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DIGEST

This thesis is a multi-faceted study of the first Book of Samuel.
It attempts to analyze the composition of the book and the historical
reality of the period of the monarchy. The book is studied from the
literary perspective as well as the perspective of political and personal
‘motivat‘ion‘s.

It has loig been recognized that the Book of Samuel is the product

of more than one source. The first chapter presents the textual difficulties

~ which makes various theories and explanations necessary. Once we

have shown the need for a theory to explain these problems, a systematic
review of the wide range of hypotheses scholars have offered over
the years is presented.

The sécond chapter is a critical evaluation of the sholarship presented

in chapter one. It critiques each of the various theories and shows
their merits and shortcomings. This chapter also questions several
long held notions about the compilation of | Samuel. For one, it
questions the extent of the influence of the Deuteronomistic redactors
on the Book of Samuel. . Furthermore, contrary to the opinion of most
scholars, | contend that a specifically anti-monarchical trend cannot be
detected in the book. ‘Rather, it is my contention that if anything,
a concern that is woven into almost each episode and narrative strand
is the teﬁdency to explain and justify the events of the period in
Israel in theocentric terms.

Finally, chapter 3 analyzes the factors leading to the rise of

the monarchy and the reasons for Samuel's adamant opposition to the
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introduction of the monarchy in Israel. The effect of these feelings

determined the nature of Samuel's relationship with the first king,

and set the two on an inevitable collision course as they struggled

for power.
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INTRODUCTION

Ever since | was a child studying the Bible in Hebrew school,
the Book of Samuel has always been one of my favorite books. The
images of Samuel, Saul, and David have fascinated me. Yet it was

always Saul, in particular who aroused my sympathy.

As Israel's first king he had a most difficult task. His life was
so sad:‘a,nd tkagic because he was so noble and yet so pitiful. Yet
Saul is usually analyzed and criticized for his faults by most historians.
| wanted to discover for myself if this perception of Saul was fair.

After countless readings of the Book of Samuel and the secondary
literature certain things remain as confusing as before. It is clear,
however, that Samuel opposed the introduction of the monarchy in lIsrael,
and that he reexpressed this opposition in his final address to the people.
His attitude in the interim was not any different. He was anatagonistic
towards the new king, and it is likely that Samuel never wanted Saul
to succeed. Samuel was really no different from political leaders of
today. He perceived the people's request for a king as a rejection of
him and he took it very personally. He wanted to retain his control
over lIsrael.

The sources do not cover up or conceal this reality. They merely
wanted to show that these events did not occur in a happenstance
manner, but that the developments during the formative stages of
the monarchy unfolded as they did because this was according to

God's consent.
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CHAPTER ONE

PROBLEMS IN | SAMUEL: A SOURCE ANALYSIS

It has long been recognized that the books of Samuel contain
several passages which appear in more than one form. Some sections
contradict what appears elsewhere in the book. A number of
explanationsl for the discrepancies have arisen over the years. The
purpbse of this chapter will to be review the theories which have been
suggested to explain the problems arising from the repetitions and
Contradictions in Samuel. First, however, let us examine what the textual
problems are.

The first book of Samuel is a chronicle of the development of
the monarchy. in Israel\'. It covers the fall of Shiloh, the rise of Samuel,
thevselection of Saul as king over lIsrael, his downfall, and the rise of
David. | The central figures of the drama are Samuel, variously
described as a prophet, a priest, a judge and a seer; Saul, the man
who becomes lsrael's first king; and David, the young fighter who is
destined to succeed Saul .

There are threé different stories which tell how Saul became
King. In the first story (9:1-10:16) Saul is a lad in search of
his father's lost asses. Upon the recommendation of the young servant
accompanying him, they go to consult the local seer, Samuel. God
reveals to Samuel that this young man, Saul is the one to be anointed
King. In a private scene which takes place after a banquet, Samuel
anoints Saul as "nagid." Following his anointment, Saul comes upon

a band of prophets and prophesies with them.
' 1




The second story (10:17-27) begins with the elders repeating

their request of Samuel that a king be appointed. Samuel reluctantly
consents and conducts a lottery among the tribes. Saul, who is hiding
among th\e baggage is the one who is chosen. A third story (11) tells
of the attack on Jabesh Gilead by the Ammonites. They send out a
message to their fellow countrymen asking for help. Saul hears of the
call and rallies troops to their defense. After he prevails in the battle,
the people decide to take him to Gilgal to proclaim him King. Samuel
is present in this narrative and is involved in the "renewal" of the
kingclom.1 |

Saul's rejection is preserved in two different accounts, In the
first one (13) he is told by Samuel that his descendants will not succeed
him as rulers of Israel, This occurs because Saul angered Samuel by
offering a sacrifice before going into battle against the Philistines. The
other rejection story ris predicated upon Saul's failure to carry out the
herem against the Amalekites. Here again Samuel is the one who is
displeased with Saul. Both incidents occur at Gilgal, are centered around
a battle, involve a clash between Saul and Samuel, and are a form of
rejection of the first king. Yet neither story's dialogue refers to the
other. Although the stories can be viewed as complementing one another,
as one tells merely thaf none of his offspring will sit on the throne and
the other reveals that Saul's reign is taken from him and that he will be
replaced by someone worthier, they cannot be seen as a unit from the
same source. There is no indication that they are segments designhed
to form a whole.

Another instance of something appearing more than once is the
saying, "ls Saul also among the pr'ophets‘.'"2 Both of the explanations
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accompanying this popular saying (chapters 10 and 19) link Saul with the

prophetic bands which practiced ecstatic prophesy. In the first version
Saul meets the prophets on the road after his anointment by Samuel and
joins them in their activity. In the second, Saul begins prophesying after
he arrives at Naioth in the pursuit of David. David sought refuge from
Saul by joining Samuel. Saul's messengers are unsuccessful in
apprehending David as they are each brought under the influence of

a prophetic trance. Finally, Saul decides to go out after David on

his own, and he too is stricken by the prophetic spirit. After each
instance, the narrative states that ‘because of that particular incident

people say,

OOR?232 DIARwW Ban

"ls Saul also among the prophets?"
(10:12, 19:24)

Whereas the first of these stories shows that the prophetic spirit is
a manifestation of the infusion of the spirit of God in the newly designated
leader, the second shows Saul in a derogatory way.3
David is introduced to Saul on three occasions, and under
different pretenses each time. At first, David is introduced to Saul as
a young musician who will soothe the king's moods (16:14-23). When no
one comes forth to fight Goliath the Philistine, David steps forth and offers
his services. The exchange between David and Saul is not one of two
who know each other (17:31-40). Then after David has slain Goliath,

Saul asked his commander,

T1AR MY IN T
" Whose son is that boy, Abner?*

When Saul speaks with David after his victory over Goliath, it is

as if the two have never met before (17:55-58) .




There is also another subtle form of duplication in the stories

detailing the selection of Saul and of David. Both the story of the
selection of Saul by lot (10:17-27) and the account in which Samuel

sets out to\‘a'noint David (16:1-13) have a similarity in style. An element,
which | call the"™Cinderella factor" is present in both stories. When
Samuel conducts the lottery among the people, the choice is narrowed
down to the tribe of Benjamin and then to the family of the Matrites.
Although Saul was indicated, he was not present at the time, and so
Samuel asks, "Has anyone else come here?" (10:22). Similarly, when
Samuel goes out to Jesse's family, Jesse shows him all of his sons except
David. Samuel asks, "Are these all the boys you have?" (l6:ll). -

The chart below shows how the story of David's anointment by Samuel

in chapter 16 resembles two of the stories of Saul's selection as king.

9:1-10:16 10:17-27 16

Samuel has come to the Samuel goes to Bethelem
village to participate in a to make a sacrificial
sacrificial feast. (9:12) feast. (16:2-5)

Saul went on a journey Samuel set out on a journey
and found Samuel , ‘ and found David.

Without specifically indicating Without specifically indicating
who it will be, God tells Samuel who will be chosen, God tells
that someone has been chosen Samuel to go to the family

to be king. (9:15-16) Then of Jesse, for one of the
when the designee arrives, God members of family will
reveals to Samuel, "This is the become king. (16:1)

man that | told you would govern When David arrives, God

my people.” (9:17) tells Samuel, "Rise and

anoint him, for this is the one."

(16:12)




9:1-10:16 10:17-27 16

Saul's height distingquishes him God tells Samuel not

from others. (10:23-24) to pay attention to
stature or appearance.
(16:7)

Saul is not on the scene at the David was not present

time of the selection, as he was when Samuel arrived

hiding in the baggage. Samuel to select a king from

asks, "Has anyone else come Jesse's sons. Samuel

" here? Saul had to be summoned. asks David's father,

(10:21-22) "Are these all the

boys you have?"
David who is not present,
had to be summoned.

(16:10-13)
Saul is searching for David is tending to his
his father's asses when father's flock when he
chosen by Samuel. is chosen.
Saul is from the smallest David is the youngest of
of the tribes, and is there- the sons. He is presented
fore an unlikely candidate. to Samuel last, because
(9:21) he is an unlikely
candidate. (16:10-12)
The selection process is one David is selected only
which relies on narrowing down after the other brothers
the choices by a process of have been eliminated.
elimination. The lot first indicates First Eliab is presented,
the tribe, then the family of then Shammah, and
Matrites, and finally Saul. finally David.
The "Spirit of the Lord" The "Spirit of the Lord"
rested on the new king after overwhelms David after
his selection. (10:6, 9-10) his anointment. (16:13)

Other aspects of David's life are also related more than once.
Three times David is offered a daughter of Saul to marry (18:17-19; 28:2lb;
28:22-29a). He flees from Saul, who is trying to kill him, more than
once. Michal, Saul's daughter and David's wife, helped David by placing
terraghim in his bed. She disguised them to look like a body and
thus deceived Saul's messengers into believing that a body was in

the bed (20:27-33). Yet Saul is offended that David is absent from




the king's table in another scene. The King acts as if he has not tried

to kill David, and as if David has not already escaped (20:27—33).“
On three separate occasions David made a covenant with Jonathan
(18:3; 20:16, 42; 23:18)..

During his adventures as a fugitive from Saul in the wilderness,
David goes to Achish, the king of Gath twice. In one version (2I:11-16)
he seems to have wandered into the hands of Achish accidentally, without
any intention of. remaining with him. In order to get away from a
dangerous situation, he feigned insanity. In the other version of
David's stay with "~A¢chish of Gath, David actually defected to the Philistine
leader. David and his men fought loyally with Achish's troops. Achish
was so sure of David's loyalty that he appointed David as his peronal
bodyguard for life. He was prepared to commission his vassal to lead
a battle against lsra‘el. Luckily for David, the other Philistine warlords
would not allow it, because they did not have as much faith in David
(27:1-28:2;29:1-11}), Once again, the second story bears similarities to
the first one in that David is in the Philistine camp of Achish, yet its
context differs s-ubstantiélly. Once again, there is no overlapping
reference in one story to the other one.

Elsewhere in | Samuel, David displayed magnanimity towards Saul
on two occasions. David spared Saul's life twice, when he easily could
have killed the king. When in pursuit of David at En-gedi, Saul entered
a cave to relieve himself. Unbeknownst to him, it was the very cave where
David and his men were hiding (24:2-23). | David cut a corner of Saul's
coat to leave a sign that he had been there, and to indicate that the harm
could have been much greater. David overruled his men who urged him

to harm Saul. He then spoke directly with Saul in a touching dialogue




(24:2-23)., A similar incident occurs at Jeshimon in the wilderness of

Ziph, Again David counselled one of his men not to harm the Lord's
anointed. This time, however, Saul is encamped with his men. David
again left a sign that he was in a good position to attack his pursuer.
He took Saul's spear and water jar to serve as a sign of his proximity
to Saul. Again the two have a touching dialogue in which Saul admits
that he has been wrong to try to take David's life and suspect his
loyalty (26:1-25). As in the previous examples, there is no indication
of any connection between the two incidents, despite their obvious
similarities.

At the end of the first book of Samuel, Saul commits suicide
atop Mt. Gilboa to avoid capture by the Philistines. The story is
sensitively told and captures the sense of drama, abandonment, and
tragedy of the scene. The following chapter (Il Samuel 1) contains
a report of an Amalekite who tells David that he was the one who
slayed Saul. He says that Saul was lingering and had not yet expired.
Saul reduested that the Amalekite, who happened to be at Mt. Gilboa
at the time end his suffering.5

Some of the stories, such as the Goliath story are woven together
very well and it is difficult to separae the various strands. The crowning
of Saul at Gilgal contaihs several harmonizing elements, namely the
inclusions of Samuel in 11:7 and 11:12-14, For the most part, however,
there is little or no attempt to harmonize the variations.

Immediately after David spares Saul's life, the two reach an
understanding and reconciliation. The last words of the scene are:
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Saul answered David, "May you be blessed my son
David. You shall achieve, and you shall prevail."
David then went his way, and Saul returned home.
(26:25)

Yet the words which immediately follow this scene make it seem as if

there has not been any reconciliation..
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DaVid said to himself, "Some day | shall bertainly
perish at the hands of Saul. The best thing for me
is to flee to the land of the Philistines; Saul will then
give up hunting me throughout the territory of Israel,
and | will escape him." (27:1)
David then defects to the Philistines to avoid Saul's reach, despite the
reconciliation achieved in the previous chapter.
Although the reader is informed,
LN oI Ty Paxw R naxny Yxanw Ro0 R9)

Samuel never saw Saul again to the day of his death.
(I5:35)

19:18-24 tells of what happened when Saul went out to meet Samuel at
Naioth and how Saul prophesied in his presence there.

As a result of these difficulties in the text, numerous theories
have been developed td account for the problems. All of them recognize
that the books of Samuel are composites of some sort. Beyond that
area of agreement which is a basis of all research into the sources of
Samuel, there is great variation. Letus now see what theories have been
developed to resolve these issues.

The first to suggest that the repetition of passages could be




understood in terms of the existence of parallel strands of material in

6 2nd Thenius in 1842.7 Wellhausen

parts of the book were Eichorn in 1824
(l87l)8 took their initial observations one step further and postulated
that two m\ain strands were at work, not just in certain areas of Samuel,
but throughout the entire first book. He determined that one was an
early source and one was a later source. The early material is typified
by a neutral attjtude towards the institution of the monarchy, and is
the more reliable of the two strands. Saul's selection by Samuel in
9:1-10:16 and chapter 11 represent the position of this source. The later
strand depicts the ‘*’r‘equest for a king as sinful (7;8; 10:17-27; 12; 15).
The later source was deuteronomically influenced, and thus post-exilic .
Wellhausen introduced the notion that the sources were redacted by a
Deuteronomistic editor who shaped the narratives to conform to his outlook
of history.

The ‘theories which accord a role to the Deuteronomists state
that a group of editors influenced by the ideas of the Book of Deuteronomy
redacted the major historical books of the Bible. They wrote in the
post-exilic period,r and sought to implant within the historical books their
own theological per‘spective.9

Building on Wellhausen's work, Karl Budde's commentary to the
Book of Samuel (I902)10 also divided the material into two parallel strands.
Budde's monumental work linked the two sources to the J and E authors
of the Pentatuech. Budde likewise claimed that the older document was
the more reliable one. According to the older document, identified
with ‘J . a leader is needed to deliver Israel from the Philistine threat.
Saul's appointment is regarded favorably. Samuel the seer is famous

in a particular district. He anoints Saul and inspires him to act when




the occasion arises, which occurs when Jabesh Gilead is threatened a

month later. It consists of 9:1-10;16,27b LXX; 11:1-11,14,15; 13; 15.

