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1.

It can be truly said that Israel came into belng by
a process that was exceedingly complex. As a people,
Israel had nelther & unilineal development nor did her
way of life follow an unchanging pattern. By herx
geographical position, she was brought into contact with
many streams of traditions that influenced her culture,
The prodess of understanding the history of a people is
difficult even when historical documents are abundant.
But in studying ancient Israel, we are confronted with
traditions that are fragmentary, thoughtforms that are
strange to us and cultic practices that are out-moded,
It is againat this background that we attempt to trace
the tension between the people and the kings of Israel.
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A, The Devel opment of the People of Israel:

ls Origins.

In attempting to define the 'people!, where do we
begin? When dld Israel become a covenant people? What
gignificant event or events occurred to bring about this
unique people? There is,; in the 0ld Testament, evidence
that certain events made a lasting impression upon a
group of pecple. It could be sald that Abraham, having
received the call and the promise to be the father of a
great nation, was the beginning of a 'people. It is
undoubtedly true that the history of the Patriarchs, be=
ginning with Abraham, is firmly grounded in histori: al fact.
scnolars are agreed that Abraham may well huve been part
of the migrations of people along the Fertile Crescent.

It 1s also gquite counceivable that, from early times, he was
seen as a man of faith, one who would be the foundsr of a
great peoples But this belief only assumed its full pro-
portions much later din the light of spectacular events,

It was the concern of the biblical writer to trace Israel's
beginaings back to its creation, its esrly covenant-making
and its migration to the Promised Land. The focus of
history settled on Abraham as an exempler of Israel's faith
and as the fatner of the race. For the factors that coloured
the Abrahamic promise, we must lovk to other events.

What proved to be the normative experience in the life
and falth of the Israelites was a miraculous deliverance from
the Lgyptian 'house of bondaxe'. It was this occurrence
that "Israel remembered... for all time to come as the
constitutive event that had called her into being as a
peoples It stood at the centre of her confession of faith
from the beginning, as is witnessed by certain ancient poems

and credoes that go back to the earliest period of her history

1, DBright, A History of Israel, p. 111l
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What happened at the deliverance from the Egyptians

was remembered and treasured in much the same way as the
Cross holds central place in the falith of the Christian,
The Exodus became the focal point of Israel's faith,

1.

extending both into the future and backward into the past,
It gave rise to the question, If Israel was delivered from
Egypt, how did she come to be in Igypt? It wus in the
light of tnis deliverance that the people became concerned
to snow God's hand in history and to say that His interest
did not begin with the Exodus.2. It was In this crucial
historical experience that Israel became a self-conscious
historical community. Those who had been delivered were
conscious that they themselves had had nothing to do in
the occurrence of the decisive event, but rather that it
was God's action of undeserved grace and favour. S0 pro-
found and normative was this experience that the reality

5

of it was still alive for the prophets, The Exodus
therefore, "is the central moment in Israel's history.
Here was her true begin.inyg, the time of her creation as

o 4o

e people. It was the call, the sum.ons, the motivating

and ingpiring event in Israel's past and the inspir.tion of
Israel's response. 2

Alongside of this experience lay another event which
also vas determinative in the growth of a people, namely
the covenant relationship with Yahweh at Sinai. The
relationship between this event and the deliverance from
Egypt hag been widely discussed, While it may well have
been the logical and _psychological outgrowth of the
Exodus, it is impossible to know whether these two events
belong together historically.

1. see Josiah 2:103 4:25; 534=T3 9:9 24:4~T,14,17
Judges 2:1,12; 638,133 11:13%,163 19:%0; 1 Samuel 2:27;
8:8; 10:18s 12:6,8; 19:2,6.

2. H.ll. Rowley, Growth of the 01d Testament, p. 49

He See Amos 3:le2; 9:7; Hosea 2:14-153 1l:1; 13:4; Ezekiel
20: 5-63 Micah 6:4; Jereaiah 2:2-7

4, B.W. Anderson, Understandings the 0ld Testament, p.9

De Jo tuilenburg, The Way of Tsrael, p. 51
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Most scholars are agresed that the 3Sinali tradition does
stem from an actual event even though it is disputed
whether it had any historical connection with the Exodus.l
It may be, as Moth argues, that these events, happening to
different clans, were much later brought together with the
belief tnat the God who delivered at the sea and He who
made a covenant at Sinal was one and the same God called
Yanweh, The process by which this tradition developed
is beyond the scope of\this work, but it may be asserted
that "what they experienced affected the wnole of the later
tribes of Israel so powerfully that what took place on
5inal became a substantial and fundamental element in that
common Isrwelite tradition which henceforth inspired Israel

as a corporate unit." Bright echoes this belief too

that Y"it was during this period that Israel received her
distinctive faith and became a people.” 3¢
There 1s no unanimity among scholars on this point.
We take the position that the Exodus, the guidance in the
wilderness and the covenant at Sinal were all inseparably
bound together. The Bxodus experience was the outpouring
of Yahweh'g dinitiative in choosing hig people, or ‘'his
whole family'! as Amos later called them. This divine
guldance continue@és the people were moulded and tested by
hazards and hardships which hecame the preparation for the
covenant when they were sumuoned to obey and uphold their
end of the relationship, This covenant was based theolog-
ically on the initiel Exodus event. 4o On this basis, a
heterogereous people became a community bound to Yahweh
and to one another by & covenant bond, As Yahweh had
chogen hig people in Egypt, so now his chosen people gave
response to that free grace, At Sinai, they were called
to choose or reject Yauweh, to choose between One God and

many gods.

1. M. Noth, The History of Israel, p. 133

2. Ibid. p. 133

%« Bright, A History of Israel, p. 113

4+ Anderson, Understanding the 01ld Testament, p. 53




A question that nZ;ds to be asked at this point is:
To what extent did these events weld those who shared them
into a people? It needs o be pointed out that as semi-
nomads, these people had a passion for freedom, a love of
independance and an impatience of external control. Among
the semi~nomads, the respect for personality and belief
in individual rights were very stron5.1° It is hard to
believe that a covenant brought much political unity among
the clang, The fact that we find the tribes in Palestine
with a great deal of self~determining power and freedom
bears this out. In what way, then, were the people unified?
While we may say that the tribal members wexre probably of
a common descent, there is also the indication that they
were & mixed 'rabble!'. Blood relationship was not, then,
the primary unifying force, The unity rested more powerfully
on & common worship. All recognlsed Yahweh as thelr tribal
deity and realiged that they must obey him, Whatever
Hoses "had done or had not done at Sinai, he had given to
all the tribes a common God, valid for themselves and for
all who should unite with them in after days, and it was
this devotion to a single deity, which, above all else,
made Israel a nation," 2.
Perhaps the welding together of a small nucleus of
people un.exr covenant to Yahweh was, in ditself, enough to
explain the fervour and determination which accompanied them
into Canaan. It may also be that other factors contributed
to the forceful drive which w?@itness in Joshua and Judges.
Altaough many references to promise of land appear in
biblical books that are of a late writing or have been re-
dacted by the Deuteronomic editors, undoubtedly the promise
made to Abraham represents an early tradition which, being
kept alive orally from generation to generation, became
meaningful in the light/

l. Oesterley and Robinson, A History of Israel, vol. 1, p. 105.
2a .l‘..b..j..:.@'.‘ Pe 1520
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of the Bxodus event, If this belief was re~enforced

during the covenant-malking at Sinal alongside of the belief
in election, then we can understend the reason for motivation
amon the people, When such passages asz those found in

Numbers 3%3150-56 and Deuteronomy T7:6f are read together,

that is the idea of dispossessing Canaan from the native
inhabitants because Israel was the true inheritor, along
with the concept of a people who are chosen, then we can
expect to hear a battle cry. This resction appears to have,
in fact, resulted in the concept of holy warfare, Although
it dis impossible to know how great this motivation of holy
warfare really was amopg the clans entering Cansan, we may
make a conjecture that it was a very strong force,

We find another angle of approaching the search for
motivation in Jogshus 2:9-1) and 9:9:10, The inhabitants
of Jericho and those of the central hill country heard great
and dreadful accounts of this people, Israsel, who were led
by Yahweh, It is wortn pondering the guestion that if tnis
was the image of ITgrael which existed in the minds of other
natlons and people, how did Israel view herself? A strong
cage could be made for the view that Israel's conception of
her own life and destiny would huve buen greater than that
held of her by her neighbours. After all it was Israel
who had experienced Yanwenh's saving power. It is only
logical that the feeling of being 'Yahweh's posses ion' was
deeply ingrained in thelr lives,

The attemnpt has heen made here to show that Israel had
its birtn in historical events, events in w.ich Yahweh's hand
waa seen to be a guiding force. 50, primarily in the
Exodus and Sinai experliences, but also in the promise to
Abraham, the wilderness wandering and in the conguest, the
people of bondage felt that they were called to a destiny

and the consclousnes.s of thig call dissued in a sengse of mission



Te
2., The Unification of the People of Tsrael,

Although there was Littlé cohesion among the clans

when they entered Canaan, except on a religlous basis,
there was a gradual growth at work which blossomed finally
Into a political and geographical unit, The steps to

this end were numerous and varxied.

In the early daye of Israel's 1life in the Promised
Land, there is evldence that the people were united 1in some
kind of loosely-knlt tribal confederacy, an amphictyony,
congisting of tribes (ideally twelve but effectively less
at that time), all purported to be descendants of Jacob's
SONS,. It has been widely discussed by scholars, such ag
Hoth and Bright, as to the place and the time that this
tribal union took place. Noth argues that the tribes only
became fully united at the occupation of Palestine and
that before that occupation they lived as separate clans.l
On *the other hand, Bright feels that it would be wrong to
suppose that the covenant league ltselfl originated only at
the time of the land occupation, He believes that a
league of clans must be presupposed to have antedated the
conquest and sees this league as the powerful motivation
which led to the destruction in Palestine under holy war-
fare, Although this was not normative amphictyony, it
was, he argues, a confederation of gmaller farnily uniis.
Normative amphictyony came only after the conquest, 2.
Perhaps these two scholars do not represent views that are
too divergent., Biblical evidence points to a tribal
confederacy that was in existence ghortly after the con-
gquest as can be seen from the early poetry of Deborah's
5ong.5°

Part of the growth of the people can be seen in the
extension of the covenantal relatlonship to embrace other
people who had not experienced Yashweh's hand of deliverance
nor the covenant at 3inail, Joshua 24 portrays one such
extension., It may be a record of the institution of the

1. doth, The History of Israel, pp.5-6
Brig 14 £ i -
2 Jphghts A digtory of Terael, pp 145 6




8.
of +the amphictyony as well. It shows +that some of the

orlginal inhabitants of the central hill country, Israsl's
common ancegtors and thelr allies, became absorbed into a
tribal grouping and into the covenant relationsihip. A
briefer covenant slso took place with the cities of Gibeon,
Chephirah, Beerotir and Kiriatn»jearim¢l‘ Altnough it is
gald that they became "hewers of wood and drawers of water"
they undoubtedly were completely absorbed into the 'am
Israel in time, After the initial onslaught on Canaan
thig process of extension and assimilation mugt have occurred
many times so that Sinal and Exodus became a common
tradition.

The Shechem Agsembly has been viewed by some scholars
as the real account of the birth of a people rather than
the Exodus and Sinaitic covenant, This is the view of T.J.
Meek who speculates that . Shechem, a clty with very old
traditions of covenant-making, was +the original home of
the Hebrew Torah as against Sinai/Horeb. 2. His argument
rests on the belief that the 0ld Testament narratives,
belng largely pro- judean, suvbordinated the Shechem tradition
and that the invasion of tne Israelites under Joshua pre-
ceded Moses by two hundred years. This srgument is not
ac.:eptable to Buber. He asks "Are we to gather here that
this was the historic hour at which, in one event, the
tribes were linked to become Israsel, and Israel linked with
YHVH? Was 1t only here that the relationsaip of faith
between God and people began? There ls, however, no basis
for this view. There is nothing here of any sacramental
covenant between God and people,after the manner of the
story of the blood covenant at Sinai.3° Buber concludes that
the Shechemite convocation was a covenantal renewal, a self-
binding of people toward God. Covenant extensions and
covenant renewals were iaportant in a land where the

l. Joghua., 9 )
2. T.J. Meek, Hebrew Origins, p. 27
5 M. Buber, The Ppophetic Faith,p. 15
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transition from semi-nomadic existence to agrarian living
wes a neceszity. The temptations of becoming completely
absorbed into the native population, with all its accompany-
ing ways, was a real challenge to Israel, At Shechem, the
tribes repledged themselves to Yahweh and extended the
covenant to include people alresady living in the central

hill country.
In order o secure their position in the land, batiles

had to be fought against other nations that looked with
longing eyes at the same highly-prized land or against the
people wno had settled prior to Israelts invasion, It was
in such times of national crisls that we occasionally see
the tribes coming together with united effort. In most
cages however, these crisls affected only one or two tribes
where the pressure of invaslon was most deeply felt, In
gach crigis "the Lord raised up for them" a deliverer or
judge who through his personal qualities commanded authority
and respect and thus led the tribe or tribes to victory.

In the victory stories about Othniel, Thud, Shamgar,
and Jephthah, it appears that only single tribes were
involved, But we notlce concerted efforts in Judpes 4+5

regarding Deborah and Barak's victory over Jabin, King of

Canaan, Here the call 1o arms went to all the tribes,
with the exception of the tribe of Judah which was never an
active participant until David's reign. In Deborah's
Song, there iz praise or blame given to the tribes depend-
ing on whether they responded with thelr levies or note.
Ephraim, Benjamin, Hachir (or ianasseh), Zebulun, Issachar
and Naphtall rallled to fiszht while "among the clans of
Reuben there were great searciings of heart"; Gilead
stayed beyond the Jordan": "Dan, why did he abide with the
ships? " and "Asher sat still at the coast of the gea.m
In this +time of consolidation and expansion the position

O f";/
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the tribes was precarious until they had defeated Canaanite
forces and thus were allowed freedom of travel among all
the tribes, Deborah's Song shows that the tribes did not
form an orgasnised unity. At this time "the Igsraelites
could only be induced to concertsd action by thelr feeling

a

of fellow-ship," Since no external organization kept
the tribes together, this unity of fellowship, grounded
in thelr belief in Yahweh, was a unity of spirit.

Another example of concerted effort in time of war is
found in Judses 6-8,Gldeon, raised by Yahweh as a Jjudge
"to deliver Israel from the hand of Midian",; sounded the
trumpet and sent messengers to Manasseh, Asher, Zebulun
and Naphtald, The tribe of LEphraim geve its support at
the end of the bhattle. In both the above instances, the
leaders reawakened in the geographically separated tribes,
the sense of agsoclation and common loyalty under the
banner of Yahweh,

But the tribal unity, which rose to the forefront
during national crisgilsg, tended to fade away after the danger
passed, It is unfortunate that the traditions we have deal
only with the times of crisis and not with the intervening
years of peace., We are left with the conjecture that each
tribe was engaged in its own affairs. When peace bvime was
enjoyed, then the tribal members bhecame associated with tae
native population through inter-mayrizge and by the inter-
play of cultural influences., 2.

There are other hints of a growing sense of unity
between the {tribes 1in the years of settlement and congolidation,
The narrative in Joshua 22 illustrates the unity that was
felt among the people, Land had been promised to the
tribe of Reuben, Gad, and one-half of Manasseh on the east
side of Jordan only if they promised to fight with the
remaining tribes in order to secure their positions on the
west side. ?

1. J. Pedersen, Israel 111-1V, p. T
2, Judges 35:5=6
3¢ dJoshue 1l:12-18,
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Joghue 22 is the account of these tribes returning to their

pogsession east of the river. Before recrossing the Jordan,

they erected an altar of great size, " a copy of the altax
of the Lord." 1. In the eyes of the rest of the people

of Israel, the consgtruction of this alter was seen as the
most heinous crime of all, apostasy, punishable by war and/
or death, It is strange thst building an altar would be
seen ag rebellion against the Lord since most towns of any
importance had an altar. It rather seems to be looked upon
as o recurrence of the sin al Peor, reminlicent of the
people's sojourn in HMoab when they had yoked themselves 1o
The Reubenites, the Gadites and the half-tribe

of Manasseh explained their action, not as a breaking of

-3

Baal Peor.

covenant, but as a symbol and a reminder to future generations
of thelr faithfulness, and thelr common heritage and
tradition with the tribes on the west of the Jordan., Here,
then, is a concern of the tribes to keep their worship and
covenant without blemish. S0y although no political unity
was felt, there was a keep religious unity.

Again in Judges 19-21 it is recorded how "all the
people of Israel came out from Dan to Becrsnebay including
tne land of Gilead'" to fight the tribe of Benjamin for
the crime committed against the Levite's concubine. There
are many details which maske it wvery dif ficult to reconstruct
what really happened, That 'all Israel assembled' together
is a gross exaggeration since the physical dimensions that
are given reflect the later kingdom under Davild., In
Judges 20:1 it is said that Gilead also rallied to Mlzmpah
but in 21:5, 8«12 the tribe was not only rebuked by words
but war was made upon it for not participating. The numbers
of those who rallied against Benjamin and Benjamin's fignting
men are out of all proportion., It is possible that certain
details reflect a later redaction after the unfortunate

reign of Saul, in an attempt to discredit his supporters,but fo:

L. Joghua 22:10,28
2, Numbers 25
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the purpose of this thesis, the narrative does lndicute

profound concern on the part of the tribes for the future
welfare of Benjamin, After the amoke of battle had cleared,
remorse for their actions flilled the hearts of the Israslites
"0 Lord, the God of Israel, why has this come to pass in
Israel +that there should be to-day one tribe lacking in

Israel? L. Then the people made plans to restore the

decimated tribe by providing wives who would give inheritors
to Benjamin's portion of land. The idea seems to have
been that the tribal system was sacrosanct and therefore,
not to be saltered by any human means. This meant, probably¥,
o fear of reprisal from Yahweh for tampering with some-
thing that lay within his sphere; therefore they had
to make amends and provide for the restoration of one
of His tribes. Again we see a covenantal concern among
the tribes.

Although the amphictyony did not bring political
or geographlical unity, the institutions connected with
it undoubtedly provided some sense of consolidation., We

see evidence in Joshus, Judgegs and 1 Samuel of important

centres where the people gathered at certain appointed
times of the year. These pilgrimages must have been de-~
signed to keep alive the Exodus and S3inai +traditions and
were, therefore, renewals of the covenantal relationship,
Joshua 24 tells of the people gathering at Shechem which
appears as one on the early cenires., There was a reiter-
ation of Yahweh's acts and a covenant renewal with people
who were earlier settlers in the land, Although it dis

impossible to be certain, it 1s likely that the Ark of the

Covenant, which was prominent durin; the entry into Canaan,
rested at Shechnem at that time. For some unknown reason,

the religious centre and the ark were later moved to

Bethel and then to sniloh, Judges 21319 mentions a

"vearly feast of the Lord at Shiloh" during the grape

harvest. It may be the same festival to which Elkanah and his

1., Judges 21:3
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two wiveas, Peninnah iﬁé Hannah, went year by year to
gsacrifice to Yahweh. L. Samuel's early life certainly

was strongly grounded in this aphictyonic tradition. To
men like Samuel and Bli, the central amphictyonlc shrine
must have been regarded as one of the most effective ways

to kuep the historical and religious traditions alive in

the life of the people. In Judges 2:10 the remark is

passed that "there arose another generation after them
(Joshua and his elders) who did not know the Lord or the
work he had done for ITgrael.," The religious enthusiasn

of the conguest period tended to become weaker as the tribes
intermingled with the native population, In this situation
the reli,ious centre of 3hiloh ( and other important
sanctuaries ), supported by a priesthood and festivals,
provided the means whereby the covenant could be renewed
and Israel's faith proclaimed. There is evidence that as
long as the central amphictyonlc shrine existed, there was

a gensge of unity among tne people. But after Shiloh fell
and the ark was captured by the Philistines, we can de-
tect g digunlting effect upon the population. 2 a 7@~
Juvenstion of +this unity came in David's reign When the

ark was reintroduced, this time at the new religlous and
political ceantre of Jerusalem, wnich had a priesthood,
fegtivals and ritual. Like Shiloh, Jerusalem hecame the
focal point of the United Kingdom and a means of maintaining
the unity of the tribes,

In the narratives of the consolidation period, there

are elements of both tribal unity and conflicts. We see
built-in forces that kept the tribes apart and prevented

a close assoclation, Geographically, the tribes were
spread ovexr & large area and were, at times, separated by
non-Israelite territories.

