Old Testament History Lecture 25, page 1

David’s Sin and Consequences

When last we met we were into the second portiah &muel. If you recall, we began the outline
entitled 2 Samuel 11-24, “David’s Sin and Its Canpgnces,” and that is where we want to pick up. We
already talked about sin and reconciliation. Thatie talked about 2 Samuel 11 and 12. Chapter 11
recounts David’s sin with Bathsheba against heb&nd, Uriah. His sin was really against both ofithe
We also saw the Lord’s justice and mercy in chap®eas Nathan confronted David with his sin.

We come now to a section entitled “Sin and IncongpReconciliation.” | want to begin by asking a
guestion. Sometimes as we get older and olderingleofurselves saying, “What is wrong with kids
these days?” That might be a title to 2 Samuel8.3Fhis whole section deals with the family life of
David and his children. What is wrong with kidssbelays? Perhaps part of the answer might be ¢ giv
these chapters another title, which is “The SinthefFathers Visited on the Children.” Last time we
mentioned that terrible scene in chapter 13, the od Tamar by her half-brother, Amnon. After that,

we noticed David’s reaction. How did David reacRisamuel 13:21? “When King David heard all this,
he was furious.” When King David heard what Amneauwl llone to Tamar, he was furious but
apparently did nothing. Absalom gave Amnon a silgnce, as described in 2 Samuel 13:22,
“Absalom never said a word to Amnon, either goothai; he hated Amnon because he had disgraced
his sister Tamar. Two years later when Absaloméepkhearers were at Baal Hazor near the border of
Ephraim, he invited all the king’s sons to comeagfielncluded in this was an invitation for Amndhn.

was on this occasion that Absalom found it possiblestify or defend the honor of his sister blikg
Amnon. This was not the right thing for Absalondim but you can see how he was in part driven to it
by David’s inaction. David was furious at Amnonishation of Tamar, and that is understandable. But
it is not understandable that he took no action.

As we move on to 2 Samuel 14, we will discover tha inaction on David’s part begins to compound
the problem that began with his sin. | have emtitdbapter 14, “Doing Wrong by Halfway Resolving.”
Doing wrong by resolving a conflict only halfwaynst a complete resolution. Absalom returned to
Jerusalem after a period of time in exile, but Iz wot restored to David. In 2 Samuel 14:23 and4
read this, “Then Joab when to Geshur and brougkalin back to Jerusalem. But the king said, ‘He
must go to his own house; he must not see my f&eAbsalom went to his own house and did not see
the face of the king.” After a while this becomather unbearable for Absalom, so he demanded to see
the king. In verse 32, “Absalom said to Joab, ‘Lolokent word to you and said, “Come here so | can
send you to the king to ask, ‘Why have | come fi@ashur? It would be better for me if | were still
there!”” Now then, | want to see the king’s facedaf | am guilty of anything, let him put me to

death.” We do not know whether Absalom intendad #incerely as though he really felt he was guilty
of nothing. It may have been that he felt that ti¢l@d defend himself to David or charge him with
wrongdoing. Absalom could tell David, the king dnid father, that he should have done what Absalom
ultimately had to do. Because David did not dé\isalom had to take the law in his own hands. We do
not know what he actually would have said if tharevthe case.

Joab does engineer a meeting with the king, inev@8s “Joab went to the king and told him this. The
the king summoned Absalom, and he came in and bdwea with his face to the ground before the
king. And the king kissed Absalom.” Sometimes waein Scripture something from what is not said
as well as from what is said. What do you find lagkhere if, indeed, something is lacking? What
would you expect to have taken place? Obviouslgpaits are abbreviated in the Scriptures, but wghat
missing here?
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We are looking for some kind of repentance or faggess on the part of either David or Absalom or
preferably both. Both had, in fact, been wrongwsaare looking for some reconciliation. We would
expect them to have a heart-to-heart talk, comorgntunderstanding and a mutual forgiveness of one
another. We do not hear any of that. Arguments fsdemce are notoriously weak arguments. They are
dangerous arguments, at least, and I think in tefmghat begins to happen after this. | think wa ca
assume that David simply kissed Absalom and readlynot want to talk about it. Absalom did not have
a chance to really go through it and to work it wertbally. You want to see my face, you want to eom
back, you want to be able to be in the palace, f@vid gives him a kiss and with that sweeps the
whole thing under the rug. But things that we sweeger the rug make a little lump and eventually ca
become very uncomfortable. It is always dangerowksthat is, in fact, what happens in this particula
instance.

