Old Testament History Lecture 19, page 1

Rise & Fall of King Saul, |V

Father, we thank You first and foremost for Youwogrin our lives, that undeserved favor that wegn]
We thank You that we can relax in our position o édnd recognize that we do not strive to attgin it
we could never have done that. And we do not dinivetain it or even to maintain it, and yet wat of
gratitude, want to obey what You tell us to do.pA&y that Your Holy Spirit would empower us to be
obedient servants and as we obey to recognizestieat then we do nothing more than our duty. And we
do not accrue merit through our obedience. Lordaypthat you would also teach us from Your Word.
We thank You for it, we thank You that it challenger minds and that it challenges our hearts. We
pray that we would seek to serve You with all aarts and our minds and our strength. Father, | ask
now that You would guide our session; help me ireypyanation of things to be clear. We pray that
You would help the students in their alertness attehtiveness to pick up on what You would wamhthe
to. So we commit this time to You in thanksgivivag Y ou are here in our midst. In Jesus’ name we
pray, Amen

Let us do those kings of Israel and Judah. We airggdhe 10th, 9th, 8th, 7th, and 6th century.tS® |

3, 5, 5, 5, 2 for the kings of Judah. Beginningv®ehoboam, the son of Solomon; these were theking
of Judah. Rehoboam, Abijah, Asa, Jehoshaphat, dehd&haziah, Athaliah, Joash, Amaziah, Azariah,
Jotham, Ahaz, Hezekiah, Manasseh, Amon, Josiababela, Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, and Zedakiah.
(Here is a device to help you remember: if | balaiethen | would be a liar.)

Now we will do the kings of Israel, beginning witeroboam, and it is 3, 9, and 8. There were 9dan th

9th and 8 in the 8th century. Jeroboam, Nadab, iBaddah, Zimri, Tibni, Omri, Ahab, Ahaziah, Joram,
Jehu, Jehoahaz, Joash, Jeroboam, Zechariah, Shelemahem, Pekahiah, Pekah, Hoshea. (And here is
a device to help you remember: then came -ah- @ydlatook them all away-ah.)

We are talking about King Saul. Right now it wi# behearsed for you in a slightly different forntlas
final chapter in this bookl he Art of Biblical HistoryThis is “The Reign and Rejection of King Saul: A
Case for Literary and Theological Coherence” iis ggction of Saul. We are going on in later session
to press on through the rest of 1 Samuel. We willhandle everything in equal depth, as you wi,se
when we move on.

We started talking about Solomon. We talked abautih some length the last time. We want to do a
few more things now. | want to begin by a littlé & review and recast things a little bit. Sauhis
puzzling character. He is a troubling charactahaBible. The story of Saul itself is somewhat
troubling. Last time we talked about a couple @@aarin which Saul or the story about him is traudpli
The story itself is troubling because to many pedptloes not seem to hang together as a storyeSom
sight the apparently differing attitudes toward thenarchy. There appear to be some promonarchical
and some antimonarchical sentiments expresseege tthapters.

What did we say to that particular problem? Do \aeehdifferent sources because we have different
sentiments expressed? We want to look at the aqurestore carefully and distinguish between God'’s
attitude toward kingship and God’s attitude towtre people’s insistence that they must have a king.
God had intended all along that Israel would hakang. Israel said they must have a king now, and
they must have a king like all the nations. Theset&o quite different issues.

In summary, | think the question you need to askhs is expressing what sentiment about whom? You
will find that there are many different things salobut kingship, about the people’s demand fong, ki
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and about Saul’s fitness to be king. It is wrongag that anything that relates to kingship is a
monarchical sentiment, and they should all be mtmo! You should have a harmonious attitude
toward kingship roughly and generally conceiveduYave to ask more specific questions.

The first reason Saul is puzzling is because maople point to the difficulty of the appearancéha
story of Saul. They say Saul came to power in sé\kiferent ways. In one place he is anointed, and
you would think that should propel him to his pmsitof prominence. In another place he is selebted
lot. In a third place he goes out and defeats Nalthas king of the Ammonites, who was besieging
Jabesh Gilead. He rescued Jabesh Gilead and cablio attention that way. Scholars often say that
any one of these accounts would be adequate taiexppw Saul became king. Since we have too
many, we do not know which one to trust or whethershould trust any of them. There is a good bit of
skepticism as to whether we can ever know how Bec&ime king.

