“And There Renew the Kingship” – The Double Coronation of Saul 
(1 Samuel 10-11)

Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]The aim of the present article is to examine the scope and structure of the stories regarding King Saul’s coronation at Mizpah and Gilgal (1 Sam 10:17-11:15). Analyzing their boundaries and structure will help us understand their significance and the ideas they intend to transmit, casting new light on the structure of the monarchy as an institution.
The unit, consisting of chapters 8-12 in 1 Samuel, is a closed literary collection that describes Saul’s ascension to kingship.[footnoteRef:1] Chapters 8 and 12 provide framing for the unit. These chapters are sermonic, consisting of religious rebukes that have close literary and stylistic connections; in both, Samuel criticizes the Israelites’ demand for a king to rule over them.[footnoteRef:2] It is not difficult to discern the connection between the conclusion of chapter 8: “The Lord said to Samuel, ‘Listen to their voice and set a king over them’” (1 Sam 8:22) and the opening of chapter 12: “Samuel said to all Israel, ‘I have listened to you in all that you have said to me, and have set a king over you’” (12:1). Between these statements, are three chapters (9-11) which include stories describing the different stages of Saul’s coronation by Samuel.  [1:  See, for example,: P. D. Miscall, 1 Samuel: A Literary Reading (Bloomington, 1986), p. 41; D. Jobling, 1 Samuel, Berit Olam: Studies in Hebrew Narrative and Poetry (Minnesota, 1998), pp. 59-60; R. Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist, A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic History (San Francisco, 1989), p. 80. Scholars have noted the ambivalent attitude of these chapters towards the monarchy in general and towards Saul in particular. There are those who understand this unit as an editorial composite of earlier sources; others claim that the variations in attitude do not reflect different sources but rather different stages of editing; others contend that some of the chapters were written by the author who wrote the history of Samuel, while others were copied from earlier sources; some note a hermeneutical, literary perspective that expresses the author’s developing attitude towards the monarchy. For comprehensive discussion of the question, and additional bibliographical references, see, for example: T. Veijola, Das Konigtum in der Beurteilung der deuteronomistischen Historiographie (Helsinki, 1977), pp. 30-99; D. Edelman, “Shaul’s Rescue of Jabesh Gilead (1 Sam 11, 1-11),” ZAW 96 (1984), pp. 196-197 and n. 3-7; R. Gilmour, Representing the Past: A Literary Analysis of Narrative Historiography in the Book of Samuel (Leiden and Boston, 2010), pp. 168-172 and n. 34-46.]  [2:  On the connections between chapters 8 and 12, See, for example, the Deuteronomistic Edition of Samuel,” in C. Edenburg and J. Pakkala (eds.), Is Samuel Among the Deuteronomists? Current View on the Place of Samuel in a Deuteronomistic History (Atlanta, 2013), pp. 225-273 and the literature cited there. ] 

How are the boundaries of the stories contained in these three chapters to be demarcated? Scholarship unanimously maintains that there are three stories here: the story of Saul’s anointing (9:1-10:16), and two separate stories describing his coronation (10:17-27; 11:1-15).[footnoteRef:3] Notwithstanding this consensus, it is my opinion that these chapters tell only two stories: the story of Saul’s anointing (9:1-10:16), and a single story that describes a two-stage coronation process (10:17-11:15). I devoted a previous article to the structure and significance of the first story.[footnoteRef:4] The present article deals with the second.  [3:  See, for example,: H. P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Samuel (ICC) (Edinburgh, 1899), pp. 59, 72, 75; L. M. Eslinger, Kingship of God in Crisis: A Close Reading of 1 Samuel 1-12 (Sheffield, 1985), p. 337; H. W. Herzberg, 1 and 2 Samuel, A Commentary (OTL), Trans. by J. S. Bowden (Great Britain, 1964), p. 91; P. K. McCarter, 1-2 Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB) (New York, 1980), p. 196; R. W. Klein, 1 Samuel (WBC) (Waco, 1983), p. 96; A. F. Campbell, I Samuel (FOTL) (Michigan, 2003), p. 112; M. Garsiel, The Rise of the Monarchy in Israel: Studies in the Book of Samuel (Raanana, 2008) (Heb), p. 219; Gilmour, p. 68. It should be noted that some scholars consider chapter 11 an independent story, but are uncertain as to where exactly it ends. Many think, for varied reasons, that verses 12-14 are a late editorial edition (for a summary of the issues regarding these verses, see Eslinger, pp. 372-373; ‏Miscall, pp. 67-69‎). However, others think that the last two verses of chapter 11 (vv. 14-15) are those that ought not be included. See, for example,: D. T. Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel (NICOT) (Michigan-Cambridge, 2007), p. 301; S. Bar-Efrat, I-II Samuel: Introduction and Commentary (Tel Aviv, 1996) (Heb), p. 162.]  [4:  J. Jacobs, “The Role of the Secondary Characters in the Story of the Anointing of Saul (I Sam. ix-x),” VT 58 (2008), pp. 495-509] 

