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Commentator

Johann Peter Lange (April 10, 1802, Sonneborn (now a part of Wuppertal) - July 9, 1884, age 82), was a German Calvinist theologian of peasant origin.

He was born at Sonneborn near Elberfeld, and studied theology at Bonn (from 1822) under K. I. Nitzsch and G. C. F. Lüheld several pastorates, and eventually (1854) settled at Bonn as professor of theology in succession to Isaac August Dorner, becoming also in 1860 counsellor to the consistory.

Lange has been called the poetical theologian par excellence: "It has been said of him that his thoughts succeed each other in such rapid and agitated waves that all calm reflection and all rational distinction become, in a manner, drowned" (F. Lichtenberger).

As a dogmatic writer he belonged to the school of Schleiermacher. His Christliche Dogmatik (5 vols, 1849-1852; new edition, 1870) "contains many fruitful and suggestive thoughts, which, however, are hidden under such a mass of bold figures and strange fancies and suffer so much from want of clearness of presentation, that they did not produce any lasting effect" (Otto Pfleiderer).
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The Commentary on the two Books of Samuel was prepared in German by the Rev. Dr. Erdmann, General Superintendent of Silesia and Honor. Professor of Theology in the University of Breslau, and in English by the Rev. C. H. Toy, D. D, LL. D, and the Rev. John A. Broadus, D. D, LL. D, Professors in the Theological Seminary at Greenville, South Carolina.

Dr. Erdmann, in his Preface, dated Breslau, March8, 1873, says:

‘In regard to the execution of the work in its several parts, I add the following remarks. In the translation, while I have tried to follow the ground-text closely, I have preserved as far as possible the tone and impress of Luther’s translation. On account of the admitted defectiveness of the Masoretic text of these books, it seemed to me better not to place the textual remarks and discussions, together with the various readings and emendations, under the text of the translation, but to insert them in the exegetical explanations. In the exegesis I have departed in one point from the form usual in this Bible-Work, namely, instead of explanations under each verse, I have given an exegesis that reproduces the content of the text in connected development, following the received division of verses. “Exegesis,” therefore, or “Scientific Exposition,” would have been a fitter heading for the section in question than “Exegetical Explanations.”[FN1] In the next division, instead of the usual heading, “Dogmatic and Ethical Fundamental Thoughts,” I have chosen as a more appropriate designation for these prophetical-historical books: “Theocratic-historical and Biblical-Theological Comments;”[FN2] for we have here to do with a new step in the historical development of the Theocracy in Israel, and with the wider unfolding of the religious-ethical truth which has its root in the advancing revelation of God. From this point of view of the history of revelation and the theocracy, the comments and remarks of this section are intended to serve as contributions to the hitherto too little cultivated science of the Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. In the homiletical section, while I have given my own words, I have rather cited the diverse witnesses of ancient and modern times, from whom I could derive any valuable material for fruitful application and parænetic use of the text on the basis of the preceding scientific exposition.

‘In every part of my work on this portion of the Old Testament history of the Kingdom of God, with its fund of religious-ethical Revelation, I have been constantly reminded of and deeply impressed by a profound saying of Hamann, with which I here close: “Every biblical history is a prophecy, which is fulfilled through all the centuries and in the soul of every human being. Every history bears the image of Prayer of Manasseh, a body, which is earth and ashes and nothing, the sensible letter; but also a soul, the breath of God, the life and the light, which shines in the dark, and cannot be comprehended by the darkness. The Spirit of God in His word reveals itself as the Self-sufficient in the form of a servant, in flesh, and dwells among us full of grace and truth.” ’

As regards the English edition, the work has been so divided that Dr. Toy prepared the Exegetical and Historical sections, and paid careful and minute attention to the Hebrew text; Dr. Broadus has reproduced the Homiletical and Practical portions, partly condensing and partly enlarging the original from English sources, especially from Bishop Hall’s Contemplations and Sermons, Matthew Henry’s Commentary, and Dr. W. Taylor’s Life of David.

PHILIP SCHAFF
New York, 42Bible House, March1, 1877.

THE

BOOKS OF SAMUEL
____________

INTRODUCTION
1. The Name

The title of these books is an indication not of their origin, but of their chief contents. Although it is only in the first book that the work of the Judge and Prophet Samuel is expressly related, and himself, with the divine mission which he had to fulfil for Saul and David, everywhere made to take precedence of them, yet the naming of both books after Samuel is justified by the fact that Samuel, by his conspicuous position, as it is set forth only in the first book in his judicial and prophetic office in the light of special divine call and guidance (he being not merely the close of the troubled period of the Judges, but also the foundational beginning of the divinely ordained kingly rule in Israel), thus towers far above the first two kings, so far as they were chosen and called through him, and points out and maintains for the Israelitish kingdom, which owes its origination and stability to him, its true theocratic basis and significance. Abarbanel remarks rightly (Prœf. in Libr. Sam. f74, in Carpzov, Introd. p212): “All the contents of both books may in a certain sense be referred to Samuel, even the deeds of Saul and David, because both, having been anointed by Samuel, were, so to speak, the work of his hands.” Keil also well says: “The naming of both these books, which in form and content are an inseparable whole, after Samuel is explained by the fact that Samuel not only by the anointing of Saul and David inaugurates the kingdom in Israel, but at the same time by his prophetic activity exerts so determining an influence on the spirit of Saul’s government as well as David’s, that this government also may be regarded as in a sort the continuation and completion of the reformation of the Israelitish theocracy begun by the prophet.” (Introduction to Prophetical Historical Books of O. T. [Clark’s Foreign Theol. Library], prefixed to Vol. IV. ( Joshua,, Judges, Ruth), p4).

2. Division

In the Hebrew manuscripts and in the Jewish list of Old Testament books only one book of Samuel, שְׁמוּאֵל, is given. Its division into two books under this name, as we find it in our printed texts of the Old Testament, was first introduced in the sixteenth century, by Daniel Bomberg, after the example of the Septuagint and the Vulgate, and may be regarded as thus far appropriate, that the death of Saul, that epoch-making occurrence in the early history of the Israelitish kingdom, forms the close of the first book. Our Hebrew editions of the Bible follow the Seventy in dividing the Hebrew book of Samuel into two parts; they (the LXX.) did not, however, name these two books after Samuel, but included them with the two books of Kings, into which they in like manner divided the original one Hebrew book of Kings, מְלָכִים,under the common name “ Books of the Kingdoms,” βίβλοι βασιλειῶν. After the example of the Septuagint we find in the Greek Church-fathers and also in the Vulgate and the Latin Church-fathers, this division of the books of Samuel and Kings as one historical work into four books cited as the four βίβλοι βασιλειῶν, libri regum or regnorum. This way of combining, dividing, and naming, in which our “ Books of Samuel” are numbered as βασιλειῶν πρώτη, δευτέρα “First, Second Kings ” (comp. Origen in Euseb. H. E. 625, and Jerome, Prol. Gal.) corresponds certainly to the general contents of these four, or more precisely two, books, so far as it consists chiefly of the history of the kingdom in the Old Testament covenant-people, and appears as a connected whole in the continuous narrative from Samuel’s birth to the time of the Babylonian Exile.

3. Content

The content of the books of Samuel is in general the historical development of the Theocracy in the people of Israel from the end of the period of the Judges to near the end of the government of King David, and therefore embraces a space of nearly one hundred and twenty-five years, about1140–1015 B. C. (Keil, Comm. on Sam., Introd. p2). The beginning of the first book introduces us into the end of the period of the Judges under the Highpriest Eli, narrating the history of the announcement, birth, childhood, and calling of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 1-3), and the troubled history of the people in the latter part of the misgovernment of Eli amid constant unfortunate conflicts with the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 4. sq.). Then follows the history of Israel under Samuel as the last Judge and Saul as the first king up to the death of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 25), and Saul ( 1 Samuel 31)——In the second book—whose original connection with the first is indicated not only formally by the fact that the masoretic appended remarks are placed only at the end of the second book, but also by the close connection between the historical contents of the two—the history of the government of David almost to its end, up to the punishment inflicted by God for the numbering of the people, forms the chief content, though its proper conclusion is found in the beginning of the first book of Kings, where David’s last sickness and death, and Solomon’s accession, are related. As on the one side the content of the books of Samuel goes over into the beginning of the books of Kings, so in the other direction it connects itself immediately with the history of the people of Israel in the book of Judges. The Old Testament history in its two factors—on the one hand the revelation of the living God to His chosen people, and on the other hand the thereby conditioned demeanor of the people towards its God in its general religious-ethical life—can be regarded only from the theocratic point of view, as the history of the kingdom of God in the people of Israel, and this history shows us in the course, and especially at the end of the period of the Judges, a deep decline of the Theocracy. The revelations of God’s saving power in the time of the Judges, always sporadic, became less and less frequent towards its end. The people were a long time in bondage under the dominion of the Philistines, and Samson’s twenty-years-judgeship could be described ( Judges 13:5) only as the beginning of the deliverance of Israel out of their hand. The internal political life was completely disintegrated, the sanctuary-service had perished, the priesthood was corrupted, idolatry widespread, godlessness and immorality had the upper hand. This deep decline is pictured in the beginning of the first book of Samuel, in immediate connection with the description given in the book of Judges, in the condition of the religious ethical life under the high-priesthood of Eli, and in the desecration of the priesthood wrought by the godlessness and wicked deeds of his two sons; and from it the theocracy was extricated by Samuel’s labors as Shophet (Judge) and Prophet, and under the guidance of God was led by this great Reformer into a new path of development. Without, under Samuel and the royal rule introduced by him, political freedom and independence of heathen powers (of the Philistines in the first place) was gradually achieved, and within, the internal theocratic covenant-relation between the people of Israel and their God was renewed and extended on the basis of the restored unity and order of political and national life by the union of the prophetic and royal offices. Looked at from this theocratic point of view, the books of Samuel have an epoch-making content.

From the three principal persons to whom this foundational historical development of the theocracy on its new course attaches itself, the contents of the books of Samuel divide themselves into three principal groups: 1) 1 Samuel 1-7 : The history of Samuel a restorer of the deep-sunken theocracy, and founder of the Israelitish kingdom2) 1 Samuel 8-31 : The history of Saul and his kingdom from the beginning of his government to his death3) 2 Samuel 1-24 : The history of the government of David.
According to these three principal points of view, the contents divide themselves a follows:

FIRST PART
Samuel — 1 Samuel 1-7
Samuel’s Life and Work as Judge and Prophet,
his aim being a reformation of the theocracy and the founding of the theocratical kingdom

First Division

Early life of Samuel, 1 Samuel 1-3
Sec. I. Samuel’s birth, in answer to prayer, 1 Samuel 1:1-20.

Sec. II. Samuel’s dedication,—restoration to the Lord, 1 Samuel 1:21-28.

Sec. III. His mother’s prayer over him, 1 Samuel 2:1-10.

Sec. IV. Samuel’s service before the Lord contrasted with the abominations of the degenerate priesthood in the house of Eli, 1 Samuel 2:11-26.

Sec. V. The prophecy of God’s punishment of Eli’s house, and of the calling of a faithful priest, 1 Samuel 2:27-36.

Sec. VI. Samuel’s call to be prophet alongside of the lack of prophecy in Israel, 1 Samuel 3:1-18.

Sec. VII. The beginning of his prophetical work, 1 Samuel 3:19 to 1 Samuel 4:1.

Second Division

Samuel’s prophetic-judicial work, 1 Samuel 4:1 to 1 Samuel 7:17
First Section.—Infliction of the punishment prophesied by Samuel on the house of Eli and on all Israel in the unfortunate battle with the Philistines, 1 Samuel 4:1 to 1 Samuel 7:1.

I. Israel’s double defeat and loss of the Ark, 1 Samuel 4:1-11.

II. The judgment on the house of Eli, 1 Samuel 4:12-22.

III. The Ark in the hands of the Philistines as a judgment on Israel (comp. 1 Samuel 4:22). 1 Samuel 5:1 to 1 Samuel 7:1.

1) Chastisement of the Philistines because they held the Ark, 1 Samuel 5:1-12.

2) Restoration of the Ark, 1 Samuel 6:1-11.

3) Reception and Settling of the Ark in Israel, 1 Samuel 6:12 to 1 Samuel 7:1.

Second Section.—Samuel’s Reformation of Israel, 1 Samuel 7:2-17.

I. Israel’s repentance and conversion through Samuel’s prophetic labors, 1 Samuel 7:2-6.

II. Israel’s victory over the Philistines under Samuel’s lead, 1 Samuel 7:7-14.

III. Summary view of Samuel’s work as Judge, 1 Samuel 7:15-17.

(Close of the period of the Judges).

____________

SECOND PART
Saul.— 1 Samuel 8-31
First Division

Founding of the Israelitish kingdom under Saul’s rule, 1 Samuel 8-12
First Section.—The preparations, 1 Samuel 8, 9.

I. The occasion in the desire of the people for a king. Interview of the Elders with Samuel, 1 Samuel 8.

II. Samuel meets with Saul, and learns of his divine appointment to be king, 1 Samuel 9.

Second Section.—Saul’s induction into the royal office, 1 Samuel 10.

I. Saul anointed by Samuel, 1 Samuel 10:1.

II. The signs of divine confirmation, 1 Samuel 10:2-16.

III. The choice by lot, 1 Samuel 10:17-21.

IV. The installation and homage (but not of the whole people), 1 Samuel 10:22-27.

Third Section.—Establishment and general recognition of the kingdom under Saul, 1 Samuel 11, 12.

I. Saul’s first victory over the Ammonites, 1 Samuel 11.

II. Samuel’s last address, 1 Samuel 12.

Second Division

King Saul’s government up to his rejection, 1 Samuel 13-15
First Section.—The unfolding of his royal power in victorious battles for the salvation of Israel, 1 Samuel 13, 14.

I. Against the Philistines, 1 Samuel 13:1 to 1 Samuel 14:46.

II. Against the other enemies around about, especially Amalek, 1 Samuel 14:47-52.

Second Section.—The rejection of Saul for his disobedience in the war against Amalek, 1 Samuel 15.

Third Division

The decline of Saul’s kingdom, and choice of David to be king. The history of Saul from his rejection to his death, 1 Samuel 1Samuel16-31

First Section.—Early history of David, the Anointed of the Lord, 1 Samuel 16
I. David chosen and anointed as king by Samuel, 1 Samuel 16:1-13.

II. Darkening of Saul’s soul by an evil spirit, and David’s first appearance at the court of Saul as harper, 1 Samuel 16:14-23.

Second Section.—Saul’s new war with the Philistines, and David’s deed of deliverance, with its diverse consequences for him and for his relation to Saul, 1 Samuel 17:1 to 1 Samuel 18:30.

I. The Philistine host, and Goliath’s haughty challenge, 1 Samuel 17:1-11.

II. David and Goliath, 1Sa 17:12-54.

III. David at Saul’s court, his friendship with Jonathan; Saul’s hostile disposition towards him, and murderous attacks on his life, 1 Samuel 17:55 to 1 Samuel 18:30.

Third Section.—David fleeing before Saul, and his persecution by Saul, 1 Samuel 19:1 to 1 Samuel 27:12.

I. David’s flight from Saul’s attacks to Samuel to Rama and Naioth, 1 Samuel 19.

II. Jonathan’s faithful friendship, attested by repeated unsuccessful attempts to reconcile Saul with David, 1 Samuel 20.

III. David’s flight from Saul to the priest Ahimelech in Nob, and to the Philistine king Achish in Gath, 1 Samuel 21.

IV. David’s wandering as fugitive in Judah and Moab, and the murder of priests in Nob perpetrated by Saul, 1 Samuel 22.

V. David’s experience of God’s help and preservation in the battle against the Philistines, in his betrayal by the Ziphites, and when he was waylaid by Saul in the wilderness of Maon, 1 Samuel 23.

VI. David encounters Saul while the latter is laying snares for him, and nobly spares his life in a cave of the mountains of Engedi, 1 Samuel 24.

VII. Samuel’s death, and David’s march into the wilderness of Paran, with the history of Nabal and Abigail, 1 Samuel 25.

VIII. Narration of a second betrayal by the Ziphites, and second magnanimous sparing of Saul by David, 1 Samuel 26.

IX. David takes refuge from Saul at Ziklag in Philistia, 1 Samuel 27.

Fourth Section.—Saul perishes in the war against the Philistines, 1 Samuel 28-31.

I. Saul’s fear of the war with the Philistines, and his recourse to the witch, 1 Samuel 28. (Confirmation of his rejection, and announcement of his approaching end).

II. David’s march from the theatre of the Philistine war against Israel back to Philistia, 1 Samuel 29.

III. David’s victory over the Amalekites, who had plundered and burned Ziklag, 1 Samuel 30.

IV. Death of Saul and his sons in the battle with the Philistines, 1 Samuel 31.

____________

THIRD PART
David.—Second Book of Samuel

First Division

David king over Judah only, up to his acquisition of the general rule over all Israel, 2 Samuel 1:1 to 2 Samuel 5:5
First Section.—David after the death of Saul, ( 2 Samuel 1:1)—ch1.

I. The tidings of death, 2 Samuel 1:1-16.

II. The Lamentations, 2 Samuel 1:17-27.

Second Section.—David, king of the tribe of Judah, is opposed by the house of Saul, 2 Samuel 2:1 to 2 Samuel 3:39.

I. David anointed king over Judah, and his abode at Hebron, 2 Samuel 2:1-7.

II. Ishbosheth, contrary to the divine arrangement, made king over all Israel by Abner, and continued struggle of the House of Saul and the adherents of Ishbosheth under Abner’s lead against David and his house, and his adherents, 2 Samuel 2:8 to 2 Samuel 3:6.

III. Abner breaks with Ishbosheth, leaves the house of Saul, and goes over to David, 2 Samuel 3:7-21.

IV. Murder of Abner by Joab, David’s General, 2 Samuel 3:22-39.

Third Section.—David gains sole authority over all Israel, 2 Samuel 4:1 to 2 Samuel 5:5.

I. Murder of Ishbosheth, 2 Samuel 4:1-8.

II. Punishment of the regicide by David, 2 Samuel 4:9-12.

III. David anointed king over all Israel, 2Sa 5:1-5.

Second Division

David’s royal rule over all Israel, 2 Samuel 5:5 to 2 Samuel 24:5
First Section.—David’s rule in its greatest splendor, 2 Samuel 5:5 to 2 Samuel 10:19.

I. Its glorious and firm establishment, 2 Samuel 5:5 to 2 Samuel 6:23.

1) The victory over the Jebusites—the citadel of Zion made the centre of the kingdom, 2 Samuel 5:6-12.

2) The victory over the Philistines, 2 Samuel 5:17-25.

3) Solemn transference of the Ark to Mount Zion, and establishment of a regular religious service, 2 Samuel 6.

II. Its divine consecration by the promise of the perpetual kingly rule of the Davidic House, 2 Samuel 7.

1) To David’s purpose, to build a house for the Lord, answers the divine promise, of which he becomes partaker by Nathan’s prophecy, that the Lord would build him a house, and after him (and not till then) his seed should build the Lord a house, 2 Samuel 7:1-16.

2) David’s answer to this divine declaration in a prayer, 2 Samuel 7:17-17.

III. The splendid development of David’s rule without and within, 2 Samuel 8-10.

1) Without by victories and conquests in battle against Israel’s foreign foes, 2 Samuel 8:1-14.

2) Within by the organization of the government of the kingdom ( 2 Samuel 8:15-18), and a noble display of royal grace towards Saul’s fallen House—Mephibosheth, 1 Samuel 9.

IV. Further victorious confirmation and elevation of the royal power to its zenith in the Ammonite-Syrian war, 1 Samuel 10.

1) The insult offered David by the king of the Ammonites, 2 Samuel 10:1-5.

2) Joab’s victory over the combined Ammonites and Syrians, 2 Samuel 10:6-14.

3) David’s victory over the Syrians, 2 Samuel 10:14-19.

Second Section. Its obscuration, 2 Samuel 11-18.

I. Internal shock to David’s royal authority by the grievous sins of himself and his House, 2 Samuel 11-14.

1) David’s deep fall during the war against Rabbath-Ammon, 2 Samuel 11.

2) Nathan’s reproof and David’s repentance, 2 Samuel 12.

3) Shattering of the House and family of David by the wickedness of his sons Amnon and Absalom, 2 Samuel 13.

a. Amnon’s incest with Tamar, 2 Samuel 13:1-21.

b. Murder of Amnon by Absalom, 2 Samuel 13:22-23.

c. Absalom’s flight, 2Sa 13:34-39.

4) David’s weakness towards Joab and Absalom, 2 Samuel 14.

a. Joab’s cunning, and the woman of Tekoa, 2 Samuel 14:1-20.

b. Absalom’s return to Jerusalem brought about by Joab’s influence with David, 2 Samuel 14:21-28.

c. Absalom forces Joab by an injury to effect his reconciliation with David, 2 Samuel 14:29-33.

II. External disintegration of the royal authority up to its loss, 2 Samuel 15-18.

1) Absalom stirs up the people, and usurps the royal power, 2 Samuel 15:1-13.

2) David’s flight from Absalom, 2 Samuel 15:14-35.

3) David’s two encounters with disloyal persons, 2 Samuel 16:1-14.

a. With the lying Ziba, 2 Samuel 16:1-4.

b. With the reviling Shimei, 2 Samuel 16:5-14.

4) Absalom’s entry into Jerusalem and incestuous act after Ahithophel’s counsel, 2 Samuel 16:15-23.

5) Ahithophel’s evil counsel against David set aside by Hushai’s good counsel—his horrible end, 2 Samuel 17:1-23.

6) The civil war, 2 Samuel 17:24 to 2 Samuel 18:33.

a. David at Mahanaim, 2 Samuel 17:24-29.

b. The battle in the wilderness of Ephraim, 2 Samuel 18:1-8.

c. Murder of Absalom by Joab, 2 Samuel 18:9-18.

d. Tidings of joy and of sorrow—David’s lament over Absalom, 2 Samuel 18:19-30.

Third Section. The recovery of the royal authority, which is soon, however, again assailed by insurrection, 2 Samuel 19, 20.

I. The way paved for the restoration of David’s authority by Joab’s reproval of his unworthy grief over Absalom, 2 Samuel 19:1-8.

II. David arranges for his return by negotiations with the men of Judah, 2 Samuel 19:9-14.

III. David’s passage over the Jordan under the escort of the men of Judah, with three incidents, 2 Samuel 19:15-24.

1) Pardon of Shimei, 2Sa 19:16-23.

2) Mephibosheth’s excuse, 2 Samuel 19:24-24.

3) Barzillai’s greeting and blessing, 2 Samuel 19:31-40.

IV. Strife between Judah and Israel about bringing David back ( 2 Samuel 19:41-43), and occasioned by this,

V. Sheba’s insurrection and Israel’s defection—both subdued by Joab after Amasa was killed, 2 Samuel 20:1-22.

VI. Officers of David’s government after the restoration of his royal authority, 2 Samuel 20:23-26.

Third Division

Eclectic appendix to the conclusion of the history of David’s government, 2 Samuel 21-24
Sec. I. Three years’ famine on account of Saul’s crime against the Gibeonites, and expiation of this crime, 2 Samuel 21:1-14.

Sec. II. Victorious battles against the Philistines, 2 Samuel 21:15-15.

Sec. III. David’s song of thanksgiving, 2 Samuel 22.

Sec. IV. David’s last prophetic word, 2 Samuel 23:1-7.

Sec. V. David’s heroes, 2 Samuel 23:8-29.

Sec. VI. The divine visitation by pestilence on account of the numbering of the people, 24.

I. David’s sin in the numbering of the people, 2 Samuel 24:1-10.

II. The pestilence as punishment on the king and all the people, 2 Samuel 24:11-17.

III. David builds an altar to the Lord on the threshing-floor of Araunah, afterwards the site of the Temple, 2 Samuel 24:18-22.

[The following references to the Books of Samuel occur in the New Testament:

	Matthew 1:6
	to 1 Samuel16 and 2 Samuel 12:24.

	Matthew 12:3-4; Mark 2:25-26; Luke 6:3-4
	to 1 Samuel 21:1-6.

	Luke 1:32-33; Acts 2:30
	to 2 Samuel 7:12-16.

	Acts 3:24
	to the general history.

	Acts 7:46
	to 2 Samuel 7:1-2.

	Acts 13:20-22
	to 1 Samuel9-15.

	Hebrews 1:5
	to 2 Samuel 7:14.

	
	These are sufficient to show that the writers of the New Testament and our Lord recognized the canonical authority of these Books, which, however, has never been questioned.—Tr.]

§ 4. Character And Composition

In investigating the origin of the Books of Samuel, it will be necessary, first, to fix on their characteristic quality of form and content in its fundamental features, because it is only in this way that we can get firm ground for considering the sources, the time of composition, and the author of the books. As to their linguistic character, in the first place, it is agreed by all competent critics that the language is throughout the pure classic, and in general free from Aramaizing elements, the mark of a later, not classically pure style. While in the Books of Kings there is often an inclination to the Aramaic, in the books of Samuel there is as good as none of it (Bleek, Einl. i. A. T. [Introd. to O. T.], 1860, p358), “except those isolated cases which occur in all the books” (Naegelsbach, Bücher Samuelis, in Herzog’s Real-Encycl, Bd. XIII, p412, and Keil, Einl. in das A. T, 2Aufl. p176 f [Introd. I:247]). On the linguistic peculiarities of the Books of Samuel, compare what is said on the subject in Ewald’s Hist. of the People of Israel, 3d ed, I:193 seq, and on the alleged Aramaisms, Haevernick, Einl. in das A. T. [Introd. to O. T.], I. i. p 213 seq.

In the composition and style of the historical content of the books, the first thing that strikes us is that bits of poetry occur in them more frequently than in any other historical book. At the very beginning stands Hannah’s lofty song of praise, which exhibits not only the history of Samuel’s birth, with which it is connected, but the whole history of his life and work in the clear light of divine ordination and guidance ( 1 Samuel 2:1-10). The words taken from the people’s chant of victory about David ( 1 Samuel 17:6 sq.) show us why Saul’s heart is embittered against David into envy and jealousy. David’s lamentation over Saul and Jonathan ( 2 Samuel 1:17-27) exhibits the noble feeling which David constantly maintained for Saul under all the experiences of his hatred and enmity, but at the same time indicates the judgment to be passed on Saul from a theocratic point of view, in so far as bravery is its only subject, and it celebrates him as hero only. Reference is there made to an authority called “The Book of the Upright.” Other poetical pieces are David’s Lamentation over Abner ( 2 Samuel 3:33-34), his Psalm of Thanksgiving ( 2 Samuel 22), his Prayer after the reception of the great promise concerning the rule of his House ( 2 Samuel 7:18-29), and his last Psalm ( 2 Samuel 23:1-7).

According to Haevernick, these songs form, as they are interwoven into the historical work, the points of support, as it were, to which the history is attached (Einl. [Introd.] II:1, p121). But a mere glance at the quantitative relation of these poetical elements of the content to the historical material shows us how unsatisfactory this view is. If we bear in mind the position that these songs occupy in reference to the history to which they relate, rather the reverse seems to be true—it forms the point of support for them. The songs are introduced into the place in the history where they, being themselves historical elements, fit, without being intended precisely to serve as vouchers for the history, as Hævernick supposes (ubi supra). Standing as lyrical accompaniment in organic connection with the historical narration, they affect the coloring of the whole by heightening the liveliness, freshness and vividness of the historical narrative.

And this is throughout the character of the narration, effort at completeness in the accounts of deeds and persons which are often finished out to the smallest minutiæ, an elaborateness and vividness in the presentation of the historical material, not found in other historical books (especially in the Books of Kings which only here and there make brief extracts from their extensive authorities), and such freshness and directness in the coloring of the narrative that we cannot resist the impression that we have here an immediate copy of the incidents related, and that the editor did not draw from any intermediate working up of the original authorities. The narrative has an easy, simple, attractive flow, without interruption by stereotyped phrases and references to authorities, while in the Books of Kings there is a tedious, ever-recurring apparatus of standing formulæ. Thenius says (Einl. zum Komment über die Bücher Sam. S16, 2 Aufl.): “For the rest, the older parts especially of the work belong to the finest historical productions of the Old Testament; they excel all others in copiousness; they enable us to form a distinct idea of the actors introduced; they commend themselves by a charming simplicity of style, and give us a high conception of the many-sided influence of the prophetic work.”

Haevernick rightly says, that from this characteristic of the book, it is itself almost the same as an original authority and chronicle (Introd. II:1, p142). It therefore bears throughout the stamp of historical truth. By the simple and exact setting forth of the personages and their doings, by the characteristic sketches of their dispositions and characters, by the thorough description of historical antecedents and vivid and lively references to local relations and accidental circumstances, we are pointed to rich original authorities, that in an original and immediate way brought persons and events before the editor of the books, who was certainly too far removed from them in time to be able to give so living and detailed a portraiture from his own personal observation and experience. Keil’s remark, therefore—that, on account of the qualities above described, the historical narrative of the Books of Samuel may lay rightful claim to historical truth and fidelity not only in general, but also in special and particular—is quite correct, at least in respect to the first point [the general correctness]. We make this restriction here only in reference to those particulars of the narrative whose historical trustworthiness has been denied on the ground of incongruences, inconcinnities and contradictions supposed to be observed in them. To solve the questions thus arising we must look more closely at the literary character and the composition of the books, for these are inseparable from the question of their historical value.

In the first place, it is certain that our Books of Samuel in form and content have the marks of a production that sprang from a redaction of a manifold historical material, which stretched over a space of more than a hundred years, and existed in various parts and groups, having already somehow taken shape by written tradition, and that this redaction is to be referred to the literary hand, traces of which we see in the passages, 1 Samuel 9:9; 1 Samuel 27:6; 1 Samuel 17:12; 1 Samuel 17:14-15. Further, a glance at the content shows that the redactor of these books took pains to give them unity, to produce as well-arranged a historical narrative as possible. The narrative sets out with a sharply marked beginning in the latter part of the period of the Judges, shows in the relation of the history of Samuel, Saul and David everywhere a generally steady connection and advance, and also is not without a firm and strong conclusion, as we maintain, and shall endeavor to prove below, against the view that on account of the non-mention of the death of David, it has no proper conclusion. The author of our books has so combined and worked up the historical material that he had at command as to give them an internal unity of composition, and it Isaiah, as Bleek rightly says (ubi supra, p367), decidedly incorrect to restrict the author’s work (as has been done in part) to a mere stringing together and combination of earlier writings, that Isaiah, to regard it as an external compilation. Against this view comp. also De Wette, Einl. [Introd.] § 178. We shall see hereafter what points of view control the arrangement of the historical material, and condition the internal connection of its often seemingly loosely arranged parts. At present we only establish the fact, which is plain to an unprejudiced consideration of the external composition of the historical content, that the latter makes in the main the impression of a well-arranged unitary whole (see also Nægelsbach, ubi sup, p400), and from this generally incontestable ground we shall proceed to consider a number of special passages which have been adduced against and seem to oppose the unity and concinnity of the historical narration in respect to its form and content.

In this examination we shall find that a not inconsiderable number of contradictions and incongruences supposed to be found in our books and referred to the union of various traditions and authorities, do not exist, or at least that there is no necessity for accepting them so long as unforced, satisfactory explanations of seeming discrepancies or repetitions may be given. At the same time unprejudiced regard for truth requires us to recognize the fact that there are certainly some passages in which there is not strict congruence and concinnity, and that there are certain peculiarities of the narration, in consequence of which there is in minutiæ an entire failure to maintain the historical connection according to the chronological order. Nevertheless, the general unity of the narrative, grounded in controlling fundamental thoughts, and in the sequence of events, is not only not impaired by these individual instances, but becomes clearer the more plainly we see from what chief point of view the redactor arranges and groups the material. The contradictions which it has been attempted to discover in the Books of Samuel as signs of various mutually exclusive parts out of which they have been put together, are all collected and examined, or rather solved, by a thorough explanation of the passages, in De Wette, Einleit. [Introd.], § 179; Bleek, Einleit. [Introd.] p363; Thenius, ubi sup, Einl, pp9–11; Keil, Einl. [Introd.], § 52; Haevernick, Einl. §166; Naegelsbach, Herzog, R-E., ubi sup, p403.

In the first book the statement in 1 Samuel 7:15-17 that Samuel was Judge over Israel as long as he lived, is said to conflict with 1 Samuel 8:1 sq. and 1 Samuel 12:2 sq, according to which he gave up his office to his sons. But when it is said in 1 Samuel 8:1 that Samuel made his sons judges over Israel, this is not saying that he himself gave up his office; rather this step of his is expressly referred to the fact that he was growing old. The application of the Elders of the people to him for a king ( 1 Samuel 8:4), and their reference to the evil conduct of his sons, shows that, while the latter held the judicial office, he was the highest judicial authority in the administration of the affairs of the whole nation. The passage 1 Samuel 12:2 sq. shows plainly that Samuel, while his sons were Judges, filled his old office “unto this day.” His authority did not cease even under Saul; rather, knowing that he exercised his function in the name of the Lord, he asserted it with all the more emphasis against Saul, and Saul yielded to it without making against him the charge of unauthorized conduct.

There is no contradiction between 1 Samuel 8:5 and 1 Samuel 12:12, when in the first passage Samuel’s age and the evil conduct of his sons, and in the second the imminent danger of a crushing war with the Ammonites, is given as the occasion of the demand for a kingdom; for these two are inseparably connected. The people needed energetic and single guidance in its wars, and this it looked for not in the aging Samuel and his wicked sons, but in a man clothed with royal authority, under whose lead it might victoriously meet the kings of the heathen nations (comp. 1 Samuel 8:20). Besides, we must remember that Saul, though he was consecrated king over Israel by Samuel’s anointing, yet at first returned to his original calling ( 1 Samuel 11:5), and it was the attack of Nahash, the Ammonite king, that first aroused the people anew to a lively sense of their need of a royal leader, as is stated in 1 Samuel 12:12. And with this agrees the fact that, after the victory gained by Saul over the Ammonites by the power of the Spirit of God ( 1 Samuel 11:6), the whole people recognized him as their now freshly authenticated king, and in consequence of this victory regarded as a divine declaration of the kingdom, the latter was renewed by the three parties to it, the people, Saul, and Samuel ( 1 Samuel 11:12-15).

In 1 Samuel 7:13 we read: “So the Philistines were subdued, and they came no more into the coast of Israel, and the hand of the Lord was against the Philistines all the days of Samuel.” A discrepancy has been discovered between these words, according to which Samuel completely estopped the Philistines from returning, and 1 Samuel 9:16, where a king is promised the people as deliverer out of the hand of the Philistines, and 1 Samuel 10:5 and 1 Samuel 13:5 sq, especially 1 Samuel 13:19 sq. and 1 Samuel 17:1 sq, where there are express accounts of wars of the Philistines with Israel and of the oppression of the latter by the Philistine rule (Thenius and De Wette). But in fact no such discrepancy exists. It is by no means said in the first half of 1 Samuel 7:13 that the return of the Philistines was estopped fully, that Isaiah, for all time; it is said only that in this battle of Ebenezer they were “subdued or humbled.” When then it is added “they came no more into the coast of Israel,” that Isaiah, they did not repeat their incursions, we need not suppose that the narrator intended to say that the Philistines never again entered the territory of Israel so long as Samuel lived. On the contrary, the historical content is defined by the second half of 1 Samuel 7:13, “and the hand of the Lord was against the Philistines all the days of Samuel.” If “the hand of the Lord,” that Isaiah, His power and might, was against the Philistines all the days of Samuel, this involves the fact that, as long as Samuel lived, the Philistines were hostile to Israel and sought to subdue them, but God defended His people and gave them the victory over their enemies. “The hand of the Lord against the Philistines” supposes strife between Israel and the Philistines, occasioned by the incursions of the latter. What immediately precedes can therefore be understood only in a relative, not in an absolute sense of the Philistines’ not coming again into the border of Israel. Otherwise the supposed contradiction would exist in the two parts of 1 Samuel 7:13 itself. The decisive fact, however, in this question is that the words “all the days of Samuel” are to be connected not, as the alleged contradiction supposes, with the first half of 1 Samuel 7:13, but only with the second. It is not said “all the days of Samuel the Philistines did not return,” but “all the days of Samuel the hand of the Lord was against the Philistines.” The first statement declares, over against the reference to God’s power warding off the hostility of the Philistines, and in connection with Samuel’s victory over them at Ebenezer, that in consequence of this victory they had not repeated their incursions into the territory of Israel, and this is to be understood of the space of time after the lapse of which they resumed their old wars against Israel. In Saul’s victories over them, who, “as long as he lived,” had to struggle hard with them ( 1 Samuel 14:52), and whose term of life nearly coincided with that of Samuel, since the latter died only a few years before him, the hand of Jehovah was mighty against them, and the promise of 1 Samuel 9:16 was fulfilled. Israel’s condition of shameful subjection portrayed in 1 Samuel 13:19 sq. was the result of the occupation of the land by the Philistines mentioned in 1 Samuel 13:5-6, and does not contradict the statement that Jehovah’s hand was against the Philistines “all the days of Samuel,” since in 1 Samuel14is related how the Lord at that time helped Israel (comp. 1 Samuel 13:23). The solution of the alleged contradiction that restricts the expression “all the days of Samuel” to the duration of his judicial term, is unsatisfactory from the arbitrariness of this restriction, and conflicts with 1 Samuel 13:15 : “Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life.”

It is also maintained that there is a contradiction between the section 1 Samuel 9:1-10; 1 Samuel 9:16 and the sections8, 1 Samuel 10:17-27, because in the former Samuel anoints Saul in consequence of a divine Revelation, and in the latter has him chosen king by lot in consequence of the demand of the people (De Wette). But in truth there is nothing here that compels us to suppose an absolute contradiction; “for in 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16 is related the secret anointing of Saul by Samuel, with its immediate consequences, and in 1 Samuel 10:17-27 the choice by lot in the presence of the whole people” (Naegelsbach, ubi sup. p401). Thenius (Komm. 2 Aufl. p43) seeks to establish the unhistorical character of both narrations by stating the alternative: “the Prophet would then either have tempted God, or have been guilty of an unworthy trick before the people;” but against this we remark that according to 1 Samuel 10:17-27 also every thing was done by Samuel at the divine instance and under divine influence ( 1 Samuel 10:18; 1 Samuel 10:24), as in the narrative in 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16, that therefore both tempting God and unworthy trickery on Samuel’s part are excluded, since in the narration the choice by lot also is conceived of in a theocratic point of view. In the presence of the assembled people God declares the man who had been chosen and anointed by His will, to be king, and His representative. Comp. Winer, Bibl. Realwörterbuch, II. p 1 Sa389: “In 1 Samuel8 Samuel declares himself against the wish of the people by command of Jehovah Himself, and by His command makes an attempt to divert the Israelites from their desire. This failing, he receives from Jehovah the command to yield ( 1 Samuel 8:21 sq.), and anoints Saul, 1 Samuel 9, 10. And then the scene, 1 Samuel 10:17 sq, was not superfluous: the first Revelation, 1 Samuel 9:15 sq, was for the Prophet; the second, 1 Samuel 10:20 sq, for the people.” To this we add Ewald’s remark (Geschichte des V. Isr. [Hist. of Israel], III. p33, 3 Aufl.): “If we bear in mind the ordinary use of the sacred lot in those times, we shall find that in the connection of this narrative (Ewald ascribes 1 Samuel 9:17-27 to the author of the preceding section) nothing but the truth is described in this incident; the mysterious meeting with the Seer did not suffice for the full and benedictive recognition of Saul the king, but publicly also in solemn national assembly it was necessary that the Spirit of Jahveh should choose him before all others and mark him as the man of Jahveh.” And so there is no contradiction between 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16 and 1 Samuel 10:17-27, but the two sections stand in concinnate relation to one another.

Another discrepancy has been found between 1 Samuel 11:14 sq. and. 1 Samuel 13:8 compared with 1 Samuel 10:8, it being held that the words of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 10:8) contain a command to Saul to go immediately to Gilgal and wait for him there seven days. On this supposition certainly 1 Samuel8 and 1 Samuel 9:14 sq. cannot be reconciled, since, according to the latter passage, Saul went to Gilgal not before but with Samuel, and indeed at his special suggestion, and there was therefore no waiting on Samuel; and moreover, before Saul and Samuel came together in Gilgal, their first meeting after that solemn prophetic consecration of Saul ( 1 Samuel 10:1-8) took place in Mizpeh. Equally impossible, on this supposition, is a reconciliation of 1 Samuel 10:8 and 1 Samuel 13:8, which last passage contains an undeniable reference to an order given to Saul by Samuel, such as is expressed in 1 Samuel 10:8; for between the two there is an interval, according to 1 Samuel 13:1, of two years. [But the text here ( 1 Samuel 13:1) is corrupt—see note on the verse in question.—Tr.] Naegelsbach therefore supposes that 1 Samuel 10:8 is not in its proper place, but stood originally somewhere just before 1 Samuel 13:8 (ubi sup. p401). Thenius joins 1 Samuel 13:2 sq. immediately on to 1 Samuel 10:16, regarding 1 Samuel 10:17 to 1 Samuel 12:25 as a section interpolated into the original document between 1 Samuel 10:16 and 1 Samuel 13:2, and 1 Samuel 13:1 as an interpolation by the Redactor, or perhaps by a later hand, by which the succedent matter was brought into plausible connection with the inserted section, and the necessary time gained for the occurrence narrated in this section (ubi sup. p49). There are grave objections to both expedients; to the first because of the impossibility of fixing the supposed right place before 1 Samuel 13:8 where 1 Samuel 10:8 is to be put; to the second—apart from the fact that no other reason is given for the supposition that this section is interpolated—because of the chronological difficulty mentioned by Keil (Introd. I:236), which undoubtedly presents itself when we look at all which, on this supposition, must have been done (according to 1 Samuel 13:2-7) within these seven days, and because of the very bold hypothesis that is advanced by this assumption of an interpolated tradition, and by the explanation of the words of 1 Samuel 13:1. We have seen what significance the section 1 Samuel 10:17-27, in historical connection with what goes before, has for the commencement of Saul’s kingdom. Keil therefore properly asks the question: “How could Saul, secretly anointed by Samuel, and concealing this anointing even from his uncle ( 1 Samuel 10:1; 1 Samuel 10:16), come to such consideration, that at his call all Israel flocked about him, as about their king, when he had neither been proclaimed king by Samuel, nor by any act bad won the confidence of the people for himself as king?” (ubi supra). Keil, it is true, from the proposition (which is correct) that the narration in 1 Samuel 13:1-7 requires for its explanation the content of the section 1 Samuel 10:17 to 1 Samuel 12:25, draws the conclusion that Samuel’s order to Saul in 1 Samuel 10:8 refers to the solemn proclamation of Saul as king in Gilgal ( 1 Samuel 11:14 sq.); but this conclusion is unsatisfactory on grounds already adduced. And moreover the view which Keil connects with this conclusion (and which is found as far back as Clericus) is untenable—namely, that the statement in 1 Samuel 13:8 (which has consequently nothing at all to do with 1 Samuel 10:8) refers to a command not expressly mentioned, but here casually alluded to in the words “according to the set time that Samuel had appointed,” by which Samuel, with reference to the Philistine war, had at a later time ordered Saul to Gilgal; for these very words (as Keil himself now admits, Comm. in loco, 101,128) plainly point to the injunction given to Saul in 1 Samuel 10:8. However, proceeding from this supposition, we are no way bound to explain the words in 1 Samuel 10:8 as a command of Samuel which was to be immediately carried out by Saul. The proper explanation of the connection in which the “thou goest down” (וְיָרַדְתָּ) in 1 Samuel 10:8 stands partly with the preceding, partly with the following circumstantial clause introduced by “and behold” (וְהִנֵּה) leads to the conditional rendering “and when thou goest down before me to Gilgal, behold.…;” and a similar translation is found in Seb. Schmidt, only with improper temporal extension, and is proposed by Ewald (Gesch 3 Aufl. III:41) and Keil (Comm. p101). The king chosen to deliver Israel from the yoke of the Philistines must recognize it as his first duty to prove his kingly might in battle against the Philistines, in accordance with his consecration received from Samuel. The exhortation to this duty Samuel couples with the command that he should not in the exercise of his royal calling trespass on the field that was to remain closed to him, namely, the offering of sacrifice for the people when they were mustered for war. Ewald says: “Gilgal, on the south-western bank of the Jordan, was then, from all indications, one of the most holy places in Israel, and the true centre of the whole people; it had a like importance before, and much more then, because the Philistine control reached so far eastward[FN3] that the middle point of the kingdom must have been pressed back to the bank of the Jordan. There the people must have assembled for all general political questions, and thence after offering and consecration have marched forth armed to war” (ubi sup. p42). The significance of Gilgal for the whole people at this period of the Israelitish history is presupposed in Samuel’s command to Saul, which consequently contains for him the following rule of government: When thou goest down to Gilgal—that Isaiah, to gather the people there, that they may be led forth to battle against the Philistines, and to this end receive consecration by solemn offering—thou shalt await my coming for the preparation, and neither in thy own power make the offering, nor of thy own will begin the war against the Philistines. In this prophetic command Saul ought to have recognized the voice of God (see Keil, ubi sup, pp101–103, and Ewald, ubi sup, p41–46). This explanation is found as early as Brenz. He says: “But we are not to understand that Samuel commands Saul to go straightway down to Gilgal and there wait seven days, but that he is to do this after he has been publicly elected king and confirmed in the kingdom by victory over the Ammonites, and shall then begin to prepare for war against the Philistines, on whose account especially Saul was called to the kingdom. The following, therefore, is the meaning of Samuel’s command: Thou art called to the kingdom especially to free Israel from the tyranny of the Philistines. When, therefore, thou art about to undertake this work, go down to Gilgal and wait there seven days till I come to thee; then thou shalt offer a sacrifice, but not before I come, and I will show thee what is to be done, that our enemies the Philistines may be conquered; this thing is related afterwards in 1 Samuel13, where we read that Saul violated this command.”

Thenius finds a discrepancy between 1 Samuel 14:47 and 1 Samuel 10:17 sq. and 1 Samuel 11:14 sq. (p65), maintaining that here several mutually exclusive relations are put together—that the author of the sections 1 Samuel 14:47 sq. relates that Saul by this victory over the Philistines proved himself to be the king anointed by Samuel and secured royal authority, and that this cannot be reconciled with 1 Samuel 10:17 sq, 1 Samuel 11:14 sq, and15. But if we recollect that the Philistines had possession of the greater part of the land, the expression לָכַד [“took”] in 1 Samuel 14:47 is best understood as meaning that Saul by this victory got the real control of the land, not as referring to the public assumption of the kingdom to which he was first designated by the anointing. There is therefore no discrepancy between this statement of the result of the victory over the Philistines and the accounts of Saul’s choice by lot ( 1 Samuel 10:17 sq.), and of his confirmation as king before the whole people in Gilgal ( 1 Samuel 11:14 sq).

An apparent anachronism exists in 1 Samuel 17:54, where it is said that David carried Goliath’s head to Jerusalem, while it was some time later that he conquered Jerusalem ( 2 Samuel 5); but this is explained by the remark of Kurz (Herzog, Real-Encycl, Art. “David”) and others, that, if not the citadel, yet the city of Jerusalem had then been a long time in the possession of the Israelites ( Joshua 15:63; Judges 1:21), and it is not at all necessary for the establishment of this fact, which makes the deposition (of Goliath’s head) possible, to suppose with Naegelsbach that David had a prophetic anticipation of the importance of this city, although this supposition is unjustly set aside by Thenius without further consideration. There is just as little difficulty in the statement that David, after the victory, deposited the armor of Goliath in his tent, while the giant’s sword is afterwards found in the Sanctuary at Nob.

Between 1 Samuel 18:5 and 1 Samuel 18:13-16 a discrepancy has been found, in that in the first passage David received his appointment as military commander on account of his bravery; in the second on account of Saul’s envy and fear of him. The apparent contradiction is set aside, however, by a glance at the intermediate narration, according to which the jealousy aroused in Saul by the women’s song of victory produced such a change in his disposition towards David that he assigned the latter a higher post only to remove him from his person and expose him to death in battle against the Philistines.

Between the statements of Jonathan in 1 Samuel 19:2 and 1 Samuel 20:2—the first of which informs David of his father’s murderous thoughts against him, while the second assures him of the contrary—there lies an interval, in which Saul’s hatred against David might have softened; or at least Jonathan, thinking the best of his father, might believe that he had perceived a change in his disposition towards David. Perhaps Jonathan, as Naegelsbach (p403) supposes, intends only to deny that another attack against David’s life is purposed. Why, in the face of this assurance of his friend, should it be so inconceivable that David should speak of again appearing at the royal table at the appointed time when Saul expected him? Had David not already had experience of similar paroxysms of rage in the king, and yet been always reconciled with him by Jonathan’s intervention?

The apparent contradiction between 1 Samuel 18:27, where David brings200 foreskins of the Philistines for Michal, and 2 Samuel 3:14, which speaks of100 only, is resolved by referring to 1 Samuel 18:25, according to which Saul had demanded the latter number of foreskins; only these, not the two hundred actually brought, are mentioned by David in the later passage.

We turn now to those sections in which there are supposed to exist double accounts of the same thing, in part mutually exclusive and contradictory; that Isaiah, signs of the use of various documents, which in respect to the same facts and events, present differences that the Redactor could not reconcile.

First among these is the narrative of the two Goliaths, 1 Samuel 17:4, and 2 Samuel 21:19. In the one passage David slays the giant Goliath, and in the other it is related of Elhanan, son of Jaare-oregim, that he slew Goliath of Gath, whose spear was like a weaver’s beam. It is altogether arbitrary in Boettcher (Neue exegetisch-kritische Æhrenlesen zum A. T. on 2 Samuel 21:19) to try to prove the identity of this Elhanan with David (see Thenius, p259), in order to make this account agree with 1 Samuel 17:4 f. Nothing obliges us to regard the two passages as referring to the same incident, since two different actors are mentioned, David and Elhanan, the last with circumstantial reference to his person and descent, and there may well have been at different times two giants of equal strength and the same name, the later perhaps purposely honored with the name of the earlier. But in the parallel passage, 1 Chronicles 20:5, which evidently gives the same event as 2 Samuel 21:19, it is said: “Elhanan, the son of Jair, slew Lahmi, the brother of Goliath of Gath, whose spear, etc,” and if the correct reading is not in 2 Samuel 21:19 (of which I cannot convince myself), but rather in 1 Chronicles 20:5, then the distinctness of the combats related in the two accounts is so much the more beyond doubt (see Thenius’ view, p 258 sq, which is opposed to his earlier view).

In 1 Samuel 19:9 sq. the same incident seems to be related as in 1 Samuel 18:9 sq, and therefore the one passage or the other seems to be not in the right place. Yet the double narrative, agreeing literally in single expressions, may be referred without difficulty to two explosions of rage on Saul’s part, since according to18 sq. this rage showed itself several times against David.

The rejection of Saul is narrated in the two sections, 1 Samuel 13:8-14; 1 Samuel 15:10-26. But nothing requires us to regard these as mutually exclusive narrations of one and the same fact. Rather, the circumstances under which Saul manifests his disobedience are so different in the two cases, that we must recognize two different courses of events in which his disobedience is shown. But, as in the second act of disobedience there lay a heightening of the guilt, so on the first act of the punishment (13, 14) followed the second sharper Acts, consisting in the definitive rejection ( 1 Samuel 15:23-24).

There is just as little necessity for referring the parallel narrations in 1 Samuel 10:10-12 and 1 Samuel 19:22-24 to the same event. Rather, there is so much in each that is peculiar, that we are justified in assuming two different occurrences in which the proverb “Is Saul also among the prophets?” found its application. The first incident explains its origin, for it is said, 1 Samuel 10:12 : “Therefore it became a proverb.” The second similar incident, which is described as occurring under totally different circumstances, fixed it and gave it a wider application, 1 Samuel 19:24.

Thenius’ grounds (p120) for referring to one event the two narratives of the repeated treachery of the Ziphites towards David and David’s magnanimous conduct towards Saul ( 1 Samuel 23:19-24; 1 Samuel 23:24; 1 Samuel 23:26), of which the tradition is supposed to have given a double account, seem not sufficient to establish the identity of the two. Their points of agreement do not exclude the distinctness of the events. “For,” says Naegelsbach (p402) justly, “that David twice came to the hill Hachilah near Ziph is probable by reason of the hiding-places in this wooded mountain-range; that the Ziphites twice discovered and betrayed his abode is very natural from their friendship for Saul; and that Saul made a second expedition against David is psychologically only too easily explained, even though he was no moral monster; his hatred against David was so deeply rooted that it could only be repressed for the moment, not destroyed, by that magnanimous deed.” David’s twice sparing the life of his enemy has its ground in the horror of laying hand on the Lord’s anointed, and Saul’s consequent double expression of repentance is explained by the change of feeling which is psychologically not hard to understand when we consider his disposition, as it is everywhere represented to us. But, on the other hand, along with these resemblances there are such important differences in the two narratives that the assumption of two events can by no means be regarded as arbitrary. On the particulars comp. Haevernick (p138 sq.) and Keil (Introd. I:243, 244).

The narrative of David’s two flights to the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 21:10-15, and 1 Samuel 27:1 sq.) is regarded as a double relation of the same event, and is referred to different sources. Thenius (p 101 sq) finds historical truth only in the second relation of David’s flight to Gath (27), on the ground that David would have fled to the Philistines only in the extremest need, and not at the outset; but certainly according to the account of Saul’s pursuit of David, that precedes21, the latter’s need was great enough to impel him under those circumstances to flee to the Philistines. While the two narratives agree in the fact that David flees to Achish, the differences in everything else are so great that we must suppose not one abode of David with the Philistines (held by Thenius to be given with historical trustworthiness only in27) but two distinct occurrences. In 21 he comes alone to Achish, in27 with wives and children and a numerous retinue; in the first case, being soon recognized, he had to act the madman in order to save himself, and his stay was short; in the second he settles himself for a long abode in Ziklag, and undertakes several expeditions against the hostile tribes on the southern border of Canaan, whereby he secures the favor and protection of Achish. With such great differences we cannot suppose that the narration in 21 is a legendary embellishment of that in27.

There are two mentions of the death of Samuel, 1 Samuel 25:1 and 1 Samuel 28:3. We need not, however, suppose that the Redactor took these from two sources. Rather the repetition in 1 Samuel 28:3 (which moreover from its language and style does not seem to be an independent account) serves to introduce and illustrate the following narrative as much as the remark that Saul had driven the necromancers and wizards out of the land. “The repetition of the words ‘they had lamented him and buried him,’ seems designed to put the impiety against Samuel in a still stronger light” (Naegelsb, p404).

At the first glance there seem to be two contradictory accounts of Saul’s death in 1 Samuel 31:4 and 2 Samuel 1:9-10, according to the first of which he killed himself, but according to the second was at his own request slain by an Amalekite, who himself brings the report. Ewald (p137, 138) supposes here two different and evidently ancient accounts, of which one makes the faithful and conscientious armor-bearer, the other a frivolous and rude Gentile present at the last moment of the sinking hero; the first the account of those who spoke well, the second that of those who spoke ill of Saul; but this supposition of two sources and two accounts is untenable because of the fact which comes out from the narrative in 2 Samuel1that the Amalekite falsely ascribed the deed to himself in order to receive thanks and recognition therefor from David, but especially to get a large reward for Saul’s jewels, of which he had possessed himself (Then. p141).

There is just as little ground for holding that the narratives of the conquest of the Syrians, 2 Samuel 8, 10-12are two relations of the same expedition of David against the Syrians, as Gramberg (Religionsid. II:108) has maintained. He would allow only one conquest, because after such a defeat they could not have so soon recovered themselves, and in 1 Samuel10 also there is no mention of a revolt of the Syrians, while yet according to 1 Samuel8 they had been really subdued. But the resources of the Syrians, even after that defeat, may have been ample (comp. 1 Samuel 8:4; 1 Samuel 8:7-8; 1 Samuel 8:10); for the rich booty that the Israelites got, and the large number of warriors that the Syrians had put into the field, point to considerable power and wealth. But there was no need to mention their revolt, since it was understood as a matter of course that they sought to shake off the yoke at the first opportunity, though otherwise the yoke was so firmly fixed that one could speak of a real and permanent subjection; this opportunity offered itself when the Ammonites went into a war with David. And so they appear in 1 Samuel10 not as independent enemies of David, but as allies of the Ammonites (comp. Theod. quœst. 24 ad. 2 Reg.; Winer, Realwörterb. I:260; Then. p188). Ewald in like manner maintains (III:204, 205) the identity of the Syrian war, 1 Samuel 8:3, with the Syrian-Ammonitish in10 sq. In support of this view he urges that the war with the Syrian King Hadad-Ezer of Zobah cannot be explained except by supposing that it was excited by a contemporaneous war with a nearer kingdom, since the kingdom of Zobah is not described as bordering immediately on the kingdom of Israel. But, it is said, according to10–12 a great Syrian war with Israel was excited by the Ammonites; this war with Ammon is narrated there at greater length on account of the history of Uriah, and for this reason is only mentioned quite incidentally, 1 Samuel 8:12, in he general account of all the great wars. But it is sufficiently clear from 1 Samuel 8:3 how David came immediately into conflict with the Syrians without occasion thereto having been given by war with another enemy. Thenius (in loco) well says: “David’s aim was to rest his kingdom at one point at least on the Euphrates, because this was the nearest stream that traversed broad tracts of country; on the way thither Hadad-Ezer, whose territory he touched on in the march, opposed him.” It is true that the Ammonite war, briefly mentioned in 1 Samuel8 Isaiah, on account of the pragmatism which controls the whole narrative in10–12, given at length for the reason assigned; but if the Syrian war mentioned in 1 Samuel 8:3 occurred along with this Ammonite war, as is maintained, it is surprising that this connection is not indicated in 1 Samuel8 in the list of wars, but the two are introduced as wholly distinct. We therefore have in 1 Samuel8, 10 sq. accounts of altogether different wars.

With the sections 1 Samuel 16:14-23, 1 Samuel 17:12-51, and 1 Samuel 17:55-58, the case is different from that of the passages hitherto discussed, in which contradictions or mutually exclusive accounts of the same fact, and therefore indications of various documents, have been supposed to exist; here indeed incongruences and discrepancies do exist, and signs of different documents, which the author has put together, must be recognized. In 1 Samuel 16:18 is related how David comes to Saul, and his extraction and his father’s name are exactly and fully given. On the other hand, in 1 Samuel 12:12, after the dangerous and disgraceful situation has been pictured, in which Israel stood in reference to the Philistines, and as the object of their giant Goliath’s scorn, in a new section, which begins here, David is spoken of as if he had not been named at all before, and the names of his father and native city are given. This second mention of his family-relations, particularly in this shape, cannot be explained without forcing and far-fetched conceits, as in Haevernick’s attempt (p135). The author, says Hebrews, purposely repeats the notices of David’s race and extraction, partly because this fits in with the historical narration, to which the explanation of David’s coming into the camp, etc., can thus be attached, partly because the importance that he attaches to his hero thus comes out more strongly, and his person again comes clearly before the reader. The appeal to similar peculiarities in Hebrew historiography (as in other places in the Books of Samuel) is of no force in this passage, because such genealogical statistical-historical summary notices are given usually only as conclusion in important historical turning-points, and chiefly as proleptical statements (comp. 1 Samuel 7:15-17; 1 Samuel 14:47-52). The strange הַזּה [“this”] in 1 Samuel 17:12, shows clearly that it is added to the already superfluous genealogical notice of David in order to connect the section 1 Samuel 17:12-31 with 1 Samuel 16:14-23, to which ( 1 Samuel 16:18) regard must have been had in 1 Samuel 17:12. That it is added with this view is clearly seen from its incongruity with the following וּשְׁמוֹ יִשַׁי [and his name was Jesse]. Naegelsbach’s remark (p402) is perfectly correct: “If הַזֶּה [‘this’] is meant to point to the earlier mention of the name in 1 Samuel16, then the וּשְׁמוֹ [‘and his name’] is superfluous; and if the latter remains, the former is superfluous.”—So also the statement in v15, that David went back and forth from Saul to keep his father’s sheep in Bethlehem, makes the impression that it was appended to the account before us in order to bring this narrative into agreement with 1 Samuel 16:21-23, according to which David was constantly with Saul as his armor-bearer, and to explain the fact that he came from his father’s folds to the scene of war. Long ago exception was taken to the disagreement between 1 Samuel 17:12-31; 1 Samuel 17:16. The proof is that the former is altogether lacking in the Vatican recension of the Septuagint, and that Origen found it in no Greek translation. Similar difficulty was felt with 1 Samuel 17:55 sq, which is also omitted in the Vatican Septuagint.

Between the section ( 1 Samuel 17:55 sq.) and 1 Samuel 14:16-23 there is the discrepancy that in the former Saul does not know David, while according to the latter he must have known not only him personally, but also his lineage. According to 1 Samuel 14:16 sq. David was described to Saul at the outset as the son of Jesse of Bethlehem, and Saul had put himself in communication with David’s father by repeated messages, in order to take David permanently into his service. Contrariwise in 1 Samuel 17:55 sq. he repeatedly asks: Whose son is the youth? Various attempts have been made to resolve this discrepancy. Stress has been laid on the fact that he asks not after David’s person, but after his lineage. Then, according to one view, this question expresses the contempt and scorn which Saul would assign as reason why he could not keep his splendid promise ( 1 Samuel 17:25) to such a man of mean descent (Haev. p136); but in neither case does the form of the question justify such a construction. According to another explanation the question expresses astonishment and admiration (Keil, Introd. I:238); but then it could not be “whose son is the youth?” We should expect, “is this the son of Jesse?” By others it is regarded as more probable that Saul had forgotten David’s family-relations, either in the rush and press of court-life (Saurin), or from hypochondria (Berth.), or from ingratitude (Calvin) or from forgetfulness (Keil in loco), and Keil conjectures that Saul, on account of the promised release of the victor from taxes, wished to know more of David’s connections than simply his father’s name and his birth-place; but all this does not suffice to set aside the difference, least of all the last-mentioned expedient, because David’s answer to Saul’s question contains likewise nothing more than the name of his father; and so recourse is had arbitrarily to a new hypothesis, namely, that David’s answer has not been fully reported, though even this, strictly taken, would not suffice for that view, but would render necessary still another supposition, namely, that Saul’s question is not fully reported. Since all these attempts at solution are untenable, we cannot, in the present state of the investigation of this question, avoid supposing, with many expositors, that the author of our Books has in these sections interpolated a second written tradition which he met with of David’s battle with Goliath, and, although he connected them with 1 Samuel16 by a slight revision, the traces of which are indicated above, yet did not undertake a more thorough alteration for the purpose of reconciling the differences (Winer, II:260; Bleek, p364; Naegelsb. u. s. p402). The supposition of an interpolation of the section 1 Samuel 17:12 sq. (Mich, Eich, Bertholdt), which is also the ground of its omission in the Septuagint and other Greek translations, is untenable in proportion to the difficulty of understanding why an interpolation that offered great difficulties should be made.

On a closer examination of the question as to the extent of the second account that the author had before him, and the manner in which he combined it with his narrative, it appears in the first place that the incongruence and discrepancy (in relation to the preceding, 1 Samuel 16:14-23) does not pertain to the whole of 1 Samuel17. This chapter (17) is really connected closely with the preceding narration in 1 Samuel14, since, after Saul’s rejection and David’s selection have been related, it resumes the account of Saul’s wars with the Philistines, which remained his life-task ( 1 Samuel 14:52) even after his rejection (comp. Ewald, Gesch. III:95, 3d ed.). The contents of 1 Samuel 14:32-52 connect themselves well without incongruence or discrepancy with the account ( 1 Samuel 16:14) of the calling of the already anointed David to the royal court, which stands in pragmatic connection with the rejection of Saul, since the gloomy spirit which governs Saul comes over him in consequence of his rejection by God—with the narrative of his establishment in Saul’s service as armor-bearer ( 1 Samuel 14:21), which on the one hand is brought about by David’s military capacity ( 1 Samuel 14:18), and on the other hand sufficiently explains his presence with Saul in the camp—and especially with 1 Samuel 17:11; and that the section 1 Samuel 17:12-31 was added by the author from another narration to complete the account of David, is the more evident from the עָלָיו of 1 Samuel 17:32 (“let no man’s heart fail because of him”), which is closely connected with 1 Samuel 17:11, where the Philistine Goliath is spoken of, while he is not mentioned in the immediately preceding verses, and especially from the content of David’s speech to Saul in 1 Samuel 17:32 (“let no man’s heart fail”) which naturally belongs to 1 Samuel 17:11 (“they were dismayed and greatly afraid”).—We must also regard the section 1 Samuel 17:55-58 as a piece interpolated by the author, which is taken from another account, and the point of which lies in the twice-put question of Saul. From its first words it ought to have stood after 1 Samuel 17:40; but as Saul’s question could be answered by Abner only after David’s return from the combat, it was put here after 1 Samuel 17:54, its first half, 1 Samuel 17:55-56, forming an appendix to 1 Samuel 17:40, since according to the sense the verbs are to be regarded as in the pluperfect, and the second half, 1 Samuel 17:57-58, serving as continuation of the history after 1 Samuel 17:54. By the statement that David after this discourse before Saul had formed a friendship with Jonathan, the author has so connected this section with the following ( 1 Samuel 18:1 sq.) that he relates in 1 Samuel 18:2 (in reference to the remark in 1 Samuel 17:15) how David in consequence of his heroic exploit was taken permanently into Saul’s service and received from him a military command. Winer says rightly (I:260): “1Samuel 1 Samuel 18:1-5 may very well belong to the proper substance of the Book, only the collector has attached this section to the interpolated 1 Samuel17” though, as we have seen, not all of 1 Samuel17 is to be regarded as interpolation of the author, but only 1 Samuel 17:12-31. On the whole passage we may compare Ewald’s remark: “We hold that the older narrator also mentioned the single combat of David with Goliath; the passages 1 Samuel 18:6, 1 Samuel 19:5, 1 Samuel 21:10, leave no doubt of this; and the words that describe the last issue of the deed ( 1 Samuel 18:1; 1 Samuel 18:3-5) are, according to their coloring, from the older narrator” (ubi sup. p96, 97).[FN4]

As characteristic of the fact that the content of the Books of Samuel has been “put together in compilatory fashion” from various sources by a Redactor of historical accounts, it has been declared (Thenius, p. IX.), that some parts of the work by their curt chronicle-like tone stand in striking contrast with the elsewhere elaborate, in one part ( 2 Samuel 11:20) quite biographical narration, for ex. 2 Samuel 5:1-16; 2 Samuel 8; 2 Samuel 21:15-22; 2 Samuel 23:8-39. This is true only in part of the first-named passage; for it is elaborately and distinctly enough told how David at Hebron receives homage as king over all Israel, and then makes Jerusalem his capital by driving out the Jebusites. The rest of the section and the others adduced have certainly, if not exactly a chronicle-like, yet a statistical-historical, form. But what is their content? Statistical statements concerning the life and government of David with reference to his previous and subsequent rule, and concerning the children born to him at Jerusalem ( 2 Samuel 5:4-5; 2 Samuel 5:13), summary mention of the wars carried on with foreign enemies (8), survey of the wars carried on with the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 21:15-15), a list of David’s heroes ( 1 Samuel 23:8-29). How is this fact, the presence of such chronicle-like statistical passages (the number of which might be increased), to be used? Shall the charge of external mechanical compilation be brought against the Redactor? Naegelsb. admirably says: “No author is under obligation to treat all parts of his work with equal elaborateness” (401). This holds as a general remark. As to particulars, a fuller account of David’s wives and children ( 2 Samuel 5:13-16) was, for the author’s aim, quite useless, if not impossible. In 1 Samuel5, where David becomes king over all Israel, the mention of his age and the length of his reign, on which the writer could not pertinently enlarge much, and of his family connections formed in Jerusalem, was quite appropriate, but an elaborate historical account was excluded by the nature of the case. In 1 Samuel8 it did not accord with the author’s plan to give a minute and particular account of all the wars against foreign peoples; he contented himself with a nervous, brief and summary description somewhat variously colored. A similar sketch Isaiah 21:15-17. And the list of heroes in 23 cannot in itself make at all against the literary character of the author, especially as21–24is an unconnected appendix to the Second Book. In fact, however, such diversities cannot detract from the general unity. Or, is weight laid on them in order to prove that the author drew from various sources? Of this certainly these differences furnish sufficient proof. Of course in these sections the author had to take his chronological, genealogical and statistical-historical statements from various sources. We must indeed recognize here the traces either of various documents corresponding to the several sections, or of a written collection of notes on which the composition is based.

It is further maintained that “in several places there is clearly a conclusion of separate component parts, as 1 Samuel 7:15-17; 1 Samuel 14:47-52; 2 Samuel 8:15-18; 2 Samuel 20:23-26; where the various authors briefly stated what further they knew of the persons whose history they were sketching.” It is quite certain that these passages have the form of a conclusion in reference to what precedes. Up to 1 Samuel 7:14 has been related how Samuel exercised his judicial office, and Israel under his lead gained a brilliant victory over the Philistines. At this point in the history he has reached the apex of his judicial activity; here the period proper of the Judges ends, and the history turns to the new-beginning period of the Kings, in which indeed Samuel with his judicial authority is still a power; not, however, as before, sole ruler, but God’s instrument to carry out the idea of the theocratic kingdom, about which the whole following history turns. This was then the place, in the description of Samuel as judicial ruler, in which was summarily and in conclusion (and at the same time proleptically) condensed all that was to be said about his judicial rule, in order that the history, abandoning the point of view heretofore maintained, might turn to the beginning of the royal rule and to Samuel’s work, so far as it centred in this rule.

In the section 1 Samuel 14:47-52 we have a similar critical point in the connection of the theocratical development of history. This section contains in like manner general comprehensive and closing remarks on Saul, partly on his wars, partly on his family and household connections, partly on his constant activity in war against the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 14:47-52). Reference is made proleptically to the wars against the Amalekites and Philistines, which are afterwards narrated; this forms the connection with what follows; but in the way of conclusion, looking back to8–14, everything that remains to be said in general of Saul is brought together here, because by the before-mentioned victory over the Philistines, he stands on the summit of his royal power, which God committed to him against this enemy; but at this moment also, in consequence of the judgment already pronounced against him by Samuel in8 (on which follows in15 the definitive announcement of rejection), begins to decline from that elevation on which as chosen of the Lord he is by his own fault unable to remain. Returning to Samuel’s prophetic and theocratic position, there begins (after that closing section) in15,16 with the narration of the rejection of Saul and the choice of David a new period in the history of the theocratic kingdom, in which David is the central figure, and first in the large section, 15–31, is described his gradual ascent through conflict and suffering to the throne, along with the gradual, truly heart-rending descent of Saul till his shameful downfall in battle with the Philistines.

Again in the section 2 Samuel8 there is a critical point [abschluss] in the hitherto splendidly advancing history of David’s kingship. In a theocratical sense David here finds himself on the summit of the royal majesty bestowed on him by God, after he has established the Ark permanently in the secure capital, received the promise of permanent lordship for his House, and poured out his soul in thanksgiving to the Lord ( 2 Samuel 8:6-7). On the other hand, there here begins by his own fault his gradual decline from this height ( 2 Samuel 8:10-11). At this turning point, as in Saul’s history, a summary view of all David’s wars is given ( 2 Samuel 8:1-14), in 2 Samuel 8:15 his work as king is stated generally, and in 2 Samuel 8:16-18 a general statement of the government and its officers is made, in order that the history may now turn to the new phase of retrogressive development, and from the Ammonite-Syrian war on, which is proleptical, mentioned in this closing section, and during which occurred the grave sin of David that determined all that followed, the sad consequences of this sin in the royal family and in the kingdom may be traced uninterruptedly up to the restoration of the shattered royal power.

At the close of this connected history there follows again a summary and closing statement respecting the government of the thoroughly shaken and broken kingdom, 2 Samuel 20:23-26. The disagreement between this list of officers and 1 Samuel 8:16-18 is explained very simply by the changes that had occurred in the interval. It is worthy of remark, that in both Joab, the highest officer in the army, stands first, and so both lists in the offices here named really attach themselves closely to the preceding relations of the wars by which internal peace, as condition of an orderly administration of internal affairs, was secured for the kingdom.

A similar character and aim belong to the section 2 Samuel 5:13-16. Here are given David’s family connections in Jerusalem at the important point in the advancing development of his kingly authority, when he obtains the rule over all Israel, fixes his royal residence in Jerusalem, and enters on a new phase of historical development, which is indicated by the three following facts: Vanquishing the Philistines by the hand of the Lord ( 2 Samuel 5:17-25), Tranference of the Ark to Jerusalem (6), and Nathan’s prophecy of the building of the temple and of the everlasting rule (7).

We see in these sections the same peculiarity of Hebrew historical writing that shows itself, for example, also in the composition of Genesis, namely, that general remarks on household and family affairs and other things not decisive for the principal design of the history form a summary and often anticipatory close to the preceding narrative and the preparation for the transition to a new phase of historical development. Comp. Ewald, Gesch. [Hist. of Israel], 3d ed, I:212, 213. Although, then, a certain conclusional character must be recognized in the above-cited sections of our books, it does not thence follow that the connected narrations to which they belong pertain to just as many different documents, as if the indication were therein given of different authors of the individual parts. In accordance with this view Ewald remarks (ubi sup., p212, 3d ed.) that in his explanation of 1 Samuel8 it is not of consequence “whether the words there are to be referred to our narrator or the following one.” The author of our books could himself select these closing sections, and from the character of the content, it is evident that he drew from appropriate historical sources which were at his command. Keil excellently remarks (Comm. on Sam. Introd. 6); “These concise statements are anything but proofs of a compilation from various sources, for which they have been taken from ignorance of the peculiarities of Shemitic historical writing; they serve to round off the different periods into which the history is divided, and furnish points of rest which neither destroy the real connection of the separate groups, nor render the authorial unity of the Books doubtful.”

If now we examine our Books more closely in their purely historical character or according to the purely historical point of view, they lack, in the first place, a strictly chronological statement and arrangement of the facts. In general, precise chronological statements are wanting here, such, for example, as are very carefully given in the Books of Kings; and so it is not the principle of chronological order that controls the connection of the narrative, but the principle of the real connection of things in the grouping of facts, in favor of which the chronological order is infringed. Saul’s victory over the Amalekites is mentioned in 1 Samuel 14:47-48, and it is not till15 that the history of the war against them is narrated, because, as we have seen, it is the design of the author here to group and bring together proleptically everything relating to Saul’s foreign wars and family connections, in order afterwards to relate at length Saul’s grave sin, which occurred during the Amalekite war, and which, as the cause of his rejection by God, forms the crisis of his history.—In the same way the chronological-historical order is interrupted in 2 Samuel8, where the author, in giving a general view of all David’s foreign wars, mentions proleptically the Ammonite-Syrian war [which he afterwards ( 1 Samuel 10) relates at length] because it stands at an important turning-point in David’s history, when, in consequence of his great sin, a series of divine judgments is prepared for him. The absence of chronological order is especially marked in 2 Samuel21-24; neither is the beginning, 1 Samuel 21, attached chronologically to 1 Samuel20, nor do the separate parts stand in chronological connection. The section 1 Samuel 23:8-29 belongs, according to time and content, to 2 Samuel 5:1-10, which position, answering to the historical connection, it actually has in 1 Chronicles11The passage 1 Samuel 21:15-15, in spite of the עוֹד [“yet again”], which points to the just preceding narrative, cannot be connected in time with 1 Samuel 21:14, but belongs chronologically probably to the passage indicated in 1 Chronicles 20:4 sq. (where are mentioned three of the four deeds of heroes here related), namely, 2 Samuel 12:30-31 (comp. with 1 Chronicles 20:2-3). The thanksgiving song of David, 1 Samuel 22, is evidently not in its right place, but belongs, according to the clue which the content gives to the occasion, to a time when David was saved by a great war from grievous distress and danger. That 1 Samuel24is not in its proper chronological position is evident.

Similar inequalities and interruptions show themselves, as in the chronological, so also in the factual treatment of the historical material.—To look at the last portion, 2 Samuel 21-24, one would have expected that the two narratives, 1 Samuel 21:1–14, 24, on account of the similarity of their points of view and the theocratical tendency which they both show in reference to God’s anger, which is to be appeased, would have been put together as they in content belong together. Song of Solomon, the sections 1 Samuel 21:15-15 and 1 Samuel 23:8-29 belong together according to historical content, but are separated by the lyrical-prophetical pieces, 22and 1 Samuel 23:1-7, which in content belong together. Apart from the chronological point of view, 1 Samuel 23:8-29 seems to be detached from the section, 2 Samuel 5:1-10, to which, according to content, it belongs. It is thus in some cases true, that the historical material, even apart from chronological order, is not grouped in relation to its facts, as we should have expected from the similarity of the contents and the points of view.—Further, we several times find references to facts which are assumed to be known, but are not mentioned either in these books or in any others that have been handed down. For example, in 1 Samuel 8:2, in the narrative of Saul’s military undertakings against the Philistines, Jonathan suddenly appears as leader of part of the army, and defeats the Philistines in their camp at Gibeah, though he had not before been mentioned as Saul’s son (this is not done till 1 Samuel 8:16 and 1 Samuel 16:1), or as taking part in the campaign against the Philistines. So in 1 Samuel 21:1 the removal of the tabernacle to Nob is pre-supposed, though we are not told when and how it had been carried thither from Shiloh, where it still stood under Eli ( 1 Samuel 1:3; 1 Samuel 1:9). The history of the expiation, 2 Samuel 21, whose omission David had to supply, supposes the occasioning event, the slaying of the Gibeonites by Saul, though it has nowhere been mentioned. So reference is made to the expulsion of necromancers by Saul ( 1 Samuel 28:3), and to the flight of the Beerothites to Gittaim ( 2 Samuel 4:3), which incidents are not narrated. Thus historical facts are here and there in the narration merely taken for granted, the relation of which we should have expected for the sake of completeness and pragmatical connection.

In regard to the fulness of the narrative, it must be particularly remarked, that the Books do not propose to give a properly biographical account of Samuel, Saul and David. The historical material of Samuel’s life, regarded from a biographical point of view, is very sporadically and atomically given; there are wanting large parts of the life-development of the prophet. In regard to Saul we find important facts either wholly unmentioned or only briefly touched on or intimated. From a comparison of our Books with the parallel passages in the Books of Chronicles on David, it appears that our author has used less freely than the author of Chronicles the historical material which lay equally before both. The account that our Book gives of the wars of David with the Ammonites and Syrians ( 2 Samuel 8:10) leaves out many things that the Chronicler inserts ( 1 Chronicles 18:19). It is not supposable that the history of the preparations for the building of the Temple, the organization of the priestly service and of the army was unknown to our author; but he says nothing about what is contained in 1 Chronicles22-28 Even the account of David’s end, for which we cannot suppose a lack of material, is wanting, an unexpected omission in a history of David that elsewhere goes so minutely into particulars. We see, therefore, that the author purposed neither to insist on strict chronological arrangement of facts, nor to work up his known or accessible historical material with all possible completeness in all parts of his narration. This eclectic treatment of the historical material has its ground in the desire to give special prominence to those things only which were important for the development of the Kingdom of God from a theocratic-prophetical point of view. Thus, for example, in 1 Samuel3 a fact in the history of Samuel’s childhood is made prominent and related at length, that was decisive for his divine call to the prophetic office in contrast with the corrupt priesthood. So the Amalekite war and the Ammonite war ( 1 Samuel 15 and 2 Samuel 10:11) are given in full, because in the first we have the ground of Saul’s rejection, and in the second the sin of David, on account of which a heavy judgment afterwards falls on his house and kingdom (of which a full relation is given), has its historical background and its factual occasion.

We come once more to the close of the Books, 2 Samuel 21-24. In the examination of this conclusion in reference to the arrangement and combination of the historical material, two things strike us: first, that these four chapters are not connected with what precedes by a continuity of historical development, but form a supplement or appendix composed of bits without historical connection among themselves, and second, that with such a conclusion the history of David is not rounded off by a continuation to the end of his life or even of his reign.

If we compare the six sections in this closing supplement (1, the famine and the atonement, 1 Samuel 21:1-14; 1 Samuel 2, summary account of deeds of heroes in the Philistine wars, 1 Samuel 21:15-15; 1 Samuel 3, David’s song of praise, 22; 4, David’s last words, 1 Samuel 23:1-7; 1 Samuel 5, David’s heroes in conflict with the Philistines, 1 Samuel 23:8-29; 1 Samuel 6, the plague in consequence of the numbering of the people, and the atonement, 24), 1,6, 2and5, 3,4, correspond in content. The sections1,6 have an objective-theocratical tone, and are therefore to be referred to sources that owed their origin to the theocratic stand-point of the historical narration. Two sins against the Lord: one king Saul’s, whose consequences reach to the time of David’s reign, the other king David’s, which falls in the last period of his reign (Ewald and Then.), have for their results judgments which affect the whole people; in both cases an atonement has to be made in order to appease the wrath of God. The sections2,5, which correspond in their military character, and especially in their reference to the Philistine wars, have an annalistic or chronicle-like tone, and point to corresponding sources. The two-fold utterance of David (3,4), forming the centre of this supplement, has the same theocratic-religious tone with its two border-pieces (1,6), only with the subjective modification proper to the lyric-prophetic content, and points perhaps to the same source from which the author has woven in the other lyrical pieces of his history. (On this point see further below.) Along with this correspondence in the pairs of sections in the characteristic peculiarities of their content, we may discover, perhaps, in spite of the lack of pragmatic connection between them, a partially ideal combination of them in the conception of the author. The summary account of the Philistine wars ( 1 Samuel 21:15-15)—for which in the reverse direction we might find a point of attachment, though a loose one, in the reference in 1 Samuel 21:12 to the earlier Philistine wars under Saul—has an ideal pragmatic connection with the following thanksgiving-song; for in 1 Samuel 22:1 the author, thinking, no doubt, of the principal enemies of Israel, who at the same time represented all the rest, marks this song as addressed to Jehovah at a time “when Jehovah had delivered him out of the hand of all his enemies.” In this combination, therefore, 1 Samuel 22has in that section ( 1 Samuel 21:15-15) its historical basis and illustration. The song composed by David on a definite historical occasion is placed here by the author as a song of triumph, that it may form the cap-stone of the war-tossed life of David. The reflection on the glorious conclusion of all military undertakings against foes, which filled up the greater part of David’s reign, led the author on to David’s last prophetic word, which is the culmination of his inner life, where, as prophet, on the ground of the everlasting covenant which God had made with him, he foretells salvation under the righteous ruler, who was to proceed from his house. Thenius rightly sees in this song “the last poetical flight that David ever took, to be put perhaps shortly before his death,” and says that it can hardly be doubted that we have here David’s swan-song (p271, 275). It is appropriate to our aim in making a close examination of this song here—namely, to fix the characteristics of the arrangement of this supplementary section—to quote Ewald’s admirable words: “In the song which an old tradition rightly calls ‘the last (poetical) words of David,’ the poetical and ethical spirit of the aged king is at last completely transfigured into the prophetical; once more before his death rising to a poetic flight he feels himself in truth Jehovah’s prophet, and looking back on his now closing life, he announces, as with a free outlook into the future the divine presentiment he felt that the rule of his house, firmly fixed in God, would outlast his death” (Gesch. III:268). In regard to the prophetic element, Keil says still better (Comm. p 484 sq.): “These ‘last words’ are the divine attestation of all that he has sung and prophesied in several Psalm of the everlasting rule of his seed, founded on the divine promise announced to him by the prophet Nathan, 1 Samuel 7. For these words are no mere lyric expansion of that divine promise, but a prophetical declaration which David made in the evening of his life by divine inspiration concerning the true King of the Kingdom of God.” The author has taken the list of heroes, 1 Samuel 23:8-29, out of its (according to 1 Chronicles 11:10) original connection, where, according to its superscription, it illustrated the establishment of David’s kingdom over all Israel in victorious battle against enemies .by the help of his heroes, and put it into this place, perhaps in order to give a historical framework to David’s last word concerning the glory of his kingdom in its exhibition of power against its ungodly opposers, inasmuch as it had a historical foundation. The two statistical-historical sections, 1 Samuel 21:15 sq. and 1 Samuel 23:8 sq, would therefore form an appropriate frame for the two pictures (22and 1 Samuel 23:1-7) which in their contents are so important for the history of David’s kingdom.

There is a similar ideal connection between 1 Samuel24and 1 Samuel 23:8-29; for the narrative of the census, made in a spirit of haughty self elevation to ascertain David’s military strength, connects itself factually with the list of his heroes, and also with 1 Samuel21, to which it points by the opening words “and again the anger of the Lord was kindled against Israel,” and by the closing words in 1 Sa21:25 (comp. 1 Samuel 21:14), since it relates a similar case of royal sin and the consequently necessary appeasing of God’s anger.

Further, there is an ideal connection between the close of this passage ( 1 Samuel 21:25 and Septuagint comp. with 1 Chronicles 21:27 to 1 Chronicles 22:1), where Araunah’s threshing-floor is represented as the place on which, after the building of an altar by David, the Temple was built, and the passage 1 Samuel 23:1-7. In the latter the author presents David gazing in prophetical perspective on the glory of the House which God will build for him in righteousness in the future of his kingdom; in the former he shows us how, under divine guidance, the place where David builds an altar to the Lord, brings the expiatory offering, and receives the answer to his prayer for the staying of the pestilence, is selected for the building of the Temple, which is to become the permanent place of God’s abode and His gracious presence with His people, yet, by the Lord’s express command, is to be built for the Lord as His house, not by David, but by his son.

Finally it is generally agreed that the chief part at least of this section, 1 Samuel 21-24belongs to the later period of David’s life. Thus Ewald characterizes the two plagues ( 1 Samuel 21:1–14, 24) and the great song of triumph (22) as evidently pertaining to David’s last years. “The last words of David” ( 1 Samuel 23:1-7) put it beyond doubt that the author was here looking at the close of David’s reign.

From this examination it appears that it is at least inexact to say that “ 1 Samuel 21–24are very loosely and externally connected, and are put at the end only that the author might here add the sections that seemed to him important for David’s life, and for which he had before found no fitting place” (so Haevernick, p130). It is true the connected narrative of David’s life closed with the description of the complete quelling of Absalom’s revolt, with which is connected the insurrection of Sheba ( 2 Samuel 20:1-26). But the author did not intend this to be the real conclusion of his whole history, so that we should have to regard 1 Samuel21-24merely as an appended collection-which he had at first intended to omit (Ewald, Gesch. III:239); rather he purposed giving in these sections the proper conclusion of his history of David’s reign; not, however, by presenting a connected and full narrative of the occurrences in the last period of his reign, but by gathering up these events of David’s later life under the loftiest points of view, which control the whole history from the first, and appending them as its conclusion. We have here, not an appendix that is brought in at the conclusion (Naegelsbach, 409), but an appendix that is itself conclusion, as the principal facts in the content show.

Before, however, we establish the sense in which the author intended to close his history with this section, we must consider an objection urged by many—namely, that as there is no account of David’s death, the Books of Samuel have no proper conclusion; thus we shall discover the point of view under which the continuation of a connected narrative of David’s life up to his death is omitted at the end of our Books. From the stand-point of ordinary biographical-historical narration, this fact—that at the close of a so elaborate and in part biographical narrative of David’s life, his death is not mentioned—is certainly strange. It cannot be explained by the supposition that the author’s materials did not reach to the death of David; for the Redactor of our Books certainly wrote after David’s death, and needed no special authority to conclude with a reference to that event. Nor is it an explanation to say that the author wrote shortly after David’s death, and from his proximity to this generally known event, did not care to impart it to his contemporaries (Haevernick, p145); for, aside from the incorrect presupposition in this view, it is inconceivable that the author should have been silent about the decease of this great king after having so elaborately described his life-course in its several stadia. So also we must reject the hypothesis that the author of the Books of Samuel has in this work of his at least in part treated the history of Song of Solomon, of which much is retained in the beginning ( 1 Samuel 1, 2) of the Books of Kings (Bleek, Einl. [Introd.], pp359, 360)—that in these two chapters the thread of the narrative in the Books of Samuel is continued without break by the account of the death of David and the accession of Song of Solomon, as Ewald maintains (Gesch. I.p 207 sq, 239sq.), assuming that the first half of his supposed great work on the Kings reached up to 1 Kings2. If the similarity of the style of the narration be insisted on in support of this view, this is sufficiently explained by the common source from which both drew ( 1 Chronicles 29:29). If appeal is made to the similarity of particular narratives, for example, 1 Samuel 2:27-36 compared with 1 Kings 2:26 sq, it being maintained that the same writer who in the first passage recounts the threatening prophecy of the fall of the House of Ithamar, has in the second recounted its fulfilment in the removal from the priesthood of Abiathar (great-great grandson of Eli) by Solomon immediately after his accession, and in confirmation of this view reference being made to the repetition of the threat against Eli in 1 Samuel 3:11-14—all that we can thence safely conclude is that the author of 1 Kings was acquainted with the Books of Samuel which were written long before his time. The same remark holds of the comparison of 1 Kings 2:11 with 2 Samuel 5:4-5 in respect to the similar accounts of David’s reign, which were taken from the same source, and also of the reference of 1 Kings 8:18; 1 Kings 8:25 to the author of 2 Samuel 7:12-16. Moreover it is an objection to this view that, if the first chapters of the Books of Kings form the continuation of 2 Samuel 20:26 by the same author, the section 2 Samuel21-24intervenes in a strange and unaccountable way, while, on the other hand, these two chapters ( 1 Kings 1:11) stand in pragmatic connection with chap, 3, since they form the introduction to the narrative of Solomon’s accession (comp. Baehr [in Lange’s Bible-work], Komm. zu den BB. der Könige, Einl. p14 [American transl, p10]). Nägelsbach says well (p 408 sq.), against Ewald’s assumption of 1 Kings 2:46 as the end of the first half of the Book of Kings, that if the original limit of the narrative of the Books of Samuel is to be sought outside of 2 Samuel 24:25, it should rather be in 1 Kings 2:12, where, after the statement of the length of David’s reign, it is said: “then sat Solomon on the throne of David his father, and his kingdom was established greatly,” for this passage with the immediately preceding verses has all the marks of a great epoch-making conclusion,—but if, on account of the undeniable relationship of the preceding and succeeding context, the line cannot be drawn here (Ewald for this reason does not put it here), still less can it be drawn at 1 Samuel2:46.

The present conclusion of the Books of Samuel (wanting the narrative of the death of David) is satisfactorily explained only by the point of view in which they, as well as the Books of Kings, are composed. If it had been the author’s object from a biographical-historical point of view to write an elaborate and complete life of David, he would necessarily have narrated its end. But the point of view which controls his whole account, and according to which he groups his historical material, is the theocratic-prophetic, and through the whole history the characteristic features not only of its theocratical kernel, but also of its conception and narration, are seen from the theocratic-prophetic point of view.
A specific Israelitish—religious and theocratic character is throughout more prominent in our Books than in the other historical books. Ruetchi rightly remarks (Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p213): “Careful recurrence to religious fundamental ideas is particularly important in the Books of Samuel, because they suppose in the reader a deep religious sense, and in this respect take, we may say, the highest rank among the historical books of the Old Testament.” This character presupposes that view of the history of Israel as God’s chosen people and possession ( Exodus 19:3-6), according to which this history is throughout determined by the specific-supernatural factor of divine control, and strives towards a highest divine goal, the realization of the rule and kingdom of God in the chosen people, and therefore is conditioned in its development not merely by human factors, but by supernatural divine guidance. The aim of the history is to set before the people how the divine conception and purpose of a kingdom was fulfilled at the close of the period of the Judges in the establishment of the theocratic kingdom by its two first heads; or, how the controlling working of the God of Israel showed itself in the restoration of the Theocracy through Samuel’s judicial-prophetic labors, and in the setting up of the theocratic kingdom under the contrast of its forever typical representatives, the rejected Anointed of the Lord and the true king after God’s own heart. To this aim corresponds the tone of the content of the Books, which is essentially a history of the theocratic development of the kingdom of God in Israel during the period of the Judges, which closed with Samuel, and during that of the kingdom, which began with Saul and David. The composition and mode of presentation of the content is determined by this aim and by the turning-point of the whole history of Israel which lies in this development.

As in general the authors of the biblical-historical books do not fully and uniformly recount everything in the sacred history worthy of mention, but only give prominence to the most important elements of the history of the Kingdom of God in the facts and persons that exhibit them, grouping them according to their bearing on the history of the kingdom, so also the author of our Books does not design to give connected elaborate biographies of Samuel, Saul and David, but in the arrangement of the historical material makes a selection which is determined by the point of view of God’s Kingdom in Israel, which develops itself by means of the divinely founded earthly-human kingdom into glorious power even over the heathen nations. Thus the chief momenta of the theocratic development of the history of Israel that lie in the time of transition from the Judges to the Kingdom, are grouped around Samuel, as the instrument of the divine working within and without, up to the end of 1 Samuel7 Though Samuel continues to act a long time still as God’s instrument, yet from 1 Samuel7 the kingdom and the man chosen as its first head, Saul, appear in the foreground, till principially his theocratic mission as King of Israel ceases (end of 1 Samuel14). True, from 1 Samuel15 on to the close of 1 Samuel31the history of Saul and Israel is carried on; but the content and the form show plainly how the immediate divine interposition in Saul’s inner and outer life is an advancing judgment, and essentially nothing but the divinely arranged consequence of the sentence of condemnation, 1 Samuel 13:13-14. The man whom the Lord had sought out “after his own heart, that he should at the Lord’s command be captain over his people,” appears in the very beginning of this retrogressive development of the history of Saul’s kingdom as the theocratic centre of the whole following history, so that 1 Samuel15 - 2 Samuel 24is from this point of view the history of David’s kingdom. Appointed by immediate divine call and selection king of Israel, because in his relation to the Lord as the man after His heart he possesses the proper qualification for the position, he is saved by divine protection from Saul’s persecutions and snares, under divine guidance and direction ( 2 Samuel 2:1) assumes a partial royal authority at Hebron, and before the Lord makes a covenant with the elders of all Israel ( 1 Samuel 5), in order then in Jerusalem to be confirmed by the Lord king over all the people (ver12). Since David recognizes and fulfils his theocratic calling to develop the victorious power of God’s people against foes without, and to establish God’s dominion and sanctify him within the people, as he shows by establishing the Ark on Mount Zion as the visible sign of both these aims, so the Lord acknowledges him in the great promise in 2 Samuel7, that the Lord would establish the throne of his kingdom forever, and that the dominion of his house should last forever. David’s deep fall does not invalidate this divine promise. The Lord indeed sends the punishment by word and deed ( 2 Samuel 12:9-11) as necessary consequence of the grave sin of His Anointed. But David humbles himself in honest penitence under the mighty hand of God; the hand of the Lord leads him through all suffering in house and kingdom; the royal authority, shaken and sunken by his fault, is restored by God’s controlling dealing with His servant; the divine promise preserves the historical supposition on which it is based, and remains in force. From the history of the last periods of his government the author brings out one other fundamental fact, namely, that human sin infallibly draws down divine punishment; but anger disappears before the divine mercy. By his thanksgiving song ( 1 Samuel 22) and by his last prophetic utterance concerning the righteous ruler over men, the ruler in the fear of God, the author presents David to us at the highest point of his theocratical kingship before the presence of the Lord. Here, therefore, is a real conclusion, which answers not to the biographical-historical, but to the theocratical-historical aim and content of the history. David is presented to us in this closing composite section as the servant of God, who has fulfilled his mission, whose house the Lord has built, and whose seed will build a house for the Lord as His dwelling-place in the midst of His royal people. The preliminary historical fulfillment of 2 Samuel7, so far as it pertains to the time of David’s government, has here in these last words of his found its conclusion. The narration of the weakness of his old age, of the historical occurrences occasioned by it, and of his death, all looking to Solomon’s accession to the throne, could have no farther essential theocratic significance. The Book of Kings, however, makes these historical facts the introduction to the beginning of Solomon’s reign, with which they stand in pragmatic connection, taking them from the sources common to him with the author of the Books of Samuel, and connects his narrative in 1 Kings 1:1 by the וְ [“and”] with the historical work, the existence of which he assumes, and to which he refers in the very beginning ( 1 Samuel 2:4 sq.) in connection with the promise in 2 Samuel7. The omission of David’s death therefore in the conclusion of this work is satisfactorily explained from the theocratic character and aim of the composition, since in this conclusion the fulfillment of the theocratical mission of David is completed.

But with this theocratical complexion of the history its prophetical character is inseparably connected. From the beginning of our Books on we see the great theocratic significance of the Prophetic Order in the history of the Kingdom of Israel, in the first place, as the organ of the divine Spirit and the medium of the divine guidance and control. Samuel appears here as the true founder of the Old Testament Prophetic Order as a permanent public power alongside of the priesthood and the kingly office. We see how, by the hand of God, the priesthood, which showed so badly in its representatives, together with the Ark, was removed from the centre of the theocratic development of history, and the Prophetic Order comes forward as mediating agency between God and His people, and, as Organ of the immediate application of the word and Spirit of God to the chosen people, calls forth a mighty movement of spiritual and religious-moral life. Over against the kingly office it is in part the theocratic mediating office, which, with controlling guidance, reveals to it God’s counsel and will, and is thus a firm support of its power, in part the divine watch-office, which, in the name of the Lord, directs the fulfilling of the royal calling, punishes the king’s sins, and is set to offer to royal tyranny a powerful opposition founded on the divine word. The stamp of the prophetic style appears not merely in particular prophecies ( 1 Samuel 2:12; 2 Samuel 7:12), but in the tone of the whole; a theocratic pragmatism everywhere ruling, by which is determined the selection of the material and the unfolding of the chief historical momenta.

Looked at in its particulars, the prophetic element in our Books appears in very varied form and relation. To the song with prophetical content at the beginning answers the prophetical discourse of the man of God, 1 Samuel 2:27-36, who announces to Eli and his family the approaching divine punishment. The first revelation which Samuel as “servant of the Lord” receives concerning the House of Eli, 1 Samuel 3:11-14, is the beginning of his prophetic office, and in 1 Samuel 3:19-21 it is briefly set forth in its significance and importance for the people as the accompaniment of his judicial office; and the words: “I will perform what I have spoken to Eli from beginning to end” ( 1 Samuel 3:12) show “how this prophecy as the controlling divine working in the Theocracy forms for our historian the true kernel and centre of the whole history” (Haevern. Einl. II:1, 125). The following history is the fulfillment of what God had announced by him as prophet, of the “words of God” by his mouth. As prophet he completes the reformation which is described in 1 Samuel7; by virtue of his prophetic calling he accomplishes the change of the theocratic constitution (8, 9), everywhere speaking and acting as immediate mouth-piece of God (10, 11). His address to all Israel ( 1 Samuel 12) breathes the prophetic spirit with which he was filled. In his office of prophetic watchman he chides Saul’s disobedience, and foretells to him the downfall of his kingdom, 13 (comp. 1 Samuel 12:25). The narrative of the battle and victory over the Philistines, 1 Samuel 13:6 to 1 Samuel 14:46, represents the brilliant success of Israel under Jonathan as an exhibition of the Lord’s power for his people ( 1 Samuel 14:10; 1 Samuel 14:12; 1 Samuel 14:15; 1 Samuel 14:23; 1 Samuel 14:45): “So the Lord saved Israel that day, the Lord wrought it through Jonathan.’ In 1 Samuel15, 16, Samuel displays all the power which he had over against Saul by virtue of his prophetical office, announcing to him by divine direction the sentence of rejection on account of his disobedience, and anointing David to be king in his stead. The Lord speaks to Samuel, and Samuel speaks in the name of the Lord as his prophet to Saul; 1 Samuel 15:1; 1 Samuel 15:10 sq, 16 sq, 22sq, 26 sq.; 1 Samuel 14:1 sq, 7 sq. Saul had been made a partaker of the prophetical spirit. Now the Spirit of Jehovah leaves him. “And the Spirit of the Lord came upon David from that day forward” ( 1 Samuel 14:13-14). “The Lord was with him, and was departed from Saul” ( 1 Samuel 18:12). This is the consequence of God’s immediate interference by the word and deed of the prophet. This Isaiah, as it were, the prophetic superscription to all that is related from 1 Samuel17 to the end of the First Book concerning Saul’s demeanor towards David and the relation between them, and concerning the ever-deepening condemnation into which Saul was falling, and the repeated indication and certification of David as the Anointed of the Lord. The whole varied content of this large section is not a portraiture of David’s private life from a biographical point of view, as Haevernick maintains (p127), but a description, from a prophetical point of view, and going into biographical details, of the history of David as the king chosen and anointed in Saul’s stead, who is persecuted by Saul because he is the Anointed of the Lord, and whom God protects against Saul because he has received the mission and promise of the kingdom. All this is clearly understood only when it is looked at from the theocratic-prophetic point of view which controls the whole account; it is all, as Haevernick (ubi sup.) rightly says, the development of 1 Samuel16, the consequence of the desertion of Saul by the Spirit of Jehovah, but at the same time for that very reason to be regarded as narrated from a purely prophetical stand-point, which is clearly indicated in 2 Samuel 13:25 and 1 Samuel 16:13-14. This, however, Haevernick fails to see; he establishes the prophetic element simply from the presence of prophetic utterances, and so thinks it has as good as disappeared here, because he without ground assumes that the preceding narration (up to 1 Samuel16) was taken from a document which was a collection of prophetic words of Samuel.

But we have to recognize the prophetical element in this second larger half of the First Book not merely on account of those all-controlling prophetical points of view under which lie these histories with their divine factor, which has a double operation in respect to Saul and David; it manifests itself also in individual passages immediately in the appearance and actions of prophetic persons and in occurrences which put in the clearest light the importance of the prophetic office in the connection of these narratives. In the first place, the section 1 Samuel 19:18-24 has more importance than Haevernick (p127) accords to it. David’s flight to Samuel to Ramah, the statements which he makes to him of Saul’s conduct towards himself, his long stay with Samuel and in the school of the Prophets there, whither Saul comes to seek him out—all this supposes that he had already before been intimately associated with Samuel, especially (it is probable) since the anointing ( 1 Samuel 16:13), and had had the advantage of his counsel and direction for his future calling. There with Samuel David seeks safety; there in the circle of prophet-pupils he finds repose, collectedness, strengthening for his inner life. We here get a view of the associated life and the holy usages of the prophet-school at Ramah, in which the prophetic inspiration is so mighty that Saul’s messengers and he himself are seized by it. Samuel appears at the head of this community of prophets, whence came the watchmen of the Theocracy; “this is a clear sign that his labors in the latter part of his life were directed especially to this department of effort,” as Naegelsbach rightly remarks (ubi sup, p398). Again, we see the prophetic influence on the history of David in the person of the prophet Gad ( 1 Samuel 22:5), from which we may infer the close union in which David constantly stood during his persecution with the prophetic circle and with Samuel, whether it be that Gad, ever since his abode in Ramah, was more intimately connected with him, and shared his wandering life, or that he was sent to him by Samuel as deputy to tell him of the danger attending his stay in Ramah (which was well known there), and counsel him to pass over into the territory of the Tribe of Judah. The brief notice ( 1 Samuel 25:1) of Samuel’s death has by no means the mere significance of an external passing mention, but is a weighty testimony to the great authority which Samuel had wielded in the whole nation till his death, and to the permanent mighty influence which he had exerted as Reformer of the Theocracy, and so even after he had laid down his official judicial position, as Chief Leader of God’s people and as Prophet.

The Second Book shows us in the history of David, besides the universally controlling theocratic point of view—as, for example, in the account of his entrance on the rule over Judah ( 1 Samuel 2:1 sq.), his growth in power and recognition ( 1 Samuel 3:1 sq), and his covenant with all the Tribes of Israel ( 1 Samuel 5:1 sq.)—in important crises the mighty and decisive influence of the Prophetic Order, over against which here, as in the First Book, the Priesthood retires into the background. From 1 Samuel7, which has a specifically marked prophetic coloring, a clear light is thrown back on the history in 1 Samuel1-6 by the words in ver1; because David under divine guidance had obtained the whole royal authority and sat in a strong royal seat, and by God’s might had cast down his enemies round about, he receives through the prophet Nathan this divine promise of the imperishableness of the rule of his House and of the building of the Lord’s house. From this prophetic passage clear light falls also on all that follows: the wars with external enemies end, in accordance with this promise and prophecy, with splendid victories, and must conduce to the highest development of the royal power and the establishment of the royal Theocracy ( 1 Samuel 8-10). The internal shocks given to the royal authority by David’s sin and the crimes of individual members of his House cannot defeat the fulfilment of the promise given to this house; the prophetic watch-office fulfils through Nathan its duty towards the deep-sunken king as preacher of repentance, but announces also to the penitent king the pardon of his sin, without keeping back the judgments, announced by God, which would fall on his house; they are completed according to the prophetic announcement, till the Lord restores the kingdom in its power, while the scion of the House, with whom David’s House proper was to begin, to whom the royal authority is promised forever, stands under the protection and guidance of the same prophet (11–20). The prophetic content of the closing section (21–24) has already been set forth; David himself here appears as prophet in the latter part of his reign, and the prophetic office again fulfils through the prophet Gad a divine mission for king and people. And if we look at the significance of the description of the prophet Gad as “David’s Seer,” and at the intimate and lasting personal relations in which we have found David to stand with Samuel and Nathan, it is not to be doubted that God’s immediate guidance of his life through word and deed connected itself with these three conspicuous prophetic personages, whom we here encounter in his history.

The significance of the prophetic element, inseparably connected with the theocratic, is therefore great enough in the content of our Books to establish two things: 1) that the composition of these Books is throughout controlled by the theocratic prophetic point of view, and that the content has a corresponding coloring, and2) that this content, a great part of it at least, was taken from a tradition whose centre and starting-point was in the mighty and influential Prophetic Order.

Our investigation has thus led us to the question concerning the origin and genesis of the Books of Samuel, for the answer to which, so far as it is possible, we have gained the necessary foundation in the examination of the content and character of the Books. We must here come to a decision respecting the sources, the author, and the time of composition, in order to explain approximately the historical origin of the work.

[The Messianic character of “Samuel” is one of its most marked features. The central figure of the book, David, is also the central figure of Messianic prophecy, the man who, most of all Old Testament-personages, in his life, experiences, and character, sums up the life of the servants of God, and thus represents the great Head of them all. It is in this Book that the three elements of the Jewish state, the prophetic, priestly, and kingly offices are first fully established, and not only fix the development of the typical Israel, but set forth the functions of the Anointed Leader of the true Israel. This feature of the Book is connected immediately with its theocratic-prophetical character, and gives to the latter its full significance. It is because the kingdom of Israel is preparatory to another, and David the forerunner of his greater Son that this history is of transcendent importance. And, as the general principles of God’s dealings with His servants are the same from age to age, we may see in this history of the fortunes of Israel and its leaders an anticipation of the history of the later Dispensation, distinctly marked in proportion to the theocratic prominence of the persons and events. The proclamation of David as king has its counterpart in the announcement of the setting up of the Divine Son ( Acts 13:33); David’s conviction of the preserving love of God towards His servants is fulfilled in the resurrection of Christ ( Acts 13:34-37); and David’s purpose to build a house for the Lord is the occasion of the promise of an ever-lasting seed ( 2 Samuel 7:13), and this covenant points him to the Righteous Ruler ( 2 Samuel 23:1-7) as the consummation of his hopes. Thus the whole Book is an anticipation on a lower platform, and with imperfect material, of the true spiritual kingdom of Christ. Bible Commentary, Introd. to “Samuel”: “ the very title, ‘the Christ,’ given to the Lord Jesus (in Matthew 1:16 and elsewhere) is first found in 1 Samuel 2:10; and the other designation of the Saviour as the ‘Son of David’ is also derived from 2 Samuel 7:12-16.” Wordsworth, Introd. to “Samuel”: “The book of Samuel occupies an unique place, and has a special value and interest, as revealing the kingdom of Christ. It is the first book in Holy Scripture which declares the Incarnation of Christ as King—in a particular family—the family of David. It is the first book in Scripture which announced that the Kingdom founded in Him, raised up from the seed of David, would be universal and everlasting. Here also the prophetic song of Hannah gives the clue to the interpretation of this history.” “An uninspired Annalist could hardly have treated the history of Samuel, Saul and David, in such a manner as to display preparatory and prophetic foreshadowings of the office and Work of Christ as Prophet, Priest and King, and of the history of Judaism in relation to Him.”—But while this history of God’s kingdom in its early earthly investiture is thus truly a foreshadowing, a historical typical prophecy of the antitypical spiritual kingdom of Christ, we must guard against an arbitrary typical interpretation of individual facts (in which Wordsworth in his Commentary often offends). A historical fact that sustains a clearly defined and important relation to the theocratic kingdom, expressing in itself a fundamental spiritual truth, may be the type of some other historical fact in the New Dispensation that expresses the same spiritual truth. Otherwise the distinction between type and illustration must be carefully maintained. On this general subject Fairbairn’s “Typology,” and his “Prophecy,” and R. P. Smith’s “Prophecy a Preparation for Christ” may be advantageously consulted.—Tr.].

§5. The Sources

As to the sources of our Books, in the first place, it is generally admitted that their content has been taken from various sources; but in the determination of these sources opinions differ widely. We shall first develop our view on the basis of the results reached in the preceding section, adopting, however, at the outset, the excellent canon for this investigation which Bleek has laid down. He says (Einl. p366): “We may assume with tolerable certainty that the author of these books, besides the poetical passages which he has introduced, in some parts found and used written memorials of the times and events of which he treats; but it is impossible to determine throughout with any certainty or with particular probability (as several modern scholars had attempted to do, see De Wette, § 179) how many earlier writings the author uses, or precisely what he has taken from one or the other.”