In regards to this particular issue, the answéroie Saul became king is an accession processthigis
three-staged process by which an individual inelsaad in the surrounding nations would have came t
a position of public leadership or public powereThst step is designation; in Saul’'s case it was
designation by anointing. Second is some demormtritat this is the designee, this is the one whom
God has chosen to lead. This new leader shouldigara prove it somehow. The effect of that would
be to come into the public eye. The people woulitedim and say, “God must be working through
that person. Look what he went and did.” The tstabe would be confirmation.

What did we discover in the story of Saul? We disted that the initial designation was anointing. |
suggested that should have been followed by Sanfdehat his hand found to do. We discovered in
the context that the heavy implication is that Sdnduld have attacked the Philistine garrison. That
would have demonstrated that God had chosen hleatb It would have brought him into the public
eye, and it would have provoked the enemy. It wawdtlhave won the war. It would have simply
started the war. Thus Saul, having done what msl fiaund to do, was to go down to Gilgal and wait
for Samuel to come. In fact, as we read the accolat is what we are expecting, but he does nat. do

We may be troubled, asking why the narrator didaomhe out with an explicit criticism of Saul. Why
did he not condemn him for not doing what his hémahd to do? Early in this course we talked about a
narrative technique, which is very typical of Helbnearrative—biblical narrative. It is also typiazi

other narratives, and that is what we call “gapgi@apping is the intentional withholding of
information in order to raise questions in the eradminds, to arouse interest, to create susp&bkat

is going to come of this? Should not Saul have dmmeething? Indeed, many commentators have
suggested that Saul should have done somethingeadil not. So, rather than see that as part of the
story that we are to be reading, some have sugbastalternative. They say that in a hypothetical
earlier source in another form than what we finthie Bible, the initial story of Saul’'s designation
through anointing must have been followed immedydig this heroic deed. That has now been
displaced and placed later, and Saul has beenanipdlby Jonathan. They say it is Jonathan who
actually strikes the garrison in 1 Samuel 13.kithat is more fanciful than anything else—and
unnecessary. | think the point of the text is Bail falters in the starting block. He is hesitanget on
with the task at hand. He does not do what lidsaat. Thus, the accession process, which was to be
designation, demonstration, and confirmation, fafiart because there was no demonstration. Then
immediately after that, we had a re-designation.nak the lot casting which begins almost like a
judgment speech. It has the same tone as a judgpeeath. Just at that point where the sentence is t
be announced, Samuel said, “Now gather yourselyg®br clans and we will cast lots. We will find

out who it is that is to lead.” Of course the lell bn Saul. It first fell on his clan, then on [gsnily,

then on him. But Saul was hiding behind the bagg@bey had to drag him out. He was now designated
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a second time. In 1 Samuel 10:27 we are told thamne troublemakers said, ‘How can this fellow save
us?”” They were not used to this. They were usedkegignation followed by some demonstration. They
had not seen anything from Saul at all except it behind the baggage. How could this guy save
them? They were troublemakers. | pointed out teetime that they should not have questioned God’s
choice. But remember, God’s choice was made inorespto the people’s sinful demand, so God was
giving the people what they demanded. It does reamihat just because Saul was God’s choice he was
necessarily suited for the task or destined to ¢peaal king. So Saul had been designated now a decon
time.

He then has opportunity to go and rescue the itdwate of Jabesh Gilead, which he does in chapter 11
That serves as a demonstration that, yes indeezhrhsave the people. He can lead. The people are
happy; Saul is happy. At the end of chapter 11 Shsays now we can go to Gilgal and renew the
kingdom, which is what they do. It says that Saud all the people held a great celebration. Weato n
hear that Samuel was celebrating. Rather, we hearapter 12 that Samuel is still warning the peopl
and warning the king that it is still not a done@ld&@here has been the designation, a second @isign
There has been a demonstration that demonstrateSadhl can lead. But there is not yet the
confirmation necessary. In Samuel’'s mind, thegilsa test to be stood.