The problems
A consecutive reading of the two coronation stories leads to several perplexing questions:
Clearly, the central question is why is it necessary to have two coronations, one in Mizpah and one in Gilgal, for a single king?[footnoteRef:5] [5:  The solution accepted in the scholarly literature is that the text describes two separate coronation traditions that each tell a different story. See, for example, Klein, p. 104 and many others. There are also alternative proposals for explicating the two coronations. Early commentators (Rashi, Rabbi Isaac Kara, Radak, Abravanel) believe that there were opponents who challenged the first coronation whereas the second was acceptable to all, see also J. Mauchline, 1 and 2 Samuel (NCBC) (London, 1971), p. 106; Gilmour, p. 7. An additional possibility is that the second coronation was intended to bring the tribes residing in eastern Transjordan under the control of the monarchy (Mauchline, 1971; Garsiel, The Rise of the Monarchy, pp. 232-234). Others propose that since Saul returned to private life after the first coronation it was necessary to renew his kingship (see R. Alter, The David Story: A Translation with Commentary of 1 and 2 Samuel (New York, 1999), p. 64), while others understand that Saul became an “heir apparent” at the first coronation and only became king after the second (Bar-Efrat, p. 162; McCarter, pp. 196, 205). Still others contend that the first ceremony was political, and the second religious, see Tsumura, p. 313.] 

Consider also the puzzling description of how the rumor of the Ammonite crisis reaches Saul. At the beginning of the story, Saul is described as being crowned before the eyes of “all the people,”[footnoteRef:6] with “all the tribes of Israel” (1 Sam 10:20) purportedly present at that time. If so, it seems appropriate to expect that in times of trouble the people would turn to the new king, who was explicitly selected to “go out before us and fight our battles.” (8:20). However, the text gives the impression that the people of Jabesh-gilead did not even consider the possibility that Saul might be able to help them solve their difficulties. Indeed, when Nahash the Ammonite first besieged their city, they expressed their willingness to surrender (11:1).[footnoteRef:7] Only later, when the demands of the Ammonite king become clear do they prefer to “send messengers through all the territory of Israel” (11:3) but no one suggests dispatching a messenger directly to Saul. Based on the vague biblical description, it can be concluded that the messengers reached the city of Saul, amongst all of the other cities they visited, by chance (11:4).[footnoteRef:8] No less strange is the response of the people in Gibeah, who do not consider the possibility of approaching the new king who is present in the city. Rather, “all the people wept aloud” (11:4). The incongruity of the situation is exacerbated by the sudden appearance of Saul.[footnoteRef:9] Although they see the new king with their own eyes, neither the messengers nor the local populace mention the possibility of requesting his assistance (11:5). Only when Saul takes the initiative and asks, “What is the matter with the people, that they are weeping?” (11:5) is the problem is explained, and he takes action. The reader is left wondering what purpose is served by this long, peculiar literary description of how Saul learned about the difficulties faced by Jabesh-gilead only by chance?[footnoteRef:10] ‎ [6:  The phrase “all the people” is used five times consecutively in the description of the coronation (1 Sam 10:23-25).]  [7:  According to the Qumran Samuel scroll (4QSama) the residents of eastern Transjordan did surrender to Nahash and their eyes had already been put out, so only the residents of Jabesh-gilead remained. Scholarly opinion is divided over whether the Qumran text was a part of the original version that was omitted from the MT, see F. M. Cross, “The Ammonite Oppression of the Tribes of Gad and Reuben: Missing verses from 1 Samuel 11 found in 4Q Samuel,” in H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld (eds.), History and Historiography and Interpretation (Jerusalem, 1983), pp. 148-158; F. M. Cross, “Original Biblical Text Reconstructed from Fragments,” Approaches to the Bible 1 (1994), pp. 162-169; McCarter, pp. 199-200, or whether it is a secondary addition of an early copyist, see Z. Kallai, “Samuel in Qumran: Expansion of a Historiographical Pattern,” RB 103 (1996), pp. 581-591; or a later Midrashic expansion, see A. Rofe, “The Acts of Nahash According to 4QSama,” IEJ 32 (1982), pp. 129-133.]  [8:  Although some interpreters read this to mean that the messengers went to Gibeah first, see: Bar-Efrat, p. 156; Y. Kill, The Book of Samuel (Daat Mikrah), Jerusalem 1981, p. 100; Tsumura, p. 30; Garsiel, The Rise of the Monarchy, p. 244. This is also implied by the LXX, see Herzberg, p. 92. ]  [9:  “Now Saul was coming from the field behind the oxen” (1 Sam 11:5). In biblical stories the word “הנה -now” indicates surprise. This was already noted by Rashbam in his commentary on the Pentateuch (see his commentaries on Gen 25:24; 29:25; 41:7; Num 17:23). On the use of this word in Scripture see S. Kogut, “On the Meaning and Syntactical Status of הנה in Biblical Hebrew,” Language Studies 2-3 (1987), pp. 245-258; A. Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of the Biblical Narrative, Sheffield 1983, pp. 62-63, 67-69.]  [10:  This question has also been resolved by assuming the existence of two traditions. According to this approach, the author of the second tradition was unfamiliar with the first, public coronation of Saul, and therefore he is not considered a possible candidate for solving the problem. See, for example, Klein, P. 106 and many others. But that is not the only solution that has been proposed to resolve the difficulty. Some contend that the story of Saul’s war against the Ammonites actually occurred before his coronation, see: A. Bartal, The Kingdom of Saul (Tel Aviv, 1982) (Heb), pp. 46-49, or that it was occurring simultaneously, see M. Buber, On the Bible (Jerusalem, 1964) (Heb), pp. 214-215. Eslinger (pp. 364-365)‎ suggests that the text reflects the gradual acceptance of Saul’s kingship, as does Garsiel, The Rise of the Monarchy, p. 245, in a slightly different form.] 