The position and importance of the prophetical element of the Books makes it beforehand very probable that the author took a corresponding portion of his matter from written traditions of prophetical origin. The development and influence of the Prophetic Order through and under Samuel, especially in the community of the “sons of the prophets,” which was under his direction, coincides with the beginning of the extensive literary activity, the object of which was the history of Israel in the light of the Theocracy. In the hands of Prophecy lay the theocratic writing of history, in which this history was described, in its outward progress and according to its internal connection of cause and effect, not as a mere result of human factors, but rather according to the all-controlling divine factor, and in the light of God’s guidance by His holy will and His retributive righteousness, that Isaiah, according to theocratic pragmatism, in order that in this mirror the revelations of the living and holy God and their experiences and fortunes, which had their root in the divine righteousness, might be set before the people for warning, for threatening, and for consolation. This was clearly the case in the most flourishing period of the Prophetic Order, which coincides with the time of the kings, for almost all the books which “Chronicles” cites for the history of Israel from David to Hezekiah are called prophetical histories. Though it may be doubtful in particular instances, considered apart from the rest, whether the name of the prophet indicates the author or the chief personage of the history, for example “the words” of Nathan the prophet, yet in general the first is by far the more probable, as appears especially from the titles Nebuath Ahijah [Prophecy of A.], Chazoth Jedai [vision of J.], Chazon Isaiah, and from 2 Chronicles 26:22, where Isaiah is expressly said to be the author of a history of Uzziah (Bleek, p158 sq.). According to the testimony of the Chronicler the three authorities on which the author of the Books of Kings bases his history, “the Book of the Acts of Song of Solomon, the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Israel, and the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah” ( 1 Kings 11:41; 1 Kings 14:19; 1 Kings 14:29), were collections from prophetical historical books, whose authors lived at the same time with or after the events which they related. The author of the Books of Kings, in the history of Solomon (in which several sections are identical with the account in “Chronicles,” so that the two are taken from the same source) refers to “the Book of the Acts of Song of Solomon,” while “Chronicles” instead of this refers to the “words” (דִּבְרֵי) of the prophet Nathan, the “prophecy” (נְבוּאָה) of the prophet Ahijah of Shiloh, and the “vision” (חֲזוֹת) of the seer Iddo ( 2 Chronicles 9:29). Where the first for the history of the Kings, from Rehoboam on, cites the Book of the Kings of Judah, the other cites “the words (דִּבְרֵי) of the prophet Shemaiah and of the seer Iddo” (Rehoboam, 2 Chronicles 12:15), the “מִדְרָשׁ (midrash or commentary) of the prophet Iddo” (Abijah, 1 Samuel 13:22), “the writing (כָּתַב) of the prophet Isaiah” (Uzziah, 1 Samuel 26:22), “the words (דִּבְרֵי) 

of the seers” ( Prayer of Manasseh, 1 Samuel 23:18-19), “the words (דִּבְרֵי) of Jehu, the son of Hanani,” “which are recorded in the Book of the Kings of Israel” (Jehoshaphat, 1 Samuel 20:34), the vision (חָזוֹן) of Isaiah (Hezekiah, 32:32).

Now in the Books of Samuel we do not find any such references to earlier historical writings as basis of the history, as in the Books of Kings and Chronicles; but it does not thence follow that the Redactor did not use such authorities, inasmuch as there was no need to cite them. If the prophetical historiography occupies so important a place in the history of Solomon and the succeeding kings, we, may thence, looking back, surmise that there were similar sources for the history of David, who, as has been shown, was so intimately connected with the communities of prophets. In respect to the non-mention of such sources it is to be remarked that the farther the authors of the Books of Kings and Chronicles stood from the times of which they wrote, the more requisite they would feel it to make express mention of their authorities, which, like the events, were on account of the distance not well known to their readers, while it would not seem necessary to an author who lived comparatively near to the events which he described, (as was the case with the author of our Books, on which see below), to name to his readers authorities known to them, and thus to commend the credibility of his history (see Haevern, p148; Then, p. XIV.). But on the other hand, as our author was not near enough to the time embraced in his history to describe the events of this period as one who had taken part in them, he was not in position to give so distinct and detailed an account as we have, unless he had access to very full written authorities besides the oral tradition to which, in oriental histories, so much value is to be attached.

We have already seen that large parts of the history of David, and precisely those which go most into particulars about persons and facts, point to the school of the Prophets in Ramah; 1 Samuel 19, 20, 22, 25, 28. In 1 Samuel 19:18, in the statement that David “at Ramah told all that Saul had done to him,” we have good ground for the assumption that in this community of prophets was noted down immediately, from David’s statements and the accounts of his companions, what could not be written from their own observation and experience. Compare Thenius’ remarks on 1 Samuel20, p90, and 1 Samuel15, p114,—especially on 1 Samuel19, p 1 Sa89: “David’s stay in the Seminary of the prophets guarantees the historical character especially of what our Book so particularly recounts, in this chapter and some of the following, of David’s relation to Jonathan and Saul, it being very probable that there David’s own accounts were noted down, and that the reports here given are based, in part at least, on those notes.” It is evident also from 1 Samuel 10:5 sq, that there was a school of the prophets at Gibeah, Saul’s dwelling-place, not far from Samuel’s abode, and we may therefore suppose that here too, as in Ramah and other prophetic communities, theocratic historiography was cultivated, and that here we may look for a principal authority in Saul’s history. We shall not err if we suppose that, apart from the sections in which accounts are given of prophetic agency in the time of Saul and David (Samuel’s, Nathan’s, Gad’s), all the narrations also in which mention is made of the direct influence of the word of the Lord on the history (for example, in Saul’s history, 1 Samuel 14:18 sq, and in David’s history, 1 Samuel 23:1 sq.; 1 Samuel 30:7 sq; 2 Samuel 2:1 sq.; 2 Samuel 5:1 sq.; 2 Samuel 5:18-25) are to be referred to prophetic-historical records as the primary source.

If, now, we ask for express mention of such historical writings of prophetical origin and character as, according to the preceding discussion, we are warranted in assuming or presupposing as the basis of our Books, we shall not find it in 1 Samuel 10:25, where it is said of Samuel “that he told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote it in a book, and laid it up before the Lord.” The content of this book is not stated; for it cannot have been the “manner (law) of the king,” 1 Samuel 8:11-17; but it no doubt contained the conditions fixed by Samuel, by which a barrier was set up against undue extension of the royal power, and the duties and rights of the king were fixed after the norm of God’s will. From the existence of this writing of Samuel, which did not come into general circulation, but, with the fundamental law of the Theocracy, the Torah [Law], was deposited in the Sanctuary of God, we may infer that he himself, like the prophetic communities, of which he was the founder and leader, occupied himself with literary pursuits, and particularly it seems certain that he wrote down his prophetical declarations and discourses, as we have them in the first book, and the same thing may be assumed of Nathan in reference to 2 Samuel7, 12, and of Gad in reference to 1 Samuel 22:5, and 2 Samuel 24:11-14. Recollecting, then, the flourishing condition of prophetical historical writing, according to the citations of the Chronicles, even in the beginning of the regal period, it is to these three prophets that we must look to find the foundation of this history.

The prophetical authorities, not mentioned in our Books, from which the history is taken, are found in fact in 1 Chronicles 29:29-30 : “And the history (דִּבְרֵי) of king David, the first and the last, behold, it is written in the history (דִּבְרֵי) of Samuel the seer, and in the history of Nathan the prophet, and in the history of Gad the Seer, with all his reign and his might, and the times that went over him and over Israel, and overall the kingdoms of the countries.” With these words the Chronicler closes his narrative of the history of David ( 1 Samuel 10-29), which agrees with the history in “Samuel” not only in general but also in particulars often literally. He refers for the history of David to three productions: the דִּבְרֵי שְׁמוּאֵל חָרֹאֶה [Words of Samuel the seer], the דִּבְרֵי נָתָן הַנָּבִיא [Words of Nathan the Prophet] and the דִּבְרֵי גָד הַחֹזֶה, [Words of Gad the Seer], and characterizes them at the same time as works valuable for their fulness, and furnishing material complete as to the time embraced, and elaborate and exact in content. Evidently the Chronicler purposes giving the sources from whence he takes his history, and establishing its credibility and trustworthiness. It is plain, from this purpose of his, which relates to the facts recounted by him, and from the content of the list of authorities, that the דִּבְרֵי [words] means not merely declarations, discourses of the prophets (Haevern, Keil), but also history or narrations; it remains undecided at the outset whether the names of the prophets indicate the authors or the chief personages. In any case these titles point to independent writings, and by no means to mere extracts from a great work entitled “the chronicles of the kings of Judah and Israel,” as Bertheau supposes (Bücher der Chronik, 1854, Einl. §3). Nor is the view tenable that our Books of Samuel themselves in their corresponding divisions are meant by that citation under three names (Carpzov, Introd. II.; J. D. Michaelis on 1 Chronicles 29:29; Eichhorn II, p487 sq; Movers on Chr, p178, and De Wette, Einl. [Introd.] §192b); for that the three names in the citation are to be understood as the titles of three different independent productions follows, not only from the form of the citation, but also from the fact that “the Dibre of Nathan the prophet” is again specially adduced for the history of Solomon ( 2 Chronicles 9:29); and we cannot suppose this to be a different work (as De Wette does, ubi sup.), and therefore it is not an extract from our Books of Samuel, which extend only to the latter part of David’s government (comp. Bleek, Einl. p151; Haevernick, p 122 sq.; Then. XVI.; Keil, Apolog. Vers, uber die Chron, 249 sq.).

If now we further compare the content of the Books of Chronicles in reference to David’s life with our Books, we find first, that the Chronicler, who adduces those three works as a complete authority for David’s life, narrates much that is not found in our Books, especially many things referring to worship, priests, and Levites; he alone gives the list of heroes who came to David to Ziklag, and of warriors who made him king in Hebron ( 1 Chronicles 12), the detail of David’s preparations for the building of the Temple (22), the numbering and organization of the Levites and priests (23–26), the organization of the army and the civil service (27), the report of his last arrangements in the assembly of the people shortly before his death. Secondly, our Books contain much that is lacking in the Books of the Chronicles, for example, the history of Michal and David ( 2 Samuel 6:20-23), the account of David’s kindness towards Mephibosheth ( 2 Samuel 9), of his adultery with Bathsheba (11), of Nathan’s exhortation to repentance and its results (12), the section narrating the incest, the distraction of David’s house and Absalom’s revolt (14–19), the insurrection of Sheba (20), the atonement in the case of the Gibeonites (21), the war with the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 21:15-15), the Thanksgiving-Psalm and the last words of David (22, 1 Samuel 23:1-7).—On the other hand, thirdly, the following is a summary statement of the parallel sections:

1 Chronicles 10:1-12
:

1 Samuel 31
1 Chronicles 11:1-9.

:

2 Samuel 5:1-3; 2 Samuel 5:6-10.

1 Chronicles 11:10-47.

:

2 Samuel 23:8-39.

1 Chronicles 13:1-14
:

2 Samuel 6:1-11.

1 Chronicles 14:1-17.

:

2 Samuel 5:11-25.

1 Chronicles 15:16
:

2 Samuel 6:12-23.

1 Chronicles 17
:

2 Samuel 7
1 Chronicles 18
:

2 Samuel 8
1 Chronicles 19.

:

2 Samuel 10
1 Chronicles 20:1-3.

:

2 Samuel 11:1; 2 Samuel 12:26-31.

1 Chronicles 20:4-8.

:

2 Samuel 21:18-22.

1 Chronicles 21
:

2 Samuel 24
In these parallel sections, as Keil exhaustively remarks, “not only are the short summary accounts of the Books of Samuel largely filled out and extended, but the narration of Chronicles differs from the older narration of those Books in many ways, partly by a different orthography and various linguistic changes mostly according to the style and usage of later times, sometimes merely to make an expression clearer, partly by the omission of accessory circumstances, and by other abridgements, partly by the addition of explanatory remarks, and parenetic and pragmatic reflections and concluding observations” (Introd. II:55).—Such being the relation between the Books of Chronicles and Samuel, it is an untenable view that the latter are identical with the authorities cited by the former on the government of David, and that, as Graf maintains [Die geschichtlichen Bucher des Alien Testaments, Leipz1866) “sections of our Books of Samuel are meant by the words of Samuel the Seer, and of Nathan the Prophet, and of Gad the Seer.”

For the same reason we cannot accept what Bleek (Einl, p151 [Eng. Tr, p406]) thinks very probable, “that the Chronicler intended our Books of Samuel by the first-named work, the Dibre Samuel.”

The peculiar relation of the generally literal agreement of Chronicles and our Books in the parallel sections, and the differences which exist in the history of David, both within and without these sections, is incompatible with the view that the Books of Samuel were used as an authority by the Chronicler in these sections; rather it follows from this co-existing agreement and diversity in the history of David that the authors of both works draw from a common source, namely, from that which the Chronicler expressly names as his authority, in order to establish the trustworthiness of his narrative from the acknowledged high antiquity and authenticity of its basis. If in fact, as is generally acknowledged, the Chronicler used our Books no more than the Book of Kings for the history of David, but, to judge from the relation of the two Books, used a common source with our author, and expressly names those writings as his authority, then there can be no doubt that the latter were used by our author as his authority; and this in no wise detracts from the credibility of his history, for there could be no more trustworthy accounts of the life of David than those contained in these writings, which bear the name of the three prophets so intimately connected with him, and are based finally on their own experiences, and on what might be learned from him with exactness of his life in those prophetic communities with which he stood in such intimate union. Certainly the “foundation of the work” was taken from this source (Delitzsch, Zeitschr. f. luth. Theol. u. Krit, 1870, 1, p29 sq.). From these prophetic writings comes the theocratic-prophetic element of our Books; and we shall have to refer to them also the predominatingly biographical and political matter, which, as we have seen, is treated from the theocratic-prophetic point of view; for the events of David’s life, from his own communications and from their connection with him, must have been best known to the prophetic circles, and especially to Samuel ( 1 Samuel 19:18), Gad ( 1 Samuel 22:5), and Nathan ( 2 Samuel 7). Whether, now, we suppose that those three prophetic works were composed by the prophets whose names they bear—in favor of which is Samuel’s known addiction to literary pursuits, 1 Samuel 10:25, (Naegelsbach suggests (ubi sup, p398) that he perhaps wrote down these records during his quiet prophetic life at Ramah), and the fact that the history of Song of Solomon, 2 Chronicles 9:29, is referred to the account of Nathan himself—or whether we regard them as works of which the sayings and doings of those prophets formed the chief part, in either case they must be regarded as the triple source of prophetic historiography for our Books, in either case, considering the great importance of those three prophets in the development of this history, and the permanent personal relation in which they, especially Samuel and Nathan, stood to David, these sources were so abundant, that, with the exception of a few portions, the content of our Books may be referred to them. How they individually correspond to sections, or how far they extend in the different divisions of our work, cannot (according to the above-cited canon of Bleek) be determined with certainty. Yet the following may be stated as probable. We may take the “Dibre” of Samuel as chief authority not merely or the narrative of David’s life, but also for Saul’s life and the life and work of Samuel; for, says Keil rightly (Introd. I, 249), if they “contained such full accounts of David’s public life that the Chronicler could cite them as authority for it, it is self-evident that the same work was the chief source for the life and labors of Samuel and Saul also.” If Samuel himself was the author of them, we can refer to them only the First Book to about 1 Samuel25. If they are a prophetic history, with him as principal subject, and extended beyond his death to the results of his labors in the accession and early government of David, then they form the basis of part of the Second Book also. In any case to this source belongs all that relates to Samuel’s labors, and what in the life of David as well as Saul is pragmatically connected therewith. To the Dibre of Nathan belongs of course all that is related of Nathan and his work in the history of David in the Second Book as far as 1 Samuel12, and, very probably, in part at least what stands in theocratic connection with it (13–20 comp. with 1 Samuel 12:11). Probably 1 Samuel 24:11-22 belonged to the Dibre of Gad, of which we also find a trace perhaps in 1 Samuel 22:5. If each of these three prophets is the author of the work called after him, his own experiences formed the chief part of his book. Theodoret: δῆλον τοίνυν, δῆλον τοίνυν, ὡς τῶν προφητῶν ἔκαστος συνέγραψε τὰ εν τοῖς οἰκείοις πεπραγμένα καιροῖς [“it is evident that every prophet recorded the events of his own times”].

Proceeding now further in the investigation of the historical sources of our Books, we find not improbably a trace of a written basis for them besides those already named, in the דִּבְרֵי הַיָּמִים לַמֶּלֶךְ דָּוִיד, “the chronicles [history of the times] of King David.” We know nothing more of this than what is said in 1 Chronicles 27:24 in connection with the account of the numbering of the people by David. “Joab,” we read, “had begun to number, but did not finish; and there fell wrath for it upon Israel, and the number was not put into the ‘account’ (De Wette) or ‘census’ of the chronicles (annals) of King David.” According to this, it was a historical work relating to the government of David, and, as it seems, chiefly of statistical-historical content and character, since, in the midst of statistical-historical lists relating to the divisions of the army, the tribe-princes and civil officials, it is cited as a work into whoseמִסְפָּר [number or census] the מִסְפָּר [number] of the arms-bearing men of the tribes of Israel was not put, whence we may infer that the preceding enumeration is taken from it. While the history of this census (comp 1 Chronicles21), narrated from a theocratic-prophetic stand-point, was doubtless contained in the corresponding prophetical work (Gad’s according to 2 Samuel 24:11), the number of arms-bearing men is here declared to be something that would have been inserted in the enumeration or register of the chronicles of David, if the census had not been interrupted by the wrath of God. Thus is intimated the point of view which prevented the recording of the number, as far as it was already determined; it is the theocratic-prophetic. This might suggest the supposition that such chiefly annalistic-statistical historical works, giving information concerning the army and the civil government, heroes and officials, household and family, were prepared by prophetical writers or under the guidance of prophets; and we might therefore here also in the “chronicles of David” recognize a prophetical work. But even supposing that the prophetical historiography never occupied itself either indirectly or directly with such annalistic-statistical records, it could nevertheless use them as trustworthy sources. It is highly probable that the officer termed סוֹפֵר Sopher (Chancellor or Secretary of State) had the care of these annalistic-statistical records whence came the דִּבְדֵי הַיַּמִים [chronicles] of David. The widespread opinion that the officer at David’s court who was called מַזְכִּיר, Mazkir or Recorder ( 2 Samuel 8:16; 2 Samuel 20:24; 1 Chronicles 18:15) was the official state-annalist, and had to perform the duty of a historiographer has been conclusively shown to be untenable by Bleek (Einl. p158, 370) and Baehr [Komm. z. d. Büchern d. Könige, Einl. X. sq.). The elaborate pragmatic writing of history was in the hands of the prophets. The Mazkir (according to Thenius on 1 Kings 4:3) was so called “because as ariibnv he had to bring to the king’s recollection affairs of state which were to be attended to, and offer counsel,” and “if it was his duty, as Bleek says (ubi sup. p370), always to write down immediately whatever of special importance happened, this was merely to remind the king his master, and not to write history.”—“The supposition by most critics of state-annals, besides the prophetic records, as a second authority is based on an arbitrary confounding of the records of the Chancellor for the state-archives with public state-annals.” (Keil, Introd. § 54, Rem. 3; comp. § 59). The work mentioned in 1 Chronicles 28:24, the רִבְרֵי י׳ ר׳ [chronicles of David] was, however, very probably a collection of such official annalistic-statistic-historical records of the Sopherim. It is a natural supposition that the lists of officials in 2 Samuel 8:15-18; 2 Samuel 20:23-26 belongs to this work, although on the other hand we may presume that their names were known to the prophetical historiographers also. Yet it is true that the latter could have had little to do with the statistics of the specifically military affairs and the deeds of war, which they described only so far as seemed to them necessary from the theocratic point of view. So it is probable that the statistical-historical account of the wars of David in 2 Samuel8. belonged to this work, while the therein-mentioned Ammonite-Syrian war is afterwards narrated at length, in connection with the sin of David and the intervention of Nathan, according to the prophetical work. So also the summary statement of the Philistine wars in 2 Samuel 21:15-22 and the register of heroes in 1 Samuel 23:8-29.

Perhaps the author of our Books had access to other historical records, to which might be referred such sections as 1 Samuel 17:12-31; 1 Samuel 17:55 sq, which do not seem to agree with the context. Yet this can no more be determined with certainty than the question whether and how far oral tradition was used by the author, from which the incongruences in the passages in question might be explained. It is however possible, as Naegelsbach supposes (ubi sup. p140), that the prophetical books discussed above contained many different accounts (from which that incongruity in 1 Samuel 17:12; 1 Samuel 17:55 sq, may be explained), or no longer existed in proper arrangement and clearness.

Besides the historical authorities the Redactor of our Books was acquainted with poetical productions which he has inserted in his history: as, the Song of Hannah, 1 Samuel 2:1-10; David’s lament over Abner, 2 Samuel 3:33-34; David’s song of praise, 2 Samuel 22; and his last words, 2 Samuel 23:1-7. We leave it undecided whether these songs were known to him separately, or belonged in part to a collection of songs—as Bleek says of the last words of David, supposing that they with their superscription ( 1 Samuel 23:1) belonged to a mashal-collection (ubi sup. p362, 363)—or were all found in one poetical collection. The only authority to which he expressly refers is the Sepher Hajjashar, Boot of Jashar ( 2 Samuel 1:18; comp. Joshua 10:13). From this he took the beautiful lamentation of David over Saul and Jonathan, which is inserted in the narrative under the title “Bow” קֶשֶׁת, 1 Samuel 23:19-27. This “Book of the Just” (i. e, “of that which is just”) (in this collective sense it is now usually explained, Vulgate: liber justorum) must have contained a collection of songs on specially memorable events of Israelitish history, and must have been in existence at the time of the composition of the present Book of Joshua and of the Books of Samuel. We cannot determine whether it contained also a continuous history of the events to which the songs refer, and was therefore an authority for the author of our Books (see Bleek, p150). According to Knobel (Komm. zum Pent, Schlussabhandlung, Exeget. Handbuch 13, p546 sq, and on Joshua 10:15) it was a “law-book,” a view which falls to the ground with the untenable view that the title means law-book.

The sources, therefore, from which the author drew, were partly prophetical histories, which described the lives of Samuel, Saul and David, from the theocratic-prophetical standpoint in pragmatic connection (comp. 1 Chronicles 29:28-30), partly official statistical-historical records of the history of David’s government (comp. 1 Chronicles 27:24), partly poetical literature. To this threefold element of the sources of the Books the content of the concluding section, 2 Samuel 21-24, clearly points. The production of these authorities is to be put partly in the time, partly soon after the time of the events to which they refer. On the ground of these contemporaneous original accounts our Books bear throughout the stamp of historical credibility; so Thenius (Einl. XV.), who, it is true, grants this of a part of the work only, otherwise admirably remarks: “1) the places and very often the time also of the events are given in part with great exactness; 2) the narrative answers fully to the character of the times; and3) the personages act in a life-like way.”

In this section on the original authorities we must mention the principal of the very various and often contradictory hypotheses concerning the basis and construction of our Books, all of which are founded on their supposed contradictions, incongruences and repetitions, and therefore fall with this untenable presupposition.

The first hypothesis worthy of mention is that of Eichhorn (Einl. III, §§ 469, 471, 475). According to it the foundation of the Second Book of Samuel is an “old short life of David with later insertions,” which, however, are also to be referred to written sources, while the First Book was taken from an “old chronicle of Samuel and Saul,” but contained also elements of oral tradition, especially in Samuel’s history. The Books received their present form from insertions and additions which were made from oral tradition and writings.—This hypothesis is so far modified by Bertholdt (Einl, p 894 sq, 920 sq.) that he assumes four principal authorities: 1) for 1 Samuel31,2Samuel5, with Eichhorn the summary history of David’s government with later insertions and additions; 2) for 1 Samuel1-7 a history of Samuel, for8–16 a history of Saul, for17–30 a history of David before his accession to the throne.—Further by an anonymous writer (in Paulus Memor. VIII:61 sq. Probe eines Krit. Vers. über das zweite Buch Sam.) many smaller component parts were assumed for the Second Book on the ground of supposed stylistic differences (thus 1 Samuel31; 2 Samuel 1:1-16; 2 Samuel 1:17-27; 2 Samuel 4; 2 Samuel 5:1-10; 2 Samuel 5:11-15).—Staehelin [Krit. Unters. üb. d. Pent, p 112 sq, 129 sq.) assumes as basis of the First Book an old work which he ascribes to the Jehovist, to which important additions were made by the Redactor, from whom also the whole of the Second Book comes.—Gramberg (Gesch. d. Religionsîdeen d. Alt. Test. II, p 71 sq.) finds two narrations, going over nearly the same ground, but contradictory, which went side by side through a great part of the First Book and into the Second, and were worked up together by the collector.—Graf (De librorum Sam. et Reg. compositione, scriptoribus, etc, Argent1842) assumes as old constituent parts 1 Samuel 13:16 to 1 Samuel 14:52; 1 Samuel 17; 1 Samuel 18; 1 Samuel 19:1-17; 1 Samuel 20-22; 1 Samuel 23-26; 1 Samuel 27; 1 Samuel 28:1 f; 29; 30. All the rest he holds to be marvel-loving hierarchical addition—that Samuel is presented as an ideal of theocratic prophetic rule—that the judgeship of Samuel and Eli is an invention, and Saul’s election a product of his name “he who is demanded”—and that in the same way older portions and later additions in the Second Book were distinguished. On all these hypotheses see De Wette, § 179, who points out what is more or less unfounded in them, and says of the last: “This criticism is based almost entirely on what seemed to the author historically credible or not.”—On Gramberg’s hypothesis see Haevernick (p141) and Thenius (p11). The latter properly characterizes it in the remark that “sections of wholly different character are arbitrarily thrown together, and precisely those sections in which the presence of tradition cannot be mistaken, are declared to be the older.”

What Thenius says of the above-cited attempts to fix the component parts of the Books of Samuel—that they are all open to unanswerable objections—applies to his own hypothesis also. He distinguishes on internal grounds five principal parts: 1) a history of Samuel, 1 Samuel 1-7, based on information gotten from the schools of the Prophets and on trustworthy tradition; 2) a history of Saul according to tradition, probably introduced from a popular work, 8; 1 Samuel 10:17-27; 1 Samuel 11; 1 Samuel 12; 1 Samuel 15; 1 Samuel 16; 1 Samuel 18:6-14; 1 Samuel 26; 1 Samuel 28:3-25; 1 Samuel 31; 1 Samuel 3) an older condensed history of Saul from old written accounts, and not altered in its historical foundation by tradition, 9; 1 Samuel 10:1-26; 1 Samuel 13; 1 Samuel 14; 1 Samuel 4) a history of David, into which the condensed history of Saul has been enlarged by a not much later continuer, 1 Samuel 14:52; 1 Samuel 17; part of 1 Samuel18; 1 Samuel 19; 1 Samuel 20; part of21; 22; part of23; 24; 25; 27; 1 Samuel 28:1-2; 1 Samuel 19; 1 Samuel 30; 2 Samuel, part of 1 Samuel1-5; 1 Samuel 7; 1 Samuel 8; 1 Samuel 5) a special history of David, almost a biography, describing the second half of his life, and especially his domestic life, 2 Samuel 11:2-27; 2 Samuel 12:1-25; 2 Samuel 13-20. The objections to this attempt to fix the original component parts of our Books are directed against the presupposition of contradictions, incongruences, repetitions, conclusions, and chronicle-like passages, from which the assumption of so many original sources is supposed necessarily to flow (see above).

The kernel of Ewald’s hypothesis is the assumption of a great comprehensive Book of Kings, of which our Books formed a component part (Gesch. I, 3ed, p193–244). There was first, according to this view, an old historical work, composed soon after Song of Solomon, perhaps in the happy times of Asa, full of very simple narrations of detached events with interspersed remarks, a work distinguished by a beautiful copiousness, lively and abounding in pictures, especially in the narration of wars; of this we have remains in 1 Samuel13; 1 Samuel 15; 1 Samuel 30:26-31; 2 Samuel 8, and also in Judges 17 sq, 19–31. Besides this there existed in the troublous times after Jehu’s elevation a work composed by a prophetical writer who was at the same time a Levite, attractive from its high prophetical view of events, and which, commencing with Samuel’s birth and labors, as an entirely new beginning in Israelitish history, described, from a prophetical stand-point, principally the establishment of the kingdom with the origin of which Samuel’s labors were necessarily connected; of this work large connected remains, in many places in the original fulness and in almost unchanged form, are to be found in the section 1 Samuel1 - 1 Kings 1, 2 (both which last chapters betray the same hand as the principal parts of First and Second Samuel), and may be followed in scattered traces even to 2 Kings 9:1 to 2 Kings 10:27. According to Ewald, the arrangement of the historical material in this prophetical book may still be clearly seen in First Samuel according to three chief points of view: 1) the basis of the history of the establishment of the kingdom, 1 Samuel 1-7, Samuel’s life, concluded with the summary 1 Samuel 7:15 to 1 Samuel 17:2) The history of Saul’s rule, 1 Samuel 8-14, with the concluding summary 1 Samuel 14:47-52. 3) The narration concerning David and Saul, the decline of the latter, the rise of the former, in 1 Samuel15-31. In Second Samuel, on the contrary, the original account of David’s reign, on account of the revision which it afterwards underwent, cannot be so clearly recognized. Yet its principal features may be seen in the three sections in which David’s life is described: 1) The remains of the history of David from Saul’s death to his elevation to the throne of all Israel are to be found in 2 Samuel 1:1 to 2 Samuel 7:2) The history of the middle period of David’s reign in Jerusalem, whose richer material was most condensed in the work, is found in 2 Samuel 8:1-14 (the foreign wars and victories, probably an abridgment of the before-mentioned military history), 1 Samuel 8:15-18 (internal organization), 9 (David’s ethical attitude towards Saul’s house), 10–20:22 (David’s relation to his own house), 1 Samuel 21:1-14; 1 Samuel 24 (the plagues). 3) Out of the latter part of David’s life belonged to the work 2 Samuel 20:25-26; 2 Samuel 22; 2 Samuel 23:1-7, with which the whole section fitly closed. This work, says Ewald, “the best basis for all the widely read histories of the kingdom,” was afterwards much revised, and thus on the one hand enlarged, but on the other greatly abridged, as may be seen from passages in which there are allusions and presuppositions in respect to facts and persons that were never before mentioned; so 1 Samuel 13:2; 1 Samuel 30:26-31. In 1 Sam. between chaps, 23. and30 much of the original work is lost; 1 Samuel 24, 26 are by later hands. The sections 1 Samuel 23:8-29 and 1 Samuel 21:15-15 are taken from “Journals of the kings or state-annals.” With the fragments of this prophetical work, Ewald holds, and of the first-mentioned more military history are combined in our Books those of another work going over about the same period, and certainly written not much later, which, according to its traces in 1 Samuel5-8, 31, did not have the sharply defined character of the other, though similar to it, but was drier and more colorless in style. From its author came probably the narrative of the Period of the Judges from which Judges 3:7-16 is taken.—A broader, freer form was given to this History of the Kings by a later revision, as appears plainly in our present history of Saul and David in 1 Samuel12; 1 Samuel 15-17; 1 Samuel 14; 1 Samuel 16; 1 Samuel 28; for these are fragments of from two to three later works. Afterwards the histories of the Kings received their present form in two revisions; first, by the Deuteronomistic redactor soon after the reformation under Josiah, who, adopting the method of the Deuteronomist, sifted, worked up and abridged the material which had been greatly increased by preceding recensions, and for the first time gathered up and skilfully combined what seemed to him the most important parts of the older works, as we see in our present history, 1 Samuel 1 - 1 Kings 2The basis of his book was that work of the prophetical narrator, with which, besides the material from other books, he worked in his own additions which were not numerous ( 1 Samuel 7:3-4, a good deal in12; 1 Kings 2:2-4.) The work, thus greatly enlarged by the Deuteronomistic redactor, received its last revision by an author who lived in the second half of the Babylonian Exile, who edited the history of the origin of the kingdom to Solomon’s accession ( 1 Samuel 1 - 1 Kings 2), “as good as quite unaltered,” according to the preceding redactor, appended some detached pieces from David’s biography which he had at first designed to omit, but, for the rest, issued the present Books of Judges,, Ruth, Samuel and Kings as a connected whole, inserting the Book of Ruth (written in the midst of the Exile, and the only one retained of a number of similar fragments by the same author), with reference to the absence of genealogical statements about David’s descent in the Books of Samuel, just before those Books as a preparation for David’s history, while he put the Book of Judges, in its present form, at the head as an introduction to the whole Book of Kings. He did this for the sake of unity in the connection of the whole history after Joshua with the history of the kings; for the internal connection between the Book of Judges and the Books of Samuel is shown in the statement concerning Samson, that he began to deliver Israel out of the hand of the Philistines, in which reference is made to the continuation of this history in Eli, Samuel, David. This redactor, properly speaking, merely edited anew the first half of the older large work on the Kings, which goes to 1 Kings2; only the second, from 1 Kings3on, can rightly be called his own work.

In this assumption of Ewald’s of several redactors, too much play is given to conjecture without firm supports in historical data. We have, however, in those three prophetical authorities ( 1 Chronicles 29:28-30) and in the chronicles of David ( 1 Chronicles 27:24) ground sufficient to conjecture that our assumed author of the present Books of Samuel followed those authorities, writing from a prophetical stand-point, and according to prophetical points of view. That a special historical work must be assumed, from which to derive 1 Samuel13, 14, in the history of Saul, and 1 Samuel 30:26 sq. and 2 Samuel8 in the military history of David, seems less probable than that the first is to be referred to the written records in the schools of the Prophets, which took careful note of the deeds of Saul and Jonathan, and the two last to the “words (דִּבְרֵי) of the days of David,” 1 Chronicles 27:24—The hypothesis of a final shaping of the Book of Kings partly by a Deuteronomistic redactor, partly by a final remodeller and collector in the second half of the Babylonian Exile, has, in relation to the history under discussion ( 1 Samuel 1 - 1 Kings 2), little foundation; and it is simpler and more natural to refer the views in the discourses of Samuel which are termed Deuteronomistic (e. g. “return to God with all your hearts and serve him,” 1 Samuel 7:3; 1 Samuel 12:20; 1 Samuel 12:24) to this prophetical work, the “Words of Samuel,” and the collection and addition of the section, 2 Samuel 21-24, to the redactor who arranged and prepared the history up to 1 Samuel 20:26. The similarity in language and style between 1 Kings1, 2, and the preceding narrative in 2 Sam. may be explained by the fact that the authors of the two books used the same authority, namely, the prophetical Book of Nathan.—For the rest, Ewald’s hypothesis differs from the others mentioned, in that it represents the Book of Kings, as far as it here comes into consideration (from 1 Samuel1to 1 Kings2), leaving out the parts supposed to have been later introduced by various redactors, as having unity and as the finished work of one prophetic historian, and avoids the dissection of the historical material which we find in the other hypotheses. Naegelsbach rightly remarks, that the additions which this hypothesis ascribes to a Deuteronomistic redactor do not make the eighth part of the whole, and that therefore the general unity of the work is confirmed by them (ubi sup, p407). It must also be noted that both the division of the content of the First Book ( 1 Samuel 1-7. Samuel, 8–14. Saul, 15–31David and Saul), and the division of the Second Book, the history of David’s government according to the theocratic chief points of view which control the entire narrative, cannot be more admirably presented than has been done by Ewald. But from the fact that the content of the books is evidently divided in accordance with such a theocratic-prophetic view of the history of the preparation, genesis and establishment of the theocratic kingdom under Samuel, Saul and David, we are authorized to conclude that the redactor of this history, apart from the prophetical authorities to which he had access, was himself a prophet.

§ 6. The Author And The Time Of Composition

Having discussed the original sources of our Books, we have now to consider, and in connection with one another, the two questions concerning the author and the time of composition.

What Ewald says (ubi sup, p211) of the author of the foundation of the Book of Kings, that he was himself a prophet, we claim for the redactor of our Books on the grounds already discussed at length; but we cannot apply to him what Ewald maintains of the former, namely, that he was also a Levite, which Ewald holds to be clear from the careful account which he takes, in the midst of so many more important events, of the fortunes of the sacred Ark and of the Priests and Levites, and from the considerable acquaintance which he clearly shows with everything pertaining to them. For a prophetical writer as such would have had that lively interest and exact knowledge; he need not have been a Levite. It Isaiah, however, further against this view, that in our Books the priesthood recedes in a striking manner into the background over against the prophetic element, and therefore “no historical work is more instructive and important than this for the understanding of the older prophetic order in Israel,” as Ewald (ubi sup.) well says.

Nothing is known to us of the person and surroundings of the redactor of our Books; on the opinions of the older writers, see Carpzov, p 213 sq. Thenius supposes, not without reason, that, since he had access to so many good authorities, he could not have been in mean circumstances. “The Talmudical statement, that Samuel wrote the Books called after him is shown to be unhistorical by the simple fact that the history goes beyond Samuel’s death” (Keil, Introd. II:48).—The view in some Introductions, as Eichhorn’s (Einl. § 468, p529 sq.), Jahn’s (Einl, p 232 sq.), Herbst’s (Einl. II:1, p139 sq.), De Wette’s (in the Beiträge I, p 43 sq, but retracted by him in Einl. § 186), and others, that our Books had the same author with the Books of Kings, and that therefore their composition is to be put not before the latter part of the Babylonian Exile, or immediately after the Exile, is untenable; for the differences between them in form and content are too great to admit of identity of authorship. In the first place, it is a striking difference that “Kings” quotes its authority in every section, while “Samuel” never does, whence it follows that the author of the latter lived nearer to the events described, the author of the former much farther off. Again, the language is different; numerous traces of the Aramæan dialect occur in “Kings,” and almost none at all in “Samuel.” In the Books of Kings we see traces from beginning to end of their composition during the Exile, while in the Books of Samuel there is not the slightest reference to the time of the Exile. In the latter there are no direct distinct references to the Law of Moses, while in the former, even before the discovery of the Book of the Law under Josiah, the law is several times spoken of as written ( 1 Kings 2:3; 2 Kings 14:6; 2 Kings 17:37). In our Books mention is made of the various places of worship and sacrifice which existed besides the Ark without blame or hint that this was displeasing to God, while in “Kings” the worship in high places is condemned as illegal. The form of the narrative is quite different also in the two works. In “Kings” the chronological statements are carefully repeated with every king, while the chronological element is almost entirely neglected in “Samuel.” The epic breadth and copiousness which the latter shows in many parts is almost wholly lacking in the former, which gives only extracts, usually short, from its authorities to which it refers for wider information. There is no trace here of the standing character-formula which is peculiar to the Books of Kings: “He did that which was right, or evil, in the eyes of the Lord.” For all these reasons the author of the Books of Kings cannot be the same with the redactor of the Books of Samuel.—The Rabbinical view, which has had a good many advocates, that Jeremiah is to be regarded as the author of “Samuel” as well as “Kings,” because his prophecy has much similarity to them, and here and there corresponds with them in content (a view to which Grotius also, on 1 Samuel 1:1, inclines), is similarly untenable; for this proves nothing more than that the author of “Kings” was acquainted with the Book of Jeremiah (see Kueper, Jerem. libror. sacr. interpr. atque vindex, p55), and Jeremiah with the Books of Samuel. Staehelin (Krit. Unters, p137 sq.) infers from our author’s friendly attitude towards royalty, from the promises made to the House of David, and from Jeremiah’s allusions to these Books, that they were composed under Hezekiah; to which Naegelsbach excellently replies, that this is referring to a subjective motive what has a good, objective, historical ground, and Jeremiah might certainly refer to our Books, though they did not originate in his time (p411).

If we inquire for positive indications of the time of composition in the content and form of our Books, we can find in the formula “even unto this day” ( 1 Samuel 5:5; 1 Samuel 6:18; 1 Samuel 30:25; 2 Samuel 4:3; 2 Samuel 6:8; 2 Samuel 18:18), and in the explanation of obsolete expressions ( 1 Samuel 9:9) and old customs ( 2 Samuel 13:18) nothing more than the indication of a time of authorship somewhat distant from the events narrated. Nor can anything more definite, least of all the composition after the division of the kingdom, be determined from the mere distinguishing between Judah and Israel in 1 Samuel 11:8; 1 Samuel 17:52; 1 Samuel 18:16; 2 Samuel 2:9-10; 2 Samuel 3:10; 2 Samuel 5:1-5; 2 Samuel 19:41 sq.; 1 Samuel 20:2; for this distinction was already usual in the time of Saul and David, being based on the fact (pre-supposed in the passages cited) of such a division, which conditioned the development of the history of David’s kingdom. At first only the tribe of Judah adhered to David as its king, the other eleven tribes under the common name Israel forming a separate kingdom for seven and a half years under Ishbosheth,[FN5] and afterwards for a short time under Absalom.

From 2 Samuel 5:5 it appears that the redactor certainly wrote after the death of David, since the whole number of years of his reign is given. But the non-mention of David’s death cannot show that he wrote shortly thereafter, as Haevernick (p145) maintains; for even if his death had occurred only a short while before, the author could not have maintained silence about it simply because it was generally known, and “not a matter of interest,” since he certainly did not write merely for his own contemporaries.—Further, it undoubtedly appears from 1 Samuel 27:6 (“Ziklag pertaineth unto the kings of Judah to this day”) that our author made his recension after the division of the kingdom into the kingdoms of Judah and Israel. Haevernick’s explanation (p144) that the “kings of Judah” are not here opposed to those of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes, but are the kings who sprang from and ruled Judah, is untenable. The “kings of Judah” can be understood only of the kingdom of Judah which arose after Solomon’s time in consequence of the division, in distinction from the kingdom of Israel. It Isaiah, however, uncertain at what time after the division the book was composed; probably it was before the destruction of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes, since there is no indication that the author knew of the dispersion of an important part of the people (Bleek, p362). “In general,” rightly remarks Keil (Comm. Introd, p11), “the content and language of our Books point to the time immediately succeeding the division of the kingdom, since there are no references to the subsequent downfall of the kingdoms, much less to the Exile; and the diction and language is throughout classic and free from Chaldaisms and later forms.” That the recension took place not long after the division of the kingdom may be inferred from the fact that worshipping the Lord and offering sacrifices in various places Isaiah, as already remarked, regarded not at all as blameworthy, but rather as well-pleasing to God ( 1 Samuel 7:5 sq, 17; 1 Samuel 9:13; 1 Samuel 10:3; 1 Samuel 14:35; 2 Samuel 24:18-25). We therefore adopt the hypothesis of Thenius, who refers (p14.) to 2 Samuel 8:7; 2 Samuel 14:27, in which, according to the correct Hebrew text suggested by the Septuagint, there is allusion to Rehoboam, and says of the author, that the notices, in all probability inserted by him, do not reach farther than the time of Rehoboam.—The result of our investigation Isaiah, therefore, that the Books of Samuel in their present form were composed by a prophetical writer soon after the division of the kingdom.

[On the sources, date and authorship of “Samuel,” see Art. “Books of Samuel” in Smith’s Bib. Dict, and Introd. to Samuel in the Bible Comm. The latter refers to David’s Psalm as one of the sources, points out that twenty or thirty years of the first part of Saul’s reign is omitted, and puts the book (as it stands) towards the time of Jeremiah. The difficulty of coming to a satisfactory decision on this point is well brought out by Erdmann.—TR.]
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Footnotes: 
FN#1 - ‘Exegetical and Critical’ is the heading adopted for the section in this translation.]

FN#2 - ‘Historical and Theological’ in the translation.]

FN#3 - Ewald has west, but the sense seems to require east.—Tr.]

FN#4 - It is true, as Dr. Erdmann shows, that 1 Samuel 17:12-31 and 1 Samuel 17:55-58 are probably sections added by the redactor to the old narrative, which embraced 1 Samuel 17:1-11; 1 Samuel 17:32-54, but it is not necessary to suppose a contradiction between the several sections and 1 Samuel 16:14-23. The explanations criticised in the text are unsatisfactory, but there is another which diminishes the difficulty as far as we can expect, considering the antiquity of the accounts. It is this: the section, 1 Samuel 16:14-23, gives a general anticipatory account (which is quite in the Heb. style) of David’s relation to Saul, extending as far as the occurrences narrated in 1 Samuel18; 1 Samuel 17. then describes the particular incident that led to David’s promotion, the immediate results of which are given (also by anticipation) in 1 Samuel 18:1-5; then the narrative goes back in 1 Samuel 18:6 to mention an incident which gives the key to the following history. Thus 1 Samuel17 belongs in time within 1 Samuel 16:14-23, as 1 Samuel 18:6 belongs in time within 1 Samuel 18:1-5; the combat with Goliath was the means of procuring Saul’s special favor for David, and so Saul, having seen him only a few times, might easily fail to recognize him. Song of Solomon, too, David’s “going and returning,” 1 Samuel 17:15, is to be put in the early part of the period embraced in 1 Samuel 16:14-23, and is not inconsistent with the permanent service which appears at the close of the period, the explanation of which is given in 1 Samuel17 For fuller explanation see the exposition in loco.—The obscurity of the narrative in the connection of the different sections is due no doubt to its brevity and to our ignorance of certain circumstances, which, if known, would enable us clearly to see harmony in these different accounts. The supposition of contradictory accounts is in itself very improbable, considering the fact that the events were well known and carefully recorded by competent persons. It is therefore wiser to suppose an omission of connecting facts than a contradiction in the recorded accounts.—Tr.]

FN#5 - More precisely stated, under the representatives of Saul’s House; Ishbosheth was probably not king the whole time.—Tr.]
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	Verses 1-20
FIRST PART: SAMUEL
1 Samuel 1-7
Samuel’s Life and Work as Judges, Priest and Prophet, Directed Towards a Through Reformation of the Theocracy and Laying the Foundation of the Theocratic Kingdom

____________

FIRST DIVISION: SAMUEL’S EARLY LIFE
1 Samuel 1-3
____________

FIRST SECTION
Samuel’s Birth in Answer to Prayer to the Lord
1 Samuel 1:1-20
I. Samuel’s parents, the Ephrathite Elkanah and the childless Hannah. 1 Samuel 1:1-8
1Now [om. Now[FN1]] there was a certain [om. certain] man of Ramathaim-zophim,[FN2] of Mount Ephraim, and his name was Elkanah, the son of Jeroham, the son of 2 Elihu, the son of Tohu, the Son of Zuph, an Ephrathite. And he had two wives; the name of the one was Hannah, and the name of the other Peninnah; and Peninnah 3 had children, but [and] Hannah had no children. And this man went up yearly out of [from] his city to worship and to sacrifice unto the Lord [Jehovah] of hosts [Hosts] in Shiloh. And the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas, the priests of the Lord, were there [And there the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas, 4were priests of Jehovah[FN3]]. And when the time was that Elkanah offered, Hebrews 5 gave to Peninnah his wife, and to all her sons and her daughters, portions; but unto Hannah he gave a worthy [double[FN4]] portion, for he loved Hannah, but [and] 6the Lord [Jehovah] had shut up her womb. And her adversary also [om. also] provoked her sore [ins. also], for [om. for] to make her fret because[FN5] the Lord [Jehovah] 7had shut up her womb. And as he did so [And so it happened[FN6]] year by year; when she went up to the house of the Lord [Jehovah], so she [she thus] provoked 8 voked her, therefore [and] she wept and did not eat. Then said Elkanah her husband [And Elkanah her husband said] to her, Hannah, why weepest thou? and why eatest thou not? and why is thy heart grieved? am not I better to thee than ten sons?

II. Hannah’s Prayer far a Son. 1 Samuel 1:9-18 a
9So [And] Hannah rose up after they [she[FN7]] had eaten in Shiloh, and after they [she] had drunk. Now [And] Eli the priest sat upon a [the] seat by a [the] post 10 of the temple [Sanctuary[FN8]] of the Lord [Jehovah]. And she was in bitterness of 11 soul, and prayed unto the Lord [Jehovah], and wept sore. And she vowed a vow, and said, O Lord of hosts [Jehovah of Hosts], if thou wilt indeed look on the affliction of thine handmaid, and remember me, and not forget thy handmaid, but [and] wilt give unto thine handmaid a male-child, then I will give him unto the Lord [Jehovah] all the days of his life, and there shall no razor come upon his 12 head. And it came to pass, as she continued praying before the Lord [Jehovah], 13that Eli marked her mouth. Now [And] Hannah, she [om. she[FN9]] spake in her heart; only her lips moved, but her voice was not heard; therefore [and] Eli 14 thought she had been [was] drunken. And Eli said unto her, How long wilt thou 15 be drunken? put away thy wine from thee. And Hannah answered and said, No, my lord, I am a woman of a sorrowful spirit; I have drunk neither wine nor strong 16 drink, but have poured out my soul before the Lord [Jehovah]. Count not thine handmaid for a daughter of Belial [dissolute woman[FN10]]; for out of the abundance 17 of my complaint and [ins. my] grief have I spoken hitherto. Then [And] Eli answered and said, Go in peace; and the God of Israel grant thee [om. thee] thy18a petition that thou hast asked of him. And she said, Let thine handmaid find grace in thy sight [thine eyes].

III. Samuel’s Birth. 1 Samuel 1:18-20
18b So [And] the woman went her way and did eat, and her countenance was no 19 more sad.[FN11] And they rose up in the morning early, and worshipped before the Lord [Jehovah], and returned and came to their house to Ramah. And Elkanah 20 knew Hannah his wife; and the Lord [Jehovah] remembered her. Wherefore [And] it came to pass, when the time was come about, after Hannah had [that Hannah] conceived, that she [and] bare a Song of Solomon, and called his name Samuel, saying, Because [For, said she,] I have [om. have] asked him of the Lord [Jehovah].

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL[FN12]
I. Samuel’s Parents. 1 Samuel 1:1-8
1 Samuel 1:1-2. And there was a man of Ramathaim-zophim.—Here an account is given of Samuel’s genealogy and birth-place.
There is no sufficient ground for adopting (as Thenius does) the reading of the Sept. MS. R. (Vat.) אִיש הָיָה [there was a man] instead of וַיְהִי אִישׁ [and there was a man], since this latter does not affect the independence of the Books of Samuel; for the ו [and] does not indicate attachment to something preceding, the continuation of the Book of Judges, but וַיְהִי [and there was] stands here, as it often does at the beginning of a narrative, as historical introductory formula, Joshua 1:1; Judges 1:1; Ruth 1:1; 2 Samuel 1:1; 1 Kings 1:1; Esther 1:1; Ezra 1:1; Ezekiel 1:1; Jonah 1:1.

The father of Samuel was a man of Ramathaim-zophim in the hill-country of Ephraim, named Elkanah. The place Ramathaim (הָרָֽמָתַיִם) is doubtless the same that is called in 1 Samuel 1:3 “his city,” and afterwards in 1 Samuel 1:19; 1 Samuel 2:11 by the shorter name Ramah (הָרָמָה), whence it appears that it was not merely the family-residence, but also Elkanah’s abode, where he had “his house.” The full name Ramathaim-zophim is found here only. The dual “Two-hills” points to the site of the place as on the sides or summits of two hills. It is the birth-place of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 1:19); the same Ramah in which he had his house ( 1 Samuel 7:17), the central point of his labors ( 1 Samuel 8:4; 1 Samuel 15:34; 1 Samuel 16:13; 1 Samuel 19:18-22) and his abode as long as he lived, and where he was buried ( 1 Samuel 26:1; 1 Samuel 28:3). But this Ramah of Samuel, according to Pressel’s clear statement in Herzog (R-E. s. v. Rama), is most probably identical with the Ramah in the tribe of Benjamin ( Joshua 18:25); for the statement of Josephus (Ant8, 12, 3) that Ramathon,[FN13] which = רָמָתַיִם [Ramathaim] and is therefore doubtless the Ramah of Samuel, was forty Stadia from Jerusalem, and that of Eusebius (Onomast. s. v. ’Αρμαθὲμ) that it was somewhat farther north in a line from Jerusalem towards Bethel, carry us into the territory of Benjamin. If it be urged against this view that, according to Judges 4:5 and this passage, Ramah of Samuel was in the mountains of Ephraim, and therefore in the Tribe-territory of Ephraim, it is to be observed on the other hand that the mountains of Ephraim stretch into the Tribe of Benjamin, and not only include its northern mountains, but extend towards Jerusalem and unite with the mountains of Judah. The Ramah of Samuel lay in Benjamin near Gibeah, Saul’s home, and Mizpah. The addition zophim (צוֹפִים) distinguishes it from the other places of the same name, and indicates the district (the land of Zuph 1 Samuel 9:5) in which it lay, whose name is to be derived from the family of Zuph or Zophim from whom Elkanah descended (comp. 1 Chronicles 6:11; 1 Chronicles 6:20). Since, according to this, Zophim indicates a region, which took its name from the descendants of Zuph, the place Sôba, which has lately been discovered west of Jerusalem, cannot be the Ramah of Samuel, as Robinson and Ritter suppose (see Then. sächs, exeget. Studien, II:134 sq, and Ewald, Gesch. II:595). It is rather to be sought in the site of the present Er-Ram between four and five (Eng.) miles, as Josephus states, from Jerusalem on the summit or side of a conical mountain on the road from Jerusalem to Bethel. When Saul (in 1 Samuel 9:5) comes into the “ land of Zuph,” he straightway finds Samuel in “this city.” That “this city,” Samuel’s abode, is identical with Ramathaim-zophim here is beyond doubt. But against the view that it, together with the region “Zuph,” belonged to Benjamin, and in support of the view that it is different from Ramah of Benjamin, and lay in the territory of Ephraim, the principal consideration adduced is Saul’s route ( 1 Samuel 9:4 to 1 Samuel 10:2): on the return from Ramah to Gibeah, Saul, it is said, certainly took the directest road; but, according to 1 Samuel 10:2-5, he first crossed the border of Benjamin ( 1 Samuel 10:2), and then came into the neighborhood of Bethel ( 1 Samuel 10:3), which lay close to the border of Benjamin and Ephraim; according to this, Ramah of Samuel was situated north of Bethel in Ephraim not far from Gibeah ( 1 Samuel 1:20) but near Shiloh ( 1 Samuel 1:24), for if it had been far from Shiloh, the animals for offering would not have been carried from home. So Then. on 1 Samuel 9:5, p34. But the assumption that Saul went the directest way to Gibeah is not certain. In 1 Samuel 1:3, remarks Winer correctly (W-B. s. v.), nothing is said really of the neighborhood of Bethel, but only that Saul should meet men who were going to Bethel, from what direction we know not. And Ramah of Benjamin was so near Shiloh, that there was no need[FN14] to drive thither the animals which could not easily be purchased on the spot.[FN15] The other geographical term אֶפְרָתִי “Ephraimite” (which must not be connected with צוּף (Luth.) in which case it would have been הָאֶפְרָתִי) certainly describes Elkanah as an Ephraimite, who belonged not only to the mountains, but also to the Tribe of Ephraim—and not as a Bethlehemite, as Hoffmann (Weissag. u. Erfüll. II:61) and Robinson (Pal. II, 583 [Am. ed. 1 Samuel 2:7 sq.])sup. pose; for in 1 Samuel 17:12 and Ruth 1:2, to which appeal is made, the word is further expressly defined by the phrase “of Bethlehem.” “It by no means follows, however, from this description of Elkanah (comp. Then. p2) that Ramathaim-zophim pertained to the territory of Ephraim, but only that Elkanah’s family had settled in this Ramah, and had afterwards moved to Ramah in Benjamin” (Keil, p18). As Elkanah came from the Levitical family of Kohath, son of Levi, whose land lay in Ephraim, Dan and Manasseh ( Joshua 21:5; Joshua 21:21 sq.), and as the Levites generally were counted as citizens of the tribes in which their residence was, it is not strange that Elkanah is here designated as an Ephraimite according to his descent, while he lived in Benjamin, whither his forefathers had immigrated.

The family of Elkanah is here traced back only through four generations to צוּף “Zuph,” no doubt with reference to the preceding designation Zophim, because Zuph had settled in this district with his family, and it had taken its name from him. It would therefore properly be written צוּפִים “Zuphim.” This explanation of the name is certainly more natural than that which supposes that the district in which it lay, the “land of Zuph” ( 1 Samuel 9:5) was so called from its abundant supply of water, and than the explanation of some Rabbis, “Ramathaim of the watchers or prophets.” [The first question with regard to this word, whether we read Zophim or, with Erdmann, Zuphim, is a grammatical one: is the combination Ramathaim-zophim in accordance with Heb. usage? In proper names the rule is that the first word of a compound is in the construct. state, but the two exceptions, compounds with אָבֵל “meadow,” Genesis 50:11, etc, and שָׁוֵה “plain,” Genesis 14:5, seem to prove the possibility of an appositional construction, so that we must admit (against Wellhausen “Der Text. d. Bücker Sam.” in loco) Ramathaim-zophim to be a possible form. But, as “Zophim” never appears again as an appendage to Ramathaim, and the old vss. Chald. and Syr. render it as an appellative, it would perhaps be better, with Wellhausen, to suppose that the final ם m comes by error of transcription from the following word, and to read צוּפִי “a Zuphite,” which would then correspond to the “Zuph” at the end as “an Ephraimite” does to “Mount Ephraim.”—Tr.]. From a comparison of the two genealogies in 1 Chronicles 6:26-27 ( Hebrews 11, 12) 34, 35 ( Hebrews 19, 20) with this genealogy of Samuel it appears that they agree except in the last three names, which in the first list in Chr. are Eliab, Nahath and Zophai, and in the second, Eliel, Toah and Ziph. They are plainly the same names with various changes of form. These changes are probably to be ascribed to differences of pronunciation or to the mis-writing of the original forms which are preserved in this passage (comp. Then2).

The Levitical descent of Elkanah and Samuel is put beyond doubt by a comparison of the genealogy here with those in Chronicles. In the first of these, 1 Chronicles 6:22 sq. ( Hebrews 7 sq.) the genealogical list descends from the second son of Levi, Kohath, to Samuel and his sons; in the second, 1:33 sq. ( Hebrews 18 sq.), it ascends from the singer Heman, Samuel’s grandson, to Kohath, Levi and Israel. These Levites of the Family of Kohath had their dwellings appointed them in the tribes of Ephraim, Daniel, and Manasseh. As the Levites were usually designated by the tribes in which their dwellings were fixed (Hengstenb. Beitr. [Contributions] zur Einl. ins. A. T. III:61), the name “Ephraimite” here cannot be adduced against the Levitical descent of Samuel, as is done by Knobel (II:29, Anm2), Nagelsbach (Herzog, R-E. s. v. Samuel) and others. The latter himself refers to Judges 17:7; Judges 19:1 as cases where a Levite is described as belonging to another tribe, but thinks it strange that, while in those passages the Levitical descent of the men is also expressly mentioned, Elkanah’s descent from Levi is here not hinted at, and this is all the more surprising, if he was really a Levite, when his ancestor came from Ephraim to Ramah and gave his name to the region. But the author of the Book of Judges had a special motive for mentioning the Levitical character of those persons, while our author had little or none, since in his narrative of Samuel he lays all the stress on his prophetic office, and writes, as we have seen, from a prophetic stand-point. There was the less need to emphasize Samuel’s Levitical character because, as Ewald (II:594) remarks, the Levites that were not of Aaron’s family, seem in early times to have been more blended with the people. And the statement in “Chronicles” of Samuel’s Levitical descent was not occasioned by the fact that the prophet performed priestly functions (Knobel ubi sup.), nor is it to be explained by saying that perhaps quite early the conviction that Samuel must have been a Levite grew out of the difficulty which every Levite must have felt at the discharge of priestly duties by Samuel, if he were not of the stem of Levi (Nagelsbach, ubi sup.)—nor to be referred, with Thenius (p2), to the fact that, perhaps in later times the genealogy given in our Book was attached to that of Levi in order thus to justify Samuel’s offering sacrifices. “Chronicles” throughout makes its statistical-historical statements from the Levitical point of view, and thus supplements the history of David and Samuel in our Book. Hengstenberg well says (ubi sup.): “We cannot suppose these genealogies to be an arbitrary invention, simply because, if the author had been disposed to this, he would doubtless have put Samuel among the descendants of Aaron.” Ewald remarks, “Anyone who looks narrowly at the testimony in ‘Chronicles’ cannot possibly doubt that Samuel was of a Levitical family,” while our author attached no importance to this fact (ubi sup. Anm2). So Bunsen (in loco), referring to Joshua 21:21, where the dwellings of the Kohathites are fixed in Mount Ephraim also, says: “The Levitical descent of Samuel is certain; only it is not made specially prominent here.” Nägelsbach himself is obliged to admit that the proofs of Samuel’s Levitical descent are convincing; for1) looking at “Chronicles” ( 1 Chronicles 25:4; comp. 1 Samuel 6:18 sq.), he is obliged to concede that Samuel’s posterity is very decidedly considered as belonging to the Levites, since Heman, the renowned singer, grandson of Samuel and father of a numerous posterity, has an eminent place in the lists of Levites of David’s day; and2) he urges further as a not unimportant consideration the name of Samuel’s father, “Elkanah, that Isaiah, he whom God acquired or purchased,” for this name is both in signification and use exclusively a Levite name, and all the Elkanahs mentioned in the Old Test, (leaving out the one in 2 Chronicles 28:7, whose tribe is not stated) were demonstrably Levites, and belonged mostly to the family of Korah from whom Samuel also was descended. See Simonis Onomast, p493; Hengstenb, ubi supra 61; Keil in loco.—The further objection is made that Samuel was really dedicated to the Sanctuary-service by his mother’s vow, which would not have been necessary if Elkanah had been a Levite. To this the answer is not that Hannah’s vow referred to the Nazariteship of her son—for though all Nazarites were specially consecrated to the Lord, they did not thereby come under obligation to serve in the Sanctuary like the Levites—but rather that in Hannah’s vow the words “all the days of his life” ( 1 Samuel 1:11; 1 Samuel 1:22) are to be emphasized. While she consecrates him to the Lord as Nazarite, she at the same time by her vow devotes him for his whole life to the service of the Lord in the Sanctuary; while the Levites did not enter the service till the age of twenty-five or thirty ( Numbers 8:23 sq.; Numbers 4:23; Numbers 4:30; Numbers 4:47), and then needed not to remain constantly at the Sanctuary, Samuel as soon as he is weaned is destined by his mother to continual service there ( 1 Samuel 1:22), and while yet a boy wears there the priestly dress.—It is again urged against the Levitical descent of Elkanah that, according to the Septuagint rendering of 1 Samuel 1:21 (which adds πάσας τὰς δεκάτας τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ “all the tithes of his land”), he brought tithes (Then.); but the genuineness of this addition is very doubtful, and, even if it be received, the bringing of tithes is no evidence of Elkanah’s non-Levitical character (Josephus, who relates the Levitical descent, makes no difficulty in speaking of the tithe-bringing), for, according to the Law, the Levites had to bestow on the priests, as gift of Jehovah, one-tenth of the tenth which they themselves received from the other tribes, Numbers 18:26 sq.; comp. Nehemiah 10:38 (Keil26, Note). Ewald (II:594) says: “The tithe which Elkanah (according to 1 Samuel 1:21, Sept.) brought proves nothing against his Levitical cha racter.” See his Alterthümer (Archæology), p346. Thenius refers the fulfilment of the prophecy in 1 Samuel 2:35 to Samuel, and thereon bases the assertion that Samuel’s Levitical descent is set aside by the prophecy; but, even if his reference be conceded, this consequence does not follow, for in this prophecy the sense requires us to emphasize not the priest but what is predicted of him.

חַנָּה, ̓́Αννα, Hannah (found in Phœnician also; Dido’s sister was named Anna), a common name for women among the Hebrews, signifying “charm,” “favor,” “beauty,” and in a religious sense “grace.”

Elkanah’s bigamy with Hannah and Peninnah (“coral,” “pearl”), like the custom of taking concubines along with the proper wives, is fundamentally opposed to the original divine ordination of monogamy. The Mosaic Law does not forbid polygamy, but never expressly approves it; it accepts it as a custom and seeks to restrict and govern it by various regulations ( Leviticus 18:18; Exodus 21:7-10; Deuteronomy 17:17; Deuteronomy 21:15-17). According to Genesis 4:19 it was a Cainite, Lamech, that first violated the original ordinance. As it was usually only the men of more wealth and higher position that took two or more wives, we may suppose that Elkanah was a wealthy man.—The curse which attached to this relation appears in Elkanah’s married and family-life; Peninnah, who was blessed with children, exalts herself haughtily above the childless Hannah, and embitters her soul. The resulting discord in the family-life shows itself at the holy place, where Hannah’s heart is continually troubled by her “adversary,” while Elkanah seeks to console her by all the more affectionate conduct.

1 Samuel 1:3-5. Elkanah’s yearly worship and sacrifice at Shiloh. And this man went up, etc.[FN16]—The expression “from year to year” (מִיָּמִים י׳) is used in Exodus 13:10 of the Feast of Unleavened Bread and so elsewhere ( Judges 11:40; Judges 21:19). On the traces of the Passover in the Period of the Judges see Hengstenberg Beitr. [Contrib.] 379–85. It is this Feast that is meant here. For Elkanah is said in the text to have traveled regularly every year with his whole household. ( 1 Samuel 1:21) to the Sanctuary. This journey was not taken at pleasure, but at an appointed time, and therefore at one of the festivals at which the people were required by the Law to appear before the Lord, Exodus 34:23; comp. Deuteronomy 16:16. It was only at the Passover that the whole family were accustomed to go up to the Sanctuary, only then that every man without exception went. But Elkanah attended the feast regularly only once a year. Nothing but the Passover, therefore, can be meant here. At this feast Elkanah went up once every year to the Sanctuary with his whole family. [This statement—that the feast which Elkanah attended was the Passover—would be probable, if we could assume regularity in carrying out the Mosaic Law at this time; but this cannot be assumed. See Judges 17, 18, 19.; 1 Samuel 2:12-17. Some prefer to see here a feast different from any of the three great festivals, referring to the feasting ( 1 Samuel 1:9) and David’s “yearly sacrifice,” 1 Samuel 20:6; comp. Deuteronomy 12:11-14 (Bib. Comm. in loco). This, however, is not conclusive; feasting would be appropriate at the great festivals, (see Leviticus 23:40; Nehemiah 8:12); and the question what occasion this was must be left undecided.—Tr.].

To worship and to sacrifice.—The beautiful picture of Israelitish piety which we have in the following account of Elkanah and Hannah is introduced by these features as the chief and fundamental ones. The worship relates to the name of the Lord who dwells in His chosen place in the Sanctuary, and is the expression of the remembrance of this name before the Lord. The sacrifice is the embodied prayer; in the sacrifice worship is presented to the Lord as the act by which the offerer brings himself, and all that he has, to the Lord. According to the Law ( Exodus 23:15; Exodus 34:20; comp. Deuteronomy 16:16) those who came to the Sanctuary to attend the festival were not to appear empty-handed before the Lord, but “every man shall give as he is able, according to the blessing of the Lord thy God which He hath given thee.” The לִזְבֹּחַ (“to sacrifice”) is to be understood of the Shelamim, which consisted of free-will offerings ( Deuteronomy 16:10), partly from the tithes set apart for this purpose ( Deuteronomy 14:22 sq.) and the first-born of cattle ( Deuteronomy 15:20; Numbers 18:17), which were preceded by burnt offerings, ( Numbers 10:10) and followed by joyful feasting. (Oehler, Herzog R-E. IV:386). With reference to this sacrificial meal, which belonged essentially to the peace-offerings (Shelamim), the whole act of sacrifice is designated by זָבַח, because this word denotes slaying with reference to a meal to be afterwards held, and the expressions שְׁלָמִים (peace-offerings) and זְבָחִים (sacrifices) are exactly equivalent, the זָבַח זֶבַח (“to sacrifice a sacrifice”) being used of the Shelamim. This peace-offering, whose performance is called זֶבַח “slaughter,” was preceded by a sin-offering and a burnt-offering, of which the former removed the alienation from God occasioned by sin, and the latter through the worship offered made the offerer acceptable in the sight of God; and thus the peace-offering was the representation and confirmation of the relation of integrity, the peaceful and friendly communion between the Lord and the man who was brought near to Him (שָׁלֵם integer fuit); comp. Oehler in Herzog10:637, Hengstenb. Beitr. III, p85 sq.

To the Lord of Hosts, Jehovah Sabaoth. Elkanah draws near with worship and with sacrifice. The signification of the name יָהוֶה [Jahveh, which probably, and not Jehovah, is the correct pronunciation,—Tr.] is the ground of the worship and of the presentation of the offering. The living, unchangeable eternal God, who by His historical self-revelation as His people’s Covenant-God has prepared Himself the name by which they are to know and call Him, and by which He comes into direct intercourse with them, has thus first made possible for His people the worship and sacrifice which they are to bring to His honor, and also made it a sacred duty.

In Shiloh Elkanah brings his offering to the Lord of Hosts. Shiloh (שִׁלֹה, that Isaiah, “Rest”) lay in the territory of Ephraim, “on the north side of Bethel, on the east side of the highway that goeth up from Bethel to Shechem and on the south of Lebonah,” Judges 21:19. Here the Sanctuary of Israel, the Tabernacle with the Ark, which immediately after the entrance into Canaan was placed in Gilgal (fifty stadia from Jordan, ten from Jericho), was located from the time mentioned in Joshua 18:1 (the sixth year after the passage of the Jordan according to Joseph. Ant. 5, 119), to the capture of the Ark by the Philistines. For a time only, during the Benjamite war ( Judges 20:27), the Ark was in Bethel. Shiloh was the permanent seat of the Sanctuary till the unfortunate Philistine war under Eli. And this Sanctuary was, during the whole period of the Judges up to Samuel’s time when the Ark fell into the hands of the Philistines, the only one that the people of Israel had, the national Sanctuary instituted by Moses, where men came into the presence of the Lord, where all sacrifices were offered and the great festivals celebrated, where the whole nation assembled: the dwelling, the house, the temple of God ( 1 Samuel 1:7; 1 Samuel 1:9; 1 Samuel 1:22). In regard to Shiloh as the religious centre of the people during the whole period of the Judges on account of the location there of the Sanctuary with the Ark by Joshua, see for further details Hengstenb. Beitr. [Contrib.] III, p 52 sq. Shiloh was the home of the prophet Ahijah under Jeroboam II. ( 1 Kings 11:12; 1 Kings 11:14) and was still in existence at the time of the Exile ( Jeremiah 41:5). Jerome found there some ruins and the foundation of an altar (see on Zephaniah 1:14). According to Robinson (3:302 sq. [Am. ed. II:267–270]) and Wilson (The Lands of the Bible, II:292 sq.) the ancient Shiloh is the present ruin Seilûn, whose situation answers exactly to the description in Judges 21:19. The position of the place was such that, in accordance with its name, the Sanctuary of Israel could there have a quiet permanent place. This quiet place, situated on a hill ( Psalm 78:54) was the scene of the mighty revolution brought about in the history of the Theocracy by the call of Samuel to be the Prophet of God and by the overthrow of the priestly house of Eli.

Instead of “and there the two sons, etc.” (וְֹשָם שְׁנֵי בּ׳) the Sept. gives καὶ ἐκεῖ ‘Ηλί καὶ οἱ δύο υἱοὶ αὐτοῦ (“and there Eli and his two sons,” 1 Samuel 1:3), as if the text had read “and there Eli,” etc. (וְשָׁם עֵלִי); but this is clearly a change of the original text occasioned by the fact, which seemed strange to the translator, that not Eli but his two sons are mentioned at the beginning of the Book. This mention of the priests accords with the following narrative, which speaks of the sacrificial function, which Eli on account of age no longer discharged. Eli, though termed only priest, yet filled the office of High-priest, but had made over the priestly duties to his sons; hence it is that they, and not Hebrews, are here specially mentioned as persons who were priests to the Lord (כֹּהֲנִים ליהוה), by which it is intimated that there were others who performed this priestly service before the Lord. From the fact that only these two, with their father, are here mentioned expressly, it has been concluded that the Priesthood was numerically very meagre and simple; but this conclusion is wholly unfounded; for, on the one hand, not all the priests are mentioned here, but only the two who figure in the succeeding history and illustrate the corruption of the Priesthood, and, on the other hand, from the fact that all Israel sacrificed at the Sanctuary at Shiloh it is clear that two or three priests would not suffice for the service, comp. 1 Samuel 2:14; 1 Samuel 2:16. What a contrast is given us here in the two sons of Eli, representatives of a priesthood inwardly estranged from God and sunk in immorality, and the pious God-fearing Elkanah and his consecrated wife Hannah!

1 Samuel 1:4. “The day” (הַיּוֹם), that Isaiah, on the day when he came to Shiloh to sacrifice.[FN17]
That Elkanah’s sacrifice (זָבַח) was a praise or thank-offering is clear from what follows; for, according to the Law ( Leviticus 7:15) the flesh of this offering, of which the offerer kept a part, had to be eaten on the day on which it was brought. This praise-offering or thank-offering is ( Leviticus 7:11 sq.) the first and principal sort of the peace-offering (זֶבַח עַל־תּוֹדָה = שְׁוָמִים or זֶבַח תּוֹדת שׁ׳ 1 Samuel 1:13; 1 Samuel 1:15), the sacrifice of the thankful recognition of God’s undeserved benefits. The second sort of peace-offering is the vow-offering (נֶדֶד), which was promised when a request was made for God’s favor, and offered when it was granted; the third sort is the free-will-offering (נְדָבָה) for a special experience of God’s favor, and in a wider sense a voluntary contribution to the Sanctuary and its furniture [ Exodus 35:29.—Tr.].—Elkanah’s whole family took part in the feasts which he made there from the Shelamim [peace-offerings] in accordance with the provision of the Law, Deuteronomy 12:11-12; Deuteronomy 12:17-18. These meals had a joyful character, comp. Deuteronomy 12:12; Deuteronomy 16:11; Deuteronomy 27:7. In Elkanah’s household this joy was disturbed all the while by the childlessness of Hannah.

While he divided to Peninnah and her children their pieces, parts, portions of the flesh of the offering, he gave Hannah

1 Samuel 1:5. מָנָה אַחַת אַפָּיִם. Of the various explanations of these words (in which the אַפַּיִם makes the difficulty), only two now deserve consideration; the first (Syr, Targ, Gesen, Winer, De Wette, Bunsen, Keil [Wordsworth, Bib. Com, Cahen]) takes אַפָּיִם in the sense of “persons,” so that it would read “a, portion for two persons,” or “for persons” ([Fürst], Bunsen, that Isaiah, “a large piece”); the second (Thenius, Böttcher, “neua exeget. krit. Aehrenlese z. A. T.”, p85 sq.) after the Vulgate and Luther renders אַפָּיִם “sad,” or better, “displeased,” “unwilling.” Against the first explanation is the fact that the sing. אף never has the meaning “person,” nor can it be shown that this meaning belongs to the dual; it means “countenance,” but it is only by forcing that the signification “person” can thence be gotten (Keil) on the ground that לְאַפֵּי is equivalent to לִפְנֵי in 1 Samuel 25:23, and פָּניִם is used for “person” in 2 Samuel 17:11. It Isaiah, however, on linguistic grounds, better to explain the word, according to its usual signification, as expressing a displeased disposition or emotion, akin to anger. It is then to be taken adverbially (as, for example, the opposite feeling נְדָבָה, Deuteronomy 23:24; Hosea 14:5) equivalent to בְּאַפָּיִם in Daniel 11:20, “in anger.” In contrast with the joy which ought to have reigned undisturbed at this feast, Elkanah’s heart was full of sadness because his beloved Hannah remained without the blessing of children, while her adversary, proud of her children, vexed her with it; for childlessness was held to be a great misfortune, a reproach, yea a divine punishment ( Genesis 19:31; Genesis 30:1; Genesis 30:23). The one portion, which alone he could give Hannah, was a contrast to the many portions which he gave to Peninnah and her sons and daughters, and was, as it were, the mark of her desolate despised condition over against the fortunate and boastful Peninnah.

[It is difficult to give any satisfactory rendering of this much-disputed phrase. The word אַפַּים has only three meanings in the Old Test. (excluding this passage): 1) nostrils ( Genesis 2:7; Lamentations 4:20); 2) face ( 1 Samuel 20:41); 3) anger ( 1 Samuel 11:6). The rendering, therefore, “sadness,” “displeasure,” defended above by Dr. Erdmann, is hardly allowable. Nor does the word mean “person;” in 2 Samuel 17:11 (adduced by Keil) the similar word פָּנִים means not “persons,” but “presence,” and offers no support to this rendering. The Chaldee translation “a chosen portion” takes it in the sense “presence,” “a portion worthy to be set in one’s presence,” as the bread in the Tabernacle was called לֶחֶם פָּנִים “bread of presence,” “show-bread.” Another translation (mentioned by Gesenius, Thesaurus s. v.) is “one portion of faces,” that Isaiah, two slices of bread with meat between. The Syriac translation “double” is apparently based on an accidental resemblance in two words. The Sept. omits the word and renders “one portion,” but the context requires an explanatory word here. The original strictly allows only two translations, either “a portion of anger” (so Abarbanel, who speaks of two angers or griefs which Elkanah had), which seems out of keeping with Elkanah’s character, or “a portion set in one’s presence,” that Isaiah, “an offered portion,” which is jejune. In this failure of the strict rendering to make sense, it is perhaps better to conjecture a meaning “persons” for אַפַּיִם, (following Syr. and Arab.) and render “a double portion.”—TR.].

1 Samuel 1:6-8. Hannah, provoked by her adversary, consoled by Elkanah. Peninnah is Hannah’s adversary on account of Elkanah’s special love for the latter ( 1 Samuel 1:5); out of jealousy she is her rival. Bigamy, which is in opposition to God’s appointment, bears its bitter fruits for Elkanah and his house.—גַּס־כַּעַם “with anger (or vexation) also.” כַּעַם is not simply “vexation” in a subjective-intransitive sense, but is found also in an objective-transitive sense, as in Deuteronomy 32:27 (the wrath which the enemy produces in me) and 2 Kings 23:26 (כְּעָסִים, provocations to anger, in reference to God). This last is the sense here also, and the גַּם (“also”) indicates the heaping up of anger and vexation which Peninnah occasioned in Hannah. In what sense and with what design Peninnah did this is shown by the following words (בַּעֲבוּר etc.). The word (רָעַם)in Hiph. means “to rouse, excite, put in lively motion;” here, as the context (כִּי סָגַר י׳) shows, against God; she not only held up before her her unfruitfulness, itself reckoned a reproach, but represented it also as a punishment from God, or at least as a lack of God’s favor.—In 1 Samuel 1:7 Elkanah cannot be taken as subject, as is done in the present pointing (יַעֲשֶׂה); for in the preceding independent sentence ( 1 Samuel 1:6) Peninnah is the subject; still less, for the same reason, can the suffix in עֲלֹתָהּ (when she went up) according to this construction be referred to Hannah. In accordance with the tenor of the narrative it is better, with Luther, De Wette, Bunsen, Thenius, to read יִעָשֶׂה and translate “and so it happened.” [Others read not so well תַּעֲשֶׂה “and so she did.”—Tr.]. The two כֵּן (so … so) correspond therefore in relation to Peninnah’s conduct, not in relation to Elkanah’s bearing towards Hannah, and Peninnah’s provocation (Keil). “So it happened (in reference to Peninnah) etc, thus she provoked her (Hannah).” The words “and she wept, etc.” (וַּתִּבְכֶּה) are referred naturally to Hannah by a sudden change of subject, which is allowable only in this understanding of the subjects from “it happened” (יֵעָשֶׂה) on.—In 1 Samuel 1:8 Elkanah’s consoling address is contrasted with Peninnah’s provocations. After “Hannah” the Sept. adds: “and she said, “Here am I, my lord, and he said;” but we are not to suppose (with Thenius) that the corresponding Hebrew words have fallen out of the text, for this phrase, a very common one in the circumstantial accounts of speeches and conversations, is here clearly an insertion. The attempt to give a more fitting expression to Elkanah’s feeling gives too subjective a character to this reading; and this feeling is sufficiently portrayed by the Masoretic text, in which the first three questions about the why or wherefore of her grief set it forth in a climax (weeping, not eating, grief of heart). The translation of the Sept. τί ἐστί σοι ὅτι (“what is to thee that”) does not warrant us in taking (with Thenius) for the original text the corresponding Heb. (מַה־לָּךְ בִּי) instead of “why” (לָמֶה), for, comparing it with ἱνατί [why] for the second and third “why” of the Hebrews, it is easily explained as a freedom of the translator. Elkanah, by the reference to himself, “am I not better to thee than ten children?” will comfort his wife for her lack of children. This supposes that she feels herself united to him by the most cordial love. We here have a picture of deepest and tenderest conjugal love. The number ten is merely a round number to express many.

IΙ. Hannah’s Prayer For A Son. 1 Samuel 1:9-18 a

1. First in 1 Samuel 1:9-11 an account is given of her prayer and vow before the Lord. The “eating and drinking” is the sacrificial meal of the whole family, at which Hannah was present, though out of sorrow she ate nothing, and at the conclusion of which she rose up in order to pray to the Lord. As it is expressly said, “she ate nothing,” and Elkanah asks “why eatest thou not?” we must not, with Luther, translate “after she had eaten,” on the groundless assumption that she had done so on Elkanah’s consoling address (Von Gerlach). The Sept. renders rightly according to the sense μετὰ τὸ φαγεῖν αὐτούς [after they had eaten], though this does not justify us (Then.) in so reading the Heb. (אָכְלָם). The passage from rose up (וַתָּקָם) to drunk (שָׁתֹה on this Inf. Abs. for Inf. Con, see Ewald, § 339 b) is to be connected with prayed, 1 Samuel 1:10 (וַתִּתְפַּלַּל) the latter expressing the act which followed her rising from the meal; the rest, from “Eli” to “soul” is parenthesis, which, in two circumstantial sentences, gives the ground and explanation of the following narrative. Eli’s sitting at the entrance of the Sanctuary is specially mentioned because of his after conduct to the praying Hannah; Hannah’s bitterness of soul is mentioned because it was the reason of her praying to the Lord. [The Heb. favors the translation, 1 Samuel 1:9, “after she had eaten … and drunk;” it may be a mere general expression, or she may have yielded to her husband’s request. There is no contradiction in this case between 1 Samuel 1:7 and 1 Samuel 1:9. See Bib. Comm. in loco.—Tr.].

In distinction from his sons, who are called “priests of the (to the) Lord” (כֹּהֲנִים לַיהֹוָה), Eli is called the priest (הַכֹּהֵן). Though called simply “the priest,” he yet filled the office of High-Priest (Aaron and Eleazar, his Song of Solomon, are so called Numbers 26:1; Numbers 27:2). In the beginning of the period of the Judges Phinehas, son of Eleazar, was High-Priest, Judges 20:28. This office was bestowed not only on him, but also on his posterity, Numbers 25:13. At the end of the period of the Judges it is in the possession of Eli, who, however, was a descendant, not of Eleazar and Phinehas, but of Ithamar, Aaron’s fourth son. In 1 Samuel 2:28 the continued existence of the High-priesthood from its institution to Eli is taken for granted, and is confirmed by Jewish tradition (Josephus, Ant5, 11, § 5). According to this the High-priesthood continued to exist indeed in the period of the Judges, but did not remain, in accordance with the promise in Numbers 25, with “the seed of Phinehas,” but passed over to the family of Ithamar. It is not our author’s purpose to tell anything of the history of the High-priests and Judges. What he relates in the beginning of his Book of Eli and his sons serves only to illustrate the history and importance of Samuel’s call, and to show that it was a historical necessity that the reformation of religious-moral life should be undertaken by the Prophetic Order which entered with Samuel as a new and mighty factor into the development of the Theocracy over against the corrupted priesthood.—The door-post (מְזוּזָה), at which Eli sat, hardly accords with the curtain which formed the entrance to the Holy Place, except on the supposition that, after the Sanctuary was permanently fixed in Shiloh, a solid entrance-way, perhaps of stone, with doors, was built; this is favored by 1 Samuel 3:15, where the “doors” are presupposed by the door-post here. הֵיכַל יְהֹוָה is the Tabernacle in relation to God as King of Israel; it is his “palace” where, in His royal majesty as “King of glory” ( Psalm 24), He dwells in the midst of His people, meets with them, and holds with them covenant-communion ( Exodus 25:8; Exodus 29:45-46).—Hannah was “in bitterness of soul” (מָרַת נֶפֶשׁ) at the continuance of her hopelessness, and the vexations which she suffered from her adversary (comp. 2 Kings 4:27).—Her supplication was the outpouring of her troubled soul before the Lord, and the words of the prayer (that her request for a son might be heard) were accompanied with many tears (וּבָכֹה תִבְכֶּה); that was the expression of her grief because her petitions had been hitherto unheard.

1 Samuel 1:11. And she vowed a vow Isaiah, as it were, the superscription and theme of the following words, which form a vow-prayer. The word here used (נֶדֶר) usually means the positive vow ( Numbers 6:2-5 is an exception), the promise to return fitting thanks to the Lord, in case the petition is granted, by something performed for His honor or by an offering (the first ex. is in Genesis 28:20-22); the negative vow, the promise to refrain from something, is אִסָּר or אֱסָר=obligatio ( Numbers 30:3). The former is connected with the Shelamim, as here Hannah’s vow with Elkanah’s peace-offering. [For the law of vows in the case of married women, see Numbers 30:6-16.—Bib. Comm. in loco.—TR.]—Hannah addresses Jehovah Sabaoth in view of His all-controlling power, by virtue of which He can put an end to her disgrace. The “if” (אִם) denotes not doubt, but the certainty of the fact, that, etc. The three-fold expression: “if thou wilt look on the affliction of thine handmaid, and remember me, and not forget,” betokens in the clearest manner her confidence that God cares for her, has fixed His eyes on her person and her troubles, and characterizes the fervor and energy of her believing prayers. The thrice-repeated “thy handmaid” expresses the deep humility and resignation with which she brings her petition to the Lord. The object of her petition is male seed, a son. (אֲנָשִׁים, plural of אִישׁ comp. Ewald, § 186 f.)—[The Sept. has ἐπιβλέψῃς ἐπὶ τὴν ταπείνωσιν τῆς δούλης σου, which are the identical words of the Magnificat. He hath regarded the low estate of his handmaiden ( Luke 1:48). Bib. Comm. in loco.—TR.]—The vow (then I will give him, etc.) has two parts: 1) the consecration of the son all the days of his life to the Lord; she will give him to the Lord for His own, that he may serve the Lord all his life in the Sanctuary.[FN18] The emphasis is on the words “all the days” (כָּל־יְמֵי ח׳): the son was already called and pledged as Levite to service in the sanctuary, but not till his thirtieth or twenty-fifth year, and then to periodical service; Hannah consecrates him to the Lord all the days of his life, that Isaiah, to a life-long and constant service in the sanctuary. But this is entirely independent of the second part of the vow2) “No razor shall come upon his head,” that Isaiah, he shall be a Nazir (נָזִירְ), one set apart to the Lord. The nazirate (nazariteship), as we see it in its representatives in the time of the Judges, Samson and Samuel, belonged to the holy institutions with which special consecration to God was connected. The Nazarite-vow belonged to the negative or abstinence-vows. According to the legal prescriptions in Numbers 6:1 sq. (which indeed presuppose the nazirate as a custom, and only regulate it, and affirm its importance), the characteristic marks of the Nazarite were the refraining from wine and all intoxicating drinks, letting the hair grow, and avoiding defilement by corpses even of the nearest kin. The one controlling ethical principle in these three negative prescriptions is expressed in 1 Samuel 1:2; 1 Samuel 1:5; 1 Samuel 1:8 : the separation or abstinence is for the Lord; the Nazir is holy to Jehovah (קָדשׁ ליהוה). To the negative element answers the positive—the special devotion and consecration of person and life to the Lord. This shows itself1) in the abstinence from intoxicating drinks, which betokens the maintenance of complete clearness of mind for the Lord in the avoidance of sensual indulgences which destroy or hinder communion with God; 2) in avoiding contact with the dead, which sets forth the preservation of purity of life against all moral defilement, and its complete devotion to the living God, and3) in keeping the razor from the free-growing hair, which indicates the refraining from intercourse with the world, and the consecration of the whole strength and the fulness of life, whose symbol is the free growth of hair as the ornament[FN19] (נֵזֶר of the Lord, 1 Samuel 1:7) of the head. It is in keeping with the great importance which is attached (in 1 Samuel 1:7) to the hair of the Nazarite as “consecration (נֵזֶר) of his God upon his head,” that here this mark alone is mentioned, and Hannah thereby distinguishes her desired son as one vowed to God, see Numbers 6:11. Comp. Oehler in Herzog’s R-E. s. v. Nasiräat. [A similar omission occurs in the case of Samson, Judges 13:5, who Isaiah, however, called a Nazarite. It may, perhaps, be doubtful whether all the conditions of the Nazirate were observed in these cases. Comp. the fuller statement concerning John the Baptist, Luke 1:15. The Sept. inserts “And he shall drink neither wine nor strong drink,” plainly an addition to bring it into exacter accordance with the law in Numbers 6. It is possible that some freedom was used in making the vow, as the time was left at the option of the consecrator. Samuel was what the Talmud calls נזיר עולם, “a perpetual Nazarite.”—The preservation of the hair does not seem to symbolize withdrawal from the world; and in fact the Nazarite did not lead a secluded life. The view of Oehler, adopted above by Erdmann, that the hair represents vigor and life, is perhaps supported by the connection between the hair and strength in Samson’s case. Another view, that it symbolizes the subjection of man to God, is adopted by Baumgarten and Fairbairn; the latter refers to Paul’s teaching in 1 Corinthians 11:10. On the general subject see Smith’s Bib. Dict., Fairbairn’s Typology II:346.—Tr.]—The nazirate is in its essential elements related to the priesthood, and represents the idea of a truly priestly life withdrawn from earthly-worldly things and devoted to God. But it has nothing in common with the priestly order as such; it was, along with that, a special temporary form of consecration to the Lord in opposition to the unholy, impure life of the world. The Nazarites were not bound to service in the sanctuary, and not all who were called to this service were Nazarites. The son whom Hannah had consecrated by her first vow to life-long service in the sanctuary she consecrated by her second to be a Nazarite for life. The latter was the condition and foundation of an all the more hearty and faithful devotion to the Lord in His sanctuary-service. The life-long nazirate, to which children could be devoted before birth, as was true here and with Samson (comp. John the Baptist), was the highest and most comprehensive presentation of that idea. This double vow of Hannah and its fulfillment gave to Samuel from childhood on the disposition of heart and direction of life towards the Lord, in which all the powers of his mind, all the striving and struggling of his inner and outer life were consecrated for the performance of the holy mission which he had received from the Lord.

2. 1 Samuel 1:12-13. Eli’s profane view of the condition of the praying Hannah. Her manner of praying is very distinctly described: 1) she prayed much and long, before the Lord—this marks the energy of thorough devotion and ardent piety towards God; 2) she spake to her heart (עַל is not “in,” nor is it=אֵל, Genesis 24:25, where there is a similar phrase); in her prayer Hannah looked altogether into her heart, that she might obtain consolation and rest for it, and thus it was certainly in fact speaking in her heart. This marks the deep sincerity of heart, the profound concentration and emotion of soul with which she prayed; it was so intense that only her lips moved as the involuntary expression of her emotion, and her voice was not heard, which was the necessary result of the fact that her heart was turned in on itself and thoroughly immersed in God.—In contrast with this picture of the believing suppliant, Eli’s conduct is portrayed as really profane; his view of Hannah’s condition is precisely the opposite of the truth. He appears here as a very bad Judge. He judges merely from the outward appearance; he looks only at the movement of her lips (פִּיהָ), which from the Heb. expression (נָעוֹת) must have been lively; he remains fixed at the surface, while, considering the source of Hannah’s emotion, he ought to have seen the prayerful energy of her heart through the outward appearance; he passes rash judgment on her, holding her from the signs of her emotion to be a drunken woman; instead of “making the best” of what seemed to him strange, he suspiciously takes it in the worst sense, for he must have seen that Hannah came to pray, and was really praying, and need not have thought of drunkenness to explain her demeanor. There is a noteworthy irony in the fact that, while the High-priest takes her to be drunk, she has made a vow for her son which looks to the very opposite. This conduct is characteristic of Eli. With all his piety and good nature, he was lacking religiously and morally in proper earnestness and true depth and thoroughness. To the same source, his natural-fleshly disposition of heart, whence came his conduct towards his unworthy sons, we must refer his profane conduct and his so false judgment on the praying Hannah. Yet there was some ground for his hasty suspicion of Hannah in the frequent occurrence of such cases in connection with the sacrificial meals; and this points to a certain externalized and brutalized condition of the religious-moral life in the very precincts of the sanctuary under a brutalized priesthood. “Such heartfelt prayer seems not to have been usual at that time” (Bunsen).

3. 1 Samuel 1:14-18 a. Hannah’s conversation with Eli concerning her prayer shows again the striking contrast between Eli’s pre-judgment of her condition and her real frame of heart ( 1 Samuel 1:14-15), and Hannah’s deep heart-felt piety as the source of her supplication ( 1 Samuel 1:15-16), but brings out also Eli’s better nature, the expression of which is the wish for a blessing ( 1 Samuel 1:17-18).

1 Samuel 1:14. Eli sat at the door-post of the sanctuary no doubt to keep watch and prevent all things improper; but his address to Hannah shows how unworthily he did it. The question “How long wilt thou be drunken?” must have wounded her heart all the more in the sorrowful mood of her prayer, and grieved her no less deeply than Peninnah’s speech. (On the form תִּשְׁתַּכָּרִין see Ewald, § 191, and Gesen, § 47, 3). The order: “put away thy wine from thee,” that Isaiah, “take steps to get sober again,” or “go and sleep off thy debauch” (comp. 1 Samuel 25:37), is as rude and profane as the question—least of all becoming to, and to be expected from, a priest. Here, looking at Eli’s sons, we cannot but think of the German proverb: “The apple falls close to the tree.”[FN20] It is the same unworthy littleness that we see in Acts 2:13 (“they are full of new wine”). The Sept. has here in Eli’s interests inserted “youth, servant” (נַעַר) before “Eli,” and put the rudeness off on him; but then his dismissal must have been mentioned here, and Hannah could not have answered the servant: “no, my lord,” which words are addressed to Eli (comp. Böttch. against Thenius). To Thenius’ remark that the masoretic recension has here for unknown reasons abridged, we reply that such abridgement, which sets Eli in so bad a light, certainly cannot be regarded as probable. In reference to the “servant” of the Septuagint, the canon of criticism holds that the harder, more offensive reading is to be preferred.

1 Samuel 1:15 sq. Hannah’s answer is an energetic denial of Eli’s charge; in the spirited fulness of her reply, we may see something of the indignation which Eli’s unworthy speech had called forth in her heart. Her language is in part a denial of his assumption, in part an explanation of her condition of mind as the reason of her conduct in prayer; each of these parts has a three-fold expression, so that each denial answers to an explanation. First, she denies simply and sharply with “no, my lord” (לֹא אֲדֹנִי) the drunkenness imputed to her, and explains that her condition of soul is one of deep sorrow. According to the masoretic text Hannah says: “I am hard of spirit” (קְשַׁת רוּחַ). Though in Ezekiel 3:7 the similar phrase “hard of heart” (קְשֵׁה לֵב) means “obstinate,” “stiff-necked,” yet the combination of this Adj. (קשׁה) in the signification “heavy” ( Judges 4:24 [the hand … was heavy against Jabin]; Exodus 18:26) with the subst. (רוּחַ= disposition, mind, Genesis 41:8; Psalm 34:19, 18]) may give the signification “heavy-hearted.” It is not clear why it should sound strange (as Thenius thinks) that Hannah, in her condition, should speak of herself as heavy-hearted; the expression is so natural in reply to Eli’s outspoken suspicion, that she had dulled her mind with intoxicating drink. Hence, also, follows immediately the express denial of this suspicion. The Sept, on the other hand, has the strange expression: γυνὴ̣ ἐν σκλήρᾷ ἡμέρᾳ ἐγώ εἰμι (I am a woman in a hard day). This is based on the reading “hard of day” (קְשַׁת יוֹם), an expression which in Job 30:25 [“in trouble”] describes one who has a hard day, a hard life, is unhappy. So the Vulg.: infelix nimis ego sum, “I am very unfortunate.” Perhaps this is the original reading, as Thenius supposes. Clericus: “This reading is not to be wholly despised.”—The negation advances from the simple “no, my lord,” to the denial that there is anything in her case to produce drunkenness, that Isaiah, that she has drunk wine or any intoxicating drink (שֵׁכָר); with this denial she connects, so as to bring out a sharp contrast, the explanation and assurance that she has “poured out her soul before the Lord.” Comp. Psalm 42:5, 4]: I pour out my soul in me; Psalm 42:9, 8]: Pour out your heart before him; and Psalm 142:3, 2]: “I pour out my complaint before him.” This expression, common in German [and English] also and Latin (fundere preces), indicates the lightening of the deeply moved, sorrowful heart by complaints, petitions, etc, before God the Lord, based on humble submission to His will and trust in His help, that Isaiah, on the opposite of the feeling which Peninnah wished to excite in Hannah ( 1 Samuel 1:6). Comp. Calvin on Psalm 142:3 : “He sets the pouring out one’s thoughts and telling one’s trouble over against the confused anxieties which unhappy men nurse in their hearts, preferring to gnaw the bit rather than flee to God.” Such pouring out of the heart before the Lord witnesses for Hannah of itself against Eli’s charge of intemperance and drunkenness.—A third and still stronger denial she makes ( 1 Samuel 1:16); and this time it refers to the bad, worthless character which he had imputed to her. “Daughter of worthlessness” (on the etymology of בְּלִיַּעַל, comp. Gesen. s. v.)=bad woman. The words “count not,” etc. (אַל־תִּתֵּן etc.).cannot be explained: “Do not make me the scorn of bad women” (Clericus), but must be rendered: “Do not in thought set thy handmaiden before (לִפְנֵי) a worthless woman,” that Isaiah, let not thy handmaid be taken for a worthless woman, do not liken her to such a one. She grounds her denial of this bad opinion of her on the assurance, which answers to the two positive explanations, and forms their conclusion, that out of the abundance (רֹב) of her complaint and grief she had spoken “hitherto” (עַד־הֵנָּה), that Isaiah, as long as Eli had observed her.—Comp. Calvin ad h. I.: “Consider the modesty of Hannah, who, though she suffered injury from the High-priest, yet answers with reverence and humility.”

1 Samuel 1:17. Eli’s reply. Eli, as Calvin remarks, “not only insulted a feeble woman, but blasphemed against God Himself, though unintentionally.” Now he retracts his accusation; indeed, he really, though silently, accuses himself of injustice to Hannah, in that1) he replies with the usual parting-formula “Go in peace !” and2) he adds the wish that her request may be granted. (שֵׁלָתֵךְ is for שְׁאֵלָתֵךְ). There is no prophecy in this; it was a wish which God fulfilled.

1 Samuel 1:18. Hannah’s answer does not ask for his mediation (Keil), but is a respectful request that the High-priest would further grant her his favor, as he had already done (comp. 1 Samuel 1:26).—[There seems to be no advantage in closing this section in the middle of 1 Samuel 1:18. The latter part of the verse forms a fitting conclusion to the interview of Eli and Hannah, since it describes the result to Hannah of her prayer and conversation, and 1 Samuel 1:19 begins a new narrative, as in Eng. A. V.—TR.]

III. The Answer to the Prayer. 1 Samuel 1:18-20
Hannah went her “way,” namely, back to her husband. The words of the Sept.: “and she went to her inn,” and (after “she did eat”) “with her husband and drank,” are explanatory and descriptive additions to the original text: it is inconceivable why these words, if they stood in the text originally, should have been left out. [The words “and did eat” are wanting in the Syriac and Arabic versions and in five MSS. of Kennicott, and were omitted perhaps because supposed to be inappropriate; but they fitly describe Hannah’s more cheerful mood.—TR.] “And her countenance was no more to her”—that Isaiah, her countenance was no longer disturbed as before. There are similar expressions in German. Comp. Job 9:27, where, from the context, the word “countenance” (פָּנִים) is likewise to be taken in the sense “sad countenance” [“heaviness” in Eng. A. V.—Tr.].[FN21]
1 Samuel 1:19 describes circumstantially and vividly, almost solemnly, the return to Ramah after early worship together before the Lord. Elkanah knew his wife (יָדַע, “know,” as in Genesis 4:7). “The Lord remembered her,” indicates the fulfilment of her request; the divine control, under which ( 1 Samuel 1:11) she had placed herself, is quite appropriately here again expressly mentioned. At the end of the verse the Sept. (Alex.) adds “and she conceived,” explaining and filling out the “remembered.” There is no necessity for supposing (with Thenius, following the Sept.) that this expression has fallen out of the original text, where it was a needful explanation of the “remembered,” since in the following 1 Samuel 1:20 the significance of the latter is expressed, though it cannot be considered a mere addition. [The change in the text of the Sept. (in the Vat, not Al.) is easily explained. The Heb. ( 1 Samuel 1:20) reads “and in the course of time Hannah conceived and bare a son.” The Greek translator stumbled at the place assigned the conceiving, and therefore changed the word from after to before the “course of time.” The difficulty is removed when we remember that “conceived and bare” as the common phrase to express the birth of a child. The other versions sustain the Heb. order of words.—Some Heb. MSS. read “in the course of a year” (so De Wette), or, as some translate, “at the beginning of the new year” (in the autumn, Feast of Tabernacles), but there is no authority for this.—Abarbanel: “At the end of a month.”—Tr.].

1 Samuel 1:20. “Up to the circuit or conclusion of the days or of the regular time”—that Isaiah, not “in the space of a year,” but “at the conclusion of the period of pregnancy” (Thenius), at the end of the time necessary for what is afterwards said.—“She bare a Song of Solomon, whom she called Samuel.” Hannah her-self gives the explanation of this name, not etymological but factual, “I asked him from the Lord.” (On the form שְׁאִלְתִּיו see Gesen44, 2, Rem2.) According to this explanation the name שְׁמוּאֵל (which belongs to two other persons only, Numbers 34:21; 1 Chronicles 7:2) is formed by contraction from שְׁמוּע אֵל, the ע falling out (Ewald, Gr. § 275, A3). The Rabbinical derivation from שָׁאוּלמֵאֵל, whence שָׁאוּמֵאֵל and שְׁמוּאֵל is far-fetched and improbable. [That Isaiah, “ asked of God”]. The name signifies literally “heard of God,” auditus Dei. For Samuel was for his mother the sign of a special answer to prayer. Similar names of children, suggested by their mothers’ experiences at their birth, are found elsewhere, for example, in Jacob’s children ( Genesis 29:32 sq.; 1 Samuel 30:5 sq.).—The omission of “and she said” is original; the Sept. has clearly again here filled out and explained (against Thenius). Hannah’s saying, introduced without this addition, is thereby characterized as an explanation, historically handed down, of this name in reference to what preceded Samuel’s birth. [This whole incident is discussed in the Talmudical Tract “Berakoth,” fol31 b, but the discussion offers nothing of special value.—Tr.].

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL[FN22]
[This is the appropriate place to introduce a brief statement of the chronological relation between the latter part of “Judges” (end of chap16) and the beginning of “Samuel.” We shall not attempt to discuss the various schemes of the chronology which have been presented by different writers, but merely give the biblical data for determining the chronological relations of Samson, Eli, and Samuel. The first datum is given in 1 Kings 6:1, and, putting the fourth year of Solomon B. C1012, fixes the Exodus in B. C1492, the entrance into Canaan B. C1452, while David’s accession falls B. C1056. The second datum is found in Jephthah’s statement, Judges 11:26, according to which the beginning of his judgeship falls300 years after the entrance into Canaan, that Isaiah, B. C1152. From this time to the death of Abdon ( Judges 12:7-15) is thirty-one years, and Abdon’s death is to be put B. C1121. We have thus between the death of Abdon and the accession of David a space of sixty-five years in which to put Samson, Eli, Samuel, and Saul. It is clear that their histories must be in part contemporaneous. Eli dies an old Prayer of Manasseh, while Samuel is yet a youth, and Samuel is an old man when Saul is anointed king. The following table may give approximately the periods of these men:

	Samson’s Judgeship,
	B. C1120–1100

	Eli’s Life (98 years)
	B. C1208–1110

	Eli’s Judgeship (40 years)
	B. C1150–1110

	Samuel’s Life
	B. C1120 (or1130)–1060

	Saul’s Reign
	B. C1076–1056


According to this view the judgeships of Samson and Eli were in part contemporaneous, and Samuel was twenty (or thirty) years old when Samson died, the work of the latter being confined to the west and south-west, while Samuel lived chiefly in the centre of the land. The forty years of Philistine oppression ( Judges 13:1) would then be reckoned B. C1120–1080, reaching nearly up to Saul’s accession, and the third battle of Ebenezer would fall in B. C1080 when Samuel was forty years old. Hannah’s visit to Shiloh occurred about (or, a little before) the time that Samson began to vex the Philistines, but it is probable that the hostilities were confined to the territories of Judah and Dan. Partly for this reason, and partly because the history has been given already in the Book of Judges, our author does not mention Samson, whose life had no point of contact with that of Samuel, who is the theocratic-prophetical centre of the Books of Samuel. On the general subject see Herzog, Art. “Zeitrechnung (biblische”), Smith’s Dict. of Bible, Art. “Chronology,” Comm. on Judges in Lange’s Bible-work, and Smith’s Old Testament Hist, chap17, Note (A) and 1 Samuel19, Note (A). But it is doubtful whether we have sufficient data at present for settling the question.—Tr.].

1. The beginning of the Book of Samuel coincides with a principal turning-point in the history of the kingdom of God in Israel, introducing us into the end of the Period of the Judges, which is to be included with the Mosaic under one point of view, namely, that of the establishment of the Theocracy on its objective foundations. The Mosaic Period of the development of the Israelitish religion—which is based on God’s revelation in the Patriarchal Period in order to the choice of the one people as the bearer of the Theocracy, first in germinal form in the family, and then in its first national development in Egypt—shows us the firm establishment of the Divine Rule, which embraced and shaped the whole life of the people, on the theocratic law-covenant, and on the word of the divine promise. The establishment of the Rule of God in His people, in their outer and inner life, in all things great and small, by means of the institution of the Law, in which His holy will is the norm for the people’s life, is the aim of the whole revelation of God in the Mosaic Period, as it appears in commandments, statutes, holy institutions, and legal principles. The land in which this God-rule in the chosen people was to reach historical form and development, was the object of the promises in the Patriarchal Period, and the period of Joshua and the Judges shows how this promise was fulfilled in the acquisition and division of the land. What sudden changes, from complete defeats to glorious victories in battle against the heathen peoples in and out of the land of promise, from divine deliverances to apparently complete abandonment by God, as a consequence of the vacillation of the people between idolatrous apostasy from the living God, and return to His help forced on them by need and misery, are exhibited in the history of the post-Mosaic times! But through all the gloom shines out continually the goal, the fulfilment of the promise of the complete possession of the land; and in the midst of the people’s sin and misery the Theocracy stands fast unshaken, with its Mosaic law controlling the popular life, and all its great objective institutions which, even in times of most wretched disorder, marked Israel as the chosen people of the living God. The Mosaic period of development of the Theocracy in Israel up to the end of the period of the Judges is therefore the time of its establishment in the chosen people by the institution of the covenant of the law and the geographical-historical realization of the idea of the Theocracy in the permanently acquired land of promise.

But now came the task of bringing the people, they being at rest and permanently fixed in Canaan, face to face with their theocratic destination and their calling ( Exodus 19:6) in their whole inner and outer life. The content of the Revelation, which had produced the covenant of the law and the fulfilling of the promise in the Mosaic Period, was to be inwardly appropriated and become the life of the people in knowledge, heart and will. For this there was needed on God’s side the progressive realization and announcement of His counsel of revelation; and on man’s side there was the unceasing obligation to penetrate with the whole inner life, with understanding and feeling, with mind and will, into God’s revelation in law and promise, and appropriate inwardly its content. This task—the deep, inward implanting of the revelation of God in law and promise in the heart and feeling of individuals and in the life of the whole nation—could be fulfilled neither by the Judges, the lives of some of whom corresponded poorly to their theocratic calling, nor by the priesthood, which showed its fall from its original theocratic elevation in the transition from the family of Eleazar to that of Ithamar and in the house of Eli, nor by the mere existence and use of the objective theocratic-historical institutions, national sanctuary, feasts, offerings. This impossibility is vividly set before us in the beginning of the Books of Samuel. But we are there at the same time pointed to the new element in the development of the Theocracy, the prophetic office, which was to be the instrument of fulfilling this task, and of realizing the idea of mediation between God and His people through their living permeation by[FN23] His objective revelation of word and promise; so Moses, as type of prophecy, represented it. The turning-point from the Mosaic to the prophetic period of development of the Theocracy falls in the beginning of the Books of Samuel; that Isaiah, in the first years of Samuel’s life. (Comp. Oehler, Prolegom. zur Theol. des A. T, 1845, pp87, 88; and W. Hoffmann, Die göttliche Stufenordnung im A. T. in Schneider’s Deutsche Zeitschrift, 1854, Nr. 7, 8.) From Samuel’s time Peter ( Acts 3:24) dates the prophetic office; from then on the prophets, devoted to the service of the Theocracy, form a separate Order, and, as organs of God’s revelations to His people, a continuous chain. (See Tholuck, Die Propheten und ihre Weissagungen, 2ed1861, p26.)

2. The end of the Period of the Judges, like its previous history, reveals a deep disorder of the theocratic life, which neither judges nor priests could help, because they were themselves affected by its corrupting influences, as is shown by the histories of Samson and Eli. The unimportance and weakness to which the Judgeship was fallen may be inferred from its connection with the High-priesthood in the person of Eli, the latter office having evidently passed from Phinehas’ family to Ithamar’s, contrary to the promise in Numbers 25:11-13, because the condition of “zeal for the Lord” was not fulfilled. And the conduct of Eli and his sons, and especially God’s judgment against his house, show how badly the High-priesthood was represented in him. The political life of the nation was crushed under the constant oppression of external enemies, the heathen nations on the east, and especially the Philistines on the west, and under internal national distraction; the tribes were at enmity with one another, did not unite against foreign foes, and could gather together “as one man” only against one of themselves (Benjamin), and that was the last time ( Judges 19-21).[FN24] And though individual men, called of the Lord to be deliverers, exerted a mighty influence on the distracted national life, yet their influence was restricted to particular tribes, and was not permanent—was always followed by a sinking back into the old wretched condition. The cause of this was the deterioration of religious life, which was wide-spread among the people; the worship of the living Covenant-God was mingled with the nature-worship of the Canaanitish nations, not all of whom were completely conquered, and especially with the Baal-worship of the Philistines; or it was suppressed by these heathen worships. Gideon’s ephod-worship ( Judges 8:27) and Micah’s image-worship ( Judges 17, 18.) belonged also to this corruption of the religion of Jehovah. With this moral decline and distraction of theocratic life was connected corruption of moral life, such as we see in some parts of Samson’s history (he succumbs morally, as well as physically, to the Philistines), in the crime of the Benjamites ( Judges 19), which calls forth all the rest of the nation against them in stubborn, bloody war, and in the unworthy character of the sons of Eli, who disgrace the sanctuary itself with their wickedness. The whole popular life had fallen into an anarchy in which “every man did that which was right in his own eyes” ( Judges 21:25).

