Old Testament History Lecture 23, page 1

David’s Rise, Saul's Demise, IlI

It is time to finish 1 Samuel. We have arrived lzagter 31. This is a chapter that | have simplitledt
“The End of a Man without God.” This is a chapteattfocuses on Saul. It is the one in which Saul
takes his own life. It is interesting to hear wbammentators will say about Saul in this particelaent

in his life. Some will say that Saul proves himgelbe courageous and heroic because when he knew
that he could do nothing to save his life he haddburage to take it. That is great thinking foe€k
tragedy, but it is not biblical thinking. We do neant to import that kind of mindset to our assessim

of Saul’s taking his own life in this chapter.

Notice in 1 Samuel 31:4 Saul says to his armordreé&draw your sword and run me through, or these
uncircumcised fellows will come and run me throagid abuse me.” It is an interesting phrase that he
uses here. It is one that is used several timdiBook of Samuel, “these uncircumcised fellovihat
was a way of referring to a non-Israelite pagarm, oiithe Canaanites. In this instance it was the
Philistines. Where this phrase occurs elsewhenggtier, it is instructive. If you look back to 1 Saeh
14:6, this is the first time it is used. In 1 Saml#1 Jonathan says to his armor bearer, “Coeteys

go over to the Philistine outpost on the other.si8et he did not tell his father.” Then we get fiide
digression telling us where Saul is. In verse Gfltamn says to his young armor bearer, bringingagk b
to where we left off, “Come, let us go over to theépost of those uncircumcised fellows. Perhaps the
Lorp will act in our behalf. Nothing can hinder therb from saving, whether by many or by few.” We
see that in the mouth of Jonathan, the uncircurddel®ows are not to be feared. Jonathan has
confidence that God is not limited to save, whethemany or by few. In a similar way in the mouth o
David in 1 Samuel 17:26, “David asked the men stapdear him, ‘What will be done for the man who
kills this Philistine and removes this disgracenrirtsrael? Who is this uncircumcised Philistine that
should defy the armies of the living God?"” Agaim yverse 36, “Your servant has killed both the lion
and bear; this uncircumcised Philistine will beslidne of them, because he has defied the armtés of
living God.” In the mouths of Jonathan and Daviw term is a term of disparagement and disdain
because of their confidence in God. Who is this?gusho is this Canaanite, this non-Israelite, this
unbeliever, these uncircumcised fellows? But to, Shay are a threat. To Saul they are individuals,
entities to be feared. So he says, “Draw your svemidirun me through, or these uncircumcised fellows
will come and run me through and abuse me”

John Bright says that Saul was never lacking irrageL | would suggest that he was often lacking in
courage not only here, but in 1 Samuel 17 whendfédgethe Philistine giant. Remember the Israelite
giant was cringing and trembling and drawing barcfear like all the rest of the Israelites untilith
arrived.

In the mouth of David and Jonathan they recognikatithe uncircumcised fellows were outside the
covenant of the Lord. David and Jonathan had theppetive that God would give victory over these
individuals, whereas Saul looked at them as unstoug enemies. He may have thought, “They may do
whatever they want because they are not underowenant of the Lord.” You might push that a little

bit farther and say that perhaps Saul had a sbaséé¢ too was outside the covenant of the Lattiink

that would tend to confirm what we have been sagihglong that Saul did not know the Lord. He was
not in touch with Him and had not been answered ewieen he had gone looking. He was outside the
covenant himself, so he was, in a sense, on eqaaihfy and over-matched, thus he feared them ds wel
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What about the account in 2 Samuel 1 of the Amtdekho claims to have killed Saul? Certainly the
Amalekite would have been one of those uncircunacisdows, not a Philistine, but nevertheless
someone outside the covenant. He claims to haentakul’s life. We will get to that in just a sedon

