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Yhwh’s Own Heart

MARK K. GEORGE
Iliff School of Theology
Denver, CO 80210

THE OVERLAPPING stories of Saul and David in 1 Samuel 16–31 have been under-
stood by most biblical scholars, at least since the work of Leonhard Rost, as part
of the so-called History of David’s Rise (HDR), 1 Samuel 16–2 Samuel 5.1 Rost’s
conclusions about the identity of this unit have been affirmed and developed by
a number of other biblical scholars, resulting in common agreement that the HDR
was an explanation and legitimation of David’s rise to the throne in Israel and
Judah after Saul and was written close to the time of David and Solomon.2 Thus,
the scholarly consensus is that, as part of the HDR, 1 Samuel 16–31 originally
(i.e., historically) served a political purpose.

What is curious about 1 Samuel 16–31, however, and what this widely accepted
viewpoint fails to explain, is that seventeen chapters in the narrative are devoted
to ‘‘explaining and legitimating’’ David’s rise to power. To put this another way,
it takes seventeen chapters to write Saul out of the story. In and of itself, seventeen
chapters may not seem like much, but when one considers the economy with
which the Deuteronomistic history treats both its subject matter and its characters
in other places, it becomes clear seventeen chapters actually is a lot. In the Book

1 Leonhard Rost, The Succession to the Throne of David (Historical Texts and Interpreters in
Biblical Scholarship 1; Sheffield: Almond, 1982).

2 P. Kyle McCarter, Jr. (I Samuel [AB 8; New York: Doubleday, 1980] 27-30) provides a
helpful, succinct summary of the work of scholars who have confirmed Rost’s arguments about the
scope of the HDR. Much debate, however, has taken place about dating the unit, with proposals
ranging from David’s own reign to the early years of the divided monarchy.

Printer: Position pages per crop marks provided.
Margins have been adjusted intentionally.

442



JOBNAME: CBQ PAGE: 2 SESS: 11 OUTPUT: Mon Sep 30 13:39:08 2002
/cambridge/cba/cbq/02july

of Judges, for example, the subject matter with which the narrative seems most
concerned is how a judge delivered the people from their oppressive situation.3

Summary notices about the length of a judge’s life (e.g., ‘‘He [Samson] had judged
Israel twenty years,’’ Judg 16:31) imply more could be said about the judge’s life,
but that is not the subject the narrative is interested in.4 Likewise, in the Book of
Kings, the narrative describes only certain details of a king’s life and rule before
referring readers or listeners elsewhere for other details (e.g., 1 Kgs 11:41, ‘‘Now
the rest of the acts of Solomon, all that he did as well as his wisdom, are they not
written in the Book of theActs of Solomon?’’). Providing a comprehensive account
of the lives and events of the characters mentioned in the story is not the goal or
focus of the Deuteronomistic History.

The same economy demonstrated with subject matter is found with the
Deuteronomistic history’s treatment of characters. When a character’s life is
complete, the narrative typically signals this end by a final speech (e.g., Moses
and Joshua), the character’s death (e.g., Josiah), or a condemnation (e.g., Ahab).
The character is then removed from the narrative (generally with a death notice),
and the next character appears. Thus, in Deuteronomy, after Moses has finished
making his speeches to Israel, Yhwh shows Moses the Promised Land and Moses
dies (and is buried in an unmarked grave, no less). This narrative sequence takes
eight verses to narrate (Deut 34:1-8), and why should it not? Moses’ part in the
story is complete, and so his character is promptly written out of the narrative. The
same dispatch in removing characters from the narrative appears over and over
in the Deuteronomistic History. After his final speech in Josh 24:1-28, it takes but
two verses to narrate Joshua’s death, his age at death, and his burial (Josh 24:29-
30; cf. also Judg 2:8-9). In the Book of Judges, once the deliverance of the people
is effected, the judge’s death and burial typically are mentioned in a brief com-
ment (cf. Othniel, Judg 3:11; Gideon, Judg 8:32; Tola, Judg 10:2; Jephthah, Judg
12:7; Samson, Judg 16:30-31), and the judge disappears from the narrative.5 This
pattern of writing characters out of the narrative is continued in the stories of
Israel’s and Judah’s kings, whether the king is David, who is removed from the
narrative as soon as he designates his successor and makes a final speech (1 Kgs
2:10-11), Omri (1 Kgs 16:27-28), Hezekiah (2 Kgs 20:20-21), or Josiah (2 Kgs
23:28-30).

3 This is true only for those judges who are described with more narrative detail than simply
their name, the length of time the judge ruled, and that the judge died and was buried. Several judges
are described with only this minimum amount of information in the Book of Judges (e.g., Shamgar
[Judg 3:31], Tola [Judg 10:1-2], Jair [Judg 10:3-5]).

4 All biblical quotations are from the NRSV unless otherwise noted.
5 Not all judges’ deaths are narrated; for example, no notice is given of Deborah’s death

(Judg 5:31).
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Given this economy of writing in the Deuteronomistic history, why does it
take seventeen chapters to explain why David is the successor to Saul and for Saul
to die?6 Narratively, Saul’s end is signaled in 1 Samuel 15: Yhwh repents of
having made Saul king (because Saul ‘‘has turned back from following me, and
has not carried out my commands,’’ 1 Sam 15:11), and he rejects Saul (1 Sam
15:17-31). This rejection comes on the heels of an earlier notice to Saul (1 Sam
13:13-14) that his dynasty will not be established and his kingdom will not
continue. Because the narrative pattern is to remove characters quickly once their
story has come to an end, the reader would expect Saul to die or be written out
of the narrative shortly after 1 Samuel 15. This expectation is heightened by
1 Sam 16:1-13, in which David is designated as Yhwh’s anointed and Yhwh’s
spirit rushes upon him (1 Sam 16:12-13). With this episode, Saul’s narrative and
theological successor is introduced into the narrative, and Saul’s rejection is
complete. What more needs to be said in order to write Saul out of the story? But
still Saul does not die. Instead of narrating Saul’s death, the narrative recounts
(1 Sam 16:14) that the spirit of Yhwh left Saul and an evil spirit from Yhwh came
upon him (a condition that leads to David’s introduction into Saul’s court), and
then it supplies sixteen and a half more chapters of stories about Saul and David.
What, narratively, is going on here? Why is 1 Sam 16:1-13 insufficient to explain
who will be Saul’s successor, and thus to lead to Saul’s death? If biblical scholars
are correct in arguing that the HDR explains and legitimates David’s rise to
power, surely the sequence of events narrated in 1 Samuel 13, 1 Samuel 15, and
1 Sam 16:1-13 is sufficient to express this reason: Saul lost favor in the eyes of
Yhwh, Yhwh sought out someone else, and David was that ‘‘someone.’’7 This is
the point at which traditional scholarly explanations of 1 Samuel 16–31 are
inadequate, because they have not taken seriously this deviation from the usual
narrative pattern of the Deuteronomistic history.

