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WEEK 34, DAY 1           I SAMUEL 13 and 14 

 

Good morning.  This is Pastor Soper and welcome to Week 34 of Know the Word.  Today you read 

chapters 13 and 14 of I Samuel. 

 

Right at the very beginning of I Samuel 13 we are confronted with a textual problem that you need 

to know about, only because if you start comparing translations you will be in danger of getting a 

little confused.  The numbers of I Samuel 13 are in a state of disarray because apparently very early 

on in the transmission process the scroll containing the text of I Samuel suffered some damage.  

(This is another example of what, in our discussion of Mark 16, we called "primitive error".)  Let 

me read you verse 1 and verse 5 from the King James Version, which relies solely upon the 

Masoretic Text of the Old Testament, and then the same verses from the New International 

Version.  The KJV reads this way, "Saul reigned one year and when he had reigned two years over 

Israel Saul chose him 3,000 men."  Verse 5 reads, "The Philistines gathered themselves together to 

fight Israel with 30,000 chariots."  Now listen to the NIV.  "Saul was 30 years old when he became 

king and he reigned over Israel 42 years" and verse 5, "the Philistines assembled to fight Israel with 

3,000 chariots."  That is a pretty glaring difference.  Let me try to tell you what has happened here. 

 

The actual Hebrew reading in the surviving Masoretic Text, if translated quite literally, is this.  

"Saul was a year old when he began to reign and he reigned two years over Israel."  That is what it 

says.  The Masoretic text, by the way, is the result of the work of a committee of Hebrew scholars 

who gathered together all existing Old Testament texts about the year 100 A.D.  They were 

concerned about the existence of discrepancies in the Old Testament text and set about the task of 

deciding which of the variations in each instance reflected the original wording.  When they 

finished their work, the Masorite scholars moved to insure the perpetuation of the pure and 

corrected text by destroying all of the variant copies.  When you study the text of I Samuel 13, it is 

quite apparent that in two places in verse one there is a missing word.  Either the Masorites could 

not determine what had originally been written at this point, or sometime shortly after their work 

was done, a manuscript was damaged and the actual word was lost.  The translators of the KJV did 

some creative translating in order to make sense out of the existing Hebrew words.  But where then 

did the NIV get the numbers 30 and 42?  The answer to that question is from the Septuagint.  In the 

third and second centuries BC, a few hundred years before the Masorites did their work and 

destroyed the variant copies, a group of 70 scholars concerned to put the word of God into the 

hands of the Jews of the Diaspora, who, in increasing numbers could no longer read the Hebrew 

language, produced a Greek translation of the Old Testament called the Septuagint.  Since the 

standardization of the Masoretic Text had not yet occurred, they had access to all the extant 

manuscripts.  It is from a version of the Septuagint that the NIV readings are drawn.  The difference 

between 30,000 chariots in the King James Version, and 3,000 chariots, which seems much more 

reasonable in light of what we know of both the Philistine and Israelite situations, is also the 

difference between the KJV following the Masoretic Text and the NIV following the Septuagint. 

 

I must apologize for boring you with all of this detail over a couple of numbers that you probably 

didn't even notice as you read them, but I did want you to at least know about the problem.  By the 
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way, the Books of Samuel are the most susceptible to this kind of problem of any part of the Old 

Testament.  (If I have pricked your interest in discovering more about the work of the Masorites or 

the Septuagint, you can dig a little more deeply into this subject on your own.) 

 

Did it surprise you to see how weak the nation of Israel had grown?  The gains made in the victory 

of Samuel over the Ammonites in the east had apparently been quickly lost to the Philistines who 

invaded from the west, and once again, the Israelites found themselves helpless and at the mercy of 

their enemies. 

 

There is a mighty contrast in the chapters that we read today between Saul, who, though he pays lip 

service to the God of Israel, in fact demonstrates little in the way of real faith, and his son Jonathan, 

who has obviously "caught" the spirit of the old prophet Samuel and who is ready to attempt great 

things for God. 

 

Saul protests his allegiance to God.  He carries out sacrifices, (albeit presumptuously) and imposes 

spiritual "duties" on the people of Israel. But for all of the form, there is no power, and for all of the 

protestations, there is no faith, and only partial obedience.  Saul's failure to wait for Samuel may not 

seem to us as a failure of such magnitude that he should lose his kingdom over it.  Nevertheless, 

both Samuel and the Lord considered it to be a most grievous offense, first of all, because Saul 

violated one of the fundamental principles of this newly established theocratic monarchy, which 

was that the king would never act independently of the law and the prophets.  Saul was not a priest 

or a prophet.  He had no right, even if he was king, to usurp those offices.  