Other difficulties are unrelated to a consecutive reading of the two coronation stories:
In the description of Saul’s first coronation we encounter several problematic verses. After Saul is “taken by lot” (10:21), it should to have been possible to proceed immediately with the coronation in verse 23; nothing would have been lost from the story. Despite this, two additional details are included. First, we are told, “But when they sought him, he could not be found” (10:21). As a result, the people inquire of God, asking where Saul is, and God provides the assistance needed to find him (10:22). Furthermore, the details themselves are puzzling. First, why was the description of Saul hiding included?[footnoteRef:11] Even more puzzling is the method the text proposes for solving the problem: “So they inquired again of the Lord, ‘Did the man come here?’ and the Lord said, ‘See, he has hidden himself among the baggage’” (10:22). Is God playing the role of a “missing persons bureau” charged with finding people who have lost their way? Is that the function of the lots? In addition, why is it so important to emphasize that God himself helps find Saul when he is hiding? If Scripture wanted to teach about Saul’s modesty   it could have done this without another inquiry of God! [11:  This question has concerned all interpreters and scholars, particularly since the text does not allude to any reason for Saul’s behavior, leaving many possibilities open. Most commonly, this is explained as evidence of Saul’s modesty; see, for example, Rashi; Radak; Abravanel; M. Z. Segal, The Book of Samuel (Jerusalem, 1964) (Heb), p. 80; Herzberg, p. 88; Klein, p. 99; M. Garsiel, The First Book of Samuel - A Literary Study of Comparative Structures, Analogies and Parallels (Ramat Gan, 1983) (Heb), p. 85; Alter, p. 58; Gilmour, p. 67, and others. Alternatively, it can be understood as testifying to Saul’s fear of accepting the responsibility that would be his, see Tsumura, p. 298. Others claim that this incident reveals that Saul does have a modicum of free will and independence, in the face of divine election, see Eslinger, p. 347, whereas McCarter (p. 196) proposes that the purpose of this section is to incorporate the pun, playing the name “Saul” off the Hebrew for “but they sought.”] 