3. The necessity for a reformation of the whole national life from within outward, that Isaiah, a renewal of the whole Theocracy on a religious-moral basis meets us at the beginning of the Books of Samuel. The holy institutions, the ordinances of divine worship, and the theocratic legislation of the Mosaic Period are present indeed in the time of the Judges (comp. the exegetical explanations). The people had their national central sanctuary in Shiloh as sign of God’s abode among His people, celebrated their festivals, and brought their offerings there. The priestly service in the sanctuary was arranged; the nazirate and the institution of holy women[FN25] in connection with the sanctuary were the special forms of consecration of life to Jehovah’s service. It is a false view to regard the time of the Judges as a period of fermentation, out of which first arose fixed legal institutions and appointments. Rather the whole Mosaic legislation and the history of the establishment of the Theocracy on the basis of the covenant of law is in many places presupposed in the Book of Judges and in the beginning of the Books of Samuel themselves (comp. Hengst, Beitr. III:40 sq. [Eng. transl, “Contributions to an Introd. to the Pentateuch,” Clark, Edinb.]). But it is true (as is expressly stated in Judges 2:10 sq.), that in the religious-moral life of the people there was a general defection from the living God to strange gods. Though in particular circles and families (as Samuel’s, for ex.) there was true service of God and piety, yet the national and political life of the distracted and shattered people was on the whole not in the least in keeping with its priestly calling. The gap between the people’s religious-moral condition on the one hand, and the theocratic institutions and the demands of the divine law on the other was become so wide and deep, that a great reformer was needed, who, by special divine call and in the might of the Spirit of God, should turn the whole national life to the living God again, and make Him its unifying centre. To this need of a reformation of the Theocracy by new revelations of the covenant-God, and by the return of the covenant-people to communion with their God answered the special divine working by which the prophetic office, instead of the priesthood, was united with the true theocratic Judgeship in the mighty God-filled personality of Samuel.

4. The special divine working shows itself in the providential plan by which God chose and prepared the great instrument for leading His people into the path, in which they were to find their holy calling and merge their whole life in the divine rule and communion. The reformer of the Theocracy, the second Moses, sprang from a thoroughly pious family, faithful and obedient to the law of the Lord. In its very commencement his life is specially consecrated by the hearing which God vouchsafed to the prayer of his pious mother for a son. In the same Tribe, whence came the saviour of the people from the bondage of Egypt and the founder of the Theocracy through God’s wonderful working, and which by divine appointment represented the whole people in the Sanctuary-service, was born the man of God, who in the highest sense as Prophet of the Lord, was all his life to do priestly service in renewing the theocratic life, and restore it from its alienation from the living God to communion with Him. Specially also it was the energy and earnestness of his mother’s piety which from the first gave to this great man’s life the direction and determination by which he became God’s instrument for the regeneration of His people. Hannah, in devoting her child to the perpetual service of the Lord (thus giving Him back what her prayer had obtained from Him), did unconsciously and silently, under the guidance of the Spirit of the Lord, a holy deed, which, taken into the plan of the divine Wisdom of Solomon, was the beginning of that series of great God-deeds by which, through this chosen instrument, a new turn of world-historical importance was given to the history of Israel. The name which she gives her son marks him out for the people as an immediate gift of God, through which, as Calvin says, “God in His mercy ordained a reformation of His worship in the people.”

5. In Samuel’s early life we see again the importance (even for the Kingdom of God) of the theocracy of a truly pious family-life in the Old Dispensation. There were still in Israel houses and families in which the children (who, according to the Law, were not usually carried to the great feasts celebrated at the Sanctuary), were introduced to the public religious life, and accustomed to the religious service of the people; and this is a sign that, in spite of the desolation of the theocratic life and the degradation of the religious-moral life, there still lay hidden in domestic life a sound germ of true piety and fear of God. From this uncorrupted vigorous germ which appears religiously in the earnest life of prayer of the parents, and ethically in their tender, considerate conjugal love, Samuel’s life sprouts forth as a plant consecrated from its root directly to the Lord’s special service.

6. Thus the religious-moral life was not so far gone that it could not, by God’s power, produce from the narrow circle of the house and family such a person as Samuel; nor, in spite of the general depravation and disruption of the theocratic-national life, was it impossible for Samuel, as God’s instrument sprung from this soil, to find positive points of connection and a responsive receptivity for his work of reform as Judge and Prophet. The spirit which gave shape to his childhood and youth from the first moments of his life, had shown itself, sporadically it is true, yet living and powerful in individual facts in the time of the Judges (comp. Deborah’s Song of Solomon,, Judges 5; Gideon’s word “Jehovah shall rule over you,” Judges 8:23; and especially the energetic reaction of the theocratic zeal of the whole people against the Tribe of Benjamin, who, contrary to the command “be ye holy,” had refused to deliver up the offenders, by whose execution evil was to be put away out of the midst of Israel, Judges 20) The prophetic reformer, called by God out of the domain of a deeply pious family-life, found in that theocratical spirit, which was concealed under the general corruption, the receptive ground on which he could plant himself in order to gather the whole people about the living God and His word, and press His revelations into their very heart and soul.

7. The divine name Jehovah Sabaoth (יהוה צְבָאוֹת), which does not occur in the Pentateuch or in the Books of Joshua and Judges, is found here for the first time, and seems to have come into general use particularly in the time of Samuel and David (comp. 1 Samuel 15:2; 1 Samuel 17:45; 2 Samuel 7:8; 2 Samuel 7:26 sq.; Psalm 24:10). It seldom occurs in the Books of Kings, is found most frequently in the Prophets, except Ezekiel and Daniel, and never in Job,, Proverbs, the later Psalm and the post-exilian historical books, except in Chronicles in the history of David, where it is to be referred to the original documents.—The word ‘Sabaoth’ is never found in the Old Test, alone. The Sept. sometimes gives it as a proper name, Σαβαώφ, as here, where it has also the full form κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ (Lord God), which answers to the proper complete expression of this divine name, Jehovah God of Sabaoth (יהוה אֱלֹהֵי צְבָאוֹת comp. Amos 3:13; Amos 4:13; Amos 5:14; or י׳א׳ חַצְּבָאוֹת), of which Jehovah Sabaoth is an abbreviation.[FN26]
The signification “God of war”? (see Exodus 7:4; Exodus 12:41, where Israel is called “the hosts of Jehovah,” צְבָאוֹת יְהוָֹה) cannot be regarded as the original sense of this expression, though the latter includes the glory of God manifested in His victorious power over His enemies. If this were the proper and original signification, it would be inexplicable why the name is wanting precisely in the histories of those wars and battles, which were Jehovah’s own ( Numbers 21:14), though Israel is expressly called His “hosts.” Appeal is made in support of this signification to passages like 1 Samuel 17:45 (God of the armies of Israel), and Psalm 24:8-10, (Jehovah strong and mighty, mighty in battle); but as these phrases are attached to the name “Jehovah of Hosts,” they show (as Hengstenberg, on Psalm 24, and Oehler, ubi sup. point out) that the latter means something different, that “Jehovah of Hosts” means something higher than “Israel’s God of war.” Its meaning must be derived from Genesis 2:1, where צְבָאָם “the host of them” refers properly only to “heavens”—and only by zeugma to “earth” (Oehler). Comp. Psalm 33:6; Deuteronomy 4:19; Nehemiah 9:6, where כָּל־צְבָאָם “all the host of them” refers exclusively to the heavens. “The hosts are always the heavenly hosts, not created things in general” (Hengstenberg). They are of two classes, however, the material, the stars, and the spiritual, the angels. In reference to the stars as the “host of heaven” ( Psalm 33:6) and the “host of God,” praise is rendered to God’s power and government of the world, by which He controls these glorious objects ( Isaiah 40:26; Isaiah 45:13), against the Sabian worship of the stars as divine powers, and against the danger to which Israel was exposed of perversion to such star-worship. This danger became great enough in the Period of the Judges and in the beginning of the Kingly Period to make the supposition allowable that the expression, with the sense of opposition to idolatry, came into use at this time. In Isaiah 24:23 this meaning of Jehovah Sabaoth comes out unmistakably in the reference to God’s creative power which is loftier than the splendor of the stars, and in the contrast between His worship and that of the stars. The reference of the name “God of hosts” in Psalm 89:8 sq. to the angels is equally certain. The angels are marshalled around Jehovah in heaven, awaiting His commands, ready to perform His will on earth, especially as His instruments for the execution of His will in grace and judgment, for the protection of His people, for the overthrow of His enemies ( 1 Kings 22:19 sq.; Job 1:2); they go along with God in the revelation of His judicial-kingly power and glory ( Deuteronomy 33:2; Psalm 68:18); they form the Lord’s heavenly battle-host ( Genesis 32:1-2; Joshua 5:14 sq.; 2 Kings 6:17). By the reference to the two hosts, of stars and angels, which represent the creation in its loftiest and most glorious aspect, this expression sets forth the living God in His majesty and omnipotence over the highest created powers, who are subject to His control and instruments of the exercise of His royal might and power in the world; But God’s glory, in His majesty and power over the star-world, and in His lordship over the spirit-world which stands ready to do His bidding in the world, exhibits Him of necessity in His royal omnipotent control of the whole world; and so “Jehovah Sabaoth” means in several passages the almighty controlling world-God, who has His throne in heaven, of whose glory the whole world is full, who “is called the God of the whole earth,” who “buildeth His upper-chamber in heaven, and foundeth His arch on the earth.” So Psalm 24:8-10; Isaiah 6:3; Isaiah 54:5; Amos 9:5-6. In connection with the name “Jehovah” the expression indicates, with special reference to Israel, the almighty and victorious God, who overcomes the enemies of His people and His kingdom, who is the protection and help of His people against all the powers of the world.—The name occurs frequently in connection with wars and victories, in which God helps and protects His people against hostile powers; 1 Samuel 15:2; 1 Samuel 17:45; 2 Samuel 7:8; 2 Samuel 7:26 sq.; Psalm 24:10; Psalm 46:8; Psalm 80:8; Psalm 80:15; Isaiah 24:21-23; Isaiah 25:4-6; Isaiah 31:4-5. This name of God, Lord of Hosts, first appears in the beginning of the Books of Samuel, near the end of the Judges, and just before the kingdom was established, and occurs most frequently in the time of the Kings; and this fact has its deepest ground herein, that during this time God’s royal power as almighty lord and ruler of the world and heavenly king of Israel first unfolded itself in all its fulness and glory—in victories over the enemies of His kingdom in Israel, in the almighty protection which He vouchsafed His people in the land of promise, and in the powerful aid which He gave them in establishing, fixing and extending the theocratic kingly power.[FN27]
8. A characteristic mark of Hannah’s sincere piety is the vow (v11) which she makes to the Lord. The vow, from the Old Testament-point of view, is the solemn promise by which the pious man binds and pledges himself, in case his prayer is heard or his wish fulfilled, to show his thankfulness for the Lord’s goodness by the performance of some special outward thing. Hence vows are almost always connected with petitions, though never as if they were the ground for God’s fulfilment of the request. The positive vow (נֶדֶר), the promise of a special offering as a sign of gratitude, includes also the negative element of self-denial, so far as it is a relinquishment of one’s own possessions, which are given to the Lord. This custom—namely, by a special promise making a particular act or mode of conduct a moral duty, and basing the obligation of performance not on the divine will, but on a vow made without divine direction—answers to the legal standpoint of the Old Testament and the moral minority founded on it. Forbearing to vow, was however, by no means regarded as sinful ( Deuteronomy 22:22); thus not only was the moral principle of voluntariness brought out, but the idea that the vow was in itself meritorious, was excluded. The vow, as a custom corresponding to moral weakness and consciousness of untrustworthiness in obedience to the Lord, is never legally commanded, nor even advised (comp. Proverbs 20:25; Ecclesiastes 5:4, with Deuteronomy 23:22); but it is required that a vow made freely shall be fulfilled ( Numbers 30:3; Deuteronomy 23:21; Deuteronomy 23:23; Psalm 50:14; Ecclesiastes 5:3). But, as the hearing of a prayer is conditioned strictly on true piety, Song of Solomon, that a vow should be well-pleasing to the Lord, presupposes an humble, thankful soul which feels itself pledged and bound to the Lord, to devote everything to Him. The ethical idea of the vow finds its realization and fulfilment, as well as its clear and true apprehension, from the New Testament stand-point also in the vowing and dedicating to the Lord for life in baptism the personality renewed by the Holy Ghost, (who in the Old Testament also is recognized and prayed for as the source of sanctification, Psalm 51). Hannah’s vow is an analogue of Christian baptism in so far as it (the vow) consecrates the life of the child obtained by prayer wholly to the Lord for His property and for permanent service according to the stand-point of Old Testament piety, but this from the New Testament point of view comes to full truth only in the free spiritual devotion of the heart and the whole life to the Lord. [There is no warrant for introducing the lower Old Testament conception into an ordinance of the New Testament. Christian baptism, into the name of the Trinity, sets forth the free and full consecration of the believer to God, as Dr. Erdmann points out, and is no otherwise a vow, is never so spoken of in the New Testament.—Tr.].

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL[FN28]
1 Samuel 1:2. Holy Scripture lets us see how not merely single sins in disposition, word and deed, but also general conditions and customs which spring from sin—such as polygamy—are the object of God’s patience and long-suffering, and how there is in this no hindrance to the purposes of God’s love and Wisdom of Solomon, but rather all such things are overruled by Him for good. [Hall: Ill customs, where they are once entertained, are not easily discharged: polygamy, besides carnal delight, might now plead age and example; so as even Elkanah, though a Levite, is tainted with the sin of Lamech, like as fashions of attire, which at the first were disliked as uncomely, yet, when they are once grown common, are taken up of the gravest. Yet this sin, as then current with the time, could not make Elkanah not religious.—Tr.]. Cramer: God distributes His gifts in a wonderful manner, to one He gives, the other He suffers to want, Genesis 29:31. Temporal gifts God gives not only to the worthy, but also to the unworthy, Matthew 5:45.

1 Samuel 1:3. Starke: Worship stands first, to show with what devoutness and reverence he makes his offering, and at the same time that praying is better than offering. [Comp. Cornelius: “Thy prayers and thine alms,” Acts 10:4.—Tr.].—The offering was the deed which established the truthfulness of the praying word. Calvin: This subject-matter of adoration is to be referred to the three following heads: first, that when about to adore God we recognize that we owe all things to Him, and in giving thanks for past blessings we implore a still further increase of His gifts, and help in difficulties and perplexities; secondly, that confessing our sins as suppliant and guilty, we pray Him to grant us true knowledge of our sins and repentance, and to have mercy on us who pray for pardon; thirdly and finally, that denying ourselves and taking His yoke upon our shoulders, we profess ourselves ready to render Him due obedience, and to conform our affections to the rule of His law and to His will alone. [ 1 Samuel 1:4. The whole family take part in the feast of the peace-offerings. So as to the idol-worship in Jeremiah 7:18, “The children gather wood, and the fathers kindle the fire, and the women knead their dough, to make cakes to the queen of heaven.” Both this passage and that, as to true religion and false, may impress upon us the importance of family worship and family religion.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 1:4-8. Elkanah’s love to Hannah is a model of the true inner love with which husbands should not merely love their wives in general, but as regards their special troubles and sorrows, instead of being worried and vexed at them should rather feel these as their own, and with them bear in patience and gentleness whatever lies heavy upon their heart and weighs them down ( 1 Samuel 1:5), and also protect them against provocations and vexations, which in an unrighteous and ill-disposed way are inflicted upon them ( 1 Samuel 1:6-7), and refresh them with consolation and encouragement ( 1 Samuel 1:8).—[ 1 Samuel 1:5. Children were regarded as a blessing, by Hannah and the women of Israel in general (comp. Genesis 30:23; Luke 1:25), and the lack of them as a sad deprivation; and the correctness of this view is distinctly confirmed by the inspired writers, Psalm 113:9; Psalm 127:3-5; Psalm 128:3. The contrary feeling which is now so rapidly growing in America is evil, both in its causes and in its consequences. The subject would require delicate handling in public discourse, but is exceedingly important.—Tr.]. When the Lord refuses us a gift which we are begging Him to grant, and the heart is full of mourning at the deprivation, then the temptation lies near to grumble about it against the Lord and quarrel with Him. This temptation comes partly from our own heart, which is a perverse and desponding thing, and will not reconcile itself to the dispensation of the Lord; partly it comes in upon us from without, through men who by their unloving conduct excite and embitter our hearts, and infuse into them the poison of discontent with those leadings of the Lord which contradict our desire and hope ( 1 Samuel 1:6-7).—In a devout marriage the love of the one party should not merely be to the other a fountain of consolation and of quieting as to painful dispensations of the Lord, but for whatever by the Lord’s will is lacking in good fortune and joy it should seek to offer all the richer compensation ( 1 Samuel 1:8).—Every violation of the holy ordering of God upon which marriage and the family life should rest, has as a necessary consequence—as is true of bigamy here—its punishment in the grievous disorder of conjugal and domestic life, in the destruction of peace in heart and home by all manner of sins, such as envy and jealousy.—Hannah makes no reply to the bad words of her adversary, and bears her hostility with patience.—Starke ( 1 Samuel 1:7): A Christian must not requite evil with evil, railing with railing, but bear all patiently and hope in God; for His hand can change every thing ( Psalm 77:11 [Eng. A.V. 1 Samuel 1:10. Luther translates it: “But I said, I must suffer that; the right hand of the most High can change everything,” but this rendering is not authorized by the Hebrew.—Tr.]).

1 Samuel 1:8. Seb. Schmid: For the lack of one good, God knows how to compensate the pious by a greater and more manifest good.—J. Lange: As the marriage-bond is much closer than that between parents and children, it follows that husband and wife must hold each other nearer and dearer than all children. Each must help to bear the other’s burdens, and seek to lighten them, Galatians 6:2.

1 Samuel 1:1-8. The priestly calling of the man in his house: 1) in the close connection of his whole house with the service in the house of the Lord (prayer and offering); 2) in the nurture and admonition of the children for the Lord; 3) in expelling and keeping at a distance the evil spirit of unlovingness and dissension amid the members of the family; 4) in the constant exhibition of faithful, comforting, helping love towards his wife.—A truly pious house is that which1) is at home in God’s house, 2) diligently performs divine service in prayer and offering, in which3) tender and true conjugal love dwells, and4) the sufferings and deprivations imposed by the Lord are borne with patience and resignation.—The preservation of genuine piety amid domestic troubles: 1) in persevering prayer, when the Lord proves faith by not fulfilling particular wishes and hopes; 2) in enduring patience towards vexatious members of the family; 3) in consoling and supporting love towards members of the family who are easily assailed.

1 Samuel 1:9-14. Amid vexations and assaults, what should impel us to prayer? 1) The certainty that if men do us hurt, it does not occur without Divine permission2) The feeling that even the best human consolation cannot satisfy the heart which thirsts to be consoled3) Firm confidence in the help of the Lord, who in His faithfulness will help and in His power can help, when men will not help or cannot.—[Chrysostom: When standing to pray she did not remember her adversary, did not speak of her revilings, did not say, “Avenge me of this vile and wicked woman,” as many women do; but not often remembering those reproaches, she prayed only for things profitable to herself. This do thou also do, O man—do not pray against thy enemy, but beseech God to put an end to thy despondency, to quench thy grief. By so doing this woman derived the greatest benefits from her enemy. For her enemy contributed to the bearing of the child. And how, I will tell. When she reproached her and made her distress greater, from the distress her prayer became more intense, the prayer drew God’s favor and made Him consent, and so Samuel was born. So then if we be watchful, not only will our enemies be unable to do us hurt, but they will even bring us the greatest benefits, making us more zealous towards every thing.—TR.].—The prayer of faith in heart-grief and trouble: 1) Its nature is that the heart (a) weeps itself out before the Lord, to whom tears wept before Him are well-pleasing, (b) pours out all its sorrow before the Lord, who wishes us to cast all outward cares upon Him; 2) Its reliance is (a) on the power of the “Lord of Sabaoth” to help, (b) upon His faithfulness, wherein He knows the special grief and woe of His children, and does not forget them; 3) It leads (a) to a firm hope that the request will be heard and granted, (b) to a joyful vow, that what the Lord graciously gives shall be thankfully given back to Him.—What parents, especially mothers, so rear their children as to honor and please the Lord? Those who1) bear them, from the beginning of their life, prayerfully on the heart, 2) devote them, for their whole life, as an offering to the Lord.—The highest appreciation of children’s souls consists in1) regarding them as a gracious gift from the Lord, and2) designing them as a grateful gift to the Lord.—[Hall: The way to obtain any benefit is to devote it, in our hearts, to the glory of that God of whom we ask it: by this means shall God both pleasure His servant, and honor Himself.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 1:12. Starke: A devout prayer must proceed from the very bottom of the heart, and may be offered without outward words as with them, Psalm 19:15 [ Psalm 19:14]; Psalm 27:8; Psalm 62:9 [ Psalm 62:8], Isaiah 29:13-14.

1 Samuel 1:13-14. A Christian should not be too swift in judging, Luke 6:37; 1 Corinthians 4:5; Proverbs 17:27. Even upon pious or innocent people there are often many unjust judgments passed. J. Lange: We must be very careful in deciding from appearances, lest we sin against our neighbor, Acts 2:13. Even pious teachers may err and mistake in judging their hearers, and regard some as ungodly who are truly pious.

[Chrysostom speaks eloquently of the fact that Hannah did not scornfully neglect, and did not bitterly resent, the unjust accusation.—Tr.].—Prayer serves to lighten the heart; well for thee, O soul, if thou often seekest thus to lighten it, Psalm 42:5, 4]; Psalm 62:9, 62:18].

1 Samuel 1:17. Osiander: God is certain to hear our prayer, proceeding from true faith, and if He does not help us at all according to our will and as seems good to us, yet this is done for our best good, as He knows that it is most profitable for us.—When one has erred he should confess it, and also recall his error.—[Hall: Even the best may err, but not persist in it. When good natures have offended, they are unquiet till they have hastened satisfaction.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 1:18. J. Lange: It is a property of faith that it makes the heart happy and joyous for everything.

1 Samuel 1:19. Starke: A Christian must not only pray, but work; both bring blessings, Psalm 128:2.—Cramer: Although God never forgets His own, yet He often acts as if a stranger, Psalm 13:2, 1]; Jeremiah 14:8; Song of Solomon 2:9.—Starke: When pious parents receive their children with calling on God and in His fear, then is every child a Samuel.—Osiander: When we have received a benefit from God, we should not forget gratitude to Him.

1 Samuel 1:12-20. The fervent prayer of troubled souls: 1) measures itself not by time, but exalts the soul above time into eternity; 2) troubles itself not about human observation and judgment, but is a pouring out of the heart before the living God; 3) suffers not itself to sink into grief and sorrow, but has for its fruit a joy given by the Lord.—Defence against unjust accusations: 1) For what purpose? As a tribute to truth, for the honor of the Lord, for the maintenance of our own moral worth; 2) In what manner? In quietness and gentleness without sinful passion, in humility and modesty; 3) By God’s help, with what result? Convincing the accusers of their wrong, changing their bad words into blessings, lightening our own heart of a heavy load.—The naming of children no indifferent matter for pious parents: Thankfully regarding the grace of the Lord, who has given them; 2) Earnestly regarding the destination for the Lord, to whom they are to lead them.

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 1:1. The ו, being a part of the introductory narrative-formula, and not a connective with some other narrative, is better rendered by the presentative “now” than by the connective “and;” and is best omitted entirely.—Tr.].

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 1:1. Vat. has Σιφά, which points to צוּפִי “a Zuphite;” Targ. renders “of the disciples of the prophets,” Pesh. “from the hill of the watchers,” both of which point to the present text, but are not probable translations.—Tr.].

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 1:3. It is not said that these were the only priests.—Tr.].

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 1:5. See Notes, in loco.—Tr.].

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 1:6. It was over this that the adversary designed to make Hannah fret.—Tr.].

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 1:7. The verb is probably to be pointed יֵעָשֶׂה.—Tr.].

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 1:9. The Infin. refers here rather to Hannah.—Tr.].

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 1:9. חֵיכָל is not necessarily “temple,” but any large structure.—Tr.].

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 1:13. The Heb. inserts the pron. הִיא “she,” but our Eng. does not well permit it.—Tr.].

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 1:16. בְּלִיַעַל “worthlessness” should not be rendered as a proper name in O. T.; Eng. A. V. frequently renders “sons of B.” by “ungodly” or “wicked.”—Tr.].

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 1:18. See Notes.—Tr.].

FN#12 - In the German “exegetische erläuterungen,” “exegetical explanations.”—Tr.].

FN#13 - So Josephus; but the text of Erdmann has Ramathaim.—Tr.].

FN#14 - That Isaiah, it was not necessary to drive the animals thither beforehand, since, the distance being so small, they could be sent for when needed.—Tr.].

FN#15 - The difficulties in the way of identifying Ramathaim (-Zophim) on the supposition that it is the same with “this city” ( 1 Samuel 9:6) are almost insuperable. The conditions to be met are1) the place is in Mt. Ephraim; 2) it is apparently south of Rachel’s tomb ( 1 Samuel 10:2); 3) it was Samuel’s residence Ramah. They decide the question against Er-Ram, which is north of Rachel’s tomb. The only solution is that which rejects the above supposition. If the city in which Saul was anointed was some other place, or Saul’s residence at that time was not Gibeah, then Er-Ram may be Ramah, and in other respects this answers better than any other place to the circumstances. But the question must be regarded as undecided. See Stanley’s “Sinai and Palestine,” Note to 1 Samuel4, and Mr.Grove’s Articles (“Ramah,” “Ramathaim”) in Smith’s Dictionary, with Dr. Wolcott’s additional remarks.—Tr.].

FN#16 - The addition of the Sept. ἐξ ’Αρμαθαίμ does not warrant the supposition that the corresponding Heb. expression has fallen out after מִעִירוֹ, but seems to be an explanation of the translator.—מִיָּמים י׳ not “at his usual time” (Luther), nor “statutis diebus” but “from year to year,” yearly ( Exodus 13:10), comp. 1 Samuel 2:19; היּמים זֶבַח “the yearly offering.”

FN#17 - The phrase וַיְהִי הַיּוֹם means “once,” or “it happened once,” the Heb. using the Def. Art. (because the day is defined by what follows) where we use an indefinite phrase. See 2 Kings 4:8; 2 Kings 4:11; 2 Kings 4:18.—Tr.].

FN#18 - This local service promised by the mother was afterwards interrupted, chiefly by the call of Samuel to higher duties as prophet. To the mother the Sanctuary-service seemed the best pursuit of life; but God had something better for the son. Yet Hannah’s devout spiritual purpose is maintained in her son’s life.—Tr.]

FN#19 - This word נור in Numbers 6:7 means “consecration,” not “crown,” or “ornament.” The root (Arab. nadhara) means to “set,” “impose,” and thus is applied to setting apart the Nazir, or to setting a crown on the bead of a priest or king.—Tr.]

FN#20 - Equivalent to the Eng.: “ Like father, like son.”—Tr.]

FN#21 - So the Vss.: Chald. “bad countenance;” Syriac “disturbed count.;” Vulg. “in diversa mutati;” Arab. “changed on account of the reproach of her rival;” Sept. “her countenance no longer fell.”—Tr.]

FN#22 - The German is “Reichsgeschichtliche und biblisch-theologische Ausfilhrungen,” literally “theocratic-historical and biblical-theological developments (or comments”).—Tr.].

FN#23 - Germ: durch das Flüssigwerden seines objectiven Offenbarungswortes, etc.—Tr.]

FN#24 - This civil war occurred, however, soon after Joshua, since Phinehas, grandson of Aaron, was then High-priest ( Judges 20:28); whether there was afterwards a general national uprising, we do not know.—Tr.]

FN#25 - See note on 1 Samuel 2:22.—Tr.]

FN#26 - And as the combination אֱלֹהִים צְבָאוֹת is not unfrequent ( Psalm 59:6; Psalm 80:5; Psalm 80:8; Psalm 80:15; Psalm 84:9) and in the mas. text the יהוה, when אדני precedes, never has the points of אֲדנָי but always of אֱלֹהִים—and further as the word יהוה as a proper name cannot be construed with a Gen.—the combination יהוה צְבָאוֹת is not to be taken as stat. const, but as a breviloquence or ellipsis, the general notion “God” being supplied from the proper name Jehovah. So (against Gesenius and Ewald) Oehler in Herzog s. v., Hengstenberg, Christologie I:436 sq. [Eng. tr. I:375] and Keil, Comm. 16 [Eng. trans. p19]. See Smith’s Bib. Dict, Am. ed, Tsebaoth.—Tr.].

FN#27 - For a good exposition of “Jehovah Sabaoth,” see Plumptre’s “Biblical Studies.”—Tr.].

FN#28 - In the German literally “Homiletical Hints.”—Tr.]

Verses 21-28
SECOND SECTION
Samuel’s Consecration and Restoration to the Lord
1 Samuel 1:21-28
I. The child Samuel at home till he is weaned. 1 Samuel 1:21-23
21And the man Elkanah and all his house went up to offer unto the Lord22[Jehovah] the yearly sacrifice, and his vow. But Hannah went not up; for she said unto her husband, I will not go up until the child be weaned, and then I will bring him, that he may appear before the Lord [Jehovah], and there abide 23 for ever. And Elkanah her husband said unto her, Do what seemeth thee good; tarry until thou have weaned him; only the Lord [Jehovah] establish his word. So the woman abode, and gave her son suck until she weaned him.

II. Samuel given back by his mother to the Lord. 1 Samuel 1:24-28
24And when she had weaned him, she took him up with her, with three bullocks, and one ephah of flour, and a bottle of wine, and brought him unto the house of 25 the Lord [Jehovah] in Shiloh; and the child was young. And they slew a [the] 26bullock, and brought the child to Eli. And she said, O my lord, as thy soul liveth, my lord, I am the woman that stood by thee here, praying [to pray] unto the Lord27[Jehovah]. For this child I prayed; and the Lord [Jehovah] hath given me my 28 petition which I asked of him: Therefore also I have lent [given[FN29]] him to the Lord [Jehovah]; as long as he liveth he shall be lent [he is given] to the Lord [Jehovah]. And he worshipped the Lord [Jehovah] there.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 1:21. And the man Elkanah and all his house went up. This he did yearly, in order to present the offering of the days and the vow. The “offering of the days” is the annual offering, the offering which every Israelite was obliged and accustomed to present annually. “The offering of the days and the vow” is the brief statement of what is detailed at length in the Law. In going up with his whole house, Elkanah did as is commanded in Deuteronomy 12:17-18 : “Thou mayest not eat within thy gates the tithe of thy corn, or of thy wine, or of thy oil, or the firstlings of thy herds or of thy flock, nor any of thy vows which thou vowest, nor thy freewill-offerings, or offering of thine hand; but thou must eat them before the Lord thy God in the place which the Lord thy God shall choose, thou and thy Song of Solomon, and thy daughter, and thy Prayer of Manasseh -servant, and thy maid-servant, and the Levite that is within thy gates; and thou shalt rejoice before the Lord thy God.” The offering of the days “ Isaiah, as it were, the yearly reckoning with the Lord, the presentation of those portions of the property which fall to him in the course of the year.” Hengstenberg, Beit. [Contributions to an Introd. to the Pent.] III, 89, 90.—The Sing, “his vow” refers to the vow which Elkanah also had made based on the hearing of Hannah’s prayer. The addition of the Sept, “and all the tithes of his land” Isaiah, like the plural “his vows,” to be referred to the translator’s having in mind the above-quoted passage. Thenius (ad locum) remarks that the corresponding words וְכָל־מַעְשְׂרוֹת אַרְצוֹ [and all the tithes of his land] were probably purposely omitted by transcribers who regarded Samuel’s Levitical descent as certain, according to 1 Chronicles 6:7 sq. and19 sq.; but Josephus, who expressly describes Elkanah as a Levite, and follows the Alexandrine translation, has the addition also. It belongs to the category of explanatory additions and changes of which the Sept. is so full.

1 Samuel 1:22. After the child is weaned from his mother’s breast, Hannah will bring him to the Sanctuary. That the Heb. verb (גָּמַל) means here “to wean,” and does not include the idea of education (Seb. Schmid) as in 1 Kings 11:20, is plain from the “gave suck,” (וַתֵּינֶק) in 1 Samuel 1:23. The ground adduced for this opinion, namely, that the child would otherwise be troublesome to Eli, is of no force; for, apart from the fact that a child three years old (this was the term of weaning, according to 2 Maccabees 7:27[FN30]) is not troublesome in the East, his nurture and education could be committed to “the women that served at the door of the Tabernacle of meeting,” ( 1 Samuel 2:22).—The “appearing before the Lord,” for which Hannah will bring her son to Shiloh, supposes the existence there of the National Sanctuary instituted by Moses, and answers to the law ( Exodus 23:17; Exodus 34:23): “Three times in the year all thy males shall appear before the Lord Jehovah.” The “abide for ever,” all his life (עַד־עוֹלָם) indicates the life-long consecration to service in the Sanctuary from his weaning on, while otherwise this service was binding only from the 25 th year to the 50 th. By the education which the boy received in the Sanctuary he was even as a child to grow into the service; and moreover, as a child, he could perform little outward services (Then.), so that the objection, that, as a newly weaned child, he was unfit for the Temple-service, falls to the ground.

1 Samuel 1:23. Only the Lord establish His word, that Isaiah, maintain, fulfil it, bring it to completion. The “word” (דְּבָרוֹ) refers not merely to Eli’s word, 1 Samuel 1:17, but to God’s factual discourse, which consisted in hearing Hannah’s prayer, and in the real promise which he had given, by the birth of the child, in reference to his destination to the service of the Lord. Bunsen excellently says: “Word, that Isaiah, may He fulfil what He designs with him and has promised by his birth, comp. 1 Samuel 1:11; 1 Samuel 1:20. The words refer, therefore, to the boy’s destination to the service of God, which the Eternal has in fact acknowledged by the partial fulfilment of the mother’s wish.” Similarly Calvin already: “Elkanah seeks from God, and suppliantly begs with prayers, that, since God has bestowed on him male offspring, He will consecrate him and make him fit for His service, and direct him by the power of His Holy Spirit, by which his service shall be grateful and acceptable to God.” Since there is no express word of the Lord to which the “word” may be referred, the Sept. avoids the difficulty by translating (groundlessly) τὸ ἐξελθὸν ἐκ τοῦ στόματός σου “that which came out of thy mouth.” The Heb. text is not therefore to be changed (with Then.), to accord with the Sept, into “only, let thy word stand” (אַךְ תָּקִימִי אֶת־דְּבָרֵךְ.) Clericus: “God had shown, not by words, but by very deed, that He approved Hannah’s vow, and had promised her a living son; and Elkanah prays that He will perform His promise. There is therefore no need to invent with the Rabbis an oracle[FN31] uttered to the mother concerning the child about to be born.”

1 Samuel 1:24, sq. The case is the same here with the diverging translation of the Sept, “with a three-year-old bullock” [instead of “three bullocks”], which is occasioned by the singular “the bullock” of 1 Samuel 1:25. The contradiction between “three bullocks” and “one-bullock” cannot indeed be removed (with Bunsen) by regarding the sing as collective, Judges 6:25 being cited in support of it; but it may properly be said with Keil that “the bullock” in 1 Samuel 1:25 denotes specially the offering with which the boy was returned to the Lord, “the burnt-offering by which the boy was dedicated to the Lord for life-long service in His Sanctuary, the two other bullocks serving for the yearly offering.” As it was understood that the two others were for the yearly festival-offering, that Isaiah, burnt-offering and thank-offering, it was not specially mentioned that they were sacrificed. Further, three bullocks are required by the quantity (one ephah) of flour which Elkanah takes with him, since, according to Numbers 15:8-10, three-tenths of an ephah of flour was required for a burnt-offering of one bullock. The peace-offering, like the burnt-offering, was connected with a meat- and drink-offering.—A striking example of the arbitrary fashion in which the Alex. translators got over difficulties in the text is found in their translation μετ’ αὐτῶν “with them” at the end of 1 Samuel 1:24 [the Heb. reads “the child was a child”]; as if, instead of the difficult נַעַר [“child”], to which the sense requires the addition of the predicate “small,” the text had read עִמָּם “with them.” The addition of the Sept. to 1 Samuel 1:24, “and his father slew the offering which he made annually to the Lord, and he brought the boy near,” and the translation in 1 Samuel 1:25, “and he slew the bullock, and Hannah the mother of the child brought him to Eli” are to be explained as efforts at exegesis, and give us no ground to correct the Heb. text, as Thenius supposes. Not the mother alone, but both parents gave the boy over to Eli, and thus presented him as an offering to the Lord.

1 Samuel 1:26 sq. Hannah makes herself known to Eli by reminding him of the circumstances under which she had prayed for the child ( 1 Samuel 1:11 sq.)[FN32]—On “stood” (הַנּצֶּבֶת) Clericus remarks: “they prayed to God standing.” For the custom of standing in prayer comp. Genesis 18:22; Genesis 19:27; Daniel 9:20. In time of deeper devotion and emotion a kneeling posture also was adopted, ( 1 Kings 8:54; 2 Chronicles 6:13; Ezra 9:5).

1 Samuel 1:27. Three things move Hannah’s soul deeply and joyfully: 1) The recollection of the moment when she stood here and called on God for this Song of Solomon 2) the contemplation of the answer to her prayer, and the granting of the thing asked, and3) the determination now to restore to the Lord what He had given her in this answer to her prayer.

1 Samuel 1:28. “And also I” (וְגַם אָנֹכִי) refers back to the words “and the Lord hath given me,” and implies a requital, et ego vicissim, “and I in my turn,” (Cler.). “It cannot be shown that הִשְׁאִיל means “lend,” as is generally assumed; it occurs in 1 Samuel 1:28, in the sense of “grant,“ “give.“ Knobel on Exodus 12:36. Further, the signification “lend” is here inappropriate, because the “I also” expressly brings out the correspondence to the “gave,” of 1 Samuel 1:27. הִשְּׁאִיל means “cause to ask or demand,” “grant what is demanded,” “give.” The sense is: the Lord gave him to me, and so have I also given him to the Lord, as one asked or demanded. Calvin: “The sense is plain enough, namely, that she gave, dedicated to God the child obtained from Him by prayer.” The short concluding sentence “he is asked for the Lord,” expresses her determination to give him to the Lord for His service.—“They prayed,” not sing, referring to Elkanah, but plur, Elkanah and Hannah, (comp. 1 Samuel 1:19), Samuel not being included. [The plur. “they prayed” is easier, but the Heb. reads “he prayed,” (though some regard the form as plur.), and so Chald.; Syr. Ar. Vulg. have the plur.; Sept. omits the clause. If taken as sing. it no doubt refers to Elkanah, who, as head of the household, represented his wife and conducted the worship. (So Abarbanel הוֹדָה בְנֶדרֶ אִשְׁתּוֹ; he also mentions Samuel and Eli). This is the view of Keil and Wordsworth. The Bib. Comm. takes it as fem, sing, and makes Hannah the subject.—It is impossible to convey in an Eng. translation the fine play upon words of the Heb. in the principal sentence of this verse and the preceding. Literally it reads: The Lord has given me my asking which I asked of Him; and I also have caused the Lord to ask him; as long as he lives he is asked to the Lord. The contrast between the Qal and Hiph. of the verb “to ask” (שאל) is brought out in Exodus 12:35 (asked, not borrowed, as in Eng. A. V.) and36 (gave, not lent). Keil and Erdmann make the Hiph. a denominative from שָׁאוּל “asked” == “to make one asked,” but there does not seem to be authority for this; the best rendering is “give.”—Erdmann puts a semicolon after “liveth;” but it is better, with Chald. Syr. and Eng. A. V, to put it after the first Jehovah.—The ancient vss. (except Vulg.) take the היה “is” here to be equivalent to היה “lives,” or perhaps, read היה, and it is better to adopt the latter reading. Otherwise we must translate “and I also have given him to Jehovah all the days for which he was asked for Jehovah.”—Tr.].

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. The mother’s determination, that the child should not be presented to the Lord in the Sanctuary till after he was weaned, was in keeping with the divine ordination that the child must first, in the bosom of natural maternal love, pass through the elementary conditions of the sustenance and earliest development of his physical life, before he could, in accordance with the divine destination, receive in the service of the Sanctuary the proper education and culture for his theocratic calling.

2. That God gives in answer to prayer, and that man devotes to God what he obtains, so that God takes again what He has given, or lays claim to it for the ends of His kingdom, is the law of reciprocity in the intercourse between the living God and His saints; the latter contribute nothing for the realization of the special ends of His kingdom, which they have not received from him, and are not by Him enabled to contribute.

3. Among the heroes of God’s kingdom who have been brought to the Lord by the prayers of their mothers and consecrated as His instruments, Samuel is a shining example of the full, unselfish devotion of the whole life to the Lord’s service, which is the condition of great profound capacity to further the kingdom of God.

4. An important principle of education is herein contained: every child should be devoted to the Lord’s service, from the beginning of his life on, with self-denial and prayer; and, in accordance with this destination, should receive his life-direction by education, selfish parental love yielding to the counsel of the divine will. Calvin: “Hannah, forgetting her own advantage, gives all the glory to God, thinking it would be well enough with her, if only God were glorified; and indeed it is right to yield to God all we have, whatever it may be.” In the education of children the using them to the divine and holy must begin with the weaning.[FN33] From the beginning of his life the child must be “about his Father’s business.”

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 1:21-28. The presentation of Samuel for constant service in the sanctuary1) What preceded it, according to Hannah’s wish and Elkanah’s consent ( 1 Samuel 1:21-22). 2) How it was performed, in bringing up Samuel to Shiloh and in delivering him to Eli and in prayer to the Lord ( 1 Samuel 1:24-28).

1 Samuel 1:21. Osiander: After receiving divine benefits we should not be more slothful in performing divine service, but rather be so much the more diligent and industrious.—Pious mothers are performing acceptable divine service when they are rearing their children faithfully and in the fear of God.—It is no reproach to a man when he prefers his wife’s better opinion to his own. [ 1 Samuel 1:23. Matt. Henry: So far was he from delighting to cross her, that he referred it entirely to her. Behold, how good and pleasant a thing it Isaiah, when yoke-fellows thus draw even in the yoke, and accommodate themselves to one another; each thinking well of what the other does, especially in works of piety and charity.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 1:24. Cramer: The rearing of children gives to parents, it is true, great toil and trouble, but when it is done in faith, it constitutes better works than when monks and nuns perform all their fasting, praying, castigations and indulgence-ceremonies; for those, not these, are enjoined by God in His word. Accordingly they are true acts of divine service, and receive from God their reward.

1 Samuel 1:25. Von Gerlach: That a three-year old boy should be already given over to the temple, was done in order that from the first awakening of his higher spiritual powers he might already be living amid these holy surroundings.—Seb. Schmidt: Children must at times be carried to divine service.—Starke ( 1 Samuel 1:26-27): The wonders of God’s goodness we should openly celebrate, and not keep silent about them. 1 Samuel 1:28. Parents give their children back to God when they advance them to holy baptism, present them to God in prayer, and rear them in a Christian manner. [There are many who think this can be, and often Isaiah, quite as well performed without infant baptism as with it.—Tr.]—Cramer: We should devote to the ministry the best talents and dearest children.

[ 1 Samuel 1:28. Giving back to the Lord: 1) All we have was given by the Lord2) All we have should be really consecrated to Him, and regarded and treated as His3) The Lord will then make all promote both our good and His glory.

1 Samuel 1:10; 1 Samuel 1:26. Agonizing supplication and joyful thanksgiving. Look on the two pictures and learn the lesson.—Chap. I. Hannah, her sorrows and her joys: I. Her sorrows1) She was childless2) She was derided and ridiculed3) She was unjustly accused by a good man. II. Her joys1) In the tender love of her husband2) In the answer to her agonizing prayer3) In being the mother of a prophet.—Tr.] [Chrysostom has five sermons on Hannah, which are discursive as usual, but contain some passages in his best vein. Works, ed. Migne, Vol. IV, p631.—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#29 - 1 Samuel 1:28. Erdmann renders: I have made him one prayed for (asked, erbeten) to the Lord as long as he lives; he is asked to the Lord (for the Lord). See Exegetical Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#30 - Rash 1 says22months; Kimchi and others 24 months. For other opinions see “Synopsis Criticorum ” in loco.—Tr.].

FN#31 - Rashi: “The Bath-qol (‘daughter of the voice’) went forth, saying: there shall arise a just one whose name shall be Samuel. Then every mother who bore a son called him Samuel; but when they saw his actions, they said, this is not Samuel. But when this one was born and they saw his manner of life, they said, this is that Samuel; and this is what the Scripture means, when it says, ‘the Lord confirm His word,’ that Samuel may be that just one.”—Tr.].

FN#32 - בִּי in connection with אֲדנִי is an interjection, “hear,” or “I beg,” or “truly, my lord,” ( Genesis 43:20; Genesis 44:18; Exodus 4:10; Exodus 4:13; Numbers 12:11; Joshua 7:8; 1 Kings 3:17; 1 Kings 3:26). Many explain it as = “per me obsecro,” citing the corresponding Arab oath “per me.” Another explanation (Ges.) supposes a contraction of בְּעִי “request,” since “in the Aramaic translations בְּבָעוּ stands for the Hebrews, בִּי, for which the Samaritans at least wrote בעוּ ‘obsecro’ without בְ, Genesis 42:30.” Ewald says: “Most probably בִּי is shortened from אָבִי ( Job 34:36; 1 Samuel 14:12), a simple Interjection.”

FN#33 - The German is: mit der Entwöhnung schon hat die Gewöhnung … zu beginnen.—Tr.]

02 Chapter 2 
Verses 1-10
THIRD SECTION
Hannah’s Song of Praise
1 Samuel 2:1-10
1 And Hannah prayed, and said:

My heart rejoiceth in the Lord [Jehovah[FN1]],

My horn is exalted in the Lord [ Jehovah];

My mouth is enlarged [opened wide] over mine enemies,

Because[FN2] I rejoice in thy salvation.

2 There is none holy as the Lord [Jehovah],

‘For there is none beside thee,

Neither is there any [And there is no] rock like our God.

3 Talk no more so exceeding[FN3] proudly;

Let not arrogancy come out of your mouth;

For the Lord [Jehovah] is a God of knowledge,[FN4]
And by him[FN5] actions are weighed.

4 The bows of the mighty men are broken,

And they that stumbled are girded with strength.

5 They that were full have hired themselves out for bread,

And they that were hungry ceased [ins. to hunger[FN6]];

So that [Even6] the barren hath borne seven,

And she that hath many children hath waxed feeble.

6 The Lord [Jehovah] killeth and maketh alive,

He [om. He] bringeth down to the grave (underworld[FN7]) and bringeth up.

7 The Lord [Jehovah] maketh poor and maketh rich,

He (om. He) bringeth low and lifteth up.

8 He raiseth up the poor out of the dust,

And [om. And] lifteth up the beggar [needy] from the dunghill,

To set them[FN8] among princes,

And to make [And he makes] them to inherit the [a] throne of glory:

For the pillars of the earth are the Lord’s [Jehovah’s],

And he hath set the world upon them.

9 He will keep the feet of his saints,[FN9]
And the wicked shall be silent9 in darkness;

For by strength shall no man [not by strength shall a man] prevail.

10 The adversaries[FN10] of the Lord [Jehovah] shall be broken to pieces;

Out of heaven shall [will] he thunder upon them.

The Lord [Jehovah] shall [will] judge the ends of the earth,

And he shall [will] give strength unto his king,

And exalt the horn of his anointed.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 2:1. The superscription, “and Hannah prayed,” does not suit precisely the contents of the following Song of Solomon, which is not exactly a prayer (תְּפִלָּה) but a thanksgiving-testimony to the Lord and the revelation of His glory. Clericus: “Hannah rather sings praises to God than asks anything of Him.” So the word “prayers” (תְּפִלִּוֹת) in Psalm 72:20, includes all the Pss. from 1 to72, in the broad sense of thinking and speaking of God and in God’s presence, when the heart is most thoroughly concentrated and deeply immersed in Him, though the form of thinking and speaking to God may be lacking. The “thou,” however, referring to God, appears in two places ( 1 Samuel 2:1-2). [Chald.: “H. prayed in the spirit of prophecy.”—Tr.].

The content of the Song is: 1) The manifestation of deep joy in the Lord at the deliverance vouchsafed by Him over against enemies ( 1 Samuel 2:1). With lofty flight the four-membered strophe rises from the depth of the heart’s joyful emotion on high, where the source of salvation and help in the living God is seen and praised. The heart (as elsewhere the soul) is the central organ of all painful and joyful feelings. The “horn” is the symbol—derived from horned beasts, which carry the head high in consciousness of power—of vigorous courage and consciousness of power, of which the Lord is the source, (comp. Deuteronomy 33:17; Psalm 75:5; Psalm 89:18; Psalm 89:25).[FN11] The repetition of the “in the Lord” emphasizes the fact that the joyous frame of mind and lofty consciousness of power has its root in the Lord, and presupposes the most intimate communion with the living God. The “mouth opened wide over my enemies,” intimates that the joy and courage that filled her soul had found utterance, partly in exulting over adversaries, as contrasted with the silence of subjection to them, partly in proclaiming the glory of the Lord in thanks and praise for the help received from Him in the attacks of foes. The ground of her joy in the Lord is His salvation, His help against enemies2) The praise of the majesty of God in His holiness and His faithfulness, which is as firm as a rock ( 1 Samuel 2:2). The “holy” indicates here in the broad sense the infinite superiority of God to everything earthly and human, His isolation from the world, but at the same time His absolute completeness of life in contrast with the nothingness and perishableness of everything in the sphere of the creaturely, as in Psalm 99:2-5; comp. 1 Kings 8:27. This is evident from the double negation: “none is holy as the Lord; for there is none beside thee.” The ground of this exclusive holiness is the aloneness and absoluteness of God; there is no God beside Him, He shares the divine being [Germ. Sein und Wesen] with none; therefore He is apart from everything human and earthly, and lifted up above it.[FN12]—The words “there is no rock like our God,” express the aloneness and exclusiveness of God’s character as set forth by the name rock. This superiority of God to all earthly and worldly being, this absolute glory beyond everything finite and human does not exclude, but is the ground of His self-revelation as the Fixed, Unchangeable, Immovable amid everything earthly and human. The “our God” presupposes the revelation of God by which Hebrews, as the Holy One, has chosen His people to be His possession, announced Himself to this people as their God, and made a covenant with them. The symbolical designation of this covenant-God by Rock, which occurs frequently, was suggested naturally by the configuration of the ground in Palestine, where masses of rock surrounded by steep precipices offered an image of solid and sure protection. God is a rock in His firm unshakable faithfulness; and it is the more necessary to suppose this attribute to be here set forth, because His relation to His people as covenant-God is assumed in the words “our God.” This term has the signification of faithfulness and indestructible trustworthiness in Deuteronomy 32:4, also; where it is clearly the same as אֱמוּנָה “faithfulness,” Psalm 18:3, (2) sq.; Psalm 92:16.[FN13]—The presupposition is the declaration “there is none beside Thee.” Jehovah, as the Holy One who has revealed Himself to His people as their God in His lofty elevation above the earthly and human, and is alone the truly existing living God, is for this very reason the Rock also in the absolute sense, the unchangeable, unshakably faithful, trustworthy God, and therefore claims from men, to whom He has revealed Himself as their God, and is known as such, unconditioned complete confidence, as it is expressed in this brief sentence, “none is a rock like our God.”[FN14]
3) The manifestations of the holy and faithful God in His conduct, as it is determined by His omniscience and omnipotence, partly towards the ungodly, partly towards the godly, 1 Samuel 2:3; 1 Samuel 2:8).

1 Samuel 2:3. The negative particle is omitted before “come out” (יֵצֵא) as before “speak”[FN15] (תְּדַבְּרוּ), and the sense requires that it be supplied (Gesenius, §152, 3). Partly by the “more,” [Heb. literally, “do not increase to speak.”—Tr.], partly by the doubling of the noun [גְּבֹהָה “pride;” in Eng. A. V. the intensive doubling is rendered by “exceeding,”—TR.], the boastful vaunting character, the haughty soul of the ungodly is characterized, showing itself, as it often does, in arrogant words, and becoming, as it were, a second nature. The warning, “talk not so proudly, proudly,” stands in contrast with the praise of God’s grandeur in His holiness, and brings out the more sharply the contrast between human pride and the humility which is appropriate towards the holy God. Herder’s reference of the word (Geist d. ebräisch. Poesie 2, 282) to the “heights, which were used for defence, and in which pride was felt” is untenable, the Heb. not permitting it. The talking with so many proud and arrogant words stands in contrast with the expression of humility and gratitude in 1 Samuel 2:2 : “My mouth is opened wide, etc., there is none holy.”.......” עָתָק “arrogance” specially marks the haughty talk as the expression of a bold defiant soul, which will not bend, and manifests itself particularly towards the pious and God fearing by bold words, comp. Psalm 75:6; Psalm 94:4; Psalm 31:19. Sins of word, corresponding to the proud nature, are here emphasized, because what the heart is full of the mouth will speak.

His warning is supported by pointing to God’s omniscience and omnipotence, in which the relation of His holiness to earthly and human things is shown. “For Jehovah is a God of omniscience.” The plu. “knowledges” (דֵּעוֹת) indicates that God knows and is acquainted with every individual thing, that, as He is raised above every created thing, and thus present with all things and creatures, so they are present and known to Him; and thus it expresses the thought that the concrete content of God’s omniscience is everything finite and created.[FN16] The proud and bold men, who speak so haughtily, must recollect that God knows all their deeds and hears their words, that therefore they cannot withdraw from His rule.—Secondly, reference is made to God’s power, which controls all things according to a fixed unchangeable plan. We must first inquire whether the “actions” (עֲלִלוֹת) is to be understood of human or divine deeds, and then whether we are to read “not” (לֹא) or the Qeri “by him” (לוֹ). The first question can be decided only by the connection. The preceding context speaks not of the deeds, but of the words of ungodly men. In what follows it is similarly not works and deeds of men that are treated of, but the conditions and relations of human life, with which divine agency has to do; in 1 Samuel 2:4, sq., the thought expressly confines itself to divine deeds. We cannot therefore with Böttcher (Aehrenlese, in loco) suppose a question, and, retaining the Kethib, render, “and are not deeds measured?” that Isaiah, “ is not care taken that human deeds shall not become immoderate, insolent?” nor, with Thenius, adopting the Qeri, “and by Him actions are measured,” that Isaiah, “He determines how far human doing may go;” nor, with Luther, paraphrase “the Lord does not suffer such conduct to prosper.” But, if we have to suppose only divine deeds, then the translation “to him or by him actions are weighed or measured” is certainly to be preferred to the other—“are not actions weighed or measured, that Isaiah, determined?”—because of the vagueness of the thought in the latter. The thought, then, is this: God’s actions are weighed, measured, fixed; He proceeds, in His working, by unchangeable paths established by Himself, so that none can free himself from His omnipotence, as none can withdraw from His all-pervading omniscience. Against the explanation “by Him the actions of men are weighed” (Bunsen: according to their essential worth), Keil properly urges: “God weighs the spirits, the hearts of men indeed ( Proverbs 16:2; Proverbs 21:2; Proverbs 24:12), but not their deeds. This expression is never found.” It is without ground, however, that he introduces the idea of righteousness, since we have here to do with nothing but the free, unrestricted activity of the divine omnipotence, to which, as to His omniscience, men are absolutely subject. [The correctness of this interpretation is open to doubt. The conception of God weighing His own actions, acting with prudence and forecast, is not, I believe, found elsewhere in the Bible; the higher conception of immutable wisdom is every where presented. On the other hand, that God weighs the actions of men, if not (as Keil says) explicitly stated, is yet involved in many passages, in all, for example, which set forth His righteous retribution; as, “Thou renderest to every man according to his work” ( Psalm 62:12); “God shall bring every work into judgment” ( Ecclesiastes 12:14); and comp. Psalm 10:18; Psalm 11:5; Psalm 14:2; Proverbs 15:3; Job 34:21; Job 34:23; Jeremiah 9:23-24; Joel 3:12. And this interpretation agrees very well with the context. The word “actions” may well include all exhibitions of human character, and the antithesis throughout the Song is between the wicked and the righteous. The thought, therefore, may be: Jehovah is holy and immutable. Give ho exhibition of pride, for He knows and weighs your actions. He reverses human conditions, bringing down (i. e. the wicked), and setting up (i. e. the righteous). Expositors are about equally divided between these interpretations. With Erdmann are Targum, Sept, Theodoret, Patrick, Keil; in favor of the other, Syr, Clarke, Henry, Ewald; doubtful, Vulg, Synop. Crit, Gill, “Wordsworth. Deuteronomy 32:4 does not seem to bear on the decision, for it is Jehovah’s righteousness that is there emphasized.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 2:4-8 further carry out the thought of God’s almighty working in human life by a series of sharply contrasted changes of fortune. In this it is assumed that God’s omnipotent working is just, but it is not explicitly declared till afterwards. “The preceding thought is carried further: Every power which will be something in itself is destroyed by the Lord; every weakness, which despairs of itself, is transformed into power” (O. v. Gerlach).

1 Samuel 2:4. As in Isaiah 21:17 we have bows of heroes instead of heroes of the bow, so here the symbol of human power and might is poetically put first instead of the personal subject. [Dr. Erdmann translates: “the heroes of the bow are cast down,” which Isaiah, however, giving up the poetical form. Better: “the bows of heroes are broken.” So in Isaiah 21:17 : “the residue of the bows of the heroes shall become small.”—Tr.] The “broken” (חַתִּים) refers, according to the sense, to the latter (since “heroes” is the logical subject) instead of to “bows,” the breaking of which indicates the broken power of those who, like heroes of the bow, trust to their might. The strong are overcome by God, as a hero loses his power when his bow is broken. The antithesis: “And they that stumbled [or, stumble] are girded with strength.” As stumbling, tottering indicates weakness and powerlessness, so “being girded” with strength denotes fitness for battle, power prepared for battle. The strong He deprives of strength, the powerless He makes strong—according to the free working of His power.

1 Samuel 2:5. The “full,” who in the abundance of their wealth had no need, have hired themselves out for bread, that Isaiah, must earn their bread in order to appease their hunger. On the other hand, the hungry “cease” (חָדֵלוּ) either “to be hungry,” or, “to work for bread.” The latter is preferable on account of the contrast with “hire themselves out for bread” in the first clause; so Herder (“they now have holiday”) and Bunsen (“they no longer need work for bread”). Clericus: “Hannah here rightly attributes to divine providence what the heathen wrongly attribute to fortune, of whose instabilitv they speak ad nauseam.” See J. Stobæi, florileg. tit. 105[FN17] The עַד [“till,” rendered in Eng. A.V. “so that”] is taken by some expositors in the sense “even” [Germ. sogar]. Clericus explains it as a sort of ellipsis “as if she said that all experienced the vicissitudes of human affairs, even to the barren woman, who,” etc. Similarly Keil explains it as a brachylogy: “it goes so far that”..… This adverbial construction, with the presupposed logical zeugma, would have as much in its favor as the view of Thenius, who asks: “Might not עַד be an adverb: the long barren?” But there are passages in which עַד, from its sense of continuance, must be taken simply as a conjunction, meaning “in that or while” ( Jonah 4:2; Job 1:18; 1 Samuel 14:19); in the two last passages it is followed as here by וְ [“and”], and introduces an occurrence contemporaneously with which, or following on which, something else occurred. Here then: “while the barren bears seven.” “Seven children” Isaiah, according to Ruth 4:15, the “complete number of the divine blessing in children” (Keil). Comp. Psalm 113:9 : “he makes the barren woman dwell in the house, the joyful mother of children.” [Erdmann translates: “he makes the barren woman of the house dwell as a joyful mother of children.”—Tr.] [ Psalm 113:7-9 resembles 1 Samuel 2:5; 1 Samuel 2:7-8 so closely as to suggest an imitation. It would be very natural in a later writer, in composing a Psalm celebrating Jehovah’s majesty and power, to take such general expressions from a well-known Song of Solomon, which we may suppose was committed to writing by Hannah herself, and through Samuel transmitted to the prophetic students, among whom, no doubt, were many psalmists. The Book of “Samuel” itself was probably in circulation soon after Rehoboam’s time.—Tr.] “And she who had many children languishes away.” Clericus remarks: “being exhausted before the end of the, usual bearing-time of women, and perhaps left solitary by the death of her children.” As to this last point comp. Jeremiah 15:9.[FN18] [The view held by some that in Hannah’s barrenness and subsequent fruitfulness there is a mystical or typical meaning, deserves consideration. It is advocated by Jerome, Augustine, Patrick, Gill, Wordsworth, and the Bib. Comm. Hannah is said to be the type of the Christian Church, at first barren and reviled, afterwards fruitful and rejoicing. As to such a typical character we must be guided, not by outward resemblances, but by fixed principles of biblical interpretation. If Hannah’s late fruitfulness is typical, it must be because it sets forth a spiritual element of the spiritual kingdom of God. These facts may guide us to a decision: 1) God’s relation to His people is set forth under the figure of marriage; He is the husband, His people the wife ( Isaiah 54; Jeremiah 3; Hosea 1-3); 2) Isaiah ( 1 Samuel 54:1) describes God’s spiritual people as barren, yet with the promise of many children; 3) Paul ( Galatians 4:27) quotes this passage of Isaiah, refers it to the Church of Christ as distinguished from the Jewish dispensation, and declares that this antithesis is given in Sarah and Hagar. The barren Sarah is the new dispensation, the fruitful Hagar the old. Besides Sarah, other barren women in the Bible become the mothers of remarkable sons: Rebecca, Rachel, Samson’s mother, Hannah, Elizabeth. Are these all typical of the new dispensation or the Church of Christ? The answer is to be found in Paul’s treatment of Sarah’s history. What he declares Isaiah, that Sarah is the mother of the child of promise, while Hagar’s child was the product of natural fruitfulness. Thus Sarah sets forth the dispensation which is based on promise or free grace and faith; Hagar represents the dispensation of works. Paul quotes Isaiah 54:1, to show simply that the spiritual Jerusalem, the Church of Christ, is our mother. Throughout his argument it is the spiritual element of promise and faith on which Sarah’s typical position is based. Only, therefore, where we can show such spiritual element are we justified in supposing a typical character. There must be involved the truth that the origination and maintenance of God’s people depend on His promise and not on human strength. This is not necessarily involved in the history of every barren woman who becomes fruitful—certainly not in that of Rachel, probably in that of Rebecca, probably not in the others. These histories teach indeed that fruitfulness is the gift of God; and, as an encouragement to faith, He has in some instances granted to the barren to be the mothers of sons to whom He has assigned important positions in the development of His kingdom. But this fact does not in itself show that these mothers sustained to the kingdom of God the relation which Sarah sustained. Hannah seems to be simply a pious mother whose prayer for a Song of Solomon, contrary to human probabilities, is granted.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 2:6. This Keil connects with the preceding, explaining: This comes from the Lord, who kills, etc. But here, as in the remaining members of the Song of Solomon, we must suppose a logical asyndeton. The contrast of death and life, killing and making alive demands even a wider extension of these conceptions than is indicated in the last clause of 1 Samuel 2:5. Killing denotes (with a departure from the ordinary sense) bringing into the extremest misfortune and suffering, which oppresses the soul like the gloom of death, or brings it near to death—making alive is extricating from deadly sorrow and introducing into safety and joy. This is confirmed by the second member: “He brings down to Sheol and brings up.” The same contrast is found in Deuteronomy 32:39, “I kill and I make alive; I wound and I heal;” Psalm 30:4 (3), “Thou hast brought up my soul from Sheol, Thou hast made me alive,” etc.; Psalm 71:20, “Thou, who hast showed us great and sore trouble, wilt quicken us again, and wilt bring us up again from the depths of the earth,” [Eng. A. V. reads, with Qeri, me; Kethib, us.—Tr.]. Psalm 86:13 : “Great is Thy mercy towards me, and Thou hast delivered my soul from the lowest Sheol,” (comp. Job 5:18, and Psalm 88:4-6). So also in Psalm 66:9, misfortune is conceived of as death, salvation as revival. Calvin: “in the word ‘death’ Hannah properly embraces everything injurious, and whatever leads step by step to death, as, on the other hand, the word ‘life’ includes everything happy and prosperous, and whatever can make a fortunate man contented with his lot.” [As is apparent from the above exposition, there is no reference in this verse to the doctrine of the resurrection. The word שְּׁאוֹל “Sheol,” improperly rendered in Eng. A. V. “hell” and “the grave,” means “the underworld,” (Erdmann, the same, “unterwelt”), the gloomy abode of all the dead, conceived of by the Hebrews as the negation of all earthly activity. It thus became an image of darkness and suffering, only here and there illumined and soothed (as in Psalm 16) by the conviction that God’s love would maintain and develop into fulness of joy the life which He had bestowed on His servants.—The word is usually supposed to mean a “hole,” “cleft” like, Eng. hell (=“hole,” “hollow,” German hölle.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 2:7. By His power the Lord determines the contrast of rich and poor, high and low; comp. Psalm 75:8 (7). The thought of the second clause is developed in 1 Samuel 2:8, with the first half of which Psalm 113:7-8 agrees almost Word for word. Being low is here regarded as being despised, for “dust and dunghill” indicate a condition of deepest dishonor and disgrace, in which one Isaiah, as it were, trodden under foot; comp. Psalm 44:26 (25). The “raising and lifting” denotes the divine government, by which shame and contempt are changed into honor and glory. The contrast to the dust and the dunghill is the sitting in the company of nobles and princes, on the throne of honor. Calvin: “Hannah goes on to say the same thing of honors and dignities as of fortunes, namely, that, when we behold in this world so many and so great vicissitudes, we should lift up our gaze to the providence of God, who rules all things in heaven and earth by His will, not imagining that there is anything fortuitous in our lives, (… but knowing that God’s providence controls everything).”—The two last clauses point to the foundation of the Lord’s determination and arrangement of the contrasted relations of life and fates of men: “for the pillars of the earth are Jehovah’s, and He hath set the earth upon them.”[FN19] The control and government of God here portrayed is founded on the fact that He is the creator and sustainer of the earth, and therefore by His omnipotence exercises unrestricted rule over the earth-world. Here we have clear and plain the highest point of view, from which all that is said from 1 Samuel 2:4 on is to be looked at: the all-embracing power of the Lord. Clericus: “Hannah, therefore, means to say that God easily effects any change in human affairs, since He is creator and lord of the earth itself.”

4. The Song culminates ( 1 Samuel 2:9-10) in the prophetic testimony to the omnipotent rule of the holy God in the manifestation of His justice towards the godly and the ungodly, and in conducting His kingdom to glorious victory over the world, a) To the godly the Lord will grant His protection and salvation, and will guard them from misfortune, comp. Psalm 56:13 (14): “Wilt Thou not deliver my feet from falling, that I may walk before God in the light of life [Germ, as Eng. A. V.: ‘the living’]?” So Psalm 116:8; Psalm 121:3; “he suffers not thy foot to fall.” The tottering [or falling] of the feet is not to be taken here in an ethical sense; the preservation of the feet from slipping, tottering, stumbling, often denotes deliverance from long-continued misfortune and suffering, so Psalm 15:5; Psalm 55:23; Psalm 66:9. “His saints” points to the intimate association between God and His people, and its correlative is “my God,” “our God.” b) The godless will be the objects of His punitive justice. They will perish in darkness. The darkness is the symbol of misfortune and misery, as light of safety and life, Job 15:22; Psalm 107:14. Godlessness is voluntary remoteness from the light of salvation, which God sheds abroad; and so its walking in darkness must end in destruction. For, not by strength, that Isaiah, by his own strength, shall a man prevail; “shall a man be strong” (יִגְבַּר־אִישׁ) is an allusion perhaps to the “mighty men” (גִבֹּרִים) in 1 Samuel 2:4. The godless rely on their own strength with which to help themselves in the darkness. But it is universally true that “we do nothing by our own strength.” Psalm 33:16-17. He who leans on his own strength (which cannot be without turning away from the Lord, who alone can help) will receive his just reward, he will perish in darkness. Clericus: “No one can avoid calamity by his own strength, unhelped by divine providence.”—Human weakness is here specially brought out by the order of the words; on man [Heb. אִישׁ last word in 1 Samuel 2:9] follows immediately Jehovah [in the Hebrews, first word in 1 Samuel 2:10], which further stands as absolute subject (comp. Psalm 11:4) and thus in sharper contrast. As “prevail” in 1 Samuel 2:9 alludes to 1 Samuel 2:4, so here the “broken” to the “broken” in that verse.—The thought, that God’s justice is shown in the punishment of the godless, is first very strongly and sharply expressed by the immediate collocation of the two verbs after Jehovah: “broken are his opposers,”[FN20] and then illustrated by the allusion to a judicial process which ends with the carrying out of the sentence. The ungodly strive with God as in a judicial contest (מְרִיבָיו [Qeri]), but they are confounded in the presence of the process of law to which the Lord comes. The thunder, the sign of His fear-inspiring and destructive power, is the announcement of His proximity lo the tribunal. The “judge” (יָדִין) denotes the holding of the court. The judicial work of God is the outflow of His holiness, justice and almightiness, which three attributes of God have been celebrated up to this point. The object of the judicial interposition of God is not only the members of the chosen people, but the ends of the earth, that Isaiah, all peoples, the whole world. As before the whole earthly creation, founded and maintained by God’s power, was brought before us in order to establish God’s almighty control over the earth, so here our view is extended from punitive justice as it shows itself in the sphere of God’s people to God’s judgment as it stretches over the whole earth, to the all-embracing world-judgment. The prophetic view often rises to this universality of God’s judicial control as the judge of the whole world ( Genesis 18:25), which corresponds to the idea of the universal salvation embracing all the nations of the earth; Song of Solomon, for example, Micah 1:2 sq.; Isaiah 2:9 sq.; 1 Samuel 3:13; Psalm 7:8 sq.; 1 Samuel 9:8. The conception of this general judgment over all the peoples of the earth, and that of the special judgment over Israel and every individual member of Israel are closely connected. The aim of both is to lead God’s kingdom to victory and glory. The broad glance at the ends of the earth filled with the judicial glory of King Jehovah fixes itself in the concluding words on the highest aim and end to be reached by the exercise of God’s judicial justice, namely, the unfolding of God’s power and dominion in the kingdom in Israel and in the person of His anointed. “And He will give strength to His king, and exalt the horn of His anointed.”

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
After the explanation of the content of this Song of praise of Hannah, we must in the first place consider the question of its origin. The answer to this question is inseparable from our historical conception and estimate of the content of the Song of Solomon, and is therefore connected with the historical and theological remarks. The question is: whether, as the author obviously assumes, Hannah herself sang it from her heart, or, whether it owed its origin to a totally different occasion, and was put into Hannah’s mouth by the author.

According to Ewald, this Song is an interpolation by a later hand, because 1 Samuel 2:1 is the immediate continuation of the concluding words of the first chapter, and is therefore a proper ending like 1 Samuel 1:19, (“ they worshipped and returned”); but we reply that the words, 1 Samuel 1:28, “they worshipped the Lord there,” form an appropriate introduction to the following prayer, and that the latter contains nothing out of keeping with the continuity of the narrative—rather its content quite suits the situation, and therefore from this point of view there is no necessity for regarding it (from its content) as a later insertion which breaks the connection.—But particularly two things in the content have been adduced against the ascription of the Song to Hannah or to Hannah’s time: the celebration of a glorious victory over foreign enemies, and the assumption of the existence of the theocratic kingdom in the conclusion.—But, as to the first, where in the Song is there the mention of a victory gained in war with foreign enemies? The only passage in which warriors are spoken of contrasts the “mighty bowmen” with the stumbling who are girded with the strength, not to portray heroes of war, but to show how this contrast also (which is parallel with others, none of which have anything to do with war) is brought about by the Lord’s omnipotent rule. The description of these contrasts and of the power of God which reveals itself in them is so general that it is impossible to discover here the character of a Song of victory which presupposes a war. The “enemies ” against whom the Song is directed are not the national enemies of the people of Israel, the heathen nations with whom they had to fight, but the ungodly within the chosen people as opposed to the truly pious and God-fearing. The contrasts which are introduced have their root in the fundamental view of the religious-moral opposition of pride and humility in reference to the holy God ( 1 Samuel 2:3, a), culminate in the testimony to God’s righteous judgment on godly and ungodly, and in their movement between these poles exhibit only the religious-moral condition of the people of Israel as the historical background. Nothing is said of opposition to external national enemies. Hence it is just as unfounded to regard David as the author of the Song (Bertholdt, Einl. III:915), especially to suppose it a Song of praise for his victory over Goliath and the resulting defeat of the Philistines, (Thenius 1 ed, Böttcher), as it is arbitrary to suppose one of the oldest Kings of Judah its author.[FN21] Neither one nor the other can be demonstrated, or even shown to be probable.—The second argument against the ascription of the Song to Hannah, and for referring it to the period of the Kings seems weightier; for the words of 1 Samuel 2:10, “He will give strength to his king, and exalt the horn of His anointed,” seem to assume the existence of a king. But nothing obliges us so to understand it. If we put ourselves in the period of Samuel’s early life, the fact is incontestable that in the consciousness of the people, and the noblest part of them too, the idea of a monarchy had then become a power, which quickened more and more the hope of a realization of the old promises that there should be a royal dominion in Israel, till it took shape in the express demand which the people made of Samuel. The divine promise that the people should be a kingdom is given as early as the patriarchal period, comp. Genesis 17:6; Genesis 17:16. The idea of the kingdom as bringing prosperity to the whole people connects itself with the Tribe of Judah, Genesis 49:10. Judah will come forth victorious from the battle which awaits him, will remain in possession of everlasting imperishable dominion, and will never lose the sceptre. The period of the Law further develops the idea of this kingdom. The whole people is to be a priestly kingdom ( Exodus 20:6). In Balaam’s prophecy the royal power and dominion to which Israel would attain is celebrated under the figure of the Star which rises on Jacob, and in their victory over their enemies, Numbers 24:17; Numbers 24:19. This old prophecy is altogether unintelligible if the consciousness of the people did not attach the hope of future development and prosperity to the idea of the kingdom. That the law of the king in Deuteronomy 17 belongs to the legal period has been improperly doubted, (comp. Oehler in Herzog’s R-E. s. v. Königthum). The proposition made to Gideon to be king ( Judges 8:23), though rejected by him, shows how in the period of the Judges the felt national disintegration brought out more strongly the desire for a single government which should embrace the whole people and protect them against external enemies. The phrase of refusal “Jehovah shall rule over you,” is based on the external non-theocratic conception of the kingdom which underlay that application, and at the same time expresses in the clearest manner the consciousness of the divine rule of which the kingly rule was to be the organ. At the close of the period of the Judges the need of such a theocratic kingdom was felt the more strongly, because the office which was entrusted with the duty of forming and guiding the theocratic life of the nation, namely, the high-priestly office, was itself with the people involved in the deepest degradation. The hope thereon based, that the Lord would set up a kingdom as the instrument of saving the people from their deep corruption, is expressed in our Song in the concluding mention of the anointed of the Lord, who would receive his power from Him, whose horn would be exalted by the hand of the Lord. The same thought is expressed by that man of God ( 1 Samuel 2:35), who announces to the High-priest Eli the judgment of his house and the raising up of a faithful priest who will walk before the anointed of the Lord; that Isaiah, he indicates a direct interposition by God in the fortunes of His people, by which a new order of things will be brought about under the guidance of a true theocratic priesthood in connection with a divinely established kingdom.

This was a testimony of the prophetical spirit which animated that man of God, that spirit of the prophecy and announcement of divine truth and promise, which had by no means completely died out in the time of the Judges. When God introduced the new era of Israel’s fortunes, the elevation of the theocratic development of His people’s life to a new plane by the prophet Samuel as instrument of His Revelation, and first of the continuous theocratic line of prophets, He selected persons in the border-time between the old and the new in whom theocratic hopes dwelt in living power, informed them by direct influence of His Spirit of the approaching fulfillment of this hope, and prepared and impelled them to announce and to celebrate by prophetic testimony God’s new revelations of salvation. The “man of God” made such an announcement to Eli, who, according to the divine counsel, was to fall together with his house, that a new true priesthood might arise, which should be closely connected with the “anointed of the Lord,” the theocratic kingdom, in its effort to attain its end and aim, namely, God’s dominion over His people. Hannah made such an announcement respecting her child Samuel, she knowing by divine revelation that he was to be God’s instrument for great things, the renewer and restorer of the theocratic life under the God-given kingdom. She, like that man of God, is filled with the spirit of prophecy, whose representative and instrument she was the more fitted to be, as she belonged to the pious class of the people, and walked before God. Her song is a product of this prophetic spirit, which lifts her far above the joy (felt in her heart, and uttered at the outset) of her heard prayer and God’s acceptance of her child to be His possession, and above her personal experience of the might of the living God, and makes her see and celebrate His manifestations of might in his kingdom, which he has established in his people, and will develop in new glory by the revelation of His power and justice. From the depths of humble piety she looks up away from her poor self to the height of the holiness and faithfulness of the living God. The foundations on which rests all God’s revelation to His people, as well as His dominion over them, are His holiness and rock-firm faithfulness. On them is built God’s government in His kingdom and people, to which Hannah is led by the divine providence in her own life to look up. As she looks, her experience of her “adversaries” and of their pride and presumption is broadened and generalized into a view of God’s absolute government and dominion which brings to shame all the pride and insolence of the ungodly, and which is revealed, partly in the unlimited, unconditioned rule of His might, which accomplishes the life-changes of godly and ungodly in the extremest contrasts, contradicting all human calculation ( 1 Samuel 2:4-8), partly in the government of His justice, in which He shows Himself as the unchangeable rock of the godly, and gives the ungodly over to destruction ( 1 Samuel 2:9-10). From the idea of this government of justice the song rises finally with rapid flight to the conception of a judgment which the living, just God stretches with His dominion over the ends of the earth, and to the idea of a kingdom, which, in this divine domain, and by this ruling and governing of God, develops its power beyond the limits of Israel, and in the possession of this God-given power is the instrument of the divine dominion—a wide extension of the prophetic view, under the guidance of the divine Spirit, beyond the present which is the foundation of the word of the prophetic testimony. Thus the prophetic-historical description of the establishment of the kingdom in Israel is introduced by this lyric-prophetic witness of the God-ordained and God-serving power of the theocratic kingdom; and on this follows soon the prophetic announcement of the intimate relation in which the renovated priesthood is to stand to the “anointed of the Lord.” Hannah “beholds in her individual experience the general laws of the divine economy, and divines its significance for the whole history of the kingdom of God” (Auberlen, Stud. u. Krit, 1860, p564).

In this song—uttered, in the spirit of prophecy, in the beginning of the development of the theocratic life, in so far as that development was determined by the kingdom which the people hoped for and God gave—Hannah passes unconsciously, impelled by the divine Spirit, over all the intermediate steps of the development of the kingdom of God, and points to the final goal, at which the divinely established, divinely equipped, royal dominion extends itself over the ends of the earth. To this answers, on the one hand, the idea of a universal revelation of salvation, which appears in that tribe-promise of the Shiloh, to whom the obedience of the nations belongs, and farther back in the patriarchal promises; and, on the other hand, there is connected with it the prophetic content of the songs of praise of Mary and Zachariah ( Luke 1:46 sq. and68 sq.), where there is express reference to the words of Hannah in view of the approaching final fulfillment of the idea, contained in her prophetic announcement, of the dominion of the anointed of the Lord which in divine power is to extend over the ends of the earth.

[Wordsworth: “The Magnificat of Hannah is an evangelical Song of Solomon, chanted by the spirit of Prophecy under the Levitical Law. It is a prelude and overture to the Gospel. It is a connecting link of sweet and sacred melody between the Magnificat of Miriam after the passage of the Red Sea—symbolizing the Death, Burial and Resurrection of Christ—and the Magnificat of Mary, after the Annunciation of His Birth..… Let this Song of Hannah be read in the Septuagint, and then the Magnificat in St. Luke’s original, and the connection of the two will be more clearly recognized.… The true characteristic of Sacred Poetry Isaiah, that it is not egotistical. It merges the individual in the nation, and in the Church Universal. It looks forward from the special occasion which prompts the utterance of thanksgiving, and extends and expands itself, with a loving power and holy energy, into a large and sympathetic outburst of praise to God for His love to all mankind in Christ.…… The Magnificat of Hannah is conceived in this spirit. It is not only a song of thanksgiving; it is also a prophecy. It is an utterance of the Holy Ghost moving within her, and making her maternal joy on the birth of Samuel to overflow in outpourings of thankfulness to God for those greater blessings in Christ, of which that birth was an earnest and a pledge. In this respect it may be compared with the Song of Moses ( Deuteronomy 32) and the Song of David ( 2 Samuel 22).”—Augustine, in his comment on this Song (De Civ. Dei, 17, 4), follows the translation of the Sept. (which is often incorrect), and, along with some good thoughts, has much wrong exegesis and unfounded spiritualizing.—Tr.]

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 2:1. The joy in the Lord, to which faith attains amid sore conflicts: 1) Its source—not our own heart with its frowardness and its despondency, not help and consolation from men, but only the Lord’s grace and compassion, which make the heart joyous again, lifting up with mighty power the mind that has been stricken down; 2) Its object: the fulness of the salvation which the Lord dispenses, and faith ever more richly appropriates: 3) Its expression: an open testimony to the salvation experienced—before God in praise, (“I rejoice in thy salvation”), before men—in confessing and celebrating our experience of salvation, to our companions in the faith that they may unite with us in joy and praise, so that their faith may be strengthened, to the adversaries of the faith that they may be ashamed, may be warned, may repent.—[Hannah’s song of praise compared with her former prayer1) She was then “in bitterness of soul” ( 1 Samuel 1:10); now her “ heart rejoiceth.” 2) Then she was humiliated ( 1 Samuel 1:5; 1 Samuel 1:8; 1 Samuel 1:11); now she is “exalted.” 3) Then her adversary provoked her ( 1 Samuel 1:6); now her “mouth is opened wide over her enemies.” 4) Then she “poured out her soul before the Lord” ( 1 Samuel 1:15); now she “rejoices in His salvation.” Often we remember to pray, and then forget to praise.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 2:2. The two characteristics of the life of God’s children in their relation to the living God: 1) The humble reverence before Him, in view of His holiness; 2) The heartiest confidence in Him, in view of His unchangeable faithfulness.
1 Samuel 2:3. The humbling of the natural man’s pride through the testimony concerning the living God: 1) Concerning his universal knowledge; 2) His universal wisdom which determines and regulates all the details of His action ( 1 Samuel 2:3); 3) His universal power which determines every change in the fortunes of human life, ( 1 Samuel 2:4-8). [The division2) must be modified if the view of Tr. be adopted as to the reference of the term “actions.” See Exegetical on 1 Samuel 2:3.—Tr.]

[ 1 Samuel 2:3. “ By Him actions are weighed.” I. The manner of His weighing—with perfect knowledge ( 1 Samuel 2:3), with absolute rectitude ( 1 Samuel 2:2), with immutable justice ( 1 Samuel 2:2).—II. The result of His weighing is often a total reversal of men’s fortunes ( 1 Samuel 2:4-8). Application: Be not proud of present prosperity, but look well to the way in which you enjoy and use it ( 1 Samuel 2:3).—Tr.].

[Henry: 1 Samuel 2:1-3. Hannah’s triumph in God’s perfections, and in His blessings to her. I. She celebrates His glorious attributes: (1) His purity. (2) His power. (3) His wisdom. (4) His justice. II. She solaces herself in these things. III. She silences those who are enemies to her and to God.

1 Samuel 2:4-8. Providence in the changes of human life: 1) The strong are weakened and the weak strengthened, when God pleases ( 1 Samuel 2:4). 2) The rich are impoverished and the poor enriched ( 1 Samuel 2:5). 3) God is the Lord of life and death ( 1 Samuel 2:6). 4) He advances and He abases ( 1 Samuel 2:7-8). 5) And in all this we must acquiesce, for God is sovereign. “The pillars of the earth are the Lord’s.”—Tr.]

1 Samuel 2:4-8. The unity amid change of the opposite ways which the pious and the ungodly must go: 1) One starting-point, the Lord’s inscrutable will, which determines them; 2) One hand, the almighty hand of the Lord, which leads them; 3) One goal at which they end, humble submission under that hand.—The wonderful guidance of the children of men upon quite opposite ways: 1) The opposite direction in which they go, (a) from the height to the depth, (b) from the depth to the height; 2) The opposite design which the Lord has therein with men, (a) to lead them from the heights of pride and haughty self-complacency to humble submission under His unlimited power,(b) to exalt them from the depths of humble self-renunciation to a blessed life in the enjoyment of His free grace; 3) The opposite end, according as men cause the divine design to be fulfilled or defeated in them: (a) everlasting destruction without God, (b) everlasting salvation and life in and with God.

1 Samuel 2:3-10. The contrasts which the change in the relations of human life presents to us in the light of divine truth: 1) God’s holiness and man’s sin; 2) God’s almightiness and man’s powerlessness; 3) God’s gracious design and man’s destruction.
1 Samuel 2:4. Weakness and strength come from the Lord: 1) He makes the strong weak; 2) He makes the weak strong.

1 Samuel 2:5. The Lord alone gives full satisfaction: 1) He leads from false contentment in carnal fulness to wholesome destitution; 2) He changes hunger into blessed fulness with true contentment. [Fanciful and strained.—Tr.]—Blessed are they that hunger: 1) Because the Lord brings them from full to hungry, 2) From hungry to full.

1 Samuel 2:6. How the living God shows Himself as the Lord of life and of death: 1) In that He leads from life into death, 2) From death into life.
1 Samuel 2:7-8. The sovereign rule of the grace of God: 1) It makes poor, in order to make rich; 2) It humbles, in order to exalt.

1 Samuel 2:9-10. The Lord our God is a just God: 1) Upon the pious He bestows salvation in His light; 2) The ungodly he causes to perish in darkness.—As man with his whole life places himself towards God, so will God in the judgment place Himself towards him as a just Judge: 1) Either in the severity of His punitive justice; 2) Or in the kindness of His saving grace.—The great Either—Or—which God’s word writes over every human life: 1) Either with the pious for the Lord, or with the ungodly against Him; 2) Either trusting alone in the saving might of divine grace, or wishing to be strong by one’s own power; 3) Either preserved by the Lord with the pious to everlasting life, or banished with the ungodly to everlasting condemnation.
1 Samuel 2:10. The judgment of God’s punitive justice (“The Lord will judge”): 1) Whom it threatens—the ungodly, “adversaries.” 2) How God makes it approach with warning signs (“out of heaven shall be thunder”). 3) How it discharges itself against all the world that is opposed to God (“ The Lord shall judge the ends of the earth”). 4) How it promotes the perfecting of His Kingdom.
[Providence in the national government of Israel. Not only was the secular spirit in the nation beginning to desire a king ( 1 Samuel 8:5), but the inspired Hannah here predicts it with devout hope. Theocracy, Monarchy and Hierarchy each contributed in turn to the welfare of Israel, and each helped to prepare the way for the great Anointed, at once Prophet, King, and Priest, who should reign over the spiritual Israel.—Interesting lectures might be made on “Psalm outside of the Book of Psalm.” (See above, additions to Historical and Theological.)—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#1 - Instead of “Jehovah,” 28 MSS, 3printed copies, LXX. and Vulg, read “my God,” which some prefer as a variation; Syr. and Ar. omit the word. It is better to keep the Heb. text.—Tr.]

FN#2 - “Because” is omitted in Vat. LXX. (probably by clerical error), retained in Chald. and Syr.—Tr.]

FN#3 - The Heb. here repeats the subst. נְּבֹהָה נְּבֹהָה, “pride, pride,” in a superl. sense. Wellhausen takes these words as a quotation, and the ה as He local, “do not say, high up! high up!” but this rendering has little in its favor.—Tr.]

FN#4 - Lit. “knowledges.” Ewald and Erdmann render “an omniscient God.”

FN#5 - Kethib is לא, “not,” and so Syr. and Ar.; the Qeri לוֹ, “by him,” is found in many MSS, and LXX, Chald. and Vulg. See Dr. Erdmann’s note.—Tr.]

FN#6 - On these interpretations of חדלו and עד see exegetical note.—Tr.]

FN#7 - Heb. שְׁאוֹל, Sheol. See exeget. note.—Tr.]

FN#8 - The Heb. has no pronoun here. Some MSS. have a Yod paragog. which may represent an original Waw in the text. The sense is not affected.—Tr.]

FN#9 - Heb. has the sing. in Kethib, but the plur. of Qeri suits the connection better. (So Vulg.) The Kethib may be only a scriptio defectiva. (In Psalm 16:10 Kethib is plur.; Qeri, not so well, sing.)—חָםִיד is literally “a favored one,” “beloved,” rendered by Erdmann “fromm” (pious).—Erdmann renders “shall perish.” The word means first “ be silent,” and then “perish,”—silence being a sign of destruction.—Tr.]

FN#10 - Here again Kethib is sing, and Qeri plur, and the verb is plur. Lit. “Jehovah—his adversaries shall be broken.” LXX.: “the Lord will make his adversary weak;” Vulg.: “dominum formidabunt adversarii ejus;” Chald.: “Jehovah will destroy the enemies who rise up to hurt his people.” This simpler construction (reading the verb as sing.) is adopted by Wellhausen and the Bible Commentary—but there is not sufficient ground for changing the existing Hebrew text.*—Tr.]

FN#11 - There is no reason for supposing here a reference to the eastern custom among Oriental women, (Druses and others), of wearing silver-horns on the head to which the vail is attached, and which by their position indicate the woman’s position as maiden, wife, or mother. There is no trace of such a custom among the ancient Hebrews. The word qeren “horn,” is used of the horns of beasts, of horns for blowing and drinking, or for any horn-shaped vessel, ( Song of Solomon, the name of Job’s daughter Qeren-happuk “paint-horn,” “eyepigment-horn”), and of a mountain-peak. It signifies also “ray of light,” and the derived verb “to emit rays of light,” as of Moses, Exodus 34:29. From the incorrect translation of the Vulg, “horned” probably came (as Gesenius suggests) the custom of the early painters of representing Moses with horns.—Tr.].

FN#12 - These ideas are not properly indicated by the word “holy,” but may be said to be connected with and suggested by the lofty Heb. conception of the holiness of God.—Tr.]

FN#13 - Bible-Commentary: “That the name was commonly applied to God so early as the time of Moses, we may conclude from the names Zurishaddai, “my Rock is the Almighty,” ( Numbers 1:6; Numbers 2:12), and Zuriel, “my Rock is God,” ( Numbers 3:35).—Tr.].

FN#14 - More literally “there is not a rock like our God.”—Tr.].

FN#15 - This is not correct. The neg. is not omitted before תּדברוּ which Isaiah, according to the Heb. syntax, merely an appendage of תּרבוּ, forming with it a compound notion.—This paragraph is improperly assigned in the Germ. to 1 Samuel 2:4.—Tr.].

FN#16 - The Heb. plu. means not more than “great knowledge;” our author’s exposition cannot be gotten from the simple Heb. word, but is an interpretation into the word (here probably warranted) of ideas gotten from the Scriptures in general.—Tr.].

FN#17 - The word חדלִ is used in the Bible either absolutely =“cease to exist” ( Judges 5:6-7; Psalm 49:8 (9); Deuteronomy 15:11), or with an explanatory word ( Job 3:17; Proverbs 10:9), or its complement is suggested by the immediate action or context ( Amos 7:5; Zechariah 11:12). Here the statement is “the hungry ceased to exist as such.” as in Judges 5:6; Deuteronomy 15:11–Tr.]

FN#18 - Dr. Erdmann’s translation of this clause ( 1 Samuel 2:5) is hardly satisfactory. The word עַד (lit.“continuance) is used in the senses “while,” “until,” “so that,” and the question Isaiah, which is the appropriate sense here. Erdmann renders: “while the barren bears, the fruitful waxes feeble,”—that Isaiah, the clause, according to him, affirms the contemporaneousness of the two things. This would be appropriate in a narration, but is inappropriate and feeble here. To judge from the passages cited, he supposes the sense to be: “and while the barren is still bearing (that Isaiah, in the midst of her bearing), the fruitful languishes,” which is plainly out of keeping with the context. Rather we are to take עַד—in its well-sustained sense of “till”—as marking the limit of the action involved in the preceding context. The mutations in human life, brought about by God, reach to this astonishing point, namely, that the barren becomes fruitful and the fruitful barren. So Vulg. (donec) and Sept. (ὄτι). The other versions do not translate the עד. Gesenius and Fürst take the word as a preposition: “even the barren, she bears.” But it may also be a conjunction. It sometimes by suggestion (though not properly) includes the fact which it introduces.—Tr.]

FN#19 - It is not necessary to find a geographical theory in this poetical statement. And, even if it expresses the author’s geographical views, it is not the thought of the passage, but only the framework of the thought; the real thought here is solely religious, and has nothing to do with physical science.—Tr.].

FN#20 - Heb. literally: “Jehovah, broken are His opposers.” Some render, “Jehovah will break His opposers.”—Tr.].

FN#21 - Equally arbitrary is the procedure of Geiger (Urschrift u. Ueberselzungen der Bibel, page27), who makes Hannah’s Song an imitation of Psalm 113, and refers the latter to the postexilian period, explaining נְדִיבִים as foreign princes reigning over Israel!—Tr.].

Verses 11-26
FOURTH SECTION
Samuel’s Service before the Lord in Contrast with the Abominations of the Degenerate Priesthood in the House of Eli
1 Samuel 2:11-26
I. The conduct of the sons of Eli In contrast with Samuel, the “servant of the Lord.” Vers.‚ 11–17.

11And Elkanah went to Ramah to his house. And the child did minister [ministered12] unto the Lord [Jehovah] before Eli the priest. Now [And] the sons of Eli 13 were sons of Belial [wicked men]; they knew not the Lord [Jehovah]. And[FN22] the priest’s custom [the custom of the priests] with the people was that, when any man offered sacrifice, the priest’s servant came, while the flesh was in seething, with 14 a[FN23] flesh-hook of three teeth in his hand; [,] And he (om. he) struck it into the pan, or kettle, or cauldron or pot; all that the flesh-hook brought up the priest took for himself.[FN24] So they did in Shiloh unto all the Israelites that came thither 15 Also [Even] before they burnt the fat, the priest’s servant came, and said to the man that sacrificed, Give flesh to roast for the priest; for he will not have sodden 16 flesh of thee, but raw. And if any [the] man said unto him, Let them not fail to burn[FN25] the fat presently, and then take as much as thy soul desireth; [,] then he would answer [say] him. [om. him[FN26]], Nay, but thou shalt give it me [om. me] now; and if not, I will take it by force. Wherefore [And] the sin of the young men 17 was very great before the Lord [Jehovah]; for men abhorred the offering of the Lord [Jehovah].

II. Samuel as minister before the Lord. 1 Samuel 2:18-21
18But [And] Samuel ministered before the Lord [Jehovah], being [om. being] a 19 child, girded with a linen ephod. Moreover [And] his mother made him a little coat [tunic], and brought it to him from year to year, when she came up with her 20 husband to offer the yearly sacrifice. And Eli blessed Elkanah and his wife, and said, The Lord [Jehovah] give thee seed of this woman for the loan which is lent to the Lord [in place of the gift which was asked for Jehovah[FN27]]. And they went unto their own home [to his[FN28] place]. And the Lord [Jehovah] visited Hannah, so that [and] she conceived, and bare three sons and two daughters. And the child Samuel grew before the Lord [Jehovah].

III. Eli’s conduct towards his worthless sons. 1 Samuel 2:22-26
22Now [And] Eli was very old, and [ins. he] heard all that his sons did unto all Israel, and how [that] they lay with the women that assembled [served[FN29]] at the 23 door of the tabernacle of the congregation [meeting (or assembly)]. And he said unto them, Why do ye such things? for I hear of your evil dealings [deeds] by24[from] all this people. Nay, my sons; for it is no good report that I hear; ye 25 make the Lord’s people [Jehovah’s people are made] to transgress. If one man sin against another [If a man sin against a man], the judge [God[FN30]] shall judge[FN31] him; but if a man sin against the Lord [Jehovah], who shall intreat10 for him ? Notwithstanding [And] they hearkened not unto the voice of their father, because 26 the Lord would slay them [for it was Jehovah’s will to slay them]. And the child Samuel grew on and was in favour [grew in stature and favour[FN32]] both with the Lord [Jehovah] and also [om. also] with men.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1. 1 Samuel 2:11-16. In 1 Samuel 2:11 the Sept. again clearly shows the effort to combine explanations with the translation of the Heb. text, rendering: “ and they left him there, and they went away.” [The Vat. MS. reads in both instances “she” instead of “they.”—Tr.]. There is the less need to change the Heb. text to accord with this, because, as Böttcher (ubi sup. p69) rightly remarks, “the Elkanah” of the former is quite sufficient, since this name would suggest to every reader Elkanah and his household, and the only one that remained behind is mentioned immediately afterwards. From 1 Samuel 1:21 Elkanah can be thought of only together “with his whole house.”—The child “was ministering to the Lord,” or “serving the Lord.” These words express the whole work which the growing boy Samuel, conformably to his consecration, had to perform, certain duties connected with the service of God being laid upon him. “Before Eli,” that Isaiah, under his supervision, and according to his appointment. 1 Samuel 2:12. The sons of Eli were sons of worthlessness;[FN33] their character and conduct forms the sharpest contrast with what they ought to have been before the whole people as highest in position, as children of the High-priestly House. Observe the sharp asyndeton in this short sentence: they knew not the Lord, that Isaiah, they did not live in the fear of the Lord, they did not trouble themselves about Him; comp. Job 18:21. This godlessness and irreligiousness is the source of their moral worthlessness, which is afterwards described. The two together give the religious-moral characteristics of Eli’s sons.

1 Samuel 2:13. This is not to be rendered: “And the custom of the priests with the people was this”—this would certainly require simply מִשְׁפַּט[FN34] וְזֶח without הַכֹּהֲנִים [“this is the custom” without “ the priests”], comp. Genesis 11:6 (Böttcher); nor is it: “the right (that Isaiah, the assumed right) of the priests in respect to the people was as follows” (Keil), for מִשְׁפַּט [“right”] alone cannot be so understood; but the words are to be connected with the preceding: they troubled themselves not about God, nor about the real, true right of the priests in respect to the people, that Isaiah, “about what was the legal due of the priests from the people” (Thenius).

[The construction of this difficult clause adopted by Erdmann (with Vulg, Cahen, Wellhausen, Thenius, and perhaps Sept.) is open to grave objections. The reply to Keil is correct; מִשְׁפָּט cannot well mean “assumed right.” The objection to Böttcher’s translation (where read זֶה מִשְׁפָּטָם instead of Erdmann’s זֶה מִשְׁפַּט) is forcible in so far as we should expect זְה to introduce the clause (comp. Deuteronomy 18:3); but the possibility of the omission of the pronoun, and of an apposition of the two clauses must be admitted. To the translation of מ׳ by “legal right” Wellhausen properly objects that the גַּם (even) in 1 Samuel 2:15 introduces a graver outrage, and therefore the proceeding described in 1 Samuel 2:13 must be illegal.—But against Erdmann’s rendering it is to be said that the meaning assigned to ידע (know) “trouble one’s-self about” is rare and difficult; it is found only in poetical passages. The phrase “to know the Lord” occurs, and always in the sense of intimate sympathetic apprehension; but this sense will not suit the מ׳. Moreover, if מ׳ here means “right” we should expect the prep. מֵאֵת“from” (as Deuteronomy 18:3) instead of אֵת “ with ” the latter must be retained here, though the former is read in9 MSS. and in LXX, Syr, Chald. Further, the narrative Isaiah, in this construction, introduced very abruptly (“when any Prayer of Manasseh, etc.”). מִשְׁפָּט means not only “right,” but also “ custom, manner;” see 2 Kings 11:14; Judges 13:12. The “custom” here described was not the legal right, but was in force under, apparently introduced by, the sons of Eli, the priests (הכ׳); 1 Samuel 2:13 details one imposition of the priests, and a more serious imposition is properly introduced ( 1 Samuel 2:15) by “even” (גַּם).—We retain, therefore, the rendering of Eng. A. V. (with Philippson, Bib. Comm, and others).—Tr.].

Then follows the statement of the priests’ legal right.—The connection required that the people’s part in the offering should now be distinctly set forth, in order to put the unseemly conduct of Eli’s sons in its true light. Therefore the participle “sacrificing” in connection with the indefinite subject “every Prayer of Manasseh,” stands first in absolute construction, like the Lat. Abl. absolute (comp. Gesen. § 145, 2, Rem.), = “when any man offered, then came, etc.” Ewald, § 341 e.: “ If the subject of the circumstantial sentence is wholly undefined, then the mere combination of the participle with the subject suffices to express a possible case ( Genesis 4:15).” Here is vividly portrayed the grasping selfish conduct of the priests in the preparation of the sacrificial meal after the offering was presented, which had already become the rule (“so they did to all the Israelites”).—But still further. 1 Samuel 2:15. Even before the offering, before (in accordance with the law, Leviticus 3:3-5) the fat was burned that it might be offered to the Lord as the best portion, they committed a robbery on the meat, which they wanted only הַי, that Isaiah, raw, fresh, full of juice and strength, in order to roast it. [Bib. Comm. points out that 1 Samuel 2:13-15 repeat the Language of the Law, and thus give evidence to its existence. See Leviticus 7:31-35; Leviticus 7:23-25; Leviticus 7:31; Leviticus 17:5; also Exodus 29:28; Deuteronomy 18:3. Philippson: “Roast was common in heathen sacrifices, and even now the Orientals do not like to eat boiled meat.”—Tr.]. 1 Samuel 2:16. The remonstrance of the offerer based on the legal regulation, of which they should be the guardians, is set aside. כַּיּוֹם = “at this time, now,” as in Genesis 25:31; 1 Kings 22:5. The Qeri “not” is preferable to the Kethib “to him:” “no, but now thou shalt give it;” threats were combined with violent seizure. Rude force was added to lawlessness.

1 Samuel 2:17. The “young men ” are not the servants of the priests (Keil) but the priests themselves, the sons of Eli. Their arbitrary conduct was “a very great sin before the Lord,” because the fat burned on the altar pertained to the Lord, and their legal portion of the sacrifice-meat fell to them only after the burning of the fat. What made their sin so great was the fact that they brought the offerings into contempt with the people, in so far as the wicked conduct of the priests took away in the eyes of the people their true significance as offerings to the Lord. Minchah (מִנְחָה) “means here not the meat-offering as the adjunct to the bloody offerings, but the sacrificial gift in general as an offering to the Lord” (Keil). In the succeeding narrative Samuel’s “service before the Lord” is contrasted with this wicked conduct of Eli’s sons in relation to the offering.

II. 1Sa 2:18-21.

1 Samuel 2:18. The “Ephod” can mean nothing but a garment resembling in form the High-priest’s ephod, consisting of two pieces which rested on the shoulders in front and behind, were joined at the top and held about the body by a girdle. Therefore it is said also: Samuel was girded with the ephod, comp. Exodus 28:7-8. In distinction from the material of the High-priest’s ephod, it was made of the same material as the other priestly garments, white linen (בַּד). That the priests then all wore this ephod appears from 1 Samuel 22:18. It was the sign of the priestly calling, and was worn during the performance of the priestly functions. David was thus clothed, according to 2 Samuel 6:14, when he brought back the Ark, and in connection with this ceremony performed quasi-priestly functions. As the mention of this priestly dress of Samuel is connected expressly and directly with the reference to his calling as minister in the Sanctuary before the Lord, it is thus intimated that Hebrews, called to this life-long service, received therewith an essentially priestly calling. [Bib. Comm.: The word minister is used in three senses in Scripture: 1) Of the service of both Priests and Levites rendered unto the Lord, Exodus 28:35, etc.; 2) of the ministrations of the Levites as rendered to the Priests, Numbers 3:6; Numbers 3) of any service, as that of Joshua to Moses, that of Elisha to Elijah, that of the angels in heaven, 2 Samuel 13:17; Psalm 103:21, etc. The application of it to Samuel accords most exactly with his condition as a Levite.—Tr.]. 1 Samuel 2:19. While the ephod was the High-priestly dress, which the boy received on the part of the Sanctuary (Thenius), the little meïl[FN35](מְעִיל) was his every-day dress, which his mother renewed for him once a year, when she came with her husband to the Sanctuary to present the annual offering. The unbroken connection which the household thus maintained with the Sanctuary prevented any estrangement between the child Samuel and the house of his parents.—The Impf. “made” (תּעשה) indicates a continued customary action, and thus answers to the Latin tense which is so called in a stricter sense.

1 Samuel 2:20. Eli’s blessing[FN36] refers to two things: to the act of consecrating the son to the service of the Lord, and to the compensation which Eli wished the Lord to make for the son who was offered to the Lord. Keil explains the שָׁאַל (asked [Eng. A. V. “lent”]) as 3 pers. singular instead of 2 pers. singular or plural “from the indefinite form of speech (comp. Ewald, § 249 b with § 319 a) which the narrator chose because, though it was Hannah who in Eli’s presence had obtained Samuel from the Lord by prayer, yet Eli might assume that the father, Elkanah, had shared the wish of his pious wife.” But the circumstance which alone permits such change of person, or rather of gender, in the subject, namely, the indefiniteness of the subject as indicated by the context, does not exist here, since such indefiniteness is undoubtedly excluded by 1 Samuel 1:27-28. Böttcher properly takes the verb form with altered points as 3 sing. fem. “she asked.”[FN37]—The sing. pronoun in “his place” (for which we should expect “their place”) does not require the change of “they went” into “the man went,” as Böttcher and Thenius prefer, following the Sept. καὶ ἀπῆλθεν ὁ ἄνθρωπος; the singular suffix (after the plural verb) is explained “by the fact that the place of residence is determined by the husband or owner of the house.”

1 Samuel 2:21. כִּי is neither with Bunsen to be translated: “When now Jehovah visited Hannah she conceived,” nor with Thenius to be complemented by “it came to pass,” nor to be referred to “ and Eli blessed” ( 1 Samuel 2:20), according to the view of Keil, who inserts a sentence (“Eli’s word was fulfilled,” or “they went home blessed”) in order to retain the causal meaning, but it is to be considered as strengthening the following assertion, with reference to the blessing in 1 Samuel 2:20, and = “indeed,” “in fact,” immo [German, ja, in der that]. See Ewald, § 310 c and § 330 b. Comp. Isaiah 7:9; Isaiah 32:13; Job 8:6.[FN38]—Samuel’s growth “before the Lord” indicates not only that he remained in the Sanctuary, but also that (as the condition of his calling) he grew in fellowship of heart and life with God.

III. 1 Samuel 2:22-26. The chief thing in the content of this section is the description of Eli’s conduct towards his sons. But at the same time their worthlessness in relation to the Sanctuary in yet another direction is brought to view. They desecrated the latter not only by the wickedness described in 1 Samuel 2:12-17, but also by their unchaste dealing with the women who served at the Sanctuary. Wherein consisted their service at the door of the Tent of Assembly is not said in Exodus 38:8, where they are mentioned. They formed a body, which was regularly and formally drawn up (צֹבְאוֹת) at the door of the Tent for the performance of its duty, which consisted “probably in the cleansing of the vessels used in offerings.” Since, therefore, they were persons dedicated to the holy God, the wickedness of Eli’s sons, who seduced to the service of fleshly lust these persons destined for the service of the Lord, appears in so much the stronger light.—The wickedness of Eli’s sons in what pertained to the sanctuary attached itself to the whole people, who were to hold themselves a holy people to the Lord through this Sanctuary and through the offering and persons connected with it.—Eli’s conduct in connection with their misdeeds is in the beginning by the words “and Eli was very old” represented as the weakness of old age, not thereby to excuse or justify his slackness, but to explain it.

1 Samuel 2:23. The question: Why do ye such things? is but a feeble rebuke of their gross misdoings. It cannot be translated: “Why do ye according to the words which I hear” (Keil)? for the Heb. word (דִּבְרֵיכֶם) cannot mean “reports about you,” nor could these reports be termed “evil,” since they would be true reports of evil deeds; but the proper rendering is: “Why do ye as these things?” that Isaiah, such things.[FN39] “For I hear of your evil dealings from all this people,” that Isaiah, those who came to the Sanctuary, and there saw the wickedness.

1 Samuel 2:24. “Do not so (אַל) my sons.” Not good is the “report,” or objectively “the thing heard;” this answers to the “evil dealings (or things).” The “I hear” (שֹׁמֵעַ) corresponds to the “report,” “thing heard” (שְׁמֻעָה) and [being a particip.—Tr.] shows that it constantly came to his ears. What follows is the explanation of the words: “it is no good report.”

