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1Vth Century down to our own time as a whole which may
be systematically digested.
Also we can, from external if not sure internal evidence,
trace Samaritan doctrine farther back than the IVth Cen-
tury. The Jewish notices of the sect, which have been
died in the three preceding Chapters, throw invaluable
jght upon its theology. So far as we can learn from these
raneous sources the general outlines of Samaritanism
re already fixed in the Ist and I1Id Centuries. Therefore
vhile we possess, apart from the Pentateuch and some few
llenistic fragments, no literature that can be surely as-
ed to an earlier date than Marka, we must infer that
greater part of the theology as we have it is the precipi-
ate of the age at or before the beginning of the Christian
The chief exception would lie in eschatology. And
he contention, now generally accepted even by Jewish
olars be correct, that the Samaritans are but a Jewish
ct, then we must hold that their theology has developed
a straight and consistent course ever since the schism
n Judaism. This development has gone along on the
{e pari passu with the theology of the latter religion.
' intellectual independence is to be found in our sect; it
S content to draw its teachings and stimulus from the
s, even long after the rupture was final. Nevertheless,
ssessed a certain patriotic hardiness which enabled it to
rve its own characteristic, and in many cases to main-
the elder and more conservative position as against
essive Pharisaism. And that Samaritanism is a wit-
to earlier phases of Jewish thought than later Jewish
doxy is evident in several points, but most of all in the
tol'ogy. While the doctrine of this department is
d in liturgical pieces which may all or in large part
from the Islamic period, nevertheless in great part it
esents the fluctuating eschatological notions which were
€ air in the centuries just before and after the begin-

CHAPTER XIL
THE THEOLOGY OF THE SAMARITANS.?

§ 1. INTRODUCTORY.

Tt is proposed in the present Chapter to give a digest of
the Samaritan theology. Such a presentation is exposed to
the scientific criticism that it avoids the historical processes
of the development of doctrines. But the writer woul
meet this criticism by his intention to note carefully th
more important changes in the theology, while withal h
submits that to do full chronological justice to the subject
whole volume based upon many exhaustive investigatio
would be required. However, he has reached the opinion
that Samaritanism had practically attained its ripeness |
the IVth Century A. C., when, in the teachings of its gre
theologian Marka, all the elements of its doctrine arg¢ foun:
at hand. Karaitism may subsequently have influenced p
tice, and Islam has largely affected theological expressicC
while it cast the doctrine of God into a more Deistic mou
and affected especially the eschatology. But in general
are not doing violence to historic method in regarding
maritan theology from its first literary monuments in t

1For the literature, besides the works of the earlier scholars,,
Reland and Cellarius (consult Bibliography), see especially Gesent
De Samaritanorum theologia; de Sacy in the introduction to his edits
of the Epistles in N. et E.; Petermann, Reisen im Orient, 1,
ed. 1, s. v. Samaritaner; Kautzsch in the 2d and 3d editions of the s
Heidenheim, in introductions to his Bibliotheca Samaritana, and
merous articles in DVJ; Nutt, Samaritan Targum; Hamburge

REJud. ii, s. v. Samaritaner; Cowley, Some Remarks on Samarit

Literature and Religion, JQR viii, 562.
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ning of our era. ‘Our subject therefore takes us back to the
original womb of Judaism from which the sect sprang.

To make a rough historic division of Samaritan theolo
we may divide it into the age before Marka (the IVth Cen-
tury), and that subsequent to him. The latter again may be
subdivided by the point where Islamic influences begin ._
evince themselves; this epoch may be dated about the end
of the Ist Millennium.? With Marka and his age, celebrated
in the traditions concerning Baba Rabba, we have evidence
of a positive intellectual development of theology. There is
the sudden appearance of extensive Haggadic literature,
while a certain manifestation of Rabbinism comes to the
front, testified to by Baba Rabba’s appointment of lay doe-
tors to the despite of the priests. This development is the
reflex of the processes in Judaism which were finding i
mortal expression in Talmud and Haggada. The influen
of Islam does not, as already observed, contribute much
materially to Samaritan theology, but nevertheless it gives a
turning-point which is valuable at least for purposes of
chronology.

In the following exposition I have made use chiefly of th
Samaritan Epistles to European scholars, and of the Lits
urgy. In any sect it is the prayers and hymns which mos
truly represent its actual religion. The later works, the the
ological treatises and commentaries, do not add much to t
general knowledge of our subject. With reference to
subsequent development of theology, it may be said that
bloom of Haggadic thought which is most exuberan
Marka does not maintain its hold on the sect. The Samat
tans fell back into the prosaic type characteristic of them, §
that their theology has become a hard and dry product
little imagination and spiritual afflatus. I trust the it
apparatus of references will give credence to my statemet
and also that they may be of use to scholarly readers.

§ 2. THE SAMARITAN CREED.

