CHAPTER IV.

THE ORIGIN OF THE SAMARITAN SECT.

§ 1. TO THE FALL OF JERUSALEM, 586 B. C.
When the present write

of the Samaritans, he natura

r took up the study of tl"le origin
Ily began with a consideration

of the differences which distinguished the histories 1o’f ::Z
two sections of the Hebrew people, Israel and %ulcﬂa, hi
North and the South. It seemed antecedently pro 9: : et
the Samaritans must be the heirs of the pelcgl:Jal t;eeligi;oex;sl
isti 1; they would be
characteristics of northern Israf:. : ‘
successors of the church of Elija, Ehsha and Iiios%al;tatr;]cl
of those Yahwe-enthusiasts, the ffumly.of Jehu. i
results obtained in this field of investigation are en 1t' i
negative. When at last we come upon definite informa g)e
i i f the kind that gives some deé-
concerning the Samaritans, 0 th ; e
ipti — hese authorities belong
scription of them, and t ne
Chr%stian era, the New Testament, ](isepi;lus, thejz_‘vz:i;l;lugect
1 hing else than a :
the Samaritans appear as not \
The one essential difference between them aélfl n]uﬁﬁ;l:
i i Gerizim, not on Zion;
is that their cult centres on ; g
i t all of these can be S
differences there are, but almos ' .
daism and often to cor
represent elder stages of ]'u' 1 .
:I))onc? with the tenets which distinguished the con.servag;\[’;
Sadducees from the progressive and finally triump

Pharisees. . o
It is not necessary then to ascend into hoary antiquity t;

. cke
1 This theory has been attempted, but unsuccessfully, by Lincké

Samaria und scine Propheten. P
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ascertain what ancient cults upon Gerizim may have given
a peculiar coloring to the worship still connected with it by
the Samaritans; between the rise of that sect and antiquity
has entered the cleft of Jewish monotheism and iconoclasm.
Nor is it necessary — interesting as the task would be —
to expatiate here upon the original differences between the
North and the South in the matter of religion. These
differences have been too much exaggerated ; northern Israel
has been condemned because orthodox Juda has written the
history. But a comparison need only be made between the
two great prophets who preached the fall of their respective
states, Hosea and Jeremia, in order to make it clear that
while in both kingdoms there was a spiritual remnant, in-
carnated in those respective prophets and their partisans,
religious and moral degeneracy marked the South at the end
of the VIIth Century B. C. as luridly as it stains the pages
of the last days of the northern kingdom a century before.?
In the providence of God Juda was given a respite of a
century and a quarter beyond the fall of Samaria before her
own ruin came; her spiritual fruit had greater time to
ripen, and became crystallized in the Deuteronomic reform,
so that when the stroke fell there was a spiritual germ with
vitality enough to withstand uprooting and transportation.
We have to add to these considerations the more benevolent
conditions of the exile under Nebuchadrezzar, and the au-
- spicious political circumstances of Cyrus’s conquest, in or-
der to understand the perpetuation of Juda’s community
and its final restoration to its native seat. These factors
of history, simply fortuitous as they appear to some, prov-
idential as they prove themselves to other minds, help
us to understand why of the two “ Sisters,”” Israel and
Juda, “ one was taken and the other left,” and why Juda’s
Church finally dominated in the ancient Holy Land.

?See Jeremia, passim, and especially 3, 6ff, for Yahwe’s change of
Neart towards Israel. . &
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The period in which we must look for data concerning the
origin of the Samaritan sect is a lengthy one. It extends
from the time, about 722 B. C., to which the description
given by 2 Ki. 17 of religious conditions in Samaria after
the Assyrian conquest assumes to belong, down to the age
of Alexander the Great, in whose reign the Jewish his-
torian Josephus places the rise of the Samaritan sect and
the building of its temple on Gerizim. Yet the data bear-
ing upon our subject for these four centuries are most
scanty and meagre, while most of them are involved in
disputes of Old Testament criticism which are kaleidoscopic
in their variety and show no sign of speedy settlement.
We will observe first the classic passage 2 Ki. 17, which,
more than any other document, has controlled the tradi-
tional theories concerning the Samaritans.

