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FREEACE

The subject of kingship in the Bible has necessavily received
trgatment in the stenderd Bibligel eneyclopediae and histories of
Isyael. By thely mmy nature, *t":mm treatments are surveys vhich
sye limited in either conprehensivensss,; oy in intensiveness, op
in both, The litevatuwe in the Jowmsls on specifie aspeets and
details of kingship is ﬁ@nﬁiﬁﬂw@?&lﬁﬁl and the debt of suyveys to
this covpus of scholavship is wove often fmplicit than explicit,

The spprosch of the writer hes been firet %o mﬁen‘ﬁak@ an
intensive veview of the Biblical wvaterinl, with minimal yecourse
{0 pommentaries, with the aim of developing certain impressions
a8 to the nature of kingship in Iswael. These fivet impressions
have then been tested .;m‘ the Light of the scholayship on the sub-
jeet. Thus, the thoels aime to present a study of the velevant
Bibiical pessuges in 8 logical struacture, and to offer the writer's
evaluation of varying conclusions of scholuvs in swveas wheve ve-

gearch has not yielded mﬁmﬂmf o date.



CHAPIER X
PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

| The terms most Ffrequently used to vefer to the king are: ﬁ//v’“,
f1e),Gate, hren, i) ma plu

The term 5' e /N veflects its derivation from the verb f;;{rv "
which B.D.B. renders: "rule, bave dominion, veign.” JIts verbal
uBBYe, @8 @.g. /A @Nj’ /?j’/?'/ (Gen., 4:17), indicates that the
basic foroe is far wore general and implies, mtlmfa the aammim
and exercise of suthovity, power, control. The astive participle
f /& , in the sense of "ruler”, would not necessarily ind:méte
or imply monavchy. Thus, f; o/ is employed to refer to Joseph
{Gen. 45:8 and 26), to Abreham's servent and head of the household
(Gen., 2412), and to the Philistines in general (Jud., l4:4 and
1%:11).

e ) > 88 applied to the king, sppears ravely:once in the

Book of Kings (1 Kimg& 11:34) snd twice in the Book of Eszekiel
'(Ez:. 34124 and 37:25), where it cleavly vefers to a king, Solomon
or Pavid, Vor the mogt part, however, it appears to be & term of
offige antedating moparchy. %Thus, most of its appearances ogouy
in the Pentateuch, chiefly in the Book of Numbers. Where it ocours
in Ezekiel, its denotation in the majovity of cases is vague or
wncertain, Thus, /7/€ ) may vefer to a Temple official (Bz, 45:17

et passin), to sn unspecified person of prominence (Num. 7:11, 2%,



30, ete.), or to a tribal chief (Mum. 3:24). In Gen. 23:6, the
children of Heth call Abraham f"/?{/f /L ”g’, ) s which may memn
"elect of God."

‘The noun 07/€ derives its force from the verb (7 ? 16:” which
B.B.B. mnde«ws: "Judge, govern."” That (f?)/@ maans "judee” is
clear from thé many verses in the Pentateuch where judges or
magistrates ave clearly intended (as e.g. Deut, 17:9, 12 eéf passim) .
However, it is also clear that the term (ra/ & is not limited to
matters of adjudication, There i nothing to indicate that the
P'Cnle. ., Dthniel, Tola, Jaiv, Jephtah, Ibzan, Elon, Abdon or
Bamson, ever served asé magistrates or dealt with matters of adjudi-
cation (of., Jud. 3:10; 10:2,3: 12:7,8,11,13; and 16:31). Further-
mmi-fsg Jud. 4:4, which speaks of Deborah "judging” Israel, indicates
that one may serve as ()/0/6 in peace~time as well as war-time. No
doubt, adjudication comstituted one of the functions of the king
(2 Sam. 15:4%; 1 K. 3:16ff, 28). However, when (f@/v‘i’, is applied
to the king, it should be understood as a funetional term, rather
than as a synonym for monarch.

Althoygh the term Ar/en (and particularly 1*7"/3'6# ), in the
overwhelming majority of cases, refers to the king, it is also
| applied to the priest (Lev, 4:3,5,16 and 6:15) and to the
Patriarchs (Ps. 108:15 and 1 Ch. 16:22). Unlike the tewm 07/€
f)’(;,l does not signify a function; vather, it is a reference to
the form of the cevemony by which a pevson is vested with authority. ‘
Thus, 1t is used in regaed to the priest (the />'(,/V /DS referved
to above in. the Book of &@vitiqus) . The king, as the '/'/7‘6 N



ig the legal claimemt to the throne by virtue of the faéit that
his authovity and a-em@t:i;w are derived from God.

The term 7 '(JJ » although used as a title of leadership,
does not neeessarily imply monarvohy. While one finds ™ ' J
employed to refer to the king, the majority of its appeamncmza
in the Bible mﬂmma that it is used to refer to other afﬁeials
as well., Thus, it sppears as a reference to the "ruler® of the
House of Ged (1 Ch., 9:11), to one of the priests or possibly the
High Priest (1 Ch. 9:20; Jer, 20:1), to the "puler" of the [ﬁew;a?
House (2 Ch, 28:7), and to the person in charge of the treasuries
(1 Ch, 26:24). In most imtmwm» the precise meaning of ’C{ )

is obsoure.

E.ﬂ‘ﬂkdﬂfiﬂﬁﬁ "”(l_) i "Lﬁaﬁex’ (}litq }?Jz‘h. m _%& IQ‘
ruler, prince” and notes that it is applied to officials other
than the king. W.F. Albright has defined ™'d)as a militavy gom-

mendey, citing the Avamaic voot pgd which is found in the Sefivah

treaties of the mid-eighth century B.C.B. "The word /negidah,
negudaly’ ovours in the pluval between wowrds for voysl princes and
officials; the only possible tranelation is mi Litary commanders ,”
writes Albm:&gh'ﬁ.z Furthermore, he differentiates between ff V]

and ™ "f) as follows: “In view of the great significance attached
to titularies in the ancient East, we may be quite certain that
kh in the formula of instal~

the asppearance of nagid instead of mele
lation was intentional. In other words, Saul and David were not
intended by Samuel or the tribal heads of Isvael to be enthroned
as kings, but only to be amointed ag military leaders of the tribal



confederation, ™ _

John Bright also ﬂi&'ﬁﬁh&l&ﬁﬁhﬁ& between fﬁi and /¢ j and
states that Saul's charfsmatic quelties marked him "as Yahwel's
warrior-leader, his 'designated’ (na .
(L 8am. 9:1 to 10:16; 13:4b - 15) conmistently refevs to him,™"

nacid) ~~and so the older souvoe

As wgam both Albright's and Bright's respective views and
vendevings of /4 (] v it should be noted that thm term in used
as a general designation of leadership: militavy, royal and
'pmaatly (a8 noted sbove). Thus, the Bible ﬁm not resevve the
term H/d J for military leadership alone, sven as it does not
limit its employment to a wonaveh. Agasinst Albright's point that
% 'CJ J s rather than ‘aﬁv » 48 uwsed :m the “formula of installa-
tion," indiceting that Baul and David weve anointed as "militavy
leadevrs of the tribal confederation’," rather than im mm s 8 the
witness of 1 Sam. 11:l5, 13:13 and 34 (both of which belong te
the "older source®) and 1 Som. 16:1 and 2 Sem. 5:3, where Saul
and David, vespectively, ave veforved to as f’f,;' and Ssul's rule
is designated as ./)‘laf,v’ . 1t would sppear then that '-'t*:hmw
gttempts at definition and distinetion find no support in the
Biblical text and souvces.

- The remaining term f'ﬁt/ » applied to Judean, Isveelite ae
well as forelgn kings, alwaye Jmplies: 1) pre<eminence, 2)life
tenure and 3) hereditary succession, constituting togethey the
features of monavahy. B.D.B,. suggests that the meaning of the ;
term was “oviginally pounsell
and vites the Akkadian malalar (“to counsel, advise”), Arabic mlk

op, i.e. he whose opinion is deginive,”



‘("tm possess, own exclusively"), and Avamaic mlk. J. Hastings
suggests: “he whose counsel was found best eventually became
king," and he offers the same etymology as does ﬁ.D,B.E Similarly,
7.8. Cheyne and J.$. Black spwoulate: "The king was the most
gifted and powerful member of a council of chiefs and eidarsa“
and they cite Mic. 4:9 as &uppmrt.@ Whether the etymology given
is correct or not, the use of fJ;V in the Bible, in every
appearance, signifies & monarch whoge reign is not intrinsically
dependent upon any council of chiefe or elders. MNowhere in the
Bible does f}:v mean or imply en advisor or counsellor, for
which the term is usually E&%I’. Thus, the attempts to define
Fﬂl« on the basis of the Akkadian cognate malaku are essentially

gpeculative and find no support in the Bible.

B. Kingship in Isveel Before the Tiwe of Saul.

The account of kingship in lserael, primr‘to the establishment
of Saul's veign, is confined to Jud. B:22 to 10:1. Until the time
of Gideon, no Israelite leader was offered the crown and the
guestion of instituting a wonarchy seems never to have arisen.

Although the tavaID;;/ s in either its nominal or verbal
form, is not used, the offer of the "men of Isrgel™ to Gideon is
made clearly with hereditary succession in mind (Jud, 8:22).
Giideon's vefusal of their offer is couched in lenguage which, ale~
though svoiding the term iagjv (XEZV is used), implies an essen~
tially religious objection to monavchy: "...I will not rule over

you, neither shall my son rule over you; YHWH shall rule over you"



{Jud. 8:23).
| Gideon's son Abimelech, on the other hand, sotively sought
kingship to ithe point of sttempting to extirpate 8ll the othey
song of his ifmhw {(Jud, 9:5). What i8 noteworthy about the
account is that the kingship involved ig not over Isvael ss a
whmm; oY even avey a aignii’wmﬁ pection of one Isvaelite ixmuaeee
Indeed, Jud. B13uf tells uws explicity that the IMWM’E%
{ ﬁ 2¢! :/,n ) d4id not deal loyally with the "house of Jepub-
baal”, i.e. with Abimelech (... [7a)/ pA pY %0/ Jeu /f'{/ Y.
The succeeding mm@m«t in Chapter 9 mak‘sw it equally clear that
- the territory over which Abimelech muled was limited to Shechem
and its envivons, the population of which was lavgely non-Ispaelite
(Jud. 9:3 and 28), While it is true that Jud, 9:22 irﬁvm/{ rel

» j_)c 6( ¢ J?% p144 f’zf ¥ might indivate evidence to theuzﬂmramy,
" the context of the entire narrative leads us to suppose thet Isvael ‘
here refers only to the Ilsraelites living in the viginity of
Ehmham]
almost as if to exclude the use of f’rﬂ’ .

Thus, Jud. 9:1 « 3 veveals that Abimelech's vise to the

It is further significsnt that Jud. 9:22 employs 7€'/,

throne was made possible by his appesl to the men of Shechem, to
whom he was velated through his non-Israelite mother (Jud, $:28) .8 .
That Abimelech's short relgn was exsrsised primarily over non-
Israelites is confirmed by the conspivacy against him (Jud. 9:268%).
Gaal ben Bbed ineited the men ui Shechem by appealing to them to
ouet a person who is essentisily an outsider, Noteworthy ia the

contrast in Jud. 9:28 between © Fb: AY AP and "?J/t "



n  POC AN S/WH , i.e. the dignitaries of Hamor, the mmsw&l.
(therefore legitimate) lord of Shechem, The verse indicates
clearly that Gaal ben Ebed's appeal to the Shechemites to over»
throw Abimelech is based on the claim ‘that Abimelech, as I:a
f';ﬁ?,.’ v ({.e, an Israelite) had no right to rule over the oity
of ghechem (despite his non-Israelite wother), and that only a
full-blooded descendant of Hamor, the uncestral lord of Ehaﬂham
would be a legimmaté ruler. Further indication of the narrow-
ness of Abimelech's domain is his unsuccessful attempt to extend
his rule over the city of Thebez (Jud. 9:53ff). ‘

In the light of the foregoing analysis of Jud. 8:22 to 1011,
theve can be no guestion but that Abimelech never ruled over the
whole of Israel, or even over a signifivant tribal division, and
that the fivst king va% Israel was Saul. It may pe. helpful
however, to review the sentiwents toward monavchy in the Bible,
before going-en to a consideration of Saul's ascendance to the



CHAPYER TX

THE BEGINNING OF KINGABHIP IN ISRAEL

Positive attitudes toward the establishment of monarchy in
ancient Israel are found in a number of passages. Thus, Gen., 17:6,
v...and kings shall come out of thee.” This Qrmmiss, stated as
it is, together with prediotions of the future grestness of
Abraham's progeny, with the promise of a covenant with YHWH and
a land in which to dwell, clearly indicates a positive éimyméition
toward the establishment of monarchy in lsvael.

In like mamner, the raauvring statement in the Book of
Judges: "In those days, there was no king in Israel; every man
did that which is right in his Jown/ eyes” (Jud. 18:1; 19:1;

21:25 eto.), implies that the editor or narrvator responsible for
this comment vegards the lack of a king as lamentable, The state-
ment attributes the then prevailing moral laxity in Israel to the
abaence of that central political authority which is neeessary for
an orderly society, which a king would provide. It should be
noted that this etatement devives from & time when a King did rule
over Israel and that the author is indicating his approval of the
king's censtructively disciplinary role.