I. Alternatives

There are a few biblical scholars who have provided alternative suggestions
about the overlap in the stories of Saul and David. David Jobling, for example,
argues that what is being addressed in this section is how God’s everlasting
covenant can be broken or annulled.8 In Jobling’s interpretation, therefore, Saul,

6 A similar issue exists concerning the removal of Samuel’s character from 1 Samuel, as David
Jobling (1 Samuel [Berit Olam; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1998] 58, 69, 77, 253) has argued.

7 An alternative argument can be made, namely, that 1 Sam 16:14, with its description of the
spirit of Yhwh departing from Saul and an evil spirit from Yhwh descending on Saul, is required to
complete the narrative of Saul’s life. While such an argument is plausible, it does not affect my
argument: the combination of 1 Sam 16:1-13 and 16:14 leaves little doubt that David is the one on
whom the spirit of Yhwh rests, not Saul, and therefore explains and legitimates David’s rise to power.
Saul can be written out of the story immediately.

8 Jobling, 1 Samuel, 89.
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not David, is the narrative focus of this section, an interpretive move that supplies
a nuance to the traditional scholarly interpretations of the HDR. Furthermore,
Jobling’s careful reading of the narrative reveals an uncertainty in the narrative
about the inevitability of David’s rise to power, which provides a possible explana-
tion for the delay in writing Saul out of the narrative.9 Alternatively, Robert
Polzin, interpreting 1 Samuel 16–31 from the perspective of the exile and the final
form of the Deuteronomistic history, argues that the overlapping stories enable the
Deuteronomist to construct Saul as the paradigm of kingship in Israel. Israel’s call
for kingship (1 Samuel 8) was a rejection of God and God’s kingship over Israel,
and thus what the Deuteronomistic history depicts is God’s rejection of Israel, a
rejection anticipated by God’s rejection of Saul.10 The narrative delay in dis-
posing of Saul, which Polzin concedes is the central issue driving the second half
of 1 Samuel, ‘‘is simply a repetition of a larger pattern affecting Israel itself,’’ a
pattern Israel can recognize once it is in exile and understands that its history was
effectively doomed (like Saul’s life), when it rejected Yhwh as king and instituted
kingship.11 Finally, and I think most persuasively, David M. Gunn’s literary inter-
pretation of 1 Samuel 8–31 is that this material constitutes ‘‘ ‘serious’ entertain-
ment,’’ something that grips listeners and encourages them to ‘‘self- or social-
reassessment.’’12 Saul’s story is tragic; having failed the tests set before him by
Yhwh in 1 Samuel 13 and 15 (tests Saul was fated never to pass because of
Yhwh’s predisposition to reject Saul), Saul struggles in 1 Samuel 16–31 to pre-
serve himself ‘‘by striving to check David’s rising fortune.’’13 Thus, it takes
seventeen chapters for Saul to die because of literary and narrative requirements
(requirements that serve the ‘‘serious entertainment’’ aspects of the story).

These interpretations, however, still do not adequately explain why the stories
of Saul and David overlap. Jobling’s focus on Saul is important, but the question
of how God’s everlasting covenant can be annulled is but the flip side of the
traditional scholarly view that 1 Samuel 16–31 explains and legitimates David’s
rise to power. David can be legitimate only if it can be demonstrated that God
annulled the covenant with Saul, and that God had a reason to do so. As I argued
above, 1 Samuel 13 and 15, as well as 1 Sam 16:1-13, seem sufficient to answer
this question. Similarly, whereas Polzin raises the significant (and much neglected)
question of how these stories in their final form might have been understood by
the exilic and postexilic communities, his answer does not give sufficient attention
to the function of this overlap within the narrative itself.14

9 Ibid., 285.
10 Robert Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1989) 212-13.
11 Ibid., 214. Polzin’s concession is found first on p. 209, then on p. 212.
12 David M. Gunn, The Fate of King Saul: An Interpretation of a Biblical Story (JSOTSup 14;

Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980) 11. Gunn actually discusses the larger unit 1 Samuel 9–31.
13 Ibid., 18.
14 By interpreting the delay in Saul’s death as part of the larger pattern of ‘‘providential delay’’

in the Deuteronomistic history (Samuel and the Deuteronomist, 213), Polzin does not give enough
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Gunn’s argument that the literary necessity of delaying Saul’s death, namely,
in order to raise questions about the character of Yhwh and to create a literarily
satisfying story is, in my opinion, the most compelling explanation to date. Thus,
the overlapping of the stories, while creating narrative tension and suspense for
readers and listeners, also raises questions about the character of Saul and Yhwh,
questions that would, presumably, encourage ‘‘self- or social-reassessment’’among
those readers or listeners. I think, however, that the overlapping stories of Saul
and David do more than simply raise these two questions.

The characterizations of Saul and David are very similar to one another; there
is little information given about one character that is not also given about the other.
Most biblical scholars would argue, however, that in the end, David is the ‘‘man
after [Yhwh’s] own heart’’ (1 Sam 13:14), and that this makes all the difference
in the world between the two characters. Therefore, as Gunn argues, Saul is fated
to fail, for reasons beyond Saul’s understanding, one of which is that Yhwh favors
David (because of David’s heart).15 There are problems with this interpretation,
however. First, while scholars confidently state that David is the man after Yhwh’s
own heart, the biblical text itself never says David is, in fact, the ‘‘man after
[Yhwh’s] own heart.’’ Second, the biblical text never explains what the nature of
David’s heart is, at least in the view of many biblical scholars.16 Third, while
saying that Yhwh favors David is important, since it makes Yhwh a character
whose motives can be examined, such a statement pushes aside consideration of
David and the question of what the nature of his heart is (other than saying it is
a heart after Yhwh’s own heart). Yet it is precisely this question, the nature of
David’s heart, that I think explains the reason for the overlap of the stories of Saul
and David.