In the next section we get to 2 Samuel 15-18, whedls with Absalom’s rebellion and death. In
Absalom’s conspiracy toward David we see David aga of God in trouble. Notice what the issue is.
Something is bothering Absalom very much, so hegdsrit to the people. In 2 Samuel 15:2-6, Absalom
basically accuses the king of not taking care afifess in terms of justice. Notice that justicthis

issue that he brings to the people. In verse 2dddrget up early and stand by the side of the road
leading to the city. People would come with a caaipilto be placed before the king for judgment.
Some of your translations may say “for judgment*for justice.” Mishpat is the word from which we
get it; it is a noun derived from the word meaniogudge. Absalom would call out to him, “What town
are you from?” and he would answer, “Your servaritom one of the tribes of Israel.” The servants
were not being evasive here. This is a very intergsnstance of the way in which historical acctsun
are told. Each of the different individuals addessby Absalom would have said the particular town
they were from. One would have said, “I am from Nap,” another would have said, “I am from
Zebulum,” another one would have said, “I am froomé&bon,” perhaps. Instead, the narrator simply says
that they would answer, "I am from such and sutiiba.” Some of your translations may even say, that
“l am from such and such a tribe.” We mess ourselyea little bit by putting all that in direct gation
marks in our English Bibles. It was not exactly fane kind of direct quotation in the Hebrew Bible.
They would answer, | am from this or that tribed @imen Absalom would respond in verse 3, “Look,
your claims are valid and proper, but there isepresentative of the king to hear you.” In otherdgo
you are coming to a king under whose authorityigess not done. “And Absalom would add, ‘If only |
were appointed judge in the land! Then everyone d®a complaint or case could come to me and |
would see that he gets justice.” He is basicadlyisg, “Remember what | did to Amnon; justice does
not elude my grasp.” | think that David’s failuerespond to Amnon contributed to the offenses of
Absalom for which Absalom also is responsible. Atassathen launches a rebellion in this way. Many
come out to follow Absalom. David is forced to fiieem Jerusalem. Even Ahithophel, who had been
one of David’s advisors, joins Absalom’s conspirtacy

Why would Ahithophel possibly have sided with Almsalrather than staying with David? The text does
not tell us directly, but we get some informatiarthe text. Look at 2 Samuel 11:3 and 23:34. In 2
Samuel 11:3 it says, “David sent someone to fincabout her [Bathsheba]. The man said, “Is not this
Bathsheba, the daughter of Eliam and the wife @ditrthe Hittite?” So we know that Bathsheba was
the daughter of Eliam. Now look at 2 Samuel 23tB# is in the account of David’s mighty men and
among the thirty, “Eliphelet son of Ahasbai the Nlaathite, Eliam son of Ahithophel the Gilonite.” We
do not know for sure, but probably this is the sah&hophel, which would make Ahithophel
Bathsheba’'s grandfather. What David did to Bathaleeid to Uriah, having Uriah killed and disrupting
the family, might have seemed, indeed, an injugbcghithophel. It may have prompted him to side
with Absalom. Since Absalom is worried about justidhitophel joins in the rebellion.
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As David is forced to flee for his life from Jerlesa, a number of things happen. He is cursed in 2
Samuel 16 by Shimei. David is now a man of Godonlle. Notice how he responds. Look at 2 Samuel
16:10. Shimei is cursing David and throwing stoaed dust at him as he is coming out of the city.
David’s men want to kill him. In verse 9 it say&Wishai son of Zeruiah [brother of Joab] said te th
king, ‘Why should this dead dog curse my lord thggR Let me go over and cut off his head.’ But the
king said, ‘What do you and | have in common, yonssof Zeruiah? If he is cursing because tber
said to him, “Curse David,” who can ask, “Why daiyao this?” David then said to Abishai and all his
officials, ‘My son, who is of my own flesh, is tng to take my life. How much more then, this
Benjamite! Leave him alone; let him curse, for tlaRD has told him to. It may be that thekb will

see my distress and repay me with good for theragitsam receiving today.” David understands, in a
sense, that though the specific charge that Shsy®inging against him is incorrect, David has €lon
wrong. Thus, he receives the curse. He trusts @ddenply makes a theological issue out of it. Rath
than saying, | have got to defend myself, go overldll him, he says it may be that the Lord welkes

his distress. In verse 11 he says, “Leave him al@bhéim curse, for the@rD has told him to.” Later he
ultimately counsels Solomon to kill him. That islirKings 2, which we will reserve for then. He also
counsels Solomon to kill Joab, a difficult indivadun David’s estimation.