WE sAy: My FAITH IS IN THEE, YHWH; AND IN
'MOSES SON OF AMRAM, THY SERVANT; AND IN THE HoLy
LAW ; AND IN MoUNT GER1ziM BETH-EL; AND IN THE DAY
OF VENGEANCE AND RECOMPENSE.?

- Such is the Samaritan confession of faith, constantly ap-
pearing in the literature. It takes its place alongside of the
ristian Creed, and of Islam’s confession, * There is no
d but God, and Mohammed is his prophet.” The state-

t is parallel to the latter religion’s six articles of faith,
ich consist in belief in God, in his angels, his scriptures,
rophets, the resurrection and Day of Judgment, and in
s absolute decree.* The first three points of the Sa-
ritan creed are identical with the cardinal beliefs of Ju-
sm, while the fourth is the cause of schism between the

communities. These first four points sometimes ap-
ar by themselves,® the fifth article concerning the Latter
hings being a later addition to the Samaritan theology.
L the discussion of our theme we cannot do better than
dllow the formal scheme of this creed.

3. THE BELIEF IN GOD; ANGELS, CREATION, ETC.
(I1.) THE ONE Gob.

Lhe doctrine .of the oneness, the uniqueness, and the spir-
ty c_:)f God is the supreme theme of Samaritan theology,
€ 1S the sole object of all worship. The character of

amaritan notion of God may be appreciated from the
ng passage of a hymn: ¢

to the Brethren in England, 1672, N. et E. 173 (tr. 181); 1 Ep

‘.fg’ivI?udDIf' Ep. Sam. 8; Epistle of Mashalma, DVJ i, 100; BS

€, Koran, Prelim. Disc. § 4.

11, No. x1; N. et E. 179, 223.

2 See Chapter XIV on the literature of the Samaritans. ius, CS 100
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There is nothing like him or as he is;
There is neither likeness nor body.

None knows who he is but he himself,
None is his creator or his fellow.

He fills the whole world,
Yet there is no chancing upon him.

He appears from every side and quarter,
But no place contains him.

Hidden yet withal manifest, he sees
And knows everything hidden.

Hidden nor appearing to sight,
Nothing is before him and after him nothing.

The doctrine of the unity of God is based upon the for-
mula of the Shema, “ Hear, O Israel, Yawu thy God is
one YHWH,”" but it is generally expressed in the terms of
Islam, “ There is no God but God.” This is the beginning
and end, the constant refrain of all piety. The doctrine
appears aggressively in the polemic against the Christian be-
lief in distinctions within the Godhead, and Gnostic ideas
of emanation. The polemic is constantly expressed in such
language as the following: “ O Being of unity, who hast
no fellow, no second, nor colleague.” The last term, shateph
corresponds to the Arabic sharik, which with its collateral
forms is frequently used in the Koran in the prohibitions
against ‘‘ associating ”’ anything with God.® In another
hymn the opening stanzas evidently antagonize Christian
Trinitarianism:®* “ God is the one without plurality, the
first before all that was made in plurality, the Head so that
naught arose from plurality. He is found for what he is,
another comes not in the count. There is no place sufficient

T There is evidence of the use of the Shema, BS ii, 101, bott.

8 CS No. ii, 10. Shoteph is used in Talmudic literature in like way.
The Arabic equivalent appears in Lib. Jos.

9 BS ii, No. xxiii.
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.for him that plurality may be comprehended therein. He
is YEwH, and is not to be inwardly distinguished (7T,

_ There is known no second who has wrought with
him. . . . He has no instruments and no hands, no
equal and hypostatization (;73) .,

Tpe latter term is evidently the hypostatized Midda, or
Attribute, of Jewish Gnosticism. The Samaritan literature
is fairl.y free of such Gnostic notions ; however Marka made
extensive excursions in that direction, while there are later
echoes of his language. Thus Marka represents God’s
Grace and Goodness as standing at the right and left of
Moses.’  The idea of the Glory, Kabod, of God, does ap-
pear constantly as a hypostatization, especially in connec-
tion with the theophany on Sinai. It is identified by Marka
with the Angel which was to lead Israel through the
deser:t.“ This notion of the Kabod comes from primitive
Judaism, appearing first in Ezekiel.? There is also con-
stant reference to the Shekina, or manifest Residing of God
over Gerizim; this has been withdrawn from mortal eye
during the Age of Disfavor.!® The Word of Yuwx ap-
pears a few times in the Samaritan Pentateuch after the
example of the Jewish Targum, e. g. Num. 22, 20; 2% 4. 8
_16; but the hypostatized Memra appears scantily or neve;
in the literature. God is said to have spoken and created
by hi§ Word, but it is especially taught that this Word has
no existence by itself. There is no development of a Logos-
doctrine. An echo of Jewish Wisdom literature is found
when it is said that “ God created the heavens by his wis-
dom,”** but no further development of this notion appears,

10 Marka, 15a.
11 BS iii, 101
12 Eze. 1, seq.; Weber, Jiidische Theologie, 161.

8BS ii, 124, bott.; N. et E. 212.
14 BS ii, No. xiv, Beth. Cf. Prow. 3, 10.