The words: “Jehovah’s people are made to transgress” (מַעֲבִרִים etc.), express the guilt which the sons of Eli incurred by their misdoing towards “the Lord’s people.” The difficulties in the explanation of the particip. (מ׳ “are causing to transgress”) have give occasion to attempts at alteration, which, however, are unsatisfactory. “Michaelis’ alteration (into מֵעֹבְרִים): ‘the report which I hear incidentally (from people passing by) from God’s people.’ is against grammar;” so says Thenius. “But,” says Böttcher rightly, “Thenius’ own reading (made from Sept. and Arab, and therefore insecure): ‘you plague, oppress the people of Israel’ (מַעֲבִדִים אַתֶּם עַם י׳) is wholly without ground. For הֶעֱבִיד means only ‘make to serve,’ ‘enslave,’ or ‘make to work,’ plague with work ( Exodus 1:13; Exodus 6:5). From the last in the later prophetic style ( Isaiah 43:23) has developed the meaning ‘weary,’ ‘burden,’ just as German: schaffen machen [‘to give trouble,’ lit. ‘to make to do’], πράγματα παρέχειν [‘to cause trouble’], and so always with the idea of ‘work’ as fundamental. Eli’s sons, it is true, robbed and dishonored the people ( 1 Samuel 2:13 sqq, 22); but they did not burden them in such a way that our term ‘give trouble’ would suit. The expression does not come up to the reality, for it is too narrow for the rebuke. And the addition of ‘ye’ (אַתֶּם) here is both violent, and cannot be inferred from the Arab. text, where it was a necessity of Shemitic construction.” The view thus opposed by Böttcher is maintained by Thenius (in his 2 d ed. also) to suit the connection perfectly, though, on the other hand, he declares that Ewald’s explanation, in which there is no change of text, must be accepted; this latter is held by Böttcher to be the only one permitted by the language and matter, and he gives it thus: “to send forth a cry (ה׳ קוֹל), thence to cause to be called out, and to cause to trumpet forth (ה׳ שׁוֹפָר) are common expressions, appropriate to the simplest style, Exodus 36:6; Leviticus 25:9; Ezra 1:1; Ezra 10:7. Why then should not “send forth a report” (ה׳ שְׁמוּע) be said as well as ‘send forth a voice’ (ה׳ קוֹל)? ‘The report which (as) I hear, God’s people are circulating,’ is quite proper; the plu. partcp. is joined to the collective ‘people’ as in 1 Samuel 13:15.” To this Thenius properly objects that it is a superfluous statement after 1 Samuel 2:23 (“which I hear from all the people”), and that we should here expect a more significant word. The train of thought requires after the declaration “not good,” etc, a statement of the ground of Eli’s judgment. The usual rendering: “ye make the Lord’s people to transgress,” satisfies the demands of the connection of thought. Only, as the pers. pron. (אתם “ye”) is wanting, the partcp. must be rendered impersonally: “people make … to transgress” (comp. מְשַׁלְּחִים, 1 Samuel 6:3, and אֹמְרִים Exodus 5:16). The objection that the object of the transgression, which is elsewhere always fouud with this verb as exacter determination, is not here expressed (comp. 1 Samuel 15:24; Isaiah 24:5; 2 Chronicles 24:20; Numbers 14:41), cannot set aside the meaning: “cause to sin or transgress,” “because the exact definition is contained in the context” (Keil). The sin of the sons was, according to the context, very great before the Lord ( 1 Samuel 2:12-17), but was at the same time committed against the people of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 2:13; 1 Samuel 2:22) in reference to their holy calling, and had the destructive effect of bringing the Lord’s offering into contempt ( 1 Samuel 2:17). The “people of the Lord” not only knew and spoke of the wickedness of Eli’s sons, but were made by the latter partakers of their guilt, were seduced into transgression of the Law by those who ought to have watched over its fulfillment.

1 Samuel 2:25. Pillel (פִּלֵּל) is used, in connection with wicked actions, in the sense “to give a decisive judgment,” and so between two contending parties, “to compose a strife by judgment;” comp. Ezekiel 16:52; Psalm 106:30. The elohim, however, cannot here mean the Judges, or the authority that Judges, but God is described as He who composes by judging. The sense of Eli’s discourse is: “When men sin against men, it is God (of course through the appointed human organs), who restores the disturbed relations by composing the strife; but when we have to do with the relation, not between man and Prayer of Manasseh, but between man and God, when a man sins against God, offends against God’s honor, who will interpose to arrange the matter?” Eli sets two things therefore before his sons: 1) that their sin is a sin immediately against God, from which point of view it has been regarded in the whole preceding narration ( 1 Samuel 2:12; 1 Samuel 2:17); 2) that the consequent guilt is so great, that divine punishment therefor is certain. [Wordsworth: A man may intercede with God for remission of a penalty due for injury to himself; but who shall venture to entreat for one who has outraged the majesty of God?—Tr.]—Eli’s weakly mild words were too indefinite and general to check the bold wickedness of his sons. It was too late. They sinned against the Lord “with a high hand” (בְּיָד רָמָה), as it were, with hardened hearts.—And they hearkened not to the voice of their father.—As reason of this (כִּי, “because”) is stated, “that it pleased God, was God’s will, to slay them;” that Isaiah, they were in a state of inner hardening, which excluded the subjective condition of salvation from destruction, and so they had already incurred God’s unchangeable condemnation. As hardened offenders, they were already appointed by God to death; therefore the word of instruction had no moral effect on them.

1 Samuel 2:26. In contrast with them, Samuel is now again presented, as he developed in his childhood as well physically as morally; while the sons of Eli were a horror to God and men, he was well-pleasing to God and men. On הָלַךְ comp. Ges, § 131, 3, Rem3. It is used frequently to express continuance in the sense “advance,” “continue,” and then also expresses advancing increase, the participial construction being not seldom employed in such cases, as here: “The child Samuel grew constantly in stature and goodness.” [See Luke 2:52.—Tr.]

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. Since Eli’s judgeship rested on his high-priestly dignity, the High priestship, thus connected with the judicial office, had so much the higher calling to establish the theocratic unity of the people with their centre, the national sanctuary at Shiloh. But, in the person of the weak Eli, it showed itself incapable of fulfilling this calling. The godless priesthood, represented by the sons of Eli, corrupted the inner religious-moral life of the people, whose external centre and theocratic unity were in the Sanctuary. The priesthood could no longer fulfil its calling of mediating between God and His people, because its representatives, lacking the religious-moral conditions of the calling, were unworthy of it; they were not servants of God, but servants of sin.

2. The sins of Eli’s sons were a symptom of their spiritual heart-hardening and ruin in alienation from God and in immorality. They sinned with “a high hand,” boldly, presumptuously (comp. Numbers 15:22-31). To this internal judgment of hardening answered as necessary consequence the judgment of their rejection by God, which was a thing determined on in God’s will, because they knew nothing of God and His law ( 1 Samuel 2:12). Their crime against the divinely established holy ordinances and the sanctuary, the visible sign of God’s abode with His people, was at the same time a crime against the people of the Lord, and culminated in the crime against God Himself, in which indeed was its root.

3. Samuel, though not a priest, but only a Levite, is (by his repeated designation as “servant of the Lord” ( 1 Samuel 2:11; 1 Samuel 2:18), and by the reference to his priestly clothing) contrasted with the representation of the official priesthood as God’s chosen instrument for truly fulfilling, in and by the prophetic calling which was to take the place of the priesthood that mediated between God and His people, the priestly mission[FN40] to fulfil which the existing priestly race had shown itself both powerless and unworthy. The condition of this theocratic calling of Samuel, the earnest, personal fellowship of life with the Lord, is pointed out in 1 Samuel 2:21; 1 Samuel 2:26. The life of the youth, who was chosen and called by the Lord to restore the theocracy, develops itself in the service of the sanctuary before the Lord in conformity to his divine mission, in order that some day he may become in place of the desecrated sanctuary the living personal centre of the theocratic national life, and in place of the corrupted priesthood the consecrated organ of God’s new revelations for His people.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 2:12. Starke: Where the true fear of God is lacking in the heart, there ungodliness prevails in the life, and thereby the heart reveals itself. S. Schmid: It is a bad state of things, when those who teach others the fear of God, do not fear God themselves.—J. Lange: Preachers should most carefully guard against scandal, and earnestly strive to pursue a course of life which shall be not merely without offence, but also edifying, 1 Timothy 4:11.—Starke: He who in the office of teacher seeks only his own—namely, how he may become rich and have a good time—but not that which belongs to God and Jesus Christ, is a false prophet, a thief, and a hireling. Mark that, you who bear the vessels of the Lord, Philippians 2:20-21; Philippians 4:17; 2 Corinthians 12:14; 1 Peter 5:2 sqq. [The misconduct of these leaders of worship may well suggest lessons for Christian ministers; but it should never be forgotten that the Christian minister corresponds much more nearly to the Old Testament prophet than to the priest, and that all Christians are priests, 1 Peter 2:5; 1 Peter 2:9; Revelation 1:6; Revelation 5:10.—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:16. Starke: When hearers see something bad in him who has the care of their souls, they should duly remind him of it, and should not approve and commend his bad deeds, much less imitate him therein.

1 Samuel 2:17. Starke: Nobody makes more Atheists than godless teachers, and even if the people still remember so much as to do according to their words and not their works, yet they retain a powerful influence upon the furtherance of godlessness. That wicked teachers with their godless life make great their damnation, is beyond dispute; but it is irrational to infer from this that there is no such thing as religion. [“The sin of the young men was very great” is the text of a sermon by Wesley (Sermon CIX, Vol. II. p368) on the question “whether God ever did bless the ministry of ungodly men.”—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:18. Starke: And so he (Samuel) was a right pious lad; for such piety is more acceptable to God than when one leads a good life among only pious people, since there is a greater victory and greater fidelity in living piously among the wicked. Comp. Enoch’s example, Genesis 5:24; Genesis 6:9.

1 Samuel 2:19. Daechsel: Petty little histories, cries unbelief. What matters it whether one knows that Samuel had a little coat or not! Holy Scripture is not written for the wise, but for child-souls, and a child-like soul does not doubt that even the little coat which Hannah prepared for her Samuel has its history. If I think of Hannah as every year sewing this coat at her home in Ramah, I know that at every stitch a prayer for her Samuel rose up to the throne of the Lord.—The coat which she was sewing would remind her that she had given her Samuel to the Lord; and when the coat was ready, and she brought it to Shiloh, then every time with the coat she anew gave Samuel to her God, and said: I give him to the Lord again for his whole life, because he was obtained from the Lord by prayer.

1 Samuel 2:21. Starke: Whoever gives to God what is God’s, to him God also gives what his heart desires.—Osiander: Nothing is better invested than what is given to God the Lord and to His service; for He richly repays it all.—Daechsel: When our faithful God accepts from us poor creatures an offering of love, He takes it only to give it back five-fold, a hundred fold, and a thousandfold; from His fulness we receive grace for grace. Look at our Hannah! It was grace, that the Lord taught her to pray for Samuel; grace, that He gave her the promise; grace, that He made her willing to dedicate Samuel to him; but what shall we say of the fact that in place of the one child whom He had caused to be given to Himself, the Lord gave her five children, three sons and two daughters? When we in His service do for Him the least thing out of love, it is not enough that He gives to the act itself such blessedness, but, consciously or unconsciously to us, He crowns such an act with a rich blessing of grace, and this grace is completed when He blesses us with the greatest of all blessings, eternal life.—[ 1 Samuel 2:22-25.] Starke: O, how often do pious parents, by indulging their wicked children, plait a scourge for their old backs! [Hall: I heard Eli sharp enough to Hannah, upon but a suspicion of sin, and now how mild I find him to the notorious crimes of his own. The case is altered with the persons. With all the authority of an Oriental father, a high-priest, and a Judges, he was solemnly bound to do more than mildly censure his sons, 1 Samuel 3:13.—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:25. Cramer: The sins of the first table are much weightier and more perilous than the sins of the second table.—Osiander: Let no one sin purposely or wilfully and heap sins upon sins; for if he does, the door of grace is at last closed to him, and he finds no more place for repentance.—Starke: The purpose of God was not the cause of their disobedience, but their disobedience was a sign that they were now ripe for destruction, and that the righteous purpose of God in their case should now soon be executed.

1 Samuel 2:26. Starke: The best way to make ourselves agreeable and beloved among men is to seek to please God in Christ, act according to our conscience, and lead an exemplary life.—S. Schmid: Whoever uses the grace of God aright, to him God gives more and more grace.—Daechsel: Our history is throughout a strong, firm consolation for parental hearts—for those who have to give back to the Lord in death a dear child which He has given to them in birth, for He can otherwise rejoice and bless them ( 1 Samuel 2:20 sq.); and also for those who have to let their sons and daughters go out into the wicked world, full of evil examples and corrupting influences, for He can even then shield and preserve their children, and carry them on in faith and godliness ( 1 Samuel 2:21-26).

1 Samuel 2:18-26. Young Samuel the pattern of a pious life in youth in the service of the Lord: 1) Planted and rooted in the soil of the early habit during childhood of consecrating himself to the Lord, 1 Samuel 2:18-19; 1 Samuel 2) Growing and increasing in the fear of the Lord under the care of godly parents and teachers, 1 Samuel 2:19-21; 1 Samuel 3) Preserved and proved amid the temptations and influences of an evil world, 1 Samuel 2:22-25; 1 Samuel 4) Blessed with favor in the sight of God and man.

1 Samuel 2:23-25. The judgment against obduracy in sin against the Lord: 1) Wherein is it founded? (a) In persistent, conscious sinning on against the Lord in spite of divine and human warning. (b) In the holy, unchangeable will of God, who does not suffer Himself to be mocked2) How is it executed? (a) In that God gives up the sinner to the service of sin from one degree to another. (b) In that the punitive divine justice gives over the sinner to the destruction to which he has condemned himself.

[ 1 Samuel 2:12-25. On wicked children of pious parents1) The number of such cases is often greatly exaggerated, because men are surprised at them, and notice, and remember; but it is in fact sadly great—in the Scripture histories—in our own observation2) The probable causes of this. (a) Piety is not properly hereditary—in what sense it Isaiah, and in what sense it is not. (b) Pious parents may, out of mistaken kindness, improperly indulge, and but feebly restrain—as Eli. (c) In other cases, they are too strict and severe. Application—to parents—to the children of the pious.—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:26. The fruit of a godly life: 1) The gracious approval of the Lord; 2) Recognition by God-fearing men.

Footnotes:
FN#22 - 1 Samuel 2:13. Erdmann attaches this clause to the preceding, putting a full stop after “people.” See Exegetical Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 2:13. The Heb. has the Def. Art.; but, as the word is more naturally in st. const, the Art. is better omitted with Sept.—Tr.]

FN#24 - 1 Samuel 2:14. The Eng. A. V. here follows the Sept.; Heb. reads בּוֹ “in it;” Erdmann, damit, “therewith.—Tr.]

FN#25 - 1 Samuel 2:16. The Heb. Inf. Abs.: “let them (or, they will) verily burn.”—Tr.]

FN#26 - 1 Samuel 2:16. Kethib is “ to him,” Qeri “no” (and Song of Solomon 18 MSS, some printed Eds,LXX, Syr, Vulg, Arab, and one MS. of Targ. cited by De Rossi); the latter better suits the following כִּי, which, however, yields a good sense as it stands in the text. It may be translated “but,” supposing a preceding “nay,” as in Eng. A. V.; or regarded as introducing the substantive clause, and rendered “that.”—Tr.]

FN#27 - 1 Samuel 2:20. Lit.: “in place of the petition which one asked for Jehovah.” Erdmann changes the form of the verb to the fem, and renders “ instead of the begged one (des Erbetenen) whom she begged from the Lord.” Others point as part. pas. שָׁאֻל. The 3 sing. fem. is found in one MSS.; 2sing. “ thou askedest” in one MS, LXX, Syr, Vulg.; and Arab. has “thou gavest.” It is better to retain the Heb. text and render it as impersonal.—Tr.]

FN#28 - 1 Samuel 2:20. The plu. suffix “their” is found in 12 MSS, Syr, Chald, Ar.; Vulg. “in locum suum”; some MSS. of Targ. have the sing. Wellhausen, combining LXX. and Hebrews, gives as the true reading “he went to his place;” but the more difficult reading seems preferable. See Exeg. Notes in loco. Erdmann’s translation omits, by typographical error, the last sentence of 1 Samuel 2:20.—Tr.]

FN#29 - 1 Samuel 2:22. The verb means “to perform service, military or other.” So in Exodus 38:8.—Tr.]

FN#30 - 1 Samuel 2:25. See Exeg. Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#31 - 1 Samuel 2:25. Erdmann: “will adjust” and “who can use his interest (or interpose) to adjust.”—Tr.]

FN#32 - 1 Samuel 2:26. See Exeget. Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#33 - For meaning of Heb. belial, “ worthlessness,” see on 1 Samuel 1:16.—Tr.].

FN#34 - מִשְׁפָטָם.—Tr.].

FN#35 - The meïl was the outer garment worn by kings, nobles and others, probably a loose robe. The High-priest’s meïl was peculiar in shape and color ( Exodus 28:31 ff.). Bib.Comm.: “The pointed mention of the ephod and robe, taken in connection with his after Acts, seems to point to an extraordinary and irregular priesthood to which he was called by God in an age when the provisions of the Levitical law were not yet in full operation.”—Tr.]

FN#36 - וְאָמַר, not וָיֹּאמֶר because the saying as well as the blessing itself (hence also וּבֵרַך) was repeated every year; and this is expressed by the Perf. consec. (Böttcher). [The two Perfects indicate a distinction between the blessing and the saying, but do not necessarily express repeated action; rather they sum up as complete Eli’s action in pronouncing the blessing and uttering the wish.”—Tr.]

FN#37 - Böttcher: “Historically for שׁאל must have stood שאלה ( Song of Solomon 1Cod. of Kennicott), this alone being correct and connecting itself immediately with the context. But, because שְׁאֵלָה stood immediately before with the same ה, or because the feminine signification was obvious from the connection, the exceptional form shaala (which appears elsewhere also), without the final ה, was written.” [The 3 sing. masc. שאל may be retained here without great difficulty. See “Textual and Grammatical Notes” in loco. 1 Samuel 1:27-28 (cited by Erdmann above) excludes indefiniteness as to the fact, but not in the expression.—Tr.]

FN#38 - Eng. A. V. here follows Sept, reading וַיִּפְקדֹ instead of כִּי פָקַר, and this seems the simplest way of taking it: “and Jehovah visited Hannah.”—Tr.]

FN#39 - כְּ has a comparative force, Ges. § 154, 3sq.—The following אֲשֶׁר is a conjunction, and=not so much ὅτι [“because”] as ὡς [“as”], but, like the latter, goes over into the causative sense; it refers to “such things,” and points out the occasion and cause of the rebuke (comp. Ew. § 333, 2 a with § 331 e 3; Ges. § 155, 2 d).

FN#40 - This statement is liable to misconception. This prophet could never take the place of the priest. The priest represented the idea fo atonement by blood, a universal, fundamental religious fact; the prophet expounded the spirituality of God’s law and service. These complementary offices were equally necessary, and existed till they both culminated in Jesus Christ.—Tr.]

Verses 27-36
FIFTH SECTION
The prophecy of a Man of God of the divine judgment on Eli’s house and of the calling of a faithful priest
1 Samuel 2:27-36
27And there came a man of God[FN41] unto [to] Eli and said unto [to] him, Thus saith the Lord [Jehovah], Did I plainly appear [reveal myself] unto [to] the house of thy father when they were in Egypt in Pharaoh’s house [in servitude[FN42] to the house 28 of Pharaoh]? And did I choose [I chose[FN43]] him [it] out of all the tribes of Israel to be my priest [to do priestly service to me], to offer[FN44] upon my altar, to burn incense, to wear an ephod before me? [om.?], and did I give [I gave] unto [to] the house of thy father all the offerings made by fire [the fire-offerings] of the children 29 of Israel? [om.?]. Wherefore kick ye at [trample ye under foot] my sacrifice and at [om. at] mine [my] offering which I have commanded in my habitation,[FN45] and honorest thy sons above me to make yourselves fat with the chiefest of all the 30 offerings [the best of every offering] of Israel my people?[FN46] Wherefore [Therefore] the Lord [Jehovah] God of Israel saith, I said indeed[FN47] that thy house and the house of thy father should walk before me for ever; but now the Lord saith [saith Jehovah], Be it far from me; for them that honor me I will honor, and they that 31 despise me shall be lightly esteemed. Behold, the days come that I will cut off thine arm, and the arm of thy father’s house, [ins. so] that there shall not be an 32 old man in thine house. And[FN48] thou shalt see an enemy in my habitation in all the wealth which God shall give Israel [thou shalt see distress of house in all that does 33 good to Israel]; and there shall not be an old man in thy house for ever. And the man of thine whom I shall not cut off [And I will not cut off every man of thine[FN49]] from my altar shall be [om. shall be], to consume thine eyes, and to grieve thine [thy] heart; and all the increase of thine [thy] house shall die in the flower 34 of their age.[FN50] And this shall be a [the] sign unto [to] thee, that [ins. which] shall come upon thy two sons, Hophni and Phinehas: in one day they shall die both of 35 them. And I will raise me up a faithful priest, that [who] shall do according to that which is in my heart and in my mind [soul], and I will build him a sure[FN51] 36house, and he shall walk before my anointed for ever. And it shall come to pass that every one that is left in thy house shall come and crouch to him for a piece[FN52] of silver and a morsel of bread, and shall say, Put me, I pray thee, into one of the priests’ offices, that I may eat a piece of bread.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 2:27. The “man of God” (for the expression comp. Deuteronomy 33:1; Judges 13:6) who appears here is undoubtedly to be regarded as a prophet, both from this title, which marks him as standing in a specific relation to God, and from the introduction of his address: “Thus saith the Lord.” This Isaiah, however, not the first mention of a prophet after Moses (Thenius); against this are Judges 4:14; Judges 6:8.—[Bib. Comm.: “The term (man of God) is applied to Moses in Deuteronomy 33:1; Joshua 14:6; and to different prophets upwards of forty times in Judges, Sam. and Kings, most-frequently in the latter. In the Prophets it occurs only once ( Jeremiah 35:4). It occurs six or seven times in Chron, Ezra and Nehemiah, and in the inscription of Psalm 90, and nowhere else in the Old Testament. The sudden appearance of a man of God, the only prophet of whom mention is made since Judges 6:8, without name, or any notice of his country, is remarkable.”—Tr.]—Thus saith the Lord.—Called and commissioned hereto by the Lord, he is nothing but His instrument; what he says is the very word of the Lord.—Did I reveal myself?—The interrog. particle (הֲ) stands here to strengthen the reality of the fact treated of, a question being introduced to which an affirmative reply is a matter of course, where in German [and in English] a not must be inserted. Comp. Jeremiah 31:20; Job 20:4; Ges. § 153, 2. The Inf. Abs. (נִגְלֹה) shows the feeling of the question, and strengthens the assurance or assertion contained in it. By Eli’s father’s house we cannot understand Ithamar and his family, since a divine revelation to them in Egypt is out of the question; it is rather the family of Aaron (from whom Eli descended through Ithamar), as the high-priestly house. Aaron and his four sons, Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar and Ithamar, when they were in Egypt, “belonged to Pharaoh’s house,” were its subjects, property (לְבֵית פּ׳); the suffix ־ָם (when they were) refers not to the children of Israel, but to “the house of thy father.”

During the Egyptian bondage Aaron received the divine revelations by which he was called along with Moses to be God’s instrument for the redemption of His people; and with Moses he received the command to institute the feast of the Passover ( Exodus 4:14 sqq, Exodus 4:27; Exodus 12:1; Exodus 12:43). These revelations were the preparation and foundation for the calling of Aaron and his house to the high-priesthood.—[So far as the calling was concerned, the house of Aaron and the house of Eli were identical. Hence Eli is in this discourse identified with Aaron as to his privileges, but distinguished from the whole house as to his sin and its Punishment.—TR.]

[Erdmann renders: “I chose it (the house of thy father) to perform priestly service.”—TR.][FN53]
How that house (Aaron and his sons) were formally called and appointed to the priestly office is circumstantially related in Exodus 28, 29. Comp. especially Exodus 28:1; Exodus 29:9; Exodus 29:30; Exodus 29:44, with Leviticus 8:1 sq. and Numbers 18—The priestly service is described in three grades, corresponding to the three divisions of the Sanctuary: 1) “to offer[FN54] on my altar,” where the altar of burnt-offering with its service is meant; 2) “to burn incense.” Incense had to be burned daily. The incense-offering alone is named, and represents the other offerings as the indication of the priestly service in the Holy Place, Exodus 30:8; Exodus 3) “to wear the ephod before me.” The high-priest wore the ephod[FN55] when he went officially into the Most Holy place to represent the people before God, Exodus 28:12; Exodus 28:29-30.—And I gave to the house of thy father, etc.—The divine wages for these priestly services is the maintenance which the priests derived from the offerings. The “firings” (fire-offerings, אִשֵּׁי ב׳) are the same as “the firing and the firings of the Lord” ( Leviticus 1:9; Leviticus 2:10; Deuteronomy 18:1) in the offerings, and so are the things offered. According to Numbers 18:20; Deuteronomy 10:9; Deuteronomy 18:1, the Levites, and therefore the whole priesthood, received no inheritance in land; their support was provided for by the portions of the offerings appointed them by law, that Isaiah, all sacrificial gifts, so far as they were not burnt in offering the sacrifice, Leviticus 6:7; Numbers 18.

1 Samuel 2:29. In the preceding verses (27, 28) reference is made to the favor which had been shown the family of Eli in their selection and calling to the service of priests in the Sanctuary, and their maintenance with the offerings is mentioned as proof of the Lord’s care for His servants; there the question ( 1 Samuel 2:27) was introduced by the simple interrog. sign (הֲ); here the more sharply toned question with “why” (לָמָּה) portrays in distinct contrast the wicked conduct of the priests: Why do ye trample under foot? etc.—“Sacrifice and offering” (זֶבַח וּמִנְחָה) is a “general designation for all altar-offerings” (Keil). בָּעַט “is in Aram. first tread (Heb. דרך), and might thence (as בום,דרך, Judges 5:23; Proverbs 27:7) like ‘tread’ in many languages figuratively mean to treat with contempt” (Böttcher). מָעוֹן, the “dwelling,” in pregnant sense is the Tabernacle, as the Lord’s dwelling-place in the midst of His people. Though the word has not elsewhere in itself this meaning, yet it follows here and in 1 Samuel 2:32 from the connection, which without difficulty permits the same addition that we find in Psalm 26:8, “of thy house.” There is no need therefore here to suppose (with Thenius) either a wrong reading or in general anything superfluous, particularly not the latter, because the Lord’s abode with His people was in fact the scene of the priests’ enormities, and their guilt thus appeared so much the greater. מָעוֹן is Accus. of place “in the dwelling” (= בַּיִת “in the house”). Böttcher proposes as a “faultless text” א׳ צִוִּיתִים עָוֹן, “why do ye trample under foot,… what I commanded them, sinfully,” where the suffix “them” refers to the Israelites ( 1 Samuel 2:28), and עָוֹן “sin,” is taken in the sense of בְּעָוֹן, “in sin,” which is found in Psalm 51:7. But according to the preceding explanation there is no need for such a change, apart from the fact “that the ‘sinfully’ precisely speaking is already contained in the ‘trample under foot’ ” (Thenius). He says: “why do ye trample,” etc, because Eli was partaker in the guilt of his sons; because Hebrews, not only as father towards sons, but also as high-priest towards them as priests, was weakly lacking in the proper chastisement and in the enjoined holy strictness. Eli ought to have opposed his sons as a zealous contender for the Lord’s honor; since he did not do this, he not only made himself partaker of their guilt, but honored his sons before the Lord, more than the Lord, because he spared them, and showed unseasonable paternal gentleness. In the plu. pron. “make yourselves fat,” Eli’s guilt is again referred to; what they did, namely, that they took ( 1 Samuel 2:15) the first (רֵאשִׁית) of the offering before the best of the offering (מִנְחָה) was presented to the Lord by burning it in the fire of the altar, that he did along with them; they made themselves fat. The wickedness of Eli and his sons in connection with the offering is also put here in two-fold form, namely, against God (“my offering”), and against the people as the people of the Lord (all the offerings of Israel, my people).[FN56] After the reference to the guilt follows now the judgment, the announcement of punishment, which applies to Eli as well as to his sons and his whole house.

1 Samuel 2:30. אָמַרַתִּי=I had said.—The house of thy father in connection with “thy house,” indicates the whole priestly connection in all its branches from Aaron down, to whom with his sons the same expression in 1 Samuel 2:27 refers. For this reason, if for no other, because “the house of thy father” must mean the same here as in 1 Samuel 2:27, we must set aside the view that here only Ithamar’s family is meant, to which the high-priesthood passed from Eleazar’s family, and to which Eli belonged. But also the expression: should walk before me for ever, is in conflict with this view. The “walking before the Lord” would be understood in too narrow a sense, on the one hand, if it were restricted to the entrance of the high-priest into the Holy of Holies, and in too wide a sense, on the other hand, if it were regarded as a general description of a pious walk before God, as in Genesis 17:1. Rather it points to the life in priestly service before the Lord promised to the house of Aaron for ever ( Exodus 29:9). The promise of the “covenant of an everlasting priesthood” was renewed to Phinehas, the son of Eleazar ( Numbers 25:13) for his zeal for the Lord’s honor. This fact and its motive contribute essentially to the explanation of what here follows. The “and now” introduces a declaration opposed to that promise, not in the sense that the latter is annulled, but in reference to its non-fulfilment for those in whom the condition of its fulfilment was lacking.— Far be it from me, that Isaiah, this promise shall not be fulfilled unless the condition be fulfilled which is expressed in the words: Those that honor me I will honor.—According to the priests’ attitude towards God the Lord in their whole walk will be His attitude towards them in respect to the fulfilment of His promise.

1 Samuel 2:31-32. The general truth of the last words in 1 Samuel 2:30, which emphasize in the distinctest manner the ethical condition of the exercise of the holy sacerdotal office in the priest’s bearing towards God, is applied to Eli and his house in 1 Samuel 2:31, and contains the standard by which he with his sons is judged. I will cut off thy arm.—The “arm” signifies might, power, Psalm 10:15; Job 12:9. “There shall not be an old man in thy house.” Thus will be shown that the strength of the family and the house is broken; for strength is shown in reaching a great age. No one in Eli’s house shall attain a great age. This supposes that sickliness will early consume its members. “On the aged rested the consideration and power of families” (Böttcher). As the house of Eli will perish, so will also the house of God suffer affliction ( 1 Samuel 2:32). הִבִּיט always means to look with astonishment or attention (Böttcher, Numbers 12:8; Isaiah 38:11; Psalm 10:14); צָר is only “oppressor” or “enemy,” and is not to be rendered “rival” or “adversary,” as Aquila (ἀντίζηλος) and Jerome (œmulus), and also Luther and De Wette give it; מַעוֹן “dwelling” is here to be understood of the dwelling-place of God, not of Eli. From these meanings it follows that Samuel cannot be here referred to, since he was not an enemy of Eli, nor the installation of Zadok in Abiathar’s place ( 1 Kings 2:27), for Zadok was not Abiathar’s enemy. Something must be meant which Eli lived to see with astonishment or consternation in the house of the Lord, and it can therefore only be the oppression of the house by the oppressor or enemy who met Israel in the person of the Philistines, carried away the ark, and thus robbed the Lord’s house of its heart. We do not need therefore to alter the text to “rock of refuge” (צֻר סָעוֹז), as Böttcher proposes. “In all which” (בּכֹל אֲשֶׁר) is not to be rendered with De Wette “during the whole time which.” In יִיִלטִיב “shall do good” we must not supply a י as name of Jehovah (Kennicott), nor, as is commonly done, make Jehovah the subject (De Wette, Keil, etc.). “There is no reason why we should not take “all which” itself as unpersonal subject; precisely where י׳ has an unpersonal subject, it has, as here, a simple Acc. after it, Proverbs 15:13; Proverbs 15:20; Proverbs 17:22; Ecclesiastes 20:9, while, with a personal subject, a preposition follows, Exodus 1:20; Numbers 10:32; Judges 17:13” (Böttcher). The affliction of God’s house from the loss of the Ark remained, while under the lead of Samuel there came blessing to the people. This is the fulfilment of this prophecy in reference to the affliction of God’s dwelling. “Not an old man” is repetition of the threat in 1 Samuel 2:31, and return of the discourse to the judgment on Eli’s house. “All the days” [Eng. A. V. for ever], for ever, that Isaiah, as long as his family existed. [Both text and translation of 1 Samuel 2:32 offer great difficulties. Vat. Sept. omits it. Al. Sept. and Theod.: “Thou shalt see strength” (κραταίωμα), etc. The Syr. and Arab.: “and (not) one who holds a sceptre in thy dwelling,” which involves a totally different text. Targ. has “thou shalt see the affliction which will come on a man of thy house in the sins which ye have committed in the house of my sanctuary.” The omission in Vat. Sept. was probably occasioned by the similar endings of 1 Samuel 2:31-32; the other versions and all the MSS. contain the verse, one MS. only of De Rossi giving מָעוֹז, “strength,” instead of מָעוֹן, “dwelling.” We must therefore retain the Heb. text, and explain the repetition of the last clause as intended to give emphasis to the statement in question. But, as צָר frequently means “distress,” and as the course of thought here suggests affliction for Eli’s house rather than for God’s, it is better to render: “thou shalt see distress of dwelling in all that brings prosperity to Israel,” the contrast being between the national prosperity and his personal affliction, which would thus exclude him from the national rejoicing, and so from the evidence of the divine favor. And we may regard the latter clause of the verse: “there shall not be an old Prayer of Manasseh,” etc, as defining the “affliction” which is here brought out as a punishment additional to the “weakness” of 1 Samuel 2:31.—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:33. Böttcher declares De Wette’s explanation: “and I will not let thee lack a ingle Prayer of Manasseh,” to be incorrect, and Thenius’ reference to the definite one “Ahitub” ( 1 Samuel 14:3; 1 Samuel 22:20) to be without ground, and then remarks (on וְאִישׁ לֹא): “There remains no other course but to regard it as an infrequent, but not unexampled exceptional case. In Hebrews, as is well known, a negative in a sentence with אִישׁ (“man”) and בל (“all”), whether it stand before or after, negatives these words not alone, but in connection with the whole sentence, and thus אַל אִישׁ,לֹא אִישׁ mean not “not every one,” but “no one,” and so too אִישׁ אַל,אִישׁ לֹא, Exodus 16:19; Exodus 34:3; Leviticus 18:6. But when the accent falls on the word expressive of universality by an adversative particle, as here (וְאִישׁ), the following negation may affect this word alone, as in Numbers 23:13. Accordingly we render here: “Yet I will not cut off every one from thee.” The following words: to consume thine eyes and to grieve thy heart, or “that I may consume,” etc, mark the highest degree of punishment which would befal Eli but for the limitation contained in the words “not every man.” Thenius refers this limitation specially to Ahitub, son of Phinehas, and brother of Ichabod, against which Keil justly remarks that it cannot be proved from 1 Samuel 14:3 and 1 Samuel 22:20 that he was the only one who survived of Eli’s house.[FN57]—The following words: the great majority or mass shall die as men, not only answer to the repeated threat in 1 Samuel 2:31-32, that there should be no old man in the house, but at the same time explain the declaration of 1 Samuel 2:31 : “I will break thine arm;” for “men” (אֲנָשִׁים) indicates the power and strength of the house, and is contrasted with “old man” (Luther: “when they have become men;” Van Ess: “in mature age”).—On מ׳ ב׳, “multitude,” “majority,” not “offspring,” comp. 1 Chronicles 12:29; 2 Chronicles 30:18.—[Sept.: “And every survivor of thy house shall fall by the sword of men.” Vulg.: “and the great part of thy house shall die when they attain the age of men.” Targ.: “and all the multitude of thy house shall be slain young.” Syr.: “and all the pupils (so Castle renders marbith) of thy house shall die men.” Philippson: “and all the increase of thy house shall die as men.” The Eng. A. V. probably gives the sense. The adj. “all” does not suit the rendering “multitude,” which Targ. and Erdmann adopt. In regard to the first clause of the verse, the rendering of Eng. A. V. seems to be possible, that Isaiah, the taking לֹא א׳ as indef. rel. clause. Erdmann regards the reservation of the “man” as a limitation of the punishment (“consume, grieve”); Eng. A. V. better, with most expositors, as an element of the punishment. Mendoza (in Poole’s Synopsis): “I will take from thee the high-priesthood, which thou hast by privilege; I will give thee or thy descendants the priesthood of the second order, which thou hadst by hereditary right.” Grotius: “They shall live that they may be the greatest grief to thee.”—Long afterwards this curse was held to cling to the family of Eli. Gill cites a saying of the Talmud that there was a family in Jerusalem the men of which did not live to be more than eighteen years old, and Johanan ben Zacchai being asked the reason of this, replied that they were perhaps of the family of Eli.—Sept. has “his eyes” and “his soul,” instead of thy; but there is no good ground for altering the Heb. text.—TR.]

1 Samuel 2:34. The fact announced, the death of his two sons in one day ( 1 Samuel 4:11), was to be a sign to Eli, who lived to see it, that this threat affecting his whole house should be fulfilled. The realization of this threat began with that event. Not all of Eli’s descendants indeed perished in this judgment, and among his immediate posterity were some who filled the office of priest, namely, Phinehas’ Song of Solomon, Ahitub; Ahitub’s sons, Ahiah ( 1 Samuel 14:3; 1 Samuel 14:18) and Ahimelech ( 1 Samuel 22:9; 1 Samuel 22:11; 1 Samuel 22:20); Ahimelech’s Song of Solomon, Abiathar ( 1 Samuel 22:20). Ahiah and Abiathar filled the high-priestly office. But Ahimelech and “all his father’s house, the priests, who were at Nob,” were hewn off from Eli’s family-tree. And Abiathar, Ahimelech’s Song of Solomon, who escaped that butchery ( 1 Samuel 22:19), and as a faithful adherent of David enjoyed the dignity of high-priest, was deposed from his office by Solomon. The office of high-priest passed now forever from Ithamar’s family, and went over to Eleazar’s, to which Zadok belonged; the latter from now on was sole high-priest, while hitherto Abiathar had exercised this office along with him.—Thus was to be fulfilled the negative part of the prophetic announcement ( 1 Samuel 2:31-34): gradually Eli’s house went down in respect to the majority of its members [better, in all its increase.—TR.]; the office of high-priest, which the surviving members for some time filled, was at last taken away from it altogether.

1 Samuel 2:35 sqq. Now follows the positive part of the prophecy.—But I will raise me up a faithful priest.—The priestly office, as a divine institution, remains, though those that fill it perish because they are unworthy, and because their life contradicts its theocratic meaning, and therefore falls under the divine punishment. The “faithful priest” Isaiah, in the first place, to be understood in contrast with Eli and his sons, to whom the above declaration of punishment was directed. We may distinguish the following facts in the announcement of this priest of the future, who is to assume the theocratic-priestly position between God and His people in place of Eli and his house: 1) he is to be raised up by God directly, that Isaiah, not merely called and chosen, but (according to the exact meaning of the word) set up; his priestly position is to be historically fixed and assigned by God directly and in an extraordinary manner; 2) he will be a faithful priest, that Isaiah, will not merely be in keeping with the end and meaning of his calling, but, in order to this, will be and remain personally the Lord’s own in true piety and in firm, living faith, constantly and persistently devoted to the Lord his God, and seeking only His honor; 3) he will do, Acts, according to the norm of the divine will; as faithful priest of God, he knows what is in God’s heart and soul, he knows His thoughts and counsels; these will be the rule by which (כַּאֲשֶר) he will act as a man of God, as a servant after his heart; 4) and I will build him a sure house, his family will continue as one well-pleasing to me and blessed, and will not perish like thine—this shall be the reward as well as the result of his faithfulness; 5) he shall walk before my anointed for ever. The “anointed” is the theocratic king, whom the Lord will call. Walking before Him denotes the most cordial life-fellowship with Him. In this reference of the prophetic announcement to the “anointed of the Lord” is expressed the same expectation of a theocratic kingdom as in the close of Hannah’s song.

In 1 Samuel 2:36 is added another feature in the portraiture of the faithful priest: in this close connection with the kingdom, he will occupy so exalted, honorable and mighty a position over against the fallen house of Eli, that the needy and wretched survivors of that house will be dependent on him for existence and support.—On the כּל before הַנּוֹתָר, where, on account of the following Article, it signifies all, whole, comp. Ges, § III, 1Rem, Ew, § 290 c. “All the rest, all that remains.” The אֲגוֹרַת בֶּסֶף is “a small silver coin collected by begging” (Keil). The lower the remains of Eli’s house sink even to beggary, the higher will the “faithful, approved priest,” of whom the prophet here speaks, stand. In the immediate future of the theocratic kingdom he will see far beneath him those of Eli’s house who are still priests in humble dependence on him.

This prophecy found its fulfillment from the stand-point of historical exposition in Samuel. That the author of our Books had him in view in his account of the man of God’s announcement is clear from the narration immediately following in 1 Samuel3; here the voice of the divine call comes to the child Samuel at the same time with the revelation imparted to him of the judgment against the house of Eli. He is indeed expressly called by the divine voice to be prophet; his first prophetic duty, which he performs as God’s organ, is the announcement of the judgment on Eli in the name of the Lord; it is true, it is said of him in 1 Samuel 2:20, that he was known in all Israel to be faithful and confirmed (נֶאֱמָן) as a prophet. But the summary statement of his prophetical vigor and work in 1 Samuel 2:19-21, in which the epithet “faithful, confirmed,” points back to the same expression in 1 Samuel 2:35, is connected with the reference to Shiloh and the constant revelations there, which had begun with the one made to Samuel; by the express reference to Shiloh Samuel’s prophetic character and work are at the same time presented under the sacerdotal point of view. An essential element of the calling of priest was instruction in the Law, the announcement of the divine will ( Leviticus 10:11; Deuteronomy 33:10), and Malachi 2:7, expressly declares the duty of the priest in these words: “the priest’s lips shall keep knowledge, and they shall seek the law from his mouth, for he is a messenger of heaven;” and so that prophecy of a faithful priest is all the more fulfilled in Samuel (whose words to the people, 1 Samuel 3:19-21, had the pure and the practical word of God in the Law for their content), because the priesthood of his time had proved itself unworthy and unable to fulfil this calling. The further sacred priestly acts which Samuel performed ( 1 Samuel 3:19-21), and the mediating position between God and the people as advocate and intercessor expressly ascribed to him in 1 Samuel 7:5 characterize him as the faithful, approved priest who is announced here in 1 Samuel 2:35-36. The other single traits in the picture suit Samuel. In the list of theocratic instruments of the succeeding period there is none that surpasses him; he surpasses them all so far, that our gaze fixes itself on him in seeking for a realization of this announcement in connection with the fulfilment of the threat against Eli and his house. Samuel’s bearing and conduct is everywhere such that the declaration “ he shall do according to what is in my heart and soul,” is verified in no other theocratic-prophetic and priestly person so eminently as in him. A sure house the Lord built him according to 1 Chronicles 6:33; 1 Chronicles 25:4-5. His grandson was Heman “the singer, the king’s seer in the words of God,” father of fourteen sons and three daughters. The intimate relation of Samuel to the theocratic kingdom under Saul and David, the Lord’s anointed kings, is an obvious fulfilment of the prophecy “he shall walk before my anointed for ever.” The raising up of the fore-announced priest was to follow immediately on the punishment of Eli and his house. In point of fact Samuel steps into the gap in the priesthood which that judgment made as priestly and high-priestly mediator between God and the people, as is shown by the passages cited and by the whole character of his work. By the corruption of its traditional representatives the hereditary priesthood had come to be so at variance with its theocratic significance and mission, that the fulfilment of this mission could be attained, in this great crisis in the development of Israel’s history into the theocratic kingdom, only in an extraordinary way, through direct divine calling, by such an instrument as Samuel. The statement, in the concluding words, of the walking of the faithful priest before the Lord’s anointed is fulfilled exactly (according to the above explanation) in Samuel’s relation to this kingdom.—It is held by some that the prophecy in 1 Samuel 2:30-36, (compared with 1 Kings 2:27, and Joseph. V:11, 5; VIII:1, 3), refers to the transition of the priestly dignity from the house of Ithamar to the house of Eleazar, and therefore that this prophecy, in whole or in some parts, was composed in or after the time of Song of Solomon, (De Wette, Einl. § 178 b.; Bertholdt, Einl. III:916, and Ewald, Gesch. I:190); against which Thenius (p15) properly points out that even after this change the high-priesthood remained still in the family of Aaron, while the words “and the house of thy father,” ( 1 Samuel 2:30-31), clearly shows that the prophecy does not speak of a change in the family, and that in 1 Samuel 2:27-36 we have a genuine ancient prediction of a prophet. Against the view that the prophecy of the “faithful priest” was, according to 1 Kings 2:27 fulfilled in the complete transference of the high-priesthood, by the deposition of Abiathar, to the family of Eleazar, to which Zadok belonged, we remark: 1) that (if the advocates of this view mean this family and its succeeding line of high-priests) the words of the prophecy speak of a single person, not of several, or collectively of a body; and2) that, if Zadok is held to be the “faithful priest” in whom the prophetic word was fulfilled, his person and work have no such epoch-making theocratic significance in the history as we should expect from the prophecy; the expectation is satisfied only in Samuel’s priestly-prophetical eminence. For the rest, the words of 1 Kings 2:27 give no ground for the opinion that the prophecy in 1 Samuel 2:35 is in them referred to Zadok (Thenius), since the passage, having in view Abiathar’s deposition, is speaking merely of the fulfilment of the threatened punishment of Eli’s house, and not at all of the fulfilment of the positive part of the prophecy; there Isaiah, therefore, no occasion to speak (with Thenius) of a false conception of this prophecy as early as Solomon’s time. The lofty priestly position, which Samuel took in his calling as Judge and Prophet before the Lord and His people, the priestly work, by which (the regular priesthood completely retiring) he stood as mediator between Jehovah and His people in sacrifice, prayer, intercession and advocacy, and the high theocratic-reformatory calling, in which his “important, sacred duty was to walk before the anointed, the king, whom Israel was to receive through him, while the Aaronic priesthood fell for a good time into such contempt, that, in the universal neglect of divine worship, it had to beg honor and support from him, and became dependent on the new order of things begun by Samuel,” (O. v. Gerlach),—these things prove that, from the theocratic-historical point of view, in him is fulfilled the prophecy of the faithful priest.

[Four different interpretations explain the “faithful priest” to be Samuel, Zadok, Christ, or a line of priests, including Samuel and Zadok, and culminating in Christ; the last seems to be the only tenable one. I. We cannot restrict the prophecy to Samuel, for1) the “established house” promised the faithful priest is clearly a priestly house, as is evident from a comparison of 1 Samuel 2:35 with 1 Samuel 2:30-31, where the everlasting official sacerdotal character of this house is contrasted with the fall of Eli’s priestly house; and Samuel founded no such house2) Eli’s house was not immediately deprived of the high-priesthood, nor was it at all excluded from the priesthood. Up to Solomon’s time descendants of Eli were high-priests, and the Jews held that his family continued to exist. Nor did Samuel succeed Eli immediately as Priest and Judges 3) It is an important fact that Samuel is nowhere called a priest, and it is an exaggeration of his position to ascribe to him a complete sacerdotal character. His mediatorial work belonged to him largely as a man of God, and similar work was performed by Moses, David, Song of Solomon, none of whom acted as priests. It is doubtful whether Samuel sacrificed at all, still more whether he usually performed this service. The people are said to have sacrificed ( 1 Samuel 11:15), where is probably meant that they did it through the priests, and one passage ( 1 Samuel 9:13), seems to exclude Samuel from the act of sacrifice. At any rate his performance of sacrificial service may be regarded as extraordinary and unofficial like that of Gideon ( Judges 6:26-27) and Solomon ( 1 Kings 3:4). But it is true that Samuel’s life developed the conception of the theocratically pure and faithful priest in contrast with the self-seeking and immorality of Eli’s sons. He was the first protest against their profane perversion of the holy office, the first exemplification after Eli’s time of pure-hearted service of God. II. Rashi, Abarbanel and the majority of modern commentators suppose the reference to be to Zadok, Christian writers usually adopting also the Messianic interpretation. And, though 1 Kings 2:27 mentions only the deposition of Abiathar as the fulfilment of the judgment on Eli’s house, yet this, taken with 1 Samuel 2:35, can hardly be dissevered from the installation of Zadok as sole high-priest; the final exclusion of Eli’s representative is followed immediately by the elevation of the Zadokite family, which continues in an unbroken line to Christ. That the Zadokites were the true divinely-appointed priests, is assumed throughout the following books of the Old Testament, and especially in such passages as Ezekiel 44:15, (quoted by Keil). Erdmann’s objections to this view do not seem conclusive. He urges: 1) that the prophecy ( 1 Samuel 2:27-36) speaks not of a change within the Aaronic family, but of a setting aside of that family in favor of a non-Aaronic priest.—But this is not the declaration of the prophecy, ( 1 Samuel 2:30 speaks of the exclusion of unworthy members, and the reference is plainly to Eli’s immediate family), and is contradicted by the facts of history; for the Aaronic priesthood did continue to the end, while the change announced ( 1 Samuel 2:36) was to take place in the history of Israel. Samuel founded no priestly family, and the restriction of the prophecy to him alone is not in keeping with the broadness of its declarations2) That Zadok was not specially prominent, and does not exhibit a commanding character cannot be urged against this view, since the prophecy promises not intellectual vigor in the “faithful priest” but theocratic official purity and personal godliness, which Zadok and his descendants in the main exhibited. III. Augustine (De Civ. Dei17, 5) explains the priest here announced to be Christ alone, basing his view on the breadth and fulness of the statements made about Him. The text does not allow this exclusive reference to Christ, looking plainly, as it does, to the then existing order of things (as in 1 Samuel 2:36, which Augustine interprets of Jewish priests coming to worship Christ), but it may include Him, or rather point to Him as the consummation of the blessedness which it promises; and the remarkable fulness of the terms in 1 Samuel 2:35 naturally leads us to this explanation. IV. If the prophecy finds a partial fulfilment in Samuel and Zadok, and also points to Christ, then it would seem best to regard it as announcing a line of faithful men who would do God’s will in full official and personal sympathy with His law. First comes Samuel, not indeed an official priest, but a true representative of the spirituality of the divine service (see 1 Samuel 15:22). He is followed by Zadok, the father of a long line of priests, who (with many defects) in the main preserve among the people and in the presence of the king the fundamental ideas of the sacrificial service, and are a type ( Ezekiel 44:15) of the perfect priesthood into which they are finally merged. To this Erdmann objects that the reference is plainly ( 1 Samuel 2:35) to one person, and not to a body of men; but he himself understands the “anointed,” in which the expression of singleness is not less distinct, of Saul and David. If the anointed is to be understood of a line of kings, why not the priest of a line of priests?—This last view then seems best to meet the demands of this confessedly difficult passage. See Keil and Wordsworth in loco.—Tr.].

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. The “man of God” who, by divine commission, predicts the punishment of Eli and his house is a proof that the prophetic gift, which appears sporadically in the Period of the Judges, had in this its gloomy close not yet disappeared. After it had been said: “ there arose not henceforth a prophet in Israel like Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face” ( Deuteronomy 34:10), nevertheless in the time of the Judges, by whose word as spoken according to the divine calling and commission, the people had to govern themselves, we see prophecy reappearing in the following individuals: Judges 2, the messenger of the Lord,[FN58] who comes up from Gilgal to Bochim, and exhorts the Israelites to repentance in the name of the Lord; chap4, the Judge Deborah, who, expressly described as “prophetess,” combines the offices of Judge and Prophet, being the organ of Jehovah’s communications; chap6, the Prophet who was sent by the Lord as His messenger, to rebuke Israel for their idolatry, and to call Gideon to deliver Israel from the Midianitish bondage. The content of the prophetic declarations, in keeping with the history of the times, is: announcement of divine punishment for the people’s idolatry through the oppression of enemies, exhortation to repentance, promise of help.

2. The internal decline of the theocratic life of God’s people showed itself in the close of the Period of the Judges principally in the corruption of the sacerdotal office as cause and effect. In regard, therefore, to the priestly mediation between God and the people, there was needed a thorough reformation and a Revelation -establishment of the proper inner relation between them by a true priestly mediation. For this reason the prophetic announcement of the “faithful, true priest” stands at the beginning of the new period, and, at the commencement of the new theocratic development, has an epoch-making fulfilment in Samuel’s person and work, in which the priestly side is chiefly prominent.

3. Samuel is in this respect a type of Christ; the idea of the priesthood, as here in 1 Samuel 2:35 expressed, found in all respects its completest and most universal fulfilment in Christ’s high-priestly office of mediator between God and man.

4. The conception of the honor of God and of knowing Him is impossible, without the idea of the personal living God, and without the existence of a relation, established by Him, between Him, the living God, and Prayer of Manasseh, in which the consciousness of absolute dependence on Him is connected with that of the obligation to be heartily consecrated to Him and in fellowship with Him. The declaration “he who knows Me,” etc. [ 1 Samuel 2:30] expresses God’s righteous procedure in regard to the recognition or non-recognition of His honor by men.

5. When the guilt of the corruption and decline of the religious-moral life of the people rests on “the house of the Lord,” “it is time that judgment should begin at the house of God,” 1 Peter 4:17.

6. [The walking of the priest before Jehovah’s anointed indicates a definite separation between the sacerdotal and judicial or governing offices, and a certain subordination of the first to the second. This was a condition of the developed Israelitish state, and appears in proper form first under David. Saul seems to have exercised authority over the priesthood, but in David’s time the relation of political subordination was first united with sincere religious unity of heart and purpose, and thus one step taken towards the perfect and complete form (king, prophet, priest), which was to shadow forth the office and work of Christ.—And, as of Hannah’s anticipation of the king, so we may say of the prediction by this man of God of the united king and priest, that it had its root in the felt need of the times, which, as it existed in its distinctest and intensest form in the most spiritual minds of the nation, was guided and elevated and intensified by the Spirit of God into prevision and prophecy.—Tr.].

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
[ 1 Samuel 2:27. A man of God. 1) His office is to come to the people with “Thus saith the Lord.” Though inspiration cannot now be expected, he may be “thoroughly furnished” from the Scriptures ( 2 Timothy 3:17). 2) When called to give rebukes and warnings, he should do it with faithfulness, solemnity, and tenderness.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 2:27-36. The prophet’s sermon of censure, [German Strafpredigt] against Levi and his house. 1) Looking back to the past, it recalls the manifold exhibition of the benefits of God’s grace, 1 Samuel 2:27-28; 1 Samuel 2) Looking around upon the present, it holds before Eli his sins and those of his house, 1 Samuel 2:29-30; 1 Samuel 3) Looking out upon the future, it proclaims the divine judgment, 1 Samuel 2:30-36.

1 Samuel 2:27-30. To what are we bound by the experience of overflowing manifestations of God’s grace? 1) To be always thankfully mindful of them; 2) To proclaim everywhere the praises of God; 3) By a sober and holy walk to promote the honor of His name.

1 Samuel 2:27-36. God’s righteousness and grace in union with each other1) Grace in union with righteousness, 1 Samuel 2:27-32; (a) The actual proofs and gifts of God’s grace ( 1 Samuel 2:27-29) contain serious demands by the holy and righteous God; (b) The promises of grace are in respect of their fulfilment conditioned by the conduct of man towards God, which is weighed by his righteousness, 1 Samuel 2:30; (c) In proportion as man in view of the revelation of divine grace gives God the honor or not, he is requited by God according to his righteousness, 1 Samuel 2:30. 2) The severity of God’s righteousness does not exclude grace, 1 Samuel 2:30. (a) It suffers itself to lean upon forbearing, softening grace, in order that justice may not execute complete destruction, 1 Samuel 2:33; 1 Samuel 2:36; (b) It does not take away the arrangements which grace has established, but guards and preserves them against the sin of men, 1 Samuel 2:27-29; (c) It does not cause the promises of grace to fall away, but makes room for their fulfilment in another way, 1 Samuel 2:35.

1 Samuel 2:30. God the Lord, according to His righteousness, remains no man’s debtor: 1) Whoever honors Him, will He also honor; 2) He who despises Him shall be despised in return.—To honor God the loftiest task of human life: 1) Wherein it consists; 2) How it is performed; 3) What promise and threatening are here concerned.—[I. Some of the ways in which we may honor God. (1) By speaking His name with reverence. (2) By keeping the Lord’s day holy to Him. (3) By propriety of behaviour in public worship. (4) By practically recognizing our dependence on His Providence. (5) By performing all the duties of life as to the Lord ( Colossians 3:17). II. Some of the ways in which He will honor us. (1) In causing us to be respected by our fellow-men ( Proverbs 3:16). (2) In making us the means of converting others. (3) In receiving us to glory, honor and immortality in heaven ( Romans 3:7).—Baxter: Never did man dishonor God, but it proved the greatest dishonor to himself. God will find out ways enough to wipe off any stain upon Him; but you will not so easily remove the shame and dishonor from yourselves.—Tr,].

1 Samuel 2:35. The exercise of the priestly office, which is well-pleasing to God: 1) Its personal condition and pre-supposition, fidelity, firmness, steadfastness, “I will raise me up a faithful priest;” 2) Its rule and measure, “according to that which is in my heart and in my soul;” 3) Its blessing and reward, “and I will,” etc. [Upon the phrase, “he shall walk before my Anointed forever,” comp. above on 1 Samuel 2:10, Hom, and Pract.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 2:27-30. The heavy guilt of neglecting the office of household-priest in the rearing of children: 1) It wrongs the welfare and honor of the house, so far as in earlier times God has in grace and compassion crowned it with blessings, 1 Samuel 2:27-29; 1 Samuel 2) In indulgent and weak love to the children it robs God of the honor which He demands, 1 Samuel 2:30; 1 Samuel 3) It thereby prepares for the children a sure destruction, 1 Samuel 2:34; 1 Samuel 4) It often thereby brings a curse and ruin upon succeeding generations, 1 Samuel 2:31-33; 1 Samuel 2:36.

[Hall: Indulgent, parents are cruel to themselves and their posterity. Eli could not have devised which way to have plagued himself and his house so much, as by his kindness to his children’s sins.…… I do not read of any fault Eli had but indulgence; and which of the notorious offenders were plagued more!—Tr.].

Footnotes:
FN#41 - 1 Samuel 2:27. Chald. “a prophet of Jehovah.”—Tr.]

FN#42 - 1 Samuel 2:27. לְ often expresses possession, and is here so rendered by Chald. and Sept.—Tr.]

FN#43 - 1 Samuel 2:28. The following וָאֶתְּנָה makes it better not to carry on the interrogation here. Erdmann: “I chose it (thy house) to perform priestly service.”—Tr.]

FN#44 - 1 Samuel 2:28. The Heb. form here may be Qal (“ascend”) or Hiphil (“offer”) but the sense it the same in both cases.—Tr.]

FN#45 - 1 Samuel 2:29. See Exeg. Notes.—Tr.]

FN#46 - 1 Samuel 2:29. The ל is probably repetition from the last letter of the preceding word; see Joshua 10:21 for similar case.—Tr.]

FN#47 - 1 Samuel 2:30. “Indeed” is merely intensive, Heb. Infin. Absol.—Tr.]

FN#48 - 1 Samuel 2:32. On the text of this verse see Exeg. Notes.—Tr.]

FN#49 - 1 Samuel 2:33. See Exeg. Notes.—Tr.]

FN#50 - 1 Samuel 2:33. Lit. “shall die men;”. Sept. “by the sword of men,” which Wellhausen prefers, but see Exeg. Notes.—Tr.]

FN#51 - 1 Samuel 2:35. The Heb. word is the same as that rendered “faithful” just before.—Tr.]

FN#52 - 1 Samuel 2:36. More exactly “a small piece;” Erdmann: eine Bettelmünze, “a beggar’s coin.”—Tr.]

FN#53 - Textual and Grammatical.—The Inf. Abs. בָּהֹר stands for the Verb, fin, as a Verb. fin. has preceded in the same sentence (Ges, § 131, 4 a). But the interrog. הֲ does not extend to this Inf. Abs, which stands for the Perf, and makes the discourse absolute.—אֹתוֹ is better referred to בַּיִת than to אָבִיךָ, on account of the following “tribes.” But then we must read with Böttcher and Thenius לְכַהֵן instead of לְכֹהֵן, “as agreeing better with the preceding בַּיִת and the succeeding Inf.” (Böttcher). So the Sept. ἱερατεύειν. Comp. Exodus 31:10.—לַעֲלוֹת is contracted from לְהַעֲלוֹת. See Deuteronomy 1:33; 2 Samuel 18:3; Ecclesiastes 5:5.

FN#54 - The Germ. has steigen, “ascend,” error for opfern, “offer.”—Tr.]

FN#55 - Germ. achselkleid, “shoulder-dress,” “amice.”—Tr.]

FN#56 - לְעַמִּי “is periphrasis for the Genesis, and is chosen in order to make the ‘my people’ more prominent” (Keil). On this periphrasis of the Gen. see Ew. Gr. § 292, a. 3.—[But this does not apply here. See Textual Notes in loco.—Tr.].

FN#57 - Böttcher: לַאֲדִיב is for לְהַדְאִיב=לַדְאִיב, one of the numerous clerical errors in these books.—[It is by no means clear that there is a clerical error here, since we may suppose a stem דאב=אדב as נאק=אנק.—Tr.]

FN#58 - It is doubtful whether the malak can be considered other than an angel.—Tr.].

03 Chapter 3 
Verse 1
SECOND SECTION
Samuel’s Call
1 Samuel 3:1 to 1 Samuel 4:1 a
1And the child Samuel ministered unto the Lord [Jehovah] before Eli. And the word of the Lord [Jehovah] was precious[FN1] in those days; there was no open 2 vision [vision spread abroad[FN2]]. And it came to pass at that time, when [that[FN3]]. Eli was laid down [lying down[FN4]] in his place, and his eyes began to wax dim that he could 3 not see. And ere [om. ere[FN5]] the lamp of God went out [was not yet gone out] in the temple of the Lord, where the ark of God was [om. in the temple……was[FN6]] and Samuel was laid down [lying down4] to sleep [om. to sleep, ins. in 4 the temple of Jehovah where the ark of God[FN7] was], That [And] the Lord [Jehovah] 5called [ins. to] Samuel, and he answered [said], Here am I. And he ran unto Eli, and said, Here am I, for thou calledst me. And he said, I called not; 6[ins. go back and] lie down again [om. again]. And he went and lay down. And the Lord [Jehovah] called yet again, Samuel. And Samuel arose and went to Eli, and said, Here am I, for thou didst call [calledst] me. And he answered [said], I:7 called not, my Song of Solomon, [ins. go back and] lie down again [om. again]. Now Samuel did not yet know[FN8] the Lord [Jehovah], neither was the word of the Lord yet [and 8 the word of Jehovah was not yet] revealed unto him. And the Lord [Jehovah] called Samuel again the third time. And he arose and went to Eli, and said, Here am I, for thou didst[FN9] call [calledst] me. And Eli perceived that the Lord [Jehovah] 9had called [was calling] the child. Therefore, [And] Eli said unto Samuel, Go, lie down, and it shall be, if he [one[FN10]] call thee, that thou shalt say, Speak, Lord [Jehovah], for thy servant heareth. So [And] Samuel went and lay down 10 in his place. And the Lord [Jehovah] came, and stood,[FN11] and called as at other times [as before], Samuel, Samuel. Then [And] Samuel answered [said], Speak, 11for thy servant heareth. And the Lord [Jehovah] said to Samuel, Behold, I will [om, will] do a thing in Israel, at which both the ears of every one that heareth it 12 shall tingle [the which whosoever heareth, both his ears shall tingle]. In that day I will perform against Eli all things [om. things] which [that] I have spoken concerning his house, when I begin, I will also make an end [from beginning to end]. 13For [And] I have told [I announced to] him that I will [would] judge his house for ever for the iniquity[FN12] [sin] which he knoweth, because [that he knew that] his sons made themselves vile [brought a curse on themselves[FN13]], and he restrained them 14 not. And therefore I have sworn unto the house of Eli, that the iniquity of Eli’s house shall not be purged [expiated] with sacrifice [ins. of blood] nor [ins. unbloody[FN14]] 15offering forever. And Samuel lay until the morning,[FN15] and opened the doors of the house of the Lord [Jehovah]. And Samuel feared to show El 1 the16vision. Then [And] Eli called Samuel, and said, Samuel, my son. And he answered17[said], Here am I. And he said, What is the thing that the Lord [om. the Lord, ins. he] hath [om. hath] said unto thee? I pray thee [om. I pray thee[FN16]] hide it not from me. God do so to thee and more also, if thou hide anything from 18 me of all the things [om. the things] that he said unto thee. And Samuel told him every whit, and hid nothing from him. And he said, It is the Lord [He is Jehovah]; let him do what seemeth him good.

19And Samuel grew; And the Lord [Jehovah] was with him, and did let none of 20 his words fall to the ground. And all Israel from Dan even to Beersheba knew 21 that Samuel was established to be a prophet of the Lord [Jehovah]. And the Lord [Jehovah] appeared again [continued to appear] in Shiloh; for the Lord [Jehovah] revealed himself to Samuel in Shiloh by [in] the word of the Lord [Jehovah].[FN17]
1 Samuel 4:1 a And the word of Samuel came to all Israel.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 3:1. The history of Samuel’s call to be prophet is introduced ( 1 Samuel 3:1) by a brief statement of what it presupposed, and what led to it in Samuel himself and in the condition of the Israelitish theocratic life. As to the first point, the connection shows that the “boy” Samuel had grown to be a youth, and was therefore intellectually capable of receiving the revelation of the Lord; his character as servant of the Lord in the Sanctuary is again stated (comp. 1 Samuel 2:11; 1 Samuel 2:18), and his relation to Eli as his guardian and guide is anew affirmed by the words “before Eli.” ( 1 Samuel 2:11). The call which Samuel receives supposes the fact that he belongs to the Lord as a gift from his parents, and, as servant in the Sanctuary, Isaiah, in this priestly life under the guidance of the High-priest, prepared to be a special instrument of God’s for His people.—As to the second point, the condition of the theocratical life, the religious character of the times is marked by a twofold expression: 1) the word of the Lord was “precious” (יָקָר), that Isaiah, the word was rare that came directly from the Lord by prophetic announcement to the people; the proper organs were lacking, persons who were filled with the Spirit of the Lord, that they might be witnesses of His word; there was lacking also in the people the living desire for the direct revelations of God in His word, and receptivity in religious feeling for the living declaration,—and this was true even in the highest planes of theocratical life; 2) “There was no vision spread abroad.” פָרַץ “break through,” thence “spread out from within,” “become known outwards, become public,” Psalm 3:10; 2 Chronicles 31:5.—Hazon (חזוֹן) [vision] is the feeling or perception which corresponds to a direct real divine revelation made to the imagination of the prophet.[FN18] This “vision” is the means of the reception of the word to be announced. Little was heard of such revelations of the Lord by visions, they were not spread abroad. Therefore the word of the Lord was precious. The second fact had its ground in the first. In the theocratical life there was lacking both a truly God-fearing, living priesthood, and a proclamation of God’s word that should extricate the people from their religious-moral depravation, the vitalizing power of the divine Spirit through prophetic organs.

1 Samuel 3:2-10. The circumstances and individual elements of the calling. In 1 Samuel 3:2 the “and it came to pass” and the statement of time are so connected with 1 Samuel 3:4 that all the intermediate from “and Eli” to the end of 1 Samuel 3:3 is explanatory parenthesis.[FN19]
Samuel might have supposed, when he was awaked by hearing his name called, that he had to render some service to the half-blind Eli; and so it is expressly mentioned at the beginning of these descriptive sentences that Eli was growing blind. The word “began” shows that the statement afterwards made, “he could not see,” is by no means to be understood as meaning complete blindness.[FN20]—To the chronological datum in the beginning of 1 Samuel 3:2 is added in 1 Samuel 3:3 an exacter and more definite statement in the words: And the lamp of God was not yet gone out;—no doubt this indicates night-time, near the morning, since the seven-lamped candelabrum in the Sanctuary before the curtain, which ( Exodus 27:20-21; Exodus 30:7-8) was furnished with oil every morning and evening, after having burnt throughout the night and consumed its oil, usually, no doubt, got feebler or went out towards morning (comp. Leviticus 24:2-3). The words “and S. was sleeping” are not to be regarded, as the Athnach under the last requires, as a parenthesis separated from “in the temple” (as is usually done), if the latter expression is understood to mean sanctuary in distinction from the most holy place; for we cannot suppose that Samuel slept in this Sanctuary. But hekal (חֵיבָל) is here, as in 1 Samuel 1:9; Psalm 11:4, the whole sanctuary, the entire space of the tabernacle, as the palace of God, the King of His people, who has His throne there. This throne is the “ark of God,” for above the ark was the symbol of the presence, yea, of the royal dwelling and enthronement of God in the midst of His people ( 1 Samuel 4:4). Samuel’s sleeping-place was in one of the rooms, which were built in the court for the priests and Levites on service (Keil). The name Jehovah stands after “temple,” because it is the Covenant-God, who descends to His people and dwells with them, that is brought before us. On the other hand, in connection with the lamp and the ark “Elohim” is used “in the sense of the divine in general,” (Then.), that Isaiah, God is viewed in His loftiness and power over the whole world, as He who is to be feared and venerated, as lofty majesty (which conception is made clear by the plural).

In 1 Samuel 3:2-3, is described the situation in which Samuel received the call of the Lord,—it is night, the High-priest lies in his place in the sanctuary, the lamps of the candelabrum are still burning,[FN21] the morning is near, it is the time when dream-life rises to its height; near Samuel was the ark of God, whence the revelations of God came.

1 Samuel 3:4-10 give the whole history of the call, with the attendant circumstances, in its individual elements.—Samuel hears the call of a voice, which has awakened him from sleep, but takes it to be not the call of a divine voice, as it was, but a call from Eli. Eli, to whom he hastens, sends him back to his couch with the answer: “I did not call thee.” This is repeated in 1 Samuel 3:6.

1 Samuel 3:7 gives the reason why Samuel thought he heard not God’s voice, but Eli’s.[FN22] Knowing God means here not the general knowledge of God which every Israelite of necessity had, but the special knowledge of God, which was given by extraordinary revelation of God. The experience which now comes to Samuel is marked as the first of the sort. The word of God had not yet been revealed to him. He had not yet received such a special revelation of God through His word; therefore he did not yet know the God who revealed Himself in this way.—“It was a gloomy time, poor in Revelation, as in exemplary religious life. For Eli, the High-priest, was weak, his sons defiled the sanctuary, the people served idols ( 1 Samuel 7:3 sq.), and the Philistines ruled oppressively. Hence it came that Samuel did not yet know how the Lord was used to reveal Himself to the prophets, the announcer of His word to men ( 1 Samuel 3:1; 1 Samuel 3:7)” (Nägelsbach, Herz. R-E. XIII:395 sq.). After the third repetition of the call ( 1 Samuel 3:8), Eli observed the divine origin of the call, and showed Samuel ( 1 Samuel 3:9) how he should deport himself towards the divine voice. His answer was to be: “Speak, Lord, for thy servant heareth.”—Up to this point the medium of the divine revelation was the thrice repeated call of a voice, which so strongly impressed Samuel’s hearing, that he was awakened out of sleep. This is the meaning of the narrative; it does not mean a voice, which he thought he heard in a dream merely. In 1 Samuel 3:10 a new factor is introduced: the divine revelation by means of a voice becomes a vision: Jehovah came and stood, that Isaiah, before Samuel. That an objective real appearance is here meant is clear from 1 Samuel 3:15, “the vision” (מַרְאָה). Three factors are to be combined: the dream-state of Samuel’s soul (the internal sense), the hearing a voice on awakening, the seeing an appearance.

1 Samuel 3:11-14. Here follows the divine announcement of the judgment on Israel and the house of Eli. The Pres. (עשֶֹׁה partcp.) brings the Acts, though still in the future, before us as near, immediately and surely impending.[FN23] The tingling of both ears is the mark of dread and horror, which comes suddenly on a Prayer of Manasseh, so that he well nigh loses his senses. Clericus’ reference to the Lat. attonitus is excellent, comp. Jeremiah 19:3. The unheard of horror which was to make both ears tingle was (chap4) the frightful defeat of Israel in battle with the Philistines, and the loss of the ark to this heathen people.—As in 1 Samuel 3:11 the horror, which is to come upon Israel, is announced, so in 1 Samuel 3:12-14 is declared the judgment of the house of Eli. In 1 Samuel 3:12 the Infs. Abs. (הָחֵל וְכַלֵּה) serve to explain and define the verb fin, “beginning and ending,” that Isaiah, from beginning to end, fully, entirely. Not one word of the minatory prophecy ( 1 Samuel 2:27 sq.) is to remain unfulfilled. (See Ew. § 280, 3 a).—In 1 Samuel 3:13 this announcement is recapitulated. The declaration was a threat, no longer a warning. Judging is in sense (comp. Genesis 15:14) identical with punishing. This punishment will be inflicted on Eli’s house “for ever;” the judgment will never again be removed from it. In what did Eli’s sin consist? In the neglect of the duty which he ought to have performed to his sons as father, high-priest and Judges, by the employment of severe chastisement and punishment.He knew their crimes, but let them go unpunished. מְקַלְלִים לָהֶם “cursed themselves” is very hard to explain, unless with Sept. and Then, we read אֱלֹהִים for לָהֶם, and translate “they brought God into contempt,” the Pi. being taken as causative, and Qal=“to come into contempt.” Certainly this rendering would agree with 1 Samuel 2:17; but—aside from the untrustworthiness of the Sept. in relation to the Heb. text, which also may here have been arbitrarily treated on account of this difficulty—against this reading is the fact that God Himself here speaks. The conjecture adduced by Grotius, לִי (“the Hebrews wrote that for לָהֶם ‘themselves’ formerly stood לִי ‘me,’ ”) must be rejected on account of the difference in the letters. There remains no other course than to translate “cursing, bringing a curse on, themselves,” according to the usual explanation.[FN24] Luther gives the correct sense: “that his sons behaved shamefully.” [So Eng. A. V. “made themselves vile,” but this is not exactly correct. See translation and textual note.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:14. The announcement that the punishment is imposed for ever ( 1 Samuel 3:13) is here marked by the divine oath as irrevocable. (אִם, in view of the ellipsis, with negative force, Ges. § 155, 2sq.). The transgression of Eli’s house is here spoken of because not only did Eli’s sins of omission and his sons’ sins of commission prove them personally worthy of punishment before God, but the religious depravation that issued from them affected the whole family, even their posterity. (יִתְכַפֵּר Pass. for the usual כֻּפַּר). Because the guilt can never be expiated, therefore the sentence will never be recalled, but, agreeably to the Lord’s true word, will be carried out on Eli’s house. The double “for ever” at the end of the two declarations ( 1 Samuel 3:13-14) expresses the terrible earnestness of the divine justice. [As to the relation between this announcement ( 1 Samuel 3:11-14) and the other ( 1 Samuel 2:27-36), the latter is founded on and supposes the earlier, but does not exactly repeat it. The first message seems (strangely enough) not to have produced the desired effect, namely to rouse Eli and save his house; for, though it is expressed absolutely, we have to suppose that the doom might be averted by repentance and obedience, as in the case of Nineveh. But the old man was too weak, and his sons (who must have heard of the prophet’s threatened punishment) too far gone in sin. No moral change occurs to remove the implied moral condition of the doom, and the sentence is to be executed. Still God will not leave His old servant without another appeal; He sends another message by Samuel. The first prophecy (chap2) reviewed, the history of the sacerdotal house of Eli, exposed its unfaithfulness, announced its deposition, and looked beyond to the glory of a new and faithful priestly house. The second prophecy, given through Samuel, reaffirms the punishment, emphasizes Eli’s personal guilt, and declares the sentence on the priestly house to be irrevocable. Its object, then, would seem to be two-fold: 1) to rouse Eli and his sons to repentance and quickening into spiritual life, (see Eli’s response in verse18, whereas no answer of his to the first threat is recorded); 2) to accredit Samuel as a prophet by making him the bearer of a message that the whole nation would hear of, and to develop his spiritual-prophetic earnestness and faithfulness by bringing him into personal contact with the most serious events. It is hardly to be supposed that the conduct of Eli and his sons had been unobserved by Samuel. Rather they must have occasioned him (in connection with the man of God’s announcement) much serious thought, so that his message to Eli was not something apart from his own intellectual and spiritual life. We must notice, also, the difference in breadth and maturity between the declaration committed to the (doubtless) full-grown man of God, and that delivered through the youth Samuel.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 3:15-18. Samuel before Eli as called prophet of the Lord in his first prophetic function. Although Eli had already received from the “man of God” ( 1 Samuel 2:27) the prediction of punishment, yet his conduct gives occasion to the repetition (through Samuel who had a direct call from the Lord) of the prophetic announcement of judgment on his house as a word of immediate revelation from the Lord.

1 Samuel 3:15 sq. describe with such psychological and historical minuteness, such clearness and truth to life Samuel’s external situation and tone of mind after the revelation and appearance, and the conduct of Eli who was roused to earnest interest[FN25] by the thrice-occurring call to Samuel, that neither here nor in the preceding description ( 1 Samuel 3:1-14) is there any ground for Ewald’s opinion that this is not an original tradition. After this revelation Samuel sleeps in his bed till morning. Opening “the doors of God’s house” was a part of his duty in the sanctuary. By the doors we are not to understand the curtains, but real doors, which belonged, however, not to the cells which were perhaps built around, but “to the house of God” itself. Originally, indeed, the Tabernacle, being a tent, had no doors, but, after it was fixed in Shiloh with a solid enclosure, it might somehow have been provided with them. “Perhaps it stood within a larger frame, or a solid temple-space of stone built for its protection" (Leyrer in Herzog’s R-E. XV:116.)—Samuel is afraid to tell Eli the vision, the appearance (מַרְאָה) which had presented itself to his internal sense, in which God’s revelation concerning the house of Eli had been set forth before him—partly from awe at the divine word which formed the content of the Revelation, partly on account of the dreadful significance it had for Eli, partly by reason of the sorrow of which, in his reverence and filial piety towards Eli, he could not rid himself. But Eli compels him to tell what he had so wondrously learned.—On “my Song of Solomon,” 1 Samuel 3:16, Thenius admirably remarks: “How much is expressed by this one word!” In 1 Samuel 3:17 observe the climax in the words with which, in three sentences, Eli demands information from Samuel; it expresses the excitement of Eli’s soul. He asks for the word of the Lord; he demands an exact and complete statement; he adjures Samuel to conceal nothing from him. God do so to thee and more also, if, etc, is a frequent form of adjuration,[FN26] which threatens punishment from God, if the request is not complied with, comp. 1 Samuel 14:44; 1 Samuel 20:18.

1 Samuel 3:18. And Samuel told him every whit. His fear was overpowered by Eli’s demand. In obeying Eli he was at the same time obeying the Lord, whose command to enter on his prophetic calling before Eli he must have recognized in the latter’s demand. And he (Eli) said. Two things Eli says: It is the Lord! This is the utterance of submission to the Lord. He sees confirmed what the man of God announced to him, and recognizes the indubitable revelation of the Lord. Let Him do what seemeth Him good. This is the expression of resignation to the unchangeable will of the Lord. To the overwhelming declaration of God Eli shows a complete resignation, giving himself and his house into God’s hands, without trying to excuse or justify himself, but also, it is true, without exhibiting thorough penitence.

1 Samuel 3:19-21. The result of Samuel’s call to the prophetic office, and, at the same time, transition to the description of his prophetical work in Israel1) In 1 Samuel 3:19 a the divine principle in his development into a man of God in his prophetic office is expressly emphasized, his growth from youth to manhood (וַיִּגְדַּל) being set forth under the highest theocratic point of view, which is marked by the words: And the Lord was with him.—To him were imparted God’s revelations for Israel, because he was a man after God’s heart, who, amid the temptations to evil that surrounded him in Shiloh, was now as a youth mature and tried in true fear of God and sincere fellowship with God; and his growth rested on a childhood consecrated to the Lord. “The Lord was with him.” This refers not merely to the general proofs of God’s goodness and mercy, to the blessing which he received from the Lord throughout his life, but also to the special revelations and gifts of the Spirit which the Lord imparted to him as His chosen instrument. For2) in 1 Samuel 3:19 b in the words And he let none of his words fall to the ground is emphasized the divine demonstration of Samuel’s prophetic character by God’s fulfilment of what he prophetically announced as the word revealed to him. The expression “did not let fall” indicates that the word was not spoken in vain, but was fulfilled,[FN27] comp. Joshua 21:45; Joshua 23:14; 1 Kings 8:56; 2 Kings 10:10. 3) 1 Samuel 3:20 exhibits his general recognition in Israel as a tried instrument for the Lord in the prophetic office. The geographical indication of the extent of this recognition supposes that Samuel was made known to the whole people from Dan on the north to Beersheba on the south ( Judges 20:1) as a prophet of the Lord by his declaration of the word of God. (נֶאֱמָן, “found trustworthy,” “tried,” Numbers 12:7). From this it is evident that the people of Israel, in spite of their disruption, yet formed religiously a unit. In spite of the general lack of the declaration of God’s word, there was still altogether a receptivity for it; notwithstanding the decline of the religious-moral life there was not lacking a sense for the self-revelation of the living God through His chosen instrument, the prophet Samuel. It is no doubt intimated in 1 Samuel 3:20 “that Samuel, in contrast with the hitherto isolated appearances of prophets, was known as a man called to a permanent prophetic work” (Nägelsbach, Herz. R-E. XIII:26). For the factual ground of 1 Samuel 3:20 is given in the closely connected v21, where4) are stated the continued direct revelations of God to Samuel in Shiloh. “Jehovah continued to appear in Shiloh.” This points to visions as the form of revelation for the internal sense, and as the continuation of the mode of appearance which is set forth in 1 Samuel 3:10; 1 Samuel 3:15 as “vision.” The words “for the Lord revealed Himself to Samuel in Shiloh by the word of the Lord” leave no doubt that that revelation in visions also was made to Samuel, and that the word was the heart and the guiding star of these revelations of the Lord made to him that they might be imparted to the people. As the people had hitherto had its centre in Shiloh in the Tabernacle with the ark as the symbol of God’s indwelling and presence, so now it found in the same place a new centre in the continued revelations of the Lord to Samuel through His word. From now on God made known His will to the people by the revelation of His word to Samuel, the first representative of the permanent prophetic order.[FN28] Thus, then, the beginning of the fourth chapter: And the word of Samuel came to all Israel—is closely connected with the preceding. The word of Samuel is in content, “the word of the Lord,” which was directly revealed to him, he being from now on favored with this revelation ( 1 Samuel 3:21) in the form of the vision (מַרְאָה); thus the declaration “God revealed Himself to Samuel” is by no means superfluous (Then.); for it is not “the revelation mentioned above" which is here meant, but that which was constantly repeated in vision, by virtue of which Samuel was the Roeh (רֹאֶה), seer. In form the word of Samuel was prophetic announcement, as organ of which he was Nabi (נָבִיא), God’s spokesman, interpreter.[FN29] His word came “to all Israel.” In these words is comprised5) his prophetic work in all Israel, and the permanent effect of his call to the prophetic office (made by the first revelation) is indicated. The word which came to him from God went by him to the whole people. This close connection of these words with the preceding context, and their closing and comprehensive character shows plainly how incorrect is the ordinary view which connects them with the following, and regards them as a call by Samuel to battle with the Philistines. They are the summary description of his prophetic work, on which his judicial labors rested, the transition to these latter being made in the following narration of Israel’s public national calamity.

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. Samuel’s person and labors as prophet. “So the Lord’s training had borne its fruits. Samuel had been preserved amid the temptations of Shiloh. He had grown up to be a consecrated man and faithful prophet of the Lord—a man of God in the midst of an apostate race—a light in the darkness, and much was gained when God’s word was once more to be found in the land.” (Schlier, Die Könige in Isr, 1865, 2ed, p5.)

“The vigorous and connected ministry of the prophets begins with Samuel, who is therefore to be regarded as the true founder of the Old Testament prophetic order (comp. Acts 3:24). It was that extraordinary time when, with the removal of the ark, the Tabernacle had lost its significance as centre, the high-priest’s functions were suspended, and now the mediatorship between God and the people rested altogether in the inspired prophet. While the limits of the old ordinances of worship are broken through, Israel learns that Jehovah has not restricted His saving presence to the ancient symbol of His indwelling among the people, rather is to be found everywhere, where He is earnestly sought, as God of salvation.” Oehler in Herz. R-E. s. v. Prophet-enthum des A. T. XII:214.

2. The time of Samuel’s appearance in Israel as prophet was the time of an internal judgment of God, which consisted in the preciousness of God’s word, that Isaiah, in the lack of intercourse of God with His people by revelation. It was a theocratic interdict[FN30] incurred by the continued apostasy of the people from their God, and inflicted by God’s justice. It had the disciplinary aim to lead their hearts back to the Lord, who had long kept silence, had long suspended His revelations. Such a judgment of the cessation of all Revelation -intercourse of God with man came upon Saul, 1 Samuel 28:6; 1 Samuel 28:15; comp. the complaint in Psalm 74:9, “there is no longer any prophet,” and the wail in Amos 7:11 sq. over the famine of God’s word. The same law presents itself in all periods of the kingdom of God; men lose the source of life, God’s revealed word, by a divine judgment, when they withdraw from intercourse with the living God, and will not accept His holy word as the truth which controls their whole life.

3. The form of God’s revelation in prophecy Isaiah, as we see in Samuel, internal sight, the vision, to which the original appellation Roeh (רֹאֶה or חֹזֶה)[FN31] (according to 1 Samuel 9:9, the earlier usual designation of the prophet) points. “Vision and word of God are in 1 Samuel 3:1 parallel expressions for prophecy.” “The vision is nothing but the inner incorporation, and therefore also symbolizatioii of what is felt in the mind—whether it be in visible shape for the inner eye, or vocally for the inner ear.” (Tholuck, Die Propheten und ihre Weissa-gungen, 1861, p54.) The internal sight, by means of which the prophet knows that the content of the prophecy, the matter of the announcement to be made, has been imparted to him by God directly, altogether independently of his own activity, is the vision in the wider sense. For this reason Samuel, like all other prophets, is called a Seer. After his soul, detached from the outer world of sense through the medium of the dream, has thus been brought into a state of more concentrated receptivity for the revelation of God, he sees with the internal sense the matter of the prophetic declaration directly imparted to him by God. “But when the revelation presents its content in visible shape before the prophet’s soul, there results the vision in the stricter sense.” (Oehler, Herz. R-E. XVII:637.)

4. In the history of Samuel’s call to the prophetic office are united prototypically all essential momenta[FN32] of theocratic prophecy: 1) the ethical condition of the absolute consecration of the person and the whole life to God’s service on the basis of sincere life-communion with Him, and of mutual intercourse between God and the prophet—(“Speak, Lord, thy servant heareth;” comp. Jeremiah 33:2 sq.: “call unto me, and I will answer thee, and show thee great and mighty things, which thou knowest not”); 2) the definite, direct, clearly recognized and irresistible call of God to be the instrument of His Revelation, the declarer of His word which is to be imparted to him, connected with the gift of inspiration and capacity therefor by the controlling power of the Spirit of God; 3) the reception of God’s special revelation by word independently of human teaching and instruction and his own investigation and meditation, together with the consciousness of having been favored with a disclosure of God’s objective thoughts; 4) the internal sight as the subjective medium of the reception of the revelation of God, the psychical form of prophecy; 5) the declaration of the revelation received, with the certainty and confidence (produced by the Spirit) that the announced word will be confirmed by the corresponding divine deed. Comp. Oehler, Weissagung, Herz. R-E. XVII:627 sqq.[FN33]
5. The triple repetition of the divine call to Samuel betokens God’s holy arrangement for preparing His inner life, that he might become an exclusive organ of divine revelation (comp. 1 Samuel 3:7-8), freed from human authority, his soul open only to the utterances of the living God, as is shown by Samuel’s answer to the divine voice: “Speak, Lord, thy servant heareth” ( 1 Samuel 3:9-10); for by this answer Samuel assumes the position of one who has direct converse with the Lord, that he may, as his servant, hear what the Lord will say to him by His Revelation, and thereby the end of the threefold preparative call is fulfilled.

6. That the light of the divine word may illuminate the inner life, the latter must be open to this light, as it is given by divine revelation. The humble readiness to hear and accept God’s counsels with the ear of faith is called forth by the awakening call of God’s voice, and leads to the clear knowledge of His word. The way to fellowship with the living God and service in His kingdom is opened and prepared only by God’s act of grace in calling men by the voice of His word; and so living and abiding continually in fellowship with the Lord is conditioned on the word of Revelation, in which the Lord speaks to the soul that stands fast in the obedience of faith. Thus the individual elements of this history of Samuel’s call present a picture of the grace of God that calls us, as all they learn or experience, who, like Samuel, occupy such a position towards God’s word, that to God’s call they answer with him: “Speak, Lord, thy servant heareth.”

7. Pardoning grace[FN34] ( 1 Samuel 3:14) is open to every sinner, and is denied by God for no sin, if there be, on the man’s part, honest, hearty repentance for sin as enmity against God and violation of His holy will, and confident trust in His grace and mercy, that Isaiah, if there be a thorough conversion to the Lord. In Eli’s house, in spite of the preceding divine warnings and threatenings, there was continued, persistent sin, and Eli did not summon the resolution to make an energetic cleansing of his house and thoroughly to remove his sons’ wickedness, which he ought to have felt especially bound to do as high-priest; such sin makes it impossible that God’s grace should be shown in the forgiveness of sin, puts a limit to God’s patience and long-suffering, and draws down on itself His punitive judgments as necessary proofs of His holiness and justice. [The Mosaic Law had no offering for presumptuous sins; but underneath the Law (which was civil-political in its outward form) lay the fundamental principle of the forgiveness of the penitent sinner, developed, for example, in Psalm 51and others. This principle, however, though doubtless part of the spiritual thought of ancient Israel, did not find full expression till it was announced that the blood of Christ cleanses from all sin. But in the New Testament, as in the Old Testament, there is no pardon without repentance.—Tr.]

8. The true permanent unity of Israel, dismembered, as the nation was, during the Period of the Judges, was established by Samuel by means of the word of God which, in his prophetic proclamation, embraced all Israel. Even in times when the national, political and religious-ecclesiastical life is most sadly shattered and disrupted, the divine word, if it is only preached lovingly by preachers that live in it, shows its purifying and unifying power, the receptivity for it being present, and only needing to be called forth.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 3:1. Cramer: That is the greatest and most perilous scarcity, when God causes a dearth, not of bread but of His word.—Wuert. Bible: God does not give His holy word to every one and at every time in great abundance, but causes at certain times also a scarcity therein to be suffered, Ezekiel 3:26; Amos 8:11-12.

[ 1 Samuel 3:3-14. Stanley: The stillness of the night—the sudden voice—the childlike misconception—the venerable Eli—the contrast between the terrible doom and the gentle creature who has to announce it—give to this portion of the narrative a universal interest. It is this side of Samuel’s career that has been so well caught in the well-known pictures by Sir Joshua Reynolds.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:3-10. Steinmeyer (Testimonies to the glory of Christ, Berlin, 1847): The call of Samuel the Prophet, as an image of our entering into communion with the Lord; 1) How the occasion for this communion is given on the part of God, 2) How the condition of it is fulfilled on the part of Samuel, and3) How this communion itself was begun.—Awaking from sleep! What a striking designation of the turning point between the old and the new in our life also. We were like them that sleep, them that dream, before we entered into communion with God. It Isaiah, however, certainly no arbitrary pre-supposition, that this pure, simple, upright nature had definite presentiments that he must be in what was his God’s, and that he was moved by a longing, even though not understood, after the hour which now struck; and even this position of heart appears to find in the image of sleep its beautiful, exactly-corresponding expression. More or less, however, the comparison will also be applicable to us all. If the grace of the Lord caused us to grow up in the temple of His church, as Samuel in the sanctuary at Shiloh, if we were, like him, from childhood nourished with the sincere milk of the word, then there will always in our awaking be a definite recollection that already long before we found ourselves unawares in this sphere, only that hitherto our eyes were holden, while now we are allowed to look freely and without hindrance into the riches of His grace and His truth.

[How far this sort of analogical preaching may be carried, is a question of opinion. There are many who will think it has been carried quite too far in this paragraph.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:8-9. The fact that Samuel, notwithstanding the old man’s assurance that he had not called him, appeared again, and came the third time, without consulting with flesh and blood, was a proof of his simplicity and uprightness. This is indeed the same uprightness which the Redeemer commends in Nathaniel, and here we have certainly a striking example of the Scripture saying: The Lord makes the upright prosper.—That the youth was ready without fretting to present himself three times for the service of his fatherly teacher—what else is it than his obedience towards him to whose discipline and service he had now devoted himself, so firmly grounded in obedience that he did not allow himself to be turned away from his simple, quiet path, not even by the most wonderful testimonies, by perfectly incomprehensible directions. And so with us too, if in any relation whatever we have only learned true obedience, if the position and state of our heart has become that of full and humble subjection, then we are no longer far from the Kingdom of God, which demands blind, unshakable obedience, within which one cannot maintain himself without giving himself up unconditionally to the one authority of Christ in faith as well as in life, and which utterly excludes all selfishness, in whatever form it may come up, all self-will, all entering upon a self-chosen path. [The analogy here and in what follows is extremely remote, and such a use of the passage would seem injudicious.—Tr.]—If we too have only first reached in general the point of being able to believe without seeing—for faith too must be learned—able to believe in the first place the human teaching, rebuking, consoling word,—well, then we are on the way, since the voice of the divine word is believingly received by us.

[Henry: There was a special Providence in it, that Samuel should go thus often to Eli; for hereby, at length, Eli perceived that the Lord had called the child, 1 Samuel 3:8. (1) This would be a mortification to him, and he would apprehend it to be a step toward his family’s being degraded, that when God had something to say he should choose to say it to the child Samuel, his servant that waited on him, and not to him. (2) This would put him upon inquiring what it was that God said to Samuel, and would abundantly satisfy him of the truth and certainty of what should be delivered, and no room would be left for him to suggest that it was but a fancy of Samuel’s.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:10. So then for the first time Samuel stands with consciousness in the presence of the majesty of God—and immediately all the riddles of life begin to be solved for him, and the meaning of his own life to become clear. What he says bears the clearest stamp of a really begun communion with the Lord. Is it not the resolve to say and to do all that the Lord might show him of his lofty thoughts and ways—is it not this, and nothing but this, that is expressed in Samuel’s words: Speak, Lord, for Thy servant heareth? Has he not thereby once for all renounced self-knowing and self-will? That was the faithfulness as a prophet, which all Israel from Dan even to Beersheba recognized in him ( 1 Samuel 3:20). And that which thus first established a true communion with the Lord could also alone be the power that maintained it. The constant prayer, “Speak, Lord,” and the constant vow, “Thy servant heareth,”—that is the hand which takes hold of God’s right hand, to be held fast by it with everlasting life.

1 Samuel 3:10. “Speak, Lord, thy servant heareth,” a testimony of unconditional devotion to the Lord: 1) How such a testimony is reached, (a) through the Lord’s awakening call, (b) through receptivity of heart for God’s word, and (c) through the deed of self-denial in the renunciation of all self-knowing and self-will; 2) What is therein testified and praised before the Lord: (a) humble subjection (Speak, Lord), (b) steadfast dependence on the Lord in free love (thy servant), (c) unconditional, joyful obedience to His will (thy servant heareth.)—Conditions of a blessed fulfillment of one’s calling for the Kingdom of God: 1) The experience of the power of the divine word: I have called thee by thy name; 2) The repeated call in prayer, “Speak, Lord!” and3) The fulfillment of the vow: “thy servant heareth.”

1 Samuel 3:11. Lange: It is God’s design that when He causes great judgments to occur, men shall with holy terror accept them as a warning. God begins in good time to bring into holy fear the hearts of those whom he wishes to make special and great instruments of advancing His honor. 1 Samuel 3:12. Starke : The Lord’s word is true; Psalm 33:4 [in German; Eng. Ver. correctly: right.—Tr.] Let men therefore not mock at God’s word and threatenings.—Calvin: The guilt becomes so much the greater, when God warns sinners of their transgressions, and they notwithstanding persevere in them. 1 Samuel 3:13. Eli’s guilt becomes so much the greater from the fact that it was known to him how shamefully his sons behaved, and he did nothing to remove this abomination from his house and from the sanctuary. Calvin: Those who are set for the purpose of chastising the wicked make themselves partakers of a like guilt with them, and go quite over to their side, when at most they express censure with words, and so give themselves the appearance of strictness and earnestness, but do not use the power conferred on them to interfere with the godlessness by deeds.
1 Samuel 3:14. If the sons of Eli had earnestly repented, they would have obtained grace. But as they were given up to their godless disposition, they must of necessity be hardened in their sins, and in spite of the offerings they presented, which were an abomination in the sight of the Lord, must suffer judgment.

[ 1 Samuel 3:11-14. Compare this warning with that previously sent to Eli ( 1 Samuel 2:27-36). 1) It is simpler, as was appropriate when given through a youth2) It is mainly a repetition of what he had been told before, as are so many of God’s messages to men;—the sin mentioned is ‘the iniquity which he knoweth’ ( 1 Samuel 3:13), and the punishment is ‘all, that I have spoken’ ( 1 Samuel 3:12). 3) It contains a still more severe threatening, as the former had not led to repentance; (a) an unknown horror is predicted, (b) a punishment of his family that shall never cease4) It arouses Eli to enough of spiritual life for submission ( 1 Samuel 3:18), but not enough for amendment. (Comp. addition by Tr. to Exegetical on 1 Samuel 3:14).—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:18. We should never venture to dispute with God nor wish to speak against and oppose His purpose, but must, even when we do not recognize the ground of His judgments, yea, when we think we are suffering unjustly, adore the righteousness and holiness of His judgments. Eli bowed himself, it is true, in humility and reverence before the Divine Majesty, but we do not see that he stirred himself up to fulfil his duty towards his godless sons, whereby he would have made known by action the earnestness of his own conversion from the slackness and yielding compliance, which made him the sharer of his sons’ guilt. We should therefore lay it earnestly to heart, not merely with the mouth to give God the honor for His wisdom and righteousness, but upon His call to repentance to subject our own life to an earnest self-examination, in order that then we may beseech God to forgive our sins, and may with our whole heart avoid and flee from evil.

1 Samuel 3:19. The word of God does not return void, whether it promises or threatens, and preachers of the word of God learn with Samuel that none of their words fall to the ground, and this just in proportion as they are diligent to preach nothing else than God’s word.

[ 1 Samuel 3:15-18. Evil Tidings. 1) Samuel shrinks from telling them, as a painful duty2) Eli is anxious to be told, (a) He apprehends ill news for himself—accusing conscience—reminded of the warning given through the prophet ( 1 Samuel 2:27 sqq.) (b) But he desires to know the worst—earnestly conjures Samuel to tell him all3) Eli hears evil tidings with submission, (a) ‘He is Jehovah’—the sovereign God—the covenant God—‘too wise to err, too good to be unkind.’ (b) ‘Let him do,’ etc. He submits humbly, trustfully, lovingly. Hall: If Eli have been an ill father to his sons, yet he is a good son to God, and is ready to kiss the very rod he shall smart withal.)—Tr.]

1 Samuel 3:20. Samuel a true prophet of the Lord; 1) Whereby he was such2) How he proved himself such before the whole people3) How he was recognized as such by them4) How he is an example for the faithful in the ministry of God’s word.

Cramer: Not only of the whole church in general, but of every Christian hearer in particular is it demanded, that with reference to the doctrine taught he shall perceive whether it is right and true or not, and stand his ground. In the case of Samuel the word did not hold good: The prophet has no honor in his own country. He comes before us here as a prophet who has much honor in his own country, 1) Because he was a faithful prophet of God, 2) Because he was counted worthy by God of continual revelations through his word, and3) God confirmed his proclamations by the publicly manifested fulfillment of them as a fulfillment of his word.

[ 1 Samuel 3:19-21. Henry: The honor done Samuel as a prophet: 1) God did him honor (a) By further manifestations of Himself to him. (b) By fulfilling what He spake by him2) Israel did him honor. (a) He grew famous. (b) He grew useful and very serviceable to his generation. He that began betimes to be good, soon came to do good.—Tr.]

Footnotes
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 3:1. = “ rare,” see Isaiah 13:12; Chald. renders “hidden.”—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 3:1. This word (נפרץ) is variously rendered: Sept. διαστέλλουσα, “distinguishing,” “explaining,” whence some would (without ground) change the text to פֹּרֵץ (which perhaps the Alex. translator read, the Nun omitted from preceding Nun); Chald. “revealed” = “broken open;” Syr. as Heb.; Arab, “the Lord had deprived the children of Israel of revelation in those days, and there was no Revelation, to any one of them, and nothing appeared to him;” Vulg. “manifesta;” others, “broken,” “diffused,” “multiplied;” the Jewish interpreters (Rashi, Kimchi, Ralbag) follow the Targ.: Luther, wenig weissagung, “little prophecy;” Erdmann, verbreitet, “spread abroad;” Cahen, “repandu.” This last is probably the correct sense, see 1 Chronicles 13:2; 2 Chronicles 31:5.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 3:2. Erdmann renders “when” (as Eng. A. V.) in order to show that the description from this point is introductory to 1 Samuel 3:4; but the literal translation, given above, clearly indicates the connection of thought, and avoids the interpretation of a construction into the text.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 3:2 and 1 Samuel 3:4, Or, “was sleeping.”—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 3:3. טֶרֶם with Impf. following the subject = “not yet.”—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 3:3. The Eng. A. V. in making this unwarranted inversion of clauses, was probably controlled by the same motive which led the Masorites to separate שֹׁכֵב (“was lying”) from בְּהֵיבַל (“in the temple”) by the Athnach, namely, to avoid the seeming assertion that Samuel was sleeping in the sacred building. The Targum accordingly renders “was sleeping in the Court of the Levites,” borrowing this term apparently from Herod’s temple. For explanation see Exeg. Notes, in loco.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 3:3. This is the only place where אל׳ (“God”) in the phrase ארוֹן אל׳ (“the ark of God”) occurs without the Art.; אל׳ often occurs with the force of a proper name, but no reason is apparent why the Art. is omitted here in this standing phrase. For discussion of the difference between אל׳ and האל׳ see Quarry’s “Genesis and its authorship,” pp270 sqq.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 3:7. Erdmann: “had not yet learned to know,” which is substantially the same as Eng. A. V. On pointing of ידע see Exeg Notes, in loco.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 3:8. The “didst” might now suggest an emphasis not given by the Heb.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 3:9. The impersonal subject is proper, as Samuel did not know who the caller was.—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 3:10. Chald. softens this anthropomorphism into “revealed himself,” and the Rabbis add, by a voice from the Holy of Holies.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 3:13. בַּעֲוֹן is difficult. It can be understood here only as in stat. const. with the following clause: Eli’s sin was “that he knew, etc.” So the Vulg. The Targ. and Syr. render as Eng. A. V.; Sept. gives “the iniquities of his sons,” and omits “that he knew;” Wellhausen omits בעין.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 3:13. להם is here taken as reflexive. The true reading here is not clear; the old translators and critics treated it variously. Sept. has θεὸν as if it read אלהים, which Geiger (Urschrift, p271) and others adopt. See Erdmann’s remark on this in Exeg. Notes, in loco. Chald. reads as the Heb. (Targ. renders קלל by רגז here and elsewhere); Syr. has “his sons brought ignominy on the people,” reading apparently לעם. This is one of the eighteen cases of the “correction of the Scribes” (see Buxtorf’s Lex. s. v. תִּקוּן), who are said to have changed the original reading לִי “me” to להם “themselves,” to avoid the blasphemy, for which reason also Geiger holds that א׳ “God” was changed. Others suggest that the לי stood for ליהוה “Jehovah.” But it is hard to say how much reliance is to be put on these alleged corrections of the old Jewish critics, and here (as Wellhausen remarks) we expect the Acc. אוֹתִי not לִי after קלל. The external critical evidence is in favor of the reading אלהים “God,” but, the objection to this urged by Erdmann being strong, we can only, with him, retain the present text.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 3:14. It seems desirable to express in an Eng. translation the difference between זבח and מנחה.—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 3:15. Sept. here adds “and rose in the morning,” which Thenius and Wellhausen think stood originally in the text, and fell out by similar ending. On the other hand, it is a natural filling out of a terse account, quite in the manner of the Sept.—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 3:17. The Eng. “I pray thee” is too strong for the Heb. נָא, for which we have no good equivalent.—Tr.]

FN#17 - 1 Samuel 3:21. On the addition of the Sept. here see Thenius and Wellhausen.—Tr.]

FN#18 - Hazon, which is used chiefly in the later books of O. T, Isaiah 1) the picture presented to the mind in the ecstatic prophetic state; 2) the body of truth thus given to the prophet. It is the technical word for divine revelation (so contrasted with מַרְאֶה).—Tr.]

FN#19 - See the remark of Tr. under “Textual and Grammatical.”—Tr.]

FN#20 - כּחות is either verbal adj. כֵהוֹת, which forms a single conception with the preceding fin. verb (“they began dim,” i.e., “began to become dim”)—as in Genesis 9:20 the same verb is connected with a subst, Ges, § 142, 4, Rem.—or Inf. Qal בְּהוֹת (comp, Isaiah 3:7; Genesis 27:1; Deuteronomy 34:7 : Job 16:8; Zechariah 11:17), “which the punctuators avoided only because they had not elsewhere met with it” (Böttch.). [This whole note, quoted by Erdmann and Thenius from Böttcher, is somewhat unclear. The passages cited for the Inf. hardly bear on the question. Wellhausen declares the Inf. here without לְ impossible; but see Deuteronomy 2:25; Deuteronomy 2:31. Winer makes it Piel. Inf.—Tr.]

FN#21 - The Sept. has “before the lamp was prepared,” which may point to the custom of keeping one light burning during the day, and thus indicate the late night or early morning.—Tr.].

FN#22 - טֶרֶם is seldom used, as here, with the Perf. of past time; comp. Psalm 90:2; Ew. § 337, 3, c. We might however point also יִדִעַ with Böttcher, and thus read, “in accordance with the following יִגָּלֶה, a Fiens [Impf.] with טֶרֶם, as is usual.”

FN#23 - On the intrans. תְּצִלֶּינָה see Ew. §196 d [comp. Green’s Heb. Gr. §141, 2.—Tr.].

FN#24 - כִהָה Pi. here trans. “to make faint, weak, frighten” by threatening, terrifying conduct, as elsewhere גָּעַר with בּ, increpare aliquem.
FN#25 - The words “Eli who was roused to earnest interest” have been supplied by the translator, something amounting to this having fallen out of the text, probably by typographical error.—Tr.]

FN#26 - This means not, “may God do to you as you do to me,” but “may God visit your refusal with appropriate punishment.”—Tr.]

FN#27 - The origin of the figure has been sought for in various occurrences, as the spilling of water, the fall of an arrow, or any weapon of war, or of a house, but it is better understood in a general way as signifying “failures,” in contrast with a firm, upright position.—Tr.]

FN#28 - It is an old opinion that there is here a reference to the personal Word, the second Person of the Trinity. The Targ. has “the word of Jehovah was his help,” and so some modern commentators, as Gill. But plainly there is no ground for this.—Tr.]

FN#29 - On Roeh and Nabi see on 1 Samuel 9:9.—Tr.]

FN#30 - The Papal Interdict forbids the celebration of divine service, the administration of the sacraments, ecclesiastical burial and marriage (by Romish ministers), and enjoins fasting and prayer.—Tr.]

FN#31 - On the relation between ראה and חזה see below, 1 Samuel 9:9.—Tr.]

FN#32 - Momentum, translation of Germ. “moment,” “essential or important element.”—Tr.]

FN#33 - See also Fairbairn on Prophecy, Chap1, and Lee on Inspiration.—Tr.]

FN#34 - In the Germ. versöhnungs-gnade—“grace of expiation.”—Tr.]

04 Chapter 4 
Verses 2-11
SECOND DIVISION
SAMUEL’S WORK AS PROPHET, PRIEST AND JUDGE

1Sam. 4:1b— 7

FIRST SECTION
Infliction of the Punishment prophesied by Samuel on the House of Eli and on all Israel in the unfortunate Battle with the Philistines
1 Samuel 4:1 to 1 Samuel 7:1
I. Israel’s double defeat and loss of the Ark. 1 Samuel 4:1-11
1Now[FN1] [And] Israel went out against the Philistines to battle, and pitched beside 2 Ebenezer[FN2]; and the Philistines pitched in Aphek. And the Philistines put themselves in array against Israel, and when [om. when] they joined battle[FN3], [ins. and] Israel was smitten before the Philistines, and they slew of the army in the field 3 about four thousand men. And when the people were come [And the people came] into the camp, [ins. and] the elders of Israel said, Wherefore hath the Lord [Jehovah] smitten us to-day before the Philistines? Let us [We will] fetch the ark of the covenant[FN4]of the Lord [Jehovah] [ins. to us] out of [from] Shiloh unto us [om. unto us], that, when it cometh [and it shall come] among us [into our midst] 4it may [om. it may, ins. and] save us out of the hand of our enemies. So [And] the people sent to Shiloh that they might bring [and brought] from [om. from] thence the ark of the covenant of the Lord [Jehovah] of hosts, which dwelleth between the cherubims [who sitteth upon the cherubim[FN5]]; and the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas, were there[FN6] with the ark of the covenant of God.

5And [ins. it came to pass], when the ark of the covenant of the Lord [Jehovah] came into the camp, all Israel shouted with a great shout, so that the earth rang 6 again[FN7]. And when [om. when] the Philistines heard the noise of the shout [ins. and] they said, What meaneth the noise of this great shout in the camp of the Hebrews? And they understood that the ark of the Lord [Jehovah] was come into 7 the camp. And the Philistines were afraid, for they said, God[FN8] is come into the camp. And they said, Woe unto us ! for there hath not been such a thing heretofore 8 Woe unto us! who shall deliver us out of the hand of these mighty gods? these are the gods that smote the Egyptians with all the plagues [every sort of 9 plague] in the wilderness[FN9]? Be strong, and quit yourselves like men, O ye Philistines, that ye be not servants unto the Hebrews, as they have been to you; quit 10 yourselves like men and fight. And the Philistines fought, and Israel was smitten, and they fled every man to his tent [tents[FN10]]; and there was a very great slaughter [the slaughter was very great], for [and] there fell of Israel thirty thousand footmen 11 And the ark of God was taken, and the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas, were slain [the two sons of Eli perished, Hophni and Phinehas.]

