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äaul, Pavid, and the Ehilistines( from Geography Hı1story
Ernst Arxel Nnauf — ern

Geographica) underlyıng the 1Ca exXtis Can provıde reliable, ıf wıdely neglected,
hıstorıical data due the non-intentional character of ese pleces of information; 10ON-
intentional, ese pattern WeI®C presumably hıdden the CVCS of MOSt authors, redactors
and interpreters. Geography allows the reconstruction of Saul’'s and Davıd's spheres of
influence («spheres of influence» eing, in the dSC of Fg” CENTUTY trıbal kings‘, the INOTEC
approplate term d opposed «realms»), and, in addıtion, evaluatıon of the specıfic ruler's
attıtude towards the Phılıstines

Establishing the geography of Saul, avı and the Phılıstines
E The Phuılıstine OTre and periphery
hat the Phılıstines Ver formed SOTIIC SOTT of «natıonal» unıty might ell be doubted”:;
ate in the COUTSC of the 7th CENLUTY, ings OI Ton do nNnoTt pretend De [NOTEC han hat
kıng of kron“ Phıiılistia dıd, however, form Cultura: (and economıi1c?) unıty 1n, at east, the
11th and loth centuries. Ihe distrıbution of Phılıstine DOLLETY indıcator Tf «Wealth»

Phıiılıstine COTEC 1g densıty of Sıtes ıth Phıilıstine pottery and inland
perıphery (low density of S1tes ıth SmMa| amount of Phıilistine ware)”.

Saul
Saul's search of hıs ather s ost donkeys in Sam Of. and especlally the reg10ns transversed In
the COUITISE of hıs search, 15 rather meanıngless wıthın the ontext of the present narratıve.
stands ICasSOonN hat the NCE old «AhOW somebody seft OutL ook for donkeys and
OUnN: kıngdom instead»?. The BenJjamıinıte and Ephraimıite countries encountered ıIn Sam
9,4-5: 10,2-5 mıg hus SCIVC g00d approx1imatıon of Saul's primary ase

1S quite conce1ivable that Sau/l m1g ave conducted raıds from h1s ase the
North, East, OU! and West, whether ese dIe reiflecte: In the 3DI1Ca narratıve NOL. hat
the regıon 1 he rule: permanently dıd not exceed Benjamın and (southern?) Ephraim
elucıdates from S am Z-S8E

Fınkelstein Sılberman, Ihe Unearthed Archaeology's New Vısıon of Anciıent Israel and the
Orıgin of Its Sacred JTexts New York 2001) 123-145

1Ihe contruction of Phıiılıstia 4A5 «natıon>» DYy the 1Ca authors IS othıng INOTE than OTfShooO! of theır
cConstruction of pre-exilıc Israel A5 «Nnat10n», CT naurf, Die Umwelt des Alten Jlestaments (NSK-AT 29

184-189; Kratz, Israel als Staat und Volk Zih 977 (2000) F}  \
Giıttın 1.Dothan J.Naveh, Oyal Dedicatory Inscription from Ekron 47 (1997) 1-16 (9) KAI 266
For the mechanısms operatıve In the nmse and ecline of the «Phılıstia-centered eCONOMIC S  m>», ct.

Nnau 27 B IThe ascendancy of Phıiılıstija OVer Phoenicıa (and Cyprus) m1g have been partıallyupheld bDy marıtiıme W  , c1. Unamun’s adventures wıth the Jjeker of Dor. The (re-)Jemergence of the
«Phoenicia-centered SysStem» after 925 BCE m1g] partıally have been due the (re-Jestablishment of Egyptian
suzeraınıty 925-850) BC]  T

For dıfferent evaluatıon of the present! narratıve, Cf. Edelman, Kıng Saul In the Hıstoriography of
(JSOT.S 121 43f, and for dıfferent reconstruction of the orıgınal SLOTY, ıd ARBD (1992) 993f.
( Edelman, Saul's Journey hrough Ephraim and Samuel’s ama! Sam 9:4-5; 2-5) ZUPV 104

(1988) 44-58 Her reconstruction of the terrıtory in question, presented 46 INAD < 1S basıcally still valı
under the prem1sses of the «LOw Chronology»
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ner ben Ner, cCOommMmMander of the aLIN y 1C! Saul had, took (Eshbaal’] ben Sau! and rought hım (Q)VET