Nowhere in the narrative does Yhwh or the narrator come right out and say
what David’s heart is like, that is, what the nature of his heart is. Instead, it is left
to the reader or listener to infer the nature and content of David’s heart, and the
drawing of such an inference is made possible in the narrative through the over-
lapping stories, which contrast Saul and David as characters. I will argue, there-
fore, that the failure to state explicitly in the narrative that David’s heart is after
Yhwh’s heart effectively requires the overlapping of the stories about Saul and

consideration to the narrative economy with which the Deuteronomistic history writes characters out
of the story, nor does he see any other narrative purpose for this delay beyond foreshadowing later
(historical) events. As I argue below, I think the delay has a narrative purpose vis-à-vis David’s
character.

15 Gunn, Fate of King Saul, 115.
16 For example, Gunn, Fate of King Saul, 115; Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist, 158, 159,

161, 180, 181.
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David, not only to reveal that Yhwh favors David, but to provide an answer to the
question of what it means to have a heart ‘‘after [Yhwh’s] own heart.’’ David does
what Saul does, and more. That ‘‘more’’ involves the ways in which David commu-
nicates with Yhwh as well as his proclivity (like Jonathan before him) toward
announcing his trust (or faith) in Yhwh at crucial points in the narrative. These
are the things that make David a ‘‘man after [Yhwh’s] own heart,’’ that reveal the
content of his heart and explain what having such a heart means.17

II. Like Saul, Like David

Saul and David are introduced into the narrative of 1 Samuel in strikingly
similar ways, in terms both of the literary structure of their introductions and the
type of information provided about them. In terms of structure, both Saul and
David are introduced three times in the narrative. The first introduction of Saul
is a private anointing by Samuel (1 Sam 9:1–10:16); the second is a public
selection by divine lot (1 Sam 10:17-27); and the third is Saul’s deliverance of
Jabesh-gilead (1 Samuel 11). David’s first introduction is a ‘‘private’’ anointing
by Samuel (David’s family and the people of Bethlehem apparently are present
for this anointing, since they have attended the sacrifice, 1 Sam 16:1-13); the
second is the introduction of David into Saul’s court as a musician (1 Sam
16:14-23); and the third is David’s battle with Goliath (1 Samuel 17). Two aspects
of these introductions are significant. First, no other characters are introduced in
the narrative of the Deuteronomistic history three times in a row. Thus, the
repeated introductions of Saul and David set them apart from all other characters
in the Deuteronomistic history and draw narrative attention to them. Second,
these multiple introductions and the close narrative proximity of David’s intro-
ductions to Saul’s (i.e., David is introduced into the narrative before Saul’s story
has come to an end, or even been started, for that matter), not only suggest that
the narratives of these two characters are different from those of other characters
in the Deuteronomistic history, but invite comparisons between them.

The formal, literary similarities between Saul and David are matched by the
type of information given about these characters when they appear in the narra-
tive. Each character is described in terms of his name, genealogy, kinship, city,
physical attributes, military activities, and theological identity.

17 Other biblical scholars have noticed David’s faith, but no one has described how this faith
is made apparent in the narrative, or suggested that this faith provides an answer to the question of
David’s (and thus Yhwh’s) heart. See, for example, Walter Brueggemann, First and Second Samuel
(IBC; Louisville: John Knox, 1990) 131, 132, 162, 163, 201; Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist,
200, 203.

Printer: Position pages per crop marks provided.
Margins have been adjusted intentionally.

YHWH’S OWN HEART 447



JOBNAME: CBQ PAGE: 7 SESS: 12 OUTPUT: Mon Sep 30 13:39:08 2002
/cambridge/cba/cbq/02july

Table 1

Detail Saul David

Name 9:2; 10:21; 11:5 16:13, 19; 17:12
Genealogy 9:1; 10:21 16:1, 18, 19; 17:12, 58
Kinship 9:1, 21; 10:20 16:1, 18; 17:58
City 10:26; 11:4 16:4, 18; 17:12, 15, 58
Physical attributes 9:2; 10:23 16:12, 18; 17:42
Military 11:1-11 16:18; 17:34-37, 45-47, 48-51
Theological 10:1, 9, 10-11; 11:6, 13 16:13, 18; 17:37, 45-46

(All citations are from 1 Samuel. On these verses as military ability, see my ‘‘Con-
structing Identity’’ [n. 33 below].)

Table 1 shows that the three introductions of Saul and David do not simply
repeat exactly the same information for each character (e.g., Saul’s physical
attributes are not named in 1 Samuel 11, nor is David’s military skill named in
1 Sam 16:1-13). What is suggested, however, is that, when the introductory
material is considered comprehensively, the same type of information is given
about both of them. For example, details about the geographical origins of each
character, origins that locate Saul and David in terms of physical space and tribal
(hence kinship) notions about such space, are given: Saul is from Gibeah in
Benjamin, whereas David is from Bethlehem in Judah. Similarly, each character
is identified in relation to his father, a genealogical detail.

There is remarkable uniformity in the type of information the narrative
provides about Saul and David. In fact, the need in the narrative to provide the
same type of information about each character is so strong that it leads the narrator
to contradict the word of the deity concerning David’s physical attributes. In
1 Sam 16:7, when Yhwh speaks to Samuel about David’s oldest brother Eliab,
Yhwh indicates that physical attributes are unimportant, if not irrelevant, to being
a king: ‘‘Do not look on his appearance or on the height of his stature, because
I have rejected him; for the LORD does not see as mortals see; they look on the
outward appearance, but the LORD looks on the heart.’’ Yet despite the fact that
physical attributes are deemed unimportant or irrelevant by no less an authority
than Yhwh himself, details about David’s physical attributes and appearance are
included in the narrative: ‘‘Now he [David] was ruddy, and had beautiful eyes,
and was handsome’’ (1 Sam 16:12).18 David does not have the same physical
attributes as Saul (David is not ‘‘head and shoulders’’ taller than others), but the

18 The description of David is somewhat unusual, since NRSV’s ‘‘had beautiful eyes’’ is based
on the Hebrew ,ynyi hpy9,i, which literally means ‘‘with beautiful of eyes’’ or ‘‘handsomeness
to the eyes’’ (so McCarter, I Samuel, 275) due to the construct relationship of hpy and ,ynyi. I
interpret this phrase to be suggesting that David was ‘‘easy on the eyes,’’ to put it colloquially, that
is, that David’s physical appearance was quite appealing (handsome) to those who saw him. Thus, I
would prefer to translate this description of David in 1 Sam 16:12 as ‘‘ruddy and beautiful to the eyes.’’
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narrative nevertheless informs the reader or listener as to the nature of David’s
physical attributes, thereby maintaining narrative parity by providing the same
type of information about David as was given about Saul.19