14
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The Spirit of God receives scant attention, the references
to it being based almost entirely on Num. 1T, 28ft.1° _
We thus find some interesting points of connection with
early Jewish Gnosticism, but withal little positive develop-
ment in the way of hypostatization; Marka’s trend, doubt-
less dependent upon incipient Kabbalism, was not pursued
by the unimaginative Samaritan mind, which was influenced
much more by the hard Deism of Islam. Despite the tra-
ditions and opinions concerning Simon Magus, there is little
to show that Samaritanism was ever Gnostically minded."®
Later theology, as we have noticed, denied all hypostatiza-
tion, while even such Scriptural passages as suggested this
notion were often emended. Thus the four places in the
Pentateuch where Elohim, God, is construed with a plural
verb are corrected in the Samaritan to the singular num-
ber: Gen. 20, 13; 31, 53; 35, 7; E#. 22,9. The rendering
of “ the Sons of God ” in the Targum of Gen. 6, 4 follows
the Targum Onkelos in offering * sons of rulers.” In Ge{z.
48, 16 of the Samaritan Hebrew, Malak, the Angel, is
turned into Melek, the King, so as to give all glory to God.
God’s essence is pure spirit. Contrary to much Old Tes-
tament phraseology, and especially to apocalyptic Judaism,
which located God in the highest,— the third or seventh
heaven,— the Samaritan generally can find no local place
for him. This spiritual notion receives noble expression
in a verse published by Gesenius:'" * The abode which I
shall have is the place of thy power; no ocean is there, nor
sea [cf. Rev. 21,1], nor the very heavens themselves.” In
his relation to creation, God *fills the world.”'®  Most
particularly does the Samaritan theology dwell upon the

15 Eg BS ii, 116; No. xeviii, stanzas, ii, iii. In _Marka, 38a, the
Holy Spirit is classed with the Cloud and Fire, but in 73a the Glory
takes its place.

16 See Chap. XIII, § 2.

17 CS iii, 13. ) ) :

18 [hid. iv, 5. But according to a hymn, quoted by Heidenheim,
DV iv, 540, God built his temple in the highest heaven.
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incorporeality and impassibility of God, surpassing Juda-
ism in this respect. The earliest evidence of this tendency
is the Samaritan Pentateuch with its ‘I'argum, which latter
exceeds even the Jewish Targumists in the avoidance of
original anthropomorphisms. A comparison of the Samari-
tan Targum with both Onkelos and the Greek in the locus
classicus, Ex. 24, 10f, shows how far the former went in
this direction. In v. 10 by a slight textual change the see-
ing of God becomes “ they feared God,” and in v. 11 the
having the vision of God becomes * they were assembled
with God.”” This quite outdoes Onkelos, who has it that
“ they saw God’s glory,” and the Greek, “ they saw the place
where God was.” This anti-anthropomorphic tendency is
carried to a still greater extreme in Abu Said’s Arabic trans-
lation, in which some 600 cases of such revision are found.®
But in the extra-Biblical literature this trend of doctrine

becomes absolute. It is continuously taught that God per-
ceives and acts without the aid of parts or senses. * He
sees with the eye of wisdom, but he sees not with eyes;
seeing what is in the world, seeing but he sees not.”?*  And
so he hears without ears,?' he made and sustains the world
without a hand.?> He speaks without mouth or voice, and
there is no more body to the utterance than in the line of
writing which may be rubbed off a tablet.?® Even the
mystic “ Be” of creation is uttered without a word. He
suffered no toil in his work of creation, for ‘“he worked
without fatigue and rested without weariness.”?* This has
reference to the divine Sabbath, and is of course good Jew-
ish doctrine since Philo. Finally “ he never grows old for

19 Gesenius, De Pentateuchi Samaritani origine, 59. Further for the
argumic use, see Kohn, Zur Sprache, etc., 170.

20 BS ii, No. xvii, st. 1.

21 Ibhid, No. xxii, st. 2.

22 LS ii, .

28 Ibid. ii, 5; 7.

24 Petermann, Gramm. Sam. App. 23; CS i, 6.
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he has no want.2®> The one standing exception to this rule
is the constant reference to the writing of the Tables of the
Law by the finger of God; here the effective anthropo-
morphism of Scripture and the reverence for the Law are
too strong for the otherwise spiritualizing Samaritan the-
ology.

In respect to God’s moral nature, he is absolutely holy
and pure and righteous; the latter quality is especially taught
in connection with the doctrine of the Day of Judgment,
which shall be a time of awful apprehensions on the part of
saints as well as of sinners. But the quality that receives
the crowning emphasis is that of God’s love to his people;
he appears pre-eminently as the Gracious and Merciful God,
in terms taken from Ex. 34, 6ff, and after the fashion of
the standing title in the opening of the Suras of the Koran.
To give one example of this characterization of God, he is
“ the treasury of love.” 2® It is pathetic to observe how in
its litanies and hymns the petty, persecuted sect has cher-
ished its faith in the mercy of God, a love which seemed the
more intense because of its limitation to that small commu-
nity; it is marvellous how that wretched people has clung
so passionately to this faith, which history has but little
confirmed.