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 4:1. Israel’s march to battle against the Philistines does not stand in pragmatical connection with the preceding words ‘ and the word of Samuel came to all Israel,’ as if this latter meant a summons to war with the Philistines (as is held by most of the older expositors, and, among the later, by Keil and O. v. Gerlach.) Rather these words conclude and sum up the description of the origin and commencement of the prophet’s work and of his announcement of the word of the Lord. We are now introduced immediately to the scene of the history, on which Samuel will henceforth appear as the Lord’s instrument, a position he has reached by the call in 1 Samuel 3:1 to 1 Samuel 4:1 a. The narrative sets us straightway into the midst of Israel’s conflict with the Philistines. That the latter were now already in the land is assumed in the narrative, since not only is nothing said of an incursion by them, but the expression “ the Israelites went out against the Philistines” in connection with the succeeding statement of the place of encampment points to the fact that the Philistines had already possessed themselves of the land.[FN11] In support of the view that Samuel summoned the Israelites to war Clericus remarks that he did it in God’s name, that they might be punished by a defeat; but this is inconsistent with the divine justice. The pressure of the Philistine yoke, under which Israel groaned, was already a punishment from God. If this defeat also is so regarded, it can be only on the supposition that the Israelites hazarded this battle not by God’s will, and therefore without a summons by Samuel. The name of the Israelitish camp, Ebenezer, is here given by anticipation, its origin being related in 1 Samuel 7:12, on the occasion of the victory of the Israelites over the Philistines, twenty years after this defeat. According to 1 Samuel 7:12 it was near Mizpeh in Benjamin, Joshua 18:26; from which we must distinguish the Mizpeh in the lowland of Judah, Joshua 15:38. Aphek cannot have been far from this, and is therefore “perhaps the same place with the Canaanitish royal city Aphek ( Joshua 12:18), and decidedly a different place from the Aphekah in the hill-country of Judah ( Joshua 15:53); for the latter lay south or southeast of Jerusalem, since, according to Josh. loc. cit, it was one of the cities which lay in the neighborhood of Gibeon.”[FN12] (Keil)—In 1 Samuel 4:2 an orderly battle-array on both sides is described. The וַתִּטּשׁ does not describe the spreading of the tumult of battle (as is clear from the following statement that the Israelites were beaten in the line of battle, and thence made an orderly retreat to their camp), but the sudden mutual assault of the opposing lines (Vulg.: inito proelio). It is said: “Israel was smitten before the Philistines,” with reference to the local relation and the victorious superiority of the Philistines, but at the same time in respect of God’s punishing hand which therein showed itself, as is expressly declared in In 1 Samuel 4:3.[FN13] The Israelites lost in the battle—“in the field,” that Isaiah, in the plain, about4000 men.

1 Samuel 4:3. After the return to the camp, it is assumed as a fact in the ensuing deliberation of the elders, that God had smitten them before the Philistines, and the cause is discussed. The whole people here appears as a unit, which is represented by the elders.—The ark here spoken of is no other than the Mosaic, the symbol of God’s presence with His people, the place of His revelation to them. Cf. Exodus 25:16-22. When the Israelites say: “ We will fetch the ark of the Lord out of Shiloh unto us, and it shall come into our midst and save us from our enemies,” they assume that the Lord and the ark are inseparably connected, and that they can obtain His help against the foe, (of which they recognize their need), only by taking the ark along with them into battle. They connected the expected help essentially with the material vessel, instead of bowing in living, pure faith before the Lord, of whose revealing presence it was only a symbol, and crying to Him for His help. This is a heathenish feature in the religious life of the Israelites, and shows that their faith was obscured by superstition, there being no trace here of earnest self-examination with the question whether the cause of the defeat might not lie in God’s holiness and justice thus revealing itself against their sins. Grotius therefore well remarks: “ It is in vain that they trust in God, when they are not purged from their sins.”
1 Samuel 4:4. Jehovah as covenant-God is more precisely designated in a twofold manner, corresponding to the situation, in which the Israelites desire His almighty help, which they think to be externally connected with the ark. As Jehovah Sabaoth He is the almighty ruler and commander of the heavenly powers. As Jehovah who “ dwells above the Cherubim ” [or, “ is enthroned upon the Cherubim”—Tr.], He is the living God, the God of the completest fulness of power and life, who reveals Himself on earth in His glory, exaltedness and dominion over all the fulness of the life which has been called into existence by Him as Creator. The designation of God, “ enthroned on the Cherubim,” is never found except in relation to the ark, which is conceived of as the throne of the covenant-God who dwells as King in the midst of His people. Comp. Hengstenberg on the Psalm 99:1. The Cherubim are not representatives of the heavenly powers, since they are, as to form, made up of elements of the living, animate, earthly creation which culminates in man. Representing this, they set forth, in their position on the ark, the ruling might and majesty of the living God, as it is revealed over the manifoldness of the highest and completest life of the animate creation. In these two designations of God, then, reference is had to the glory and dominion of God, which embraces and high-exceeds all creaturely life in heaven and on earth, and whose saving interposition the Israelites made dependent on the presence of the ark. In sharpest contrast to this indication of God’s loftiness and majesty stands the mention of the two priests Hophni and Phinehas, whose worthlessness has been before set forth, and who represent the whole of the moral corruption and sham religious life of the people. They brought the ark. Berlenburger Bibel: “taking the matter into their own hands, without consulting the Lord, and also without example, that what was testified of Hophni and Phinehas, 1 Samuel 2:24, might be fulfilled.” The loud exulting cry of the people[FN14] in the camp ( 1 Samuel 4:5) was the expression of the joyful conviction that, now that the ark was with them in battle, victory would not fail. Probably this confidence was strengthened by the recollection of former glorious victories, gained under the presence of the ark in battle.

1 Samuel 4:6-9. And the Philistines heard, 1 Samuel 4:6 sqq. The Philistines’ camp was so near that of the Israelites that they could hear the latter’s shout of joy. For this reason the Aphek, near which the Philistines now had their camp, cannot have been the Aphekah in the hill-country of Judah ( Joshua 15:53), which was south orsoutheast of Jerusalem, while, on the contrary, the Mizpah, near which we must put Ebenezer, was about four [English] miles northwest of Jerusalem.[FN15] Noteworthy is here the lively, distinct description of the contrasted tone of the Philistines, the psychological truth of which, in the transition of feeling from consternation to fear, from fear to despair, and from despair to encouragement was most strikingly confirmed. The victors must have been at first astonished and dismayed by the shout of joy of the vanquished. Their astonishment then must have turned into fear and terror, when they learned through scouts that “the ark of the Lord” had come into the camp of the Israelites. First, from their heathen stand-point, to which, as we have seen, that of the Israelites here approached very near, they saw therein the actual presence of the God of the Hebrews. “ As all heathen feared to a certain extent the power of the gods of other nations, so also the Philistines feared the power of the god of the Israelites, and the more, that the fame of his deeds in former times had come to their ears.” (Keil.) Further, they look from this dreaded god at the supposed dangerous position in which they now suddenly find themselves in contrast with their preceding success. As certainly as the Israelites see their victory in the ark of the Lord, so vividly do the Philistines, with the cry “ woe to us!” conceive the defeat which the god of the Israelites will prepare for them. They even fall into despair. The thought of a possible averting of the threatened danger turns into a picturing of the invincibility of the God of the Israelites, and the impossibility of deliverance from him. The predicate “mighty” (אַדּירִימ) stands with elohim in the Plu. and not in the Sing, because here the polytheistic view of heathendom is set forth.[FN16] Calvin: “ It is not strange that they say ‘ gods’ in the plural, for unbelievers ever feign many gods. Therefore this is the speech of unbelieving men, ignorant of the truth. Though the Hebrew word is often used in the Scripture in the plural of the true and only God, yet in this case the attached adjectives and verbs are always in the Sing.” “ אֶלהִיּם (Elohim) is only used very frequently and purposely with the Plu, where polytheism or idolatry is meant, Exodus 30:11; Exodus 30:4; Exodus 30:8, 1 Kings 12:29, or a visible spirit (God), 1 Samuel 28:13, or where heathen speak or are spoken to, Genesis 10:13” (Ew. Gr. § 318 a).[FN17] The fear and despair of the Philistines were founded on the revelation of the irresistible power of this God in the history of the deliverance of the people of Israel out of Egypt. The acquaintance of the heathen nations with the wonderful demonstrations of the power of the God of Israel in this His deliverance was wide-spread. As this deliverance from Egypt was engraved indelibly in the religious consciousness of Israel, and is very often cited in the Old Testament as a type of all mighty self-revelations of God for the salvation of His people, so it was to the surrounding heathen nations the frightful instance of the invincible power of the God of Israel. This is stated, for example, in Exodus 15:14 sq. in reference to the Philistines: “The nations heard, they quaked, fear seized the inhabitants of Philistia,” and in Joshua 2:10 sq. “ We have heard how Jehovah dried up the water of the Red Sea for you, when ye came out of Egypt . …, and when we heard it, our hearts melted, and there remained no longer courage in any Prayer of Manasseh, because of you.”—With every kind of plague in the wilderness.—As the “every kind of plague” can only refer to the plagues inflicted by God on Egypt before the exodus of Israel, and the “in the wilderness,” which can mean only the catastrophe in the Red Sea, does not agree with this, Sept. and Syriac have inserted “and” before “in the wilderness;” and Bunsen accepts this as probable, in order to refer the “and in the wilderness” to the destruction in the Red Sea. Against this Böttcher rightly remarks: “the wherewith and the where of two actions are not usually so connected by and.” So against Ewald’s expedient, to insert “in their land” before “and in the wilderness,” Böttcher excellently says, that this would be very tame and flat, that there was no occasion for the supposed omission, and that the expression “ with every kind of plague” cannot in any case suit the destruction in the Red Sea, even if the word מַכָּה “blow” should be applied to the downfall of the army. Böttcher proposes to remove the difficulty by two insertions, of “and ” before “in the wilderness,” and after the latter phrase some expression of a greater demonstration of power, as “destroyed them” (הֶאֶבִידוּהוּ) from Deuteronomy 11:4, but this is too bold. Over against such arbitrary additions to the difficult text, it is by no means a “worthless expedient,” as Thenius calls it, if we suppose that the narrator represents the Philistines as expressing their incorrect and confused view, which corresponds also psychologically with the excitement and precipitation with which they here speak. There is a sort of zeugma here, the recollections of two facts, the plagues and the destruction in the Red Sea, being combined into one expression, whence results a statement in itself incorrect. Keil thinks that, according to the view of the Philistines, all God’s miracles for the deliverance of Israel were wrought in the wilderness, because Israel had dwelt in the land of Goshen on the border of the wilderness; but the phrase“ in the wilderness” is against this. A confusion of view in the Philistines, and an exact relation of it by the narrator may be the more readily assumed, because, on the one hand, the Philistines were not investigators of history, and from their heathen stand-point, had no interest in an exact statement of those remote miracles of God for Israel, and, on the other hand, for these words of the Philistines the narrator had [possibly] before him a lyriclike song of real lamentation, as the Philistines then uttered it; just as, on the Israelitish side, he had similar bits of poetry in David’s lament over Jonathan, and in the song of the women on David’s victory. In 1 Samuel 4:9 the tone of fear, of despair, which had hitherto shown itself, suddenly, and without cause, turns to the opposite. Clericus’ insertion, “others said,” Isaiah, certainly, inadmissible; but, from the context, it hardly admits of doubt, that here different speakers from the former are introduced, that now the leaders enter, and, with encouraging words, urge the terrified body of the army to bold struggle. The repeated “be men!” is set over against the twofold expression of despondency “woe to us!” The “be strong—fight!” is directed against the “who will save us?” The reference to the disgrace, which subjection would bring on the Philistines as servants of the Israelites, is based on the pride of the people, and its force is strengthened by reference to the dependency, on the other hand, of the Israelites on them. Comp. Judges 13:1. It is a martial, curt, energetic word, which is in striking contrast with the wide lamentation just heard, and therefore cannot have come from the same mouth as that. The false, secure, superstitious reliance of the Israelites on the present ark, their advance to battle not in the fear of the Lord and in proper trust in Him, and the newly-kindled courage of the Philistines resulted in terrible defeat of the former; the defeat was very great, especially in comparison with the first, in which4000 fell. The result of the battle was1) for the Israelitish army a complete dispersion (“every man fled to his tents”) with the terrific loss of30,000 footmen (the Israelitish army consisted at this time of footmen only); 2) for the ark, its capture by the Philistines, and3) for the sons of Eli, death. Thus a terrible divine judgment was executed on Israel and its whole religious system, dead, as it was, and void of the presence of the living God. The priesthood was judged in its unworthy representatives; the loss of the ark to the heathen was the sign that the living God does not bind His presence to a dead thing, and withdraws its helpfulness and blessings where covenant-faithfulness to Him is wanting; the mighty army was destroyed, because it had not the living, Almighty God as leader and protector, and He gave Israel, as a punishment of their degeneracy, into the power of the enemy.[FN18]
HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1.The Tabernacle was, according to the divine arrangement, to be the consecrated place, where the covenant-God, dwelling among His people, would be enthroned in the revelation of His holiness, mercy and majesty; according to its designation, it was “the place where God met with the people.” It contravened, therefore, this sacred ordination of God, that Israel should without authority separate the sacred tent and the ark that belonged to it, and drag the latter into the tumult of battle, under the superstitious impression that, removed from the quiet holy place where the people assembled, and where they met with God, it would secure the mighty intervention of God. Thereby was God’s holy method of meeting with His people disturbed and destroyed. For the space outside the Holy Place and the Most Holy was the appointed place where the people assembled and drew near to God through the priesthood; and the place of the priests, symbolizing their mediating office, was between the court and the Most Holy Place; and the Most Holy Place, symbolizing God’s dwelling enthroned amid His people, did this for the whole sanctuary and for the theocratic people only through “the ark of the covenant or of the testimony,” and through its symbolic representation of God’s gracious presence; and therefore the removal of the ark of God from this consecrated place, and its separation from what was intimately connected with it by the idea of the indwelling of God in His people and their meeting together, not only stripped the Holy of Holies of its holy meaning, but also destroyed the whole order and comprehensive aim of the sanctuary. According to this divine order and aim, the people were here to draw near to their God. The people here, on the contrary, demand that God shall come to His people with His help, while they have not approached Him with penitence and humility, with prayer and sacrifice. Herein is set forth the deepest inward corruption of the priestly office, which not only did not prevent, but positively permitted such, an inversion of the theocratic order.

2. The ark, as the most essential part of the sanctuary, whose signification as “dwelling of God” it alone fully expressed, was the symbol of God’s presence with His people in the chief aspects of His self-revelation as covenant-God: first in His holiness and justice, the testimony of which in the covenant-record of the Law as the revelation of the holy and righteous will of God to His people, formed the content of the ark; secondly, in His grace and mercy, indicated by its cover, the kapporeth [mercy-seat], as the symbol of God’s merciful love, which covered the sin of His penitent people; and thirdly, in His royal majesty and glory, whose consoling and terrifying presence over the cover of the ark was symbolized by the cherubic forms. These forms are to be regarded, not as a symbolical representation of real personal existences of a higher spirit-world (Kurtz, Keil), but, both in the simpler shape in which the human form is the prominent and governing one ( Exodus 25), and in the more elaborate composite form, as in Ezekiel ( 1 Samuel 1), as the symbolical representation of the majesty of God (presented in full glory to the covenant-people), as it is set forth in the completest creaturely life of the earthly creation. The people of Israel, evil-counselled by their elders ( 1 Samuel 4:3), uncounselled by their high-priest, perverted now the saving covenant-order symbolized by the ark thus constituted, in that, by the external conveyance of the ark into the battle, they severed the mighty unfolding of God’s majesty and glory against His enemies and His saving presence from the ethical condition necessary on their part—that Isaiah, in that they did not observe covenant-fidelity in obedience to the law of God, nor sought His grace and mercy in sincere penitence, but rather, in fleshly security and in dead, superstitiously degenerate religious service, deluded themselves into believing that God’s presence would secure protection and help without the moral condition of obedience to His holy will, without penitent approach to Him, and without free appropriation of His offered grace, and that it was, in its essence and working, connected with the sensely and natural. This was in open contradiction to the fundamental view of the religion of Israel, by which the idea that God dwelt above the ark amid His people in a sensely way was excluded.

3. The unauthorized, self-determined inversion of the holy order,[FN19] in which is founded the fellowship of God with man and of man with God, is followed by the opposing manifestation of God’s punitive justice. It does not suffice to see and confess, like the elders of Israel, under the pain of self-incurred misfortune and misery, the revelation therein of the smiting hand of the almighty God; but there must be joined with this the penitent, sorrowful recognition of our own sin as its cause, and the penitent seeking after God’s mercy and help, of which there is no trace in the people and their elders. He who does not, by penitence, living trust in His mercy and obedience, make himself absolutely dependent on God and subject to Him, comes by his own fault into this inverted relation to Him, that he seeks to make Him, the holy and righteous God, subject to himself, and to secure His helping grace according to His own perverse will. Theodoret says in Quœst. in I. Reg. Interrog. X.: “By the loss of the ark God taught the Hebrews that they could rely on His providence only when they lived obedient to His law, and when they transgressed His law, could rely neither on Him nor on the sacred ark.”—Berl. Bibel on 1 Samuel 4:2 : “The elders were right in recognizing the fact that the Lord had smitten them ( Amos 3:6). But they were arch-hypocrites in that they did not lay the blame on themselves, and make a resolution to cleanse themselves from sin and idolatry ( 1 Samuel 7:3-4), and turn to the Lord in downright earnest and with the whole heart, but only counselled to carry the ark of the covenant into battle, put their trust in the outward, and so directed the people. If only the ark were with them, thought they, the Lord must help them. Very differently did David, and in his deep need would hold directly on the Lord; therefore he had the ark of the Lord carried back into Jerusalem ( 2 Samuel 15:24 seq.). But they had to learn also that, as they had let obedience to the Lord go, so the Lord would let these outward signs go, with which He was not so much concerned as with obedience.—Out of God we seek in vain for help; nothing can protect us against His wrath. We must give ourselves up to Him, and that is the best means of quieting His anger. And we must so give ourselves up to Him, that we do not once think of trying to quiet His anger.”

4. There is a merely fleshly natural joy in the external affairs and ordinances of religious life and service, in that we think of and use these, not as means of glorifying God and furthering His honor, but as means of satisfying vain desires, selfish wishes and earthly-human ends. The Lord punishes such pretence, not only by thwarting these ends, but by sending the opposite, privation and distress, and even taking away the outward supports and forms of hypocritical godliness and piety, as the ark was taken from the Israelites by the Philistines. “He who has, to him shall be given; and he that has not, from him shall be taken what he has.” [Wordsworth refers, for a similar state of things, to Jeremiah 7:4 sq.—Tr.]

5. It is one of the weightiest laws in the Kingdom of God, that when His people, who profess His name, do not show covenant-fidelity in faith and obedience, but, under cover of merely external piety, serve Him in appearance only, being in heart and life far from Him, He gives them up for punishment to the world, before which they have not magnified the honor of His name, but have covered it with reproach.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 4:1-2. Berlenb. Bible: Israel smitten before the Philistines, is to-day also the spectacle presented by the condition of God’s people. The enemies of the Divine name, the hostile powers of darkness have for the most part the upper hand. Anxiety about sustenance or love for earthly things everywhere plays the master, and even the best Israelites are thereby overcome and made to fall.—Starke: It is indeed not wrong to defend ourselves against the enemy who attacks us; but such defense must be undertaken in true penitence, that we may have a reconciled God and His assistance.

1 Samuel 4:3-4. Starke: In the punishments of God men seldom think of their sins committed, but only of outward means of turning away the punishments, Deuteronomy 26:18; Psalm 78:56-62. Schmid: Hypocrites leave the appointed way, and wish to prescribe to God how He shall help them.

[ 1 Samuel 4:3. Failure in religious enterprises, as in efforts to evangelize a particular community, or in some field of home or foreign missions. We are prone to see only the external causes of such failure, instead of perceiving and lamenting our lack of devotion and spirituality, and to ask, as if surprised or complaining, “Wherefore has the Lord smitten us before the Philistines?” And in seeking remedies, we are apt merely to hunt out striking novelties in outward agencies, instead of forsaking our sins and crying for God’s mercy and help. Such novelties may be employed, provided a) they are lawful in themselves, and b) we do not take it for granted they will be accompanied by God’s presence and blessing.

1 Samuel 4:4. The tabernacle and its leading contents, 1) as symbols of God’s manifested presence, His majesty, justice, and mercy, and of the need of purification, sacrifice, and priestly intercession in approaching Him; and2) as foreshadowing the incarnation of God’s Song of Solomon, and His work of atonement and intercession.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 4:5. Osiander: So joyful are the ungodly in their carnal security that they let themselves dream of a happy issue, while yet they do not think of repentance and reformation of life. [Hall: Those that regarded not the God of the ark, think themselves safe and happy in the ark of God.—Tr.].—Berlenb. Bible: The holiest things and the most precious institutions of the Lord may, as we here see, be most horribly misused contrary to God’s intention, and bring on men the utmost ruin, if they are not handled and read in a holy way and according to the will of God. How clearly is here depicted that false confidence of hypocritical Christians, which they place in outward signs, yea, in Christ Himself, without true repentance and reformation of life.

1 Samuel 4:7-8. Schmid: Even the mere rumor of God and of His works fills the ungodly with fear; how much more God’s written Word. God convinces even unbelievers of His majesty, that they may have no excuse, Romans 1:20.

1 Samuel 4:9. Starke: O ye children of God, do learn here by the example of the Philistines, that as they encourage one another for the conflict against God’s people, you, on the contrary, may encourage yourselves for the conflict against the children of Satan, Ephesians 6:10 sq.—Schmid: So desperately wicked is the human heart, that it opposes itself to God in perfect desperation rather than submit itself to Him in repentance.

1 Samuel 4:10-11. Starke: When the ungodly have filled up the measure of their sins, God’s anger and punishment is sure to strike them.—Schmid: When unbelievers show themselves so brave that it appears as if they had overcome God and His people, they gain nothing by it except that they at least experience God’s heavy vengeance.—Wuertemberg Bible: The outward signs of God’s grace are to the impenitent utterly unprofitable, Jeremiah 7:4-5.—Tuebingen Bible: God often punishes a people by taking away the candlestick of His word from its place, Revelation 2:5.—Schlier: The Lord’s arm would first chastise the secure and presumptuous people, before help could be given; the blows of the Philistines were the Lord’s rods of chastening. But there also was help near to those who would only open their eyes, for the Lord’s chastisements are meant to be unto salvation. And Israel was soon to be able to see that with their eyes. The Lord had chastised His people; but they were not to despair or to perish.—[Hall: The two sons of Eli, which had helped to corrupt their brethren, die by the hands of the uncircumcised, and are now too late separated from the ark of God by Philistines, which should have been before separated by their father. They had lived formerly to bring God’s altar into contempt, and now live to carry His ark into captivity; and at last, as those that had made up the measure of their wickedness, are slain in their sin.—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 4:1. The LXX here insert: “and it came to pass in those days that the Philistines gathered themselves together against Israel to battle,” a natural introduction which we should expect in this place, but for that very reason suspicious, since it might easily be added by a copyist to fill out our brief and abrupt text. It is not unlikely, as Bib. Comm. suggests, that the account is taken from a fuller narrative, and is introduced here chiefly to set forth the fulfillment of the prophecy against Eli’s house, that Isaiah, from the theocratic-prophetic point of view. See Erdmann’s Introduction to this Comm. § 4. The Vulg. here agrees with the Sept, the other vss. with the Hebrew.—Tr.]

FN#2 - Two articles as in John 3:14; 2 Samuel 24:5, to give prominence to each word.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 4:2. Chald.: “The combatants spread themselves out,” Syr.: “there was a battle,” Sept.: ἔκλινεν ὁ πόλεμος “the battle turned (against Isr.),” Vulg.: inito certamine, Erdmann: “der Kampf ging los.” The stem גטשׁ means “to put away, scatter;” here literally “the battle spread out,” of which the rendering in Eng. A. V. is probably a fair equivalent. Thenius suggests that the Sept. read וַתָּמָשׁ, but Abarbanel also renders the verb by עזב “leave,” as if the defeat of the Israelites was referred to.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 4:3. Sept. omits “covenant,” and had a different text from ours, but it has no claim to reception.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 4:4. Sept. καθημένου χερουβίμ, Chald. and Syr. “on” (as in 2 Samuel 22:11), Vulg. “super.”—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 4:4. Sept. omits “there” and thus gives a very good sense; Vulg. supports Sept, and Heb. is supported by Ch. and Syr. Wellhausen thinks the word was inserted from 1 Samuel 1:3.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 4:5. or “shook.” So Erdmann: erbebte.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 4:7. The Chald, to avoid seeming irreverence, has “the ark of God is come.” The text of Sept. is here very bad.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 4:8. To avoid the historical difficulty here LXX. and Syr. insert “and” and Chald. “and to his people wonders” before “in the wilderness .” See Exeg. Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 4:10. Ch. “cities.”—Tr.]

FN#11 - On the chronology see Trans.’s note on p54. The dates are difficult, but the first battle of Ebenezer may be put approximately B. C1100. about the time of Samson’s death, when Samuel was about20 (or perhaps30) years old. The third battle of Ebenezer ( 1 Samuel 7) falls about1080.—Tr.]

FN#12 - Mr. Grove (in Smith’s Diet, of the Bible) thinks it likely that the Aphek is the same as that mentioned in 1 Samuel 29:1, and different from the places mentioned in Joshua 12, 15, but not far from Jerusalem on the north-west. But see on 1 Samuel 29:1.—Tr.]

FN#13 - This fact is not involved in the word before, which belongs to the common formula for a defeat, but is a part of the religious belief of the Israelites.—Tr.]

FN#14 - It was the army that hero acted, rather than the people in a political capacity; but the word “people” perhaps points to the absence of a regular army.—Tr.]

FN#15 - Neby Samwil, which is identified hy Robinson with Mizpah, is about five miles from Jerusalem. Bonar and Stanley prefer Scopus (about a mile from Jerusalem), as the site, and this view is favored by Mr. Grove. Smith’s Bib. Dict. s. v. Mizpah.—Tr.]

FN#16 - And, therefore, it should be rendered plural,—“mighty gods,” and not, as Erdmann in his translation, dieses mächtigen Gottes, “this mighty god.” Tr.]

FN#17 - But see Genesis 1:26; Genesis 11:7; Genesis 20:13, 2 Samuel 7:22, Psalm 58:12, where the renderings “gods,” “deity,” etc, are not quite satisfactory.—Tr.]

FN#18 - These two battles are the first and second battles of Ebenezer; for the third, see 1 Samuel7.—Tr.]

FN#19 - We must guard, however, against laying too much stress on the ceremonial, symbolical order, which David violated ( 1 Samuel 21) without wrong. The Israelites were punished, not because they violated symbolic logic in removing the ark from the sanctuary, but because their whole religious life was perverted and disobedient. This was only the occasion of the lesson.—Tr.]

Verses 12-22
II. The Judgment on the House of Eli. 1 Samuel 4:12-22
12And there ran a man of Benjamin[FN20] out of the army, and came to Shiloh the 13 same day with his clothes rent, and with earth upon his head. And when [om. when] he came [ins. and] lo, Eli sat upon a [his[FN21]] seat by the wayside[FN22] watching; for his heart trembled for the ark of God. And when [om. when] the man came into the city and told it [came, in order to tell it in the city] [ins. and] all the city 14 cried out. And when [om. when] Eli heard the noise of the crying, he [om. Hebrews, ins. and] said, What meaneth the noise of this tumult? And the man came in 15 hastily [hasted and came] and told Eli. Now Eli was ninety and eight[FN23] years old, 16and his eyes were dim [set] that he could not see. And the man said unto Eli, I am he that came out of the army, and I fled to-day out of the army. And he said, 17What is there done, my son? And the messenger answered and said, Israel is fled before the Philistines, and there hath been also a great slaughter among the people, and thy two sons also, Hophni and Phinehas, are dead, and the ark of God 18 is taken. And it came to pass, when he made mention of the ark of God, that he fell from off the seat backward by the side[FN24] of the gate, and his neck brake, and he died; for he was an old man [the man was old], and heavy. And he had judged 19 Israel forty[FN25] years. And his daughter-in-law, Phinehas’ wife, was with child, near to be delivered;[FN26] and when she heard the tidings that the ark of God was taken, and that her father-in-law and her husband were dead, she bowed herself and travailed, 20for her pains came upon her. And about the time of her death the women that stood by her said, Fear not; for thou hast borne a son. But she answered 21 not, neither did she regard it. And she named the child Ichabod, saying “ The glory is departed from Israel,” because the ark of God was taken, and because of 22 her father-in-law and her husband. And she said, The glory is departed from Israel, for the ark of God is taken.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 4:12 sq. The persons and events of the following narrative are described with peculiar vividness, so that we may here without doubt suppose the narration to rest on the direct account of an eye-witness. A man of Benjamin.—Thenius: “ This exact statement vouches for a faithful tradition.” That he comes with mournful tidings is shown by his rent garment and the earth strown on his head, as signs of sudden deep grief, in which the heart is rent with sorrow. Comp. Genesis 37:29; Genesis 37:34; Numbers 16:6; Joshua 7:6; 2 Samuel 15:32; Ezekiel 27:30.[FN27]—To Shiloh the man came straight from the army (מַעֲרָכָה, Vulg. ex acie). According to the Jewish tradition[FN28] this man was Saul, who snatched from Goliath the Tables of the Law, taken out of the ark, in order to save them. Instead of the יַךְ (he slew) of the text, which is unintelligible, we must read יַד (side) 1 Samuel 29 : He sat by the side of the way, watching. Thenius remarks: “ What a strange expression !” But the sitting in the way, or on the side of the way by which the first message must come, answers precisely to the intense expectation in which Eli, though blind, had taken this position, so as, if not with the eyes (which, however, had perhaps still a glimmer of light), yet with the sense of hearing to learn straightway the arrival of the first messenger. Eli sits, as in 1 Samuel 1:9 at the inner, so here at the outer gate of the Sanctuary, on his seat,[FN30] and, as appears from 1 Samuel 4:18, on the side of the gate, which was also, therefore, the side of the adjacent way.—His heart was heavy, not merely “ from anxiety and care for the ark, which without divine command he had let go from its dwelling-place into the camp” (Berl. Bib.), but also in respect to the issue of the battle itself for the people of Israel.—Eli’s blindness explains the fact that he failed to observe the messenger, who ran hurriedly by[FN31] without noticing him. It is the cry of lamentation, raised by the people of Shiloh at his news, that directs Eli’s attention to the announcement. His question concerning the loud outcry around him, on which the messenger came to inform him, is explained in 1 Samuel 4:15 by reference to his blindness, the result of old age.—Eli was98 years old, and his eyes were set. (The Fem. Sing. קמה with עיניו is explained, according to Ewald, § 317 a, by the abstract conception which connects itself with the Plu. of the Subst. by the combination into an abstract idea of the individuals embraced in it, “especially in lifeless objects, beasts, or in co-operating members of one body, in which the action of the individuals is not so prominent—and so in the Dual,” as here). For “were set” comp. 1 Kings 16:4, where occurs the same expression for blindness caused by old age. It is the vivid description of the lifeless, motionless appearance of the eye quenched by senile weakness, “a description of the Song of Solomon -called black cataract, amaurosis, which usually ensues in great old age from the feebleness of the optic nerves” (Keil, in loco). In 1 Samuel 3:2 the process of this blinding is indicated by the word כהה as “waxing dim.”

1 Samuel 4:16 sq. The sorrowful tidings. The remark in 1 Samuel 4:15 concerning Eli’s senile weakness and blindness explains both the preceding 1 Samuel 4:14 and the statement in 1 Samuel 4:16 as to the way in which the messenger personally announces and introduces himself with the words: I am he that came out of the army.—But he says, “ I am he that came” not merely on account of Eli’s blindness, but also on account of the importance of the announcement with which he approaches the head of the whole people. It is not allowable, therefore, to translate: “I come” (De Wette). At the same time the messenger declares himself a fugitive, and so intimates that the army is completely broken up. Eli’s question refers not to the How (how stood the affair? De Wette, Bunsen), but to the What: “What was the affair?” (Thenius), Vulg.: quid actum est?—The answer of the messenger to Eli’s question ( 1 Samuel 4:17) contains nothing but facts in a fourfold grade, each statement more dreadful than the preceding. There is a power in these words which comes out in four sharp sentences, with blow after blow, till its force is crushing: Israel fleeing before the Philistines, a great slaughter among the people, Eli’s sons dead, the ark taken. The double “and also” (וגם) is to be observed here as characteristic of the lapidary style of the words, and the excitement with which they were spoken.—The narrator remarks expressly that the fourth blow, the news of the capture of the ark by the heathen, led to Eli’s death. This is again a sign of the fear of God, which was deeply rooted in his heart; the ark represented the honor and glory of the God who dwelt in His people; the people’s honor and power might perish; the destruction of his house might be irretardable, unavoidable; prepared beforehand for it, he had said: “ It is the Lord, let him do as seemeth him good !” But the loss of the ark to the heathen was his death-blow the more surely, the firmer had been his hope that, as of old in the time of Moses and Joshua, the host of Israel would win the victory over the Philistines under the lead of the ark which Hebrews, a weak guardian of the Sacred Vessel, had sent off to the battle without Divine command, weakly yielding to the elders of the people whose trust was not in the living God. His judicial and high-priestly office, lacking as it was in honor and renown, he closed with honor; though the manner of his death was terrible, and bore the mark of a divine judgment, he nevertheless died in the fear of God. Berl. Bib.: “It is besides an honorable and glorious death to die from care for God’s honor.” His judgeship had lasted40 years. The Sept. reading, 20 years for40, results, according to Thenius, from the confusion of the numeral letters מ and כ, as the reading78 (Syr, Arab.) for98 in 1 Samuel 4:15, according to the same critic, may be due to the confusion of צ and ע. Further, our text “ is sustained by the fact that Eli hardly became Judge in his 78 th year" (Thenius).

1 Samuel 4:19 sq. Here follows the pathetic narrative of Eli’s daughter-in-law, in which is shown how the judgment on Eli’s house is still farther fulfilled in his family.[FN32] The wife of Phinehas was so violently affected by the horror and sorrow that her pains came prematurely on her. Literally it reads: “ her pains turned upon her,” or “ began to turn themselves within her.” This expression is suggested by the ground-meaning of the word (צִירִים), “something turning, winding, circling.”

1 Samuel 4:20. The comforting word of the women who stood by: “ thou hast borne a son ” does not rouse the mother’s joy in her heart, and cannot overcome or soften its sorrow at the loss of the ark, which is more to her than the loss of husband and father-in-law—and this is set forth by two expressions in the narration: “ she gave no answer, and laid it not to heart,” did not set her mind on it. Comp. Psalm 62:11 שׂוּם לֵב. What is commonly for a mother’s heart at such a time the greatest joy ( John 16:21), was for her as if it were not; so is her soul occupied and taken up with sorrow for the lost ark. This shows the earnest, sincere piety, in which she is like her father-in-law. Eli’s house, made ripe by his weakness for so frightful a judgment, was not in all its members personally a partaker of the godlessness and immorality of those who certainly, before the Lord and the whole nation, stamped it as ripe for God’s righteous punishment. “ The wife of this deeply corrupt man shows how penetrated the whole people then was with the sense of the value of its covenant with God ” (O. v. Gerlach).[FN33]
[Bib. Comm. refers to Psalm 78:61; Psalm 78:64 as containing allusions to this incident. Wordsworth: “With God there is no Ichabod.”—Tr.] “The necessary result of this national view of the ark is that there was only one sanctuary, so that all those passages which affirm it may be cited as direct testimony to the fact that there was only one sanctuary.” (Hengst. Beit. [Contrib.] 3:55.)

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. In the history of His kingdom on earth God the Lord often permits times to come, when it seems as if the victory had been forever borne away from His people by the hostile world, and the holy ordinances of His kingdom, and its gracious benefits forever abandoned to the power of unbelief. Such times are times of judgment on the house of the Lord, the purpose of which is to make manifest all who truly belong to the Lord’s people, to put an end to the hypocrisy of dead belief and of the unbelief which is concealed under outward forms and the appearance of godliness, to lead to earnest, honest repentance, and bring men to seek again God’s mercy in true living faith.

2. Outcry over inbreaking outward and inward corruption, in which God’s judgments are inflicted, is nothing but an expression of the sorrow which flesh and blood feels, a sign of the distance and alienation of the fleshly heart from God, unless therein the cry is heard: “It is the Lord, this the Lord hath done,” and the confession is made: “We have deserved it by our sins,” and unless recourse is had in penitence and faith to God’s grace and mercy. And all this was lacking in the outcry of that whole city and its loud tumult.

3. “Being in God”—that Isaiah, the union of the heart with Him in the deepest foundation of its being, reveals itself in times of great misfortune and suffering in this, that the sorrow and mourning is not restricted to the loss of earthly-human possessions, but directs itself chiefly to the loss and lack of God’s gracious presence, and thus shows that for the inner life the glory of God and blessedness in communion with Him is become the highest good. So here in this refraining from grief over the loss of what to the flesh was the nearest and dearest, and in the outspoken sorrow only over the violence done to God’s honor and the contempt cast on His name, is verified the Lord’s word: “He who forsaketh not father or mother, or brother, etc, is not worthy of me.”

4. Eli and his son’s wife are shining examples of true heartfelt piety in the gloom of the corruption that reigned in the high-priestly family and the judgments that came on it, in that they are not taken up with their own interests, but bewail the violation of the sanctuary, the contempt put on God’s honor as the highest misfortune; and so in times of universal confusion and degradation which God the Lord lets befall His kingdom in this world, He has always His people in secret, who look not on their own need and tribulation as most to be lamented, but sorrow most deeply and heavily that the ends of His grace are thwarted, the honor of His name violated, and the affairs of His kingdom in confusion.

5. Even a sudden terrible death under the stroke of a merited judgment of God may be a blessed death in the living God, if the heart breaks with the cry: “To God alone the glory!”

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 4:12. The outward signs of mourning, such as were usual among the people of Israel—rending the garments and putting ashes or dust on the head—ought to be a symbolical representation of godly sorrow for sin, in which the heart is broken to pieces by the word of the holy and righteous God, and the whole man casts himself humbly and penitently into the dust before his God. [Very fanciful.—Tr.] But, as then under the oppression of Philistine rule in Israel, there is nowhere a trace to be found of such repentance, when the misfortune over which men mourn and lament is not regarded and felt as a punishment of God for sin, and the smiling hand of the righteous and holy God is not therein recognized.

1 Samuel 4:13. S. Schmid: We must take care not to do any thing with a doubtful conscience, that we may not have always to stand in fear, Romans 16:23.—Those who will not cry out over their sins in true repentance must at last cry out over the punishment and their misfortune.

1 Samuel 4:17-18. Starke: When men sin without distinction, God also punishes without distinction, and regards no person, dignity, age, nor condition, Wisdom of Solomon 6:7.—S. Schmid: The honor of God and the true service of God must lie more on our hearts than our own children and parents.—Berl. Bible: It is a wonderful thing that whereas the people were so powerful and had gained so many victories, as long as God protected them, they now fly and let themselves be overcome almost without a struggle, as soon as ever God ceases to be on their side. If God protects us in a special way, we are a match for our enemies; but if He leaves us only for a little to ourselves, into what weaknesses do we not then fall! So that we unite with our enemies in contributing much to our downfall.—We must, however, regard it as an effect of God’s compassion when He permits us to be smitten. For if this did not happen, we should not sufficiently recognize our weakness, and our great need of His assistance.—It is an honorable and glorious death to die from concern for the honor of God.

1 Samuel 4:21-22. Berleb. Bible: As soon as we lose this presence (God’s), we fall into the utmost weakness and into powerlessness, so that we can no more do what we have done before. We also cease to be a terror to our enemies; for these, on the contrary, now rejoice over our defeat.—Wunderlich (in Daechsel): So prevalent in Israel was a regard for the glory of God, which streamed down upon the people, so deeply implanted was the theocratic national consciousness that a woman in travail forgot her pains, and a dying woman the terrors of death, a mother did not comfort herself in her new-born Song of Solomon, and sorrow for the lost jewel of the nation outweighed even sorrow for the death of a father and of a husband, and this in a family and in a period which must be regarded as degenerate.

1 Samuel 4:12-22. A terrible and yet an honorable end—if1) With the humble confession “ It is the Lord ” the hand of God as it smites down is held back; 2) In complete unselfishness one’s own misfortune and ruin is quite forgotten over the shame brought upon the honor and the name of God; and3) The hidden man of the heart, with all his striving, turns himself alone towards the honor and glory of God as his supreme good.—The defeats of God’s people in the conflict with the world which is hostile to His kingdom. 1) Their causes: a) on their side: unfaithfulness towards the Lord, arbitrary, self-willed entrance into the strife without God, cowardice and flight; b) on God’s side: punitive justice, abandonment to the hands of their enemies 2 Their necessary consequences: deep hurt to the yet remaining life of faith, injury to the honor of God, and shame brought upon His glorious name3) The results contemplated by God in permitting them, or their design: sincere repentance, all the more zealous care for the Lord’s honor, glorifying His name so much the more.—Without honor to God no honor to the people: 1) In the inner life of the people—error and heterodoxy, where the light of His revealed truth does not shine, sin and unrighteousness, where there is a lack of faithful obedience to His holy will, spiritual-moral wretchedness and ruin, where God must withdraw His gracious presence; 2) In the outer life of the people in relation to other peoples, oppression and subjection, introduction from without of godlessness and immorality, loss of their good name.—The cry, Ichabod, the glory is departed from Israel, is a cry which1) as a lamenting cry, is grounded in the proper recognition of the cause, greatness and significance of the ruin and wretchedness which come from being abandoned by God, and2) as an awakening cry is designed to admonish to earnest repentance and returning to the Lord, that the light of His glory may again break forth out of the gloom.

[ 1 Samuel 4:19-22. The pious wife of Phinehas1) Pious, though living in an age of general corruption2) Deeply pious, though the wife of a grossly wicked husband3) So pious, that in her devout grief all other strongest feelings were swallowed up: a) maternal feeling, b) conjugal and filial feeling, c) patriotic feeling.—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#20 - 1 Samuel 4:12. Instead of the Gen. construction, as here, the Heb..has more commonly the tribal name as Adj. (gentilie), as in Judges 3:15; 2 Samuel 20:1; but for ex. of this form see Judges 10:1.—Tr.]

FN#21 - 1 Samuel 4:13. The Art. here points to some well-known or accustomed seat.—Tr.]

FN#22 - 1 Samuel 4:13. It is generally agreed that we must here read, with the Qeri and Syr, יד instead of יך, but the absence of the Art. in דרך makes a difficulty, and the Sept. and Chald. seem to hare rendered from a slightly different text. Sept. has: “Eli was near the gate, watching the way,” and Chald.: “Eli sat in the path of the way of the gate watching.” So in 1 Samuel 4:18 the Heb. text “side of the gate.” It would seem probable, therefore, that הַשַּעַר “the gate” has fallen out here.—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 4:15. Sept. here gives90 years, and Syr. (followed by Arab.) 78.—Tr.]

FN#24 - 1 Samuel 4:18. Wellhausen objects to בעד יד, rejects the עד as repetition by error, and reads ביד. But this is unnecessary; comp. the אֵל in 2 Samuel 18:4, and the force of בעד in Job 2:4.—Tr.]

FN#25 - 1 Samuel 4:18. Sept. gives20 years, other verss40.—Tr.]

FN#26 - 1 Samuel 4:19. לַת for לֶדֶת, the only place where this contraction occurs (so Rashi).—Tr.]

FN#27 - On the importance of “runners” see note in Bib. Comm. on this verse, which remarks also, that as the messenger came from Ebenezer within the day ( 1 Samuel 4:16) it must have been near.—Tr.]

FN#28 - See Talmudical Tract Sota, and the Midrash of Samuel, and comms. of Rashi and Abarbanel.—Tr.]

FN#29 - See “Textual and Grammatical” note on this word.—Tr.]

FN#30 - This word (כסא) everywhere else clearly means “throne” (unless perhaps in 1 Kings 2:19; Psalm 9:14), and comp. Zechariah 6:13. Yet, in the infrequent occurrence of any word for an ordinary seat (and see Ezekiel 28:2, מוֹשַׁב א׳ “seat of God”), though the word seems to imply something of official dignity, the rendering throne (Josephus: ἐφ’ ὑψηλο͂υ θρόνου) would here be not so good as “seat.”—Tr.]

FN#31 - The messenger probably entered the city by the gate where Eli was sitting.—Tr.]

FN#32 - The לְ before לֶדֶת=לַת is that of time, our towards, on, about; comp. Joshua 2:3, “the gate was for closing,” that Isaiah, was to be closed immediately; Ew. Gr. 217, 2 b. So here: towards bearing, near to bearing. On the contraction of לֶדֶת into לַת comp. Ew. Gr. § 236,1 b, and § 80.—אֵל is often used, as here, to point out the object to which the narration relates—with the verbs “say, relate.” Comp. Genesis 20:2; Psalm 2:7; Psalm 69:27; Isaiah 38:19; Jeremiah 27:19; Job 42:7. It is explained by the fact that, in narrating or speaking, the mind is directed to the object, stands in relation to it. Comp. לִ Isaiah 5:1. That it here depends on a subst, and not, as usually, on a verb, does not affect the principle, since a verbal conception lies in this subst.

FN#33 - We can hardly draw a conclusion concerning the whole nation from the example of one person, and Gerlach’s inference Isaiah, for other reasons, doubtful.—Tr.]

FN#34 - אִי is not אָבִי contracted, as in אִיעֶזֶר, Numbers 26:30; Ew. § 84 c, but = “not,” “without,” Ew. § 273 b, A1, p667, comp. § 209 c, to which the context points.

05 Chapter 5 

Verses 1-12
III. The Ark and the Philistines. 1 Samuel 5:1 to 1 Samuel 7:1
1. The Chastisement of the Philistines for the Removal of the Ark

1 Samuel 5:1-12
1And the Philistines took the ark of God, and brought it from Ebenezer unto 2 Ashdod. When [And] the Philistines took the ark of God,[FN1]they [and] brought 3 it into the house of Dagon, and set it by Dagon. And when [om. when] they of Ashdod arose early on the morrow,[FN2] [ins. and] behold, Dagon was fallen upon his face to the earth before the ark of the Lord [Jehovah]. And they took Dagon, and 4 set him in his place again. And when [om. when] they arose early on the morrow morning,1 [ins. and] behold, Dagon was fallen upon his face to the ground [earth] before the ark of the Lord [Jehovah], and the head of Dagon and both the palms of his hands were cut off upon the threshold; only the stump of [om. the stump of[FN3]] 5Dagon was left to him. Therefore neither the priests of Dagon, nor any that come into Dagon’s house, tread on the threshold of Dagon unto this day.

6But [And[FN4]] the hand of the Lord [Jehovah] was heavy upon them of Ashdod, and he destroyed them, and smote them with emerods [boils[FN5]], even [om. even] Ashdod7 and the coasts[FN6] thereof. And when [om. when] the men of Ashdod saw that it was Song of Solomon, [ins. and] they said, The ark of the God of Israel shall not abide with us, for his hand is sore upon us, and upon Dagon our god. [ins. And] they sent therefore8[om. therefore] and gathered all the lords of the Philistines unto them, and said, What shall we do with the ark of the God of Israel? And they answered [said], Let the ark of the God of Israel be carried about [removed] unto Gath. And they carried [removed] the ark of the God of Israel about thither [om. about 9 thither]. And it was so [And it came to pass] that, after they had carried it about [removed it], the hand of the Lord [Jehovah] was against the city with a very great destruction [; there was a very great consternation[FN7]]; and he smote the men [people] of the city, both small and great, and they had emerods in their secret parts [and boils broke out[FN8] on them]. Therefore [And] they sent the ark of God to Ekron 10 And it came to pass, as the ark of God came to Ekron, that the Ekronites cried out, saying, They have brought about [om. about] the ark of the God of Israel to 11 us [me[FN9]], to slay us [me] and our [my] people. So [And] they sent and gathered together all the lords of the Philistines, and said, Send away the ark of the God of Israel, and let it go again [return] to his [its] own [om. own] place, that it slay us [me] not, and our [my] people; for there was a deadly destruction [consternation] 12throughout [in] all the city; the hand of God was very heavy there. And the men that died not were smitten with the emerods [boils]; and the cry of the city went up to heaven.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 5:1-5. Jehovah’s demonstration of power against the Philistine heathenism.
1 Samuel 5:1 sqq. From Ebenezer to Ashdod.—On the anticipatory use of the name Ebenezer, with reference to 1 Samuel 7:12, see 1 Samuel 4:1. Ashdod, ̓́Αζωτος, one of the capital cities of the five Philistine princes ( Joshua 8:3), named in 1 Samuel 6:17 as that seat of Dagon-worship, which comes first to be considered in the course of this narrative—according to Jos. Ant. V:1, 22 a border-city of Dan; according to Joshua 15:46-47, assigned to the Tribe of Judah (Judah was to receive “from Ekron on and westward all that lay near Ashdod, and their [Ashdod’s and Ekron’s] villages”), but never really held by the Israelites, though the Philistines were at times subject to the Israelites ( Joshua 13:3)—a mile from the sea, now the little village Esdud, on an elevation on the road from Jamnia to Gaza, nine miles south of Jamnia, and about thirty-two miles north of Gaza.

1 Samuel 5:2. The house of Dagon is the temple of one of the chief Philistine deities, for which there were places of worship not only in Ashdod, but also, according to Jerome on Isaiah 46:1, in the other Philistine cities; but, according to Judges 16:23 sqq, there was certainly a central sanctuary in Gaza, where, after the capture of Samson, the princes and the people assembled to hold a sacrifice and feast in honor of Dagon as the supposed bestower of their victory over Samson. Along with the male deity, a corresponding female deity was, according to Diodorus, worshipped, called by the Syrians Derceto (=Atargatis). As this idol-image had the face of a woman, and terminated below the waist in the tail of a fish, so the statue of Dagon, which in 1 Samuel 5:3-4, is expressly represented as male, had a human head and hands, and a fish-body; he is thus characterized as a marine deity, the symbol of the fruitfulness which is represented in the element of water by the fish, like the Babylonian ’Ωδάκων. Comp. Movers, Religion der Phöniz. I:143 sq, 590 sq.; Stark, Gaza und die philistäische Küste, Jena, 1852, p 274 sq. The name is to be derived, not from דָּגָן, “grain” (Philo Bybl. in Eus. Prœp., pp26, 32, Bochart, Hieroz. I:381, Movers in Evang. 1, 10, Sanchon, fragm. ed. Orelli, Ersch, Phöniz., p405 b) with Bunsen, Ewald and Diestel (Jahrb. für deutsche Theol, 1860, p726), according to which Dagon was the god of land-fruitfulness, of agriculture, but from dag דָּג, “fish” (Winer, s. v.). Compare Kimchi’s reference to an old tradition: “It is said, that Dagon had the form of a fish from the navel down, and was therefore called Dagon, and the form of a man from the navel up.” Comp. J. G. Müller in Herzog, R-E. III:255 sq. Thenius and Keil recognize this personage in a figure found by Layard at Khorsabad, the upper part of whose body represents a bearded Prayer of Manasseh, adorned with a royal crown, the lower part of the body from the navel on running into the form of a fish bent backwards; that this is a marine deity is beyond doubt, since he is swimming in the sea and surrounded by all sorts of sea-beasts (Layard, Nineve und seine Ueberreste, Germ. ed. of Meissner, p 424 sq. [Nineveh and its remains]).

Keil rightly remarks: “As this relief, according to Layard, represents a battle between the inhabitants of the Syrian coast and an Assyrian king, probably Sargon, who had a hard struggle with the Philistine cities, especially Ashdod, it is scarcely doubtful that we here have a representation of the Philistine Dagon” (Comm. in loco).[FN10]—The Philistines ascribed their victory over the Israelites to Dagon; therefore they brought the ark as votive offering to his temple, where, by its position near his statue, it was to set forth for the Philistines the subjection of the God of Israel to the power of their “god” ( 1 Samuel 5:7).—But the overthrow of the image, and its recumbent position on its face before the ark (—Theodoret: they saw their God showing the form of worship, τής προσκυνήσως ἒπιδεικνῦτα τὸ σχῆμα—), was to be a sign to them that the God of Israel was not the conquered, but that before Him, who had temporarily delivered Israel into the hands of their enemies, every other power must sink into the dust. They set up the statue again under the impression that the cause of the overthrow was an accidental one. But in the following night not only is the prostration of the image at the feet of the ark repeated—it is besides mutilated; the head and the hands are cut off (not “broken off”). They did not lie “towards the threshold;” it is true, this is the proper meaning of אֵל, but it also signifies rest, instead of movement, and is =“on,” “at;” comp. 1 Samuel 18:3; Deuteronomy 16:6; 1 Kings 8:30. From 1 Samuel 5:5 it is clear that the parts cut off lay on the threshold, and this was not only destruction, but contempt, since what lies on the threshold is exposed to be trodden on, the extremest act of contempt. “To him,” that Isaiah, to the whole represented in the image, was left only the fish-stump, since what was human in him, head and hands, was cut off. Kimchi: “Only the form of a fish was left in him.” The “threshold” is without doubt the door-sill of the chamber in which the image stood. Nothing is said directly of a divine miracle. But the matter is so represented by the narrator that we must recognize a special arrangement of the God of Israel for the exhibition of the powerlessness and nothingness of the god of the Philistines.

1 Samuel 5:5 gives an account of a ceremonial custom derived from this occurrence: the threshold of Dagon was not trodden on by his priests, etc. The “threshold” of Dagon, that Isaiah, of the place where his statue was set up, is distinguished from the house of Dagon, into which they went. This threshold was considered as made especially holy to Dagon by that occurrence, because his head and hands had lain on it. Sept.: ὐπερβαίνοντες ὑπερβαίνουσι, “ they carefully step over it.” Comp. Zephaniah 1:9. According to this passage and 1 Samuel 6:2, there was a special body of priests for the worship of Dagon. The word kohen (כֹּהֵן) is used in the Old Testament also of heathen priests, Genesis 41:45. The formula “to this day” usually indicates a long time (comp. 1 Samuel 6:18; 1 Samuel 30:25; 1 Samuel 27:6; 2 Samuel 4:3; 2 Samuel 6:8; 2 Samuel 18:18), and establishes the remoteness of the narrator from the time of the occurrences described.

1 Samuel 5:6-12. God’s chastising manifestation of power against the Philistine people by plagues and sickness. 1 Samuel 5:6. The hand of the Lord is here figuratively put for God’s might and power, as it made itself felt by the Philistines in the infliction of grievous severe sufferings as chastisement for the violation of His honor. The sufferings are viewed partly as an oppressive burden, in which God’s hand is felt to be heavy (comp. 1 Samuel 5:11; 1 Samuel 6:5; Psalm 32:4; Psalm 38:2; Job 23:2), partly as a grievous blow, in which it is felt to be hard ( 1 Samuel 5:7, comp. Job 9:34).—In two ways the hand of the Lord was heavy on the inhabitants of Ashdod: 1) it wasted, destroyed them, and2) it smote them with boils. The one calamity fell on their land (De Wette: wasted their land); the other was a bodily disease which extended over Ashdod and all its district. The Sept. adds to 1 Samuel 5:6 : “and mice were produced in the land, and there arose a great and deadly confusion in the city;” but this does not furnish, as Thenius maintains, “the original, though somewhat corrupt, text, which contained this statement;” rather, as a second translation of this 1 Samuel 5:6 has been wrongly inserted at the end of 1 Samuel 5:3 by a copyist of the Greek, so the second part of this addition is taken word for word from 1 Samuel 5:11, and the first had its origin in an explanation (in itself appropriate enough) of 1 Samuel 6:4 sq. For from 1 Samuel 6:4-5; 1 Samuel 6:11; 1 Samuel 6:18, where, besides the expiatory or votive offering referring to the bodily disease, a second, the golden mice, is expressly mentioned, it is clear that, in addition to the corporal plague, another, a land-plague, had fallen on the Philistines. Taking into view the passages in 1 Samuel6 the words: “he destroyed them” (like “destruction” [desolation] in Micah 6:13, used of persons) denote a wasting of the land, that Isaiah, of the produce of the fields, as the support of human life, by mice, “which destroy the land,” 1 Samuel 6:5. There is no gap in the Heb. text; but the expression “he destroyed them” is a brief description of the universal land-plague, the nature and cause of which appears from the after mention of the votive and expiatory present brought by the Philistines. “The most prominent characteristic of the field-mouse, especially in southern countries, is its voracity and rapid increase. At times these animals multiply with frightful rapidity and suddenness, ravage the fields far and near, produce famine and pestilential diseases among the inhabitants of the land, and have not seldom forced whole nations to emigrate” (see examples, cited from Strabo, Diodorus, Aelian, Agatharchides, and others, in Bo-chart, Hieroz. III, cap34). Sommer, Bibl. Abhandl., p263. The ravaging of the land by field-mice probably stood in causal connection with the second plague, the boil-sickness.—And he smote them with ophalim (עֳפָלִים), which, from the connection, must have been a bodily disease. The points of the word belong to the Qeri tehorim (טְחֹרִים), which was substituted for the Kethib (and in 1 Samuel 6:4-5, has even gotten into the text), because the word, which properly signifies “swelling,” “elevation,” “hill,” was supposed to designate the anus, and in its place tehorim, “posteriora,” as a more decent expression, was read. It was thence rendered: “He smote them on the anus;” and this view seemed to be supported by Psalm 78:66, where, in reference to God’s judgment on the Philistines after the removal of the ark, it is said: “And he smote his enemies ahor” (אָחוֹר), which was taken in the above sense particularly from the following word “reproach;” for ex. Vulg.: “and he smote his enemies in posteriora;” Luther: “in the hinder parts” [so Eng. A. V.]. But this rendering of the Psalm -passage is incorrect; the proper translation is: “And he smote his enemies back, and put everlasting reproach on them” (Geiger, Hengstenberg, Hupfeld). The above rendering has occasioned on the part of the expositors the suggestion of various affections of the hinder part of the body; some think of diarrhœa (Ewald), others of tumors, mariscæ, chancres (Keil), others of hemorrhoids [the “emerods” of Eng. A. V.], and the like. But, apart from the fact that no definite local disease of the sort is indicated, the verb (הִכָּח with בְּ), as Thenius conclusively shows, never means “to strike on something” (for Exodus, on a part of the body), but means in this connection “to strike with something” (with a disease or plague). According to the radical meaning of the word ophalim, we must render: he smote them with a skin-disease, which consisted in painful boils or large swellings, and was perhaps caused by the plague of field-mice, which Oken (cited by Thenius in loco) calls “the plague of the fields, often producing scarcity, and even famine.” This explanation is supported by Deuteronomy 28:27, where the word in question stands along with the names of two skin-diseases, of which one (שְׁחִין) is the Egyptian leprosy-like botch, and the other (גָּרָכ and חֶרֶם) “scab and itch.” Only by supposing such a plague-like disease, which became infectious on the breaking out of the boils ( 1 Samuel 5:9), can we explain its immediate universal spread (indicated by the words “and its coasts”), and its deadly effect ( 1 Samuel 5:11-12; 1 Samuel 6:19), facts not explained by the other suppositions. Comp. Win, Realw. II, s. v. Philister.

1 Samuel 5:7. In consequence of “its being Song of Solomon,” under such circumstances (כֵּן here as Genesis 25:22), the people of Ashdod recognized the fact that the power of the God of Israel was here manifested on them and their god, and resolved to get rid of the medium of this manifestation, for so they regarded the ark.

1 Samuel 5:8 furnishes a contribution to the history of the political constitution of the Philistines. The princes (סְרָנִים, seranim) of the Philistines are the heads of the several city-districts ( Joshua 13:3), which formed a confederation, each one of the five chief cities holding a number of places, “country-cities” ( 1 Samuel 27:5), “daughter-cities” ( 1 Chronicles 18:1), as its special district. The constitution was oligarchical, that Isaiah, the government was in the hands of the College of princes, whose decision no individual could oppose, comp. 1 Samuel 29:6-11. Grotius: “the Philippians, were under an oligarchy.” The resolve of the princes is: “the ark shall be carried to Gath,” and is forthwith executed. According to this there was no Dagon-temple in Gath; for the purpose was to remove the ark from the sanctuary of Dagon, who, in their opinion, called forth the power of the God of Israel, without being able to make stand against him. The location of Gath, also one of the five princely cities—Gitta (Joseph.), Getha (Sept.), Getha (Euseb.)—is doubtful. In this passage ( 1 Samuel 5:8-10) the connection points merely to the fact that it is to be sought for in the neighborhood of Ashdod and Ekron; but it does not thence necessarily follow (Ewald) that it lay between these two. Jerome’s statements indicate a location near Ashdod and near the limits of Judea: “Gath is one of the five cities of Palestine, near the border of Judea, on the road from Eleutheropolis to Gaza, and still a very large village (on Micah 1); Gath is near and bordering on Ashdod (on Jeremiah 25).” Comp. Pressel in Herzog, R. E. s. v,[FN11] The Sept. takes Gath as subject, inserts “to us” (אֵלַי or אֵלֵינוּ) after Israel, and translates: “And the Gittites said, Let the ark of God come to us.” But this addition is uncalled for. Thenius indeed prefers this reading on the ground that such a voluntary offer to receive the ark in order to show that the calamity was merely accidental, is completely in accordance with the whole narrative; but, on the other hand, we may conclude from 1 Samuel 5:6 that they regarded as the cause of the evil the relation of the God of Israel to their god. Dagon, and the object of the transportation of the ark was to remove it from the region of Dagon-worship.

1 Samuel 5:9. The same scourge was repeated in Gath; the plague of boils fell upon all, small and great. Its painful and dangerous character is here more precisely indicated by the once-occurring word (hapaxleg.) sathar (שׂתר) which means, following the corresponding Arabic verb (Niph. findi, erumpi), the bursting of the plague-boils. The Acc. “great consternation” (מה׳ גד׳), giving a sensible representation of the direction and motion, in which an action reaches a definite aim or end, sets forth the final effect or result in the minds of the Philistines of this new manifestation of God’s power; generally, where the point reached is to be indicated, the pref. “to” (לְ) is used (as in 1 Samuel 4:9). “The hand of the Lord was on the city unto great consternation.”[FN12]
1 Samuel 5:10 sqq. Further removal of the ark to a third princely city, Ekron, according to Robinson (Pal. III:229 sq. [Amer. Ed. II:227 sq.]) three miles east of Jamnia and five miles south of Ramleh on the site of the present village Akir, that Isaiah, in a northerly direction from Gath. Comp. Tobler, 3Wand, 53; Joshua 13:3. “Although first assigned to the Tribe of Judah ( Joshua 15:45), and for a time held by it ( Judges 1:18, on which see Bertheau), then made over to Dan ( Joshua 19:43), it could not be retained permanently by the Israelites, but, when the Philistines advanced, fell again into their hands, and continued in their possession ( Joshua 15:11; 1 Samuel 6:17; 1 Samuel 7:14).” Rüetschi in Herzog s. v. In 1 Samuel 5:10 is related how the inhabitants of Ekron, when the ark was brought to them, thinking of the late occurrences, made complaint and protest against its entrance.

1 Samuel 5:11-12. The failure of their protest is here silently assumed, and the universal prevalence, and particularly the deadly effects of the plague described. There was every where a “deadly consternation,” that Isaiah, a consternation produced by the sudden death of many persons from the plague, which was connected with the boil-sickness. Observe the climax in the triple description of the plague; in Gath it is severer than in Ashdod; in Ekron it has reached its greatest height. The words at the end of the description—And the cry of the city went up to heaven—assume that the Philistines saw clearly that in this plague the almighty hand of the God of Israel was revealed. A second council of princes, it is expressly stated ( 1 Samuel 5:11, beginning), was called to consult in reference to the restoration of the ark to the Israelites. The proposition of Ekron (as yet undecided on) is indeed based on the deadly effects of the plague on its inhabitants ( 1 Samuel 5:11), but at the same time it takes for granted that the removal of the ark to other Philistian places would be attended with the same results, and that the punishment of the God of Israel would of necessity continue so long as the insult offered Him by the abduction of the ark was not done away with. [Bib. Comm. compares this scourge in its object and effects with the plagues of Egypt. See Exodus 12:33, and also Numbers 17:12. With the phrase “went up to heaven” Bp. Patrick compares the classical expressions (Virg. Æneid. II:223, 338, 488): Clamores simul horrendos ad sidera tollit; Sublatus ad œthera clamor; Ferit aurea sidera clamor.—Tr.]

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. Though God brings the judgment on His house and people through world-powers without His kingdom and hostile to His name, He yet shows Himself towards these hostile powers a God that judges righteously in the punishment of the evil they do to the honor of His name in their purpose (though it be by His will or His permission) to oppose His kingdom and hinder its coming. The Philistines, by His counsel and will victorious over the children of Israel, had with His permission taken away the sign of His presence with His people, and brought it into the presence of the idol, that Israel might be right sorely humbled and punished; yet they are chastised as having refused to honor Him as the living God, though the manifestation of His might and glory was set before their eyes.

2. The downfall of the idol-image before the ark and the excision of its most important parts (head and hands) is not merely a symbol, but also a type[FN13] of the truth which is illustrated in the history of God’s kingdom, even in its gloomiest periods, namely, that the powers of the world must sink again into the dust before His glory, after they, in truth taken into His service, have done their work, and that the time appointed by Him comes, when His enemies are made His foot stool. Comp. the declarations in Exodus 9:16; Exodus 14:18 in reference to Egypt. “Where God comes with His ark and His testimony, there He smites the idols to the ground; idolatry must fall, where His gospel finds a place” (Berlenb. Bible).

3. The heavy pressure and the hard blows of the hand of God, to which repeated and significant reference is made in connection with the severed hands of the idol-image, was intended not only as a deserved punishment for the Philistines, but also as a disciplinary visitation. All suffering is punishment, but also (as a chastisement of God’s hand) an instrument of correction; that Isaiah, under suffering and affliction, as the outflow and result of sin, man is not merely to recognize the causal connection between His sin and the divine punitory justice on the one hand, and the affliction on the other, but also to have His eyes opened to the purposes of God’s holy love, which by adversity and tribulation will draw him to itself, and humble him under God’s powerful hand to reverence His name.

4. When man’s heart will not give up its worthless idols, though God’s hand draws it to Himself by affliction and suffering, then the distance between Him and the God that offers to be with him becomes greater in proportion to the severity and painfulness of the suffering felt by the soul alienated from God and devoted to idolatry. We shall at last desire to be entirely away from God, as the Philistines at last resolved to carry the ark over the border, that they might have nothing more to do with the God of Israel, while, on the contrary, the ark should have warned them to give glory to the God of Israel, who had so unmistakably and gloriously revealed Himself to them.

5. The cry that ascends to heaven over sufferings and afflictions that are the consequences of wickedness is by no means a sign that need teaches prayer; it may be made from a wholly heathen point of view. The cry that penetrates into heaven is “Against thee have I sinned,” and is the expression of an upright, earnest penitence which is awakened in the heart by the chastisement of God’s hand.

6. The Philistines do not deride and scorn the sanctuary of the Israelites, but from their standpoint show it reverence and treat it with forbearance and awe; and herein is exemplified the truth that even the enemies of God’s kingdom and the opponents of the honor of His name in the affairs of His kingdom stand involuntarily and unconsciously under the influence of His power and glory, and a restraining higher power is near, from which they cannot withdraw. “They cannot advance, whom the Lord’s greater power restrains. The supreme controller of affairs so orders all things that the wicked are restrained by fear—though their souls are haughty and they swell with pride and arrogance; and they cannot execute what their minds purpose. For God fetters and holds captive, as it were, their hands, and suffers not. His glory to be obscured” (Calvin).

7. Often in the history of His kingdom, amid frightful victories by the hostile powers of the world, God’s hand seems bound, and His people fall into the deepest affliction, so that even the most sacred possessions seem to have fallen into the rapacious hands of the world, which is contending against God and His kingdom; yet even then He knows how to maintain His honor inviolate, and His hand is yet free, and (as in the history of this war between Israel and the Philistines) in secret makes the preparation for the liberation and redemption of His people, and the restoration of the sanctuary and the possession of His kingdom, while human eyes do not see it, and human thought does not suspect it. The Lord is mighty and powerful even in the sorest defeats of His kingdom in the battle with the world. He brings every thing to glorious accomplishment.

8. Calvin: “The Philistines seek hiding-places from God’s presence. Let us learn that the same thing happens to all God’s enemies when they are given over to a reprobate mind. For though they are under the dominion of the lethargy of sin, yet, when God urges them more closely, and their own conscience presses them, they seek hiding-places against the majesty of God, and would save themselves by flight.”

9. [This chapter, with the following, strikingly illustrates the non-missionary character of the Old Dispensation. For centuries the Israelites were near neighbors of the Philistines, and had some acquaintance (apparently not much) with their political and religious institutions. Yet the Philistines had at this time only a garbled and distorted account ( 1 Samuel 4:8) of the history of the Israelites, derived probably from tradition, and seemingly no particular knowledge at all of their religion, nor did the Israelites ever attempt, though they were in the times of Samson and David in close connection with Philistia, to carry thither a knowledge of what they yet believed to be the only true religion. This religious isolation was no doubt a part of the divine plan for the development of the theocratic kingdom, guarding it against the taint of idolatry, and permitting the chosen people thoroughly to apprehend and appropriate the truth which was then to go from them to all the world. But if we look for the natural causes which produced this moral isolation in ancient times, we shall find one in the narrowness of ancient civilization, where the absence of means of social and literary communication fostered mutual ignorance and made sympathy almost impossible, and another in the peculiarly national local nature of the religion of Israel, with its central sanctuary and its whole system grounded in the past history of the nation, presenting thus great obstacles to a foreigner who wished to become a worshipper of Jehovah. These might be overcome, as in Naaman’s case, but it was not easy to throw off one’s nationality (as was necessary for the convert) either at home or by going to live in the land of Israel. All this may palliate the unbelief of the ancient heathen peoples—palliate, but not excuse it, for Jehovah revealed Himself in mighty works which ought to have carried conviction (comp. 1 Samuel 6:6) and led to obedience and love. On the other hand, the Israelite ought to have tried to bring the heathen to the true God, and indeed in the Pss. we find exhortations to them to come and acknowledge Him. But the Jews, as a nation, never freed themselves from the narrowness to which their institutions trained them.—Tr.]

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
[Henry: God will show of how little account the ark of the covenant Isaiah, if the covenant itself be broken and neglected; even sacred signs are not things that either He is tied to, or we can trust to.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 5:1-5. The ruinous folly of the idolatrous mind: 1) It places God beside the idols, as if one could serve two masters ( 1 Samuel 5:1-2; Matthew 6:24); 2) It does not allow itself to be pointed to the living God by the nothingness of its idols in contrast with Him ( 1 Samuel 5:3); 3) In spite of the destruction of its idols through the power of the Lord before its eyes, it always sets up again the old idolatrous service, and carries it still further ( 1 Samuel 5:4); 4) Sinking from one degree of superstition to another, it gives itself up, and is given up by God ever deeper and deeper into selfish idolatry.—Dagon before the ark, or Heathenism conquered at the feet of the living God: 1) In the domain of its power, its own abode ( 1 Samuel 5:1-2); 2) Through the secret demonstration of the power of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 5:3-4); 3) Amid the destruction of its power and glory (the face as a sign of its worthless glory and vain beauty struck down to the earth, the head also as the seat of the wisdom which is alienated from God and opposed to God, the hands as a symbol of the powers of darkness which work therein, cut off) ( 1 Samuel 5:3-5).—The fall of heathenism: 1) It is thrown down before the power of God manifesting Himself as present in His word (the law and the testimony in the ark) ( 1 Samuel 5:1-3); 2) Its power (head and hands) is broken and destroyed through the secretly working power of the Spirit of God ( 1 Samuel 5:3-4); 3) There is an ever more and more glorious revelation of the power of God which casts down heathenism in the light of the day of salvation, which overcomes the darkness of heathenism.—The defeat which the kingdom of the world suffers in its victory over the kingdom of God: 1) In quiet concealment; 2) Through the miraculous action of God; 3) In open publicity.
1 Samuel 5:6-7. Calvin: Here it is clearly shown how great is the stiff-neckedness of unbelievers in their error, that when the manifest signs of the divine judgments press ever nearer, and there is no more room at all for excuses, and when they can no longer conceal their fear of the judgment and the power of God, yet they do not recognize their contumacy, and lay aside their hardness of heart, but only seek hiding-places and places of refuge, in order to withdraw themselves as far as possible from the divine power that it may not reach them. What sort of effect do unbelievers let the experience and apprehension of the infinite power of God produce in them? Not a change of disposition, not a zealous striving after the knowledge of the truth in His word, and willingness to give Him the honor which belongs to Him, not humility of heart in subjection to the majesty of God, but rather fear and terror at His presence, and the striving to fly as far from Him as possible, and to keep God removed as far as possible from them.—God avenges Himself on the enemies of His people, in that, even when they have obtained a victory over the people of God, it yet turns out worse for them than for the people of God who are defeated, Job 20:5-7.—Cramer: God can even with ease constrain His enemies to confession.

1 Samuel 5:8. Starke: Foolish men, to think that the almightiness of God can be thwarted by change of place.—Seb. Schmidt: Against God the devices of men, even the wisest, avail nothing. [ 1 Samuel 5:9. “Boils.” There are many other passages in our English version of the Bible in which an apparent indelicacy is due to erroneous translation.—Hall: They judge right of the cause; what do they resolve for the cure? .… They should have said: Let us cast out Dagon, that we may pacify and retain the God of Israel; they determine to thrust out the ark of God, that they might peaceably enjoy themselves, and Dagon.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 5:10. God has the hearts of all men in His hands ( Proverbs 21:1), and can speedily turn them to change their will and purposes, so as to promote His honor and the best interests of the Church.

1 Samuel 5:12. Calvin: We should not imitate the Ekronites, who fill heaven with their cry, but with their heart are far from God; rather should we, when the ark of God comes so near us, come with our heart to God. To Him should we cry, when He comes in His judgments, and beg Him for help without complaining, while we confess to Him our sins, and acknowledge that we receive from Him righteous punishment, and that the sufferings which He has inflicted on us are wholesome for us.—Schlier: Then could Israel clearly see what an almighty God they had, stronger than the gods of all the heathens and that this strong God wished to be their God, and had interested Himself in behalf of His people.

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 5:2; 1 Samuel 5:4. This verbal repetition is quite after the manner of Hebrew historical writing.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 5:3. Here Sept. inserts: “and went into Dagon’s house and saw.”—a very natural explanation, but, for that very reason, suspicious as the probable addition of a copyist or annotator.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 5:4. It seems better to omit this explanatory phrase, which is not found in the Hebrews, and to leave the word “Dagon” to be explained in the exposition; for, though the phrase is probably correct (see Erdmann’s account of Dagon), it is still an interpretation rather than a translation.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 5:6. The text of the Sept. here deviates decidedly from the Heb.; for attempts to reconcile the two see Thenius and Wellhausen, in loco. There is no good ground, however, for departing from the Heb.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 5:6. The versions here all follow the Qeri tehorim, which word most of them take to mean a part of the body (posteriora), and not a disease. Chald. and Syr. have this very word. Chald. “mariscæ,” Syr. “posteriora,” Arab. “sedes,” Vulg. “in secretiori parte natium,” Philippson “schambeulen.” Geiger thinks that the Kethib means “posteriora,” and the Qeri a disease of that part of the body, the change of reading having been made for decency’s sake. This was probably the reason of the change, but the Kethib seems to mean the disease, while the Qeri means both a disease and a part of the body. No explanation has yet been given of the reading of the Sept. “ships” (ναῦς); it may be simply an error of transcription for ἕδρας, which is found in 1 Samuel 5:9.—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 5:7. The word “coasts,” not now used in its original sense of “sides,” has here been retained because of the difficulty of finding another equally good rendering of the Heb. word (גבוּלים).—TR.

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 5:9. Erdmann: “zu grossem schrecken,” but it is better, with the versions, to take it as an independent sentence.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 5:9. Eng. A. V. takes the verb שתר as =סתר, “concealed,” but the connection does not favour this. Gesenius’ suggestion “broke out” is adopted by Erdmann, and seems best, but Philippson, from the Arab. root which Gesen. compares, shatara, “ruptus fuit,” prefers “broke,” as indicating the culmination of the disease—auforechen instead of hervorbrechen. Philippson’s rendering is etymologically better founded, but does not so well suit the connection.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 5:10. The Sing. here points to the prince or other person who was spokesman for the people.—Tr.]

FN#10 - Dagon was probably originally an old Babylonian fish-deity.—Tr.].

FN#11 - Eusebius (Onom.) mentions two places called Gath, one between Antipatris and Jamnia (which cannot be the place here meant), the other five miles from Eleutheropolis (identified by Robinson, II:59 sq, with Beit Jibrin) towards Diospolis. Mr. J. L. Porter, Art. “Gath,” in Smith’s Bib. Dict., accordingly identifies Gath with the hill called Tell- Esther -Safieh, ten miles east of Ashdod, and about the same distance south by east of Ekron.—Tr.]

FN#12 - But on the reading of this verse see “Textual and Grammatical” note.—Tr.]

FN#13 - Dr. Erdmann here uses the word type, not in the scientific theological sense of a fact of the Old Dispensation, which is intended to set forth the corresponding (spiritually identical) fact of the New Dispensation, but in the general sense of a representative or specimen fact. It is a method of the divine providence inferred from the Scripture and illustrated in history, rather than a spiritual fact of God’s spiritual kingdom prefigured by an outward object or fact in His ancient people or service. The ark symbolized God’s presence in law and mercy, but was not in itself a type, except as a part of the Tabernacle which typified God’s people. The lesson from the punishment of the Philistines, then, is the same as that contained in the slaughter at Samson’s death, the plagues of Egypt, the destruction of Babylon ( Psalm 137:8), and other cases in which God has interfered to save His cause; only here the procedure is more dramatically striking.—Tr.]

06 Chapter 6 

Verse 1
2. Restoration of the Ark with Expiatory Gifts. 1 Samuel 6:1-11
1And the ark of the Lord [Jehovah] was in the country of the Philistines seven 2 months. And the Philistines called for [together[FN1]] the priests and the diviners, saying, What shall we do to [with] the ark of the Lord [Jehovah]? Tell us 3 wherewith[FN2] we shall send it to his [its] place. And they said, If ye[FN3] send away the ark of the God of Israel, send it not empty, but in any wise [om. in any wise[FN4]] return him[FN5] a trespass-offering; then ye shall be healed,[FN6] and it shall be known[FN7] to 4 you why his hand is not removed from you. Then said they [And they said], What shall be [is] the trespass-offering which we shall return to him? [Ins. And] they answered [said], Five golden emerods [boils] and five golden mice,[FN8] according[FN9] to the number of the lords of the Philistines; for one plague was [is] on you[FN10] all 5 and on your lords. Wherefore [And] ye shall make images of your emerods [boils], and images of your mice that mar [devastate] the laud; and ye shall give glory to the God of Israel; peradventure he will lighten his hand from off you, 6and from off your gods, and from off your land. [Ins. And] wherefore then [om. then] do [will] ye harden your hearts, as the Egyptians and Pharaoh hardened their hearts? [ins. Did they not], when he had [om. had[FN11]] wrought wonderfully among them, did they not [om. did they not] let the people go, and they departed? 7Now therefore [And now] make[FN12] a new cart, and take 12 two milch kine, on which there hath come no yoke, and tie [yoke] the kine to the cart, and bring their calves 8 home from them. And take the ark of the Lord [Jehovah], and lay it upon the cart, and put the jewels of gold [golden figures[FN13]], which ye return him5 for a trespass-offering, in a [the[FN14]] coffer by the side thereof, and send it away, that it may 9 go. And see, if it goeth [go] up by the way of his [its] own coast to Beth-Shemesh, then he hath done us this great evil; but if not, then we shall know that it is not 10 his hand that smote us; it was a chance that happened to us. And the men did Song of Solomon, and took two milch kine, and tied [yoked] them to the cart, and shut up their 11 calves at home; And they [om. they] laid the ark of the Lord [Jehovah] upon the cart, and the coffer with [and] the mice of gold [golden mice] and the images of their emerods [boils].[FN15]
3. Reception and Quartering of the Ark in Israel. 1 Samuel 6:12 to 1 Samuel 7:1
12And the kine took the straight way [went straight forward[FN16]] to the way of [on the road to] Bethshemesh, and [om. and] went along the highway [on one highway they went], lowing[FN17] as they went, and turned not aside to the right hand or to the left; and the lords of the Philistines went after them unto the border of Bethshemesh 13 And they[FN18]of Bethshemesh were reaping their wheat-harvest in the valley; 14and they lifted up their eyes, and saw the ark, and rejoiced to see[FN19] it. And the cart came into the field of Joshua a Bethshemite [the Bethshemeshite], and stood there, where [and there] there was a great stone; and they clave the wood of the 15 cart, and offered the kine a burnt-offering unto the Lord [Jehovah]. And the Levites took down the ark of the Lord [Jehovah], and the coffer that was with it, wherein [ins. were] the jewels of gold [golden figures] were [om. were], and put them on the great stone; and the men of Bethshemesh offered burnt-offerings, and 16 sacrificed sacrifices the same day unto the Lord [Jehovah]. And when [om. when] the five lords of the Philistines had seen [saw] it, they [and] returned to Ekron 17 the same day. And these are the golden emerods [boils] which the Philistines returned for [as] a trespass-offering unto the Lord [Jehovah]: for Ashdod one, for 18 Gaza one, for Askelon one, for Gath one, for Ekron one. And the golden mice [ins. were] according to the number of all the cities of the Philistines belonging to the five lords, both of fenced cities and of country villages,[FN20]even unto the great stone of Abel whereon they set down the ark of the Lord, which stone remaineth unto this day in the field of Joshua the Bethshemite [And[FN21] the great stone, on which they set down the ark of Jehovah, remaineth to this day in the field of Joshua the Bethshemeshite].

19And he smote the men of Bethshemesh, because they had [om. had] looked into [at[FN22]] the ark of the Lord [Jehovah], even [and] he smote of the people fifty thousand and three-score and ten men 70 men, 50,000 men[FN23]]; and the people lamented, because the Lord [Jehovah] had smitten [smote] many of [om. many of] the people 20 with a great slaughter. And the men of Bethshemesh said, Who is able to stand before [ins. Jehovah], this holy Lord [om. Lord] God? and to whom shall he go 21 up from us? And they sent messengers to the inhabitants of Kirjath-jearim, saying, The Philistines have brought again [back] the ark of the Lord [Jehovah]; come ye down, and fetch it up to you.

1 Samuel 7:1 And the men of Kirjath-jearim came, and fetched up the ark of the Lord [Jehovah], and brought it into the house of Abinadab in [on] the hill, and sanctified [consecrated] Eleazar his son to keep the ark of the Lord [Jehovah].

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
I. 1 Samuel 6:1-11. The ark is sent back with expiatory gifts. The designation of place: in the field is here to be taken in the wider sense of territory, country, as in Ruth 1:2.—The seven months, during which the ark was in the country of the Philistines, was a time of uninterrupted plagues. In addition to the disease of boils came the plague of the devastation of the fields by mice. That the plague of mice was something over and above the disease is plain from 1 Samuel 6:5; 1 Samuel 6:11; 1 Samuel 6:18; in 1 Samuel 6:1 the Sept. adds, “and their land swarmed with mice,” which the narrator has not expressly mentioned. Thenius’ supposition that, from similarity of final syllables ((־ִים), a clause has fallen out of the Heb. text, is too bold a one. Maurer remarks correctly: “it is generally agreed that the Hebrew writers not infrequently omit things essential, and then afterwards mention them briefly in succession.”

1 Samuel 6:2. After it had been determined in the council of the princes to send back the ark to the Israelites, the priests and soothsayers are now to tell how it shall be sent back. Alongside of an honorable priestly class appear here the soothsayers [diviners] (that Isaiah, the organs of the deity, who reveal his counsel and will through the mantic art) as authorities, whose decision is final. The princes had to consider the political-national and social side, these the religious side of the question,[FN24] Inasmuch as it has already been determined to send the ark back, the question “what shall we do in respect to the ark of God?” is only introductory to the succeeding question, “wherewith or how shall we send it to its place?” The בַּמֶּה may mean either, but the rendering “how, in what way” (Vulg. quomodo) is favored by the connection, since the priests would else not have answered that the ark was not to be sent back without gifts.

1 Samuel 6:3, We must here not supply the pronoun “ye” to the Particip. (מְשַׁלְחִים), but must render (as in 1 Samuel 2:24) impersonally,1Samuel25 : “if one sends, if they send.” The ark must be restored, not empty, but with gifts. These gifts are to be an asham (אָשָׁם), a debt-offering or expiatory offering; the gift is thus designated, because it is a question of the payment of a debt.[FN26] Satisfaction must be made to the angered God of the people of Israel for the contempt put on Him by the abduction of the ark. The word “return, make compensation” (הֵשִׁיב) refers to the unlawful appropriation; it is a matter of compensation. Vulg.: quod debetis, reddite ei pro peccato. לוֹ [“to him,” “to it”] is to be referred not to the ark (Sept.), but to God. Send Him a “gift, by which His anger shall be appeased, lest He torment you more” (Cleric). According to Exodus 23:15 no one was allowed to appear empty-handed (רֵיקָם) before God. Whether, as Clericus supposes, this was known to the Philistine priests, is uncertain. The words אַז תֵּרָֽפְאוּ may be taken either as conditional or as assertory. The latter rendering “then you shall be healed” would suit the connection and the whole situation, but that these priests expressly declare it to be possible ( 1 Samuel 6:9) that this plague was to be ascribed not to the God of Israel, but to a chance. The hypothetical rendering is therefore to be preferred, which is grammatically allowable, though the conditional particle is wanting. (Comp. Ew. Gr., § 357 b). We must therefore translate: “and if ye shall be healed.”,[FN27] In the words “and it shall be known to you why His hand is not removed from you” the present tense offers no difficulty, the sense being: “you shall then by the cure learn why His hand now smites you; His hand is not removed from you, because the expiation for your guilt, which will be followed by cure, is not yet made.”

Bunsen: “It was a universal custom of ancient nations to dedicate to the deity to whom a sickness was ascribed, or from whom cure was desired, likenesses of the diseased parts.” This was true also of the cause of the plagues. The Philistines therefore ( 1 Samuel 6:4 sq.), when they inquired what they should send along as trespass or expiatory offering, received the answer: “five golden boils and five golden mice.” The number five is expressly fixed on with reference to the five princes of the Philistines, who represent the whole people (מִסֻפָּר is Acc. of exact determination “according to, in relation to,” with adverbial signification. Ges. Gr., § 118, 3). The change of person in the words “one plague is on them all and on your princes” has occasioned the reading “you all,” which is for this reason to be rejected.[FN28] People and princes are here regarded as a unit, the latter representing the former, and therefore the number of the gifts to be offered for the whole is determined by the number (five) of the princes. 1 Samuel 6:5 makes in a supplementary way express mention of the devastation which the mice made in the land. “This plague is often far greater in southern lands than with us; so that the Egyptians use the figure of a fieldmouse to denote destruction; there are many examples, it is said, of the whole harvest in a field having been destroyed by them in one night” ( 1 Samuel 5 : Gerl.). Comp. Boch. Hieroz. II, 429 ed. Ros.; Plin. Hist. Nat. X. c65. By the presentation of the likenesses in gold they were to “give honor to the God of Israel.” These words of the Philistine priests explain the expression “pay or return a trespass-offering.” By the removal of the ark, the seat of the glory of the God of Israel, His honor is violated; hence the punishment in this two-fold plague; by these gifts they are to attempt to make compensation for the violation of honor, and the wrath of the God who is wounded in His honor is to be turned aside. “By bringing precisely the instrument of their chastisement as a gift to God, they confess that He Himself has punished them, and do homage to His might, hoping therefore all the more by paying their debt to be made or to remain free,” (v. Gerlach). The expression “perhaps He will lighten His hand from off you” agrees with that in 1 Samuel 6:3, “if ye be healed,” and with 1 Samuel 6:9.

[It is not clear that the Philistines were visited with a plague of mice. In spite of Maurer’s remark (on 1 Samuel 6:1) endorsed by Erdmann, it is strange that no mention is made of the mice in chap5. Philippson (who translates akbar not “mouse” but “boil”) further objects that the assumption of a mouse-plague different from the boil-disease is incompatible with the assertion in 1 Samuel 6:4, “one plague is on you and on your lords,” which supposes a bodily infliction (on which, however, see the discussion of the Sept. text of 1 Samuel 6:4-5, in note to 1 Samuel 6:18). Nor does the Heb. text expressly state that there was such a plague. In 1 Samuel 6:5 nothing more is necessarily said (so Wellhausen) than that they were exposed to land devastations by mice, and that the whole land had suffered, and 1 Samuel 6:18 (however interpreted) adds nothing to the statement in 1 Samuel 6:4. We may on critical grounds keep the present Masoretic text (discarding the Sept. addition to 1 Samuel 6:1) without finding in it the mouse-plague. On the other hand, the figure of a mouse was in Egypt a symbol of destruction, and so might have been chosen here as a fitting expiatory offering. Possibly, as there was a Baal-zebub, “lord of flies” (Ζεὺς ’Απόμυιος), worshipped at Ekron, so there was a Baal-akbar, “lord of mice,” and this animal may have been connected with religious worship.—Others explain the figures of the boils and mice as telesms or talismans. So Maimonides, quoted in Poole’s Synopsis, in which are cited many illustrations of the wide use of talismans (figures made under planetary and astral conjunctions in the likeness of the injurious object or of the part affected) among the ancients (expanded by Kitto, Daily Bible Illust, Saul and David, p86 sq.). But, supposing there was a plague of mice, these figures were prepared, not by their own virtue to avert the plague (which the talismans were supposed to do), but to appease the wrath of the God of Israel.—Tr.].—Lighten from off you, etc., is a pregnant expression for “lighten and turn away from you,” so that the burden of the punishment shall be removed from you. In 1 Samuel 6:6 the case of the Egyptians is referred to in order to strengthen the exhortation. We have already seen in 1 Samuel 4:8 the mark of the deep impression made on the neighboring heathen nations by the judgments of the God of Israel on the Egyptians. The Philistine priests see in these plagues judgments like those inflicted on the Egyptians, and set forth the universal and comprehensive significance of this revelation of the heavy hand of God in the words “on [rather from] you, and your god [better, perhaps, gods, as in Eng. A. V.], and your land.” They thus refer this general calamity not only to its highest cause in the God of Israel and His violated honor, but also to its deepest ground in the Philistines’ hardening of the heart against Him after the manner of Pharaoh and the Egyptians, and so show exact acquaintance with the pragmatism of the history of God’s revelations towards Egypt and its king. Comp. Exodus 7:13 sqq. with Exodus 8:32. It is evident from the connection that the words of the priests are to be referred only to the obligation to “give honor to the God of Israel” by expiatory presents, not to the restoration of the ark, which was already determined on. The hardening or obduration of the heart is the stubborn and persistent refusal to give to the God of Israel His due honor, after His honor had been violated. The word הִתְעַלֵּל [“ wrought”] points to God’s mighty deeds against Pharaoh and the Egyptians; it is found in the same sense “work, exercise power” [“work one’s will on”] in Exodus 10:2 and 1 Samuel 31:4. In view of these exhibitions of God’s power, they are warned against such a persistent stiff-necked opposition to it. 1 Samuel 6:6 is not inconsistent with the doubt expressed in 1 Samuel 6:9, whether the plagues come from the God of Israel or from a chance, since it is (in 1 Samuel 6:9) at any rate regarded as possible that the God of Israel has thus exhibited His anger. “The mere possibility of this makes it seem advisable to do every thing to appease the wrath of the God of the Israelites, which the heathen, from their fear of the gods, dreaded under the circumstances not less, yea, more than the anger of their own gods” (Keil).

1 Samuel 6:7-9. The arrangements respecting the mode of sending back the ark. In 1 Samuel 6:7 the arrangements are made for a restoration of the ark worthy of and proportionate to the honor of the God of Israel. The Philistines are not, for this purpose, to have a new cart made, but, as the preceding קְחוּ shows, to take,[FN29] one already made, in order to fit it up and prepare it for this end; this is shown by the וַעֲשׂוּ [“and make”]. A new cart and two hitherto unyoked milch cows (comp. Deuteronomy 21:3) are to carry back the ark with the presents; only what had not been used, what was still undesecrated, was an appropriate means for the honor destined to be shown to the dreaded God of Israel. עֲגָלָה, properly the “rolling thing,” means the transport-wagon, which, according to this, was in use in Philistia, and was usually yoked with oxen. The calves were to be taken along, but afterwards to be carried from behind the drawing cows, back into the house—that Isaiah, into the stall. In reference to the cows the Masc. is thrice used in 1 Samuel 6:7 for the Fem, “because the writer thinks of the cows as oxen” (Thenius); and so in 1 Samuel 6:10; 1 Samuel 6:12. In 1 Samuel 6:8 a minute description is given of the manner of loading the cart with the ark and with the coffer (אַרְגָּז, found only here and 1 Samuel 6:11; 1 Samuel 6:15) in which the golden expiatory gifts were to be carried. “And send it away, that it may go.” From the connection it appears that the cart, with the ark, is left to the cows to draw; the direction which they take without being led or driven is decisive of the question whether the plagues are from the God of Israel or not.

1 Samuel 6:9. This is stated more precisely by the priests. If the cows went straight to its (the ark’s) territory, this would be the sign that the plagues were from the God of Israel; if not, it would show that it was only a matter of chance. From their stand-point the heathen distinguished with perfect logical consistency between the providence of the God of Israel and a mere chance. “Its territory or coast” (גְּבוּלוֹ) is the land of Israel as its home. Bethshemesh is one of the Israelitish priestly cities on the border of Judah and Dan ( Joshua 21:16), the nearest of them to Ekron, and the nearest point of entrance from Philistia into the hill-country of Judah ( Joshua 15:10-11). The valley in or on which ( 1 Samuel 6:13) it lay, was the same with the present Wady Surar. The present Ain Shems which rests on it is the ancient Bethshemesh.[FN30] S. Robinson, II:599, III:224 sq. [ Amer. Ed. II:14, 16, 223–225.] If this direction was not taken by the cows, that was to be the sign that “this was a chance (מִקְרֶה is not adverb. “by chance” (Keil), but Nom. of the subject; and this is no ground for reading (with Böttcher) מִקָּרֶה, “by chance”). The meaning of the priests was, that the cows, being unaccustomed to the yoke, and being, besides, milch cows, from which their calves had been separated, would, in obedience to their natural impulse, wish to turn about and go back to their stall, unless a higher power restrained them, and compelled them to take the road to Bethshemesh and keep it. By God’s ordination this was done, and so was for the Philistines the factual confirmation given by the God of Israel of the opinion that He had inflicted the plagues on them. 1 Samuel 6:10-11 relate the carrying out of the arrangements which the priests had made. The restoration is performed in the manner prescribed by the priests.

II. 1 Samuel 6:12-21. The ark is transported to Bethshemesh. 1 Samuel 6:12. They kept the road exactly—lit. “they were straight on the way.”[FN31] Mesillah (מְסִלָה) is a thrown up, raised way, a highway. On one highway—that Isaiah, without going hither and thither, as is afterwards added by way of explanation, “without turning aside to the right or to the left.” They went going and lowing; that Isaiah, constantly lowing, because they wanted their calves; yet they did not turn about, but went on in the opposite direction. The Philistine princes went behind, not before them, because, in accordance with the suggestion of the priests, they had to observe whither the animals went. 1 Samuel 6:13. Bethshemesh is for “the inhabitants of Bethshemesh.” Though it was a priestly city, the inhabitants of Bethshemesh are expressly distinguished from the Levites. The Bethshemeshites, who were reaping wheat in the valley (Wady Surar), rejoiced to see the long-lost ark. [The wheat harvest points to May or June as the time of the return of the ark. Robinson: “May13. Most of the fields (near Jericho) were already reaped. Three days before we had left the wheat green upon the fields around Hebron and Carmel; and we afterwards found the harvest there in a less forward state on the 6 th of June” (I:550, 551). We do not know what species of wheat the ancient Hebrews had; but the crop was the most important one in the country (see 1 Kings v11). Mr. W. Houghton says (Smith’s Bib. Dict. Art. “Wheat”): “There appear to be two or three kinds of wheat at present grown in Palestine, the Triticum vulgare (var. hybernum), the T. spelta, and another variety of bearded wheat, which appears to be the same as the Egyptian kind, the T. compositum.” The phrase “they lifted up their eyes and saw,” being the common Heb. formula for “looking,” does not show that the object looked at was on a higher elevation than the spectator. Thus Stanley’s argument (Sin. and Pal, p248) from Genesis 22:4 as to the site of “Moriah” has no weight.—Tr.] 1 Samuel 6:14. The great stone in the field of the Beth-shemeshite Joshua was probably the occasion of the cart’s being stopped here, with the design of using the stone as a sacred spot for the solemn removal of the ark and the presents, as appears from 1 Samuel 6:15. The Levites are expressly mentioned in connection with the setting the ark down on the great stone, a sacred act which pertained to them alone. Since the ark betokened the presence of the Lord, it could be said that they, namely, the Bethshemeshites, offered the kine to the Lord by using the wood of the cart for the burnt-offering. With this they joined a blood-offering. It was lawful to offer the sacrifice here, because, wherever the ark was, offering might be made. Though the people of Bethshemesh are expressly said to be the offerers [ 1 Samuel 6:15], this does not exclude the co-operation of the priests, especially as Bethshemesh was a priestly city. From the single burnt-offering in 1 Samuel 6:14, which was offered with the cart and the kine, the burnt-offerings [ 1 Samuel 6:15] and the slain-offerings, which were connected with a joyful sacrificial meal, are to be distinguished as a second sacrificial Acts, which, in its first element (the burnt-offering), set forth the renewed consecration and devotion of the whole life to the Lord, and in its second (the meal) expressed joyful thanksgiving for the restoration of God’s enthronement and habitation amid His people, of which they had been so long deprived. 1 Samuel 6:16. The five lords of the Philistines saw in this occurrence, in accordance with the instruction of their priests, a revelation of the God of Israel; they returned to Ekron the same day.

1 Samuel 6:17-18. A second enumeration of the expiatory gifts, comp. 1 Samuel 6:4. The statement here made varies from that of 1 Samuel 6:4 only in the fact that, while the priests had advised the presentation of only five golden figures of mice, here a much greater number, “according to the number of all the cities of the Philistines,” are offered; because, from the expression “from the fenced city to the village of the inhabitants of the low land” (הַפְּרָזִי Deuteronomy 3:5) [rather “fenced cities and country[FN32] villages”], which shows that every Philistine locality was represented in the mouse-figures, we learn that the mouse-plague extended over the whole country, while the boil-plague prevailed only in the largest cities,[FN33] In the second clause, instead of וְעַד [“and unto”] read וְעֵד [“and witness”], and instead of אָכֵל [“Abel”], we must, on account of the attached Adj. and the repeated reference to the “field of Joshua” ( 1 Samuel 6:14; 1 Samuel 6:16), read אֶבֶן [“stone”], and translate: “and a witness is the great stone (וְעֵד is found in the same sense, Genesis 31:52)… to this day.” Kimchi’s explanation of אָבֵל as the name [the Heb. word means “mourning”] given to the stone on account of the mourning made there ( 1 Samuel 6:19) is a fanciful expedient, which has also no support in the context, since nothing is afterwards said of a mourning at this stone.

1 Samuel 6:19-21. The ark in Bethshemesh. A punishment is inflicted by God on the Bethshemeshites because they had sinned respecting the holiness of God, which was represented before their eyes by the ark. Wherein this sin consisted is stated in the words “because they looked,” &c. (בִּי רָאוּ בְּ׳), which are to be connected with the question in 1 Samuel 6:20. From 1 Samuel 6:13 (if we retain the text) it could not have been the mere looking at the ark, which stood on the cart, and was necessarily visible to every body, but, as the בְּ shows, consisted only in the manner of looking at it. As the unauthorized touching ( Numbers 4:15; 2 Samuel 6:7), so the profane, prying, curious looking at the ark, as the symbol of the holy God who dwells amid His people, is forbidden on pain of death. The fundamental passage, to which we must here go back, is Numbers 4:20. The deepest ground of the strict prohibition to touch and look at the ark lies in the opposition which exists between Prayer of Manasseh, impure through sin, and the holy God, which cannot be removed by immediate and unmediated connection with God on man’s part, but only through the means which God has by special revelation ordained to this end. Against Thenius, who holds that this explanation cannot be based on Numbers 4:20, it is to be remarked that this passage speaks expressly not only of unauthorized intrusion, but also of a similar looking at the inner sanctuary. There is no contradiction between this verse and 1 Samuel 6:13, if we regard the Ace. in the latter, and the Prep. “at” (בְּ) here; this difference in the designation of the object indicates a difference in this connection in the seeing. In Numbers 4:20 also the seeing is more exactly defined by an added word. Other explanations, as: “because they were afraid at the ark” (Syr, Arab.), or: “looked into it” (Rabb.), are entirely untenable. It is true, however, that the words of the text (according to which the above would be the only tenable explanation) present great difficulties, which Thenius expresses in the remark: “One does not see why ‘and he smote’ (וַיַךְ) is repeated, and why we have ‘the people’ (בָּעָם) again after ‘the men of Bethshemesh’ (בְּאַנְשֵׁי ב׳).” Moreover, the following words of this verse, which give the number of the slain, undoubtedly offer an incorrect, or rather a corrupt text; whereby the preceding words would be involved in the corruption. The supposition of a defective text being here so natural, we should be inclined to adopt (with Thenius) the reading of the Sept.: “And the children of Jechoniah among the Bethshemeshitcs were not glad (5:13) that they saw the ark, and he smote of them,” etc.; but that the objection “that we elsewhere find nothing at all about the race of Jechoniah” is by no means so unimportant as Thenius thinks it. The reading “70 men, 50,000 men” is evidently corrupt. If a process of addition were here intended, then “and” (ו) must necessarily stand before the second number. If a partition were meant (70 out of50,000 men), then, besides the grammatical difficulty, there is the objection that the city of Bethshemesh (and it alone is here spoken of), could not possibly have had so many inhabitants. The last objection applies with still more force to Ewald’s translation, “beginning with70 and increasing to50,000 men,”—which would require us to suppose a still larger population. The words “50,000 men” are wanting in Jos. (Ant. 6,1–14), and in some Heb. MSS. (Cod. Kenn84, 210, 418), and are [to be rejected],[FN34] since they give no sense, and probably “came from the margin into the text as another solution of the numeral sign which stood there (in the original text stood ע, 70], while in another נ̈, 50,000] was found)” (Thenius).—The ground of the sudden death of the70 of the race of Jechoniah is their unsympathizing, and therefore unholy bearing towards the symbol of God’s presence among His people, which showed a mind wholly estranged from the living God, a symptom of the religious-moral degeneracy, which had spread among the people, though piety was still to be found.[FN35]
1 Samuel 6:20. Who can stand before this holy God?—This question expresses their consciousness of unworthiness, and their fear of the violated majesty of the covenant-God of Israel. The people of Bethshemesh recognize in the death of the70 a judgment of God, in which He punishes the violation of His majesty and glory, and defends His holiness in relation to His people. God is called the holy in this connection, in that He guards and avenges His greatness and glory, which He had revealed to Israel, when they are violated and dishonored by human sin, by unholy, godless conduct.—From the connection only “God” can be the Subj. of “shall go up” (יַעֲלֶה). The question “to whom shall he go up from us?” refers then indeed to the ark, in connection with which the sin and the punishment had occurred, and supposes that the Bethshemeshites were unwilling to keep it among them, from fear of farther judgments which its stay might occasion. A superstitious idea here mingles with the fear of God, since the stay of the ark is regarded as in itself a cause of further misfortune.

1 Samuel 6:21. Kirjath-jearim, that Isaiah, “ city of forests” [Forestville, Woodville], in the tribe-territory of Judah, belonged at an earlier period to Gibeon ( Joshua 9:17; Joshua 18:25-26; Ezra 2:25; Nehemiah 7:29), and is the present Kuryet el Enab= “city of wine” [literally “grapes”] (Rob. II:588 sq. [Amer. ed. II:11], and Bibl. Forschung. 205 sq. [Am. ed. III:157], Tobler, Topogr. II:742 sqq.).[FN36] The embassy to the inhabitants of Kirjath-jearim had two objects: the announcement of the return of the ark, and the demand that they should take it. They are silent as to the misfortune which was connected with its restoration, and as to their reason for not wishing to keep it. 1 Samuel 7:1 mentions the safe transportation of the ark by the Kirjath-jearimites to their city. The ark is placed in the house of Abinadab בּגִּבְעָה, “on the hill,” not in “Gibeah” (Vulg, Luther), as if the latter were a suburb of Kirjath-jearim. The house of Abinadab was on a hill, and for this reason probably was chosen as the resting-place of the ark. “They consecrated Eleazar,” the son of Abinadab, that Isaiah, they chose and appointed him as a person consecrated to God for this service: he had to keep watch and guard over the ark. It is hence probable that the ark found shelter in the house of a Levite. “Nothing is said of Eleazar’s consecration as priest.…. He was constituted not priest, but watchman at the grave of the ark, by its corpse, till its future joyful resurrection” (Hengst, Beitr. III:66 [Contributions to Int. to O. T.]). Why it was not carried back to Shiloh, is uncertain. The reason may be, that the Philistines after the victory in ch. iv. had conquered Shiloh, and now held it, as Ewald (Gesch. II:540 [Hist, of Isr.]) supposes; though his conjecture that the Philistines had destroyed Shiloh together with the old sanctuary, is to be rejected, since it is certain that the Tabernacle afterwards moved from Shiloh to Nob, and thence to Gibeon, and that the worship in connection with it was maintained ( 1 Samuel 21:6; 1 Kings 3:4; 2 Chronicles 1:3). Or, it may be that, without a special revelation of the divine will, they were unwilling to carry the ark back to the place whence it had been removed by a judgment of God in consequence of the profanation of the Sanctuary by the sons of Eli (Keil); or simply that the purpose was first and provisionally to carry it safely to a large city as far off as possible, inasmuch as, in view of the sentence of rejection which had been passed on Shiloh, they did not dare to select on their own authority a new place for the Sanctuary (comp. Hengst, ubi sup, 49). It was not till David’s time that the ark was carried hence to Jerusalem ( 2 Samuel 6).

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. Outside the sphere of His revelations in the covenant-people, the living God has not allowed the heathen nations to be without positive testimonies to His glory; He has, by severe chastisements, made them feel His might and power over them, when they, though they were the instruments of His punitive justice on Israel, did violence to His honor, and transgressed the limits assigned them.

2. The exact knowledge that the Philistine priests and soothsayers had of the punitive revelations of God against the Egyptians, and of the cause of them in the fact that that people hardened itself against Him, is an eminent example of His government of the world, which was closely interwoven with the history of revelation in His kingdom, and in which He penetrated with the beams of His revealed light the darkness of heathenism which surrounded His people, and made preparation for the revelation of the new covenant, which was to embrace the whole world. They were in such light to seek the Lord in their ways, if haply they might feel after Him and find Him ( Acts 17:27).

3. The need of expiation, as well as the demand for it, is deeply grounded in the relation of man to the holy God; through sin against God’s will and ordinances man finds himself in custody under His punitive justice, whence there is no redemption except by an expiation, failing which judgment is pronounced against him. Ail need of expiation and all means thereto, not only in the sphere of Old Testament Revelation, but also in heathendom, are predictions of Christ, who made the universal and all-sufficient expiation for the guilt of the world.

4. The enemies of God’s kingdom cannot and are not permitted to retain the possessions of God’s sanctuary which they have gotten by robbery, but must bow beneath His mighty hand, and give them up, yea, restore them increased by counter-gifts on their part.

5. “ Who can stand before the Lord, this holy God!” The more clearly God’s holiness is seen in the mirror of His justice, the deeper and more energetic is the feeling of sin and unworthiness in the human heart before the holy God. The depth of the divine holiness becomes clearest and most sensible to sinful man in those of its manifestations, by which he sees God as “this holy God,” that Isaiah, in the vigorous exercise of His holiness, of which he has experience in God’s punitive justice directed against himself. But the deeper and more thorough the knowledge of one’s own sin, the clearer the knowledge of the divine holiness. Yet, to sinful men the light of the divine holiness, which is always for him dulled, must not become intolerable, so that he shall avoid God’s face, and abandon fellowship with Him; rather must sinful man bear this light which discloses all his sin and alienation from God, and seek to learn in it the ways of grace and salvation ( Psalm 51:5-6, 4,5]). The contrary result of the revelation of God’s holiness and justice leads to a sundering of relations between sinful man and Him, which by man’s fault makes of no effect God’s purposes of salvation.

6. “The blow which fell on the inhabitants of Bethshemesh in connection with the arrival of the ark, showed the people that they were not yet worthy of the fulfilment of the promise ‘I dwell in your midst.’ A condition of things had come about like that in the wilderness after the calf-worship, and in the Babylonian exile. The people must first become again inwardly God’s people before the sanctuary could be again placed among them. In what had happened they saw God’s factual declaration that He wished to dwell no longer in Shiloh” (Hengst. Beitr. 3, 48 sq. [Contrib. to Introd.]).

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
[Henry: Seven months Israel was punished with the absence of the ark, and the Philistines punished with its presence.… A melancholy time no doubt it was to the pious in Israel—particularly to Samuel—but they had this to comfort themselves with, as we have in the like distress, when we are deprived of the comfort of public ordinances, that, wherever the ark Isaiah, the Lord is in His holy temple, the Lord’s throne is in heaven, and by faith and prayer we may have access with boldness to Him there. We may have God nigh unto us, when the ark is at a distance.—Tr.]. S. Schmid: God cannot bear with His enemies too long, but knows how at the right time to save His honor.

1 Samuel 6:2-3. J. Lange: Bad men, when they are chastised for their sins, are commonly disposed not to recognize the true cause, but maintain that it all comes only from chance or from merely natural causes.—Wuertemberg Bible: Even false prophets and teachers often have the gift of prophecy: Numbers 24:2; John 11:50-51; Matthew 7:22-23. We must therefore not trust to outward gifts.—Tuebingen Bible: Even the heathen have recognized that the justice of God must be appeased if sin is to be forgiven.

1 Samuel 6:6. Cramer: God is wonderful, and often even speaks His word through unbelievers and ungodly men ( Numbers 22:28). The word of God loses nothing in certainty, power, and worth, though it is preached by ungodly men ( Philippians 1:15). [Hall: Samuel himself could not have spoken more divinely than these priests of Dagon: they do not only talk of giving glory to the God of Israel, but fall into an holy and grave expostulation.… All religions have afforded them that could speak well. These good words left them both Philistines and superstitious.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 6:7. S. Schmid: That the irrational brutes are under God’s providence and control, even the heathen have recognized.