The other question | think we need to ask oursedgese look at Saul’'s self-inflicted death, hiscsie,
is the belief held by some that a Christian wowdgler commit suicide. What do you think of that? Wha
is the unpardonable sin? It is blasphemy agairsHibly Spirit in the sense of rejecting the overtuof
God and His claims upon our life. | think obstinatiirning a deaf ear to those throughout ouriifet
is the unpardonable sin. Taking one’s life is datyanot something that one would aspire to, thatis
be approved, or that would be necessarily goodl Bee it as no different from any other sin timadur
weakness and infirmity and sometimes on our meidicate could sink to. | would want to argue
strongly that it is possible, though not advisaid certainly not commendable, that a real Christia
could sink so low in depression that he or she trt@ghe his or her own life. | would never want tarsl
up and say, “Christians could never do that, ardbtthat is to prove that you are not a Christidde
know that God is sufficient for all our needs. We not slaves to sin, and in that regard ther®is n
excuse for ever sinning. We always have the podtreoHoly Spirit; there is never an excusable sin.
Certainly taking one’s own life is not an excusadile We are not yet glorified; we are not in dyful
sanctified glorified state, so we do sin in variousys. Suicide could be one sin that a Christiaridco
commit in the extremity of depression. There igreet however, when taking your own life is
permissible. If you are a soldier, or if you argittey down your life for someone else, it would lm n
only permissible, but commendable to lay down otigs

The books of 1 and 2 Samuel were originally onekw®he division of the two books comes at the end
of Saul’s life. In 2 Samuel 1, to which we now cqrBavid is lamenting the death of Saul and Jonathan
so there is an interconnection between the two ©0dken you do a literary analysis or when you are
studying the two books, you look at them as onekwiowould look at them as the one flowing into the
other while recognizing that there is a significatapping point in the life of Saul in 1 Samuel Bis

true, in general, of a canonical approach to thig&re to see the parts in the light of the langéple.

| have titled 2 Samuel 1-5, “God’s King Reigns.”élare about the enthronement of David over Judah
first and then over Israel. In God’s good time Rbassumed the throne. Some accused him of doing
whatever is possible to get onto the throne ofelssad Judah, but that is certainly not what thé tiels

us. He had opportunities to speed his way to thenthby killing Saul and did not do so. In factless

you take a cynical approach and say that the marisastmeaning to dupe us, 2 Samuel 1 makes it very
clear that David was innocent in Saul's death. Thettested in several different ways. As was
mentioned earlier, an Amalekite comes and claimsaie polished Saul off. In 2 Samuel 1:6 the
Amalekite says,

“I happened to be on Mount Gilboa,” the young maid s‘and there was Saul, leaning on his
spear, with the chariots and riders almost upon knen he turned around and saw me, he
called out to me and | said, ‘What can | do?’ Hieeals ‘Who are you?’ ‘An Amalekite,’ |
answered. Then he said to me, ‘Stand over me dintidd | am in the throes of death, but | am
still alive.” So | stood over him and killed himdzuse | knew that after he had fallen he could
not survive. And | took the crown that was on hesdh and the band on his arm and have brought
them here to my lord.” Then David and all the methwim took hold of their clothes and tore
them. They mourned and wept and fasted till evefon@aul and his son Jonathan, and for the
army of the IORD and the house of Israel, because they had faliehdosword.
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We should not necessarily take the Amalekite’snelat face value as what actually happened. In those
days there would have been great reward expectediiShowed up with the insignia of royalty and
claimed to have killed by request the person tomwltdelonged. It is quite possible that the Améakek
simply discovered the body of Saul on Mount Gilbida.may have gotten there first, robbed him of his
insignia, brought it to David, and cooked up thagin the hopes of receiving a reward. Instead he
received a death sentence. David condemned hinslowm words. David did not contest it but decided
the Amalekite would pay with his life and had hireeuted. David was not anxious to have Saul
eliminated. He was under pressure from Saul, biitgpes in the same way that he saw God deal with
Nabal, he was seeing God deal with Saul. David éiiwgas not complicitous in this affair if we take

the text at face value, which | think we should.n@ommentators do not and you need to be aware of
that, but I think we should.