Look at 2 Samuel 15:25 as another example of howdDasponds to difficulty. Zadok came out from
Jerusalem carrying the Ark of the Covenant. Theéyleen the ark of God and Abiathar offered
sacrifices until all the people had finished leavihe city. Verse 25 says, “Then the King said &olak,
‘Take the ark of God back into the city.”” Zadokdhaied to rescue it and bring it so that David Wou
have the benefit of the ark and the visible reprd®n of the presence of God with him. But David
says to Zadok, “Take the ark of God back into titye & | find favor in the LORD's eyes, he will bring
me back and let me see it in his dwelling placaradaut if he says, ‘| am not pleased with you gtthl

am ready; let him do to me whatever seems goodnd kthat should remind you of Eli in 1 Samuel 3.
Remember Eli said, “He is theokD; let him do what is good in his eyes.” At that émve talked about
the fact that this is a pattern for how an indiabshould respond to the judgments of God. We shoul
respond like this when God says you are disqudliiiem this particular role, from this particular
ministry—you need to step aside. The right respange say, “It is the Lord, let Him do what is Inigin
His own eyes.” Or as David says here, “Let himaoe whatever seems good to him.” It is His
prerogative. God is sovereign. We are all sinfué 8¢ not deserve anything from His Hand. If God
says, “Step aside,” then our right response igyp ‘Right Lord, | will step aside and let You relolu

my world in whatever way You may deem appropribtg,if | am disqualified in some way, | accept
that from Your hands.” We do not always see thatunworld around us. Often we see people trying to
reestablish themselves, get back, re-attain thigiisiny in Christian circles. We need to be awdre o
that. This is also very important for the interptain of the books of Samuel because we need to see
how Eli responded and even more so how David redgubm order to rightly assess how Saul
responded. We talked a lot about Saul’'s unwillirsgni® let go. He continued to hang on to what veas n
longer his. He was defensive of himself, and thain indication that Saul’s heart was not reallguime
with God’s. David’s heart was in tune with God. $lened grievously, but he cast himself on the Lord.
He is a man of God in trouble, but he cast himselthe Lord.

As we move on to 2 Samuel 18, contrast David’'saasp with Absalom, who dies. By the way, let that
be a warning to you. Absalom took great pride smHair. This is not a good idea, speaking as ore wh
knows. His hair was his downfall. Absalom’s headwatangled in a tree and he was left dangling
helpless. When he would get a haircut, he was @oadpof his hair that he would even weigh it up each
year. It was ultimately his downfall. While he waenging there helpless, Joab killed him. Notice,
however, what he left behind. If David was a ma&ofl in trouble, | would say that Absalom was a
man without God. It is interesting to see what amahout God leaves behind. Look at 2 Samuel

© Summer 2006, V. Philips Long & Covenant Theological Seminary



Old Testament History Lecture 25, page 4

18:16-18, “Then Joab sounded the trumpet, andtlops stopped pursuing Israel, for Joab halted them
They took Absalom, threw him into a big pit in tleeest and piled up a large heap of rocks over’him.
We saw in the book of Joshua a number of heapsc&trthat almost stood as memorials for significant
events in the history of Israel. This may be anoltwge heap of rocks, but it does not say, “ansl it

there to this day.” They piled a large heap of sooker him. This is not the only rock that
commemorates Absalom, however. Verse 17 contirfive=sanwhile, all the Israelites fled to their
homes. During his lifetime Absalom had taken aapiind erected it in the King’s Valley as a
monument to himself, for he thought, ‘I have no smrarry on the memory of my name.” He named the
pillar after himself, and it is called Absalom’s Mament to this day,” that is, to the time at whilsts
account is being written. A man without God sedlsest to leave behind monuments to himself. This
too recalls something that Saul had done in 1 Shiiuerhen Samuel was going out to try and find
Saul. He was told Saul had gone down to Gilgallzamtierected a monument there, a monument to
himself. We see there is a great contrast betwsesetwho are really seeking to follow and subnatrth
wills to God and those who are simply working the@y through life trying to leave some mark behind.
Let God leave the mark; let it be God’s mark. Do eér@ct monuments to yourself. That is a brief
description of Absalom’s rebellion and death.