The pertinent data'in this chapter are as follows. After
a three years’ siege the capital of the Northern Kingdom,
the city of Samaria, fell to the Assyrian king, who de-
ported Israel, and settled them in various specified places,
both in Assyria proper and in Media (v. 1-6, cf. 18, 9-11).2
But the land denuded of its inhabitants required new citi-
zens, so we learn that ““ the king of Assyria brought men
from Babylon, and from Kutha, and from Awwa, and from
Hamath and Sepharwaim, and placed them in the cities of

Samaria in place of the children of Israel; and they pos-

sessed Samaria and dwelt in the cities thereof ” (v. 24).

But the newcomers “ feared not Yahwe,” that is, did not

worship him, because as strangers they knew not the cult

of the native god; “ therefore Yahwe sent lions among
them, which killed some of them.” The settlers thereupon
prayed the king of Assyria’s assistance, and he responded

8 The problem of these “ Lost Ten Tribes” does not concern us here.

A tradition concerning their maintenance of relations with the Jews 15

preserved in the Book of Tobit; Tobit is of the tribe of Naphtali, de

scended from an Israelite taken captive by Shalmaneser, 1, 2, and hav-

ing social relations with Israelites in Media.
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Yahe Overcoe 5 and on the other hand, they worshipped
e th(; o emn}g sacerdotal fleﬁciency by making priests
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> s ad Joc.
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.
o the tladltlon COnCeInlng IEIOboam -] pI‘IEStS

of the priests, see i)elow,

N. B. the parallelism of the participial
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text of the Biblical passages leads us to infer, has left a

fairly detailed account &

L. 11.  Samaria I besieged and conquered ...... 12
..... AR, s vnenm W 325 & (with the help of Shamash?)
who gave me my strength ...... I5 coeres ~z pegunpone-

I took into captivity, 50 chariots for my military use I re-
moved ...... 16 ...... I renewed, made it higher than
before; people out of all lands, my captives of war, I
settled there; my officer I made governor over them, tribute
and taxes like the Assyrians I laid upon them.”
A parallel but briefer account relates 8
L. 23. “Samaria 1 besieged, and conquered. 24 I
took into captivity 27,290 of those who dwelt there, and
removed 5o chariots. The rest I let keep their property
?). I set my officer over them and laid upon them the
tribute of the former king.”
According to Sargon then no complete deportation took
place; he removed only some 27,000 natives, mostly with-
out doubt from the capital, whereas we learn from a passage
of contemporary content, 2 Ki. 15,10f, that the land con-
tained some 60,000 well-to-do landed prcuprietm‘s.9 It may
be believed that amongst the exiles were found all the
priests that the conquerors could capture, for these were the
mainstay of the fanatical opposition of the petty Syrian
states against the Assyrian empire.’* But the bulk of the
Israelites still remained behind, in the condition propheti-
cally described by the prophet Hosea, « without king, and
without prince, and without altar, and without sacrifice, an
without pillar, and without ephod or teraphim ” (3,4)-

Moreover it is most improbable that the five peoples men-
ted into the land at this time

tioned in 2 Ki. 17 as impor
Schrader, Keilin-

7 Annals, 11-17. (1 refer for these passages to

schriftliche Bibliothek, i1.)
8 The so-called Prunkinschrift, 23-24.
9 See Buhl, Die sozialen Verhiltmsse Israels, 52.

10 Cf. KAT 95
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K}f;:sea(‘:fuigy1 mt;oduced then. Apart from the general
D s asp Se;t)t;: ((1) all t%le l_ands ’’ Sargon names only one
s Tu:; at this time in Hatti-land, 1. e. Syria
el G};‘f‘a,ﬂfosmb-ly an eastern Aramaan tribe.‘i
o spreéd - ta %Ki T heaa fnsasssduavantesvhith,
il o A ;r ;;1 good part of a century, and actually
ik f15_0.r1(: fact that several importations and
. ewmtso citizens _occurred under Assyrian rule
e w;: must bl":e:ﬂy review. In 721 broke oui;
i evsot of_IlubIdl of Hamath, in which, strange
v O[;pan Isr,n antuax:la took part.’? We learn at ’the safle
e il e ;JC:;J atlgn Of] people frpm Urartu into Hatti-
i b ppose that Samaria received some share
With
b Medet;he )%es;tilsf Sargon began his campaigns against
e the. o e olh?wmg year, 714,'® the conqueror re-
Toadich, Marsiman, Haiapa, the distant Arbat (Arabians?).
ani, 3 istant Arbai (Arabians?
;wei;%?n:leandgsglbes as;{ people of the desert, h(itherto ifldzi
R er}ldun nown. Now the settlement in Sa-
for the Medianwc;epotrl:cl;)tiznmsg Ilzzel'tt)een lirl e
- . . elites claimed '
11317(; Z}thl:;e dleportatlon is to be included among Eﬁezp{e{;—-
R o < ands t::an5ported into Media as a result of
onquests in that region.'*
After a lapse of several decades we read, in a much later