III. Theological Identities

Saul and David are also similar in terms of the theological information
provided about them. Both Saul (1 Sam 10:1) and David (1 Sam 16:13) are
anointed by Yhwh as leaders of the people. Both are possessed by the spirit of the
deity after they are anointed: Saul has the spirit of God (,yhlℵ) rush upon him
in 1 Sam 10:10; 11:6, and David has the spirit of Yhwh come upon him in 1 Sam
16:13. Both characters are described as inquiring of the deity, and both speak
oaths and blessings in the name of the deity.20

These similarities in the theological information provided about each char-
acter include their observance of cultic practices, for both Saul and David are
portrayed as individuals who observe and perform the appropriate religious rites.21

Saul demonstrates his observance of cultic practice by inquiring of the deity before
attacking the Philistines (1 Sam 14:18-19, 37; 28:6), by fasting before battle
(1 Sam 14:24; 28:20, 23), by constructing an altar on the battlefield so that his
troops would observe cultic laws about eating animals without the blood (1 Sam
14:33-35), by inquiring of the deity to discover what sin has arisen among the
people and prevented Saul and the army from pursuing the Philistines (1 Sam
14:38-42), and by observing the feast of the New Moon (1 Sam 20:5).22

19 The information provided in the narrative about Saul and David does not end after they are
introduced into the narrative, although it is more sporadic. For example, further details are given about
the families of each character (Saul: 1 Sam 14:49-51; 31:2; David: 1 Sam 18:27; 25:42, 43; 30:5, 18).
Saul’s age and length of reign are supplied (1 Sam 13:1), and this information provides parity with
the notices of David’s relative age (the youngest son of Jesse, 1 Sam 16:11; 17:14, 33, 42, 55, 56, 58).
Additional military (e.g., Saul: 1 Sam 14:16-23, 47-48; 15:1-9; 31:1-7; David: 1 Sam 18:5, 13-14;
23:5; 27:8-12; 30:9-20) and theological (e.g., Saul: 1 Sam 13:12; 14:37; 16:14, 15, 16, 23; 18:10; 19:9,
23; 28:6; David: 1 Sam 18:12, 28; 22:10; 23:2, 4, 15, 22; 26;10, 11, 16, 19-20; 30:7-8) information
also is provided after Saul and David are introduced.

20 Inquires of the deity: Saul: 1 Sam 14:37; 28:6; David: 1 Sam 22:10, 13, 15; 23:2, 4, 10-12;
30:8. Oaths and blessings: for example, Saul: 1 Sam 14:24, 30; 19:6; 23:21; 24:20; 28:10; David: 1 Sam
20:3; 24:6, 12, 15, 22; 25:22, 32, 39; 26:10, 11, 16.

21 Saul is perhaps the better known of these two characters for his performance (or lack thereof)
of cultic practices, since his making the sacrifice in 1 Samuel 13 and his failure(?) to observe the ban
in 1 Samuel 15 are widely agreed upon by biblical scholars to be the reason for Yhwh’s rejection of
Saul. See, for example, Brueggemann, Samuel, 99, 111; Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, I & II Samuel: A
Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964) 105-7, 126-27; Ralph W. Klein, 1 Samuel
(WBC 10; Waco: Word Books, 1983) 126-27, 150-53; McCarter, I Samuel, 228, 230, 269-70.

22 On these actions of Saul as demonstrations of his piety, see Klein, 1 Samuel, 137-40. On
fasting as a form of cultic observance before battle, see Klein, ibid.; Hertzberg, I & II Samuel, 114;
McCarter, I Samuel, 249, 250, 251.
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David also is portrayed as observing cultic practices. After his trip to Nob,
David asks Ahimelech to inquire of the deity (1 Sam 22:10, 13, 15). Later, David
inquires of the deity before attacking the Philistines (1 Sam 23:2, 4) and the
Amalekites (1 Sam 30:8), and David inquires again when he flees from Keilah
before Saul (1 Sam 23:10-12). David’s observance of cultic laws also is demon-
strated when Ahimelech asks about the ritual purity of David and his men (1 Sam
21:4). David answers that he and his men have maintained their purity ‘‘as
always’’; indeed, David asserts that their purity is even greater than usual (1 Sam
21:5), since they are on the king’s business (1 Sam 21:2). David also is reported
as strengthening himself in Yhwh his God (apparently by calling for the ephod
and inquiring of Yhwh, 1 Sam 30:6-8).23

IV. Hearts

In these ways—the narrative structure and the types of information given
about each character—the narrative indicates that Saul and David are very similar.
Indeed, even on the one matter that arguably distinguishes between these two
men, that of having a heart after the deity’s own heart, the two men are similar,
because Saul has a heart given to him by the deity. After Samuel anoints Saul and
tells Saul what is to happen next (1 Sam 10:1-8), Saul receives this new heart: ‘‘As
[Saul] turned away to leave Samuel, God gave him another heart’’ (1 Sam 10:9).
If Saul also has a heart given to him by the deity, what is it about David’s heart
that makes it different from Saul’s heart, and why should this difference prompt
Yhwh to have Samuel anoint David?

Scholars often argue that David’s heart is different from Saul’s heart because
they assume David’s heart is like Yhwh’s own heart, rather than like Saul’s, being
a heart given to him by the deity.24 The problem with this assumption is that, as
I mentioned above, the narrative never explicitly states that David has a heart after
Yhwh’s own heart. When Samuel anoints David in 1 Sam 16:13, nothing is said
about David’s heart (a narrative silence that does not help explain why David’s
heart is different from Saul’s heart). Yhwh instructs Samuel to go ‘‘to Jesse the
Bethlehemite, for I have provided for myself a king among his sons’’ (1 Sam
16:1). Once Samuel is there, Yhwh rejects all of David’s brothers, presumably

23 A similar idea is expressed in 1 Sam 23:16, which reports that Jonathan strengthened David’s
hand in Yhwh (reading with 4QSamb [4Q52] and the LXX, which state that Jonathan strengthens
David through Yhwh, not God [so MT]). Jonathan tells David that the hand of Saul shall not find David
and that Saul knows (as does Jonathan) that David will rule Israel. The two characters then make a
covenant before Yhwh (1 Sam 23:17-18). The narrative does not explain precisely how Jonathan
strengthened David’s hand in Yhwh; his words to David and the covenant that the two men make
before Yhwh are the only evidence of such strengthening provided in the narrative.