The story twice mentions people who oppose Saul. In each case, the first reference includes the designation, “worthless fellows” (10:27; 11:12). What is the purpose of these secondary characters, what is their significance and what do they contribute to our understanding of the story?[footnoteRef:12] [12:  The question of why these “worthless fellows” opposed Saul is beyond the scope of this article. For review of scholarly opinions on the topic see, S. Zalewski, “The worthless fellows’ disparagement of Saul and his response,” Beit Mikra 36 (1991) p. 309-314 (Heb). The accepted assumption is that both of these mentions refer to the same opposition group, but there are also opinions to the contrary (see note 20, below).] 

Structure of the narrative
It is my contention that 1 Samuel 10:17-11:15 is a single narrative, with a clear chiastic parallel form.[footnoteRef:13] At first glance, reading these chapters story as the single unit, rather than a composite of multiple traditions reinforces the questions asked above. Nonetheless, the structure of the narrative and the disconcerting elements presented above are actually, in my opinion, the foundation for resolving the issues and understanding the message of the entire section, as I shall explain. [13:  In addition to the chiastic parallel structure, I will highlight other details that connect the two coronations and create a single literary unit: the opponents to Saul who appear in both stories; the key word “save” (y-š-’); use of the language “all the people” in both coronations, and more. Halpern also adopts this demarcation of the story, but for different reasons. See: B. Halpern, The Constitution of the Monarchy in Israel (Michigan, 1981), pp. 149-155. Bar-Efrat divides the story differently, and therefore proposes a slightly different and more limited form of the structure proposed here, see Bar-Efrat, p. 154, and note 3, above.] 

The proposed chiastic structure for this unit is:

A	10:17-25	Coronation of Saul in Mizpah
B	10:26-27	Warriors and worthless fellows
C	11:1-2	Threat from the Ammonites
D	11:4-3	Messengers sent from Jabesh-gilead ‎ and their arrival in Gibeah 
E	11:5-8	Saul recruits the people for war
D'	11:9-10	Messengers return from Gibeah to Jabesh-gilead ‎
C'	11:11 	The Ammonite threat is removed
B'	11:12-13	The people confront the worthless fellows
A'	11:14-15	Coronation of Saul in Gilgal
Chiastic structure is common in many stories that describe a problem and its solution. The center of these stories is usually a dramatic reversal that facilitates the transition from problem to solution.[footnoteRef:14] The present case fits this form: the problem (the Ammonite threat) and its solution are positioned opposite each other in the chiastic structure (C-C'). In the adjacent sides, we find the dispatch of the messengers from Jabesh-gilead ‎ and their return home (D-D'). In the center (E), recruiting the people to fight is the pivotal point that facilitates resolution of the problem.  [14:  See, for example, F. Polak, Biblical Narrative: Aspects of Art and Design (Jerusalem, 1994) (Heb), pp. 214-215; Y. Amit, Reading Biblical Stories (Jerusalem, 2000) (Heb), pp. 54-56; J. Grossman, Text and Subtext: On Exploring Biblical Narrative Design (Tel Aviv, 2015) (Heb), pp. 220-221.] 

 The problem and its solution are presented in subunits C-D-E-D'-C' of the narrative structure. What then is the role of the frame (A-B-B'-A')? These subunits contain two descriptions of Saul’s coronation (A-A'), and the various divisions in the people, including references to the opposition to Saul’s kingship (B-B'), unrelated to the distress caused by the Ammonite threat. What then do they contribute to the story?
Frequently, a chiastic‎ structure does more than tell the story of a problem and its solution; it also encourages a close reading that traces changes and the development of events from beginning to end.[footnoteRef:15] To my mind, the reversal of subunits A-B-B'-A', as proposed above, represents a change in the characters’ attitude towards the institution of monarchy. [15:  See, for example, Grossman, pp. 261-263.] 