On the other hand, quite in line with the severe avoidance
of everything approaching anthropomorphism, the doctrine
of the Fatherhood of God, which was first developed in
Judaism and later made the cornerstone of religion by
Jesus, is ignored and even contradicted by the Samaritan
faith. God appears as Father only in the few passages of
the Pentateuch where his paternity for Israel is asserted,

25 BS ii, No. xxii, st. 2. Per contra, “the Ancient of Days,” Dan.
713, and the current Kabbalistic terms, “the Ancient,” “the Most
Hoary ”; see Hamburger, REJud. ii. s. v. Kabbala. The expression,
“the Ancient,” however, appears in a XIVth Century Midrash, DI'J

iv, 200.
28BS ii, 174, v. 5.
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e.g., Ex. 4,22. In this matter Samaritanism adheres to the
elder Sadduczan theology, a stage which was overcome by
the more intense personal religion of the Pharisees. Under
the influence of Islam this tendency went still farther to the
extreme. Abu Said paraphrases all such Biblical passages;
for example in the one just cited he translates “ my first-
born son ” as “ my own people.?”

As for the divine names, God is generally expressed by
El, Ela, the Biblical Elohim appearing more rarely, as a
rule for the sake of rhyme,— either through Islamic influ-
ence or from caution against its plural significance. But
the great name of revelation, YuwH, appears constantly
throughout the literature, without any trace of that fear at
even the writing of it which characterizes Judaism. The
pronunciation of the name has come to be avoided by utter-
ing in its stead NBY (pronounced Shémma), “ the Name,”
corresponding to the Jewish use of DW4T, e. g., Lev. 24,
112 Yet the pronunciation itself has survived in
Samaritanism, whereas long lost in the Jewish Church.2®
It appears from the Liturgy that the name was still used in
the priestly blessing till a late date.®* As is well known,
Theodoret, of the Vth Century, gives the Samaritan pro-
nunciation as ‘TaBe, or Tafa.®' In another place I have
shown that the tradition of the right pronunciation has sur-
vived amongst the Samaritans to our own day, namely as
Yahwa.32

As for the Jews so also for the Samaritans, YEWH is
the grand mystery of revelation, and the revelation of mys-

2T See Gesenius, Pent. Sam. 59, n. 202,

28 This fact gave rise to Aben Ezra's statement (Introduction to

ommentary on Esther) that the Samaritans taught that Ashima
(2 Ki. 17, 30) made the world.

28 According to tradition, since the days of the highpriest Simon the
Just, Yoma, 30b.

80 BS ii, 117, v. 26.

3 Quest. in Exodum, xv (ed, Migne, Ixxx, 244) : 'Iafe: Hereticarum

fabularum compendium, v, 3 (Migne, Ixxxiii, 460) : "Iafar.
3t Notes from the Samaritan, JBL 1906, p. 40.
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tery, the clue to all the secrets of God. It is the great, the
glorious, the hidden Name,?® and there has been no day
like that on which it was revealed to Moses.?* It becomes
then the duty of the illuminated to penetrate the mystery of
the Name, which is accordingly subjected to processes of
Gematria.3® However, there is no attempt to make any
magical use of the formula, such as appears in certain
phases of Judaism.3¢ . - -

Of the other Biblical names, Adonai and Shaddai are in
frequent use. But especially favorite is the emPloyment of
the “I am that I am,” or simply, “I am.” With this may
be compared the use of the same phrases in the Kabbala;
however, the Samaritans do not appear to have mdulgeq in
the developed Gnostic and metaphysical interpretations
found in the Kabbalistic literature. .

The frigid monotheism of the Samaritan theology is re-
lieved and enriched by an exceedingly large vocal:?ulary of
epithets describing the uniqueness of God. In his nature
he is the absolutely Existent, the First, and the Endless, and
the Unlimited, the One before the world and the creati.}res.
He is the infinite God, and Tohu-wa-Bohu (Gen. 1, _2), Le,
the original essence or source of all things, by wh1cl_1 idea
the Samaritan doctrine overcame the notion, latent in the
Scriptural verse, of the independent existence of matter;
elsewhere he is also called the Creator of Tohu-wa-Bohu.
He is frequently termed the Root, as the origin of all. He
is Creator, King, King of kings, King of the‘ ‘worlds;
God of gods, and Lord of lords; K.ing of our spirits, God
of the spirits. He is Might, the Mighty One—an eched-
ingly frequent epithet; he is Great, Strong, Able, Endui'u'lg,
Victor, Redeemer, the Rock and Stone of Israel, the Living
One and the Wise. But the epithets manipulated by Sa-