When we come to 2 Samuel 19 and 20 we have tharaéisih of David’s reign. He is restored as king
after the death of Absalom, though he laments Almsal death almost to the point that he loses his
men. Finally, Joab has to pull him up and basicsdly, “Look, David, if you keep lamenting the death
of Absalom, who was out to kill you, what is thatrg to say to those men who risked their lives to
defend you?” He convinces David that he had békérimself up and take charge again and not be so
distraught forever. David does so, and his reigessored.

As far as the monument Absalom erected sayingavemo son to carry on the memory of my name,”
two theories have been propounded. Either Absaladnchildren, which were in some way lost or, as
seems more likely, he erected this monument poiting birth of those children, which then followed.
That kind of thing would not have gone unnoticedhryse who were the historiographers of Israel. Had
they seen it as an out and out contradiction, theyld have been troubled as well by it and probably
done something about it.

Absalom’s children were mentioned, though the djwechildren were not named. Possibly, that would
indicate that they died at a rather young age huosg hever made themselves much of a mark. Thus thei
names are not recorded.

Some have asked about 2 Samuel 15 if it was cdtiatrDavid was, in general, not dolling out justic
to the people. Was it Absalom’s problem that miggate been improved if Absalom had been given
some responsibility? Did he need to be assuredhkat was going to be a place for him in the
kingdom? It is possible. | think that this was Alosa's problem more so than David’s. In 2 Samuel
8:15, before all this happened in David’s life, inve a summary of David’s reign to that pointays
“David reigned over all Israel, doing what was jastl right for all his people.” David was a gooddi
who reigned justly and rightly, at least at thaipgt WWe can assume that he had the interest pethae
at heart. It does, however, seem that in his fahslphere there was a sense of guilt that he agedito
carry. Even though God had forgiven him for his i@ saw his child doing something not unlike ritgl a
he was unwilling to do what he should have doneshktrild have responded not only as father, but
particularly as king. Thus the issue of justicedree an issue with Absalom. | do not think we would
want to broaden it and say that David was an uiijunsf, far and wide, but it certainly was a sorépo
with Absalom. He used it to launch his rebellion.
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It might be of interest to think over this wholesgen leading up to the restoration of David’s ldiogn.

It tells us something about the debilitating ef$eat sin. We talk a lot about being under God’'sgra

and indeed we are, if we are believers and thogetmist Him. We are His children by adoption. We
did not earn it. We do not preserve it by our gbetlavior. We are His unconditionally by His
unconditional love. Does that mean that sin hasamsequences or that there are not debilitatiregesff
to sin? I think not. Our sins still wreak havoooar lives. It is not that sin is inconsequentidiefe is no
merit in good works because even if we have domaoty, we are only servants to God. We can never
merit God’s grace. However, as those who are recipiof God’s grace and recipients of His worth, we
need to realize that He has given us commandsnatidictions for our good. So there are debilitating
effects when we sin. We see this in David’s liféhahis sons. We talked about Amnon. David was
furious but did not intervene. David’s inability teconcile fully with Absalom allowed Absalom to
launch a rebellion.