In the end of 2 Samuel 1 we get into the lamema{id over Saul and Jonathan. This is remarkable in
its graciousness. Often we see this at funeratsplpevho perhaps were at great odds with an indalid
in life tend only at the time of the funeral to rember those good things that can be said and eag.th
That is what | think David is doing here. He was moaware of what Saul had attempted to do to him.
By putting Saul and Jonathan together, David wadirtg with mixed feelings because Jonathan was
someone whom he loved very deeply and who had weEsgmncommitted to him. Let me guard you
against one other misinterpretation. Verse 26 msetones cited as an indication that David was
homosexual because he says, “I grieve for you Banany brother; / you were very dear to me. / Your
love for me was wonderful, / more wonderful thaattbf women.” Love is an ambiguous term. You can
try to read it in a homosexual sense, but to de@ald be to fly in the face of all that the Bibkathes
elsewhere about this particular orientation. | khidavid is simply saying, “Jonathan, your lovethe
sense of your commitment and self-giving qualityrte, the way in which you stood by me, the way in
which you were willing to give of yourself for myetierment, the way in which you were willing to
defer to me, is something that | have not even mepeed from my wives.” He had not experienced it
from Michal, who was Jonathan’s sister. He is symgltolling not the love of friendship as supetior
matrital love, but he is saying what he experierfceith Jonathan was true agape, self-giving love. To
read this as evidence of homosexuality on DavidJométhan’s part is going way beyond what the text
would warrant. Be aware of that; you will probablar more and more of it as people search the
Scriptures seeking to find ways of justifying atpgardar behavior and lifestyle. If we are clear-dyand
honest with ourselves, it is not approved. It gareled as a sin, not a sin that is the unpardosabler
worse than other sins, but it is sin that is sightto send us to hell apart from the grace oisthit is

not something to be rationalized.

Let us talk for a moment about David’s experiendd WMichal. The text says that Michal loved David.
When Saul discovered that, he probably thought Isea second chance to get at David and bringtabou
his downfall. Maybe Saul knew Michal too well. $ttrue that when David was forced to flee, Saukgav
Michal to another man. Michal is not necessariréby indicted. She was under her father’s authorit

in that case. We do not know what recourse shedMoaNve had. We do not want to be overly critical of
her. Jonathan’s commitment to David is an astongsbxample of what real love is. He was self-giving
toward him in the way that he deferred when Davas wrowned prince. He recognized that David was
God's choice, and he willingly gave way to Davidymg the way for him to become King. Jonathan
was wishing the good of the other person and cernisigl the other person’s interest as more important
than his own. That is all David is talking abouthink to read it otherwise is to go too far.

A recent book that | read and reviewed, writterfdiyinist writers, drew attention to what Saul said
Jonathan one time about his being the son of eepegwoman. In 1 Samuel 20:30, “Saul’'s anger flared
up at Jonathan and he said to him, “You son ofragose and rebellious woman! Do | not know that you
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have sided with the son of Jesse to your own sleardeo the shame of the mother who bore you?”
These writers were trying to argue that by indigtlonathan’s mother, Saul was saying there is
something wrong with you. They said Saul was satiege is something wrong with your sexuality,
gender, and orientation. But | would call that iegdnto the text. | think it is simply an expressithat
Saul was using at that point.

Let us move on to 2 Samuel 2 and 3. In chaptemhighwwe just finished, we see that David appears to
be innocent of Saul’'s death. I think that is anesgypnce that we should believe. In chapters 2 amel 3
go on to read about the war that continued betwleehouse of David and the house of Saul. With the
death of Saul, the supporters of Saul did not imately realign or disband. There were those who
continued to be Saulites so the war, or at leasathmosity, continued for a while. It is actually
described as a war in 2 Samuel 3:1, “The war beiwlee house of Saul and the house of David lasted a
long time,” but notice at the end of verse 1, “IBhgrew stronger and stronger, while the house af Sa
grew weaker and weaker.” This is another reflectiat God is blessing the house of David and
bringing David into prominence. We also learn iagter 3 that David was innocent in the death of
Abner, who had been Saul’s general. Abner doesteaiydie. He is killed, and it is important that

be clear that David was not the one who brougistabout. In fact, chapter 3 sort of belabors thatpo

In 2 Samuel 3 Abner has come over to David becatiadalling out with Ish-Bosheth, who was the
sole surviving son of Saul. He came over to Dawid made an overture of friendship. He offered to
bring Israel under David’s authority. Verse 21 says

Abner said to David, “Let me go at once and asserablisrael for my lord the king, so that
they may make a compact with you, and that you mbegyover all that your heart desires.” So
David sent Abner away, and he went in peace. BastDavid’s men and Joab returned from a
raid and brought with them a great deal of plunBeit. Abner was no longer with David in
Hebron, because David had sent him away, and hgdraelin peace. When Joab and all of the
soldiers with him arrived, he was told that Abnen ®f Ner had come to the king and that the
king had sent him away and that he had gone ingp&ax Joab went to the king and said, “What
have you done? Look, Abner came to you. Why didlgohim go? Now he has gone!”