33 E.g. BS ii, p. 57, v. 4; No. xvi, Beth; p. 117 v. 26.

34 BS ii, No. xvii, st. 1.

85 E.g. ibid. _
8¢ Se% Dalman, Der Gottesname Adonai, 49.
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maritan piety would be more than tiresome in their full
enumeration; it may suffice to refer the curious to two
Hymns published by Heidenheim, each consisting of twen-
ty-two verses, in alphabetic acrostic, and each verse con-

taining four epithets beginning with the cue-letter of the
verse.®7

The Existent One, Y2, & most constant epithet.
Heidenheim, BS ii, p. xxxvii, would find in this expression
the influence of Simon Magus, who called himself éoTus,
the Standing One, which cquals the Hebrew word, a parti-
ciple of @ip-  But the term appears of God in Philo, e, g.
De nom. inut. 1052, and rather bears witness to the in-
fluence of Hellenism upon the Samaritan theology. The
same adjective is also used of the finite creation as that
which “is."— The First, 1xmp; Endless, ;10 8#%3; Limit-
less, ©IAN 1% 897. — Before the world, the creatures,
noy 1P, M3 1E. — The Infinite God, bpox 58, BS ii,
p. 208, v. 15=b dwépavﬂu. Cf. the Kabbalistic '8, non-
existence, the Greek 7 w) 8». But the Samaritans did
not go as far as the Kabbala in attempting to express the
Absolute One, and confined themselves to Scriptural lan-
guage.— Tohu wa-Bohu, BS ii, p. 21, v. 22, Creator of
Tohu wa-Bohu, Marka, 23b.—~The Root, 9p1y, PR, e. g
BS ii, 208, v. 15; Marka, 6b, to which see Heidenheim’'s
note. The Simoaians spoke of God as pliwpa 7@r S\wy, —
— God of Gods, Lord of Lords, Lib. Jos. xxix; cf. 1 Tim.
6, 15; Rev. 17, 14. Also Judge of Gods, CS v, 4; cf. Ps.
82—King, God of the Spirits, CS iv, 13; BS ii. p. 212, v.
12; cf. Nu. 16, 22; Enoch, 39, 12—The Might, n%n; cf.
Mk. 14, 62; Vita Adami, 28; Acts, 8, 10, where Simon
Magus uses it of himself, Cf. Bousset, Religion des
Judenthums, 310—The Mighty One, etc., R, 913,
33, AN —Victor, s, Redeemer, 583 —God also
appears, in agreement with Rabbinic use, as Apn now,
BS ii, No. Ixx, 11; cf, wTIPAT P 98, dbid. No. xcviii,
part 5, L. 3.

(2.) THE ANGELS.

Reland, the great archzologist of the XVIIth Century,
vigorously maintained the thesis that the Samaritans pos-
sessed no belief in angels.?® Some external references and

3T BS' ii, Nos. ci, cii.

38 Reland, De Samaritanis, %, 9; cf. Hottinger, Smegma orientale,

1658, p. 491;: Ennecas dissertationum philol. theol. 1662, p. 18. See on
the other “side, Juynboll, Lib, Jos. 122,
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On the other hand “ angels ” is used in place of the Biblical
Elohim, where it has a polytheistic flavor. Thus in the
Targum to Gen. 3, 5, the Serpent says, “ Ye shall be like
gels,” a paraphrase like that in Targum Onkelos, and
obably in this sense the expression “ God of gods and
rd of lords ™ was used. In the hymns the exchange is
metimes deliberately made, as in the phrase, “a sweet-
elling savor to YEwH,” where in place of “God”
pirits 7’ is substituted.*!
- In regard to the origin of the heavenly spirits, our litera-
ture is in general indefinite. In reply to de Sacy’s question
ether the Samaritans believed in angels, the curt reply
“We believe in the holy angels who are in the
vens.”*? Indeed the modern Samaritans appear to
1ave fallen into indifference towards this theologumenon.
rom a frequently recurring phrase, “ Powers and crea-
es,”’43 it might appear that the former were regarded as
ated; de Sacy is inclined to think that the Samaritans
arded them as emanations of Deity.#* This is indeed a
which appeared in early Christianity, and in general it
0 be opserved that except in formal theology the question
the orlg‘in of the angels is naturally ignored. However,
assage in a hymn shows that the angels were regarded
reated beings. The reference reads as follows:#5 “ O
» our God, who wast before every creature, who made
began and finished the world by himself; in Bereshit
at the very beginning] mighty creatures he created ;
sdoz}'l they grew up, in perfection and with no defect.”
H€T, In a passage already cited,*® ““ creatures ” is doubt-
used of one kind of celestial beings, as the extract tells