1 Samuel 6:9. Starke: Great and wonderful is the long suffering of God, that He condescends to the weakness of men and suffers Himself to be tempted by them.—S. Schmid: That in which men prescribe to God and tempt Him, cannot indeed bind God; but it binds the men themselves in their consciences, who prescribe to Him.

1 Samuel 6:13. S. Schmid: Even in troublous times God does not cease to do good to His people.—Cramer: When God brings forth again the light of His word, it ought to be recognized with the highest thankfulness.

1 Samuel 6:14. Seb. Schmid: It is a great favor when God comes forward before men, and voluntarily appears among them.

1 Samuel 6:15. Wuert. Bible: When, after we have borne trouble and need, God again manifests to us His favor and help, we should not forget to be thankful.

1 Samuel 6:19. Seb. Schmid: An untimely and venturesome joy God can soon turn into great sorrow.—The plague is fortunate that brings the impenitent to repentance.

1 Samuel 6:20. Berlenb. Bible: When God so to speak only passes by us, through some temporary taste of His presence, it is a favor which He may also impart to sinners. But that He may make His abode in us, as He promises in so many passages of Holy Scripture, that He may be willing to remain with us and in us,—for that there is demanded great purity in every respect.—S. Schmid: Better is quite too great a fear of God than no fear, if only it does not wholly take away confidence in God’s mercy ( Psalm 119:120).

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 6:2. So the verb is not unfrequently used, as in Joshua 23:2.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 6:2. Or, “how.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 6:3. The Pron. is not in the present Heb. text, but is found in7 MSS, in Sept, Syr, Chald, Arab, and apparently in Vulg. It may have fallen out, as Houbigant suggests, from similarity to the following word (אתם את). Others (so Erdmann) take the construction as impersonal, and render: “if one sends back,” etc.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 6:3. This phrase in Eng. A. V. is intended to express the Heb. Inf. Abs.; but where the proper shade of intensity or emphasis cannot be given in Eng, it is better to write the verb simply, and not introduce a foreign substantive idea.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 6:3. Some ancient vss. and modern expositors refer this to the ark, and render “to it,” relying on the grammatical connection, and on 1 Samuel 6:9; but the Philistines throughout seem to regard God, and not the ark, as the author of their sufferings. Yet it is possible that, even with this view, their idolatrous ideas might have led them to appease the instrument or visible occasion of the divine infliction.—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 6:3. Erdmann and others take this sentence as conditional (which is here possible, but somewhat hard) on the ground that the priests are not sure that the atonement-offering will be successful, but propose an experiment (as in 1 Samuel 6:9). Yet in 1 Samuel 6:5-6 they are sure, and the experiment in 1 Samuel 6:9 seems an afterthought.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 6:3. The Heb. text is here supported by Syr, Arab. and Vulg, nor is there any variation in the MSS. (De Rossi); but Sept. has “expiation shall be made for you” (נִכַּפֵּר), and Chald. “healing shall be granted you” (יִתְרְוַח). To the first of these the repetition is an objection, to the second the order of ideas (healing, expiation). It does hot appear whether they are loose renderings of our text, or represent a different text.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 6:4. Philippson renders “tumors” (geschwülste), setting aside the supposed plague of field-mice. See Exeg. Notes in loco. The Sept. here departs from the Heb. text in the order of statements and in the number of mice; see the discussion in the note on the passage.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 6:4. This clause stands first in the original.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 6:4. Heb.: “them all,” and so Erdmann and Philippson. But all the VSS. and10 MSS. read “you,” Which the sense seems to require.—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 6:6. The verb (התעלל) is Aor, rendered “wrought” in Exodus 10:2 by Eng. A. V.; Sept. and Vulg. render freely “smote;” but Syr. has “they mocked them, and did not send them away, and they went,” where the wrong number of the first vb. required the negation in the second.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 6:7. Or, “take and prepare” (so Erdmann). But the verb קְחוּ may properly be taken as expletive or pleonastic here, as in 2 Samuel 18:18 (see Ges. Lex. s. v.), though it must be understood before the second accusative “kine.”—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 6:8. The word כְּלִי means any instrument or implement, and is used of utensils, implements, armor, weapons, vessels and jewels; here, however, it is none of these, but figures, copies or works: Luther, bilder, Erdmann, geräthe, D’Allioli, figures, Cahen, empreintes, and the other modern VSS, of Martin, Diodati, D’Almeida, De S. Miguel, have “figures;” only the Dutch has “jewels,” Vulg. vasa, Sept. σκεύη.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 6:8. The Art. here points out the coffer which belonged to the cart; but as this is not otherwise known or mentioned, the insertion or omission of the Art. in Eng. makes little or no difference. The Al. Sept. inserts a neg. before the word “put” in this verse, perhaps to avoid a supposed difficulty in the number of golden mice.—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 6:11. The Vat. Sept. (but not Al.) omits the words “and the images of their boils,” perhaps in order to indicate that the mice were not in the argaz or box, and thus avoid the difficulty above-mentioned (see 1 Samuel 6:18). Wellhausen, taking exception to the inverted order here (mice, boils), to the word tehorim, and to the ambiguity of the phrase, omits all of 1 Samuel 6:11 after “coffer,” regarding the Heb. as a gloss on the already corrupt Greek. But this is improbable, and the Heb. is sustained by all the VSS. The tehorim is not improbably a marginal explanation of ophalim which has crept into the text (so Geiger and Erdmann); but the text, though not perfectly clear, must, on critical grounds, be retained, since there would have been no special reason why a scribe should insert it, but on the other hand ground for its omission, as the Greek shows tampering with the text to avoid a difficulty.—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 6:12. On the form of the Heb. word see Erdmann in loco.—Tr.]

FN#17 - 1 Samuel 6:12. Ges. Gram. (Conant’s transl.), § 75, Rem. I:2.—Tr.]

FN#18 - 1 Samuel 6:13. The Heb. has simply “Bethshemesh,” the place put for its inhabitants.—Tr.]

FN#19 - 1 Samuel 6:13. Sept.: “to meet it” (לִקְרָאתוֹ), error of copyist.—Tr.]

FN#20 - 1 Samuel 6:18. The first clause of this verse (and along with it 1 Samuel 6:17) is stricken out by Wellhausen on the ground of its incompatibility with 1 Samuel 6:8. The external evidence for the clause is complete; on the internal evidence see the Comm. in loco and Translator’s note.—Tr.]

FN#21 - 1 Samuel 6:18. Or: “witness is the great stone,” etc., omitting the word “remaineth;” so Erdmann, see Comm. in loco. The simpler translation given above is that suggested in Bib. Comm.—Tr.]

FN#22 - 1 Samuel 6:19. This is the common meaning of the verb (ראה with ב).—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 6:19. These Numbers, though probably incorrect, are left in the text, because no satisfactory reading has been settled on. The clause should be bracketed. See discussion in Comm.—Tr.]

FN#24 - The word here employed for “priests” (kohanim) is the same as that used to designate the priests of the true God, the distinctive word for idol-priests (kemarim) occurring only three times in O. T, though frequent in the Syriac and Chald. translations. The Arabic here renders “chiefs” or “doctors” (ahbara), probably to avoid a scandalous application of the sacred name. For etymology of kohen see Ges, Thes, and Fürst, Heb. Lex.—The word rendered “soothsayer” (qosem) is probably from a stem meaning “to divide, partition, assign fortunes,” and seems to be employed to denote divination by processes such as shaking arrows, consulting teraphim, inspecting livers ( Ezekiel 21:26-28, 21–23]), perhaps differing thus from the mantic art proper, which involved possession or inspiration by the deity (which two methods Cicero calls divination with and without art, Div1, 18). The word is used in O. T. only of false diviners (for wider use in Arabic see Freytag, Ar. Lex. s. v. qasama). Comp. Art. “Divination” in Smith’s Bib. Dict. Articles “Wahrsager” and “Magier” in Winer’s Bib. R. W., and Ges, Thes.—Tr.]

FN#25 - On this see Translator’s note in “Textual and Grammatical.”—Tr.]

FN#26 - The word asham rather means not “debt,” but “offence” and its “punishment” (comp. Genesis 26:10; Psalm 14:9; Isaiah 53:10, and the Arab. athama), and is not restricted in the Mosaic Law to cases of restitution (see Leviticus 5 (Eng. A. Leviticus 5:1 to Leviticus 6:7), Leviticus 14:12; Numbers 6:12). Here it may be used in this latter sense, and is in general more appropriate than hattath, since the Philistines cannot be supposed to have the deeper conception of sin involved in the latter word. It Isaiah, of course, a question whether they employed this very word asham.—Tr.]

FN#27 - Against this see note under “Textual and Grammatical.”—Tr.]

FN#28 - For defence of the reading “you all” see “Textual and Grammatical” notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#29 - Erdmann translates: “take and make a new cart, and take two milch cows,”—on which see note under “Textual and Grammatical.”—Tr.]

FN#30 - Robinson: “Just on the west of the village (Ain Shems), on and around the plateau of a low swell between the Surar on the North and a smaller Wady on the South, are the manifest traces of an ancient site. Here are the vestiges of a former extensive city, consisting of many foundations and the remains of ancient walls of hewn stone. The materials have indeed been chiefly swallowed up in the probably repeated constructions of the modern village; but enough yet remains to make it one of the largest and most marked sites which we had any where seen. On the north the great Wady- Esther -Surar—itself a plain—runs off first west and then north-west into the great plain; while on the south the smaller Wady comes down from the south-east, and uniting with the one down which we had traveled, they enter the Surar below the ruins.”—Tr.]

FN#31 - יִשַׁרְנָה is for ייִשָּׁרְנָה, and the י for ת. On this form comp. Ew. §191 b, and Gesen. §47, R3.

FN#32 - The word פְּרָזָה is explained by the Mishna and the Jews generally, and by Gesenius, to mean “open country,” and this signification for the adj. form in the text is required by the contrast with “fenced cities.” See Ges. Thes. s. v. The Arab. stem pharaza is “to separate”—and the derived nouns have the sense of “planeness,” whence the rural districts may have been called “plane,” that Isaiah, “unwalled.”—Tr.]

FN#33 - On the supposition that there was no mouse-plague, the mouse-figures equally represented the whole country. In this connection the Greek text of 1 Samuel 6:4-5 is worthy of attention. It reads: “( 1 Samuel 6:4), five golden hedras (ophalim, ‘boils’), according to the number of the lords of the Philistines; ( 1 Samuel 6:5), and golden mice, like the mice,” etc.; thus separating the two statements, and omitting the second number five. If this reading were adopted, it-would relieve the Heb. text, which, in several places in this chapter, shows traces of corruption. See note under “Textual and Grammatical.”—Tr.]

FN#34 - The words in brackets are not in the German—omitted probably by typographical error.—Tr.]

FN#35 - On the criticism of this verse see De Rossi, Var. Lcct, and a good note in Bib. Comm. As to the Numbers, it seems impossible to determine anything with certainty, and the conjecture of Thenius (that we read70, omitting the50,000) is as probable as any other. That the first part of the verse is corrupt is evident from the variations in the VSS. and the confused character of the Heb. text itself. Two hints for the reconstruction of the true text appear to be given us, one by the Chald, the other by the Sept. The former reads: “and He slew among the men of Bethshemesh, because they rejoiced when they saw the ark,” etc. (where the “rejoiced” is apparently taken from 1 Samuel 6:13); the latter reads: “and not pleased were the sons of Jechoniah among the men of Bethshemeshites, that they saw the ark,” etc. Combining these, we may perhaps infer1) that the “rejoice” or “pleased” was inserted by a translator or copyist and2) that a phrase of several words preceded the words “with the men of Bethshemesh,” The verse then, may have begun somewhat so: וַיחֲר אַף יהוה,בּאֲנְשֵׁי ב׳, and read “and Jehovah was angry with the Bethshemeshites, because, etc, … and smote among them” (reading כהם for בעם). From this the present Heb. text might have come by substituting וַיִַךְ (by homœoteleuton or otherwise) for the first words, and omitting יי or יהוה, and the Sept. text might be explained as a duplet, in which the בְּנֵי יְכָנְיָהוּ is a corruption of the Hebrews, and the “displeased” taken from the same source as the Chald.—Wellhausen translates the Sept. into Heb. by the words וְלֹא נִקּוּ בְנֵי יְכָנְיָהוּ, and adopts this as the true text. But this is not in itself very satisfactory (“and the sons of Jechoniah were not guiltless,” etc.), and does not answer the demands of the VSS. and the context.—Tr.]

FN#36 - Mr. Grove (Smith’s Bib. Dict, Art.“ Kirjath-jearim ”) suggests that the ancient sanctity of Kirjath-jearim (it was called Baalah and Kirjath-Baal, and may have been a seat of worship of the Canaanitish deity Baal) was the ground of the ark’s being sent thither. He points out also a difficulty in its identification with Kuryet el Enab from the distance (ten miles over an uneven country) between it and Bethshemesh (Ain Shems), and further from the absence (so far as known) of a hill corresponding to that mentioned in 1 Samuel 7:1. But see Porter, p270.—Tr.]

07 Chapter 7 

Verses 2-17
SECOND SECTION
The Reformation of Israel by Samuel
1 Samuel 7:2-17
I. Israel’s Repentance and Conversion by Means of Samuel’s Prophetical Labors. 1 Samuel 7:2-6
2And it came to pass, while the ark abode in Kirjathjearim, that the time was long; for it was twenty years. [And it came to pass, after the day when the ark rested in K, a long time, even twenty years, elapsed], and all the house of Israel 3 lamented after the Lord [Jehovah]; And[FN1] Samuel spake unto all the house of Israel, saying, If ye do return unto the Lord [Jehovah] with all your hearts, then put away the strange gods [ins. from among you] and [ins. the] Ashtaroth[FN2] from among you [om. from among you], and prepare [direct[FN3]] your hearts unto the Lord [Jehovah], and serve him only; and he will deliver you out of the hands of the Philistines 4 Then the children of Israel did put away [ins. the] Baalim and [ins. the] Ashtaroth, 5and served the Lord [Jehovah] only. And Samuel said, Gather all Israel to Mizpeh6[Mizpah], and I will pray for you unto the Lord [Jehovah]. And they gathered together to Mizpeh [Mizpah], and drew water, and poured it out before the Lord [Jehovah], and said there,[FN4] We have sinned against the Lord [Jehovah]. And Samuel judged the children of Israel in Mizpeh [Mizpah].

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 7:2-4. The penitential return of the people from idolatry to the sole service of the living God. First, as to the union and connection of these sentences, their close union is so distinctly marked by the five-times occurring Waw [“and”] that to suppose (with Thenius) a gap between 1 Samuel 7:2-3 is unwarranted. And also the connection of the individual statements is opposed to such a view. In 1 Samuel 7:2 the phrase “ after or from the day” [ מִיּוֹם Eng. A. V. “while”] marks a terminus a quo, on which follows the statement of a period of time, of a condition of things which lasted during[FN5] this period, and of a definite fact which introduced a new era. The point of time, from which reckoning is made, is the day when the ark rested at Kirjathjearim, important enough, after its long absence, to form the beginning of a new development. The following period of twenty years is characterized as disproportionally long by the added words “and the days grew many.” [The sentence reads literally: “and it came to pass, from the resting of the ark in K, and the days were many, and they were twenty years”]. This is done to set forth more distinctly the condition of the people during this period, after the restoration of the ark. The condition of “all the people of Israel” is described by the words וַיִּנָּהוּ, etc. [Eng. A. V. “ lamented, etc.”] according to the inner side of their life in relation to God. The meaning assigned to this verb (וַיִּנָּהוּ) by Gesenius and others, “assembled,” rests merely on Buxturf’s “congregati sunt” (Lex. Chald, p1310), which is here and elsewhere an utterly incorrect translation of the Chald. Reflexive. Böttcher (Æhrenlese I, p111) translates: “the people of Israel quieted themselves, and (in quiet devotion) followed Jahveh,” and sees in this the contrast to the “great disquietude” mentioned in 1 Samuel 6:19 sq. But, in the first place, against this view is the phrase “after Jehovah,” which, in this translation, requires the arbitrary insertion of another verb “and followed,” without which insertion the expression “and quieted themselves after Jehovah” gives no sense. Further, the reference to 1 Samuel 6:19 sq. is irrelevant, because there it is only a local “disquietude” that is spoken of, not one that touched all the people. Rather, according to Böttcher’s own remark—that נחה, in the first place, expresses remarkable breathing in general, heavy respiration, with sighing and lamentation, and hence נָהָה is used of wailing—we must accept as well-grounded the translation: “And sighed or lamented after the Lord.” (So נָהָה is used in Micah 2:4; Ezekiel 32:18).[FN6] The matter or the cause of the lamentation is determined by the connection between these words and the following, and by the external condition of Israel during this period. In respect to the latter, Böttcher asks: “Why should the Israelites still mourn after twenty years of immunity and quiet? And how could they have lamented ‘after Jahveh,’ unless it was that their sanctuary had to move again?” To which we reply by pointing to the uninterrupted oppression of the Philistine domination; for, though the Philistines had brought the ark humbly back (Then.), there is no conflict between this and 1 Samuel 7:3 “He will save you from the hand of the Philistines,” since according to the narrative, the restoration of the ark had a definite religious ground, and noways involved the abandonment of the dominion which had been gained anew over Israel by the victory recorded in chap, iv. Indeed, it is expressly assumed in 1 Samuel 7:3 that this dominion had continued. It Isaiah, therefore, incorrect to suppose that the Israelites could have had cause and occasion for lamentation only by a new loss of the ark. Their external condition under the weight of the Philistine rule was cause enough for sighing and lamenting.

The tone and content of the lamentation is more precisely stated by the context. The succeeding address of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 7:3) “if ye return” (properly, “ if ye are returning,” “are in a state of conversion”) and the mention of the sincere penitence of the people ( 1 Samuel 7:6), presuppose a very deep sorrow and suffering, in which the foreign Philistine rule was felt to be a judgment of God, there being throughout the whole people a tone of feeling, which led them to return humbly to God, and to sigh and long after Him, now that He had turned away from His people: a return back to the living God, on whom they had often turned their back,[FN7] to whom, however, they now, in consequence of His continuing judgments, again turned, just as, in the period of the Judges, return so often alternated with apostasy. The “lamenting after the Lord” therefore expresses the penitent disposition and decided direction of the innermost life of the people to their God, in which, with sorrow and pain over the self-incurred national misfortune under the rule of the Philistines, they seek God’s mercy and saving help, He having hitherto turned His back on them, and forsaken them. The image is that of a child that goes weeping after its father or mother, that it may be relieved of what hurts it. An allusion to such a relation might perhaps be found in the expression “the whole house of Israel.” S. Schmid: “The phrase ‘lament after God’ is taken from human affairs, when one follows another, and entreats him with lamentations till he assents. An example of this is the Syrophenician woman, Matthew 15”—After the lapse of the twenty years occurred this decided return of the whole people to their God. As, besides the constant pressure of the Philistine rule, no special calamity is mentioned, we must suppose a gradual preparation for this penitential temper of the people, which now, after the lapse of twenty years from the return of the ark, was become universal. The preparation came from within. By what means? by the prophetic labors of Samuel, from the summary description of which, according to their intensive power, their extensive manifestation, and their results in the whole nation ( 1 Samuel 3:19-21), we may clearly see, that Samuel without ceasing proclaimed to the people the word of God. And as in 1 Samuel 3:19 it is said that “none of his words fell to the ground,” we shall have to recognize this penitential temper and this following after God with sighing and lamentation from the consciousness of being forsaken and needing help, as a fruit of Samuel’s prophetic labors, which were directed to the relation of the innermost life of the people to their God. So by his influence the way was secretly and gradually paved for a reformation of the religious-moral life from within outwards. Certainly the lamentation of the people after the Lord was already the turning-point to a better God-ward direction of the inner life (against Keil); the important thing was only that the people should maintain this following after God, should anew devote themselves in heart firmly and decidedly to the living God, and should give an outward confirmation of their resolution by completely breaking with idolatry. This it is to which Samuel will yet further lead the people; on this it depended whether the help of the Lord should be obtained, and the true covenant-relation restored; in this was first thoroughly completed the reformation of the innermost life of the people; therefore the narrator describes this in detail in 1 Samuel 7:3 sqq, while he sets forth that preparation for the reformation only in its last stage of development, and even then merely by hints.

In 1 Samuel 7:3 Samuel’s word of exhortation is in the first place described as addressed to the whole people (comp. 1 Samuel 3:20); we see him here in the performance of his prophetical work, which embraces all Israel. The content of this word is first a conditionally expressed preliminary: “ If ye return to the Lord with all your hearts.” Two things are here assumed and recognized as facts: 1) That a conversion to God had already taken place in the whole nation, and2) that this conversion was a permanent condition, and that a permanent tendency towards God existed, as we may see from the Particip. “if ye are turning.” He thus points back to what is said before of Israel’s sighing and lamenting after the Lord. The phrase “with all the heart” involves an exhortation to what must be inseparably connected with conversion, if the latter is to be true and thorough, demands, that Isaiah, an internalizing and deepening of what is described in 1 Samuel 7:2 as lamenting after the Lord, in order that the right attitude of soul towards God may exist. Since the heart[FN8] is the centre and source of all movements of the inner life, as the bodily heart is the centre of the bloodflow and the life thereon founded, to turn “with all the heart” is so to turn one’s self to God, from the central innermost kernel of the personal life, that Isaiah, of all thinking, feeling, desiring, willing, that the whole life shall be controlled by the fellowship with Him. To this deeply and thoroughly heartfelt turning, conversion of the whole inner life to the holy God, must now correspond the external confirmation of such a disposition. The demand is in conformity with the condition: “Put away the strange gods from among you,” which is exactly the same with the demand that Jacob ( Genesis 35:2) once made of his house, and Joshua ( Joshua 24:23, comp 1 Samuel14.) of his people. “After the return of the ark an earnest longing after the Lord arose among Israel. Samuel, availing himself of this, exhorted them to remove all idolatry from their midst” (Hengst, Beitr. [Contrib.] I:153 sqq.). The strange gods here spoken of, and called Ashtaroth and Baalim[FN9] (comp. 1 Samuel 7:4) are the gods of the Philistines, whose worship had gained entrance during the decline of the theocratic life and of the worship of the living God, as indeed during the whole Period of the Judges the idol-worship of the heathen nations was constantly forcing its way in, wherefore the Lord gave them again and again into the hand of the latter ( Judges 2:11; Judges 2:13; Judges 10:6-7). The fellowship with the living God, to which conversion with all the heart leads, is incompatible with idol-worship, the putting away of which is therefore the sign of an upright and thorough conversion. As to the “from among you,” comp. Genesis 35:2; Joshua 24:23.—To this negative side of the renovation of the religious life is to be added the positive, which is stated in the following two-fold demand. “Fix your hearts towards or in trust in God.” The fix (וְהָבִינוּ) is opposed to the wavering, vacillating state of mind, which may always co-exist with sighing and lamenting, and sets forth, as an indispensable condition, the energy of religious-moral life, with which the man who turns heartily to God must put away everything opposed to God. The “to Jehovah” expresses the fact that movement and tendency towards God must be the aim, as it is the centre and source, of the whole inner life. In this tendency and movement it is required that there be stability, fixedness, steadfastness, proceeding from a heart which is immovably and unshakably fixed on Him alone. Thereby is the second requirement fulfilled: serve Him only; for the heart fixed firmly on Him excludes completely everything, consecration to which might bring it into opposition with God, and cause the surrender of the whole inner life; it attaches itself to God alone, and excludes all other gods.—The following words “and He will deliver you,” etc, suppose that the hand, that Isaiah, the might and power, of the Philistines was on Israel, and that the foreign rule continued; they contain the promise of deliverance from the Philistine power, holding it out as the consequence of the previously described conversion. The foundation-thought here is this: Revelation -establish your covenant-relation to God by honest and thorough conversion, manifested by the putting away of all idol-deities, and then God also will turn to you, so that you shall no longer have to lament after Him, and will again announce His relation to you as your covenant-God by saving you from your enemies.

1 Samuel 7:4 witnesses that, in these circumstances also, no word of Samuel fell to the ground. Two things are stated: the complete removal of the worship of the strange gods, and the restoration of the exclusive worship of the living God. On the one hand, the designation of the strange gods is here enlarged (see 1 Samuel 7:3) by the addition of Baalim to Ashtaroth; it is thus intimated that there was a complete and comprehensive purification of the religious life and service. On the other hand, the word “only” is repeated from 1 Samuel 7:3, and it is thus expressly said, that the covenant-God alone and exclusively became the object of worship, while it is at the same time involved that the general service of Jehovah had not ceased, but that the worship of strange gods had existed only along with Jehovah-worship.

According to the preceding explanation of the section, 1 Samuel 7:2-4, its particular parts stand in close connection with one another, and there is nothing at all which compels us to suppose either a gap in the narrative, or interpolations of foreign matter, in order to make a connection. The second supposition is adopted by Ewald, who conjectures that 1 Samuel 7:3-4 are interpolated, assuming without ground that they break the connection; the first is adopted by Thenius, who assumes a gap between 1 Samuel 7:2 and 1 Samuel 7:3, of which he himself, however, says, that it is possibly as old as our Book, since it is not filled up by any of the old translations. Since, now, he throws the alleged defect back on the original authorities which are here used, the question Isaiah, whether his grounds for its existence are tenable, apart from the fact that the context and the narrative exhibit no gap in any essential point. When the Philistines brought back the ark, their dominion over Israel, as Keil properly remarks, was not thereby given up; its continuance is assumed in the words “He will save you,” and did not need to be expressly mentioned. As little need was there for express mention of an apostasy to idolatry, when it is stated that Samuel exhorted them to give it up; for in this period, as in that of the Judges, it was a usual thing for idolatry to make its way into Israel, and besides, there had been no complete apostasy from the living God. On the incorrect presupposition that, in consequence of the unmentioned apostasy, Israel had again been given into the hand of the Philistines, Thenius supposes that Samuel, in this time of stress, had been chosen Judges, and that the account of this choice, which, however, is implied in the words: “And Samuel judged Israel in Mizpah,” has fallen out. Against which Keil remarks well: “The appearance of Samuel as Shophet [Judge] does not imply that the assumption of this office must have been before mentioned. In general there was no formal assumption of the office of Judges, least of all in the case of Samuel, who had already been recognized by all Israel as an authenticated prophet of Jehovah ( 1 Samuel 3:19 sqq.).” Bunsen: “There is no gap here, but a chronological statement.”

1 Samuel 7:5-6. The day of penitence and prayer in Mizpah exhibits the whole people there assembled as sincerely penitent, and Samuel as their representative with his petition in the presence of the Lord. The content of these verses is the carrying on further of what is related in 1 Samuel 7:3-5. After idolatry has been expelled, and the worship of God alone restored, Samuel takes another step forward: he calls at Mizpah an assembly of the whole people, through their elders and representatives, for an exclusively religious purpose; they are to declare and set forth as a body the sincere, hearty conversion of their individual members, while Hebrews, Samuel, as their head chosen by God, will perform the priestly function of prayer for them before the Lord. “His purpose in this,” as Keil well remarks, “could be only to bring the people back to the proper relation to their God, and so to pave the way for their deliverance from the bondage of the Philistines.” This assembly was, however, by no means intended, as Keil supposes, to make immediate preparation for the war of deliverance against the Philistines. That the people did not regard the assembly as a military one, and that Samuel therefore had not spoken of such a one, is clear from 1 Samuel 7:7, where it is said, that the children of Israel were afraid of the Philistines, when they heard that their lords had marched forth to fight with them. The Philistines, indeed, thought the assembly a military one, and opened hostilities in the opinion that the assembly was called to make an attack on them, so that Samuel was compelled to consecrate the people to battle against the Philistines, though they had been called together for a purely religious end ( 1 Samuel 7:8 sq.), and to go out with them to battle against the Philistines. The place of assembly is Mizpah (“watch-tower”) in the Tribe of Benjamin on its western border, north of Jerusalem, and to be distinguished from Mizpeh in the lowland of Judah ( Joshua 15:38). According to Robinson, Tobler, v. d. Velde, Furrer, it is the present Neby Samwil (“Prophet Samuel”), five hundred feet above the elevated table-land, two thousand, four hundred and eighty-four feet above the level of the sea, near Ramah and Geba (comp. 1 Kings 15:22; 2 Chronicles 16:6), visible from Jerusalem, 1 Maccabees 3:46 (κατέναντι ’Ιερουσαλήμ, “over against Jerusalem,” comp. Jos. Ant. XI:8, 5), affording an extensive prospect as far as the sea and the transjordanic mountains. The present place Isaiah, however, neither the ancient Shiloh, as some hold, nor Ramah of Samuel, as others suppose. The latter view, which Ewald also (Gesch. II:583) is inclined to maintain, has been completely set aside by Robinson (II:356–362 [Amer. ed. I:458–460]).[FN10] Samuel chose this place for the assembly of the people, not, as Keil supposes, because, “being on the western border of the mountains, it was the fittest place at which to begin the struggle against the Philistines,” but because it was one of the holy places of the land, and, being in the middle of the territory on an extensive plateau, and thus protected against the attacks of enemies, was specially suited for such assemblies. While Shiloh, from Joshua’s time on, was the permanent seat of the Sanctuary, the Tabernacle remaining there, even after the removal of the ark, till its transference to Nob ( 1 Samuel 21:6), there were, especially in the central part of the land, several other places, “which, for various reasons, from before or after the time of Moses, had a certain sanctity, and where smaller altars were found” (Ew. II:583); thus, Shechem ( Joshua 24:25-26), famous from the Patriarchal time on account of its conquest by Simeon and Levi, and as the resting-place of Joseph’s bones ( Genesis 34; Genesis 47:1)—Gilgal, sacred as the first camping-place of the people after the passage of the Jordan, as the memorial-spot of God’s saving help, and as the place where the old covenant-fellowship with God was renewed by the circumcision and passover which were anew ordained by Joshua ( Joshua 5:2-12—especially15), and Bethel, consecrated as a holy place by Jacob, and temporarily the seat of the ark during the civil war between Benjamin and the other tribes ( Judges 20:18; Judges 20:23; Judges 20:26; Judges 21:2). At that time Mizpah—which also was one of the holy places ( Judges 11:11)—was the place where Israel assembled “unto the Lord” ( Judges 20:1), to save the honor of the people against the outrage of the inhabitants of Gibeah, and resolved on the war against Benjamin. In this place, consecrated to the worship of God, called therefore in 1 Maccabees 3:46 an ancient τόπος προσευχῆς [“place of prayer”] for Israel, remarkable by its historical antecedents ( Judges 20:21), and favorably situated in the middle of the land, Samuel appointed an assembly of the people. “In the wearisome oppression of a trying time the people gathered at last, like frightened chickens around the hen, with more and more accord about Samuel, in whom they learned to trust; he calls an assembly of the people, which willingly allows itself to be guided, instructed, warned and directed by him” (Ew. II:510).—The words “and I will pray,” etc, exhibit the highest end which Samuel had in calling this assembly: “I will pray for you to God.” That Isaiah, his purpose is to bring the people back to their God and renew the old covenant-fellowship with him by the intercession of prayer, by a priestly representation of the people before God by prayer and intercession. The object of the prayer is not mentioned, but, from the connection, can have been nothing else than the manifestation of the divine grace and mercy in the forgiveness of sins and the blotting out of the guilt of sin. Thenius: “For your sins up to this time, that they may be forgiven you.” That deliverance from the hand of the Philistines was not, at least not immediately, the object of the intercession, is clear not only from the phrase “for you” (בַּעַדְכֶם), since otherwise Samuel must have used another expression, so as to include himself, but also from the following words, which can be referred only to the deep consciousness of sin and of guilt which was awakened in the people.—In 1 Samuel 7:6 the symbolic act of drawing and pouring out water does not set forth the confirmation of an oath, as some have supposed: “as the poured out water cannot be gathered again, so our word shall not be taken back”—for this signification of the act must in that case have been somehow intimated in the narrative; nor does it appear from the context that an oath, and what sort of a one, was to be confirmed. The water, drawn and poured out, can no more indicate simply tears, as Grotius and others think. Others, again, referring to 1 Samuel 1:15, explain it of prayer (Clericus: “to pour out the heart before God, i.e., to pray to Him from the heart, and open the heart to Him”); but they overlook the fact that then it would have been necessary to annex a preciser statement of this meaning to the symbolic use of water. Nor can the pouring out of water be regarded as signifying purification from sin, or as the sign of their hope that their sins were now blotted out (so O. v. Gerlach), since the water is not here designated at all as a means of purification, and there is no mention of an act of purification. It is rather a symbolical act of penitence that is here described. Water, which is poured out and disappears, is a frequent image of the state of dissolution and melting away which characterizes human life, especially on its inner side, and is used sometimes of particular aspects of life, sometimes of the whole personality. It is thus used to set forth moral dissoluteness and ethical godlessness in Genesis 49:4; Genesis 11comp. Jude 1 Samuel 7:13. It further denotes the destruction, the perishing of all the happiness and prosperity of the physical life, Psalm 58:8; 2 Samuel 14:14; and often also the complete dissolution and breaking up of the psychical-spiritual life in fear and spiritlessness, Joshua 7:5, in care, anxiety, deep misery, Psalm 22:15. The latter application of the image is the one here employed, and (since it is the act of pouring out water “before the Lord” that is described) in the sense that the people make confession and present themselves before the Lord in deepest consciousness of their wretchedness and in sadness for their sin and the misery that flowed from it. Comp. Lamentations 2:19.—That we have to regard the action as symbol of the heart and the whole inner life poured out “before the Lord,”—that Isaiah, completely carried away and dissolved by the feeling of guilt and consequent misery,—is clear from what follows. The fasting which was performed the same day is the sign of the repentant, humble soul, bowed down before God, the expression of grief in sincere penitence, designated in the Law as “afflicting the soul” (עִנָּה נַפְּשׁוֹ), and ordained, as symbol of the humiliation of the whole people in repentance and penitence, for the festival of the great Day of Atonement, Leviticus 16:29; Leviticus 16:31; Leviticus 23:27; Leviticus 23:32; Numbers 29:7. The word צוּם[“fast”], which denotes the form of “wearying and chastening the soul,” is not found in the Law, comp. Isaiah 58:3 sqq. The bodily deprivation which the man imposes on himself expresses his prostration and humiliation of soul. To the twofold confession of sin and guilt, thus set forth in the symbolical act of pouring out water and fasting, answers, as indication of the contrition thus expressed, the verbal confession: “We have sinned against the Lord.” The “there” (שָׁם) is not to be understood of time, to which it never refers, but of the place, Mizpah. The person against whom the sin is committed is here introduced by the Prep. לְ [“to,” “against,”] as in 1 Samuel 2:25. While the two symbolical acts set forth their state of grief and suffering on account of the disturbance through sin of their relation to God, and their consequent misery, these words point not only to sin as the source and object of this prostrate and humbled feeling, but also to the proper essence of sin as opposition to the holy will of God as Lawgiver and Judge of His people. It is a grand and touching self-presentation of the whole people before their God in true, thorough penitence and conversion, which is here ( 1 Samuel 7:3-6) portrayed in its separate features. Samuel’s position in this picture exhibits him in his prophetic work, which takes deep hold on the whole people, and brings them back to the Lord; his words to the people, here reported, form the culmination of all preceding announcements of God’s word, and complete the work of the conversion of the people to the Lord, with which he had as faithful prophet hitherto occupied himself. The people, who repent before the Lord in this powerfully moving way, are the fruit of his previous prophetic work. And Samuel judged the children of Israel in Mizpah.—These words cannot, with Keil, be considered as embracing the whole work just before narrated; that Isaiah, as showing that Samuel’s judging consisted in “Samuel’s calling the people together to Mizpah for humiliation before Jehovah, effecting there by his intercession the forgiveness of their sins, bringing back the divine favor, and so restoring Israel’s true relation to their God.” All this belongs to Samuel’s work as Prophet of Israel, comp. 1 Samuel 4:1. Since the statement “Samuel judged Israel in Mizpah” follows immediately on the narration of the solemn act of repentance instituted by Samuel, and afterwards ( 1 Samuel 7:15) his judicial work is again mentioned in connection with all that precedes, we must here understand by this “judging” something else than those labors in connection with the religious relation of the people to their God. After Samuel had restored this last by his prophetic work, his succeeding labors were those not only of a prophet, but also of a judge. His judicial office is here named for the first time. The connection in which it occurs shows how it proceeded from and was founded on his prophetic office. It is not, however, the beginning or origin of this office that is here mentioned, as if the Verb (יִשְׁפֹּט) meant “he became Judges,” but Samuel is here set before us in the exercise of his judicial position. It is too narrow a view of this to restrict it to judicial decisions proper, or (as Thenius does) to the punishment of individuals (R. David: “he punished every one according to his offence”). We must rather regard Samuel’s judging as a directing and ordering, in accordance with the above act of repentance, of the inner affairs of the people, who were by that religious act inwardly again purified. It consisted both in the administration of right and justice according to the law of the Lord, and in government proper, in the wise carrying out of measures that looked to the good of the people. In their history hitherto the deliverance of the people from the power of their enemies belonged also to the judicial office; with the Judges this, as a judicial function, generally came first, and then followed the direction of internal affairs. With Samuel it was the reverse. The deliverance of the people from the dominion of the Philistines began under his rule as Judges, after he had, as Prophet, brought them back into their right relation to God, and ordered and purified them in their inner life.

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. The course of true penitence and conversion consists in mourning after God, in a sorrowful seeking after Him, in a complete devotion of the heart to the Lord, which attests itself by a decided breaking with the power of evil, in energetic putting away of everything opposed to God, and in humble subordination of the will to the sole authority of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 7:2-4).

2. After the ark had lost its significance as theocratic centre of the national life, and Shiloh had ceased to be the central seat of the national sanctuary, after, too, the priesthood, with the rejection of the sanctuary, had lost its prominent middle place between God and the people, then the prophetic office, in the person of Samuel filled with the Spirit of the Lord, took this position, in order to restore the true covenant-relation between God and the people. For this it was necessary that Israel, confessing and repenting of their sin against the Lord, should return in sincere penitence to their God, and put away the abomination of heathendom, which they had taken to them, that God should turn again to His people with grace and mercy, and that the whole national life should assume a completely new form in a righteous disposition and walk, whereby God’s holy will would be performed. The point of time to which we have now come is the great turning-point between the Period of the Judges which was just ending and the new era of the theocracy which was just beginning, when Samuel in a threefold point of view forms the centre of the people, and in his mediating position between them and their covenant-God, becomes the instrument and founder of a new life: 1) as Prophet, in the power of God’s Spirit, by which he was filled, he announces to the people the word of the law, in order to lead them to repentance and conversion, and to a life again devoted to the Lord in faithfulness and believing obedience; 2) he appears in the exercise of the priestly function, praying and sacrificing, between God and the people, in order to turn His grace and mercy to the people, that the return of God to His people in the manifestation of His help may correspond to the return of the people to God; 3) as Judges, he governs and directs the whole national life, which was inwardly united and bound fast together on the basis of a religious-moral elevation and renewal, in order that they might be consecrated to the Lord in all their members and in all the affairs of life, and serve Him in right and righteousness.—“ Samuel’s judicial work not only proceeded from the prophetical, but was constantly guided by it. For we may presume not only that he gave legal decisions with prophetical Wisdom of Solomon, but also that in general he conducted the affairs of the people as a man who had the Spirit of the Lord.—Samuel showed himself here ( 1 Samuel 7:12 sq.) a hero by the spiritual power of faith and prayer ( Hebrews 11:32 sqq.). This latter may be called an inreaching of his priestly work into the judicial. For certainly it is especially the business of the priest to pray for the people.” (Nägelsbach, Herz. R-E. XIII:397.)

3. The reality of a thorough conversion to the Lord with all the heart must be shown by an earnest and decided breaking with everything that is opposed to God, especially with everything to which the heart clings as its idol. The heart must not desire to be divided between the service of idols and the service of God, and cannot be divided between two mutually exclusive powers. “No one can serve two masters,” Matthew 6:24. God the Master lays claim to the whole heart; He requires that its service be given to Him alone and exclusively in the obedience of faith. Exclusiveness in respect to the living God, who claims all honor exclusively for Himself, is of the essence of revealed religion; and in this exclusiveness is grounded its universality, everything must serve and be subject to Him alone.

4. The true welfare of a people’s life is based on its proper attitude towards the living God. As defection from Him brings calamity and destruction on all the inward and outward possessions of the national life, infringement or suppression of freedom by foreign power, disruption of unity by strife and discord, so only by return to Him can true inward freedom and elevation and true unity be secured. And, when the national life, in consequence of defection from God, is covered with moral abominations, purification from the defilement of sin must proceed from the innermost life by the complete and thorough conversion of the hearts of individuals to the Lord. Sanctification, purification, unification of the whole national life to a life consecrated to God, serving Him alone, happy under His rule in His kingdom, exists only so far as the individual life has its root in the right attitude of heart towards God, and there stands firm and immovable.

5. The fixed heart (“fixing [Eng. A. V. ‘preparing’] the heart unto the Lord ”) Isaiah, on the one hand, the attestation of the conversion and purification of the inner life, and, on the other hand, the condition, on which alone the whole life can remain permanently and exclusively in the Lord’s service, temptations to defection from Him be victoriously withstood, and idolatry in the lust of the eyes, the lust of the flesh and the pride of life be thoroughly put away. The exhortation “confirm, prepare your hearts,” does not exclude, but presupposes the truth “it is good that the heart be confirmed by grace” [ Hebrews 13:9].

6. Samuel’s intercession for the whole people was a priestly Acts, whereby Hebrews, with the same right as Moses, who also was not officially a priest, could come into God’s presence as representative of the people. “ Hebrews, too, who by His personal dignity stands near to God, the Prophet, may thus approach with intercession and expiatory acts for his people. So Moses, Exodus 32:10 sq, 32; Numbers 14:12 sqq. ( Leviticus 8:15; Leviticus 8:19; Leviticus 8:28). But it pertains, to the office of the priesthood, and may be done by them, therefore, in the whole body of their official acts.” (Schultz, Alttest. Theol., 189 sq.).

7. The confession “We have sinned against the Lord,” made by the whole people, presupposes the correct knowledge of the essence of sin as the transgression of His holy will, involves the admission that they were worthy of punishment before the Lord, to whom man is bound by his sin as a debtor, and is the condition of help and salvation from the living God. As the individual can regain his proper relation to the Lord only by such humble, sincere, penitent confession, so for the people in general there is no other way out of grievous sin-wrought corruption and self-incurred misery to a new national life in the fear of God but this way of a common abasement before the Lord, with reflection on their relation to the holy God, and the penitent confession “Against thee have I sinned.” Comp. Psalm 51:6, 4].

8. Fasting is one of those outward things which are an expression and therefore a symbol of the sorrowful spirit and humble disposition before the Lord, like rending the garments, strewing ashes on the head, and putting on a coarse garment (comp. Joel 2:12-13). Later this religious-morally significant fasting was expressed by a word (צוּם) which indicated its form, namely, bodily privation; but in the Law itself we find only a phrase which expresses its significance, namely, “afflict the soul” ( Leviticus 16:24; Leviticus 16:31; Leviticus 23:27; Leviticus 23:32; Numbers 29:7; comp. Isaiah 58:3 sq.; Psalm 35:13 sq.).—Legal provision for fasting by the whole people was made only in the single case of the Day of Atonement, when they were as a body thus to manifest the penitent, humble disposition, without which they could not hope for forgiveness of their sin, Leviticus 16:29. Elsewhere fasting is merely allowed by Moses.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 7:3. Osiander: Those who wish to be shielded against misfortune or delivered from it, must begin, not with weapons of warfare, but with true repentance, Jeremiah 3:12.—Cramer: True repentance is the best reformation in religious matters, Ezra 9:6 sq.; 1 Samuel 10:1 sq.—Halle Bib.: Conversion that is not with all the heart, is only a hateful hypocrisy, Deuteronomy 4:29.—S. Schmid: Only that is a true conversion which does away with all ungodliness, and especially with idolatry, and thus prepares the heart to serve God alone, Hosea 7:16.—[Hall: How happily effectual is a word spoken in season! Samuel’s exhortation wrought upon the hearts of Israel, and fetched water out of their eyes, confessions and vows out of their lips, and their false gods out of their hands.—Tr.]

[ 1 Samuel 7:4. “And served Jehovah only.” It is a mournfully common thing among those who have knowledge of the true God to be striving to combine His service with that of idols, or of the world. Not only is it seen here, but in Elijah’s exhortation: Either Jehovah or Baal, whichever is God, but not first one and then the other ( 1 Kings 18:21); in our Lord’s great word: “No man can serve two masters.……Ye cannot serve God and Mammon” ( Matthew 6:24); and in that of the last surviving apostle: “Love not the world..… If any man love the world, the love of the Father is not in him” ( 1 John 2:15). Yet how many of us to-day are endeavoring, perhaps with painful earnestness, to love both the Father and the world, to serve both God and Mammon. The many cases of this sort do far more weaken our current Christianity than the few cases of gross vice.—Tr.]

[Henry: Ministers should pray for those to whom they preach, that God by His grace would make the preaching effectual. And when we come together in religious assemblies, we must remember that it is as much our business there to join in public prayers, as it is to hear a sermon.—Tr.]—Starke: No intercession, not even that of Christ Himself, can stand a man in stead, if he is not truly penitent.—Legislatures and Congresses, if any thing good is to be done in them, should be opened with penitence and prayer.—S. Schmid: Then especially is it proper to pray for our neighbor, when he is so conducting himself as to afford hope that, according to the divine plan, the prayer may be heard.—If candid confession of sin is wanting, the repentance is not honest.

1 Samuel 7:2. The blessing of national mourning in a time of universal distress: 1) Penitent recognition of the national sin which has occasioned the distress; 2) Painful experience of the mighty hand of the Lord which has inflicted it; 3) Sorrowful, penitent seeking after the Lord’s consolation and help, which ends in finding.

1 Samuel 7:3. Samuel’s sermon on repentance to Israel when again seeking the Lord’s face: 1) The instruction as to what true repentance is (if ye return with all your hearts); 2) The demand for that by which this repentance shall be really and fruitfully shown: (a) put away the strange gods from among you, b) direct your hearts unto the Lord, and serve Him only); 3) The promise of deliverance and help (and He will deliver you).

1 Samuel 7:4. Proofs of genuine and hearty repentance by actions: 1) By doing away with all idolatry of worldly life; 2) By serving the Lord only in a life exclusively consecrated to him.

1 Samuel 7:5. Intercession to the Lord, for the salvation of others: 1) Its exercise unlimited, the individual as well as the whole people being its subject (comp. 1 Timothy 2:1-2); 2) Its answer conditioned by the need of salvation and the capacity for salvation of those for whom it is made.

1 Samuel 7:6. The penitent confession—“We have sinned against the Lord:” 1) Who has to make it (the individual, family, congregation, school and church, the whole people); 2) How it is to be made (with attestation of its truth and uprightness by deeds of repentance); 3) What are its consequences (forgiveness of sin, deliverance from the power of the wicked one, salvation).

II. Israel’s Victory over the Philistines under the Lead of Samuel. 1 Samuel 7:7-14
7And when the Philistines heard that the children of Israel were gathered together to Mizpeh [Mizpah[FN12]], the lords of the Philistines went up against Israel. And 8 when the children of Israel heard it, they were afraid of the Philistines. And the children of Israel said to Samuel, Cease not to cry unto the Lord [Jehovah] our 9 God for us,[FN13] that he will save us out of the hand of the Philistines. And Samuel took a sucking lamb, and offered it[FN14] for a burnt-offering wholly unto the Lord [Jehovah], and Samuel cried unto the Lord [Jehovah] for Israel, and the Lord10[Jehovah] heard [answered] him. And as Samuel was offering up the burnt-offering, the Philistines drew near to battle against Israel; but [and] the Lord [Jehohovah] thundered with a great thunder [noise] on that day upon the Philistines, 11and discomfited[FN15] them, and they were smitten before Israel. And the men of Israel went out of Mizpeh [Mizpah], and pursued the Philistines, and smote them 12 until [as far as] they came [om. they came] under Bethcar.[FN16] Then [And] Samuel took a stone, and set it between Mizpeh [Mizpah] and Shen,[FN17] and called the name of it Eben-ezer, saying [and said], Hitherto[FN18] hath the Lord [Jehovah] helped us 13 So [And] the Philistines were subdued,[FN19] and they [om. they] came no more into the coast of Israel; and the hand of the Lord [Jehovah] was against the Philistines all 14 the days of Samuel. And the cities which the Philistines had taken from Israel were restored to Israel, from Ekron even [om. even] unto Gath; and the coasts thereof[FN20] did Israel deliver[FN21] out of the hands of the Philistines. And there was peace between Israel and the Amorites.[FN22]
III. Summary Statement of Samuel’s Judicial Work. 1 Samuel 7:15-17
15, 16And Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life. And he went from year to year[FN23] in circuit to Bethel, and Gilgal, and Mizpeh [Mizpah], and judged Israel17 in all those places.[FN24] And his return was to Ramah,13for there was his house; and there he built an altar unto the Lord [Jehovah].

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 7:7-14. Israel’s victory over the Philistines under the lead of Samuel.—The last words in 1 Samuel 7:6 referred to Samuel’s judicial work in Mizpah, after the general assembly for repentance and prayer had been held with the whole people. The express mention of this judicial work at the end of the narrative in 1 Samuel 7:2-6 confirms the view (which is besides suggested from the whole connection) that this popular assembly was not concerned with military preparations for an attack on the Philistines, but only with arranging the internal affairs of the national life, the religious-moral and civil, according to the divine law. We have seen how Samuel there acted at the same time as prophet and judge, and how the function of priest connected itself immediately with that of prophet. It now falls to his lot, like the earlier Judges, to fulfil his judicial mission against foreign enemies also, and show himself the leader of the people against their oppressors; this he does indeed in quite a different manner, not sword in hand, but wielding the weapons of prayer, and gaining for his people a victory, from which dates the history of Israel’s deliverance from the hands of the Philistines.

[See also Psalm 9:6; Jeremiah 15:1, for the estimation in which Samuel’s power in prayer was held.—Tr.]. The answer of the Lord is given in the occurrence related in 1 Samuel 7:10 sqq. in the factual help of the Lord, not merely in the thunder (Keil), though the latter was the cause of the consternation and confusion of the Philistines. The vividness of the description is noticeable: Samuel is engaged in offering the sacrifice, during which the Philistines approach nearer and nearer, Israel is waiting on Samuel’s prayer for the Lord’s help, terrific peals of thunder follow one after another, thereby the Philistines are confused and confounded (comp. Joshua 10:10), they take to flight, their plan is frustrated.

1 Samuel 7:11. The men of Israel now advance from Mizpah, and pursue them as far as under Bethcar = “House of the lamb or of the meadow, the field.” Jos. Ant. VI, 2, 1 Samuel 2 : Corrœ. A place called Corrœ lay between Jericho and Bethshean; V. Raumer (4ed, p178, R158 sq.) thinks that it could not be this place. It remains at least doubtful.—After this victory was won, a monument was set up in remembrance of the help of the Lord there experienced. Samuel set a memorial stone between Mizpah and Shen (“Tooth,” either a prominent rock-formation (comp. 1 Samuel 14:4) or a place situated on a crag near Mizpah). The name Ebenezer [“stone of help”], which he gives it, is at the same time explained: Hitherto hath the Lord helped us.—This was the thanksgiving in the name of the whole people as answer to the Lord’s answer, the accompanying explanation of the act of thanks. The “hitherto” points to the fact that this victory did not complete the deliverance from the yoke of the Philistines. [Wellhausen would explain Ebenezer as = “this be witness (עֵד) that Jahveh hath helped us.”—Tr.].

1 Samuel 7:13-14, state the happy results for Israel of this victory over the Philistines, gained without arms, the wonderful gift of God’s hand. First is mentioned the humiliation [Eng. A. V. “subdued”] of the enemy, in consequence of the manner in which this victory was gained.[FN25] It is then declared that, in consequence of this victory, the Philistines made no more such incursions into the coasts of Israel. The following words: “and the hand of the Lord was against the Philistines all the days of Samuel,” are improperly restricted to the period of his active judgeship (Lyra, Brent, Nägelsb, Herz. XIII:403 sq.); since Samuel, according to 1 Samuel 7:15, judged Israel all the days of his life, they must be understood of his whole life-time. During this time the Philistines continued to occupy the land ( 1 Samuel 9:16; 1 Samuel 10:5; 1 Samuel 13:5; 1 Samuel 13:13), though the occupation was territorially restricted. The continuance of the Philistine oppression is presupposed in these words themselves: “the hand of the Lord was against the Philistines,” comp. 1 Samuel 14:52. After the victory at Mizpah they could gain no more territory, and in Israel’s battles with them, however much of the land they still held, the hand of the Lord was mighty against them so long as Samuel lived, therefore during Saul’s reign also, since Samuel died only a short time before Saul; the help of the Lord against these mightiest foes of the land continued during Samuel’s life-time. See Introduction, p9 sq. Thus is intimated the mediating position which Samuel in this respect also assumed between God and the people of Israel as their representative and intercessor.

1 Samuel 7:14. A further consequence of the victory was the regaining of the cities which belonged to the land of Israel with the territories appertaining to them, lying on the Philistine frontier from Ekron to Gath. These two cities are not included, but indicate on the Philistine side the direction and limits of the space in which the Israelites regained the lost cities and territories. The sense is: “Israel recovered their cities which lay on the Philistine borders, reckoning those borders from Ekron to Gath” (Seb. Schmid). Finally, a consequence of the abasement of the Philistines was the peace between Israel and the Amorites. These “are mentioned here, because they were in the region in question next to the Philistines the mightiest enemies of Israel, comp. Joshua 10; Judges 1:34 sqq.” (Thenius). According to the latter passage ( Judges 1:34) they “especially forced the Danites back out of the plain into the mountains” (Keil).[FN26]
1 Samuel 7:15-17. Summary view of Samuel’s judicial work. 1 Samuel 7:15 gives the duration of his office; that the latter dates from the day of Mizpah (Keil) is by no means certain; but its precise commencement is not stated. All the days of his life denotes the period up to his death. His sons were his assistants up to the establishment of the kingdom. During Saul’s government he kept unchanged the position of a prophet, who employed the authority of the divine will for the direction of the national life, the mediating priestly position between God and the people; but he also, as last Judges, held in his hands the highest control of the theocracy and the kingdom.

1 Samuel 7:16 sqq. The way in which he fulfilled the dnties of the office. He went round every year, holding court at three places: Bethel, Gilgal and Mizpah. These were at the same time holy places, in which Jehovah was worshiped, where therefore the people could be more easily brought together in large assemblies, and those who desired legal decisions could more easily meet Samuel. Ewald’s supposition that Samuel visited one of these places at each of the great annual feasts is properly objected to by Thenius, with the remark “that at that time there was hardly a regular feast.” The question whether this Gilgal was the old place in the Jordan-valley between the Jordan and Jericho ( Joshua 4:19), or the one southwest of Shiloh near the Jerusalem-road, now Jiljilia ( Deuteronomy 11:38; 1 Kings 2:1), must be decided in favor of the former, for the reason that Samuel would certainly choose for such assemblies the place which was consecrated by its historical association and its religious importance. The order of the names here does not warrant us in deciding (Keil) in favor of the other, the northern Gilgal.—אֵת כָּל־הַמְּ׳ [Eng. A. V.: “in all those place”] must be taken as local Accus, and אֵת as Acc. particle. It cannot here mean “near;” “it is used indeed to express the proximity of one place to another ( Judges 4:11; 1 Kings 9:26), and still oftener of things or persons to persons, but not that things or persons are close by places, for which we find only עִם or בְּ ( Joshua 24:26; Judges 18:3)” (Böttcher).

1 Samuel 7:17. From his circuits Samuel returned always to Ramah. Here was his permanent residence as householder. In respect to his work there, we have two brief statements: 1) he acted as judge, when he was not absent on his circuit. (On שָׁפָט, Ew, Gr., § 138 a: “the ă of the Perf. becomes â only in pause, except once in 1 Samuel 7:17.”) His judicial labors were therefore uninterrupted. 2) There he built an altar to the Lord.—The priesthood had declined, the central sanctuary was broken up; instead of the local and the institutional-personal uniting point in the high-priest, Samuel forms from now on for the religious life and service also of Israel the personal centre consecrated by God’s choice and guidance. His priestly work continues along with his judicial, both embraced and supported by the prophetical. Besides the already-existing holy places, where prayer and sacrifice were offered to God, he makes his residence a place of worship. The direction and furtherance of matters of religious life and worship is in his hands. Having effected a thorough reformation of the deep-sunken theocratic life on the basis of the renewed relation between God and the people, he now proceeds vigorously, as Judges, priest and prophet, to build it up and finish it on this foundation.

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. On the significance of the burnt-offering as a whole offering, see on 1 Samuel 7:8. It is the sacrificium latreuticum [latreutic sacrifice, or sacrifice of service], since, by the complete consecration of the animal, it denotes, for the individual and the nation, the complete consecration and devotion of the whole life to the Lord. The burnt-offering has a propitiatory significance for the offerer in a general way (not, however, in respect to particular offences which require special expiation), on which see Oehler in Herz, R. E. X:635. The fresh, tender, sucking lamb, which was used in the offering at Mizpah, was intended, perhaps, to set forth how the people, new-born by their conversion, should, in the first freshness of their new life, dedicate themselves wholly and undividedly to the Lord, to be His property and serve Him. The conjunction of the burnt-offering with prayer is founded on the fact, that both express the same disposition of complete consecration of the heart to God.

2. The sacrificial service, together with prayer, was conducted for the whole people by Samuel (as formerly by Moses, Exodus 17:9; Exodus 32:25 sqq.), though he was simply a Levite, and not a priest; for he acted as mediator between God and His people by virtue of His prophetical character and work alone. He therefore filled the office of priest in an extraordinary way, sentence of rejection having been passed on its legal incumbents. On Samuel’s further priestly work in offering sacrifices at the holy places of the land, comp. 1 Samuel 9:12; 1 Samuel 10:8; 1 Samuel 11:15; 1 Samuel 13:8 sqq.; 1 Samuel 16:2 sqq. Samuel exercised the priestly function of prayer and intercession elsewhere, 1 Samuel 12:16 sqq.; 1 Samuel 15:11; 1 Samuel 15:35.

3. In the period of the Judges the prophetic work was completely (with the single exception of Deborah, Judges 4:4 sqq.) separate from the judicial, and the former was as good as absorbed in the latter; both are again united in the person of Samuel, in that he thus shows how the external guidance of the covenant-people can and ought to rest essentially only on an internal, religious-legal foundation. “As he is thus the founder of the Kingdom in its genuine theocratic form, so is his priestly work also the preparation for the flourishing condition to which the cultus attained in the Davidic-Solomonic period; it was necessary to break with the law-opposing priesthood of Eli and his race, in order that the establishment of a true priesthood, as it was new-formed under David and Song of Solomon, might become possible” Hävern, Vorles. über bibl. Theol.). The basis for this was given in the Law itself by its teaching of the ideal priesthood, which was to find its realization in the whole people, comp. Exodus 19:6 : “Ye shall be to me a kingdom of priests.” Like Moses, who during the seven days of the consecration of the ordinary priests, acted as priest ( Leviticus 8.), and with priestly petition interceded for the people with the Lord ( Exodus 32:31-32; Psalm 106:23), so Samuel also, on the ground of this ideal priesthood, whose essential elements were sincere union and communion with God, the might of faith, and the gift of the Holy Spirit and the power of prayer, had the divinely-given right, under existing circumstances, when the institution of the priesthood had sunk and left a terrible gap, to discharge the duties of the ordinary priesthood in sacrifice and prayer; and the first exercise of this priestly calling, to represent the people before God with intercession and prayer, was at the request of the people themselves who through him had been turned to God. See the two-fold testimony of the Scripture to Samuel’s power in prayer, Psalm 99:6; Jeremiah 15:1, and comp. Sirach 46:19 sqq. As to his subsequent praying, see 1 Samuel 8:6; 1 Samuel 12:16-23; 1 Samuel 15:18.

4. The monument between Mizpah and Shen represents an important epoch in the history of Samuel. What Hebrews, and through him the Lord, had hitherto done for Israel stamped him as the great reformer of the Theocracy, and secured the restoration of a united national and theocratic life in its fundamental characteristics, and on the most essential foundations. The victory over the Philistines supplied the capstone. In all that happened up to this victory and the consequent freer position of the people over against the world without, he recognizes the Lord’s help, setting forth this recognition in the humble acknowledgment “hitherto,” etc., while he at the same time points to the future, and shows the need for further help from the Lord in respect to what is still to be done. The stone Ebenezer is a monument of those revelations of the might and the grace of the living God, occasioned by sin and penitence, wandering and return, which are the impelling power in the whole political history of the Old Covenant.

[Wordsworth: What a contrast between the event now recorded at Ebenezer, and that recorded as having occurred a few years before at the same place ( 1 Samuel 4:1)! At that time Israel had the ark with them, the visible sign of God’s presence; but the Lord Himself had forsaken them on account of their sins;.… the priests were slain, and the ark was taken. Now they have not the ark, but they have repented of their sins, and Samuel is with them, and the Lord hearkens to His prayers, and the Philistines are smitten..… Hence it appears that outward ordinances are of no avail without holiness, and that God can raise up Samuels, and endue them with extraordinary graces, and enable them to do great Acts, and give comfort and victory to the Church of God by their means.—Tr.]

5. On the total significance of Samuel’s position and work at this epoch of the development of the Old Testament history, see the remarks in the preceding exegetical elucidations.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 7:7-14. Need teaches to pray: 1) Whom? Only him who (a) lets himself be drawn by need with penitent heart and believing mind unto God, in order to seek help from Him, and (b) despairs of helping himself by his own power, and relies only on God’s hand; 2) How? (a) heartily, (b) unceasingly; 3) With what result? (a) God hears, (b) God delivers from the need.

[ 1 Samuel 7:7. Henry: 1) How evil sometimes seems to come out of good. The religious meeting of the Israelites at Mizpah brought trouble upon them from the Philistines, which, perhaps, tempted them to wish they had staid at home.…So when sinners begin to repent and reform, they must expect that Satan will muster all his force against them2) How good is at length brought out of that evil. Israel could never be threatened more seasonably than at this time, when they were repenting and praying … bad policy for the Philistines to make war upon Israel at a time when they were making their peace with God.…Thus He makes man’s wrath to praise Him.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 7:8-10. The power of believing prayer in threatening peril: 1) As an earnest pressing to the heart of God in view of the greatness of the peril; 2) As a constant supplication for His help in view of the tardiness of help in the midst of peril; 3) As a perfect self-devotion to the Lord in view of the ever-increasing peril.

1 Samuel 7:7-12. The life of prayer in communion with God: 1) Calling on the Lord; 2) Answer from the Lord; 3) Thanksgiving to the Lord.

[ 1 Samuel 7:9. (“And Samuel cried… and the Lord answered him”). Samuel’s power in prayer. 1) Asking such great things; 2) Answered so promptly. Note that Samuel was himself the child of prayer. Also that “ the forty years’ domination of the Philistines over Israel ( Judges 13:1) could not be overthrown by the supernatural strength of Samson, but was terminated by the prayers of Samuel” (Wordsworth). As Abraham was the great pattern of faith and Job of patience, so Samuel appears to have been always afterwards regarded as a grand example of power in prayer, Psalm 99:6; Jeremiah 15:1.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 7:12. The cry, Ebenezer, Hitherto hath the Lord helped us, a cry1) Of thankful recollection of past experiences of the Lord’s help (hitherto!); 2) Of humble testimony before the Lord, that nothing has been done by our power, and that His help alone has maintained and preserved our life; 3) Of confident hope, in view of further need of help to the same end.

“Here I raise my Ebenezer,

Hither by Thy help I’m come;

And I hope, by Thy good pleasure,

Safely to arrive at home.”

[These well-known lines are given as equivalent to a German hymn which Erdmann refers to but does not quote.—Tr.]

[Samuel a pattern to religious Reformers: (1) In early life, amid evils he could not cure, he yet gained the confidence of all ( 1 Samuel 3:19-21; 1 Samuel 4:1; 1 Samuel 12:2-4). (2) After long waiting he saw and seized the opportunity of effecting a reformation ( 1 Samuel 7:2-3). (3) He put the inward first, but insisted also on outward reform ( 1 Samuel 7:3-4). (4) He did not rely on preaching alone, but was much in prayer ( 1 Samuel 7:5; 1 Samuel 7:8-9). (5) He gave all the glory to God ( 1 Samuel 7:12). (6) He strove by wise and faithful administration to make the reformation permanent.—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 7:3. Erdmann makes the whole of 1 Samuel 7:2 protasis, and begins the apodosis with 1 Samuel 7:3, in which the result is not materially different from the translation given above, where the apodosis is made to begin with “a long time, so as to preserve as far as possible the peculiar Heb. connection by the conjunction “and.”—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 7:3. Syr. “fanes.”—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 7:3. The Heb. word (הָקִין) means “fix,” “establish.”—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 7:6. Syr. “because,” as if the Heb. were אֲשֶׁר, which gives in some respects a preferable sense, but it is not externally supported.—Tr.]

FN#5 - Or we may just as well understand the repentance to have occurred at the end of the period, the intermediate time representing Samuel’s labors in exhortation, the result of which was the repentance and conversion of the people.—Tr.]

FN#6 - The word נהה is variously treated by the ancient versions and commentators. The Greek renders ἐπέβλεψε “looked to” (perhaps a loose rendering, or possibly they read נבט [Schleusner]), and ἐπέστρεψε “turned to” (general rendering, or perhaps from נחה), the Syr. has shedo “inclined to,” and the Arab, aqbala “approached,” both of which resemble the second Greek rendering. (It may be noted that Heb. נהנ, the Niph. of which would mean “were led” “turned,” is also used in the sense of “lamenting,” Nahum 2:8). The Lat. “requievit” and the Lat. transl. of Targ. “quieti fuerunt” (so Böttcher) suggest the stem נוּח As to the Chald. rendering (נהי) Böttcher’s remark (quoted and accepted by Thenius and Erdmann), that Buxtorf’s translation “assembled” is without foundation, seems somewhat rash, for the Ithp. of this verb is employed in Jeremiah 3:17 to render Niph. of קוה, and elsewhere ( Jeremiah 30:21; Jeremiah 31:22) is to be so rendered. (Levy, Chald, Lex.). Rashi explains the Heb. נהה as = משך “to draw,” and so explains the Chald, but Abarbanel renders the former “lament.” It would seem therefore that the word was read sometimes with ה, sometimes with ח, and that there was a strong disposition to render it by “assembled” (so Philippson and Davies); yet altogether it appears better to say with Maurer “prior significatio (lament) certior est.”—Tr.]

FN#7 - Germ.: rückkehr zu … Gott, dem man ... den rücken gekehrt hatte.—Tr.]

FN#8 - In the Old Test. (as in the New) the word “heart” (לֵב) means not merely the seat or faculty of feeling, but the whole spiritual incorporeal nature, thinking, feeling, willing.–Tr.]

FN#9 - Baalim and Ashtaroth are the plurals of Baal and Ashtoreth (the plu. form signifying different deities of the name, or gods in general, or statues of the gods), ancient deities of Babylon and Assyria, and thence adopted by the Canaanitish nations. Baal, Bil, Bel and the Dragon, is “lord” or supreme deity. Ashtoreth, Astarte, Istar, was the goddess of war, and probably also the Assyrian Venus; the origin of the name is uncertain (it is not ἀστήρ). See Rawlinson, “Ancient Monarchies,” I:138, Schraer, “Die Keilinschriften u. das A. T,” p79 sq, Bunsen, “Egypt’s Place in Univ. Hist,” Eng. Tr, IV:349 sq.—Tr.]

FN#10 - Stanley (Sin. and Pal, Ch4) identifies Neby Samwil with the “high place of Gibeon” ( 1 Kings 3:4), and Mizpah with Scopus, which, he says, meets all the requirements of the notices of Mizpah, “the assemblies held there by Samuel—the fortification of it by Asa with the stones removed from ‘the Mount’ of Benjamin ( 1 Kings 11:22)—the seat of the Chaldean governor after the capture of Jerusalem ( Jeremiah 40:6)—the wailing place of the Maccabees ( 1 Maccabees 3:46).” Mr. Grove (Smith’s Bib. Dict, Art. Mizpah) also adopts this view, laying stress on the κατέναντι of 1 Maccabees 3:46, for which, he thinks, Mizpah is too far from Jerusalem (five miles). Scopus is described by Josephus (B. J2,19, 4) as on the north quarter of the city, seven stadia therefrom, and is now generally held to be “the broad ridge which forms the continuation of the Mount of Olives to the north and east [west?], from which the traveler gains his first view of the Holy City.” This view seems probable. Dr. Hackett, however, remarks, in a note to Mr. Grove’s Art, that Neby Samwil “is so marked a feature of the landscape, that it may very justly be said to confront (κατέναντι) the observer as he looks towards it from Jerusalem.”–Tr.]

FN#11 - In Genesis 49:4 the image is the boiling up of water—denoting rash and heedless passion.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 7:7. Mizpah is written always with the Art.=“the watch-tower”—the significance of the name continuing to be felt. It is every where Mizpah, except in Joshua 18:26. Mizpeh was a town in the plain of Judah.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 7:8. Literally: “keep not silence from us, from crying,” etc. Comp. Psalm 28:1.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 7:9. The Kethib has the shorter personal suffix, the Qeri the longer.—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 7:10. ויהמם—Qal Imperf. of המם with pronom. suffix.—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 7:11. For Beth-car Chald. has Beth-sharon, “house of the plain;” and Syr. Bethyashan, “house of age.” The second seems a corruption or clerical error; the first is apparently translation of Bethcar, “house of the plain.” Whether there is here a reference to the plain of Sharon is uncertain.—Tr.]

FN#17 - 1 Samuel 7:12. Shen, always with the Art.—“the tooth;” that Isaiah, “the crag,”—whether name of a town or a rock is not clear. Syr. has Yashan, “ancient,” and Sept. τῆς παλαιᾶς, both apparently reading ישׁן in the Hebrews, “old,”—from which, however, we can hardly infer that Shen was an inhabited place (Wellhausen).—Tr.]

FN#18 - 1 Samuel 7:12. Hitherto—that Isaiah, “up to this time,” not “up to this place.”—Tr.]

FN#19 - 1 Samuel 7:13. Literally: “humbled.” Erdmann: gedemüthigt.—Tr.]

FN#20 - 1 Samuel 7:14. That Isaiah, of the cities; not (as Sept.) of Israel.—Tr.]

FN#21 - Ver14. Syr. wrongly: “the Lord delivered Israel,” etc. The reference here is to Israel’s military prowess.—Tr.]

FN#22 - 1 Samuel 7:14. Erdmann has, by typographical error, Ammonites.—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 7:16. מדי, from מִן, “from,” and דַּי, “sufficiency”—“as often as.”—Tr.]

FN#24 - 1 Samuel 7:17. Sept.: “sacred places”—an exegetical paraphrase; or, they read מקדשׁים instead of מקומות. For Ramah Sept. has ’Αρμαθαίμ. See on 1 Samuel 1:1.—Tr.]

FN#25 - The word here employed (כנע), meaning originally “to humble,” is also frequently used in the sense of “subdue,” and it is better so to understand it here, and not, as Erdmann takes it, in the sense of a humiliation from their perception of the miraculous intervention of God.—In this sentence the words “of the enemy” are not in the German, probably from typographical error; the sense requires some such insertion.—Tr.].

FN#26 - The name “Amorite” is given to various tribes on both sides of the Jordan, and either the race was a widely extended one, or the name is sometimes used in a general way for the inhabitants of Palestine. The word is now generally held to mean “mountaineers” ( Numbers 13:29), and is by some supposed to be a local, rather than a tribal designation, but in Judges 1:34 the Amorites seem to be dwellers in the plain. Apparently they had been at war with the Israelites before Samuel’s victory.—Tr.]
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FIRST SECTION
The Preparations. Chapters8–9
I. The Persistent Desire of the People after a King conveyed through their Elders to Samuel
1 Samuel 8:1-22
1And it came to pass, when Samuel was old, that he made his sons judges over 2 Israel. Now [And] the name of his first-born was Joel, 1and the name of his [the] 3second Abiah[FN2]; they were judges in Beersheba. And his sons walked not in his ways, but turned aside after lucre,[FN3] and took bribes, and perverted judgment.

4Then [And] all the elders of Israel gathered themselves together, and came to 5 Samuel to Ramah, And said unto him, Behold, thou art old, and thy sons walk 6 not in thy ways; now make us a king to judge us like all the nations. But [And] the thing displeased Samuel when they said, Give us a king to judge us. And Samuel 7 prayed unto the Lord [Jehovah]. And the Lord [Jehovah] said unto Samuel, Hearken unto the voice of the people in all that they say unto thee; for they have not rejected thee,[FN4] but they have rejected me, that I should not reign over them 8 According to all the works which they have done since the day that I brought them up out of Egypt even unto this day, wherewith they have forsaken [forsaking][FN5] me and served [serving] other gods, so do they also [om. also] unto thee [ins. also]. 9Now therefore [And now] hearken unto their voice; howbeit [om. howbeit] yet protest solemnly unto [solemnly warn][FN6] them, and show them the manner[FN7] of the king that shall reign over them.

10And Samuel told all the words of the Lord [Jehovah] to the people that asked 11 of him a king. And he said, This will be the manner of the king that shall reign over you: He will take your sons, and appoint them for himself, for his chariots, and to be his horsemen [put them in his chariot and on his horses[FN8]], and some [they] 12shall run before his chariots [chariot]. And he will appoint[FN9] him captains over thousands and captains over fifties, and will set them [some he will set] to ear [plough] his ground, and to reap his harvest, and to make his instruments of war and [ins. 13the] instruments [equipment] of his chariots. And he will take your daughters to be confectionaries [perfumers],[FN10] and to be [om. to be] cooks, and to be [om. to be] 14bakers. And he will take your fields, and your vineyards, and your oliveyards, 15even [om. even] the best of them, and give them to his servants. And he will take the tenth of your seed, and of your vineyards, and give to his officers, and to his 16 servants. And he will take your men-servants, and your maid-servants, and your 17 goodliest young men [oxen],[FN11] and your asses, and put them to his work. He will 18 take the tenth of your sheep; and ye shall be his servants. And ye shall cry out in that day because of your king which [whom] ye shall have chosen you, and the Lord [Jehovah] will not hear you in that day.

19Nevertheless [And] the people refused to obey [hearken to] the voice of Samuel 20 And they said, Nay, but we will have a king over us; That [And] we also may [will] be like all the nations, and that [om. that] our king may [shall] judge us, 21and go out before us, and fight our battles. And Samuel heard all the words of the people, and he rehearsed them in the ears of the Lord [Jehovah]. And the 22 Lord [Jehovah] said to Samuel, Hearken unto their voice, and make them a king. And Samuel said unto the men of Israel, Go ye every man unto his city.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 8:1-3. Samuel’s sons, Joel and Abiah, associated with him as judges over Israel.—The reason here given, why Samuel made his two sons Judges, is his age, for which his work, as sketched in 1 Samuel 7:15-17, had become too hard. The two sons, Joel and Abiah, are also mentioned in 1 Chronicles 6:13 [Eng. A. V: 1 Samuel 8:28], where, however, in the masoretic text, the name of the first has fallen out.[FN12] [These names may be taken as indications of the father’s pious feeling. The first, Joel, “Jehovah is God,” was, not improbably, a protest against the idolatry of the Israelites. Hebrew names thus frequently serve as historical finger-signs, pointing out prevailing tendencies or modes of feeling at certain times. Comp. Ichabod ( 1 Samuel 4:21-22), Saul’s ’sons Meribbaal (Mephibosheth) and Ishbaal (Ishbosheth), David’s sons ( 2 Samuel 3:2-5), Manasseh the King, Malachi. The name of Samuel’s second Song of Solomon, Abiah, “Jehovah is father,” expresses trust in the fatherhood of God, an idea which hardly appears in O. T. except in proper names. “It records, doubtless, the fervent aspiration of him who first devised it as a name, and, we may hope, of many who subsequently adopted it, after that endearing and intimate relationship between God and the soul of Prayer of Manasseh, which is truly expressed by the words ‘father’ and ‘child.’ It may be accepted as proof that believers in ancient days, though they had not possession of the perfect knowledge of ‘the mystery of God and of the Father and of Christ,’ or of the doctrine of the Holy Ghost, nevertheless ‘received the Spirit of adoption,’ that God ‘sent forth the Spirit of His Son into their hearts, whereby they cried, Abba, Father’ ” (Wilkinson, Personal Names in the Bible, page169 sq.).—Tr.].—They acted as judges in Beersheba, “Well of the seven (that Isaiah, lambs), or of the oath” ( Genesis 21:28-33), the spot consecrated by the Patriarchal history ( Genesis 22:19; Genesis 26:23; Genesis 28:10), in the extreme south of the country, on the border of Edom, now Bir- Esther -seba [“Well of the seven, or of the lion”] (Robins. I:337 [Amer. Ed. L, 204sq.]).[FN13] Josephus (Ant. VI, 3, 2) adds, “in Bethel” after “ Judges,” thus intimating that one son acted in the North, the other in the South, both together comprising the whole country in their judicial work, according to which Samuel had wholly retired; but against this is the previous statement that Samuel exercised his office “all the days of his life,” and therefore his sons could only have been appointed by him assistants in the performance of duties which his old age rendered too arduous for him. Ewald’s opinion that this addition of Josephus “suits so well,” that “he must have gotten it from a still better account in the histories of the Kings,” is a mere surmise, over against which we may put with equal right the opinion that Josephus was indebted for this addition (Nägelsb.) to his “very lively fancy” (Then.), and that the Masoretic text fits in so well with the whole historical situation, that the integrity of the passage cannot be assailed. Since, on the one hand, our attention is directed to Samuel’s age,[FN14] which compelled him to make his sons Judges, while yet he did not lay down his office, and, on the other hand, the desire after a firm and energetic royal power was based on the dangerous condition of the country by reason of foreign enemies, it appears that Samuel, in order to lighten the burden, set his sons as judges in a part of the land, and in the part which occasioned the greatest difficulties and exertions, that Isaiah, the southern. 1 Samuel 8:3 affirms that this measure was a failure. In consequence of the division of the judicial power between the father and the sons, the authority of the office was so debased in the eyes of the people by the crimes of the latter, as the sacerdotal dignity was by the sons of Eli, that the desire for a higher authority to guide the people found utterance.—They took bribes and perverted judgment.—They thus transgressed the law of the Lord ( Exodus 23:6; Exodus 23:8; comp. Deuteronomy 16:19), and destroyed the foundation of the judicial office as the office for the administration of right and justice. Their official unfaithfulness is contrasted with their father’s walk: they walked not in his ways.—This fact or judgment alone is given, and Samuel is not, like Eli, charged with the blame of his sons’ misconduct. The words: they inclined or turned aside (namely, from the ways of their father[FN15]) after lucre, exhibit the roots of their wicked official procedure in a mind directed to gain. Luther gives the correct sense: “they turned aside to covetousness.”

1 Samuel 8:4-9.The demand for a king
1 Samuel 8:4-5, how it was made, 1 Samuel 8:6, how it was received by Samuel and carried before the Lord, 1 Samuel 8:7-9, how Hebrews, and through him the people, was instructed concerning it by the Lord.

1 Samuel 8:4-5. “All the elders of Israel” assemble in Ramah, Samuel’s judicial seat. Thus the whole nation is in motion against the existing condition of things; it appears before Samuel officially and formally in the body of its representatives. Two things they adduce as ground of the demand which they wish to make: 1) Samuel’s age, that Isaiah, the lack of vigor and energy in the government, which, with his advancing age, made itself perceptible to the whole nation, and was not supplied by the assistance of his sons, which he had for that reason ( 1 Samuel 8:1) called in; 2) the evil walk, the misgovernment of his sons, the moral and legal depravation which they produced. The demand is: Make us a king ( Acts 13:21); and two things are added: 1) in reference to his judicial work: he was to judge; the royal office was to take the place of the judicial, and so the meaning of the demand is a complete abrogation of the hitherto existing form of government under Judges 2) in reference to the royal-monarchical constitution of the surrounding nations: the Israelitish constitution is to be like that (כְּ). After the words “as all the nations,” we must supply “have such a one.” Israel will not be behind other nations in respect to the splendor and power of royal rule. The accordance of the last words: “like all the nations” with Deuteronomy 17:14 is to be noted.—In 1 Samuel 8:6 two things are said of Samuel’s conduct in reference to this demand. First, that he received it with displeasure (וַיֵרַע, properly: “the thing was evil in the eyes of Samuel”). But the cause of his displeasure is expressly said to be, that they made the demand: “Give us a king to judge us.” He did not, therefore, take it amiss that they blamed the wrong-doing of his sons, nor that they referred to his age, and thus intimated that he was no longer able to bear the whole burden of the office, while his sons did evilly. What displeased him was the expression of desire for a king as ruler. How far and why this demand was the occasion of his displeasure appears from the connection. From the words of Samuel ( 1 Samuel 12:12) we see1) that the people, pressed anew by the Ammonites, demanded a king who should give them the protection against enemies, which was not expected from the aging Samuel; 2) that, in this demand, they left out of view the kingdom of God in their midst, turned away their heart from the God who had hitherto as their almighty king so often saved them from the power of the enemy, and put their trust in an external, visible kingdom as means of safety and protection against their enemies, over against the invisible royal rule of their God, whose instrument, Samuel, they rejected. The same thing is expressed in the words of Samuel, 1 Samuel 10:18-19. In both passages, however, Samuel’s discourse is an echo of the word of God Himself, imparted to him in answer to the question which he had asked God in prayer. This, namely, is the second important factor in Samuel’s procedure: He prayed to the Lord. Deeply moved by the sin which, in this demand, the people committed against the Lord as their king (and this was the real occasion of his displeasure and unwillingness in reference to the desired revolution in the political constitution, which was connected with the rejection of himself as representative and instrument of the divine government), he carried the whole matter before the Lord in prayer, and, in this important crisis also of the history of his people, who would no longer be guided by him, showed himself the humble, consecrated man and hero of prayer.—In 1 Samuel 8:7-9 we have the declaration, in which the Lord instructs Samuel as to the question of his prayer, and at the same time decides on the demand of the people. Prayer was the best means by which Samuel could learn the purpose and will of God in reference to this demand of the nation. The words: Hearken to the voice of the people, express the divine fulfillment of the people’s request. Here a discrepancy might be supposed to exist between this statement and Samuel’s reception of the request in 1 Samuel 8:6. But the appearance of such a discrepancy vanishes before the following considerations. An earthly-human kingdom could not at all, merely as such, stand in opposition with the revealed theocratic relation of the covenant-God with His people, in which the latter ( Exodus 19:5 sq.) were to be His property and a “kingdom” of priests, and He was to be their king (comp. Exodus 15:18 : “Jehovah is king forever,” with Psalm 44:5; Psalm 68:25; Psalm 74:12; Psalm 10:16). For, if hitherto under the Theocracy chosen instruments of the Lord, like Moses, Joshua and the Judges, were the leaders of the people, governing them by His law, in His name and according to His will, then also a leader and governor of the people, depending solely on God’s will, governing solely in His name, and devoted to His law, intended and desiring to be nothing but the instrument of the invisible king in respect to His people, might rule over them with the power and dignity of a king. A king, as God’s instrument, chosen by God the royal ruler of His people out of their midst, could no more stand opposed to the fundamental idea of the theocracy, than all the former great leaders and guides of the people, who were chosen by Him for the realization of His will. This conception of the absolute dependence of an earthly-human kingdom in Israel on the invisible King of the nation is expressed in the Song of Solomon -called law of the king in Deuteronomy 17:14-20. As to the theocratical idea of a king, comp. Genesis 17:6; Genesis 17:16; Genesis 35:11; Numbers 24:17. There is little occasion to suppose a contradiction between this idea of a theocratically-conditioned Israelitish kingdom and the Theocracy in Israel, when we consider the need of a unifying power for the whole national life within and without, as in Gideon’s time against the Midianites ( Judges 8:22-23), and now, in the time of the aged Samuel, both against the arbitrary rule and legal disorder of his sons, and against the Ammonites ( 1 Samuel 12:12) and the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 9:16). If Israel’s desire for a king had been in itself opposed to the theocratic principle, Samuel would not have carried the matter to the Lord in prayer, but would have given a decided refusal to the Elders, and the divine decision would not have been: “ Hearken to the voice of the people, make them a king” ( 1 Samuel 8:22). But the reason of Samuel’s necessary displeasure at this desire clearly appears from the judgment passed on it in the divine response: they have not rejected thee; but they have rejected me, that I should not reign over them.—In their request for a king, they did not assume the attitude of heart and of mind to the Lord, which was proper for them as His people, towards Him as their sole and exclusive ruler. They put out of sight the divine rule, to which, in view of its mighty deeds in their history, they ought to have trusted implicitly, that it would extend to them the oft-verified protection against external enemies and maladministration of the office of Judge; this protection they expect from the earthly-human kingly rule, instead of from God; instead of crying to God to give them a ruler according to His will, they demand from Samuel that a king be made according to their will and pleasure; instead of their holy civil constitution under the royal rule of their covenant-God, they desire a constitution under a visible kingdom, as they see it in the heathen nations. This was a denial of that highest truth which Gideon once ( Judges 8:23), in declining the royal authority offered him, held up before the people: “The Lord is your king.” In rejecting Samuel’s government, they rejected the rule of God, and, straying from the foundation of covenant-revelation to the stand-point of the heathen nations,, they put themselves in opposition to the royal majesty of God revealed among them, and to the high calling which they had to maintain and fulfil in fidelity and obedience towards the holy and almighty God as their king and ruler. In 1 Samuel 8:8 is shown how this disposition and conduct had been exhibited in the history of the people from God’s first great royal deed, the deliverance out of Egypt, till now, and how this new demand addressed to Samuel was only the old sin showing itself, the faithless and apostate disposition which had exhibited itself again and again up to this time. “With such a disposition the desire for a kingdom was a despising and rejecting of Jehovah’s kingdom, and no better than forsaking Jehovah to serve other gods” (Keil, in loco). (It is not necessary to insert a Pron. “to me” after “they have done” (Thenius), since this is involved in the following words: “they have forsaken me”). In 1 Samuel 8:9 Samuel is again expressly instructed to yield to the desire of the people; but there is added the twofold injunction: 1) bear witness against them, that Isaiah, attest and set before them their sin and guilt against me, and2) announce to them what kind of right the king, who according to their desire shall rule over them like the kings of the heathen nations, will claim, in the exercise of unlimited and arbitrary power, after the manner of those rulers. By the first the people are to be made to see how, in the disposition of heart in which they demand a king, they stand in opposition to the absolute, holy royal rule of their God, and to their own theocratic calling. The fulfilment of the people’s desire after a king which had its root in an apostate and carnally proud temper, is in accordance with the same fundamental law of the Old Covenant, by which the holy God, on the one hand, judges Israel’s sin as a contradiction of His holy will, but at the same time, on the other hand, uses it as a means for the realization of the ends of His kingdom, as an occasion for a new development of His revealed glory. The other injunction, to set before the people the right [or, manner] of the king they demanded, is intended to exhibit to them the human kingdom apart from the divine rule, as it exists among the other nations, with all its usual and established despotism, as the source of great misfortune and shameful servitude, in contrast with the freedom and happiness offered to the people under the despised Theocracy. Comp. 1 Samuel 8:18.

1 Samuel 8:10-18. The right of the king.

1 Samuel 8:10. And Samuel told all the words of the Lord to the people.—This declaration of Samuel was therefore essentially an exhortation to repentance, which set before the people that, by their desire for a king, they had principially rejected God’s sole rule over them. Clericus: ‘ Therefore God declares that He was despised by the Israelites, inasmuch as they were not content with the theocracy, which had heretofore existed.”—The mishpat (מִשְׁפָּט, “right,” “manner”) is here what pertains to the king in the maintenance of courtly state, and what he claims from his subjects, according to the custom of heathen rulers and to kingly usage; for it was with their eyes on the kings of other nations that the people had demanded a king. Joseph.: τὰ παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως ἐσόμενα, morem regis et agendi rationem [“the manner of the king”]. Maurer: id quod rex suo arbitrio vivens impune faciet [“what the king, following his own will, would do with impunity”]. Clericus: “It signifies the manner of his life ( 1 Samuel 2:13; Genesis 40:13; Judges 13:12),—not legal right (jus), for several unjust things are afterwards mentioned, such as were practiced by the neighboring kings, whom in fact the Hebrew kings afterwards imitated.” Sept. δικαίωμα [“legal right or ordinance”]. The words: he will take your sons… his chariot, present a single comprehensive statement of the employment of the young men of the people in the royal court. The first sing. of the text “in his chariot” is to be retained (against Then, who, after Sept, Chald, and Syr, reads the Plu, and refers it to war-chariots), and the chariot is in both cases to be understood as the court and state-chariot, the service of which is described in accordance with the actual manner of oriental courts. In this there were1) Chariot-drivers, who are referred to in the words “he will put them in his chariot;” 2) Riders, indicated by the phrase “on his horses” (פָּרָשׁ is here “saddle-horse,” as in 1 Kings 5:6 [Eng. A. V: 1 Samuel 4:26[FN16]])—“he will put them on his saddle-horses,” and3) Runners—“and they will run before his chariot.” It is a description of the usual royal equipage of chariots and horses. Comp. 1 Kings 5:6, 4:26], 2 Samuel 15:1.

1 Samuel 8:12 refers partly to military service, partly to agricultural service. “And to set”[FN17] depends on “he will take;” the twice-used לוֹ [“for himself”] indicates his purely selfish aim. The “captains over thousands and fifties”[FN18] represent the whole army in all its grades between these highest and lowest positions. For the charge of the “captain over fifty” comp. 2 Kings 1:9-14.—All the tillage of the royal possessions must be performed by them; it is described by its beginning and end (ploughing and reaping). To this is added the work of the royal artificers for war and peace.

1 Samuel 8:13. The daughters of the people will be employed in the service of the royal household. [Women were, in ancient times, cooks, bakers, and preparers of ointments and spices. This last work embraced the preparation of highly-seasoned food, meats and drinks, and of perfumed oils for anointing the body. The household of oriental princes is even now organized on a gigantic scale, and there are indications that a similar luxury was practiced by the nations who lived about the Israelites. All this, as well as the use of horses and chariots, though not absolutely forbidden in the Law, was contrary to its spirit.—Tr.]. 1 Samuel 8:14 sqq. describe the arbitrary dealing of the king with the property of the people in order to enrich his courtiers. סַרִים is properly “a eunuch,” then any court-officer.

1 Samuel 8:16 sqq. The king will use the serving-classes also, men-servants, maid-servants, and cattle, for himself, and will take the tenth of the small cattle [sheep, etc.]. For “young men” (בחר) we must read “cattle” (בקר) with Sept. (τὰ βουκόλια), since the young men are already included in the sons in 1 Samuel 8:11 [and the menservants in 1 Samuel 8:16.—Tr.], and here both the juxtaposition of servants and animals and the correspondence between the two clauses, men, maids—oxen, asses (comp. Exodus 20:17) would be destroyed by this inappropriate word. Small cattle are here named in addition to large cattle, to show how completely the king would claim their property for his own uses.—And you shall be his servants. These words include all that is said before; the loss of political and social freedom is connected with the kingdom which the people demand “as among the heathen nations.” Thus the folly of their reference to the example of other nations is held up before them in contrast with the freedom and blessing, which they enjoyed under the rule of their invisible king, the living God.

1 Samuel 8:18. Their painful condition under such a government will be matter of unavailing lamentation before the Lord. מִלִּפְנֵי מ׳ is not “because of your king,” but properly “from your king,” that Isaiah, to the Lord. It is herein hinted that they will wish to be delivered from the oppressive royal government. But the Lord will continue to shut His ears. Clericus: “God will not for your sake change the government of a master into the free commonwealth which you have hitherto enjoyed. The yoke once assumed you must hear forever.” The evil which their own sin has brought on them they must bear—so divine justice ordains.

1 Samuel 8:19-22. The result of the transactions between Samuel and the people.

1 Samuel 8:19-20. The reply of the people (through the elders). They “refused to hearken to Samuel’s voice.” The voice or address of Samuel contained enough to detach the people from their desire. Instead of this there follows, with a decided “no,[FN19] the repetition of the demand: “There shall be a king over us.” The dehortatory description of the royal privilege and custom among the surrounding nations is met with the declaration: “And we also will be as all the nations.” In this there is an ignoring and denying the lofty position which God the Lord had given His people above all nations by choosing them as His people, and establishing His royal rule among them. The demand for a kingdom like that of other nations was an act of sin against the Lord, who wished to be sole king over His people, and had sufficiently revealed Himself as such in their former history. “Judging” and “leading in war” are summarily mentioned as representing the duties of the king to be chosen. Without and within, in war and in peace, he was to be leader and governor of the people.

1 Samuel 8:21 sqq. Samuel’s intermediation. As mediator between God and the people he had hitherto striven with God in prayer, and with the elders of the people in earnest dealings and warnings concerning this important and eventful question. We see him wrestling anew with God in prayer; again he carries before the Lord in prayer the whole matter, as it now stands after the unsuccessful dealing with the people. God’s answer is: Make them a king. The demand, made in sin, from a disposition not well-pleasing to God, is fulfilled. The element of sin and error must, in the history of the kingdom of God, aid in the preparation and realization of the divine plans and ends. Samuel dismisses the men of Israel to their homes. We must here read between the lines, that Samuel communicated the divine decision to the people, and, dismissing the elders of the people, took into consideration, in accordance with the Lord’s command, the necessary steps for the election of a king. Following the sense, Josephus adds to the words of dismissal the following: “And I will send for you at the proper time, when I learn from the Lord whom he will give you as king” [Ant. VI:3, 6].

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. The demand for a human kingdom like the kingdom in other nations, and its fulfilment, is one of the most important turning-points in the development of the Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. Historically occasioned by constant danger from without, against which there was no one sufficient leader, and by the arbitrary and illegal procedure of the Judges, it was more deeply grounded in the need (felt by the people and supported by public opinion) of a sole, continuous, and externally and internally firm and energetic rule. And this rule, even if it took the shape of royalty, needed not to be in conflict with the monarchical rule of God over His people ( Exodus 19:5 sq.; Judges 8:23; 1 Samuel 12:12); for1) the human king, if his relation to God’s kingdom were rightly apprehended, need be nothing more than the instrument and representative of the theocratic kingdom; 2) from the Patriarchal time on, through the Mosaic period and that of the Judges till now, there had been defined hopes of and allusions to the rise of a mighty and glorious kingdom within the nation under the lead of the Divine Spirit Himself ( Genesis 17:6; Genesis 17:16; Genesis 35:11; Numbers 24:17; comp. Deuteronomy 17:14-20; Judges 8:23; Judges 9:22; 1 Samuel 2:10, 3:35); and3) the existing government was no longer able to perform the duties incumbent on it. Ew. Gesch. [History of Israel, 2, 606 sq.]: “As, then, even under Samuel, in his latter years, the judicial office showed itself without and within too weak and unable to give permanent security, the time was at last come when the people must either submit to a more perfect human government, or perish irretrievably. “The unfavorable decision on the demand given nevertheless by Samuel and in the divine declaration, refers to the sinful disposition of mind out of which the demand sprang—a disposition not trusting unconditionally in God’s power, anticipating the plans of His wisdom and His chosen time, controlled by vain and proud desire to imitate the royal magnificences of the heathen peoples. “In this there was a two-fold ungodly element1) They desired a king instead of the God-established and nobly attested Judge Samuel …… The scheme is characterized as an injustice against Samuel, and therefore a sin against the Lord, who sent him, 1 Samuel 8:7; 1 Samuel 8:2) At the bottom of the people’s desire for a king lay the delusion, that God was powerless to help them, that the reason of their subjection was not their sin, but a fault in the constitution, that the kingdom would be an aid in addition to God. This point of view appears oftener in the narrative than the first. Isaiah 10:18-19; Isaiah 12. The kingdom desired in such a mind was not a form of God’s kingdom in accordance with Revelation, but opposed to His kingdom.” (Hengst. Beit. 3, p256 sq.) Calvin: “They ought to have waited patiently for the time predetermined by God, and not have given place to their own designs and methods apart from God’s word. They ought not, therefore, to have anticipated God’s purpose, but ought to have waited till the Lord Himself should show by indubitable signs that the foreordained time had come, and should direct their counsels. Moreover, though they recognized Samuel as a prophet, they not only did not inquire of him whether they were to have a king or not, but wanted him to aid in carrying out their design. They do not think of invoking God; they demand that a king be given them; they adduce the customs and institutions of other nations.” Nevertheless, Samuel yields to the desire of the people, “because he knows that now God’s time has come; but, at the same time, he does all that he can to bring the people to a consciousness of their sin.” (Hengst. ib. 258.) The fulfilment of the demand for a human kingdom is distinctly granted by God, because, though as a human factor in the movement it is rooted in sin, yet, foreseen by God, it fits into His plan, and is to be the means of elevating and confirming the Theocracy in His people, and of laying the foundation for the further development of the nation’s history, till the preparation should be complete for salvation in the person of Him, of whom the kingdom of Israel in David was to be the prefiguration and type. Herein the law, which runs through the whole history of the development of Revelation, repeats itself: by the guilt of the covenant-people God’s arrangements for salvation reach a point where they no longer serve; then their guilt is revealed most strongly in open disobedience to God; but, in permitting what the people sinfully wish, God grasps the reins and directs events to a point, of which the people in their sinful blindness had thought nothing, so that He only the more glorifies Himself by the elevation of His revelation to a higher place.” (O. v. Gerlach.)

2. We are not to think of the relation between the theocracy and the kingdom established through Samuel, as if the latter were an addition to the former “to aid it in accomplishing its task, and to supply what was lacking to the times,” as if a “mixed constitution and rule” had arisen, and “out of a divine government” had come a “royal-divine government,” a Basileo-Theocracy. Ew. Gesch. [Hist.] 3, 8. This conception of a co-ordinate relation does not agree with the governing principle of the theocracy, that God is and remains king of His people, that God’s law and truth is the authority to which the kingdom must unconditionally submit, in dependence on which it is to govern as visible instrument of the theocracy in the name and place of the invisible king. The rejection of Saul, who would not pay unconditional obedience to God’s rule, and the divine recognition of David’s government as one which was thoroughly in unison with the rule of Israel’s true king, their God and Lord, and which continued to prepare the way for its realization in the people, laying the historical basis for the future manifestation of the Messianic kingdom, confirm the view that the relation of the Israelitish kingdom to the Theocracy (as Samuel, under God’s direction, founded it) was one of unconditional subordination; it was to be the instrument of the latter. The statement that there was an encroachment on the pure Theocracy in the fact “that Jehovah could no longer be the sole Lawgiver, that the earthly king must execute his will with unrestrained authority” (Diestel, Jahrb. für deutsche Theol, 1863, p554) rests on an incorrect presupposition, since, according to the principle of the Theocracy, even the established monarchy was expressly subject to the legislative authority of the covenant-God, and both king and people must unconditionally conform their will to the will and law of God.

3. This history of the people’s desire for a king and its fulfilment by God exhibits the relation of the divine will to the human will, when the latter stands sinfully opposed to the former. God never destroys the freedom of the human will. He leaves it to its free self-determination, but when it has turned away from His will, seeks to bring it back by the revelation in His word. If this does not succeed, human perversity must nevertheless minister to the realization of the plans of His kingdom and salvation, and also, in its evil consequences, bring punishment, according to His righteous law, on the sin which man thus freely commits.

4. Samuel appears, in this crisis of Old Testament history, among the men of God whom the Bible represents as heroes in prayer, as Abraham, Moses, Joshua, David, Elijah. Speaking to the people, he represented God as his prophet; praying to God, he represented the people as their priestly mediator. Comp. Schröring, Samuel als Beter (“Samuel as a praying man”), in the Zeitschr. für luth. Theol. ü Krit, 1856, p 414 sq.

5. [The relation between this narrative of the demand for a king and the “law of the king,” Deuteronomy 17:14-20, requires a brief notice. It seems strange that Samuel, if he was acquainted with this law, makes no mention of it. There is no difficulty in his characterization of the demand as a rejection of the divine rule over them (Jehovah Himself ( 1 Samuel 8:7-8) does the same thing), for the sin was in their feeling and purpose, not in the demand per se, as Dr. Erdmann well brings out; and Samuel might have so spoken, if he had known that the Law contemplated the possibility of a regal government. The real difficulty lies in the fact that the narrative in 1 Samuel8-12seems to be unconscious of the law in Deuteronomy. Allowing much, it might be said, for the simple, unscientific, historical method of the times, in which quotations are rare, and things omitted which are commonly known, it would yet seem that there should be in the addresses of the people, of Samuel, and of Jehovah, some recognition of the fact that this was a thing which did not make its first appearance now, and some reference to the obligations imposed on the king in the Mosaic Law. But, is there no recognition in the later transaction of the earlier law? If we compare the two, we shall find the relation between them to be the following: the form of demand in Deuteronomy 17:14 is given almost verbatim in 1 Samuel 8:5, but the former adds “about me,” while the latter adds the ground of the desire, “that he may be judicial and military head;” for choice by Jehovah in Deut. ( 1 Samuel 8:15), we have choice by the people in 1 Sam. ( 1 Samuel 8:18); and by Jehovah ( 1 Samuel 10:24); the reference to horses is nearly the same in form in both, but in tone quite different, Deut. 1 Samuel 8:16; 1 Samuel 8:11; on the other hand, the mention of returning to Egypt, of wives, silver and gold, and the study of the law (Deut. 1 Samuel 8:17-20) is not found in Samuel. It will be seen from this comparison, and still more from a comparison of the whole tone and drift in the two, that the act described here was probably performed without reference to the statute in Deut.; that the desire of the people was a natural, historical growth, and the course of events was determined by the circumstances of the time. So in the history of Gideon we see a similar unconsciousness of the Deuteronomic statute (though there is recognition of the theocracy), and a similar determination of action by existing circumstances. Where, then, was the Mosaic law all this time? and was Samuel ignorant of it? The answer to these questions seems to be suggested by the statement in 1 Samuel 10:25, in which there are three distinct affirmations: 1) “that Sa muel told the people the law or manner of the kingdom, which is plainly different from the law of the king in chap8, and is most naturally to be identified with Deuteronomy 17:14-17; Deuteronomy 2) that he wrote this law in a book; and3) that he put it somewhere in safe keeping. It seems probable, therefore, that we have here the political adoption of the essence of the Mosaic “law of the king” (which, in its prohibition of a return to Egypt, for example, has the stamp of Mosaic times). The law had been announced by Moses, transmitted through the priests, and was known to Samuel (though perhaps not generally known among the people). But it was a permission of royalty merely, not an injunction, and its existence did not diminish the people’s sin of superficial, unspiritual longing for outward guidance, nor prove at first to Samuel that the time for its application had come. He therefore says nothing about it. But when the transaction is concluded, the king actually chosen, then he announces the law, and with obvious propriety commits it in its constitutional form to writing, and deposits it before Jehovah as a part of the theocratic constitution. Thus the history seems to become natural and intelligible when regarded as exhibiting Samuel’s doubts as to whether the proper time had come for the historical realization of what Moses puts merely as a possibility. Apparently Samuel was not in sympathy with the movement, and seems to have felt after this that he had outlived his time.—Tr.]

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 8:1-3. Starke: Even good intentions do not always turn out well, but often fall through.—Upright parents cannot always be blamed for it, if their children turn out badly.—Avarice is a root of all evils, 1 Timothy 6:9-10; earnestly to avoid it is a great part of the wisdom of the righteous.—Calvin: Parents should feel the duty laid upon them, amid great anxiety and sorrow, to pray to God for the prosperity of their children, and with earnest admonitions diligently to hold them to the task of making their life holy. They should earnestly beg God to lead and govern, by His Holy Spirit the children whom He has given them, and to let the mercy which has been their own portion pass over to their children also, and to grant them the gift of perseverance and constancy. For if so holy and exalted a prophet was not spared the having such wicked and corrupt sons, how will it be with those who are far removed from his piety.

1 Samuel 8:4-6. Starke: Even good things may sometimes be ill desired. A pious government is greatly pained when it traces among its subjects nothing but mere ingratitude.—Cramer: When something disagreeable and repugnant befalls us, we can better bring it home to no one than to God; for He consoles the lowly, 2 Corinthians 7:6.—Calvin: We ought, when anything is done or said against the honor of God, to be aroused and zealous, but not to suffer ourselves to be provoked when in regard to ourselves or ours an injustice is done us.

1 Samuel 8:7-9. Starke: What is done to servants of God, God accepts as done to Himself, Acts 19:5.—Berleb. Bible: God hears in manifold ways when we cry to Him for human guidance, and then we imagine we have obtained a great favor. But what a great misfortune it is when one draws himself off from the richly instructive guidance of the Lord, to allow Himself to be led by creatures which withdraw us from the guidance of God! Then from freemen, which we formerly were, we become mere bondmen, and can also rightly say, if only we are so happy as to forsake the human guidance: “O Lord our God, other lords beside thee have had dominion over us; but by thee only will we make mention of thy name” ( Isaiah 26:13). An upright guide like Samuel does not appropriate to himself the souls of men, but guides them to God, and serves only the purpose of bringing them to Him.—Wuertemb. Bible: Old sins are not forgotten with God, if they are all the time kept up, and not repented of ( Exodus 32:34).—Schmid: The fountain of all sins is in not fearing God; and he who fears not to sin against God, also fears not to sin against men.

1 Samuel 8:9. Schmid: If God has cause enough to punish, yet out of His long-suffering He will also have cause enough merely to chide and admonish ( Hosea 11:8-9).

1 Samuel 8:15-16. Berleb. Bible: If we owe so much to the earthly king, what do we not owe to the heavenly king? O Thou King of Glory, do but come and reign over us! Let Thy kingdom come to us! Lift up your heads, ye everlasting doors, and the King of Glory shall come in.—[ 1 Samuel 8:18. Cries that will not be heard: 1) Self-will often brings us into distress2) This distress makes us cry to the Lord3) Such cries the Lord does not promise to hear.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 8:19. Schmid: Among wretched men there is no constancy save in wickedness ( Isaiah 5:18).—Calvin: We learn here how God, according to His righteous judgment, blinds men and gives them up to error, when they persistently go after their foolish and perverse desires. Therefore we ought to learn from this example to be wise, that when we are entangled in sore temptations, we may not give too much room to our own plans and thoughts, as if they rested on a firm foundation and were wholesome. We will beg God to rule us by His Spirit, and not to give us over to ourselves, and not even in the least to suffer us to depart from His Word, but rather work in us that that Word may maintain its dominion over us, and we may rejoice in its guidance.

1 Samuel 8:21. Starke: A Christian should bewail and tell his need to no one rather than to the faithful God, and learn from Him how he shall rightly behave himself.

1 Samuel 8:22. S. Schmid: God’s forbearance should not confirm men in wickedness, as if it were well done, but should lead them to repentance, that they may at last recognize their unrighteousness ( Psalm 50:21).

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 8:2. That is “Jehovah is God”—the only God (יַהְוְ = יְהַו = יְהוֹ = יוֹ for יַהְוֶה Jahveh), a name borne by several persons in O. T, and said by Schrader to occur on the Assyr. inscriptions as name of a king of Hamath, Jalu, borrowed, no doubt, from the Israelites.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 8:2. That Isaiah, “my father (or, simply, father) is Jah, Jahu, Jahveh, Jehovah.” The word מִשְׁנֵהוּ means the “second,” not of Samuel, but of Joel.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 8:3. בצע is sometimes “profit” in general, as in Genesis 37:26, but usually “unjust gain,” as here. The Targ. renders “mamon (mammon) of deceit,” see Luke 16:9. In Talmud and Targ. mammon moans “money,” “riches.” and Augustine (Quœst. Evan. 34) says that it was the Punic word for “money.” It is not found in Hebrews, and its origin is obscure.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 8:7. Better: “not thee have they rejected, but me have, etc.”—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 8:8. Literally: “according to all … they have done … and have forsaken me and served, etc.” The ו consec, according to Heb. usage, introduces an appositional explanatory phrase, properly rendered by Eng. particip. On the Sept. insertion of “to me” after “have done,” see Exeg. Notes in loco.—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 8:9. אַךְ is restrictive-adversative, “yet,” “nevertheless;” כִּי is the subst. conjunct. “that,” introducing the following affirmation. The verb means literally “testify to them,” the word “solemnly” well expresses the force of the Inf. Abs.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 8:9. מִשְׁפָט is “judgment,” then “law,” then “right, privilege,” but also “manner,” and this last is preferable here, because Samuel states what the king will do, not what he will have the right to do. His “manner” will be the “law” as determined by himself—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 8:11. The word signifies either “horses” or “horsemen;” the former better suits construction and context.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 8:12. Lit. “and to appoint,” Inf. dependent on the verb “take” in 1 Samuel 8:11. The vss. vary greatly in the designation of the officers here mentioned, and some critics would read (with Sept.) “hundreds” instead of “fifties,” as being the more usual and natural. This Isaiah, however, a ground of objection to the change (from the harder to the easier), and there is no sufficient reason for abandoning the Heb. text.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 8:13. The word רקח is used to express the preparing of fragrant ointments ( Exodus 30:22-35), and the noun is here best rendered “ointment-makers,” so Sept, Vulg, Erdmann, Philippson, and others. The Syriac renders “weavers” (websters) as if it read רקם, and the Chald. has the general designation “servants” (comp. Arab. raqaha, “provide for”). The Heb. text is to be maintained. The Eng. word “confectionary” (=confectioner) formerly included the making of ointments and spiced preparations, see Exodus 30:35, Eng. A. V, but would now convey an incorrect idea here.—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 8:16. The reading “oxen” instead of “young men” (בקר for בחר) seems required by context, and is given by Sept, and adopted by Erdmann and others. Maurer admits the bearing of the context, but keeps the text on the ground of the טוֹבים; but טוֹב is applied to oxen in Genesis 41:26, and to flesh of beasts in Ezekiel 24:4 (in 1 Samuel 8:5 Ezek. uses בחר of the flock), and may be here understood of oxen.—Tr.]

FN#12 - The Vashni in 1 Chronicles 6:13 (28) is the same word as that rendered “second” in this passage.—Tr.]