- Biblica
1 passage, Ezra, 4,2, of the colonization in Samaria

effected by Esarhaddon. T
¢ 1. The gloss in Is. 7,8: /i
In 65 years shall Ephraim be broken in piecey:s’ SO th:eillgcilt 2}11?1;

A 5 .3 i
» 20-23, see lnckl ] 5 ent
1 rmal Y e€rs Ie\-’lsed tr anslauoﬂ 4411“,’ tamen

liche Untersuchungen, 105.

12 Annals, 236
13 Annals, 9‘3‘_&_

* Annals, 67fF; Prunki i
been suggested by Wian l:lr:'irt.'kﬂft. soff. This combination of data has
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not be a people,” may have reference to some chastisement
of the land undertaken by the monarch named.®
Finally Ezra, 4,9f, gives a list of peoples settled in Sa-
maria by Asenappar, who is now unanimously identified
with Asshurbanapal.’® The list of peoples as given by the
Massoretic text of this passage is a mass of barbarous
names, but is now generally interpreted as follows:'" “ The
Persian judges, the Persian secretaries (?), the people of
Erech, the Babylonians, the Shushanites, that is, the Elam-
ites,” In accordance therefore with this passage, which
purports to be a document of the age of Artaxerxes I., the
colonists settled in Samaria included both Persian officials,
and Mesopotamians from Babylon and Erech, along with
Elamites from the old Elamitic capital Susa. With this
reference to colonies settled in Samaria by Asshurbanapal
from Babylon and Erech, we have doubtless to associate
the reference to the colonies from Babylon and Kutha in
2 Ki. 17, for which deportation there would be no place
in Sargon’s history, although it could well have been part
of Asshurbanapal’s chastisement of Babylonia for its partic-
ipation in the civil war raised by Shamash-shum-ukin.'®
18T see no reason to change the name, with Josephus, AJ xi, 4, 3,
to Shalmaneser, or with Winckler (op. cit. ¢8ff) to Asshurbanapal,
to make it agree with Ezra, 4, 10. The two passages are critically

distinct. If a change has to be made, Sargon is the easiest makeshift.
18 The identification was first proposed by Bosanquet in G. Smith,

History of Asshurbanipal, 364. For the proper vocalization of the

first syllable, see the texts of Baer and Ginsburg; for the Persian th origin of th )

origin of the last consonant, see Meyer, Entstehung des Judenthums, € latte

:1;1; tt};;e calamities of war.  Still, there js -

b citizsﬁsﬂ;f;.‘t’;;nentg alh;solutely changed the character of

been gl | tl;l;ma.. The conditions there must ha\(z)e

From what we readsznnihiug:r?a?:r ;h:h e Jerusalem.
i M

twoe Igggyllii tt;hst_lppose‘that all the Jews ewEiIl:?;nrsecords,

» the remainder perishing, and that thé)s(;rtz?

the Return were
. the sole pr, i
Jewish church, But it is i Ogemton? Of the subsequent

reason to think

£l

being lost in the
ry, others being

the Gola, the refurned exiles® T [ike g;’ll;se :I{I;ez}sity gef
1t 1s to

Il:;]r;isnuergefl that a Vvery considerable remna
P ;ln gamarla. Yet Possessing neit
I heads, they must ha
ul , ve bee
rehgrously a weak community, 21 “?it}l:gt

20.
171 follow Meyer, op. cit. 35, and on the “Tarpelites,” Marquart, Increases the probabili s
Fundamente israelitischer u. fiidischer Geschichte, 64, who proposes Cerning those Syr: ity of the historijcal worth of
a corruption of the Assyrian dupsharru, tablet-writer. 8 Yrian cities as contributing co]onio the st
18] can only briefly refer to Winckler's notable essay, op. cit. 98 €s to Sa
with its drastic criticism of the narrative of colonization in 2z Ki. 17,
a piece of criticism which has been largely adopted. He holds that :
v. 24 originally read: Babylon, Kutha, Sippar, but that the latter word _*! Jeremia i
was confused with the Sepharwaim, i. e., the Syrian Sibrain, of 2‘1‘{" 'tga
18, 34, which confusion dragged into our passage the two other cities the remnant ) L
mentioned in the latter passage, Hamath and Iwwa. Against this Ounted for m Juda as utterly worthless, 1,
plausible critical theory is to be placed the fact that four out of the five ? >~ bad
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ing — amalgam
with them in religion, thus giving
to the later Jewish tradition that