24 So, for example, Brueggemann (Samuel, 102, although he acknowledges both Saul and
David have hearts given to them by the deity); Gunn, Fate of King Saul, 115; Polzin, Samuel and the
Deuteronomist, 157.
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because ‘‘the LORD does not see as mortals see; they look on the outward appear-
ance, but the LORD looks on the heart’’ (1 Sam 16:7); and, again presumably, none
of their hearts meet with Yhwh’s approval. When David is brought in, however,
Yhwh instructs Samuel to rise and anoint him (1 Sam 16:12). Neither Yhwh nor
the narrator, however, answers the question about David’s heart, of what it is
about David and his heart that leads Yhwh to favor David.

Gunn and Polzin argue that the question of David’s heart is a mystery in the
text.25 I do not think, however, that the question of David’s heart is a mystery, or
that the final editor wants to leave it as a mystery in the text, because this is one
of the issues raised by the narrative speed with which Yhwh abandons Saul. Saul
is no more than introduced into the narrative (1 Samuel 9–11) than he is forsaken
in favor of someone else, someone with a heart after Yhwh’s own heart (1 Samuel
13). This sudden abandonment of Saul by Yhwh raises the question (among oth-
ers) of who is this ‘‘man after [Yhwh’s] own heart?’’ What does it mean to have
a heart after Yhwh’s own heart? It is the answer to these questions that the rest
of 1 Samuel addresses. Why? Because the narrative is making an argument as to
how religious identity in Israel is to be constructed and understood in the sixth
century B.C.E., the period during which the Deuteronomistic history was shaped
in its final form.26 To return to Gunn’s argument that 1 Samuel 16–31 is ‘‘ ‘serious’
entertainment’’ that encourages the narrative’s readers or listeners to ‘‘self- or
social-reassessment,’’ I would argue that part of the ‘‘reassessment’’ being encour-
aged in this narrative involves the way in which the narrative’s readers or listeners
understand and construct their religious identity. Constructing one’s religious iden-
tity on the pattern of Saul is, ultimately and tragically, inadequate and insufficient.
David, on the other hand, is the model for the proper understanding and construc-
tion of one’s religious identity in Israel, at least according to these narratives.

V. Religious Identity as Cultic Observance

When Saul is introduced into the narrative, part of his identification is in
priestly terms. When Saul and his servant are seeking his father’s asses and meet
Samuel in an unspecified town, Samuel tells them to join the sacrifice, then has

25 Gunn, Fate of King Saul, 115; Polzin, Samuel and the Deuteronomist, 158, 159, 161, 181.
26 It is widely accepted by scholars that the Deuteronomistic history received its final form

during the sixth century B.C.E., regardless of whether it came into this form because of a single author,
as Martin Noth (The Deuteronomistic History [JSOTSup 15; 2d ed.; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991]) and
others have argued; a second redaction, as Frank Moore Cross (‘‘The Themes of the Book of Kings
and the Structure of the Deuteronomistic History,’’ in Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in
the History of the Religion of Israel [Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973] 274-89) and others
have argued; or multiple redactions, as Rudolf Smend (‘‘Das Gesetz und die Völker: Ein Beitrag zur
deuteronomistischen Redaktionsgeschichte,’’ in Probleme biblischer Theologie: Gerhard von Rad
zum 70. Geburtstag [ed. Hans Walter Wolff; Munich: Kaiser, 1971] 494-509) and others have argued.
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them sit at the head of the table (1 Sam 9:22). Once seated, Samuel has the cook
bring out a specific portion of the sacrificed animal for Saul, telling Saul this
portion has been kept for him (1 Sam 9:23-24). The portion Samuel has brought
out for Saul is described as ‘‘the thigh (qvw) and what went with it,’’ and is the
piece specified in the Torah as the portion reserved exclusively for the priests.27

This action by Samuel, in the middle of Saul’s first introduction into the narrative
as Israel’s king, implies that Saul’s identity as king is being constructed as a priest,
or at least that priestly attributes and associations are being ascribed to (on?) Saul
by Samuel. Saul’s identification with the priests is further developed in 1 Samuel
11, when Saul cuts up the team of oxen, the pieces of which he sends out to all
the tribes of Israel (1 Sam 11:7). The term used to describe the cutting (xtn) Saul
performs is the same term used to describe the ritual cutting up of animals (Exod
29:17; Lev 1:6, 12; 8:20), as well as how the Levite cut up his wglp (commonly
translated ‘‘concubine’’) in Judg 19:29; 20:6. Saul’s mustering of the army as king
in 1 Samuel 11 is simultaneously a priestly act.

The priestly associations and attributes ascribed to Saul suggest why it is that
Saul is portrayed as being so concerned with observing cultic practices. Saul is
careful to observe the proper cultic observances because he is a priest, and proper
cultic observance is the purview of the priests, as Exodus and Leviticus make
clear. In light of Saul’s identification as a priest, therefore, the motivations behind
such actions as refusing to go into battle against the Philistines until the proper
sacrifices had been made to mollify (or appease, hlx) Yhwh (1 Sam 13:12),
wanting to complete the task of putting the Amalekites to the ban by sacrificing
Agag and the best of the animals to Yhwh at Gilgal (1 Sam 15:13, 14, 20-21), the
oath of fasting laid on his troops (1 Sam 14:24), the building of an altar for the
proper slaughter of animals (1 Sam 14:33-35), the observance of the feast of the
New Moon (1 Sam 20:5; cf. Num 28:11-15), and immediately assuming cultic
reasons were behind David’s absence from Saul’s table during the New Moon
feast (1 Sam 20:26; cf. Lev 7:20-21; 15:16) make narrative sense.28 This also is
why, as Gunn notes, no particular questions about Saul’s performance of cultic
practices are raised in the narrative.29 Saul is concerned about observing cultic
practices because he is depicted in the narrative as both king and priest (or at least
as a king with strong priestly associations in his character).

The portrait of Saul as a priest, and therefore as someone who is careful to
observe cultic practices and requirements is, as Gunn has argued, a sympathetic
picture.30 Saul tries his best to do what he thinks is correct, but it is never enough.