Being a fervent Yehwist, the Deuteronomic historian
attributed disunity to the serving of the Baals in his
characteristic phrase " and the people of Israel again did

what wvas evil in the sight of the Lord, " and "the Lord gave
them/

l. 1 Samuel 1l=2
2. 1 Samuel T:5-8:3%
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into the hand of foreignersf'l° It is unlderstandable that .
he would regard the foreign invasions as a punishment for
serving other gods. Hie theology was that the serving of
the Baals tended to dull the people's consciousness of
being called by Yahweh, and therefore, obgcured the covenant
which bound one with another,

Such an over«simplified theological pattern may not
bhe in accord with our modern thinking, but it may be that
the worghlp of Cansanite deltles did have a disuniting
efiect upon the people, After they had entered Canaan
under Yahweh's banner, the religlous zeal waned as they
began to setile among the original inhabitants. 1t dis
difficult for us to unravel thig p@riod in Israel's history
because of fragmentary evidence, b?t it would seem that the
semi-nomadic Israelites identified?themselves, at an early
date, with the Canaanites; to tae extent that they shared
esch other's agricultural metnodsgllaw forms 2. and cultural

traditions.B' This involved the acceptance, on the part of

the Israelites, of established and known agricultural gods.
They did not forsake Yahweh, but continued to worship Him

as the God of their fathers. At that time, 1t 1s doubtful

if the people recognised any difficulty in worshippling Yanweh
and the local Baals. When the clash did come, in Zlijah's
days 1t was a conflict, not between the national God, Yahweh,
and the fertility deities, but rather between two different
cultures. To what extent the local fertility cults influenced
the Israelites is not known., Undoubtedly, there were some

who forsook Yahweh, while others confused Yahweh with the
Baals, TFaith in the ndtional God was probably strongest
during the times of crises. At such times, the deliverer-
Judges rallied the people to holy war, thus making Yaﬁgsm more
militant and the people Mmaore faltinful,

1. Judges 2:11~14,17,18; 3536,7,123 4:1 6:1 B:33; 10:6,13,14,16;
1331.

2, Von Rad, Qld Testaaent Thuology, vole 1, D95,

%3, Judges %195-6,
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These periodic revivals seem to have been short-lived,
because in peave the intermingling of cultbtures continued,

To some extent, this may hsve weakened religious unity.
Political disunity was caused by tribal rivalries,
Perhaps this was an ouitfrowth of the loosely-knit amphictyony

in which the tribes were almost totally independent of
one another. Gideon faced a Jealous attitude on the parid
of the liphraimites who were called to share the last moments
of the victory against the Midianites. They upbraided
Gideon with the words, "What 1is this that you have done to
us, not to call us when you went to fight with Midian?.' *°
We also gee towns like Succoth and Penuel, refusing to aid
Gideon in his conquest against the Midisnites. 2.
Conflicts with the tribe of Ephraim agein occurred
when the Ammonite invasion was stopped by Jephthah, There
is an indication that a call for the levies had been issued
to Bphraim without any response; so it seems to have been
a Gileadite war and victory. Then the men of Ephraim
called themselves to arms and ac.used Jephthah with the
words, "Why did youw cross over to fight against the Amionites,
and did not call usg to go with you? We will burn your house
over you with firerﬁ' War followed bhetween Glilead and Ephraim,
Trivael rivalries seem to have been prevalent among the
Joseph tribes which had entered Canaan under Joshua. Perhaps
becuuse they still bore the marks of entnusiasm from the
wllderness period and because they saw the conquest and
settlement as the fulfilment of Yahweh's promise, the tribes
of Benjamin, Ephraim and Manasseh felt superior to the
other tribes. Ephraim and Hanasseh were gtrong tribes which
posgsessed much of central Palestine and acquired more
land in the area of Transjordan. There is also the added
consideration that these two tribes were strategicelly

gituated near the easgst-west road of the Fertile Crescent
where many tribal migrations and political chan.es occur:ed.

?""Fﬁﬁgbs gl
2. Judges 83417
3, Judges 1221,
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For a wvariety of rcasons, the central tribes seem to have
agsumed a superior position.

The unity that was achieved within the amphictyony
prior to David's reign seems to have beon two-fold. In
the first place, there was provision made for the pro-
tectlion of the newly won homeland. Although there was no
compulsion to send troops from each tribe, in times of
danger the tribal levieg did rally to the defence of the

area . Undoubtedly tinis military aspect was to mapy
Israelites, the most important function of the confed-
eracy. At least we see that it was the military crises
that brought the tribes together even in Saul and David's
reigns. To some extent, a political unity was achleved
under the banner of Yahweh, Secondly, the amphictyony
seems to have been the means of preserving the faith,

as we have geen in the narratives of the altar built
by the tribes in the Transjordan area and the Gibesh
affair, Within the awphictyony, the tribes acknowledged
one and the gsame God, Yahweh, and celebrated His feasts
at the same ganciuary around the ark. They shared a
comaon statute and a comsmon law. It was this comnon

worsaip waich was the unifying factor among the tribes.
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B, The Development of Leadership,.

Running parallel with the foregoing account of the
growth of a people is the development of leadership. Because
the social siructure was not of basic interest to the biblical
writer, we are greatly hindered in tals part of the study
by fragmentary evidence. At times we are gilven only brief
hinte of tuoe type of leadersnip that existed prior to the
monarchy. These references and the scnolarly works of
Pedersen and de Vaux, who have drawn useful purallels
between nomadic Arabia and anclent Israel, help us to see
the growth of leadership.

When we look at the theme of leaderscip prior to
settlement, it mugt be noticed that there was complete
equality within the clans and between the clans. On the
basis of the covenant relationship each person was a brother
to every other tribal member., There were a few socilal
positions but any distinction that existed between tnose who
held a position and the common people, was a distinction,
not of status, but of kind. Leaders like Moses and Joshua
roge to the forefront, but we are never given any hint that
they used their position to subject others as the typical

Oriental ruler was accustomed to do. As primus inter pares,

such a man as Hoseg felt called and com.issloned by Yaaweh
and it was the manifestation of His spirit in their lives
that commanded reuspect and obedience,

In ocur examination of the structure of society, we see
that the basic unlit was the family (’l§ ﬂ“"@, a futaer's
house, composed of the father, his wife, hig children, married
and unmerried and the next generation as well, Several
families which inhabited the same general area and met for
religious feasts and sacrificial meals formed a clan GWﬁIQ‘éEﬂ.]

In turn, several mighpahoth made a tribe (67 W or neb.
97 <

Binding them together was a claim to blood relationship, having

1. Roland de Vaux, Ancient lsrael, pp T7-8
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descended from a common sncestor called ' Israel'y But as

hag been pointed out before, they were more strongly hound
together by & common allegiance to Yahweh which permitted
the assimilation of peoples who were not kinsmen., Just
when this three~fold social structure evolved, it is im-
possible to say with any certainty. In Joshus T7:14-18 and 1
Samuel 10:20-21 reference is made to calling the people
together by tribe, clan and family. Even after the pattern
of king and constituted state were ilmposed, the old social
structure was not forgotten but continued to influence the
toought and action of the people.

Within this tribal organisation, it is the 'heads of
families! that play a determining role. These men, also
called elders (tl’;E{t) must have antedated the period of
conquest and settlemeﬁt, for their position is taken for
granted in the boolk of Judges. Lt is this grmp of men
sitting tat the gate'! which bore the burdens of the
cammunity,l° who witnessed transactions of buying and selling,
2. and gave Judgment in administrétion matters. Do It is
this group, also, which possessed the autnority to appoint
a leader for the people as in the case of Jephthah, 4"and
to make the demand for a king.5

Head ( WR7TY), Judge (@Su}) and officer ( MW ) are
other designations used in the same period to denote men
wino were governing and responsible people of the comsunity.
In Judges 8:14 the elders and officers of Succoth are used
alternatively without any distinction between them and the
same 1ls true in Joshua 25:2 and 24:1l., From among these
minor officialsy it was the group known as the officers who
later emerged as the military arm of the king and formed an
elite asg opposed to the genersl populace. Bubt in the days of

the amphictyony, when clan and tribal loyalties were ztrong-
est, the officlals mentloned above were the people's mouth-

pieces. They were ' of the people' and 'for the people!,

1. See Judges 21316 and 1 Samuel 1634
2. Ruth 434«,11

3, Joshua 20:4

4. Ju zesg 1lls4 %Omll

5. 1 Samuel B:ﬁﬁ .




2
In the settlement pericd related in Judges we are

made aware of the importance of the judge (é>%7ﬁ)o Here we
must make & distinction between the minor judges and the
major ones., The presence of the minor Jjudge is mentioned in
Joshua but what his duties were ig not known, All of the
minor Jjudges seemed to have been limited to their own tribe.
No mention is made of thelr participation in wary with the
excepblon of Shamgar who 1ls said to have "delivered Israel',
a phrase attributed to the major judges. With the exceptions
of ITola, Bhud and Shamgar, thesge minor Judges appear to be
more like oriental shelks with large families and great wealth.
Perhaps their position in society overlapped with the role

of the elder in giving Judgment at the gate.

The figure of the major Jjudge or more properly, deliverer,
ig much more clearly drawn but much harder to clasusify.
However a pattern does emerge, ALl of them are depicted as
part of the resi.tance movement against foreign invasion,

In most of the narrvatives we find the same phrase - '"the
Lord raised up a deliverer " @g‘@ztﬁ and the same concluding
formula that "he Jjudged Israel," "the nation was subdued"
and "the land had rest." Far from being petty leaders,

these Jjudges or deliverersy were ralsed by Yahweh, first of
ally to deliver the people from the hand of foreign invaders,
and secondly, to dinspire the people to return to a faithful
covenant relationship, At least, this is the interpretation
of the Deuteronuvmic tueologlan who was invaczion as a punish-

ment for tne people's apostasy.l°

Altnough the nomadic
personality was adverse to being ruled, these military chief-
tains would command the allegiance of thelir own tribe and,

at times,; of other tribes, on the basig of their posses:ion
of the charismatic gifts. In each case, with the exception

o

of Fhud, 'the Spirit of the Lord' came upon them,

l. H.H, Rowley, @rowtn of the 0ld Testament, p. 58
2. Judges 35103 63343 11:29; 143193 15:14.,
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and manifested itself in some great militery victory.
There ls no expliclt mention of it, but it is generally
gesumed that these colourful heroes rose to the foreground
of Israel's 1life only to fade out after the victory had
been won in Yahweh's name. In practically every case we

are told about the conflicty the successful outcome and the
fact that peace ruled over the land. It is unlikely that
the leader in war, at the end of a successful campaign,
vetained much, if any, military suthority over the tribes
who had taken part. But, having demonsitrated his possession
by the ruah, he would have enjoyed prestige to the end of
his days and would have been a respected Judge. He may
have taken a place among the elders of the gate to glve
judgment. Deborah ls said to have sat under the palm, asnd
people of Israel came up to her for Judgmeni. L There is
no reason to believe that she discontinued to do so afler
the crisis against Sisera passed. It may be this capacity

of Jjudgment that made the writer ascribe foxrty years of
peace after most of the Jjudges. Judges, heilng an anthology
of war stories, simply does not include enough details of the
peace years to formulate a complete picture of what happened.

These chieftaing never made any attempt to set up a

hereditary office or to survound themselves with an entourage,
but rather depended upon the tribal levies to yive them
gupport. In a very real sense, the chieftaing were fighting
Yahweh's wars. There was complete confidence that Yahweh
would prevall over hils enemies. Raoh hero trusted in hinm
and did not rely upon force of arms alone. Deborah called
Barak with the words, "Does not the Lord, the God of Israel,
command you, 'GOeso " 2. and "Up! .. Does not the Loxrd go
out before you?" S Gideon, having purifie%ﬁis house of
foreign delties, marched against the forces of Midian. But
at the voice of Yahweh, he trimmed his force of thirty-two

thougand fighting men to a mere handful of three hundred.

1. Judges 415,
2 Judges 4_360
5. Judges 4:14.
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With a saout "A sword for the Lord and for Gideon® the

battle began and was won. Yahweh's continued support was
shown in thils type of charismatic lesdersnip in war.

What begins to emerge under the charismatic heroeg is
a type of unified rule concenirated in one person. In the
person of Deborah, we sae not only a Judge but also a
prophetess and one who insplres leadership in war. In Gideon,
we see one who offers sacrifice as a prisst, one who Jjudges
and who acts as a mi_hty warrior. The full-blown plecture
of a leader who exemplifiesg thig unifie@éul@ is Samuel whom
we shall examine later, The judgeship ;ould mean the rule
0f one man over several tribes, but "his rule was fairly
localized, involving no general governmentsal organigzation

or peolitical differentiation, and it 4id not affect deeply
the economic or soclal life of the people. In this respect
it was quite different from the kingship. Allegiance to the
Judge was a voluntary effair, and the person rather than
the office bore the authority".”*

Throughout this period of loose~knit amphictyony, the
tribes were satisfied with this sporadic leadership provided
by the charismatic Jjudges. 1t met each crilsgis successfully
and showed them that Yahweh was with them. They could ask
for nothing more, There was, then, at that time, no offic-
12lly organized political head or political cohegion., The
only recognized authority in Israel was charismatic.

Within this pattern of community life there can be
gseen & foreshadowin; of what was Lo come. Gilideon had achieved
a great victory over the lMidianites wao had presented a
grave threat to thosze tribes in the nortn and east -
Manassen, Asher,; Zebulum and Haphtali. Perhaps as a token
of appreciation to Gideon or, more likely, desiring to have
a full-time hero "to rule over us", the men of Israel came %o

Gldeon asking him to be king over them,

T, teds May, art. History of Israel, Peske's Commentary,
Po 11T



Gideon refused emphatically on theologlcal grounds, "I will
not rule over you, and my son will not rule over you; the

2

Lord will rule over you." An hereditary leadership was

unthinkable since to havgét would hgve meant .a denlal of

Yahweh's choice of leader and also a relience on the military

acumen of one man and his .rmy rather than upon Yahwelh.

In the amphictyony "God was conceived as the direct and

actual ruler of the nation.,.., Yahweh was thus the Lord; the

King, the Judge and the Law-glver of his people, who were

his subjects or servants.® 2.
Although the biblical evidence is that Gideon xefused,

not all scholars are convinced. Some see the significance

of Gideon as lylng chiefly In the fact that he initiated

the first tentative movement towards a hereditary 1eadersnip.3°

They say that although Gildeon refused kingship, Judges 932

seems to indicate some kind of sovereigniy. Gideon's sons

do seem to have assumed a prestige position at Ophrah and one

of them, Abimelech, showing his true colours by being a shrewd

political opportunist, tried to casn in on his father's pop-

ularity. It is certain that Gldeon's suthority surpassed

that of the other Jjudges, The evidence seen in the fact that

he +took a harem, had seventy sons; established a religious

centre, made a cult object and named a son Abimelech ( fatner,

king) may be a strong reason for belleving that he did accerpt

some kind of sovereignty. In that case we would have to

deny the historicity of Gideon's absolute refusal. It may

algo be argued that Gldeon showed ghrewd diplomatic rejection

of kingship, while at the same time, he silently accepted

some kind of rulership. Or we may interpret the story as

Gideon's oath pledszing to preserve, undisturbed, the contin=

4 On the other hand, the

facts supporting some sort of royal power may only give a
5

uity of theocracy during his rule.

hint that there was a growin K royal ideolog

1. Judges 8323,

2, Gebs X«Frigh"ﬁ, God Who A.Ct%gy P 52

5« Oeaterley and Robinson, A Hlstory of Israel, vol.l;p.l34f.
Cf, Pedersmen, Igrael 11ll-lV, p.39,.

4. Interpreter's Hictionary, art. King, Kingsnip.

5. Hedo May, art, distory of Israel Peake's Commentary p. 117
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It ig really with asoimelecn that we see tae first
atteupt to establish a monarchy on Israelite soil. It is
true that Jephtioabh had struck a clever bargain with the
dJileadites to become thelr leader and their head 1'but
there is no evidence of a successor or monarchical power.

Two thoughts require em hasis at this point. The
first is the growt. of a royal concept. e see it here
guite openly in Gideon and in Abimelech., 3Sut a furtner
extension of this is, secondly, that the people were pre-
pared to change the basis of fthe c..ieftain's authority
from that of non-heredit.ry, charismatic Judgeship to that
of a hereditary monarch modelled after the other nations,

Abimelecih's power as king; over a number of towns

ested entirely on force of ar.us rather than upon a chap-

ismatic experience, as with other heroes in the pust. Up
to tuis time, a military bero could de.aand allegiance and
sup,ort qf the tribal levies on the b.gis of Yanwen's
spirit being with him when war thristeneu. But when the
enemy was routed and the danger was past, then anis power
tended to subside. In times of peace the independance of

the tribes rose to the foreground. Abimelech lacked populur

o2}

sup,.ort because of his Canaanite background 2. and because

he seilzed power in tiwme of peace; an action completely
forei n to traditional Yahwism, It may be that ibinelech
was able to as.ert himselfl among his 'hecnem kinsiien and
become kin. because the centre had originally becna Canaanitic.
Being accustomed to tais pattern of old city-states, the

idea of monarchy would be fairly strong amon, tuae inhavitants,.
The writer has also made it ciear that Abimelech's kingsaip
was doomed frown the very beginalia; since the lack of an
anointin, meant a correspondin,; absence of Yahweh's ap-
proval, In this; narrative, we get a glinzpse of what the
people were capavle of doing waen they were so deter.ined,
even to the makin of +taeir kin,. The Jeuteronomic writer

has aied his cnaracteristic remark on tnis abortive monarcay
1. Judi.es 11
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by inclu.ing Jotaum's fable, a stingin; condemnation of

kingsnipe Although we may regard this as being unhistor-
ical, it surely represents a viewpoint wuich later appeared
in opposition Lo saul,

The reliance upon opirit-endow_d heroes mi ht have
continued had it not been that Israel found herself set
against a much more formidable enemy in the Philistines.
Here was a nation that presented a real and grave challenge,
because 1t was not satisfied with occasional raids into
Israelite territory but aimed at complete occupation and
domination, We are madeaware of those people in the days
of shamgar, but the presJure became gtronger in Samson's
time until the tribe of Dan had fo evacuate and fiand a new
home in the north. If one doubts the extent to wnich the
Philistines had infiltrated, one has only to read tae
beginaning of 1 Samuel, an account of the gradual take-~
over climaxed in the seizure of the Ark at the Battle of
Lhenezer, It is not difficult to imagine the psycnological
consegquences thalt followed the seizure of the Ark. In
times p=st, as o syhbol of Yahweh's presence, power and
supnort, the ark had preceded the men of Israel into the

*

promised land and into hatiles. The confidence that was
placed in the ark can be seen from ;mggggg%haﬁw9. The
belief that it would save them from the power of the enemies
wag very strong. When the ark was ovrought into the camp,

a shout arose because success was sure. The faith that was
engendered by this cultic object can also be sezn in the
reaction of the FPhilistinzs. They, tos, were confident

that "the jsotls who s.uote the Egyptians” would also destroy
taem, when the Philistines captured the ark, it undoubted-
ly called into question the whole theology of the ark and
f.ith in Yahweht's power to ;ive deliverance., The subsequent
demand for a kin; was an expres.ion of a lack of confidence
in the Lord and hls capacity always to send tne ri . ht man at
the right tinme. :

1, Joshua 6:7
2, H... Hertzberg, 1 and 11 samuel, p. 89
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1.re 1. the firut raa%og way a chan e of political
administration was ne._ded, Practically speaking, the
old order did not offer enough security.
There were other reasons why a monarchy was inevit-
able. The people generally, were dissatisfied with the
old order. In 1l Jamuel we are told of the abuses of the

. m s L .
priestly sons of Eli.,”’ Corruption and greed were raupant

even in the amphicytouic shrine at Sniloh. Although
we are dealin_. here with retrospective history, it is the
belief of the writer that the fall and the curse of the
pricstly houge of Z1li resulted because of the cultic abuses.
Blits house had been chosen in the days of Zgyptian bondage
to "go in and out before me for ever." Z because of
its unfaithfulness, the house would be greatly restricted
and be replaced by a "faithful priest, who shall do accord-
ing to what is in y heart and in my mind; and I will
build him a sure house, and he shall go in and out before
my anointed rorever." 5. This statenent implies that the

Houme of ®li lost its status and privilege.

An almost identical condemnation is made of amuells
SONS o As Judges they "turned aside after gaing they

took bribes and perverted justice." Ao

We gec that Yahwism
was at its lowest ebb when those dnstitutions of jud .e and
priegt, chosen by Yahweh and desigsned to protect the
covenant relationship, came into dishonour, With both XEli
and samuel, as with Gidcon, who were personages confor:xing
to the role of the charismatic heroes, we sce attempts to
replace the charism.tic call to office by a more sure
heredit.ry succession. 51i's case is somewhat different
since the priestly house always followed the heredit .ry
principle. As in Abimelech's kingship, the attempt to cnange
the leadersai, to a more stable form is se.n to be a failure,
bein = wrecked by the at.itude of the persons iavolved, The
sons, Tthe younger gener.iion, were furtner removed fro.. the

1. 1 .amuel 2:12-17,22~25,
2. 1 Jamuel 2:27-3%0

3¢ L1 samuel 2335

4., L samuel 8:l-3




axodus and Jsinad exper%gﬁces and were not tied to the
traditional ways. Bach one, 1n his particular position,
tried to assert his ows personality. The biblical writer,
emphasisin, the spiritual pov.rty of the times, adids this
subltle comnent, " And the word of the Lord was rare in tnose
days; ‘there was no Irequent vision,”1°
1t was for these reasong that "all the elders of
Israel gathered together and came to samuel at Ramah" to
agk for a king "to zovern us like all the nations.” 2. e
are met with a problem here, namely the origin of the monarchy.
Certain passages show o favourable attitude to the monarcny
because tne majority of people saw it ag the only way to
gave Israel from the Philistines, Se Ofther w.ferenccg deal
witih the monarchy as an explicit rejection of Yaaweh, be
Yet another narrative deals with Saul as a successor to the
former hero.s, °°
In the source that is favourable 1o the monarchy we
find the story of the lost asses waich brings faul into
saliuelts presence and friendsaip. In 1 camuel 9:15, 17,20
it is clearly saown that tne monarchy i. a zift of Yaaweh,
samuel, az Yahwoh's instrument, is to "anoint him { vaul)
to be prince ( na_id, over my people Israel, He znall
save my people frow the hand of the Philistines.'" ‘“hen
saul comes to Bamuel, Yanweh confirms hils cholce a gecond
time that "he it ig who shall rule over my people.' This isg
accompanied in verse 29 by & promise of grandeur to .aul
clearly indic.ting that what i¢ nappein,; is ordained of
tod, The followin day .amuel anoints Jaul as prince
(na_id) over Yaoweh's people and .iv.s hin signs by wailch
he anall recognise his sacred calling, All is fulfill:-d
anu tone (pirit of Yaaweh comes upon Jaul, making it cluar
that he is an instrument of God, open at any time to the
onset ol idis power., This pro-mon.rcaical .sccount is re-
puted to be th. older of the truditions and must have re-

pre.eated the majority of the population.

