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Abstract: Four New Testament writings mention Samaritans and Samaria—Luke—Acts, John,
and Matthew. We must consider that all Samaritan texts in the New Testament are based on a
historically correct knowledge of the cult of YHWH worshippers in Samaria oriented towards the
Gerizim. If the YHWH admirers in Samaria are to be understood as one of the two independent “Israel”
denominations that existed in the Palestinian heartland during the post-exilic period, consequently,
in John, Matthew, and Luke-Acts, attention is paid to their understanding of the ecclesiological
significance of “Israel” and to Christological aspects. Moreover, the authors of the Gospels reflect a
semantically young phenomenon, when Xapopitat is understood beyond the ethnicon as a term
for a group religiously distinct from Judaism. At the time of Paul, the term “Samaritan” had not yet
been established to refer to the religiously defined group. This means that care must be taken when
interpreting the term “Israel” and “Israelites” in all Jewish or Jewish-Christian texts written before
70 A.D. This also applies to Paul: when Paul speaks of “Israel”, “Israelites”, and “circumcision”,
he could have consciously used inclusive terminology that, in principle, included the (later named)
“Samaritans” in the diaspora.

Keywords: Luke-Acts; Gospel of Matthew; Gospel of John; Pauline letters; 2Kings; Septuagint;
inscriptions (Greek); Josephus; Israel/Israelites; historical Jesus; Mount Gerizim; post-exilic period;
Pentateuch; Moses; Jerusalem; diaspora; Delos; Ben Sira

1. Which Texts Are Relevant?

1.1. The Classical New Testament Samaritan Texts and Historical and Hermeneutical Questions Connected
with Them

Although the Greek terms Xoapopitng, Xopapitic, and Xapxpitat are only found in a few New
Testament writings, they are sometimes associated with very prominent narratives. The most famous
is certainly the parable of the Good Samaritan in Luke 10:30-37, but the story of Jesus and a woman at
the well in John 4 is also one of the most famous Samaritan texts of the New Testament. In the Gospel of
Luke, besides Luke 10:25-37, there are two other texts in which one Zopapitnc or several Zopopitot
appear: Luke 9:51-56 (the inhabitants of a Samaritan village refuse to give hospitality to Jesus on his
way to Jerusalem) and Luke 17:11-19 (the story of the grateful Samaritan leper). In addition, for the
author of the Third Gospel’s understanding of the Samaritans, the notes and a narrative about the
post-Easter Samaritan mission in Acts must be considered: Acts 1:8; 8:1; 4-25; 9:31; 15:3. In the Gospel
of John, besides the narrative in John 4:4-42, there is another note in John 8:48: Here, Jesus is accused by
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his opponents of being a Samaritan and possessed by a demon.! The Gospel of Matthew mentions the
Samaritans only once: at the beginning of the of the missionary discourse Jesus instructs the disciples
in Matt 10:5-6 “Go nowhere among the Gentiles and enter no town of the Samaritans, but rather go to
the lost sheep of the house of Israel.”?
Re};’?ons Uf(ﬂlr NewTestament writings (but three authors) mention Samaritans and Samarja,
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appear is sufficient. Increasingly, the field of Old Testament studies is providing insight—from the
point of view of religious history, which is contrary to the biblical representations in the post-exilic
period—on the fact that there were not only one, but two theologically and sociologically relevant
leading figures in the Palestinian heartland. Thus, there were also two important Yahwisms, each with

”EEsmﬂef%aap@,q Wk
aeriaRidiRlsQ RS f-tj.‘;—;z.; :
FeRY o RIS Gr (R R el

R

It would therefore be worthwhile and help expand our understanding of the colorful religious
e be worthwhile andehBElp exl:thmdlsﬂmemmdqrsﬁahﬁnfgfofr tébeamtdeﬁthﬁeh@ntmns of TooanA, TogamAitay, ‘Efgaiot, and
ury A.D. if, for ekampkg}theﬂﬁ@mmﬁmde smaxifigalin i O\ S a8 M@mdxem&r&m 9202 trdesebwes (newi)attértion,
SRRy Sy IRHY J§ael K0S PR R RS AR Sl A g AR R ws
oralse errearing s LeRparpgnshaisndsrstansing efthe colorful religiou
) % &3 pRier thenansionsod Toer\, TooanAttay, ‘Epoaiol, ant
e the passage can alsg,) r%{s{us mn St eécﬁ m?é%ﬂ‘ %ﬁé&%‘ﬁéﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁ%@&ﬁ%ﬁ% Wfle?@% PesizelRseties (new) attentior
e 0.