Dent, 17:14£f speaks of the time when the people, having
taken possession of the land, will enthrone a king, While the

people are cautioned to appoint orly him’ whom WHWH has chosen,



rone Ffrom among thy brethren” (thereby excluding all foreigners) .,
who will not aﬂﬁ excessively to his hovses, wives, silver or gold,
who will not lead the people bhaek to Bgypt but will "keep all the
words of this Instruction and these statutes,..”, n@ﬁhimg‘in the
passage iﬂdim&t&é a negative disposition toward the establishment
of monarchy. On the comtrary, although it warns the people
against royal excesses and sbuses of power, it offers no hint of
opposition to the netion of a human monarch relgning in Iﬁwaal,Q

In general, it wonld seem thét the view which é@mﬁ to prevail
in Israel was favorable to monarchy or, at the least, assumed
monarchy @s an accepted political veality. Thus, such references
to kingship and its appurtan@ﬁ@aﬁ us Gen. 49:10, "The sceptre
ghall not dépavf from Judah, nor the rulev's staff f@nm‘bmtwéen
his feet...;" 1 Sam, 2335, "...and he /fhe faithful priesy/ shall
walk before Mine anointed fovever;" and 1 Sam, 2:10b, ",,.and He
will give ﬁtﬁﬁﬁgth unto His king, and exglt the hovn (i.e. the
pmwefﬁf@f Hi@réﬁﬁintad;" as wallvaa the numerous aeanménaes'in the
Prophetie hmmk&faﬂd in the ﬁé@k.af Poalms. .

The axiatgmﬁa of two separate and differing aaaéunta of Saul's
ascendance to ﬁﬁ@ throne is a wtﬁ@la ﬂf aritical Biblical scholar-
ship. Of thﬁ ﬁ&m, the a&d@rwégmmuﬁt {ﬁaﬁﬁiﬁting»ﬂf 1 Sam. 931 -
101163 xlz;,~,1£4 15:1£8; iéilfﬁ, ete.), as has been vaqggnized‘.
by ﬁuhml&r&,-ﬁ@%rays no appaéifion to mmmagmhyaga

1 Sam. 911Ff tells of Saul, member of a family of the tribe
of ﬁﬁnjamimgﬂ*an& his s@vvnntiaaamehing the country~-gide for the

asses @f‘Eiah,'&nul'a father., They enter the city to seek out



10

the prophet Sameel (apparently knewn then by the titles “men of
" Mamer.” of, 1 Sam. 8:9) for help in thelr semech, Samual
greats mm with the news um the asges }wwm been found. He
posrbant mm with &mlu The day beforeg
Bl  frem the land of
Mn:’imm o be mmmm& *1d| over Tsvael, As Sawel is talking
o S‘aa&ul, VHWE peveals s ”m@mw this is the man of whom I sald
urdo thes, *this one shall have suthority over My W@mﬂ" Saul

and his servant sre then giwn the seats of honor at a samdficds
ek molnts Saul in wi%w a8
mvw YHB's W&@mﬁm (i.e. the land and people of Isvapl) and

mu%m Saul to keep M@ mw seoret witdl he ti.m for
az\imslwm i vips, The coossion for this aﬁﬁ.&mﬁwm is Saul's
mmym of the tribas to come to the resave of JabesheGilead, which.
is ﬁmmwﬁi by the Awmonites. The victory is followed by Smsl's
@mmmmim as Jing: (1 $m- m;.«»&.&}.

mm:a immmﬁzim of ’ﬁm& acoount e posltive attitude towerd
monavchy i found in 1 Som. 30427 and 13:12. In the 4 former verge,
the »z te of Saul's enthrosemsnt are viewed as ¥ y ¥ &A“"yﬁ’ N
Lets Morthless mm’x" ¢ i fferaffl! In the latter ditation, the
pepulace s povtnayed as belng so incensed against these diseldents
proposs that im«y ba put to death, >

ag %o

Oppositlon to mongrchy dn anclent Jeywel is voiced by m@@mg
Jotham (Gldeonts youngest son) and Bamiel (scoopding to the later

court)s  Gideon's ebjection, es has been indicated sbove, is




Aok

essentially a weligi@mg'@naa iews Yﬁwﬁ alone is king and no mortal
has the vight to rule over Israel iﬁ YﬁWH‘$ stead (Jud. 8:23).

Jotham's objection is expressed in the ferm Qf‘a pavables
“fhe trees went forth.,.to snoint s king over them...” (Jud. 9:8££).
His words betrasy a basic hostility t@ the very concept of mmn@wmhyw
That hostility is ﬁx@waﬁ@@d in a thr%amf@lﬂ proposition; anyone
worthy of being k&ng~w§nld certainly refuse the offer; the one
who finslly agrees to rule is the least fity snd to serve guch &
person is as imwlmu&iﬁla us to take shelter wnder & tha?n'%wﬁhm |
Thus, Jotham's parable is wove than sn attack on his brother
Abimelech; it ie mw,a@tiqmmmamahi@ﬁl_@mamwunmammnt.

The third and mé#ﬁ-dat@i&@ﬁ,gw@aﬁﬁt of opposition to mqnarahy
consists of 1 Sam. 811 - 22; 10117 - B7a; 1211 » 20; 1311 - 14146,
Samuel's hostility t@wsﬁd monarchy iﬁzﬁmﬂﬂﬁ&iﬁi&ﬁa, He is angewed
by’th@:gamylﬁ?@ r@qu@ﬁ% for a king and he gﬁﬁm&mﬁﬁ-th@,inatitmtiwm
of moparchy in a t@t@iiy pegative light, The "manmer of the king"
(L Smm. 8:110f) which he details is that of a tyrant who will
‘eventuslly indulge in excesses and abmmm@ of power, In hig
‘admonition, Samuel wmﬁﬁﬁ_that (=) the king will conseript the
male population in order to eteff the chariotry, infantry and
corvee and will dvaw ﬁ@@%@#ﬁm female pepulation for the domestic
sorps of the palace (L Sam., 8:11 » 13, 16); (b) he will confiscate
and pavoel them out to his

the best of the egrioultural lands
seyvants and favmwita@ (¢ Sam. 8:14) ) and () he will requive a
tithe of #ll the pw@ﬁwm@ of the land es well as the catile in order

to support the kingdem (1 Sam. 8:15, 17). The imevitable result |
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Will be that the people will ery out in protest against the
burden which monarchy imposes, but YHWH (who has been rejected)
:will.nat answer (L Sam, 8:18), 1In addition to the above ob~- |
jectione to monapchy, it must be etressed that a personal reason
is given in regard to Samuel who feels himself and his soms
w&j&mt&ﬁ. The anewer to Samiel's pevsonal pique is that a graatar
affront has been offered to YHWH» "...for they have not rejected
th&a,'but they havg yejected Me, that I should not be king over
them" (1 Sam. B8:7).

Samuel's objection to mongrchy on the ground that the king
will ultimately abuse the royal authority and haaomé oppressive
and tyrannical might well have been hased on his améuaiﬁtan@e
with Egyptian ﬂnd-canaénita kiﬁgﬁhip. Opposition to Saul on the
part of the Israelites themselves, ae expressed for example by
the "worthless mem" (L Sam. 10:27 and 11:12) is not difficult
to ﬁn&a&mt&aﬁ. The Israelite tribes cherished their individual,
political rights and privileges as assured by the autonomous
tribal rule, The dissidents who refused to bring “tribute”
¢ ;7{1//V ) to Saul were expressing, in all likelihood, more
than paveimony. The king’s threat to tribal autonomy would also
he a threat to those who exeveige authority under the tribal
scheme of orgeanization.

In the face of these objeations, the rise of monavchy in
Isvael has been accounted for in goeial, political or econemic
terms, or in & combination of these. Whatever the weight of

social and economic factors, the most likely explanation lies in



the inadequate defense which loosely tied tribes could offer to
the assaults levelled by Isvenl's nelghbors. In addition to the
explioit BOCOUNT of the Amwnite threat to Jabesh-Gilead and of
the threats by other nations (es detailed in the Book of Judges),
scholars have generwlly vegarded the wise of the power of the
hilistines, in Saul's time, s the aruclal impetus which Mﬁt the
don thelr tvibal autonomy in favor of -mmhy.m

Israalites to
i%@m;am' that thelr wuilnerability vendered them eosy ﬁwil to
whatever ewmy warched through the lend, the relatlvely disorgan-

fued ond disunited teibes demsnded a stronger, meve defensible politie

cal ovgeniszation, headed (as weve other polities) by & king
(ef, 1 Sam, 8:19£€3 9516 and 12112),

Qitzh the defeat of the antiwmonerchical gmm:y {éw parties) ,
| and with the esteblishuent of Saul's welgn, kingehlp becase an
amég;%ﬁ fact and, 8 on inetitution, was appavently never a@&xﬁn
@@umﬁmm& or oppesed in Biblical times. It vemsdned the farm of
government in the nowthern kingdom down to ite fall and in Judah
vepained & dream even alter ite voyal dynasty was ended by forelgn
conquercrs, From ) Sam, 16 eovend, the institution of menaveny,
if not every individual king, hes the blessing of the pecple, prophet
and Dedty, | | |

B, Features of Baul's Reign,
| The compesite navrative of the Book of Semiel Tules-out any
consistent soocunt of Seul's vise to the throne and eubsequent

velgn, Heverthalees, the latter acommt, as has been seen, provides

18
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ample evidenoe of oppesition to the institution of wonavchy a8
well as to Saul himeelf., In the face of this considerable op~
position, Saul's ﬁmt major tesk is to prove his worth and
juﬁmfy his election as king end "heasd of the tribes of Isyael”
{1 Sam. 15:17}.

The praviously made observation (ef. above p. 13) that
Saul's appointment as mﬁg over Isvael ig dictated primavily by
the need for unity among the Israelite tribes, a unity necessi-
tated in twen, by the need f-p;ﬂ organized, co-ordinated weslstance
against the militavy aspoults of Isvesl's neighbove, is mxpkwimm
In 1 Sam., 8:19F%, the people insist that they have a king “tmt
we may also be like all the nations, so that our king way 'jndge’
us and go-out befove us and Pight our wave.” In 1 Sam. 9316,
God tulls ﬁmm ",. you shall anoint him to e ’C_/J over My |
people Isvael, and he shall save My people out of the handsy of
the Philistines.” And in 1 Sam. 12:12, Samuel reminds the
peoples "And when you saw that Huhash the king of the childven
of Ammon camg againet you, you mﬁ.ﬂ o me, ‘Nay, but & Mmg shall
relgn over Ws...'"” |
tpate his worth comes, in the

Saul's opportunity to demons
alder acoount, téhem Nehash end his Amonite troops besiege the
town of Jabesh-Gilead, Upon veceiving the news, Saul rallies
the tribes and vouts the forues of Nahash.'* The victory is the
signal for Saul's ecclamwation as king. In the other asqount,
Saul's encounter with the Philistines (oh. 13), though coming
after his anoiniment, is similavly successful. Heve again ik
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is stressed that the tribes are united behind Saul in the of-
fonsive against the Fhilistines ("...and the people were gathered
| together behind Saul in Gilgal”). Despite being cutnunbered and
&ampim the shovtage of weapons, the united Isvaslites wage a
successful offensive agsinst the FPhilistines in Michmas (L Sam.
- 14:31) . The victovy is due, at least in part, to the success of
anathm*a anbitious forvay upon the Philistine garrison. |

Having surmounted the opposition to his ascendance to the
throne and having proved his worth against the Ammonites and
againet the Philistines, Soul finally succeeds in "taking” ov
consolidating his hold on the kingship over Yerael (of. ) Baw.
14547 where the verb %Df implies a struggle) . Puvther stress
on Saul's valor and impressive victories is found in 1 Sam. 14478
which mentions hiﬂ suceess against I»ﬁrml*m enemieg: Moab, BEbom,
Ammon, the kings of Zobah, the Philistines and the Amalekites.