The later narrative, associated with E is critical of the monarchy.
Here, Samu(lal is a judge who rules all of Israel. Due to the corruption
of Samuel's sons and the desire to be like all the other nations, the
people ask for a king. The proposition is viewed negatively. Samuel
says that the demand is a repudiation of God. After much protest,
he reluctantly consents to grant them a king. This source is prejudiced
by an 'anti-monarchi_cal attitude which developed later in Israel, It is
deemed less reliable as a result of the later coloring of its outlook.
In this account Saul is chosen by sacred lot at a national assembly
convened by Samuel. It contains two speeches by Samuel pleading
with the people in opposition to the monarchy (7; 8; 10:17-27; 12).

The J and E strata were combined by the Deuteronomist who
shortened an‘d left out portions of the material available to him. Some
of the deleted portions were then re-inserted during the post-exilic
period. According to Budde the Deuteronomist introduced the passages that
point to Zadok i;m 11 Sanv\uell and the second rejection of Saul in |
Samuel 15.

Budde's work was of major importance in the scholarship on the
Books of Samuel. His division of the sources and - understanding of the
composition of the narratives was widely accepted by scholars of the
early 1900's. The basic premises of his evaluation served as the foundation
for the work of scholars who followed him. Their theories had to be
explaiﬁed in light of his work. One lasting aspect of Budde's work
was that most students of Samuel see an anti-monarchical trend in the

narratives of chapters 8, 10:17-27, and 12. The material is seen as

10




historically unreliable, in contrast to the earlier pro-monarchical

source.

H. P. Smith's commentary of l89911 accepted the documentary
hypothesis and identified the strands as early and late. But he rejected
the belief that they were the product of 4 and E. Smith
also believed that the earlier sources were the most reliable. The
work of the Deuteronomist was minor, as he found the sources already
adjusted to his philosophy.

S.R. Driver (1897)12 says that the narratives were written by
sources "allied" with J and E, but not by the same hands that were
responsible for the Pentatuech. Two independent narratives were woven
together. The later narrative was expanded by a writer whose style
and point of view was similar to those of Deuteronomy and Judges.

As outlined at the outset of this chapter, some sections appear
not twice, but thrice, Otto Eissfeldt feels that a two source theory was
inadequate té explain all the variations in the text. He applied his
three source theory of the Pentatuech to the books of Samuel.13

The E séctions of chapters 7-15 are 7,8 and |12, They were at one
time an .uninterrupted sequence, to which other material was later
added. The E source, a continuation of the E of the book of Judges
and of the Hexateuch was colored by theological presuppositions.

"E may be recognized, even more clearly in the books of Samuel than
previously, as the reshaping into religious form of an older secular
pr‘esent»ati‘on."]u

‘The rest of the material is divided between J and what Eissfeldt

calls L, a lay source. L and J are nearer to the events than E. L is
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the oldest narrative source in the Hexateuch. It is the most reliable

of all the sources, and views the monarchy as a divine gift from God.
It tells of the victories over the Ammonites and Philistines (10:21b=27;
MA-5; 13; 14). The J material also views the menarchy as a gift

from God (9:4-10:16; 11:6a; 13:3ba, 4b-5, 7b-15a).

Other scholars also revised the Documentary Theory to account
for three sources. A. Lods15 said that there are two sources contained
within the early source, the one favorable to the monarchy. In one of
these two, Saul overthrew the stele which the Philistines had erected
in his native town of Gibeah. As a result of the victory, the tribes
proclaimed him king at Gibeah. The coronation part of the story (14)
was lost. The story was accompanied by the type of popular legend
which people tell about the beginning of great leaders. Séul set out
to find his father's asses, and found the kingdom. Samuel, who secretly
anointed Saul implanted within him the idea of attacking the triumphal
stele of Gibéa.

According to the second pro-monarchical version, Saul distinguished
himself by an erumcountef' with Nahash, the king of the Ammonites.

After saving the city of Jabesh, the people hailed him as king at Gilgal.
After this success in his initial foray into the realm of battle he proceeded
to take on the Philistines, which is woven into chapter 14, One or both
of these histories may have had the story of Saul's birth (1:Iff). Saul's
birth story was later transferred to Samuel by the writers of the anti-
monarchical account.

"The anti-monarchical account was influenced by the ideas of

later prophets. Here the request for a king came from the people. An
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assembly at Mizpah was called, and the sacred lot indicated Saul as

the choice to be king. Samuel's victory over the Philistines was devised
(7) in order to show that the monarchy was an unnecessary intrusion.
Included in these writings was the sparing of the Amalekite king by
Saul (I5) apd the unfortunate consequences for Saul. In a similar

vein, A.R.S. Kennedy's commentar‘y16 had already divided both the
early and the late sources in two, and found four separate strands.

R.H. Pfeiffer believes that the original layer of the text was
written by a single author who lived during the time of David and Solomon.
The original parts included the Ark Narrative, the stories which show
Saul's appointment in a favorable light, and other extensive portions
of the narrative.” A secondary source reworked the original layer,
making additions and emendations to the text. He labeled the later layers as
hagadic, 1legends, stories, speeches: This material was inserted to glorify
Samuel and David and to villify Eli and Saul.18 Rather than view the
late sources és a separate document, he prefers to see them as inserts,

made to the original strata.

It seems better to regard the late source not as a separate
and independent document, even though several of its
stories may have been in circulation before being incorporated
in our book, but as the inception of that pious tampering
with ancient historical work of which Chroniclesq&hree
or four centuries later, is the classical example.
Rather than write a separate work, like Chronicles, they added their own
improvements to the narrative as it existed. Due to the nature of the
late emendations, it was unnecessary for the Deuteronomists to do much
revising of the books.

Another school of scholars takes a different approach to the books

of Samuel. They take the Deuteronomic theory of history a step further
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than Wellhausen or Budde, According to the adherents of this

theory, the books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and

Kings bear no connection to the books of the Pentatuech which precede
them. Deuteronomy-Kings is one unified historical unit compiled in
Judah about 550 B.C.E. It was composed of material which had existed
in independent sections. These segments were subjected to a redaction
which incorporated the Deuteronomistic perception of history.

The Deuteronomists would insert editorial comments or summaries
of a period which evaluated the performance of the leaders and the
people. The criteria for the evaluation was whether or not they had
been loyal and zealous for Yhwh. Speeches by major leaders were also
used to teach their ideas. A major concern of theirs was that the people
remain loyal to God's ways and not adopt the practices of the Canaanites.

Martin Noth was the major advocate of the existence of a
Deuteronomistic school of editors which composed a work which was
separate from the first four books of the Pentatuech.20 The
compilers used material already available to them and reworked it into

one continuous narrative tracing lIsrael's history from Horeb.

Both the theorists who follow Budde and Wellhausen and those who

follow Noth assign substantial sections of Samuel to a Deuteronomistic
hand. They both contend that the Deuteronomists omitted certain material
which was later re-inserted. Whereas Budde would assign material which
preceded the Deuteronomist to J and E, Noth would say that these were
independent stories which were gathered by the Deuteronomist.

Most scholars do not go as far as Noth in ascribing so much

of a role to the Deuteronomists in Samuel. Many scholars who believe
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that the Deuteronomists did redact major portions of the historical

books of the Bible question the extent of the work of the Deuteronomists

in Samuel. Since there are so few clearly identifiable Deuteronomistic

sections, some even wonder if they were at all involved in the editing

and compiling of | Samuel.21

Some have sought to solve the problems in the text of Samuel
by a method which does not rely on the traditional documentary analysis.

J. Schafer (1907)%2 and A. Schulz (1923)23 said that the first

book of Samuel was the product of a Mizpah source and a Gilgal source.
These two sourcés were reworked into a Deuteronomistic framework and
were subsequently edited. Most of the scenes in the book involving
Samuel and Saul éenter around major localities. The story wherein Saul
is selected by lot (10:17-27) is a reluctant concession by Samuel to the
people's wishes. Chapter 7 which describes Samuel as the supreme ruler
of Israel takes place at Mizpah also. The Mizpah sanctuary was the seat
of the anti-monarchical tradition.

Saul is crowned as king by the people of Gilgal after his
stunning victory over the Ammonites (M). This place was the seat
of the pro-monarchical tradition. Yet Saul's rejection also occurred
at Gilgal (13,15).

H. W. Hertzberé traced a bulk of the narratives of Samuel
to various sources. He links chapter 8 to the preceding chapter
which takes place at Mizpah. The stories emanating from Mizpah were
particularly critical of the first king and monarchy in general.zll In
addition to the major strands of Mizphah and Gilgal, he identified

chapter 14, the defeat of the Philistines and the incident with Jonathan

and Saul to Gibeah, another source favorable to Saul. The selection
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of David by Samuel (16:1-13) probably came from Bethlehem by way of

Gilgal. Furthermore, the villages in the north saw the tragic element
in Saul's life, Thus the story of his visit to the witch of En Dor
is told with sympathy towards the first king.

A. !3entzen25 said that in addition to the Mizpah and Gilgal
strands, there was a bulk of material containing the Ark Narrative
and the stéry of David's succession, known as David's Court History.
These two stories were linked with a cultic origin.

Those who accepted the "locale theory" do not rely on it

exclusively. They attribute a role to the Deuteronomists or to

other sources as well.

Another direction the scholarship has taken has been to evaluate
the sources in terms of smaller unrelated segments rather than continwus
strands. In an essay published in 1892, Kittel26 said that Samuel and
Kings were a complex of stories of larger and smaller size, He contended
that the books were a compilation of hero stories, royal stories, ark
stories, prophet stories, and the like.

In a sin;ilar vein, Hugo Gressman developed a "“fragment hypothesis.
According to his perception, the books of Samuel are a loose compilation
of narratives of varying sizes. The stories existed first as independent
units, and .were not combined into sources. He de-emphasizes study
of the evolutionary stages of development of the book. He ignores the
problem of how the narratives came into existence and came together.

Since he avoided the issue of how the book assumed its final form,

his theory did not gain wide acceptance. Caspalr'i28 is one who follows ‘ Ry

his line of reasoning.
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In a somewhat similar line of analysis, Weiser29 and Fohrer?’o

contended that the book contains traditions from various circles which
were later linked together without any attempt to harmonize the
differénces. Weiser does not see the book as the product of a few
narratives q§voted to covering a span of time and events. He sees
the book as the conglomeration of smaller fragments confined to a
particular fheme.

Historical consciousness increased during the Davidic period.
Groups of narratives may have been recited orally within the framework
of the royal court. The rise of the prophetic groups was ancther factor
which focused attention on Israel's past, and helped to shape the
literature. The prophetic interpretations of history state that the monarchy
was an aberration and undesirable in Israel. There was little need
for Deuteronomistic revision of the work since the prophetic circles
shared a similar outlook on history. Weiser identified stages of development
of the narrétives which eventually came together to form the book of

Samuel.

I. Formation of individual traditions by the people, and
the court--Saul's wars, M:14; the Ark Narrative, 4-6.

2. Comprehensive accounts based on existing traditions--
rise of Saul, 9; 13; 16:14-11 Samuel 5.

3. Collection and combination of accounts and arranging
them chronologically, forming a consecutive narrative
from Eli to the death of David.

4, The all-important reshaping of the traditions by the
‘prophetic school into a complete, theologically
interpreted history--1-3; 7; 8; 10:17-27; 12; 15; 16 1-
Il Samuel 13:28.

5. Deuteronomistic revision.

6. Finally, any later expansions added to the text, such
as the poetic pieces--Hannah's psalm, 2:1-10, David's
songs in Il Samuel.

Weiser writes:

In view of the diversity of motives and points of view

in the passages under discussion we must take into account
a many stranded process of utilizing and shaping the
traditions which developed over a long period and set in
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In addition to the theories already mentioned, there are some

at different points and different times.. .Therefore we
must start to explain the formation of the books of

Samuel by beginning, not as in the case of the Pentatuech
with vertical sections out of the traditional material,

but rather with horizontal literary sections, i.e. with
greater or smaller groups of narratives which are not

so much intermingled with each other as stgung after

each other, partly on a very loose thread.

scholars who attribute the various narrative strands to a Samuel, a

Saul, and a David source. Thenius said that 1-7 was a history of Samuel,

and that there were two Saul sources, one favorable, and the other one
not favorable.

M.H. Segal said there were three sources, each one preoccupied
with a major character.32 Saul was viewed by his contemporaries as
an outstanding leader, and was subordinated to Samuel and David

by a later evaluation. Saul was anointed privately and then later publicly

proclaimed king after the Ammonite victory. The stories about Saul

I; 13-14; 28; 31) were written by a Benjamite who wrote during

the reign of David or Solomon.

The author of the David source is identified as Jehoshaput ben

Ahilud,"m°21n" to David and Solomon. The writer has a great deal of

admiration for David, 'but feels no compunctions about relaying unfavorable

tales about David. Because of its honesty, Segal says the material

should be regarded as authentic and not invented. The stories of Saul,

David, and also the Ark narrative each had a separate existence before
being incorporated into the final compilation. The final compiling of S

the sources was done by the same person who was the author of the o

Samuel document.

The Samuel source was composed by a member of the prophetic | i i
C
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school. The author adapted the stories before him, One of the main

emphases is Samuel's persistent opposition to the rule of Israel by

a human king, The anti-Saul feelings expressed in this account were

genuine ones which go all the way back to Samuel. They were not
fabricated by the author or redactor.

Much of the second book of Samuel is written from a perspective
contemperaneous with the events. As a result, many scholars believe
that | Samuel 16 on comprises a Court History of David. T.C.G.
Thornton33 goes one step further and contends that the major motive

behind the composing of books of Samuel was to assert the right of

the Davidic dynasty to rule over Israel.

About the only source of certain agreement among these different
theories is that there are problems in the text, and that the book is

the result of a composite of sources. There is a wide range of opinion

as to who those sources were, what motivated them to write, and when
they wrote. The next chapter will consider these theories and

evaluate them in light of this writer's considerations.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

The inclusion of Samuel in this chapter is widely recognized as
a later insertion. The narrative reads well without the verses
which bring in Samuel, and it is obvious that a later editor

wanted to harmonize this chapter with those which preceded it.

All quotations from the Bible are from | Samuel unless otherwise

specified. The translations are from The Prophets, the New JPS
translation of the Holy Scriptures, H. Louis Ginsberg, editor-in-
chief, Jewish Publication Society of America: Philadelphia, 1978.

For a good thorough discussion of the sections associating Saul
with ecstatic prophecy, see, Victor Eppstein, "Was Saul also among
the Prophets?" ZAW, 8 (1969), pp. 287-304. See also James
Williams, "The Prophetic Father," JBL 85 (1966), pp. 344-348,

John Mauchline notes that 19:10 should be included as an escape .
by David, thus bringing to three the number of times that David
escapes from Saul's presence. John Mauchline, | and 1l Samuel.
([\l_qw Century Bible), Butler and Tanner: London, 1971, p. I149.