We will discover perhaps the most striking thingaifwhen we come to 1 Kings 1. At the beginning of
that book, we have another son of David by the nafwelonijah, who launches a bid for the throne. It
is not a rebellion because David is old and hédauato die. Adonijah thinks this may be his moment
So he gets his chariots and horses ready with $0tanaun ahead of him, reminiscent of what Absalom
had done. In 1 Kings 1:6 the narrator, in an unusaa, breaks frame and tells us something
parenthetically. There are no parentheses in Hellvaetwou can tell it is a parenthetical commeat th
the narrator is making. He says directly, “His &thad never interfered with him by asking, ‘Why do
you behave as you do?’ He was also very handsothe/as born next after Absalom.” It is an ominous
association to be compared with Absalom and céledisome, which Absalom also was. Notice that it
says his father never interfered with Adonijah bigiag why he acted as he did. What was the problem
there? Again, | think David must have felt thathtael lost his moral high ground and thus could not
guestion Adonijah. Either that or it was simply @aakness on his part that he was an absentee &attier
did not pay much attention to his children. Be tsit may, it was a failure on his part to noetaskme
interest in his child and not offer some corrediuethe lives of his children. The lesson to usasto

look at our weakness and frailties and decidewlatannot be God’s instrument of change and
correction in the lives of our children. Two wrordys not make a right. Because something has been a
weakness for me is no reason that | should propabat weakness in my child. We need to ask God to
make us adequate. We should not be overly strioverly permissive. We need to find the right batan
that will discipline a child in love, the way Godsdiplines us. He does not hammer us, but He does t
an active concern in what we are doing and wherareeDavid, | think, had a problem partially
stemming from his own past. He seemed to havekadfability to admit he did wrong, but not allow
that to make him continue to do wrong in the lieésis children.

David’'s house stood under a curse. Nathan hadisaisihword will never depart from his house. What
David did in secret, his son would do in broad dgyl That is what Absalom did. This aspect must
have weighed heavily upon David too. Still, eveeréh David should have done what was right in each
circumstance. David was not only weak with his séws as he himself admits, | think he was weak in
dealing with Joab. In 2 Samuel 18:14, Joab wasresple for the murder of Absalom in direct
contradiction to what David had instructed him to doab was also responsible for the murder of
Amasa, in 2 Samuel 20:8-10. But David leaves itolomon to deal with these individuals. If they
needed to be dealt with, David should have doria B.Samuel 3:39, David makes that well-known
statement, “And today, though | am anointed kingml weak, and these sons of Zeruiah are too strong
for me.” He admits there to being weak, or perhagsly gentle, and the sons of Zeruiah were toshar
or too strong for him. There were some debilitafigcts of sin, even in the life of David.
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Now we come to the epilogue. In the epilogue, witchprises 2 Samuel 21-24, we have one of the
more curious sections in the book. People have er@udwhat is going on here because these particular
episodes do not seem to be chronologically arrgngedhere seems to be some kind of conscious
arrangement that is going on. Here is one way iithvthis section has been analyzed. We have talked
before about how in the biblical narratives theeewahat we call chiastic structures or inversecstnes

like ABC/CBA. That is what we have here. | will ptithis way: A, B, C, C prime, B prime, A prime.
That is the basic structure that we are goingrtd.frhe first episode is a famine story, whichis t

result of the sin of a king, the king in that imgta being Saul. We have a famine story in 2 Sa2iét

14. Paralleling that, at the very end of the bo@ekhave a plague story, also resulting from theokin

king, but the king in this instance was not Saut, David. We have that in 2 Samuel 24:1-25. Ughin t

B element, we have a short list of David’'s mightgmor David’s warriors in 2 Samuel 21:15-22.
Paralleling that down below, we have a long lisbavid’s men found in 2 Samuel 23:8-39. Remember
when we talked about these structures, we havessighat, like a picture frame, these structures
accentuate what is in the middle. Parts A arertheé, parts B are the mat, parts C are what is of
primary importance, that which you most want toklad. Here we have two poetic compositions. We
have, first of all, a long poetic composition byMhand then we have a short poem. The long poem is
in 2 Samuel 22:2-51 and the short poem is 2 Sagfi&l7. The epilogue is in a chiastic arrangemiént;
has some internal logic to it. We want to focugtmmiddle. First of all, the long poem stresses a
central theme which is that the Lord has been Dawdédliverer. Notice how it begins in 2 Samuel 22:1
“The LorD is my rock, my fortress, and my deliverer; / Myd3e my rock, in whom | take refuge, / My
shield and the horn of my salvation.” Where haveheard some of those images before? They are in
Hannah’s song in 1 Samuel 2: rock, horn, salvatiefiyerance. Those are the kinds of themes, images
and terms that were introduced in that early posimposition. In a nice fashion, framing the books

1 and 2 Samuel, you have Hannah'’s song strikingethioeemes and then David bringing those themes up
again at the end of the book. He stresses theavatlagain. The long poem, what is sometimes called
“David’s Song of Praise,” praises God as his deéve

The second poem stresses the fact that God hasanaglerlasting covenant with David. Look at 2
Samuel 23:5, which says,

Is not my house right with God?