the denial of the doctrine by the party of the Sadducees
(e.g., Acts, 23, 8), supported this contention. But the far
wider range of literature at the command of modern schol-
arship has effectually disposed of this thesis, except so far
as it may hold for earlier Samaritanism,*® and an account
of Samaritan angelology might make a considerable chapter,
In the Samaritan Hebrew literature the prevailing name
for the angels is the Pentateuchal term Mal’akim, as an
equivalent for which Sheliach, “ deputy,” is found. There
is frequent use of “ Host,” or “ Hosts ”; the ““ Spirits ” are
rarely mentioned. In the Aramaic literature the most com-
mon term is “ Powers,” which also appear as ““ Potencies,”
“ Exalted Ones,” and ““ the Celestial Folk,” or “ the Church
Above ”’; also as “ Foundations,” and the ‘ Plenitude of
Deity.” These beings are numberless.
mow, deputy, BS ii, p. 164, v. 19 (also Rabbinic).—
prawn (xay=) ms, ibid. p. 77, He 5— mmn, spirits,
in “ God of the Spirits,” tbid. p. 212, v. 12; cf. Enoch, 15,
4ff, and Greek to Num. 16, 22; so Heb. 1, 14—Cherubim,
BS ii, p. 66, v. 21.—Powers, 19'n, as in Dan. 4, 32,
iy 5, = duvdues, e, g. Eph. 1, 21.— Potencies, 11123
—The two Cherubim, i. e. of the Ark, BS ii, p. 66,
Lamed, v. 21.— Exalted Ones, 813, tbid. p. 101, v. 23.—
Celestial Folk, w5y oy, dbid. 191, v. 11; cf. Berak, 16b,
noyn Sw mbme.  Cf. Koran, 37, 8; 38, 60— The Church
Above, 5% oyp7 mwsa, BS i, p. 138, st. 7. Cf. Heb. 12,
22f — Foundations, m1501, BS i1, p. 138, st. 10.— “ Pleni-
tude,” M58 NNy, CS iii, 8; see Gesenius’s note compar-

ing the Mandaic use of mums for angels— Angels with-
out number, CS§ iii, 8; so the Jewish doctrine, Weber,

op. cit. 169.

The Angels or Powers hold an intermediate place be=

tween God and man. With reference to their relation t

Deity, the figure of the Angel in the Pentateuch offered a

theological difficulty, yet also a means of escape from the

anthropomorphic dilemma. We have seen above, that f
avoid the former obstacle, Mal’ak was changed to Melek

ii, 116, v. 27,
et E. 106 (121).
g CS iv, 8;: BS ii, 138, st. 10.

: .« Theol. 21.
3% Epiphanius witnesses to the denial of the belief, Heres. ix, 13. 1, 181, v, 1ff,
40 P, 210, In Marka, 29a, 33b, “the Ruler,” or “the Glory” is sub- 1, 138 v, 10,

stituted.
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how they and the “ Foundations”’ came down upon Mount
Sinai. St. Paul also uses «riois in the same way, of
spiritual beings, Rom. 8, 39. From the passage quoted
above, it would appear that angels were created on the
first,” not the second day, as the Rabbinic theology came
to teach, while of the later Jewish doctrine that the angels
were an emanation from the fire under the throne of God
there is scarcely a trace.*®

As in the earlier Jewish theology, the angels are con-
ceived of as closely related to or identified with the stars;
so in the expression, “the heavens and their powers.”4?
Thus at the revelation on Sinai, along with the angels ap-

pear “the winds and the waters and the fires and the f

material elements,” as spiritual existences.®
There are a few references to a hierarchy amongst the
angels. These are represented as sitting in ranks at the

theophany upon Sinai,®* and Heidenheim has published a

hymn in which the angels who wait upon God in his heayv-
enly temple are divided into classes, some of whom attend
to the morning and evening oblations, while others of

higher rank perform the divine commissions in the universe, .
Four

receiving their orders through an angelic porter.®?

47 Sq Marka, 148b. .

48 Bereshit Rabba, c. 78, We1_3_e_r, op. cit. § 34,
According to Heidenheim (BS iii, pp. xviii,
nation appears in Marka, 105, I
on the first day; see Jubilees, ii, 2.
their creation to the second .as ¢ 1
assisted God in his work. But Samaritanism retained the elder noti

49 BS ii, 10, st. 11, It is not clear whether in the description ot
stars of the seventh heaven,
animate. .

50 The identification of the angels with the stars,
tion of “the Lord of Hosts,” is very ancient in Israel. !
spirits, belonging to the four elements, and even to every kind of cr

ture, appear constantly from the Benedicite and the Book of Eno :

down; cf. Enoch, 6o, 11ff; Jub. 2, 2; Gal. 4, 3, 9; Col. 2, 8, 20.
Bousset, op. cit. 317.
51 BS ii, No. xix, He.
52 DT iv, 551.

Bousset, op. cit. 316.
xxv) the doctrine of ema-
06,— a passage which he has not pub-
lished. The earlier Jewish doctrine taught that the angels were created
Judaism subsequently transferred
day so as to avoid the idea that they

ibid. No. xiv, Beth, they are regarded as
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- angels are given names and special functions, to wit, those
who attended the ark of the child Moses, Kabbala, Penuel,
Anusa and Zilpa, the first two also appearing as *“ Helpers ”
of Moses.” With the exception of the historical refer-
ences to the Serpent in Eden,®* there are but few allusions
to evil spirits in the literature.® But Petermann learned
orally that the Samaritans considered as devils Azazel,
Belial, Jasara (the hornet, Ex. 23, 28), and also ranked in
the same class the Cainites and the Nephilim.’¢ We thus
hserve that Samaritanism by no means followed the ex-
eme Jewish development of angelology and diabolology,
d has been able to withstand the doctrines of Islam in
this fieid.