 

Second, this was a great offense because it showed how shallow Saul's faith in God really was.  He 

offered the sacrifice because, in the face of the Philistines’ army, men were starting to defect from 

his own.  ‘If I wait much longer,’ he reasoned, ‘they will all run away.’  What that showed is, that 

though he said he was trusting God, Saul really trusted the strength of his army.  He apparently 

didn't remember the victories of Gideon, Samson and the other judges.  His son Jonathan, by 

contrast, demonstrates real understanding and faith.  As he scales the cliff, he says to his servant, 

"Nothing can hinder the Lord from saving whether by many or by few." 

 

The third thing that made Saul's sin so grievous (and so modern) is the attitude that it betrayed: 

‘Incomplete obedience and lack of faith are not important if I just perform the right rituals and pay 

lip service to God.’  That seems to be about where King Saul was in his thinking.  And that is 

precisely where thousands upon thousands of professing Christians are today.  ‘I'm not willing to 

completely obey because it is both inconvenient and uncomfortable.  And I don't really want to 

completely trust in God.  I am, however willing to pay him lip service and go through the motions 

of a ritual.  Maybe that will be enough to secure His blessing.’  Saul's religion was very shallow, 

and though God gave Israel the victory, He did not bless King Saul. 

 

Saul's lack of discernment is evident again in our reading by the foolish vow he made regarding the 

ban on eating food on the day of battle.  The curse was wrong to begin with - it was capricious and 

arbitrary.  It was not made with any intention of giving glory to God.  In the very same breath as it is 



 

 
 
 3 

given, Saul said it would last "until I have avenged myself on my enemies."  There is no recognition 

whatever of God in that, and it may well be that in those words we have the clearest mirror 

available with which to look into the soul of Saul. Just like Jephthah before him, and Herod after, 

Saul is too proud to recognize that he has made a foolish vow and repent of it, but fortunately, 

unlike those other two fools, this one is prevented from being carried out by the rebellion of his 

soldiers, who will not allow him to execute the only one who actually demonstrated genuine faith in 

God that day. 

 

Our time is almost gone, but I want to notice with you quickly that even though God was not 

pleased with King Saul, Israel won the battle that day.  God chose to bless His people in spite of the 

sin of the leader.  Now we need to think about that a little bit.  Do you remember the story of Achan 

back in the Book of Joshua?  In that instance, the leader of Israel was as pure as the driven snow, 

one foot-soldier was in sin, and the whole nation was affected by his sin.  Here the foot-soldiers 

aren't the problem, it is the king - the leader - and God chooses to bless the nation, but He punishes 

the king.  Doesn't that bother you?  Is God being somehow inconsistent?  The answer, of course, is 

that God is being sovereign - choosing in once instance to publicly deal with sin to ensure that the 

lesson of holiness and obedience was deeply driven into the consciousness of the whole nation.  In 

the later instance, God chooses to deal with the sin more privately.  (As far as we can tell from the 

account, Saul met Samuel alone, and he alone heard the terrible judgment that the kingdom would 

not be passed to his sons but to another, whom the Lord had chosen.)  In both cases, however the 

disobedience was confronted and punished.  Here's the point.  God will not always deal with sin in 

the same fashion - but he always does deal with it.  To all the world that day, it may have looked 

like God didn't care about the fact that his servant didn't fully obey him or trust him.  But that 

appearance was not an accurate one. God knew Saul's heart and God dealt with Saul even if no one 

but Samuel had the opportunity to know about it! 

 

This is Pastor Soper.  You have a great day and I'll talk with you again tomorrow. 

 

 

WEEK 34, DAY 2          I SAMUEL 15 and 16 

 

Good morning.  This is Pastor Soper.  Today you read I Samuel 15 and I Samuel 16.  Today we are 

introduced to the last major character of the Book of I Samuel.  Thus far, we have come to know 

Hannah - a woman of great faith and devotion to God; Eli - a godly man who failed as a parent and 

discipler; Samuel - the last of the judges and one of the first of the prophets; Saul - the first king of 

Israel - a man from the tribe of Benjamin, he started well, but he didn't finish well.  We have also 

met Jonathan, the godly son of an ungodly father. 

 

I suppose that of all the things that we read together today, I would most like you to see and 

remember one basic principle capsulized in each of chapters 15 and 16.  From chapter 15 and 

Samuel's final, tragic encounter with a good-king-gone-bad, comes this priceless bit of biblical 

advice.  "To obey is better than sacrifice and to heed is better than the fat of rams."  Saul, like so 

many others both before and after him never quite managed to understand that God is never overly 
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impressed by the worship of people who do not first obey him.  The best worship is obedience to 

His commands, and without that obedience no ritual or act of public religiosity is of any real value.  