FN#13 - Beersheba (a mere watering-place in the Patriarchal time) was probably at this time a place of some importance from the trade between Egypt and Asia. It was Revelation -settled after the exile, was a large village with a Roman garrison in Jerome’s time, and now exhibits only scattered ruins. Two large, and five small wells are still to be seen. The name does not occur in the New Test. See Robins. ubi sup., Smith’s Bib. Dict, s. v.—Tr.]

FN#14 - If Samuel was born B. C1146, he would be sixty years old at the third battle of Ebenezer, 1086, and now, say ten years later, seventy years old. This would leave twenty years for Saul’s reign up to B. C1056, when David was made king in Hebron.—But it is possible that these dates may have to be put forward some years.—Tr.]

FN#15 - Or, from the ways of truth.—Tr.]

FN#16 - Eng. A. V. has here, not so well, “horsemen.”—Tr.]

FN#17 - This is the literal translation. Eng. A. V. gives the sense more freely.—Tr.]

FN#18 - On the variations in the vss. as to these Numbers, see “Text. and Gram.” in loco.—Tr.]

FN#19 - On the doubling of the ל in לֹא see Ew. Gr, § 91 d.
09 Chapter 9 

Verses 1-27
II. Samuel meets Saul and Learns that he is Destined by God to be King over Israel
1 Samuel 9:1-27
1Now [And] there was a man of Benjamin, whose name was Kish, the son of Abiel, the son of Zeror, the son of Bechorath, the son of Aphiah,[FN1] [ins. the son of[FN2]] a Benjamite, a mighty man of power.[FN3] And he had a son whose name was Saul, a choice young man and a goodly [young and goodly[FN4]]; 2and there was not among the children of Israel a goodlier person than he; from the shoulders and upward he was higher than any of the people.

3And the asses[FN5] of Kish, Saul’s father, were lost. And Kish said to Saul, his 4 son, Take now one of the servants with thee, and arise, go seek the asses. And he passed through[FN6] mount Ephraim [the hill-country of Ephraim], and passed through the land of Shalisha, but [and] they found them not, then [and] they passed through the land of Shalim [Shaalim], and there they were not, and he passed through the 5 land of the Benjamites,[FN7] but [and] they found them not. And [om. and] when they[FN8] were come to the land of Zuph, Saul said to his servant that was with him, Come and let us return, lest my father leave caring for the asses and take thought 6 for [be anxious about[FN9]] us. And he said unto [to] him, Behold, now, there is in this city a man of God,[FN10] and he is an honorable[FN11] man [the man is honorable]; all that he saith cometh surely to pass; now let us go thither; peradventure he Song of Solomon 7[will] show us our way that we should go.[FN12] Then said Saul [And Saul said] to his servant, But, [And] behold, if we go, what shall we bring the man? for the bread is spent in our vessels, and there is not a present to bring to the man of God; what have 8 we? And the servant answered Saul again and said, Behold, I have here at hand the fourth part of a shekel of silver, that will I give [and I[FN13] will give it] to the 9 man of God to tell [that he may show] us our way. (Beforetime in Israel, when a man went to inquire of God, thus he spake, Come and let us go to the seer; for Hebrews 10 that is now[FN14] called a prophet was beforetime called a seer.) Then said Saul [And Saul said] to his servant, Well said; come, let us go. So [And] they went unto the city where the man of God was.

11And [om. and] as they went up [were going up[FN15]] the hill to [on which was[FN16]] the city, they found [came upon] young maidens going out to draw water, and said 12 unto them, Is the seer here? And they answered them and said, He is; behold, he is before you [thee]; make haste,[FN17] now, for he came to-day17 to the city, for 13 there is a sacrifice of the people to-day in [on] the high place; As soon as ye be come into the city, ye shall straightway find him, before he go up to the high place to eat; for the people will not eat until he come, because he doth bless the sacrifice; and [om. and] afterwards they eat that be bidden. Now therefore [And now] get 14 you up, for [ins. he[FN18]], about this time ye shall find him. And they went up into [to] the city; and [om. and] when they were come [As they were going] into the city, behold, Samuel came out [was coming out] against [towards] them, for [om. 15for] to go up to the high place. Now [And] the Lord [Jehovah] had told Samuel 16 in his ear [had informed Samuel[FN19]] a day before Saul came, saying, To-morrow, about this time [About this time to-morrow] I will send thee a man out of the land of Benjamin, and thou shalt anoint him to be captain [prince] over my people Israel, that he may [and he shall] save my people out of the hand of the Philistines; for I have looked upon my people,[FN20] because their cry is come unto me 17 And when [om. when] Samuel saw Saul, [ins. and] the Lord [Jehovah] said unto [answered] him, Behold the man whom I spake to thee of! this same [the man of whom I said to thee, he] shall reign over my people.

18Then [And] Saul drew near to Samuel in the gate,[FN21] and said, Tell me, 1pray 19 thee, where the seer’s house is. And Samuel answered Saul, and said, I am the seer; go up before me unto the high place, for [and] ye shall eat with me to-day, and to-morrow I will let thee go, and will tell thee all that is in thine heart [and I:20 will let thee go in the morning, and all that is in thy heart I will tell thee]. And as for thine asses, that were lost three days ago, set not thy mind on them; for they are found. And on whom is all the desire of Israel [And to whom belongs all that is desirable[FN22] in Israel]? is it not on [does it not belong to] thee, and on [to] 21all thy father’s house? And Saul answered and said, Am not I a Benjamite, of the smallest of the tribes of Israel? and my family the least of all the families of the tribe[FN23] of Benjamin? [ins. and] wherefore then [om. then] speakest thou so to 22 me? And Samuel took Saul and his servant, and brought them into the parlor [eating-room], and made them sit in the chiefest place among [and gave them a place at the head of] them that were bidden, which [and they] were about thirty[FN24] 23persons. And Samuel said unto [to] the cook, Bring the portion which I gave 24 thee, of which I said unto thee, Set it by thee. And the cook took up the shoulder, and that which was upon it, and set it before Saul, and Samuel [om. Samuel, ins. he[FN25]] said, Behold that which is left! set it before thee [what was reserved is set[FN26] before thee]; and [om. and] eat, for unto this time hath it been kept for thee since I said,[FN27]I have invited the people. So [And] Saul did eat with Samuel that day.

25And when they were come [And they came] down from the high place unto [to] the city, Samuel [om. Samuel, ins. and he] communed [spake] with Saul upon the 26 top of the house [the roof]. And they arose early;[FN28] and it came to pass about the spring of the day [at day-dawn] that Samuel called [ins. to] Saul to [on] the top of the house [roof], saying, Up [Rise], that I may [and I will] send thee away. And Saul arose, and they went out both of them, he and Samuel, abroad [on the 27 street]. And [om. and] as they were going down to the end of the city, Samuel said to Saul, Bid the servant pass on before us (and he passed on[FN29]), but [and] stand thou still a while, that I may [and I will] show [tell] thee the word of God.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
[Keil’s supposition of an omitted name in the list is scarcely “arbitrary,” since such omissions are elsewhere found in genealogical records. To construct Saul’s genealogy it is natural to compare the various statements in the Scriptures, and attempt to make them accord. Bringing together Genesis 46:2; 1 Samuel 9:1; 1 Samuel 14:51; 1 Chronicles 7:6-8; 1 Chronicles 8:29-33; 1 Chronicles 9:35-39, the following line may be made out: 1. Benjamin2. Becher3. Aphiah—perhaps same with Abiah4. Bechorath5. Zeror or Zur6. Abiel or Jehiel7. Ner8. Kish9. Saul, in which, however, some links may be omitted, as Matri, mentioned 1 Sam. 1 Samuel 10:21. Abner is thus Saul’s uncle, as in 1 Samuel 14:50. If Ehud in 1 Chronicles 7:10 be the judge of that name ( Judges 3.), he was not of the same family with Saul. In 1 Chronicles 9:35 Jehiel, the ancestor of Saul, is said to have been the father, that Isaiah, the first settler of Gibeon; but it is uncertain how far back we have to put him. The name “Saul” was borne by others, see Genesis 36:37-38; Genesis 46:10; 1 Chronicles 6:24; Acts 7:58. See Bib. Dicts, s. v. Ner and Saul, and Comms. on “Chronicles.”—Tr.]. The phrase גִּבּוֹר חָיִל [Eng. A.V. “a mighty man of power”] here means a rich well-to-do man (Ges, De Wette) and not as in 1 Samuel 16:18, a strong, valiant man (Vulgate, Cler, Then.); for it undoubtedly refers to Kish, who Isaiah, indeed, “not represented in the history as specially wealthy” (Then.), but is all the more distinctly described as in easy circumstances and prosperous. It is intended to state that Saul came from a substantial family. This accords much better with the connection than the representation of him as a man of vigor and strength by the statement that his father was a valiant man.—The genealogical statement about Saul’s descent is followed ( 1 Samuel 9:2) by a short description of his person. The name Saul means the “asked” (comp. Genesis 46:10); “it occurs frequently, and was, probably, usually the name of the desired (asked) first-born” (Then.). Saul was a choice and handsome man. בָחוּר is to be rendered electus (Vulg.), [FN30] not only because he had a grown son ( 1 Samuel 13:1-3), but also because it is expressly said ( 1 Samuel 10:24) that the Lord elected and chose him, because his like was not to be found in all the people, that Isaiah, in respect to his distinguished personal appearance; in spite of the first-mentioned fact, he might else still have ranked as a young man. He excelled all other Israelites both in warlike beauty and in height, according to the vivid description “from the shoulder upward;” his person was in keeping with the lofty position to which, as ruler over Israel, he was chosen by God, as is expressly said in 1 Samuel 10:24.[FN31]
1 Samuel 9:3-10. The occasion of Saul’s meeting with Samuel: The loss of and search for the asses of Kish.

1 Samuel 9:3. Kish’s preparations for recovering the lost asses show him to be a substantial and propertied man. His command to his son “take a servant, arise, go, seek,” gives a vivid description of what occurred. 1 Samuel 9:4 sqq. contain a similarly fresh and animated description of Saul’s wandering search with his servant. The mention of the hill-country of Ephraim first as scene of the search is explained by the fact that these hills stretched from the north down into the territory of Benjamin, and Gibeah, Saul’s home and starting-point (comp. 1 Samuel 10:26; 1 Samuel 11:4; 1 Samuel 15:34; 1 Samuel 23:19; 1 Samuel 26:1) lay on their slope. The land of Shalisha, which they next traversed, probably takes its name from שָׁלשׁ [“three”], because there three valleys united in one, or one divided into three = Threeland (see then. in Käuffer’s Stud. d. sächs. Geistl. II, 142); it is the region in which, according to 2 Kings 4:42, Baalshalisha lay 15 miles north of Diospolis or Lydda.—Tr.]. Thereupon they traversed the land of Shaalim, according to Then, “perhaps a very deep valley (comp. שׁעַל ‘the hollow of the hand,’ and משְׁעֹל ‘a hollow or narrow way’ ”), probably the region which lay eastward from Shalisha, where on the maps of Robinson and Vandevelde the Beni Mussah and Beni Salem are marked (comp. Keil in loco).[FN32] The next statement that they traversed the land of Benjamin, indicates that from Shaalim they go from north-east to south-west. Thence they came into the land of Zuph, which, as Keil supposes, lay on the south-west of the tribe-territory of Benjamin, since “Saul and his follower on the return home pass first ( 1 Samuel 10:2) by the tomb of Rachel, and then come to the border of Benjamin.”—[Kitto remarks that Saul’s tender regard for his father’s feelings ( 1 Samuel 9:5) is a favorable indication of character.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 9:6. The servant prevents Saul from returning home immediately, pointing out to him the city before him standing on an eminence, where they would find the man of God, who would perhaps tell them how they might attain the object of their search. The way, on which they came,[FN33] is the way on which they now are, that they may find what they are seeking; the seer will now perhaps tell them the direction in which they must go on this way, in order to find the asses. From the connection of the whole history of Samuel the city can be no other than his residence, Ramathaim (or, Ramah) Zophim ( 1 Samuel 1:1), that Isaiah, in the district of Zuph, in the Tribe of Benjamin ( Joshua 18:25). Keil is wrong in pressing against this general assumption the fact that the servant does not say “here dwells,” but “here is” a man of God, which is plainly farfetched. Equally forced is his explanation of the answer of the maidens ( 1 Samuel 9:12): “He came today to the city, for there is a great sacrifice of the people on the high-place,” from which he infers that the seer’s house was not in the city, but that he had only come thither to the sacrificial feast; their answer rather confirms the former view, since the question “is the seer here?” referred to the city, while the place of offering was on the eminence behind the city, where Samuel in those days worked and dwelt. Samuel has his residence in this city (comp. 1 Samuel 9:25 with 1 Samuel 9:18); Keil’s supposition of a temporary residence, which he occupied during his presence at the festival, is wholly untenable. As Samuel had built an altar to the Lord at Ramah ( 1 Samuel 7:17), it is more natural to think of this residence of Samuel than of any other place, the name of which would no doubt otherwise have been given. Finally, it is to be added that Samuel is known to the servant, and the latter knows that he is here. On the other supposition, how should he know that Samuel was here precisely at this time, if it was not his residence? [These arguments are replied to in various ways by expositors who hold that this city was not Ramah. But Erdmann is undoubtedly right in saying that the impression made by this narrative is that it was Samuel’s residence to which Saul came. The difficulty lies in reconciling this statement with the itinerary in 1 Samuel 10:2-5. See the exposition and translator’s note on 1 Samuel 1:1. As Rachel’s tomb was near Bethlehem, and Saul was going towards Bethel, one would suppose the city in 1 Samuel9 to be south or southwest from Bethlehem, that Isaiah, not in the territory of Benjamin at all. And if it was not Ramah it is impossible to say what it was.—It is worthy of note that Saul seems to know nothing about Samuel; it is the servant that knows and does everything. Saul rather appears as a simple-minded rustic youth, who has rarely left his pastoral occupations, and knows little of the political and religious elements of the time.—Tr.].—From this passage it appears (comp. 1 Samuel 9:9) that the earliest prophets were consulted by the people about ordinary matters of life, of which they were looked on as having superior knowledge. It Isaiah, however, undetermined, whether Samuel would have answered the question about the asses, if the loss of and search for them had not been, according to the revelation made him from above, the divinely-appointed means for bringing him into connection with the person of the designated king.

1 Samuel 9:7-8. Those who went to question the prophets carried them presents (comp. 1 Kings 14:3). These are in the first place to be regarded as honorary gifts, intended to show respect. But this does not exclude the supposition that they depended for support on these voluntary gifts offered in return for information desired. Saul fears that he has no gift worthy of the Prayer of Manasseh, but the servant, who is drawn to the life, is ready with the reply: “There is in my hand (I have here at hand) the fourth of a shekel of silver” (called zuz (זוּז) by the later Jews, see Targ. Jon. in loc). The silver-shekel and its parts (½,⅓,¼), are not pieces weighed in transference, but already of determined weight and value, coins “current with the merchant” ( Genesis 23:16), which were “counted.” The Shekel was in German money about26 silbergroschen, the quarter, therefore, about6½ silbergroschen. [There is no means of determining precisely the value of the shekel in Samuel’s time. In our Lord’s time a stater = shekel seems to have been about70 cents United States currency, and a quarter about18 (equivalent perhaps to two dollars now). A German Silbergroschen is about2½ cents in our currency. There is no evidence that coined money existed in Israel before the captivity, and the first native coins were probably struck some centuries after the Return.—Tr.]. The Preterites give an admirably true picture of the animated manner of the servant, who is intent only on the object of their search, and willingly makes the sacrifice of the money for the asses.

1 Samuel 9:9. “The man” (הָאִישׁ) is the indef. subject (Germ. man [Eng. one]), though the Art. makes the individual personality more prominent. Ew. Gr. § 294 d. An express difference is made here between the ancient designation of the prophet Roeh (רֹאֶה), for which later in the solemn, poetic language the synonymous Chozeh (חֶזה “gazer“) was used, and the term in use in the author’s time Nabi (נָבִיא). The former (Roeh, seer), points only to the form in which “the insight” into what was hidden came to them, the latter (Nabi), on the contrary, “to the source of the divinatory insight, to God” (Tholuck, Die Propheten, p21). The remark in 1 Samuel 9:9 belongs according to its content to 1 Samuel 9:11.

[Note on Roeh.—The statement in 1 Samuel 9:9 has special interest in connection with the history of prophetic work in Israel. The three terms named above have each its peculiar meaning and its special use, though to a certain extent employed interchangeably. Besides in this chapter, Roeh occurs three times of Samuel ( 1 Chronicles 9:22; 1 Chronicles 26:28; 1 Chronicles 29:29), twice of Hanani ( 2 Chronicles 16:9-10), once with a general application ( Isaiah 30:10), and once apparently of Zadok the priest in a passage ( 2 Samuel 15:27) where the text is somewhat involved in suspicion; it is used, that Isaiah, c. B. C1100–700. Chozeh is found in 2 Sam, in the prophets, and in Chron, about B. C800–400. Nabi occurs from Gen. to Mai, in nearly every book of the Old Testament. As to the meaning, Nabi is clearly one who speaks for God (see the general meaning in Exodus 7:1), announcing or representing His will by His command. Cnozeh, the “gazer,” is one who sees visions of God; the verb, where it means “behold,” is used only in poetry, and always of divine visions, and the noun was employed as synonymous with Nabi, meaning prophet in the fullest sense. Song of Solomon, too, Roeh the “seer,“ in the one passage ( Isaiah 30:10) where it occurs with a general application, is used as synonymous with Chozeh, while our verse here affirms the substantial identity of Roeh and Nabi. But, as the Nabi always claims inspiration, whether he be true or false, we must regard the Roeh also as an inspired person. Dr. R. Payne Smith (“Prophecy a prep. for Christ,” Lect. II.) holds that the Roeh was simply a man of acute understanding, uninspired, to whom the people were in the habit of resorting for advice in difficult matters. He bases his view chiefly on this chapter, and especially on the Sept. reading of 1 Samuel 9:9 : “the people called Roeh him,” etc, a reading which can hardly be sustained; and, for the reasons given above, it seems necessary to regard the Roeh as inspired. The change of name from Roeh to Nabi and Chozeh had its ground probably in the development of the religious constitution. Up to some time before the author of “Samuel” wrote, the non-sacerdotal, non-Levitical religious teacher was one distinguished by seeing visions, or by seeing into the will of God. This is God’s definition of the prophet in Numbers 11:6; it is involved in 1 Samuel 3:1; 1 Samuel 3:15, and in the visions of the patriarchs. The Law of Moses was the complete and sufficient guide for life and worship, and it was only in special individual matters that the divine direction was given, and then it was through the medium of a vision. He who saw the vision was a Roeh, and it was natural enough that he should be consulted by the people about many matters. But in process of time the mechanicalness and deadness to which the legal ritual constantly tended called forth an order of men who expounded and enforced the spirituality of the Law, speaking as God bade them, speaking for God, entering as a prominent element into the religious life of the nation. He who thus spake was a Nabi, and, as he too might have visions, he was sometimes called Chozeh “the gazer” (the verb חזהis not necessarily always to “gaze” as Dr. Smith maintains (ubi sup.), as, for Exodus, in Proverbs 22:29, but is the poetic conception “behold” as distinguished from “see,” though in the visional use it is appropriately rendered “gaze”). As this speaker for God gradually took the place of the old seer of visions, the word Nabi replaced Roeh in popular usage. It seems that the change began in or about Samuel’s time, and was completed about three centuries later, Roeh still maintaining itself in the language, though rarely used. On the other hand, Nabi may have been used infrequently in early times, in reference to Abraham and Moses, and have become afterwards the common term, or the occurrence of the word in the Pentateuch may be the transference of a late word to earlier scenes.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:11-14. The announcement of the “Seer” (הֵמָּה עֹלִים, Just as they were going up … then (וְהֵמָּה); the Partcp. with preceding subject denotes a circumstance or fact, synchronously with which or at the occurrence of which another fact or circumstance takes place, which is introduced by וְ before the subject (Ew, Gr, § 341 d). A similar construction with המה ... והמה follows in 1 Samuel 9:14 and 1 Samuel 9:27)—The word “here” (בַּזֶּה) refers to the city, which was on an eminence, since they met the water-drawers as they were going up The answer of the maidens ( 1 Samuel 9:12) “before thee” is a “direction to go simply straightforward” (Bunsen). Here too the description is very lively, answering perfectly to the peculiarities of the persons. “He came into the city” presupposes either that his residence was without it, or that he had been absent from it some time (Then.). The “height” on which the offering took place must be distinguished from the height on which the city stood. The name Ramathaim[FN34] [= the two Ramahs, or heights] refers to those two heights. The Bamah, high-place (comp. Micah 3:12, where it is synonymous with הַר “mountain,” and Micah 1:3-4; Jeremiah 26:18 with Amos 4:1) is the sacred place of sacrifice on the mountain which rose still higher than the city (comp. 1 Samuel 9:11 with 1 Samuel 9:13; 1 Samuel 9:25; 1 Samuel 9:27). Of such “Bamoth,” holy places on heights, where the people assembled for sacrifice and prayer, there were several during the unquiet times of the Judges, especially after the central Sanctuary at Shiloh ceased to exist, till the building of the Temple (comp. 1 Samuel 7:9; 1 Samuel 10:8; 1 Samuel 13:8 sq.; 1 Samuel 16:2-3; 1 Kings 3:2 sq.), as indeed the Patriarchs sacrificed on high places ( Genesis 12:8). It was not till after the building of the Temple that the high-place-worship, which easily degenerated into idolatry (wherefore the Law forbade sacrifice except in Jehovah’s dwelling, the Sanctuary) was completely done away with ( 2 Kings 23:4-23).—In 1 Samuel 9:13 כֵּן corresponds to כְּ, both expressing identity of time, or the concurrence of the acts of coming and finding = “as … forthwith,” or “when … straightway.” Ew. Gram. § 360 b.—The seer is just going to a sacrificial meal on the high-place. The “people” await him there. A large assembly is therefore gathered to-day on the high-place for a thank-offering, בֵּרֵךְ here = ἐυλογεῖν, ἐυχαριστεῖν [“bless,”. “give thanks”]. The “him” is repeated in this animated discourse, because the somewhat garrulous and circumstantial women wish to bring the chief person prominently before the inquirer.[FN35] “They that are bidden” are those whom Samuel had invited to this sacrificial meal, comp. 1 Samuel 9:24.

1 Samuel 9:14. The course of events now, according to the very precise and detailed account of the narrator, is as follows: First Saul and his servant go up to the city. Pursuant to the directions of the maidens they pass quickly in. The curt, rapid character of the narration corresponds to the movement. Next, they are already in the midst of the city, when, this is the third fact, Samuel, going out of the city, meets them; they meet in the middle of the city, he going outward toward the high-place, they going inward. That they had gone through the gate was a matter of course and did not require mention. And the statement of 1 Samuel 9:18 : “And Saul drew near to Samuel in the midst of the gate,” or, stepped up to him, the fourth fact, need not be regarded as contradictory to the preceding statement: “in the midst of the city;” for, from these two statements it is clear that Saul did not go up to Samuel as soon as he met him, as appears also from 1 Samuel 9:17, where it is expressly said what intervened: Samuel saw Saul, and received from God the disclosure that this was the man in reference to whom He had before made a revelation to him. We must therefore suppose a pause between the meeting in the city and the talk in the gate, during which Saul followed Samuel till he approached him in the gate. Thus there is no need for the conjecture that the verse read originally “gate” instead of “city” (Then.), nor the supposition that the narrator was guilty of carelessness (Reuss), nor the artificial, unclear explanation that the words mean “to go into the city, enter, and the entrance was through the gate” (Keil). Ewald’s remark that, since Raman, Samuel’s city, was certainly not large, “in the midst of the city” ( 1 Samuel 9:4) is not very different from “in the midst of the gate” ( 1 Samuel 9:18), comes in excellently, in the sense that the distance between the middle of the city and the middle of the gate was small, to explain satisfactorily why Saul, after the meeting in the city, did not approach Samuel to speak to him till he was in the middle of the gate. Further it is to be noted that conversation and consultation were usually held “in the gate,” not on the street, and the pause which Saul’s question supposes Samuel to have made could properly occur only in the place set aside for public interviews.

1 Samuel 9:15-17. The revelation which Samuel received the day before Saul’s arrival, that a man of Benjamin would come to him, whom he was to anoint prince over Israel, was psychologically based on his constant prayerful expectant reflection as to how God would establish the monarchy promised to the people. “To uncover the ear” when said of God, signifies, as in 2 Samuel 7:27, the divine Spirit’s announcement to the human spirit, the inbreathing of divine thoughts from above through the word.—I will send to thee, ( 1 Samuel 9:16): The “I will send” sets forth the divine providence, which so guides the ways of Saul, the chosen king, that he must come to Samuel, the head of Israel and mediator between God and his people. Clericus: “I will take care that he come to thee. For Saul was ignorant of the whole matter, and, while vainly seeking asses, found an unexpected kingdom.” The future king came from the most warlike tribe, and this revelation to Samuel declares that his mission was a warlike one, the deliverance, namely, of Israel from the domination of the Philistines. Israel’s victory over the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 7:13) was not followed by a complete liberation of land and people from these enemies; rather the words: “The hand of the Lord was against the Philistines all the days of Samuel” point to repeated successful battles against them. It was these that Saul fought, and Samuel survived during the greater part of his reign. Comp. the remarks on 1 Samuel 7:13. “I have looked upon my people” means not “I have had regard to their prayers” (Cleric.), but, as in Exodus 2:25, in reference to the Egyptian bondage, which was the type of every oppression of Israel by external means, that God, ever present to help His people, had a compassionate knowledge of their needs and misery. The insertion of the Sept. of the words “affliction of,” before “my people,” is a correct explanation, but not necessary as a part of the original text; for the following words: “their cry is come to me” explain sufficiently in what sense God’s seeing, to which the hearing of the people’s cry corresponds, is to be understood.

1 Samuel 9:17. At the moment when Samuel saw Saul, he received by divine revelation the inward assurance that this man was the king chosen by God. The phrase “answered” refers to the question which Samuel internally asked God when he saw Saul, whether this was the Benjamite of whom he had been divinely told the day before. The word “bind, restrain” (יַעְצֹר) characterizes his government as a sharp and strict one, as a coercere imperio. To this mental experience of Samuel’s corresponded the short interval between his passage to the gate and Saul’s approach to him in the gate with the question about the seer.

1 Samuel 9:18-27. Saul Samuel’s guest, and the tatter’s talk with him. 1 Samuel 9:18 takes up the thread from 1 Samuel 9:14, after the parenthesis, 1 Samuel 9:17. In reply to Saul’s question as to the seer’s house, Samuel announces himself ( 1 Samuel 9:19) as the” seer.” The direction: “go up before me” is a mark of respect, like the invitation to take the chief place ( 1 Samuel 9:22), and the selection of the best portion at the meal ( 1 Samuel 9:24). Ye shall eat with me today includes the servant, while the courtesy could only be meant for Saul as the master. All that is in thy heart I will tell thee—not: “whatsoever thou shalt desire” (Cleric.) in reference to the object of his coming; for in respect to the asses he gives him information immediately ( 1 Samuel 9:20), but Samuel will reveal to him his innermost thoughts (Bunsen). He speaks to him as prophet, and prepares him for what he has to communicate to him as prophet. Thenius’ reference of the words to what Saul does in chap13, as if he had “long had it in mind,” seems too particular for the general connection here. The reference is rather to the powers and impulses of an aspiring soul, which lay latent in Saul, and fitted him for his destined calling, as well as to his sinful nature, which, by opposing God, might prove a hindrance. In 1 Samuel 9:20 Samuel says two things, by which he showed Saul that he was a prophet. First, he announces to him that the ground of anxiety for the asses is already removed.—Which were lost to-day three days, that Isaiah, “to-day is the third day,” day before yesterday, see Ew, Gr, § 287, k [Ges, Gr, § 118, 2].—Set not thy mind on them stands over against the preceding “what is in thy heart.” From now on his heart is to claim and accomplish something higher. To this Samuel’s second expression refers, which hints indistinctly at the great and noble destiny to which God has elected him, in order to awaken and call out what was hidden in his heart. All the desire (כָּל־חֶמְדַּת י׳), omnis eupiditas, omne desiderium Israelis, but in the objective sense: everything worthy of desire, valuable, optima quœque (Vulg.): This signifies, in contrast with the sought and found asses, that noblest possession, which pertained to all Israel, and was destined for him and his father’s house, was to be his, unsought and undesired: the royal dignity. Samuel “draws him away from caring about the asses, and first lifts him up to high thoughts and hopes” (O. v. Gerlach). Samuel’s obscure, enigmatic words only give him a glimpse of something great and lofty pertaining to himself and his house, and give occasion ( 1 Samuel 9:21) to a disclamatory reply, which exhibits that which is now in his heart, namely, humility and modesty. The supposition that Saul “well understood that Samuel spoke of the honor of the kingdom” (Dächsel) does not accord with the purposely general and indefinite character of Samuel’s words. It is without support from the connection and inconsistent with 1 Samuel 10:20-21, to explain Saul’s “answer—that the best thing in Israel could not belong to him and his house, because his tribe was the smallest in Israel, and his family the least in this tribe—in reference to his later very different bearing, as “pretended modesty” (Then.). Saul came only afterwards to be untrue to this disposition of mind, which was the condition of his election. (Instead of the obviously erroneous plural, שִׁבְטֵי, “tribes,” read sing, “tribe”). The warlike tribe of Benjamin, one of the smallest already in the census of Numbers 1:36 sq, had been reduced by the frightful execution recorded in Judges 20:20 to an inconsiderable power. The consciousness of this fact is expressed in Saul’s words. Looking at his tribe and family, he will not presume to claim so high a consideration as the seer has intimated. Samuel makes him no answer. “He wishes to awaken in him astonishment, expectation, hope” (O. v. Gerlach).

1 Samuel 9:22-24 now relate how Samuel entertains him as an honored guest at the sacrificial meal.
1 Samuel 9:22. A select number of thirty men of note were invited to this festival, and had taken their places in the room (לִשְׁכָּה) provided for the purpose. The uppermost place, as the place of honor, is assigned to Saul and his companion. All the people could not be in the room, but held the feast in the open air. Samuel ( 1 Samuel 9:23) orders the reserved piece of the meat, as the best, to be set before them. This is more exactly described in 1 Samuel 9:24 as the thigh or shoulder, and “what was on it” [attached to it] (הֶעָלֶיהָ Art. with Rel. force), not “what was over it,” the broth with which the meat was eaten (Maur.). That which was attached to it was the best of the flesh of the offered animals; whether the fat on it, not used in the offering, or the flesh near the shoulder, cannot be determined; it could not be the kidneys (Then, Bunsen), for they, with the attached fat (אֲשֶׁר עֲלֵהֶן), were burned in the slain-offering ( Leviticus 3:4). It was probably the right[FN36] leg, which Samuel, as priest, had ordered to be reserved; for it belonged to the priest, according to the Law, Leviticus 7:32 sqq.—“The resemblance to Genesis 42:34 is rather from the facts themselves, not from an imitation of one passage by the other.” Ew. Gesch. III:29, Rem3.—The minute description of the cook’s procedure is worthy of note: “and the cook took up,” etc, corresponding to the precise account of Samuel’s conduct as host. The insertion of “Samuel to Saul” (Sept.), or “Samuel” (Vulg.), after “and he said,” is not necessary (Then.), for, considering 1 Samuel 9:23 and the first sentence of 1 Samuel 9:24 as a parenthesis (like 1 Samuel 9:15-17), the “and he said” continues the principal matter, the speech of Samuel. The following words so obviously suit Samuel and not the cook, that a misunderstanding was impossible.[FN37] Here also the translation of the Sept. is explicative. שִׂים [Eng. A. V. “set”] is not Imper, but Pas. Partcp. (as in Obadiah 1:4; Numbers 24:21). For the construction see Ew, Gr, § 149 sq, Böttcher, Neue Ærenlese in loco. As to the occurrence, the latter properly remarks that Saul could not be bidden to do what the cook had already just done (וַיָשֶׂם). Render: “behold, the reserved piece is set before thee.” The following words, in which Samuel invites Saul to eat, present great difficulties in the text.—[The literal rendering is: “eat, for at (or unto) the time (or festival) it was preserved for thee, saying (this is the word which makes the grammatical difficulty), the people I have invited.”—Tr.] The translation: “for it is kept for thee for the time when I said, I have invited the people,” is unclear (De Wette, Keil), and labors under the rendering “when I said” for לֵאמֹר [“saying”]. Thenius (following the Sept, and reading לְעֻמַּת for לֵאמֹר, and קְרָץ־נַא for קָרָאתִי) renders: “it has been kept for thee for a sign with (or, in reference to) the people (namely, that thou from now on will be the first), fall to (that Isaiah, begin);” against which Böttcher shows that מוֹעֵד cannot mean sign, and that this conjectured text is untenable (p114 in loco). But Böttcher’s own view is equally untenable: he holds that an Aceus. Pron. has fallen out (for קָרָאתִי stood originally ־תִיךְ or ־תִיו), and renders: “eat, for to the end (or for the time) it has been kept for thee, that the people might say (think), I have invited thee (or him).” But the people knew without this that he had invited this guest; no special indication of the invitation was needed, and the reserved portion would rather suggest a reference to the distinction thus conferred on Saul, as Thenius rightly remarks. Thenius further supposes that the original reading may have been “invited him” (קְרָאָהוּ), and renders: “to this end it is kept for thee, in order (thereby) to say, the people have invited him,” that Isaiah, he came in accordance with the general desire as honored guest, as chief person. But for this sense there is no historical authority; for the reservation of the portion of honor had nothing to do with an invitation of Saul by the people, and this invitation was in fact given by Samuel alone. Ewald (ubi sup., p29, Rem3)[FN38] renders: “for a sign that thou wast invited before the rest of the people ( 1 Samuel 9:22), or that thou art marked out from the rest of the people,” which gives no clear sense. Bunsen retains the masoretic text, and translates: “the chief portion was kept for thee to this time; the meal was in fact arranged in honor of thee, as chief person, though I said, the people of the place shall be guests,” but himself admits that this is somewhat forced. “Though I said” is still less possible as translation of לֵאמֹר than “ when I said.” All the difficulties centre in this word. If a corruption of the text is to be supposed, it seems best to adopt Haug’s reading (see in Bunsen) לַאֲשֶׁר,and translate: “it was kept for thee for the feast, or festive gathering, to which I invited the people.” Luther: “for it was reserved for thee just at this time when I invited the people.” The sense of Samuel’s words Isaiah, that he knew by divine revelation ( 1 Samuel 9:15-16) that he would come. He sees a divine providence in Saul’s coming just at this time. In accordance with the intimation which he had received from above, he showed honor not merely to the guest as such, but to him whom God had chosen king of Israel, for such Samuel by the divine instruction had recognized him to be ( 1 Samuel 9:17). [As it stands, the Heb. of this clause does not admit of translation, the vss. do not suggest a satisfactory reading (Chald. follows Heb. literally, and Syr. omits the words “ saying, I have invited the people”), and the emendations proposed are all unsatisfactory. Yet the purpose seems clearly to be to inform Saul that this was not a chance-piece that was offered him, but one that had been set aside for him when the feast was prepared. This at once showed the intention to confer honor on Saul, and exhibited the prophetic foresight of Samuel.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 9:25-27. Samuel’s secret conversation with Saul. This took place, according to the narrative, on two occasions, and its purpose was, as the context shows, to prepare Saul for the important announcement that God had chosen him to be king, and for its confirmation by the act of anointing. 1 Samuel 9:25. After the return from the feast on the height, Samuel receives Saul into his house. He spoke with Saul on the roof.—There is no ground for adopting (with Then, and Ew.) the text of the Sept.:[FN39] “and they prepared (in-def. subj.) Saul a bed on the roof, and he lay down.” To the Heb. text (which is supported by Chald, Syr. Arab, and Jerome) the Vulgate makes an addition “probably from the Itala” (Keil): “Saul spread a bed on the roof and slept.” This is a circumstantial description of what was self-evident from the connection (see 1 Samuel 9:26). Our text, on the contrary, furnishes simply the fact, the mention of which is of great importance for the pragmatical connection of the events related. The unmentioned subject-matter of the talk is not the election of Saul to be king (according to 1 Samuel 9:27). Thenius, wrongly assuming this to be the subject-matter, regards this talk as premature. Samuel prepared Saul for the important communication which he had to make to him, having already before the feast given him an indefinite hint ( 1 Samuel 9:20) of the honor that awaited him. This conversation ( 1 Samuel 9:25) is the connecting link between that on the height and the communication which Samuel made to Saul the following morning. The flat roof, arranged so that stay on it was safe ( Deuteronomy 12:8), was the place to which people withdrew for quiet contemplation, prayer, undisturbed conversation and rest, and where also a guest-chamber was arranged, the place of honor of the house, comp. 1 Kings 17:19 with 2 Kings 4:10. There Saul slept ( 1 Samuel 9:20). The conversation which Samuel there held with Saul, probably at the close of the day, referred, as Otto von Gerlach well remarks, “not to the royal dignity, but surely to the deep religious and political decline of the people of God, the opposition of the heathen, the causes of the impotency to oppose these enemies, the necessity of a religious change in the people, and of a leader thoroughly obedient to the Lord.”

1 Samuel 9:26. And they arose early—each from his bed. What follows is a different thing from this—for the words: And when the morning dawned, etc. state not the rising from sleep, but the getting up and getting ready to depart; they are neither an exacter definition of “and they rose early,” as Keil thinks, who renders: “And they arose early in the morning—namely, at day-dawn,” nor is it a “singular mode of narration” (as Thenius says) to write first “they arose early,” and then “when the day dawned,” as if we could not suppose that they rose before the dawn, especially after so exciting a conversation the preceding evening and night, and as if Samuel’s call to Saul, “rise,” were not more naturally to be understood of preparation for the journey than of rising from sleep. That they are to be so taken is evident from the following words, “ that I may send thee away,” from Samuel’s calling to Saul up on the roof, and from the words, “and he arose, and they both went out” (on the street).[FN40] [In spite of Dr. Erdmann’s ingenious defence of the Heb. text, the reading of the Sept. has much to recommend it. It accords better with the character of Hebrew historical narration (which delights in detailing self-evident circumstances), agrees better with the simple, objective nature of the transaction between Samuel and Saul (a protracted political and religious conversation between the two men hardly suits Saul’s character, as far as we know it), and removes the somewhat difficult necessity of supposing that they rose before the dawn. (If this had occurred, the Heb. would hardly have failed to mention it; nor is it quite natural to think of the rustic youth Saul, wearied with the walk and the ceremony of the day, as so excited by a general conversation (in which, according to Erdmann and 1 Samuel 9:27, nothing was said of his elevation to the throne) as to be unable to sleep his accustomed time, and so rising before the dawn—some time before, it would seem and remaining on the roof till he is called, how employed, it is not said). On the other hand, the reading of the Sept. gives a simple and natural narrative: “and a bed was spread for Saul on the roof, and he lay down, and it came to pass when the morning dawned,” etc.; and whatever conversation was proper under the circumstances may be understood. Throughout the narrative is occupied with objective facts, and not with interior psychological descriptions, as we should expect in a modern work. Thus not a word is said of Samuel’s labors among the people preceding the great popular movement in chap7; nor is he elsewhere ever said to have had private conversations with his sons, with Saul, or with David. He may have had these, but it is not the manner of the narrative to mention them.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:27. As a mark of honor, Samuel accompanies Saul, and, when they reached the extremity of the city, directs him to send the servant on, in order that he might be alone with him, and impart to him in confidential conversation what the Lord had revealed concerning his appointment to be king of Israel. That I may show thee the word of God.—Up to this time he had said nothing to him of his choice as king. The declaration “I will show thee” is not to be understood (with Dächsel) as the “factual fulfilment” of that word, but as the introduction and announcement of its content. It is not related what Samuel said to Saul, since that is evident from the immediately following fact, the anointing of Saul. The whole ninth chapter sets forth the preparation of Saul for this communication and anointing, which were at first meant for him alone, and confirmed to him his call to be king of Israel. In regard to the preceding conversations, Calvin remarks: God is said to have instructed Saul in good time, so that when he came to the throne he might not be ignorant of his duties, but yet to have trained him gradually, and indeed (a point worthy of attention) not openly, but, as it were, in secret.”

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. The preparations (in 1 Samuel9) for carrying out the divine decision in reference to the kingdom of Israel to be established exhibit the prophetic office, represented by Samuel, as here also the immediate organ of God, to execute God’s positive command: “make them a king.” In Samuel’s person and in his conduct and discourse towards Saul is concentrated the combination of two factors: divine Revelation, which lays hold immediately of the general history of Israel as well as of the little affairs of an unknown family, and the earthly-human factor, which shows itself in apparently accidental and trivial occurrences; but at the same time is exhibited the absolute control of the divine providence, which, independently of human-earthly views and relations, employing apparently unimportant human accidents and trivial occurrences, yet, to secure the highest ends of God’s kingdom, advances firmly and securely, though by circuitous ways, to the appointed goal. And this goal is the realization of the theocracy in a new form, in the form of the kingdom, which was based on the essential character of the theocracy and the character of the times, though it was sinfully demanded by the people out of envy of the splendor of royalty among the heathen, and dissatisfaction with the invisible glory of Jehovah’s kingdom.

2. The choice of Saul to be king, and the circumstances which prepared the way for his consecration and anointing, as well as his meeting with Samuel, constitute a divine act which enters immediately into the history of Israel, in which we must recognize: 1) The condescension of God, both to human weakness and sin (which, as in the sinful longing after a king, must subserve the plans of His providence), and also to the seemingly smallest and most unimportant events of human life, which, as here the lost asses and Saul’s search after them, must be the foil to set off His providential government and the accomplishment of His purposes. Without meaning to set forth a mechanical theory of inspiration, we may exclaim with Hamann: “How has God the Holy Ghost stooped, to become a historian of the smallest, most contemptible affairs on earth, in order to reveal to Prayer of Manasseh, in his own language, in his own business, in his own ways, the purposes, the secrets, and the ways of the Deity!” 2) The independence of earthly and human relations in God’s counsel and deed, shown in the fact that not a notable man of a prominent family was chosen for this high calling, but an unknown Prayer of Manasseh, “from the smallest family of the smallest of the tribes” ( 1 Samuel 9:21) without His knowledge or desire3) God’s free grace is not conditioned on human conduct. Calvin: “Only by a special exhibition of divine grace did Saul come to this high dignity. By choosing him from the smallest and most insignificant tribe, God purposed to glorify His grace, and exclude all appearance of human coöperation.” Ewald: “Qualified for the royal office, he does not seek to obtain it; for a great good, gained by artful effort of one-sided human grasping, can never become a true one. And so it is a charming history—how Saul, sent to seek the lost asses, after a long and vain search, comes, on the third day, almost against his will, to Samuel, whom he scarcely knew, to ask him about them, and instead of them to receive from him a kingdom. For Hebrews, who purposes just at this time to establish the kingdom in Israel, has already chosen him before he knows it.” (Gesch. III:27, 28.) 4) The wisdom of the divine providence, which so guides and orders what seems to be accidental and trivial, that it is subservient to His ends, and procures their accomplishment. Calvin: “ What seems to our reason accident, God makes into a sign that the seemingly fortuitous is to be referred to the admirable plans of His providence, and is ruled and guided by God’s hand, though against this our thoughts protest. Saul wanders uncertainly around, and thinks only how he shall find the asses; meantime, Divine Providence, which had already determined and revealed to Samuel his lot, does not sleep. So all these incidents and wanderings were only preparations and mediate causes by which God accomplished His design concerning Saul. By God’s ordainment the asses were lost, that Saul, in seeking them, might find Samuel; God guided the tongue of his father when He commanded him to go in search of the asses; it was God’s providence that directed the steps of Saul and his servants, as they went from one place to another, in order to bring them to Samuel.”

3. The conditions under which alone the theocratic king as such could hold and exercise his office in Israel, as typically set forth in Saul’s elevation to the throne, were: 1) natural, in respect to his person, which must be such, in body and soul, as worthily to sustain the royal office; 2) supernatural, namely, divine choice and equipment; “to the Prayer of Manasseh, feeble in himself, the grace and predestination of God comes to help him with its complete strength for this highest of all callings, to complete him, with the required divine power and holy consecration of mind, into that for which he was naturally endowed” (Ewald); 3) historical, confirmatory signs; these are partly signs given by God in definite occurrences, which attest the royal call to the people, partly the man’s own deeds, which accord with and confirm the royal call; 4) ethical, absolute dependence on the divine will in all thought, word and action; the king must “never forget the beginning from which he sprang, and so must always remember that another, the Eternal King, is still above him,—and that any earthly king can be a king after the heart of the King of all kings only so far as he works together with God, and therefore with all spiritual truths.” (Ew. Gesch. III:25.) To this fourth condition Samuel’s words referred: “All that is in thy heart I will show thee.” See Exposition.

4. The account of Samuel’s conduct in this stadium of the preparation for the establishment of the kingdom in the person of Saul characterizes the prophet: 1) in his position towards God in respect to this beginning of a new phase of development of the theocracy: by direct enlightenment of the divine Spirit it is revealed to him that the king of Israel has already been chosen by God ( 1 Samuel 9:15-16), who is chosen ( 1 Samuel 9:17), and what he has to announce to him in God’s name ( 1 Samuel 9:27); 2) in his conduct as organ of God towards the designated king, Saul, and in him towards the kingdom: he gradually prepares his mind for the revelation concerning his future calling which he has to make to him in God’s name; through the divine enlightenment he is able not only to instruct him as to his lofty mission and position in Israel, but also, by means of his intensified presaging-faculty, to deliver him from the lower earthly care which filled his heart; this declaration about the recovered asses is not merely an example “of accidental predictions, where the presaging-faculty, disjoined from its ethical aim, becomes subservient to the subjective interest” (Tholuck, Die Propheten, 2d ed, p14), but is an element in the whole organism of this first prophetic history of the Old Testament—an element which is determined by the divine purpose in Samuel’s communication to Saul respecting “the most precious in Israel” which was to be his; by this communication Saul’s soul was to be lifted up into the presence of his God, that in His light he might see the glory of his theocratic calling; to lead him to this point, Samuel must free his soul from the burden of care for the beasts, and release him from his duty in respect to them; the certainty that the asses were found (divinely revealed to Samuel) gave Saul the inward freeness and receptivity which he needed in order to advance step by step to the height to which Samuel’s words ( 1 Samuel 9:27) lead. Thus this prophetic prediction concerning something altogether external and trivial has in this connection a high ethical and psychological importance, and is subservient to the objective theocratic interest. It belonged to the pedagogic momenta in the conduct of the prophet towards the future king, among which also we must reckon that which is indicated in the words: “All that is in thy heart I will show thee.” Samuel searched into Saul’s inner being in its good and bad sides.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 9:1. Osiander: That which is despised before the world, God chooses and brings forward, 1 Corinthians 1:26 sq.

1 Samuel 9:3 sq. Cramer: God makes in His great matters an insignificant beginning.

1 Samuel 9:4. Calvin: How wonderful are the ways of God’s Wisdom of Solomon, which lie far remote from human expectation. We see here how winding go the ways of God, so that it seems as if there were only an uncertain swaying to and fro; but yet with Him there is always a clear light away into the infinite, and what proceeds from Him is never confused and fortuitous. We draw from this the wholesome lesson that God leads us His hand like blind men, and that we should ascribe nothing to our own prudence and exertion when any thing great becomes our portion. Our thoughts were not only far removed from that which finally happens, but exactly opposed to it.

[The servant teaching the master. In like manner many an eminent minister has learned true religion from some servant or humble acquaintance. The lowly are often unconsciously training others for lofty station.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:9. Cramer: Teachers are seers, for through preaching they open our eyes, to give us the light of the knowledge of the glory of God, 2 Corinthians 4:6.—S. Schmid: Even the meeting of men, whether for good or evil, is not a matter of chance, but is directed by divine Providence, Acts 8:29 sq. [ 1 Samuel 9:3-8. Matt. Henry: Here is: I.A great man rising from small beginnings. II. A great event rising from small occurrences. “ Peradventure he can show us.” To make prophecy, the glory of Israel, serve so mean a turn as this, discovered too plainly what manner of spirit they were of. Note, most people would rather be told their fortune than told their duty; how to be rich than how to be saved. If it were the business of the men of God to direct for the recovery of lost asses, they would be consulted much more than they are, now that it is their business to direct for the recovery of lost souls.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:1-14. J. Disselhoff: The first test to which God subjects His servant. It embraces two main points: 1) Whether with certain natural talents and advantages which God has given him he will in humility and quiet obedience do the work enjoined upon him; 2) Whether when his work proves useless he will seek help from the seer of God.—The Most High God appoints a testing for His servant Saul; and so whoever is summoned to the service of God knows that for him also there must be a testing.—“Seek the asses,” said Kish to his son Saul. “And he went!”—went silently, joyously, humbly, obediently, faithfully, to the work which was enjoined upon him, from Ephraim to Shalisha—unwearied, unreluctant, without grumbling, although it was a work in which no greater credit was to be won than that of fidelity in trifles.—Out of such people God can make something.—Go, friend, if you wish to be the Lord’s servant, even though you should have to walk in unknown ways. Saul did not shrink from them.

1 Samuel 9:5. Why was Saul’s labor in vain? He had to find the seer, the man experienced in the ways of God. The vain seeking, the servant who first spoke of the seer, the maidens who showed the way, all must contribute towards bringing Saul to seek help in the revelation of God. If now it should occur to thee also that every thing here miscarries, that you are nothing, and you already feel like saying to your heart,“ Come, let us go home again,” then to thee also there will doubtless some one cry out, “Well, to Revelation, that you may know the wonderful ways of God, on which God leads His saints.”—Wait not till God Himself steps into thy way. Even to Saul God did not Himself speak. A servant began it; maidens drawing water showed the way. See how smoothly and simply God causes all that to occur, as it were, without noise and uproar. The God of the lowly and quiet chooses also for his feet quiet, lowly, shady ways. [ 1 Samuel 9:1-10. The youth of Saul: 1) He was reared in good circumstances ( 1 Samuel 9:1); 2) He was remarkable for his great stature and manly beauty ( 1 Samuel 9:2; 1 Samuel 10:24); 3) A quiet rustic, little acquainted with matters away from home ( 1 Samuel 9:6); 4) Tenderly considerate of his father’s feelings ( 1 Samuel 9:5); 5) Ready to take advice ( 1 Samuel 9:10) (Hall: The chief praise is to be able to give good advice; the next is to take it); 6) Very modest and courteous ( 1 Samuel 9:21). With these pleasing traits might be compared the character corrupted in his later years by unbelieving disobedience towards God, by jealousy, by the exercise of despotic power, etc., and at every point there would be useful lessons.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:16. Starke: Even those things which arise from the free will of Prayer of Manasseh, and appear as if they happened by chance, lie under the secret providence and government of God. Well is it then for those who in faith and tranquillity give themselves up to God’s guidance ( Psalm 139:5).—Hall: The eye of God’s providence sees not only all our deeds, but also all our movements; we can go nowhere without Him; He numbers all our steps ( Psalm 139:1 sq.).—[ 1 Samuel 9:11-17. The supernatural coöperating with the natural. Saul, by natural means, through the control of Providence, is brought to Samuel, who has been supernaturally prepared to receive and instruct him. So now the teachings of Providence unite with the teachings of revelation and of the Holy Spirit, to show men their duty and their destiny.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 9:21. Cramer: Humility is a beautiful virtue; and he whom God exalts to honors should think often of the dust in which he before lay, and from which he has been exalted ( Psalm 113:7-8). [Hall: How kindly doth Samuel entertain and invite Saul, yet it was he only that should receive wrong by the future royalty of Saul. Who would not have looked that aged Samuel should have emulated rather the glory of his young rival, and have looked churlishly upon the man that should rob him of his authority?—Tr.]

Berleb. Bible: When God has chosen a man to help others, and he rightly knows himself, nothing causes him such wonder and amazement as a revelation of God’s purpose concerning him. This distrust, however, does not put an end to his obedience to the will of God. For the more a man is convinced of his own nothingness, so much the more is he also convinced of the power of God, as the One who makes every thing out of nothing.

1 Samuel 9:26-27. Saul must wait patiently till God should bring him out of concealment and make it manifest who he was. So should we also, if God has lent us gifts and wishes them to remain concealed with us, not be displeased at the fact that they are not recognized, and that we get no recognition and admiration for them, but quietly wait until the Lord Himself, as it seemeth Him good, carries further the matter He has begun, and Himself secures for it recompense and recognition.—Thus God often deals wonderfully with us, when He so tests our humility and modesty, and so leads us on His ways, that our reason cannot comprehend them. The beginnings of His matters are often so insignificant and little, that outwardly nothing appears but great weakness, and absolutely nothing great and wonderful comes forward, in order that we may learn to hope against hope.

1 Samuel 9:15-27 sq. Disselhoff: The call to the service of God. The history of Saul’s call brings before our eyes three points: 1) What an abundant blessing there is for obedience—the call to the service of God; 2) What a great danger lies hid in this blessing—idle self-exaltation because of this call; 3) To what a blessed stillness the danger leads when overcome—to preparation for the calling. [Contrast Saul the king and Saul the apostle. WORDSWORTH: Saul the king is our warning; Saul the apostle is our example. The former shows how wretched man is if he labors for his own glory, and if he is without God’s grace; the latter, how blessed he is if he relies on God’s grace, and lives and dies for His glory.—Good trains of thought for sermons are indicated above in Historical and Theological, No 2 and No3.—Tr.]

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 9:1. These names are given differently in the Sept. See Exegesis, in loco.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 9:1. This phrase is a somewhat strange one. The word “son” is found in Hebrews, Gr, Lat, Chald, omitted in Syr, Arab, and is probably a part of the text; but it is strange that it is not followed by a proper name, and suggests an omission or error in the following words, which, however, cannot now be determined. Before the first “Benjamin” Wellhausen suggests the insertion of “Gibeah of.”—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 9:1. By Erdmann and others rendered “wealth,” hut not so well. See Exposition.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 9:2. The word בחר is often used of youth merely, so that the rendering: “choice young man” (Erdmann, auserlesen), is hardly warranted. But, as it seems to differ from נער (which is the word here used of the servant) in designating the vigorous time of youth, the phrase might be translated: “in the prime of youth and goodly.”—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 9:3. Properly “she-asses.”—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 9:4. Or: “he passed over into,” and so in the other cases.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 9:4. “The land of Jemini or the Jeminites,” no doubt for “Benjaminites,” the compound being resolved.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 9:5. The remarkable variation of grammatical Number here and in 1 Samuel 9:4 has produced various readings in the VSS. and in a few MSS. The Sept. and Vulg. write plural throughout, while Chald, Syr. and Arab. make all the verbs “passed through” Sing, both apparently assimilations for the sake of simplicity. The harder reading of the Heb. is better retained.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 9:5. The English phrase: “take thought for” (as in Matthew 6:34), has now lost its sense of trouble and anxiety.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 9:6. Elohim, without the Art, but here evidently for the true God of Israel. On the supposed difference between the arthrous and anarthrous use of the word, see Quarry on Genesis, and Bib. Comm. in loco.—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 9:6. Properly, “honored,” “esteemed.”—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 9:6. Perhaps, better: on which we are going,” or: “in respect to which we are going.” To “go away” is usually הלך דרך, and על הדרך is “on the side of the way;” in any case, however, the verb (which is a Perf.) is better taken as Pres. or Fut, and not as Past, as Erdmann renders. The VSS. also translate it past.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 9:8. Sept.: “thou shalt give,” which Wellhausen prefers; Chald, Syr, Vulg, Arab.: “we will give.’ ’ These are probably variations for the sake of propriety.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 9:9. Sept.: “for the people (העם for היום) formerly called the prophet the seer,” an obvious and unfortunate misreading.—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 9:11. A peculiar construction (הֵמּה with Partcp.), which occurs no less than six times in this chapter.—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 9:11. Literally: “the ascent of the city.”—Tr.]

FN#17 - 1 Samuel 9:12. Sept.: “Behold, he is before you, now on account of the day he is come to the city.” They therefore attached the first letter of מַהֵר to the preceding word, and omitted the rest, and instead of כִּי הַיּוֹם read כְּהַיּוֹם as in the latter part of the verse. Wellhausen urges the adoption of this second reading on the ground that we thus avoid the statement that Samuel had that very day come to the city from abroad, which seems inconsistent with 1 Samuel 9:23-24, and says that the “hasten” of the maidens is unintelligible, based, as it Isaiah, on the fact that Samuel had just come. The “for,” however, must not be pressed; it simply introduces the explanation of the eager maidens, and such usage is frequent in Heb. The other variation of the Sept. commends itself as natural and appropriate: “he has just gone into the city.” The Sing, of the address in 1 Samuel 9:12 need not surprise us; the maidens direct their discourse chiefly to Saul, who was evidently the master (the Midrash says, because they were attracted by his beauty).—Tr.]

FN#18 - 1 Samuel 9:13. The Heb. inserts an emphatic Accus, which it is desirable to retain in the translation, Eng. idiom, however, requiring the Nom.—Tr.]

FN#19 - 1 Samuel 9:15. Literally: “uncovered the ear of Samuel,” made a disclosure to him.—Tr.]

FN#20 - 1 Samuel 9:16. Sept.: “the affliction of my people,” a natural but unnecessary insertion.—Tr.]

FN#21 - 1 Samuel 9:18. Instead of “gate” (שער), Sept. and one MS. of De Rossi read “city” (עיר), which suits the connection better.—Tr.]

FN#22 - 1 Samuel 9:20. So all ancient VSS. and modern interpreters; Philippson, wünschenswerth, Erdmann, begehrenswerth, Cahen, objet désirable.—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 9:21. In the Heb. “tribes,” which is generally regarded as an error of copyist, though it might be understood as referring to families, see Numbers 4:18; Judges 20:12.—Tr.]

FN#24 - 1 Samuel 9:22. Sept. has70, instead of30.—Tr.]

FN#25 - 1 Samuel 9:24. The subject of the verb may be Samuel or the cook, and, on grammatical grounds, is more probably the latter, into whose mouth the words may be very well put, the “since I said” below not being in the Heb. text. Erdmann holds a different opinion; see Exposition, in loco.—Tr.]

FN#26 - 1 Samuel 9:24. This word (שִׂים) is taken by the ancient VSS. and Eng. A. V. as Impv, but better, with Erdmann, as Partcp.—Tr.]

FN#27 - 1 Samuel 9:24. On the text of this obscure passage see Exposition in loco.—Tr.]

FN#28 - 1 Samuel 9:26. The Sept. text of 1 Samuel 9:25-26, commends itself by its simplicity and concinnity: “into the city, and they spread (a bed) for Saul on the roof, and he lay down. And it came to pass,” etc. See discussion in Exposition.—Tr.]

FN#29 - 1 Samuel 9:27. This remark is lacking in Sept. Vat. (but not Alex.), Syr. and Arab, and is probably a gloss. The Syriac (as Wellhausen points out) adds a similar remark at end of 1 Samuel 9:3 : “and Saul arose and departed, and took with him one of the servants, and departed to seek the asses of his father.”—Tr.]

FN#30 - The rendering “in the prime of youth” (which might be forty years) suits the first of these two facts, and the second cannot be pressed, because the word is often used where this fact does not exist. See Text. and Gram.—Tr.]

FN#31 - On the ancient regard for physical greatness, see Synopsis Crit.; Kitto, Daily Bib. Ill.—Tr.]

FN#32 - Others render “jackal-land,” and refer to Shual ( 1 Samuel 13:17), or Shaalbim ( Judges 1:35) in the territory of Dan. The geography is altogether uncertain.—Tr.]

FN#33 - On the rendering see Textual and Grammat.—Tr.]

FN#34 - As to the city see Exposition on 1 Samuel 9:6 and Translator’s note.—Tr.]

FN#35 - On this verse see “Text. and Grammat.”—Tr.]

FN#36 - Others suppose that it was not the right shoulder, because Samuel was not a priest.—Tr.]

FN#37 - Others think it equally clear that these words were spoken by the cook.—Tr.]

FN#38 - בְּי מִשְׁאָר הָעָם קֹרָאתָ or קֹרַצְתָּ.—Tr.]

FN#39 - Writing וַיִּרְבְּדוּ לשָׁאוּל instead of וַיְּדַבֵּר, and closing 1 Samuel 9:25 with וַיִּשְׁכַּב [instead of וַֹישׁכמוּ in 1 Samuel 9:26—Tr.]

FN#40 - There is no need to substitute the Qeri הַגָּגָה for the Kethib גַגָּה. Böttcher: “The Accusative-vowel a, like the case-vowel i, is often without any literal sign” [mater lectionis].

10 Chapter 10 

Verses 1-27
SECOND SECTION
Saul’s Introduction into the Royal Office
1 Samuel 10:1-27
I. Saul anointed by samuel. 1 Samuel 10:1
1Then [And] Samuel took a vial of oil, and poured[FN1] it upon his head, and kissed him, and said, Is it not[FN2] because the Lord [Jehovah] hath anointed thee to be captain [prince] over his inheritance?

II. The Signs of the Divine Confirmation given to Saul. 1 Samuel 10:2-16
2When thou art departed [goest] from me to-day, then [om. then] thou shalt [wilt] find two men by Rachel’s sepulchre in the border of Benjamin at Zelzah; and they will say unto [to] thee, The asses which thou wentest to seek are found; and lo, thy father hath left the care[FN3] of the asses, and sorroweth for you, saying, 3What shall I do for my son? Then [And] thou shalt go on forward from thence, and thou shalt come to the plain [oak][FN4] of Tabor, and there [ins. three men] shall meet thee three men [om. three men] going up to God to Bethel, one carrying three kids, and another carrying three[FN5] loaves of bread, and another carrying a bottle of 4 wine. And they will salute thee,[FN6] and give thee two loaves of bread, which thou 5 shalt receive of their hands. After that thou shalt [wilt] come to the hill of God[FN7], where is the garrison of the Philistines;[FN8] and it shall come to pass, when thou art come thither to the city, that thou shalt [wilt] meet a company of prophets[FN9] coming down from the high place, with [ins. and before them, om. with] a psaltery and a tabret and a pipe and a harp before them [om. before them], and they shall prophesy6[prophesying]; And the Spirit of the Lord [Jehovah] will come upon thee, and thou shalt [wilt] prophesy with them, and shalt [wilt] be turned into another 7 man. And let it be [om. let it be], when these signs are come unto thee, that [om. that] thou do [do thou] as occasion serve thee [what thy hand findeth]; for God[FN10] 8is with thee. And thou shalt go[FN11] down before me to Gilgal, and behold, I will come down unto thee, to offer burnt-offerings, and to sacrifice sacrifices of peace-offerings; seven days shalt thou tarry till I come to thee, and show thee what thou shalt do.

9And it was so [came to pass] that, when he had turned his back to go from Samuel, God gave him another heart; and all these signs came to pass that day. And 10 when they came thither to the hill [to Gibeah],[FN12] behold a company of prophets met him, and the Spirit of God came upon him, and he prophesied among them 11 And it came to pass, when all that knew him beforetime saw that behold [and behold] he prophesied among the prophets,[FN13] then the people said one to another, What is this that is come [What has happened] unto [to] the son of Kish? Isaiah 12Saul also among the prophets? And one of the same place answered and said, But [And] who is their[FN14] father? Therefore it became a proverb, Is Saul also among 13 the prophets? And when he had made an end of prophesying, he came to the 14 high place.[FN15] And Saul’s uncle said unto [to] him and to his servant, Whither went ye? And he said, To seek the asses; and when we saw that they were no 15 where,[FN16] we came [went] to Samuel. And Saul’s uncle said, Tell me, I pray thee, 16what Samuel said unto [to] you. And Saul said unto [to] his uncle, He told us plainly [om. plainly][FN17] that the asses were found. But of the matter of the kingdom, whereof Samuel spake, he told him not.

III. The Choice by Lot. 1 Samuel 10:17-21
17And Samuel called the people together unto the Lord [to Jehovah] to Mizpeh18[Mizpah]. And [ins. he] said unto [to] the children of Israel, Thus saith the Lord [Jehovah] God of Israel, I brought up Israel out of Egypt, and delivered you out of the hand of the Egyptians,[FN18] and out of the hand of all [ins. the] kingdoms and 19of them [om. and of them] that oppressed[FN19] you. And ye have this day rejected your God, who himself saved you out of all your adversities and your tribulations, and ye [om. ye] have said unto him [om. unto him], Nay [Nay],[FN20] but [ins. a king thou shalt] set a king [om. a king] over us. Now, therefore [And now], present 20 yourselves before the Lord [Jehovah] by your tribes and by your thousands. And when [om. when] Samuel had [om. had] caused all the tribes of Israel to come 21 near, [ins. and] the tribe of Benjamin was taken. [ins. And] When [om. when] he had [om. had] caused the tribe of Benjamin to come near by their families [wis. and] the family of Matri [the Matrites] was taken.[FN21] And Saul, the son of Kish, was taken; and when [om. when] they sought him, [ins. and] he could not be found.

IV. The Installation into the Royal Office. Proclamation. Greeting. Royal Right. Return To Quiet Life. 1 Samuel 10:22-27
22Therefore [And] they inquired of the Lord [Jehovah] further, if the man should [would] yet come thither.[FN22] And the Lord answered [Jehovah said], Behold, Hebrews 23hath hid himself [is hidden] among the stuff [baggage]. And they ran and fetched him thence; and when [om. when] he stood[FN23] among the people [ins. and] he was 24 higher than any of the people from his shoulders and upward. And Samuel said to all the people, See ye him whom the Lord [Jehovah] hath chosen, that there is none like him among all the people? And all the people shouted, and said, God save [Long live][FN24] the king.

25And Samuel told the people the manner[FN25] of the kingdom, and wrote it in a book,25 and laid it up before the Lord [Jehovah]. And Samuel sent all the people away, 26every man to his house. And Saul also went home to Gibeah; and there went 27 with him a band of men,[FN26] whose hearts God had touched. But [And] the children of Belial [certain wicked men] said, How shall this man save us? And they despised him, and brought him no presents. But he held his peace [And he was as though he were deaf].[FN27]
EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
I. 1 Samuel 10:1. The anointing. It is performed without witnesses in secret ( 1 Samuel 9:27), and is the factual confirmation to Saul of what Samuel had before told him in God’s name of his call to the kingd om. The vial (פַּךְ, from פָּבָה, ” to drop, flow,” in Pi. only Ezekiel 47:2) is a narrow-necked vessel, from which the oil flowed in drops. The oil, we must suppose, was not of the ordinary sort, but the holy anointing-oil ( Exodus 29:7; Exodus 30:23-33) which, according to the Law, was used in the consecration of the sacred vessels and the priests. To this refers the expression “the vial of oil;” and it is supported by the analogy of the priest’s consecration with the consecrated oil ( Leviticus 8:12), which, according to Exodus 30:31, was to be a holy oil throughout all generations, and by the use here and 2 Kings 9:3 of the word (יָצַק,) which is proper to the anointing of the high-priest. Besides, on account of the significance of the oil of priestly consecration, Samuel would have used no other in the consecration of the sacred person of the theocratic king. Anointing as a solemn usage in the consecration of a king is referred to as early as Judges 9:8; Judges 9:15, and, besides Saul here, is expressly mentioned as performed on other kings, on David ( 1 Samuel 16:3; 2 Samuel 2:4; 2 Samuel 5:3), Absalom ( 2 Samuel 19:11), Solomon ( 1 Kings 1:39), Joash ( 2 Kings 11:12), Jehoahaz ( 2 Kings 23:30), and Jehu ( 2 Kings 9:3). In case of regular succession the anointing was supposed to continue its effect [that Isaiah, the regular successor needed no new anointing—such is the view of the Rabbis—Tr.]; whence is explained the fact that only the above kings are mentioned as having been anointed [they being all founders of dynasties, or irregularly advanced to the throne—Tr.] (Oehl, Herz. R-E. VIII:10 sq.). On account of this anointing the theocratic king was called “the Anointed of the Lord.” Whence we see the general significance of the act: The Anointed was consecrated, sanctified to God; by the anointing the king is holy and unassailable ( 1 Samuel 24:7; 1 Samuel 26:9; 2 Samuel 19:22). It signifies, however, further in especial the equipment with the powers and gifts of the Spirit of God and the blessing of the salvation which is bestowed in them (comp. 1 Samuel 16:13). In accordance with the significance of the act of anointing it is narrated in 1 Samuel 10:9-10 how the Spirit of God came upon Saul. While the anointing thus set forth the divine consecration from above, the kiss, which Samuel then gave Saul, was the sign of the human recognition of his royal dignity, the expression of reverence and homage, as in Psalm 2:12. The kiss, seldom on the mouth, generally on the hand, knee, or garment [among modern Beduins on the forehead—Tr.], has always been in the East the universal sign of subordination and subjection, and is so yet, as also among the Slavic nations. The kissing of idols (their feet) is mentioned as a religious usage ( 1 Kings 19:18; Hosea 13:2; Job 31:27). The word with which Samuel turns to Saul after the anointing: Is it not that the Lord hath anointed thee? is witness and confirmation to him that Samuel is only the instrument in God’s hand in the consecration, that it is God’s act. (The הֲלוֹא, with the following בִּי, signifies “ yea, surely.” Clericus: an interrogation, instead of an affirmation”). Prince over his inheritance. נָגִיד, “leader, prince.” “His inheritance” is Israel, not only because of the great deliverance out of Egypt, Deuteronomy 4:20 (Keil), but also on the ground of the divine choice of Israel out of the mass of the heathen nations to be His own people ( Exodus 21:5). The Sept. rendering in 1 Samuel 10:1-2 is as follows: “hath not the Lord anointed thee ruler over his people, over Israel? And thou shalt rule over the people of the Lord, and thou shalt save them out of the hand of their enemies. And this be to thee the sign that the Lord hath anointed thee ruler over his inheritance.” This last clause “ that......inheritance” is the literal translation of the Masoretic text. The Vulg. has these words in the first sentence: “behold, the Lord hath anointed thee prince over his inheritance;“ then follows the addition: “and thou shalt deliver his people out of the hands of their enemies round about. And this is the sign to thee that the Lord hath anointed thee prince.” These words of the Sept. and Vulg. are, however, not (with Then.) to be used to fill up a supposed gap in the text: We are rather to adopt Keil’s remark that the Alex. text is merely a gloss from 1 Samuel 9:16-17, introduced because the translator did not understand the “ is it not that?”, and especially because he did not see how Samuel could speak to Saul of signs [ 1 Samuel 10:7] without having before announced them as such. The gloss assumes that Samuel wished merely to give Saul a sign that the Lord had anointed him prince. On the contrary, as Keil points out, Samuel gave Saul not a sign (σημεῖον, אוֹת), but three signs, and declares ( 1 Samuel 10:7) their purpose to be, that, on their occurrence, Saul should know what he had to do, Jehovah being with him.

II. 1 Samuel 10:2-16. The divine signs. Three signs are given Saul by Samuel in his capacity of prophet, as a confirmation to him that he is now, according to the divine consecration, also really the king of Israel, and under the immediate guidance of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 10:2; 1 Samuel 3, 4; 1 Samuel 5, 6).

The first sign, 1 Samuel 10:2 : The meeting with two men of his native place, who will inform him that the asses are found, and his father anxious about him. According to these words, the sepulchre of Rachel must have been not far from Ramah, whence Saul started. With this agrees Jeremiah 31:15 : “a voice is heard in Ramah,—Rachel weeping for her children.” The declaration in Matthew 2:18, that the mourning of the women of Bethlehem for their slaughtered children is the fulfilment of this word of Jeremiah, does not affirm or suppose that Rachel’s grave was near Bethlehem, and therefore far from Ramah south of Jerusalem, for it is not a local, but a personal-real similarity, namely, between the mournings in the two cases, that is intended to be set forth. According to our passage, Rachel’s grave must have been north of Jerusalem on the road between Ramah and Gibeah; and thus the view prevalent since the Middle Ages, that Rachel’s tomb was near Bethlehem, and somewhat north of it, is shown to be incorrect. In support of this view are cited the passages Genesis 35:16-20; Genesis 48:7, where Rachel’s sepulchre is said to have been a kibrah of land “ as one goes to Ephrah,” and “ on the road to Ephrah,” and in respect to Ephrah the explanation is added: “which is now called Bethlehem” (comp. 1 Samuel 17:12; Micah 5:2); but these indefinite expressions (kibrah is merely tract, see 2 Kings 5:19 sq.) may, as Winer correctly remarks (Bibl. R-W. s. v. Rachel, II, 299), be so understood as to extend to Ramah. So Ewald: “ Here, as in Genesis, we may very well understand the northern boundary of Benjamin, beginning somewhat southeast from Ram-allah” (III:31, Rem.). If, however, in Genesis Rachel’s grave be taken to be (as the narrator intends) not far from Ephrah, then, on account of the indubitable proximity of the grave to Ramah, this Ephrah cannot be the Bethlehem which lay in Judah six Roman miles south of Jerusalem, and the explanatory remark, “ which is now called Bethlehem,” must be regarded as a late, erroneous addition. Ephrah Isaiah, then, to be looked on as an otherwise unknown place, in the region in which Bethel, Ramah and Gibeah lay, perhaps the same with the city Ephraim, named in connection with Bethel in 2 Chronicles 13:19 (Qeri עֶפְרַיִן Ephrain, Kethib עֶפְרוֹן Ephron) and Jos. B. J4, 99, and mentioned in John 11:54, according to Jerome twenty Roman miles (Onom. s. v. Ephron) north of Jerusalem (comp. Joshua 15:9), named Ephron, according to von Raumer’s conjecture (p216 A235 e) identical with Ophrah (comp. 1 Samuel 13:17).[FN28] On this supposition the grave of Rachel was, according to Graf, “very near Rama ( 1 Samuel 10:2), at the intersection of the road from Bethel to the neighboring Ephrah ( 2 Samuel 13:23; 2 Chronicles 13:19; see Then, and Bertheau in loco, Genesis 35:16 sq.; Genesis 48:7), and the road from Ramah to Gibeah” (Der Proph. Jer., p384, and Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p868, on the site of Bethel and Ramah). On the border of Benjamin. This agrees with the supposition that Rachel’s grave was near Bethel (so Kurtz, Gesch. d. A. B, I, 270 [Hist, of the Old Covenant]), which was on the border between Ephraim and Benjamin. At Zelzah. This word must at an early time have been uncertain, to judge from the variations of the versions (Sept.:ἁνδρας ἁλλομένους μεγάλα, whence Ewald renders “in great haste,” and Vulg.: in meridie). If we do not regard it as an unknown place, we may adopt Thenius’ conjecture, that the original text was: “at Zela” (בְּ,בְּצֵלָעָה with ה local); Zela was the place of the sepulchre of Saul’s father ( 2 Samuel 21:14).—The statement of the two men that the asses were found was not only to be to Saul a confirmation of Samuel’s prophetic declarations, but also to detach his thoughts from lower earthly things, and direct his inner life to the higher calling, to which he had been privately elected and consecrated. Ewald: “ Thus happily disappears the burden of former lower cares, because henceforth something more important is to be thought of and cared for” (III:31).

1 Samuel 10:3-4. The second sign. Three men on the way to the holy place at Bethel, to sacrifice there, will bestow on him two loaves of bread from their sacrificial gifts. The direction of the road, and the whole geographical situation here correspond very well with the statement in Genesis 35:8 as to the oak (אַלּוֹן, Allon) near which, “beneath Bethel,” Deborah, the nurse of Rebekah, was buried, and with the statement in Judges 4:5, that Deborah dispensed judgment “ between Ramah and Bethel in Mount Ephraim” under the palm-tree of Deborah. It is therefore a natural supposition (Then.) that, by error of hearing, Tabor was written instead of Deborah. But this hypothesis is somewhat bold, and against it is the fact that all the ancient translations have “Tabor.” That this is “ certainly a mere dialectic variation of Deborah” (Ew. III, 31Rem2) is an equally hold opinion. Besides, Judges 4:5 speaks of “the palm-tree of Deborah,” named, according to the narrator, from the Judge Deborah, and known in his time, therefore, to be distinguished from the oak of Deborah, the nurse of Rebekah, Genesis 35:8. The place of the terebinth of Tabor, therefore, otherwise unknown, must be in any case on the road to Bethel, not far from Ramah. The three men are “going up to God to Bethel.” The things that they carry (three kids, three loaves of bread, and a vessel of wine) show that their purpose is to make an offering to God in Bethel. Bethel had been a consecrated place for the worship of God since the days of the Patriarchs, in consequence of the revelations which He had made to Abraham and Jacob; as to the former see Genesis 12:8; Genesis 13:3-4, as to the latter Genesis 28:18; Genesis 19:35; Genesis 6:7; Genesis 6:14-15. In Bethel, therefore, there was an altar; it was one of the places where the people sacrificed to the Lord, and where Samuel at this time held court. The “asking after welfare” signifies friendly salutation ( 1 Samuel 17:22; 2 Kings 10:13; Exodus 18:7; Judges 18:15). The men will give him, an unknown person, two of their loaves. This divinely-ordained occurrence betokens the homage, which by the presentation of gifts pertains to him as the king of the people. “And that this surprising prelude to all future royal gifts is taken from bread of offering points to the fact, that in future some of the wealth of the land, which has hitherto gone undivided to the Sanctuary, will go to the king.” (Ew, Gesch. III, 32 [Hist, of Israel]).

1 Samuel 10:5-6. The third sign. Going thence to Gibeah he will meet a company of prophets, will, under the influence of prophetic inspiration, also prophesy, and be changed into another man. Gibeah Ha-Elo-him is in the immediate context distinguished from the “city.” What city is here meant is clear from the fact that all the people know him ( 1 Samuel 10:10 sqq.); it can, therefore, only be Gibeah of Benjamin, Saul’s native city. The “Gibeah of God” is thus, and especially because of the definition “ of God,” to be taken not as a proper name, but as an appellative, “ the hill of God,” that Isaiah, the height, Bamah [high-place] near the city, which was used as a place of sacrifice, and after which the city was called; afterwards, when Saul made it his royal residence, it was called Gibeah of Saul ( 1 Samuel 11:4; 1 Samuel 15:34; 2 Samuel 21:6). According to Josephus (B. J5, 21) it was one hour [somewhat more than two Eng. miles; according to Mr. Grove, in Smith’s Dict, of Bib., four miles—Tr.] on the direct road north from Jerusalem, and, as appears from what follows, was probably the seat of a community of prophets, and, on that account, perhaps specially distinguished, along with Bethel, among the sacrificial places. The נְצִבֵי פ׳ [“garrison” in Eng. A. V.] are the military posts or camps established by the Philistines to keep the country under their sway, even though there were no more devastating incursions (see on 1 Samuel 7:14). For a similar procedure see 2 Samuel 8:6; 2 Samuel 8:14. The substitution of the Sing. (נְצִיב) for the Plu. is supported by the Sept, Vulg, Syr, Arab.; but it is going too far to suppose, on the authority of the Sept, that here, as well as in 1 Samuel 13:3-4, this Sing. denotes a pillar set up by the Philistines as a sign of their authority (Then, and Böttcher).[FN29] Ewald’s opinion (Gesch. III, 43) that it refers to an officer who collected the tribute, is still less probable. Instead of a monument, we must regard it, according to 1 Samuel 13:3-4, and as in 2 Samuel 8:6; 2 Samuel 8:14, as a military colony stationed there.—A company of prophets (חֶבֶל “cord, line,” then like our “band, company”). From this description, and from the fact that they approach with music, it appears that they formed a society, an organized company. That they descended from the Bamah [high-place] is no proof that they dwelt on it, against which is the fact that the Bamah was especially consecrated to the service of Jehovah, and for this reason was called the “ hill of God,” not “because it was the abode of men of God” (Cleric). Since it is clear, from what follows, that this was a private solemn procession, it is probable that their residence was not far off, most likely in the city of Gibeah, whence they may have proceeded to the sacrifice and prayer on the high-place. This company of prophets belongs, no doubt, to the Song of Solomon -called Schools of the Prophets, which, however, would be better named prophetic Unions. They were founded by Samuel, and were under his direction, comp. 1 Samuel 19:20. The origin of these unions lies in the tendency to association given by the Spirit of God and by the new life which Samuel awakened, and their aim was to cherish and develop prophetic inspiration and the new life of faith by common holy exercises. In our passage we must distinguish the following facts: 1) The descent from the high-place in this solemn procession suggests that they had gathered there for common religious exercises, sacrifice, and prayer2) The music which went before them shows that, in these societies, religious feeling was nourished and heightened by sacred music, though music was also elsewhere cultivated. The four instruments which accompanied them indicate the rich variety and advanced culture of the music of that day. The psaltery (נֶבֶל, nebel) is a cithernlike stringed instrument, which, according to Jerome, Isidorus and Cassiodorus, had the form of an inverted Delta, and, according to Psalm 33:2; Psalm 144:9, had ten strings (Jos. Ant. 7, 10 says twelve strings), called by the Greeks νάβλα, nablium, psalterium; it was commonly used, as here, in sacred songs of praise ( 1 Kings 10:12; 1 Chronicles 15:16), but also on secular festive occasions ( 2 Chronicles 20:28). The kinnor (כִּנוֹר [Eng. A. V. harp]) was another stringed instrument, apparently different from our harp (Luther), since it was played on in walking (comp. 2 Samuel 6:5), rather a sort of guitar, and with the nebel indicates complete string music ( Psalm 71:22; Psalm 58:3, 2]; 1 Samuel 15:3). According to Josephus (Ant. 7, 12, 3) the kinnor was struck with the plectrum, the nablium with the finger. But David played the kinnor ( 1 Samuel 16:23; 1 Samuel 18:10; 1 Samuel 21:9) with the hand. The tabret (תּוק, toph) is the hand-drum, the tambourine; used by Miriam, Exodus 15:20. The fourth instrument is the flute (חָלִיל), which was made of reed, wood, or horn, and was a favorite instrument in festive and mournful music3) The emphasis rests on the words “and they were prophesying;” they were in a condition of ecstatic inspiration, in which, singing or speaking, with accompaniment of music, they gave expression to the overflowing feeling with which their hearts were filled from above by the controlling Spirit. Cleric: “they will sing Song of Solomon, which assuredly were composed to the honor of God.” The strains of the music were intended not only to awaken the heart to inspired praise of God, or to intensify the religious inspiration, but also to regulate the feeling. According to Pindar, it was “peacefully to bring law into the heart” that Apollo invented the cithern, which was played in the Delphic Apollo-worship (O. Müller, Dorier I, 346 [Dorians]). There was a similar outflow of religious inspiration to the praise of God in the case of the seventy elders, Numbers 11:25.

1 Samuel 10:6. Saul will not be able to withstand the mighty influence of this sight. Three things will happen to him: 1) the Spirit of the Lord, a divine power external to himself, will “come upon him;” that Isaiah, suddenly, immediately take possession of his soul. The words “Spirit of Jehovah” exclude every earthly, internal case of inspiration. It Isaiah, however, in this presupposed that the Spirit of the Lord must descend to produce this excitation and elevation, and does not dwell continually in him; 2) he will prophesy. (On the form הִתְנַבִּיתָ see Ew. § 198, 6.) He will, therefore, have a part in the religious inspiration and the prophetic utterance of the prophets. It is taken for granted that the fire of inspiration will pass immediately from them to him; 3) he will be turned into another man. The change relates to the inner life, which is renewed by the Spirit of God, and consists in the sanctification of heart and subordination of the will to the law of the Lord which the Spirit works. The prophecy [of Samuel], therefore, is: Thou wilt, through the Spirit of God which shall come upon thee, not only prophesy in inspired words, but also experience a change of the inner Prayer of Manasseh, as accords with thy divine call to be king.

1 Samuel 10:7. The general significance of the occurrence of these signs. When these signs come to thee (read תְּבֹאֶינָה, Psalm 45:16, “when all this happens to thee”), do what thy hand findeth—the same formula in 1 Samuel 25:8 and Judges 9:33, not, what thou likest, what seems most proper, “ what seems good to thee,” (Cler.), but, what presents itself, “that to which this action leads,” (Ew. III, 41), do what circumstances suggest; for God is with thee, “thou needst not consult any one, for God will second thy counsels” (Cler.). These signs are to signify to him that, so surely as they happen to him will he happily, with God’s help, carry out his undertakings.—These words refer to Saul’s immediate task in his royal calling (of which these God-given signs were to assure him), namely, the deliverance of the people from the oppression of the Philistines.

1 Samuel 10:8. Saul next receives from the prophet a command in God’s name, which limits the unrestricted royal authority conferred on him under support of God; he is forbidden, in the exercise of the royal office, to perform independently priestly functions. Gilgal, situated between the Jordan and Jericho, formerly the camp of the people after the crossing of the Jordan, where were undertaken the wars against the Canaanites for the conquest of the land, the central point of Israel consecrated by the tabernacle and the sacrificial worship ( Joshua 5.) was now “one of the holiest places in Israel, and the true middle-point of the whole people,—because the control of the Philistines extended so far westward [eastward?] that the centre of gravity of the realm was necessarily pushed back to the bank of the Jordan” (Ew. III, 42). Hither must Saul as king betake himself, when he would enter on the deliverance of Israel from the dominion of the Philistines. “This place seems to have been chosen, because it was remotest from the Philistine border” (Cler.). “There the people assembled in general political questions, and thence, after sacrifice and prayer, marched armed to war. Here, then, especially, in the nature of the case, would the mutual relation of the two independent powers of the realm come into question, be announced, and somehow permanently decided” (Ew. as above). Samuel, therefore, bids Saul wait seven days, when he goes to Gilgal, in order that Hebrews, Samuel, may direct the sacrifice, and impart to him the Lord’s commands as to what he shall do. Saul is not to make the offering in his own power—this pertains only to Samuel as priestly mediator between God and the people—nor is he to undertake independently anything in connection with the past struggle for freedom, but he must await the instructions which the prophet is to give him. The king must act only in dependence on the invisible King of his people. See further, on 1 Samuel 10:8 and its relation to 1 Samuel 8:8, the Introduction, pp11,12.

1 Samuel 10:9-12. The occurrence of the signs announced to Saul. 1 Samuel 10:9 refers to the fulfilment of the last, most important element of the third prophecy ( 1 Samuel 10:6): the change into another man. Not only the fact of this renewal, but also its innermost source is indicated in the words: God gave [lit. turned, changed] him another heart, two assertions being involved in this pregnant phrase: God turned him about, and gave him another heart. His departure from Samuel and turning to go back home, and his conversion are expressed, not without design, by the same word turn; for the place, from which he turned, was the means of this conversion; Samuel’s person and word was the instrument by which God began in him the process of inward renewal; the Spirit of God, that wrought and completed it, came in part mediately through Samuel, in part immediately to his heart I from above. According to the Biblical representation the heart denotes the centre of the whole inward life, the uniting-point of all the elements of the inner man. The thorough and complete change to another man can proceed only from the heart, which alone God in His judgments on man looks at ( 1 Samuel 16:7). The essential element, therefore, in the renewal of the heart is not only the production of a, as it were, new, hitherto latent side of his spiritual being—this is only its symptom—but in a real religious-ethical change and renewal of the innermost foundation of life. In this all special revelations of the divine spirit and will to Saul must culminate; all that has happened from 1 Samuel9 on tends to this highest and innermost end, to the proper establishment of this religious-ethical relation of the innermost foundation of life to God, as the most essential condition of an administration of the theocratic office which should be well-pleasing to God.—And all those signs came to pass that day. From Ramah Saul could easily come to Gibeah the same day through the stations indicated. It is not mentioned in what order the signs occurred, but it is first summarily stated that they were all fulfilled, and then related how the third happened. If the summary statement did not precede, and the third sign were related immediately, one might suppose with Thenius “a possible omission by the redactor;” but, the context of 1 Samuel 10:2-4 being thus [summarily] dispatched, the narrator hastens to the third sign as the most important, in order to show how and under what circumstances it occurred, after having made the remark, which was sufficient for his purpose, that the first and second had been fulfilled according to Samuel’s words. It is worthy of note that none of the ancient translators has attempted to fill out the supposed gap. Thenius adopts the reading of the Sept. “from thence” (καὶ ἔρχεται ἐκεῖθεν), from which he infers the previous mention of another place; but even this reading would not prove an omission, but would refer to the place where Saul separated from Samuel, the journey being thus summarily described with omission of two stations. Further, the words “from thence” would be quite super-fluous.—The שָׁם of the text [Eng. A. V. “thither”] is not to be translated whither (Bunsen: to Gibeah), but expresses local rest: “they come there to Gibeah.”—The mention of the third sign only (there being nothing in narrative or language, as shown above, to necessitate the assumption of a historical or auctorial gap) is not to give importance to Gibeah, Saul’s home (Keil); rather this sign was the most important for Saul’s inner life, and for that on which depended the right exercise of the theocratic royal office, namely, the new heart and life called forth by the prophetic spirit, and it stands in causal connection with the preceding testimony (which is the principal thing) to the actual renewal of Saul’s heart, narrating how Saul was equipped with the Spirit of the Lord, and filled with the prophetic Spirit, which changed his heart.

1 Samuel 10:10. From the local statements here made, it is tolerably clear that this company of prophets dwelt in Gibeah. In order to understand the effect of their appearance on Saul, we must think of it as it is described in 1 Samuel 10:5. Suddenly, unannounced, overpoweringly the Spirit comes upon him, “falls upon” him. Involuntarily, therefore, he is seized by it, and drawn along into the lofty inspiration of the prophets. By the influence of the Lord’s Spirit, which Saul has hitherto experienced through Samuel, he is made capable of receiving the fullness of the prophetical Spirit, and of this sudden seizure by the prophetic inspiration, which thus manifested itself in music and song. He prophesied, that Isaiah, he united in their inspired Song of Solomon, or in the discourse in which their new life poured itself forth—in their midst, he attached himself to them, joined their solemn procession; meeting leads to uniting (the phrase, “in the midst,” answers to the “towards him”).

1 Samuel 10:11. Before time [lit. “from yesterday and the day before,” and so Erdmann has it.—Tr.]. This universal previous acquaintance with Saul and the talk of the people among themselves is proof that he was here at home. The surprise produced by Saul’s participation in the prophetic utterance is described with incomparable fidelity and liveliness. The two questions, which testify to surprise and amazement, presuppose two things: 1) the power and significance of the prophetic community in the public opinion, and2) the fact that Saul’s life had hitherto been far therefrom, that it had not been in harmony, either externally or internally, with this society; we see him suddenly introduced into a sphere which had hitherto been outwardly and inwardly strange to him. Clericus: “This seems to show that Saul had led a life very different from those who associated with the prophets.”

1 Samuel 10:12. To the questions: “What has happened to the son of Kish? Is Saul also among the prophets?” answer is given by “a man from there” (from Gibeah) in a counter-question, which, by its form (the “who is their father?” referring to the “son of Kish”), ingeniously and decisively repels the false conception of the nature of this prophetic inspiration which lay in these questions. The explanation: “who is their president?” has no support in the connection, and no bearing on the matter. The Sept. has “who is his father?” (adding also [Alex.]: “is it not Kish?”): but this is arbitrary and obviously adopted to get rid of the difficulty in the text. And to suppose that the words: “Who is their father? Is it not Kish?” indicate that recognition as a prophet was denied Saul because of his descent from so insignificant a man as Kish (Then.), or that they merely express the surprise of the people (Ew.), would introduce an intolerable tautology into the lively, pregnant description. As a simple question, these words would mean nothing in the mouth of the man of Gibeah, who necessarily knew the answer, and could learn it from the connection in which the question was asked. The question “who is then their father?” rather refers to the prophets, in whose midst was even now the object of the question of surprise: Is the son of Kish a prophet? As Bunsen rightly remarks, the their is to be emphasized: “And who is their father?” We may suppose (in accordance with the situation) that the words were accompanied by an indicative gesture, and with Oehler (Herz. R. E. XII:612) explain: “Have these then the prophetic spirit by a privilege of birth?” Bodily paternity is here of no importance; the son of Kish may as well be a prophet as these sons of fathers, who are wholly unknown to us, or of whom we should not, according to human reckoning, suppose that their sons would be filled with the prophetic Spirit. So Bunsen’s admirable explanation: “The speaker declares, against the contemptuous remark about the son of Kish, that the prophets too owed their gift to no peculiarly lofty lineage. Saul also might, therefore, receive this gift, as a gift from God, not as a patrimony.” In this counter-question lies this truth: the impartation of the prophetic Spirit, as of its gifts and powers, pertains to the free, gracious will of God, and is altogether independent of natural-human relations. The expression of surprise at the unexpected change in Saul gives occasion to the proverb: Is Saul also among the prophets? According to its origin here given, this proverb does not merely express surprise at the sudden unexpected transition of a man to another calling in life (Then, Cler.: “another manner of life”), or to a high and honorable position (Münster). The personal and moral qualities of Saul, perhaps the religiousmoral character of his family, or at least the mean opinion that was entertained of Saul’s qualities and capacities, intellectually, religiously and morally, formed the ground of surprise at his sudden assumption of the prophetic character. The proverb, therefore, expresses astonishment at the unexpected appearance of a high spiritual endowment, and, still more, of a high religious-moral tone of life and soul, which has hitherto been foreign to, even (as it seems) opposed to, the person in question.

1 Samuel 10:13-16. A family-scene: Saul and his uncle. 1 Samuel 10:13. The cessation of the prophesying was the result either of a sudden removal of the ecstatic inspiration which had come suddenly on him, or of a separation from the prophesying company. Saul came to the Bamah [high-place]. Instead of Bamah (במה), Then. (so Ew.) reads after the Sept. “to Gibeah” (εἰς τὸν βουνόν, בְּגִבְעָה). But this reading came from the supposed inability to reconcile Saul’s going up to the high-place with the prophetic company’s coming down thence, and Saul’s return to his family in 1 Samuel 10:14, nor did it seem clear, why Saul went up thither. The last objection is removed by the simple suggestion, that Saul went up thither to pray and sacrifice in the holy place after his great experiences of the divine favor and goodness, and so after his return home first to give God the glory before he returned to his family-life. He joined the descending company of prophets in their solemn procession; but when his participation in the utterances of the prophetic inspiration was over, his look rested on the sacred height, whence the men had descended, and the impulse of the Spirit of the Lord forced him up thither, that, after the extraordinary offering he had made with the prophets, he might make the ordinary offering, and engage in worship. This was the aim, suggested by the connection of the whole history, of his ascent to the high-place.

1 Samuel 10:14. The uncle of Saul, here spoken of, was Ner ( 1 Samuel 14:51), who, like Kish ( 1 Samuel 9:1), was a son of Abiel, not Abner, as Ewald, with Josephus, supposes. Either Saul’s relations went up with him to the high-place, and the conversation with the uncle occurred there, or (as is natural in a summary statement, like this), we must suppose that Saul came down to his family. According to the narrative the former explanation is preferable. In the question and answer between Saul and his uncle, the history of the search after the asses is briefly recapitulated, 1 Samuel 10:14-16. Saul’s laconic answer to the question of his uncle, who very properly speaks of so important a domestic matter, shows that his heart is fixed on higher things than the asses of his father. To the curious and at the same time inquisitorial question: What said Samuel to you? which shows what importance was attached to knowing the man’s words exactly and fully, Saul answers shortly and to the point: He said that they were found. Thus the uncle, to whom this fact was long since known, was disposed of, and the long conversation he had laid out sharply broken off; thus Saul had done his duty to family-affairs. The further express statement that he said nothing to his uncle of the kingdom, of which Samuel had spoken to him, is to be referred, not to Saul’s unassuming humility (Keil), or modesty (Ewald), or prudence (Then)., or apprehension of his uncle’s incredulity and envy, but to the fact that Samuel, by his manner of imparting the divine Revelation, had clearly and expressly given him to understand ( 1 Samuel 9:25-27) that it was meant in the first instance for him alone, and that it was not the divine will that he should share it with others. The public presentation of Saul as the king of Israel, whom God had chosen, was to take place only at the time appointed by God through Samuel, and at the place which the prophet should determine. Saul may have thought, too, that his uncle’s ears were not entitled to be the first recipients of so holy a message, he having got his rights on the question concerning the asses.

III. The choice of Saul by lot as public confirmation of the divine election already made in secret. 1 Samuel 10:17-21
1 Samuel 10:17. The popular assembly, called by Samuel at Mizpah, because this sacred place was connected in the people’s minds with the memory of the great victory, 1 Samuel 7, was intended, as is shown by the expression “to Jehovah” (see 1 Samuel 7:5), solemnly to confirm and ratify the divine choice of Saul to be king of Israel, and to consecrate him to this office. Nägelsbach (Herz. R-E, XIII:401), referring to 1 Samuel 10:8, objects that the next meeting was not in Gilgal, but in Mizpah, and that, according to 1 Samuel 11:14, Saul goes to Gilgal not before but with Samuel, and there could, therefore, be no question of waiting for him. The objection Isaiah, however, set aside by the remark that these two meetings in Mizpah and Gilgal have nothing to do with 1 Samuel 10:7-8, but are designed, as is expressly said, to announce Saul as the chosen of the Lord, and again to confirm him as king ( 1 Samuel 10:24; 1 Samuel 11:14), in order that, as universally recognized king, he might, from Gilgal, that ancient classic ground, take in hand the great work of delivering Israel from the Philistines, which, as his primary task, lay ready to his hand ( 1 Samuel 10:7 : “whatever thy hand findeth”).

1 Samuel 10:18-19. Samuel’s introductory discourse. The “thus saith the Lord,” answers to the “to the Lord” of 1 Samuel 10:17. The people were called to assemble before the Lord to hear His word through the mouth of Samuel, as the latter had received it directly from the Lord. Samuel’s discourse first sets before the people in curt, vigorous phrase the royal deeds of might which God the Lord had done for them: the conduction from Egypt, the deliverance out of the hand of the Egyptians (immediately after the exodus) and the deliverance out of the hand of all the kingdoms which had oppressed them. Cleric.: “The history of which last deliverances is contained in the Book of Judges.”[FN30] This third period of the history embraces the whole time from the conquest of Canaan to the present, including the victory at Mizpah ( 1 Samuel 7:5), of which the stone before their eyes bore witness. The reference to the kingdoms, from which God had delivered Israel is noteworthy, because, after the pattern of these very kingdoms, the Israelites wished to have a king and an outward kingdom. There is in this a factual irony.

1 Samuel 10:19. The second part of the discourse: the charge of ingratitude and unfaithfulness, expressed in the demand of a king. Their fault consisted not in the simple desire for a king, but in the fact that, forgetting God’s royal achievements, they wished to have a visible mighty king like the heathen nations, and, not seeking help from oppressive enemies from the Lord, they desired a human king along with God, or instead of their invisible King as helper out of all need and oppression.—It is to be noted that the “and ye” at the beginning of the second part [ 1 Samuel 10:19] answers to the “I” at the beginning of the first part [ 1 Samuel 10:18], marking emphatically the contrast between the Lord’s powerful help and the people’s sinful conduct in this question of a king.—The contempt or rejection of Jehovah (comp. Expos, on 1 Samuel 8:7 sq.) consisted, in respect to God s gracious and mighty deliverances, in the demand: set a king over us.[FN31] After this sharp rebuke, in which (as before in chap, viii.) the full significance of their desire from the religious-ethical point of view is held up before the people, follows thirdly the factual granting of the desire, according to the divine command, 1 Samuel 8:22, by ordering a choice by the sacred lot. The “and now,” in respect to the “I—ye” contrasted above, marks a division in the address. The manner of choice is enjoined with precision by Samuel. They are to appear “before Jehovah;” this refers not merely to the conception of God as everywhere present (Cleric.: “when invoked, He was present with the assembly”), but also to the holy place in which the Lord’s altar was erected ( 1 Samuel 7:9). hey were to appear by tribes and thousands, the latter here meaning the same thing as families (מִשְׁפָּחוֹת). To facilitate legal transactions Moses had divided the people into thousands, hundreds, etc, and appointed captains over all these divisions ( Exodus 18:25). This division probably followed as closely as possible the natural one, and so the designation thousands was used as synonymous with families ( Numbers 1:16; Numbers 10:4; Joshua 22:14, etc.), because the number of heads of houses in the several families of a tribe might easily reach a thousand (comp. 1 Samuel 10:21).

1 Samuel 10:20 sq. Execution and result of this mode of election. The representatives of the tribes being called, the lot fell on the tribe of Benjamin, (properly the tribe “was taken”). How the lots were cast is not said; commonly it was by throwing tablets ( Joshua 18:6; Joshua 18:8; Jonah 1:7; Ezekiel 24:7), but sometimes by drawing from a vessel ( Numbers 33:54; Leviticus 16:9). The latter seems to have been the method here employed. There is not the slightest ground for connecting this with the lot of the high-priestly Urim and Thummim (Vaihinger in Herz. R-E. IV:85).

1 Samuel 10:21. When the families of the tribe of Benjamin were called, the lot fell on the family of Matri,[FN32] an otherwise unknown name (Ew. III:33 conjectures that it is corrupted from Bikri†). In the families the lot was usually so conducted that the houses (בָּתִּים) were next called ( Joshua 7:14), then from the patrœce or father-house (בֵּית־אָב) thus chosen the individual heads of families (גְּבָרִים) came forward, that the family and the individual chosen by the Lord might be indicated (see Keil in loco, Rem. 1). Here the description of the election is abridged, the last steps being passed over (comp. what is said above on the three signs). The result is given at once: And Saul was taken. The insertion of the Sept. “and they present the family of Matri by men” is to be regarded (with Keil, against Then.) as an interpretation of the Alexandrian translators. According to the order above-stated (from Joshua 7:14) it fills out the supposed gap in the text not completely, but only partially and erroneously.—They sought Saul, but found him not. The ground was his diffidence and shyness in respect to appearing publicly before the whole people. Nägelsbach rightly remarks (Herz, “Saul,” p433), that his hiding behind the baggage during the election is not in conflict with the account of his change of mind. “At so decisive a moment, which turns the eyes of all on one with the most diverse feelings, the heart of the most courageous man may well beat.” The situation, along with an element bordering on the comic, has a serious significance and a deep psychological truth.

IV. Saul declared king; the partial homage. 1 Samuel 10:22-27.

1 Samuel 10:22. Inquiry of the Lord and divine answer in respect to the failure to find Saul. To inquire of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 22:10; 1 Samuel 23:9 sq.; 1 Samuel 28:6; 1 Samuel 30:7 sq.; 2 Samuel 2:1; Numbers 27:21; Judges 1:1; Judges 20:27) is to ask for the divine decision in individual matters of private or (as here) public importance for the theocratic congregation, by Urim and Thummim. [For a case of personal inquiry in premosaic times, see Genesis 25:22—Tr.]. Though the latter is not here expressly mentioned, its presence must be assumed according to Exodus 28:30, it being inseparably connected with the high-priestly Ephod, in the Choshen of which (breastplate with twelve precious stones and the name of the twelve tribes) it was placed. The inquiry of Jehovah by this means was, it is true, according to Exodus 28 and Numbers 27, to be made by the high-priest. We cannot, however, suppose that this was done here, for the high-priest’s office was vacant; some other, not Samuel, who presided over the assembly and the election, but a priest, in the high-priestly robes, conducted the solemn inquiry, which was exclusively the privilege of the priests. It must be looked on as a different act from the preceding casting of lots.—The question was: Has any one else come hither? that Isaiah, besides those here present, among whom Saul was not to be found. The “one” (lit. “man”) refers to the one who could not be found; the oracle is to give information as to his presence or absence. The Sept. and Vulg. have: “will the man yet come hither?” and Then, alters the text accordingly, against which Keil rightly remarks: “it was unnecessary to inquire of God whether Saul would yet come; he might have been sent for without more ado.”—The answer is: Behold, he is there, hid among the baggage. The Pron. “he” (הוּא) does not require a preceding “the man” (Then.), but relates to the person referred to in, or giving occasion to the question, and to whom the procedure referred. “Stuff” (σκεύη, vasa), baggage, which must have been extensive in such an assembly. As Saul had the assurance that he was the king chosen by God, his behavior here could not signify that he wished to evade the acceptance of the kingdom, but must be referred to overpowering diffidence, in view of the grand preparations of the election and the divine decision which had laid so mighty a grasp on his life, and to “anxious consideration of the awfully important consequences of his appearance” (Ew.).—With this view the remark of Clericus may be considered to accord: “Saul, informed beforehand by Samuel of what would be done, seems to have hidden himself, that he might not appear to have solicited the royal dignity, and to have come to Mizpah to gain the popular vote for himself.”—In the beginning of 1 Samuel 10:23 the three consecutive verbs give a quick and lively coloring to the whole process of fetching Saul from his purposely sought-out hiding-place. His magnificent stature ( 1 Samuel 9:2), as outward-physical qualification for the kingdom, very imposing to the people, is here again expressly mentioned (εἶδος ἄξιον τυραννίδος, Eurip. in Grotius). In accordance with the people’s receptivity for so imposing and kingly an appearance, Samuel closes the solemn election with the words ( 1 Samuel 10:24): See ye him whom the Lord has chosen? by which he expressly declares the election by lot to be a confirmation of the previous divine choice, and completes the formal presentation of Saul as the divinely-appointed king, and then adds as proof: For there is none like him in all the people. There are two factors which, according to this account, co-operated to call forth the people’s cry of salutation and homage: May the king live! The testimony of Samuel: “This is the king chosen by the Lord,” granted in spite of the fact that their demand, proceeding from a vain, haughty, and unfaithful mind, was not well-pleasing to him, and the immediate impression made by Saul’s person, which was in keeping with the kingly dignity.

1 Samuel 10:25. The manner of the kingdom. Samuel is said to have done three things in connection with this constitution: 1) he set it before the people; 2) he wrote it in a book; 3) he laid it up before the Lord.—The “law of the kingdom,” which Samuel presented to the people, Isaiah, as appears from the context, one which has not yet been written. It is to be distinguished from the “manner of the king” ( 1 Samuel 8:11 sqq.) in which Samuel set before the people the usurpation of an unrestricted arbitrary rule, such as existed among the heathen nations whose monarchical constitution Israel envied. In content it was no doubt essentially the same with the law of the king in Deuteronomy 17:14-20, especially 1 Samuel 10:19-20, and therefore related to the divinely established rights and duties of the theocratic king, the fulfilment of which the people were authorized to demand from him. God’s purpose is to rule the people through Him as His organ. The “right [or manner] of the kingdom” is therefore, this being its theocratic ground and aim, not a capitulation (Michaelis) between the king (that Isaiah, here Samuel) and the people or the first example of a constitutional monarchy (Then.); for the restraints, which are here set on the kingly power, are not imposed by the demands of the people, or by a partition of power between king and people, and not by a contract or agreement between the two as parties, but are given in the divine Law, in the already existing theocratic right of the theocracy, in which the absolute monarchy of the divine will is to rule and reign over king and people, both together.—Samuel wrote this law of the kingdom in a book. We find here the first trace, after the written records of Moses, of writing among the prophets, long before the literary activity to which we owe what we now have, and essentially also the spoken prophecies with the historical notices pertaining to them—the beginning of a literature, which was exclusively in the service of the theocratic spirit, and, when it appeared soon after this in the Song of Solomon -called Schools of the Prophets, made its first task the theocratic writing of history.—He laid it up before the Lord. Where and how? The supposition that it was deposited in the Tabernacle at Shiloh contradicts the context, from which it appears that the deposition was made in the place where the announcement took place. The expression “before the Lord” leaves the manner undetermined, and indicates merely the solemn and formal deposition and preservation of the writing, as sacred original documentary record of the establishment and regulation of the theocratic kingdom, in a safe place before the Lord, whose presence was symbolically represented partly by the holy priestly vestment, partly by the altar to which the people approached, and in connection therewith had here its local representation even without tabernacle and ark, though we know not in what manner.—Notwithstanding this public and solemn investment of Saul with the royal dignity and authority, Samuel continues to be the highest director of the affairs of the people; the now established kingdom retires passively into the background before Samuel’s Prophetic-Judicial Office, which retains its full activity and authority. This is indicated by the fact that it is not Saul, but Samuel that finally dismisses the people, an act which involves the formal closing by him of the assembly.

1 Samuel 10:26-27. Saul’s behavior after his installation as king, and the behavior of the people towards him. And Saul also went home to Gibeah. Clericus hence infers that the Philistines had no military post at Gibeah, since they would not have permitted Israel to have a king in opposition to their authority; but the objection vanishes when we reflect that, the Philistines being few in number and at a distance from the place of election, the meaning of the event might easily have been concealed from them, at least for the short time till the battle of 1 Samuel11during which Saul remained quietly at home, especially as such great religious assemblies at Samuel’s instance were not infrequent and could not appear strange to the Philistines, and Saul had returned to his ordinary occupations in the field.—The conduct of the people towards Saul as king is twofold. On one side he receives friendly recognition with willingness to serve him [and there went with him the company of valiant men]. The Sept. and Then, read: “There went sons of strength, whose hearts God had touched, with Saul;” but this is suspicious as being apparently a conformity to the following “sons of wickedness,” interpreting the somewhat strange word “valiant company” (חַיִל) by the ordinary periphrasis “sons of strength” (בְּנֵיחַיִל), as in 1 Kings 1:52. The word (חיל) is found alone with similar meaning “host” (in Pharaoh’s retinue) in Exodus 14:28; here it means “valiant company,” but with allusion to the “power” which Saul as king might build up from such valiant men as those who now formed the escort of honor. Whose hearts God had touched; that Isaiah, to show themselves so faithful and willing in service and obedience. This faithfulness and willingness to serve, shown in their escorting Saul, sprang from their hearts, the deepest base and centre of their inner life; but it was in this case an effect of the immediate influence of the Spirit of God, who sanctifies and rules the heart even in respect to moral deportment towards His constituted authorities. But not irresistibly. In 1 Samuel 10:27 we find an organized opposition to God’s established kingdom, whose representative Saul was. Whether envy and jealousy produced it (Then.) is not said. The opposition are called “worthless people” (בְּנֵי בְלִיַּעַל). They are people who1) haughtily and contemptuously nullified beforehand the whole-someness and utility of Saul’s royal government for the people in their depressed condition,—the question “What will the man help us?” expresses hostility to and contempt for Saul’s kingship as a completely aimless and useless institution; 2) they exhibited decided “contempt” for his fitness for the office, and attacked his personal honor; 3) they did not show submission to his rule, “brought him no present” as sign of reverence, obedience, and obligation to provide for his maintenance; for freewill-gifts from the people were a part of the regular revenue of princes.—Clericus: “Therefore others, who thought better of his election, brought him gifts, that he might maintain the royal dignity without disgrace.” Saul’s conduct towards these enemies: he was as a deaf man; that Isaiah, he acted as if he heard nothing; “he left those men’s contempt unnoticed” (Cler.). This shows self-control and self-denial, but also great foresight and prudence; for though Saul had had the right, notwithstanding his and Samuel’s purpose that he should remain in private life awhile, to proceed vigorously against this mean insult to his person and office, yet such a course might have prejudiced his position among and towards the people; and all the more, if the open opposers, as Nägelsbach conjectures (Herz. XIII:433), belonged “to the princes of the larger and hitherto controlling tribes of Judah and Ephraim, who were dissatisfied with the election of an obscure Benjaminite,” in which case, still more imbittered by Saul’s resolution to punish them, they could have made their influence still more widely felt against him.—As to the construction it is to be remarked with Keil on וַיֵּלְכוּ ( 1 Samuel 10:26) and וַיְהִי ( 1 Samuel 10:27) that in both cases “the Imperf. with Waw Consec. forms the apodosis to a preceding adjective-clause as protasis,” and the sequence of clauses in German [and English, Tr.] would be: “When Saul also went home… .there went with him… ., and when worthless people said… .he was as a deaf person.”