27 Exod 29:27; Lev 7:32-34; 10:14-15; Num 6:20; 18:18.
28 I accept Gunn’s interpretation of Saul’s actions with Agag and the Amalekites in 1 Samuel

15 (Fate of King Saul, 41-56).
29 Ibid., 35.
30 Ibid., 38-40, 55.
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Indeed, it is due to his attempts to observe proper cultic practices that Saul is
condemned (1 Samuel 13; 15), even though his condemnation arises from tech-
nical violations at best.31 When this portrayal of Saul is interpreted in light of the
sixth century B.C.E. and the final redaction of the Deuteronomistic history, the
portrayal can be interpreted as being not only sympathetic toward Saul, but
sympathetic to the type of religious identity his character represents.32 The king
narratively embodies and represents ‘‘Israel’’ and ‘‘Judah’’ in the text, for the
identity of ‘‘Israel’’ and ‘‘Judah’’ are inherent in the office of the king.33 Thus the
narrative depiction of Saul as king reflects at some level not only an understand-
ing and interpretation of Saul, but also an understanding and interpretation of
what it means to be ‘‘Israel’’ and ‘‘Judah.’’ The sympathetic view of Saul as cultic
observer is, therefore, implicitly a sympathetic view of Israel’s and Judah’s iden-
tity as cultic observer. Yet despite being a sympathetic portrayal, the narrative
makes tragically clear the inadequacy of constructing religious identity in such
terms, first through Saul’s condemnation on cultic grounds (1 Samuel 13; 15),
then through the overlapping of his story with David’s.

VI. Inquiries

In contrast to Saul, David is not narratively portrayed as one whose religious
identity is constructed primarily around cultic observance. This is not to claim that
David does not perform proper cultic observances. On the contrary, David does
perform them, but he does so by inquiring of Yhwh and, more distinctively,
declaring his trust (or faith) and confidence in Yhwh.34 It is through these actions
that David reveals what it means to have a heart after Yhwh’s own heart, and it
is through David’s character that the narrative presents its understanding of how
religious identity should properly be constructed by ‘‘Israel’’ and ‘‘Judah.’’

The narrative portrayals of David’s observance of cultic practices highlight
the fact that David continually inquires of Yhwh: David inquires before he attacks
the Philistines (1 Sam 23:2, 4) and the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:7-8), when he flees
Keilah (1 Sam 23:10-12), and he is reported by others to have asked Ahimelech
to inquire of the deity for him (1 Sam 22:10, 13, 15).35 While scholars have argued
that these inquiries are included in the narrative to demonstrate David’s piety and

31 Ibid., 40, 53, 55.
32 Contra Polzin’s implicit argument that Saul is portrayed unsympathetically in 1 Samuel,

because Saul prefigures the nation’s doom and exile.
33 For a discussion of how the king embodies and represents the identity of the nation, see my

‘‘Constructing Identity in 1 Samuel 17,’’ Biblical Interpretation 7 (1999) 389-412.
34 I distinguish between declarations of faith and oaths or blessings by understanding the latter

to be formulaic (e.g., ‘‘As the LORD lives . . . ;’’ ‘‘May the LORD . . .’’), whereas the former are not,
and express a belief of the speaker.

35 Rost (Succession, 111-12) also notes the emphasis on David’s inquiring of Yhwh in 1 Samuel,
although he explains this feature in terms of authorship.
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to contrast him with Saul, who is, according to Brueggemann, ‘‘no longer Yah-
weh’s man,’’ I think they do more than that, since David’s piety can be demon-
strated in other ways, such as when David asserts the ritual purity of himself and
his men (1 Sam 21:1-6).36 These inquiries of David’s come as his flight from Saul
takes him beyond the court, to which he does not return (as he does after he flees
in 1 Sam 19:7). David is moving away from Saul and Saul’s court, and in the
process he seeks guidance from Yhwh about what he is to do.37 In this way
David’s actions are contrasted with those of Saul, who does not always seek
guidance from Yhwh about his actions.38

David’s repeated inquiries indicate why David is different from Saul, and thus
why David has a heart after Yhwh’s own heart. David is different from Saul (and
David’s heart is different from Saul’s heart) because David continually seeks
Yhwh’s counsel and guidance before he acts. David’s need for divine counsel and
guidance results in a relationship with Yhwh different for him from that for Saul.
David and Yhwh have a dialogue, something Saul and Yhwh do not have.39 That
David’s inquiries of Yhwh can be interpreted as showing a pro-David bias, as other
scholars argue, is not something with which I disagree, but I think the scholarly
argument that Yhwh favors David and therefore responds to him (Fokkelman states
that David ‘‘always asks at crucial times and is answered’’), is wrong for two
reasons.40 First, these arguments are predicated on the assumption that the texts
are political propaganda designed to defend one regime (David’s) against another
(Saul’s). By the sixth century B.C.E., such political uses are moot, since by then
Saul and David were long dead and gone. Second, these arguments place too much

36 Brueggemann, Samuel, 201.
37 David may be implied as having inquired of Yhwh at other points in the narrative. The first

person to whom David flees once he leaves the court of Saul is Samuel (1 Sam 19:18) and, although
David is not reported to have asked Samuel to inquire of Yhwh, Saul’s messengers, and then Saul
himself, fall into prophetic frenzy when they approach Ramah (1 Sam 19:19-24). While this episode
may, as most scholars argue, be making a point about Saul and prophecy (so, e.g., Polzin, Samuel and
the Deuteronomist, 182-83; McCarter, I Samuel, 330-31), I think too much attention has been focused
on reading Saul negatively in this passage. I would argue that David’s flight to Samuel, who is a
prophet, and then the presence of the company of prophets, who are in prophetic frenzy and with
whom Samuel is associated when Saul’s messengers arrive (1 Sam 19:20), suggest that Samuel is
inquiring of Yhwh on David’s behalf. David also is reported as being advised by the prophet Gad to
go into the land of Judah, which David does (1 Sam 22:5), advice that may suggest that David has
inquired of Yhwh.

38 On Saul, see 1 Sam 19:11, 20; 22:6, 11; 23:7-8, 15, 19-28; 24:1-2; 26:1-2.
39 On David’s dialogue, see 1 Sam 23:2, 4, 10-12; 30:7-8. Saul does receive an answer to the

lots in 1 Sam 14:41-42, but the narrative only records who was indicated by the lot; there is no
dialogue recorded between Saul and Yhwh.

40 J. P. Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A full interpretation based
on stylistic and structural analyses: Volume II: The Crossing Fates (I Sam. 13–31 & II Sam. 1) (SSN
23; Assen/Maastricht: Van Gorcum, 1986) 430.
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emphasis on Yhwh and not enough on what these differences reveal about Saul
and David.41 David has a different relationship with Yhwh from that of Saul, not
simply because of what Yhwh has done or because Yhwh is ‘‘with’’ David, but
because of who David is and what his heart is like. Yhwh responds to David
because of David’s heart, the content or quality of which is to seek Yhwh’s counsel
and guidance continually. To put this another way, David serves Yhwh with his
heart, and therefore David has a heart after Yhwh’s own heart. Thus David’s
relationship with Yhwh is different from Saul’s relationship with Yhwh, not simply
because Yhwh is predisposed toward David, but because of who David is and what
his heart is like.