Kabbala, 933 is represented as God’s minister, in the
ninth heaven, BS ii, p. 26, v. 2of. This being has some
mystical connection with Deity: “K is the secret of his
Name,” p. 83, v. 13. (According to Heidenheim, BS' iii,

. xxv, he appears in Marka, vi, 260b [unpublished] as
identical with God.) His function seems to be like that
of the Rabbinic Metatron; see Weber, op. cit. § 37. The
etymology of the word is entirely obscure. May it be a
personification of Qabbala, the secret doctrine of God?
Such a theory supposes a confusion between initial Kaph
and Qoph, which 1s possible if the word were borrowed
orally— Penuel, 9%130 (cf. Gen. 32, 30), is the Angel of
the Presence, Jub. i, 27, 29; Test. Lewi, 3, 18; T. Juda, 25
(Is. 63, 9). His place is generally taken in Judaism by
Gabriel, Lu. 1, 10— Anusa, ND1IXR, appears in the Kabba-
llstlc-hterature as a form of Enoch (Enosh), who was the

emiurge, the Prince of the Presence, and even identified
with God himself.— Zilpa, np%1, I cannot trace further.—
According to Petermann, I c¢., the priest gave him as the
names of the four great angels, Fanuel, Anusa, Kabbala,
Nasi, whom the priest assumed to find in Gen. 32, 31, Ex.
14, 25, Nu. 4, 20, and Ex. 17, 15, respectively.

S 1, 20, v. 6; p. 205, v. 18,
f' tbid. 112, Samek, v. 2I.
- Lib. Jos. c. xxiii, according to which the reading of the Law
magical effect against the spirits.
éisen, 1, 283. Also Cowley notes, without further reference, that

2,18 a destroying angel Mehablah, who corresponds somewhat to
: R viii, 571,

-
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As for the functions of the angels, they are such as
usually appear in Jewish and Christian theology. In gen-
eral they are spoken of as “the Hidden Powers,” 57 but
their manifestation has been vouchsafed to the Patriarchs
and at the great moments of revelation. The principle is
laid down that “ they are present only at the times of temp-
tation.” % But the supreme moment of the revelation of
the heavenly powers was the awful scene on Mount Sinai.
According to almost every one of the Midrashic hymns
which repeat the story of that momentous event, all spirit-
ual essences appear as summoned to witness and add
dignity to the scene, all Powers and Creatures, the spirits
of all the elements, the lightnings and thunders, the stars
and their constellations; in serried ranks this Church Above
assembles, while below gather the tribes of Israel, the angels
themselves glorying in the giving of the Law. '

ination of the future fate of men. Like the saints, they
1 possess at the Last Day some intercessory power with
‘God, but the wicked need expect no favor from them.®®
rizim is “ the tabernacle of God’'s angels,” ® where they
taste and kiss 7’ the sacrifices,®’ and at the Passover the
o Cherubim and the angels are present, hovering about.®?
e Hosts attend the priestly blessing, and they attend the
aithful in their prayers,5® At the Day of Judgment when
he scales are set, they shall appear as assessors, and acquit
ach one of the righteous, as they ask concerning every
nt of the latter’s lives.®* In all these notions of the angels
find concepts that are rooted in the Old Testament and
ich flowered richly in Judaism and Christianity. But
the whole the Samaritan conception has remained sim-
and soberer; in this the earlier Sadduceeism is evident.
Chere is no trace of a belief in guardian angels.

The passage summarized is found in BS ii, No. xix,
p. 77, He. Cf p. 45, Mem, Samek; p. 111, Nun; No.
xxxiv; CS iii, 8; iv, 8; etc. This Midrashic treatment,
based on Dt. 33, 2, is parallel to that of the Jewish litera-
ture (see Weber, op. cit. § 57; cf. Heb. 12, 18ff), with
some original details. Moses appears more exalted than
in the Jewish Midrash, for here the angels do him rever-
ence. The Samaritan doctrine also holds an independent
position in one important point; it does not allow that
the angels had anything to do with the mediation of the
law to Moses. *“God spoke with all Israel, speaking with-
out an interpreter (repeater),” ':n2 (BS ii, 130, st 16).
Samaritanism insists on the immediate gift of the Law
written by God’s finger to Moses, in contrast to the Jew-
ish dogma that angels were the mediators, Jub. 1, 27-C. 2;
Philo, De Somniis, 642 M; Josephus, AJ xv, 5 3; Gal.
3, 10; etc.

(3.) CREATION.

