc

the Eliezer who were Akiba’s contemporaries the T i
v l alm -
pears to me indefinite, ; NSRS B0

40 Jolszephus, AJ xiii, 9, 1; Bertholet, op. cit. 238, 254.



178 THE SAMARITANS

ism partly within and partly without the borders of
Judaism, while subsequently rendered almost impossible by
Talmudic law, has nevertheless more than one parallel in the
earlier and far more catholic Judaism. We may think of
the Essenes; of Jewish Hellenism, with its variant Canon,—
not to speak of the extreme development in the temple at
Leontopolis; of the Sadducees, who were gradually pressed
to the wall by the Pharisees for observances resem-
bling those of the Samaritans; and then there was the Am-
ha-areg the Boor, who was the Pariah of Judaism, standing
in the lowest rank of all. But when Essenes and Pharisees
had disappeared, and the Hellenizers had gone over into
Christianity or else been driven back into Pharisaic rigor,
precedent for the peculiar status of the Samaritans failed,
and the law was finally forced to excommunicate them in
full.

In practice, far down in the Talmudic age, the sect was
regarded as a sort of Mittelding between Gentiles and Jews;
the world was divided into “ Jews, Samaritans and Gen-
tiles.”4! The distinction would be somewhat like that which
is made in modern Christendom. A Christian map of the
religions of the world distinguishes by its colors between the
Catholic and the Protestant faiths as well as between these
and the other religions. And yet the Christian mind would
always place the great divisions of Christendom in one cate-
gory as over against all the other religious systems.

A word may here be said as to the comparative worth of
the Samaritan and the Am-ha-are¢ before the Talmudic
law. In general, and as we saw above in the case of the
saying of the Amen after the Benediction, the Samaritan
stands above the Am-ha-are¢.*> The distinction is dis-

41 Cf, Acts, i, 8; Demai, vi, 1; Tohorot, v, 8.
42Tn Demai, iii, 4, the presumption concerning the millers of the

Samaritans and of the Am-ha-areg is the same, and opposite to the
presumption against the Gentile miller.
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cussed in the Gemara of Berakot.** Here R. Abaye (c.
300) holds that the Samaritan so privileged must be a Cha-
ber, i.e. a “ Fellow” in the Law, and so opposed to the
Boor ; this position seems to recognize that there were some
of the sect who were learned in the Law.** But R. Raba
held that the privilege obtained even if the Samaritan were
an Am-ha-arec, a position which would in general rate all
Samaritans above the Jewish Am-ha-areg.

To take up now the discussion of the principal points in
which Judaism condemned the Samaritans, there is none
more important and significant than its attitude towards
their women. In general the latter are looked upon as foul
in all sexual matters. A Mishna teaches:**> “ The Samar-
itan women are menstruous from the cradle. And the
Samaritans defile a bed both below and above, because they
have connection with menstruous women, and the latter sit
upon every kind of blood.” And another Mishna recites:
“ The dwelling of the unclean women of the Samaritans de-
file after the manner of an Ohel, because they bury there
their abortions.”#® (At the same time, as noted above, the
Samaritans were regarded as scrupulous in certain cognate
matters.4”) Consequently we are not surprised to find that
marriages with Samaritan women were forbidden, a prohibi-
tion which Masseket Kutim extends against the men.*8

This treatment of Samaritan women is strange in more
than one respect. Whatever direct knowledge we possess of
the Samaritans shows that they were peculiarly scrupulous
about the laws of defilement. Again it seems like a most

43 47b. ; :

44 The Samaritan Liturgy shows the use of the word Chaber in this
sense; e. g. BS ii, 72, bottom.

45 Nidda, iv, I.

46 Nidda, vii, 4. An Ohel is a precinct which is unclean and so
renders anyone entering it unclean. The same Mishna also contains
an opinion of R. Juda (c. 150) to the effect that “they do not bury,”
etc.

47T P. 173. Cf. Mass. Kut. 11.
4f Kidd, 75a; Mass. Kut. 6; 27 (where see the reasons advanced).
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so far as participation in the Jewish institutions would have
given the Samaritans any prescriptive claim thereon, the
general rule was their exclusion; they were placed on the
same footing with the Gentiles. The most extensive regula-
tion on the subject is found in Shekalim,® in the prescrip-
tion concerning those who had the privilege of paying the
ecclesiastical poll-tax of the shekel. This Mishna orders:
“ Although they say, the shekel poll-tax is not to be levied
upon women and slaves and children, yet if they pay, it is to
be received from them. If idolaters or Samaritans pay, we
do not accept it from them. Nor do we accept from them
bird-offerings of men or women affected with gonorrhcea,
or those of women in childbirth, or of women who are in the
condition of sin or under ritual penalty. But vows and
offerings may be accepted from them. This is the rule: All
that is vowed and freely offered is to be accepted from the
givers ; all that does not come through vow or freewill offer-
ing is not to be accepted from them. And so it is laid down
according to Ezra, as it is said [Ezra 4, 3]: There is noth-
ing in common between you and us in the building of a house
to our God.” The temple-tax was the privilege of the faith-
ful alone, and to allow its payment by the Samaritans
would have been an acknowledgment of their full rights in
the community ; it was essential to exclude them from any
legal claim upon the privileges of Jerusalem.