Se Piisstel GATEIsebEr AR BU R & WAy that PaUFeefs ity BdHiTKYisHes between Jew
EAuTiev B wead emtfmﬂm @&Wﬁ@%@@m&@@m@wm@@ﬁ@mm@%w OTIGTHIGN Ty 438). EdmBler ALY
S¢— RoABCDORVIISR sﬂ‘d@{{@petnbkﬂat&emm@hhgqnb@pg@%)lmsﬁem
acc ]él‘iz[é thChui IV E&%E earthual

(ALTTTTON, , ZO
bry 1ana five a}EO%te B0 p 47X B O IR E O TABINGE (%P 13 15) I,r\l/tgges,gt\l} géffm h1s lgjeg SCtOLC OiAmtmtov, T
adila Tocoiment] P ; slabtel EZ%@ Q domes from Samar

“% Sy &:3 e EEX I N R &%?owv Ay ) o ¢ ool
1 ,E - eIgh Clearrll ar e 1 Chats the Ao eaisid e ] (21)2 §Ove nor tO  oppress th eaPeo le: at Jerusalen
wﬁ)s }z]x amarlt TYV ' ? o) | QY ' ¢ UT( TOL n TVED

Apdro AA% rt i JHN D) B Ldai%u% n who ap omted him; (23) and ¢

o1 sv o !

ﬁ)s a ater ocu, ent from th e cer) tur 3 gﬁﬁ@amama} ﬂ¥3 15) Interesting in this respec

ntlonst aat the ew1£ﬁ%cﬁ% O i alfﬁpl)cg!nﬂl‘ry{é‘u& Jakssbt (ca. 100 165 A.D.), who comes from Samariz
BR) Takwp): 1Apol 534: T&egiBdhmw 300/2()4m@mﬁaryathquhedm!mamos@mn@mq&mumwa&mbe Israel” (pvAov ToganA) and “House Jakob
?\u’tm eevn, 0 d¢ Tov8ikdreRAM A| b1 ARIREPASTEIOIMHAIN D3k d ¢ TauPaG P AG VT Yévn aveewnsta U7 T00 n@ogontmov nvsvpmo

o~ 4 N o~ o~ 10 ML - (- 1 tL- -t L 1 vt Y L oD AL T IDETITY ML 11T S I NN . 1117 ™™ T 1 Ny 5.1 T .. Ny




Religions 2020, 11, 147 3of16

its own YHWH sanctuary and its own claim to be “Israel”.” If one summarizes the previous results in
the shortest form, both Yahwisms existed from the Persian time up to the 2nd century B.C., side by
side, in a relationship that was not shattered® by deep conflicts, as had been the previous assumption,
but which had found a compromise document in the common Pentateuch. The post-exilic Jewish
biblical and non-biblical literature shows that the coexistence of both groups was increasingly burdened
by conflicts only from 200 B.C. onwards. Since the Hasmonaean period, tensions increased, and the
YHWH admirers in the region of Samaria were transformed from “Israelites” to “foreigners”.” After the
Hasmonaean attacks on Samaria and the associated destruction of the city and the sanctuary on Mount
Gerizim, i.e., at the end of the 2nd century B.C., group-specific peculiarities developed and grew in
both Israelite groupings, and border demarcations increasingly took hold.!” Thus, in Old Testament
studies, there is currently a gradually growing sensitivity to the fact that, from a historical perspective,
the Samaritans of the biblical era must have been more important than their biblical presentation
would have us believe.!! We must therefore distinguish between the biblical and historical view of the
history of Israel and recognize the divergence within it.1?