L. 1 Lsamuel 3:1

2, 1 .amuel T:4-5 5, 1 amuel 1l:l=15.
5. L oamuel 9:1-10:16

4o L amuel 814223 10:17=27; 12:12-25,
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The anti-monarchical view, which is a later inter-

pretation by a Deuteronomic editor, wus represented cnlefly

by Samuel., It is hard to reconcile the two views, espucially
since Samuel played such a large part in both, In the
passages dealing with Samuel's horror of monarcay, he
appears %o have taken an instant stand against tne demand
of the people. First of all, he presented the theological
objections that c.oosing a king meant a rejection of Nahweh
as kin_, a8 rejection of one wno had always raiscd his own
leaders to fignt his wars. secondly, he point.d out the
practical objections, Thnere has been the sug estion thzt
these ways of tne king is an as.essment of the monarc.y in
retrospect, written after the collapse of tae nation.

There 1s no reason, however, to take suca a view, esp cliai.y
since Israel was surrounded by small kin ;doms like soab

«nd A.uon and the kin,s of the Philistine cilty-states,

The description of the 'ways of the king' is of interest
because what Jamuel described was a n.w type of person,
nitherto unknown in Israel. Not only would a king be head
and shoulders in authority above everyone else but he

could use hisg kingsnip to demand whatever he liked, be it

a gstandiin  army, ancestral propertgbgr the reduction of

his subjects to slavery, He wouldAﬁeoesgarily be tied to
the covenant relationship, True, he would be Yauweh's son
by adoption and would be an expression of itis will, but

tae kin ., as a man could fall from tnis ideal and behave
otuerwise because of his elevation to the turone. The
degecription of a king is of one wao would no longer be

‘of the people! to protect tne pe.ple, but one who could
exploit his subjects for his own purposes., What sSamuel
contrasts is, on fthe one hand,; Yohweh,; the real king,
protectin,; his people by raisin_ charismatic leaders;

and on the other hand, a people's king wno wmay not seek

his guidance from Yanweh but will take everythin into his
own hand.. Tie people are bein, told tnat in choosing a

king a new way to apostasy hes been opened to them,
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out the picture w.lca samuel painted did not deter the
people from making toelr choice in favour of a» king. In a
king they visualized regulated goverament, leadersinlp in
wer by a trained soldier instead of a charismatic leader,
and also responsibility for "our battles." 53till determined
to have a king, the people were presentcd to Samuel by
tribes, clans and famllies until Saul was singled out by
lot., When Saul was presented to the people, he was acclaim=-
ed as king (melek), he "w.om the Lord has chosen," The
anti-monarcaical view is continued in_&mgﬁgggyiQ in typical
beuteronomic phrases, ending with the account of a rain
and thunderstorn interpreted as a sign that Yahweh and
sanuel were unanlimous in their condemnation of monsreny.

dere we see an example of the voice of the people pein,,
heard. They were especially aware of the Philistine nenace
in toeir midst, In the past they had trusted Yanwen to
deliver them., But now the people moke their demand in
the fauce of the catastrophe of the ark by wiich the
Israelite army had b.en led in the past. Because of this
disap,.ointment in the power of the ark and in the ruan,
the people called for a commander, one endowed with
pernanent heavenly favour, He wag not fto be tenporary like
tine Jjudges, Rather the people wanted security against
death and interre num, and a succession waich would not
sufi'er interruption with its consequent danz.rs., This
demand is carried out by a covenant in which the king be-
comes responsible to Yahwenh -—Just as bthe people had e.rliexr
covenanted witn Yahweh to be a faithful ‘an.

It is important to realise that thisg view represented
by wamuel must have been felt most stronily by tuaose who
meintained a viogaic Yihwism, It ds ratoner difficilt to
speculate avout the exponents of this view since it has
already been mentioned thut thossz asong woom one xui ht nave
expected to find faitbfulnes. to Yanwe.., namely the priests
and tne jud.es, seemed to have been ridiled by corruption.
Clewrly bae old anphictyony had broken down, and zone was

Israel's focal point at shiloh. vanuel himself is portrayed
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gs a faithful remnant. Having grown up as a protégé of

51d in the central shrine, Samuel would necessarily have
emulated the amphictyonlc idsal and despaired of any ine
stitution that threstened that ideal. Furthermore, if
we look at Samuel in the lisgnt of the charismatic leaders,
we see in him the embodiment of unified rule. ide was
born a dazmarite; he administered before the Lord wearing
the ephod,; marking him as a priest; he was a prophet of
the Loxd; he was a Judge who has a yearly circuit to the
centres of Bet:el, (Gilgal and sdzpath; and he was a leader
in war against the Philistines. If Yahweh could provide
such unified leadersaip in one man, what position could a
kin. possibly have? When we take this into consider.tion
we can understand why Samuel felt that the demand of the
people was a rejectiony, not only of hiunself, but of Yanwen's
power to bring deliverance. We can also underst.nd way
samuel tried to hold off the advent of a kin ship.

The third narrative about Jaul's installation as king

appears in 1 Samuel 11, a caapter that makes . wul appear

like just another Jju. e, The conditions were tnere as they

were ror Gideon., Jabeshgllead was hard-pressed by the

An .onites, .essengsrs were sent to tne tribes to rarly tne
tribal levies, When Saul heard of it the Spirit of Yanweh
came mightly upon him, and after dramatically chop,ing up

his oxen and sen:ing the parts to the tribes, he ordered

tne people to muster thelr troops. The people saw in Jzul's
actions tne mark of the God-given char:sma and go they lent
their support to acnieve victory over the A . onltes.
Following the victory, the people ofiered to Saul wh.t

had once been offered to Giueon - the kingsnip, Tnis tinme
it was accepted. Whuat makos the story difficult to interpret
is that aguin we find jSamuel at Gilgal takin: part in the

crowning cere.onies and acclanmation.,

It 1s a somewhat despairin; task to fit these threc account
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of tie origin of the monarchy into an understandable
pat .ern, They arve conflicting accounts in many regards.
sut it must be adnitted that the editor has displayed
considerable skill by showin.: the psycanological pro=-
gression o: events. The denand of the people comes first
of ally waich is se=n by Samuel in all its apostate colours,
OUnly after .amuel points out the implicutions of the
request and after the people rewain adamant in their demand,
are plans laid down for a kin. . Saul enters the picture in
search of the lost asses and encounters Samuel who, at
Yanweh's command, anoints ‘aul secretly. Jaul himself is
given the signs to reassure him of his divine comni:.ion.
After the people are called togetner, aul is publicly
cnosen by lot and acclaimed zs king. But it ig only after
;aults dramatic victory over the Am.onitos that he is
accepted winoleheartedly, The finisning touches are
provided by lamuel in his warnings that faithfulneos to
Yanweh is required.

It is evident that, even tnougn the people have de-
nonstr ted their lack of confideunce in Yanweh and taedir
tendency to be unfaitnful Yaoweh was there in control of
tine situation. rionarc.ay, in itself wuas not witaout tne
guidance of Yauwoh even tnou h it began ag a demand of a
rebellious people. Yahwen would work througu it as nhe did
the cnarismatic leaders to acaleve Uis plan of salvation.,

Until the time of tne monarchy, Israel's leaders.aip
wasg charismaetic ia character. Altnough the kinjunip of
saul was bejun with the same endowment of tne spirit, it
becume pro ressively cleaer that wit.in moncrchy lay tae se.ds
of teunsion and conflict. The Juijes of tue past had each
becn called upon to act once in a moment of crisis and
therefore there was no pres. ure upon the people to accept
that leadersnip after tne danger passed. But in Zaul's case,
the charisms was expected to saow itself continuvally in

order to have the support of the people. Precisely becaus
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the Philistineaggressoé could not be defeated, “aul's

reign and, inde.d, the monarchy were brought into gucstion,
saul faced the problems of a sustained leadersaip without

any precedents to guide him,

Throughout sjaulls reign, some of the tensions boiled
into actual conflict. e have seen that altnough ‘amuel's
personal feelin s regarding the monarcny were amblguous,
he n:vertheless supported ithe principle, willingly or un-
willingly, in the face of popular demand by the tribal
leaders. Trom the very beginning the differences "were
already iuplicit in the contradiction bhetween genuine liosaic
Yanweh vreligion and any leadersailp which was not charismatic.”
L It would seem taat in the mind of most Israelitus the
pres.ure from the Philistiﬂ@g%as the importunt iswsue, and
80 tne monarchy was launcheu}for defensive purposes., The
congsequences of monurcnical rule were not immedictely felt
by the Yahwists, 2 Vhatever Jamuel's initial feelin s
were, 1t is evidont tnat he soon breke with aul, and
guite likely his response was representative of circles of
charismatics,

Saul's first conflict recordzd in 1 _Jamuel 13:8-19
arose as he and his army prepared for battle against the
Philistines., A week earlier Jamuel had told him to go to
Gilpal - "hehold, I am coming to you to offer burnt offerings
and to sacrifice peace offerin,s. .even days you shall
walty until I come fto you and suow you what you shall do."
saul gathered his troops and waited the appointed number
ol' days for 3mmuel, But wnea .amuel failed to appear,

Saul performed the ritual of making: the offerin, hims 1.
samuel's reaction is beyond underwt&nding% dad he notb
broken nis end of the agreement? Vas it not appropriate
for Jaul to make a burnt oifferin;? Vas tails action a
priestly prerogative?y In the majority of pas.ages fronm

Jogshua to 1 Jamuel, the offering of burnt and peace ofrecsings

1. Waltaer BEic..rodt; Theologzy of the Uld Testament vol 1. p.441

2. Von Rad, Qld Testament Theology, p. 37,
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does seem to have been an act proper only for the priestly
class, Bubt wolle tails is true, there are also passages
wzaere no pricst is mentioned and where his presence would
be unexpected, In Judgeg 6:25, 26, 27 Gideon is commanded
by the Lord to "pull down the altar of the Ba'al woich
your fatner hag, and cut down the Asnerah that is peside
it; and build an altar to the Loxrd your God on top of the
gtrongnold here, with stones laild in du: order; then take
the second bull, and offer it as a burnt oflering with the
wood of the Asheran which you sghall cut down.' Do Gideon
took ten men of his servants, and did as the Lord told him."
Here is an exanple of a charismatic figure, wino is not of
the pries:ly class, making sacrifice. Judges 1%:16,19,23
carries another example. Hanocah and his wife are told by an
angel of the Lord "if you make rcady a burnt offering, then
offer it to the Lord..,. "So #anoah took the kid with the
cereal offeriny and ofiered it upon the rock to the Lord."
Later they reflect on their action in thuse wordsy; TIf
th lLord had meant to kill us, he would not have accepted a
hurnt offering and a cereal offering at our hands." It
may be argued that in both the casmes of Gideon and of
nanoah they had the express command or invitation to
sacrifice but in the case of jaul, no such indic tion is
given., Here can be little doubt that the  people consulted
the priests about the proper offering of sacrifices but
""the evidence from the time of the Judge. and the monarony
sugests that the right of the pate@:ﬁamilias to exercise
the prisstly function of offerin. sacrifice was uncontested
for a conslderaole period and that there was, therefore, no
peed to call in the as.i tance of a special cultic official.”
Lo Altnough we may be inclined to view tnls incident as
an exanple of Lamuel's eccentricitiy or nis Jjealousy, it nay,
on the other hand, vepresent a fear felt by those in the
priestiy and prophetic circles, that saul was graspin at @
religious as well as political autuaority. Behind samuelts

rewction may have lay the taou ht, also, thnat tne monarcay,

Le Vo Lichrodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament, pp %967
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being not only a politic.l but primarily a religious
ingtitetion, could set itself up as tae infaliible ex-
positor of divine will in opposition to those who had been

the agents of the spirit in the past,
the second clash between Samuel and saul came as

the result of saul's violation of the ban, the herem,
recorded in 1 Samuelllbs; 10-35. At the command of Yanweh,
samuel gives Saul instructions to war against Amalek and to
gpare nothing - a total destruction of man, and animals,
The venture is succeszful but conitrary to the comman.d,
King Agag is spared and the best of the stock ars brougitt
to the camp " to gacrifice to the Lord." This explanation
does not satisly the angered Samuel woo views 3sul as a
disobedient servant of Yahweh and pronounces the terainution
of 3aul's kings.aip, Uaul is here portrayed in the worst
poasible lisnt as one wno "set up a momument for himself',
one who "has turned back from following'" Yahweh an. one
wao lays tne blame on the people for bhringing the spoill
back from thce camp, The conditions of the ban varied from
case Lo case, Sonmetimes a total destruction was commanded
walle at other times the cattle could be spared and zhared
amon , the clans, Jeul was pronounced guilty for having
crossed a very sh.Wdowy line of distinction between total
ban and what he, in fact, did, The Yahwists, bhow . ver, in-
terpreted .aul's action as a violation of the trust in
Yahweh,

Both accounts of saul's fall from prophetic favour
may stem fro.: the same incident centred at Gilgal, What

interests ws here is the conflict between the two men,
samuel seems to have been bent on making the king sub-

servient to himself. The conflict is partly und r:tandable
on the grounds that .amuel as a prophet was exercisin, his
right to make the king conform to covenant requirements,
put we cannot rule out the possibility of Jealousy on
samuel's part, for after all, jamuwel had beea key man in

Israel prior to the establishment of the wmonarchy. It may



also be sgald that the ééﬁ caosen py Yanweh ag priace, and
samuel the msa of vod, had dif.erences stem.in: from tne
fact "that the relationsaip between the king's sacred and
gecular functions was ill-defined, and the secular require-
ments of tne monarcay conflicted with the ancient traditio&sal°
saul not only broke witn the prophel-priest Samuel,
but also with the estabrished priesthood. Initially the
priests had supported saul, Like Uamuel, they probably
saw in the monarcny bhe hope of a nation to maintain its
inheritance. In 1 Samuel we sec _aul, an enthusiastic

and superstitious Yahwist, surround.d by the army and by

at least one wepresentative of the priestnood, When
Jonathan struck a winaning blow at the Philistine gurrison
at Micamagh he hagstily consulted the priest wno attended
the ark°5° The narrs:tor ghows most cle:rly that Laul
was a man wno stood in fear of Yahweh and was concerned
to do iis will. It was only wfter his recurring bouts

of melancnolia that he lost tne prizstly sugs.ort | to his
opponent, David ., These fits of melancholia caused saul
to suspect everyone of coveting his position, most of all
savid, In I ZFamuel 22:11-23 the stay is told of how .Jaul
took vengeance againgt the priests of Hob, after they had
given help to David, and had the whole priestly family
murdered, except Ablathnar wiro escaped in David's cauap.
After tais incident no mention is made of a priest among
saults foliowers, It i3 sald Ywnen .aul dnquired of the

Lord, the Lord did not answer him, -ither by dreams, or
py Urim, or by prophets." 4.

Perhaps 1t is nere that we should note the root of
the problem, On the one hand the God, Yahweh, wao mov.s
in history, intervenes as a helper in tiue of ne:d, calls
jud;es to be ilnstruments and accords tnen protection and

olessin ;s The many references to Yahweh's past deeds are

intended to show ug this continual guidance. camue L
1

. Notn, The History of Israel, pp 175-6.
20 1 Samuel 14:%
5. 1 vcamuel 14:18
Ao 1 Lamuel 28:6
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bases nls farewel: seruon ' on tuls vory poiat. Yauweh's
hand of culdance was witu soses, Aaron and the judges.

Throughout t.is passage, wod's fulthfulness is enphasized,
Into tals pattern Samuel placeg himgelf, oxr rather, the
writer places him, It ghows his incorcuptiblility and
that everything about him has been done in order. But on
the other hand, we see people who willingly forsake Yanweh,
This patiern is vividly reiterated time after time in Jucces.
we gec it in men like Abimelec.., ©®li's sons and Jamuel's
20N,

dow that mon.rchy has been denmanded by the people,
it is secn ag anotheyr gi-n of rebellion and of congtantly
renewed apostasy. It reveals in itself an act of unfaiti-
fulness: and a lack of trust in Yshweh, "The new sin excecdu
all previous gsins in so far as the aspiration for a king
puts in question the desire and capability of the Loxd to

~ 0

bring about d.1li crance." but bac asz the desire of a
king may be, the possibility of deliverance io still pre-
sent in it. Yahweh is behind it. Januel will counsel the
pecople in the pata they are to follow, 5 Mhe Lord has
aade provision for it. It is now up to the people and the
kin_ whetner they keep to it.

Thies is the underlying tueme of the wnole hells. es-

cnichte and is the backdrop for the ensuing conflict

petween tine kin; and people. As we have seen, the people
are a cozen people, Hli's house is a chosen house, ‘aul

1 cnosen and anocinted of the Lord as are tihe succe .ding
kinssa. But although they are chosen, they, and we, are
wl3o men, living, not in a spiritual vacuum, but in the
nidst of the world with all its many temptations. There

i3 the possibility of fallure to keep covenant with Yaawen,
and therefore, failure to keep covenant with men. It is

the interylay between those two aspects thet ¢ wsus Lfriction.

Whoty then,can be sald about thne Israslite mon rcny as

]_Io
o

s seen against the background of hagﬁanwistic fiithr,

N
o

o

o o dertzberyg, 1 and 1l samnuel, p. 99
Jamuel 123123
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Basically monarcny was a contradiction of pure Yai@smﬁ
But that it was incorporated into the constitution of
the people of God is evident, It wags accomplished by
entrusting the king, as servant of the covenant God, with
the upholding of the divine decre. s, Here was the seed
of friction, for it allowed for the possibility of a clash
between policies of practical politics and divine decre.s;
the clasih bebween Yahweh's will and human will., We see
it in saul's reign in the conflict between himsell and
sanuel, repregentatives of the two opposin  view polnts,
each laying claim to the charisma. It developed into a
clash between the static and the dynamic understaniings
of the failtn. sSaul tragically portrayed the inability to
reconcile the two offices into & working union, At the
beginning of his reign, vauvl's charismatic gift showed in
his actions and gtirred all Israel., But it was in Saul

that we see the fransition from charismatic leader to
official functionary. Though he had the suprort of

tiie prophet, priegts and the people, he "substituted
sacranent.l consecration for personal deeds of power as
the basis of his office., Next, he sacrificed roespect

for the ancient law of Yanweh to his own authority in

the matiter of the ban in the Awalekite war, and taus gave
preference to his newly won political power over the
reliious rule of service required from the man endued
with the spirit, Here human groeotness has set itselfl up
aguinst God, and is no longer prepardd to spend itself

in obedient servicet, "' It ig little wonder that those
who had saown grave ni. ivings about +this new institution
suduenly withdrew tneir blescing, not so much from the
institution itself but from tunce man who was lsreel's

first king,.

We BIichTodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament, vol. 1, p. 445,

gt arimea e baresee—— —

-
L




37
Co Kin; and People in the United Kindom,

1o savid.

Javid's character is a very curious mixture, On the
one hand he is ruled by the divine cnarisma and tonereflore,
snows himgself to be a falthful instrument of Yanwen., Hut
on the other hand, we sees glimpses of a shrewd man who
operates with cold practical policles., Here agdin we
see the main theme: Yahwen who leads by choosing a king
and a king who i3 a man suscepltible to flawg of character,

The writer of Samuel, conditioned by a southern point
of view and Jerusalem theology, is careful to describe bavi.
in the best possible lisht. In his rise to power, he is
continually contrasted witn Saul who failed to live up to
his calling,. David's eaxly life is told in such a way to
show that, without a doubt, he was Yanweh's chosvn man,

If we could sweep away the Deuteronomic editing, David's
rise mi ht have occurred this way: A handsome shepherd boy
finds his way into the royal court of saul to play his lyre
for the king; he demonsgtrates his prowess in killing
Goliathsy he is successful at war against the Philistines,
hag the friendsaip of the royal family, and marries the
princes., With the death of King Saul, he is anointed

king at Hebron by the Judeans. 4after several years, the
elders of Israel ask him to be taeir king too., In the

1lisht of all these elements and the fact that Isruel'had
become & united country, it is easy to see why the writer
and the common people believed that David was the fulfilment
of tineir dreaus. Surely the Lord is with him, they would
S8V, Yo man can do what ne has done unless dod is with
him, It seemed appropriate to the writer to saow not only
that Savid was the pre-ordained kin ; by an early ancinting
but also tnat the last gre t judge, samuvel, was the one to
anoint him., As we saw, Avimelecn's abortive mon.rcny wus

doomed. fro. the start because it lacked any divine sanction,
Thus, it was necegsary to give Navid . the proper pvegin-ing

wwith the endowment of Yahweh's spirit.
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David's swectacular rise does have parallels with the old tribal
heroes and undoubtedly the common people recognised tulsg quality.
of leadership and individual call of Yahweh.

The rise of David can be seen in another perspective. The
promise that Abraham's descendants would become a great nation
had not yet been fulfilled., It is true that in Joshua we are
given the impression that the conguests in centrel, southern and
northern Palestine were a complete successi that the peoples
were subdued and that the land was completely Israel'sposession.
But this account 1ls idealinzed, It was far from a conplete
guccens although certainly a partial fulfilment. Judges gives
many references that the tribes did not drive out the formex
inh&bitanfs but rather had to live in their midet, The Judges
had been guccessful in holding back lnvaders but no mention is
mave of gaining ground, with the possible exception of Deborah
and Bgrak's victory agains@%iser&, Saul had maintained a2 unity
between the tribes and altﬁough he had success againgt the
Ammonitesy the Philistines could not be desalt the deathblow,

It was not until David's reign that we see a complete fulfilment
of the old promige. Jerusalem asnd other citye-states were
conguered, Moab, Ammon9 Edom, Amalekites and Syrie were annexed
to Igrael and a trade alliance made with Phoenicia. Even the
Philistines had been pushed back to the edge of the sea. Two
interpretations could be made of these facts. Oney; is that
David, as Yanwen's instrument, had brousht about Israel's
fulfilment, Certainly the Lord was with him, This seems
to have been the majority opinion of his own day. The other
Interpretation is a much less attractive picture but one that
gshows David as a very clever and shrewd politiclun and
statesman who knew what strings o pull and when to pull them,
These two interpretations are not mutually exclusive. It is

tne basic theme showlng itself again,
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Javidl's rise can also be viewed another way. Th.re
ad b oen o growt. in the idea that Yanweh would estabiish
nig rule in persons. He was with ioses, .aron, Joshus
and the judgzs, In each crisis a leader was raised.
The idea that the charisma could be passed down from
father to son was evidenced in the appeal made to Gideon.
In the troubled pewxiod prior to Jaul's reign, it was hoped
that the tribes would be united around the priestly rule
of B1li and nis sons, who were custodians of the Ark and
the sacred oracle, Eli's house, however, came under
Judgment and hope dwindled. Samuel tried to adapt the
Judgeship to the political situation by appointing his own
gons ag judges, Tnls proved unsatisfactory. .aul's
monarcny .y have begun with the hope that Israel's
herit.ge would be fulfilled but sSamuel s.id to Sauly, "You
itave done foolisnlys; you have not kept th: comundment
of the Lord your Gou, waich ho coamandsd yous for now the
Lord would have establisbed your kin dom over Israel forever.