But this exclusion from the payment of the temple-tax did
not prohibit them from rendering the voluntary gifts of
“yvows” and “ freewill offerings” (Nedarim, Nedabot),
which were readily accepted from them even as from Gen-
tiles, according to the Mishna above quoted. Also they
could, like the Gentiles, present the tithes and priest’s offer-
ing (Teruma), and make “ dedications.” (Kaddishin).’" As

561 5; Mass. Kut. 2.
57 Teruma, iii, 0.
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for tithes, they are said to offer them rightly.®® The contri-
bution of tithes and the priest’s offering may be understood
as of Samaritans dwelling upon Jewish soil, where these
taxes were regarded as civil taxes, levied on all land-owners
alike. In this connection we may also recall Josephus’s note
that down into his century the Samaritans frequented the
temple feasts.%?

Concerning the legitimacy of the tithes raised by the
Samaritans in their own territory and applied to their own
priesthood, contradiction exists in the Jewish regulations.
According to Masseket Kutim, 9, ‘‘ their produce is forbid-
den, as in the case of Gentiles,” — 1. e. it was not tithed, and
was therefore forbidden to the Israelite. This is illustrated
by Demai, vii, 4, where there is a prescription for the proper
tithing of wine purchased from the Samaritans. But a To-
sefta® holds that while merchandise in any place is uncertain
(demat) as to its tithing, yet the produce brought in by the
Samaritans is undisputed. This opposition seems to be a
contradiction between eartier and later views. The latter
would be the logical position of Judaism, as tithes applied to
au outlaw clergy would not suit any strict sacerdotal theory.
On the other hand, especially in earlier ages, when the Jews
and the Samaritans were often closely intermingled on Pa-
lestinian soil, it may have been argued that the tithes having
been rightly set aside, the food would not be affected by the
actual destination of the tithes, while there are also patent
practical reasons why a purchaser would not wish to pay a
double tax. Indeed in another case we find a letting down
of rigorous barriers for expediency’s sake; according to
Masseket Kutim, 22, “ the priests of Israel may share the
tithes with Samaritan priests in the territory of the latter,
because they are thus, as it were, rescuing the Samaritans
58 Berak, 47b.

59 See above, Chap. IX, note o.
% Tos. Demai, 3, 3.
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from their own priests.” The same reason e=xpressed in
practical terms would be,  Half a loaf is better t=han none at
all.” But the same Halaka continues: “ But not= on Israelit-
ish territory, lest the Samaritans should have a mpresumption
on our priesthood.” Naturally on Jewish soil tI—e full tithes
would be demanded for Jerusalem; it would ¥oe a private
matter for alien residents if they sent a furt@her tithe to
Gerizim. It also appears from another dictum eof Masseket
Kutim, 23, that the intention in tithing, quite ap=art from the
ultimate destination, was respected by Jewish law; an Is-
raelite was forbidden to eat the food of a Samaaritan priest,
except when the latter was unclean, and so coul d not eat of
the sacred offerings. The corollary is that thee tithes and
other sacerdotal dues of the Samaritans were tfaboo to the
Jewish layman, i. e. they were proper tithes. This earlier
attitude of Judaism helps to explain the Gospel ri-arratives, in
which the Jews appear as freely buying in thes Samaritan
markets.

were not drawn absolutely against the sect.
It is not difficult to understand a provision eof Masseket

Kutim, 5, which proceeds to apply to the Samar -itans certain

Talmudic inhibitions directed by the Talmud against the

Gentiles 1 “ We do not give them possession o —f immovable

property ; we do not sell them sheep for shearira:g, nor crops
that are to be harvested, nor standing timber ;
sell them cattle for slaughter.”

Holy Land in its control, and to bar to others

of a claim thereto; yet the application to the Sarmaritans was

only slowly made.

There remain to be noted some miscellaneous vari
the observance of the Law for which the Talm1ad condem
the Samaritans. The most important of these i< the practic

of levirate marriage, Dt. 25, 5ff, in which point the sect had

61 4b, Z. 1, 7; 2ob.

We thus see that Jewish sacerdotz=al principles

but we may
It was the pmolicy of the

Jewish Church to prevent the alienation of any~ part of the
any shadow

ations i
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certainly abandoned the letter of Moses. In modern times
they understand by the brother a co-religionist who lives in
‘the same house,*® but in Talmudic days they appear to have
explained the brother’s widow as referring to the woman
ose betrothed had died, not of the widowed wife. This
erration is announced as the chief ground for the excom-
junication of the Samaritans in the lengthy argument con-
erning them in Kiddushin, 75a, seq.: If the Samaritans be
uine converts, nevertheless they have been excluded be-
ause they practice Yibbam only with the betrothed.
~ In the matter of legal papers the Samaritans seem to have
1ad a different, perhaps a simpler usage than the Jews, and
were excluded as witnesses; the exceptions were in the
tter of divorce-writs and emancipation-papers. The rel-
t Mishna reads:*® ““ Every legal paper which is sub-
ibed to by a Samaritan witness is rejected, except papers
divorce and emancipation. There was a case which was
rought before R. Gamaliel at Kefar-outhenai; he declared
valid a woman’s divorce-paper, whose witnesses were
aritans.” The Gemara following contains a discussion
er this precedent, whether it is lawful for all the witnesses
0 be Samaritans. Also Masseket Kutim, 14, admits their
7al nicety in divorce by stating that “ the Samaritan prac-
s the Get, and may be trusted to bring a Get from a for-
city to an Israelite.” This latter permission therefore
es the Samaritans with the Jews, as heathens and slaves
excluded from that function.®* To be sure there were
ns of public utility in allowing the Samaritans to be
esses in such necessary legal matters, just as the Roman
nment upon its outlawry of the Samaritans permitted
'ft.aEO;.e’ D. 43.
or the reasons and the law on this gencral point, see Amram,

vm;lvs:iit.Law of Divorce 177 (Philadelphia, 1896). The Get is the