On another level, recognizing that the sacrifices Saul was bringing were intended as propitiation for 

the sins he had just committed, Samuel's words also point to the fact that God wants obedience, not 

the sacrifices brought to atone for the lack of it!!  Now do not misunderstand me here.  The blessed 

truth of I John 1:9 still stands: "If we confess our sins He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins 

and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness."  But it would be better far if, because we have fully 

obeyed Him, we did not find the need to confess those sins in the first place, and we dare not allow 

ourselves to presume upon the grace of God by adopting an ‘antinomian’ stance and saying it 

doesn't matter what I do.  I don't need to be careful about how I live because I can always ask for 

forgiveness and God is obligated to give it!  That is apparently where Saul had come to in his 

thinking and it is a terrible place to be.  "I know I didn't obey," Saul was saying, "but I'll just make a 

sacrifice and God will have to forgive me."  That is a dangerous way to think! 

 

Chapter 16 also contains a great principle for living a God-honoring life.  It is found in verse 7, in 

God's response to Samuel's expectation that David's older brother, Eliab, is the one that God will 

choose to be the next king of Israel.  Eliab is tall and handsome, athletic and strong, and God says, 

"The Lord does not look at the things man looks at.  Man looks at the outward appearance but the 

Lord looks at the heart."  (I'm going to ask those of you who are digging deeper this morning to 

memorize those two verses today.)  How often do we (to use a modern expression) ‘judge the book 

by its cover?’  God doesn't do that.  External appearances don't impress Him much.  It's what's 

inside that really counts, and God always knows what is on the inside of a man or woman. 

 

In spite of the fact that Saul's relationship to the Lord steadily deteriorated throughout the years of 

his lengthy reign, it is important to see that God was still blessing Israel militarily.  Victories over 

the Ammonites and Philistines were followed by a major victory over the Amalekites.  This period 

of military and political ascendancy would continue during the reign of David and peak during that 

of Solomon.  All the promises made to Abraham were coming true in the early years of the 

monarchy.  Saul, I'm sure, took great comfort from those military victories.  In his heart, he must 

have reasoned that either God wasn't as displeased with him as Samuel the old prophet kept saying, 

or God wasn't as decisive a factor in the affairs of nations as he had been led to believe.  There are 

some hints in the text that suggest that Saul was believing the second of those two delusions.  When 

Samuel went to look for Saul after the victory over the Amalekites, he was told that Saul had gone 

up to Carmel.  (Remember Mt. Carmel - we will meet it again in conjunction with another king far 

more evil than Saul.)  "There on Carmel," they told Samuel, "Saul has set up a monument in his 

own honor."  I wonder if you noticed that when you read chapter 15.  It is an amazing sentence!  At 

the beginning of his reign King Saul was a genuinely humble man.  Before he was anointed, he said 

to Samuel, ‘Are you sure about this thing - I'm not important enough.’  At the public coronation he 

went and hid.  After his first military victory he proclaimed that, "The Lord has this day rescued 

Israel."  But now in chapter 15, he wins a battle and builds a monument to honor the mighty Saul!  

‘Look what I did’ - and he probably also deluded himself into thinking that because the nation was 

still experiencing these military victories, God was either on their side or irrelevant.  I am very sure 

that as a nation we stand today pretty much where Israel did in the days of Saul.  We have enjoyed 
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for many years the blessing of God on our land.  There was a time when we remembered to give 

Him the glory and when we tried to honor him.  Over the years we have drifted farther and farther 

away from him, but some of the blessing still remains, so we believe like Saul that either God still 

is on our side or maybe He is somewhat less influential than we at first believed.  Saul had a rude 

awakening coming, and as a nation, so do we! 

 

In addition to the sin of self-aggrandizement and pride, as evidenced by the erection of that 

monument at Carmel, Saul's true spiritual condition is evidenced in several ways throughout 

chapter 15.  Do you remember all the way back in Genesis 3 that we noted Adam and Eve engaging 

in what has become the classic response of sinners to our sin when it is exposed?  We hide and we 

hurl!  Saul is a good example.  When Samuel confronts him with the failure of fully obeying God 

by completely destroying the animals and goods of the Amalekites, Saul's first response is to hide.  

He does that by means of a very common defense mechanism that we are probably just as proficient 

at as Saul - he rationalizes.  ‘Oh,’ he says, ‘but I really did obey.  The stuff we saved we were going 

to use as a sacrifice to the Lord when we got home!’  Right!  The text tells us that after the battle 

they destroyed the weak and worthless booty, but they were "unwilling" to destroy the things of 

value.  There is no mention here of any desire to give it to God, and there was no plan in their hearts 

to do that either - that is, until Samuel showed up and confronted them with their sin.  A 

rationalization, by the way, is a ‘logical but untrue explanation, designed to deflect criticism or 

explain away an otherwise unacceptable action.’  Saul was confronted by God's prophet, so he lied. 