idolaters. Yet we must believe tha
of the succession of Elija and Hosea, « that had not bowed

the knee to Baal,” must have remained faithful. However
there is nothing definite to show for any spiritual power in
this remnant. Certainly we may not hold that there arose
in the North a spiritual and monotheistic institution like the
Jewish Church, which pursued its parallel but independent
course, and which finally resulted in the spiritual religion of
Samaritanism. Nor can we argue that original Samaritan-
s a syncretism of heathenism and Yahwism, out
of which the latter clement finally emerged triumphant,
establishing a pure monotheism for the northern sect. This
would assume a greater spiritual marvel in Samaritanism
than in the development of the Jewish religion, and none
who knows much about the Samaritans would assign to
them any extraordinary religious genius. But the key to
the problem of the continuance in the North of a remnant
of Israel true to Yahwism and able to resist the tempta-
tions offered by aliens, must be found in the support of-
fered to those weak brethren by the more persistent com-

munity of Juda.

This hypothesis, likely in itself,
facts. Hosea, the last northern pro
northern political constitution (8,4), even if his Messianic
references lie under critical suspicion.?? The fall of the
state must have turned the minds of sincere Yahwe-wor=
shippers in the North to the Davidic commonwealth of the
South. On the other hand Juda would have prospected
the possibility of the ultimate re-incorporation of Josep

22 See Harper, Amos and Hosea, p. clix. But the prophet wh

1d have been bold enough to

demned the house of Jehu (1, 4), cou
cherish the hope of re-union with Juda.

ated with the new settlers, and syncretized
a basis to 2 Ki. 17 and

all the Samaritans were
t some few thousands

ism wa

is borne out by some
phet, condemned the

hin

o coft=
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its kin iti i
i ing;ic;tr;ar I:At_tral:htlon to tI‘fIS effect is contained in 2 Ch
X invjtesa iIveI: of Hezekia’s great Passover.?? Kin .
PS o Ce? : srae} to take part in the Passover whicﬁ
forms. He senf{sral;cfs lrilnf.r??aiz?;tioﬁl Withhhis e b
o . ation  throug Ephrai
e Vs:e n?;d ‘;Et}? I_.qwer Qahlee. The messeng?ers aTe saanig
it r::ilcule.m Mount Ephraim, yet one state-
S ress . :11; dcuertam men of Asher and Manasse and
g Magas e . (v. 11), another that “ many of Eph-
SR Passms::, ssachar and Zebulun,” participated (v
o fr wa}i also post'poned to the second montl;
Wl Ijlrt or the convenience of the northerners.?*
st hf{rest (_)f. Hezekia in the northern Israelites
= op o has political policy, for we know from Sen-
queror and dictatoi ?ﬁtesrzgzﬁds;};? unsgccﬁisfm LA
quert a. urther, i
1;121};1 s 31-3e1£rtb ;bout Manass?’s imprisonmen’t lfr;[ h%ﬁ;i:
R adv,a nt,a ac;epted as history, we may suppose that hf;
R o ai;ie tc1) the revolt of Shamash-shum-ukin, 652—
645, o regain the old northern Israelite land. Probably
g, 7potation zcco gby[qman 'colonists into Samaria at
Qs panied with the exile of rebellious
The next information we possess concerning Samaria

. »

the martyr-ki
greaterrzzri(mg I?If Juda, played the same part as did such
. as Nabopolassar and Necho; he attempted, if
cient terr?tlz) Conqm?st, at least the recovery of Isragl:s ;1:1_
R - ry to his crown. It is in the light of this claim
e writer does not accept the position of the dominating bod
y

Critics wll() ﬁIld in the ChIOHiCIel s statements G"]) - re
te ]} Tar 1story ; h i i (:l]ned l 5 tra(l]tl() e
A Yy 15 1 t t thl k
mpo h e I [0 2 [ Jil Sp a fOl’