Mahanaım. (9) He made hım kıng Gılead, the Ashurıte, and the ezreel, and (OVETI a Ephraiım and
Benjamın, 1.e. (QVET al] Israel

One Oug be SUSPIC1OUS whenever 1Ca| exXi 5Say S «all Israel». In hıs CaAC, however, it
18 the orthography _ nstead of 125) 1C indıcates that the redactor OUvun pre-exıiılıc
texXt 16 he aıle\ (Oor reIuse: normalize?. In 1tıon, «all Israel» 15 geographically and
ethnographically defined in INaNnnNner irreconcılable ıth the perception of «all Israel of the
twelve tr1ıbes». 18 NOL comprised in «all Israel». Ihe OT! 1st dıstinguıshes shbaal's
kıngshıp Ephraim and Benjamın irom his kıngship «TO>» the shurite, ezreel and
(nlead The CasS Y WaYy Ouf 1S, usual, AaSSUume clerical TTOT But: Edelman has
pominted out the 1ıst makes usec of the [WO prepositi1ons dıstinguls. between the COTIC of
Saul’s kingdom, introduced Dy ‘al, and 1ts periphery; OI, WOU ıke phrase ıt, between
shbaal Saulıde heriıtage and newly Joined Israel durıng HIS reign“. 10 explaın the
non-1dıomatic IN of the preposıtion ?e] er hımlık C makes the verb, speak,
erb of vement, OMNC mıght thınk of telescoping‘”:
- 20 * N SN m579 195791 e A b _N 1 TI 1957 a _N 2 m557173

hether he brought the kıng ıth hım in PCISON noL, ıf W as 1n an Y .Casc ner who
installed Eshbaal kıng in Gilead, the valley of Esdraelon, and in the err1tory of the
shnurıte I he acquıisıtion of the ezreel plaın renders the defeat of Saul Mt Gilboa
episode wıthout repercuss10ns the constitution and nıtıal growth of Israel

David
Ihe «J1st of Davıd's mıilıtary Jıte> Sam 23,18-39 forms part of the secondary 808 1C
ntruded between Sam and Kıngs (after the «Hiıstory of the Early Kings»‚ presumably
reachıng from Saul Jehu, had een dıvided into Proto-Samue!l and Proto-Kıngs”). Can

only be ate: nternal grounds nsofar the members of hıs eliıte AIc of udaean
Israelıte descend‘“, e1r places of or1ıgın spread throughout the Phıilıstine periphery””. Thıs

mong the few hıstorians who dıd nOoL completely eglect Saul's SUCCESSOT, (ONC 1N! Na’aman, TIhe
Kıngdom of shbaal 54 (1990)A
Wa explicativum.
S naurf, War Bıblısch-Hebräisch eine prache Empirische Gesichtspunkte ZU!T Annäherung dıe

Sprache der althebräischen Literatur: ZAH (1990). Er 20)
|() ven easier WdYy Ouft IS taken Dy HJ Stoebe, Das zweıte Buch Samueliıs (KA Z 99, who states
that there Was dıfference In meanıng between the [WO preposıit1ons: the arewe all philology In 1Ca|
studıies.

ARBD N 996; along the %qamlllc ine of hought, strom, The Hıstory of Ancıent Palestine from the
Palaeololı  1C Period Alexander‘  S Conquest, ed. Edelman JOS 146:; 440f.
12 Gilead, a  0Ug] dICa of Saul’s milıtary operatıon Samuel 11,1-1 where he OUN! loyalty CVEIN after hIis
eal Samuel 413 1-13; Samuel 2,4), W d> nolt necessarıly integrated into Saul's fiframework of W much
beyond the only [OWN, Jabesh.
13 E Genesis 24,11 [D 747 82 x m937 A K d  1 7937 [ 717 —x and, sımılarıly, Jeremiuah 42
n22 R 7 4 >N Y H87975 e RT3 ” 12222 SS N