 Sometimes we do that too!  When defense mechanisms designed to hide our sinfulness fail (and by 

the way there are a half dozen or more very common defense mechanisms in each of our self-

protecting arsenals) then it is time to blame someone else.  If you can't hide from exposure - then 

hurl.  That's what Adam did, and so does Saul.  When the ‘we meant to sacrifice the stuff’ excuse 

fails, then Saul says, ‘It was all the people's fault.’  ‘I violated the Lord's command and your 

instructions because I was afraid of the people.  I gave in to them because I thought that if I refused 

to let them take it they would get ugly!’ 

 

Even after Samuel delivers God's rejection of Saul, there is evidence of how unspiritual and 

undiscerning the man is.  On a previous occasion Samuel had said, ‘You will be allowed to 

continue as king, but your sons will not inherit your throne.’  Now he says, ‘God's presence and 

blessing on even your reign has ended as of now.  God is going to choose a better ruler for Israel.’  

If there was even a modicum of spirituality left in this man he would have repented, but did you 

notice what Saul did next?  ‘Well, just go with me when I face the nation so that I can save face.  If 

God's blessing is withdrawn I can live with that.  Just let me save face before the people.’  What a 

sad request! 

 

Note please, that there is no reason offered for God's choice of David except the one implied by that 

great principle which says that though man looks at outward appearances, God sees the heart.  That 

is all, but enough to convince me that David had a heart that hungered after God. 

 

We'll close our time this morning by noting a troubling verse in chapter 16.  It says that when the 

Spirit of the Lord departed from Saul, an evil spirit "from the Lord" came upon Saul.  There is no 
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passage of Scripture that would justify an understanding that God sends demons to trouble people 

and destroy them.  What the author is probably acknowledging with his choice of words here is the 

fact that even demons are subject to the sovereignty of God, and can work no mayhem that He does 

not allow and to which He ultimately sets the boundaries.  We will have more opportunity to speak 

together about this when we read the Book of Job.  For now, suffice it to say that Saul rejected God 

and was rejected by God.  There was no evidence whatever of genuine repentance.  Saul had 

entered into "reprobation."  The process described by Romans chapter 1 had operated here.  When a 

person rejects God and walks away, he does not often remain without any spiritual influence.  

Spiritual vacuums tend to be filled, and when the Spirit of God left Saul, another spirit was ready to 

fill the void. 

 

This is Pastor Soper.  You have a great day and I'll talk with you again tomorrow. 

 

 

WEEK 34, DAY 3          I SAMUEL 17 

 

Good morning.  This is Pastor Soper.  Today you read I Samuel 17, one of the great stories of 

Scripture: David and Goliath.  People who know almost nothing else about the Bible have heard the 

story of the heroic young man who took five smooth stones from the brook and went out to face the 

armored giant on behalf of his nation and in defense of the glory of his God!  It is a magnificent 

story worthy of being read and re-read.  Before we plunge into the story itself there are a few things 

I need to point out to you. 

 

The first is a pretty minor detail, but I thought that you might be interested to notice it, and I'm 

pretty sure that with all the high drama of chapter 17, you probably didn't see it.  When Saul laid out 

the honors that would be given to the warrior brave enough and strong enough to defeat Goliath in 

single combat, one of the "perks" that was offered was an exemption on taxes for he and the whole 

of his father's family.  As far as I know, this is the first mention of taxation under the newly 

established monarchy in Israel, and it is interesting to me because of the prediction that Samuel 

made before he anointed Saul as king.  He told the people that one of the burdens a king would 

force upon them was the burden of excessive taxation.  By the time of David's youth, it was already 

becoming a reality! 

 

The second, and much more important issue for us to address this morning, is that of an apparent 

contradiction between chapter 16, which we read yesterday, and chapter 17.  It relates to Saul's 

apparent lack of knowledge about who David was at the end of I Samuel 17.  We are told that as 

Saul watched David going out to battle the Philistines, he asked Abner, his general, to find out 

whose son he was.  How can we reconcile that with what we read yesterday, which placed David in 

the occasional service of Saul at an earlier time as a part-time court musician whose services were 

employed to soothe the troubled spirit of the king.  The wording of chapter 16 makes it clear 

enough that David's identity and family were known at that earlier time. 

 

The easiest explanation offered by scholars who have no real interest in defending the unity and 
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integrity of the text, is that there were two different and contradictory versions of how David met 

Saul, and that unable to choose between them, the biblical author simply included them both.  If we 

want to seriously maintain the Scriptures own view of itself as infallible and entirely trustworthy, 

however, we will not be very quick to accept that explanation, though it does seem apparent that 

two independent accounts have been woven together here.  How are we to reconcile them? 

 

The first thing to notice is that David's service to Saul before the time of his encounter with Goliath 

was brief, sporadic, and given at times when Saul was not likely to have been very alert and aware 

of others around him.  The notation in chapter 16 that David was chosen to be one of Saul's 

personal armor-bearers is quite probably anachronistic, in that it reports at an earlier point in the 

account something that actually took place after something that has not yet been reported (i.e. the 

killing of Goliath).  There is another example of that sort of statement in chapter 17, when it says 

that David took Goliath's head to Jerusalem and put the giant's weapons in his own tent.  Since 

David didn't capture Jerusalem until several years later, and at the point of Goliath's death did not 

even have a tent in which to put the weapons, we are probably looking at another comment placed 

in the record which reports something that happened later. 