The double coronation
Our analysis begins with comparing the first coronation in Mizpah, with the second in Gilgal. Close reading shows that there are significant differences between the two coronations. The first coronation in Mizpah is dominated by Samuel’s anxiety that the Israelites intend to replace God with a king of flesh and blood (an apprehension put in his mouth in chapters 8 and 12). Samuel opens with direct, explicit criticism on this point: “But today you have rejected your God, who saves you from all your calamities and your distresses; and you have said, ‘No! but set a king over us’” (1Sam 10:19). He then stresses that the selection of the king was an act of God, and an expression of divine will: “Now therefore present yourselves before the Lord” (10:19), and “Do you see the one whom the Lord has chosen?” (10:24). Saul is selected by casting lots which are known to represent divine choice.[footnoteRef:16] In my reading, these points are the background for understanding difficulties listed above. In the narrative framework stressing the central position of God in the selection of the new king, God is even attributed with finding Saul hiding behind baggage: “So they inquired again of the Lord, ‘Did the man come here?’ and the Lord said, ‘See, he has hidden himself among the baggage’” (10:22). In other words, God is responsible for every detail of the process, from selecting the king to presenting him before the gathered public.[footnoteRef:17] Samuel concludes the coronation ceremony by comitting the rights and duties of the king to writing and placing it “before the Lord” (10:25), an act that also expresses the monarch’s subordination to God. [16:  See Lev 16:8-10; Num 26:55-56; Jos 7: 14-18; 1 Sam 14:41-42; 1 Chron 24:5. For comparison between other instances in which lots are cast and the current case, see Klein, p. 96; McCarter, pp. 195-196, and others.]  [17:  Eslinger (p. 346) agrees that the purpose of this situation is to emphasize God’s control of the process for selecting a king.] 

Against the background of Samuel’s efforts to prevent rejection of God, and the emphasis on God’s role in the coronation process, it is disappointing to see the brief response of the Israelites: “And all the people shouted, “Long live the king!” (10:24). It seems that the people completely ignore the role of God in the new structure, and focus solely on their new monarch.[footnoteRef:18] Samuel’s concern seems justified. The people emphasize the human king at the expense of God, and it appears that Samuel’s efforts and actions to prevent this did not achieve their goal. [18:  On the gap between the “outgoing” king – God – and the “incoming” king – Saul – as described in the verses, see Eslinger p. 351.] 

In the second coronation at Gilgal, we find an entirely different attitude. This time Samuel is not active, and makes no effort. His only role is to summon the people, “Come, let us go to Gilgal and there renew the kingship” (11:14). Considering the above, the response of the Israelites is surprising: “So all the people went to Gilgal, and there they made Saul king before the Lord” (11:15)! Moreover, the verse goes on to report that immediately after the coronation the Israelites respond in a manner entirely lacking in the first coronation: “There they sacrificed offerings of well-being before the Lord” (11:15)![footnoteRef:19] [19:  I found a similar explanation only in Eslinger, who explains that the second coronation is intended to affirm that the king legally subordinate to God (p. 379).] 

This being the case, the framing story depicts a change in the people’s understanding of the role of the king. What caused this change in attitude towards the king’s coronation? What caused the reversal that led the Israelites to believe that the king is not an alternative to God, but rather rules with divine assistance? 
The reversal in understanding the role of the king
Returning to the first coronation, it appears that some of the people were dissatisfied with the process by which the human king was chosen to replace God. In addition to the “warriors whose hearts God had touched” (1 Sam 10:26) there is also mention of “worthless fellows” who asked, “How can this man save us?” (10:27). This group is usually assumed to have reservations about Saul as an individual.[footnoteRef:20] It is ironic that a group the narrator deems “worthless” represent the ideological dimension of the prophet Samuel’s position: they understand the need for a different kind of coronation. As secondary characters, they serve to transmit the message, “How can this man save us?” The coronation of a human king as a substitute for God is undesirable and unsuitable. It should be noted that the narrator has them repeat the verb that Samuel used previously, “your God who saves you” (10:19). Reading these two references together reinforces the assumption that the biblical narrator uses these characters to express reservations about Saul’s coronation on an ideological level not merely a personal one.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  See note 12, above. As noted there, the worthless fellows are generally identified with the group mentioned at the end of the story (1 Sam 11:12). A few commentators believe that these are two different groups, the first objecting to Saul as an individual, and the other objecting to monarchy for ideological reasons. This was the opinion of Rabbi Samuel Laniado, in his commentary Kli Yakar. For discussion of his position see, A. Frisch, “Literary Biblical Exegesis in the 16th Century: A Study of the Commentary of R. Shemuel Laniado Concerning Saul’s Rescue of Jabesh Gilead (1 Sam.11: 1-13),” Studies in Bible and Exegesis 5 (2000), pp. 351-364. A similar approach is found in T. Ishida, The Royal Dynasties in Ancient Israel (Berlin, 1977), pp. 46ff.]  [21:  It should be noted that wherever “worthless fellows” appear as secondary characters in biblical narratives they are negative characters (see Dt 13:14; Jud 19:22; 20:13; 1 Sam 1:16; 2:12; 25:17; 2 Sam 20:1; 1 Kings 21:10, 13). Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish between the narrative, “historical” layer, in which the opponents of Saul are negative characters, and the ideological one in which the narrator uses them to transmit a principled message about the character of the king.] 