VII. Declarations

Inquiring of Yhwh before acting, however, is only part of what it means to
have a heart after Yhwh’s own heart. Another part involves declaring one’s trust
in Yhwh to act on one’s behalf. The importance of such declarations is demon-
strated by both David and, prior to him, Jonathan.

Saul first receives notice in 1 Samuel 13 that his dynasty will not be estab-
lished and his kingdom will not continue, and this story is followed by Jonathan’s
exploits against the Philistine garrison at the Michmash Pass in 1 Samuel 14. The
sequence of these stories in the narrative is important. Saul has been informed that
Yhwh has sought out someone after his own heart (1 Sam 13:14). Neither the
identity of this person (despite the claims of many biblical scholars), nor what it
means to have a heart after Yhwh’s own heart, is certain at this point in the
narrative.42 Jonathan is the first character who might be the one Yhwh has sought
out and who might have the appropriate type of heart (1 Samuel 14). Although
Jonathan ultimately is not the person Yhwh has sought out, he does indicate what
it means to have a heart after Yhwh’s own heart, because he declares his trust
in Yhwh.

Jonathan tells his armor-bearer that they should act because ‘‘it may be that
the LORD will act for us; for nothing can hinder the LORD from saving by many
or by few’’ (1 Sam 14:6). These words are followed by Jonathan’s plan, which
includes a sign (‘‘That will be the sign for us’’) as to whether or not ‘‘the LORD

has given them into our hand’’ (1 Sam 14:10). Once the sign is given, Jonathan
says to his armor-bearer, ‘‘Come up after me; for the LORD has given them into
the hand of Israel’’ (1 Sam 14:12). Jonathan’s declaration of trust in Yhwh does,
as most scholars argue, make clear who is behind this victory, Yhwh.43 More

41 For the emphasis on Yhwh’s actions, see McCarter, I Samuel, 367; Polzin, Samuel and the
Deuteronomist, 200; Fokkelman, Crossing Fates, 430.

42 Brueggemann (Samuel, 101), Hertzberg (I & II Samuel, 105), Klein (1 Samuel, 127), and
McCarter (I Samuel, 229) all argue that the narrative has David in mind once the reference to a man
after Yhwh’s own heart is made.

43 McCarter, I Samuel, 242; Klein, 1 Samuel, 136-37; Hertzberg, I & II Samuel, 112.
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important, however, is the way in which Yhwh’s role is made clear: through
Jonathan’s declaration of trust in Yhwh. This is not an after-the-fact declaration,
such as Saul gives after his success at Jabesh-gilead (1 Sam 11:13). Rather,
Jonathan is portrayed as declaring his confidence in Yhwh before the action
unfolds. Jonathan’s trust in Yhwh, therefore, is the reason for his actions. Saul’s
oath, which narratively follows Jonathan’s declaration (1 Sam 14:24), ultimately
condemns Jonathan from succeeding Saul.44 Nevertheless, Jonathan’s behavior,
his declaration of trust in Yhwh to act on his behalf, indicates what it means to
have a heart after Yhwh’s own heart.

Such declarations are characteristic of David too. In the very first words
David speaks in the narrative, he refers to the Israelite army as ‘‘the armies of the
living God’’ (1 Sam 17:26). This statement is a reconceptualization in this chapter
of the theological nature of the Israelite army as the army of God and reflects the
orientation and nature of David’s heart. Later, when standing before Saul, David
explains that he is qualified to fight Goliath because ‘‘[t]he LORD, who saved me
from the paw of the lion and from the paw of the bear, will save me from the hand
of this Philistine’’ (1 Sam 17:37). David is confident that Yhwh will save him from
Goliath. Finally, David declares his faith in Yhwh again when he meets Goliath
on the battlefield (1 Sam 17:45-47), mentioning the name of Yhwh four times in
his speech (v. 45 once, v. 46 once, and v. 47 twice), a repetition that stresses who
will save him. Like Jonathan before him, David declares his faith that Yhwh will
act on his behalf, both before going out to fight Goliath and when confronting
Goliath. And David’s declarations and fighting serve to inform ‘‘this assembly’’
about Yhwh and that Yhwh acts on their behalf. David serves and is faithful to
Yhwh.45

Another indirect declaration by David of his trust in Yhwh is found in 1 Sam
26:19-20 (cf. also 1 Sam 26:23-24), David’s last speech to Saul. When asking
Saul why he pursues David, David asks who has stirred up Saul against David,
Yhwh or mortals. David then declares that ‘‘they’’ (presumably the mortals)
‘‘have driven me out today from my share in the heritage of the LORD, saying,
‘Go, serve other gods.’ Now therefore, do not let my blood fall to the ground,
away from the presence of the LORD’’ (1 Sam 26:19-20). By making this decla-
ration, David makes it clear that he serves Yhwh, not other gods, and that he wants
to continue serving Yhwh. This is another indication of what it means to have a
heart after Yhwh’s own heart, namely, loyalty in one’s service to Yhwh, and
resisting calls to serve other gods.

This statement by David about serving other gods and dying away from the
presence of the Lord may be a direct comment to those living in the sixth century

44 In agreement with Gunn, Fate of King Saul, 68.
45 I have made an extended argument about 1 Samuel 17 elsewhere; see my ‘‘Constructing

Identity.’’
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B.C.E. After the destruction of Jerusalem and Judah in 586 B.C.E., many people
were forced to leave the land and probably were forced to serve other gods.
David’s declaration of his trust in Yhwh may have been a way for the final editor
of the Deuteronomistic history to address these people and to suggest to them,
through David, how they should understand their religious identities.

VIII. Yhwh’s Own Heart

Despite the economy of writing demonstrated in the Deuteronomistic history,
the stories of Saul and David overlap for seventeen chapters because it is through
the contrast of the two men that the narrative reveals what it means to have a heart
after Yhwh’s own heart. Saul and David are described as similar to each other in
almost every way in the narrative, even to the point of including information that
Yhwh has indicated is unimportant. These similarities set in high relief the one
difference that does exist between the two characters, namely the type of heart each
man has, which is the criterion Yhwh gave when he declared he had forsaken Saul
(1 Samuel 13). The narrative does not, however, explicitly name what it is about
David and his heart that leads Yhwh to have David anointed. Instead, the stories
of Saul and David are overlapped so that the answers to these questions can be
discovered by the reader. David is the man who has a heart after Yhwh’s own heart
because of his continual practice of inquiring of Yhwh and then declaring his trust
in Yhwh, actions that stand in contrast to Saul’s particular concern for cultic
observance and failure to inquire continually of Yhwh. This is why it takes Saul
so long to die in the narrative.