 

If my explanation is correct about David not becoming Saul's armor-bearer until after the encounter 

with Goliath, then most of our difficulty fades away.  It is not hard for me to believe that 

information conveyed at a point at which Saul was under the influence of an evil spirit was not 

retained and remembered at a later date.  A king might very easily pay little or no attention to the 

background information given about a servant employed at his court on a sporadic part-time basis. 

 

The concept of allowing the result of a battle between two armies to rest upon the result of single 

combat between two champions is not unique to the biblical account.  We know that this practice 

existed in the world of the ancient Greeks, in the age of Homer, at a time not long before the events 

of this chapter occurred. Since the Philistine people were almost certainly related to the Greeks, it is 

not surprising to find them proposing such a contest here.  I am sure that the physical superiority of 

Goliath was all the more satisfying to the Philistines, in light of the rather painful memory of the 

late judge of Israel named Samson.  Now, they would have reasoned, we have a Hercules of our 

own!  Now it's our turn to taunt and shame the Israelites and their God -- but they didn't reckon with 

David's faith. 

 

I want for us to notice that the faith of the young warrior David is clearly rooted in two things.  

First, there is his understanding of who God is.  His first reference to his understanding of the 

nature of God is made in the indignation that he displays at the daily debacle he is made to witness 

when Goliath issues the challenge.  "Who is this uncircumcised Philistine," he asks.  "Who is he to 

defy the army of the living God?"  Israel's God, unlike Dagon of the Philistines, is alive; He is real! 

 That fact makes all the difference for David's faith.  When he walks onto the field of combat to 

accept Goliath's challenge, he says, "I come in the name of the Lord Almighty."  David really knew 

who God was and that gave him incredible faith. 

 

But there is a second foundation stone upon which David's faith is also built, and that is the 
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"bedrock” of his own experience of the faithlessness of God in his life.  In his own experience as a 

shepherd, he had relied upon and experienced the faithfulness of God in delivering him from the 

paw of the bear and the jaws of the lion.  Since God's power and faithfulness have already been 

proven on those fields of conflict, there is no reason to fear that it will not be proven once again in 

this battle. 

 

When we know who God is and we can reflect upon what He has already done in our own 

experience, it is not difficult to trust Him for even greater things to come. 

 

I was impressed again, as I read chapter 17 this morning, with the motive of David's heart.  He is 

indignant at the affront being given to the dignity of God's glory by the unmet challenge of the 

Philistine.  And he is completely committed to seeing the glory of God magnified.  His motto might 

well have been “to God be the glory.”  His desire, stated in his own words to Goliath is that "The 

whole world will know that there is a God in Israel."  That is David's agenda.  Contrast it with 

Saul's, who after the last battle went up to Carmel to erect a monument to the glory of Saul.  David 

wants the whole world to know, not about the new champion of Israel, David the son of Jesse, but 

about the greatness and the glory of the God of Israel.  "It is not by spear or sword that the Lord 

saves, for the battle is the Lord's." 

 

David's insistence on going into battle armed only with his usual weapons constitutes a great lesson 

for us.  God is not likely to call us to a task for which He has not already equipped us.  If He sets a 

goal or mission in front of us, it is most likely that the instruments and skills by which it is to be 

accomplished are already in our hands.  If He has not given you the gift of preaching, then the job 

He gives you to do will be best accomplished, not by preaching, but by using the abilities, gifts and 

skills that you already have.  It might not seem to make much sense to face an armored warrior who 

has a shield, a spear and a sword with no armor, no sword and only five smooth stones and a sling.  

But if a sling and stones are what God has equipped you with, then that is exactly what He wants 

you to use to accomplish the task. 

 

There is just one more little detail that caught my eye as I read chapter 17.  It tells us that David 

picked up five stones as he went out to face Goliath.  Some commentators have connected that 

statement with a passage in 2 Samuel 21.  The Hebrew text of the 2 Samuel passage is difficult 

because several words are uncertain and there may be some missing words.  (We'll discuss it when 

we get there.)  According to one interpretation it mentions four brothers of Goliath who also were 

giants.  If so we may have the explanation for David's five smooth stones. 