This is about the only instance when a repeated passage has a
connection with its companion passage. In this instance the two
accounts do not necessarily contradict each other, but may complement
one another: It is possible that the Amalekite's story is not another
version of the death of Saul. It could be what an Amalekite
messenger actually told David of the death of Saul. He may have
thought that by making up the account that he was the one who

rid David of Saul, he would be thanked by David and receive

a reward.
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CHAPTER TWO

PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP: A CRITIQUE AND
2 SOME NEW PROPOSALS

With such a wide variety of hypotheses, it is difficult for a student
choose a theory which adequately explains the questions raised by the
difficulties in the text, It is no small wonder that some scholars have
thrown up their hands in frustration. In a speech at Hebrew Union
College, Professor William Albright said:

After plodding through many efforts to analyze the sources of

the Samuel tradition | have given up on literary analysis; we

simply do not possess the necessary data for such analysis...

What is the truth? Obviously we cannot simply distribute these

discordant points of view among artificial "sources," or flatter

ourselves that we can select among them to suit our notion of
historical probability...In the absence of a fixed Hebrew text it

is simply impossible to anall?/ze the literary composition of Samuel

with any hope of success.
With these words of caution in mind, let us proceed to evaluate the merits
of the theories already suggested.

One of the first major trends in Samuel scholarship was to divide
the book into an early and late source. The early source was then
identified with J and the late source with E. There are a number of
reasons for discarding this theory.

The major pillar of the documentary theory is the use of different
names for the deity by different authors. The J source can be identified

by his use of Yhwh and the E source by his use of Elohim when

referring to God. M.H. Segal has shown that the names are actually
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used interchangeably and synonymously.2 The story of Samuel meeting

Saul for the first time and anointing him employs the name Yhwh three
times and once in a compound expression. Elohim appeérs three times
in the same story, and eight times in compound expressions. The
supposedly anti-monarchical account of the selection of 10:17-27 is
attributed to E, the later source. Yet this section contains the name

Yhwh seven times, and Elohim occurs only once. In 14:45 both divine

names appear. He cites other numerous examples showing the inter-
changeability of the pronouns. A passage such as 28:15 which
says "Elohim is departed” is followed by 28:16, "Yhwh is departed."
The words "The spirit of God rested on him," or a similar phrase
are used ten times in | Samuel. Here, too we see the interchangeability
of the names for God. 10:6 and 10:10 are in the same narrative unit
(lo:1-10:16), Yet the first reference is to "the spirit of Yhwh," and
the second is to "the spirit of Elohim." Chapter 16 employs the term
in four succeeding verses. In the first two, we read, "the spirit of
)_(_b_\iv_h," (l6:l3,h14)», and in the second two verses of this sarﬁe section
we read, "the spirit of Elohim " (16:15,16) . Lest one object by pointing
out that these latter two references are to "an evil spirit," and therefore
they are used here with Elohim, it should be noted that 19:19 speaks of
an evil spirit also, but says that Y_Mb_ is the source. Different verbs
are used in conjunction with the term for God without any consistent
pattern.

Another major assumption of the documentary theory is that all the
passages opposing the monarchy stemmed from one source and that all

the passages favoring it come from another source. Yet it is not right
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to assume such a monolithic approach to literature. Surely, an author

or compiler of traditions is capable of presenting more than one
perspective, There may have been more than one reason the people
wanted a monarchy, and the same narrator could have presented more

than .one opinion on this score as well.
il

The J and E theorists accredit a great deal of creativity to tbhe
Pentatuechal work of the E authors. It is unusual therefore that
these same authors who wrote the epoch of lIsrael's history were mere
compilers of material from the time of Samuel. For according to Budde,

et al, in the books of Samuel, J and E merely brought together already

existing tales.

Furthermore this explanation does not clarify why the final redactor
did not eliminate the repetitive portions or harmonize the contradictory
ones. If the earlier, pro-monarchial strand was subjected to a final
redaction by an anti-monarchial source, why were any vestiges of the
positive position left at all?
R.H. Pfeiffer has concluded:

How the early and late source were joined together is not
perfectly clear, In any .case, the result is quite different
from the union of J and E in Genesis and Judges. In

no cases are the two sources closely woven into a single
narrative, and little if anything has been lost in the process
of combining them. Morecver, no effort was made to
harmonize the divergent characterizaticﬂrts and stories of

the two documents or to explain, as R does, the presence
of parallel accounts of identical events such as the coronation
of Saul, and in the final escape of David from the court.

It is true that in numerous harmonistic notes an attempt is
made to eliminate some of the worgst inconsistencies, but
these notes lack the finesse of RIEis explanation as to why
Hagar was driven out twice by Abraham...They are far
too abrupt, clumsy, and obvious to be editorial.

A. Weiser remarks that the presentation of history in the Torah
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by J and E differs from the manner in which the history is told

in Samuel. Rather than "vertical sections" tracing an entire period

of time, there are "horizontal literary sections." Each of the narratives
is concerned with a specific incident, and does not seem to be part

of a larger scheme.Ll

Eissfeldt's J,E,L theory is untenable for the same reasons already
mentioned in relation to the J,E hypothesis. If the lines of distinction
between J and E are fuzzy, they are not any clearer if another source
is added, eépecially since Eissfeldt's views are dependent on the
existence of a J and an E source.

Martin Noth's Deuteronomistic Theory of history says that the J
and E sourceé were not at all involved in the composition of Deuteronomy-
Kings. Even those who do not accept as radical a view as Noth,
believe that the Deuteronomists were involved in the final stages of
the editing of Samuel. Yet just as we saw that one of the pillars of
the J,E theory, the distinctions between usage of Yhwh and Elohim
by the different authors does not apply to Samuel, so too the major
dimensions of thhe Deuteronomistic Theory do not hold up when applied
to Samuel.

The Deuteronomistic style is easily identifiable because it is used
SO extensivelyv in the historical books of the Bible. Editorial comments
which pass judgment on the king or the people are frequently used.
Through these comments the Deuferonomists evaluate whether or not

the behavior of the kings and the people measure up to their standards.

Typical of the type of statement found in Joshua and Judges is:

WoPIMPY TR v30y3 Y onIwyv YRIW? 233 19077
syoya yan Wy 0o Yy YRAwe Yy arip vp 7171y nR
.
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The lIsraelites again did what was offensive to the
Lord and because they did what was offensive to the
Lord, the Lord let King5 Eglon of Moab prevail over
Israel. (Judges 3:12).

This statement shows the way they described the actions of the people,

and it also shows how they interpreted historical events. King Eglon

prevailed over Israel because the people did what was offensive to God.

An example of the type of statement found in Kings is:

ovmn whn KDY Th o v3oya yan mabw wyon
,172R 7190

"Solomon did what was displeasing to the Lord and did
not remain loyal to the Lord like his father David."
(1 Kings 11:6)6

Despite the wide use of these types of comments in the Books of

Joshua, Judges, and Kings, they are curiously absent in the books

of Samuel. Not only are these types of statements not found in Samuel,

but the philosophy and outlook they express are also not found in Samuel.

A major concern of the Deuteronomists was to show that failure to

worship Yhwh exclusively brings national disaster, as illustrated by the

above citation from Judges. Yet none of the troubles that befell Israel

during the period of Saul's reign are described as resulting from

infidelity. The total devotion to the Lord and the repentance for any

sins that may have been committed were of fundamental importance to

the Deuteronomists. Saul displayed unquestionable loyalty to the

belief that Yhwh is God (11:6-7; 13:8-12). He repented for not

executing all of the Amalekites as he had been commanded to do

(15:24-31). Despite the fact then that Saul acted in accordance with

the Deuteronomistic code of conduct, by his devotion to God and his

repentance for his wrongdoings, he was not favorably presented in
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the sources. There is an incongruity here, for if the book was

subjected to a Deuteronomistic redaction, and‘ if Saul acted in accordance
‘with their standards, then he should have received a more favorable
portrayal in the book. There is no concluding evaluation of Saul or
David in ferms of the zealousness for Yhwh, as there is for the other
kings.
Anothéer frequent comment by the Deuteronomists is to say that
the people practiced idolatry. This was a means of condeming their
way of life,. as in Joshua (Joshua 24), Judges (Judges 10:6), Kings (1 Kings
15:4-5). It is interesting to note the absence of any reference to a reversion
to idolatry during Saul's or David's reign. Its absence could be an over-
sight, . but that is unlikely because the Deuteronomists were so consistent
in applying this judgment to show that a particular reign was disfavored.
Only two passages in Samuel can be linked with any certainity
to the style of the Deuteronomists. Chapter 13 opens with the type of
chronological note that is frequently used by the Deuteronomists.

YRIPC Py YD weIw nwl 12%p2 VIRW 71w 72

Saul was...years old when he became7king, and he
reigned over Israel two years. (13:1)

Chapter 14 ends with the type of conclusion that is a trademark of

the Deuteronomists. It is a summary of the battles of Saul, and

supiolies chronological and genealogical information (14:47-52). With

the exception of these two sections, however, it is hard to find any

other verses in 1 Samuel which was written in the Deuteronomistic style.
Even those who believe there was a Deuteronomistic redaction

of the historical books of the Bible recognize that the proof of their

activity in Samuel is nil. Driver,8 Pfeiﬂ"er,9 and Fohrer,10 to name a
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few, are scholars who question the exent of the influence of the

Deuteronomists on Samuel. Fohrer typifies the thinking of these
scholars, "The traces of Deuteronomistic revision which the books of
Samuel underwent are less in evidence than in the books of Joshua

w11 Eonhrer also raises a valid point when he observes that

and Judges.
the contradictory views expressed in Samuel were not subordinated
to a controlling principle by framework passages as was done in
Judges and Kings.12

It cannot be denied that similar ideas are represented in parts of
I Samuel and Deuteronomy. Samuel's speeches in 8 and I2 are
unequivocally opposed to the institution of kingship in Israel. Yet
rather than assume that these speeches were influenced by Deuteronomistic
editors, the converse could just as well be true--Perhaps these very
speeches by Samuel influenced the ideas of the later prophets and the

13 It is possible that Samuel made these speeches,

14

Deuteronomists.

or a very similar message to his people.
It is clear that the first book of Samuel does not fit the pattern

of the other books in the Deuteronomy-Kings series in either style
or content.

The locale theory introduced by Schafer and Schulz, and developed
by Hertzberg holds that the different cultic sites preserved their own
accounts of the story of Samuel and Saul. The theory is appealing
because so many of the episodes have strong associations with one
geographic location or another. Much of the action revolves around
the major areas-Mizpah, Gilgal, Ramah, and Gibeah. Yet a major
flaw exists with this theory as well.

The problem arises especially in relation to the traditions of Gilgal.
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Of all three of the accounts of the selection of Saul, the one which
takes place at Gilgal is the one most favorable to him. Hertzberg says
that Gilgal was the site of the pro-Saul feelings.15 And yet Gilgal
is also the place where Saul is rejected by Samuel, in two different
stories. Although there are inserts into the narratives which afford
Saul the éhance to explain his actions, he is presented as in the wrong
in both (;pisodes.

Furthermore, if the point of this theory is that each cultic site
had its own set of traditions about the rise of the monarchy, it is

unclear why the same place would have the only two versions, of Saul's

fall. It is conceivable that a story about Saul's inauguration and rejection
would be preserved at the same site because they would comprise a

full unit in a saga about King Saul. But why would the same place have

two distinct versions of this event--two stories which are similar and yet
significantly dissimilar.

One final difficulty with this theory is that it does not present a
full picture of the development of the narratives. It does not explain how

the various sources were brought together. We also have no way of

determining which parts of the various traditions were used in the
final edition and which were discarded. A. Lods, for example, says
that the coronation of Saul at Geba has been lost.16

It is unlikely that the book is a compilation of a Samuel, a David

and @ Saul source. Each individual is presented in many different

ways. Samuel alone appears as a prophet, a seer, and a judge.
Having found fault with so many of the theories, we wonder, what
remains? The suggestion that the narratives existed first as individual

fragments, i.e. as independent units and then went through later stages
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of revision is the most plausible explanation of how the book of Samuel

came into being.
There can hardly be any other explanation than that here

quite dissimilar literary traditions originating in different
circle:% have been placed ‘side Py side without adjusting
the differences between them.

The book shows a keen awareness of the topography.of the areas
described (24:3), and seems to be written contemporaneous with the
events.18 | And yet, the narratives have obviously gone through some
editing and are not in their original form. The sudden intrusion of
the Ark Narrative in chapters 4-6, and its subsequent conclusion in
the second book, the weaving together of the several sources who composed
the story of David and Goliath, are a few examples of late editing.19

It is difficult to determine with any degree of certainity who was
responsible for preserving or composing the individual fragments.

It may have been-cultic localities, or prophetic circles, or court
historians, or factional elements who were the originators of the traditions.
Indeed, we may never satisfactorily unravel the layers of this great

book. Form criticism enables us to divide the narratives into literary
units. It allows us to see breaks within the narrative and determine
which ver‘ses may be secondary inselr'ts.20 Yet this limited information

and subjective method does not let us see who was responsible for writing
and relaying the literature.

The aitempts to harmonize differences in the sections are rare.

For the most part, there is a stringing together of the sources. Chapter M
is the only chapter that seems to have been consciously reworked with

the purpose of achieving a consistency with what precedes it. Although

[5:35 reads:

TnIm D10 Ty Baxw R narRay YRInw R0y KV
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Samuel never saw Saul again to the day of his death.
(15:35).

The two met again at Naioth when David goes there to escape Saul
(19:18-24). This lack of concern for contradictions is the norm,

But. perhaps our efforts are misdirected. It may be wrong to
assume tHat harmonization should be a primary concern for the redactor.
It may Have been his purpose, or his mandate to transmit the traditions
as he received them. After all, by the time the material reached

the final redactor, it had already gone through the changes made by

previous editors. 21

Now what definite results can be expected from all

this intensive criticism? Where is it likely to lead us?
Can we hope for anything definite or satisfying? Even
if we can succeed in integrating the material into two,
three, or four or more narrative strands or sources, does
its accomplishment solve anything? We know that the
compiler has made use of material drawn from a number of
sources, but do not know whether he has made use of the
whole of each source. I[f not, how much has he left out,
and might not that abandoned material, had it been :
introduced, have thrown an entirely new light on the
whole subject? That possibility must overshadow any
results obtained, and fill us with apprehension. Would

it not be wiser to try and discover what the compiler had
in mind when he arranged his material, as he has done,
and what picture of the relations existing between Samuel
and Saul he wished to present? And after all there is
every likelihood that the view he presents, whatever

the method of compilation will be  the traditional one.

Indeed what is the overall view of the monarchy presented in the
Book of Samuel? Is the purpose of the book to serve as a polemic
against kingship, as many assume? We will deal with the specific point
of whether or not the book has an anti-monarchical slant later in this
chapter. In the meantime, let us consider a theme that is consistently
woven into the entire book in its present form.

Inserted into all the narratives is the point that the events of
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that era did not unfold in a haphazard or accidental fashion, but
that all that transpired was the will of God. This consideration
dictated the manner in which all the events are presented. The rise
of Samuel, the selection of Saul, his demise, and David's subsequent
selectionv‘fali the major events of I Samuel are presented in light of
this perépective.