But now your kingdom shall not continue,” L. aind "the Lord
o

e

has torn the kingydom of Isr:el from you t.ais day.n
caull's house, too, fell under Ju:gment, On the bhasis of
Davidt's spectacular reign, his success in bringin, tae

tribes together and his succes . ag inst the enemy n.tions,

1t is understancavle wany the tradition emer;ed thot Yanweh

had chnosen, not only David, but also, the dynasty of David.
dence, we see a covenant made with David -~=- "the Lord

declares to you that the Lord will make you a house, “hen
your duys are fulfilled... I will ralse up yuur son after

you, who sawcll bulld a house for my name, and I will estavligh
his kingdom., He snall bpuild s house for my name, and I

will estavlish the throne of his kingdom [fOr everesess LOUT

house and your kingdom snall be made sure for ever before himg
P

your throne shall be establis.aed for ever.' °°

We see here a ghift in emphasis in respect to the role and

L. 1 Jamuel 13:15%5~14
2. 1 samuel 15:28.
50 2 amuel T:ll-16



40
tne position of the kin.,, 4ot only had Yanwseh c.iosen a
king and endowed him witn +the charisma but he nhad chosen

a wnole dynasty. Ho longmr would a king be cnosen for his
charivsm . tiec gualities but ruther on the basgis of his blood
relationship o David, This Davidic thecloygy stemmed from
the southern kingdom which was David's home territory.
PThere is little doubdt that the north too wu influenced
by views of heredit.ry leadersnip, but the traditions of
the trival confederucy were much sironger there, There
always existed a tension between north and south. Possibly
it was because the soubh had never been a part of the lairger
confederacy until David's time, After the disruption of
tne monarchy, the north attempted to retura to the old
traditions of tne Mosailc covenant and charismatic leader .hipe.
The Davidic covenant, to a large extent, eclipsed the
sinaitic covasant that originated in the wilderness period
haped on obedilence to Yabhwenh's commandments, A king under
the Davidic covengnt was Yanwen's son, It became a popular
belief that as lon, as a Davidic king mat on the Jerusalewm
turone, Yauweh was sure to (reserve the state "for the sake
of David," -~ I will not take my steadfast love from him as
L took it from Saul," * This placed the kin; on a vory high
and unlimited plane, o longer were the people of Izrael

bound together on tne basis of covenant allegiance and
obedience to Yanweh alt the central sanctuary as they nad in

tne aumpinicityony; they were now bound tog.ther politically
ag clitizens of the state., Allegiance to the covenant uod
had been replaced by allegiance to Yaaweh's son wuo was &
flesn and bloou, asinful man,. That is, the people were
bound to a person who could take a census, exact forced
lavour and order nis life by practical politics like the
other naﬁionsoz“

We have noted tnis ftremendous growtn of leadersaip in
Igrael from dependence on Yanweh to ralse men in crisis; to

g full-Tledged monarch wno was Yahwen's anoint:d son and yet

Le 2 samuel T73sl5,

Ce w—e .o Anderson, Underistandin. tne Qld Testament, p.l43
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could be uotiVated4solely by preciical politics. e see
glimpses of the 'practicall! David even prior to als reign.
For more thun a year w:ile David and his men lived among
the Philistines, he became the bodyguard of ischish, king
°* The rhilisgtine city of 4Zikl. g was given to David

. 2

of Gatho
1: Suriny that time, David carried out raids

to

against the Gesnurites, the Girzites, and the Amalekites

D
ive in.

but he convinced Acuisn that the ralds were against the
Israelites. The spoils gained from some of these ralds
were then sent to David's friends, the elders of Judanaﬁ'
In this way, David ingratiated himself with both Achisa and
the soutvhern tribes., When a gucces.or to saul was sousnt,
vavid was the obvious choice of the men of Jud&hw4° .even
years later David became king over the confederacy of tue
norta as well, Akthough it was the elders of Judah w.o
approacned nim, David secms to have gained the throne over
tiae whole ares by a stran,e nixture of coincidence and
practical manoeuvring., Wioen we con.ider David's contact
witn the Philistines, we must net underestimate the extent
of thit particular influence. Although it was Javid wuo
finally defeated the Philistines, it is quite possible that
he became king in Judah under tne sponsors.ipy o. the FPhil.
istines. Later in uavid's reign, he surrounded hinsclif with
mercenaries and otuer Gittik s from the Philigtinase5

Fprom the time david became kin; of Juda. and Isroel,
he proceeded on a pro,ramme to centralinme. (1111t rily, David
and his army broke the power of the Puilistines, couaguered
tne old city-state of Jerusalem and subdued ..oob, JQNABCUS,
paom and Ammon. Lt is very likely that the subdued nations
were accepted into Israel's covenant tradition, but in refurn,
Israel had opened nerself to traditions and religious
practices quite unlike her own,

Internally, a new type of monarvcuy emerged. It i. said thai

1 samuel 28:2
. 1 cCamuel 27:6
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L samuel 30:26-51
. 2 amuel 234
., 2 samuel 15:18
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David made a covenant with the elders of Israel at tienron,

3 »

Ihis seems to be, not a renewal of the Sinaltic covenant,

but ruther, a: arrangemeat by wadch the people accepted

David on certain terms, now unknown to us. That such
limitations were mad% seens to be inferred labter in Adonijah'sg
rein when the elders of the northern trives demanded thuat
certain concessions be made to them, Altnough the north

and south were brou_ht together into a political unity,
the positi.n of the king was enhanced =0 that he himselfl

became the focal point of the nation,

Unlike saul wno had not grounded his kingsolp with a
gound religious foundation, David was able to make such a
bagis for his reign. He dlsplayed a deep consciousness that
he wus dealing with two conflicting: aspects; one cnaracter-
ized by charismatic traditions, and the othcr, the more
modern institutional concept. NDavid was able to unite "the
very diverse religious forces to be found in Israel uncer the
leadership of the monarchy and atthe s me tiime to secure the
indispensavle constitutional basis which would ensure tne
2. This stroke of

genius was demonstrated by bringing the ark the symbol of the

efirectiveness of the kingly office.®
anphictyonic tradition to tae new capital of Jerusalem., This
wan the link which geve his kingship divine legitimation and
which provided a new focal point for the nation, Cince the
fall of Lhiloh, the Ark seems to have been pushed asije and
ignored, sut David saw 1t as the means to draw the trices
tosectiner at a new centre and make it appear that monurchy was
the patron and protector of the sacral traditions of tiae past,.
The priests who served in the new sanctu.ry also provided s
link with the old, Abiathar, who had escaped Saults purpe of
tiue priests of wob, was of “li's house and therefore of
aaronic degcent. The other attendin ; priest was Zadok who

had received tne promise of a sure house in place of Nli's

lin903° It in uncertaln where the “adokite family ori inated,
le 2 cauuel 533

2o .o michrodt, Theology of the Jld Tostament, vol., 1, pe. 4:7e
5o 1 saaunel 2335 '
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The Caronicler traced Jadok's lineage to Agron but it secms
likely that tals was an attempt to give ZJadok a legitimate
priestly nerit&geal' Tt may be that 7adok belong d to the
pre-monarcnical Jebusite cult of Jerusalem. Although we do
not know at whuot time Zadok became a priest in Jerusalem,
his presence is twice mentioned in the lists of David's
ofricials,2° holding a priestly pos.tion beside Abiatu.r,
Javid's song and Ira the Jairite., When David had to flee
from Jerusalem in the face of \bsalom's revolt, 4sbiather
and Zadok were equal custodians of the Ark. This equality
ceased during Solomonts accession to the throne, 7Zadok, as
a loyal supporter of David's cnosen son, Yolomon, became the
head priest, while Abiathar's support of Adonijah, marked
him for exile. Thus Zadok rose to the forefront "at the
very time when the new royal teumple was built and the cultus
assumed formg regquiring a priesﬁghood guite diflerent from
tiie former."”"
Although Duvid's reign demonstrated thne possibility of
the office of king witnin the framework of Yaaweh reli_ion,
it did not prevent conflicts with prophets and peopls, Ve
see 1t in the vethsaeba affalr where David, like kin s of
otner nations, comuitted adultery and thnen contrived to cover
up his guilt by iwmplicating tue innocent husband and finally
to having him murdered. Tnis brought prophetic chastise.enl
upon David by HNataam the prophet. What mizsat have been over-
looked in anotaer country, was seen in Israel as a breaking
of the convenantal r<lationsnip. Natnam's opposition to
tne building of the Teuple also demonsitrated the propnetic
role in checking the actions and tne power of tane kin..
Tne volce of tne neople caa be seen throu h Absalom,
There wus evidently some cause for grievance over the adain-~
igtration of Justice. Whetner this, in fact, was true or
woether Absalom built up an imaginary case to incite tne people

to reovellio. cannot be known. .ince he had a followin: this

lo lo ChI‘Ol’liCleS 651""15
2o 2 JSamuel B:l7 20:2H ]
5, Jo Pedersen, Isy.el 111-1V, p. 155
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may inaicate that tuere was popul.r disco.tent agaln,t Lavid,
At lesst the people were williing to cnange loyaltles from
fatier to son and likely there was some reuson for it, In
some wey vavid had made himself unpopular with some of the
psople and they were preparsd to transfer taelr allegiance,

The .heba hevolt represented not only tne weak link that
existed betwee . T.orool and Judah but also a dissatisfaction
smony the people towards the ruling house. It may have been
due to trival rivalries emerging since it was a man of
seanjamin wno led the revoliing party. It way be that as a
senjaainite, Sheba was a supporter of the sauline claias,
There seems to have been a reudiness especially by the
northern trives, to abandon the Davidic kinssalpe.

vavid incurred disfavour azlso because of tne ceunsus that
was conducted from "Dan to secrs.aeba,” o We are not told

wny toe numbering was conceived to pe such a terrivle tuing,
It may be speculated that the census was tie groun.work f.rx
imposin, a system of taxation., Pernaps it was seen as a
disbanding of +the trival levies wnich meant a direct inroad
into tac sacral sphere, the replacement of a cherismatic
iastitution by t.ue measures of human orgenizution. It iz

a c.allesge to vod himselfl." 2. Again it wash prophet wno
drew attention to the king's evil ways and foretold of a
aisgster to come tnat would demonsitrate the anger of Yahwen,
The effect that Havid's ce.asus nad upon the people 1s not
mentioned in the narrative but it prepored the ground for
some of tine worst pr.ctices and burdens tih.t the people
were subjectzd to in later reigns.

In David's reign, we see tne fulfilment of tne pat-
riarcnal promise, Israel had become a people; indecd sne
had becoune a nation of great size by anclent stundords. It
is no wonder tnut David vecasne tne ldeal fi ure, But by
becouln; a nation with a congtituted monarcn, the charisn:tic
leadersaip wus replaceilgﬂotne more secure and practical

woh
institutional concepte. tnere wis a 'nouse'! chosen uy Yabhwen,

l. 2 .amuel 24:1~9 and 1 Chronicl s 2L:1l-6
2., de.. tertzoers, 1 and 11 Jamuel, p. 412
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it was placed in a frame of reference in walch tae king was

a nereditary monarca selected on the basis of anis blood kin~
gnip to David., It is not surprising tnat the relations .ip
of tue institution of tane monarchy with the central trad-
itions of the falth "was striained from the outsed and, risht
down to its end, the monurcony never succeaded in extric.ting
itself from thi. strain.””°

David was also responsible for openin, Israel's doors
leading to detrimental cultural, religious and political
influences, Here was the paving of the way to the problem

that became so much clearer in Solomon's reign. It raised

the gu=zation of whether ITcrael could ever be a people living
an isolated existence in Palestine with a minimum of outside
contacts, or whether, as a people under Yaaweh and part of
a large stote, sne was thereby comuittsd to rub snoulders
witn other nations and different cultures. In other words,
2ae nad elther to isolate herselfl in Palestine, and there-
fore, deny her vod~given d.stiny, or to o fortu, in w.ich
case she mi_ht well be overcone by the ways of the worla.
David's reign set the stage., It i3 a matter of interest
and inportance to gec how future kingss ftried to solve
tnils provlem,

sefore we exaoine Solomon's reili.n for evidence ol the
tension between the kiny and the people, it wmay be well to
consider the position of tne Davidic kin, wituin tae reli.ious
cult of Jerusgalem. On the bagis of his pozsition, we can
apprecliate the status and autaorit, tawt the kin, pos es ed
in the life of hiz subjects anae of the nation.

Altaough the people asked for a leader oi war, and fox
£

one w.i0 would administer Justice tne kind of kin_s w..o
eiery d in Javid and i en~ oo cors was of a mucn larger
3t ure. fe was not m rely Yuawen's anointed, vut he wan seen
as #he people's source of astreagta, tneir 'breota o 1life! 2

4

tequal to ten thousund of us!

1, Von Rad, 01ld Tesgtament Theoloiy, vol. L; p.40
2. 1 samuel 8:4,20

50 Lamentations 4:20

4es 2 .amuel 18:3%
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and the light or tlamp of Israel‘%“ Tnis idea must be seen
in the light of the concept of corporate personality. Just
as the father was the focal point of the houseunold, tne king
was seen as the focal point of the nation., If the king pro-
tested the covenant relationsnip, the people prospered. =ut
if he neglected his duties, then the people suffered,

This focusing of attention and importunce on the king
in Israel is now believed to be the vresult of Isr el's con-
tact with the Cansanites, w.o, in turn, had been influenced
by &a general patitern of ildeas common to the cultures of the
Tigris-~Duphrates and Nile reyions. In the first ilnst.ince,
"the nebrews,; settling in Canaan adopted the festival and
ideology of the myth, and adapted it eventually to their
ancestral faith under the influence of their priests and
prophets .’ 26 Tnis Canaanite influence was undoubtedly

¢

aided by the Israelite conguest of the Jebusite city of
Jerusalem, There is reason to believe thal David foun: in
Jerusalemn, in its cultus, "with its wor.s.ip of 'lost High!
and its rvoyal-priestly order of iiclcalzmellek, a ritual aad
mytnologzy wnich misht prive to be the means of carrying out
Yanwen's purposes for Israel, and fusing the chosen people
into a model of national ri hteousnes: 9'.

Mowinckel points out that "tne god-~king festival of
the Can.anites was, in fact, only a particular veroion of a
general cultle patiern ootaining tarousn-out ancient oriental
civiligation its fundanmental features bein., tracea le in mo.st
of the religious and cultic systems, alt ougn naturally stanp-
ed by differeat national and religious onaraoteristicS°4¢
Altiough tnere was no homogeneous paltern to wiich all details
conformed, there was the velief thatl tne kin, was more or less

o 2 .amuel 21:17
Jonn Gray, The Cansanites, p. 137,
» aR. Johnson, facral Win.suip in Ancient Israel, p.46.0f.1.J.
Kraus, Worsaip in Israel, pp 201-8
e lowinckel, Psalms in Israel's Womsinip, p. 1343 cf.von Rad,
0ld Tegtament Theolopy, vol. 1, pp 4u-1l.
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looked upon as 'divine' T and thathe was voth the

representative of the gods on eartn and of men before tune

gods.2° it is tais general Gastern Kin ~lideology tnat
throws li_at on and explains many single featur.s of the
Israelite king idea. 3ut it must be admitied that "tne
basic conceptions have been fundamentally altered un.ier the
influence of 1.z Yohweh religion: * Israel took the cultic
pattern, remounded it and infused it with tne historical
tfuctes of salvation'.,

It is in the light of tuis pattern that we see the
position and tne importance of the Davidic king, botnh in the
life of anis people and in the religious festivals. Tne
tueory that we are to sssume the use of enthronement ritual
at the snaual liew Year's Festival does not really concern us,

It is generally agreed that a ritual was performed in wnicn
Yanweh triumphed over the forces of darkness, represented

by tae cnavs of waters and that he was eathroned in the
heavenly councll and demonstrated. His might and power in

4‘6

the creative of the world. What is of greater int-.rest to
us is that the king as Yaaweh's adopted son, played the
leadin: role in the mime. As Yaaweh snowed his devotion and
righteousness to the people by overcoming: casos or the ob-
stacles in the way of the nation's well-being, So the king
was seen as the guarantor of his people's devotion and
rinteousness., As Yahweh's son and the people's kin , the
Javidic king became tne mediator between Yahweh and tae pesple.
In other words, the king was the trustee of Yanuein's
chosen people. It wos nis responsibiirity to defend tne
natron from internal and external attuck by ensuring ri. ite
eousnes. and well-neing. There could ve no prosperity oxr
assurance of continuity without tais. out there could be no
rl nteousness without Yanwen, nor witaout fidelity and oned-
ience to Yahweh and dis laws, _rounded in the inaitic cov-
enant. The kin,, as tne nation's focul point was respons ole

for tne ri_ nteousness oi the nation. It was his devotion

Le 5. dowinckel, The rsalmsg in Israel's VWorship, p. 5l.

2. Ibid. p. 5l

ju M.@;" P 529

4. Psalm 18, 463 se: Jonnson, Sacral Kin s..dip in Ancileat [.orael
Pe 1244
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to Yahweh unuer the terms of the Davidic covenant w.aich
pecame tne basls of the nations faitafulnes.. Hence it can
be truly said that the reigning Davidic king was a "sulela
of ton:s people. Upon nim rested potential prosperity and

. 1.
survival,

In an ideal way, the kin, wis not fzee teo follow hi.:

-

own way, but ratner he was to live in accordunce witn Yanw

will, To demonstrete tals submission, part of the ritual

-

involv & a keep humilation o. taec part of the kins. °
de became a sufferin.,, servant wiao, in pleadin: his own
devotion and that of his people, snowed a complete depend-
ence upon lahweh., Yet there was another side to the coin,
slthough the kin; was ildeally Yaanweh's adopted son wao en-
sured righteousnes., he was stilLﬁ nman by ature. lLowever,
tae king was not faced with a complete antinomy in cuaocosing
between dependence upon Yahweh and reliance upon his own
power, i thz risk of over-s.mplifying the dilem.a, it xay
e 2.id that, on the one hand, Yauweh was workin: out dHis
plan ol salvation for rignhteousness and pe:ws for all
nationg, To tals end, the louse of David hud bheen entrusted
wita tne successful direciion of the operalion, The king
could fulfil this role, reuaining pexrfsctly ouvedient in
nis task. osut tne otner possibility was taat he could
renege on his responsibliliti.s, fail to keep the coveuant,

and therefore, brings the people to destruction too,

1. Johnson, Lgcral Kingsg.ip in adncient Isreel, p. 124ff

2. e= Psalms 8y, 1ol

w



TS0
2, olomon,

The transfer of power from wvavia to “olomon was,
by no means, without intrigue. ;2ince tanesre wug no estau-
lished prescedent for succession ri.hts, the court, the

priests, the army and prooably the general populace, were
divided over the issue. David's oldest surviving son

appears bto huve been Adoaijan, e seems to have assumed

that the throne was his by right of primogeniturc, although
there was no provision made for it. Yaawea's promise To

the Davidic house was thit David's son would succeed to the
taroney out there was no indication about wiich son, In

hopes of ascendin: the throne, Adonijah gsined the support

of important personages in David's eantoura e, To hisg ine-
avgural dinner came the royal princes, all the royal ofricials
of Juda., Joabk, and Aniathsr. BJotn Joab as comnmander of the
trival levies, and Abiatbar, a priest of the Aaronic line

from the nouse of [li, were representatives ol traditions

that had roots in Isrwuelts early history. Yo t.dis extent,

it may be true tonat Ldonijah ned the support of the older and
more reli_iously conservative elements in Israel. Tane 'royal
of ficials of Judah' ( literally, 'the men of Judain, the kin.'s
servants?t) would n ve undoubtedly inciuded the responsible

men of Judaw, as well as some non-lsr.elit.s wno had surround-
ed Javid during als relgn. With the sup.ort of tuis formid-
avle party, Adonij.h's position appeared to pe secure,

In the opposition party,; taere wis hatuan the prophet, the
king's secr, who had deiivered a shurp revuke to david wver tae
Batnsaews Affair, It i3 hard to nelieve that wsatnan could
have been 'used' oy a pro-solomon p.rty to . ive it lezitinmation.
sathran appears to have veen convinced tnat olomon was the
Lord's cholce, There 1s, however, no explicit mention that
.olo.on had received prophetic designation as in the casepfl
Javid. 2 Jamuel L2:24-25 records thut "thne Lord loved nim,
and seant a mes.age by matuan the IProphet.” Altnougsun t.is nay
ge. mto fuvour jolomon as & successor, 1t certainly wws not

cl arly spelled out. Wnether .« .tnan based his action ox an
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actual promise to Jsethsheba « " Jolomon, your son shall
relgn after me, and he shall sit pon my tarone,"” L or not,
cannot be known., Such a proalse was unknown to tue other
persons involved. If the promise was m.de, then we have
here a departure from the old {tradition, In this instance,
the new kin. came to btae throne on the basis of a {uth.rig
promlse which may, or may nob, have beewn accor.in, to
divine will,

dutnan stands in sharp contrast to Solowon's other
gupporters. As a prophet, sdathan's role as the king's ad-
visor (much the s.ime as Sanmuel's relationship to Haul) wes
strongly grounded in Yanwism. But the other support.rs re-
presented comparatively new elements in Israel, Although
zadok had energed as & priest in David's relgn, tnere i. no
mention of him prior to David's occupation of Jeruslaen,
This may wean tnat he belonged to the local pre-~Israelite
cult of Jerusalem. There is, therefore, a stron, possipility
that Zadok originally had little contact wito Isr.el's

reli rious traditions.