 

I think that I have said just about all that I want to about chapter 17, and our time is nearly gone, so 

we will leave it here for today.  This is Pastor Soper.  You have a great day and I'll talk with you 

again tomorrow. 
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WEEK 34, DAY 4          I SAMUEL18 and 19, PSALM 59 

 

Good morning.  This is Pastor Soper.  Today you read I Samuel 18 and 19 and Psalm 59.  In these 

chapters we read about the great friendship that was formed between David and Jonathan, the son 

of Saul; of Saul's terrible jealousy of this young man and of the ways he sought to kill him, using 

both his son Jonathan and his daughters Merab and Michal as instruments in his diabolical 

schemes, and of the frustration of each scheme.  The passages end with King Saul laying unclothed 

in an ignominious heap for the people of Israel to ridicule.  When you try to undo what God is 

doing you always frustrate yourself -- and make a fool of yourself as well. 

 

Now, the first subject to which we ought to address ourselves today is the remarkable friendship 

that developed between David and Jonathan, the son of Saul.  Jonathan must have been a 

remarkable man. While it may not have been common knowledge that Samuel had declared that 

Saul's house would not inherit the throne, and that a new king had actually been anointed by 

Samuel in a private ceremony at the house of Jesse, it could not have been a total secret either, and 

Jonathan, at some point during the time span covered by chapters 18 and 19, must have become 

aware of this.  Nevertheless, his heart was with the heart of David, and their friendship never 

faltered, despite the tremendous pressure that Saul's jealousy of David placed upon it. 

 

It is unfortunately necessary at this point to deal with a relatively recent and very creative 

interpretation, which has been placed upon these chapters.  A few years ago, with a great deal of 

publicity and fanfare, the notion began to be propagated that what we really have in I Samuel 18-19 

is a thinly veiled account of a homosexual relationship in the Bible between David and Jonathan.  

The expression that Jonathan loved David as he loved himself seems to be the clause that gave rise 

to this view, which, of course, is then used to proclaim God's loving acceptance of a myriad of 

homosexual relationships in our culture, many of which are seeking some way to experience the 

blessing of God and His church.  There is absolutely no exegetical, historical or theological basis 

for this view, but that has not stopped quite a number of people from endorsing it.  You might just 

as well say that Jesus had a homosexual relationship with Lazarus because we are told that Jesus 

loved him and that he stood at His tomb and wept.  Both the Old Testament and the New Testament 

speak clearly about the issue of same-sex relationships.  God did not then or now endorse them.  

David and Jonathan were not homosexual lovers. 

 

It would appear from our text that Saul's jealous hatred of David took root almost immediately after 

his great victory over Goliath.  David had overnight become a national hero, and Saul's immense 

ego could not bear to hear the songs they sung about him, and so the persecution begins.  Saul's 

object from very early on in this period is nothing less than the death of David, preferably by the 

hand of someone else. 

 

In a fit of rage, Saul hurled a spear at David.  (There will be another spear throwing attempt later.)  

David eluded the spear twice on the first occasion and attempt number one on his life fails.  Using a 

tactic that David himself will try a number of years later, Saul puts his leader at the head of the 

troops and sends him off to war, hoping that the enemy will do his job for him.  God only gives 
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David success after success.  In battle, he is invincible. 

 

The pledge of Saul had been that the champion who defeated Goliath would have the hand of his 

daughter Merab in marriage.  Now he adds a condition to that.  If David wants the prize, he must 

keep on leading the troops into battle.  Saul is clearly hoping for a battle casualty.  David obliges 

with the troops, but declines the honor of becoming Saul's son-in-law.  His modesty may evidence 

his inability as a man of modest means to provide a dowry sufficient for a king's daughter. 

 

Saul, then noting the love of his younger daughter Michal for David, proposes another marriage, 

and sets the bride-price as the foreskins of 100 Philistines.  He's still trying hard to get David killed. 

 200 foreskins are provided and David, still alive, gets his wife.  Saul gives Jonathan (and all of his 

other servants) an outright order to kill David, but is dissuaded by his loyal son.  After a brief 

reconciliation, there is another spear throwing incident and finally a midnight flight from wife and 

home, as Saul sends his henchmen to take David in his bed. 

 

David the hero of Israel, who has done more than any other human being to promote the cause of 

Israel and advance the interests and positions of Saul, is persecuted instead of honored, hated 

instead of loved, and hunted instead of rewarded.  Psalm 59 reflects much of what he must have felt 

sitting in the household of Samuel wondering when or if he would ever have the opportunity to 

sleep in his own bed or hold his young wife again.  The superscription and titles that we find at the 

head of many of the Psalms are not part of the original text, but if we can accept the title of Psalm 

59, then we know what David was thinking about as he sat in Samuel's house.  The really striking 

thing about the Psalm, of course, is David's willingness to wait for God to avenge him, and his 

absolute confidence that the God of Jacob will vindicate him in the end. 

 

The Psalm alludes to the fact that David is being persecuted even though he has done no wrong, but 

he does not seem to be surprised that he is being persecuted instead of appreciated, and though he 

calls out to God for deliverance, he does not rail at God for allowing this terrible injustice to 

overtake him. 

