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SYNOPSIS

Throughout the Bible, there are few stories as compelling as the relationship of
Jonathan and David. This is a tale filled with military exploits, love and passion, and
moments of failure. This relationship as read solely through the words of the biblical text
is ambiguous in nature. One is unsure whether this relationship exists because of
political, interpersonal, or homoerotic reasons.

The scholars throughout the ages examine the same terms, actions, and feelings to
illustrate their reading of the relationship. Therefore, this thesis wishes to explore the
wide body of work, which will assist the reader in comprehending the biblical story of
Jonathan and David. The author will examine other biblical texts, Talmudic and
midrashic works, medieval commentary, and modern scholarship in an attempt to
understand Jonathan and David’s relationship.

Each of the five chapters of this thesis will examine a different aspect of their
relationship in detail. The first chapter will look at the political aspects of this
relationship. Chapters two through four will address the interpersonal aspects of this and
other relationships found in the Tanakh. Chapter five will explore the homoerotic nature
of this relationship.

The thesis contributes to current research by illustrating the diverse amount of
commentary on Jonathan and David’s relationship. No author has brought biblical,
midrashic, Talmudic, medieval, and current scholarship about this relationship together in
one place. The diversity of this material allows for a deeper look at this relationship, to
understand how each generation comprehended this relationship differently due to the

type of scholarship or the current events that occurred in their day.
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Introduction

Throughout the Bible, there are few stories as compelling as the relationship of
Jonathan and David. This is a tale filled with military exploits, love and passion, and
moments of failure; indeed, this is one of the only narratives in the entire Tanakh that
focuses on a relationship between two men who are not related. This short story of only a
few chapters in I Samuel' has tempted scholars from the time of the Mishnah until today.
The author wishes to build upon this great scholarship and add his own thoughts to the
discussion about Jonathan and David’s beautiful and loving relationship.

In I Samuel chapter fourteen, Jonathan, the son of King Saul, first appears on the
scene. As a warrior, he achieves victory over the Philistines and becomes one of the
leaders of Israel. Shortly afterwards, David, a young shepherd boy, is called into service
as King Saul’s musician; he plays the lyre, which comforts Saul when the evil spirit
comes upon him. Even more, David volunteers to battle Goliath and as a young lad
defeats Israel’s greatest enemy. It is after this victory, in chapter eighteen, that Jonathan
and David officially meet for the first time. At this moment
AUD I MM NT UM NP i vy “Jonathan’s soul became bound up
with the soul of David; Jonathan loved David as himself."* It is this powerful first
meeting that causes Jonathan to cut a covenant with David, to strip off his clothes, and to

provide these garments for David to wear.

' To learn more about the Jonathan and David narrative, please see I Samuel 14:1
to II Samuel 1:27.

21 Samuel 18:1. All biblical translations are from the JPS TANAKH unless
otherwise noted. JPS Hebrew-English TANAKH (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society, 1999).




As the story continues, David marries Michal, the daughter of Saul, and becomes
a leader beloved by Israel and Judah. Saul increasingly becomes jealous of David’s
power and influence over his son, daughter, and the people. In chapter nineteen,
Jonathan wishes to alleviate this fear, by illustrating David’s loyalty. But, a similar
situation also arises in chapter twenty, in which David finds Jonathan and asks for his
protection. The two cut another covenant Jonathan expresses his love to David and
promises to inform him of any bad news, while David agrees to look after Jonathan’s
descendants. As David hides in the field, Jonathan confronts Saul, who increasingly
becomes angrier at Jonathan’s relationship with David. Saul blows up at Jonathan,
throws a spear, and calls him mTmn my-)3 “son of a perverse, rebellious woman.™
Jonathan, realizing his father’s wish to kill David, runs to the meeting spot and tells
David the bad news as the two kiss and cry upon each other’s shoulders.

After this initial parting, Jonathan and David meet one last time in chapter twenty-
three. Jonathan says to David; SNWOY TONR NI AN ANY T IN¥AN N D NPRTON
vy F2-mnn ) “Do not be afraid: the hand of my father Saul will never touch you.
You are going to be king over Israel and I shall be second to you...” Alongside these
words, Jonathan and David enter into their third and final covenant together. Shortly
after this meeting, Jonathan and Saul are killed in a battle against the Philistines. David
receives the bad news and mourns for Jonathan and Saul by rending his clothes, fasting,

crying, and lamenting. He says towards the end of his lament:

D) NAga 7 TNION NINPSY TNR P BRY) NI T Py 7y “1 grieve for you,

3 1 Samuel 20:30.
4 1 Samuel 23:17.




My brother Jonathan, You were most dear to me. Your love was wonderful to me, More
than the love of women.™

Jonathan and David’s relationship as read solely through the words of the biblical
text is ambiguous in nature. One is unsure whether this relationship exists because of
political, interpersonal, or homoerotic reasons. The scholars throughout the ages examine
the same terms, actions, and feelings found throughout this story to illustrate their reading
of the relationship. Often, modern scholars will even explicitly state what type of
relationship they believe exists between David and Jonathan. Therefore, this thesis
wishes to explore the wide body of work, written over the last two thousand years, which
will assist the reader in comprehending the biblical story of Jonathan and David. The
author will examine other biblical texts, Talmudic and midrashic works, medieval
commentary, and modern scholarship in an attempt to understand Jonathan and David’s
relationship. Each chapter of this thesis will then examine a different aspect of their
relationship in detail.

The first chapter will look closely at characteristics of Jonathan and David’s
relationship which can be defined as exclusively political. This chapter will examine the
evidence provided by the modern and medieval scholars who believe this relationship is
built upon a political association. In order to understand the political aspects of this
relationship, Jonathan and David’s story will be compared to similar political
relationships found in the Tanakh and in other Ancient Near Eastern writings. In

addition, terms that dominate the story, such as shevuah, brit, and hesed, as well as

specific actions and emotions, will be shown to have political connotations.

3 11 Samuel 1:26.




The second through fourth chapters will look at Jonathan and David’s interactions
from the perspective of an interpersonal relationship. The second chapter begins by
examining the characteristics of interpersonal relationships found throughout the Tanakh.
The same evidence utilized in chapter one to prove a political association will be reread
to link these ideas to an interpersonal relationship. Terms such as brit, hesed, ahavah, as
well as certain actions and emotions will be shown to have an additional meaning besides
political terminology. Modem scholarship, midrashim, medieval commentary, and other
biblical stories will serve to demonstrate the similarities between Jonathan and David’s
relationship and other biblical interpersonal stories.

The third chapter will examine the significant relationships that surround Jonathan
and David. The author believes that one is unable to understand Jonathan and David’s
story without studying these outside relationships. By looking closely at the relationships
of Saul & Jonathan, Saul & David, and Michal & David, one will comprehend the palace
life that sets the stage for this story. In addition, these outside relationships also atlow the
reader to comprehend the complex interactions of politics, love, and jealousy, which
ultimately affect Jonathan and David’s interactions with each other.

The fourth chapter examines the interpersonal aspects of Jonathan and David’s
relationship by highlighting many of the ambiguities of their relationship that differ from
current thinking about a political association. The author will illustrate the similarities
that exist between Jonathan and David and will look closely at the emotions, feelings, and
actions that represent characteristics of an interpersonal relationship. The chapter will
also address the ideas of equality and mutuality which are at the center of their covenant

making and will reread the cutting of covenants which has been shown to be exclusively




political. As the longest chapter in this thesis, the ambiguities of their relationship will be
addressed and the author will question the type of relationship that truly exists between
these two men.

In recent vears, the Gay, Lesbian, Bi-sexual, and Transgender community has
found that the Jonathan and David narrative fills the void of no same-sex relationships in
the Bible, This fifth chapter will address aspects of David and Jonathan’s relationship
which can be read as homoerotic. Certain modern writers reread the covenants, actions,
and feelings addressed in earlier commentaries and state that these characteristics are
homoerotic. In addition, the chapter will closely examine evidence from other same-sex
relationships found in Ancient Near Eastern literature. This reading will show that one
can read Jonathan and David’s relationship as not just political or interpersonal
interactions, but also as a homoerotic love story between two men.

The relationship of Jonathan and David is overflowing with aspects of politics and
love, which makes the nature of this relationship difficult to define. In the chapters to
come, the author will examine the different types of thinking that have existed throughout
the centuries. Throughout these chapters, the author will read and re-read the same
terms, actions, and feelings, but will look at them through different perspectives. The
reader will not only comprehend what type of relationship exists between Jonathan and

David, but how the scholars throughout time read and re-read this story.




Chapter One: Dimensions of the Political Relationship

This first chapter will examine aspects of Jonathan and David’s relationship
which can be defined as exclusively political. The author will compare the story of
Jonathan and David to similar political relationships which are found in the Tanakh and
in other Ancient Near Eastern writing. To do this, the author will first examine the
numerous terms which dominate the narrative, such as: shevuah, brit, and hesed. All of
these words have specific political meanings which will be explored in the coming
paragraphs. Following this first section, Jonathan and David’s actions, as well as
emotions, will also be linked to expressions of a political nature. Finally, this chapter
will examine Jonathan’s role as mediator and David’s rightful claim to the kingdom,
thereby showing that this story is built upon David’s rise to power.

I Samuel chapter twenty can be seen as the climax of the Jonathan and David
narrative. In previous chapters, Jonathan, the young prince, and David, the valiant killer
of Goliath, meet for the first time and a covenant is cut between them. Shortly
afterwards, trouble brews as Saul wishes to kill David. However, it is Jonathan who
takes control of the situation, while David’s thoughts are completely absent from the text.
It is only at the beginning of chapter twenty, that David’s fears are recognized. As David
flees, he rushes to Jonathan to ask for protection and to plead for his life. It is at this
point in the story that Jonathan and David’s relationship deepens and strengthens; it is at
this moment that the majority of the oaths and covenants are made between these two
men.

The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible explains that an oath is needed to protect

the security of a society and obligates all people to keep their promises when related to




matters of serious importance.® Oaths are linked to the terms hishbi ‘a “adjure,” nishba,
“swear,” and shevuah “oath,” which all share the common root yaw. Often there is a
connection between alah (curse) and shevuah, since a curse is often a central part of an
oath. Most often an oath is made in a conditional form, such as “May God, the Lord, do
so to me and more also, if...™" Oaths can also be accompanied with certain holy words or
holy acts, such as invoking God’s® name or raising one’s hands. Oaths in the Tanakh
occur in a wide range of circumstances from trivial concemns to ritualistic public events,
for personal relationships as well as for state or communal alliances.