Despite this last eited passage, however, it eppears that
the Israelite tribes were never free of foreign miliﬁw threats
during Saul's reign. Although the Amwonites weve repulsed and
the Amalekites badly mauled, theve can be no doubt that the
%iliwima constituted a threat to Israel throughout Seul's reigne
(L Sam. 14:52; 17:1£€; 1918€F; 23:127F, ete.); indeed, Saul's last
battle is an enga@amm with the Philistines on Mownt Gilboa, in
which he and his sons (with the exveption of Ish-baal/lshwbogheth)
are killed. The mmmm&m continue to be a threat well into
Pavid's reign.
| it miaat: be clear thét Baul's task in unifying the tribes
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could not have been an easy one. While it is true that he appar-~
v&ntly suceeeded in orgenizing and uniting the tribes, enabling
them to act effectively in military ventures, the system of tribal
organization and autonomy sppears to have remsined essentially
ummhanged*ls As will be seen later, Baul's and David's reigns
differ comsidevably in this vespect,

The details of Saul's asctivity as king and "head of the
tribes of Israel” (I Sam. 15:17) ave limited almost emtirely to
hig military functions. Political unification apparently lagg@d
far behind. FPollowing his ancinting, Baul retwrng to his own .
home in Qibeah with a small stending army consisting of recruits.
There is no aayital.éna,no place. Even following his defeat of
the Ammonities and his subsequent vecognition and slection, Saul
fails to establish a eapital, a political center for the kingdom,

Pespite the conflicts between the accounts concerning the
wason for Baulfs pejection by YHWH, both acecounts are in agree-
ment that Saul wae rejected (1 Sam. 13:13; 15:23, 28f) and, it
would appear, gquite early in his veign. MNevertheless, it seems
that Saul's standing army, probably vecruited in large part from
the tribe of Benjamin, remained loyal to him., Although he accuses
his Benjaminite favorites of disloyalty in not reporting
Jonathan's pact with Pavid (1 Sam, 22:7 and of, 18:3 and 20:13 to
17}, there is no iIndication in the narrative that the Benjaminites
eveyr betray him, On the gontrary, they remain loyal to Saul and
to hig h@ﬁs@ to the last and support Ish~baal/fsh-bogheth in his

claim to the throna,
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A clue to the resson for thig Lloyalty is offevad by 1 Sam.
2237, where Baul a&ﬂ#@aw&% the men who conprise his court: "Heap
now, you Benjaminites, will the son of Jesse give every one of
you fields and vineyards...?" We cannot know whether these fﬁ@i@ﬁ
and viﬁmyarﬁﬁ pame into Ssul's possession through a system of
taxation or whether they vepresent tervitory gained by conguest
and parceled out to his retainevs in veturn for their aawvxﬂ&ols
outeide of this core of loyal Benjaminites, however, Saul's
advisors and &u@ﬁmﬂtﬁﬁa seem to be exceadingly few, if one mﬁy
judge from the accounts that deal with David's flight from Baul.
pavid, on the contrary, is veported to have gained the assistance
of Jonathan and Michal, Ahimelech and the priests of Hob, and the
prophets Bamuel and Gad (1 BSem. 19:18f, 9£F; 20:1, LuEE, 35;
and 22:5).

Protending that he has been sent on & secvet mission, Pavid
secures provisions from Ahimelech, one of the priests of Hob
(1 Sam, 2112€£). When Saul learns of this, he sumsons Ahimelech
"gnd all his father's house, the prieste that were in Hob" and
goouses them of having alded David in his conspiracy. Ahimelech
denies the cherge and admits to no knowledge of a conspirvacy; he
prefers to Devid es the wost trustworthy of Ssul's eervents, "the
king's son-in-law."” Saul then opders hiallarawliﬁ@ guard o slay
the prigsts of Nob, but his guerd refuses to "put forth their
hand to fell upon the priests of YHWL" Doeg the Bdomite periooms
the execution (1 Sam. zézllfﬁ}n

the one survivor of the slaughter, Abiasthar ben Ahdmelech,
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flees to David for refuge and protection. ﬁ@n,th@ra_halany doubt
that ﬁaﬂl'm‘alayima‘ﬁf the priests of Nob alienated any_yviﬂatly‘
support that he may have had? And does not the refusal of his
Isrvaelite guard to participaste in the slaughter indicate the kind
of disaffection which iwpelled other dissidents to Join David
(cf. 1 Sam. 22:15)7%7 |

We cannot know the extent of tarrit@wy:ﬁVﬁr which Baul
exercised effective rule, nor indeed, the extent to which the
tribes, including Judsh, weintained their allegience &ﬁ Israel's
first wonarch, We know very little about the velstionship, if
B h@ﬁwean;ﬁaui and the eult, we know only that Bamsel resided
in Ramah as the "seer'/"prophet” of that town and that Nob seems
to have been a primstly oenter. Although 1 Sam. 1319 tells of
gaul sacrificing s burnt-offering, while waiting for Samuel in
Gilgal, Bcvipture givee no single exeample of Ssul acting as
arbiter in social or politicel disputes. We may only presume from
Samuel's “Favewell address” in Chapter 12 that he relinguished

his role as "judge” to the newly-crowned king.

Within a few yeave of his election as levael's fivet king,
Saul suffers from frequent psychic sberrations., Whether these
are of a melancholie, or wanic depressive ov schizophrenie
nature is beyond our ability to say. 7The Bibllesl idiom expresses
it a8 follows: "Now the epirit of YHWH had departed from Saul
and an evil spirit from YHWH tervified him¥ (1 Sam. 18:14);



"And when the 5@%1;7 gpivit from God was upon 8aul, David took
the harp and played...; so Saul found relief.,.end the evil
spirit departed from him" (L Sem. 16:23); and "...an evil spipvit
from God came mightily upon Saul and he vaved ( /2',3/ T ) within
the house...” (1 Sam. 18:10). "
With regard to Saul's prophesying/raving, there are two
traditions. One account traces Saul's prophetic eépaeity_ﬁ@ his
pre-coronation advaﬁtuwe with Samuel. According to this account,
Saul's prophesying is an indication that the spirit of YHWH is
with him and that "God gave him anmth@r heart" (1 Sam, 163939
gualifying him to reign as king. Thu&.im i Sam, Y0:11E, the
proverb, "Is Baul ml&w'amwng the prophets?”, betrays aﬁ admiving
attitude toward S&uikﬁ‘ﬁreyhmtiu ability. rhia»is Qlaamvﬁrum‘
the response to the expostulation whimhvh&aam@ pﬁ@Vﬂﬁbi&lgj "and
who is their father?" ( PIAL A 5 ef. 1 Sam. 10:12)
 may be understood to mesn, "Do these other prophets, by virtue
of some speuvial 9@&&gﬁaag have anyvgraﬁtér‘right to prophesy?"”
in another aceount, ﬁh& same parable is stated with éiadain and
reproach, as if $&ul‘$:"pr@phé$yiﬁg“ is an aptivity demeaning to
 a king: "and he /Saul/ too stripped-off his clothes and also
prophesied before aémg@l and lay down naked all that day and all
vvfhat night. Hence thé'aaying, ‘Is'ﬁaul also among the pﬁoph@ts?'"
(L Sam. 19:24) . |
The matfew of suoeession became, apparently, one of Saul’'s
chief concerns. The friendship between Jonathan and David is

well attested to throughout 1 Samuel. There ave several covenants
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bwtﬁaﬁn them (L Sam. 1B:3; 20:13 « 17, &3@1?ﬁ$, two of which sssume
David's succession te the ﬁkvwﬁma Jonathan hes David swear an oath
that when David's enemles havé h@@ﬁ ﬁm&tr&yéd {and, yraﬁumably$
Pavid hes succeeded to the thwone), he will not act wnfaithfully teo
the house of Jonathan. In 1 ﬁému 23:17¢€, Jonathan a@kmawlw&%@az

", , . thou ah&it be king over Iﬁma@i and I shall be your EyéﬂVe andl
my father Saul knows this also.” '

It is possible that 1 Sam. 29317 us well as %&z@i {whare Saul
&émiws that David is to be the m@ﬁt king of Isvael) belong to an
secownt prejudiced in faﬁmm of the house of David. It should be
clear at all events from 1 Swem. 30%3& {("For as long as the son of
J@ﬁaa livaﬁ upon the eavth, y@ﬁ 4@@5@@%3@? ghall not be establiehed,
nor your kingdom ") that Saul expected his som to succeed him as
king. That Ish-basl/lsh-bosheth succeeds te the throne of the
porthern tribes following Seul's death supports this expectatlon.

pfter several attewpts have been made on his life by Bsul,
David flees the king's court. Seul appears to have spent the batter
part of the latter yeavs of his reign in pursuvit of David and his
followers., Finally, David flees the land vather than riek belng
"gwept-away one day by the hand of Sawl" (L Sem, 27:1) and he
becomes 8 vessal mf Achigh, king of Gath.

The sccounts of Duvid's ceveer snd ascendance to the thvone
contain several attitudes towsrd David and his bid for kingship.

1 Bam. 16:1Ff preserves the tradition that David was the choice of
YHOH and Sanuel whil& gaul yet reigned. According to this account,

gamuel journeys to Bethlehem, selects David from among Jesse's sons
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and anoints him; "and the spivit of YHWH came mightily upon David
from that day forward” (1 Bam. 16:13h). We émmnot overlook the
possibility, however, that this may be the account of a narrator
prejudiced in favor of the house of David.

According to one account () Sam. 1731 - 18:5), David a beard-
less youth, first attracts Saul's attention by the extraovdinary
act of heroism against Goliath (a tradition upon which doubt is
gast hy the notice of 2 Sam. 21:19, where Goliath is said to have
been killed by Elhanan of B&thlehem)nl& According to another
account (1 Bam. 16:14% « 23; 18:6 - 30), David is brought into Saul's
service as a skilled harpist, already "a mighty man of valor, a
man of war and prudent in affairvs..."” (L Sam. 16:18).

It is impossible to reconcile the accounts and resolve the
striking contradiction between the image of David as the inexperi-
enced shepherd lad, on the one hand, and as the experienced man of
war, on the other. HRoth accounts are in agreement, however, as to
David's early fame and success. Soon after he is admitted into
Saul's court, he is appointed to a high military command by Saul
and is invited to m&rfy into the royal family., This marriage could
not but be a significant upwavd step in David's career, and it is
noteworthy that when David finally comes to power, one of the cone
ditions that he includes in his pact with Abner is that Michal,
Ssul‘s daughter (whom Spul had taken-away and had given to Palti
‘ben Laish) , be restored to him (2 Sam. 3:13£). Attempting to
aseertain David's motive, we may ask whether he demsnded Michal's

regtoration in order to support the legitimacy of his claim to



22

Saul's throne and fhus to the support af ali Tarael
bavid's waputatiun g8 @ ekillful and successful ealdier is

well attested to in both accounts (1L Qam. 17:36£f and 18:71).
Moveover, the parable of the women ("S8aul has slain his thousands,
but David his ten~thauamu&s;".ef. 1 Sam. 18:7) is later repeated
by Achish, king of Gatha who refers to David, atr&ngely.en@ﬁgh,

as "king of the lanﬂ"'(l Sam, 21@12)‘7 Here again, we'may qﬁaﬁtimn
the significance and hi&twriuiky of these awaaunta~ Was ﬁﬁ%iﬂ
@enerally recognized aa the kin@»d&ﬁignat@g Sﬁul’a auaeea$av, by
'the royal houges of ﬁath (1 Gam., 21213) and Israel (1 3mm. auzzl),

or are these the e ex ‘a=? faoto aemeunts of a narrator who e

8

biased in favor of the Davidic ﬁym@ya. o
. Indeed the hamim guewtimn is whathﬂr mavxd made an active bi@
for the throne. Tha ta&timuny of 1 $am. lﬁxlff* 20413 - 17, 2L 185
C23:17f and 24321 ax@wamﬁ the view that Baviﬁ was the Qh&i&ﬂ mf }
WM, His anointed, anﬂ already wemmgnimmﬁ a@ such whiia $aul y&t
reigned as king. Evidﬁmee is mmple, hawwvarﬁ that ﬂavzd'a mi@e tu
power was mot aawmmyl%%haﬁ againet h&a own will, :

1 Sam. aazlff ymntraya David aa tha laader of a hand mt
ﬁmaleentents and gu@rillm~fightawa: ”&m& avarycne that was in dmatwa&m,

and everyone that waa-fn debt, and @Vmwyana that was disaont@ntad

-gath@r@dAtham@alVaaVﬁgyo him gﬁ&wiQ? gmd,ha,§emame eaptain_ayan,-‘
them..." Maraaver, ﬁéﬁ%&’a aatimata;affbavid,would agonfiem the
view that David was the rebel leader uﬁ a band of dissidents.

Thus, when David's m@n come to Nabal. to solicit his help and secure

provisions, he raplieas ¥, . JWho is maV1ﬂ, and who iz the son
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of Jesse? Many ave the servants today who break-gway each from
hie master..." (L Sam, 25:10). It appears that Nabal recognizes
David merely as a formerly loyal subject of the king now turned
pebel. Abigeil, Nsbal's wife, on the other hand, speaks as
'&hem@h David's rise to the throne lg a foregone conolusion sinee
he is YHWH's choice (1 Saw. 25:28, 30 and 31); she acknowledges
that YHWE has "appointed thee q’gU uvav Israel® gnd asks that
David remember her after he has claimed the throne.

1 Sam. 2%:118F and 26:1f¥ provide us with variant accounts
of an encounter and wawanmiliatiwn between Saul and David. It‘iw
notewoethy that in hath accounts David refuses to wage a counter-
offensive against Saul or to have him killed (L Bam. 24368 an&
36:9}, and he must even restrain his men from slaying 3@“13‘“30
David checked his e, . 8nd did not let them rise ageinst Gaul"
(L Sam. 24:8), Does tﬁﬁa support the view that David did not
pu@&u& an aetive role in his a&a&nﬂaﬁ&m tﬁ the throne or waeg it
ﬁavi&’@ feeling that hietory would takm its gouvse and that his
mawt advantageous pw&m@dur% wmulﬁ ba tﬂ gmim suppovrt and rﬁmmgnim»
tion ae Baul's 1aﬁitimata au@a@m@ww wiﬁhﬂuﬁ Llifting his hand
'agaiaat the lmﬁt@w? : ,

We ave told im l ﬁama 30:26 %hat naviﬁ gsent part of hi& apﬁi1
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to the @ld@r@ of Judahq vaven to his friends."™  If it were 9EV$ﬂ”
plmﬁ to gain the suppart of the hau&a of Judah through au&h gifﬁﬁg

ﬁmbsequ@nr history sppesrs to have maﬁm the plan a sueaaﬁ&a
following the death of Saul, the wen of Judsh come to Hebyon and
there anoint David Kimg over the house of Judah (2 Sam. 2:4).
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The men of Isvael, however, remain loyal to the house of Saul
‘and, with Abner's support, anoint Ish-baal/Ish-bosheth king over
Israel. Although Ish-bosheth's reign is cut-ghort &t two years
by his assassination, it is significant that the men of Israel do
not recognize David as their king for another five and a half years
(2 Sam. 2:10£), thi@ despite Abner's attempt to win-over the house
of Ispael for David during Ish-bosheth's Lifetime.