 

At the risk of returning so often to a theme that I begin to bore you, I feel compelled to notice again 

today how often God designs a period of rejection and humility, and sometimes positive 

persecution, into his perfect plan of preparation for those who serve Him.  Joseph is sold into 

slavery and persecuted for righteousness’ sake.  From the pit into chains, and from slavery to a 

dungeon, before having been fully prepared, God elevates him to a throne.  Moses is driven from a 

throne into a desert, where for 40 years he is humbled, before finally he is ready to be used.  The 

prophets are spat upon and ridiculed, humiliated, persecuted and martyred, all for the simple reason 

that they are fervently serving the Lord.  I suppose that we might find a few exceptions to the rule, 

but it certainly would appear that God always prepares His servants, and that much, if not most of 

the time, that preparation involves extended periods of suffering or persecution. 

 

David's attitude in accepting the suffering without bridling or seeking his own revenge will become 

even more apparent as we move through the books of I and II Samuel.  I want you to pay close 
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attention to it as we read.  It is my hope that we will learn some very important lessons about 

biblical authority  from David, the anointed-but-not-yet-king of Israel! 

 

Did you notice how David's wife Michal helped cover his escape?  She put an idol (apparently a 

rather large one) in David's bed and improvised a kind of wig so that it would appear that David 

was sleeping in the bed.  After all these years, and all of the resolutions and commitments, there are 

still idols (Teraphim) to be found in Israel -- and this one is owned by the daughter of the king. 

 

The last part of chapter 19 is almost as comical as Scripture ever gets, as Saul keeps sending 

soldiers to the town of Naioth in Ramah.  Three times he sends his commandos down to capture 

David, who is staying under the protection of the old prophet that Saul fears so much.  Three times 

they arrive with the intention of capturing David, and three times they are overpowered by the Spirit 

of God and end up prophesying with the prophets.  Finally in desperation Saul arrives himself -- 

afraid though he must have been to once again encounter the fearsome prophet of God -- and the 

result is the same.  Saul arrives, driven by a spirit of hatred and revenge, and the Spirit of God 

overpowers him and puts him into an ecstatic trance in which he disrobes.  (The biblical account 

does not demand that we envision him as stark naked, only as without his kingly robes and outer 

garments).  He wakes up the next day after having laid out all day and night as a public spectacle.  

He has only succeeded in publicly humiliating himself.  David is still alive, well and secure in the 

knowledge that God is his refuge and Saul the king can't touch him.  I could not help but think of 

Balaam trying and trying to curse Israel, but every time he opened his mouth to curse, a blessing 

came out.  Saul that day must have known exactly how Balaam felt. 

 

This is Pastor Soper.  You have a great day and I'll talk with you again tomorrow. 

 

 

WEEK 34, DAY 5              I SAMUEL 20, PSALM 11 

 

Good morning.  This is Pastor Soper.  Today you read I Samuel 20 and Psalm 11 and continued the 

long and tragic story of Saul's demise and David's persecution. 

 

It is quite apparent that, as we begin the 20th chapter, a significant period of time has elapsed.  

Something -- perhaps the experience of prophesying with the prophets at Naioth -- has shaken 

Saul's resolve to kill David -- or at least brought it into enough question that Jonathan honestly 

believes that Saul's evil designs against his friend are gone.  David is not by any means convinced 

of that fact, and therefore arranges the interview with which this chapter begins. 

 

Once again we are dealing with a very familiar account, apart from his encounter with Goliath.  I'm 

sure that the next most often told story about the sweet singer of Israel is the story of his sorrowful 

farewell from his best and closest friend Jonathan.  Nearly ever Sunday School child has hung on 

the words of the teacher to discover whether the arrows would fall short of Jonathan's servant, thus 

giving his hidden friend the much sought "all clear" signal, or whether, alas, the arrows would fall 

beyond the servant, thus condemning David to a long exile and flight.  There are some important 
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things here, however, that we need to think about together. 

 

In our reading of both the Old Testament and New Testament, we have encountered some men who 

made very foolish vows, and then did not have enough sense or humility to repent of them.  In I 

Samuel 20, however, we find two honorable men making vows that are not foolish and will not 

need to be regretted.  Jonathan, a noble friend, knows that his unwillingness to betray David is 

costing him any opportunity he might otherwise have to sit upon his father's throne.  Jonathan cares 

more about honor, godliness and friendship than about self, wealth or safety.  It costs Jonathan a 

great deal to keep his covenant with David.  It cost him his father's respect and put him in danger of 

losing his own life. Saul actually tried to kill his own son for collaborating with David.  David also 

kept this covenant, as we shall later see, by remembering his oath and searching out the son of 

Jonathan, Mephibosheth, and caring for him in his time of trouble at David's own table.  We will 

look at that incident later, but for now perhaps it would be worth noting in advance that, just as 

David accepted and loved Mephibosheth on account of his covenant with Jonathan, so God has 

accepted and loved you and me, not because of who we are but because of the covenant He made 

with Christ. 