Has he not made with me an everlasting covenant,
arranged and secured in every part?

Will he not bring to fruition my salvation
and grant me my every desire?

These are two things that set David apart from 8adlfrom others who would be destined to fail as
kings. It is not that David was less a sinner tBanl. Perhaps that is the emphasis of the frame.

The first problem, the famine, was brought on byiaspecified sin of Saul. We do not know exactly
what he had done to the Gibeonites. The Gibeonigzs those villagers whom Joshua had spared
because he did not pray about it. They are sbtllad in the days of Saul, and perhaps Saul didikeot
them still being around. In some way he did sonmgthwvrong toward them. In punishment of what he
did, a famine came upon the land. So Saul wasresibut David was too. The plague was brought
about as a result of David’s taking a census. iBwsvery mysterious thing; why did David take a
census? What was the point? There are variousi¢isedtrmay have been that David was thinking they
were now at the full extent of those boundaries @ad had promised them. They occupied the
Promised Land, but perhaps he wondered how strisngihtary force was. Maybe he wanted to count
up his soldiers, thinking he could go a bit betkée.could capture some further territories. It rhaye
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been that kind of prideful ambition that God felsvnappropriate. Instead of saying, as we hae in
Samuel 24:1, that “the anger of theAD burned against Israel, and he incited David ag#nmesn,” the
book of Chronicles actually says, “The accuser,sdeanda,” Satan actually incited David. This ig/ver
interesting. A theological discussion could emeaygehe basis of primary and secondary causation.
Satan is under God’s ultimate sovereignty and Ig being able to do what he does with God’s
permission.

The point of this structure is both Saul and Davéte sinners. The condition of the relationship
between God and David made the difference. Davigl@@d’s elect king in a special sense. He had a
real relationship with God. He was God’s choicaulS@s the people’s choice. He really did not have
relationship with God. It was not the quality oéihsin and the resulting symptoms. There is a vast
difference between a diseased and dead heart IraBaa healthy heart in David. David still did wgp
things sometimes. This central section stresseés3bd is the one who has delivered David and He has
made an everlasting covenant with him. Those apeviery important insights to be gleaned from the
books of Samuel, and particularly 2 Samuel. Thitdishes then the Davidic throne, which will then
continue to be brought to the fore as we get inéoltooks of Kings. It will keep harking back to the
promises God made to David.

The question has been asked about David’s polygardythe fact that the text remains silent about tha
Remember what Nathan said to David in 2 Samuel it2hss judgment upon David. He went and took
the one wife of Uriah, that one who is represemtethe one lamb of the poor man, even though the ri
man had all these sheep. The image is supposedabdut all these wives. In verse 7-9, Nathan speak
for the Lord, saying, “This is what theokD, the God of Israel, says, ‘| anointed you kingrolseael,

and | delivered you from the hand of Saul. | gagarymaster’s house to you, and your master’s wives
into your arms. | gave you the house of Israel &umhh. And if all this had been too little, | wolldve
given you even more. Why did you despise the wétti®LORD by doing what is evil in his eyes?”” It

is a very, very difficult question, particularlydsuse we feel so strongly about monogamy.

It is clear from the creation account that Goddesttongly about it. The question is how could gos
on without God making that the main issue, or ast@ secondary issue, in His dealing with His
people? | do not have an answer to that otherttiene is such a thing as God’s progressive unfgldin
of His will to His people. There is also the siioatof what was common practice all around Israbht
is not a satisfying answer because God does nergiynaccommodate Himself to wrong behavior of
other people. But we do know that He has unfoldewill to us gradually. As Jesus answered
guestions about divorce, He said, “Because of #rdriess of your heart, he allowed that then. Burhfr
the beginning, it was not so.” That is not what Gahted. God allowed the Mosaic regulation about
giving a certificate of divorce, and even gaveguration for it: “because of the hardness of yoearh.”
Knowing that He needed to move you along and diseyou gradually, He dealt with an issue at a
time. | am not satisfied with the answer, partidylabut that is about the best | can do. Fortulyatéod
does not reveal to me the full plethora of my silh&t once. He deals with me one at a time. Iklie
deals with all of us this way. He will point outething. If He were to show us all the areas inclvtwe
are still in sin, it might be overwhelming to usné really saw ourselves as He sees us.