What was that test? That is crucially important.atMas the test that Saul needed to pass in avder t
demonstrate that he was suitable to be an Isrdgtitg not a king like all the nations? He needed/ait
the seven days. He needed to wait in a given cistamece. He needed to wait for Samuel to come. It
was not just that Samuel should offer the sacsfimed consecrate a battle, but rather God wantseeto
if Saul was concerned to wait for the arrival of fhrophet. The prophet spoke for God. If Saul
demonstrated that at all costs he would wait to freen God, then he would demonstrate his
submission to the will of God. Thus Israel couldda human king and yet remain a theocracy. Israel
could remain God’s inheritance where God ruled.

When we come to 1 Samuel 13, we begin to see titerpaealized that was established at the time of
Saul’s initial anointing in chapter 10. In 1 Samél7, we had the instruction to do “what your hand
finds to do.” This would have been the demonstratimt Saul was designated, and it would have been
a provocation of the Philistines. It would not gy alefeat of the Philistines. It would just be thinog

down the gauntlet to them, so it would have beerptiovocation. This was to be followed by a
rendezvous between Saul and Samuel. It was vitajyprtant that Saul hear further from God, from the
prophet, who was God’s spokesman what Saul was teegt. He was not autonomous. He was not a
king like all the nations. He was still beholderGod. There was to be, following the provocation, a
convocation.

What you have in 1 Samuel 10:7 was Saul’s firstghaAnd as we have been talking, he did not follow
through. He did not do what lay at hand. He diddmtvhat his hand found to do. Thus the situation
stalled at that point, making it necessary to reagecond designation and a substitute demonstration
But the real demonstration, the attacking of théiftime garrison, is yet unfulfilled when we contel
Samuel 13.

In Chapter 13 we have the parallel to 1 Samuel b9:the hand of Jonathan in 1 Samuel 13:3. This is
the relationship here: 1 Samuel 10:7 is fulfilladLiSamuel 13:3. You can find isolated commentaries
that recognize that and make that point. What iglooe is to put together 1 Samuel 13:3 with what
follows in Chapter 13. This two-stage processtisséd in both chapters. As soon as Saul hears that
Jonathan has struck the outpost of the PhilistiSasl goes down to Gilgal to wait for Samuel. Hiésca
the people out. That does not mean that he tookdups out of the hill country and went down to
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Gilgal, but rather he called out the rest of thegde who had been dismissed to their homes. Hahad
certain number of troops; he had 2,000 with him 38@0 with Jonathan. Now they needed all the
troops; they started a war. Saul called the petgpt®me out, but it is clear that he goes to Gilgal
primarily to wait for Samuel.

First Samuel 13:3 is followed by 1 Samuel 13:4kefThommentaries always point out 1 Samuel 13:7b-
15a to show that those are the verses that relathat Saul was doing in Gilgal. We see the same
pattern. This has to do with 1 Samuel 10:8. Theevéinat is most explicit is 1 Samuel 13:8, whidiene
to the time set by Samuel. It is unmistakable 1h&amuel 10:8 and this section are related. Iss a
unmistakable that 1 Samuel 10:7 and 1 Samuel ¥8:8raelated. But what has been typically
overlooked is that we have the same pattern in &otbunts. The burden of proof would be on those
who would say that the pattern is not genuineftinegithe one or the other. The typical criticaladahy
approach has been to say that 1 Samuel 10:8 rgrasion. It has been interpolated into the text.
Likewise this section in 1 Samuel 13 has beenpalated into the text. The reason this section is
regarded as an interpolation—that it has beentedeecondarily into the text—is that it is assumed
that chapters 13 and 14 are quite favorable toWard. It is only this episode down in Gilgal that
portrays Saul negatively. What is interesting &t tinore recent studies have begun to say that L&am
13 and 14 in their entirety are rather negativelpied toward Saul. This intrusive, inserted epéshds
caused a further editing of the material, which i@s made it all unfavorable toward Saul. The
problem with that is that you need to ask how weidbsl it was intrusive in the first place. It was
decided because the rest of 1 Samuel 13 and Bupp®sed to be positive toward Saul. Now you say
they are also negative toward Saul and are assutmaghat is redactional, that it was added. They
were changed to make them negative. But now weotlbawve any reason to assume that this was
inserted in the first place. It no longer makessseiVe should read the Bible as it stands andssoinae
that this is an inserted episode. It belongs witgsan the text. That has to do with how to rehd texts
as a unified sensible story.