The oaths found in chapter twenty bind Jonathan and David to fulfill certain
obligations. Jonathan states that he will first uncover his father’s wishes and will
afterwards send for David, while David promises to protect Jonathan’s descendents for
all time. Even more, due to numerous illustrations found in I Samuel chapter twenty,
these oaths constitute an oath paradigm. For example, the most frequent word associated
with an oath, yavyn?, is found three times in I Samuel chapter twenty (20:3, 20:17, and
20:42). In addition, Jonathan’s oath to David includes a conditional curse, and, even
more fitting he even adds his own name (I Samuel 20:13). Finally, the phrase Hai
Adonai, “As the Lord lives” (I Samue] 20:3, 20:21) is seen as an invocation of God's

name, while God later is called in as a witness (I Samuel 20:23).

® For further information on oaths please see Jnterpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible,
s.v. “Oath.”

" 1bid., 577.

% Throughout this thesis, I will refer to God in ungendered language during the
discussion of material and in my personal translations. The only exception will be
biblical translations from the JPS TANAKH or quotations from other sources, which will
faithfully use the translation provided. I will translate God’s name m» as “Eternal” or
“Eternal One,” but the term “Lord” will be used when referring to a biblical translation
from the JPS TANAKH.




The medieval rabbinic commentators also discuss Jonathan and David’s oaths of
1 Samuel chapter twenty. About verse 20:12, Rashi (Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaqi), Radak
(Rabbi David Kimchi), Joseph Caro, and Joseph Kaspi point out that
Sx7 mdN My "By the Lord, the God of Israel™ are words found in most caths. In
addition, Rashi explains about verse 20:42 that the Eternal is a witness to the oaths which
the two swore. Isaiah from Trani agrees with this assessment and states that the term
oYY 12 “Go in peace” (20:42) shows that David will remember the terms of their oath
long into the future.

There is no question that Jonathan and David form these various oaths with one
another, at this specific time, since each man is uncertain of what the future will bring.
David is fearful of dying by Saul’s hands and needs the support of Jonathan to save him
from certain destruction. Jonathan understands that David will most certainly be king
over Israel and wishes to protect himself and his descendants once David assumes the
throne. Both Jonathan and David are concerned about their personal safety, but each
individual’s personal safety is tied to their future political success. If David does not
survive Saul’s attempted assassination, he will not become king over Israel. If Jonathan
does not make a pact with David, his family may be destroyed once David rules the
kingdom. These oaths are political, for each needs the other to ensure their personal

safety as they go about their political business.




Covenants’ often exist alongside oaths, sacred meals, sacrifices, or other religious
acts. The formation of Jonathan and David’s oaths go hand in hand with the creation of

various covenants. A covenant is defined as:

A solemn promise made binding by an oath. which may be either
a verbal formula or svmbolic action. It is recognized by both
parties as a formal act which binds the actor to fulfill his
promise. Covenants may be between two parties or socio-
political groups in which the covenant creates a relationship to
be regulated between them.'®

When God is not a participant, covenants occur between individuals who are not related
by kinship such as kings and subjects, husbands and wives, and states and their
representatives. In addition, there are four types of covenants pertaining to individuals or
groups of people: (a) suzerainty: a superior defines a covenant and binds an inferior to
these specific obligations; (b) parity: both parties are bound to the oath in which specific
obligations are imposed or no obligations are imposed; (¢) patron: a superior binds
himself to the inferior in order to benefit the inferior; and (d) promissory: two parties
establish a new relationship with each other. The words brit (covenant) and karat brit (to
cut a covenant) are the most frequent terms used when making a covenant.
In I Samuel 20:16 Jonathan cuts a covenant with David: 7 ra-oy yine non

“Thus has Jonathan covenanted with the house of David...” This covenant, which occurs
alongside other oaths, is made between two individuals: a prince and his subject who is
not related by kinship. There is no sacred meal, sacrifice, or other religious ritual.
However, the intricate shooting of arrows (20:19-22, 35-40) is part of their covenant

making. Although Jonathan makes the covenant with David, it is similar to a parity

? Further information about covenants can be found in The Interpreter s
Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. “Covenant.”
' Tbid., 714.




covenant due to the obligations that each person imposes on the other. The term karat (to
cut a covenant) is included in this phrase, although we lack the term brit (covenant).

One other covenant made between David and Jonathan has given biblical scholars
some difficulty. Soon after meeting for the first time (I Samuel 18:3), a covenant is
cut: W9y INX INIONA 3 M i . The first problem relates to the strange
grammar in this sentence. Who makes this covenant, Jonathan alone or Jonathan and
David together? If the word mx is added to the phrase and the vav deleted before
David’s name, it can be translated as “Jonathan made a pact with David and he loved him
as he loved himself.”'' However, if the verb n> were plural, then it would say:
“Jonathan and David made a pact and Jonathan loved him as he loved himself.” The
exampie found in 1 Samuel 18:3 is different from all of the other types of covenants
because of its flawed grammatical construction.

Another difficulty is that the verses surrounding this covenant do not mention any
oaths, details, or obligations required of David or Jonathan. Jonathan undresses, which
seems peculiar and can illustrate the passing of his reign to David, but no words address
this strange incident. The covenant is an anomaly, for it does not {it into any of the types
of known covenants. The brit has aspects of a suzerainty covenant since Jonathan is in
charge as the prince’s son, but it also seems quite similar to a parity covenant, for in the
future David and Jonathan will both be bound to this covenant.

J.A. Thompson explains that this specific covenant is one of the many covenants
that David makes until he secures his reign over Israel and Judah. Thompson shows that

David develops as a leader throughout I Samuel, while those in power, i.e. Saul and

" The following translations of I Samuel 18:3 are my own.

10




Jonathan, begin to defer to the strengthened David.!? Although it is difficuit to define
this covenant, one learns that the formation of this political relationship allows David to
begin his ascent towards a reign over Israel and Judah.

Another term, hesed, translated as loyalty, mercy, or duty, is found throughout the
Jonathan and David story. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld explains that there are two types of
hesed found in the Bible: (1) A case in which there is no reason stated for the act of
hesed. This case is often based on a close personal relationship, such as husband and
wife, king and adviser, father and son, etc. (2) A case in which hesed is tied to some prior
action.'’ This type of relationship is much more tenuous, such as Joseph’s dealings with
the cupbearer in prison or the example of King Ahab with Ben-Hadad.'* The difficulty is
that David and Jonathan’s relationship does not fit into either of the two examples of
hesed. There is an intimacy between the two men, but there is also a political relationship
which is built around their covenants.'*

Ada Taggar-Cohen demonstrates that loyalty is political by using specific
illustrations from this narrative that address her point. She explains that David’s words to
Jonathan in I Samuel 20:1 denote disloyal behavior. smxgn-nm my-nnp vy np
Pan 192 “What have I done, what is my crime and my guilt against your father, that he

seeks my life?” Taggar-Cohen shows that 1y---a crime and nxvn---a sin, refer to words

12 J.A. Thompson, “The Significance of the Verb Love in the David-Jonathan
Narratives in [ Samuel,” Vetus Testamentum vol. 24, fasc. 3 (July 1974); 334.

13 Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, “Loyalty and Love: The Language of Human
Interconnections in the Hebrew Bible.” Michigan Quarterly Review 22, 3 (Summer
1983): 197.

" See Genesis 40:14 and 1 Kings 20:31.

'* Doob Sakenfeld, 198-199.

11




® In addition, Kyle P. McCarter states that terms such as

of treason against a king.'
“love,” “loyalty,” and “goodness,” can also carry political nuances. For example, in |
Samuel 19:4, vay Swy¢ oy 210 MI2 yi 2, Jonathan implores his father,
explaining that David has done good for him. This term describes the proper treatment of
a political partner and explains that David has been loyal to King Saul."?

Taggar-Cohen also explains that specific Hittite texts relating to loyalty and
disloyalty are similar to the Jonathan and David narrative.'® One example, written in the
13™ century BCE, is a treaty between Tudhaliya IV, the Hittite monarch, and his cousin
Kurunta, already a ruler of a vassal kingdom. In this treaty, terms such as sin, loyalty,
obligation, swearing, and oaths are found. In addition, words of friendship such as dear,
good, esteem, love, and benefit also occur in this treaty. These terms are similar to those
found in I Samuel chapter twenty, such as nxvn—a sin, a relationship which is termed
“dear,” the term “servant,” and a repetitive use of oath and love.

Although terms often used to describe love and friendship are found in Tudhaliya
and Kurunta’s treaty, these words are to be understood exclusively in a political sense. In
other vassal-king treaties, only the vassal takes an oath, but in this example, both
Tudhaliya and Kurunta take oaths to one another. According to Taggar-Cohen, it is clear
that David and Jonathan’s relationship is political. The similarities between these two

relationships show that the love and friendship mentioned in the book of Samuel is a

legal means for ensuring loyalty between the two. Like Tudhaliya and Kurunta’s

'® Ada Taggar-Cohen, “Political Loyalty in the Biblical Account of I Samuel XX-
XXII in the Light of the Hittite Texts,” Vetus Testamentum, 55, 2, (2005): 253.

'7 Kyle P. McCarter Jr., The Anchor Bible I Samuel (Garden City, NY: Doubleday
& Com?any, 1980), 322.

% For more information on the Hittite texts and their connection to Jonathan and
David’s relationship, see Taggar-Cohen, 254-266.




relationship, both legal and political terms as well as words of friendship are used to
address the Aesed (loyalty) of their relationship.

In addition, one other term found in Jonathan and David’s narrative links this
relationship to the political realm. In David’s lament for Jonathan (II Samuel 1:26),

"

David says: ypin? mt 92y - 1 grieve for you, My brother Jonathan...” The term
n (brother), when not referring to an immediate relative, often refers to a close political
ally or someone whom an individual can trust. Examples of this usage are found when
King Hiram calls Solomon a brother (I Kings 9:13), when Ahab addresses Ben Hadad as
his brother (I Kings 20:32), and when the prophet of Israel speaks with the prophet of
Judah (I Kings 13:30). These examples show that non-kin often call each other “brother™
in political dealings or when they see each other as fulfilling a similar mission. In
addition, in certain Egyptian treaties, two kings who are seen as equals are often called

“brother.”!*

The use of ¢ illustrates David’s understanding that Jonathan is a political
equal who is trustworthy and who has a similar outlook on life.

Modern biblical scholars also cite David and Jonathan’s actions, in addition to
certain terms, as proof of a political focus to their relationship. In 1 Samuel 18:4,
Jonathan undresses and offers David his royal garments and his sword.
DTTY) WRTTY) T3DTTY) PT TITZ AN P2Y WX YR IR Rin vwen
“Jonathan took off the cloak and tunic he was wearing and gave them to David, together

with his sword, bow, and beit.” Yaron Peleg suggests that Jonathan’s stripping of his

clothes is a symbolic transfer of power; David is now the person who acts, while

' William L. Moran, “The Ancient Near Eastern Background of the Love of God
in Deuteronomy.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly vol. XXV (1963): 79.