Samu"el's rise to prominence is portrayed as having been predestined.
Samuel's birth story indicates that he will play an important role in
Israel's his’u')ry.23 As a young apprentice at Shiloh he received a vision.
Its unique'hess' is highlighted because we are told that this was a time
when visions were rare (3:1). The point s explicity made by

the narrator:
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"Samuel grew up and the Lord was with him: He did
not leave any of Samuel's predictions unfulfilled. All
Israel from Dan to Beersheba, knew that Samuel was
trustworthy as a prophet of the Lord. And the Lord
continued to appear at Shiloh: the Lord revealed
Himself to Samuel at Shiloh with the word of the Lord;
and Samuel's word went forth to all Israel. (3:19-4:la)
As the story is presented then, it was not coincidental that Samuel
should become such an important leader. Right from the beginning, it
is clear that his role as a deliverer of Israel has been determined by God.
Let us consider the selection of Israel's first king and see if the
same criterion was applied to him in the multiple accounts of his rise to
prominence.

Of the three stories of Saul's selection as king over Israel,

chapter N1 is generally considered to be the most reliable.zu This is
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the story wherein Saul rallies Israel's forces to battle the Ammonites.
He is victorious and is swept into office by the tide of popular opinion.
Yet because of the important theme that God was behind all that happened
in Israel, it was necessary to reinterpret this event. This revision
is achieved‘ by the inserting of Samuel in verses 7,13 and [4. Samuel
is not inqluded here merely to harmonize this account with the previous
stories. |If that were the case, why then is there no similar attempt
to harmonize the other versions? The reason that Samuel is artificially
added to this narrative is to show that it was not just the will of
the people that Saul should become king, but the will of God that
he should rule! Without these inserts, the story would lead us to
the conclusion that Saul was selected by the people and not by God.
This conclusion was unacceptable for the final authors.

The other stories about Saul's selection, which came later and
do not reflect history, make the point that Saul was hand-chosen
by God, even‘clearer. In the first story, 9:1-10:16, Samuel anointed

Saul after he is told by God:
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At the this time tomorrow, | will send a man to you
from the territory of Benjamin, and you shall anoint
him rulerof My people Israel..." As soon as Samuel saw
Saul, the Lord declared to him, "This is the man that
I told you would govern My people." (9:16-17)

The point is clearly made in this story that God is the one who is behind

Saul's selection.

The third story, where Saul is chosen by lot (10:17-27) also is

designed to demonstate this same point. The selection of the king from



all the people by means of a lottery is a means of showing who merits

divine sanction.
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And Samuel said to the people, "Do you see the one
whom the Lord has chosen? There is none like him among

all the people." And all the people acclaimed him, shouting ,

"Long live the king!" (10:24)

All three bf the selection stories have this one element in common--they
all show that Saul's election was divinely inspired. It is not possible
to determine at what stage of development of the narratives this filter
was applied to the material, but it is clear that it was the only point
applied consistently throughout the book.

When the people first approach Samuel for a king, in chapter 8,
God tells Samuel three times in the chapter to appoint a king. Despite
Samuel's opposition, God tells Samuel to appoint a king. Again, it is
as if the point is being deliberately made that God favored a monarchy.

The comment about the ?¥°%2 »12 "worthless people," in 10:27
is also now_;omprehensible in light of this interpretation. These people
who were opposed to the monarchy were referred to in negative terms
because‘ they were not just opposing a human innovator, but because
they were ‘opposing God's plan. The development of the monarchy is
no longer viewed as the creation of the people that it surely was, but as
an institution sponsored by God. As such, anyone who opposes it is
opposing God, and is fherefore a worthless individual.

This type of theologically oriented interpretation of events is
consistent with what is done elsewhere in the Bible. The brilliance

and ingenuity of the prophets is' seen in the way they interpreted the
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events of their day to their people. When Israel suffered defeat or

exile, the prophets told their fellow compatriots that God had not
abandoned them. They stressed that God had not been defeated, but
rather that he was merely using Israel's enemies to teach the people
a lesson. They believed and taught that God was the driving force
behind the development of all history.

Similarly, the writers of the book of Samuel interpreted the
historical reality of the period and the traditions to show that what occurred
to Israel or within Israel was the product of God's plans. The kingship
was not an aberration, but something that stemmed from God. Once
something occurred, there was a need to justify it. Since Israel had
a king, and the first one was Saul, it was necessary to show that his
selection was approved of by God. Although we read in | Samuel of
opposition to the kingship, we will see that the opposition came from the
time of Samuel. God is depicted as supporting the implementation because
it was importa‘nt to show that God is the one responsible for all of the
developments in Israel's history.

That David, ‘and not Saul's sons succeeded Saul also had to be
explained. David's rise is juxtaposed with Saul's decline. Saul's
failure is not presented as the failure of a desperate leader. His
decline is explained as precipitated by religious considerations. In
chapter 13 Samuel is angry with Saul for offering a sacrifice without
waiting for him.
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Samuel answered Saul, "You acted foolishly in not
keeping the commandments that the Lord your God
laid upon you! Otherwise, the Lord would have established
your dynasty over Israel forever. But now your dynasty
will not endure. The Lord will seek out a man after
His own heart, and the Lord will appoint him ruler over
His people, because you did not abide by what the Lord
had commanded you.,"  (13:13-14)

The reason according to this interpretation that Saul's sons did not

succeed him is not because they were unable to prevail over David,

but because God had determined that they would not.

Il Samuel tells us that Saul's offspring did try to succeed him.
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The war between the House of Saul and the House of

David was long, drawn-out; but David kept growing

stronger while the House of Saul grew weaker.

(1l Samuel 3:1)
Since Saul's house was unsuccessful, and since David was the one who
prevailed in the struggle, later historians had to explain why Saul's
descendants were not the heirs to the throne. Thus chapter 13 tells
us that Saul's sons will not follow him on the throne, and chapter 15
informs us that Saul is rejected as king over Israel because God has
rejected him for not having followed his orders.

It was incumbent upon the historians of Israel to see to it that
the people understood the events of Israel's history as having been
engineered by God. David's rise, like Saul's rise and fall was explained
in terms of divine destiny.

The association of David with Samuel is for this specific purpose.
David may have become popular after the battle with Goliath.25 He

led a group of marauders, as is described in the latter chapters of

| Samuel. David was made king of Judah at Hebron after Saul's death.
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Just as it was necessary to show that Saul became king, because God
wanted him to become king, so too was it necessary to explain that
God was involved in the selection of David as king. Thus, the story
in chapter 16 serves precisely that purpose, of filling that gap. This
story links David with Samuel and shows that Samuel anointed David
as king, even though Saul was still king at the time. David did not
become king until Saul died.
The anointment probably never took place, but was created to

show that David was sanctioned by God.26
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And the Lord said to Samuel, "How long will you grieve
over Saul, since | have rejected him as king over Israel?
Fill your horn with oil and set out; | am sending you to

Jesse the Bethlehemite, for | have decided on one of his
sons to be king." (16:1)

After David is brought before the prophet, we read:
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"And the Lord said (to Samuel), "Rise and anoint him,
for this is the one." (16:12b)

David is shown by this story to be the Lord's chosen. At the same time
the spirit of the Lord departs from Saul and is replaced by an evil

spirit (16:14). Meanwhile, David's star is rising.
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David was successful in all his undertakings, for the
Lord was with him.  (18:14)
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That Saul's reign lost divine sanction is further relayed in chapter 23.
Saul consults an oracle and is met by silence (23:7), while David
is shown to be the one with access to the Lord (23:2, 10-12).

The compilers skillfully weave the theme that David is the Lord's
chosen throughout the tales of David's escapades. Saul's efforts to
do away with David are futile., He has been abandoned, even when

working on. behalf of the people.
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‘When Saul saw the Philistine force, his heart trembled
with fear. And Saul inquired of the Lord, but the Lord
did not answer him, either by dreams or by urim or by
prophets. ( 28:5-6)
The writers show Saul as abandoned by God even though he still has
much popular support (23:1-8,26:1-5).

Samuel, Jonathan, Abigail, and even Saul are quoted as saying
that they recognize that David will one day become king. So much
emphasis on this implies that there must have been a strong need to
prove the legitimacy of his rise.

Theodore Robinson concludes that the stories of | Samuel are told

27 T.C.G. Thornton believes that a major

from David's point of view.
motive behind parts of the books of Samuel is the desire to assert the
right of the Davidic dynasty to rule over Israel.28 The writers in

the Judah court circles wanted to show that the Davidic dynasty alone
was the divinely ordained one. It was necessary to explain why David

was not the first king. His acceptance as king was a long, bloody,

drawn-out process (Il Samuel I-5). Since the writers were not far
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removed from the period, as was the Chronicler, they could not delete
facts or episodes that the people still remembered.

Raphael Hallevy says that the first book of Samuel was written
with the intention of stressing David's superiority over Saul. It is
essentially-.propagandistic, designed to consolidate the loyalty of the
tribes to David, who was in fact no more than an "upstart."29

This approach has some merits, especially in Il Samuel. Chapters
9-20 in particular may well be a court history of David's reign, but
that does not mean that this source has a history of the entire period.
Even if he did, it may well have been excluded from the final edition.
Beyond the story of David's attainment of power, there is no indication
that this theme was the dominant one of Samuel. Even greater than the
need to show that David's dynasty was a legitimate one was the need
to show tha;c whatever happened came about because it was God's intention.

Ny

Thornton claims that Saul's ag‘c‘céé_s;'io'n is presented as a concession
by God to the misguided demands of the people. "Saul's accession is
almost a religious error from the start...so that the overall impression is that

it is with great reluctance that God has allowed Saul to become king

at all.n3°

It is precisely to this point that the book addresses itself. The
first book of Samuel is far more a chronicle of the development of kingship
in early Israel than a history of the period. For if it were such a
concession to- the "mistaken will of the people," then how is it any
more justified that David should become king? Furthermore, how is it
possible that something that God did could be a mistake?

The text shows that Saul was chosen by God, and that he was also

rejected by God for a specific reason, It is equally clear that David
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has been chosen by a similar process. David is not presented in an
exclusively positive way. His faults and failures are described in
addition to his great accomplishments. David's affair with Bathsheba,
his joining the Philistine forces, his promise to Saul that he will not
bring any harm to the king's offspring (24:21-23) and his subsequent
violation of that promise---all show David's negative side and speak

against a one-sided presentation of the times. None of these actions

is covered up or rationalized. No apé@tic explanations are given for
any of thqse exploits which impugh his reputation. On the other hand,
Saul is not presented in an entirely negative light. 11:12-13 shows his
magnaminity towards his opponents. The stories of his rejection
allow him to defend his actions.
The major concern of the writerswas to justify the status quo,
or what had preceded it. Consequently, the history will point to
David as the heir of Saul and as the one who legitimately occupies
the throne. This does not imply that the history was written in order
to portray David in a favorable light. H. W. Hertzberg writes,
"It is not men wh(;make history; history is shaped by a higher hand
and it should be clearly understood that not only is David the instrument
of the Lord; he is, and means to be nothing else.”31
According to my understanding, once the kingship was introduced
in Israel, it was necessary to explain that the development occurred
because God wanted it to happen that way. We see that Yhwh wanted

Saul to be the first king, later came to favor his removal, and finally

decided that David was the one to follow Saul.

41




How then are we to understand all the seemingly anti-monarchical
statements of | Samuel? Ever since Budde, scholars have assumed
that the book has a strong anti-monarchical bias. Most scholars believe
that the later generations suffered under the rule of Kings. They
contend that the prophets aroused the people's opposition to the
individual kings and the institution itself. When the history of Israel
was composed, these feelings were projected onto the narratives
describing the early development of kingship. Some prefer to view
this interpolation as the product of Deuteronomistic influence rather
than prophetic.

A representative statement of this kind of thinking is made by R, Kittel:
The second version is erroneous in portraying Samuel as
advising against a king or, indeed, as being roused to
anger by their desire for one. A later generation having
unsatisfactory experiences with the monarch may have
thought thus. We must remanber that unfortunate decay
that was so soon to be the fate of the kingdom, especially
the rmorthern partial state of Israel...The narrator does
not conceal his opinionﬁbout republics and monarchies,
as we call them today.

Yet upon closer examination this long held contention cannot be
sustained, . The first assumption that this approach is based on is
that just because something is against the monarchy, it must have been
a late development. Yet recent scholarship has questioned the prudence
of prima facie acceptance of such an assum]otion.33

In reality the only resistance to the initiation of the kingship in
Israel comes from Samuel and the "worthless people." The speech
by Samuel in chapter 8 is a campaign speech pleading with the people
not to. establish a monarchy. The speech in chapter 12 is Samuel's

farewell address, delivered after the monarchy has already been formed.

He expresses one last time his opposition to this new form of government.
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But does the opposition go beyond Samuel?
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"For it is not you they have rejected; it is Me they have
rejected as their king. Llke everything else they have done
ever since | brought them out of Egypt to this day-forsaking
Me and worshipping other gods-so they are doing to you."
(8:7-8)

Although God agrees with Samuel, it must be pointed out that three times
during this chapter God tells Samuel to appoint a king for the people.
If the autbor opposed the monarchy, it is hard to understand why he
would make it so clear and even emphasize that God told Samuel to
appoint a king.

These two speeches are often linked to Deuteronomy 17.
Deuteronomy 17 gives limitations on royal activities, but it is not against
the monarchy as such. It recognizes the need for such a throne and
provides guidelines for its occupants. It is also possible that Deuteronomy
17 is based on Samuel 8.34

Who else do we know of who opposed the introduction of the monarchy?

The “y>%a v12 "worthless people" are shown in 10:27 to stand in
opposition to Saul. 10:17-27 is part of the so-called anti-monarchical

narratives. The people were called by Samuel to Mizpah, where Saul

is chosen by lot to become king. After Saul has become king the people

are sent home by Samuel.
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But some scoundrels said, " How can this fellow save
us?" So they scorned him and brought him no gift.
But he pretended not to mind. (10:27)
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This phrase, "scoundrel" is used elsewhere in the book of Samuel.

In chapter 2 it refers to Eli's two sons in a derogatory manner.

In Judges 9:22 and 20:13 it is used to refer to men who slander God
and who break the sacral law. The words have a similar meaning in
Nahum 1:ﬁ and in Deuteronomy 13, In Proverbs 16:27 a worthless man
is described as one who digs up evil. Il Samuel 20:1 uses the word
in regard ;to one who rebels against the king. The reference is most

definitely a negative one. It is used to describe one who is not

favorably regarded by the author. Those who oppose Saul are referred
to negativ;ely in this supposedly anti-monarchical chapter! If the reference
were intended to be against Saul or the monarchy, then those who oppose
Saul would be praised rather than referred to negatively!

The redactor further made the point that those who oppose the
monarchy are in disfavor by connecting this section with the story of
the coronatidn‘ at Gilgal (11). Here we see the general feeling of the book

towards those who did not want Israel to have a king.
1
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The people then said to Samuel, "Who was it said,

'Shall Saul be king over us?' Hand the men over and we
will put them to death!" But Saul replied, "No man
shall be put to death this day! For this day the Lord
has brought victory to Israel!"™  (l1l:12-13)

Those who oppose the monarchy are regarded as scoundrels.
Where is the anti-monarchical trend of 10:17-27? Where is this attitude

in I Samuel?