The YHWH worshippers in Samaria, who came from old Israelite traditions that were continuously
cultivated, cannot have been a marginal religious phenomenon in New Testament times in terms of
their number and importance'®
city surrounding it had been permanently destroyed at the end of the 2nd century B.C. and could

never be rebuilt. If the YHWH admirers in Samaria are now to be understood as a specific expression
14

, even though their sanctuary on Mount Gerizim and the large temple

“within a comprehensive spectrum of Jewish-Israelite religiosity
“Israel” denominations that existed in the Palestinian heartland during the post-exilic period, 1°
a new perspective will also emerge for the New Testament Samaritan texts.!® From the hermeneutic
perspective, the fact that the authors of the three Gospels mentioned knew, used, and quoted all the
scriptures of the Old Testament must be considered. The majority of these writings are Judaic and
Jerusalem-oriented or pro-Judaic, and their later layers and texts (even though in coded form)!” are
marked by sharp criticism of the Samarian YHWH admirers and anti-Samaritan (foreigner) polemics.
The fundamental orientation towards Jerusalem is thus also to be found in the three Gospels, as their
authors are deeply rooted in Jewish-Christian traditions.!® Nevertheless, it is not clear whether and to
what extent they also participated in the anti-Samaritan polemics of some writings and texts.
Consequently, in John, Matthew, and, above all, Luke—Acts, equal attention is paid to the reception
of Old Testament texts as to their concepts of Israel. Certain Old Testament texts can be seen as the origin
of a specific concept of “Israel” in the Gospels, as they can be seen as the origin of a specific Christology.
Only from the Israel understanding of a writer can the Samaritan texts possibly be adequately opened
up. The Gospel of Luke in particular, but also the Gospel of John, reveals that at the end of the 1st
century A.D., at least in the Jewish-Christian area, despite a Jerusalem-focused perspective and some

and as one of the two independent

See (Bohm 2012, pp. 182-88). (Hensel 2016, p. 413): “Mit Beginn der persischen Zeit und in einer gewissen Fortsetzung des
Nebeneinanders von Siid- und Nordreich zu staatlicher Zeit [existierten] zwei selbstdndige (von einigen Beriihrungspunkten
abgesehen), unterschiedlich konturierte, (mehrheitlich) monotheistische Jahwismen im paléstinischen Kernland.” This
suggests not only the size of the sanctuary on the Gerizim, but also the prosperity of the Samaria region in post-exilic times.
8 (Hensel 2016, p. 413).

9 Cf. (Hensel 2016, pp. 257-389) to Sir 50:25-26; Jos Ant 11,297-347; 12,257-264; Esr, Neh, Chr, 2 Kgs 17:24-41.

10 (Hensel 2016, p. 415).

' See (Schmid 2012, p. 31).

12 See ibid.

See (Hensel 2016, p. 5) for the post-exilic period: “Die Zahl der JHWH-Verehrer im Norden war vermutlich um einiges
hoher als jene der Judéder.”

14 (Weingart 2014, p- 332).

15 (Hensel 2016, p. 413).

16 (Bohm 2012, pp. 198-202).

17 (Hensel 2016, p. 413).

This is now also true, with increasing consensus, for the author of Luke-Acts: cf. (Wolter 2008, pp. 9-10; Rusam 2008,
pp- 194-95, 235).
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‘birth a Phrygfaray Go ( bﬁfo Ig]thﬁ r?an %ﬁgpgﬁg%&ggt err rootas in Jewish-Christian traditions,
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erizim, ronicus iSC , see (Pummer %ff"lﬁ» 15). Interesting in this respect
n 2018, p. 188).als0 a 1ate¥f&&%ﬂféﬁ§m m@m@ﬁwmwmﬁm thy Dey glineletiers %%M@jj]frg?fﬁga}flgﬁéﬂ does not

n2012).  mentiospehk atapwpRaiMdshitkatersabout pueplerwsr shippingoanMesit ez itHoust thidime of Paul,
2:9-10; 10:12f @Gabe: Wﬁ&%ﬁa@héﬁ;ﬂaﬁ’ahmbn@tgaﬂbeen@s@bhshquw@mm thebethnizebput alsoveligiously, defined
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% See RoMMROrIOSKYIZGaV 25 the; Gextter of the YHWH cult.?®
4 The fact that both sections of the letter, Phil 3:1b-11 and 2Cor 11:16-33, may be integrated fragments of

originalty independent writings fromra fiterary-critical perspective makes the question even more exciting.