13




20 1y addition, according to J.A.

Jonathan becomes passive and dwells in the palace.
Thompson the passing of armor from the lesser to the greater had political implications in
the Ancient Near East.?'

Amongst the clothes handed to David are the o (tunic), »y» (cloak), 70 (belt),
1290 (his sword), and iny (his bow). A Tn is a garment for priests, prophets, and kings.
Ehud wears one (Judges 3:16), Joab dresses in one as he goes out to battle (II Samuel
20:8), and Saul provides a ™ for David (I Samuel 17:38). The »yn is linked to royalty
and priesthood; Aaron wears one (Exodus 28:4), Samuel dresses in one (I Samuel 16:27),
and a King can be wrapped in one (Ezekiel 26:16). Except for II Samuel 20:8 when Joab
dresses in military gear, I Samuel 18:4 is the only example in which a »y»n, n, and 70
are mentioned together. Jonathan outdoes his father,” since he provides a variety of
royal clothes and weapons that actually fit David. The political implications are clear;
Jonathan hands over the most important physical aspects of his future reign to David.

The Babylonian Talmud also addresses Jonathan’s abdication of the throne to
David, his lesser. A discussion begins in Bava Metzia 84b-85a about three humble
individuals: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, the sons of Beteirah, and Jonathan son of Saul.
The Talmud explains that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel humbles himself by stating that
he is not a great man, that the sons of Beteirah appoint Hillel as Nasi over themselves,
and that Jonathan says to David: nyn 32-mnx N 9XWoY 1opn nny)

“You are going to be king over Israel and I shall be second to you.” (I Samuel 23:17).

2% Yaron Peleg, “Love at First Sight? David, Jonathan, and the Biblical Politics of
Gender.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, vol. 30.2 (2005): 181-182.

2 Thompson, 335.

?2 Saul provides a garment and other weapons of war for David which do not fit
him (I Samuel 17:38).

14




In the next part of the sugya, the rabbis question the authenticity of their behavior.
They ask: are Jonathan and the sons of Beteirah truly humble individuals or did they
recognize that the people no longer wished to follow them? The rabbis conclude that the
actions of Jonathan and the sons of Beteirah are not strictly because of modesty, but
because of politics and their need for self-preservation. Jonathan and the sons of Beteirah
each recognize that David and Hillel, respectively, are stronger, more liked, and
preferable to themselves. For it says Dipo? X3) N3P NI NT AN AON AT ORI 52
“All Israel and Judah loved David, for he marched at their head."

The sugya also links David and Jonathan’s relationship to that of Rabbi and Rabbi
Shimon ben Gamliel. For Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel said: “Don’t fear, for he is a lion,
the son of a lion. And you are a lion, the son of a fox (shew/).” David is connected to the
lion, for he is the king of the jungle and this is the sign of the tribe of Judah. Jonathan as
the son of Shau! is connected to the word for fox, Sheuw/. The rabbis explain throughout
this sugya that Jonathan is the weaker individual, a man who needs to fulfill the political
act of abdication. Jonathan, both because of humility and his need for self preservation,
recognizes that the people wish to follow David; through this political act, Jonathan
allows David to become king.

One other act, this time performed by David, is considered to be political in
scope. David offers a lament for Jonathan and Saul in II Samuel chapter one which
resembles other political laments found throughout the Tanakh. It says in If Samuel 1:17:
03 IRINTDY SwYOy nNan nppn iy N7 RPN “And David intoned this dirge over Saul

”»”

and his son Jonathan...” The biblical words ny® Y (intone a dirge) occurs almost

2 1 Samuel 18:16.

15




exclusively in political situations, such as the destruction of Tyre (Ezekiel 27:32) and
during the end of Pharaoh’s reign in Egypt (Ezekiel 32:16). Often one sings a dirge over
kings, such as for Pharaoh (Ezekiel 32:16), Jeremiah for King Josiah (II Chronicles
35:25), and for the princes of Israel (Ezekiel 19:1). These laments are often sung by
kings (II Samuel 3:33), by prophets (Amos 8:10), and by women (Jeremiah 9:16, 9:19).
Thus, in almost every instance, the singing of a dirge occurs because of a political
situation or when a hero falls.

David’s mourning customs are also similar to the other political acts of grief that
are found in the Bible. It says: ipX ¢ OV DD 0 DY PTI22 NT PN
03 YoM NGOy 29Ty ¥ 137 11997 “David took hold of his clothes and
rent them, and so did all the men with him. They lamented and wept, and they fasted
until evening for Saul and his son Jonathan..."?* In a similar illustration, David orders
his troops to rend their clothes, gird their sackcloth, and lament over Abner; while all the
men weep, the king eats no bread until evening (II Samuel 3:31-36). In addition, there is
mention of putting on sackcloth (Amos 8:10), requiring people to eat wormwood and
drink bitter draft (Jeremiah 9:16), and shear their locks and sing laments on high
(Jeremiah 7:29). David’s lament for Jonathan and Saul is political in nature, for it
resembles other dirges for political leaders as well as the mourning techniques that occur
during national catastrophes.

Steven Weitzman sees this lament as a “type-scene™ that illustrates David’s later

25

political and psychological decline.”” The mourning for Jonathan and Saul (Il Samuel

24 11 Samuel 1:11-12.
3 According to Robert Alter, a type-scene is a series of recurrent narrative
episodes with a specific set of motifs that are used repeatedly within a literary corpus to
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1:1-27) is the first example of this lament type-scene which is developed throughout the
book of 11 Samuel. It has three key moments: (a) the arrival of a messenger who reports
someone died (i.e. the Amalekite); (b) a messenger’s report and the listener’s response
(i.e. rending of clothes, weeping, fasting, etc.); (c) a mourner’s verbal response to the
news (i.e. the singing of a dirge).

Weitzman explains that two other laments found in I Samuel coincide with this
type-scene. The first example is in II Samuel 18, the death of Absalom: (a) Joab sends
two messengers to David telling him about Absalom’s death; (b) David mourns, weeps,
etc.; (¢) The staccato stutter of “O my son Absalom, my son, my son Absalom!” In
addition, the death of David’s baby in Il Samuel 12 is seen as a parody of the other
scenes. (a) David’s servants must tell him the baby has died, but fear to let him know; (b)
David does not mourn the baby after it has died; (c) David says, “Can I bring him back
again? 1 shall go to him, but he will not return to me.”%

Steven Weitzman believes that these three examples focus not on David’s
mourning for close relatives and loved ones, but actually address “public-relations
ramifications, affecting how the king’s constituency perceives or relates to him.”>’ In a
political context, David mourns for Jonathan and Saul in public to show that he is not
responsible for their deaths. Although he receives a favorable response from his soldiers

and constituents for this lament, the later scenes in II Samuel 12 and 18 are filled with

inarticulate mumbling and crying which receives disapproval from the populace. Even

develop the plot. See Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic
Books, 1981), 47-62.

26 Ali three examples of this type-scene relating to David’s laments are explained
in Steven Weitzman, “David’s Lament and the Poetics of Grief in 2 Samuel.” The Jewish
Quarter{jv Review New Ser., vol. 85, no. 3/4. (Jan. — Apr. 1995): 345-348.

# 1bid., 354.
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more, the later laments address David’s psychological loss as a leader and as a man who
is unable to control his emotions, take charge of his family, or even focus on his
populace.”® This first lament for Jonathan and Saul is David’s first crucial moment as a
political leader and he shines brightly. His beautiful words, his mourning, and his actions
are viewed favorably by his citizens and this political act allows him to wrest control of
the monarchy away from the House of Saul.

Modern people assume that words such as love pertain solely to the realm of
personal relationships. Certain scholars explain that the appearance of these words in the
biblical narrative can be seen as just the opposite, as purely political. William L. Moran’s
groundbreaking research in the 1960’s illuminated the connection between Deuteronomic
love to political love found in other Near Eastern texts. He notes the distinctiveness of
Deuteronomic love, which does not focus on parental and conjugal love. Deuteronomic
love is expressed through heeding God’s voice, keeping the commandments, being loyal,
and serving God.”

David Sperling states that in many Near Eastern treaties, minor kings are
commanded to “love their overlords wholeheartedly, just as Israel is commanded to love
God.”® This is consistent with Moran who says that the vassals are required to remain
faithful and are compelled to love Pharaoh in order for their special status to continue in
the future. Even when there is a rebellion, loyalty is expressed through the term of

“love™; half of the people love one king, while the remaining half love his enemy.’! Love

** 1bid., 354-360.

% Moran, 78.

3%, David Sperling, “The One We Ought to Love.” in Eugene Borowitz, ed.,
Ehad: The Many Meanings of God is One (Port Jefferson, NY: Sh’ma, 1989): 85.

*! Moran, 80.
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in this context is not an emotion found in an interpersonal relationship, but a political
connection between vassal and king.

In the Tanakh, there are also other examples of this type of love, which can be
defined in terms of lovalty or service. In I Kings 5:15, the root ahav appears in the
narrative of David’s relationship with Hiram of Tyre: om»n-b2 T77 opn i) anx “For
Hiram had always been a friend of David.” This entire section (I Kings 5:15-26) speaks
of the diplomatic and commercial relations between Tyre and Judah. In the past, Hiram
and David united because of a political treaty, but with the death of David, Solomon
needs to renew the agreement with the king from the North. Although David and Hiram
are called friends and their relationship is built around the term ahav, these two are
exclusively involved in a political enterprise with one another.

In addition, in Il Samuel 19:6-7, Joab protests David’s action of grieving for his
rebellious son and for not concerning himself with the interests of his loyal followers.

ObD JYOITX DOOPRIND PIAYIY NPT DPN DYIN
MION? TYI29 Y9N TY) YN PIONM T3 ¥H) W)
TIONTH NV PRV

Today you have humiliated all your followers., who this day
saved your life. and the lives of your sons and daughters. and the
lives of your wives and concubines, by showing love for those
who hate you and hate for those who love you.

David’s followers are humiliated because David demonstrates more concern for his son
than for the political interests of his followers. Love is at the center of this political
relationship, for David is shown as “hating those who love him.”