The other reason why Saul is so puzzling, enigmatid troubling to people is theological. The basic
problem on a theological level is that Saul wast fthosen by God, elected, and anointed in resgonse
the people’s request. We have to keep remembédraidSaul was chosen in response to the people’s
demand in 1 Samuel 8. God chooses Saul in 1 Seé@rared 10. But Saul is very soon rejected in 1
Samuel 13 and 15 for what most commentators assuimerather inconsequential, trivial offenses. We
are trying to build the case that they were netdtioffenses, but that is what most commentatbils s
believe. Why was he rejected? Samuel was lateSartuel 13, and he went ahead with the sacrifices.
Commentators say they would have done the samg. thiwas not any big deal. Samuel must have just
been out to get him. We read about the petulaet/iple prophet. One scholar described Saul in 1
Samuel 13 as “properly and guilelessly defereritinlother words, Saul was quite forthcoming to
Samuel. He was polite to Samuel, but Samuel, owttiher hand, was harsh, unresponsive, and
accusatory. Samuel responds this way despite the¢hfat Saul offers what appeared to be compelling
and valid reasons for proceeding with the sacrifiefore the arrival of the tardy prophet. Samued wa
late. The text itself says that Samuel was late.

The question is whether or not this kind of schglalaim that Saul’'s infractions were trivial Sugge a
deficient understanding of sin. No sin is trivigifbre God. Every sin is sufficient to send us tth. he

Those are not the words of the questioner herethiatiis the basic idea. It is a question of tryingay,
“What was the big deal?” It is often said, “Lookizavid: adulterer, murderer.” It is hard to topgko

sins, and he did not get rejected. Saul ran opaténce—ran out of nerve—and panicked because
Samuel was late. He went ahead with the sacrificelshe gets hammered. What is going on? That is the
idea: the apparent imbalance between the treatofiéddvid and the treatment of Saul.
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One scholar points out that in 1 Samuel 13:13 aim&l’'s charge when he accuses Saul, he says, “You
have not kept the commandment tlerb your God gave you.” “Commandment” could be tratesla
“charge.” That is what Samuel is saying: “You dat keep the Lord’s charge.” This commentator says
that this is a remarkable statement because Samtegino commandment that has been broken, nor can
we construe one. Here is where my argument wouwld revould say, given the reading we have done of
the preceding story, we can very definitely say Wwthat commandment or charge was. It was the charge
given to Saul at the time of his anointing that waseedingly important. It was given preciselydstt
whether he would be submissive to the will of Gad avait for the Word of God. Only then would he

be a suitable king in Israel. If, out of weakneggkedness, or another reason, he would not waiti®
Word of God, then he is not a suitable king. & iery important test that is being stood. For¢hebo

do not see that, then they accuse Samuel the gropheing peevish and playing a daring, brutal gam
with Saul’s faith, career, and eventually his sariithey say Samuel is toying with Saul. The result

then that people say things like “the narratortesius to wonder as Saul must have wondered about
Samuel, who appears here to be unprincipled, aadtalehovah, about God.” The story of Saul causes
people deep theological angst. It causes them twlarcabout the character of God because they do not
understand why God would have rejected Saul ferdpparently trivial offense.