0 Cf Phﬂz@ Hos1BRG o8 B073Ant 11,114; 13,74-75; 18,85.88; and others.
Jos. Ant 11,342.346; 12,10.

31 Jos. Ant 12,257-262.

32 Jos. Ant 18,85.

33 Jos. Bell 1,63; Ant 13,255; Ant 11,19-20: XovOaiot.

34 Gee for example mNid 4,1; 7,3b—4b; mSheb 8,9b; mDem 3,4; bGit 45a.

B Act 89.

36 See (Pummer 2009, p. 23): “For the Samaritans, Scripture means the Pentateuch.”

%7 The Samaritan Pentateuch represents a specific text that became current during the last two centuries B.C.E., which represents
the original reading rather than the Masoretic text in some crucial places. The Gerizim commandment in the Decalogue is
particularly striking. For an overview, see (Schorch 2012; Pummer 2009, pp. 23-27). Pummer concludes (see pp. 26-27),
“In the second or first century B.C.E., the Samaritans made a small number of changes that reflect their ideology. What they
evidently did was to choose one of the pre-Samaritan texts of the Pentateuch and modify it slightly in conformity with their
beliefs and practices.”

In the following, “Samaritans” and “Samaritan” are therefore placed in quotation marks wherever they appear from the
time before 70 A.D.
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Gal 2:9 (Wueic eic T& €0vn, adTOl 8¢ el TNV mepttoprv/“we to the Gentiles, but they to circumcision”)
is possibly granted an extended dimension.

2. The Classical Samaritan Texts of the New Testament in the Context of the Particular Israel
Concepts and Christologies

2.1. Matthew (Matt 10:5-6)

In Matthew, Jesus is the Son of God, Davidic Messiah, and shepherd of Israel, who makes a clear
point of seeking out the lost sheep of God’s people.® Matthew restricts the earthly work of Jesus
strictly and emphatically to Israel, but also connects it from the beginning to the end of the Gospel
and the fulfillment of the hope of salvation for all nations.””

The logion in Matt 10:5-6, consisting of two prohibitions (v 5) and one commandment (v 6),
could already have originated from pre-Matthean tradition®® but was most likely formulated by the
author and set at the beginning of the missionary discourse.”® What he is looking to formulate here is
important to him, in any case; it is about setting the scope of the disciple mission: like Jesus himself,
the disciples before Easter should also turn exclusively to Israel.®0 The structure of the verse gives
space to different interpretations with regard to Zapopitat. If a synonymous parallelism is intended
in Matt 10:5b, Matthew equates the Samaritans with the nations of the Gentiles. However, if a synthetic
parallelism is meant, Matthew sees the Samaritans as existing between the nations of the Gentiles and
the lost sheep of the House of Israel. There are two further possible interpretations: The Samaritans
are among the sheep of the house of Israel but not among those who are lost.®’ Or—and this is more
likely—Matthew reflects the impression of the time of Jesus that the Samaritans would not have been
open to a Davidic Messiah as shepherd of Israel and that it was not yet the right time for the Samaria
mission.®? The Samaritans had no theological reference to Jewish prophecy and to the Zion and
Davidic traditions, but were fixated only on the writings of Moses in the special form of the Samaritan
Pentateuch. It justified for them not only the cultic priority of the Gerizim, but also an eschatology
focused on Moses.®?

Under this assumption, Matt 10:5 could provide a historically accurate knowledge of the Samaritans
that was not influenced by literary polemics. This thesis is supported by the use of tense in Matt 10:5-6.
The two prohibitions use aorist forms (&7téAOnTe and eioéABnTe), while the commandment to go to
the lost sheep of the house of Israel is formulated in the imperative present tense.** Consequently,
the instructions for the twelve disciples are to be understood as something unique from the beginning,
which in the context of the Gospel of Matthew, is related to the current state of Jesus’ messianic ministry,
while the sending of the disciples to the house of Israel becomes a permanent task for them.®> Under
this assumption, Matthew would have been thinking of limiting the pre-Easter mission to Galilee.
The prohibitions would then either have to be related to purely geographically determined areas in
the vicinity of the Galilee region® or that Matthew was actually (also) reflecting that the Samaritan

% See (Konradt 2015, p. 5).

