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CHAPTER VIIL

THE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE
SAMARITANS.

§ I. THE SAMARITANS AT HOME.!

In Chapter II. we observed that the land of Samaria as
a geographical entity was identical with the Highlands of
Ephraim. It is bounded on the north by the valley of
Esdraelon, to which also belongs the plain of Dothan, with
its deep inset into the hill-country. On the east is the Ghor,
or valley of the Jordan, the plain of Beth-shean having been
distinguished from the land of Ephraim politically as well
as geographically from earliest times.? On the west the
line of the lowlands marked the political boundary, the Phce-
nicians and Philistines being in possession of the coast, while
Mount Carmel, though a spur of the Samaritan hill-coun-
try, was cut off politically by the highways which crossed
it. Only on the south was there an uncertain border. There
a long neck of highland connects Mount Ephraim with
Mount Juda, cleft on either side by deep wadies, but withal
presenting no one strategic line of boundary. G. A. Smith
has graphically discussed this debatable frontier,® and points

1 See Juynboll, Hist. Sam. 37; Neubauer, La géographie du Talmud,
1 p. 168; Schiirer, GJV, 8§ 23, 24; E. Meyer, Entstehung des
Judenthums, 1806, p. 105; Smith, HG cc. xii, xvii; Hélscher, Palis-
tina in der persischen und hellenistischen Zeit, 1903; Conder, Samar-
stan Topography, PEFQS 1876, p. 182 (with extensive treatment of
the geographical references in the Book of Joshua and the Chronicle
Neubauer).

2See 1 Sam. 31, 10. It received a Scythian colony in the VIIth
Century, and later became a member of the Decapolis.

3 0p. cit. ¢, xiii.
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out that there were three possible lines, each of which be-
came effective according to the comparative stren'gth of the
two political divisions of Israel. Our present interest in
this question begins with the Post-exilic age. i
As Meyer points out, those who worked on the walls o
Jerusalem, according to the list in Neh. 3, were not settled
farther north than Gibeon and the uncertain l\eier_miot.“L Ac-
cording to Neh. 11, 25ff the Jews had p}lshed in the same
age towards Joppa as far as Ono, Hadid, Lydda., a note
disputed by Meyer and Hoélscher, who hgld that this datum
represents the geography of the Chromcler-; at all events
Sanballat hailed from Beth-horon, and Ono in thﬂe Shg}hela
belonged to his sphere of influence (6, 3). Thus m the
first part of the Post-exilic period the district of S;}marla
lay close up under Jerusalem. But the powerful Jewish ex-
pansion began to drive back this northern boqnd:_u*y, as we
learn from the Chronicler and from the co‘lomzatlon (?f ex-
tensive districts in the south of Samaria, witnessed to in the
I1d Century B. C.? .

In the Maccabzan age the northerly expansion .of JL_zda—
ism received the political endorsement of th_e Syrian king-
dom ; the three considerable cantons of Aphairema,— proba-
bly the city of Ephraim (Jz. I1T, 54)‘,—ﬂ Lydda, and Rama-
thaim, perhaps the modern Beit Rima, NE of Lydda—
were formally annexed to Judzea.® This IE}rge acquisition
of territory pushed the Jewish boundary far into the interior
of Samaria, the place of Borkeos which Josephus notes as

:Ig%lszﬁérlolfélgs{. g?liggeg’o,of]’-mctﬂ‘if?he late Persian age Juda ac-
tually controlled Samaria, adducing the Book of Judith, 1th‘?:’| ;radg;:;rﬁ
of which belong to the age of Ochus, while its action is laid in S
ria. (Cf. Torrey’s identification of Bethulia with Sheche;n.J 4%
xx, 160; also such passages as Zec}ga:éér?g. ]ucsfe'pfl};i,sﬁ}yx?i, 4?)5 P
adﬁé‘ééﬁ%ﬁ, a;f. t?;.-fa?g?tg:eiiata, see ’1 Mac. 11, 20ff: Josephus,

i i iation
. Cf. Schiirer, GJV 1, 233, and, for the due apprecia
gf}tl)m{:léx“t’er?t of the annexed territory, Holscher, op. cit. 74.
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the boundary in his day doubtless marking the extent of
that annexation.

For the Ist Christian Century we gain more definite de-
tails of the boundaries of Samaria, which are described with
much exactness by Josephus. Samaria lies, says that his-
torian,” “ between Judza and Galilee; it begins at a village
that is in the Great Plain, called Ginaia, and ends at the
Akrabene toparchy.” A little farther on he adds that on
the boundary between Samaria and Judea lies the so-called
village Anuath-Borkeos.® Now Ginaia is the En-gannim
of the Old Testament, the modern Jenin, lying on the south-
ern slope of Esdraelon.® Akrabene, or Akrabatta, is the
modern Akrabe, 8 mi. SE of Shechem. DBorkeos is now
generally identified with Berkit to the WSW of Akrabe,
in the Wady Ishar; Anuath has not yet been located.™
These data place the frontier for Josephus’s age along the
line of the Wady Ishar, which, as Smith observes, is the
northernmost of the possible natural boundaries between
Judea and Samaria. The Jewish boundary had thus ad-
vanced to within seven miles of Shechem and included the
greater part of the ancient land of the tribe of Ephraim.
Moreover the western boundary of Samaria was thrust back,
as we have seen, by the loss of the canton of Ramathaim,
while the Jewish expansion to the northwest included the
important cities of Modin, Lydda, Ono, Hadid, and
stretched as far as Antipatris.'?

_TBJ iii, 3, 4-5. It is uncertain just what was the relation of the
city of Samaria to this district; Holscher, op cit. o7, following Mar-
quardt, considers it to have been a member of the Decapolis.

8 Conder has a different translation, PEFQS 1876, p. 67.

® It also appears as a border town in Gittin, vii, 6, The Gemara
ad loc. also names Kefar Outhenai as on the border. Josephus nar-
rates a bloody fight as occurring here between Samaritans and Jewish
pilgrims, AJ xx, 6, I.

19 The English Survey Map follows Conder’s translation in widely

separating Anuath and Borkeos.
1 Mount Sartaba was also in the hands of the Jews; Rosh-ha-
ana, ii, 2.
12 See Neubauer, op. cit. 86.
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