These kinds of ponderings are reflected in manyesoporary writings. Another scholar, who has
written an entire book on King Saul, says that ‘$tary of Saul shows us that God does have a dark
side. David knows only one side of his God. Sawvks the other.” David knows the light side and Saul
knows the dark side. Now, before we begin to engadi@is terminology, joining the dark side andghu
sweeping away biblical teaching about the charaift&od, a few things come through with crystal
clarity. God is holy, God is righteous, and Godasereign. All of those things are so clearly taupht
to begin to say there is a dark side to God isecastonishing. We need to back off from that more
quickly than some have done. We need to focus @edimmand, the charge. As we see what it is, we
begin to recognize that when Samuel says in 1 Slabh3uE3, “You have acted foolishly,” he may be
saying it with considerable grief in his tone ofag We can imagine him saying, “Saul, you havedct
foolishly. Did not you see how important this whattyou wait?” It may have been simple spiritual
blindness on Saul’s part that caused him not tarseéull ramifications of his going ahead in Saiffaie
absence. It may have been obstinacy, but | thinkigfirst instance in 1 Samuel 13 Saul himsel§ wa
legitimately taken aback. He wondered what wasgom He claims in 1 Samuel 13:11-12, “When |
say that the men were scattering, and that yomalidome at the set time [...] | felt compelled téeof
the burnt offering.” But Samuel still says ignorans no excuse. In the books of Samuel, lack of
knowledge of the ways and plans of God is nevenaunse for misbehavior. In fact, it is an indicator
the distance of someone from God and His will amgisv Often in Samuel a lack of knowledge is a
refusal to know. We will see this later in the ldeSaul. He knew fairly early, and Jonathan cosées
that his father knew that David was to be king. Satl persisted in his unwillingness to recogniwa t
or at least to bow to that, and he continued tgestrgainst it and try to kill David.

| want us to move to the next section of this segswvhich is entitled “A Reading of Saul’'s Rejectio
the Light of His Rise.” It is going to give us appmrtunity to highlight a few more elements of thet
that | think drive home the thesis.

Was there ever a confirmation? The people wereyh&pin a sense, he did ascend the throne. It was
sufficiently confirmed that he became king, but Wiee he was a suitable king was still waiting thet t
According to the original plan, | believe Saul slibmave done what his hand found to do. That would
have given him opportunity to go to Gilgal and wait Samuel to arrive. If he had waited, Samuel
would have come and said, “Good, Saul, you waiYed proved that you are not autonomous. You are
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not going to strike out on your own. You are noingao act independently of the will of God.

Whatever happens, you are going to wait to hear $pedk because God is king. God is the Great King.
You are the human king.” The Israelite human kirggwot the Great King. God was the Great King.
The human king was just the vice-regent on eartid #hat would have proved that Saul was suitable
and that would have meant that his confirmation eaaplete. He would have been confirmed in God’s
eyes, as well as in the people’s eyes. He wasafigrtionfirmed. He got on the thrown, but he wasyve
quickly then disqualified from establishing a kiogal. In 1 Samuel 13 Samuel says, “[God] would have
established your kingdom [....] But now your kingdanti not endure.” Saul’s kingdom is not going to
last, and certainly he is not going to found a dyna

The question is this: is the confirmation basedh@enpeople accepting and liking him? There is admum
aspect to the confirmation, but far more imporiarthe divine aspect. Does God approve of thisking
That was what yet was to be tested, and that iseMBaul failed. His kingdom was not established. It
was not confirmed by God. From the very outset| Saaiready on the way out. But God is patient. We
will see Saul in 1 Samuel 15 get another chanaaushwill say, “Listen to me this time, Saul. Pay
close attention this time.”

We want to talk about the true nature of Saul's.sirhis is an area where people get really confused
because you can talk about Saul's offenses onaediffierent levels. It is like being able to talkout

an iliness in several different ways. You could &t you have a rash on your face. But the rash is
symptom of the problem. There is a more deep-sepadiem; you got poison ivy or something else.
We have to distinguish the problem, but this igfhot done in the commentaries. They say Saulat o
point went ahead with the sacrifices and got harech@r that. In 1 Samuel 15 he did not carry thioug
with the band. Saul was to defeat the Amalekitesdmstroy their populous and everything they hasl. H
was not to take booty, but just destroy them. Thieye under the curse that God had placed upon them
from their resistance to the people of Israel winery came out of Egypt.

People say that at one time he went ahead witbabefices; he did not wait for Samuel. Anotherdim
he did not follow through with the band. But whealty caused him to be rejected? Those are the
specific offenses, which would include sacrificigging ahead in Samuel’s absence. It was Samuel’s
absence that was the most crucial element themath&noffense was that Saul spared Agag. Later in 1
Samuel 28 Saul again is the main character. Hes\tts¢ witch of Endor, the medium. The book of
Chronicles will say one of Saul’s offenses was tietvent and consulted a witch. That was forbidden
in the Pentateuch.