5% (Konradt 2015, p. 5).

57 (Konradt 2015, pp. 5-6).

% (Lindemann 1993, p. 56).

% (Konradt 2015, p. 162). Konradt continues: “Doch auch dann, wenn diese Verse dem mt Sondergut (bzw. QM) entstammen
sollten, wird hier ein besonderes Anliegen des Evangelisten sichtbar.”

60 (Konradt 2015, p. 162).

1 From the context of the Gospel of Matthew, however, it is not a question here of the opposite of “lost” and “not lost”, but of
the contrast between shepherds and sheep. See (Konradt 2007, pp. 33—41).

62 This interpretation would have a narrated analogy in Luke 9:51-56.

63 See footnote 81.

64 (Konradt 2007, p. 91).

65 (Konradt 2007, p. 91).

66 See (Konradt 2015, p. 162; Konradt 2007, pp. 84-85).



Religions 2020, 11, 147 9of 16

mission at the time of the historical Jesus had not yet succeeded (or had not been intended by him)®7,
but was only successful after Easter. On this point, he concurs with the depiction of Luke.®® Within the
Gospel of Matthew, it fits that the itinerary does not lead through Samaria. Matthew even changed
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became less important for a part of the faithful in Christ, to whom also the Samarian missionary Philip
belonged.®® The emergence of a Samaritan Christianity might thus have significantly benefited from
the fact that, in parts of the early Christian preaching, the Jerusalem temple and any other man-made
structure are critically evaluated as a place for the worship of God.?” Luke suggests that the post-Easter
gathering of the people of God in Samaria became possible because the missionaries on behalf of the
Risen Lord (Act 1:8) changed direction, away from Jerusalem towards the Samaritans. At this point,
the Samaritans show an open attitude on the narrative level and receive the message.®

Back again to Luke 9:51-56: what happens after the rejection of Jesus in the narrative in Luke
9:53-56 is indicative of the general helplessness in dealing with the religious conflict between the two
groups, which had smoldered beneath the surface, and with regard to cultic matters, had grown since
Hasmonaean times. The disciples were incensed by the Samaritan’s rejection of Jesus and invoke the
name God through Elijah’s words in 2 Kings 1:10-14 to remedy their comparably weaker position on
foreign soil, to stage a miracle of punishment through his power (Luke 9:54). In so doing, the intent to
cause physical harm to the Samaritans is part of the plan from the outset: fire is to consume them and
their village.

However, their focus on the Pentateuch meant that the Samaritans did not recognize the prophetic
sign as such and therefore did not acknowledge it.3? Jesus can also not offer any meaningful solution in
terms of further discussions with the Samaritan villagers: the Gospel simply states, “The Lord turned
around and rebuked them” (Luke 9:55). Thus, the disciples are forced to rethink the actual will of
God and possibly also the special conditions in a Samaritan village.”! Escalation of the conflict was
prevented. However, given the villagers’ rejection, Jesus also failed, and leaves them in peace.”? At the
end of the short story, it says: “Jesus and the disciples went to another village” (Luke 9:56).”3

Luke 9:51-56 was, to a certain extent, a repetition of what happened in Nazareth in Galilee?:
the Savior of Israel, the fulfillment of all promises, experiences rejection and conflict within the central
regions of Palestine where the people of God live.”> The same can be said for Jerusalem, i.e., also in
Judea®. Whether the other village to which Jesus and the disciples moved was also intended to be a
Samaritan village is unknown.”” Even if it were a Samaritan village, there is no record of such visit.