The writers of Deuteronomy and the other books of the Bible were familiar with
various Assyrian documents. They adapted the political understanding of love found in

Assyrian treaties when discussing the relationship between God and Israel and when
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addressing the interaction of biblical kings with their political allies. Even more, J.A.
Thompson explains that ahav is a political term in the jonathan and David narrative
because the verb is used at the critical moments as David makes his way to the throne.
For example, when David is shown to be the next king (I Samuel 16:13), Saul is said to
have loved him and made him his armor bearer (I Samuel 16:21). Jonathan expresses his
love for David after the killing of Goliath in which David’s charisma and bravery is
shown to the people (I Samuel 17:57-18:4). In addition, the people are said to have loved
David (I Samuel 18:16) and Jonathan’s double swearing with David (I Samuel 20:17)
explains that love implies political purposes.*

David Altschuler, the eighteenth century biblical exegete who wrote two
commentaries Metzudat David and Metzudat Tziyon, also addresses the political nature

of love:

O™p® R 19 W %3 Mava Wwhawn® 9011 K2 U - W nanns
IMR TR D 99 NI WhAWHY 0MW SN 07 IRMY Nan DR M7
2TOM MWY? 170 HRY 73010 790 N0 D I YN T W10

He loved him as he loved himself (I Samuel 20:17). This
phrase does not add anything to what was previously sworn.
[Jonathan] fears that David will not establish the covenant. This
was added to his oath. He loved him as he loved himself, for
[Jonathan] desires to mention this phrase because [David] will
truly rule and it will be in [David’s] hand to do him kindness."

The commentary Metzudat David suggests that Jonathan’s love for David is purely
political. Jonathan is worried that David will not establish a covenant with him once he
becomes king over Israel. In order to prevent this outcome, Jonathan expresses his love,

hoping that David will show him kindness in the future. According to the commentaries

32 Thompson, 334-338.
33 All ranslations of non-biblical texts are my own, including talmudic texts,
midrashim, medieval commentaries, and other rabbinic materials.
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of Metzudat David and the analysis of J.A. Thompson, the term love in this specific
instance is not a word expressing an emotion between two friends. Instead the word love
expresses a political relationship between a powerful future ruler and the weakened
prince.

Biblical scholars explain that Jonathan serves a pivotal function in the Book of
Samuel as a transition from Saul to David. Just as Jonathan and David’s love can be
politicized, so too can the foundation of their relationship be built upon Jonathan’s
abdication of the throne to David. According to David Jobling, Jonathan as the heir
apparent, is able to relinquish his reign and become a transitional figure due to the double
pattern of being identification and replacement that occurs throughout I Samuel.** In the
first example in I Samuel 13-14, Saul and Jonathan are identified in their roles as co-
commanders, but it is Jonathan who replaces Saul because he achieves greater things. At
this point in the story, Jonathan becomes the heir to the throne and begins to achieve
more power than Saul, his father.

Jonathan as the strengthened individual is now in charge and able to hand over the
reign to David. At first, Saul agrees wholeheartedly with this plan of abdication as seen
through a second pattern of identification and replacement in I Samuel 18:1-5. Jonathan
establishes identification with David (18:1), “Jonathan loved him as himself” while Saul
agrees with the identification (18:2) by adopting David into his house. Jonathan makes
David his replacement (18:3-4) by handing over his clothing and weapons, while Saul

consents to this replacement (18:5) by making David his general.

* Further discussion about identification and replacement can be found in David
Jobling, / Samuel, Berit Olam Series in Hebrew Narrative and Poetry, (Collegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press): 93-99.
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As David rises to power, marries Michal, and achieves military success, all he
lacks is a kingdom. Saul begins to doubt Jonathan’s wish to abdicate the throne and sees
David as a threat.>* It is at this point in the story, in chapters 19 and 20, that Jonathan
fulfills a new function, as mediator between Saul and David.>*® In Chapter 19:1-7, the
terms “father” and “son™ are unnecessarily repeated over and over again. Jobling
explains that these phrases address the importance of Jonathan’s role as mediator and
show that Jonathan still identifies with his father. In a later scene in I Samuel 20, Saul is
furious with Jonathan and rejects his mediation not with words, but by throwing his
spear. Although Saul firmly disagrees with Jonathan’s wish to abdicate, Jonathan as heir
apparent is able throughout chapters 20 and 23 to fulfill his own wish. His identification
with kingship is disregarded when he states to David, “May the Lord be with you, as He
used to be with my father.” (I Samuel 20:13) and “You are going to be king over Israel
and [ shall be second to you™ (I Samuel 23:17).%’

Julian Morgenstern also addresses Jonathan’s abdication of the throne in favor of
David. Morgenstern shows that throughout the story of I Samuel, Jonathan regards
David as the true successor to Saul. Jonathan links David to Saul (I Samuel 20:13), strips
his clothes (1 Samuel 18:3-4), and protects David from Saul’s attempts to kill him (I

Samuel 19 and 20). Indeed, Saul even sees David as a prospective successor. Since a

3% Shimon Bakon, “Jonathan.” Jewish Bible Quarterly vol. 23, 3 (July-Sept 1999),
146.

38Jonathan’s role as mediator is found in Jobling, 96 as well as Bakon, 145.

37 Continued discussion of identification and replacement found in Jobling, 93-99.
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system is not set up to name a new ruler of Israel, Saul as the first king tries to have

David killed.*®

But what claim does David have to the throne? The medieval commentators

address both Jonathan’s decision to abdicate as well as David’s claim to the throne.

Ralbag (Rabbi Levi ben Gershom, also known as Gersonides) states in his commentary to

1 Samuel 18:1:

NN 2R Y IO NI ART D TIT OV NI NS ROV AT
TR D CNYT TIY TN MRY KW 503 R¥ON S 000EN W
19 YT TAR IRW 0N TR Natnn 1M ) 9RO Sy nn
799000 0PN ROW PRMY 87 TYW a0 YT DRI? OMR UM

Al 7ard

It seems that Jonathan cut a covenant with David for he saw that
[David] would rule over Israel because of his success. This is
found in what will come. that Jonathan said to David: 1 know
that you will rule over Israel and the kingship of Israel will be
established in your hand. and also Saul, my father. knows thus.
For it was known to them. that what Samuel assigned to them,
this kingdom. wil! not be with Saul.

Ralbag explains that at the beginning of their relationship, Jonathan knew that David

would be king over Israel. At the moment they meet, Jonathan tells David that he will

surely rule because Samuel has told him that the kingdom will not continue in his hands.

Radak also addresses this idea in his commentary to 1 Samuel 23:17:

NI T2 MWD IR TIRY TN WP VIX - mawnh v 2R
S9RD TIT AWM NNWS 0N T VI 1 NONY - 19 3T

I will be second to you. I request from vou that 1 will be second
to you when you rule. [Saul] knows thus. That vou will rule.
They know this according to the news that David was anointed
to rule.

38 Julian Morgenstern, “David and Jonathan.” Journal of Biblical Literature vol.
78, no. 4 (Dec 1959): 322.
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According to Radak, Jonathan requests to be second in charge to David.*® Jonathan states
that he will not rule over Israel, but that David instead will be the one in charge. Ralbag
and Radak show that Jonathan wishes to abdicate the throne in favor of David. The
reason for this abdication is David’s claim to the kingdom because of his anointment by
Samuel. According to the medieval commentators, Jonathan realizes that Samuel’s word
is true and that David, not he, will be king over Israel.
In addition, certain medieval commentators believe that Jonathan lacks the genes

and the proper background to be king. Ralbag comments about verse I Samuel 20:30:

IR APRY YR 12 RIWTW..0MT IANY2 DU MYTenT MW 2

MITRD MK 53 PR %D TOWHNT 9372 RAWA R DAR TYwnn?

a2 Ma XN T abwank W nva RWY IPNTA MR O
TTIT R ORWT BV a0 T

Son of perverse, rebellious woman. It wants to say: “perverted
morality”... that he is the son of a woman that is not suitable for
government. for she is deformed in the things of government.
And this is not a proper thing for a reign. Because of this, [Saul]
says to Jonathan that he lacks suitability for government. He
chose that which prevents him from being king over Israel, and
this is David.

Ralbag shows that Jonathan is unfit to be ruler over Israel because of his mother. He is
the son of “perverted morality” because of his mother’s unsuitability in the ways of
government. In addition, as Jonathan befriends David and helps him in his quest,
Jonathan shows his lack of political knowledge. Saul believes that just as Jonathan’s
mother was unsuitable as a leader, so too does Jonathan fail as a ruler of Israel for he

allows David to take over his throne.

% Kyle McCarter explains that the language of mishneh (second in command) is
seen in Esther 10:3 where Mordecai ranks next to King Xerxes as well as in II Chronicles
28:7 meaning “the King’s second-in-command.” See McCarter’s comment on I Samuel
23:17.
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Isaiah from Trani also expresses a similar idea in his commentary of 1 Samuel
20:30:

FPYY 1IN DD NNN VNN XN DT 0P DN N ON

AIMNOY TANI NN WP NOX oD 12 TN XN
INN DNAYNN DRYHD TN N D anbnd WY 0 KD
To0 van Mo "IN YN XD AT Nom

If Israel sees that David will rule and that you will not rule, what
will they say to you? For you are the son of a king! Rather. they
ascribe this to the embarrassment of your mother. That they
said: She was not an appropriate queen. Since it was attributed
through the mother’s family. [Jonathan] is not the king. even
though his father was king.

Isaiah from Trani believes that Jonathan’s genes prevent him from becoming the next
king. Jonathan lacks the necessary royal lineage because his mother is a woman of
immoral character. Rashi even states that she is one of the daughters of Shiloh, a
prostitute, who went forth and ensnared Saul.*’ Isaiah from Trani, Ralbag, and Rashi
explain that Jonathan’s abdication occurs because he does not have the correct moral
fiber to rule effectively.

Julian Morgenstern also addresses a different reason for Jonathan’s abdication and
David’s claim to the throne. He explains that in the Ancient Near East, kingship is traced
through the mother’s line, so that the successor to the throne is the son-in-law of the
reigning king. Morgenstern shows that of the eight kings of Edom mentioned in Genesis
36:31-39, not one of them is the son of a reigning monarch. In this example as well as |
Chronicles 1:50, the name of the wife as well as the name of her mother and maternal
grandmother is provided for the last ruling king. Morgenstern believes that a warrior is

given the king’s daughter in marriage and this changes his status to heir of the kingdom.

0 Rashi describes the meeting of Saul and Jonathan’s mother, in which the
tribesmen of Benjamin kidnap the daughters of Shiloh (Judges 21). Saul does not wish to
kidnap these women, but Jonathan’s mother chases after him and is presumed to be a
prostitute. See Rashi’s commentary to 1 Samuel 20:30.
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In the story of Jonathan and David, David’s marriage to Michal, the daughter of Saul,
reinforces his ambition to succeed his father-in-law.*! Furthermore, once David becomes
king over Israel, he asks Abner to restore Michal as his wife and this strengthens his

2

claim to the throne.** This ancient practice allows David to claim the kingdom for

himself and justifies to Jonathan and everyone else that he is the correct successor to
Saul.*’

There is no question that the relationship of Jonathan and David is firmly in the
realm of the political. Biblical scholars and medieval commentators have addressed
many of the political aspects of Jonathan and David’s relationship in their writing.
Specific terms, such as brit, hesed, and shevuah are found throughout this story and are
linked to other political relationships in the Tanakh. Even terms which seem firmly in the
realm of the personal, such as “friend,” “dear,” and “brother” appear in other Ancient
Near Eastern treaties. Scholars explain that Jonathan and David’s actions, such as the
lamenting, transferring of clothing, and behaving humbly, are comparable to other actions
carried out in a political context.