The question many ask is which offense was itthktthat is the wrong way to ask the questioninkh
what we need to ask is what is the disease of wihiebe are but the symptoms? What is the more
general offense that both 1 Samuel 13 and 15 nrestiplicitly?

First Samuel 13 says, “You have not kept the conththe LORD your God gave you.” What does 1
Samuel 15 say? “To obey is better than sacrifi§atil, why did you not obey? Chapter 15 begins with
Samuel saying, “Listen now to the message fronLtbeD.” | mentioned earlier that it sounds so
overdone. But Samuel is really saying, “Read mg.lpou have had trouble getting it before, Saul, so
listen very carefully. Listen so that you may oli@he general offense in both of these chapters is
disobedience to God as His Word is proclaimed thinadis prophet. He is disobedient in both chapters.
That is the general offense. But then the questises, are we not all disobedient? Was not David
disobedient? Is not every human being disobedigrardahan Christ? We all sin and fall short of the
glory of God. We are all disobedient. So why doasl8atch it? Why was he disqualified from being
king in Israel just because he was disobedient?dDaas disobedient, and he was not disqualified.
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There is an even more fundamental offense in Saaks. His illness was his disobedience, but what
was his fundamental illness? What was the fundamhenbblem? | would say pride is one of the
symptoms, or a general offense. | think there mething that is simpler; maybe it is too simplewen
ask it.

| do not think he was a godly man. | do not thirkhad a real relationship with the Lord. When he wa
seen prophesying, people were astounded to sebdfiaving in that way. It is not that Saul somehow
lost his salvation, as though he once was walkiitly @od and then he made a few blunders and God
rejected him and removed him from the kingdom. Bathdo not think Saul was a true Yahwist. | do
not think he was a true believer. He was a nom¥diwist. He would go through the motions in so far
as that was convenient and the pressures of disiudid not threaten him enough to give up. We see
that around us all the time with people who willtle religious thing for a while until it becomemt
pressurized or too inconvenient. Then they stopdandot even try to go through the motions. The New
Testament says that when that happens, those wiaontdeom us were never with us. They may have
seemed to be with us, but they were never trulip ws.

In Saul’s rejection we need to remember two thiktgswas rejected from being king. That does not
mean that he was rejected from any possibilityepenting and coming to God and being accepted by
God. Itis not anything like that, although | da tinink there is any evidence that he did thatwas
disqualified from his office. | think the fundamahteason that he could never work out as a king in
Israel was that he was an unbeliever. | would syrsply Saul was religiously an unbeliever. If we aver
to speak in anachronistic terms we would say hensaa Christian. Christ did not come at this paisit
this is Old Testament history, but he was a noekieli. He would be like a pastor who does not really
know the Lord. That pastor is never going to offeceptable service to a God whom he has no
relationship with.

These are astonishing phrases in 1 Samuel 10:6dhat like Saul's conversion experience. They
sound like “if any man be in Christ, he is a newature.” You will be changed into a different perso
you will be a new creature with a changed hearat Términology that | am using is New Testament
terminology. It is possible that it could be uskdttway. There was no precedent for using the
terminology at this time period in exactly that wsye have to ask ourselves, “Are there other ways t
understand this particular terminology?” When hgsséyou will be changed into a different person,”
in order to do what? It is in order to join in witie prophets, the worshippers of God who are cgmin
down from the high place. Saul, you will be diffieteyou will be changed into a different persorfsat
the third sign can be fulfilled. God will give ya@udifferent heart. Heart in Hebrew means really the
center of your being, your mind, your cognitivelties, as well as the seed of your emotions. ¢t fa
your kidneys were the seed of your emotions inHabrew way of thinking, the center of all that you
think, feel, and do. He is saying, “Saul, God whinge your heart.”