An ostensibly similar message can be found in the long, odd description of how the residents of Jabesh-gilead ‎and Gibeah ignore Saul. The men of Jabesh-gilead ‎ were initially willing to make a treaty with Nahash the Ammonite, and only later sent messengers to all Israel. Rather than addressing a direct request to the king, the messengers reach his city by chance. Once they are there, even the local residents do not think to ask the new king and Saul only learns about the troubles of Jabesh-gilead ‎indirectly. The impression left by this literary telling is that the king crowned to replace God has neither any particular saving powers nor confidence in his own ability to help. Apparently the biblical narrator intentionally begins with this long description of the people (including residents of his own city!) ignoring Saul, and emphasizing the happenstance way in which his help is enlisted. The biblical narrator here weakens the image of the king to whom all eyes are turned in order to express, albeit tangentially, his discomfort with the process as presented to this point.
The continuation of the narrative teaches us that the change, the reversal in the people’s attitudes towards the monarchy is the result of Saul’s actions. First, Saul takes decisive action, recruits the people, leads the army in battle, and defeats the Ammonites. Considerably more important is the message that Saul transmits to the people. Readers can discern this message by following the use of the verb “save ‎(y-š-’)‎” a keyword that appears five times in the story, spoken each time by a different character:
The first appearance of “save” is in Samuel’s response to the people "מאסתם את אלהיכם אשר הוא מושיע לכם" “You have rejected your God, who saves” (1 Sam 10:19). Samuel is trying to prevent the people from rejecting God but, as we have seen, with only limited success.
The word “save” is next spoken by the worthless fellows: "מה ישענו זה" “How can this man save us?” (1 Sam 10:27). On the surface level, they are communicating the idea that there is no reason to have confidence in the strength and abilities of Saul. However, I propose that on a deeper level it is likely that their use of the same verb that Samuel used to describe God indicates that their reservations about Saul are rooted in the idea that true salvation can come only from God.
In the third instance, the verb is used by the men of Jabesh-gilead ‎ to Nahash the Ammonite "ואם אין מושיע אתנו ויצאנו אליך" “Then, if there is no one to save us” (11:3). In their words, we hear doubt that a savior can be found, even though a king has already been crowned.
In the fourth instance, the people using the verb “save” are the messengers dispatched to the people of Jabesh-gilead"מחר תהיה לכם תשועה"  “Tomorrow, by the time the sun is hot, you shall have deliverance” (11:9). Although the messengers do not explicitly state to whom they are referring, and who will be responsible for saving them, their statement appears after Saul’s efforts at recruitment. From the sequence of verses, it can be understood that the messengers believe that Jabesh-gilead ‎ will be saved by the king and the army he has recruited.
The final use of verb is spoken by Saul himself after the victory "לא יומת איש ביום הזה כי היום עשה ה' תשועה בישראל" “No one shall be put to death this day, for today the Lord has brought deliverance to Israel” (11:13). Saul emphasizes that deliverance should not be credited to himself but rather to God. With these words, Saul teaches his listeners that he is not a replacement for God, and that God is their true savior.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  A few scholars have noted that “y-š-’ - save” is a key word in this narrative, but did not understand it as having the significance presented here. See: Buber, p. 213; McCarter, p. 203; Klein, p. 98; Bar-Efrat, p. 154. For a semantic analysis see, J. Sawyer, “What was a mosia?,” VT 15 (1965), pp. 475-486. On Saul emphasizing that salvation comes from God see also R. Polzin, “On Taking Renewal Seriously - 1 Sam 11: 1-15,” in L. Eslinger and G. Tailor (eds.), Ascribe to the Lord: Biblical and other Studies in Memory of Peter C Craigie (JSOTS 67; Sheffield, 1988), pp. 505-506.] 