The sea i :
;: Prism, iiogg 1&1 the North is a little later; cf. 1 Ki. 12
See above, p. s2. Q15
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and probably even of possession of the Ephraimitish high-
lands in part, that we may explain Josia’s foolhardy at-
tempt to stem Necho's march through the historic land of
Israel as he pressed on his way toward Nineve, falling
himself in battle at Megiddo, in the Valley of Esdraelon.?”
This royal reformer, according to 2 Ki. 23, extended his
reform into Samaria. Bethel is particularly named as the
scene of his most violent iconoclasm (V. I sff), and all the
northern sanctuaries are qaid to have been destroyed ;
Bethel, it may be recalled, was the seat of the syncretistic
cult established by the colonists (2 Ki. 17,28). The vio-
lence exercised against the highplaces of the North was a
counterpart of the destruction of the Judean highplaces;
we may not argue from the terms of the narrative that there
was no genuine old-fashioned Yahwism left in Samaria.
Juda’s dominance in Samaria lasted for less than two dec-
ades, but we are justified in assuming for this period some
rapprochement between the faithful of Joseph and of Juda,
which augured greater possibilities in the future.

The hypothesis that a considerable number of northern
Tsraelites adapted themselves to the religious hegemony of
Jerusalem is cubstantiated by an anecdote belonging to the
time of the fall of Jerusalem in 586. From Jer. 41,4ff we
learn that after Ishmael’s assassination of the Babylonian

of the Jewish remnant, the Jew Gedalia, ¢ there

governor
came men from Shechem, from Shilo,2® and from Samaria,
eighty in number, with their beards shaven, and their

clothes rent, an
and frankincense in
house of Yahwe.”

Forschungen, ii, 289 KAT 105,
159, who makes Magdolos the scene of the battle; this
identifies with the later Stratonis Purgos, which name
represent a Semitic Migdal Ashtoreth.

28 Graf prefers the Salem of Gr. B;

27 Winckler, .
place

but see Giesebrecht, ad loc.

d having cut themselves, with meal-offerings.
their hands, to bring them to the
This must refer to the ruined temple

follows Herodotus, iy
Winckler

he considers 0
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at Jerusalem,?® while the mournin

( g of the party se
:glz;tec ;(r)lsg:r;lglsolﬁggn of the Holy City. I’)l’hiz reg:'l:nzz
B epethetio e body of northern Israelites expressing a
1 pathetic interest in the fate of Jerusalem at such t ¢
ous times, is only incidentally recorded, but may h o
resented the sentiment of many in Samaria.® Yo

§ 2.

FROM
THE FALL OF JERUSALEM TO THE BEGINNING
OF THE GREEK AGE.

1 : :
b it vmea i s 21 ¢ @ fswters s ot
_ th : of the northern state thos
g(smzlil;:rr:sd“ffgo hrelmal.n'ned faithful to its ancestral trzdc;f
e uineC Wcl; de p to Juda, whose holy city and dynasty
e ;1 erfully preserved in the Assyrian wars
ety sctth g;h els s;lal of approval upon the southern insti:
g oot tho e1;1 l_land both political and religious
the northern territ;riuwilitc; S\ira;: ;0 e ;tS v g
s once part o its domini
Ou:?\;'gsltl;)r\in; a(:lomve to the most dlfﬁ(}ult field of the wholéoc;l%
s & storica. qgest, the age in which we must look for the
A DarkpAatu’),n of the Samaritan community. This is
g el gli: of Jewish history, covering the Exile, the
R ’until ths sfewireral stages, al:ld the remaining obscure
- e fall o.f the Persian empire. There have
I .m_any prophetic books and fragments belongin

: 1t£sg history is set forth in the Book ongErflo
- muc}tlzt :lsc::ge’t in .the eyes o‘f Biblical criticism,
e o B ainty lie concerning the worth and
L. i e historical data as with regard to this latter
7 acrifices were offered after t i i
4; 2,m 14.5(:!;1(;}11319’1\81815'311'}?110}\35 tl;lee Rpggls:;liligy,tlgdi‘;:zdvitﬁmgle’ S
B e o e e ey ey

a.