In addition, the word love, which many modern people associate firmly in the
realm of the personal, is linked to the political. The political nature of the term love is
found throughout Ancient Near Eastern literature as well as the Bible. Scholars also
believe that Jonathan and David’s relationship is built upon Jonathan’s abdication of the

throne. Perhaps Jonathan does not possess the correct genes or even the willingness to

rule effectively. Or perhaps David, through his marriage to Michal, his anointment by

4 See I Samuel 18:17-29.
42 See 11 Samuel 3:12-16.
3 Morgenstern, 322-325.
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Samuel, and his approval by Jonathan, is viewed as the rightful heir to the throne. Even
as the conversation concerning Jonathan and David’s relationship continues to develop in

upcoming chapters, it is clear that a foundation of this relationship is political.




Chapter Two: Hallmarks of Significant Personal Relationships

The first chapter presented scholarly evidence for the political nature of Jonathan
and David's relationship, based on specific terms and actions. Another view asserts that
this is an interpersonal relationship built upon feelings and actions. Over the course of
the next few chapters, this paper will examine Jonathan and David’s interpersonal
relationship. This chapter will first begin by looking at the characteristics of
interpersonal relationships found in the Tanakh. Some of the same political evidence
used previously will be re-examined to link David and Jonathan’s story to other
interpersonal relationships. At the beginning of this chapter, a term niksherah, which
does not appear in the discussions of Jonathan and David’s political relationship, will be
explored. Then the political terms such as brit, hesed, and ahavah will be shown to have
additional meanings. Following this, the differences between personal and political love
will be examined. The chapter will conclude by linking the emotions of love and
jealousy to one another and to interpersonal relationships.

The term Ny “being bound” is found in 1 Samuel 18:1 when Jonathan and
David meet for the first time. It says: ™7 ¥ mvp) \wim von “Jonathan’s soul
became bound up with the soul of David.” Since “being bound™ does not specifically
have a political connotation, its meaning in this context is quite uncertain. David
Altschuler, in his commentary Metzudat Tziyon attempts to understand the meaning of
this phrase:

R 713 MI3NN W33 AMYP 1WA 19RI NINRD M - VP
("0 TPWRIT) 1W0I NNV 108N 191 AN YO
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Was bound. The majority of love is like “his soul is bound to
his sou!l” and this is connected to the language of rhetoric of “his
soul connected to his soul” (Genesis 44:30).*

Altschuler concludes that the words found in the Book of Samuel are similar to the
language describing Jacob and Benjamin’s relationship. The parallel phrases of
W9)) NPYR Won and MT YN MIWP) Wi vy are related, for in both verses the
term nefesh (soul) as well as words derived from the root 1p kesher (connection) are
found. The similarities in language allow the reader to examine and compare the
relationship of Jacob and Benjamin to that of Jonathan and David. Benjamin is the most
significant person in Jacob’s life, for if Benjamin does not safely return home, Jacob will
drop dead of grief.** Indeed, Jacob shows a special love for Benjamin that he shares with
no other person, except possibly for Joseph. The parallel language illustrates a personal
aspect to Jonathan and David’s relationship and shows the deep bond of love and
devotion that the two have for one another.

Sometimes a term which is thought to be solely political can have an additional
meaning when used in a different context. Yaron Peleg explains that although the term
brit most often occurs between God and an individual, it is also utilized in a contractual
relationship between husband and wife.*

TPV TYN | PR IP3 YD NimOd Yy by DRTRO
AP YN D0 M N3 NHTI NI WY

But you ask. ‘Because of what?’ Because the Lord is a witness
between you and the wife of your youth with whom you have
broken faith, though she is your partner and covenanted
spouse.47

* Metzudat Tziyon about 1 Samuel 18:1.

4 See Genesis 44:30-34.

* For more information about a covenant between husband and wife see Peleg,
179.

%7 Malachi 2:14.




In this context, brit does not solely speak about political matters, but also addresses a
husband and wife’s interpersonal relationship. Although a brit is often understood to be a
political covenant, in this instance it addresses both the quasi-political characteristics of
their marriage contract as well as the interpersonal aspects of love and partnership.
In addition, Ezekiel also addresses the interpersonal aspect of covenant making:
T2V 192 YIoN) OOTT I TRY M) TN T2Y e
N OITN ORY DN TR NN 7 9V TMY NN
22INM
So I spread My robe over you and covered your nakedness. and |
entered into a covenant with you by oath—declares the Lord
God: thus you became Mine.*®
This second example of brit illustrates a symbolic marriage between Jerusalem and God.
This act of covenant making is not just the start of a political agreement, but is also the
establishment of an interpersonal relationship. In addition, the spreading of a robe and
the covering of nakedness is an intimate act which is performed not by a king, but by
Jerusalem’s “husband.”™® In this example, God enters into a political covenant with
Israel, but also fulfills an intimate act normally associated with close family members. In
these two examples, the term brit signifies both political agreements as well as
interpersonal aspects to their covenant making.
Hesed which can be translated as duty, mercy, or loyalty has an additional

meaning outside of a political context. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld explains that the word

hesed is found three times in the book of Ruth.*® The first use of hesed is found in Ruth

*® Ezekiel 16:8.

% Discussion about the intimate act of clothing by a close family member is found
in chapter four, p. 76.

*® For information about love and loyalty relating to the narratives of Ruth &
Naomi and Jonathan & David, see: Doob Sakenfeld, 201-204.
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1:8, where Naomi asks God to do hesed for her two daughters-in-law. In the second
example in Ruth 2:20, Naomi praises the Eternal for not abandoning them by doing acts
of hesed. Finally, in Ruth 3:10, Boaz thanks Ruth for the hesed she did by not marrying a
younger man. In this case, Ruth was loyal to both Boaz by marrying him and to Naomi
by following her wishes. In all three examples, hesed occurs because of the interpersonal
relationships that exist between Ruth, Naomi, and Boaz. These acts of kesed are not for
political gain, but instead fulfill acts of loyalty within a familial structure.

There is also a connection between Ruth’s loyalty and her love for Naomi. It
states: :OM3 NYAYN Ty NIV NNTWN AT TNANNTWN NP 0 “For he is born of your
daughter-in-law, who loves you and is better to you than seven sons.”' Similar to the
discussion of hesed, love has no political connotation in this story and, instead, iliustrates
a close personal and familial relationship. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld believes that love
and hesed are related, for Ruth shows her love to Naomi by fulfilling acts of hesed. In
the story of Ruth, love and loyalty are not political, but work in tandem to show the
emotional aspects of a purely interpersonal relationship.

Although Jonathan and David’s story is often understood to be political in nature,
Katharine Doob Sakenfeld links their story to the relationship of Ruth and Naomi. She
explains that a “daughter-in-law who loves you is better to you than seven sons” (Ruth
4:15) is similar to David’s statement to Jonathan: “Your love was wonderful to me, More
than the love of women™ (II Samuel 1:26). The connection of ahav and hesed allows
Ruth and Naomi, David and Jonathan, to break established conventions to form

relationships similar to those of husband to wife and son to mother. Doob Sakenfeld

! Ruth 4:15.
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shows how these acts of loyalty and love create relationships which are more precious
than the traditional love relationships found throughout the Tanakh.
Similarly, a discussion found in Ozar Midrashim® addresses the uniqueness of

Jonathan and David’s love.
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For ail time, a person does not forget the first love he has
between himself and his friend. He needs this in his heart,
for they do not need others. Behold this was found with
David King of Israel and Jonathan the son of Saul, that the
love of his soul, was how he loved him. And not only that,
but he cut with him a covenant and he swore to him that he
would not disregard his love, as it says: And Jonathan cut
a covenant with David (I Samuel 18:3) and thus David
made (a covenant) with [Jonathan’s] sons after Jonathan
departed. As it says: The King spared Mephibosheth,
son of Jonathan son of Saul because of the oath before
the Lord between the two, between David and
Jonathan, son of Saul (11 Sam 21:7).

The midrash, using the example of Jonathan and David’s relationship, states that a person
always remembers his or her first love. It demonstrates quite clearly that Jonathan and
David are united together because of friendship, not politics. The covenant made
between them is not political, but instead shows the mutuality of their love for one
another. As companions, the two have built a friendship that continues to exist until the
next generation; David’s cutting of a covenant with Jonathan’s son illustrates the long

lasting nature of their love.

52 This minor midrash NvD 127 2 NaYN is found in Ozar Midrashim, page 42.
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The next section of this midrash connects God's affection for Israel to Jonathan
and David’s love. It states that the Eternal One’s fondness for Israel is similar to the love
of a young couple. A quotation from Jeremiah 2:2 shows that God is a groom who loves
Israel, the bride. The Midrash also includes a quotation from the book of Proverbs:
YN TION 272 MY nanx vigan ywoneon “He who seeks love overlooks faults, but
he who harps on a matter alienates his friend."* This verse addresses God’s reason for
overlooking Israel’s faults, for “she” is God’s first love. Unlike modern biblical authors
who view the love between God and Israel as political in nature, the writers of this
midrash show that God loves Israel as a groom loves a bride.

This midrashic passage concludes by discussing a father and son’s love for one
another. The text shows that a father’s initial love of his son will allow for a miraculous
event to happen in the future. After the father has died, the child will remember this love
and will honor his father’s memory. This initial love is so strong that it sustains the son
and has the ability to transcend death. This Midrash addresses the issue of first love
through three examples: (1) Jonathan and David, (2) God and Israe!, and (3) father and
son, and shows that love transcends time. Remarkably, the relationship of Jonathan and
David is linked not to other political stories, but to personal familial relationships, such as
bride and groom (Israel and God) and father and son. This midrash asserts that Jonathan
and David’s relationship is primarily about friendship and love, not politics and
government.