As noted above, part of David's pact with Abner conceyned the
vestoration of Michal to David (2 Sam. 3:13f and of. 1 Sam. 25:44).
We have considered whether this wes an attenpt on the part of David
to legitimize his elaim as Saul's successor, on the basis of his
marrisge into the voyal family, end to secure the support of the
houge of Isvael. In any cese, David finally wins the augpbrt of
the elders of Israel and aé@@ndﬂ the throne of a united kingdom
seven years and six months after his enthronement as king over the
house of Judeh.

bavid attempts to h&al‘tha wounds between his house and the
house of Saul by bringing Mephibosheth, Jonathan's son, to
Jerusalem to sat "at the king's tsble as one of the king's somns!

(2 Bam. 1EE, 113,2; However, the breach between the house of
Saul and David is not so readily mended, Absalom's conspiracy
 against his father gains considerable support not only in Judaeh
but also among the men of Israel (2 Sem. 15:6, 13; 16:15: 19:10%).
Judging feom 2 Sam. 19:;11, the men mf'Iﬁraal enoint Absalom as
their king, while most of David's w@tainerag ineluding the court

priests and his personal body-guerd, remain loyal and choose to
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}flee Jerusalem with David in the face of Absalom's triumphant
march against the city.

| As to the role of the house of Saul itself, there is some
guestion. According to 2 Bam. lﬁ:lff; Ziba, the sevrvant of
Mephibogheth, reports that his master has vemained in Jerusalem
hoping that the house of Israel would restore to him his father's
kingdom. According to 2 Bam. 19:27f, however, Mephibosheth denies
this charge end claims that his servant had deceived him and that
the charge is a slander. Mephibosheth claims that his loyalty to
the king has vemained unchanged. He scknowledges that David,
upon his ascendance to the throne, would have been wii:hin‘ his
rights had he wiped-out the entire house of Saul: "For all my
father's house were desevving of death at /The hand of/ my lovd,
the king; vet, you sét your servant among those who eat at your
oun table..." (2 Sam. 19:29). B ‘

Upon his retreat from Jerusalem, ﬁéviﬂ is met by thm@i ben
Gera, “of the family of the house of Saul" (2 8am. 16:5), who
aocuses David of having dealt treacherously with Saul's descendants
and of having usurped Saul's throne: "...YHWH hase brought upon you
all the blood of the house of Saul in whose place you have
reigned..." (2 Sam. 16:8).

Absalom's death of itself does not end the insurvection, Zadok
and Abiatbar, the court priests, arve dispatched by David to promote
the sentiment in Judah to restore the king to his throne. David is
compelled to make & concession to the party that supported Absalom.

Only so can we undevstand his appointment of Amasa ben Ithra (who



had commanded Absalom's army) to the position formerly held by hisg
loyal retainer, Joab. However, a rift which develops between Israel
and Judah results in a failur@ to regain the loyalty and support
of the northern tvibes for the house of David. The vevelt is ended
only when Sheba ben Bichri, who succeeds Absalom as rebel leader
of the house of Israsl, has been killed and Joab has restored him-
gelf as generval of David's tvoops (2 Sam, 20:1£%). |

These events reveal that the union of the tribas.ﬁmd&r David‘s
kingship was far from stable. For five years, the nattharn tribes
fail to vecognize David as their king, even af%&r Ish-bosheth's
death leaves them without a monavch. ﬂignﬁ of cuntinual disaffection
in the house of Iamaalgara axpraaﬁﬁd'ﬁy vevolutions against the
Pavidie dynasty, first with Absalom as rebel leader and then wnder
Sheba ben Bichri, a Benjeminite., It sppeasrs, thervefore, that
despite David's military triunphs against Isreel's enemies, compo-
&itiﬁn of the frihal guarrels batween the house of Saul and the
house of David was not ﬁahiev&&. |

That disunity v@mﬁinéd and continued to divide Judah and Israel,
keeping them separate aﬁd independent polities, is g@navally‘reawgm
nized, Roland de Vaux writes: "Israel and Judah are sometimes
allies, sometimes eﬁamiﬁm, but they are always independent of each
other, and other natimﬁa treat them ag distinet antiti&s,*zz From
the beginning of David's kingship, thm emeprgence of Judah as 8
separate and exclusive polity is clearly vigible. In this regard,
John Bright observes: "A state of Judah emerged as a separate

entity within the Israel to which Eshbaal laid elaim. Both
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tfsprael’ and 'Judah' began thereby to agsume new cmnnotatians.“zs

Thus it is that Judah is first to vecognize David as king
without congidering the fate of the northern tribes (2 Sam. 2:%3;
In 2 Sam. 19:44fF, after Absalom's defeat, we ave told how the
men of Israel and of Judah contend as to who @haﬁld take pre-
cedence in restoring the king to his throne; in this passage,
the distinction between the “men of Israel" and the "men of Judah”
makes explicit the essential sepavateness of these iwo political
entities. |

Although the uprising of Absalom gains support in Judah, as
well as in Isvael, the continuation of the revolt wnder the leader-
ghip of Sheba ben Bichri is confined to Isrvael alone. Judah ‘
pemaing loyal to the Davidic house (2 Sam. 20:2) and this loyalty
to the Davidic dynasty remains a feature of the JUﬁe&ﬁ\pﬂlifiﬂ&l ‘
goene down to its fell in 586 B.C.E.

The shifting of his head¢quarters from Hebron in Judah to
Jerusalem seems to have been one of the first of David's major
accomplishments. The text (2 Sam. 5;6£F) leaves considerable doubt
as to two questions: whether David actuaslly conquered all of
Jerusalem or whether, after thé gtronghold was taken, the Jebusites
did not come to some kind of understanding in which David was .
acknowladged as master while the Jebus ites muntinﬁed in gaaﬂeaaimﬁ ‘
of such rights to property as is revealed by 2 Sam, 24:24%. In
this passage, David purchases the threshing-floor of Avaunah the
Jebusite and builds there an alter dedicated to YHWH. It would

gseem that while David succeeds in capturing and holding the strong-



hold of Zion ("the seme is the oity of Devid;” ef. 2 Sen. 217),
the presence of a ﬁ&mwﬁ in so prominent a z»lmzé in Jevvsalemn
vmﬁﬁmm that bBavid never mede all of Jeruselem into 8 wmm |
royal preserve, J.0.0. and 5.8, Delver ggree thet the stvongheld
of Zion is mot to be eguated with the whoele of Jevusalem. Derivew
weitess ",..based on the ussge of the Old Testewent itself...the
"gion' of sneient timss was the South-Hseteyn HiLL of |
Jevusalen..." ' §o too, 1.0.C. maintains thet "Zion" sonstituted
only a part of the eity, “undoubtedly the wantern v

David'e oholee of Jerusalem as the domein of his wvoysl cowrt
and center of the hingdom wask be understond against the beok~
ground of teibel vivalpies. Sioee the oity had never been & paet

of either Judah or Israel, David's choice of Jerusalem may have
been motivated by the desire to vemove the
tribal politics, muoh the sume &5 Weshington, B.Cey 48 8 sapavrate

government from luter

eRtity and not consideved one of the states.

The concantration of political authority in David®s hands
is furtber menifested in the construction of & palace for the
king, with the sssistanoe of Hirwn of Tyre whe W@%ﬁ«éi the
matarials snd the Lebovers (2 Sam. $:11f). Dsvid's own weslth
| and prestige sve peflected in his havem of wives end conuubines
{2 Bam. 5:113) ~ & prectios, to the best of ouwr hnowledge, W
to Heul.

| %he orgenisetion of @ voyal conrt end the prelifevation of
wfficisle provides @:&m throne and the kingd
gentral ised sdminietration. Sowe of the taels falling for the

with an effeetive
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fivet time to such @ buvesucrscy in Isrvsel were the anbitious
building progeam; the sdministration of the booty and tribute
taken from subjugated peoples (2 Sam. 8:1Ff) end the texation
at howe which undoubtedly supported the building program; the
direction of the militery; and the oult, ‘
 Bome funotionaries of the royal nourt wwmwmsf mentioned

‘ave Josb, geneval of the wemy; Jehosafat, the "pacorder;” Badok
and Ahimelech, the voyal priests; Seraiuh, the “soribei” and
Benaigh, hesd of the m@mmam; kmﬁygx&&mg '&:m Charethites and
Palethites (2 Sam, M&m y

There is no indication that David's eppointment of royal
priests comstituied sn atbempt to cenmtvalize the oult along the
lines cavried out later by Josish in keeping with tm Deutep-
mmmi@a program, It ds likely that David m&w@m to Jend furthey
prastigs to the cepitel by the ersction of & woyal Temple and
through the appointwent of voyal priests. Thus, the centralization
of @mﬁh&mﬁ’w in the hands of the king brought with it not only
political but alse a messwre of ewltic eonsclidation. In addition |
to being & peliticsl eemter, the City of Bavid also becam: a
- ewleie centen. ' |

David's appointwment of his sons as "priests” (2 Sem. 8:18)
aonstitutes & pm%mh which we e:-axmﬁ vesolve. On the ome band,
the priestly ﬁfmﬁimm would have it that only ﬁemmeﬁmm of
Aavon gould serve m wiﬁm:iy fumtmm’mm on the othey hﬁmﬁa
David's mm:zmmm of hm mm% a8 "priests” ,L& not challenged

nor does Ewi.gcft;wa pregerve wmmim of thia mmm, Moveaver,
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the varistion presewvved in 1 Ch, 18117 :;i,mdmm’:m the Chrouiolerts
Ld make an appointwent whigh

inabilicy to understand how David cou
would supersede Aavonic tradition; the text substitutes P J aY.
fﬁ"ﬁ "“5 for the Pjﬁb of 2 Gam, 8118,

Briver weitea: "From 2 Sam. 20:26...4t wmay be inferved that
Mavid's song/ stood in some spenial relation te the King.

domastic prissts’..,

It seems not lmprobable that they weve 7
g@wim@@ apecially to perform veligious offives for the kinmg, i
Briver further notes that in Egypt "ms? Mmg‘a@é m@m.ﬂm sdvisers
ww ehosen from among the prigste...0t hap sleo been supposed
that ‘@h&e title wae adopted m Amitation of the Fhoenioiens , mg
whom memberg of the 'ﬁmwl family often £illed priestly offices...
Heither the Bgyptian novr the Phoenioism parallel thus makes it
probable that the Hebraw _%g@m should have been wsed to denvte
persons who weye nol maliy tpriests. T fo too, 1.C .,E;.! Qo
mentss "...theve is mo veason fov departing from the plain mmm@
of oup tm%“zg Thus, both 3.8, Driver and I.0.C. socept the
"plain mmmg“ of the text smd meintein thet Devid did in fact
appoint his sens as priests; Driver offers only conjectures as
posaible explanations. | , | .
David mmmli%&’ seems to have soted s priest, Saul, it will be
vovelled, offers sacvifices in Gilgal without wmm:fizag for Sanuel
to &mivé and ig not only oriticised but, mmvﬁim\ to the leter
(negative) account, is rejected by WWH for this amet (L Sam, mm -
1%). Soripture presevves no such critipism of David: he wears mn

ephed (&-:Mmﬁ G:14b) , part of the customary priestly gavk, offers-
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wp "buent-offerings” and "peace-offerings” (ve. 17) mmﬁ~&1wm&am |
the people by the name YHWH (vs. 18), Moveover, the tradition
preserved in 2 Ch. 29:25f, 30 and 35:15 amawihaﬁ to David the
ﬂﬂmyﬁﬂiﬁiﬁﬂ»ﬁﬁ'ﬁ@@ﬁﬁ of the Temple lLiturgy as well as the
astablishment of 8 musival gwild, It appeave, therefore, that
pavid himeelf was largely responsible for the organization of
the eult in Jeyusalem, with @rié@ﬁa constituting & part of the
voyal court, and bossting ywmbah&y g musioal guild.

Upon David's instwuctions, the Ark is brought to Jerusalen
(2 Sam. 6:LEf) with the fotention of building s permanent Sanctuary
to YHWH, in whieh the Ark would be housed (2 Sam. 7:1fF). Nathan's
ovacle congerning the building of s permenent Sanctusry duving
pavid's reign is negetive, stating that tha ?ﬁmpL@ is to be buily
by David's gon. The plan is abendoned. 1t is posaible that
Hathan's dream-ovacle is the work of s maprator whe is explaining
the postponement of the building of the Tenple until Solomon’s
reign. |

bavidts closse w&l@ti@ﬂmhi@ with the eult is underscoved by
the Fact that when David and his loyal vetainers are fleeing
Jerugalem prioy to Absulom's trivmphent @ntwaﬂéag Zadok and the
Levites curvy the Ark out of the city (2 Sam, 15:24).