The phrase, “he went in peace,” is repeated thmeestin this passage. In the Septuagint, whichas t
Greek translation of the Old Testament, we reaceise 24, “Now he has gone in peace!” We do not
know for sure that it is original and has been deft or whether it was inserted into the Greek
translation. So at least three times, possibly fooes, it is clear that David let Abner go in peathe
fact that Abner is now dead is someone else’s.féult not David’s. Cynical people could say tisat
the way the story is told to assure us that Davidmocent. In fact, because he protests so mech, h
must actually be guilty. But we must not take tivag of thinking when we are reading the biblicattt
and not trust the inspired narrator to be leadm@githe right pathway. He may lead us very sudtly
times, but if we do not trust him to be leadingrughe right direction, then we are in big troublée are
going to be counter reading and back reading avetse reading everything we come upon. Take it as
you will. | prefer to believe that it is true thHaavid allowed Abner to depart in peace and, asnee a
told, it was Joab who actually ended up takindifeshrough nefarious means.

When we come to 2 Samuel 4 the same kind of psimtade. In chapter 4 we have recorded the death
of Ish-Bosheth, who was the sole surviving sonailSHe was not killed on Mount Gilboa, and this ha
raised some discussion about where he was. Wasttie eakling who was not fit to go into battle?
We know that he was old enough to fight becaused®40 when he became king. So he certainly was
of age and could have gone into battle. The teéks t@bout the entire house of Saul dying with him o
Mount Gilboa. Now, again be careful when you relaoa “all of Saul’'s house.” When you hear the
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word “all” in the Bible, it does not necessarily ameevery last living individual. It just means #dr
intents and purposes, Saul’'s house was over arelwitih. There was no further hope even fif little-Is
Bosheth, or weakling Ish-Bosheth continued to I&e.we need to be careful to read the Bible in its
own terms and not impose an overly rigorous stahtteat would find it in conflict with itself.

Ish-Bosheth is still alive, but he loses his lifie2l Samuel 4. He does not die at the hands of thegab
time, but at the hands of two other individualseythen come and report their proud deed to Ddoid,
he has them promptly executed. Again this demoestthat David does not take delight in the deéth o
his enemies even if it opens the door to his thimrieg established over Israel. His throne is avadht
over the Northern Kingdom as the next chapter shows

By 2 Samuel 5 David is finally firmly establisheden Israel and Judah. It is interesting to readeirse
12 how David understood his position. In 2 Samu#&2 %t says, “And David knew that theokD had
established him as king over Israel and had exaite®ingdom for the sake of his people Israel.afrh
is a very good verse for any who ever finds thewesein position of leadership. There are two very
good points there. First is that the Lord had distiabd David as king. It was not that David hachedr
that right or was so clever or so good or had sawsajualified to be king. He had not won a
competition and thus was on the throne. Rathemtas God’s doing. Leaders, whether in corporations,
families, churches, or communities, should recaogitizs God who raises up leaders and brings them
down. So if you find yourself in a position of leadhip it is nothing to be proud of. It is God'srup

not yours. Nor is it a position to be exploited.tide that David understood that the Lord had exéttis
kingdom, not for David’s sake, but for the sakésaid’s people, Israel. Again, this is a very salatar
encouragement to leaders. God puts you in leagerahd it is not to be self-serving. It is not yaur
sake; it is for the sake of those whom you arestgesin leadership.

David is off to a good start. He has arrived onttirene. It is God who has put him there, and atethd

of this chapter we read of David definitively ddfag the Philistines. In 2 Samuel 5:17 and follogyin

we have the account. | will only read verse 25, D&wvid did as the tRb commanded him, and he
struck down the Philistines all the way from GibeorGezer.” It was a resounding victory over the
Philistines, who have continued to plague Isragdesithe days of Saul. It is interesting to lookkoawe
more time to 1 Samuel 14 at the summary of Saaltgr Right after that is complete in 1 Samuel 24:5
we read, “All the days of Saul there was bitter wéh the Philistines, and whenever Saul saw a tyigh
or brave man, he took him into his service.” Ak tthays of Saul, there was bitter war. Now, God'gki
reigns, and God’s king begins to succeed. He dody slefeating that arch enemy of Israel, whom Saul
had been anointed to deal with. In 1 Samuel 9:36) $assignment was to defeat the Philistinesl Sau
had failed, but God, in His grace, raised up andéeer. David has now succeeded, and the people a
delivered from the hand of the Philistines. Godrggkis on the throne. God'’s king reigns.