The question is, “Why was it necessary that Sadart be changed for him to join in with the praghe
and fulfill the third sign?” To this point he i$ duited. There is nothing about Saul’s statioams
unbeliever that would cause him to be the kindesEpn that would join in with the prophets. We @b n
have this recorded, but we can imagine that he avstaind back skeptical, cynical, disapproving, or
simply unaffected. As an unbeliever he is not timel lof person who would naturally join in with them
Thus it is necessary that God work on him and cedniign into a different person—give him a different
heart—so that the third sign can be fulfilled. Theestion that arises is this: was this a permanent
change? Was it a conversion experience or wateihporary transformation of Saul to enable thedthir
sign to take place? Was it only to put Saul in sitgmn of joining in with these individuals? Is tiee
evidence that there was a permanent change? | wgayldot. | would say the first lack of evidence is
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that he did not do what his hand found to do. Heltsign took place and he said that when alhete
signs take place, do what your hand finds to dal & not. | think this was an external actionGxd
upon Saul, or at least a temporary action of Shat,adjusted the way he thought to make it pos$ad
him to participate in the third sign.

“Why was Saul chosen in the first place?” Look afskla 13. This is not necessarily referring to Saul,
but it is expressing a sentiment that | think immdestrative of what was going on. Look at Hosed 0 3:
and 11; God is speaking to His people through tbphet Hosea. He says,

Where is your king, that he may save you?
Where are your rulers in all your towns,
of whom you said,
“Give me a king and princes”?
So in my anger | gave you a king,
and in my wrath | took him away.

Why was Saul chosen in the first place? The ped@heanded it. God said, “Warn them, Samuel. Warn
them of what this king will be like.” They heardetivarning and they said, “No, we want a king. We
want a king to lead us in battle and to be likelal nations. They insisted, they persisted, andl Go
conceded.

Did Saul really have a chance? In 1 Samuel 13 @gsd through Samuel, if you had obeyed, if you had
kept the charge, God would have established yowgdam over Israel forever. That raises some
guestions. Did God not have David in mind all alMjhat if Saul had obeyed? “What if” questions are
difficult to deal with in the providence of God. eomniscient. He is sovereign. He can say a true
“what if” knowing and even decreeing that the “wifawill not be fulfilled. Some have argued that
maybe Saul would have been made king over the eortkingdom. Maybe his clan, his family, his
dynasty would have been established over the nortiegdom of Israel and David could have been
king over Judah. I think that is a secondary theog not a good one.

In 1 Samuel 8 when the people demand a king, AQtsd3Iamuel to listen to what they have asked for
and give for them a king. In 1 Samuel 16 after $&sl been definitively rejected in 1 Samuel 15,
Samuel is mourning for Saul. By the way, this staet confirms that Sameul was not a petulant,
peevish prophet who was just out to get Saul. Ggd,s’'How long will you mourn for Saul, since |
have rejected him as king over Israel? Fill youmhwith oil and be on your way; | am sending you to
Jessie of Bethlehem. | have chosen one of histsdoes king.” The Hebrew text says | have seenykEha
espied, | have found for me a king. There is araliéstinction between the king that was given foarh
because they demanded it of God and the king wisoHigchoice.

The expression, “A man after God’s own heart,” alo be translated, “A man of God’s choosing.”
There is something very fundamentally importantualtbe fact that David was God'’s choice. It was not
because David merited so much more than any o#vepp that God chose him. He was a man of God’s
choice. But it is also true that David’s heart, dnese of God’s previous working in David’s life, wias

tune with the will and purposes of God. God hasitba man who pleases him. He combined the two—
a man who is His choice and a man whose heartsgrno with Him and, in that case, also pleases Him.

| think it is important to look at this event andsh it all the way to the fundamental offense ohgean
unbeliever. Later | would like us to go back andkd@ne more time for the subtleties in the nargativ
that indicate that Saul was ill suited from thesetto be Israel’s king. The tendency has beeayo s

© Summer 2006, V. Philips Long & Covenant Theologgmhinary



Old Testament History Lecture 19, page 9

there was a positive faith, so everything was ggregat for Saul. He was so good and well meaning

from the beginning and then he made a few littlstakies. As a result he got hammered, and it went
sour from there. He basically went insane andafedirt. But | would suggest that once we know what
the fundamental problem is, we look back and inntseative, very subtly, in the way in which Saal i

portrayed, we see that he is ill suited from they\aitset. It does not hit you over the head, bddenly

the narrator is aware of where things are goinggradually we become aware.
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