David's huiiﬂimg-pr@gmam geams to have basn limited to the
constyuction of the woysl palace. Theve are two references which
may point te the imstltution of a eorves. In 2 Sam. 12181, we
ave told that the eaptives whom David took From Rakhah, the
eapital of Ammon, amﬁ_frémiall‘thmaammamita gities weve fopoed
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to pevform various kinds of labor. In 2 Sam. ms%g we lasm |
that "Adoram was over the oa/" i.e. the coovvee. Except for these
sitations, thepe is no indicatiop that David instituted a gorves
aomposed of Isrselites, as was the case during Bolomon's reilgn,

gimilawrly, theve is no indication that the imperisl consclidetion

which David imitisted brought with it elsborate building plans
guch as were later undertaken Bw Bolomon,

The census which David T@.&ﬁ&@@ to be taken (V...0Go, nunber
Israel and Judshi™ ef. 2 Sam. 24:11£F) was probably motivated by
the desire to mseertsin the mumber of wem of military age . Under |
pavid's leadership, the srmy hed been transformed from 8 @m@i -
porps of volunteers , which it had beon under Saul, into a paxma- |
'mmm professional body. 8Ssul's standing aemy was effective mslgé
in securing Teveel's borders snd in deiving-back foreign military
assaults. David's memy, on the other hand, is reorganized and
brought divectly under the kmg‘@ command. mm@mﬂ, ﬁwi@.‘“@ |
apny successfully weges aﬁﬁ“mfﬁw@ panpaigne, on ﬁwegisgﬁ goil, and
gaing for Israel tha new status of an Wiﬁ@wk%gm;aﬂ |

On seversl ovcasions, David either leads the apmy personally
(2 Sam. 5:8 snd 31:15) or plays & major pole in the decleive Qum-
paign (2 Bam. ms,%),_, It would sppear that there is a distinotion
between the national militayy foves, recrvuited for s specifie time,
and the standing semy which David himgelf led. In the assault
against the oity of Jevusalemw, %vi@a_ Izade his man { {"Dg/ 7
/ '@ﬂ/ /) sgainet the Jebusites, the vinhabitants of the land"

(2 gam, 536). Hoteworthy is the contrast between "David and sil
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the people who wews with him" { [}’/‘i’ }761( PYN fgl 3y wf., 2 Sam,
6:2) and "the king and his men” ( /’fé//’[/ ,’0;;/7? ; of . 2 Sam. 8:6).
David's successful sttempt to transform the nation-kingdom
iﬁt@ an empiva-kingdom is due not only to the wff&aéiwﬁm@a@ of
the army whigh David orgenized and led. @h& international
political situstion which obtained st the tuen of the wa@émd
millenium waé highly favorable to Isvael's unprecedented sswendsnee.
Holand de Vanx weites: "The motion &f @ national stabte gave way
o that of an empire, which sspived to fill the place left vacant
by the decline of Egyﬁﬁi@m @@wawb"3l' Johm Bright too notes the ;
decline of Bgyptian power by the end of the second millenium and
weites: "No rival power axisted tmfimh@xi%‘ﬁh@ ﬂ#kvié of Bgy

peie
Asistic holdings. ‘The Hittite Bmpive had venished. Asyvia...
entered a century of W@akmaﬁﬁ,{iﬁanaaﬁa meanwhile, no longer

defen

imwwgiaﬁ and infiltration of new @@a@&sﬁe“az

ded by imperial POWER had been dealt & fesrful blow hy.ﬁhm

Thus, it appears thut 8t the time that David comes to power,
not & single state in Mesopotamia, Asia Minov, Syvis or Bgypt
was powerful enough to interfere with lsrgel’s plane for expansion.
Within the context of this political void in the ancient Middle

Best, Ba@id was able not only to secure Isvasl's borders but

axpand ﬁhem #s well, On mwore than one opcegion, David engages

the Philistines in battle and defeats them so decisevely that thayA
never sgain vecover thelr power to threaten Isveel (2 Sem. 5:17£f%,
226F; 811 21136 to 27). |

Having secured his southern snd westevn flenks, with the
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capital apparently secure in the aify of David, the king's forces
are deployed pastward across the Jordan as far as Damascus and
zobah, In a series of battles, David subdues the Moabites
(2 Sam. 8:2), Hadadezer king of Zobsh (ve. 3), the Arameans of
Damascus who had attempted to aid Hadadezer (vs. 5), in addition
to Ammon, Amalek and Bdom (2 Sam. 8:12Ff). With the Amalekites
subdued and with garrvisons stationed in ﬁd@mg the eastern and
gouth-eastern borders are secured.

Only against #hmaniaia does David not go to battle, either
because it is not possible, necessary or desireable. Under Hiram I,

Phoenicia aﬁkaws into a political and economic pact with Isvael

which mumgt have been mutually beneficial.

By the time David's forces have sccomplished his expansionist
goals, the Isvaelites ave in control of territories Ffrom Kadesh
on the Orontes River in Syria to Ezion-geber on the Gulf of Agqabah.
Philistia and the peoples of Transjordsn either are made tribu«
taries, or acknowledge David as king, or both. Thus, with the
partial or total defeat of the Philistines, Ammonites, Amalekites,
%ﬂ@biﬁ@s, Arameans ,and Bdomites, with the tribute flowing into the
city of David from these auhjugaﬁ&d territories, and wiih
Phoenicia®s assistance in the building program, Israel became
economically s well as militarily secure.

Toward the end of his reign, David fails to provide firm
leadership. In the absence of any designated successor 1o Pavid's
thr&na,.a struggle ensues h@tweém Adonijsh and his followers and

the supporters of Solomon, There is a guestion as to whather
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'w;i.mgm;i*&:um\mmmmmﬁ an a@mwm prinaiple of am@mmm to
ﬂtm throne, As has slread heen stated shove (p.20 ), the B
dynastic prineiple of heveditwry sucoession wig assuned in Iaﬁmal
ias‘m‘#:h the pre-monarchical and tha monarchicel pericd. This is
clear from the wrequest of the men of Isvael that @mmﬂ rule over
them ("Rule thou over us, both thow and thy son and thy'ﬁ@wﬂﬁ

son 8lso.,.;" of. Jdud, 8:22); from Seul's expeotation that his
gon Jonathan would suoceed him (1 Sem. &@z%&)s and from Nathen's
dvesm-ovacle (“When thy days are fulfilled, and thow shalt sleep
with thy fathevs, I will seteup thy seed after thee...and I will
establish his kingdom;” of, 2 Samw. 7:12).

An attempt to sstablish the pringiple of pﬁimgmimm in
vegard to succeseion is vevesled i Josk's effort to persusde
David to restors Absalom from banishment. When, in 2 Sam. 14:13%,
the woman of Tekoa uses the werds: "Why then hast thou devised
guch & thing againet the psople of God? Por in &wmmng; this
woprd the king is sa one who 1s gulliy, in that the king doth m&:
fetoh home again his banished one. For we will ceprtainly die and
/Be7 Like water spilt wpon the ground which cannot be vess-
pembled,..," she is indinating that the banishment of Absalom
aonstitutes & &amg&r to the mﬁximm;' To whmt dangey cau she have
veferenne? It seems likely that she is leoking Forward to the |
possibility that upon the king's desth, there would be & son in
goed standing meking & claim to ascend the throne, while an elder
son whe has been in banishment might eeturm to contest that claim.

As David's death ‘bacomes. imminent, the matter of succession



b@mmmma a erucial issue, Adoniiah, the eldest son, makes & bid
fﬁv}tha throne. His elaim must cortainly have been based upon

the principle of primogeniture. He gains the suppﬁvt m§ Joak |
and Abisthar, the priest; the vest of David's court, ingeluding

the "mighty men," vemain aloof and wnallied.

The prophet Nathan and Bath Sheba secure David's indovgement
of Solomon as supcessoy to the throne (L Kings 1:10£1). Zadok,
Benaish and Nathan ave swwmoned by David and in&twm&taﬁ.tm bring
$ulmma§ to Gihon and anoint him there as king. The fé&t that
Solomon is to be anﬂimt@d during ﬁavmﬁ*a Lifetime, rather than
after the monaveh's death, Indicetes thaf David wanted to be sure
that Solomon would indeed succeed him to the throne. With Solomon's

enthronement accomplished, and with his kingship suppbrted by most

had accompenied Solomon and the coronation pavty to ﬁihmn),
Adonijeh's bid for the throne ga&la@@a@; his followers scatter snd
it is not long after David's death that Solomon has Adonijah killed.
Thus it is that Solomon ascends the thyome and, with no rival to
challenge his claim to succeed Pavid, the kingdom is establighed

in Solomon's hands (of. 1 Kings 21486 .

The diffevences between the reigns of Saul and David ave many
and significant. Under David's rule, the government of tha‘kingdam
is gentralized, a capital estsblished and a palace built. Although
a permanent Senctuary is not constructed to house the Avk, the Ark

is kept in Jerusalem, cldse to the ﬁhwmn@.aﬁﬁ attended by royal
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;primatau A royal court is developed which inaluﬁaa the various
‘governmental heads: priests, geneval of the army, "scribe," "
head of the Cherethites and Pelethites, "vecorder,” and the court
proph&tsa( The army beoomes a highly effective force. The
philistines ave defested decisively; the borders ave secured and
Israel's neighbors cemguered and forced to pay tribute. Isvael
is thus transformed from & kingdom to an empive.

The wilitary and economic successes are not enough, bowever,
to prevent the revolit of Absalom and the comtinvation of that
rebellion on the part of the northern tribes under S8heba ben
Bichri. Nevertheless, the insurvections are gquelled and the king
is vestoved to his throne. Before his death, David designates
Sclomon as his successor and sees to it that he is sncinted king.

David, for all his difficultics end defects, served the
later prophete as the prototype of the future ideal monareh who,

reigning in justice, would reunite the divided kingdom.

B, The Reign of 8ol

Upon ascending the throne, Solomon wndertekes fivet to set

the royal house in order and then to revrgsnise the court.
hdonijah, who had challenged Solomon's claim to the throne, is

put to death by ﬁanéiah upon orders ﬁ&am the king (1 Kings 2:25).
whan Joab learns of Adonijah's death, he flees to the "Pent of
YHWH" and seeks refuge behind ghe alter, hmyiug that the Sanatuary
would provide protection agsinst Solomon's plen to eliminate all

rival elaimants to the throne together with thelr followings.
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The Banctuary offers Joab no such yrutwmti@m and he is killed;
ﬂena&ah is then sppointed general of the swmy in Joab's stead
{1 Kings 2:34£). Ghimei ben Gava is placed wnder house-arvest
and within three years he too is killed. With his death, the
plan attributed to David to establish the kingdom firmly in
Solomonts hands (1 Kings 2:1ff) is mmmpl@?aﬁ,
| The royal court is reovganized and expanded so as to inmxuﬂﬂ
'tw&alva £ ’9{) » the bead of the ,/D' A?J . the head n:af the roval
household, and the king's 77D /;),b {"chief minister and the |
king's friend"). In addition to these offices which Solomon
created, there were the priests, "scribes,” "recorder," and the
head of the O (orvee). According to the list of court
officials in 1 Kingﬁ W 1FF, Zedok and Abiathar weve the voyal
priests, together with Azaviah ben Zadok; according to 1 Kings 2:26f
and 35b, however, Abiathar is rveplaeed by Zadok.

| Thﬂ f"é“%) whom Solomon appointed ave assigned to twelve
administrative districts with the responsibility to provide for
the needs of the king and the royal household; each _EQS) and his
district is to supply the palace with provisions for one month in
the year., J. A. Mﬂﬁtgﬁm@ﬁy notes that "there is no allignment with
the Twelve Twibea." Jﬂbﬁ Pright explaing that by this system of
districting, Solomon virtually abolished "the old awmphiotyonie
order” and "in place of twelve tribes caring...for the amphictyonie
shrine were twelve districts texed for the support of Sclowon's
wauwt,"3q The issue of amphigtyony apart, It would asppear that

Sclomon wished to weaken the old tribal loyalties and to strengthen
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the throne by establishing ﬁ system of twelve districts which
would cut-across the geographical boundavies of the tribea

(1 Kings 4:7ff). The text is not clear as to whether there was
a R;i)'ovar Judah oy whether Judah was even included among
the mthér districts.

Solomon's domestie policy includes an ambitious building
program in Jerusalem as well as throughout Isrvael. Solomon seems
to have added to the paleve which David bad had built; sceording
to 1 Kings 7:1, the additional structurs required thirteen years
for ite completion. Qith the assistence of Hivem, king\af Tyre,

the Temple is built to house the Arvk and to provide the kingdom
with & royal chapel and, st the same time, a national shrine as
well. Soripture details the lavish and ornate design of the
yalmeég Sanctuary, the meny vessels necgessary for the conduet of
the cult, and all the imﬁavi@r appurtenances (1 Kings 7:13 to ).

in sddition to the living quarters of the pelace, there was
the throne room wheve Solomon presided aﬁ.m@gistratﬂ (1 Kings 7:8f)
and the "building of Lebanon wood" which seewms to have been used
as an armérywﬁnﬁaaury (i ﬁingm 10:16%) .