In the next section, 2 Samuel 6 to 10, we see hawd reign is blessed by God. We have an account
of how David obtained and occupied his capital.ditfe also have what I like to call the cardinal
promise, the all-important Davidic promise. Thisdgtic promise is given to David in 2 Samuel 7.

As we look at these chapter by chapter, 2 Samise6/ery interesting one. It is the chapter that
recounts David bringing the ark of the covenanidmusalem. | have given two titles to this partacul
chapter. One is “The Hazards of Success.” Davidd®eh very successful to this point and now he
experienced some of the hazards of that successleHus me to my second title, which is “Well-
Meaning Carelessness.” This is what we find in thigpter as we read about them bringing the ark to
Jerusalem. We read in 2 Samuel 6:3, “They setrthefaGod on a new cart and brought it from the
house of Abinadab, which was on the hill. Uzzah Ahtb, sons of Abinadab, were guiding the new cart
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with the ark of God on it, and Ahio was walkingfront of it. David and the whole house of Israereve
celebrating with all their might before thekb, with songs and with harps, lyres, tambourinesrsns
and cymbals. When they came to the threshing fdédfacon, Uzzah reached out and took hold of the
ark of God, because the oxen stumbled. Tbeds anger burned against Uzzah because of his
irreverent act; therefore, God struck him down hadlied there beside the ark of God. Then David was
angry because theoRD's wrath had broken out against Uzzah, and todhisthe place is called Perez
Uzzah.” This is translated “outbreak against Uzzahiebrew. The name Nacon sounds a little bit like
the word for “stability,” which is strange sinceathis where the oxen stumbled.

Let us talk about what is happening here. Sometwieigt wrong in this particular instance. Using & ca
was not the prescribed way to move the ark. They wepposed to use poles and the rings in theo$ide
the ark. The rings were there for a reason. Pupdikes in them and have the people carry the attheat
ends of the poles. Unless all stumble at onceatkés not going to fall. This is far different froa cart
tipping over. Maybe the Israelites got the idea chrt from the Philistines, who had last returtied

ark to them. That is how they had last seen wal$ not the same cart because they destroyed that,
chopped up the wood, and burned it as a sacrileglbe that is the last way they had seen it trarisgdo
and thought, let us do it this modern way.

Do you think that David meant to be irreverent? \WWasnsincere in what he was doing? | do not think
so, but I do think he was careless. There is @fessbe learned that sincerity does not necegsaril
eliminate presumption on our part. Sometimes webeasincerely wanting to do the right thing and
wanting to obey God, but we do not go to the treublsee how God has told us to obey. He has given
us lots of instructions and a lot of commands. #enegave commands that we would not obey, causing
us to need His grace and His favor. Because Herisather, and out of gratitude, we should warttdo
what He tells us to do. He has told us how to Iseeit is not good enough to claim a sincere heart
toward God if we neglect what He is specificallgtmicting us. David appeared to be sincere. He was
rejoicing and dancing, and they were all havingoamderful time. Then this tragedy struck. | think th
point needed to be made that this is a holy GodemHie gives instruction, when He speaks, He ieto b
heard. He is to be obeyed. Do not think that itsdoa matter. Do not think, as long as my heanifist,

no big deal.

That does not mean that God is a legalist who bashderstanding for the exigencies of a certain
situation. One of the later kings of Israel wawtselebrate a certain feast, but it is out of tuuiida the
calendar. He wants it to get it reinstituted, setays to God and asks that they could do it owtrdér,
and God allows that. It is not like it is a legatighing. That king was not being presumptuouswsas
both sincere and not presumptuous. Whereas, ircdisis, | think the celebrants were sincere, buewer
being presumptuous in their behavior. They werer@ading, listening, and doing it the way God said.
It is important that we know God’s Word and thatlive by it. These are the hazards of success.gbhin
were going so well that they forgot to consult thoed and do it exactly right. In the book of Joslted
said, “Be strong and very courageous, do not Istlibok of the law depart from your mouth.” That is
where it is going to take the greatest couragerwioel are on top. Be careful that you do not think,
now | can play a little fast and loose with Godistructions. We need to hear them there as well.