Susan Ackerman also addresses the nature of love and builds upon the previous

discussion of personal versus political love. Earlier scholars establish their arguments on

53 Proverbs 17:9.
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William L. Moran’s view that the love in Deuteronomy is based on political language.
These authors are eager to show examples of when ahav carries covenantal overtones.
However, Ackerman asks the question: is there a connection between political and
interpersonal love found in the Tanakh? She answers her own question by illustrating the
points of overlap between political and interpersonal love.>* For example, ahav refers
only to a man’s love for a woman or a parent’s love for a child, not a woman’s love for a
man or a child’s love for a parent. She explains that the answer can be found in
Deuteronomy, for the Eternal loves Israel, and the people are commanded to love God,
but Israel never offers love to God. Indeed, even in the most obvious places such as the
Book of Psalms or Second Isaiah, the people almost never express love to the Divine.
Ackerman shows that there is a connection between interpersonal and political
love. It is only a hierarchically superior individual such as a husband, parent, or God
who actually has the ability to love another. In the Tanakh, both personal and political
love are expressed in a one sided manner by those who are more powerful. Ackerman’s
analysis of political and interpersonal love can be utilized to comprehend the relationship
of Jonathan and David. It allows the reader to move the discussion of akav out of the
political sphere and to look at David and Jonathan’s love in a different light. Since
interpersonal and political love utilize the same verb, Jonathan and David can be seen as
political partners as well as close friends or lovers. This also explains why David does

not express love for Jonathan at the beginning of the story. Jonathan as heir to the throne

* For further information about Ackerman’s discussion on personal and political
love, see Susan Ackerman, “The Personal is Political: Covenantal and Affectionate Love
in the Hebrew Bible” Vetus Testanmentum 52, 4 (2002): 437-458.
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can state his love for David, while only after Jonathan's death can David share his
likeminded affection for Jonathan.

The next section of this chapter will look at the connection between love, the
quintessential emotion, and its alter ego, jealousy. Several midrashim™ unite love with
jealousy by referring to a verse from Song of Songs: MR YiNYd NYR NION 1IN MY
“For love is fierce as death, jealousy is mighty as Sheol."*® Below is the text from Shir

HaShirim Rabbah:

T"NN DINR AMR N"IPHY MDD NANR NTY ,NaNR Mnd MYy 2
WA ,ARIP IRWI AP I D IR DONR NANR (R ONHN)
MNP (29 BNAT) 'RV DAYV DA NTAYI NIR DRIPRY
TN WY AR PRYY 3ARY NIIR ,NANR MDD DY 23 R™T B3
RIPY ,NRIP INRVD VP 0P DR PR’ 20N (0™ NURTI)
R™ AP NR WY BILVYN (17 /MYRIL/ DY) 'RV 3P WY
/NYRIY/ DY) "RIV GOV apY* 3NRY NANR ,N3NR MRS 1Y 0
12 IMIPY MNP NIRWI VP 173 HIN qOY DR AR YRV (1D
mn3 Ny M R™TL,PAR 13 IRIPN (1™ UKL/ DY) 'RIV 1NR
NARN (N 'R YRINY) MRV DT NN ANRY AR ,N30R
MRV TP NIRY RIPY NRIP ,ARIP NI VP 90D D
MRy Y M R ,NT DR Y NIR0 0 (/07 'R HRIDY/ DY)
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For love is fierce as death (Song of Songs 8:6). For love is
fierce as death that the Holy One Blessed is God loves you. as it
is written: I have shown you love, said the Lord (Malachi 1:2).
Jealousy is mighty as Sheol (Song of Songs 8:6). In the hour
that they made God jealous of idol worship, they incensed God
with alien things (Deut 32:16).

> Shir HaShirim Rabbah, Chapter 8; Midrash Tanhuma (Buber) 19; Yalkut
Shemoni Shir HaShirim 993.

3 Song of Songs 8:6. This is my own translation, JPS translates it as “For love is
fierce as death, passion is mighty as Sheol.”

57 Shir HaShirim Rabbah 8.

35




Another opinion: For love is fierce as death. Love that [saac
loved Esau, as it is written: Isaac favored Esau because he had
a taste in game (Genesis 25:28). Jealousy is mighty as Sheol.
That Esau was jealous of Jacob. as it says. Now Esau harbored
a grudge against Jacob (Genesis 27:41).

Another opinion: For love is fierce as death. The love that
Jacob loved of Joseph, as it says: Now Israel loved Joseph best
of all of his sons (Genesis 37:3). Jealousy is mighty as Sheol.
They hated him so that they could not speak a friendly word
to him (Genesis 37:4).

Another opinion: For love is fierce as death. Love that
Jonathan loved for David. as it says Jonathan loved David as
himself (I Sam 18:1). Jealousy is mighty as Sheol, jealousy
that Saul was jealous of David. as it says. From that day on
Saul kept a jealous eye on David (1 Sam 18:9).

Another opinion: For love is fierce as death. Love that a man
loves a woman, as it says. Enjoy happiness with the love you
love all the fleeting days of life that have been granted to you
under the sun (Ecclesiastes 9:9). Jealousy is mighty as Sheol,
jealousy, that he is jealous of her and says to her, do not speak
with that man peloni and she goes and speaks with him. but a fit
of jealousy comes over him and he is wrought up about his
wife who has defiled herself; or if a fit of jealousy comes over
one and he is wrought up about his wife although she has not
defiled herself (Numbers 5:14).

The midrash explains that there is a relationship between love and jealousy. In every
example, one individual loves another: God loves Israel, Isaac loves Esau, and Jonathan
loves David, however, jealousy also occurs because of this love. In each case, it is the
love of another or the lack of love that leads to jealousy. Although acts of idolatry and
suspected adultery do not constitute love, in these cases, God and the husband are jealous
that the love they express is not returned. In the other instances, the brothers, Saul, and
Esau do not express their own love, but instead are jealous of the love and devotion their
competitors receive. Midrash Tanhuma and Yalkut Shemoni even end with the phrase:

70P 782 ~INN NYYN N “What impact will love have on jealousy?” These midrashim
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explain that love leads to jealousy, for a strengthened love affects all parties who are
involved in the relationship.

Why does jealousy occur alongside love? These midrashim focus on
relationships that are similar to a triangle, in which three parties are involved. For
example, God loves the people, the people worship idols, and God becomes jealous. This
allows for three sides of a triangle (1) God, (2) the people, and (3) the idols. The triangle
effect is especially true of the example of Jonathan and David, for Saul becomes jealous
of David. The triangle addresses the connection between love and jealousy, for a third
party must be involved in the relationship for jealousy to occur. Either the third party is
jealous of the original couple or the third party affects one person from the original party
leading to a jealous outburst by the other individual.

In addition, jealousy also exists because of some prior action. God is envious of
the people’s worship of idols, Esau is jealous when Jacob steals his blessing, the brothers
are furious after Joseph receives the coat of many colors. There is a connection between
action and emotion, for the midrashim explain that jealousy occurs after an act is
performed. The only exception is for the man who suspects his wife of infidelity; no
proof must be garnered, instead he just needs to suspect his wife of performing this act.
Quite remarkably, it is often acts of love that lead to jealous outbursts. It was the actions
of Jacob and Jonathan that enflamed the jealousy of the brothers and Saul. These
midrashim explain that people’s behavior can create animosity, hurt, and uneasiness;

action has the ability to change pure love into enflamed jealousy.

37




Finally, the examples discussed in these midrashim are all interpersonal, including

. . 8§
these found in Yalkut Shemoni:*®
AMNIY DN NN 2APY ANRY NANR NN ) My )

AMNR2 9N IOPY TP 2INYD NV 9M1 IR apy? anN
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For Love is fierce as death (Song of Songs 8:6). Love. that
Jacob loved Rachel. As it is written: Jacob loved Rachel; so he
said, I will serve you seven years for your younger daughter
Rachel (Genesis 29:18). Jealousy is mighty as Sheol (Song of
Songs 8:6). that Rachel is jealous of her sister, as it says: when
Rachel saw that she had borme Jacob no children, she
became envious of her sister (Genesis 30:1). What will change
love to the side of jealousy?

Another opinion: love that Moses loved Joshua. Jealousy is
mighty as Sheol, Are you wrought up in my account?
(Numbers 11:29).

All the examples found in these midrashim are interpersonal: husband and wives (Jacob,
Rachel, and Leah), father and sons (Isaac, Esau, and Jacob as well as Jacob, Joseph, and
brothers), and siblings (Esau and Jacob, Joseph and his brothers, and Rachel and Leah).
Even the example about God and Israel (the people worshiping idols) is not related to the
political, but to the loving relationship between two partners. Indeed, even the love of
Moses for Joshua, at the surface, seems to be exclusively political. However, it also
addresses friendship and mentorship. Jonathan and David’s relationship is compared to
these other interpersonal dyads of spouses, friends, siblings, and families.

Many of the terms and actions which the political scholars use to define this
relationship can have different meanings when referring to interpersonal dyads. For

example, when used in a personal relationship brit refers to a marriage contract, hesed

38 Yalkut Shemoni Shir HaShirim 993.
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defines family loyalty, and ahavah speaks of the affection one partner has for the other.
In addition, modern writers such as Susan Ackerman believe that interpersonal and
political love follow the same rules; this allows for the blurring between political and
interpersonal relationships and connects politics and friendship to one another. These
examples from relationships found throughout the Tanakh show that terms normally
associated with politics can be redefined as interpersonal.

This chapter also illustrates the similarities between many of the interpersonal
relationships found throughout the Tanakh and Jonathan and David’s relationship. Terms
such as niksherah and hesed link this story with narratives involving Ruth and Naomi as
well as Jacob and Benjamin. Even more, the rabbinic commentators connect the feelings
and emotions found in David and Jonathan’s relationship to other stories found in the
Tanakh. The emotions of love and jealousy found in Jonathan, David, and Saul’s
interactions are connected to various personal relationships involving siblings, parents,
families, and friends. These midrashim, rabbinic writings, and modern scholarship focus
not on the political aspects of these relationships. Instead, they re-interpret various
political terms and connect David and Jonathan’s relationship to other interpersonal

relationships found throughout the Tanakh.
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Chapter Three: Other Significant Relationships that Affect Jonathan and David

This chapter will examine many of the significant relationships that surround the
Jonathan and David narrative. Jonathan and David do not exist in a vacuum and are
considerably affected by these other relationships. The overriding emotional concerns
and political implications that play out between Jonathan and David can only fully be
understood by examining these relationships. Both the political and interpersonal
connections of Jonathan and Saul, David and Saul, and David and Michal will be
considered to shed light on Jonathan and David’s relationship.

Saul, the first king of Israel, and Jonathan, his son, have a complicated
relationship filled with moments of love to incidents of extreme rage. The shifting
emotions and abrupt changes from devotion to humiliation bring a level of tension and
uncertainty to the reader of this story. This intricacy of emotions leads many rabbinic
and modemn writers to comprehend Saul and Jonathan’s story in a diversity of ways.