At the dedication of the Temple, Solomon seems to take
precedence over the priests and Levites in the cevemonies, It is
Solomon himself who delivers the invocation and Wwho is credited
with offering-up the "peace-offerings,” 'buwent-~offerings,” and
"maal-offerings,” and who blesses the people (1 Kings 8:5, L2fF,
S4FE, and 63£F).

Solomon saopifices at other shrines ﬁj}M 2 ef, 1 Kings 3:3)

4



and it is at one of these shrines that he has an incubation dream.
Yﬂ@ﬂ'& ovacle promised Solowon the gift of wisdom and under-
‘standing in addition to riches and honor (L Kings 3:128).

| In addition to the complex of palace buildinge and the Temple
in Jerusalem, Solomon is also respongible for the construction of
fortifications within and without the royal city. He fortifies
Milleo, Hazor, Megidde, Beth-hovon, Baslath and ?admuréﬁi builds op
vebuilds the wall of Jerusalem; constructs "store-~cities” and
stations gavrisona throughout the kingdom {1 Kings 9:15€%). With
the Fortification of Jerusalem and other strategic cites, Solomon
seems to have mmintaimwﬁ effectively the national security by
guérding the borders and at the same time by keeping s watchful
gye on Isveel's neighbors,

. Solomon rvesorts to the corvee in order to provide the neces-
sary lebor foree fﬂﬁ his wvast bullding projects. As far as we
know, this practice was unlmown to Saul and David sppeavs to have
subjected only his Amponite captives to foveed laber (2 Ham.
kzzﬁlﬁass Solomon @nﬁan@ﬁd the corvee to include captive Amorites,
Hitﬁitesg Perizzites, Hivites and Jebusites (1 Kings 9:20) . How~
aver, the corvee was cumposed not only of the Canasanites “whom
the childven of Isvael weve not sble wbierly to destroy,” as
1 Kings 9:21 stotes. Despite the withegss of 1 Kings 9:22 (“ﬁuﬁ.
of the children of Israel did Solomon make no bondservents..."),
aqvigturﬁ teatifies to Solomon's consoription of 3ﬂ,ﬂﬁﬁ Israelites
who were sent to Lebanon to hew lumb@r and to querry stome for

the foundation of the Temple (1 Kings 5:27£f). Beside the labor
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force, Solomon had 3,300 overseers supervise the corvee (1 Kings
5:303 according to 9:23, however, Solomon‘s ovarsaer$ nu&heréd
550) . There cen be little doubt concerning the suthenticity of
these notices in regard to the corvee., The construction of the
palace, adjacent bui}dingsg Temple, and city walls in Jerusalem
and the fortifications throughout the lend wust have required a
labor forve of thousands of non-Israelites and Isrveelites. It is
noteworthy that it is the popular resentment against the covvee,
as revealed in the killing of Adoniram who was "over the O N "
{1 Kings 4:6 and 5:28) , which initistes the secession of the
northern tribes.

Revenue to support the vast and awbitious building program
is devived from the taxes provided by the twelve districts and
from the tribute supplied by the empire, While there is no
indication that Solomon expended the empire beyone those lines
inherited from David's veign, Solomon's attempt to maintain'
lsrael’s hold on the imperial tervitories may be seen in 1 Kings
3:1 and 11:1ff. His marrviages to foréign women geem to have been
part of his effort to maintain amicable relationships as well as
political alliances with Israel's vassal states. The crown prince
himself, Rehoboam, is %he-mff&pwing uf_%uah a wnion between |
Solomon end aﬂ(Ammonita&a. The politieal sagacity of these mavviasges
aside, the narrator in 1 Kings 11:1£f criticizes 5alnﬁon for his
attachments to these foreign noblewomen and he claims that they
héva "turned-away his gﬁdlomwn'§7‘h@arﬁ after other gods”

(1 Kings 1l:4, 8f), for which YHWH would wvend the kingdom from
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Solomon and give it to the wmonarch's servant (1 Kings 11:11).

Under Solomon, the ewpire prospers and trade is carrvied-on
via the Red Bea by the merchant fleet which was manswrggtﬁd with
the assistance of Phoenician shipbuilders (L Kings g}ééf;
10:11 and 22). The port at Beion-Gebor @@bﬁiﬁﬁw@n’lumrmkiv@ trade
with the lands to the south. According to Jw@n“ﬁrights e Bzionw
Geber the lavgest f@finary go Far knows in tgﬂ ancient orient was
ereoted, where the ore wag further refined and worked into ingote
for shipment...This industry provided Solomon with an &mpl@_aupyiy
of copper for domestic uee, as well as a surplus to wxgaﬁt in
pxchange for foreign @wmﬁu@twa"37

In eddition to the exporting of co per from Ezilon-Geber, in
veturn for which gold, silver, vave woods, jewels, ivery, apes and
peacocks ave brought back from the south (I Kings 10:22) , S8olomon
alsc imports hovses and chariots from Bgypt and Keveh (1 Kings
10:28%) . |

Nelson ﬁlﬁamk suggests a possible explanation for the state
visit of the Oueen of Sheba (1 Kings 10:1): "Bolomon’s shipping
line ewidently made such invoads in the luceative cagravan trade
gontrolled by the Queen of Shebs, that she hastened to Jevusalem
with all mamner of presents in opder to conclude an amicable trade
agreement with him gghlﬁmagybogﬁ satisfactory commerclal treaty
was evidently negotiated between the two sovereigns...(l Kings
lﬁzlg);"se

Together with Israsel's prosperous economy there seems to have

been considevable literary activity during Sclomon's reign.



43

According to John Bright, Israel began to produce “a litarature
higtovical in charscter, wsurpassed im the snclent world., QOut-
gtanding in this class is the matchless cowrt history of David

(2 Sam. chs. 9 to 203 1 Kings chs. 1 and 2)...The heroic tales of
David, Saul and Samusl were likewise collected and given litevary

39 Bright's statement ls bhased probably on the notice of

form. "
1 Kings 11:41 {("Now the rest of the acts of Solomon, and all that

he did, and his wisdom, are they not written in the Book of the

Aets of Bolomon?™) .

Degpite the general prosperity of the new empive, Solomon is
plagued by imperial troubles. The Bdomite prince, Hadad, had
menaged to suevive Joab's messeowe, Flee Bdom and find ssylum in
Bgypt. Although the text iz incomplete and ends sbvuptly, it is
a possibility that Hadad retwned to Edom and became a source of
havassment for Solomon, How else shall we understand 1 Kings 1l:14
("And YHWH raised up an adversary wnto Solomon, Hadad the Edomite...")?
It appears that SBolomun pever loses his grip on Edom despite what-
aver harassment Hadad causes. Troubles in Syria, however, are more
serious., We leavn in 1L Kings 11:23ff that Rezon flees from the
king of Zobah, gethers a following and becomes general over an avmy,
Rezon and his troop sesm to have conitvolled Dusmascus wheve they
continued to trouble lsvael "all the days of Solomon.”

ﬁ@lamén also encounters trouble at home. Jevoboam, one of
folomon’s sevvants, is encouraged by Ahijah the prophet to beliave
that it is the will of God that the kingdom be divided, with Solomon
retaining only the tribe of Judah, Scoripture does not glve the
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exact nature of Jevohoam's aati#iti%a against Solomon., They are,
however, serious enough for Solomon to attempt to exepute Jeroboam,
The latter flees the land and finds asylum in Egvpt, ss had Hadad.

The Cabul transaction, related im 1 Kings 9:10£f, is an indi-
cation that Solomon's building program probably far exceeded the
gbility of the voval treasury to support such ambitious projects.
According to J. A. Montgomevy, the transsction reveals that e
bavgain was struck between Solomon and Hivem of Tyre "for & loan teo
replentish Solomon's empty treasury, for which the latter pawned
twanty cantons in Galila@g”uﬁ Aovording to John Bright, the towns
that Solomon handed-over to Hiram in exchange for the building
materials supplied him "were either sold outright or advanced as
collateral against a cash loan and never redeemed, One wonders if
thie could have been s popular transaction in xaraal?"ql

Sevipture gives no indication of g vivael to challenge
Rehoboam's ¢laim te the throne (1 Kings 11:43). However, trouble
comes to the sucoessor from ancther source. After Bolomom's death,
a delegation of Israelites comes to Bhechem to enthrone Rehoboam and
o request that he lighten the heavy yoke of taxes and corvee which
Solomon had inmposed (L Kings 12:1££). It is not clear, however,
whether Jervoboam headed the delegation of Isvraslites et Shechem
(1 Kings 12:2 and 13) or whether Jeroboam veturned From Baypt aftev
the incident at Shechem end the secession of the novthern tribes
(1 Kings 12:20), o

Rehoboam takes coumeel with the elders but r@jéats their advice

to be temperate inm favor of the rash copnsel offeved by the



gourtiers who grew-up with him, His answex to the Israelites is

a threat to increase their burdamé (I Kings 12:12). Thereupon,
Jaroboam and the men of Israel announce thelr secession from

Judgh's kingdom, When Rehoboam dispatches Adoram on corvee business,
the latter is killed by "all Israel" (1 Kings 12:18). Rehoboam

flees to Jerugslem to mobilize the house of Judah and the tribe

of Benjamin in sn effort to restore his hold on the morth. This
enterprise is aborted by Shemaish, a "man of God," who tells
Rehoboam that the secvession is the work of YHWH and the rebellion

of lsrael goes unchallenged.

Despite the opulence and power of Solomon's kingdom, serious
problems seem to have get+in toward the end of Qalaman'a relgn.
In 1 Kings 11:1ff, we learn of Solomom's numerous foreign wives
and of his tolerance of thaeir native deities, whigh the narrator
views as apostacy and as the cause of the division of the kingdom
after his death. Solomon's difficulties in maintaining the
boundaries inherited from his Father ave clear in i Kings 11:14ff
and 23FF (the harasament of Hadad the Edomite and Rezon of Avam).
Moreover, Hadad and Jervoboam find refuge with $hishak I, who had
bagun to vestore tonﬁgyyt gome of its former pre-eminence, With‘
éhiahak offering political asylum to rebels who have quarelled
with the rayal house of Israel snd with Rezon of Aram "an advevsary

to Israel all the days of $¢lommns“ solomonts task was not an easy

T DRE .,

While there aan be no guestion that Solomon’s rule brought



L

great prosperity to Israel, theve is guestion as to the extent to
whieh the conmon people shared inm this new wealth. The high taxes
and the corvee undoubtedly contributed to the division of the
kingdom. Had Rehobosm come to terms with the men of X&ra&lg it is
quite liﬁﬁiy that the northern tribes might not have seceeded.
History, howsver, lkuows od "if's.v

With the enthronement of Jerohoan ss king over the northern
tribes, the division of Israel into two kingdoms commences; the

breach between Isvael and Judal is never healed.
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THE TREATMENT OF KINGSHIP IN THE SECONDARY SOURCES

B,...The Rise of Monarchy,

Roland de Vaux' pusition on the vise of monargh in Israel is
difficult to follow. On the one hand he writes: "This /monarehy/
is something guite mew, The Isrveelite federation becawe a national
state, and in the end took its pattern from the related kingdoms

42 . .
beyond the Jordan." On the other hand, he maintains that “"the
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institution of the wonarghy had sprung from the tribal fedevation...”
In Still another passage, de Vaux wpites: “...we cannot speak of

gne Isvaelite idea of the State. %The federation of the Twelve
fpibes, the kingship of Ssul, that of David and Solomon, the

kingdoms of Isrsel end Judah...all these ave 8o many different
pegimes., We may even go further and say that there never was any
lsvaelite idea of the %tataq”uu

what does de Vaux intend? Does he believe that monarchy was
a natural ﬁavalgpmant from the Faderation of the tribes or that it
was an innovation unrelated to the previous form of political
organization in Isvael?

Similarly, John Bright writes that wonarchy was established
valmost tentatively and, on the part of some, with great reluctance...
for monarchy was sn institution totally foreign to Isvael's traﬁim‘
tian,“us He maintains that "a gﬁ&p as drastic as this, snd |
involving such a break with tradition, evoked opposition from the
bﬁgiﬂniﬂgn"us On the.slther, he writess "But while this ggﬁnﬁrﬁ&g?

was gertainly an inﬁﬂvati@nﬁ it vepresented no sharp break with
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the old Jamphictyonig/ tradition" since, Bright explains, “the
fierce independence of the tribes...prevented the exercise of any
real autharityn“u7

Perhops the intent of these seemingly contradictory state-
m&nﬁé by de Vaux and Bright is that the rlse of manar@hy'hmth
stemmed from the confedevation and st the same time represented a
dramatic inmovation.

in the face of tribal disunity, the "judge" served to relly
the tribes and unite them against the military assaults of Israel’s
neighbors. Under the rule of the "judges," the tiibes were enabled
to defend themselves and withstand times of national crisis. While
gome of the "judges® played an intra-tvibal rele (as, for example,
Samson and Gideon) and were limited, thevefore, in their influence
to ope tribe, others acted im'inﬁﬁrtvibalvaffaiwgg in both peace
and war time, and were national figures (ss for example, Deborah).
Nevertheless, the system of leadership by "judges™ whom VHWH would
designate and raise-up in time of national crisis was inadeguate
and d44d not suffige, It ie the recognition of this inadequacy
which underlies the demand of the men of Israel for a king.