‘According to Samaritan dogma God has revealed him-
tin two grand acts, namely the creation of the universe
1 the giving of the Law. Hence most of the Midrashic
mns begin with an extensive description of the creation,
d upon the narrative in Gen. 1.%° The Samaritan doc-
€ teaches strictly that God was the creator of all things.
flbsolute theology represents an earlier stage of Jewish
e, before oriental dualism and the Greek distinction

S ii, 191, v. 12. Cf Job, 33, 23.

et E. 63 (77).

S ii, 116, v. 27.

:%t 66, Lamed. Cf. the Christian idea in connection with the

id. 117, v. 27; no. lii.

'BS' i, 94. The idea of the Scales is taken from Islam; e g.
» XX1, 48; see Tisdall, The Sources of the Qui’an, 198,

omparison may be made with the great ancient Eucharistic

;lwhich relates the drama of human redemption, beginning with

This revelation of the Hidden Powers is unique, D 1t
nevertheless the heavenly spirits still have communion With
the Faithful on earth, and will take their part in the deter

57 Eg. CS iv, 1I. .
58 Bﬁg ii, 70 No. v. Marka, 2a, has a like phrase, but uses it in

different sense. The former passage proceeds to enumerate their
pearances to the saints down to the giving of the Law,
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between matter and spirit had rendered possible even in
Jewish monotheism the notion that anything could have in-
dependent existence apart from God. It is in contradiction
to such dubious theology that the Samaritan doctrines hold
that God created the Tohu-wa-Bohu, and even that he is
Tohu-wa-Bohu.%®

A frequent expression is that God created “from that
which is not,” e. g. BS ii, 164, v. 3; CS i, 4; Sam. Theol.
19. (Gesenius renders the phrase, ex eo ubi nihil, but 1871
is the pronoun “that”) TFor the earlier Jewish doctrine
of absolute creation see 2 Mac. 7, 28; for the later notion
of independence of things in origin and condition, see
Weber, op. cit. § 43, and for like philosophy, Wisdom, 11,
17.

Marka almost alone, as we have seen, enters into Gnostic
speculations; according to him the angels were emanations
from the Glory. The same theologian teaches that *the
Law came forth from the fire” of God, and that the two
Tables “ were separated from the lamp (face?) of his knowl-
edge.”® One might find in this theologian almost a pan-
theistic conception; he describes God as one “ from whom
all is and to whom all returns; 8 also a Hymn speaks of
God “making all things go forth from himself.”%® But
we may not push such a criticism too far; Paul also taught
that “of him and through him and unto him are all
things,” Rom. 11, 36, while the return of all to Deity isa
common doctrine of the Koran. Samaritan theology in
general draws the sharpest line between God and his crea-
fiires:

68 See above, p. 215.

7 Marka, 68b; cf. Weber, op. cit. § 42. Also Moses’ staff and the
four Caves were created in the Six Days, 5b, 77b; cf. Pirke Abot, v, 9
and Taylor, ad loc. Ci. above, note 48.

68 1442,

80 CS iii, 16.

70 There is no notion of the opposition to his purposes on the part
of the angels as held by some Rabbinic literature; see Weber, 0p. cit.

§ 43.
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The mystic means of creation was the command, “ Be,”
which is the object of adoring wonder to the devout Sa-
maritan. In dependence upon Jewish exegesis, ten crea-
tive words were spoken, the first of which was found in
Gen. 1, 1, when Tohu-wa-Bohu and the angels were cre-
ated.” Marka also holds the later Jewish notion of the
“renewal” of the worlds, i. e., of several creations
(Toledot) before the present world was made.”> The uni-
verse is divided, as in the simpler Jewish conception, into
two worlds, the upper and the lower, or, more frequently,
into the Things Concealed and the Things Manifested.

As for the heavenly regions, references are found to both
seven heavens and to nine. In a passage giving the former
number, the sun is assigned to the highest heaven.”™® In the
passage describing the nine heavens, each of the first eight
possesses its own firmament and stars, while in the ninth
is “the Holy Abode, and Kabbala its minister.”?* This
number, which approximates the ten heavens of Kabbalism,
appears also in the Acts of St. Thomas, where Paradise is
placed in the eighth.”® The hymns give lengthy descrip-
tions of the heavenly bodies, in long discourses compounded
of pseudo-science and mysticism; of course, astronomical
observations played a large part in ecclesiastical thought
because of their importance in regulating the ecclesiastical
calendar, being created indeed “ for omens and seasons”
(Gen. 1, 14).7® The day of creation was the first Nisan.”™
The knowledge of the elements of matter went no further
than the four principles of fire, wind, water, and earth.”

71 p; ;
S RN oy
"3 BS ii, No. xviii, Waw; DFJ iv, s52.

:: %g_lii, ED. xiv, Beth.
ilo, Acta S. Th L 273 i i im).
N ac]sz o 509??.w 27; 47 (cited by Heidenheim). For ten
"¢ For the calendar, see Chap. XIV, § 12.

Ti;;ﬂf arka, 30a. The Jewish doctors disagreed as between Nisan and

"8 E.g. Marka, 43b.