The request to stay with Samaritans, quite apart from the primarily theological significance
of this stop for Luke, shows that, despite the difficult common history, there was a community of
convenience, as neighbors perhaps, between Jews and Samaritans. Galilean pilgrims could apparently
travel to Jerusalem through Samaria.”® This short story could be a reflex of a memory that the historical
Jesus, with his message and understanding of his own mission, could not gain a foothold with the
Samaritans.” That Jesus would be unable to complete his mission, to bring together all people of the

God of Israel, oriented towards Jerusalem, even seems historically plausible.!?

86 Act 6:13; 7:48-50. Cf. (Bohm 2002, p. 116).

87 (Bohm 2017, p. 359).

88 Act 8:14: déSexTat 1) Sopdpetx OV AGYOV TOD Beol.

89 One can at least consider whether the disciples also needed such a rebuke.

90 1k 9:55: otpagelc b emetipmoey adToiC.

91 See (Bovon 1996, pp. 27-28): “Der Heilsplan Gottes verwirklicht sich aber nicht durch Gewalt, ( ... ) sondern durch
Schwachheit, d.h. im Annehmen von Scheitern, von Leiden, von Begrenztheit.”

92 (Bshm 2002, pp. 117-18).

9 Lk 9:56: ko gmopelON oY €ic ETEpory KGOUMYV.

9 Lk 4:16-30.

% The preparations of the disciples in Luke 9:51 do not only concern accommodation, but also the coming and proclamation

of Jesus.

Lk 19:47. Cf. (Bovon 1996, p. 25): “Symmetrisch zur Verwerfung Jesu in Nazaret (Lk 4,29-30) nimmt das Ereignis in

Samarien das fatale Ende der Reise nach Jerusalem vorweg.”

Cf. (Bovon 1996, p. 28). For another perspective see (Frey 2012, p. 211).

% Cf. Jos Vit 268-270.317ff; Joh 4:4. Cf. (Frey 2012, p. 221).

9 Cf. (Bovon 1996, p. 24): “Die Erzdhlung (... ) hat also einen archaischen Kern; sie ist mehr als eine nachésterliche Projektion
ins Leben Jesu.”

100 (Boshm 2017, p. 358).

96

97
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The short fictional story of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:30-35), which is put into context by
Luke 10:25-37, also picks up the difference of cultic places between Jews and Samaritans,'”! but in
a very subtle way.!%?
priest and Levite, who, as cult officials on the narrative level, invoke the most important difference
between the two groups. The Samaritan provides an exemplary demonstration that the interpretation
of the most important commandments of God among the people of God does not depend on the place

The Samaritan represents the other part of Israel and is a counter-figure to the

of worship (the priest and the Levite were returning from Jerusalem and thus presumably temple
service). Instead, it should be based on God’s love and, as it were, on the streets and in everyday life,
on the attention given to those in need.!®® Thus the Samaritan proves to be a better interpreter of the
will of God, a true Israelite and also one who need not worry about the initial question posed by the
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In the second text of the Gospel of John, in John 8:48, Jewish opponents of Jesus accuse him of
being one of these crazy Samaritans,'?® because he questions their claim to salvation traditions and
thus their relationship to God. This identification insinuates an existing theological affinity between
Jesus and the Samaritans and reveals the dissent between Jews and Samaritans, shaped by polemics,
with regard to the traditions of the fathers. As in John 4:4-42, the dissent in John’s mind is overcome
in John 8:58 by Jesus’ claim not to be subject to temporal limits, to have existed before the ancient
forefathers, and to be the place of divine revelation in history.'?® In this respect, in John’s mind, all the
fundamental separations between the people of God are unified in Jesus in John’s mind.

We must therefore consider that all Samaritan texts in the New Testament are based on a historically
correct knowledge of the cult of YHWH worshippers in Samaria oriented towards the Gerizim. Viewing
all texts in the context of its own Israel ideas and Christology, the Samaritans occasionally appear
implicitly stronger and are more often considered in the representations of the Gospels than would be
first thought.

However, further and more in-depth studies beyond the observations presented above are
necessary, among other things, on the juxtaposition of prophets” expectation according to Deut 18:15,
18 and the Messiah concept. They will probably not provide any conclusive evidence for a conscious
(background) inclusion of significant Samaritan theologumena, but it might be worth playing through
such possibilities in principle to question their plausibility.
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