One approach is to believe that Jonathan and Saul truly care for one another and
have built a relationship of understanding and trust. At the beginning of chapter twenty,
a fearful David announces to Jonathan that Saul wishes to kill him. Jonathan answers
him: MR NN NP YOP M2T X DI 37 Iy Ny NY nan oD &Y nn
NN PN MWD NTDTIN MEn an vap i “Heaven Forbid! You shall not die. My
father does not do anything, great or small, without disclosing it to me; why conceal this

1" The verse articulates an honesty and sincerity that

matter from me? It cannot be
exists between father and son. Jonathan can not fathom Saul’s hiding a secret from him

because the two always express their concerns candidly and openly.

% | Samuel 20:2.

40




David realizes that Saul does wish to kill him and has surreptitiously kept this
piece of information from his son’s ears. Radak addresses Saul’s reasons for hiding this

secret from Jonathan:®°

AN NOW YT IN INNMY YALIY MINIVN 2913 N NI 1N KOV
¥ NN PAMNMRA JIRY Y7292 NI 1IN TITY IRV N )P
YN PHOM ONY NP 2 INHNY DINY a¥2

[Saul’s wish to kill David] did not appear to [Jonathan] because
of the oath that [Saul] swore to Jonathan, or in order that {Saul]
would not upset Jonathan. The servants of Saul told David for
they loved him. that it was in Saul’s heart to kill him. Saul told
them and kept it a secret from Jonathan.

In addition, the commentary of Metzudat David states:®'
NI T N3 NOW 71D 7N IR NYNANND DY - MANN NIT MY yaen

92% PN PRON MM THYA N OARSH IWN NI YTPY NIy
.asyn

And David swore further: It means that from the beginning
[Saul] thought that he would not reveal it to you, for he knew
that you were fond of me. For this reason he hid this from you in
order that you would not be saddened.

Radak and Metzudat David demonstrate that Saul refuses to share his secret with
Jonathan because he does not wish to upset or sadden his son. Saul expresses fatherly
concern for his son’s well being, for he knows that Jonathan cares for David. Radak even
explains that Saul is unable to lie to his son’s face, for he has sworn an oath in | Samuel
19:6: npyr-ox njmn “As the Lord lives, he shall not be put to death!” Although the
medieval commentators show that honesty and openness are not at the center of Jonathan
and Saul’s relationship, they do illustrate Saul’s concern for his son.

In addition, the medieval commentators also discuss Jonathan’s compassion for

his father’s outbursts and mood swings. Radak explains:®

60 Radak about I Samuel 20:2.
! Metzudat David about I Samuel 20:3.
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Jonathan thought that it was not in his father’s heart to kill
[David] afier [Saul] promised him and said: As the Lord lives,
he shall not be put to death. (I Samuel 19:6). But what about
when [Saul] threw a spear at [David] after the oath. and what
about sending him to his house to watch over him and to kill
him, and what about when he went after him till Naot in Ramah
to kill him? Jonathan thought that the “Evil Spirit that troubled
him™ was the reason that [Saul] wanted to kill [David). for there
was still an evil spirit in him.

In addition, Ralbag states:®*

M N2 NN TIT 4TI INY PRV NNY NN 2WN 120w DN
JNIN NNYAN NNIY NYIN MIN NIV ON D

It happened that Jonathan already knew that Saul pursued David
to kill him. Jonathan knew it would not happen because the evil
spirit that troubled him was the reason.

Although David worries about Saul’s outbursts and about Saul’s desire to kill him,
Jonathan is not troubled. Instead, Jonathan is calm and compassionate about his father’s
emotional volatility and trusts his father’s word when he says that he will not harm
David. Jonathan has experienced these outbursts previously and recognizes the effect of
the “evil spirit” on his father’s mood and actions. It is Jonathan’s lifelong relationship
with Saul that helps him understand his father in a way that no one else can.

Jonathan is sympathetic to his father’s mood swings and Saul worries about his
son’s feelings, but is their relationship able to endure the tension of David’s presence?

David Jobling explains that Jonathan’s companionship with David did not break his unity

52 Radak about I Samuel 20:2.
63 Ralbag about 20:2.
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with his father.”* He states that the overuse of the terms “father” and “son” in | Samuel
19:1-4 stresses that their relationship continues to exist at the moment when it most
seems in doubt. David also expresses a similar sentiment in his memorial poem to Saul
and Jonathan. He states: 11793 NV 0NN OONNI DOYIN) DTN 1IN Ny
M3 NN W 01w “Saul and Jonathan, Beloved and cherished, Never parted in life
or in death! They were swifter than eagles, They were stronger than lions! "%

The commentators express interest in what the phrase 1799 XY “never parted™
truly means. Radak defines this phrase in his commentary on II Samuel 1:23:

DT 1AW 19 DY G 10D PNRYN IWIONMN NY M1 - 17903 XY
MMM 12 10) KDY 1IN KO N DYN 119 XY Annbna omn
DN PAY 12D IND TAKD D MN 7T TN XY W 1o

MY M 0NN

Never parted. Targum Yonatan: “They did not separate from
one another.” Like it says, even though they knew they would
die in war they never parted from the Eternal. They did not
refrain and did not flee from the war. It occurs in his
commentary: they never parted this one from the other. for like
one they died. Similar to how they lived their lives. they each
loved one another.

Radak explains that “never parted™ refers to their inability to separate from the Eternal,
even when the battle with the Philistines is quite taxing. Saul and Jonathan still believe
in the Divine and do not refrain from God’s plan. But Radak also concludes with a
different opinion, that “never parted” refers to Jonathan and Saul’s relationship. This
view asserts that the two complete their last moments together similarly to how they lived
their lives.

The commentary Metzudat David has a much different opinion of Jonathan and

Saul’s relationship.%

5 Jobling, 96-97.
5 11 Samuel 1:23.
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In life, In life. they loved and delighted in each and every
person. It means that they very much received all people and
were well liked in the eyes of all.

He explains quite clearly that Jonathan and Saul delight and care for every person, but he
explicitly fails to mention that the two love one another. The Tanakh and Jewish
literature demonstrate that Jonathan and Saul are caring and compassionate and did not
part at the end of their lives. However, Metzudat David and to some extent Radak
illustrate that there is a limit to the love and affection that the two show one another.
Radak even states that their last moments together are similar to how they lived their
lives. As the reader shall see in the pages ahead, Saul and Jonathan also anger, frustrate,
feel jealousy towards, and humiliate one another. These moments of ugliness are also an
element of their lives together and affect the relationship between father and son.

Shimon Bakon explains that there is an undercurrent of tension between Saul and
Jonathan throughout this narrative.®’” This tension is first seen in I Samuel 13-14, when
Saul fails to acknowledge Jonathan’s role in a triumph over the Philistines.

oONY29 WY YN WK 0NY29 ¥ N ImP )
DAY WNY? MNZ XWNI2 1P YRR DINY)
DNYLS 1NN NNRY NN MN? WY OXIWION
23230 PINY ION DYN YN ORY293 DRI URTON

Jonathan struck down the Philistine prefect in Geba: and the
Philistines heard about it. Saul had the ram’s hom sounded
throughout the land, saying, “Let the Hebrews hear.” When all
Israel heard that Saul had struck down the Philistine prefect, and
that Israel had incurred the wrath of the Philistines. all the people
rallied to Saul at Gilgal.*®®

% Metzudat Tziyon about II Samuel 1:23.
57 Further discussion of this tension is elaborated in Bakon, 143-150.
68 | Samuel 13:3-4.
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Robert P. Lawton states that the juxtaposition of Jonathan'’s striking down the Philistines
and Saul’s taking credit for the victory is jarring. He comments on Saul’s insensitivity to
Jonathan’s accomplishments and wonders if Saul sees Jonathan as an extension of his
own ego.” Indeed, Saul’s taking credit for Jonathan’s victory allows the reader to
question the level of caring and compassion that Saul has for his own son.

Lawton also explains that Saul has no emotional connection to his son because he
lacks concern for Jonathan’s safety. After discovering that Jonathan is missing in action,
Saul is absent from the dialogue and has no reaction to his son’s predicament.”® Lawton
believes that Saul’s lack of a response is unlike David’s distress for his son Absalom.”’
In addition, in another scene later in the story, Saul expresses no emotion when he states
that Jonathan must die.”? Saul makes an oath stating that if anyone eats a morsel of food,
they will be put to death. However, Saul never consults with God before making this
oath and his words prevent the Israelites from defeating the Philistines. Jonathan, who is
unaware of his father’s oath, tastes a small amount of honey, which puts his life in
jeopardy. Lawton believes that Saul shows no emotional attachment to Jonathan and the
overuse of the phrase ‘my son Jonathan’ (14:39, 40, 41, 42) underscores this coldness and
lack of concern.”

Jonathan expresses contempt for his father when he learns of this oath and his

father’s willingness to let him die:

VYR ONRYY 12 OPY WD NN NRETIR OIW Y
YN D2¢n DYyn DPD DO VDN N D aN D waT

% Robert Lawton. “Saul, Jonathan, and the “Son of Jesse.”” Journal for the Study
of the Old Testament, 58 (1993): 37.

70 See | Samuel 14:16-20.

' See 1 Samuel 18:29, 32.

72 See | Samuel 14:26-45.

3 Lawton, 38-40.
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My father has brought trouble on the people. See for yourselves
how my eyes lit up when | tasted that bit of honey. If only the
troops had eaten today of spoil captured from the enemy. the
defeat of the Philistines would have been greater still.”

Jonathan articulates his ideas openly and bluntly and explains that his father has brought
harm to the Israelites because of his poor leadership. Jonathan does not treat his father
with respect, but instead speaks words of hostility about Saul’s failures. He bemoans
Saul’s oath and believes that he himself would be a better ruler than his father.

Shimon Bakon explains that Jonathan’s relationship with Saul becomes more
contentious and fills with further hostility after David is involved. Bakon illustrates the
source of this animosity, Joqathan’s allegiance to David, by showing two different
accounts of a story found in chapter twenty. First is David’s telling Jonathan in 20:6:

DY PAR NIPY? TPITON

M
ONZIP XNZ MT NBD DNYY DRY)
MNYNNTIY? DY D3N NI} D Y
If your father notes my absence you say,
David asked permission to run down to his home town,
Bethlehem. for the whole family has its annual sacrifice there.

The second account, found in 20:28-29, is Jonathan’s retelling of the same story to Saul:

oN2 TATTY MIBYD MT JXY) ONRY)
MY 07 DNAYN NJE D N MY N
TPYZ WD ONRYDOR NDY] NN 27 MM
MR DR N NOIRN
David begged leave of me to Bethlehem.
He said: Please let me go, for we are going to have a family feast
in our town and my brother has summoned me to it.
Do me a favor. let me slip away to see my kinsmen.