p
apart flom the dlﬂlCUIts‘ Of allOWillg a IE“‘ISh writer so to Speak

“highplace,” it i
)’ it is most unlikely tha S
fighplace should still have existg(r:l upt: af}gl;i J :;lasg iicom:x:lasm such
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any case the peoples of
the land
than the S . s could refer to ma
o e a;uzantan sect. The other passage, 4 Ifr%y : tlhers
their help to %’erSanes of Benjamin and ]u(,la " pr iff wr
of the teﬂlple eru-bbabﬁl and his fellows in the rePbEilc?'md
e Godus , saying, “ Let us build with you; for w mE
“ ¢ Eailia ddo);qoi'do’ and sacrifice unto him si’nce thee éee
Their offer i ing of Assyria, who brought us hith e
cage has bs proudt}y scorned by the Jews. But th o
een subjected t L & A
Schra ) X 0 Ut‘lsparm cri 101 .
stmctd;ruihesﬁy upon it,®* and it is uniasonta:cbll?ic on
The expla IS_tOI'y Upen.S0 doubtful a passage HESS
R on thI.:: Iittlm} of the opposition to the Jewi:sh resto
e pfovincepd of the Persian officials, from the satr o
B b oiplsin ZWH_ to the local bureaucracy of Sama oy qf
against the & .Slmply as on the score of politicalna, .
B oow I.p”‘”leges received or assumed by th i
Abar-Nahar:t;S sbout the constitution of the yprovein-lewsf
e e i r?c; :)v;e sz;y suppose that with the faﬁ gf
: uda came
contro S more or 1
ated aiciigglegotﬂim;ls in Samaria, whose doésiiligzd{?ia ihe
= o the greater or less i e
restored . ; ess independen
King TJEWIISh community was able to gain fronfil:hgg e
. e hostility to the new Juda was, i e Great
WICEL , not a religious character , in a word, of a
| e hav 5 .
s e I'II?}?: t;) consider the changed social conditions of
B Guc to th:WA;:Omplemon of the population of S(;
1 syrian captiviti . g
alrea . aptivities and col .
dy been noticed. A like process went0 (;Jrrll liZ;l t,lTor;lS’
uda

book; and nowhere is there such confusion and conflict of
critical theories attempting to reconstruct the actual history,
as amongst the studies of this period. It would be im-
possible here even to describe all the different reconstruc-
tions that have been attempted, much less to criticize them.
However, fortunately many of the Jewish problems can be
left to one side, while only certain leading facts need be

cet forth, concerning which there exists the minimum of

critical dispute.
In the first place, while it is popularly

adversaries of the Jews in their pious attempts to restore
Jerusalem were the Samaritan sectaries, it is to be observed

that this supposition rests upon a very few statements, all
of a doubtful nature. In general the adversaries of the
Jews appear to be the political chiefs of the Persian province
of Abar-Nahara, i. e. Syria, as in Ezra, 56, or more par-
ticularly the Persian officials and Babylonian colonists in
Samaria, as in 4,7ff, and as in the case of Sanballat, of
Bethhoron on the Samaritan porder,3* who had behind him

1y translated ‘ the army of

the support of what is genera
“ the aristocrats of

Gamaria,” a phrase which may mean
Sanballat made friends

Samaria.” 32 How far the same
with those of the Jewish type of religion in Samaria who
dissented from the Jerusalem Church, will be considered
later. But he appears as an entirely secular and worldly=
minded noble. Two other passages have been especially
referred to the Samaritan heretics, Ezra, 3,3, and 4,1ff
The former passage reads: « They set the altar upon its

base, for fear was upon them because of the peoples of t
lands.” The Hebrew actually makes still worse sense, €
no approved emendation.®®
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h Winckler to explain
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ite” from the Moabite Horonaim, OF with Kamphauser, from

32 ] owe this suggestion to my friend Prof. W. Max Miiller.
33 See Guthe-Batten, SBOT ad loc.; Bertholet, Esra #. I¢ emio!

ad loc.; Torrey, Composition and Historical Value of Ezra-N ghemt®
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from the day of Jehoiakim’s revolt against Nebuchadrezzar.
There was no importation of new settlers from distant
parts, as in Samaria; this was unnecessary, for the dis-
tricts left vacant by the Jews in the wars with Babylon
and finally with the captivity of a great part of their num-
ber, were rapidly filled up by the Edomites and Arabians
pressing in from the south, while it is probable that Trans-
Jordanic tribes like the Ammonites crossed the fords of
Jordan and settled on Israelitish soil. These newcomers
were designated as ““ the peoples of the lands,” as we find in
Ezra-Nehemia. The intruders took the lion’s share of an-
cient Juda, so that the district which the Jews occupied in
Nehemia’s time consisted of not much more than Juda and
its suburbs, lying between Jericho and Mizpa on the north,
and Beth-Sur on the south.®® In this district to which the
Gola, or returning exiles, came back, remained those of the
Jews who had not the good fortune of enjoying the Baby-
lonian captivity. Thus before the return of the exiles,
Juda was in like social condition to Samaria; it was domi-
nated by alien peoples, but also contained a considerable
element of the old Israelite blood.
It is to be observed that the irruption of the peoples of
the lands pushed the centre of gravity of the Judzan ele-
ment to the north, toward Samaria. So we find that the