The esystem of rule by YHWH-sppointed "judges® was inadequate
because the ,P'JG)/Q , sent by YHWH in times of peril, ruled by force
of personal prestige and magnetism, usually reférred to as "gharisms,.
The people would have to wait For a "judge" to be produced, or for
YHWH to designste a deliverer, or for one to rise to the cccasion
of national emevgency. Obviously, an attack could come before the

pesponse, or theve might be no “judge" to vespond, or the "judge"
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might die or be killed withowt transferring his authority te his
heirs. Purtheymore, even whon a "judge-deliverer” avose, the
extent of his prestige and influence were often limited. Even
Deborah, who was a national Figure, could not rally all the tribes
against Sisera.

The demand for a king among the tribes is dictated by the
need for political end military unity. Under the confederaiion,
the tribes recognize the veguirement and the necessity for each
tribe to come to esoh other's sesistance. Under the federation,
howsver, with rule provided by & "judge-deliverer," this regquire-
ment snd inter-tribsl commitwent might vemain theovetical, Undev
a monarohy, it would become @ politicsl Fact. In demending a
king, theipsople were demanding a solution to their problems;
what they got was a new form of political orgsnigation headed by
a stable, permanent king whose authority would pass to his legiti-
mate heir and sugoessor,

Kingship, then, derived from the faot of the federation and
its need for more effective pelitical and wmilitery ovganization.
Monarchy, it was hoped, would satisfy this need by providing the
federation of teibes with a figure who could be counted upon at all
times, not just in times of national peril, whose permanence of
role would be determined by hereditary succession, ,

As hae been suggested eavlier, suoh g move wopld find suppovt
as well as opposition. Momarchy had both adventages and disad-
vantages. On the one hand, the king would maintain fiwm control

and rule over the tribes. YHWH designates Saul as His choice and
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declaves: " ‘WYA 37/ N5 n (1 Sam. 9:17). The king would
hold the reins of the kingdom firmly and vestrain the tribea from
lapsing into their former state of relative disorgenization. On
ﬁhé athér hand, the tribes recognized that a large measure of their
former independence and autonomy would be alienated. In this
light, one can understand the periodic insurrections by the
novthern tribes againet the Davidic house during David's veign
and their genession from Judah upon Rehoboam's ascendance to the
throne,

Once kingship has been established in Ysrael, it conformed to
its own nature and logic. With the inetitution of monarchy,
congolidation of political power in the hands of the monarch
gradually becamer evident. A royal court, standing avmy, system
of taxation, corvee, and centralizetion of the cult were initiated.
A vast bullding program was undertaken in Jerusalem as well as
throughout the @mbir&: royal buildings, Temple and fortificatioﬂﬁ
were constructed, The empire yielded considerable revenue bt
also brought with it the problem of foreign harmssment. The taxa-
tion and corvee also brought discontent at home. There was also
the problem of supcession to the throne.

The monarchical form of political ovganization did not spring-
up overnight. Under Saul, the trihes within the federation seem
to have maintained a good part of their autonomy. No palace is
built, no standing avmy is instituted and no consolidation of
yolifieal power in Saul's hands takes place, In David's reign,

gonsolidation and centralization ave evident; the security of the
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borders are maintained and the national boundaries ewpanded to the
proportions of an empive. Nevertheless, David still did not secure
the support and lﬂy&iﬁy of the novthern tribes. Under Solomon,
further centralization and consolidation is sccomplished amd‘
tribal guarrvels seem to have been gontained, at least wowentarily.
Upon Solomon's death, Rehoboam succeeds his Pather to the throne

without Iincident or opposition from a ®ival.

the Spirvitual BElement in Ringshix
Yehezkel Koufwan waintains that "the early feraelite theooracy

did not on principle repudiste kingship in favor of the rights of
the people, God, priest or prophet. It /monurchy/ wes the natural
effect of the idea of spostolic gamgﬂmﬁw {(p! h!fzﬁ P "ﬁj/’? fe Bron
anclent Hebrew mocilety, whose government...left voom for the
 leadership of the men of ﬂmaﬂﬁug The fact is, however, that early
ilsraslite theoormey did repudiste kingship, clasiming that the
institution of kingship implied a vejection of God's rulership.
The latter (negative) account, as hes alveady been stated, expresses
ppposition to wonarchy on the grounds that YHWH is Isveel's King
and that under an earthly king the people would suffer from sbuses
of power and voyal exoesses,

If apostolie prophecy had any politicvel effect on ancient
Hebrew society it manifested itself im the form of "judges-saviors®
who came to power in time of national peril. It was precisely
this institution of "judges-saviors™ that the people rejected in
demanding e king “Like all the natiens.” The people complain
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that Samuel is old snd that his song ave corrupt; but the people
do not wish to see Samel and his awn& valmmad by another "Jjudga."
The people rejeet this “"leadevship by wen of God" in favor of
moparchy with the hope that the king would provide the federation
with etronger, central, authoritative leadership.

Thus, Israelite "theooracy” did, in fact, oppose and repudiate
kingship, at least accvording to éme tradition. Moreover, monarchy
followed as a political necessity demanded by the military vulner.
ability of the tribes, and not as the natural effect of apostolic
prophecy on anclent Hebrew soviety.

it seems strange, thevefore, that Keufman should state further
that "the negative sseessment of the wmonsrchy is based not on
priestly, but prophetic 2laime...pt stake is not priestly sule,
but the kingdom of the apostolic prophet-Judges (ﬂpﬂﬁ”%yﬁ /]65?;

PiiolEn Y..." "' 1f Keufmenn's fowmer statement is correct,
namely that mongrchy is the "natural effect of apostolic propheoy,”
how then can the latter statement alse be corvect, namely thet
monarchy was opposed by the "kingdem of the apustolic prophet-
Judges™?

Kaufmann further states: "The monarchy is the divect successor
to the apostolic kingdom of God...8aul is thelast judge fov hg is
the First kiﬁgqﬂso Again we aékg if Isrselite monarchy was the
direct successor of the apostolic-prophetic form of government,
headed by the prophet-judge, why then dild Samuel oppose the
institution of monarchy and why wes his opposition baged, as

Kaufmann olaims, not on priestly but on prophetic grounds? It
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seems clear from Samuel’s objection, in the latter sccount, that
to him monarchy represents a radical innovation signifying an over-
throw of the previcus political organization. Thus, monarchy can
hardly be considered a radical innovation and at the same time
"the direct successor to the apostolic kingdom of God." Further-
more, Saul is nowhere cilted or acknowledged as "judge." He bhears
the titles melekh and nagid, but never shofet. As Israel's fivet
king, Baul assumes the functions represented by the verb cﬁégg
but he is certainly not the "last of the judges;" he represents &
gharp break with the "judges-saviors” and the Zaﬁaalitea' demand
for a king indicates that such a break was desired. Fax from
baing the last "judge,” Saul wépras@nta Terael's first attempt to
establish permansnt, heveditary rule in place of the sporadic rule
of the "judges."

Kaufmann maintaine that "the ‘'spiritual’ element in Saul is
still very marked. Not only is his yise to kingship due to a
prophet, but he himself is an aeétatie (1 SBam, 10:5FF; 19:230
ef, lﬁzinff$and 18:103. In 1 Seam. 10:9, Saul’s inspivation is
gonceived of as an effluence from Samuel. The oracle that Bamuel
communicated to him gave $aul ‘another heart’ and qualified him
for prophesying;" and this "touch of prophecy prepared him for
kingship.“Sl

Evidently, Kaufmann overlooks the negative account of Sanl's
prophesying which considers Saul's actions demeaning to a king
(L Sam. 19:238). Only in the positive account (1 Sam, 10:5£1)

is Saul's prophetic ability considered a sign of his fitness to
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oecupy the throne; in the negative asgount, this prophetic ability
is viewed with scorn {of. above, p. 19). Purthevmove, 1 Sam. L6:14£F
and 18:10 speak of Ssul raving ( /?%}jﬂfﬁg in connection with the
evil spivit from YHWH, These verses gen hardly provide support
for the chaim that Saul's prophetic ability and actions as an
ecstatic gqualified him for kingship.

Had Saul been given the £ift of propheoy as "an effluence
from Samuel,” and Iif h@ were a "fit suscessor to the authovity of

2 why then did Saul heve to vely upon the witch of

the gm@pbﬁtﬁ,ﬂs
En~Gor for an ovaole? The accomnt in 1 Sam,. 26:6£F makes it clesr
that Saul had exhausted the normative means of cbtaining an oracle
from YHWH: "And when Saul inguired of YHWH, YHWH answered him not,
neither by dreams, nor Urdm Jand Thumig/, nor by prophets.® That
fiaul had recourse to prophets, as well as to dreams and Urim,
indicates that his own sbility to prophesy is questionable or, st
least, was unveliable. In seeking an oracle from YHWH thvough the
putlawed means of a "women who divines by gheet,” Baul seems hardly
a "fit successor to the authowity of the prophets.”

Kaufmenn further maintains that "sach of the firet three kinge
is a man of the spivit. Seul is an ecstatic; David is a poet in
whom "the spirit of YHWH' speaks (2 Sem., 23:2) ¢ Solomon is a sage
in whom there is 'the wisdom of God' (L Kings 32%@5§ We do not
find this guality in sny of the later kinﬁaﬁ"53

Although 1 Sem. 16:19 testifies that "the spirit of YHWH came
mightily upon David from that day forwsrd,” following his snointing
by Bamuel, and despite the refevence in 2 Sam. 23:2 ("The spirit
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of YHWH spoke by me..."), David's conduet is frequently not that
of & "man of the spivit.” To be sure, tradition asoribes to ﬁaviﬁ\
the composition of meat of the Pesalter; nevertheless, theve ave
also the traditions of David's role in the death of Uriah, his
adultery with Bath Sheba, and his ruthless, if politie, adviee to
Solomon that Joab and Shimei ben Gera eventually be liguidsted.
These traditions hardly deplet a "man of the spivit:™ David's
gpiritual qualities may well have been limited to his skilliul
playing of the harp and to his composition of liturgical pleces
for the Temple, many of which ave, secording to tradition to be
found in the Psalter. |

Bolomon too oan hardly be considered a "men of vhe spipit™

solely on the basis of 1 Kings 3:28 ("And all Isvael heard of the

igoment which the king had vendered; snd they revered the kiﬂgv
for they saw that the wisdom of God was in him..."), 1 Kings 5:9
{"and God gave Solomon wisdom and uderstanding...”, 1 Kings
§:128F (Solowon's invecation at the dedication of the Temple}, and
1 Kings 3:4£f (Sclomon's incubation dveam et Gibeon. Together
with the traditions which claim that Solomen possessed great wis-
dom, one must also consider the tradition that Solomon errved in
taking “seven hundred wives, princesses, and three hundred
eoncubines® who "Surned away his heart after other gods® (1 Kings
11:3£8), as a conseguence of which YHWH vaised up Hadad the Bdomite
and Rezon of Zobsh ss adversarvies to Sclomon (1 Kings 11114 and
23y . Jﬁrmhmaﬁ is also viewad by Ahijeh the prophet as en agent

of YHWH, sent to wrest the northern tribes from Solomon’s control
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(1 Kings 11:30)., These latter traditions do not attest to
folomon's spiritusl qualities. Moreover, Josiah must certainly
be considered smong those possessed of marked spiritual gualitias
on the basis of the veligious reforms which he imstituted (2 Kings

23:4£F) . It should also be recalled that Hezekinh, like David

and Solomon, is credited with having composed a psalm ( 4§jLD/V;

of. Is. 38:9ff). Thus, Keufmann's claim that the latter kings
ave lacking in spiritual qualities is not supported by Bcripture.
In a tradition which holds that God is chiefly concerned
with His people, constantly revealing His will to Khem, it’shauld
be understood that anmy king Who is successful and who is viewed
with favor by the tradition is vonsidered to be graced with the
epirvit of God (1 Sam. 16:13; 2 Sam. 23:2; 1 Kings 3:28; 5:9;
2 Kings 18:3, 5f; 23:25). Only in the case of Baul who has
e@mt@tiﬁ,‘ﬁﬁymhim aberrations, do we find an Israelite wonarch
who "prophesies.” This pattern is not vepeated by any other king.
Furkhermore, Saul's prophesying/raving should not, as argued shove,

be considered spirituality in the sense that Keufmann intends.