The episodes which tell of the rejection of Saul are also usually

regarded as part of the anti-monarchical thrust of the book. Yet in
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both instances, it is clear that the rejection is of Saul, and not of the
kingship as a whole. In fact, the stories are not totally critical of Saul.
They are told in a tone that is sometimes sympathetic towards the

monarch. Saul offers a rational explanation of his actions.
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"I saw the people leaving me and scattering; you had
not come at the appointed time, and the Philistines
had gathered at Michmas. 1 thought the Philistines
would march down against me at Gilgal before | had
entreated the Lord, so | forced myself to present the
burnt offering."  (13:11-12)

His offering of a sacrifice seems justified under the circumstances,

Samuel is the one who seems to overreact to the situation,

TToNIXA DK nanw KY NYo01 YIRW Y& YXIDw nro
PR qN9%nn Nk OTNO7957 AIAY YD 71X WR IIYN
L0pn RY qno%nn oy oY1y 1y Yrawe

Samuel answered Saul, "You acted foolishly in not
keeping the commandments that the Lord your God
laid upon you! Otherwise the Lord would have

established your dynasty over Israel forever. But
now your dynasty will not endure..." (I13:13-14a)

In chapter 15 it is clearer that Saul is in the wrong, but it too has a

sympathetic understanding of Saul.

These two stories are explanations of the failure of the first king.
They are 'limited in scope to a specific instance and to a specific king.
The stories are not polemics against the monarchy; but designed to tell
a specific chapter in the history of Israel.

It is also significant to note that the stories which tell of Saul's
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rejection are not followed by calls for a change in the form of
government. Not even Samuel suggests an alternative. The arrangement
of the sources is not done in a manner that suggests that the monarchy
is a failure. In fact, Saul's second and final rejection is

followed by the selection of David! If the compilers wanted to present
an anti-monarchy view, they would not have linked Saul's rejection as

king with David's selection as King. At present I5:1l reads:
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"l regret that | made Saul king, for he has turned
away from Me and has not carried out my commands."

If the authors wanted it to be a diatribe against kingship in: Israel, this

would have been the perfect place for such a message. The verse would

have read, "l regret that | gave a king to Israel, for he has turned away
from Me and has not carried out My commands." All of the supposedly
anti-monarchical passages upon closer examination, are really not

anti-monarchical.

It is also interesting to see the respect accorded to both Saul and

later David because they are Kking. In both of the stories in

I Samuel in which David had the opportunity to kill or harm Saul, David
refuses:
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He said to his men," The Lord forbid that | should do
such a thing to my lord-the Lord's anointed-that | should
raise my hand against him, for he is the Lord's anointed."
David rebuked his men and did not permit them to attack
Saul. (24:7-8b)
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In the other version he says:
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"But the Lord forbid that | should lay a hand on the
Lord's anointed! Just take the spear and the water jar
at his head and let's be off." (26:ll)

The respect given to Saul becaue he is king is the opposite of what we

would expect from a writer who would want to show that it is wrong
for Israel to have a monarch.

Yehezekel Kaufmann writes that later ages were not hostile to the
institution of kingship. "Once introduced, the monarchic principle
became firmly rooted in Israel. Kings were deposed and slain, but
not even the prophets attacked the institution of kingship."35 The
prophetic ideal of the future kingdom of God was intimately associated
with a king of the line of David. Pre-monarchical Israel is portrayed
as idolatrous, but this is not the case once the people are ruled by a
king, according to Kaufmann. Yhwh's anointed brings victory over the
enemies. Although the prophetic community was frequently at odds with
the kings, they always advocated specific steps to correct the situation.
Thé‘y'would often predict the downfall of various rulers, but they did
not abandon the system, Tﬁey supported a candidate for the throne
who was a strong XM_Q&BG Thornton notes, "One main difficulty about
assigning these passages to an anti-monarchical school of thought is
that there are no clear traces elsewhere in post Davidic Jewish writing
that any group of people was ever opposed in  principle to the
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monarchy as an institution. The revolutions after David were not
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attempts to replace the monarchy with some other form of government.
M.H. Segal remarks that the king was idealized in = post-exilic
Israel. The people looked back nostalgically on the days of the united
kingdom, and the prophets spoke of a time when the line of David would
reign forever. He concludes that it is inconceivable that an anti-
monarchical attitude could have originated during an era when the
institution was so highly regarded.
Like Kaufmann, Segal concludes that the source of the anti-
monarchical feelings predates the monarchy and originated with Samuel.38
The 'Book of Chronicles was clearly written in post-exilic times.
It is an idealization of the Davidic dynasty. It shows how the people
longed for the reestablishment of the Davidic line at that time. In later
Israel, God is believed to be intricately involved in the development of the
monarchy. Once the institution has been established, it is wrong to
oppose it. Psalms 2:7, 89:27 refer figuratively to the king as a son
of God. Il Samuel 1:14 and 5:2 show that the king's authority comes
from God.
It is-vunfair- to conclude that | Samuel is an anti-monarchical book,
or that one of the sources was particularly opposed to the monarchy,
or even that the final redactors felt this way. The only real opposition
to establishing a monarchy comes from Samuel. In the next chapter
we will consider the possible reasons for his vehement opposition.
Other than that, however, the book is designed with a theological orientation
to explain how these important events in Israel's history unfolded.
It is not intended to be pro-David, anti-monarchical, or anti-Saul. The

compilers simply took the traditions before them and saw to it that the
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crucial point was brought out--that God was the one responsible for
all that occurred during this period.

We may never know where these sources came from. All we
can conclude is that the book is a compilation of fragments from uncertain
origins which went through several layers of redaction. We can break
parts of the narrative sequences into units, but it is harder to determine
what inflqence acted upon them at different stages. We can also
conclude that the book is not anti-monarchical or anti-Saul, and that
the work of the Deuteronomists on it was minimal. Its purpose is to
tell the events of the early monarchy within the confines of a particular
scheme of history. The overriding theme which appears throughout the
entire book is that God was the one who caused the eventsto occur

as they did.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE RISE AND FALL OF SAUL: PERSONALITIES AND POLITICS

In order to understand adequately the development of kingship
in Israel it-is necessary to have an understanding of the period which
immediatelly preceded its inception, the period of the Judges.1 Most of
what we know of this era comes from the Book of Judges.2 The penetrations
by the Israelites into Canaan during the 13th century were mainly
peaceful, .as they settled in sparsely populated areas not controlled
by the Canaanite city—states.3 This settlement was a gradual process
that was carried out in separate operations by tribal region, and spanned
several centuries.u Archaeological finds dating back to the I2th and
11th centuries indicate that there were many military conflicts in Canaan
at that time.> Some of the Canaanite cities were conquered by fmr'ce.6
The native population was concentrated in numerous fortified cities
which were located in the fertile plains. The Israelites settled mainly
into those areas which were less populated, occupying the highlands
of the Transjordanian plateau, theﬂ hilly parts of the Galilee, and the
hill—countfy of Ephraim and Judah. ‘The people adapted to agricultural
life as they settled into villages and cities.

The .inﬂux of people into Transjordan was widespread. Nelson
Glueck foﬁnd that southern Transjordan was extensively cultivated and

that many new settlements were begun in that area at the beginning of
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the Iron Age.7 In the northern part of Transjordan, Aramean tribes

expanded alongside the Israelites. The Israelite tribes in the north were
minorities within the native population, The success of each lsraelite
tribe in adapting to their own new environs var'ied.8 The relations
varied according to time and place.9 In many places, the Israelites
had friendly neighborly relations with the Canaanites.

"On the whole, the Israelite tribes, who had come from quite
different circumstances, regarded the Canaanite way of life as alien
and it remained alien so long as the independent character of the

Canaanite survived in the Iand."10

The religious practices of the native
population, with their emphasis on sexuality were repulsive to the
Israelites. The Canaanite religion was viewed as morally inferior and

1 The Israelites considered

was condemned as lustful and unprincipled.
anything alien to them "Canaanite." This included industry, commerce,
and profit-making. Nevertheless, a certain degree of assimilation was
E’oundi to occur, and did.
The skirmishes engaged in by Israel were usually regional,
involving only a few tribes at the most at any one time.12 There
was no central government, capital city, or administrative machinery.
The only time when all of the tribes are described as acting in concert
was wheh they sought to punish one of the other tribes.13 Because
of the common set of beliefs and the unity of purpose among the tribes,
Martin Noth speculated that they were united into a loose-knit confederation,

14 Alt and many others accepted this

which he called an "amphictyony."
theory. Recently, however, that there was even that much unity

among the diverse heterogeneous elements of early Israel has been
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questioned by Orlinsky and others.15

It is clear that there was no central government at this time.
The people meandered from one crisis to the next without any centralized
plah of defense. In times of peril, a wpiw , judge, would arise
who would lead the battle against the enemy. This word wsniw means

% The authority of these

ruler as well as administer and regulate.
individuals was limited to the crisis to which they responded and their
leadership role did not extend beyond the specific conﬂict.17 Their
authority was not absolute or permanent, nor was it hereditary or
transferrable. It rested solely on personal qualities.

The Book of Judges tells us that after the success of one of
these military leaders, the people asked him to become their king.

After Gideon's defeat of the Midianites:
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Then the men of Israel said to Gideon, "Rule over us-
you, your son, and your grandson as well; for you have
saved us from the Midianites.” (Judges 8:22)

Gideon declined the offer.
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But Gideon replied, "l will not rule over you myself, nor
shall my son rule over you; the Lord alone shall rule over
you." (Judges 8:23)

This éxchange marked the introduction of the request by the people for

a king. Once the seed had been planted, it would only be a matter

of time before the wish would evolve into a full fledged movement which

would demand a king.

It is interesting to note the actions of one of his sons,
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Abimelech.18 Abimelech slaughtered his brothers and set himself up
as( king in Shechem, his mother's town.19 His rule was limited to
only three years and covered only a small geographical area. The
Book of Judges called him neither judge nor king, but says of him:

nYIw whw Yaawe By vnrax qwen

Abimelech held sway over Israel for three years.
(Judges 9:22) :

The experiment had failed and not caught on in Israel, but its failure
was due in large part to the nature of the individual who occupied the
position and the ruthless way that he administered justice.20

Generally, the period was one of intermittent battles in various
par:;cs of the country. Israel was on the defense most of the time.
Egypt's influence in the region was at an ebb, and the new threat
came from the Sea Peoples, the Philistines.

The Philistines arrived in the land from Asia Minor at the
beginning of the I12th century B.C.E. They were the remains of the
"Sea Peoples" who had been expelled from Egypt by Ramses Ill about

1192 B.C.E. 2!

They originally came to Canaan as vassals of the Pharoah,
but as a result of the decline of Egypt's power they became independent
of Egypt's ccontr'ol.22

| By the end of the 11th century, by setting up garrisons and
confining their expansion to western Palestine, they had consolidated
their control of the land of Canaan. They were divided into five
principal cities--Ekron, Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gaza, and Gath. Each

city had a prince-like military governor, called in the Bible a

"seren"?3 They were expanding in the same places that Israel was.
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Their control of the coastal plain was of strategic importance. By
gaining control of Western Palestine, they dominated the trade routes
leading inland from the coast. Their technology gave them a distinct
military advantage--they had developed the use of iron and maintained
a monopoly on it, and introduced the chariot into the region.z"l

We learn from the Ark Narrative in the first Book of Samuel
('4‘—6), that they acted in their military adventures as a unified front.
Alfhough they co-ordinated their efforts, each city-state maintained
a degree of autonomy. Thus, David could work for Achish (27:1-12),
the seren of Gath, but when all the Philistines went out in battle, the
other seranim objected to David's joining them in battle and vetoed
his participation (29:[-11).

The Philistines were a significant threat to the Israelites.
The Tribe of Dan was forced to relocate because of the pressures
exerted upon them (Judges 18). The Sea-Peoples control of the land

was well established.
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Thereupon three thousand men of Judah went: down to the
cave of the rock of Etam, and they said to Samson, "Do you

not know that the Philistines are rulers over us?" (Judges lS:Ila)25

Noth noted that the Israelites were subjected to Philistine rule in at
least a de jure fashion.2® The Ark Narrative of 4-6 tells how the

Philistines routed Israel at Aphek. They destroyed the leadership,
killing Eli's sons and capturing the ark. They successfully instilled

27

fear into the lIsraelites. It is no wonder then that the Philistines
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are depicted in the Hebrew literature with such contempt.

It is in light of this background that we must consider the
request for a king. The decentralized form of government could not
cope with the Philistine challenge. Its ad hoc nature was adequate for
local skirmishes, but now the opponent was better organized and armore
potent and aggressive foe. It is understandable that the people would
long for: the security of a king, the certainity that comes from knowing
there is a line of succession, the feeling of confidence that is provided
by a‘n army under the command of a commander-in-chief.

But before a king could be selected there was one important
leader who stood between the world of the judges and the new proposal--
Samuel.

Samuel was a powerful figure who dominated the administration
of Israel's affairs for quite some time. He differed in many respects
from the judges who immediately preceded him. His rise to power was
not predicated .upon a military victory. We also know more about him
than an episode or two of military exploits. A special story about his
birth indicates that he was chosen before he was born for his task
and responsibility as a man of God (l:l~~27).28 We learn that he was
devoted to the service of Yhwh from a young age, serving as an
apprentice at the shrine at Shiloh. When he was a young man, he and
not Eli, the chief priest received a vision from God. By contrasting
his behavior with the conduct of Eli's sons, (2:12-26), he stood out
as being even more exceptional.

The opening chapters of the story of Samuel tell of the rise

of cultic priests and their struggle to acquire hegemony over the people.
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A natural development after the conquest and settlement was the growth
of a cultic priesthood with all the ritual practices associated with such
an institution. Shiloh had already acquired importance during the time
of Joshua. All of Israel came there to cast lots for the division of
Canaan after the conquest (Joshua 18:1). People made an annual
pilgrimage to Shiloh for a festival, (Judges 21, | Samuel 1:3,21).

Shiloh housed the Ark of the Covenant and was more important than

29 The shrine was administered by a staff of

the ofther local shrines.
priests, headed by a chief priest whose office was hereditary. At
this early stage of the cult, the clergy was not exclusively Levites
or Aaronides. Samuel was able to supplant the original leadership

there and to use his position as priest to become a national figure.

We learn a great deal about Samuel from chapter 7. It is

difficult to discern which parts of this chapter were authentic and which

were later additions to those who wanted to enlarge Samuel's importance

and further en_hance his image in Israel.30 He is shown as having had

a multi-faceted r'?le in the political life of the people. He convened
the people at Mizpah and admonished them for their sins. He directed
a rifual act there to purify them and purge them of these sins.

He interceded with the Lord on their behalf. When the Philistines
threatened, Samuel offered a sacrifice, and thereby rallied God and
the Israelites to repel the Philistine advance. He acted not as a
charismatic leader, but as the "prophetic agent of God's victory in
the holy Wal"."31 This important chapter also reveals that he served
as a circuit judge who made the rounds between Bethel, Gilgal,

and Mizpah, Finally we learn that he built an altar to God at his

village in Ramah.,
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Elsewhere in the book of Samuel, Samuel is described as a local
seer, as one associated with prophetic bands, and as the person whose
support is essential if the monarchy is to succeed. It is difficult to
sort out which Samuel is the real Samuel. John L. McKenzie commented
that the book presents four different images of Samuel.?’2 He is shown
to be a priest, a prophet, a seer, a judge. E. Robertson says Samuel
was the leader of the sons of the prophets. This group opposed the

kingship and saw themselves as the spokesmen for the will of thh.33

Theodore Robinson identifies Saul with the ecstatic prophets, and says
Samuel was a seer.?’u Birch says Samuel was an official of the tribal
league, thus explaining his many travels to the various parts of the
country and the cultic centers.35 Harry Orlinsky, and later, Martin
Cohen claimed that Samuel was a seer-priest of the Shilonite priesthood.