Benaianht's position as the commander of the Cheret..ites

and the Peletnites, thatﬁs, tne professional army, w.s also a
deperture from Tsraelts traditionsg Tnizs reliance on foreign
mercenaries, who were Philistines in origin, showed that taere
vas a gswin, away from dependance upon tne trival levies. 'Ye
must recall that David's stay in Gatn had orou ht him into

contact with military tecnniques that were not native to

the Israelitces. When bLenaiah supported .olomon, it wus tails
new influence wnich cameé into action,

Tne outcome of tais political intrigue determined,to
goine extent, the direction of the monarcny. As we h.ve
noticed the congervative elementszs, walch supported Adonijan's
successlon to the tnrone, failed to win, Jolomon asceanded
tae throne surrounded oy david's mi nty men, tne professional

army, and tne new priestly hou. o oif Yudok, all of w:aom were

1. 1 Kin,s 1:13
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wepresentatives of a new kind of political mecuine. aftfer
the anointin., by Zadok and tue acclamation ny t.ue peopley
solomon ascended tie throne aglavid's cnosen guccessor. We
are not told that there was a covenant made with either
Judah or the northcrn tribes, .nd tails may indicate that
under Solomon, the monsrchy was free from restraints and
limitations,
The policies, the development of tne royal court,
and tne aggrandisement of the national state, walch were be-
sun under navid, were continuved and developed under nis suc-
ce din_ son, Solouscn, While 1t is ftrue to say tnat Solonoa
brousht Israel to its most illustrious position and splend-
our, he wasg also the one respoansinle for the gross aouses and
heavy burdens wnlch were impossd upon the people. Altuough
he had been granted tne _ift of wisdom snortly after his
accension to the tarone, L. Solomon did not demonstrate
nis father's keen sensgitivity to tne needs and traditions
of the comion person, While both Joul and David had gfown
up a.wong the peopley, and were, thereifore, acquainted wit.
the comuon man, olomon was born 'in the purple! ana tius
lackel the needed identification witn hils subjects.
As we h.ve geen in Davii's rule, Isruelt!s spleadour
had grown greatly since jaul's rustic court. Under Jolo .on,
tne city of Jerusgse.em launched into a tweaty-year buillding
Programae, For this project much labour,; ..oney, and
natural resources were necded. To fill his nead for tiuver,
;olomon made an agreeaent with Hiran of Tyre, in exc.uanse for
a reular supply of wneat and olive oil. T.is nade 1t in-
perztive for .Jolomon to commande:r the produce of agricultural
Israel, at the furmers' expenss, The people also had to bear
tne wurdens ol supplyin, fo~7 for the king;'s ilncroasin,
court. Tor itinls task, Israel was divided into twelve aress
uni:r the supervision of an "overse r." Tals repr.ocoated notv
only a heavy financial purden on the people, out iv was

a far cry from the days of the smphictyony when a persoa's

1. 1 Kin s 5:5-14
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allegiance to the cuoief wes on a voluntary basis.

solomont'y bhullding schemes also pre-gup.osed a large
availavility ol labourers. “We know that slavery existed
in poth Lavid and 3jolomon's reigns sut the biblical

record is contradictory in this matter. In 2 Samuel 20:23%

adoran is sald to have heen in charge of forced lavour,

A Kin g 5311 records that "Kin, “olomon raivec a levy of
forced labour out of all Israel, " waich states that
Israelites were dncluded amon, taose who were [orced to
work for the kingal° On the other hand, the narrator writz:s
that “oi the people of Israel, olomon made no sleves” and
tnls is ecnoed by the Chronicler. “o It may have been that
the free men of I[srael were liable for milit.ry call-up,

but were not reguired to .ive service to the king's working
force, The narrator explains in 1 Kings 9:20 that tnoge

wiio pecamne slave.s were the reunants of "the Aimorites, tne
ulttites, the Perizites, the itivites and tane Jebusites, w:o
were not of the people of Isgrasel'., Tals evidence correws onds
to wnat the writer of Jud;es said avout gome of the _aunaun-
i1tes wao continued to live amon , the Israelites after tne
coanguest period. The resark is made that “wi.en Israel srew
stron,, they put the Canaanitesgs to forced lacour, but did

not utterly drive tnem out.' 5 It must be remexn ered that

by “olomon's time there would have been very litupd to
distinguish an Israelite from a Cansanite wfter year  of
intermarriage. The denial that slavery existed auon_ toe
ilsraelites sems to be an outri. .t fal_ ifiction of the
facts and an idealization of -olomon by tae .euteronomic
writer.,  That the Isr.elites did becoue 8laves sesas 1o

be borne out in 1 Lin.g 12 wnen the men of lerael canme
before Rehoboan to ask for a lijhtenin of "the hard

service ol your father and his heavy yoke upon us'. zotn
taxation and forced labour would be implied ia this request,

Lo ee 2 Kinos 11:28
2o L Kings 932.; 2 Caronicles 8:9
40 Juuges 1:28y 3 ¢33
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L0t of these actionsg, unuertan.on by . olomon to

naintain his high court standard, added fuel to the kind-
ling fires of diucontent, The people, Canaunite or I.ruel-
ite, for the distinction was fadin;, became little more
tuan mac.aines to be exploited. Another of Colowon's measures
to valance his national budget woes to ,ilve to Hiram, king
of Tyre, twe..ty ¢lLbi-. in the land of Galilee, in exchan. e
for one hundred and btwenty talents of goldol° e are not
told wino the inhabitants were, but 1t would seem that they
were Israelites, and that they were bein, sold into forsiun
hands, by the policies of Israel's despot. T.H. Robinson
points out another reference wuailch may also indicute taoe

unjust rule: Jeat. 17:16 refers to the provnisition Yne must

not multiply horses for himself, or cause tae people to
return to agypt in order to multiply horses.' The export-
able com.oditics in Palestine were few. Tnercslore, -olo..on
turned to a lucruotive trave in norses an. cuaariots. Howvlngon
points out that "the kings of Juduh and Igorael had besa in
tae hapit ol paying in men .for tihe horses and chariots
wiilcen they got from Hgypt. The dircct evidence that we huave
of tnis practice comes fron muen later tinces, wut taere 1s
reagon to believe that Isrselite nercenaries were s3¢.at to
agnpt under tue monarcay, and tnat ‘olomon may have becen tne
origsinator of the practice.” 2 his certainly 15 in kecsp-
ing witn nis character and nehaviour.

In yet another agpect, Solomon aroused sone criticisn,
This comes froa the pun of tae Deutero.aomic writer wno saw
apostusy in the fact that Solomon had many wives, :n: taat
they had tneir own non-Israelite centres of wors.ip. Tais
a_ parent failing of jolonon sezned more importast to tne
norrator tanan nils othsr injustices, Undouostedly taere was
& small group wno criticised tnils innovution, out taey were
powerles. to do aanytain a.out it. Solomon hel. absolute
power., It is not without coincidence that no propnetic voice

waa heard durin, tuls particul.r rel . n, as thcecre nud ceen

1. L Zdngs 9:10~14

2. Qesterley and Robinson, & Histoyy of Israel, wvol, 1, p. 257
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throughout David's kin.saip. Althougn the palace intri ue,
waiech had placed Solomon on ithe throne, was supported by the
propaet .t an, nothing more is heurd awout him, SHolomon
seems o have either su_.rrecssed or reduced tne prophetic
role of Yauwism to an inefrective court position. Hven

3

abigthar, the Aaronic priest, suflered an exile because of
hig involvement in Adonijan's clainms,

It is som wnat surprisin, that the vox popull appears

to have been silenc.d4 although there was adequate ground for
protest and rebelion., One event at this time gives us a
glimpse of tne discontent, A prophet, Anijah, the “ailonite,
taking his steud among the resistance, prophesied to Jerevoaax
by means of an enacted parable, that the Davidic Hounuse
would be reduced to a single trive, and that this would occur
in the reign of Solo.non's son "for the sake of David my
gervant whom I cnose, who kept my commandnents and my
atatutes.” i.

In two reigns, Israel had bLlossomed from a simple,
rustic ampnictyony, based on a religious covenant, to a
full=-fledged politicul utatu. sut in the ascaleve.ent of
tils satate, Israel had nal to foreso muca that was dewr to
tuae co.uaion person., In tne new state lsolation was gone.
it was no longer possible to be free fron involvement in
tae affairs of tne nations., segun by David, and perpetuated
by solowon, Israel gsubjected and incorporuter the surrouncin.
nutions, redueiln, taem to vassal states. rsriendly alliances
with Bgypt and Phoenicia put ner in contact witn peoples
on & much larger scale., The zinple life of tne semi-nona:s
was gone forever., Trade pacts, commercial murkets, build-
ing programmes and administrative policies meznt a drastic
change in social stratiflcation, the results of w.ich were
far-reachin; on the common person. The new prouperity gave
rise to a wider chasi between tne haves and tne have-not:

As cities wvecanc more commercial, a population suift took
place from rural arsas 4o urban settlements. Lifey wnich had

previously been ordered on & right relationsalp netw:en men,

1. 1 Kinos 11l:34
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fn the basis of the covenant pnecame motivuatea oy otner in-
centives. Altnougn the population still adnered to Yahwen as
the national God, the devotion once _jiven to idim alone had
to be snared with Asatoreth of the .idonilans, idilcom of the
Amnonites and Chemosh of the Noaaitescl° It may ve that
by buildin, temples to other gods, Tolomon was merely pcr-
foraing the hounourca custoan of tihne nations. It wus tne
re.pectasle tning to do as a token of friendly relations
witi other people. As a conseguence, Yahwism no longer was
the sole norm for one's achion., Personal profit, political
expcdiency, and national splendour tended to become tie
motives,

sSanmuel's warnings to the people who came to him at
ltasnah seems to have come to fruition. The monarcuay, as it
appeared unuer Boloaon, was a monstrous ani devouring taing,

flor it eclipsed the bpasic nature of Yahwism,

Solomont's reigsn ended, as mignt be expected, with much
dissatisfaction., Those wao had been silenced or forced
underggrcund gave vocal expres.ion to their discontont waen
Reasonoam ascended tuae throne. There iz tae indic.tion taat
the diviaion could have been prevented 1f Henonoan had list-
ened to tie voic:s of his older and more experienced counsel-
lor=s. Tne people of Israsl did nov deunand a complete cuanze
of policy, but instead tney said, "Your ful.cr made our
yoke heavy. wnow, tanerefore, li hten the hard service of
your fatner and his nesvy yoke upon us, and we will sexrve
you," 2 Tne Israelites, tn.. ig, the northorn tribes, met
toether at ,necnem, perhaps for a yearly fostival wadlca way
have involv.d a covenant renewal with Yauwwon and/or a re-
newal ol tune covenant w:itsy the Lavidie House., There i no
meation of wuch an occur:ence at olounon's accenilon,
wiilch may iadicate tnat no ceremony took place at aii. .ut
aftcer such a hard and purdensonme rei ;a, the "orth was anxiou.

to place sgoue 1 mitations upon the kin . Ag it has been

1. 1
2, 1
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pointed out, wne sorits held touacicusly to the amphictyonic

iceal, so thuet tne Lavidic covenant was rosarded as an
undesiravle innovation,

Ao 8t olomon's accesslon, the beginain, of Renoboan's
kin uoip was marked by contending partics. Juian seems to
have peen completely favourasle to Reaoboawn because ne was
the lejitimatc "ovidic heir. 'There is also tne pos.ibisity
tnat the .outa had escaped the worst of soluwon's abuses.
Jac opposition to denoboam cwne prinerily froa the .ortua,
and wes again represented by the more con crvative elements,
In tone wmausoretic Text, it is record.d taat durin, .olc on's
reign, Jero.oau, the son of debat was cailed by Ailjah the

ailonite to we kin, over ten triu@snl° sltnoush the . apt-
waint records this sawe incident ol Jeroncan's call to
kingsuipa 2 it includes a second account wita much dif:.ereat
detuils. La tnls lat.er account we are told that Jero . oan
aspired to tne torone before he receiv.d any propastic de-
si nation., It was only after the trives met at .aecnen to
nesotiate with Rehoboam, that a prophet, tuls time ' cnwiac
she onlaaite' (Snemalan,, commissioncd Jerovoam to be kin,
over the ten trines, by performin; the enact . paracle of
the reant mantle, The fuct that tals gecond account was
included in the .eptuagint may indic te thwt there was

some guestion asout Jerowoum's prphetic donignatic. On

tue other hand, tne account nay anave been ad ed to dig-
credit Jero.oam's clainm to the svhralmite tnrone. It

woulld seocm betlter to accept tiae account as it is recorde.
in the swsoretic Text and tnerelore ro urd Jero .oam as

a ¢aose.r medn oy Awijah,

Az his nam: suyg.ests, Ahijah the nilonite caune froa
the amphictyonic centre of shilo. This fact leads us to
belleve that ahijah waos a reactionary wio wished to turn
back the hands of time to a less co.plicated, semi-uomadic
life, Toe introduction of foreisn zods seems to 21 ve veen
Anljan's reason rfor incitin the re.ellion. It was per.aps

1. 1 Xings 11:29-3%9
2 LAL L1 Kings 11:29«3%9




57
hls intention to lead itne northern tribes back to pre-

monarchical days, although sucn a return to the past
was impossible,

Jince tine prophets were often spokesmen for the
underlying popular feeling, we are led to nelieve that
most of Israel was behind the revolt. While Anijah re-
velled against the House of David on religious grounds,
national demand geems 10 have been the main isszue with the
majorlty of tne people. Tne indications that most of the
northern people were venind the revolt are that "Jeroboam
and all the assenbly of Israel . came Lo Shechemj that it
was '"all the people" who came vack to Rehoroam on the third
days 2 that "the people answered the king. ! What portion
3¢ and that "gll TIsrael stoned him

(Adoram) to death" when he tried 4o coerce Israel, 4 The

have we in DavidTeeo!

revolt certainly had popular support.

There appears to have been two sides to the revellion,
Piragt of all, it had a wreligious aspect. Solomon had built
a temple in Jerusalem in wnich the ark rested. In doing so,
he was furthering the trend set by David. The Davidic cov-
enant that was upheld by Judan tended to obscure the demgnds
of the older Sinaitic covenant. A more serlious consider.tion
was that 3Jolomon had followed a policy of religious tol-
eration and syncretism. It was against this aspect that
Ahijah revelled and on that basis he wiahed %o see a return
to & purer form of worship.

The revolt was also political in nature. dereditary
monarchy had not been accepted as an estaulished principle
in the dorth, The consideration undoubtedly came into play
after _olomon's deuth, Bubt it was tne heavy taxation and
the burden of the lavour service w..lch were key factors in
the uprising. These two aspects are like two sides of the
same coiny they cannot be completely separated as two distinct
feclin, s, but were part and parcel of the game longings.

1.1 Kings 12:3
2.1 Kin s 12232
bel Kings 12:16
4,1 Kin_s 12318
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De King and People in the Divided Kingdom,

l. The und.rlyins FPactors.

The rebellion br.ught an end to the unified kingdom.

There were later kings who encouraged peaceful co-exist-
ence, but th: empire, secure under one head was goné for-
ever, To some extent, the two kingdoms, Judah and _Ephraim,
proceeded along different courses, Although the pro-
Judean editor would have us believe that only Judah re-
mained faithful to Yahweh, and therefore outlasted Eyhraim,
we know that he overlooked many external factors as well

as internal ones that had much bearing upon the destiny

of these two kingdons,

First of all, the people of Israel were far removed
from the semi-nomadic life. The simple life had bhecone
overlaid with complications and complexities. In the
first dinstance, agricultural living meant a new life, one
that was dependent upon the fertility of the land and the
cycles of nature. Understandably, the nature deities
received an influx of adnerents from the Israelites wno
made no distinction between Yanweh and the local Baals,
This religious influence was accompanied by excnan e in
culture and in law to cover the new agrarian situation,
Therefore the influences upon Israelits 1ife were many
ana varied,

This intermingling was conditioned by the proximity
of the kingdoms to other nations,. In this respect, Judah
and Lphraim had a development which differed at least in
degree. 1t was well nigh impossiblie for either kingdom
to dsoclate itself as prophets, like Anijah the Shilonite,
envisaged, The nature of Igrael's faith and the political
sltuation made that impossible, In Ephraim, the people
found themselves in the larger, wealthier part of the
divided kingdom., Althou ,n they had the ancient trinal centres
in toeir midst wnich might have induced the preservation of
the old traditions, they also had a large Canaanite population.
Tnis originally foreign element was no longer outwardly
vigible, but it did mean that Israelite ways had become

atro.sly flavoured by donelgraelite elements, Dphraim was
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also situated on the cros:roads of tne busy tr .de routes

along the Fertile Crescent, and, therefore, was more ex-
posed bto outside influenc s from Phoeniclae, Syria, As:yria
and babylon, Ephraim, then found herself placed smong the
nations, HNone of tais came to pasgs without surrendering
gsome of her digtinctiveness.

The southern kingdom of Judah was in a different
position, In contrast to Ephraim, she was a nack-water

stalte. Smaller, wmuch poorer, and not as far removed fron

the semie-nomadic life, Judah was able to retain more of
the old ways. Although she had her share of non-Israel-
ite elements, such as the Jebusites and the Philigtines,
her population was much mnore homogeneous because of her
position in the hills and wilderness away from the major
trade routes. Religious syncretism wunich ran ranmpant
in the north never swept through Judah to the same extent,

The direction which eac: kingdom followed wags de-
termined to some extent by its royal ideology. We have
seen that in the south an hereditary monarchy was soundly
established by the covenant with the Davidic House. Unly
once, wnen Athaliah usurped the throne, did the Judean
people have a non=Lavidide over them. We have also seen
that the royal cult and festivals which may have been
adapted for Yahweh worship from non-Israelite sources, were
estavlished in the Jerusalem capital. All this meant that
Judah achieved a very stable form of government, It was
not altogether free from palace intrigue, assassinations,
apostasy and hardships, but there was political stabllity
based, however falsely, upon the never-failing Davidide and
the Imautauvle city of Jerusalemn,

1t is one of the gueer twists of nistory that in fphraim
the attempt was made under Jerovcam to return to tne old
pattern of living, to pure Yahwism, but in so doing, it
brougshv inctability to the kingdom. After two generations of

kingship, cphraim could not rsturn to the old, simple policy.
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Rather, she too had to become a kingdom. Jeroboam was faced
with a contradiction over tals very point. On the one hand

hisg supporters, like Ahijah of 3hiloh, were enthusiastic for

a return to the old reliance upon spirit-endowed, prophetically
designated leaders who would be like the heroes of old.

On the other hand the same supporters were opposed to ab-
solutist monarehy, Thus any attempt to strengtnen tne king's
position was blocked by the very elements which supported

him. As Gutirie writes, "the rsigon d'etre of tne northern

Kingdom was the covenant loyalty to Yahweh, a loyalty that
precluded the kind of entnusiasm for the kingdom that

alone could make it strong. This ig whyeoo its first forty-
aix years of existence saw three dynasties rise and fall,
and tnree of the five kings meet violent deaths." L This

royal ideology resulted in military coups d'etat becaucse

the commanders found ready support amons the army which
wielded greut mi ht. The precedent for this can be geen
with men like saults Abner and David's Joab. The charis-
matic principle, though accepted in pr.neciple, was seldom
tihe motivation for making & new king. Tihis bein  the case,
aphraim was subject to the sulfting winds of change. It
was possible to be ruled by one llke Ahab who had little
understandling or concern for the covenant. Lo although
mphraim began on the bagls of the amphictyonic tradition,
she was quickly transformed and influenced by Phoenician
concepts of absolutbte despotism in wanich the ruler had une
limited privilege.

Another pressure that shaped the destiny of the two
kingdoms was the alternating rise and fally strengta and
weakness, of tne surrounding nations, The empire built by
bavid and Solomon was possible only because of Zgyptian and

9%

Mesopotauian impotence. ien these sleepin,, glants rose up
and began flexing thelr nmuscles, ®phraim and Judan became pawns

to be played and manipul.ted. Tnere is no doubt that both

Lo Hedo Gutnrie, God and History mn the 0ld Testament, p. HL
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Judah and Ephraim made dangegrous and unnecessary foreign
treaties because of near-sighted policies, but it was
virtua.ly impossible for either of them to remain alcof.
They could not help but be involved,
All the above factors came into operatlion in tne

period of the divided kingdom, This helps us to see

how selective the biblical editor has been to use materials,
and to make Judgments in the light of one legitimate

sanctuary and one legitimate royal house. In discarding

this over-simplified interpretation we must rememver that
Israelts history is a religious story, a story of faitn,

the heilsgescnichie, The people of Israel and theilr

faith were being tried in the crucible of human life and
experience. They could not sustain a faith in s vacuum;

it had +to be lived out in the midst of the domestic and
world situations in which they found themselves., Thus we
turn to exsmples where the people outwardly challenged the
authority of the king., At times we see only hints of

the tension thut existed because the details of the in-
cidents in wuaich people were active, have been lout to us.
There are also accounts in which some kings were faced with
the difficult tension beltween choosing the path of faith

and toe veliance on practical politics. Likewise, the
people were mubject to the same temptations to disregard the
conve .antal relationships. Wey/ turn then Lo an examination
of the tension between king and people from the diviced

monarchy to the disruption.
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8. Tenslon during Royal Successions,

We shall look at the evidence of this tension as i%
appears ot the guccession of the kings to the throne,
because al such times, we see clashes between the kings
and different elements in the population,

We have noted the Jerohoam's succession was supported
by both prophets and people. Within a short time, however,
Jerovoam fell out of favour with Aanijah, The biuvlical
editor velieved tnat his religilous policy, which involved
golden calf images at setnel and Dan, centres wihich had
ancient cultic associations, was idolatrous. Recent studies
on the subject of cultic objects "tend to see in the calf
images a bhase resembling a throne, a pedestal for the deity

. A 1 .
wno is present but unseen." ~° As Kraus points out, the

distinction between the pedestal and the invisible God was
provavly not made by the common person, so that what Jeroboanm
intended as & parallel to the ark, became linked with
Canaanite conceptions of fertility religion.,2 When thig
distinction was not made, Jeroboam was blamed for making
Israel sin. We have the accounts of how a man of God 5

and Ahdjah the Shilonite 4 condemned Jeroboam for this re-
ligious policy. Other than this we are given no evidence
that Jeroboam lacked popular support.