C. Succession to the Throne,

As has been indicated earlier, hereditary succession is one
of the essential ingredients of monarchy to which the tribes looked
for a solution to theivy political problems. Unlike the "judge,"
the king's authority would pass to his legitimate heir and suc-
cessor. It is, therefore, difficult to accept de Vaux' statement

that "the dynastic principle was no more accepted in Isvael than in
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Edom (Gen. 36:31 ~ &9}: no provision was maﬁe for the suaaaasion
to Saul, and only Abner's pe#&dnal authopity made Eshbaal a puppet
king (2 8am, 2:8f),,."5u John Bfight also asserts that the
"principle of heredity was not recognized. Though many Israelites
may have taeitly accepted Eshbaal, the fact that he was S8aul's
son did not mean that he commanded their loyalty. His elaims,
without any real basis in the will of the vlans, were supporied
solely by Abner and others loyal to the house of Saul for personal
rea&uns."Ss

Notwithstanding Jonathen's recognition of David as Saul's
successor (1 Sam. 23:17), Saul certainly expected Ebnathmn to
succeed him as king (1 Sam. 20:30f), as bas alveady been mentioned
agbove (p. 35). The men of Isrvael anvinted Ish-baal because he
was Saul's sole legitimate heir to the throne. Had Abner possessed
such prestige and personsl authority emabling him to designate
Saul's successor and had hereditsry succession not been accepted
in principle, would it not be ressonsble to assune that Abner
would have declared himself, rather then Ish-baal, as Israel’s
king? Purthermore, that Isrvael expected Saul to be succesded by
a membeyr of the house of Saul is clearly reflected in the accusation
of Shimei ben Gera {aiﬂam,.lﬁzﬁff).

~ In the case of David's sons, ﬁhére is no question but that

one of them will succeed David to the throne. The only question
is, which son? It is Solomom who is ultimately designated by David
as his legitimate successor. In the case of R@h@boam, it appears

that the dynastic problem is finally settled., Rehoboam sscends
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the throne, after Solomon's death, with no opposition. It asecems

likely, therefore, that hereditary succession was an accepted

principle in Israel.

P, David's Vassalage to Philigtia.

De Vaux asserts that "David continued to be the vassal of

the Philistines at the begimming of his reign in Hehran‘”Sb

Bright too maintains that David beceme king over Judah in Hebron
"with the Philistines' consent...for he was their vassal and could
hardly have taken such a step without their approval."57 While
it is clear that David had indeed been a vasaai of Philistia and
had been rewarded fbf his services by Achish, king of Gath
(1 Sam, 27:5f), there is no indication that David ascended the
throne of Judah as Philistia's vassal. Scripture does not testify
to David's either seeking or receiving Philistia's approval, upon
his enthronement as king. De Vaux' and Bright's assertion is
apeculafionq

As soon as the inter-dynastic rivalry between the houses of
aul and David is settled and David is declared king over hoth
Israel and Judah, war commences between David and the Philistines
(2 8am., 5:17£f). It is possible that the Philietines did not feel
threatened when David ascended the throne and ruled from Hebyon.
Since Hebron is velatively close to Philistia, the Philistines
may have felt that their dominance in the avea was not in real
jeopardy. Isvael, however, is not Philistine territory. It is

conceivable that when the northern tyibes Jjoin Judah and recognize
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David ae head of the kingdom, now united, the Fhilistines decide
that it is time to challenge David's rule of a united and danger-

oug kingdom.

E.  The "Adoption" Formula.

PDe Vaux maintains that "the word of Yahweh in Ps. 237, "Thoun
art My son; today 1 have begotten thee,’ is best understood as a
formila of adoption. According to the Code of Hammurabi, when
gsomeone adopted a person, he said to him, ‘You are my som...'"
Thus, YHWH declares that "He acknowledges the king as His sonj
‘He adopts him."58 De Vaux adso cites Nathaﬁ’a prophecy (2 Sam.
7:14) and further maintains that YHWH's adoption had to be made
effective for each sovereign in the ﬂ&viﬁia.dyna@ty and “"thus
the text is applied to Solomon by 1 Ch. 22:10 and Eazﬁ_“Sg
John Bright claims that the king, through his adoption by the
Deity, became "Yahweh's vice-regent, ruling by divine election
and undep divine-&uffaranna...“ao

It should be noted, however, that In 2 Sam. 7:14%, the father-
gon relationship is tantamount to a lord-vassal velationship;
the “son" is expected to fulfill certain obligations and is
vaspongible for his emnﬁumt to YHWH. (Crueial here is the fact
that YHWH vequires obedience from hie "son" and thus 2 S8am. 7:1ub
states: "if he /the king/ commits imiguity, I will chasten him
with the vrod of men, with the stripes of the children of men.”
As YHWH's "son,” the king may expect punishment, rather then

preferential treatment, if he ghould disobey YHWH's commands.
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Adoption, as attested to by hundreds Qf cuneiform tablets,
1s commonplace in Megopotamia but practically unknown in Israel
tthere the next of kin was heir. The one case of adoption to whigh
Soripture bears witness, namely Jacob's aﬁqptiah of Ephraim and
Menasseh (Ben. 48:%), deals with the inheritance of property.
In claiming the Ps, 2:7 containe an adoption formula similar to
that found in the Code of Hammurabi, De Vaux is importing cultural
patterns from Mesopotamia without adequate evidence of their

existence in or relevance to ancient Israelite society.

E. The Relation of the King of God and the Cosmos,

Henri Frankfort's analysis of Isrvaelite monarchy is confined
to the few pages of his Epilogue. His conclusion is profoundly
true: "The transcendentalism of Hebrew religion prevented kingship
from assuming the profound significance which it possessed in
Egypt and Mesopotamia. It excluded, in particular, the king's
being instrumental in the integration of society and naturﬂ,"6l
He further states that, except by way of contrast, Israelite
kingship "has no place in a ‘study of encient Neasr Eastern religion
as an integrvation of amaiety‘and natura.‘"sz

Howaver, others of Frankfort's statements ave g@nawalizationa
which find little support in the Biblical narrative. Thus,
Prankfort maintains: "If kingship counted in Egypt as a function
of the gods, and in Mesoptamia as a divinely ordained politieal
opder, the Hebrews know that they had introduced it on their own

initiative, in imitation of others and under the strain of an
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amergenayu'ﬁ3 Frankfort evidently takes the later (negative)
account of the rise of monarchy, which hes the people coming to
gamuel and requesting a king, e the historieally valid account,
to the exclusion of the older narrative which has God, not the
people, initiating monarchy. Thus, one camnot say that the
Hebrews knew that they had introduwced monarchy on their own in-
itiative, when the Bible preserves a version Qflthﬁ rige of
monarchy at YHWH's insistence. The older aceount claims that
monarchy is precisely "a divinely ordained politieal order, ™
Frankfort Further states: "If the Hebrews, like the
Mesopotamians, remembeved a kingless period, they never thought
that kingship descended from heaven! Hence, the Hebrew king did
not become a necessary bond between the people and the divine

6t Again, the older (positive) account maintains that

powers . ¥
kingship was instituted by YHWH or, to use Frankfort's words,

thaf it had “"descended from heaven.” HNevertheless, he is correct

in his belief that the Hebrew monarch never became a god-king,

guch as Phaveoh, or a necessary bond between the people and the
cosmos , although the veason for this does not lie in the faot

that the Hebrews believed that they, rather than YHWH, had initiated
kingship. Rather, the nature of Jeraelite religion did not allow
anyone to sharve in YHWH's divinity, sanctity or rulership. Neither
the king, nor the prophet, nor the priests who ministered at the
saecved alters are vegarded as divine personages. YHWH's divinity
sl indivisibility are kept intact and the most that Israel's kings

may elaim is that they rule with YHWH's approval.
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Contrasting Israelite kingship with that of Egypt and
Mesopotamia, Frankfort writes: "In addition to the god incarnate
who was Pharaoh and the chosen servant of the gods who ruled
Mesopotamia, we find /in Israel/ a hereditary leader whose
authopity derived from descent and was origimally co-extensive
with kinghip. This is a move primitive kind of monarchy. . Jbased

on the facts of consanguinity, not on any conception of men s

. 65
place in the universe..." =

This contrast is a generalization vulnerable to attack.
fhe authority of the Jsraelite king derives from YHWH, not from
descent, as Frankfort maintaine. That this is so is clear from
the fact that Saul rules by virtue of YHWH's appointment and
designation of him as king, rather than by virtue of ﬁaee@nt.
Being Israel's firgt monarch, Saul's authority could hardly have
derived from some predecessor, Moreover, SBaul aclmowledges that
he is from the smallest, most insignificant of Israel's tribes;
thus, his euthority cen hardly be sald 4o be based on prominent
lineage. Furthermore, from whom does David's authority dervive?
Certainly David's rule does not derive from Gaul; rather, it is
YHWH, according to the Bible, who invests the king with authority.
Among the northern tribes, after the division of the kingdom,
Jevoboam is declaved king by the men of Israel with no thought
or claim of descent. Moveover, Ahijah the prophet informs
Jeroboam that he has been chogsen by YHWH to be king over Israel,
In general, dynasties do not long endure in the northern kingdom;
thus, it appears that descent does not play & significant part in

the succession to the throne of Israel. There seems to be little
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support for the claim that the Israelite kings' authority "derived
from descent a?a was originally co-extengsive with kinship."

Concerning the hypothesis that Isvselite monarchy is "hased
on the facts of consanguinity,”" Frankfort states that the
Isvaelites "acknowledged kinship above every other bond of loyalty...
The tribesmen recognized the bond of blood slone and it was
exceedingly difficult to envisage a loyalty surpassing the goope
of kinship...In fact, once kingship had been established, it
conformed to the tribal laws which treat relatives as one.,.Saul's
thouse'! was exterminated by David...David's house was promised
lasting dominion by Y@hwah...’ﬁa Prankfort maintains that it is
significant that the Davidie dynasty was never dethroned in Judah
probably "becsause David balwng@& to Judah¢’§7

it should be noted that no king, except Saul, claims to
"helong" to a particwlar tribe. Certainly the novthern kings
"helong” to the northern tribes but this does not prevent the
dethronement of Isvael's several dynasties, It goes without saying
that intra-tribel kinship serves as the basis of loyalty and that
the tribesmen recognize as Important the facts of consanguinity
that bind them together. But there is inter-tribal loyalty, as
evidenced in the $ong of Deborah, The tribes ave aware of common
trraditions, common higtorical experiences and curvent dangers
affecting them all., These dangers, primarily in the form of the
military assaults by Israel's neighborg, bring the tribes closer
together and make them realize that a stronger political organie

zation is desiveble and necessary, Frankfort himself admits that
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whan "the separvate tribes were threatened with extinetion ov
enslavement, Saul was made king over all.” 7Thus, while the
tribesmen recognize the "bond of blood," they are also awave of
inter-teribal unity end the need for mmmsgw central authordity
vested in a king, PFuvthermore, although Saul is a Benjaminite,
*the smalleet of the tribes,” the non-Benjaminite tribesmen
appear to voice no opposition to Seul's election. Outside of the

ff’f& ja . 81l sppear to accept S8anl as king. Thus, the
tribesmen recognize a stronger bond of loyalty than that of intve-
tribal consanguinity.

Prankfort claims that "kingship never schieved a mwadmgg
egual to that of institutions which were claimed...to have
originated during the Exodus and the desert wandering.”®® The
' faot is that kingship, once sstablished in Isvael, is never again
ﬁh@i&.ﬂﬂg@d or opposed by either prophet, priest or Deity. It
beoomes an accepted political weality, equal in status to any
faraelite institution, Moreover, while the prophets frequently
attack the priesthood, an institution which was certainly claimed
to have originated "during the Exodus and desert wandering," and
while ﬁhéy often come in open conflict with the king, they never
challenge kingahip as an institution, either in the north or south .
The prophets accept monsvchy as the political form sanotioned and
approved by YHWH, In fact, they envision thelfature, ideal maley
of Isvael neither as a priest nor a prophet, but as a king be~
longing to the Davidip dynasty. It would appear, thevefove, that
kingship not only achieves a standing equal to that of othew
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gorruption in adjunct and subordinate peositions. Thus, the king
is expected to uphold his commitment to the covenant of YHWH in
order that the people maintain thelr part of the covenant with
the Deity. The king's failure to do this would inevitably
portend national catastrophe.

The nature of Isvaelite religion accounts for the comnection
betwean the‘king’a fate and the national destiny, rather than
the "religious orilentation of Hebrew society.” There is every
indication that Egyptian and Mesopotamian socleties were 8
religiously oriented as was Isreel; the nature of their respective
religions, vathern then the fact of their religious ovientatdion,
accounts for the Fact that the king in Bgypt and in Mesopotamia
plays a more significant vole in the integration of society and
the cosmos than does the monarch in Isvael. Although this may be
what Prenkfort intends, it is importemt that this be clearly
stated.

Finally, Prankfort states: "The Hebrew king, as every other
Hebrew, stood under the judgement of God in an alien world,
which...seems friendly only on those rare occagions when man
proves not inaﬁaquat&.¢.’yl Frankfort cites 2 Sam. 23:3f as
support: "He that ruleth over men must be just, ruling in the fesr
of God. And he shall be as the light of the worning, when the
sun riseth, even a morning without clouds; as the tender grass,
springing out of the earth by clear shining after rain."72 1
am unable to make any connection between Frankfort's obseyvation

and the verses which he pites. The view that the king is as
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responaible as eny other Isvaelite to the covenant of YHWH is
indeed swpported by Scoripture. But the notion that man lives in
a world which is alien or “"friendly only on those rare vccasions
when man proves net insdequate” is a philosophical or philological
problem which, though beyond the scope of this disoussion, is

pertainly open to gquestion.
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