Most remarkable is that Jonathan’s retelling of the story differs from David’s initial

account. Bakon explains three reasons for these differences: 1. there are two sources for

™ | Samuel 14:29-30.
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this event; 2. Jonathan’s presentation is corrupt; and 3. a psychological reason in which
Jonathan’s nervousness betrays him into stating expressions that are dissimilar to David’s
initial account. For example, the term >myn ‘he begged leave of me’ in English is
synonymous with »nn, however, the term also “conveys a sense of separating after
having been together.” In addition, the words >rx »2-my ‘my brother has summoned me
to it’ is an extra sentence, a slip of the tongue that was not part of David’s original telling.
Finally, the terms Ny npbnx ‘let me slip away’ conveys a sense of escape or flight,
dissimilar to »% which is to run or hurry.”

Bakon believes that these statements address Jonathan’s confusion and
nervousness and illustrate that he is a poor liar. On the other hand, can Jonathan be
telling Saul the truth; that his allegiance is with David? Perhaps, at this moment of
contention with his father, Jonathan does not attempt to hide behind lies and false words.
Instead, he boldly expresses that he stands with David and will not allow his father to
punish David unnecessarily. Jonathan states that the two have been together and that he
has helped David to escape. The tension between Jonathan and Saul is pushed to the
edge at this moment. Jonathan does not mince words, but explains that he is willing to
lose everything with his father in order to protect David.

At this moment, when Jonathan tells his father that his allegiance is with David,

the worst occurs; Saul acts out and says horrible vile words to his son:

MTIBD MY 1D DN 1IN WY I
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Saul flew into rage against Jonathan. “You son of a perverse,
rebellious woman!” he shouted. “I know that you side with the

™S Bakon, 147-148.
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son of Jesse—to vour shame. and to the shame of your mother’s
nakedness!™’®

NN2 W2¥ INDTIR PRY OO
Saul threw his spear at him to strike him down’’

Why does Saul throw the spear? What do these words truly mean? Why is there tension
between Jonathan and Saul throughout this entire narrative? The commentary Metzudat
David answers these questions:
9372 DYV N OTAR UND YU - nvmidn mys 1
TINN QT ALY AD AT 3 DNN D "M TR DN
TN HPAY Y 121 M NNNRY NYT IRD - YD NON
TN 1IN NI D TR T MV Ivab Thway o
SINY NN 2NN MDY DINY 12 N N OIDN DA K7D M PR
Son of a perverse, rebellious woman. It means to say that your
mother committed a crime, a rebellious act. to rebel against me.
Thus you, her son. are similar to her for you commit a rebellious
act. I kmow. Since then. I know that you choose the son of
Jesse to rule, for this is your shame and the shame that is
revealed as a fault of your mother. For will not the people say:
his mother prostituted herself and he is not the son of Saul for he
loves Saul’s enemies.”

The commentary of Metzudat David implies that Saul is furious that his son rebels
against his wishes. Jonathan has committed a political act of treason by abdicating his
father’s throne and choosing David as his successor. Kyle McCarter illustrates that “son
of’ means a member of a class of people who have not shown proper allegiance to his
ruler.” Jonathan and his mother are shameful because of their rebellious political act;
they “prostituted” themselves by forming alliances with Saul’s enemies. Jonathan, by
having a close relationship with David, allows David to become the next King of Israel.

One reason for the tension between Jonathan and Saul is the political ramifications of

76 I Samuel 20:30.
771 Samue! 20:33.
® Metzudat David about I Samuel 20:30.
7 McCarter, 343.
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their relationship. In chapters 13-14, Jonathan and Saul are at each other’s throat due to a
strengthened Jonathan who wishes to rule alongside or even over his father. In the
example above, Jonathan and Saul are once again antagonistic due to Jonathan’s wish to
hand the throne over to David.

As father and son, Saul and Jonathan’s relationship is not just political; the two
are also connected because of their familial relationship. Radak addresses this point in

his commentary about 20:30:
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And this connects to rebellious, as it says: From your

mother you have this, for she rebelled against me.

Similarly, you rebel against what I want and love what |

hate...To your shame, and to the shame of your mother’s

nakedness. Now the listeners say that you love a man that

I hate because you are not my son. This is your shame and

the shame of your mother, for they say she is a prostitute.
Like Metzudat David, Radak believes that Saul is furious at Jonathan for defying his
wishes. But the difference here is that Saul is visibly upset due to an emotional break in
their relationship. Saul is extremely jealous that his son could love another individual
whom he despises. Saul is ashamed of his son and wife, not because of their political
allegiances, but because of their “emotional prostitution.” Saul’s jealousy is so severe,
that his wife and son’s love for another is deemed prostitution.

Steven Greenberg expresses a similar sentiment that Saul’s lashing out against

Jonathan is for reasons relating to the personal and political. Saul sees his son as

perverse because of his erotic activity with David and also for Jonathan’s wish to

abdicate the throne. Saul is unable to understand why his son takes such a disinterest in
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his own welfare; Jonathan’s unmanly love for David could lead to David’s capture of the
kingdom. Steven Greenberg illustrates that the tension between Saul and Jonathan
revolves around Jonathan’s relationship with David. Saul is angered both because of his
son’s love for David and because of the political ramifications of their relationship.*

Jonathan and Saul have a complicated relationship that moves from love and
compassion to anger and jealousy. The complexity of their relationship allows medieval
and modern authors to address both the kindness the two have for one another as well as
the hatred that occurs during their quarrels. Although father and son do seem to love one
another, most of their conflicts occur in the political world of military battles and the
future of the kingdom. Jonathan becomes angered at his father’s disinterest in his welfare
when he fights the Philistines. Later, Jonathan’s decision to abdicate the throne in favor
of David pushes Saul to say hateful words to his son. Although the political aspects of
their relationship tear the two men from one another, at the center of this conflict is
David.

A wonderful musician, David is brought into the palace to soothe Saul when he
has one of his many mood swings. In addition, in I Samuel 17, David secures a major
victory over Goliath and is invited to live in the palace and marry Saul’s daughter Michal.
From the beginning of their relationship, Saul sees David as a loyal servant whose many
strengths will benefit his kingdom. However, there are also many similarities between
Jonathan and Saul’s interactions and those of David and Saul. This is a complex

relationship that moves between love®’ and respect, jealousy and hatred, and

80 Rabbi Steven Greenberg, Wrestling with God & Men: Homosexuality in the
Jewish Tradition (Madison, WI: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2004), 101-102.
81 [ Samuel 17:21 addresses Saul’s love for David.
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abandonment and fear. A review of the overriding emotions and the interactions between
Saul and David will allow the reader to understand Jonathan’s complex relationship with
both his father and friend.

A series of midrashim have been written and rewritten regarding Saul and David’s
interactions with one another.®? These midrashim compare the relationship of Jacob and
Laban with that of Saul and David. Here is the text from Beresheit Rabbah 74:10:
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Now Jacob became incensed and took up his grievance with
Laban (Genesis 31:36). Rabbi Azariah in the name of Rabbi
Haggai and Rabbi Isaac bar Maryon. and some teach it was in
the name of Rabbi Hanina bar Isaac: The anger of the fathers
and not the meekness of the children. The anger of the
fathers. from where? Now Jacob became incensed and took
up his grievance against Laban. Jacob spoke up and said to
Laban, “What is my crime, what is my guilt that you should
pursue me?” (Genesis 31:36). You might come to the opinion.
that perhaps blows or violence would be here. Rather, these are
words of conciliation. Jacob appeased his father-in-law: You
rummaged through all of my things; what have you found of
all your household objects? (Genesis 31:37). Rabbi Simon
said: In our world, a groom who lives with his father-in-law is it
possible for him not to benefit himself. even by just one vessel or
even one knife? However, here: You rummaged through all of
my things, and you found not a needle or a hook.

82 Beresheit Rabbah 74:10; Sechel Tov (Buber) 31; Yalkut Shemoni Torah,
Vayisav 130; Pesikta de-Rav Kahana 14; Midrash Aggada (Buber) 33:1; Midrash
Tanhuma, Vayisa 13.
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The meekness of the children, is from David. As it says,
David fled from Naioth in Ramah; he came to Jonathan and
said, “What have I done, what is my crime and my guilt
against your father, that he seeks my life?” (I Samuel 20:1).
[David] mentions bloodshed in his appeasement. words of
killing. However, here, [Jacob says], That you should pursue
me. (Genesis 31:36).

This midrash addresses both David and Jacob’s challenging interactions with their
fathers-in-law. Laban confronts Jacob who believes that his son-in-law stole his idols,
while David hears from those in the palace that Saul pursues him in order to kill him.
These two men commit no crime, yet need to prove their innocence to their fathers-in-
law. This midrash looks upon Jacob favorably for the words of conciliation that he
speaks to Laban. On the other hand, the midrash views David’s response “he seeks my
life” negatively because these are considered words of bloodshed.

Another difference between Jacob and David’s response is the type of action that
each initiate. Jacob shows conciliation to Laban not only by speaking favorable words,
but by allowing Laban to rummage through all of his possessions. Laban has the ability
to see for himself that Jacob did not seize his household idols and this gives him the
ability to confirm that Jacob is not a thief. Pesikta de-Rav Kahana adds this extra line to
the text:
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Rabbi Simon says: In our world a groom lives with his father-in-
law before he Ieaves the house of his father-in-law, is it possible
that [Laban] does not find in [Jacob’s] hand even a small
thing? But here even a needle and even a knife he did not find
in [Jacob’s] hand.”

8 Pesikta De Rav Kahana Piska 14.
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This extra line explains that Jacob is not caught “red-handed” with anything, not even the
smallest item that is believed to be one of Laban’s possessions. David, however, does not
follow Jacob’s model of conciliation and instead only articulates words of violence.
David has no intention of giving Saul the opportunity to become anything less than his
adversary. Instead, David is caught “red-handed” wearing Jonathan’s royal clothes and
using Jonathan’s weapons. Saul has more reasons to be infuriated, since David speaks
words of aggression and shows his wish for provocation.

In addition, Laban is incensed thinking that Jacob took his idols and pursues him
in order to regain his stolen goods. Not only is Laban furious believing that his son-in-
law robs him of a precious possession, but in the Ancient Near East, household gods
protected a person and his family. Laban fears the loss not only of his pride and a valued
trinket, but also safety from the evilness that surrounded him. Similarly, Saul is angered
that David steals his most valuable possession, his son Jonathan. David convinces
Jonathan to abdicate the throne and to support him in his quest to become king. This robs
Saul of a son who protects him and the future heir to his kingdom. Laban and Saul
express frustration at their sons-in-law because their vision of the future is now
completely in jeopardy.

These midrashim also address a triangle phenomenon that occurs between Saul,
Jonathan, and David which can be compared to Laban, Rachel, and Jacob. Rachel is put
into a situation in which she must choose between her father and her husband. By having
control of the stolen idols, Rachel holds the key to this disagreement and has the ability to
resolve the dispute that occu<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>