7

Albright saw Samuel as the first prophet.3 In a related position,

Noth described Samuel as a "man of God.">®
The diversity of opinion about Samuel stems from the many

ways he is presented in the book bearing his name. All of the above

descriptions are l;ased on elements of the narratives of the book.

Samuel may be presented differently by different sources. Nevertheless,

it is clear that he was a leader who had the power to lead and inspire

the people. R. Kittel said that Samuel was the one who revived Mosaic

39

thought and traditions. He was equivocated by Jeremiah and the

Psalmist with Moses.uo He is obviously the single most important and
powerful leader in Israel since Joshua. He influenced later prophets
in their attitude towards kingship and sacrifice, as well as their position

vis-a-vis the king, and their use of the term "nagid."m
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He dominated the government of Israel as no previous judge
ever had. He appointed his sons as judges, with the understanding “ ‘;,j | g
that they would succeed him (8:1-2). Unfortunately, however, they
took bribes and abused their position (8:3-5). It was clear that
Samuel's sons could not be expected to provide the leadership for
this time of crisis. Samuel was aging and the old request for a
king resurfaced.

The Philistine attacks had not let-up, and the people were

feeling more desperate. The elders approached Samuel: i ¥
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" All the elders of Israel assembled and came to Samuel
at Ramah, and they said to him, "You have grown old, and
your sons have not followed your ways. Therefore, appoint
a king for us, to govern us like all other nations." (8:4-5)

The elders constituted an important part of the tribal leadership.q2
Martin Coheh believes that they were the dominant and controlling
faction in Israel at the time. He associated them with the Shilonite
priesthood and observes, "Indeed, it was clearly because Samuel's

function was not military that the chieftains of the individual tribes found

it necessary to appoint a leader who like Samuel, could command the

loyalty of all the Israelites, but who, unlike him, could lead their
troops into battle against the Philis’tines."Ll3 The plea for the
establishment of a monarchy was a natural outgrowth of the political
situation created by the subjugation of the tribal territory by the
Philistines.

In addition to the pressure of the Philistines and the urgency

of the situation because of the incompetency of Samuel's sons, another
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external influence played a part in Israel's history at this juncture.
Israel's immediate neighbors, Ammon, Moab, Edom, and Aram had all
established kingdoms. The El~Amarna letters inform us that the
political organization of Canaan around the time of Israel's invasion was
of city-states ruled by kings. The internal factors and the external
influences moved the elders to make their appeal.

Samuel's reaction to the elders' request was swift and strong:
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Samuel was displeased that they said, "Give us a king
to govern us," Samuel prayed to the Lord. (8:6)

His reaction indicates that he was offended that the people asked for
a king. He took it as a personal affront to him and his administration.
The previous chapter evaluated theories suggested as explanations
for the textual problems of | Samuel. [ concur with M. Tsevat's view
of the historicity of the sources which chronicled the struggle over
the development of the monarchy.
The literary tension between the two views of the monarchy
correspends to a similar tension in the historical reality.
The reality is attested in numerous passages in different
books...The reason that these issues are expressed in Samuel
with such vigor is that they first arose with vigor and urgency,
in the period reported there.
The ideas attributed to Samuel may well be an accurate reflection of
Samuel's feelings.us His indignation was that of a political leader who
felt that the value of his lifelong efforts had been challenged. His sons
were maligned and he thought that his ability to lead was questioned.
He perceived the request for a monarchy as a rejection of his form

of government. In political terms, we see a powerful figure who dominated

both the religious cult and the governing structure of the country for
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several decades who was reluctant to relinquish any of his power.

How else can we account for Samuel's opposition during a time which
demanded strong and effective leadership?

Samuel's reaction to the suggestion that a monarchy be formed w

is recorded in the speech - appearing in chapter 8. Many scholars

see the address as representative of the anti-monarchical tone expressed

by the late source or the Deuteronomists.46 The speech is very much

a campaign speech against the introduction of a monarchy into Israel. i
Samuel told the people of the ways of the king, and of what to expect

if a monarchy is formed. Recently, a growing number of scholars have

come to see the speech as dating back to Samuel, and relating his

47

true feelings. I. Mendelsohn was the first to study parallels between

Samuel's plea and the semi-feudal structure of neighboring societies
of that period. 8
The crucial verses of Samuel's message are verses I1-18. He

warned his fellow countrymen of the sacrifices they will have to make
and thei personal hardships they can expect to bear. He cautioned
that the king will:

[) establish an army EREE

2) confiscate people's lands and give it to members of his court Y i

3) impose heavy taxes on them
- 4) force the people to perform corvee labor

Mendelsohn compared the language and points of Samuel's G
arguments with the finds at Alalakh and Ugarit from the 18th-I3th ! b

century B.C.E. On the basis of his analysis, he concluded that the

speech was not written by a later author and directed to a later audience,
but that Samuel was appealing to the people of his own day in terms .y

familiar to them. The speech was an accurate description of the !
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monarchies that surrounded Israel! Thus, Samuel was speaking of

his generation's contemporary experience, and was not the mouthpiece
for some later redactor's comp‘laints against kings. Mendelsohn analyzed
each verse and showed how it related to the Canaanite practices.

The military conscription described in vs. lI-12 had a Canaanite
parallel. The taking of the people's fields as outlined in vs. |4 was
the main s‘ource of income for the Canaanite kings. Thesé properties

were then turned over to members of his court. In vs. 15 and 17,

Samuel told the people that a ma'aser, a tenth of each person's vineyard.,

flocks, and other possessions would be given to the king's officers.
The Ugaritic texts refer specifically to a ma'§aru and mégertu.ug

This was a tenth of all belongings which were then given to the king
to distribute among his officers. Samuel also informed the people that
the king would take their sons, daughters, and slaves to work for him
as corvee labor (12, 13, 16). Three documents from Alalakh from the
|5'F,h century l‘ist people who worked in the palace and in various
communities under supervision. Inhabitants of rural settlements were

liable to be summoned for dikﬁtu, corvee duty. Mendelsohn wrote

that, "This was an accurate description of the corvee as it was practiced

in the Canaanite city-states prior to and during the time of the prophet." >

Other scholars have agreed with his findings.
The Ugaritic parallel strongly militates against the view
held by some scholars that the anti-monarchical passage in
| Samuel 8 represents a projectionsqrom the time of the late
monarchy back into its beginning.
Additional considerations compel us to conclude that the speech

was not the creation of some later writer, but an accurate representation

of Samuel's times and feelings. Samuel argued:
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He said, "This will be the practice of the king who will
rule over you. He will take your sons - and appoint them
as charioteers and horsemen, and they will serve as outrunners
for his chariots.” (8:11)

His reference to the chariots is significant because the Philistines
terrified the Israelites by their military superiority, which came :
in part from their use of the chariot. The chariot was also part of
the Canaanite and Hittite arsenal . >2

Some point = to Samuel's admonition that the king will be able
to confiscate private property at will, and say that the reference is
in response to a later practice in Israel. This line of reasoning claims
that sinée this reference was to a post-Samuel practice, the verses must
have been written after Samuel. In reality, however, this was not
a practice of Israel's later kings. When Jezebel told Ahab to take
Naboth's vineyard, the king told his wife that he has no right to
seize someone else's property. When finally they did take ‘possession of
Naboth's property, it is clear that his action was a violation of the
provisions of the law, and was not a normal occurrence at all!53
The dangers that Samuel warned against in 8:11-17 were never realized
in Israel,  Consequently, it is wrong to view this section as a later
polemical insertion.

Y. Kaufmann drew attention to the different references by
Hosea and Samuel to the king's administrative bureaucracy.Samuel merely
spoke about servants, avadim. Hosea (13:20ff) spoke against officers,
sarim and-a far more complex system of his time. Had this speech in

Samuel been written after the monarchy was already founded, and when
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the bureaucracy was developed and despised, then the speech would
have used the later vocabular'y.sl'l

In later Israel, the ultimate deliverer was patterned on the
model of the monarch, par excellence. It would be most unusual for
a negative portrayal of the institution to have developed at the very
time when. the king had been idealized. A people who believed that

their ultimate deliverance would come from a descendant of the line

of King David would not have produced the following statement:
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"The day will come when you cry out because of the
king whom you yourselves have chosen; and the Lord
will not answer you on that day." (8:18)
This comment expresses the genuine feeling of a man who saw his power
eroding, and who was desperate to retain it. It is the response of
a bitter, defeated leader. This speech captures his sense of disappointment.
Otto Eissfeldt wrote about the use of speeches as a vehicle

of major addresses in Ancient Israel, "In Israel, as elsewhere, speech

played a large part as a means of influencing larger or smaller groups

of people... n55

Samuel concluded his speech. with the words:
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And the Lord said to Samuel, "Heed their demands and
appoint a king for them." Samuel then said to the men
of Israel, "All of you go home."” (8:22)

The leader's solitude, rejection, and defeat are all captured in these

words, Having campaigned vigorously against the institution of the

monarchy, and having presented his recommendation to the people, his
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position has been rejected. Like many political leaders, he takes it

very personally, and uses the occasion to express his feelings.
Finally on the point of authenticity, if this chapter was
tampered with by the Deuteronomist or an anti-monarchist, how could
it possibly have maintained the sanction by God for the establishment
of a monarchy, not once or twice, but three times in this very important
chapter? God told Samuel to listen to the vox populi, and do as
they wish. On three occasions in this chapter God told Samuel to
establish a kingship in Israel. These references make it hard to
see how this could have been the work of individuals who saw the
monarchy as a curse and an apostasy.
In conclusion, it is clear that the opposition to the introduction
of kingship in Israel came from Samuel, not God; from Samuel, not
later writers, Samuel offered no alternatives to the request for a king--
because he never wanted to give up his control.
Samuel's arguments did not persuade the people. The subjugation
of Israel's territory by the Philistines demanded a strong response
from the tribes.
If the thesis is correct that these people were so determined
to have a king that they would not listen to their leader’'s
voice, then it follows that the prophet hardly had any
alternative. He could yield to circumstance and to the
insistence of the people, however distasteful that might be,
and play a key role in the new order, or he could refuse
to grant their request and run the risk of being overridden.
The latter cours%ﬁwould certainly have meant diminishing
of his influence.
- Samuel had no choice and so he selected a candidate and anointed him

as king according to Cloud.57 An analysis of the three stories relating

to the selection of Saul, however, leads one to an uncertain conclusion
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about the extent of the involvement of Samuel in the selection process.

The nature of the relationship between Samuel and Saul is
enigmatic and has puzzled many. W. A, Irwin wrote that Samuel
never anointed Saul, and that all the passages mentioning Samuel are
fictitious. >0 M.H. Segal said that the main concern of the book is
Samuel and David, and that Saul is only an incidental chalr'acter.59
R.H. Pfeiffer said that the early source mentioned Samuel only
incidentally in connection with Saul, but that Samuel was the principle
character of the late source.60 Needless to say, on this as well
as on the other crucial points in the Samuel narratives, there is little
agreement among scholars. It is my belief that the people took the
initiative after seeing that Samuel was delaying and anointed Saul.
Samuel never resigned himself to the new institution or to its first
occupant and tried to antagonize Saul. Let us examine the different
versions of how Saul became king, and see if Samuel ever overcame
his initial opposition to the kingship.

9:1-10:16 is the story in which Saul sets out to find his
father's asses, and meets Samuel. The prophet Samuel anointed
Saul in a private ceremony. The second story, 10:17-27 relates that
Saul was chosen by means of a lottery taken among all the people
at a'gathering at Mizpah. Chapter 11 is the story of the assault
on Kiriath Jearim by Nahash the Ammonite. After leading troops
in battle, Saul was made king by the people at Gilgal, in Samuel's
presence and with his participation.

Each version has its adherents. For many scholars the story

of the innocent lad who went looking for his father's asses and found

a kingdom is a combination of fact and fantasy. Gressman first pointed
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out the elements of folk-tale and fantasy in the story--the unspecified
time and place, the style of the plot, and the basic theme all point
to an imaginary stor‘y.61

This account contains the most positive attitude by Samuel
towards Saul of the three stories. It appears to me that the story
was a later fabrication because of the "mysterious" way in which events
unfolded. Saul was not chosen by Samuel because of anything he had
done, nor because of any leadership qualities he had displayed. He
is chésen because God revealed to Samuel that this is the man whom
Samuel should anoint as king. The anointing is performed in private,.62
When Saui's uncle asked the lad what Samuel said, Saul was curiously
silent. . It is unlikely that the ceremony would have been conducted in

a secretive private setting as the elders had already asked Samuel

to appoint a king. It is hard to see any kernel of historical truth

in this story, whose main purpose seems to be to link Samuel with Saul.

Samuel makes Saul "nagid" over Israel. in this story. The

use of this word has generated much controversy among scholars.

Albright says it was intentionally used by Samuel because he meant
for Saul to be a military leader of the tribal federation.63 On the other
hand, Stephen Yonick, demonstrated that "nagid" means one who

is in front, as in prince or overseer, He contended that "nagid"

and king are synonymous,ﬁl‘l E.l.J. Rosenthal came to the same
conclusion, from a different analysis.65 Yet all of this discussion
may well be irrelevant if Samuel was not the one who anointed Saul
as leader of Israel.

The next account of 10:17-27 is usually considered an anti-

monarchical version of how Saul became king. Reluctantly, Samuel
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submitted to the people's requests and consented to select a king.
A lot is taken among the tribes, families, and individuals, until Saul
is the one indicated. Saul was hiding in the baggage at the time of
his selection. The process is designed to show once again that Saul
is God's choice as ruler of Israel. This story is similar to the first
in that the underlying purpose is to show that Saul's selection as
king was sanctioned and engineered by God.
The reason there was such a great need to present multiple

stories linking Saul with divine approval was because in reality Saul

became king in some other manner. Chapter 2 of this thesis analyzed

the need to explain the events of Israel's history in theo-centric
terrﬁs. All three of the stories about Saul's selection connect Saul's
election with Samuel and God. The first two stories have little basis
in historical fact. The third story, chapter 11 probably preserves
the true way in which Saul became king.

Nahash fhe Ammonite attacked the village of Jabesh Gilead.
Just' before the final siege, the village asked Nahash to give them
seven days to se;md messengers throughout the land to see if anyone

from their fellow tribes will be able to help them. Israel's tribes

were so weak and ineffective that Nahash was confident that no one would

come to their aid. He consented to their request. The messengers

happened to come to Saul's village, and he overheard their plea as he

came in from the field. If he were in fact king at the time, then the

messengers would certainly have come directly to him for his assistance.
Rather, it was coincidental that Saul overheard of the imminent tragedy.

Saul was incensed that such an attack could take place, and responded

70




immediately to the appeal. He challenged the rest of the nation to

join him in battle and mustered up a force which surprised the
cémplacemt overconfident Ammonites. The battle was a stunning victory
for Israel. It served as a great morale boost to the depressed and
hard-pressed tribes.

Saul had delivered his people from a perilous situation, just
as the judges had done in the past. Although he responded to the
challenge just as his predecessors had done, the circumstances were
different this time. The Philistine aggression continued to plague the
people. The religious leader, Samuel had been asked to appoint .a king
and delayed acting on their request. The people made the offer to
the new found hero to become king, just as they had offered the
pos'ition to Gideon--only this time, the hero accepted the title.