ıpelet (23,34) and 1gal (23,36) AIc Aramaeans, ‚, ele| 2330 IS Ammonuite. W hether (jad (23,36) Was, al
the time of the orıgınal cComposition of the lıst, egarded AS Israelıte Or Moabiıte trıbe IS MOOL question for
hıstorıical ICaSONs, the eadıng «Gileadıite» us Lxx”) 15 preferable15 Mazar, Ihe ılıtary Elıte of Kıng AaVl| 1d., JIhe ‚arly 1Dlıca Peri0d (Jerusalem 83-10. 84 map.
cf. also Nıemann, Herrschaft, Königtum und Staat. kızzen ZUT soziokulturellen Entwicklung im
monarchischen Israel (FAT 15



observatıon en Support 1 Orh CENLUrY datıng of the list'©. Ihe evidence from Sam 273
accords ell the impressi1on gained irom the embedded in the old narratıve
tradıti1on, the northernmost of 10“ 1S, WEeSst of the Jordan N Vver, aal-Hazor (2 Sam 3233“

Evaluatıon
D Saul
Saul’'s tiny trıbal kıngdom emerged the VeErYy perıphery of the Phılıstine perıphery Its
locatıon migtht indıcate certaın amount of polıtical antagonısm V1S-A-VIS the dominatıng

At the S AdL11C tıme, the secondary trıbal W as ully dependent the ecCconOomıc
potent1al of the Phılıstine SYyStem (and be it for plunder and exercatıon). Israelıte te-
formatıon commenced nOTL only in the VeILIY OU' of the (proto-)Israelite 1I1Cd of settlement,
i.€ in the part of Israel MOST proximate the Phıiılıistine GOMSFE: the «capital» of the emergıing
stale, G1beon ea (nbeat Saul, W as ISO excentrically placed its southern border
Eccentric capıtals dIC usually indıcatıve of «StIrong attractors», polıtıcal economıical,
outsıde the D  1cular tate'’s err1ıtory (Washıngton Parıs and London Serving prıme
examples)””.

Davıd
The Judeo-Israelıte trıbal kıngdom of avı spreads evenly hrough the Phıiılistine perıphery,
ıth clear concentration of oyalty Jerusalem and ın ıts ViCINILY. One might 5SdY, ıt W as

only under the Philistine SYsiem that «United Kıngdom» of Judaeans and Israelıte COUuU
ave een feasıble TIhe ezreel and the Galılee remaıned ell outsıde Davıd's sphere of
influence. Jerusalem, Davıd's polıtical center, 1S 1Iso the geographiıca. Cenier of the eITILOTY
under nh1Ss influence. From Israelıte erspective, Jerusalem 15 Ven 1NOIC eccentric (and ven

closer the Philıistine cCore) than (nbeon had een
One m1g interpret the pıcture in tradıtiona. indicating hat avı indeed

gained SUPTEIMACY VOCI the Philistines In thıs Casc, however, 1t 15 inconceı1vable why he dıid
NnOTL hıs capıtal Ton Ashqgelon, Comparı1sıon of the buılt-up of the Tree
places in the E AG® centuries provıdıng conclusıve evıidence for eIr relatıve eCONOMIC
ımportance and polıtıcal

shgelon: 50-60 ha IOn ha erusalem 4 - | hal‘)

The conclusıon 15 inevıtable: AaV1! dıd NOL only (0)901> Philistine vasall, he
remaıned Phıiılıisıitine dependant for all h1s reign. By necessity, the breakdown of the
Phıilistine system 925 BCE Was Iso the end of al y «Uniıted Kıngdom» hat mıg ave
xisted

I6 The economıiıc System of 7lh CEeNLUTYy Palestine w as agaın Philiıstia-centered. But the 1ist 1S obhıvio0us of the
Samaritan-Judeaen border of the 7\!\ CENLUTY; in ıtıon, Maacah and had ceased eX1ist by that time.
\7 Ihe eXcursion the non-Israelite far North Sam dısregarded; ci. Nıemann, FAI 6,
I8 When Russıa conquered Fınland from Sweden, ıts capıtal moved irom Turku/Abö (nearest Stockholm)
Helsıngfors/Helsinkı closer St. Petersburg
19 Stager, Ihe Impact of the NSea People ın Canaan 85-1050 BCE) Levy ed., Ihe Archaeology of
Ooclety ın the Holy Land New York 33972-348 (  5-3 FOr the execution of the INaD summarızıng thıs
artıcle, IMNYy Ssincere thanks dIic due ulıa Müller-Clemm.
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