If we put that on a societal level, God is sayiotygamy is not ideal. It is not the plan from the
beginning. However, we will regulate it and makastjust as we can and gradually work toward furthe
clarity. At this early stage there are other issBed needed to deal with first. We may wish thathdd
dealt with that one earlier. My wife and | weredganda two summers ago, and polygamy is still
widely practiced there. Christian leaders thereroffiscuss what to do about it. | think that mdshem
realize that once you are in that situation, & sase-by-case basis as to what is the best suolUinere
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IS not an easy, clear answer. If they told everyareepolygamist situation they must immediately
disband, that could lead to even greater abuseshiisband might say, “I have been wishing to gkt ri
of these three wives and keep the one | like.” Tifnery have to go fend for themselves. Instead the
Christian leaders need to think, “You are in thigagion, so what is the right thing to do herePeT

only advice we could give was to take those situnsticase by case, but teach your children what God
has said. Teach your children to do otherwise leefoey get into those situations so that they can
establish more godly patterns on the basis of &eap

It has been asked what Saul meant in 1 Samuel -1 1then he said, “Withdraw your hand.” This is a
specific question relating to the procedure thereerse 18 when Saul says to Ahijah, “Bring thke a

of God.’(At that time it was with the Israeliteshere is some question as to whether we are reading
that right. It is unclear whether he is actuallikitay about the ark or the ephod. The word for "aakd

the word for “ephod” look very similar in Hebrew.ylou look in 1 Samuel 14:3, Ahijah is mentioned as
wearing or bearing an ephod. It seems probableathat Saul has done is to say to Ahijah, “Bring the
ephod because Saul wants to inquire as to whats&ad'is for the battle, which is already underway
Saul wants to know what his involvement shouldBerause the battle keeps heating up, Saul does not
want to miss all the action. He says, “Withdraw iyband.” The high priestly ephod would have been a
breastplate. In the ephod would have been the nramd thumin, the lots that would be cast to
determine the will of God. Apparently the priestijah had brought the ephod as Saul asked. He stuck
his hand in there to get the lots and Saul bagisalys, “Forget it, withdraw your hand. Let us get

with it. We do not have time to talk to God abdust We are going to miss the whole thing.” It fits

this interesting pattern of Saul having waited sedays at Gilgal, but not quite waiting for Samuré.
waits maybe a few minutes, but cannot ultimatelyt teehear what God has to say. Later in 1 Samuel
14 the priest will have to remind him to consultd3mfore he goes ahead. He even forgets to do that.
That adds to the irony when we come to 1 Samue$a8l was trying to find the instructions from God
because he did not know what to do. Time after timneehad refused to wait to hear what God would
have him do. It is a sad irony, but true to life.

Let us talk about 2 Samuel 21 when the Gibeoni@wsw be avenged of the wrong that Saul had done
to them. In verse 4 they say, “We have no righdliéonand silver or gold from Saul or his family, wlor
we had the right to put anyone in Israel to deathat do you want me to do for you?’ David asked.
They answered the king, ‘As for the man who destdoys and plotted against us so that we have been
decimated and have no place anywhere in Israedeletn of his male descendants be given to us and
exposed before thedrD at Gibeah of Saul—thedrD's chosen one.’ So the king said, ‘I will give them
to you.” And he does. Is there a contradictionré®eThey say, “We have no right to ask for thedife
anyone in Israel,” and then they ask for Saul’ssstiie need to understand that they are saying,dove
not have the right to put anyone in Israel to dédthother words, they are saying they do not have
general grievance against Israel and thus theg@rpist going to go out and generally avenge
themselves against the Israelites. Or they maydre tikely saying, “We do not have jurisdiction &gr
we are essentially powerless. We do not have thepof the sword, so we cannot put anyone to death.
That is why we are coming to you.” That is probatbly way to understand it. David asks what they
need and want. They ask for the lives of Saul’sson
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