What we do witness in Jerovoan's reign is the tendency
to separate religion and politics. In Judah, the political
and the religious centre coinecided in Jerusalem, making a
very strong core., But in Ephraim, no ¢ mpusrable centre
emerged. If Shecaem had become the capital city, it might

have been posslible for Ephraim to have had a continuity with

l. HoJo. Kraus, Worship in Israel. p. 147

20 Ibidepes 150; cf, von Rad, 0ld Testament Theology, p. 58
30 1 Kin,s 135:1~10

4. 1 Kings 14: 1-16
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the amphisiyonic traditions of the past. Although the royal
city was first established at Sheohem,l°it was later moved

4.

to Penuel,2° Tirzah 5 and finally %o Samaria which was
the property of the Omride family., As far @s we know,
samaria never became a Yahwistlc centre comparable to
Bethel or Dan, although Hosea's reference to the 'calf of

. 5
samarial

may indicate some cultic centre, When Jeroboam
made detihel and Dan the chief religious cenitres he "appoint=
ed priests from among all the people, wao were not of the

a

Levites,® This represents another break from tradition.
If the priesthood had been of the Levitical line, it might
nave exercised some rebraint on the king., These breaks from
the ancient Israelite traditions greatly influenced
FEphralwn's future direction,

The problem of succession was again raised at Jeroboam's
death, Udis son,; Nadab, became king, Indicating a desire
for dynastic stability, at least on the part of the court
officials. But there was an uprising on the part of the
army in which Baashs from Issachar, an army commander, gained
support. Like Jeroboam before him, Baasha seems to have had
prophetic designation. We are not gilven the details of 14,
except in retrospect by the words of Jehu, the son of
Hanani,;"... I exalted you out of the dust and made you
leader over my people Israel...” [ His purge of Jeroboam's
house is also seen as a fulflilment of the prophecy of
Ahljah ==" And as soon as he was king, he killed all the
house of Jeroboams he left to the house of Jerovocam not one
that breathed, until he had destroyed it, according to the
word of the Lord wnich he spoke by his servant Anijah thne
shilonite,." 8 Without gilving any reason, the account goes
on to show that Baagha fell out of favour with the prophetic

9

party, especially Jehu the son of Hanani.” The words of the

condemngtion are almoust identical with tha%ﬁgainﬁt Jeroboam;
the leader over Yahweh's people has led them agtray; therefore

his house would be completely swept away,lO

1. 1 Kings 12:25% 6s 1 Kings 12:31; cdntrast Judges 17=18
2. 1 Kings 12125 7« 1 Kings 16:1~2

5. L Kings 15:33% 8Be 1 Kings 15:29

o L Kings 16: 9. 1 Kings 16:1-4 . .
g,.ﬂoiza08:6 24 10. 1 Kings 14:7~11 and 1 Kings 16:1-4
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Baasna's son, plah, cume to the throne, only to meet
the same fate asg Nadab. The assassin was Zimri, a
conmander who proceeded to sweep away the house of Baasha,
"according to the word of the Lord, wihich he spoke against

. . LR - .
saagihe by Jehu the prophet. ' Zimri seems to have lacked

popular support for when the news reached the troops at
the army cpmp in Philistia, they, "all Iisrael® 2 made
Omri, "king over Israel"” 7Zimri was goon disposed of in a
sliege against the capital of Tirzah, The Omrl claim was
not immediately recognized by all the people. The biblical
record states that "half of the people followed Tibni the
son of Ginath, to make him king, and half follow:d Owmri,
sut the people who foliowed Omri overcame the people who
followed Tibni the son of Ginath; so Tibni died and Omri
becane Ring." 5° 14 secmus guite clear that Omrli's clainm

to the throne was only won by the superior strength of the
army. In 1 Kings 16:16,17 both references to 'all Israel!
making Omri king and going with him to Tirmah, imply the
army, since the troops were stationeduat Gibbethon in
Philistia and it was there that Omri was made king. Al-
though Omri recelved a very brief and scatning press repord
he was a king strong enough to bring stability to Ephraim,
and in doing so, to secure the {throne in the Omride family
until the fourth generation.

The Omride dynasty ended in what can ounly be described
a8 & bloodbatn. As in the past, the man who led the revolt
was an army commander, But his supporters were found in many
di.fferent areas of Ephraim's life., First of all, the prophetic
movemnent stood wholeheartedly behind the rebellion for
reasons wnich we shall examine later. It was Elisha the
prophet who sparked the wevolt like Ahijah of Shilo years
before., He ordered one of his associstes from the prophetic
suild to go to Jehu at the srmy camp in Ramothegllead, take

nim aside from his fellows and pronounce over him. "Thus

l. 1L Kings 16:22; see also 1 Kings 16:2-4

2, 1 Kin.s 16116
5s L Kings 16:21-22
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pays the Lord, I anoint you king ov r Israel. s
authority for Jeau's anointing had been prepared by Hlijah,
his predecessor. ¥hile in the wilderness Elijah was come

manded to '"anoint Hazeel to be king over Syrias And Jehu

the son of Himshil you shall snoint to be kin, ov r Israel;
and Elisha the son of Shaphat of Abelmeholah you shall

anoint to be prophet in your place¢£° It is clear that

the choice of Jehu was a Yanweh-directed plan started years
before the actual rebellion,

When the prophetic designation was made known to the
arny commandprs, the immediate acclamation of Jehu as king
by them leads us to believe that there was a dissatisfaction
against the Omride dynasty. The army, composed of the free
men lilable for military duty, would have vreflected popular
attitudes, "Though we hear of no popular uwprising, Jehu
and hig soldiers almost certainly acted in line with what
they knew to be popular sentimentu” 5o There is also the
strong possibility that King Joram's injury in the batile
against Hazael, the king of lyria, might have given rise to
the pelief that the blessing of God had passed from thne king
to nls commander.

Another element walch played a part in thils revolt was the
very conservative group known as the Recnabites., During
Jehulg purge of the Omrilde house, he met Jehonadab, the son
of Rechab, After pledging each other to the same goal,
the two rode together in their 'zeal for the Lordq‘4. The
Rechabites were undoubtedly the most conservative of any
Zroup in Israely holding tenaciously to the wilderness
ideal and refusing to make the transition from semi-nomadic
o agrarian life.5° They literally lived in tne past. For
them, as for the prophets, the wilderness tredition was
nornative, Jehu gained their support because they saw in
ailm the hope ol returning to a purer form of Yeaanwism and to

1. 2 Kings 9:3%

2, 1 Kings 19:15-16

5, wsrisht, A History of Israel, p. 321
4

5

. 2 Kings 1J:lbw24
. dJeremian 3%5:6-10
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a simple way of life, untainted by the world.

The royal court in Samaria had still to be won to
Jehu's side., That there were loyal supporters of the king
can bhe seen in the necessity of challengsin,s the commanders
of the city, the elders and the guardians of Ahab's family
to contest Jehu's authority. When his plan was carried
out and Ahab's family massacredy Jehu spoke to the people
admitting his implication in the political coup but just-
ifying it by tne prophetic word that "the Lord has done

1 . , s
* There is no doubit

vhat he gaid by his servant Blijah',
taat this action on Jehu's part was hls direct appeal to
tae pecple to support tne return to the aupalctyonic trad-
ition, an approach they might well have applauded., Those
who were not won by his passionate appeal to the past,
would certainly have been deterred from challenging his
auperior strength. Any suspicions that Jehu was motivated
by personal ambitlon wis ruled out by this appeal. In
addition to thnis, the Rechablte support in religious
reformation would have been interpreted as a Yahweh-

directed coup d'etat.

The support given to Jehu was strong enough to esta.lish
the dynasty until the fourth generation, The Deuteronomic
writer evidently congtrued this as a sign of Yaaweh'sg
favour to Jehu in spite of the fact that the dynasty con-
tinued to perpetuate the sin of Jerovoam. Jehu's purge
of Ormi's house meant not oaly a repudiation of all
rhoenlcian influences but the loss of Judah's support as
well, Gone also was the creanm of Isruel's leaderz in tne
senseless purge so that Iphraim was reduced to a weak an
ineffective kingdom,

With the end of Jenu's dynasty, came the end also of

stanility. Jix kings, of whom five geized the tonrone oy
mirder and violencey rose and fell witn neither prophetic

designation nor populur support. Part of bnis may ove

Ki
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ings 10:10
ings 10:15-27
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attributed to & revival of inter-tribal rivalry. Shallum
. . Ly L , .
is namcd as 'son of Jabesh' T ° and this might refer to
o]
tne Transjordan area; Menahem in the 'son of Gadif “°

and tnis might refer to the trive of Gadj; Pekah is

supported in his cousplr.cy by fifty men of the Gileaditeso“5

Political opportunism and persgonal amsitions were the
motivations in making kings, Thoere ds no evidence that
the people took an iafluential part in thewe latter

succession dntrigues,

Kins 15:10

e 2
2, 2 Kin s 15:17
5, 2 Kings 15:25
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be Tension through Foreign Involvement.

Foreign involvement, with its accompanylng im-
plications, was not a new thing in the divided kingdom,
The groundwork for this problem had been l21id much earlier
in the days of the United Kingdom by both David and
volomon, It has already been mentioned that David reduced

the surrounding nations to vassal gitédtes and had made a

friendly alliance with Hiram of Tyre. This policy opened
tne doorg to an inlermingling of ideas, veliglous, social
and political. Golomon's policy followed the same course
to an even greater extent. The marriage alliances with an
gyptian princess and with Moawvite, Am .onite, Edmonite,
ildonian and Hittits women were not undertsken wituout
cnanging the character of the covenant people. =nvesn hefore
his dectn, solomon witnessed the veginning of the decay
witain the empire. The suppression that had been exercised
upon idom, sSyria, and Moab was nwver forgotien, and when
the time for freedom came to these states, the relations
vetween Israel and her satellites was anything but amicable.
Jdith the exception of times when Ephraim and Syria were
faced witn a common enemy there was continual warfare
betwean them, On the other hand, the peaceful relationg
with Phoenicia begun under David continued until the fall
of the Omride dynasty.

The implications of becoming one people in the promised
Land under David and Solomon were not immediately seen,
after all, the kingdom must nave been viewed as the fulfilment
of tne A.ransmic promise. Therelore, any conflict or uan-
rest would have been quelled by those who viewed Israel's
srowth and developnent as divine blessing. We have alre dy
examined the conflict wnich arose followin. Solomon's dest.,
for by that time the consequences of welding together the
north and south tribes, of unifyin: the sunject people in
the Smpire and of having friendly relatidons with gypt and

Ihoenicia were beginning to be recognised,



67,

We turn, bthen, to examine the tension wihich the kings
faced in trying to uphold the demands of the covenant in
times wnen it was imposgivle for a nation to live in com-
plete isolation,

Altnough we have a record of Jero.ocam's internal admin-
iatration there is 1little evidence of hils foreign policy.
Je do know that Jeroboam had received political refuge in

beypt under Pharoah Shishak ( Sheshonk:).1 The Septuagint
includes an additional account of Jerowvoam'., marriage %o
hishak's sister-in-law, Ano.2. TIf this is reliaovle, it
would mean that Jeroboam was hignly regarded in the Hgiyptian
court gnd would have undoubtedly been influenced by that
culture. However, we feel that the record of the marrisge
may ke a confusion with the marriage of Hadad the Edomite.5
The accounts are so similar as to cause a doubt upon the
authenticlty of Jeroboam?s marrisge. There can be little
doubt, however that Shishak welcomed refugees like Hadad

and Jerovoan since it was to his interest to see Palestine
become fraguented under different men. To this end, TShishak
might well hwe encouraged rebellion,.

Tne guestion needs to be raised whether Jeroboam was
alded by Bgypt in his bid for leadersnip in Ephraim., The
bivlical record is not clear at tois point. 1 Kings mentions
tha@éﬂishak "came up against Jeemsalem; he took away the
treusures: of the house of the Lord and the {reasures of the
king's houses he took away everythinggu 45 The Chronicler
nakes the additional note that Snishak "took the fortified
1t 5' On

Bivlical evidence along thisg may indlicate that Ephrsin was

cities of Judabh and came ag far as Jerusalem.

glven political immunity, or tnat Hgypt alded Jeroboam in
his possession of power. However, extra-biblical evidence
found 1n the Karnak inscription sunows that cities in Tphraim
also were overrun. The interpretation of thls evidence is

L. 1 Eings 113540

2. LXX L Kings 12:24

5o LXK 1 Kings 11:18«22 and a.T. 1 Kin s 1l:l4-22
4o 1 Kingcs 14:25-26

5, 2 Cnronilcles 1l2:4
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difficult since it may only indicate that Jeroboam had

seixed some northern territory which Saishak, then, con-
guered and returned to Lphraim., We think that it is very
difficult to prove that Jeroboam had support from Egypt,
The reference to the capital being at Penuelal° even for
a snort time, might show that Egyptian advances against
Ephraim made it necessary to move the royal court to the
Transjordan area.

Every indication points to Ephraim as a wesk state.

The Chronicler includes the defeat of Jeroboam's forces by
Abijah of Judah. It seems very likely that Abijah had some
allisnce with Damascus > and thét this helped to turn the
battle to hig favour, If this record is reliable, then
Jeroboam's power was greatly limited by having to face
syrian aggression.

When Baasha ascended the Bphraimite throne the policy
towards Damascus changed. Perhaps he needed more militery
backing for his usurpation of power and to tnis end an
alllance was made with toe king of Syria,5 This league
was short-lived since Aga of Judah paid Syria to break tne
alliance and become political allieg with Judan,

Uncer Omrd and his dynasty, Ephraim moved into a
neﬁ%ge. Although there is almost complete silence anout his
relgn, Omri must have been a king of considerable importance
to have conszolidated power and brou ht stability to the
kingdom, About Ahabts reign we have much more evidence.,

In the Omride dynasty the greatest influence came from
rhoenicia, Omri, like David and sSolouon, had a peaceful
alliance with Tyre and tals relationship was sealed with a
marriage between Ahab and Jezebel, the davghter of the _idonian

king, Zthbaal .t
Israel had been tenpted by Baal worship from the time

of her sojourn in Moab, but sne had never before encountered
su.h an entnusiastic, determined, and ruthless missionary as

Jezebel for her national god, It wagbustomary to allow

17T Rings 12125
2, 1 Kinzs 15:19
Jo 1 Kin.s 15:19
4o 1 Kings 1613
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freedon of ﬂeligion(to outalders as a courtesy to peaceful
alliances. 30 with wellefounded precedents, Ahab built a
teaple and altar to Baal in damaria for his wife's worsaip.
In addition, Ahab made an Asherah 1, 2ut Jezmebel's entinusien
for Baal extended 1o the extermination of Yaawism in favour
of Melkart winich she undoubtedly considered superior in
evoery WwWay. To tnis end, she had managed to decimate the
prophets of Yanwen, thus driving the few survivors to form
pockets of prophetic resistance., 2. The extent of Jezgecel's
policy is summed up by #lijah - "the people of Israel have
forsaken thy colyvenant, thrown down thy altars, and slaim
thy prophets with the sword; and I, even I only, am left;
and they week my life to take it away." 3 To tinls Yahweh
replies, " I will leave seven thousand in Israel all the
knecs that have not bowed to Baal, and every mouth that has
not kigsed him.," It is evident from this account taat the
Omride policy of religious syncretism was most acceptanle
to the majority of people. The commercial class of people
wyould have been indiscrimating in the religious practices
out of sheer expediency and the farming class had always
paid respect to the fertility delties alonyg side of Yahweh,

The reaction to tais syncr@ﬁ’sm can be seen in the
prophet Elijah and his assoclates. It 1s interesting to
note that hils home was Gilead wnich was still largely
a semi-nomadic country. The shepherdin,g life had been far
less influenced than the agricultural lands on tne west
of the Jordan and, therefore, had preperved the old wilder-
negs traditions. The concepts of holy warfare and natione
alism were strongest among these people. Elijah represented
pure Mosiac Yahwism, Thus we can appreciate tne head-on
collision betwesn the wilderness-orisnted prophets and the
Fuoeniclian-oriented people and court in Ephraim, especially
in Jamgria, Blijah clewzrly laid dhe lame foxr Israel's

troubles upon Ahab as he said, "I ( ®Blijah, hav. not trounled

o 1 Kingg 16:%2-33
0 Kin s 18:13
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Isruel: buv you (Ahab) have, and your father's house, because
you have forsaken the commandments of the Lord and followad
the Baalg."

In the first explicit conflict on the religious level,
Eiijeh challenged the priests of Baal to a contest on MHount
carmel., All the people gathered to witness the duel., We are
given the ilmpression the Iilijah was almost alone on the side
of Wahwism, When he spoke to "all the people'" he accused
them of hopoing between Baslism and Yahwism with total loyalty
to neithersge When the contest came to the dramatic and in-
disputable victory for Yahwism, all the people were overcone
with awe and shouted, "Yahweh, he 1ls Gods Yahweh, he is Godu“5°
We are not told of the effect of the contest upon the people
other than their pralse to Yahweh and that they participated
in the massacre of the prophets of Baala4. Undoubtedly
Elijan had stemmed the tide of wholesale syncretism for
tne time being, but it 1s all too evident that Jezebel, the
ciief trouble-maker, was not impressed or convinced, Certain-
ly those waoo depended upon Phoenician trade for their liveli-
hood would not have looked with favour on what was an explicilt
bid for independence from that country. Neither was Ahabd
visibly moved although some of his court, like Obadiah wao
was over the household, were Yahweh worsaippers.

The Phoenicilan influence made itself felt on a social
level. The incident involving Naboth's vineyard indicates
this very clearly, In the eyes of an Israelite, land had
peen granted to him and to his clan by Yahweh., Therefore
it was not nis possession either to buy or to sell. In
certain crises, such asg famine, when 1t was necessary to sell
one's property, legal provision was made for its recovery
to the family at the earliest possibple opporﬁunitye6 In
Havothts refusal to part with his ancestral land we see the
tenacity of the amphlctyonic ideal.

1. 1L Kings 18:18
2, 1 Kings 18:21
3« L Kings 18:39
4. 1 Kin s 18340
5o 1 Kings 18:3%
6. Ruta 4




15,
adhio widessntood tais right even though he found 1t

difficult to accept 1t. e perhaps thought that by offering
to buy the land at a good price or by providin, a bvetiexr
vineyard, the ancient right could ve circumnaviguted.

~oooth adhered to what was his right, knowing full well

tout to sell would affect his status as a freemsn, To

have accepted the offer, as falr as it sounded, would have
involived forfeiting the stetus of himself and hig family

and vecoming a royal &ependentel°

This anclent tradition, indeed law, was not at all
comprenebsible to Jezebel wiho was not only a strong-willed
wouan but a forelgner {rom a culture wnere the image of
kingsalp was vestly different. Phoenician kings knew
notain;y of a covenant whereby the king was subject to the
zane owuligations as .ig people. They know nothinz avout his
bein, a protector of the covenant law. As kings they were
absolute rulera without limitation, Tnis was Jezebel's
baciground. $o when she found out why Ahab was sulking
upon his couch, she asked, "Do you now govern Israel?
Arise, and eat bread, and let your heart be cheeriul; I
will give you the vineyard of Naboth the Jeéreelite,” 2
Jazevel interpretated Israel's kingship in the lizht of her
background. If Ahab wanted that vineyard, sne could see
no reason why it was not his right to take 1t without paying
for it or providing a:other vineyard.