E.A. Speiser wrote, "The actual king-makers were the leaders of the

people; and such authority on the part of the people is literally

166

'democracy." He cited the following examples of king-making in

Israel, and noted that "the authenticity of the instances...cited has

never been disputed by the leading critical schools."57
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Then the men of Israel said to Gideon, "Rule over us-you,
your son, your grandson as well." (Judges 8:22)
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So all the people went to Gilgal, and there at Gilgal
they declared Saul king before the Lord. (I Samuel 11:15)
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The men of Judah came and there they anointed David king
over the House of Judah. (Il Samuel 2:4)
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All the elders of Israel came to the king at Hebron,

and King David made a pact with them in Hebron before
the Lord. And they anointed David king over Israel.
(Il Samuel 5:3)
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Rehoboam went to Shechem, for all Israel had come to
Shechem to acclaim him as king. (I Kings 12:I)

Noth also came to the same conclusion.68 Martin Cohen wrote recently
that the elders wanted to appoint a leader whom they could control.
He concocted a somewhat outlandish scenario wherein the Shilonite
priesthood was the instrument of the elders of the tr'ibes.69
In nearby Mesopotamia, the kings were also proclaimed in a

simiiar manner. T. Jacobsen studied the early Mesopotamian myths.70
These myths which were based on the experiences of the writers and
the society showed that the ultimate authority was a general assembly
of citizens. The assembly would be convened to deal with a crisis,
and a temporary organizer would be selected to serve as "lord."
In some instances these temporary war leaders attempted to expand
their influence to a more permanent nature.

’ David had been chosen by representatives of the people to become
king, despite the fact that he was supposedly selected already by
Samuel and God (16:1-13), The truth is that David was probably chosen
in ’vtlhe accepted manner, just like all the other examples cited above,

but the compilers of | Samuel felt it necessary to show that he was

anointed by God, thus the story in chapter 16. Similarly, Samuel
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was brought into the stories about Saul in order to show that there

was a legitimate transfer of power, i.e., that God had approved of
the transaction.,
Most all scholars agree that vs. 12-14 in chapter 11 were

later inserts designed to harmonize this account with the ones that
preceded it. But, as pointed out in chapter 2, this was not the only
reason Samuel was included in the story. He was included in order
to fit this episode in Israel's history with the compiler's perception
of the over-all scheme of the way events unfolded.

In the final analysis scholar;s are generally agreed that

| Samuel 11 is perhaps the most reliable historical tradition

in the materials on the rise of kingship in Israel, and that

its viewpoint is positive to Saul and to the monarchy. They

also point out the minor role of Samuel here and stress the

fact that even his limited appearance is mostly f:onfined to

vs. 12-14 where most see the influence of an editorial hand.

To summarize up to this point then, Samuel, the most powerful

figure in recent times was the religious leader of the tribes. His
authority extended beyond the realm of the cult and into other
dimensiéns of Israel's society. When asked to establish a monarchy
by the people, he was reluctant to do so and campaigned vigorously
against it. The people remained steadfast in their demand. When
war broke out some time later at Jabesh Gilead, Saul a previously.
unt:ésted leader, rose to the occasion. He successfully led the
people, and as a result of the victory, the people offered him the
kingéhip. The internal and external situation both made the mood ripe
for such an initiative, Saul accepted, and was euphorically acclaimed
Israel's first king. Although Samuel is present in all three of the

narratives about Saul's election, he most likely had little to do with

the outcome of the events,
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Samuel was presented with a fait accompli. Having opposed the

monarchy at the outset, let us see how he adapted to the new development,
and if he resolved himself to work with the new king. |
The chapter which follows the Jabesh Gilead story of Saul's
coronation at Gilgal is Samuel's Farewell Speech (12). Although it may |
be out of order chronologically here, since Samuel continues to play
a role in Israel's affairs, we shall nevertheless consider it at this point.
Some scholars approach the speech with the same skepticism

‘they have towards chapter 8. They see it as an anti-monarchical or
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Deuteronomistic message inserted into the mouth of Samuel. Yet

there are others who feel that the speech is an accurate representation
of Samuel's feelings, and not a later fabrication.

It is Samuel's own personal opposition which was handed

down by tradition to the author as a factor, Samuel naturally i
resented the rejection by the people in his old age of himself i
and of his system of government. It was for him a painful Pl
break with the cherished old past. He also saw in the people's T
demand a repudiation of the ancient doctrine of the divine o
kingship in Israel (Exodus 15:18; Judges 8:23b). But the g
people had a more realistic perception of the situation in _ |
Israel: the decay of the tribal system and the emergence of N
an Israelite nation, the failure of the administration of justice =
(8:5,20), above all the urgent necessity (which, though for
some reason the people did not mention expressly) of grappling
‘with the political problems, the Philistine operation in the _, ey
west (9:16) and the Ammonite invasion of the east (12:12). 3

I would only add that the speech seems to be in the words of
a hurt man, one who could not understand why his people preferred a h
kin'g to his form of ruling, and who probably went to his death feeling i
it \;Qas a personal rejection. He was so hurt that he could not even
refer to Saul by name during the speech. Samuel admitted that Israel |
has a king, claimed a role for himself in bringing it about, and used

the roots "shaal" and "shaul” several times.
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"Here is the king that you have chosen, that you have
asked for." (12:13)

But he does not use the name Saul (shaul) at all in the whole speech.
This does not seem to me to be coincidental, but a conscious choice
of the retiring leader not to employ Saul's name in his final remarks.
In referring to his sons, he skillfully brushes aside the
acéusations of their corruption. In the verse which follows mention

of his sons, Samuel defuses the issue by challenging his listeners:
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"Whose ass have | have taken? Whom have | defrauded or

whom have | robbed? From whom have | taken a bribe to

look the other way? | will return it to you." (12:3)
Not surprisingly, the people reassure the departing prophet that he is
not suspected of any corruption or wrongdoing. In this manner, he
has expunged his and his family's record.

After the exoneration, he reviews the nation's history and

their lapses of unfaithfulness to the Lord. Even in reviewing the

events of the past, the human feelings of rejection come through very

strongly.
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"But when you saw that Nahash king of the Ammonites
was advancing against you, you said to me, 'No, we
must have a king reigning over us'--though the Lord youw
God is your King." (12:12)
It is no accident that the reference to the Ammonite invasion of Nahash

and his forces should stir up such ill feelings in Samuel. This after
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all, was the act which precipitated Saul's selection as king,

While we may not have here a word for word manuscript of the
speech, it most likely reflects the message Samuel delivered at the
close of a long and illustrious career. Such speeches were typical
of the style of the time.

A farewell speech by the political leader appears to have
been a normal occurrence. This is an address which often
has the character of a testament, in which the leader,
facing the prospect of approaching death, or handing over
his office for some %her reason, says farewell to his people
or to his followers. :

Samuel will not rest his case until he extorted an admission
from the people that they sinned by asking for a king. He called upon
God to deliver a thunder storm in the middle of the wheat and harvest
season.
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"It is the season of the wheat harvest. | will pray to

the Lord and He will send thunder and rain; then you will

take thought and realize what a wicked thing you did in

the sight of the Lord when you asked for a king." (12:17)
Somewhat scared and frightened by the prospect of what would happen
if they did not agree with Samuel, the people confessed that they had
sinned in asking for a king. After hearing what he wanted to hear,
Samuel then reassured his fellow countrymen that the Lord will not
abandon them and that he will continue to pray on their behalf. To
the‘very end, he wanted to impress upon his people how wrong it was

to ask for a king. He was not content until he heard their confession.

It would be reasonable to conclude that the chapter reflects

the attitude of Samuel and not those of a later editor. At the beginning
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of the period and at the end of his reign, Samuel expressed his

staunch opposition to kingship. Let us examine how he interacted
with the king during the interim to see if he ever supported Saul.

Most scholars believe that there was a common sense of purpose
among the two leaders, and that they cooperated with each other.
Representative of this assessment is Kaufmann's analysis.

Samuel's opposition to the monarchy was a passing cloud.
Even in the moments of fiercest antagonism toward Saul,

Samuel7g1ever again suggests that the monarchy itself is

a sin.

Kittel is also indicative of those who thought that the conflict between
the two leaders was projected back onto the sources from a later period.
A later generation having unsatisfactory experiences

with the monarch may have thought thus...The narrator
does not conceal his opinion about republics and monarchies,
as we call them today. He imagines Samuel thought as he
thinks, but this is not the case...As far as we can see it,
it was not a question of power with Samuel and Saul. Not
as opponents in a struggle for power or control over the
people dig Samuel face Saul, but as opponents in a struggle
for God, 76

Although the books of Il Samuel and | and Il Kings vividly portray
the struggles for power and supremacy in Israel, it is not recognized
that just as fierce a battle to retain power was waged by Samuel. He
clearly opposed the monarchy at the outset and at the end of his life.
Why should we assume that he acted any differently in between? The little
information that we have about the dealings between the king and
prophet reveal that there was an irreconcilable tension between them.

It is significant that there is no record in the sources of the two leaders
working together.

Chapter 13 and 15 tell in parallel versions of the major confrontation

between Samuel and Saul. In one account the altercation led Samuel
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to tell Saul that his dynasty would not be established, and in the other

that he would not continue as king. It is difficult to determine which
story is closer to the actual events, but we can see that they both seek
to convey a similar message.A

Chapter 13 tells of the battle Ied’by Saul against the Philistines
at Gilgal. Hard-pressed by the onslaught of the Philistine attack,
and with his men beginning to disperse in the face of such formidable
opposition, Saul tried to salvage the situation by acting swiftly and
deg:isively. He had already waited for Samuel for seven days, the amount
of time Samuel told him to wait. Saul realized that he could not wait
for Samuel any longer, and so he decided he must act. He decided
tﬁat before attacking, it would be wise to offer a sacrifice to Yhwh.
In- so doing, he followed the example set by Samuel in his jaunt against
the Philistines (7).

Samuel was furious about what Saul had done. Arriving immediately

after the sacrifice, he said in no uncertain terms:
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Samuel answered Saul, "You acted. foolishly in not keeping
the commandments that the Lord your God laid upon you!
Otherwise the Lord would have established your dynasty
forever. But now your dynasty will not endure.” (13:13-14)

The punishment was a harsh overreaction to the situation.

It seems especially harsh when one tries to determine what sin Saul
has committed. The sin cannot be that Saul offered a sacrifice on
his own. The Bible shows numerous instances at this period when
sacrifices were offered by non-Levites.’’ Saul's successor, David

offered sacrifices but was not punished (Il Samuel 6:13, 17). Samuel
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himself is not a Levite! What then was the sin? If the event did actually

occur in this manner, the reaction can only be understood as motivated

- by his desire to see Saul fail. Martin Cohen wrote, "It is apparent
that the commandment that Saul transgressed was the unwritten order
not to attempt :an-‘usurpation of the prerogatives of the priest-diviners
by performing their special symbolic ri’ces."78 By acting as he had,
Saul was threatening the established order which had empowered him,

Let us move on to the other account of Saul's rejection, the
one found in chapter 15. This is usually considered the more
historically reliable version,

Whereas chapter 13 relates the rejection of Saul's offspring
as punishment for his wrong-doing, chapter 25 is the rejection of
Saul's sovereignty. Once again, the setting was Gilgal, only this time
the opponents were the Amalekites and not the Philistines. The
bpretense for ‘Samuel's anger this time was that Saul did not fully
carry out the herem (total annihilation) of the Amalekites, as he
was ordered to do. Saul spared the king and allowed the people to
take some of the spoils to be offered as sacrifices to Yhwh.

Certain passages in this chapter also reveal the depth of
animosity felt by Samuel towards Saul. In the opening verse, Samuel
said to the king:
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Samuel said to Saul, "l am the one the Lord sent to anoint
you king over His people Israel. Therefore, listen to the
Lord's command!" (15:1)

By placing the pronoun in the emphatic position as is done in this sentence,

the emphasis is placed on the pronoun, "I." |t is intended to impress

upon Saul that he is subservient to Samuel, Driver wrote on this verse,
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"A pronoun in the emphatic position should always be noted by the
79

student."
When Samuel arrived at the scene of the battle, he did not

inquire how the troops were faring. As in the previous episode, he

expressed his anger immed‘iate’ly. He spoke to the king in a very

belittling and insulting manner.
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Samuel said, "You may look small to yourself, but you are
the head of the tribes of Israel.” (15:17)

The vehemence and extent of the anger may well reflect the depth of
Samuel's true feelings.

Saul recognized that he was wrong for not having carried out
the herem. He repented for his error and pleaded with Samuel for
forgiveness. Unlike Nathan who forgave David, or Moses who forgave
the people, Samuel refused to have mercy on Saul. He declined to pray
with him or appear in public with him, After Saul makes another plea,
Samuel consented reluctantly to go with Saul, but remained silent as
Saul bowed beforbe God.

Both of these stories preserve and convey the nature of the
clash between Samuel and Saul. They both show that Samuel came to
the scene of a battle in which Saul had victoriously led Israel's troops.
In both stories, Samuel was displeased with Saul and rebuked him for
sdh\e reason., Saul's appeals for mercy and understanding were unheeded
by Samuel who adamantly denied a reprieve. Samuel did not allow Saul
another opportunity to prove his loyalty or worthiness. We can
conclude, on the basis of the common points of the stories that

such a split probably did occur. It is unclear which of the two accounts
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preserved the correct reason for the division., It also appears as

if Samuel was looking for a reason to reprimand and dispose of Saul.
Only two sentences out of both stories indicate any sympathy
or empathy by Samuel towards Saul. When God. told Samuel that he

regrets that he made Saul king, we read:
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"l repent that | have made Saul king for he has not
performed my commandments." And Samuel was angry,
and he cried to the Lord all night. (15:11)

Yét 'we do not know why Samuel was angry, or why he cried out all
night. He could have been angry with the Lord. Perhaps he was
crying because he thought Samuel was so incapable of handlingvthe

job, or perhaps he was just saddened by the whole affair. Significantly,
however, he did not plead with God to change his mind as his earlier
counterpart Moses had done on numerous occasions. He placidly accepted
God's decisioﬁ to remove Saul and implemented it.

The other sentence which shows sympathy towards Saul is:
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Samuel did not see Saul again until the day of

his death, but Samuel grieved over Saul., And

the Lord repented that he had made Saul king over
Israel., The Lord said to Samuel, "How long will
you grieve for Saul, seeing | have rejected him from
being king over Israel? Fill your horn with oil and
set out; | am sending you to Jesse the Bethlehemite,
for | have decided on one of his sons to be king."
(15:35-16:1)
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Samuel then proceeded to go and anoint. David. Here again Samuel's

grievance is associated with the statement that God regretted that
he had appointed Saul. The word %axnnm may just reflect sadness
on the part of Samuel, but it does not mean that he did anything to
act on Saul's behalf or to defend him.

Is it reasonable to surmise on the basis of these few words
that there was a close relationship between the two leaders? Is this
eﬁough evidence to believe that the two cooperated with each other?

The chapters that follow tell of the introduction of David to
Saul's court and of David's exploits and rise in popularity after slaying
Goliath. Samuel did not aid Saul, and Saul was very much alone.
The king's orders went unanswered. Saul became increasingly paranoid
and suspicious of the popular new hero David. On several occasions
Sa;Jl tried to kill David. David was forced to flee from the court for
fear of his life. At one point, David escaped to Samuel at Naioth.