seat of Gedalia, the governor of the Jewish remnant after
the fall of the capital, was at Mizpa to the north of Jerusa-
Now it can hardly be denied that their com-
mon misfortunes must have brought together the unfor-
tunate remnants of Joseph and Juda; distress made friends
of those who had been so long sundered by sectional jeal-!
ousies. It is to be held then that the gloomy period of
the Exile, and also of the following century, until Jewish
rigorism expelled all doubtful elements, tended toward the

38 See Meyer, Entstehung des Judenthums, 105, and map at end of
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ment was Zerubbabel, the Davidide, and the stimulus to the
intense agitation which arose in Jerusalem was due to the
prophets Haggai and Zecharia.®*® So far as we can judge,
the agitation was Messianic, nationalistic; it appears that
Zerubbabel was the hope of the Jews, patriots or fanatics,
whichever we call them. He is the Messianic “ Branch”
(Zech. 3,8); he and the high-priest Joshua are “ the two
Anointed Ones,” i.e. Messiahs (4, 14); if we follow Well-
hausen’s brilliant emendations in 6,9ff, the crown was in-
tended for Zerubbabel’s head. The agitation produced the
result desired by Haggai: the temple was built. How much
farther the frenzy went we do not know; Sellin has argued
for an assumption of Messianic claims on Zerubbabel’s part
which was violently suppressed by the power of the Persian
empire.** At all events the furore did not abide for long;
within five years, 516-5, the dark veil again settles down
upon Juda, and it is not lifted until the age of Ezra and
Nehemia.

This first attempt at a restoration may be definitely de-
scribed as political; and it possessed the liberalism which
inspires politicians but is ignored by ecclesiastics. Conse-

for the results of this
€ next chapter in the
a, which now intro-

quently its aim would have been to include the diverse ele- guiding-strin gs of the 1S
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41 Sellin, Serubbabel, 1808; Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der
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42 Meyer, op. cit. 114. Bertholet, in his valuable work, Die Stellur
der Isracliten und der Juden zu den Fremden, 123, holds that tho
who returned in 538 held aloof from the local elements, as is sho¥
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The restoration of the Judaan church as proposed by
the Babylonian Diaspora and effectively undertaken by
Ezra and Nehemia was ecclesiastical; it was a proposition
not of the family of David, nor of the highpriests, for these
were likely to be as secular-minded as royalty, but of the
doctors of the Tora, whose schools flourished in the new
home and produced as their piéce de résistance the Law, or
at least its first draft in the Priest Code. We can imagine
the opposition to this policy produced in the minds of the
people in Judaza, the Am-ha-areg¢ or Boors, as they were
contemptuously called by the Babylonian exiles.** The
majority in any church is worldly-minded, does not easily
or for long acquiesce in Puritanism. But now the social
liberties of the Palestinians were to be restricted, their
franchise in the community reduced to little or nothing.
Rebellion to the Babylonian policy, feud between the ele-
ments of the community, excommunication of the dissatis-
fied, — these were the results of the second restoration.
How far “the Law of the Lord which was in the hand
of Ezra the scribe ” met with success we cannot judge, but
that ecclesiastic evidently failed in the matter nearest to
his heart. He attacked with burning zeal the practice of in-
termarriage with the peoples of the lands, requiring that all
such unions should be ruthlessly broken. The people seem

to have sullenly allowed the appointment of a commission

to settle the grievous matter. And then the history abruptly

concludes (Ezra, 9—10).
problem afresh, we must conclude that Ezra failed. The

ties of humanity outwitted the priest.

Ezra’s successor, the governor Nehemia (445-433), was
Backed

a far more strenuous yet withal more politic ruler.

44 The term, which was once simply a social one, “the country=-
people,” may have largely obtained its sinister meaning through éon"f

fusion with the other, “ the peoples of the lands,” designating the

tile colonists; the various texts and versions of Ezra-Nehemia evinceé

this confusion in the varying use of the singular and plural.
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