In describing the differences between Saul and David in this way, I am not
attempting to reintroduce the traditional arguments for prophetic versus cultic
religious understandings of Israel’s faith, at least not as a biblical scholar such as
McCarter represents those arguments.46 McCarter describes the prophetic forms
of religious identity as requiring ‘‘diligent obedience’’ to the word of the prophet
rather than ‘‘hollow cultic practice.’’47 The difference between Saul and David is
not that David diligently obeys the prophet’s word, or that cultic practice is
portrayed as hollow. The narrative is much more sympathetic toward cultic prac-
tice than I think McCarter allows. What the narrative portrays as the difference
between Saul and David is the way in which David goes about his cultic practice,

46 McCarter, I Samuel, 18-23. In a post-Shoah era, Christian biblical scholars must be espe-
cially careful not to reintroduce these arguments, which reflect both a (Protestant) Christian theo-
logical preference for ‘‘spirit’’ and ‘‘faith’’ over ritual and a presupposition that Christianity has
superseded Judaism. I am not suggesting that McCarter’s comments are intended to convey such a
meaning, nor that I think his comments are unique among Christian biblical scholars. Such meanings
are quite common in the tradition and are perpetuated by Christian biblical scholars; because they are
so common, they are not recognized.

47 McCarter, I Samuel, 267.
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and that David is continually inquiring of Yhwh. David is a man ‘‘prudent in
speech’’ (1 Sam 16:18); is this because he declares his trust in Yhwh and inquires
often of Yhwh? I would argue that it is: the narrative of 1 Samuel 16–31 reveals
that having a heart after Yhwh’s own heart means not only being concerned with
proper cultic practice but also continually inquiring of Yhwh and declaring one’s
trust or faith in Yhwh, not simply ‘‘diligent obedience’’ to the prophet’s word.

In the historical context of the sixth century B.C.E., the depictions of Saul and
David in the narrative served as a means of communicating how the final editor
of the Deuteronomistic history thought religious identity in ‘‘Israel’’ or ‘‘Judah’’
should be constructed. The portrayal of Saul and his concern for cultic observance
reflects one understanding of how religious identity was to be constructed, and
certainly there were other voices in the sixth century and later that argued for just
such an understanding, as the Priestly texts and Ezra-Nehemiah indicate. While
the Deuteronomistic history is sympathetic to such an understanding, a sympathy
conveyed in the narrative’s portrayal of Saul, the narrative also makes clear that
such constructions of religious identity alone are not sufficient, since minor tech-
nical violations can lead to one’s being rejected by Yhwh, as was Saul. The over-
lapping stories of Saul and David suggest that, in the view of the final editor of
the Deuteronomistic history, religious identity had to be understood as having a
heart after Yhwh’s own heart. What did it mean to have such a heart? It meant
observing cultic practices, continual inquiry of Yhwh’s counsel and guidance before
one acted, as well as faith and confidence that Yhwh would act on one’s behalf.48

Constructing religious identity in terms of cultic observance, plus inquiring
and having faith in Yhwh, may have been what was needed in the historical con-
text of the sixth century B.C.E. after the temple in Jerusalem was destroyed by the
Babylonians. The destruction of the Jerusalem temple required that religious iden-
tity for those who understood themselves to be ‘‘Israelites’’ or ‘‘Judeans’’ be con-
structed and understood in a different way than was possible in earlier periods.
Strict cultic observance, at least insofar as that observance required the temple,

48 In light of this argument, I do not think that the final editor’s preference for religious identity
constructed on the model of David indicates sympathy toward the subordinate role of the monarchy
to Torah and the priests as suggested in Deut 17:18-20. First, Deut 17:18-19 calls for the king to have
a copy of the Torah written for him in the presence of the levitical priests and for the king to keep
that copy and read it ‘‘so that he may learn to fear the LORD his God, diligently observing all the words
of this law and these statutes.’’ The observance of the Torah and its statutes is essentially what Saul
did, and he did fear Yhwh, but this cultic observance and fear of Yhwh were not sufficient to gain
Yhwh’s favor. What was needed to gain Yhwh’s favor was cultic observance as well as trust and faith
in Yhwh, as demonstrated by David. Deut 17:18-20 does not call for such a religious identity, which
is why I do not think the final editor’s preference for David implies a similar desire to return to the
type of religious identity expressed in Deut 17:18-20. Second, in the context of the exile, the monarchy
no longer was in existence, and thus the question of its relationship to Torah and the priesthood was
moot (despite hopes among the exilic community that the monarchy would be restored).
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was impossible after the temple was destroyed, and thus the emphasis on inquiring
and declaring one’s trust in Yhwh in addition to proper cultic practice would have
provided a functional solution to religious identity. Indeed, the emphasis on inquiring
of Yhwh and declaring one’s trust or faith in Yhwh in addition to proper cultic
practice could have been important even with the construction of the Second Temple,
given the reality that the temple always could be destroyed again.

The persuasiveness of the model of religious identity represented by David
in the text is perhaps suggested by the memory of David in the tradition. David
is the one whom the biblical tradition portrays as a man who pours out his heart
to Yhwh (e.g., Ps 22:1 [Heb.]; 51:1 [Heb.]), as a man who has a relationship with
Yhwh unlike that of others. Likewise, in the early second century B.C.E., Sirach
praises David as the one who ‘‘called on the Lord, the Most High,’’ the one who
‘‘gave thanks to the Holy One, the Most High, proclaiming his glory; he sang praise
with all his heart, and he loved his Maker’’ (Sir 47:5, 8). What Sirach mentions,
and thus suggests is characteristic of David, is his speaking to Yhwh and his
declarations of trust or faith in Yhwh (‘‘called on . . . ,’’ ‘‘gave thanks . . . ,’’
‘‘proclaiming his glory,’’ ‘‘and he loved . . .’’). It is David’s dialogues with and
about Yhwh that are remembered and celebrated by Sirach, and this evidence may
suggest that the tradition understood the overlapping stories of Saul and David
much the same as I am arguing for here, namely, that this overlap illustrates and
explains how David was different from Saul and what the nature of David’s heart
was: that he continually inquired of Yhwh and declared his faith in Yhwh.
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