Some have asked how much Scripture David would hadeat his disposal. What would he have been
able to read, and what would he have known? Therenany open questions and a great diversity of
opinion as to when certain books were finalized Sodpture was rated. | will betray my conservatism
by simply saying that when we speak of the Pentétes the books of Moses, | take that seriously. |
would see Moses as the primary individual respdaddy those books. | believe he is the primary
instrument by which we received the first five beai the Bible. That does not mean that he antiegpba
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and described in advance his death, for instanbiehws recorded at the end of the book of
Deuteronomy. That does not mean that everythirigase books is necessarily from the pen of Moses
or his scribe. But the bulk of those books is figloses, thus it would have been existent in the tilne
David. This is an opinion; it is not something thatin prove, but | also think that the former grefs
wrote these historical books that we are readitigink that the prophets were those who spoke God'’s
Word into their societies, saying, “thus saith tloed.” They were also those who commented on hystor
and recorded God'’s perspective on the events ofdhg or of days shortly elapsed. That became a
building tradition, which ultimately led to a finaéd version of the history of Israel as we hava it

what is now called the Deuteronomistic Historyettbr not get into the complexities of how rightby
view the Deuteronomistic History, but | would sagtt David would have had access to those
instructions. He would have had those under hisgehaho could have alerted him to that and looked i
up for him.

The Book of the Law was still available, though netessarily the Book of the Law that is discovered
in the days of Josiah, the book of Deuteronomgeéms that there are some unanswered questioms as t
when that Book of the Law may have gone missingranthined unconsulted in Israel’s history. We
also need to be very careful not to assume modandards of cross-referencing, direct allusion, and
footnoting. If ancient text does not explicitly ntiem another ancient text, it is easy for us taass

they did not know them. If they knew them, they Wdoliave mentioned them. They would have put it in
a footnote, or at least there would have beendingdist at the end of the book. That is the wagydo
academic work today. That is not the way they dithifact, often their intertextual allusions éae

more subtle and sophisticated than ours are wherg@mply cite the author, date, and book. Then you
can look it up in books in print. The fact that shng is not explicitly mentioned in ancient tebes

not mean that it was unknown. In the history ofcdatship, there have been various orderings of the
material that we have in the Bible and when it ninaste come into play by virtue of a lack of mention

of it. For instance, the classical writing prophés$siah, Jeremiah, and such, do not constantticé

Book of Moses. That led some early critics to asstimat since they do not cite the Book of the Law,
the Book of Moses must not be from Moses. It masehcome much later. They concluded that the
prophets came first and the Book of the Law cartez.ldhen wisdom came later than that, and they got
this relative order of the books. Since that tiln@yever, continuing study has begun to find rather
sophisticated allusions to legal material and gsumption of the legal material, even if it is dokctly
cited.

It may appear that the Lord’s anger burned agaiagah for improperly touching the ark, but not
against David for improperly carting it into Jerlesa. Who is to say that the Lord was not also upset
with David? We talked earlier about intrusion ethamd how sometimes God overtly intrudes into the
context of common grace with a visible expressibhaw He feels about sin. We could cross reference
Ananias and Sapphira in the book of Acts. God meyetbeen and probably was upset with David that
he had not overseen the proper carting of thel ai&.not think the point was just Uzzah, but Uzzah’

life was forfeited to make a point to the restsyfiel as to what kind of God they were dealing with
God is a good God and a gracious God, so Uzzahhanag been escorted into a far better place than
ancient Israel at that point. We need not fear$batehow he was done a gross injustice and thesit
unfair to him. The loss of our human life is notessarily the worst thing that could happen to us.

We are to read 2 Samuel 6:13 as implying that tkevas carried properly. “When those who were
carrying the ark of thedrD had taken six steps, he sacrificed a bull andtarfed calf.” Some have
interpreted that to mean they did that every ®pstwhich would have been a rather slow process. |
not impossible; they did have a lot of time. Thé&y ot watch as much television back then. Life was
slower. It is more likely, however, that they tagik steps, got into the journey, and then offered
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sacrifices. Maybe they were sacrifices of thanksgivan appeal for it to continue to go well. They
made six paces and then carried it on in. The lghrEissage in the book of Chronicles makes it even
clearer that the problem was they were cartingatkeand then they began to carry it.