Thus the circle is closed: the first and last uses of the verb “save” relate to divine deliverance (while the remaining three uses relate to human salvation), and King Saul himself acknowledges the words spoken by the prophet at the beginning of the narrative. Therefore, we see that where Samuel failed, Saul successfully transmitted this message to the people. They now understand that having a king over Israel is not a replacement for God, and that the kingship of heaven must not be rejected. Therefore, it says “and there they made Saul king before the Lord in Gilgal. There they sacrificed offerings of well-being before the Lord” (11:15). Thus, having two coronations was justified; it was appropriate to hold an additional coronation for the new king, because the first one was rooted in the people’s erroneous idea of the monarchy. Only at the second coronation did they recognize the fact that the king of Israel does not replace God.[footnoteRef:23]  [23:  In describing second coronation, the text emphasizes the participation of “all the people,” as it did for the first: “So all the people went to Gilgal… and there Saul and all the Israelites rejoiced greatly” (1 Sam 11:15). Compare with note 9, above.] 

Resolving other difficulties	
It seems therefore, that the purpose of the current story is to teach that Israelite monarchy is not disconnected from divine sovereignty. Noting this theme helps us understand several other points in the story, ones that further contribute to transmitting the story’s overall message.
First, it seems that the reason for mentioning Saul’s hiding at the time of the first coronation testifies to more than his modesty and humility.[footnoteRef:24] Scripture apparently wants to make it clear that Saul understands, from the outset, his standing as king of Israel, and does not consider himself an independent leader; his hiding exemplifies this. Furthermore, hiding is symbolic of the position that the king of Israel is concealed and another King acts through him. [24:  See above, note 11.] 

Second, it should be stressed that Samuel does not play any role in recruiting people for the army, or in the description of the war against Nahash the Ammonite and his army. Against this background, the mention of Samuel in Saul’s words to the people, “Whoever does not come out after Saul and Samuel, so shall it be done to his oxen!” (1 Sam 11:7) is perplexing.[footnoteRef:25] It is likely that Saul mentions Samuel intentionally, in order to transmit the message that there can be no victory without the power and assistance of God, who is represented by Samuel. [25:  Many scholars believe that these words are a later, editorial addition, See, for example, Klein, p. 104; McCarter, p 2003; Smith, p. 78. Others suggested that some people who were unwilling to follow King Saul might have been willing to follow Samuel, see Radak (on 11:7); Abravanel, Alter, p. 62, Tsumura, p. 309.] 

Third, note the stylistic similarities between the request made by the elders of Jabesh-Gilad, “Give us seven days’ respite that we may send messengers through all the territory of Israel” (1 Sam 11:3) and the action taken by Saul, “He took a yoke of oxen, and cut them in pieces and sent them throughout all the territory of Israel” (11:7). The similarity underscores the difference between the elders who do not properly understand character the king of Israel, thereby dooming the messengers they send “through all the territory of Israel” to failure, and Saul who understands the status of the Israelite king very well, and his messengers “throughout all the territory of Israel” who do accomplish their task.
Fourth, after the decisive victory, the people demand that Samuel settle accounts with the worthless fellows: “Who is it that said, ‘Shall Saul reign over us?’ Give them to us so that we may put them to death” (11:12). But Saul responds, “No one shall be put to death this day” (11:13). On the surface level, the reason Saul gives is explicit and clear: “for today the Lord has brought deliverance to Israel” (11:13). However, on the deeper level noted above, the worthless fellows represent the approach that does not believe a king can replace God, and this is another reason spare their lives. Further note that in this section they are no longer explicitly called “worthless fellows!”
Conclusion
The chiastic structure highlights the reversal in the people’s conception of the Israelite monarchy. The biblical narrator uses the unique literary characteristics of this story, in addition to familiar literary devices (such as the use of a leitwort) to shape the ideal image of the Israelite king, in addition to depicting Saul as a perfect king worthy of leadership.[footnoteRef:26] The purpose of the story is to impart the correct attitude towards and understanding of the status of the king in Israel, and show how – at this stage of the story – Saul acknowledges his limitations as human king, and is aware of God’s status as the leader who saves the people of Israel.[footnoteRef:27]	Comment by a k: מילה מנחה [26:  I do not identify with the tendencies of Garsiel and Polzin to find allusions to reservations about Saul’s character already in the coronation stories, see Garsiel, The First Book, pp.87-89; Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist, pp. 103-104.]  [27:  The subsequent chapters and in the change they described in Saul’s attitude towards the monarchy and its status are beyond the scope of the current article.] 
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