Samuel was associated in this story with a group of ecstatic
pképheté at Naioth. (19). The messengers sent by Saul to capture
David were unable to apprehend him because they came under the
infjluence of ecstatic prophesy. Saul went out on his own, and he
allso began to prophesy when he arrived at Naioth. Once again, Saul
is linked with the saying:
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Is Saul also among the prophets?
Thé account shows Saui in a negative way. What is interesting for
our analysis is the implication that David, who was seeking refuge

fro"m Saul is able to take shelter with Samuel. Once again, Samuel
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worked against Saul, this time by harboring someone that Saul was

pursuing. Again, ~we wonder, when did Samuel ever help Saul?
The final exchange recorded between the two comes in
chapter 28, when Saul seeks out the ghost of Samuel through the
witch of Endor, who acts as a medium. In this final desperate
scene, Saul has been abandoned by God and faces a crucial battle
against the Philistines. He appealed to Samuel, as a man of God,
who is now deceased but who should care about the fate of his
‘ cdmpatriots, to give him some advice. Once again, however, Samuel
was cold and angry with Saul. He refused to help him in any way.
Saul was emotionally shaken by the experience and became very weak,
for he was told that he will be defeated in battle and will die along
with his sons the next day. This scene obviously has an element of
fiction in it. It is however, perfectly consistent with the tYpe of
behavior displayed by Samuel towards Saul throughout his reign.
Séul goes out to battle bravely, and faces the Philistines. He dies
alone, atop a mountain, in a scene dramatically and sensitively ;:old.
In concll;sion, We have seen that one thread that appears
consistently throughout the entire book is the hostility of Samuel

towards Saul. Regardless of the fact of various sources, all the

narratives present a basic animosity by Samuel towards the introduction

of the monarchy to Israel. This attitude dictates the nature of his

relationship with the first king. Samuel was a leader who never wanted

the monarchy to succeed, and actually worked to see to it that its

first occupant would be doomed by contributing to his downfall.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 3

Sean Warner has challenged the conventional chronology of the
period. He suggests that the period of the Judges came before

the Conquest and not after it. Sean Warner, "The Period of the
Judges within the structure of early Israel,” 'HUCA 47 (1976),

pp. 57-79. Warner's major contention is that the unity during the
conquest would not have been replaced by the disunity of the period of
the Judges only to be followed by the unity of the monarchy.

Yet there is little to support his notion that history always

moves in a logical, evolutionary way. HKe points to the:lack of
mention of the ark during the period of the Judges, and its
re-emergence during the period of the monarchy. Yet W. Arnold
Task, The Ephod and the Ark, has shown demonstratively that

the references in Judges to the ephod are actually referring to the
ark. Also, it is directly mentioned in Judges 20:26-28 and

21:12, 19. Warner does not address himself to why Israel's historians
would present the history as Conquest-Judges-Kings if it did not
occur in that order; nor does he answer how or when this change
was made. And what of the Philistine threat? It was because

they were such a menace to Israel that the people had to abandon
their autonomy and unite. The Philistines began to invade and
subjugate Israel during the time of the Judges. How does Warner
account for their activity if the scenario was Judges-Conquest-Kings?
Did the Philistines take an extended vacation during the conquest?
Furthermore, it is unclear how unified the people were during the
Conquest (see below). He says the tribes were non-existent at

the time of the monarchy. This assumption is not at all supported
by the sources which show that the people still retained tribal
associations. Finally, if we were to use an analogy to Warner's
thesis, a student of the history of the United States would be
baffled by the Civil War, since that period was wedged between the
federalist period. One would be forced to conclude, using Warner's
reasoning that the Civil War preceded American independence and was
followed by a period of unity.

The Book of Judges has a well defined perspective of history

which it imposes on each episode of that era. The stories of

the judges are probably based on ancient traditions. The two

major overriding principles which dominate the stories are:

a) that Israel was a unified entity. The imposition of this pan-
Israelite concept elevated tribal events and the actions of =i -

the individual judges to a national level. b) that the events of

the period occurred in recurring cycles. Each cycle had the following
stages--the reversion by the people to idolatrous practice; :oppression:
by another people; an appeal’ to God for deliverance; deliverance
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. (continued): by a "judge" who led a military triumph; a period

of peace. See, A. Malamat, "The Period of the Judges,” in
B. Mazar, The World History of the Jewish.People, volume 3,
pp. 129-163. o

G.E. Mendenhall believes that the "conquest" was actually more
of an internal revolution with elements of the native population
joining forces with the incoming Hebrews. G. E. Mendenhall,
"The Hebrew Conquest of Palestine," The Biblical Archaeologist,
25 (1962), pp. 66-87. '

A. Lods, lIsrael, pp. 328-348.

W. F. Albright, Archaeology of Palestine, Penguin Books:
Middlesex, 1949, pp. 110-122. G.E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology,
Westminster Press: Philadelphia, 1962, chapter 6.

John Bright, A History of Israel, pp. 17-120, 171-174.

* G.E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, pp. 69-84.

Nelson Glueck, "Explorations in Eastern Palestine I-1V," AASOR, 4
(1933-34); 15 (1934-35); 18-19 (1937-38); 25-28 (1945-149).

" A. Lods, lIsrael, pp. 328-348.

Martin Noth, The History of Israel, pp. I4I-153, Judges 1:13-36.

Ibid, p. l42.

Ibid, pp. l42-144, Judges 1:28, 17-18.

. Juckes 4. For a good concise overview, see John Bright, History of
 Israel, pp. I71-174.

Judges 19-20.

Martin Noth, History of Israel, pp. 85-109, 242-263.

. Bruce Donald Rahtjen, "Philistine and Hebrew Amphictyonies,"

JNESt 24 (1965) pp. 100-104 writes that amphictyony is more
applicable to the organization of the Philistine city-states in

Palestine than to the Hebrew confederation. For a good analysis

of the scholarship on this subject and a critique of Noth's work,

see the work of Noth's student, H. J. DeGeuss, The Tribes of Israel,
Van Goraem: Amsterdam, 1976. See also William Hallo, "A Sumerian
Amphictyony," Journal of Cuneiform Studies, 14 (1960), pp. 88-114.

E. A. Speiser, "The Manner of the King," Mazar, Werld History
of the Jewish People, pp. 280-282.

Deborah may have been an exception; she may have judged Israel
for some length of time. Judges #4:4-23. :
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20.

21.
22.

23,
24,
25.
26.
27.

28,

29.

30.

Abimelech was Gideon's son by a Shechemite concubine, A. Lods
notes that Gideon's sons contested who should succeed him after
his death. He attaches significance to Gideon naming his son
"Abimelech" because he says that means "my father is king.™

He concludes that Gideon actually did become a regional king and
that he established an ephod at Ophrah. A. Lods, lsrael, pp. 342-343.
G. Henton Davies, Vetus Testamentum I3 (1963) pp. 15I-157.

Judges 9.

For more on this, see A. Malamat, "The Period of the Judges,"
Mazar, World History, pp. 149-15l.

A. Lods, lsrael, p. 348.

J. Bright, History of Israel, p. 169.

This word seren is not used elsewehre in the Bible. It is believed
to be related to the Greek word "tyrant," which is of non-Greek
origin. '

J. Bright, History of Israel, pp. 180-18l. A. Lods, lsrael, .
pp. 348-35l. Yigal Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Bibilical Lands,
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.: New York, volume 2, [963.

This is my translation.

Noth, History of Israel, pp. 163-165, 167.

For more on the Philistines see, J.C. Greenfield, "Philistines,"
IDB, volume 3, pp. 793 ff.

Hylander in 1932 first recognized that 1:1 ff was actually Saul's
birth story. The constant recurrence of the root %“xw and the
puns on it show how %ixw is a derivative of Yww . The child
is "asked" for "by a barren wife." He is then "borrowed" by

YHWH and "lent" to YHWH. A more logical explanation of Samuel's
name would be %x inw perhaps such an aetiology did exist at

one time, Jastrow in JBL29,92 says that the name Samuel comes

from & ynw , hearer of El, or heard by El. Pfeiffer,
Introduction, p. 344,

The other shrines in Israel at that time were, Shechem, Gilgal,
Beth El, and Mizpah.

Birch, The Rise of ‘the -Israelite Monarchy, sees verses 5-6a,
7-12, 16-17 as part of the original account. He cautions against
being misled by vs. 13-4 into believing that the whole chapter
is fictitious. Rodney Cloud refers to Weiser and Seebass who
see the description in 7 as basically true. Rodney Cloud,

The Pre-Literary Prophets and-the Rule of Kings, pp. 86-87.
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Birch, Rise of Israelite Monarchy, pp. 18-19,

John McKenzie, "The Four Samuels," Biblical Research 7
(1962), pp. 3-18. )

. E. Robertson, "Samuel and Saul," BJRL, 28 (1944), pp. 175-206.

. Theodore Robinson, A History of Israel, p. 180-I8l.

. Birch, Rise of Israelite Monarchy, p. 134,

. H.M. Orlinsky, "The Seer-Priest," Mazar, World History, pp. 268-279.
Martin Cohen, "The Role of The Shilonite Priesthood in the United
Monarchy of Israel.", HUCA, 36 (1965), pp. 59-98.

. Albright, "Samuel and the Beginnings of the Prophetic Movement,"
Goldenson Lecture at H.U.C.

. Noth, History of Israel, p. 170.

R. Kittel, Great Men and Movements in Israel, p. 95.

Jeremiah 15:1, Psalms 99:6.

Albright, "Samuel and the Prophetic Movement."

. I Samuel 4:3, 8:4, Il Samuel 3:17, 5:3.

3. Martin Cohen, "The Role of the Shilonite Priesthood," p. 67,

. M. Tsevat, "Samuel, Books of," IDB, Supplement, p. 78I, J
. J. Bright believes the anti-monarchial expressions may well be of x .
historical value. J. Bright, History of Israel, pp. 166-167. John o
Mauchline writes, "A strong case can be presented for the view '
that the antipathy to kingship could have been expressed by Samuel 1

himself." John Mauchline, | and |l Samuel (New Century Bible),
pp. 91-91. '

. Ever since Budde, it has been widely associated with the late
source. Noth links it to the Deuteronomist.

A. Weiser, M.H. Segal, Rodney Cloud, E.l.J. Rosenthal, and
John Bright are all scholars who see the chapter as based on
reliable sources.

. 1. Mendelsohn, "Samuel's Denunciation of Kingship in the Light
of the Akkadian Documents from Ugarit," BASOR 143 (1956),
p. 17-22; "On Corvee Labor in Ancient Canaan and lsrael,"

BASOR 167 (1962), pp. 3I-35. -
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49,
50.

51.
52.

53.
5.
55,
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.
6.

65.

66.

Y 67.

68.

I. Mendelsohn, "On Corvee Labor,"” BASOR 167 (1961), pp. 3I-35.

lbid, p. 33.

E.l.J. Rosenthal, "Some Aspects of the Hebrew Monarchy," JJS.
9 (1958), pp. 1-19.

Joshua 17:18, Judges 1:19; 4:3,13, Yigal Yadin, The Art of Warfare
in Biblical Lands, volume 2, pp. 248-253.

I Kings 2I:1-29.

Y. Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel, p. 264.

Otto Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction, pp. I3.

Rodney Cloud, The Pre-Literary Prophets and the Rule of the
Kings, p. 96. ' ' ' '

Ibid.

W. A. Irwin, "Samuel and the Rise of the Monarchy,"” AJSL 58
(194), pp. 113-134,

M.H. Segal, The Pentatuech, pp. 210, 218-2I9.

R.H. Pfeiffer, "Midrash in the Books of Samuel, "Quantulacumque,
pp. 303-3I6. - ‘

W. A. IrWin, "Samuel and the Monarchy," AJSL 58 (1941), p. 120.

Hertzberg writes that it seems that Samuel does not want witnesses
present because of the remote location, the early hour, and

that he sent away the servants. H.W. Hertzberg, | and Il Samuel,
p. 84.

W.F. Albright, "Samuel and the Beginnings of the Prophetic Movement."
pp. 15-16.

Stephen Yonick, Rejection of Saul as King of Israel, Franciscan
Press: Jerusalem, 1970, pp. 21-27.

E.l.J. Rosenthal, "Aspects of t‘he—*'H"ebrﬁew Monarchy," pp. 1-19.

E. A. Speiser, "The Manner of the King," Mazar, World History,
p. 284,

Ibid.

Martin Noth, The Laws in the Pentatuech and Other Studies,
Thomas Oliver and Boyd: London, 1966, p. 163.

88




69.

70.

7l.
72.
73.
7L,
75.

76.

77.
78.

79.

Martin Cohen, "The Role of the Shilonite Priesthood in the
United Monarchy of Ancient Israel," HUCA 36 (;1('.'965) pp. 59-98.
One of the major flaws in Cohen's theory is that there is no
evidence that the elders used the Shilonite priests to faciliate
David's rise to power. If they did transfer power to him, as
Cohen contends, why then did David have to fight off other
challengers to the throne? They did not exercise any authority
or support for David at this crucial moment. Finally, it is hard

to understand what leads Cohen to conclude that David was a weak

leader whom the elders and the priests thought they could control.
He was a proven warrior who was anything but weak and controllable.

Thorkild Jacobsen, Toward the Image of Tammuz and other
Essays. on Mesopotamian History and Culture, Harvard University
Press: Cambridge, 1970, pp. 132-172, especially” .
pp. 137-138.

Bruce Birch, The Rise of the Israelite Monarchy, pp. 54-55.

H.P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of
Samuel, (ICC) pp. xvi ff. ' o

M.H. Segal, The Pentatuech, p. 2I5.

Otto Eissfeldt, The OT, p. 3.

Y. Kaufmann, Religion of Israel, p. 265.

R. Kittel, Great Men and Movements in Israel, pp. 99, 106.

Judges 6:19-21; 11:30 ff; 13:19-23. | Samuel 6:15b. Il Samuel
6:13,18, 8:16b.

Martin Cohen, "Shilonite Priesthood and the Rise of the Monarchy,"
p. 74.

S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel,
p. 121.
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CONCLUSION

Israel's first king lived a simple life. He lived in simple conditions
without a palace or court. Israel was in the process of emérging. from
tribal entities into a nation.

His life was devoted to fighting Israel's main foe of the time, the
Philistines, as well as the Arameans and the Amalekites. To that end,
he gathered a force of soldiers and successfully led expeditions on behalf
of Jabesh Gilead and other towns. He was a religious man devoted to
the woréhip of Yhwh.

Samuel never wanted to accept the lessening of his own power and
opposed the institution of the monarchy and lIsrael's first king. With
Samuel making a clear break with Saul, by remoVing any semblance
of support, Saul was left alone. Saul acted in a manner understandable
ln light 6f the circumstances. He became suspicious of all those around
him, particularly David. His paranoia led to jealousy and this became
an obsession with him, as he pursued the elusive David.

Saul was a tragic figure. Yet he was also a noble individual who
fought bravely and led his people through difficult times. He was
motived by purpose and zeal to properly fulfill his role as Israel's first
:king. That he was not more of a success was due in part to the
circumstances: ‘he was the first king and thus a transitionary figure.
The key factor responsible for his failure, however, was the lack of

support and outright. opposition towards his efforts by Samuel.
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