In 2 Samuel 6:14 David is described as wearingenliephod and dancing before the Lord with all his
might. A linen ephod is typically a priestly garnheBamuel is described as wearing a linen ephochwhe
he was in the household of Eli, who was a priedgerestingly, David does combine as king some
priestly functions. He does not have a Leviticalegogy, but as king there was something special
about his relationship with God that seemed to dambome priestly functions. Here he was acting in
priestly capacity dancing before the ark and wegtliis linen garment. In a way, there is a typatayi
aspect to the way in which that looks toward Chugto would be King, Priest, and Prophet. David is
described in the New Testament as being a prophatway David does typify the coming Messiah, the
coming anointed One who would be a son of Davidy wbuld be Prophet, Priest, and King in a far
grander way than David ever was. The following kinlgd not so much serve in that capacity, but then
again, they did not typically display the qualityfaith that David did either. We will have furthieroks

at those if we ever get to the book of Kings aswave on to the second half of 2 Samuel 6.

Let me say one thing about this episode with MicHdlwere to entitle this, | might entitle thieation,
“The Price of Being a Fanatic.” David was regarbgdichal as a fanatic because of his exuberant
behavior. In fact, when he came back from dancefgre the ark, she rather sarcastically says in 2
Samuel 6:20, “How the king of Israel has distingeid himself today, disrobing in the sight of thevsl
girls of his servants as any vulgar fellow woulté was down to a priestly garment. In other wohds,
had divested himself of his royalty in order to tenhimself and to celebrate before God. You should
not think of David as, pardon the expression, shiés. He had not disrobed himself in an inappropria
way, | do not think. But Michal did not like thediathat his dignity had in some way been impaised,
she says, “how he has distinguished himself.” Thedwdistinguished” is the workiabad, which means
to be honored or to be weighty. We do not know WweeDavid’s response was a godly response or not.
It sort of depends on the inflection with which y@ad it. He says in verse 21, “It was before tbe,
who chose me rather than your father or anyone filsnmouse when he appointed me ruler over the
LoRrD's people Israel—I will celebrate before therpb. | will become even more undignified than this,
and | will be humiliated in my own eyes [in a pogtsense]. But by these slave girls you spoké of,
will be held in honor.” | will bekabad; he uses the same word as Michal used. David gaysare
right—I will be honored by them. It is interestitizat in 2 Samuel 6:20 we have an explicit epithet,
“Michal daughter of Saul.” We know she is the daeglof Saul; we have been told that over and over
again. Those who read biblical narratives have mieskethat often when an explicit epithet, or
description of the individual, is given even whea already know, it is often to make a point. | kin
here it is saying Michal, daughter of Saul, isragfust like her father. Michal is acting as hehé&

would have acted. She has the same sense of values.

It is hard to know what might have prompted Mictwaadopt this kind of attitude toward David. Maybe
it was her bitter experience of having been takemfDavid and given to Paltiel, who really lovedian
expressed his love for her, and then was taken bp&kavid. He possibly took her back for nothing
more than political reasons; we are not sure. Beatvgas taken back, and Paltiel went along behind he
weeping. We cannot push too far into that becauséeixt does not really give us enough evidendeto
able to draw conclusions along those lines. lreagstuff if you want to write an historical novel

think about that. We are dealing with real peopleal things like that did happen. It is hard towrfor
sure, as it is hard to know here whether Davidspoase to Michal was right or wrong. The narrator
ends by saying in 2 Samuel 6:23, “And Michal daeglf Saul had no children to the day of her d&ath.
The narrator leaves us uncertain whether thigusigment of God, who opens and closes the womb as
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He closed Hannah’'s womb and then opened it agasould be the judgment of David after his
comment that “by these slave girls you spoke wfijlibe held in honor.” He may have meant he would
have nothing further to do with her. We do not knéivis hard to assess David’'s behavior here. We do
know that he was acting joyfully before the Lorde should not have been criticized for being humbled
and humiliated. That is the right attitude to haWhether he responded to his wife in the right wesy,
are not sure.
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