Although we may argue for Jezebel's lignorance of
covenant law, she certainly understood that her treachery
would have 1o be given the veneser of Jjusbtice., Thilas she
mangged py manipulating the law to her own purposes, Writin,
tne letters in Ahab's hand, Jezebel probably allayed any
susplcions the elders and free men ( horim carries the
meanin, of freemen wita high standing) might heve had about

thie authenticity of the charge against Nabota, but it secms

1, John Gray, 1 and 1l Kings, p. 389
2. L Kings 2Ls7




T4
neces:zary to bvelieve that some of those who were invelved
did not carry out this '"Jjustice' in pure innocence., After
all, Nabotn was a free man and so he would have occupiled
g place of reaspect in the comnmunity. Gray'se view is that
"Jezetel's reliance on the local elders and freeuvorn men of
Jezreel suggests that Ahab was personally influential.
This indicetes perhaps that the persons in question had been
long accustomed to follow the lead of the family of Ahab,

Tais situation is readily intelligible if Ahab's family

w

was from Jezreel.” Jut even 1f tne elders and free

men were opposed to these higa-handed methods, there would
have been a reluctance to disobey the kiag oul of sheew
fear of Jezenel's unscrupulous ways. Thus everyt:aing was
glven o semblanee of Jjustice and Ahab received his coveted
vineyard since the property of revels rewerted to the crown,
The entire idncldent seems to have passed without inciting
opposition except the intervention by the prophet Eldljah
who forewarned of Ahab's own death. We cannot believe

that the free men or elders were willing cohorts to Jezmebells
whimg. 1t is more likely that we havean expression of true
populur reaction in the words of ¥lijah,

The reliance of the Oumride kings upon nmilitary strength
and practical politics was another source of tension, The
prophetic-moveoment, spearheaded by Elijah and Elisha, had
efiected, to some extent,; an appreciation for the amphictyonic
ideals, This showed itgelf in a re-emergence of a fierce
nationalism, accompanied oy a revival 1n the concept of
holy warfare much as it had been in the days of the trival
cnieftYains, During ihabls reigm, Samaria was belng hard-
pressed by Ben-hadad of Jyria, Although the situation
looked bleak For lphraim, an unnamed prophet came to Ahan
and told him that Yahweh would bpring the victory., Aftex
"all the people of Israel” were mustered together, the b.btle

w-3 fought and won by Ephraim, clearly a victory not of taeir

1. John Gray, 1 and 11 Kinzs, pp 390-1
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own making. vhen a second balttle occurred some time later,
a man of God came forward to announce that Yahweh woula
Tegive all tuls great mulititude into your hand, and you shall

2a

1t
know that I am the Lord,. It ia pointed out that Ephraim’

eacanped before them ( Syrians) like two little flocks of
goats but the Syrians filled the ocuntrygn 3¢ In the eyes
of tne prophets gnd the representatives of the older

stream of tradition, this was undoubtedly seen ags holy
wirfure, Like the wars of the old days, tone conditions

of the herem were in force., Hverytaing wos devoted to de-
struction, However wnen Benhadad surrendered himself,
Ahab made a covenant with him and let him go. This in-~
cident is reminiscent of the conflict between King Saul and
arucl over tne sparing of King Agag. In both cases the
prophetic volce made itself heard in protest. In an act

of prophetic symbolism, one of the 'sons of the prophets’
confronted Ahab with the words, "Because you have let go
out of your hand ithe man whom I had devoted fto destruction,
therefore your life shsll go for his 1life, and your people

tt 43

for his people. What 1s belng condemned here is Anan's
reliance on political expediency. UEvidently Omri had lost
several oities to Syris and as a token of his inforior
position he had to provide bazasrs for .yrian merchants
in damariao5 Thig would hpove involwed a token worship of
cyrien deities as well, although no mention is made of tuis
aspect, Anab thought it was more expedient to allow len-
hadad freedom and by making e covenant with him; repossess
the loust cities and enjoy ceritain mercantile concessions in
dawrascus . Such action went against the grain of the prophets
and the pure Yahwists, although the commercial elements
of the population would certainly heve favwoured Ahabls
decision,

Ahab's reliance upon the chances of war and the streath

1. L Kings 20:¢1-21
2. 1 Kinug 2032686
5o 1 Kings 20:27
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his forces is contrasted by tae ideal of holy warfare as geen
by the prophets. The prophets trusted upon Yahweh to bring
the victory. We have several examples in addition to the

one meuntioned above. wlisha is sald to have intercepted all
the plang of the 3yrian aggressors so that he was avle to

warn the Lphraimite king.l. Another prophet called down

blindness upon the Syrlans so that they could be led to
Samaria.z When a severe famlne occured in Samarie because

of a siege by the Syrians,; the king became impatient with
wvaiting for Yahweh to bring deliverance - "T.is trouble is
from the Lord! why should I wait for the Lord any 1onger?"3“
Elish'a answer was to walt and trust because Yahweh would
deliver the following day. Blisha had evidently persuaded

the king to hold out, on the expectation of some divine
intervention which would remove the lyrian menace, Delivere
ance did come, mnol by the power of arms but by some miraculous
occurrence walch caused bhe Syrians to abandon the siege.
We see in such incildents the tension wnich tne king felt,

the tension between veliance on faith and upon practical
politics.

The revolt led by Jehu against the Omride dynasty was

the outcome of & build-up of hostilities at all levels of life.
The prophets, the Rechabites, the sruy and the people rallied
together against the Phoenician 1nfluences or as Jehu said,
"the harlotries and the sorceries of your mother Jezevel,."
The reasons for the revolt were many-sided but as they have
already been discussed it is enouzh to s&y that 1t was the

conservative religious elements that engineered the goup dletat

in lopes of returning to a simpler life, overlaid with
fewer Torelgn innovations.

The more offensive feabtubms of the Phoenlcian influence
were swe.t away under Jehw, With great cunning he purged
wphraim of her saal worsuippers and destroyed the house of
basl. but since he continued the division of Ephraim from
175 Kings 63li-14
2. 2 Kings 6:15«23
3¢ 2 Kings 6:33
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Judah and retained the golden galves bullt by Jeronoam,
Jehu came under the iavective pen of the Deuteronomic writer.

It was not until tae reign of Jeroboam 11 that Ephrainm
wvas again in a position to regain her former prosperity.
syria was in a period of great streangth under Hazael and
Benhadad bota of whom reduced Ephraim's fighting force to
8 mere handful.l sut under Jeroboam 11l the Jyrian forces
were wealk enough to allow a resurgence of Zphwvaim,

There seems to be a direct correlation between material
propperity and the temptation to break the covenant law.
Under Jercboam 11, the northern frontier, wnicn had been
held during Jolomon's kingship,; was regained. uSyriatls
power was almost eclipsed. HMoab and Amason were held in
check, Judging by the measuring stick of the Deuteroncmic
writer it couwld be said that Jeroboawm was fulfilling the
old promise. 3ut the reual picture can be reconsiructed from
Amos and Hogea. Altaough politically strong, Ephraim was
really in a state of decay - socially, moraily and religious-
lys The condition of the hwuble citizens had deteriorated
greatly. The gulf between tne rich and the poor had

widened. The poor person was at the mercy of the money
landexr and uvribed Judges. Amos records that "They sell the
rishteous for silver, and the needy for a pair of shoes,.”

and "great are your sins - you who affect the righteous,
wiao take a bLribe, and turn aside the ne=zdy in the gate.
Therefore he who is prudent will keep silent in such a times
it 33

for it is an evil time, This is echoed by Hosea, "there

is no faithfulness or kindness and no knowledge of God in
the lands there is swearing, lying, killing, stealin., and
comzitting murders they brealk all bounds and murder follows
4

marder,!

At dne time Israells "soclal structure had been a unified

one wit.aout class digtinction, in which the pasgis of all

1. 2 Kings 103:3%2,3% and 2 Kings 13:7,22
2es Amog 2:7

3, Amos 12-1%

4o Hosea 4:l-2
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in which the basis of 2ll soclal obligation was Yahwen'sg

covenant and in wpich all controversies were adjudicated

by covenant law"n"L Under +the monarchy the range of social

obligation had been extended to include the national de.sand

as dlistinet from the purely local obligations. This tend-

ed to weaken tribal tles end undermine the sdidarity

characteristic of tribal soclety. Commercial activity

wnich accompanied this wider range of obligation resulted

in the emergence of a wealthy and privileged class. In

Amog and Hosea's time, these trends, started by David, and

further developed under Solomon, tended to dull the people's

feelin; for and comprehension of the covenant relationship,.
With the death of Jeroboam 11, Ephraim declined

rapidly. “Jeakened internally by palace murders involving

partisan groups of perhaps inter-tribal Jjealousy between

sphraim and danasseh, and stunted externally by the emergence

of Assyria, Ephraim became pawn in the affairg of the nations.

danahem came to power and promptly paid tribute to Tiglath-

pilegser 11l by exacting money "from Israel, tha@ﬁs, from

the wealtoy men, fifty shekels of sllver from every man.”

“he termg Gibbore hahayil might be translated simply

Ivgliant men!' or 'men of atancing' but it also carries the
meaning of wealth both in material and in character. This
levy must have been exacted from a large proportion of tae
population, because it was "from every man'" of the free men
of nigh standing. sased on the calculation that three thous-
and shekels equalled a talent, it took sixty thousand men

to waise the tribute of one thousand shekels levied oy

venanem, This indicates how broad the term gibbore hahayil

really was., It is uncertain if lenaham enlisted Tiglathn-
pileser’s %u9p0£t in winning the crows, This is stated in
thie phragse Lhut&e ( Tiglath~pileser) might help him (Menanam )
De

to conficem hig hoii of the royal power s»ut it may be
that he gave the tribute after Piglath~-pileser's invasion as

a token of his readiness 1t0 accord with Assyrian policy.4

1, sright, A History of iuzael, Pe 242
2. 2 Kings 15320

%e 2 Klnvs l) 19
4o John Gray, 1 and 11 Kin:s, pe. 565
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The heavy burden whilich rested on the shoulders of the

men of gtanding, presumably free men wno would correspond

to the 'sm hearetz in Judeh, must have caused opposition
and dissatisfaction to Menshem's policy of willing
vassalage 1o Agsyria. Although we read of no populaw
unrest, it 1ls perhaps not coincidental that lenahem's

son, Pekahiah, was murdered by his captalp, Pekah,

This was a bld for independance from Assyria suppoxrted
by some (Glleadites and mizht well have recelved support
from the men of standing, Pekah's policy was one of
coalition with Resin of Lamascus against Assyria, This
coalition might have worked had 1t not been that Judsh
could not be persuaded; even forcibly, to join the league.
Instead, she a,.pealed to Tiglatheplleser to intervene for
her against the coalition, Tor tne syrian people and the
king, this was the end. In Ephraim, another palace
intrigue brought Hosea to power. Hosneal's court seems to
have been gplit in the matter of foreign policy. With
Syria out of the way, Ephraim, became a vassal of Assyria
for a snort time and thus she geined a few years regplite.
sut in Jamaria there was o pro-ugyptian party who wished
to make an agreement with the king of Tgypt againgt Assyrit.
It was detection of this rebellion which induced Shalmaneser
to invade and capiure Ephralm, deporting the inhabltants
to Assyria.
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5, Judeh

a. Tension during Royal succession,

While the monarcnical pattern in Ephraim lacked the
stabllity of a continuous dynastic house, Judah held fast
to the house of David, This meant that Judah had a much
more stable form of government and was free of much of
the congpiracy and intrigue which was characteristic in the
north., There were assassinations but the legitimacy of
the Davidic house was never gquestioned., For this reason
we have much less evidence of tension between king and
people surrounding the succession stories,.

The one break in the Davidic line came as a result of
Jehu'g purge on the Omride house of waich Judants Ahaziah
was a member. Ahaziath's mother, Athaliah, a daughter of
Ahab, toolk the opportunity of his death to selze the Judean
throne, By murdering the royal family, with the excepltion
of Joash who was concealed, she made her position secure
for six years, ILike Jezmebel, Athaliah was responsible
for encouraging Phoeniclan influences in Jerusalem,
Previous to her usurpation, the paganizing tendencles had
penetrated less deeply than in Ephreim due in large measure
to enthusiastic Yahwists like Asa and Jehoshaphat. The
Baal worsaip, which gained royal assent, was perhaps
acceptanle to gome in the court circles, but we have no
indication that Atoalish had any great following., Not being
a native Israellte nor a legitimate Davidide sealed herx
doom,

In the northern kingdom, it was the army who led the
revolt againit the Phoenician element, But in Judan it
was the Jerusalem priesthood under Jehoilada, the chief
priest, who organized the rebellion, The priests were
representatives of the conservative religious tendencies
within Judah, Jehoiada was of the Zadokite priestly
family, wno appeared during David's reign, so0 it is
understandaile that Jeholada would be greatly offended

by a usurper on the tnrone of David. As canief priest, the
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introduction of the Phoenician Bagd Melkart would be seen
by him as an abomination to Yahweh,

Por six years, Joash was hidden by Jehosheba, tne wife of
Jeholada, in the Temple. The fact thét one son supvived
Athaliah's massacre was kept a secret from everyone, in-
cluding Athaliah snd the people. When the time came to rebel
against the ursurper, Jehoiada entered into a covenant
with the captaing of the Carites and the guardl and. snowed
them the king'!'s son, thus revealing the carefully hidden
secret. The Chronicler relates a slightly different account,
in which Jehoiada made a covenant with the commanders who
"went about Judah and gathered the levites from all the
cities of Judah, and the heads of the father's houses of
Israel and they came to Jerusalem, And all the assebbly
made a covenant with the king in the house of God." 2. It
was the Levites who then carried out Jeholada's schenme,

But the editor of 2 Kings would seem to have preserved the
more reallstic event in w..ich only a few chosen capbains were
aware of the plot until the actual rebellion hegan.

In this survey of royal successlon, we must examine the
role played by 'the people of the land!, not only in this
rebellion againast Athaliah but in other instances, In
Lphraim there were prophets to champion the covenant law,
but in Judah 'the people of the land' exerted a strong in-
fluence even to the point of being the actual king-makers.

Although Joash's accession was engineered mainly by tne
priests and the guards, 'the people of the land' had a large
part also, In this narrative we may have the survival of two
traditions: one, a priestly source walch placed tue ianitiative
on the priests of the Temple supported by the guards;3 the
second, a popular source where the people played a leading role4'
While there ig strong evidence for the existence of two
traditions, it is difficult to separate them in sucn precise ter

1L, 2 Kings 11l:4

2. 2 Chronicles 23%: 2-5
3¢ 2 Kingslls4-12,18b-20
4. 2 XKings 11l:13~18a
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First of all, the priests and the guards would have known
of the sympathetic feelings among the people and acted
vecause they knew there was popular support for a rebellion,
Secondly, the presence of the people in the Tenmple must be
assumed unless the phrase, the guards " ghall surround
the king, eacn wilith his weapons in hisg handy and whoever
approaches the ranks is to be slain,” L is meant to indicate
that the people were prohibited in the Temple during the
accession of the king. But it seems more likely that this
prohibition refers to Athalish and her palace guard. Thirdly
if the scheme had been a carvefully guarded secret until the
actual moment, there could have been little participation
by the people. But the fact that the rebellion occurred on
a sabvath ( and perhaps a special feast day)s; when the
priests were sure of & large number of country people in
attendance, must have meant that the people had a part in
the uprising. It is only when they saw the king's son,
Joash, and witnessed the crowning and the giving of the
testimony that the people made any response. We think that
the prezence of the people is to be assumed in 2 Kings
11:12 whereiit is said "they proclaimed him king, and
anointed him; and they clapped thelr hands and said, tLong
live the king! * Tne subJect ‘'they' 1s undoubtedly a
reference to all wao were present - guards, priests, and
people., The spubject of the phrase "anointed him" most likely
refers to Jeholada whose priestly wxole would have given him
the right {to perform the anointing and not the people,

After the initial acclamation ceremonier Wware over
and Athaliah had been killed, "Jeholada made a coveaant
between the Lord and the king and people; that they should
be the Lord's peopley and also between the king and the
peoplee"g It is not clemi whether the reference is to a

three-fold covenant or not. Gray argues for a three-fold
covenant: one between Yahweh and the king waich signified

0 A T RS LY

1.2 Kings 1138
2. 2 Kings 11:17
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the renewal of ‘lbhe Davidic covenant and royal obligations,

anotner between Yahweh and iihe people which was reminiscent
of the sinail covenant renewal alshechem, whoere responsibility
was laid upon tha@eople to put " away foreign gods, and a
third between kiﬁ; and people which placed constitutional
gnd political limitations upon the monArch.l We think

that the passage refers to a two-fold covenant. First

o covenant betweem Yahwelh and the people, including the
king as an equal, and that this was a renewal of the
3inaitic covenant placing oblications upon the peoplea

The second covenant was made bhetween the king and people
which placed the king under obligation to preserve the

peoplets pights, The corresponding passage in Chronicles

is not as detalled as that from Kings but " a covenant
between himself ( Jehoiada) and all the people and the
king that they should be the Lord's people."2 certainly
indicates that the king was being limited in his power,
The important point is that the people had the power to
check the trend set by Athaliah and to enforce some kind
of constitutional monarchy.

There is no gpecific reason why both Joash and his
son Amaglah were asgasinated. It may be that Joasa had
5 and thus fell out of
favour with the priests and 'the people of the land'. I%

become more tolerant to alien ideas

seemg more likely that Joash was the victim of a court
intrigue which had no public support.4 Amaziah was met
with opposition at hig accession and found it necessary

to extinguign his father's murderers. A conspiracy against
him ended in his death but agein 1t is ippossible to know
who was responsible., At tnis point "all the people of
Judah took Agaraih.,.. and made him king instead of his

2 It is difficult to interpret this

phrage Yall the people of Judanh” for while i1 may mean

father Amziah,"

that Azarian had the support of the total population, it is

1. John Gray, 1 and 11 Kings, pp 5254
2e 2 Chronicles 233116

3. 2 Chronlcles 24:17-22

4, 2 Kinss 12320-21

He 2 Kin s 14:21
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possible on the baslig of a passage such as 2 Kings 23%:2,
shat he was the choice of the country people as distinct
from the inhabitants of Jerusalem. The idea that there
wag &8 tension between the city people and the country will
be discussed later.

The succession actltivities continued without inter-
wention untlil King Amon's reign at whlch time the political
policy wag one of complete submigsion to Assyria. This
foreign policy wmay have angered a group in the court,

Amonts servants, and as a wvesult the king was murdered.
""he people of the land' stepped into the scheme, killed
Amonts murderers and raised Joslah to the throne., There ig
no reason given for these murders. Possibly the conspirators
wore Hgyptlian sympathizers and favoured an alliance with that
nation,; as Gray suggests. There is, however, nc evidence
that Bgypt was in a position to give any aid at this time,
'The people of the land' were champlions of national independ-
ance and therefore wished to be free of both Agsyris and
sgypt. In choosing Josiah, the people probably intended to
tutor him or mould him to carry out their desirves. Many
years after Josiah's accession to the throne and during the
purification of the Temple, a scroll was found walch Josiah
and "all the elders of Judah and Jerusalen" and "all the men
of Judah and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and the
priests and the prophets,; all the people; bhoth small and
greot" heard read. On the basis of this, Josiah made a
covenant before Yahweh in which all the people joined,l
This appears 1o have heen a renewal ceremony of thne kind
held at Bhechem and gt the accessiofl Joasgh,

At Josiah's premature death, " 'the people of the land!?
took Jehoahaz the son of Josiah, and anointed him, and made

him king in hig father's stead." 2 We are in the dark as

to the motive in choosing iHehoahaz over Rliakim or Zedekiah,
It may be that Jehosghaz was a man of stronger character and

sympat.iised with the nationalistic longings of tne people,

1o 2 Kings 2387
5 o Rings Efago
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We know that he was not an Egyptlan supporter because

Pharoah NWecho soon wemoved him from the Judean throne and
replaced him by Eliakim ( Jehoiakim) who was a political
opportunist, Necho's scheme seems to haye been to create
a buffer state between Rgypt and Babylon, Jehoahez and ‘'the
people of the land'! must have displayed antagonism Go this
scheme. As a consequences bthe tribute lmposed upon Judah
was levied upon "the people of the land!? lo It is an open
question whether the assessment was exacted only from the
property-owning class, and not the total population. Such
a discriminative policy would not only have been difficult
to dmpose but would also have risked an open rebellion,
From the little evidence that we have, we know that 'the
people of the land' wielded considerable political influence
but unfortunately the motives for this intervention are now
lost to us., There have been attempts made to reconstruct
the part played by these people. Sulzberger puts forth the
theory that there was Y o great directive, if not, control-
ling influence in the state, closely analogous to what we

7

call Parliamen%"gz exercised by the 'am ha'aretz. Although

this theoxry might help us to interpret certain passages, 1t
ralses more questions than it answers. The exlstence of a
Parliament, or even a political party, as Sulzberger sees 1it,
igs a most difficult thegis to prove,

A different approach is presented by Gordis.3 He mainbtains
that there was a growing rivalry between the city and the
country inhabitantsgcaused by the wish of the city party,
composed of priests, merchants and some prophets, to exter-
minate the 'high places!' held dear by the country folk. As
evidence for +thls tension, Gordis points out the references
to 'the people of the land';, the country dwellers as dige-
tinct from the nobility, the government officials, merchants,
and wealthy landowners of Jerusalem, This antagonism was

buried temporarily during Athaliab's weign because both groups

wisned her downfall, But "tae accegsion of Joash marks the

Lo 2 Kings 2%335

2. Mayer Sulzberger, The Am Ha'aretz - The ancient Hebrew
Porliament, pe 17

5. 7. Cordig. Sectional Rivalitv in the Kingdon of~Judah-JOR 25,
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clear emergence of these two alignments in the land,." 1 which

are not to be understood as other than group tendencies or
interests, Gordis contends that in the reigns of Joash
and Amaziah the country interests were being served but
the city group, wisghing to gain control, engineered the
agsossinations of both kings,

Gordis goes on to say that in Hezekiah's reign, the
position of the country dwellers was being threatened by
centralization of religion whereby the 'high places' would

he abolighed, This might well have cauged a yevelution and

perhaps it was on the bagis of this unrest that the Assyrian

Rabshakeh wished to mubvert the country people in Jerusalem

during the siege.2 When Manasseh and Amon reversed the
religious policy, there was no attempt by the country
people to rebel ageinst it. In fact,; the policy was adding
theilr anti-centralization longin s. At Amon's death, the

country people gupportéd Joslah in hopesthat he would follow

his father's policles,

Gordis points out that the country people greeted
Josiah's reform in silence. Only the “inhabvitants of
Jerusalem"§ showed any interegt. When Pharoah Necho ad-
vanced against Assyria, Gordis believes that he was encour-
aged by the country dwellers to fight against Jogiah,
Therefore, Josiah's hand was forced in an attempt to ree
unite the peoples The country: interests won the day and
while the king's servants buried Josiash in Jerusalem, 'the
people of the land' ralsed Jehoahaw to the tirone, After
he was deposed by Necho, the sectional rivalry within the
country sank to insgignificant proportions.