 

The occasion at which David's presence was expected, and upon which Saul apparently intended to 

do away with him, was a new moon feast.  In ancient Israel, "Each month of the year was 

consecrated to the Lord by the bringing of special sacrifices described in Numbers 28:11-15 and the 

blowing of trumpets."  (NIV note I Samuel 20:15).  The feast day was a holy day, and no secular 

work was done on that day.  When David did not appear his absence was noted, and Saul's anger 

was kindled not only against David, but against his son Jonathan as well. 

 

It is probably worth noting in passing that David's "excuse" for not being present was that he had to 

be present in Bethlehem for an annual sacrifice for his clan.  There is no other reference in the Old 

Testament to anything like this.  Either this was a custom which prevailed in Israel for only this 

short period of time, or David wanted Saul to believe that his family had a unique custom which he 

had to honor. 

 

An interesting question has been lying just beneath the surface of our reading all week long, and 

this seems like the right place to raise it.  David's life was at stake here.  Saul is trying to murder 

him, but David asks Jonathan to lie to his father and say that he had to go to Bethlehem.  In chapter 

19, to protect herself from her father's wrath, Michal lies, saying David threatened to kill her.  In 

chapter 16 though no one tells any lies, Samuel is clearly concerned to disguise from Saul his real 

purpose in going to Bethlehem.  Here is the question.  In such extraordinary situations -- when it is 

a matter of life and death -- does God condone the telling of a lie, the practice of a deception?  Is 

there such a thing as a "lesser evil" -- like when Rahab lied in order to protect the Israelites spies? 

 

In responding to that question, Gleason Archer in his Encyclopedia of Biblical Difficulties, makes 

three important observations: "1) Even though scripture records the dishonesty of men, this does 

not necessarily mean that it approves or condones such a sin.  The same is true of other types of sins 

committed by religious leaders.  2) The duty to tell only what is true does not necessarily carry with 



 

 
 
 13 

it the obligation to tell the whole truth about the matter, especially if lives would be endangered or 

lost as a result of this information, or if divulging all the details would violate a trust of secrecy or 

amount to a betrayal of another's confidence.  3) The mere recording of an episode involving 

subterfuge or deception does not necessarily imply that the person resorting to it was acting 

responsibly or on the highest level of faith or furnishing a valid example of conduct that believers 

might justifiably follow today." (Archer 175-176) 

 

When Samuel carefully constructed his explanation of why he was going to Bethlehem just in case 

Saul should ask, he was careful not to lie.  There really was going to be a sacrifice.  He just didn't 

tell Saul everything.  I doubt that any of us have a problem with that.  Here in chapter 20, however, 

David concocts a complete fiction and asks Jonathan to pass it on to Saul. 

 

I suppose that we could possibly excuse Jonathan, on the grounds that if he was careful in how he 

proceeded, he could have accomplished his end without actually lying, as long as Saul didn't press 

him too hard.  I can imagine him carefully choosing his words.  "Dad, David asked me to tell you 

that he had to go back to Bethlehem for a family sacrifice.  Well, what could I say?  I told him I'd 

tell you what he said."  To have revealed that it was all a lie would have been to betray his trusted 

friend, who also happened to be the chosen and anointed king of Israel.   

 

David's reliance upon a lie is not so easy to explain, though clearly he was justified in not appearing 

at a dinner at which he well might have become the main course.  I do not believe that the Scripture 

gives us any grounds for exonerating David's use of the lie itself.  Certainly God never endorsed it -

- the writer of Scripture simply records it without comment. 

 

I suppose that if I had been charged with being David's ethical counselor, my advice to him would 

have been to simply not show up at Saul's feast, or to simply send word saying, "I cannot come," 

without any further word of explanation.  A test of Saul's attitude toward him would have been just 

as effective without the Bethlehem fabrication. 

 

Having said all of this, the villain of chapter 20 is not David, who clearly had learned to live by his 

wits, but Saul, who would lie, cheat, steal and even compromise his own children to achieve his 

own selfish ends. 

 

Psalm 11 does not have a specific historical setting.  We do not know exactly when David wrote it, 

and I doubt very much that he wrote it at this particular time, but clearly it comes from a period in 

his life when his enemies seem to have the upper hand.  In this Psalm, he "testifies of his 

unshakable trust in the Lord”.…to the apprehensive people around him.  These people, seeing the 

power and underhandedness of his enemies, (they shoot from the shadows,) fear that the 

foundations are crumbling, and a flight to the mountains is the only possible refuge. David 

expresses his complete confidence in the Lord.  The Lord sees the sons of men and upright men will 

see his face! 

 

This is Pastor Soper.  You have a great weekend and we'll talk again on Monday.    


