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On the meaning of 2Sam 9,1

erge TOlI0 v/Vladiımir reli Tel Avıv

IS there vet an Yy that IS left of the noUuse OT Saul; that — MaYy sShow hım oyal Ove for Jonathan’s

sake?” Jhıs IS tradıtional translation of Davıd’s words pening short hapter In IC NIS

relatıons ıtn eriDaal, Saul’s grandson, described the preceding the Abessalom’s

uprising Such ( translatıon normally leads the followıng conclusiıons:

(1) 25S5am 9, implies that all Saulids, eXCcept oNe, ave een destroyed ITherefore, 2Sam }  -1
MUST recede thıs pIsode chronologıcaliy and Dboth form integral narrative'.

(11) Before the Conversation ıth Zıiıba In 2S5Sam 9,2- avı dıd NnOT NOW where Mephiboshe
Was oOcated and evVen could NOT De SUre whether he existed all. Hence, 2S5am f IS gloss
that appeare oniy when relatıvely ate redactor (allegediy, the Deuteronomist) separated 25am

} from 2Sam 211148
However, it IS hard belıeve that avı still maintalinıng close relations ıth Jonathan ven

after the rea ıtn Saul (1 Sam 6-1 Ö), did NOT hear of the Jonathan’s sSorn who, at the tıme

of the catastrophe In Gilboa, Was fıve old am 4,4) Similarly, it IS quiıte improbable that

during the Abessalom’s uprising the KINg would be strongly supported DV Barzıillay am Ldj2l:
29) IT fıve of NIS grandchildren had een executed Davıd’s personal order (cf 25am

Ön the other hand, the vocabulary and the syntactic structure of the Saulids do noTt provıde
elimıte Droofs that 2Sam RE IS gloss Jhıs assumption MaYy only be corroborated DYy the above

general statements‘.
2S5Sam 9, needs mMmore attentive eading Davıd’s speech IS rendered In thıs DV SYyTI-

tactıc complex consisting of IW ohrases, ONMNe n hKy and the other In The abıtua translation

treats the first Dhrase general question elated the predicate (/s there yet aNnYy that IS left of

the house OT Saul?) ıJle the second Oone IS understood as objective clause (so that IMaYy ShOow

hım oyal Ove for Jonathan’s sake) As whole, the IS seen alternatıve question
that Carn be answered ıth yes or no
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In the ıble the Sarme construction UKY w-B) IS registered IW  o more tl|  €s, In Gen 2736

AKY qrS y“qbD
w-yY“gbDny zn D°MyM  C

and n Gen 29,15 AKYy 3y "ti

w-“bdtny hnm

f LrYy interpret these according the Dattern pplied 2Sam 9,1 the resulting
translations wirlll be quıite nonsensical: In Gen 27,36 FSauUu inquires whether NIS rother IS called

aCOo while In Gen 29.15 IS NOW ıT aCO0o| IS NIS relatıve. Apparentliy, AKY In-

troduces questions aımed the subordinate clause, 1.e the DUrpoSe of action, NOT the actıon

itselft "Was he called aCO0| that he would supplan these {WO times?” and "Are VOU IV

rother that YOU would for nothing?” Both questions Are rhetoric and Imply negatiıve

25am 9, should get similär interpretation. avı Was certainiy OT the fact that the

former dynasty had NOT een destroyed completely. His future relatiıons ıth Saulids Wel®e of

iImportance for hım Hıs Oaths Oonathan am 20,14-16) and Saul am 24,21-22)

Drevented avı from an y aggression agaılinst the house of Saul On the other hand, its influence

had De Iimiıted. 2Sam 9, registers a at IC avı startis I90Kk for solution: ”DOoes

one] f the Saul’s nouse remaın that wirll Show it ISC house fo aul oyal OVvVe for Jonathan’s

sake?” f mw in thiıs refers Dyt $ ’wI, thiıs IMaYy De understood Q description
OT the starting conditions TOor future polıtical MaNOEUVTE, kınd of exXxpose ase: CcCon

between the house f Saul and one more”" Saulıd well-known David>?, (a whose VETYVY

existence allowed the KINg not ”  SNOW oyal Iove the mmern\n f the former ynasty
Ihıs Saulıd IS, obviousiy, erıDaa IT Is generally elleve: that HIS ohysica defect preventd hım

from pretending the throne® but, It becomes clear from ?Sam 16,3-4, avı W as> of a

dıfferent opinıon. In anıy Case, it IS quite Drobable that erıDa. ollowe: hIs father’s COUTSEe (see

Sam 23,1 and supporte Davıd’s claım tfor Ihıs IS also corroborated DY Mephiboshet’s
eNavı during the Abessalom’s revolt, eNaVvIiOo| that be e poliıtical demonstration In

SUppOTT of the Oonarch (cf. 2Sam A and also DY nIs admıttance of his family’s quil before

the King In 2Sam 19,29 In anYy Case, erınDaa the onliy Jonathan’s SOT1 and the single Saul’s

Datrılınear heir, presented danger avı and thus allowed hım OUTt the mManOeEeUVTe

IrSs' sketcne: in 2Sam G, Wıthout confiscating Saul’s Jands, the pledge of SUCCESS, avı Dassed
them Mephibosheth, i.e under control f nNIs rotege Ziba’ Ihus, aVvlı spared the jetter of the

|aw ıt Was established in his COvenants ıth onathan and Sau! but, the other hand, he left
Saulids elpless and powerless. ven the time of the Abessalom’s revolt they imited themselves

War of words see 2S5S5am 6,5-13) Therefore, the Massoretic TEXT DITESETVES the oNIYy CoOrrect

of episodes 2S5Sam s  a mMuUStT be WEl DY 2Sam 21,1-14

DAs his question Zıba implies positive answWerT. eSée P.K.McCARTER, Op Cit., 26  Z
I7 N-B.  . Meribaal and the System of Land Grants In AÄAncilent Israel, Biblical 1968, that "the
Degins ith the fact that Saul’s lands äare in the hands of Davıd” But the text does not corroborate this statermen! f Davıd
Dromises "to return lands Meribaal it does not 11685 that they belong the Kıng