This theory is & most attractive one, To define 'the
people of tne land' as the country dwellers as distinct from
the inhabitaents of Jerusalem, w:i0 were the king's advisors
and dependents, is true to the evidence in 2 Kings 2332 4

That there was a rivalry between the c¢ity and country

1, ﬁjwﬁordiss 'Sectional Rivalry in the Kingdom of Judah, p 24F
2, Ibid pp 248-9

5. @ Chronicles 34332

4de Von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomv. . &8
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can hardly bhe disputed. But Gordis seems to have compilad
the evidence in neat black and whilte categories. It is
very doubtful 1f all Vthe people of the land! worshipped
at the 'high places'!. Thoge in the immediate vicinity of
Jerusalem would very likely have been influenced by the
Jerusalem theology and centraligation, There would have
been those who perhaps kept covenant with Yabweh in theix
own homes, going Lo a well-known sancltuary such as Bethel
or Beersheba, for the fesgtivals, The majority of country
people would have begen influenced by the Canaanitic nature
deities although they still recognized Yahweh as bhe
national God. There ig no doubt that the alternating policy
of the kings would have affected these groups of people in
different ways. Under Hezekiah and Josiah gome would have
approved of cenitralized worship as a means of purifying and
gtrengthening Yahwism. Others would have been rebel lious
against the city, as Gordis suggests. During the religns
of syncretistic kings like Manasseh and Amon, the country
inhabitants would have been little affected, if at all, hy

the changes in policy,
In Jerusalem itself, we cannot assume that everyone was

a royal supporter in spite of the king's policy. There

were the priests, supported by some of tne prophets, who saw
Jerusalem as the city of God. Thus any king who favoured
centralization and religlous reform would have had the

support of this group. But any king, such a%hhaz or Hanasseh,
who favoured religious syncretism could expect to meet
oppostion. We must agssume that foreign cults had a greater
effect upon the city dwellers, not the country people.-:

We are not told what requirements were made in respect to
worshipping the foreign cult objects, but the periocdic
reformations indicate thot the Temple became the depository
for all kinds of objectanl There can be little doubt that the
veligious policgr whicn allowed such toleration was criticlsed.

1. Bee 2 Chronicles 293 5,163 2 Kings 233 5«14
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The religious views of the peopls were also conditioned
to some extent, by historical events, The fact that
Jerusalem was saved during Hewekiah's reighn, might have
heen seen as a sign that Yanweh was pleased that the
‘thigh places' had been abolished, and, as a resuli, many
becane fervent Yahwists. Bul when Hewmekiah's reform becane
eclipsed by Manasseht!s reign of submigslion to Assyria,
this was probably seen by some to be a contradiction of
Yahweh's power to save. Therefore, many would have
supported Manasseh's political policy and religious
gsyncretism. A pimilar rveaction might well have followed
Josiah's death, National disasters were invariably hound
up with matters of faith,.

There is no simple interpretation of the biblical
gvidence., No single factor determined Judah's direction,
but rather meny and varied pressures account for the total
' picture.,

What we can say about 'the people of the land? is
that they were a soubthern phenomenon, although there may

have been a corresponding grmp in the north called the

: . 1. .
gibbore hahayil , the men of standing, Prom the evidence

that we have, they sprang to action in times of national
crises as for example, when a king hdd been murdered owx
killed in battle, Although not a political paxrty in the
modern gense, 'the people of the land', the free property-
ownling ciltizens, wielded a political ilafluence and acted

as & check on the prerogative of the king,

1. 2 Kings 15320
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b, Tension Through Torelen Involvement,

The problem of foreign Involvement existed ian Judah, as
well as in Ephraim, even though she was geographically
isolated., There were btimes when the king, as Yahweh's
vicegerent, had great difficulty in exercising his faith in
the practical situations of life. On the one hand, there
was the prophetic advice to trust completely in Yahweh,
Sometimes that meant a policy of simply waiting for Yahweh
to deliver, while at other times, it meant that the king
nust wage holy war, The king dld not necessarily have to
be inactlive in his trust in Yahweh but rather the outcome
wag left entirely to Yahweh, But such rellance upon Yahweh
could have adverse repercusslons among the king's counsellors
and the rest of the court, On the other hand, the king
could follow a course of action which placed reliance upon
foree of arms and prgctical alliances, In any crisis, then,
the king was faced with these two mailn consilderations. VWe
must not think that the choice between trust in Yahweh and
practical politics was ever clear~cul or simple,

The tension can be seen in Asa's reign. After the
separation of the north and south, border squirmishes had
taken place which weakened both countries. Into this
political pleture, the kingdom of Syria often entered at
the invitation of either the king of Judah or of Ephraim,
There ls evidence, for instance, that Abljah of Judan had
an alliance with Syria 1 and it may have been this alliance
winich enabled Abijah to win a bhorder bhattle amainat Jeroboama2
There is no specific mention of it but this alliance would
likely have involved some reliliglous implications. That Asa
carried on a programme of religious veform could mean that
the league with Syria was terminated. after Abijah's death,
for we are told that Asa '"put away the male cult prostitutes
out of the land, and removed all the idols that nis fathers
had made, He also removed Maacah his mother from being gueen
mother because she had an abominable image made for Alherah;

1. 1 Kings 15:19 2. 2 Chronicles 13:3%-20
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and Asa cut down her image and burned it at the brook Kidron”l

It must not be assumed that these culitic abumes were the
result of the Syrian allliance alone, It may well be that
Asa was cleaning up the worst of the religious practices
that exldsted under Solomon and Rehoboam.g

The milifary pressure from BEphraim in Asa's reign forced
his hand to renew the league between Judah and Syria. In
this action, Asa wes relying upon practleal politics in
order to rescue his country from a most difficult and awkward
predicament. In doing so, Judah was reduced to vassal status.
Undoubtedly this had implications upon religilous obsadrvances
in the Temple which the biblical writer has neglected to
tell us, Asa's foolish rellance on Uyrie for deliverance
brought & gound rebuke from Hananl the 366ﬂ.5 The Chronicler
alao records that Asa inflicted crueltles upon some of fhe
people at this time, as well as putlting the seer in prison,
we do not know to what extent Asa's alliance affected the
people. It ig doubtful if the religlous implications of
the alliance had much effect upon the common person outside
the c¢lty of Jerusalem, Perhaps the court itself followed a
pro=3yrian policy which would explain Ase’s persecution of
some of the people who presumably desived national independ-
ence.4 The alliance with Syria does point out the tension
that the king faced in times of political stress and the
templtation to disregard religlous conslderstlons foxr purely
secular reasons,

In Jehosphaphatts reign, peace was made between Judah
and Iphraim, Although thils was a much desirable frilendship,

the close associatlon meant that Judah was latro uesd %o

greater outside contact with the natlions, particularly
with Phoenicia. In this alliance with Ephrain, Judsh was
the poor cousin and, although no mention ls made of paying
tribute, it is evident that she held an inferior status to

the wealthiler Ephraim,5 Opposition to the close association
1, 1 Kings 15:12-13% and the extended account in 2 Chronicles

2. L Kings l4:22«24 15:8-18,
3., 2 Chronicles 16:7=10

4, 2 Chronicles 16:10

5. 1 Kings 22:14,30 and 2 Kings 3537




can be seen in the attitude of the prophet, Jehu the son of

1

Hanani . This view may have been prevalent among the more
conservytive religious groups who regarded Lphralm as an
apostate kingdom. The loose relationship with the North

was strengthened by a marriage between the house of Omri and
the Davidic house. The resultant Judgment passed on Jehoranm
of Judah, sonein-law of Ahab of Ephraim, was that "he walked
in the way of the kings of Israel, ag the house of Ahab had
done, for the daughter of Ahab was his wifeo" 2 The account
of Phoenician encroachments into Judah is not detailed to
the same extent as it is about Ephraim, We know of none of
the social or Judicilal abuses, if there were any. About
religious abuges, the Chronilcler records that "he made high
places in the hill country of Judah, and led the inhabitants
of Jerusalem into unfaithfulness, and made Judah go astray,n§
but this ghatement is unreliable since high places were pre-
sent in Judah for a long time hefore Jehoram's reign, The
Chronicler also records that Ahazieh, Jehoram's son, "walked
in the ways of the house of Ahab, for his mother was hig
coungellor in doing wicgedly; oo they ( the house of Ahab)

were his counsellors," With the exception of the Jerusalem

court, it ig doubtful if the life of the average Judean
person w-s greatly afrected by the house of Omri, Perhapns
the livelihood of the merchant class was improved because
trade routes were opened to tnem through Ephraim, This

might have had the result of widening the gap between the
poorer peasants and the cidy dwellers but we have no evidence
of this for another Sentury. The popular uprising against
Athaliah can probably ke attributed to the desire to restore
to the throne a legitimate Davidide more than because of
excessive abuses,

Judah remained velatively free from foreign involvew-
ment untll the reign of Ahaz,., Joash had had to face -yrian
aggression, but he sesms to have been able to buy his fre don
by offering tribute, There ia no indication that tribute had

1. 2 Chronlcles 19: 1l-3%
2., 2 Kings 8318

3, 2 Kings 21:11

4, 2 Chronicles 22:%
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to be paid regularly. The sSyrian and Assyrian menace
subsided during the reigns of Amaziab and Amariah so thaty
at thoat time, Juuan experienced & revival and growth of the
national state, Jjust as Lphraim did under Jerovoam 1ll, How-
ever, the world situation was changing when Ahaz came to
power. Assyria, who had previougly shown her power in Zphraim
under Tiglath-pileser, was gaining in strength. Sphraim
and .yria were aware of the necesszity to form an alliance
to block Assywrian advances in 3Syris-Palestine. Aham began
to feel the pressure to joln the cgoalition in order to re-
main on the throne, for there were rumours that he would be
replaced by a puppet king who would bring Judah to heel,
The veal drama that took place can be seen in fgaiah 7.
Judah was caught between a policy of alliance with Assyria
whereby her national securiity could be saved at a pricey; or
2 policy of Joining the coalition, whereby she could becone
involved in natlonal and political dissaster., Isaiah, a
court counsellor, advised Ahsz to remain calm because the
coalition would pass away and he gave a sign that "a youn,
voman shall coneceive and bear a son,.., for before the cnild
knows how to refuse the evil and choose the good, the land
before whose two kings you are in dread will be desertedqﬁ L.
Ahaz was faced with a decision to trust Yahweh as Izaiab
adviged or to rely scolely on political stotesmanship. He
mignt have argued that a king simply does not git back and
walty +that he must be active 1n that situation., Instead of
following Isaiah's advice, or joining the coalitio.., Ahaz
adopited the far more dange ous alternative -~ tu.t ol paying
Tislatn-pileser to rescue Judsan froas the power of Ephraim
and Syria.d If Ahaz had followed Isaiah's coungel and truct-
ed, Judah's changes of escape would have been very great,
sut in taking the step wnicn he did, Ahaz reduced Judan to
a teibute-paying vassal, As a token of tuils status, 1t is
likely taat Ahaz was reguired to place an Assyrian altar in

toe Jerusalem Temple. This seems to have been the inmplication

o Taalah T:14-16
2 Kings 1637

<,

A
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of his vislit to Damascus where he 'saw an altar, the copy of

which was placed in the Temple l. Political subservience was
often symbolized by placing an altar to the god of the cone
queror in the existing temple. It may be that Ahaz had a
ayncretisztic nature anyway, but it is guite possible that
different temple innovations were carried out to please the
Ag yrian overlord., Like Asa, Ahaz wag faced with the tension
ol compromising his faith in a time of political uncertainty.

Under Hemekiah, the political situation again turned to
Judah's favour. Sargon, the Assyrian king, was preoccupied
wilth other sections of his vast emplre. In Judah there was
a growin. restlessness for natlional independence because
shazn's policles were unpopular with those who had to bear the
heav} tribute. It was these two factors which encouraged
hezekiah to perform & religious reformstion, in the course
of which the Agsyrian cult objects were removed from the
Temple.2 This was an obvious bid for independence.

There 1y a possibility that Hezeklah was templted to
Join an open rebelllon at the ilnstigation of Lgypt in the
early part of his reign, Igalah records that Sargon's army
invaded the Philistine city of Ashdod.3 But later when
argon died, his whole empire was in wrebellion, This time
dezekiah became an agitator in the general revolt, even
forcing the Phililstines, wno evidently wanted notain, %o do
with conspiracy against Assyria, to join in,4 ITzaiah's advice
v..8 the same as it had been for Ahawz; to sday out of the re-
bellion., He tried to point out the futility of trusting in
2gypt and in tne strength of horses and men 5. ite counselled
against all practical politics and hunman alliances, stressing
reliance on Yahweh who controlled tne events of history,
saphasising that Judah must not be like the other nations,
Isaiah encouraged the nation to rest and wailt, trusting that
d.liverance would come. This was the dilema that Hezekilan faced

1. 2 Kings 16:10

2. 2 Chronicleg 29:3-21
3, Isaliah 143:28-3%2

4, 2 Xings 18:8

5 Isalah 28«33
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But like Ahagz, Hezekiah gave his support to the rebel.lon
for he believed that it was the practical way to freedom,
The eventual outcome was that Hemeklah was subdued, a neavy
tribute imposed and the political state very much reduced.

The latter years of Hemeklah's reign were apent in
loyalty to Assyria and tnis policy was continued under
Manassen and his son, Amon, Although Isalah's advice to
subllt Yo Assyria was carried out in part, the lanazseh
years marked one of the worst perlods of syncretism. Ir
Ahap had sncwn a disregard for religlous conslderations,
Hanassen attempted to eclipse Yahwism by over-laying it
with forelgn innovations, The monarchy became sbsolutist
in policy as it had been in Solonmon's day. It is 20t
difficult to imagine that Munasgeh's complete submission to
ranyria was viewed with great distaste by the nationalicts.
The foreign objects of worship were abominations in the eyes
of the Yahwists. What must have hurt even more was
Manasseh's complete disregard for the covenant relationssip,.
The protests were made can be geen from the comment thatb
"danesseh shed very much innocent blood9"l. Although we are
not given any clues as to the identity of thege incoc:nt
people it would geem to indicate. that the prophetic class
were Involved, as well as the priesty and possib.y some of
the people. The reason foxr protest can be attributed to
[anasseh's political and religious policies,

With Josialh,; the nationslists sgaln championed the
cause of independence. Thias policy caused a corresponding
pendulum swing to religior. reformation, Thcege two wovements
were ingeparable because the purification of the cult w.s an
explicit plea for independence This eould only be undex-
taken because there was & period of calm between the downfall
of Agsyria and the emergence of sabylon.

It seems likely that Josish's religious reformatlon wus
begun beBore the discovery of a scroll, since it came to
ligat during the Temple repairs. On the basis of tiils seroll,
tnere was a return te Yahwism accompanied by tne renewal of

e o an e A

1. 2 Kings 21:16
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tae ooven&nt.l Tnls type oif covenant reminds us of the
‘hechemite covenant in Joshua 24, rathor than the ccremoales
connected Lo the Davidic House, No mention is made of the
covenant made with dDavid at all., But like the Shechemite
covenant walch involv-4 the putting awey of {the "gods wnich
your fathers served beyond the River and in BLgupt! 2 the
covenant under Jogiah alzo issved in the cleansing of the
Temple and destroying foreign objects of worship,ag This ine
dicates a renewal of the amphictyonic tradition, famillar
in ophraim, but long since forgotten in Judah, Therefore,
the covenant made in Jerusalem was one waich placed limitat-

ions on the king, indeed made him only as prinus inter pares

under Yanweh, It is very likely that Josiah's policy gained
nim the suppoxrt of the majority of the people, There may
bave been sone, as Gordis suggests, who disliked the cenw-
tralization of religion but the roform must have resulted i
an upsurge of Yanhwism,

Following Josiah's premature dewth, the factors affect~
ing Juaah became very complicated. The nationalists still
cnampioned the cause of independence by supporting Josian's
aoa, Jehoahaz, but he was quicxkly unseated by Hecao and rew-
placed by Jehoiakim, Althoush & bavidide, Jeholakim was
suvject to his dsgyptian over-lord rather tnan to a covenant
witn the peonle or with Yahweh. He was left free to nlay
tne tyrant, an indicikion that “ithe constitutional monarchy
w0 dear to tne Israelite heart, had broken down, and in
Jenoiakim, Judah had a king wao was prepared to taite full
advaantbage of his pos@tion”4. Hig apparently unry. ztroiaed
reiasn way have been due partly to the ddea o!f Zgyptioan king-
snip in wonlich the king was divine and therefore a law unto
nimself, Protests against his policles can bhe scven from

tne reference that "“he exacted the gilver and the gola of fthe

L. 2 Kings 23 2
2. Josiah 24:
5. 2 Kings 2%
4. Oesterley and Robinson, A History of Tarsel, vol., 1, p. 431
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peo,le of the land', from every one according to his
uSSGSﬁment,"l This might be an indication that ' the people
of tne land' had been singled out for this levy as e penaliy
for opposing the official policy, if we make a distinction
between tnese people and the inhsbitants of Jerusalem., On
the other hand, tuis distinction may not have been intended
to all,

Jenoiakim was no statesman like his father, Josiah, He
remained an Bgyptian vassal until Hebuchadnezzer of wsabylon
defented Bgypt in 60% and then he transferred his loyalty
to Babylon, We must appreclate the pressure that wvas ex-
erted on the king. In the Jerusalem court, there were tnose
wno advocuoted a pro-Lgyptian policy; there were others,
like Jeremiah and some members of the court, wino saw sabylon
as Yanweh's instrument, and therefore, to rebel against
Jabylon was to rebel against Yahwen, There were nationalisis
whose hope was for independence from both Egypt and zzbylon,
Jehodlakim was evidently swayed toward adopting a pro-
sgyptiarn policy. As a result, Nebuchadnezzar marched
against Jerusalem and deported "all Jerusalem, and all the
princes, and all the mighty men of valour,; ten tnousand
captives, and gll the craftsren and the smithsi none rew
nained exceplt the poorest people of the land! 2

Zedeklah; the king after the first deporation was
placed on the throne by the Babylonians, Besidesheing &
weak ruler, Zedekish lucked repongible leaders and
statesmen to gulde Judah into a stable position, The
difierent parities that existed in Jerusalem crow_ot pressure
to bear upon the king. Had Zebekiah ligtened to Jeremian's
advice to remain dependent on Babylon, all might hgve been
wall, but the court was strouyly pro-HEgyptisn and tiais

party won the support of Zedekidih,

Kings 23:35
Kings 24:?4;&130 25212
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Conclusion

The tension waolch we have attempted to trace arose
because there were people sel apart through a series of
unique events to be Yahweh's 'holy people.' They were
under a covenant obligation both to Yahwelh and to one
another, Therefore, the righits and privileges of each
person were proteeted, As long as Israel's leadership
requlrenznts were met by & spirit-endowed chieftain who
aroze from the midst of the people, and was likewise under
the covenantv, there was very little evidence of tensilon
between the leader and the people,

But when the everyday concerns of life became more
couplex and the charismatic leadership no longer ofifered
enough security, Israel made a demand for a monarchy. Then
there emerged a king who, although ideally in the same
covenant relationship with Yahweh ag the former leaders,
could fall to protect the interests of his subjects.

This basic tension was expressed in different ways
and was influenced by varying factors. Sometimes 1t was the
prophets who took the king to task for thelr disregard of
Tsrael's past traditions, In at least one case, the chief
priest pursued a line of action which determined royal
pblicyo There are many other accounts in which the people
themselves gave vocal expregsion and overt action to taeir
diglike of the king's demands. Such protests were made on
t.ie basis of tne fact that the king, who was subject to a
covenant bhat protected indlividual rights, tended to neplect
ITsrael's heritage.

The king, in hig position as the guarantor of a
correct covenant relatlonship, was confronted with the dilemma
of working out the demands of the covenant in the actual
situations of 1ife, There was no easy solution for the
king to follow., If he was passive in his trust in Yanwen,
his coungellors could have called him 'impractical?. If he
relied on his counsellor's adviece to follow a practical

course of action, the prophets were ready to rebuke him,
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To choose the middle road of compromise was no less difficult,.
This problem was Just as real Lor the people hecause there
were clrecumstances in which they were tempted to put thedr
ownt selfish, commercial interesis ahead of the need to
protect the ri_ hts of tihe widow and the fatherless,

Tune tensglons, which we witnesa in the narratives,
resulted fiom the attenpt to apply lsraells faith in the

daily situations of life,
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TH. L SIoN oMW o TG D BOOPL G INT O AUOT T TTRAGL

The thesis attempts to trace the tension that
existed between the kings and the people in ancient Israel.
In the first section there is a survey of the normative erea
which moulded the people into a religiouvs commu-ity and the
Tectors that strengthe ed this uvnity so that the people were

conscious of their covenant relationship to Yahweh.

The de—relopment of leadership is discussed in the
second sectioa, touching briéfly uron the social structure
of society prior to settlement ia Canaan, the charismatic
role ol the judges and the transfer from reliance unon these
judges to the dzmand for a monarchy. “he causes For the tensi
hetweza constituted morarchy and the covenanted peonle, the
clash between charismatic aid non-charisiatic leeadersnip, and
the clash between dynamic Yahwism anxd static iistitutionalism

are developed in this section.

In a third section, entitled the Umited "iagdom, an
exaniagation is mede of the implications of becoming a nation
and the effect of =z2stablishing the monarchy in the daily 1live
of the peso~le during the reigns of Darid a & Solomo=n. Darid

illustrates the pogsibility of incorvnorating tha fowaqy?y int

“osalic Yahwis. =2-en though thasre are examnples of the wad rlyih

tengion. Solomon's resign, how:over, demonstrates that even thor

L

a king is idz2slly und :r covenant to Yahweh, he i1s algo liable



to disregsard his responsibilities to protect the rights ot th
t

The final s-=ction is conc=rned with the tension
b:a2tween the king ad th- n:ople from the division of the 2ati
mtil its fall. sfter brizfly noting some of the internal and
external fuctors which impinge unon the clash, the tension is
arranged under two main he:-dings, royal successions and forei,
involvament in both Judeh a1d vhraim. Tt is in these two are

that the open conllict batween kirge and nmeonle can be treced,