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
See the remarks in the Exegetical exposition. In addition to these:

1. Anointing with oil as a sacred, theocratic usage is the symbol of introduction into the fellowship and service of the Spirit of God, as is clear from 1 Samuel 16:13 sq.; Isaiah 60:1 sq. It was employed1) in connection with the tabernacle and “all that was in it,” that Isaiah, its furniture ( Exodus 29:36; Exodus 30:26-30; Exodus 40:9-13; Leviticus 8:10-12; Numbers 7:1), and in these lifeless objects (which are said to be “sanctified”) denotes their separation from everything unclean and unholy, and their consecration to the holy end for which they were designed, namely, to be instruments of God’s Holy Spirit for acting on His people. So it is said especially of the altar of burnt-offering, Exodus 40:10 : “and it shall be most holy,” because as the place of expiation, it was the holiest object in the court; 2) in connection with persons, who are called to theocratical service and office, anointing is the symbol of the impartation of God’s Spirit, and the equipment with His gifts and powers as indispensable condition of the right theocratic exercise of the office. Hitherto confined to sanctuary and priests, it now appears as the consecration to the theocratic office of king, and denotes here the impartation of the powers of light and life from the Spirit of God, as possessor of which the king is henceforth called by excellence the Anointed of the Lord, and is alone authorized to exercise the theocratic rule in the name of the Lord, the invisible King. The “coming of the Spirit of God” on Saul and David is the consequence of their anointing, or answers to the significance of its symbolism. The natural basis for this symbolism of oil is its power to dispense light and life, joy and healing, by which it sets forth the Spirit’s dispensation of light and life and the therein-contained gifts and powers (Bähr, Symb. ii173). And in the historical development of the theocracy and of the divine revelations which point to the perfecting and fulfilment of the theocracy in the New Covenant, the symbolic anointing of theocratic kings, priests, and prophets (comp. 1 Kings 19:15-16) as sign of the impartation of the Spirit of God and its powers is the type, that Isaiah, the historical foretokening and prefiguring of the anointing with the Spirit without measure ( John 3:34) and with the spirit of might ( Acts 10:38), by which Jesus was “the Christ,” the Anointed of God for the New-Testamental kingdom of God, first as King of His kingdom, and then as chief Prophet and Priest. Samuel’s word: “The Lord hath anointed thee,” signifies that God Himself, of His free grace, dispenses the powers and gifts of His Spirit, when He calls to an office in His kingdom and service.

2. The greatness and glory of the royal office consisted essentially in the fact that he who filled it was “Prince over the inheritance or possession of Jehovah.” The foundation for this view is the inward life-fellowship into which God has so entered with Israel by His self- Revelation, that they have Him as their God, as their highest good and possession; Exodus 20:2 : “I am the Lord, thy God.” God is thus the possession of His people, and of every individual godly Prayer of Manasseh, Psalm 16:5; Psalm 142:6; Psalm 119:57; Jeremiah 10:16; Jeremiah 51:19. Conversely the people of Israel is the property (סְגֻלָּה) of its God, or His inheritance (נַחֲלָה), 1) by reason of its election out of all other peoples, Exodus 19:5; Exodus 2) by reason of the wonderful deliverance out of Egypt, Exodus 19:4; Deuteronomy 4:20; Deuteronomy 9:29; Deuteronomy 3) by reason of the covenant at Sinai, Exodus 19:5; Exodus 4) by reason of the constant manifestations of grace and salvation ( Psalm 28:9; 2 Samuel 14:16; 2 Samuel 21:3), among which the forgiveness of sins is the greatest, Exodus 34:9. The New Covenant presents the fulfillment and completion of this relation in the λᾶος περιούσιος [“peculiar people,” that Isaiah, God’s own property] Titus 2:14 : 1 Peter 2:9.

3. The three signs which, in accordance with Samuel’s prophetic announcement, were given to Saul, signify in the first place in general the assurance given him (by events apparently accidental, yet ordered to this end by God) of His divine appointment to the royal office and his qualification for it, and of the fact that the Lord would therein be with him. In the lives of those who desire to serve God in faithful obedience, even the simplest and apparently most accidental events must go to confirm the assurance that all things work together for good to them that serve God, and to confirm their confidence in His providence that works in detached, seemingly insignificant circumstances, and His faithfulness that lasts through life.—Severally, however, these three signs indicate so many principal stations in the development of Saul’s inner life, and in an advancing line from the ass-driver to the “prince of the inheritance of God.” These are divinely-ordered facts, each of which has two meanings for Saul; first a factual revelation or instruction from God for the present moment, and then a prefigurative relation to the future administration of his royal office. The first occurrence, the meeting with two men who inform him that the asses are found, frees his heart from the pressure of little, earthly, everyday cares, and instructs him henceforth, free from the concerns of the lower, material life, to direct his inner life to the lofty aims and duties of his theocratic calling. Once for all the petty earthly is to find for him its quietus. Inwardly free and consecrated to the Lord alone, he is to pursue his way upward. The second sign: three men going up to Bethel offer him two of the three sacrificial loaves. This gift is the factual homage paid him by a royal offering, and betokens for the future his royal position in which to him, along with sanctuary and priests, the wealth of the land will be offered as tribute. The third event directs Saul’s look from this kingly power to the highest conditions of a right theocratic administration, which he receives through impartation of the Spirit of God and His gifts. In the company of prophets by the Spirit which comes on him, he receives the gift of prophecy and that equipment of his inner life with the powers of the divine Spirit by which he becomes another man and receives a new heart. In this there is also for the future the warning that it is only under the guidance of God’s Spirit, in the absolute obedience of his will to the divine will, rooted in a heart new-created, changed by the Holy Ghost and sanctified, that he can fulfil his calling so as to secure the welfare of God’s inheritance and the approbation of the Lord. [Because of the difference in force and extent of the expression “new heart” in the Old and New Testaments, we must guard against supposing in Saul so radical a change as Dr. Erdmann seems disposed to assume. In the Old Test, conception any endowment, spiritual, mental or physical, which connects itself with faith in God, is regarded as the product of the Spirit of God (see the history of Samson and the Judges generally, and Balaam), and a divine influence which leads a man to sing the praises of God, as Saul did here, is not necessarily the creative touch which regenerates the soul. In an important sense Saul was a changed Prayer of Manasseh, and received a new heart, in the elevation of his aims and his upward striving to God; but his after-life shows that this impulse towards the divine, given in mercy by the divine Spirit, was damped and finally destroyed by the opposing force of his worldliness and self-seeking. His heart, so we must conclude from the teachings of Scripture, was touched and roused, but not new-created.—Tr.]

4. It is noteworthy for the significance of this crisis in the life of Saul as well as in the history of the kingdom of God in Israel, that these three facts, so important for the establishment of the kingdom and the calling of Saul, occur at or not far from holy places, which were of great importance for the history of Israel. Rachel’s grave must have reminded Saul how here, by the birth of Benjamin, which cost his ancestress her life, was laid the foundation of the greatness to which this smallest tribe was raised by his election as king. The ancient Bethel carried him back to the time when God’s revelation to Jacob strengthened the foundation of the theocracy which was laid in Abraham’s call and the promises given him, and renewed the promise made to the patriarchs; in the sanctuary there Saul sees the sign of the covenant-faithfulness of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. Gibeah and its neighboring height was a place consecrated to sacrifice and prayer, and especially important because the dwelling-place or pilgrimage-shrine of a community of prophets. Here flourishes prophecy, which in Samuel prepares the way for the kingdom, and guides it on the way; here rules the mighty prophetic spirit, which lays hold on Saul, and which he receives with its gifts. The holy places, in and near which Saul receives the three signs, are, in respect to their significance for his calling to the royal office, the historically holy ground. “This is as little accidental as the belief, so often expressed in the Psalter, that help comes from the holy place; and the central country; the tribes of Benjamin and Ephraim, whither Saul’s steps now lead him, is especially rich in such holy places” (Ew. III:30).

5. For the development of prophecy in the time just before the rise of the theocratic kingdom the history in this section is important in several respects. We here meet for the first time a prophetic fraternity, which is not an accidental assemblage, but a connected, united community. Its members are called “prophets;” to their designation Nebiim (נְבִיאִים) [“prophets,” taken to be from a verb meaning “to gush forth”]) answers the inspired outstreaming of praise to God in testimony of His deeds of grace; the bond that unites them is the Spirit of God, who fills them and impels them to such inspired utterances; their inner unity and fellowship shows itself, it is probable, already in a common abode and like manner of life. It is an association of prophetical men, representing both the prophetic calling and office (munus), and the prophetic gift (donum), that [ 1 Samuel 2:28], and is set forth in the New Covenant as factual condition of the universal priesthood, limited only by the working of God’s Spirit, and as final revelation of the living God. Further, in these prophetic communities, whether they were from the beginning firmly organized or free associations, we see the unifying, associative power of the prophetic spirit over against the disruption of the theocratic and religious life which was the legacy of the time of the Judges. The company descending from the high-place at Gibeah, which Saul joined, shows that in these bodies there were common religious exercises. However these associations arose through the associative impulse of the awakened higher life—whether Samuel founded them or not is uncertain, the latter is more probable; but after their establishment he took them under his care, and later gave them a firmer form and government (see 1 Samuel19. and what is there said at greater length of the schools of the prophets)—they were, by their concentrated power of religious life, light and salt for the popular life, and diffused around them the influences of the Spirit that filled them. An indication of this is the power of the Spirit by which Saul was laid hold of (in his third sign) after his meeting with those men. But this new Spirit-born life has its contrast always in a lower, sensuous life, disinclined to the joyous abandon and the holy uprising towards God. The wondering question: “Is Saul also among the prophets?” points to such a contrast, in which the worldly-minded, strangers to the life in the Spirit of the Lord, stand opposed to the members of the prophetic Union, just as to-day the children of the world, despising the guidance of the Spirit from above, set themselves with contempt or reviling over against living Christians, the “pietists and godly.”

The prophetic inspiration is characteristically delineated in these occurrences. Its essence consists in such an entrance of the Spirit of God into the inner life of the prophet, that the latter is thereby mightily laid hold of and lifted up into the condition of ecstatic ravishment. As a vehicle of this spiritual excitation appears here instrumental and vocal music which, on the physical-psychical side, gives freer play to the feelings aroused by the divine Spirit. The prophetic inspiration takes the musical art into its service. If 1 Samuel 10:5 says nothing special as to the relation of music to the prophetic utterance, it yet shows that music was practiced in the prophetic communities. In its origin the prophetic inspiration shows itself as a sudden thing which gets the mastery of the man’s subjective state; the Spirit of God “comes upon” Saul; we trace it as a controlling power in 1 Samuel 10:6; 1 Samuel 10:10; 1 Samuel 19:20; Micah 3:8. The utterance of this inspiration, the “prophesying,” is impassioned address or inspired Song of Solomon, and has an enkindling, sweeping power. It Isaiah, however, only a momentary, not a continuous thing. As the seventy-two elders prophesied once, and not again, so also Saul here among the prophets. The spring of the Spirit is an intermitting one, because, according to the nature of the Old Covenant, though there might be various grades of individual powerful inworkings, there could not be a permanent indwelling of the Spirit of God in the heart of man.[FN33] The indispensable condition of the prophetic inspiration and of prophesying as a genuine life-utterance of the Spirit from above is a mind directed to the living God, the religious-ethical disposition of heart well-pleasing to him, such as Saul had received by the Lord’s leadings, he going obediently and humbly in the ways appointed him. Comp. 1 Samuel 10:9 : “God gave him another heart,” with 1 Samuel 10:10 : “the Spirit of God came upon him, and he prophesied in their midst.”

6. “God gave him another heart,” comp. 1 Samuel 10:9 with 1 Samuel 10:6 and Deuteronomy 5:26, 29]: “O that they had such a heart to fear me.” “Therefore the working of revelation is directed to renewing man from the heart, and its aim Isaiah, by a divine salvation, to destroy the unreceptiveness (the stupidity in which the soul’s centre labors, as Roos expresses it, Fund. psychol. ex sacr. script, 1769, p153) and the opposition of the heart (the circumcision of the heart, Deuteronomy 30:6), to put the fear of God into the heart ( Jeremiah 32:40), and so make the law an inward thing ( Jeremiah 31:33). This is effected by the divine Spirit which, even under the Old Covenant, making prophets by change of heart into other men ( 1 Samuel 10:6; 1 Samuel 10:9), and causing the pious to experience His power, that purifies the heart and brings it into accord with God’s law ( Psalm 51:12-14), thus points to the new creation of the heart on the plane of completed salvation, Ezekiel 36:26 sq.; Ezekiel 11:19.” Oehler s. v. Herz, Herzog, R. E.
7. The two elections of king; 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16 and 1 Samuel 10:17-27. Saul’s call to the royal office consists in two consecutive acts: 1) in the section 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16 is related how Saul is personally called in secret, consecrated by anointing, and by the three signs assured that he is the king of Israel called by the Lord. Here the divine factor, as the only effective one, appears in the foreground; 2) in 1 Samuel 10:17-27 is related the public election of Saul by lot by a popular assembly called for that purpose by Samuel “to the Lord.” Here the human factor appears in co-operation with the divine, and Samuel is their intermediator. There is no conflict between these two narratives. “Is then the divine instruction to Samuel to grant the people’s demand and give them a king ( 1 Samuel 8) and the revelation that Saul was the man selected by Jehovah, together with the anointing of Saul ( 1 Samuel 9:1 to 1 Samuel 10:16) irreconcilable with his choice by lot?—That a prophet carries out unconditionally the will of God, even when it does not accord with his own views, and leaves the decision of the lot to the control of God, involves neither a tempting of God nor a piece of jugglery” (Keil, Introd. I, 235; the latter part against Thenius). By the lot, as means of direct divine decision, Saul, already in secret called to be king, was as such openly before the whole people to receive solemn divine legitimation. Similarly in Aaron’s case, Numbers 17. Besides the two principal stations of the road on which Saul is led by God through Samuel into the kingdom, Ramah and Mizpah, between which Rachel’s grave, Deborah’s oak and Gibeah are important intermediate stations, there is yet a third, Gilgal, chap11. Here the kingdom is renewed to him, here he first finds undivided, universal recognition as king of Israel, having once more received the divine legitimation by a victory over the enemy. We find here a gradation in the occurrences, each of which contains a new moment, and none of which has anything that excludes or contradicts the others.

8. The twofold law of the king, 1 Samuel 8:11-18 and 1 Samuel 10:25. These two are mutually exclusive. The former (8) is that which is historically necessary from the heathen point of view, the consequence of the demand to have a king like the kings of the nations; the latter (10) is the ideal theocratic law of the king, which corresponds to the call of the covenant-people, and, as an outflow from the holy will of the covenant God, is the limit and norm of the royal government. The former sprang from the sinful self-will of men, the latter is the absolute dominion of the divine will. Saul’s call and election was to be completed in his attestation after the norm of this law of the kingdom.

9. The position of prophecy towards the newly-established kingdom is a controlling, regulating, norm-giving one. Samuel’s conduct towards Saul on his entrance upon the theocratic royal calling prefigures the position which prophecy was henceforth to occupy alongside of the kingdom. “That the law of the king should not be a dead letter, that royal self-will should be kept within bounds, was to be the care not of a representative popular assembly, but of prophecy, which stood as theocratic watchman by the side of royalty.” Oehler, s. v. König in Herz. R. E. VI:12.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 9:27; 1 Samuel 10:1. How the Lord fits His chosen ones for the kingly calling in His kingdom : 1) By quiet instruction by means of His word He brings them into a right knowledge of the tasks He assigns; 2) By the anointing of His Spirit He imparts to them the needful power and strength therefor; 3) By the production of infallible signs He gives them a just certainty and joyous confidence. [ 1 Samuel 10:2, latter part, Scott: A superior care, in common life, swallows up an inferior one; and the tender parent ceases from anxiety about his property, when solicitous for the welfare of his son… . And Song of Solomon, a due concern about eternal things would moderate our care about the interests of this life.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:2-9. The signs of divine guidance along the paths of human life on earth, how they1) Pointing backwards, remind us of the manifestations of grace in past times (the holy places); 2) Pointing upwards, admonish us to lift up the heart from worthless, earthly things to higher good; 3) Pointing forwards, demand a new life in the Spirit, and4) call on us to look into our own heart, while for the work of renewal of the whole man they promise the gifts and powers of the Spirit from above.

The appearance of special divine signs in human life: 1) Whence coming? a) Ordered in time by God’s wise Providence, not springing from chance, not aimless; b) Decreed in his eternal purpose, not accidental, not groundless; c) Sent as messengers of His holy and gracious will, not meaningless. 2) To whom applying? a) To him who lets himself be guided by God; b) To him who holds still when God is guiding him, and c) To him who lets God speak to Him by His word3) What signifying? a) Reminding of the saving and gracious presence of God (partly in the past, partly in the present: “God is with thee”); b) Pointing to our tasks, which under the guidance of the Lord are to be fulfilled ( 1 Samuel 10:7-8); c) Exhorting to a renewal of the whole inner life through the power of the Holy Ghost (comp. 1 Samuel 10:6; 1 Samuel 10:9). [ 1 Samuel 10:5. Music as a means of religious exaltation. Comp. 2 Kings 3:15; 1 Corinthians 14:26-33; Ephesians 5:18.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:6-9. The transforming effects of the Spirit of God. 1) Out of the old heart He creates a new Prayer of Manasseh 2) Out of dumb people He makes prophets3) To the weak He lends power and strength for a great work4) Remoteness from God He changes into the most intimate communion with God.

1 Samuel 10:6; 1 Samuel 10:9. The Spirit of the Lord will come upon thee! 1) A great word of promise, which applies to every one that is called to the kingdom of God2) A wonderful event of the inner life, which occurs and is experienced only under definite conditions. 3) The beginning of a new life, which takes place by the change of the heart. [ 1 Samuel 10:6. Prophesying not a certain proof of piety. Comp. Balaam, Caiaphas ( John 11:51), and the “many” in Matthew 7:22—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:7. The great word, “God is with thee!” 1) The infallible signs, which assure us of it2) The consoling strength, which the heart thereby receives3) The mighty impulse to do according to God’s good pleasure, which lies therein4.) The earnest exhortation which is thereby given, in all the occurrences of human life, to mark the will of the Lord therein made known.

1 Samuel 10:9. The new heart a gift of God. 1) Through human proclamations of the divine word the renewal of the heart is only prepared for. 2) But through the divine act of the Holy Spirit working through the word it is effected, and3) It is accompanied by infallible signs of the manifestations of divine grace. [Henry: He has no longer the heart of a husbandman, …concerned only about his corn and cattle; but the heart of a statesman, a general, a prince. Whom God calls to service He will make fit for it. If He advance to another station, He will give another heart, to those who sincerely desire to serve Him with their power.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:10. The power of communion in the Lord: 1) Inwardly it unites the members closely together, a) into an inward confederacy of love in the Lord, b) into harmonious praise of the Lord; 2) Outwardly it exercises a controlling and contagious influence: a) so that a way is made for the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the hearts of others, and b) so that like effects of the Spirit are manifested in others also.

1 Samuel 10:7-12. The beginning of a new life in the Spirit: 1) Naturally prepared for and indicated beforehand through signs given by God ( 1 Samuel 10:7; 1 Samuel 10:9); 2) Supernaturally effected through the power of the Holy Spirit ( 1 Samuel 10:10); 3) Inwardly consisting in the renewal of the heart ( 1 Samuel 10:9); 4) Outwardly manifesting itself in the fruits (effects) of the Spirit (willing obedience to the Lord’s command, patient waiting for the Lord’s direction; joyful testimony to the Lord’s grace). [It is not safe to treat this history as a case of true and thorough spiritual renewal, in any sense approaching the New Test, use of similar expressions. Comp. note of Tr. above in “Historical.”—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:11-12. The question, “Is Saul also among the prophets?” 1) A cry of astonishment by the world estranged from God, in which it speaks its own sentence; 2) A reliable attestation and confirmation of the miracle of the awaking to a new life for him in whom it has occurred; 3) A. factual proclamation of the honor of the Lord, who by His Spirit creates such a transformation in man. [Henry: Let not the worst be despaired of, yet let not an external show of devotion, and a sudden change for the present, be too much relied on; for Saul among the prophets, was Saul still.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:13-16. The art of testifying and being silent at the right time about the things of the kingdom of God: 1) How it is to be learned in the school of the Holy Spirit (after Saul’s example); 2) How it is to be exercised according to the company in which one finds himself (the inspired host of prophets—the profane uncle of Saul).

1 Samuel 10:17-19. The mightiest means employed by the word of God to awaken true repentance: 1) It humbles by reminding us of the manifestations of grace which without merit or worthiness we have experienced, in which the Lord has shown Himself our compassionate father ( 1 Samuel 10:18). 2) It rebukes by setting before us our ingratitude and unfaithfulness, with which we have rewarded Him ( 1 Samuel 10:19, “over us”), and3) It shames us by pointing to the grace and faithfulness of God, which notwithstanding do not depart from us, in which He patiently condescends even to our sinful wishes and demands (“And now present yourselves before the Lord”—). 

[He could not be found—hidden among the baggage. Henry: So little fond was he now of that power, which yet, when he was in possession of, he could not without the utmost indignation think of parting with.… We may suppose he was at this time really averse to take upon him the government, 1. Because he was conscious to himself of unfitness for so great a trust. He had not been bred up to books, or arms, or courts, and feared he should be guilty of some fatal blunder2. Because it would expose him to the envy of his neighbors that were ill-affected towards him3. Because he understood by what Samuel had said, that the people sinned in asking a king, and it was in anger that God granted their request4. Because the affairs of Israel were at this time in a bad posture: the Philistines were strong, the Ammonites threatening, and he must be bold indeed, that will set sail in a storm.—Tr.].

1 Samuel 10:20-27. True humility and modesty: 1) How it roots itself in a human heart touched by the Spirit of God; 2) How it shows itself, a) before God in the confession of unworthiness and unfitness for service in His kingdom, b) before men in reserve and silence; 3) How it is crowned, a) before God, with the calling to His service, b) before men, with the approbation of men’s hearts which is wrought by God the Lord.

1 Samuel 10:24-27. The divine choice and calling of a man to service in God’s kingdom: 1) It makes itself known in outward signs (“see ye,” 1 Samuel 10:24); 2) It is conditional by the requisite natural gifts and properties (“that there is none like him,” &c, 1 Samuel 10:24); 3) It carries itself forward by preparation from above, a) with the gifts and powers of the Spirit, b) through instruction in the will of God ( 1 Samuel 10:25); 4) It rises up above the favor and disfavor of parties, in that it teaches us, a) to value human approbation as a gift of God ( 1 Samuel 10:26), and b) over against the hate and contempt of opposers to observe an humble silence before God.

J. Disselhoff, 1 Samuel 10:1-11. The anointing to the office of king: 1) On those who hold still before their God this anointing is wrought, really and truly, though at first in hope; 2) And although it is wrought only in hope, yet it is attested by divine signs following. The same: 1 Samuel 10:7-8; 1 Samuel 10:13-27. What the royal anointing gives, and what it demands: 1) It makes the anointed one fit for all that his office lays upon him; 2) It demands that the anointed one should now do nothing more according to his own choice, but every thing according to the direction and will of God.

[ 1 Samuel 10:27. “And he was as though he were deaf.” Notwithstanding they1) questioned his capacity, 2) despised his power, 3) refused him homage and help (see Exegetical Notes), he was as though he were deaf, thereby showing1) self-control, 2) prudence, 3) humility. Apply this to1) public officers, 2) employers of servants or other subordinates, 3) persons in society, 4) church officials. There is a high sense in which God acts thus, and bad men imagine that He really is deaf ( Psalm 73:11; Psalm 94:7; Job 22:13.—Tr.]

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 10:1. יִצֹּק. Qal. Impf. of יצק—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 10:1. On the Sept. insertion here see Expos.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 10:2. Lit. “hath put aside the affair.”—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 10:3. אֵלוֹן, rendered “oak” by all the ancient versions except Chald. The Eng. A. V. always translates it “plain” (though it gives the similar words אַלּוֹן,אַלָּה,אֵלָה always by “oak” or some other name of a tree), apparently following Targ, Raschi, Kimchi. The origin of this Jewish rendering is perhaps to be sought in or connected with the Syriac—alune—“places abounding in gardens”—a “plain” or “place abounding m trees” being regarded as more appropriate than an “oak.” Others make it here a proper name, Elon-Tabor.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 10:3. Note the form of the Heb. numeral, masc. though the subst. is fem. (Wellh.).—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 10:4. Lit. “ask after thy peace (or welfare).”—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 10:5. Chald.: “the hill on which is the ark of Jehovah.”—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 10:5. Wellhausen takes this clause as subst, not adj.; that Isaiah, not as describing the hill (or, as some read, Gibeah) of God, but as indicating a particular spot on or near the hill. The rendering “Gibeah of God” (Bib. Comm.) is very unusual and hard, and it is no objection to the appellative rendering here that the same word (Gibeah) is a proper name elsewhere in this chapter ( 1 Samuel 10:10; 1 Samuel 10:26).—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 10:5. Chald.: Sopherim “scribes.”—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 10:7. The Chald. renders: “the word of Jehovah”—an appellation which is usually compared with the Logos of the New Test.—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 10:8. Erdmann makes this a general relative clause: “and when thou goest.” See his discussion in the Expos. and Introd.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 10:10. The place here mentioned is almost certainly Gibeah, Saul’s place of residence, and may or may not be the same with the “hill of God” in 1 Samuel 10:5.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 10:11. Erdmann takes this clause to be a quotation, but the Heb. does not favor this. Here the verb rendered “prophesy” is Niphal, while in 1 Samuel 10:10; 1 Samuel 10:5-6 it is Hithpael. According to Dr. R. Payne Smith, the former indicates true prophetical utterance, the latter merely acting the part of a prophet (Bampton Lectures for1869, pp53–58); but this distinction must not be pressed too far.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 10:12. Sept, Syr, Arab. have “his father;” see Erdmann’s discussion in Expos. Chald has “their master (Rab).”—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 10:13. For “high place” (במה) Wellhausen would read unnecessarily “house” (ביתה).—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 10:14. “That they were not” (comp. Genesis 42:30); that Isaiah, not to be found.—Tr.]

FN#17 - 1 Samuel 10:16. The Inf. Absol, for which this adverb is too definite.—Tr.]

FN#18 - 1 Samuel 10:18. Sept.: “The hand of Pharaoh, king of Egypt,”—a variation for the sake of distinctness or accuracy.—Tr.]

FN#19 - 1 Samuel 10:18. Constructio ad sensum: the kingdoms representing their inhabitants. The Partcp. is made masc.—Tr.]

FN#20 - 1 Samuel 10:19. The text has לוֹ, “to him,” and so Erdmann reads. Sept, Vulg, Syr, Arab. read לֹא, “nay,”—and this is required by the following כּי. Eng. A. V. reads “to him,” and then inserts the “nay,”—thus combining the two readings. Song of Solomon, too, the Chald, which, however, here paraphrases: instead of “ rejected God,” it has “rejected the service of God” (to avoid apparent irreverence), and makes the people say: “We are not saved, but thou shalt set,” etc.—Tr.]

FN#21 - 1 Samuel 10:21. On the insertion of the Sept.: “and they cause the family of Mattari to come near by individuals,” see Erdmann in the Expos.—Tr.]

FN#22 - 1 Samuel 10:22. The Heb. reads literally: “has any other man come hither?” and so Erdmann translates; but it was unnecessary to ask Jehovah this, nor does Jehovah’s answer correspond to it. The Syr, conforming the question to the answer, reads “where is this man?” which, however, cannot be gotten from the Heb. The Eng. A. V. represents the text of the Sept. and Vulg, the word “man” having the Article, and this reading is approved by Thenius, Bib. Comm, and others, and opposed by Keil and Erdmann. See the Expos.—Tr.]

FN#23 - 1 Samuel 10:23. Lit. “placed or presented himself.”—Tr.]

FN#24 - 1 Samuel 10:24. Lit. “may the king live.”—Tr.]

FN#25 - 1 Samuel 10:25. מִשְפָּט is rendered by Erdmann “right or privilege” (recht); see on 1 Samuel 8:11. The Heb. Art. in הַסֵּפֶר (“the book”) is correctly represented in Eng. by the Indef. Art, since the defining circumstances are left wholly unmentioned.—Tr.]

FN#26 - 1 Samuel 10:26. Erdmann: “the band of valiant (or honest, braver männer) men.” Philippson: die tapferen, “the valiant men.” Cahen: les gens de guerre, “the men of war.” The Heb. word (הַחַיִל) is a military one, “the host.” But it can hardly mean that the army went with Saul, and so the Vulg. renders “a part of the army.” The Chald. paraphrase does not help us: “a part of the people who feared sin;” the Syriac renders literally by the same word as the Heb. The Sept. reading, “sons of might,” that Isaiah, “the better class of men,” “the men of honor and reputation,” is more satisfactory, on which see Expos.—Tr.]

FN#27 - 1 Samuel 10:27. Heb. “as a deaf Prayer of Manasseh,” or, “as one that did not observe.” The Eng. A. V. omits the particle “as.”—Tr.

FN#28 - This is to cut the knot rather than to solve the geographical difficulties connected with Saul’s journey. See 1 Samuel 1:1 and 1 Samuel 9:6, Expos. and Translator’s notes.—Tr.]

FN#29 - On וִיהִי Böttcher remarks: “as Jussive it can only mean ‘and be it = and when,’ so that וּפָּגַעְתָּ belongs to the protasis, and the apodosis begins with וְצָלְחָה [ 1 Samuel 10:6].” So 1 Kings 14:5, where וְיהִי, “and be it” = “even if.”

FN#30 - The masc. Partcp. הַלֹּחֲצִים [“which oppressed”] forms with the fem. subst. הַמַּמְלָכוֹת [“the kingdoms”] a constructio ad sensum, the warriors of the heathen nations being had in mind.

FN#31 - The כִּי is “used to introduce direct discourse, even in a contradictory clause, like our ‘no, but,’ as in Ruth 1:10” (Keil). It is therefore not necessary to read לֹא with the ancient vers. for לוֹ, which reading is obviously imitated from 1 Samuel 8:19 and 1 Samuel 12:12.

FN#32 - Properly: Matrites and Bikrites.—Tr.]

FN#33 - The author seems here to confound the special and the ordinary influence of the Holy Spirit. Then, as now, there were differences of spiritual power at different times; but there seems to be no good reason for not believing that the Holy Spirit dwelt just as really and permanently, though not so distinctly, in all God’s people under the Old Covenant as under the New.—Tr.]

11 Chapter 11 

Verses 1-15
THIRD SECTION
Confirmation and General Recognition of the Kingdom under Saul
1 Samuel 11-12
I. Saul’s Victory over the Ammonites. 1 Samuel 11:1-15
1Then [And][FN1] Nahash the Ammonite came up, and encamped against[FN2] Jabesh-Gilead; and all the men of Jabesh said unto [to] Nahash, Make a covenant with 2 us, and we will serve thee. And Nahash the Ammonite answered [said to] them, On this condition will I make a covenant[FN3] with you, that I may thrust[FN4] out 3 all your right eyes, and lay it for a reproach upon all Israel. And the elders of Jabesh said unto [to] him, Give[FN5] us seven days respite, that we may send messengers unto all the coasts[FN6] of Israel, and then [om. then] if there be no man to save 4 us, we will come out to thee. Then came the messengers [And the messengers came] to Gibeah of Saul,[FN7] and told the tidings[FN8] in the ears of the people; and all people lifted up their voices and wept.

5And behold, Saul came after the herd [oxen] out of [from] the field. And Saul said, What aileth the people that they weep? And they told him the tidings of 6 the men of Jabesh. And the Spirit of God came upon Saul when he heard those7[these] tidings, and his anger was kindled greatly. And he took a yoke of oxen, and hewed them in pieces[FN9], and sent them[FN10] throughout all the coasts of Israel by the hand of messengers, saying, Whosoever cometh not forth after Saul and after Samuel, so shall it be done unto [to] his oxen. And the fear of the Lord [Jehovah] fell on the people, and they came out with one consent [as one man].

8And when [om. when] he numbered them in Bezek, [ins. and] the children of 9 Israel were three hundred thousand, and the men of Judah thirty thousand.[FN11] And they said unto [to] the messengers that came, Thus shall ye say unto [to] the men of Jabesh Gilead, To-morrow, by that [the] time the sun be hot,[FN12] ye shall have help. And the messengers came and showed [announced] it to the men of Jabesh; and 10 they were glad. Therefore [And] the men of Jabesh said, To-morrow we will come out unto [to] you, and ye shall do with [to] us all that seemeth good unto11[to] you. And it was so [came to pass] on the morrow that Saul put the people in three companies; and they came into the midst of the host in the morning-watch, and slew the Ammonites until the heat of the day, and it came to pass that they which remained were scattered, so that two of them were not left together.

12And the people said unto [to] Samuel, Who is he that said, Shall Saul reign over 13 us?[FN13] bring[FN14]the men that we may put them to death. And Saul said, There shall not a man be put to death this day; for to-day the Lord [Jehovah] hath wrought 14 salvation in Israel. Then said Samuel [and Samuel said] to the people, Come, and 15 let us go to Gilgal, and renew the kingdom there. And all the people went to Gilgal, and there they [om. they] made[FN15] Saul king before the Lord [Jehovah] in Gilgal, and there they [om. there they] sacrificed sacrifices of peace-offerings [ins. there] before the Lord [Jehovah]; and there Saul[FN16] and all the men of Israel rejoiced greatly.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 11:1-4. The siege of Jabesh by Nahash, king of the Ammonites.
1 Samuel 11:1. The need of a vigorous single leadership in war against the surrounding hostile peoples, especially in the first instance for the war threatened by the Ammonites ( 1 Samuel 12:12), had occasioned the people’s desire for a strong regal government like that of those nations. God had yielded to their desire, and through Samuel given them a king. But this king, after having been publicly presented and greeted as king, had with-drawn into seclusion. For a part of the people were unwilling to accept the new order of things under Saul’s kingly authority, not believing that he could rescue the people from the threatening danger. It was, therefore, all-important that Saul should, by some deed of deliverance, show himself to be the king, who could lead Israel to victory over their enemies. A waiting the moment when he could display his strength with the Lord’s help as his Anointed, he had kept silence before the contempt of his enemies, and had retired to the quiet of his accustomed rural occupations. And not long after the day of Mizpah came the peril, in view of which the demand had been made for a king to lead the people to battle. Nahash, the Ammonite, advanced with an army, and began the war against Israel with the siege of Jabesh-Gilead. The Sept. inserts at the beginning of this verse from the preceding ( 1 Samuel 10:27) the words: “and it came to pass after a month,”[FN17] and is followed by Ew. and Then, though all other ancient translations agree with the mas. text, only the Vulg. adds to the translation of the text the words: et factum est quasi post mensem, an addition originating probably in the Itala, which follows the Sept. The statement of time is evidently an interpretation of the translation.[FN18] It is the less necessary for the connection by reason of the looseness of the chronology here. According to 1 Samuel 12:12 the threatened war with the Ammonites was the immediate occasion of the demand for a king. Naturally, therefore, Nahash, having before made his preparations, entered the Israelitish territory soon after the king was chosen and confirmed. If it had been intended to give this datum of time the word “one” must necessarily have been inserted.—On Nahash,[FN19] king of the Ammonites, see on 2 Samuel 10:2. We have here a renewal of the war with the Ammonites, which (according to Judges 10:11) Israel had victoriously carried on under Jephthah. No doubt Nahash made the same charge against Israel—claiming the territory east of the Jordan which, it was alleged, Israel had taken from the Ammonites—which was then made by the king and repelled by Jeph. ( Judges 11:13 sq.). Comp. Joshua 13:25. Jephthah’s victory had not permanently broken the power of the Ammonites. Jabesh lay in northern Gilead, and belonged to the half-tribe of Manasseh. According to Joseph. (Ant6, 5, 1), it was the capital of Gilead; according to the Onom, “six Roman miles from Pella on the way to Gerasa,” and is conjectured by Robinson (III:319) and van der Velde (Mem, p323) to be the same with the present ruins of Ed-Deir,[FN20] on the south side of the Wady Jabis, in which word is not improbably contained the name of the old Jabesh. Jabesh was the only city ( Judges 21:9) which did not take part in the war of extermination against Benjamin; its virgins were carried off for the Benjamites ( Judges 21:6 sq.). For the important connection of Jabesh with Saul’s end see 1 Samuel 31:11-13 and 2 Samuel4, 5.—The inhabitants of Jabesh are willing to come to an agreement with Nahash, and submit on reasonable conditions. This shows their entire defencelessness against the enemy, and characterizes Israel’s weakness in consequence of the lack of firm and permanent union among its parts. Instead of accepting their humble proposal, Nahash offers the Jabeshites the extremest insult by the threat that, unless they surrendered unconditionally,[FN21] he would put out the right eyes of all of them.[FN22] On cruel conduct towards conquered enemies see Rüetschi, Herz. R. E. VIII:87 [also Arts. War in Dicts. of Smith and Fairbairn, and Saalschütz, Archäologie der Hebräer, II:506.—Tr.]. Nahash will lay this as a reproach “on all Israel,” not because they had not courage to help them (Bunsen), but with the intention of undertaking war against all Israel, and avenging the insult offered by Jephthah. Josephus’ remark, that he threatened to do this “in order that, their left eyes being concealed by their shields, they might be wholly unserviceable,” is correct only on this supposition, that he in fact designed to conquer first the city and then Gilead.

1 Samuel 11:3. Nahash grants the desired seven days, in which they are to send messengers into every part of Israel; in this time he thought to finish his preparations for the conquest of the city, in order, in the existing division of the Israelitish tribes and forces, the more surely to attain his end. The Jabeshites promised to yield themselves, if no one came to their rescue. The assumption of this as possible, and the fact that they sent to every region of Israel shows that in this transition-period from the Judges to the kingdom, in spite of what Samuel had done towards securing unity of action, the old division of powers in tribal isolation and the consequent weakness against enemies still continued. That the messengers ( 1 Samuel 11:4) go nevertheless not separately to the various tribes, but all together first[FN23] to Gibeah of Saul, is doubtless according to instructions given them. And the reason could be only that this was the residence of the elected king, and the centre of the whole people. We are not to conclude (with Then.), from the fact of their going not to Saul, but to the people, that they knew nothing of his election as king; they presented their case before the people, and not Saul, because (as appears from what follows) he was not in Gibeah, and did not return from his ordinary occupation till after their statement was made.—The weeping of the people points to the greatness of the danger and the painful consciousness of helplessness. Perhaps Saul was held in least esteem in his native city.

1 Samuel 11:5-7. Saul’s first royal deed. He gathers the people together, so that they rise as one man against the Ammonites, and the hitherto-existing disunion is at an end.

1 Samuel 11:5. When the messengers arrive, Saul is in the field engaged in agricultural labors. He is called from the plough, as Gideon from the threshing-floor ( Judges 6:11 sq.), to do great deeds for his people. “After the oxen” refers to his walking behind the oxen, with which he had ploughed, and which are called in 1 Samuel 11:7 “a yoke of oxen.”

1 Samuel 11:6. When he hears the cause of the people’s lamenting and weeping, the Spirit of God lays hold of him mightily. The great moment had come when the fire of mighty wrath, inflamed by God’s Spirit, kindled at the reproach inflicted by the enemy on his people, and Hebrews, in fulfillment of his royal calling to be the deliverer of his people, was to step forth according to the will of the Lord.

1 Samuel 11:7. The cutting up of the oxen alone would not have exhausted the meaning which (as appears from the context) this symbolical action was meant to have. There was necesssary also the sending of the pieces into every region of Israel, that Isaiah, to every tribe, as in the similar procedure in Judges 19:29. The meaning of Saul’s sharp words by the messengers: Whosoever cometh not forth after Saul and after Samuel, so shall it be done to his oxen, is only fully expressed by the pieces which are sent along with them. Though the “pieces” are not expressly mentioned in the text, as in Judges 19:29 (Then.), yet they must be understood from the connection. As there the pieces of the shamefully murdered woman’s body, so here the pieces of the hewed oxen are the factual summons of the individual parts of the people to a common warfare, which was to avenge the wrong done them. Along with this similarity, however, between the two actions and their aims, there is an essential difference between them. In the former case the pieces represented the crime of the violated rights of hospitality and the expiation which was demanded. Here Saul sets forth the punishment to be expected by every one who should not join the campaign against the enemy; he threatens the exercise of his judicial power, which is a function of his royal office. The subject [i.e. executer] of the threat is neither the people of the recusant person (Josephus), nor the invading enemy, but it is Hebrews, the king of Israel, who is thoroughly conscious of his authority to summon the whole people to war against the enemy, under the impulse of the Spirit of God, which has come upon him. Saul here steps forth, in the name of the Lord, who has chosen him to save His people from their foes, with an act of sovereign theocratic royal power. As possessor of this power he names himself first as leader of Israel, and then Samuel second. That, however, he does connect the latter’s name with his, shows Samuel’s high position as prophet and watchman of the kingdom and (with the retention of his judicial authority) as leader of the people along with Saul, and proves also Samuel’s approval of this assumption of royal authority before the people. His symbolical action and the accompanying threat, which is to rouse the people from division to unity, and from lethargy to a common enterprise, is thus stamped with the prophetic and judicial authority of Samuel, under which Saul’s royal authority stands.—Clericus excellently remarks: “This was a symbolical action which, by the exhibition of the pieces of the oxen, struck the mind more than words alone would have done.” The action belongs to the category of symbolical Acts, which set forth corporally and vigorously the content of the following words, in order to strengthen their impression. See 1 Kings 11:30; 1 Kings 22:11; 2 Kings 13:18. Comp. the symbolical actions in the prophetic writings.—The powerful impression made by Saul’s appearance and act is indicated in a two-fold way: 1) The fear of Jehovah fell on the people. Clericus: “Either fear sent or in some peculiar way infused into men’s minds by God, or fear lest they should offend God, if they refused to obey the command of the king and the prophet.” The second explanation is to be preferred; for Saul’s appearance is theocratic; he speaks in the name and under the commission of the Lord, whose instrument Hebrews, as well as Samuel, is. The people, impressed by his act and his words, recognize the holy and mighty will of their God, and are seized by a wholesome fear before the Lord, which leads them to recognize the obligation to fulfil his command revealed through Saul. “The fear of the Lord” is here, therefore, not a “panic fear” (Thenius, Böttcher); for Jehovah is not=Elohim, as Keil well remarks;[FN24] the reference is to the relation of the people to their covenant-God, who anew reveals Himself; 2) And they came out as one man. The effect of Saul’s appearance and message to the whole people was that they rose out of division into a firm unity of parts (tribes) and powers. The Spirit of the Lord, which impelled Saul to this noble and vigorous action, so strangely contrasted with his former quiet life behind the plough, laid hold at the same time on the whole nation, so that it was suddenly lifted up, as it were involuntarily, in the uniting and strengthening power of this Spirit from above, to a new life before God (in His fear) and within itself (in unity and union) against the enemies of the theocracy.

1 Samuel 11:8-11. Saul’s deed of deliverance by victory over the Ammonites. The summoning of the people and the gathering of the hosts goes swiftly on. The latter is presupposed in the phrase “numbered or mustered them.” This took place in Bezek, in the Tribe of Issachar, in the plain of Jezreel, not far from Bethshean, at about as great an elevation as Jabesh, according to the Onom17[FN25] Roman miles north of Neapolis (Nablus), on the road to Scythopolis. This place must not be confounded with the Bezek in the Tribe of Judah, where the Canaanites and Perizzites under their king Adonibezek were beaten by Judah and Simeon, Judges 1:3-4. In respect to the separate mention of Israel and Judah [ 1 Samuel 11:8] Clericus remarks: “this smacks of the times that followed the division of the Israelites into two kingdoms.” See the same distinction made in 1 Samuel 17:52; 1 Samuel 18:16; 2 Samuel 2:9 sq.; 1 Samuel 3:10; 1 Samuel 5:1-5; 1 Samuel 19:41 sq.; 1 Samuel 20:24. That the large and powerful tribe of Judah has the relatively small number (30,000) of warriors over against the300,000 of Israel, is due to the fact that a large part of its territory was in the possession of the Philistines, as to whose further advance more care had to be taken, now that the northeastern frontier of the country was threatened by the Ammonites. The large numbers are explained by the general levy of the people (a sort of militia).

1 Samuel 11:9. The messengers from Jabesh are now dismissed with the answer that help would be brought them the next day by the time the sun was hottest. So confident is Saul with his army in the power of the prophetic spirit, that the Lord will through them bring help. Bold assurance of faith which, in a great undertaking, anticipates its success as an accomplished fact. The messengers from Jabesh had the same confidence of faith.

1 Samuel 11:10. “To-morrow,” that Isaiah, one day after the messengers had returned to Jabesh. This message of the Jabeshites to the Ammonites must, according to 1 Samuel 11:3, have led the latter to believe that they wished to treat of terms of surrender. It was a stratagem which made the Ammonites all the more confident.

1 Samuel 11:11. They are overpowered by surprise. The time of the “morning-watch” is from 3 to6 o’clock in the morning, when the night is darkest. As Saul’s army was not a disciplined one, but hastily gathered from the whole people, he could only hope to gain a complete and decisive victory by attacking the confident Ammonites in their camp from three sides during their soundest sleep. The army, divided into three parts, came “into the midst of the camp” from different directions. The victory was complete “by the heat of the day;” the enemy’s army is utterly scattered. “Two were not left together.”

1 Samuel 11:12-15. Saul’s renewed confirmation and general recognition as king.
1 Samuel 11:12. This bold deed of deliverance, performed under the immediate impulse of the Spirit from above at the head of the nation, legitimizes Saul before all Israel as their God-appointed king. It is quite in keeping with the enthusiasm with which he had inspired the people that they wished to punish his contemptuous opposers ( 1 Samuel 10:27) with death as traitors. The words: “Saul should reign over us” are to be taken either as exclamation or as question.
1 Samuel 11:13. In respect to this demand Saul appears in a yet nobler light. His heart is full of humble piety; he gives the glory to God alone, saying, “To-day Jehovah hath wrought salvation in Israel.” The victory over the foe is to him nothing but a saving act of God Himself. He regards himself as simply the instrument of God. This is the ground (כִּי, “for”) of the rejection of the demand; none should die that day. It is the utterance of royal generosity towards his enemies, whose hearts it must have won. Thereby he gained another victory: 1) over himself—he restrains himself in the exercise of a right, 2) over the anger of those who demanded that justice be executed, 3) over his former opponents, who now clearly see that which, under the influence of haughty contempt, they had doubted, and4) over the whole people, who must have been carried along by him on the path of noble moral conduct, and lifted above themselves to the height on which he stood. The enthusiastic recognition of Saul by the whole nation as divinely appointed king was factually (in contrast with 1 Samuel 10:27) completed.

1 Samuel 11:14-15. Then follows, under Samuel’s direction, the formal and solemn renewal of the kingdom. Samuel orders an assembly of the people at Gilgal in the Jordan-valley; from the scene of victory the people, led by Saul and Samuel, go to that holy spot. The object of the gathering he declares to be the renewal of the kingdom with reference to the election of king at Mizpah, 1 Samuel 10:17 sq. What the “renewal of the kingdom” means must be learned from the following words: There they made Saul king before Israel.—The word וַיַּמְלִכוּ [“made king”] cannot be rendered “they anointed him,” because that is not its meaning, and because the act of anointing could have been performed, not by the people, but only by Samuel in the name of Jehovah. For the rest, if there had been a second anointing, it would, on account of its importance, have been expressly mentioned, as in David’s case, 2 Samuel 2:4; v3. The translation of the Sept.: “Samuel anointed Saul” is obviously an interpretation, they stumbling at the strange word of the original (וַיַּמְלִכוּ), which seemed to contradict 1 Samuel 10:17 sq, and adopting, as the best expedient, the supposition of a second anointing (with reference to 1 Samuel 10:1), having in mind the double anointing of David. All the other ancient translations follow the Masoretic text. Starting from the unfounded assumption that an anointing is here spoken of, Thenius wrongly argues that here is a sign of different authorship for chap 11 and 1 Samuel 10:1-16, since a double anointing is hardly supposable. It is in itself quite supposable, since it actually occurred in David’s case, though then for a definite reason. But the text gives no support to this supposition. For the words “they made him king before Jehovah” mean nothing else than the solemn announcement and presentation of Saul before the nation as divinely appointed king in consequence of the divine legitimation given by his brilliant exploit against the Ammonites. [What is above said by Dr. Erdmann may serve also as answer to Wellhausen’s critical remarks on this paragraph. He holds that chap 11 attaches itself naturally to 1 Samuel 10:16, since Saul in 1 Samuel 11:1-11 is not king, though he knows that he will be, and his whole procedure corresponds psychologically with exactness to the tone of mind naturally induced by the signs 1 Samuel 10:9-12. But this is no less true according to the present arrangement of the text. There is historical motive for the double declaration as king, and there is no external evidence to show that 1 Samuel 10:17-27 and 1 Samuel 11:12-14 are interpolations.—Tr.] The “before the Lord” (Clericus: “calling on God’s name and offering sacrifices to Him”) indicates the essential difference between this act and the proclamartion and homage at Mizpah, marking the religious act of installation sealed with a solemn offering (before the Lord), by which Saul was formally and solemnly consecrated to his office by the invisible God-king with renewed homage and recognition of the whole nation, and another pledge to keep the divine law. It is Saul’s solemn inauguration. The previous facts in the history of his call are the ascending steps to this acme—the solemn beginning of his royal rule.—“What had been done for Saul himself on the day of his anointing, and for the people at the election of king had now in Gilgal been publicly renewed and confirmed for the whole kingdom.” Schlier, Saul, p22. The “peace-offerings” which were sacrificed “before the Lord” expressed joy and gratitude before the Lord, the peaceful, joyful relation between Him and His people. Along with this religious side of joy the connected sacrificial meal represented its human side. Thus was celebrated at Gilgal by king and people a festival of great joy. There Samuel performs the functions of priest, and, as prophet and priest, is and remains the organ of the word and blessing of God, under which king and people equally stand, and by which the two are to form the indissoluble theocratic unity and fellowship, which from now on must be the foundation of the whole theocratic life.

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
See the Exegetical explanations. In addition the following remarks may be made:

1. The deeper the ignominy and the greater the need of God’s people under the threats of the powerful foe, so much the more glorious was the deliverance, so much the more overwhelming the manifestation of the glory and the faithfulness of the covenant-God. The weeping of the people in view of the powerlessness of the ununited tribes and of the scornful pride of the enemy, expressed at the same time the humble, penitent spirit in which they sought the Lord’s help, as, in the time of the Judges, after defection and alienation from God, they ever turned penitently to the Lord when their need was greatest.

2. Saul’s call, in accordance with the occasion which led to the demand for the kingdom, and in accordance with the historical relations of the people to the surrounding heathen nations, was a military one. And so the prelude to his assumption of the government and his public solemn confirmation as king of Israel is this military deed, whose theocratic significance is indicated by the fact, that its source and origin is said to be the laying hold and filling of Saul by the power of the Spirit of God ( 1 Samuel 11:6). For the military work of the theocratic king must be sanctified, guided, accomplished by God directly through His Spirit, in order that the outer and inner conditions of the farther development of the theocracy in Israel may be secured.

3. The “coming of the Spirit of God” on Saul ( 1 Samuel 11:6), and on the organs of the theocracy generally, is not to be volatilized into an intensifying of their spiritual life, an uplifting of themselves to words and deeds in the service of God, but must be held to be a real, supernatural entrance of the Spirit of God into their inner life. This, however, is accomplished here ( 1 Samuel 11:5-6) as in 1 Samuel 10:10, not without an external, natural occasion and human instrumentality. The Spirit of God advances along the path marked out by the divine wisdom.

4. There is a holy anger, justified before God, like that which seized Saul ( 1 Samuel 11:6). Its origin is the Spirit from above, whose flame kindles it; its object is the power of sin, the shame and ignominy inflicted on God’s people and name, the enemies of God; its aim is the honor of God and the furtherance of the ends of His kingdom.

5. The power of the Spirit of God, which filled and impelled Saul showed itself, in its comprehensive, penetrating power over the national life, by the twofold effect, which was decisive for the first joint action of king and people, and also full of typical meaning for their whole history as people of God: the fear of the Lord in the relation of the people to their God, and the unity of their different parts (“the people went out as one man”); the innermost, the fear of Jehovah, was the source of their conjunction to a firm unity. To awaken and nourish the fear of God in the people by energetic, divinely-guided government, and to set the people as one man in their theocratic fellowship over against the heathen peoples as the people of the Lord, was the task and calling of the theocratic monarchy. These two aims contain the roots of the love of God and one’s neighbor as the twofold fundamental law of the kingdom of God. Matthew 22:37-40; Deuteronomy 6:5 sq.; Leviticus 19:18.

6. When Saul, at his election as king and the partial homage which he received, maintained silence towards his scornful enemies and practiced self-denial in quietness and patience, he performed (over against the demand to visit deserved punishment on the despisers of the Lord’s Anointed) under the guidance of God’s Spirit an act of love to enemies, letting them go unpunished, and setting aside the demand to visit strict justice on them by pointing to the grace and salvation wherein God had just revealed Himself to the whole nation. A prelude of the disposition of forbearing, merciful love, which finds its fulfilment in the New Testament according to the word of the Lord ( Matthew 5:44), and through the Spirit from above ( Luke 9:55), and has its ground in personal experience of the merciful love of God ( Luke 6:36).

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 11:1-11. On what depends the help and deliverance of a people in times of great distress? 1) They must lift their voices imploringly to God ( 1 Samuel 11:4). 2) The men whom God has raised up as their helpers, they must receive with confidence as the Lord’s instruments ( 1 Samuel 11:5-7). 3) They must be subject in obedience and fidelity to the rulers given them by God4) They must place themselves under the discipline and guidance of God’s Spirit, in order, a) in true fear of God to be well-pleasing to the Lord, and b) in true unity of love to be as one man.

1 Samuel 11:1-5. What is meant by the question in a king’s mouth: What aileth the people that they weep? 1) A father’s faithful observation of his people’s weal and woe2) A brother’s sympathizing compassion for their distress3) A king’s magnanimous readiness to help.

[ 1 Samuel 11:5-11. Henry (altered): The spirit and conduct of Saul (comp. 1 Samuel 10:9): 1) His humility—anointed king, but following the oxen2) His concern for his neighbors ( 1 Samuel 11:5). 3) His zeal for the safety and honor of Israel ( 1 Samuel 11:6). 4) The authority and power he exerted, upon this important occasion5) His faith and confidence ( 1 Samuel 11:9). 6) His industry and close application to this business ( 1 Samuel 11:8; 1 Samuel 11:11). 7) His success.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 11:6-11. The holy communion in which king and people should stand, through the Spirit of the Lord: 1) In righteous anger against all that is hostile to God’s kingdom ( 1 Samuel 11:6); 2) In true fear of God, which unites king and people inwardly before the Lord; 3) In faithful love, wherein a) the people are heartily obedient to the king’s will, which aims at the common welfare, and b) under his guidance they rise up as one man against the common enemy, and to help the suffering fellow-citizens ( 1 Samuel 11:7); 4) In firm, confident faith in the Lord’s support, which does not suffer his people to be put to shame ( 1 Samuel 11:8-11).

1 Samuel 11:8-9. The messages, To-morrow ye shall have help: 1) A testimony of helpful, active brotherly love; 2) A promise of prompt, hastening help; 3) A trustworthy assurance of fortunate success; 4) A source of great joy (“ rejoiced greatly ”).

1 Samuel 11:12-15. To-day the Lord hath wrought salvation in Israel: 1) A jubilee-cry, praising the Lord’s honor; 2) A warning cry, reminding of guilty offences against forgiving and compassionate love; 3) An awakening cry, demanding the presentation of thank-offerings before the Lord; 4) A joyous cry, calling to be glad in the Lord.

J. Disselhoff: The first kingly deed. The two noblest ornaments of a servant of God are united in it: 1) Burning, holy zeal in the cause of God and the brethren; 2) Corresponding gentleness in one’s own cause.

[ 1 Samuel 11:4-6. Scott: The Lord, in providence, will make way for those whom He has designed and prepared for usefulness; nor shall any repent of humbly waiting in obscurity and honest industry, till He is pleased to call them forth; for pride and impatience alone can conclude, that the only wise God has lighted a candle to leave it under a bushel.—Tr.]

1 Samuel 11:6. Starke: Official wrath is unforbidden. [Compare “Historical and Theological,” No4. Anger is sometimes lawful, sometimes a duty. It is difficult, but not impossible, to “be angry and sin not” ( Ephesians 4:26). Our Lord was at the same time angry and grieved ( Mark 3:5).—Tr.] S. Schmid: It is the Spirit of God alone that works good in men, whether in an ordinary or an extraordinary manner. Disselhoff: Without this zeal no anointed one may be found. For this word will always hold good: “Cursed be he that doeth the work of the Lord slothfully” [so Luther in Jeremiah 48:10. Eng. A. V, “deceitfully,” but margin, “negligently,” which better suits the connection.—Tr.]—But in truth zeal alone is not yet the right ornament of the warriors of Christ. Prove thy zeal, whether it is not perhaps mixed with flesh and blood, or even proceeds altogether from this fountain; and know that zeal for the Lord’s cause should not flow from mere excitability, from a momentary ebullition of natural compassion, or from being overcome by human displeasure and anger. Not the strange fire which the sons of Aaron took, but the fire from the holy altar, the Spirit of God—let us learn it from Saul!—must overmaster, inflame, inspire us.

1 Samuel 11:7. Berl. Bible: There are two sorts of fear. One is a selfish, reward-seeking fear. In this we are caring for ourselves, and it is self-interest that excites, and that is properly human fear. But there is also a fear of the Lord, the fear that one has for His sake alone, when one fears lest the Lord has been grieved through our own sins, or those of others, or lest we or others should not have sufficiently glorified Him in ourselves.—Disselhoff: This can one man accomplish in the people of God, when he is driven by a holy, fiery zeal. The fear of God goes forth from him, and falls upon all to whom he comes. As soon as the fear of the Lord drives an army, a people, to the conflict, no need of being uneasy as to the result.—One cowardly, surly soldier of Christ, afraid of suffering, easily makes a hundred cowards, for cowardice is contagious.

1 Samuel 11:12. Starke: As in God, so in His deputies, mercy and justice should be inseparable; wheresoever these two go asunder, government follows them into distraction, and ends in ruin.[FN26]—Disselhoff: Such a saying ( 1 Samuel 11:13) is the fairest ornament of God’s warriors, lion-like zeal against the enemies of God, against sin and all its out-breaks, a lamb-like disposition towards individual sinners, for they are not to be destroyed, but to be saved through the same salvation that has fallen to our lot.—Berlenb. Bible: Saul’s answer instructs the people in two things at once: first, that we must not ascribe victory to Prayer of Manasseh, but to God; secondly, that we must not be too swift in judging those who through ignorance have rejected God’s guidance, and that the salvation which God has, in so glorious a manner, given to Israel, would be mighty enough to bring back again those who have wandered away.—God wills not the death of the sinner, etc. Excessive strictness rather repels sinners, than brings them right again.

1 Samuel 11:14-15. Cramer: The best bond between authorities and subjects is that they intend to be mutually faithful.—Disselhoff: When one does even something great for his Lord, and does not shrink from much toil and trouble for His sake, can his heart abide in very great joy if he forgets gentleness and patience towards his neighbor, becomes provoked against him, bitter and ill-mannerly?

Footnotes:
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 11:1. On reading of Sept. and Vulg. see Expos.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 11:1. Or, laid siege to.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 11:2. The word “covenant” is not in the Heb. but is involved in the verb. The insertion of the word in the Heb. text is therefore unnecessary. Throughout this passage the Sept. has explanatory additions, which need be regarded only as the freedoms of a translator.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 11:2. Rendered “pick out” by Eng. A. V. in Psalm 30:17.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 11:3. הֶרֶף Hiph. Impv. Apoc. of רפה. Ges. Heb. Gr, §75, Rem15.—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 11:3. Or, into every region.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 11:4. Sept. has incorrectly “to Gibeah to Saul;” it is evident that the message was not brought to Saul. Syr. “the hill of Saul,” Arab. “the city of Saul,” but the word is a proper name.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 11:4. Lit. “spake the words (or things).” In 1 Samuel 11:5 it is: “related the words (or things).”—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 11:7. Comp. Exodus 29:17; Leviticus 1:6; Judges 20:6.—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 11:7. Some render: “sent (word) etc, saying.”—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 11:8. The Sept. gives for Israel600,000, and for Judah70,000, about double the numbers in the Heb. text—an illustration of the tendency to magnify numbers.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 11:9. Lit. “in (Qeri, at) the heat of the sun;” see similar pharse in 1 Samuel 11:11.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 11:12. Sept, Chald, Syr, Arab, insert a negative: “Saul shall not reign over us;” Chald, “is not fit to reign,” Vulg. as Heb. This neg. doe not necessarily imply a different text, yet a לֹא may easily have fallen out of the Hebrews, the preceding word ending with ל. The sense is the same in both readings.—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 11:12. This word is plu. in Hebrews, Chald, Vulg, Arab, but sing. in Sept. and Syr.; the former, as the more difficult reading (since the address was to Samuel), is to be preferred.—Tr.]

FN#15 - 1 Samuel 11:15. Sept: anointed—as interpretation.—Tr.]

FN#16 - 1 Samuel 11:15. Sept.: Samuel (instead of Saul)—more probably error of transcription than attempt to make Samuel conspicuous.—Tr.]

FN#17 - Reading בְּמֵחדֶשׁ instead of כְּמַחֲרִישׁ.—Tr.]

FN#18 - Not if he had a different text before him.—Tr.]

FN#19 - On the relation between this Nahash and the person mentioned in 2 Samuel 17:25 as father of Abigail, and for discussion of 1 Chronicles 2:16, see Arts. Abigail, Zeruiah, Nahash, in Smith’s Bib. Dict. and the Commentaries in loco, and comp. 2 Samuel 17:27.—Tr.]

FN#20 - “On the mountains in full view of Beisan.” Thomson, Land and Book, 2, 174.—Tr.]

FN#21 - This is not the exact expression of the text; rather the putting out of the eyes was the condition of surrender and treaty offered in savage pleasantry by Nahash.—Tr.]

FN#22 - בְּזות, “in this,” that Isaiah, on this condition. The suff. הָ in שַׂמְתִּיהָ is to be taken as neuter, referring to the putting out of the eyes.

FN#23 - It is not said, that they went first to Gibeah.—Tr.]

FN#24 - The word Elohim or El (God) is apparently sometimes used in the Old Testament in a superlative sense=“very great or high,” as in Psalm 36:7 (6), which is literally “mountains of El,” Psalm 68:16 (15), 1 Samuel 14:15, or with Prep. ל (to) as in Jonah 3:3. But in the former cases the true meaning of the word “God” is always kept in the foreground, though the adjectival conception “great” naturally attaches to it.—Tr.]

FN#25 - The German has incorrectly7. Bezek is differently located by different writers. See the dictionaries of Winer, Fairbairn, and Smith, s. v.—Tr.]

FN#26 - As Starke has borrowed this (apparently without acknowledgment) word for word from the English Bishop Hall, we have not Revelation -translated, but given the original. And so in numerous subsequent eases.—Tr.]

12 Chapter 12 

Verses 1-25
II. Samuel’s solemn concluding Transaction with the Assembly of the People at Gilgal
1 Samuel 12:1-25
1And Samuel said unto all Israel, Behold I have hearkened unto your voice in 2 all that ye said unto me, and have made a king over you. And now, behold, the king walketh before you, and I am old and gray-headed,[FN1] and behold, my sons [my sons, behold, they] are with you, and I have walked before you from my 3 childhood unto this day. Behold, here I am. Witness against me before the Lord [Jehovah] and before his Anointed: whose ox have I taken? or, whose ass have I taken? or, whom have I defrauded? whom have I oppressed? or, of whose hand have I received any [a] bribe to blind mine eyes therewith?[FN2] and I will 4 restore it you. And they said, Thou hast not defrauded us, nor oppressed us, neither 5 hast thou taken aught of any man’s hand. And he said unto them, The Lord is [Jehovah be] witness against you, and his Anointed is [be] witness this day, that ye have not found aught in my hand. And they[FN3] answered [said], He is witness6[Witness be they]. And Samuel said unto the people, It is [om. it is] the Lord [Jehovah][FN4] that [who] advanced [appointed] Moses and Aaron, and that [who] brought your fathers up out of the land of Egypt!

7Now, therefore, [And now] stand still [stand forth] that I may [and I will] reason with you before the Lord [Jehovah][FN5] of all the righteous acts of the Lord8[Jehovah] which he did to you and to your fathers. When Jacob was come [came] into Egypt, and[FN6] your fathers cried unto the Lord [Jehovah], then the Lord [Jehovah] sent Moses and Aaron, which [and they] brought forth [om. forth] 9your fathers out of Egypt and made them dwell in this place. And when [om. when] they forgat the Lord [Jehovah] their God, [ins. and] he sold them into the hand of Sisera, captain of the host of Hazor,[FN7] and into the hand of the Philistines,10and into the hand of the king of Moab, and they fought against them. And they cried unto the Lord [Jehovah] and said, We have sinned, because we have forsaken the Lord [Jehovah], and have served Baalim and Ashtaroth; but [and] now 11 deliver us out of the hand of our enemies, and we will serve thee. And the Lord [Jehovah] sent Jerubbaal, and Bedan,[FN8] and Jephthah, and Samuel,8 and delivered 12 you out of the hand of your enemies on every side, and ye dwelled safe. And when ye saw that Nahash the king of the children of Ammon came against you, ye said unto me, Nay, but a king shall reign over us, when the Lord [Jehovah] your God was your king.

13Now, therefore, [And now] behold the king whom ye have chosen, and [om. and] whom ye have desired [demanded];[FN9] and behold, the Lord [Jehovah] hath set a 14 king over you. If ye will fear the Lord [Jehovah], and serve him, and obey his voice, and not rebel against the commandment of the Lord [Jehovah], then shall [om. then shall, ins. and] both ye and also [om. also] the king that reigneth over you [ins. will] continue following [follow] the Lord [Jehovah] your God, well.[FN10] 15But if ye will not obey the voice of the Lord [Jehovah], but rebel against the commandment of the Lord [Jehovah], then shall the hand of the Lord [Jehovah] 16be against you, as it was against your fathers.[FN11] Now, therefore, [And now] stand 17 and see this great thing, which the Lord [Jehovah] will do before your eyes. Is it not wheat harvest to-day? I will call unto the Lord [Jehovah], and he shall [will] send thunder and rain; that ye may perceive [know] and see that your wickedness is great which ye have done in the sight [eyes] of the Lord [Jehovah] 18in asking you a king. So [And] Samuel called unto the Lord [Jehovah], and the Lord [Jehovah] sent thunder and rain that day; and all the people greatly feared the Lord [Jehovah] and Samuel.

19And all the people said unto Samuel, Pray for thy servants unto the Lord [Jehovah] thy God that we die not; for we have added unto all our sins this evil, 20to ask us a king. And Samuel said unto the people, Fear not. Ye have done all this wickedness; yet turn not aside from following the Lord [Jehovah], but serve 21 the Lord [Jehovah] with all your heart; And turn ye not aside, for[FN12] then should ye go [om. for then should ye go] after vain things, which cannot [do not] profit nor 22 deliver, for they are vain. For the Lord [Jehovah] will not forsake his people for his great name’s sake; because it hath pleased the Lord [Jehovah] to make 23 you his people. Moreover [om. moreover] as for me [ins. also], God forbid that I should [om. God forbid that I should, ins. far be it from me to] sin against the Lord [Jehovah] in ceasing to pray for you,[FN13] but I will teach you the good and 24 the [om. the] right way.[FN14] Only fear the Lord [Jehovah] and serve him in truth with all your heart; for consider [see] how great things [how greatly] he hath 25 done [wrought] for you [towards you]. But if ye shall still [om. still] do wickedly, ye shall be consumed [destroyed] both ye and your king.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
1 Samuel 12:1. And Samuel said to all Israel. That the following words were really spoken by Samuel is put beyond doubt by the direct impression of historical truth which this narrative in chap 12 makes, and by the homogeneity of the individual historical features of this picture with the historical picture given us in all that precedes. Ewald (Gesch. [History of Israel] I, 229, Rem2) calls this a narrative “which in its present form is inserted only for the sake of the exhortations to be put into Samuel’s mouth, and the occasional historical statements of which sound very discrepant,” against which we remark: 1) that the historical statements in this piece, as the exposition will show, do not at all contradict the foregoing historical account, and2) that if a mere insertion had been intended here, in order to put exhortations into Samuel’s mouth, it would have been simpler to give it in the form of a monologue; that Isaiah, a continuous address of Samuel to the people.—We have here, namely, not one continuous address of Samuel, as this section is usually called, but a dialogue, a conversation or transaction with the people in the grandest style. Samuel speaks to all Israel, and they speak to him by the mouth of their elders (cf. 1 Samuel 12:3-6; 1 Samuel 12:19-20), and the longer connected declarations of the prophet ( 1 Samuel 12:7-17; 1 Samuel 12:20-25) are embraced by these colloquies and attached to them.—Incorrect also is the usual designation of this section as a parting-address, whereby its significance in relation to the preceding account of Saul’s public solemn presentation to the whole people as king of Israel is obscured or concealed. Samuel does not take leave of the people in order to withdraw from the scene of public life and action into the retirement of private life; he rather promises the continuance not only of his intercession for them, but also of his prophetic labors in respect to the whole people; he points expressly to the elevated position which he will assume, as “teacher of the good and right way,” hereafter, as now, towards king and people.—Further, when the whole procedure, as is common, is regarded as a solemn resignation of office by Samuel, we must call attention to the fact mentioned in 1 Samuel 7:15, that he “judged Israel all the days of his life,” and to the vigorous interference which he repeatedly found necessary during Saul’s government. Certainly with the incoming of the kingdom, which the people desired instead of the existing judgeship ( 1 Samuel 8:5; 1 Samuel 8:20) in order that the king might judge the people and lead them in war, the official position which Samuel had hitherto occupied as judge in Israel, must have had an end; and this end of his proper judicial office, sole and highest Governor of Israel as he had hitherto been, is the starting-point for what he has now still to say to the people. He remains in fact what he was, the highest judge of Israel according to the will of God, under whose oversight and guidance the kingdom also stands; officially the leadership for external and internal political affairs, for which the kingdom was established, is no longer in his hands. Of a resignation of office nothing is said, but (proceeding only from the fact that the government is now given into the hands of the king, and his official government as judge has now consequently come to an end) he passes in review his previous official life as judge of the people, in order, over against the fulfilment of their desire for a king, which was a factual rejection of his official judgeship externally occasioned by the evil conduct of his sons ( 1 Samuel 8:1-7), solemnly to testify and cause them to testify that he had filled his office blamelessly and righteously. On this follows ( 1 Samuel 12:7-12) the rebuking reference to the great deeds of the Lord, wherein in the history of His guidance of the people He had magnified Himself in them, and to the guilty relation of ingratitude and unfaithfulness in which they had placed themselves to this their God and king by the longing after an earthly king, which was a rejection of His authority over them. In 1 Samuel 12:13-18, after a solemn confirmation of the fact, that God the Lord in accordance with that desire had given them a king, in powerful words, which are accompanied and strengthened by an astounding miracle, he exhorts king and people together to the right relation, in which in faithful obedience they are to put themselves, to the will and word of the Lord. King and people are to be obedient subjects of the invisible king. Finally follows ( 1 Samuel 12:19-25) a word of consolation from Samuel to the people now, in consequence of this warning and hortatory address, repentantly confessing their sin in their demand for a king, in which he gently and in friendly fashion exhorts them to obedience and faithfulness towards the Lord ( 1 Samuel 12:20-21), promises them the Lord’s grace and faithfulness ( 1 Samuel 12:22), and assures them of his continuing active fellowship with them in intercession and in instruction in the way of truth ( 1 Samuel 12:23), and finally with repeated exhortation and warning sets before them the blessing and good pleasure of the Lord along with a threatening reference to the punishment to be expected in case of disobedience ( 1 Samuel 12:24-25).—With this fourfold division this whole dialoguic transaction of Samuel with the people connects itself immediately with what precedes, as the conclusion of the assembly of the people in Gilgal. On this connection see Thenius’ remarks. Berlenberger Bible: “Thus with this ends in solemn wise the general assembly of the people.” [Philippson (in Israel. Bib.): “This chapter is one of the finest in the book, and is a model of old-Hebrew eloquence. Words and tone speak for the high antiquity of this piece.”—Tr.]

The words: See, I have hearkened to your voice in all that ye said to me correspond exactly to the words in 1 Samuel 8:7; 1 Samuel 8:21. Samuel at the same time testifies indirectly to the fact that he had therein obeyed the command of God: “Hearken to the voice of the people” ( 1 Samuel 8:7; 1 Samuel 8:9; 1 Samuel 8:22). His listening to the voice of the people was based on the repeated divine command, and was an act of self-denying obedience to the will of the Lord.—“And I have made a king” points to 1 Samuel 12:15 a of the preceding chapter.

1 Samuel 12:2. Walketh is to be understood not merely of leading in war, but in general of the official guidance and government of the people. The “and I” introduces the contrast between the Hitherto and the Now. I am grown old and gray-headed points to the words of the elders, 1 Samuel 8:5. As the people by the mouth of their elders there take occasion from his age to ask a king for themselves, so Samuel here refers back to it, in order not only to point out that this their demand was fulfilled, since he in fact by reason of his age could no longer hold in his hands the internal and external control of the people, but at the same time, in view of the termination of his office and the beginning of the royal rule, to give account of the righteous character of his long career. The reference to his sons as occupying official positions is not to be regarded (Thenius, Keil, et al.) as a confirmation of his age, but looking to 1 Samuel 8:1 (where it is expressly said that Samuel on account of his age had made his sons judges over Israel, that Isaiah, his assistants in the judicial office) rather as a confirmation of the declaration that this change in the government must needs have taken place by reason of his age, which had already necessitated the substitution of his sons. [It is clearly wrong to suggest (Bib. Com. in loco) that “a tinge of mortified feeling at the rejection of himself and his family, mixed with a desire to recommend his sons to the favor and good-will of the nation, is at the bottom of this mention of them.” There is no trace here of mortification or favor-seeking. Samuel stands throughout above the people, and promises his continued friendship and watch-care, while he cordially accepts the change of the government.—Tr.]. What Samuel here affirms of his official career stands in direct contrast with what is said in 1 Samuel 8:3 of the blameworthy official conduct of these sons, since it is inconceivable that he did not know, and now have in mind the covetousness and perversion of judgment and the resulting discontent of the people, which was a cofactor in their desire for a royal government. The mode as well as the fact and content of the following self-justification naturally suggest the statement in 1 Samuel 8:3, and lead to the conclusion that this was the occasion of this (otherwise surprising) justification of his official career, on which in the eyes of the people a shadow had fallen in consequence of the opposite conduct of his sons. In order that, at this important turning-point of his life and of his people’s history, there may be perfect clearness and truth in respect to his judicial career and his unselfish official bearing towards the people, and that the lightest shadow of mistrust and misunderstanding may be dispelled, he in the first place refers to his official life which lay clear and open before the eyes of the people from his youth unto this moment when he had become old and gray; for the words “I have walked before you,” like the preceding “walketh,” indicate his public official intercourse and walk.

1 Samuel 12:3. Answer against me, that Isaiah, witness against me. A formal hearing of witnesses as a judicial act is here introduced. The judicial authorities are two, a heavenly, invisible, God the Lord, the All-knowing, before whom he walked, and an earthly-human, clothed, however, with divine authority, the Anointed of the Lord, who in the name and place of God executes the royal office, which includes the judicial. Here for the first time after the establishment of the kingdom the theocratic king is called the Anointed of the Lord. Here for the first time after his installation regard is had to Saul in his royal authority and position. Before him as before the Lord, the people, in reply to Samuel’s questions put in powerful lapidary style and with grand rhetoric, must bear witness to the following: 1) That he had not covetously appropriated the property of others,—“ox and ass” represent property in a social life based on agriculture and trade, and are expressly named in the Law with the things forbidden to covet ( Exodus 20:17); Samuel’s sons, on the contrary, “turned after gain,” that Isaiah, were covetous, 1 Samuel 8:5;—2) that he had violated no man’s right and freedom by oppression and violence,—רָצַץ “defraud” is stronger than עָשַׁק “oppress;” both often occur together, as in Deuteronomy 28:33, to express violence;—his sons “perverted judgment,” 1 Samuel 8:3;—3) that he had not been guilty of venality in the administration of justice by receiving bribes,—kopher (כֹּפֶר) “bribe” is here not to be regarded (with Keil) as simply a payment for release from capital punishment ( Exodus 21:30; Numbers 35:31), but means in general a gift of money designed to buy the favor of the judge and thus escape deserved punishment. The gift was to cover the punishment [the Heb. word means primarily “cover,”—Tr.], and thus as covering be an expiation: “that I might hide my eyes from him (or, with it).”[FN15] The sons of Samuel took gifts, 1 Samuel 8:3. This was a transgression of the Law, Exodus 23:6; Deuteronomy 27:5.—The answer of the people: that Samuel had done no wrong.

1 Samuel 12:5. Strengthening of this declaration by the participation of the people in Samuel’s invocation of the Lord and his Anointed as witness.[FN16] Calvin: “In these words they confess their ingratitude and perfidy before Jehovah and the king, in that they had rejected the so praiseworthy government of Samuel.”

1 Samuel 12:6. Further strengthening of the testimony by repetition on Samuel’s part of the invocation of God’s witness. To “Jehovah” we must supply “witness;” there is no need to suppose that it fell out by clerical error.—Maurer: “Nothing has fallen out. Samuel repeats the name of Jehovah in order to make the transition to what follows.” “Appointed” [עשה “made,” Eng. A.V. “advanced”] refers to what they were in their God-appointed calling; they were just that for which the Lord had made them, as leaders of the people and their representatives before God.—Calvin: “The word ‘make’ is to be understood of those excellent gifts which God had bestowed on Moses and his brother Aaron, that he might use their ministry in leading the people out of Egypt.” Samuel also was made by the Lord into that which he was to be and was to the people. In taking part, now, in his invocation of God as witness to his impartiality and justice, the people gave confirmation that he had exercised his judicial authority before the Lord according to his divine calling, and that in this view therefore, there was no necessity for their demand for a king.

After ( 1 Samuel 12:1-6) having solemnly testified and before God and the king made them testify to the purity and spotlessness of his long official life among the people, he joins ( 1 Samuel 12:7-12) to the name of Jehovah, whom he has invoked as witness, the humbling reminder of the unfaithfulness of which they had been guilty in respect to this their God and Lord and His benefits by the demand for an earthly-human king. He here looks at the relation of the people to their God. The reference to Moses and Aaron as the first instruments of the Lord’s mighty deeds for His people, and His first deed, the deliverance from Egypt, forms the transition to the following enumeration of God’s might-revelations for the deliverance of His people from great dangers.

1 Samuel 12:7. Formally and solemnly the first words “and now stand forth that I may reason with you before the Lord” introduce as it were a judicial procedure (Cleric.: “I will conduct my cause, as it were, before a judge”), in which Samuel as the judge before the tribunal of the invisible king represents God’s cause over against the people, and holds up before the latter their guilt in this matter of the king.[FN17] Ezekiel 17:20. צְדָקָה [righteous deeds] never means merely “blessing, benefit, kindness,” but always contains the idea of righteousness. It indeed often actually means all that (as in Psalm 22:32; Psalm 24:5; Judges 5:11; Proverbs 10:2; Proverbs 11:4) but always from the stand-point of God’s faithfulness in covenant and promise; the acts of salvation are proof of the divine righteousness, so far as they are God’s reply to man’s right conduct towards Him, or, without this, an outflow of God’s faithfulness by which He grants man the thing promised as something falling to his share. The Plu. “righteous Acts,” as in Micah 6:5, are God’s several deeds of power and grace performed for His people on the ground of His covenant-relation instituted in Abraham and through Moses. [Bib. Comm.: Samuel is here vindicating God, comp. Stephen’s speech, Acts 7].

1 Samuel 12:8. The first and greatest of the mighty deeds of the divine covenant-righteousness is the deliverance out of Egypt and introduction into the land of promise.[FN18] In 1 Samuel 12:9 the: and they forgat the Lord their God is put as contrast to the “righteous acts” of the Lord; they answered God’s covenant-fidelity with unfaithfulness, defection. And so the oppressions of the people by foreign enemies are represented as punishments by the righteous God for their defection. He sold them into the hand, etc, indicates the just retribution of their forgetting Him. When His people abandon Him, Hebrews, by virtue of the same righteousness which blesses them if they are faithful, abandons them to their enemies, who enslave and oppress them. The “selling” refers to the right of the father to sell his children as slaves, here exercised by God as the extremest paternal right, as it were ( Judges 2:14; Judges 3:8; Judges 4:2; Judges 4:9; Deuteronomy 32:10; Isaiah 50:1; Isaiah 52:3; Ezekiel 30:12). [It is also the right of the king to sell his subjects, and of God to dispose of His creatures.—Tr.].—In proof of this punitive justice of God Samuel adduces individual facts from the time of the Judges on, but only “prominent events, as they occurred to him … neglecting the order of events and of times, which was here unessential” (Cleric). [Poole’s Synopsis: Notice here Samuel’s prudence in reproof: 1) by his reproof of their ancestors he prepares their minds to receive reproof; 2) he shows that their ingratitude is old and so worse, and they should take care that it grow no stronger; 3) he chooses a very mild word, “forget,” to express their offence.—Tr.].—Hazor was the capital city of the Canaanites, where dwelt king Jabin whom Joshua smote, Joshua 11:1; Joshua 11:10-13; Joshua 12:19. In the time of the Judges Hazor again appears as the residence of a Canaanitish king Jabin ( Judges 4:2 sq.), instead of whom, however, the there-mentioned captain Sisera is here named, because he commanded the army which then oppressed Israel. The Sept. insertion of “Jabin king of” after “host of,” is evidently a mere explanation.—Into the hand of the Philistines, see Judges 3:31, where the attacks of this people are first mentioned. [See also Judges 13:1.—Tr.].—Into the hand of the king of Moab, that Isaiah, Eglon ( Judges 3:12).—These three nations represent, as the most prominent, all the heathen nations into whose hands God gave His people. Samuel mentions them, looking to the beginnings of the sufferings and wars of the Period of the Judges, in respect to which in the Book of Judges also ( 1 Samuel 3) the “he sold them into the hands of their enemies round about” ( 1 Samuel 12:14) and “they forgat the Lord” are introduced (as here by Samuel) as correlatives.

1 Samuel 12:10. The repentant conversion of the people. And they cried to the Lord (comp. Judges 2:18; Judges 3:9; Judges 3:15; Judges 4:3), that Isaiah, the lamentation over their misery directed to the Lord. The following: we have sinned is their self-accusation on account of their defection from God; the sin is twofold, forsaking the Lord and serving idols. The same accusation is found literally in Judges 10:40, only that here, as in Judges 2:13; Judges 10:6, Ashtaroth is added to Baalim. Baal is the general designation of the divinity among the Phenicians and Carthaginians; with the Art. it is the male chief deity of the Phenicians; the Plu. refers to the numerous individualizations of this deity. P. Cassel [in Lange’s Biblework] on Judges 2:13 : “The various cities and tribes had their special Baals, which were named not always from the cities, but from various natural qualities worshipped in them. This is like the various attributes from which Zeus received various names and worships in Greece.” On Baal-cultus among the Israelites see Winer, B. R-W. s. v. I, 118. Ashtaroth is the designation of the Phenician and Carthaginian female chief deity (along with Baal) which was also worshipped by the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 31:10); the Plu. refers to the number of the stars, which she as queen of heaven represents ( Jeremiah 7:18; Jeremiah 44:17 sq.); for the Sing. Ashtoreth=Astarte (Grk.) has the same root as star [Germ. stern], ἀστήρ, stella, in Pers. Astara (on the Upper Asiatic origin of this word see J. G. Müller s. v. in Herzog’s R-E.); she was not merely the moon goddess alongside of Baal as sun-god, as her pictures with the moon-crescents on the head testify, but as light-giving night-goddess, also star-goddess, representative of the glittering host of heaven ( Jeremiah 7:18), like the later Artemis.[FN19] Comp. P. Cassel on Judges 2:13; Winer, s. v. On the renewed introduction of her worship by Song of Solomon, in which is presented the fulfilment of Deuteronomy 4:19, see 1 Kings 11:5; 1 Kings 11:33.—On the accusation follows the prayer, “Deliver us” in contrast with the forsaking and forgetting, and the vow “we will serve thee” in contrast with “we have served” Baalim, etc. This repentance the Lord graciously answers ( 1 Samuel 12:11): 1) by sending deliverers. Again only a few are mentioned: Jerubbaal-Gideon; the name signifies “ let Baal strive,” that Isaiah, with him, and expresses scorn and contempt at the impotence of Baal, whose altar Gideon had with impunity destroyed, Judges 6:28-32. Gideon is thence called Jerubbesheth. 2 Samuel 11:21.—The name Bedan is found elsewhere only in 1 Chronicles 7:17 as name of a descendant of Prayer of Manasseh, who Isaiah, however, of no historical importance. In the Book of Judges, to whose contents this part of Samuel’s address (especially 1 Samuel 12:10) unmistakably points, there is no judge of this name; but the connection shows that a judge is here meant. The name has been read Ben-Dan = “ the Danite,” as Samson was born in Daniel, Judges 13:2 (Kimchi), and at the same time a play of words on his corpulence [Arab, badana] has been also supposed (Böttch.). But against this last Thenius rightly remarks that a name resting on a word-play would by no means suit this serious discourse; against the first (apart from the form) is the fact that Samson is never Song of Solomon -called, as must have been the case if the people were here to understand the name. Gesenius (Halle Lit. Z. 1841, No41) regards the name as abbreviation of Abdon, and so Ewald, who understands the judge of that name ( Judges 12:13). But this judge does not occupy the important place in the history which the connection calls for. Similarly we must reject the supposition that Jair of Gilead Judges 10 assumed to be a descendant of Machir (whose great grandson, 1 Chronicles 7:17, is Bedan) is here meant, since the connection of Jair and Machir is not proved; and the supposition that a judge omitted in the Book of Judges from his insignificance is intended, is untenable. The best expedient is to read (with Sept, Syr, Arab) Barak; for the letters of this name (ברק) might easily pass into the other (בדן) and the error be perpetuated by copyists. But Barak is one of the most prominent judges along with those here mentioned. The historical-chronological order is not strictly observed in 1 Samuel 12:9 also. Barak represents with Deborah that heroic Israelitish band that ( Judges 4) broke the power of Sisera and delivered Israel out of the hand of the Canaanites.—The fact that, after Jeph, Sam. names himself as the fourth representative of the divine deliverance is not so surprising as it is thought by the Syr. and Arab, versions and a Greek manuscript (Kennicott in the Addend, to his dissert. gener.) which put Samson instead, and also by Thenius, who, though the Sept. and Vulg. have Samuel, accepts the former reading because Samuel does not speak of his own times till the next verse. Samuel could mention himself without exciting surprise, because he was conscious of his high mission as judge and deliverer, and the profound significance of his office for the history of Israel was universally recognized. By this mention of himself he honors not himself, but the Lord, who had made him (like Moses and Aaron before) what he was, comp. 1 Samuel 12:6-9. Besides, it was under him that the yoke of the forty years’ dominion of the Philistines was broken, which work of deliverance Samson was only able to begin. Samuel includes himself as an instrument of the divine deliverance, because over against him the demand for a king involved the rejection of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 8:5), and so the sin against the Lord in that demand appears in the clearest light; and this, after having pointed secondly to the repeated wonderful deliverances of Israel out of the hand of enemies by these messengers of God, and thirdly to the quiet and security which they were enabled to attain in the land, he sets before them in 1 Samuel 12:12. These words expressly declare that Ammonitish attacks on the territory of Israel were the first occasion of the demand for a king as leader in war, comp. 1 Samuel 8:20. Clericus well remarks: “ It hence appears not improbable that Nahash had made incursions into the Hebrew territory before the Israelites had demanded a king, and after his election had returned and begun the siege of Jabesh. It often happens in these books that circumstances omitted in their proper place are mentioned where they less properly belong.” And yet the Lord your God is your king.—By such deliverers He had shown Himself anew their king; this He was by the covenant, and this He remained by His covenant-faithfulness. With the same declaration Gideon ( Judges 8:23) exhibits the inadmissibility of His elevation as king, and Samuel the sinfulness and the unjustifiableness of their demand for a king.

1 Samuel 12:13-18. The third section of this transaction: in view of the fact that God has actually established a king in accordance with their demand, though it was a sinful and blameful one, Samuel declares a truth, which contains an earnest warning, namely, that, if the people with their king will maintain the right relation to God in fidelity and obedience to His will, the hand of the Lord will be with them both; in the contrary case, it will be against them both.

1 Samuel 12:13. And now. Here the discourse turns from the past and from the judgment of the people’s conduct to the present fact of the established kingdom, which, with the words: Behold the king is taken as starting-point for the following declaration and the attached serious warning and truth. In this declaration is set forth the origin of Saul’s kingly position—1) on its human side by the words: whom ye have chosen, whom ye have demanded—the discourse here goes regressively first to the election instituted by Samuel, and then to the demand made against him and God’s will, and there is just here a progression in the thought;[FN20]—2) on its divine side by the words: behold, the Lord hath set a king over you.—Your demand sprang from an evil root, yet hath the Lord granted it; this king—though chosen and demanded by you—is yet alone a work of God; his election and establishment rests on the divine will and command. By these words is confirmed the truth that the Lord is and remains king ( 1 Samuel 12:12). So far is that rejection (factually affirmed by the demand) from overthrowing Jehovah’s kingdom, that the universal authority of the latter is rather now for the first time rightly declared in the installation of the sought-for king, and in his obligation and the people’s to be subject to Jehovah and unconditionally obedient to His will. This point of view of the absolute theocracy comes out here the more clearly not only by the immediately preceding reference to the human side of the origin of the kingdom, but also by Samuel’s declaration in 1 Samuel 12:1 : “I have made a king over you,” to which stands opposed the declaration: “Behold, the Lord hath set a king over you.” From this fact, that the installed king is a gift of the Lord, granted to the people’s demand (comp. 1 Samuel 10:19), follows now, in view of the relation in which therefore people and king should stand to the Lord, the truth and the warning: The well-being of both depends on faithful obedience to the Lord’s will and word. The “if” introduces a protasis which includes all of 1 Samuel 12:14, and has no apodosis. The view that the latter has fallen out by similar endings, and read: “then he will save you out of the hand of your enemies” (Thenius) is not satisfactorily supported, and is not required to explain the aposiopesis, since the absence of the apodosis is easily explained by the length of the protasis, and its content apparent from the context= “well,” or “it will be well with you.” A similar failure of the apodosis to be supplied from the connection is found in Exodus 32:32. The assumption of an apodosis with וִהְיִתֶם [as in Eng. A. V.] in the sense, “then ye will follow the Lord,” is untenable, partly from the tautology it makes in protasis and apodosis, partly from the expectation, awakened by the parallelism with the following sentence in 1 Samuel 12:15, of finding a promise set over against the threat. The voluntative sense of אַם =modo, “if only” (Keil) [=“O that ye would only”], cannot be taken here, since it would then have the Imperf.[FN21] (Ew. §329 b). Nor can we (with S. Schmid) connect 1 Samuel 12:14 with the last words of 1 Samuel 12:13 : “The Lord hath set a king over you, if ye only will, etc.; but if not ….,” since the conditioned character of the former clause would then require in it the Imperf. If (with Kimchi, Maurer) we read וִחְיִתֶם, “ye shall live,” we cannot (with Maurer) translate: “who reigns over you after Jehovah” (that Isaiah, “next to Jehovah”), since this is an, expression foreign to the Old Testament; nor (with Tremellius) supply “sequentes” [that Isaiah, “ye will live following Jehovah”]. If an apodosis be insisted on here (changing the text to וחיתם), we might perhaps read: “then shall ye live… after Jehovah,” which answers to the view expressed in the preceding words, of following God in obedience to His commands. But, retaining the text and supposing the apodosis omitted, Samuel here, in keeping with the importance of the moment and the emotion of his own heart, heaps together in most eloquent fashion the demands which are to be made on religious-moral life in view of the conditions of true well-being for the people and their king in the new order of things: to fear the Lord, serve Him, hearken to His voice, not rebel against His word (comp. Deuteronomy 1:26, “rebel against the mouth [commandment] of the Lord”), and be after him, or, remain in His retinue true to Him. About the last words Keil rightly remarks (against Thenius) that היה אחר “to be after” is good Hebrew, and especially is often used in the sense, “to attach one’s self to the king, hold to him,” comp. 2 Samuel 2:10; 1 Kings 12:20; 1 Kings 16:21. This expression corresponds completely to the thought underlying this exhortation, namely, that the Lord, in spite of Israel’s rejection of Him by the demand for an earthly-human king, is and remains the King of His people ( 1 Samuel 12:12-13).

1 Samuel 12:15. The contrast: But if ye will not—(from the preceding are recapitulated only the two traits of obedience to the word of the Lord and not rebelling against His commandment)—then will the hand of the Lord be against you, as it was against your fathers.[FN22]—This comparative addition looks to the words from 1 Samuel 12:7 to 1 Samuel 12:12, wherein is pointed out how the fathers had brought on themselves by sin and defection the oppression of the enemy, in which the hand of the Lord was heavy on them, and from which the people now hoped to be delivered by the kings. At bottom the defection of the fathers and the demand for a king who was to deliver from oppressions sent by God for their sins, are one and the same wrong against the Lord. Therefore Samuel wishes by his earnest warning to lead them to repentance.

1 Samuel 12:16 gives the transition to a miraculous confirmation of that realness of the divine holiness and righteousness, with which Samuel, his gaze fixed on the future, has just directed his exhortation to the people in the form of the announcement of a sentence. “Even now” connects the following with the preceding, so that1) the picture of a judicial scene, which was introduced in 1 Samuel 12:7, is continued in the following narration, and2) the signification of the next related fact is closely connected with that of the previously spoken words. The “now also” or “even now” refers back to 1 Samuel 12:7, where the judidicial scene is introduced with the same words: “and now stand forth, that I may reason with you.” The reasoning continues thence through all the stages of the discourse, which the people have up to this moment heard, and is completed in the fact announced by Samuel [that Isaiah, the thunder-storm.—TR.], in which they are to behold the Lord’s judgment on their sin in the matter of the king.

1 Samuel 12:17. Is it not wheat-harvest to-day? This question signifies that at that season (in May or June) rain was unusual. So testifies Jerome on Am. iv7 [and Rob. I, 429–431.—TR.]. After the barley-harvest ( 2 Samuel 21:9; Ruth 1:22; Ruth 2:23) followed the wheat-harvest, 1 Samuel 6:13; Genesis 30:14; Judges 15:1–“To give voices,” said of Jehovah, = “ to thunder,” Psalm 46:7; Psalm 68:34; Psalm 18:14; Exodus 9:23. Thunder is called the voice of the Lord, Psalm 29:3 sq. Samuel announces a storm with thunder and rain as a God-given sign, by which the Israelites should perceive that they had grievously sinned against God in asking a king. The “voices” = thunder answer to the “voice” and “mouth” in 1 Samuel 12:15.

1 Samuel 12:18. At Samuel’s request this sign of His anger and His punitive justice, as manifestation of His kingly glory, takes place.—The result is that the people are seized with great fear of the Lord and of Samuel; “of Samuel” is added because Hebrews, as before by his word, so by his introduction of this manifestation, wonderful and contrary to the ordinary course of nature, of God’s wrath, had displayed himself as instrument of the judicial power and glory of the God-king.

1 Samuel 12:19-25. Fourth section of Samuel’s dealing with the repentant people. Confession of sin, comfort and exhortation to the humbled people.

1 Samuel 12:19. Their overwhelming fright and terror of soul leads first to the prayer to Samuel to call on the Lord that He might mercifully spare them. That we die not,—the presence of the holy and just God has made itself known to the people. Before Him the sinner cannot stand, His judgment must reach him. The “for” supplies the basis to the thought contained in what precedes, that they had deserved the punishment of the angry God. Their penitent confession is not merely the admission that they had asked a king, but that they had added to all their sins this evil. 1 Samuel 12:20. The word of consolation: Fear not, in contrast with: “and all the people greatly feared” ( 1 Samuel 12:18). To his consoling word Samuel adds1) the reference to their sin, which, in order to retain them in wholesome sorrowful repentance, he anew sets before them in its whole extent (“ye have done all this wickedness”), and2) the exhortation, negative: only turn not aside from following the Lord (the “from after” points back to the “after” in 1 Samuel 12:15); positive: Serve the Lord with all your heart, the undivided, complete devotion of the heart, the innermost life to the Lord is inseparably connected with not turning aside from Him.

1 Samuel 12:21. Warning against apostasy to idol-worship. And turn ye not aside [after vanities which do not profit]. (Text-criticism.—The difficulties in the כִּי “for” after וְלֹא תָסוּרוּ are not set aside by supplying תָּסוּרוּ or תֵּלְכוּ, as many ancient and modern expositors do [so Eng. A. V.—TR.]. According to this view, the ground of the resumed warning would be here given: “ for ye go (if ye do that, namely, turn aside from the Lord) after vanities.” But then something is adduced as ground of the warning which is implicitly its object; besides, apart from the hardness of the insertion, the resumption of the “turn not aside” with וְ “and” is a difficulty. Looking at the following כִּי, it becomes probable that this one was by mistake inserted a line before. It is rendered in not one of the ancient versions (Then.). It is wanting in Luther’s version also. The omission of the כִּי gives a good, clear sense and an advance suitable to the lively character of the whole discourse. The “Turn not aside from the Lord” [ 1 Samuel 12:20] is continued in the “Turn not aside after vanities,” for apostasy to idolatry is the consequence of apostasy from the Lord. The former is introduced with אַֹךְ אַל (“only do not”) in the form of urgent request, hearty wish, the latter as a categorically-determined negative with לֹא, (“not.”). Idols are described as תֹּהוּ “naughty, vain” (= הֶבֶל), as in Isaiah 46:9 the idol-makers. They cannot help nor deliver, because they are simply, tohu, nothing, vanity.—[Comp. 1 Corinthians 8:4.—TR.]

1 Samuel 12:22 is factually the reason why they are not to fear ( 1 Samuel 12:20); but formally this verse is the ground of the preceding exhortation; they are not to forsake the Lord and turn aside from Him and serve idols, because the Lord will not forsake them as His people, which is said in contrast with the vain idols, which cannot help and deliver, because they are “naught,” while the Lord’s “great name” is to be the pledge that He will not forsake them. The words: for his name’s sake are explained by and based on the declaration: for it hath pleased the Lord (כִּי הוֹאִיל), not “the Lord hath begun,” but “he has by free determination taken the first step thereto, it pleased him” (comp. Judges 17:11; Joshua 7:7; Exodus 2:21).—To make you his people.—This embraces all God’s deeds, by which He has established Israel in history as His people, the deeds of choice, deliverance out of Egypt, covenanting, introduction into the promised inheritance, preservation from enemies—by these deeds He has glorified His name, which is the expression of all God’s revelations of salvation and power to His people. The ground of this is found simply in the determination of the free, loving will of God—הוֹאִיל, comp. Deuteronomy 7:6-12, which furnishes a complete parallel to the train of thought here. Of the vain idols it is said in 1 Samuel 12:21 לֹא יוֹעִילוּ [lo yoilu, “they do not profit”], of the Lord here הוֹאִיל [hoil, “he did kindly, it pleased him”], a paronomasia of pregnant meaning. The name of the Lord, therefore, that by which He has made Himself this name in His relations to His people, and that which thence resulted, the dignity of the people as the Lord’s people and their appertainment to Him as His property is the pledge that He will not leave His people. “His people” and “make you His people” are corresponding expressions, they are His people because He has made them His people. Comp. Psalm 100:3; Psalm 95:7; Deuteronomy 7:6; Deuteronomy 7:9; Deuteronomy 7:18.

1 Samuel 12:23. Samuel promises the people his personal mediation and aid, partly through the priestly function of intercession for them, partly through the exercise of his prophetic office in showing them the right way. The “as for me too” refers to the “Jehovah” in the preceding verse, and to the close connection into which the people ( 1 Samuel 12:19) had brought his name with the name of the Lord. The assurance of his intercession follows on the request in 1 Samuel 12:19 : “Pray for thy servants.” Both passages put Samuel’s prayer-life anew in a clear light (comp7, 8). By the solemn asseveration “far be it,” he points to the importance which he himself attributes to his intercession for the people. The word “sin” indicates his obligation before the Lord to intercede; to neglect this would be a sin against the Lord; for, as mediator between God and the people, he must enter the Lord’s presence in whatever concerned them, for weal or for woe. Comp. his work of prayer in chs 7, 8. The “not ceasing” indicates his persistency in intercession.—Along with this priestly mediation Samuel promises also his constant prophetic watch-care, which consists in “showing the good and right way,” that Isaiah, the way of God. The predicates “good and right” show that moral conduct is referred to, and that according to the will and law of the Lord (so Psalm 25:4). The instruction is to be given to king as well as people.

1 Samuel 12:24. Samuel, having spoken of his person and his personal office, now directs the people’s look from his person and work to the Lord, and holds up anew before king and people the great Either—Or: either ye will fear the Lord and serve Him and ye will experience the salvation of your God,—or, ye will do evil and—both of you will be destroyed. The discourse culminates in a condensed statement of what is said in 1 Samuel 12:14-15. The “in truth, with all your heart,” exhibits the double character of the service of God, of truth and of innerness, in contrast with the service of outward appearance and dead works. Since this exhortation to fear and serve God relates to the general religious-moral life of the people, we cannot refer the confirmatory declaration: For ye see what great things he hath done for you to the extraordinary natural phenomenon narrated in 1 Samuel 12:18. The mighty deeds of the Lord here referred to are those mentioned in 1 Samuel 12:6-7 sqq, to which reference is repeatedly made in all these transactions relating to the king ( 1 Samuel 8:8; 1 Samuel 10:18), from which most frequently is drawn the motive for true fear of God and obedience to His will, because by them God established and confirmed His covenant relation with Israel as His people, and so the people owed Him covenant-fidelity and obedience as their God.

HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL
1. Review of the history of the introduction by Samuel of the Israelitish monarchy under Saul (chaps8–12). The following are its principal stadia, in the general and special development of which the well-adjusted connection between the several sections becomes apparent. In chap8 Samuel confers with the people concerning their demand for a king, and receives in prayer the revelation from the Lord that he should listen to the people’s demand and give them a king. In 1 Samuel 9:1-17 is set forth the providence of the Lord, whereby in the person of Saul the divinely chosen and appointed king of Israel is led to Samuel, and is designated as such by a special revelation from the Lord. 1 Samuel 9:17 to 1 Samuel 10:16, Samuel as instrument of the divine call which came to Saul; Saul receives from Samuel first the announcement of his high calling by the Lord ( 1 Samuel 12:17-25), then the consecration to the royal office by anointing, and the assurance of his call by reference to appointed signs therefor ( 1 Samuel 10:1-8), and finally the confirmation and strengthening of his divine call together with qualification for it by the Spirit of the Lord ( 1 Samuel 12:9-16).— 1 Samuel 10:18-27. Samuel and the people in the assembly at Mizpah for the public presentation of the God-chosen king, which is followed by a partial recognition only on the part of the people.—Chap 11 Saul’s proclamation and general recognition as king of Israel in consequence of his heroic deed of deliverance from the Ammonites, and also his solemn installation at Gilgal.—Chap12 Samuel, in a solemn, affecting final conference at Gilgal, after a justificatory review of his official career, places people and monarchy under the government of the Lord, as their king, and obligates both to obey His will.

2. “Samuel yields to the desire of the people because he knows that now God’s time has come; but at the same time he makes every effort to bring the people to a consciousness of their sins. If it were true that Samuel considered the monarchy in itself incompatible with the theocracy, how very differently he must have acted! In that case, when the whole people, deeply moved by his discourse and by the confirmatory divine sign, said: “Pray for thy servants to the Lord thy God, for we have added to all our sins the evil of asking a king” ( 1 Samuel 12:19), he must have insisted that the old form be straightway Revelation -established. But he is far from doing this. He rather exhorts the people to be from now on faithful to the Lord, who would glorify Himself in them and their king.” Hengstenberg, Beitr. 3, 258 sq. [Contributions, etc.].

3. At Gilgal [chap12] Samuel stands at the highest point of his work as instrument of the divine guidance and government of his people, and as mediator between the people and God as their king and lord. As prophet he leads king and people together into the presence of the Lord, calls forth in the people by a moving discourse the deep feeling of sin and the penitent confession of guilt, places king and people under God’s royal majesty and legal authority, and obligates them to inviolable obedience to the will of the Lord. As judge Hebrews, at God’s command, installs the asked-for king, makes the people solemnly confirm the self-justifying declaration which he with invocation of God and the king had made, conducts the Lord’s cause against the unfaithful people by reasoning with them and accusing them, exhibits in thunder and storm the majesty and the wrath of the despised invisible king, decrees weal and woe, salvation and destruction to king and people, according to the regard which they hereafter show to the exhortations and instructions which he had given them as prophet. In this sense, in spite of the termination now of his official functions as Judges, he remains a judge over king and people. And there Isaiah, besides, his priestly position, in which he again presents himself between the Lord and His people, with the assurance and promise that he will ever intercede for them, and would sin by not interceding. The people so needed him as long as he lived.

4. The Lord’s mighty deeds towards and for His people, their apostasy to unfaithfulness and idolatry, punishment for their sins in oppression and misery, cry to the Lord for help in time of need, repentance and confession of sins, new exhibitions of the Lord’s grace, these are in constant sequence the chief features of the history of the kingdom of God in Israel, here briefly sketched ( 1 Samuel 12:7-12), and in the Book of Judges detailed at length.

5. The mention of the Lord’s manifestations of grace and revelations of power for His people, which is here heard from Samuel, and remains throughout all prophecy a standing element of prophetic preaching, has as its aim: 1) to glorify the name of God, to bring out clearly His covenant-faithfulness, and to exhibit the people’s high calling as chosen people and God’s property; 2) to show more strikingly the people’s sin in unfaithfulness, unthankfulness and disobedience, and thereby to bring them to acknowledgment of their sin; 3) to induce sincere repentance and penitent return to the Lord; 4) to show the penitent people the source of consolation and help, and to fix in their hearts the ground of hope for future salvation; 5) to make more effective admonitions and warnings respecting the maintenance and attestation of their covenant-faithfulness.

6. The truth and the fact: “The Lord your God is your King” ( 1 Samuel 12:12), notwithstanding its subjective obscuration in the consciousness of the people, whence proceeded the demand (sinful in its motives and moral presuppositions) for an earthly-human kingdom, has lost so little objectively in validity and importance that now, in the outset of the history of the kingdom granted by God in accordance with this desire, it rather comes out more clearly, since monarchy and people are placed under the immediate royal authority of God ( 1 Samuel 12:13-14), and both people and king (the two embraced as a unit in this point of view, 1 Samuel 12:14), exhorted to like obedience to His royal will, and threatened with like punishment from the Most High King as their Judge ( 1 Samuel 12:14-15; 1 Samuel 12:25). The rejection of the God-king by the demand for a Prayer of Manasseh -king led to a higher stage of development of the theocracy, on which, over against and by means of the earthly kingdom, there was of necessity a so much the more glorious unfolding of the royal honor of God.

7. God’s manifestations of grace and salvation to Israel are often regarded in the Old Testament under the point of view of righteousness, and called by this name, as in 1 Samuel 12:7. But this “righteousness” is not then (as is often done) to be taken as =“goodness,” “benefit,” and the like, for these are different conceptions; nor as=“faithfulness,” “ trustworthiness,” so far as God fulfils to His people the promises which He gives as covenant-God. The ground of this designation of the divine gracious kindnesses is given in the relation in which God as covenant-God stands to His people; established by own free grace and His absolute loving will ( 1 Samuel 12:22), it is the norm, according to which the people over against him walk in the obedience due to His holy will (ethical righteousness), and on the other hand the Lord over against His people reveals to them the love and goodness which belong to them as His possession by virtue of the gracious rights established by Him, imparting to them gifts and benefits of grace partly as a promised blessing, partly as reward of faithful and obedient fulfilment of covenant-obligations ( Psalm 24:5; 22:32; Micah 6:5). In accordance with this, God in His deliverances exercises His righteousness (which gives each his own) as King of His people on the ground and according to the norm of the covenant-relation established by Himself in His own free grace ( 1 Samuel 12:14-15; 1 Samuel 12:24-25). Comp. 1 John 1:9 : “God is faithful and righteous to forgive us our sins.” After the completion of the economy of salvation in Christ, God’s righteousness is exhibited, along with His faithfulness, in the bestowment on the penitent sinner of the gracious gift of forgiveness of sins as something which belongs to him by the right accorded him by free grace, since God has ordained that he who penitently confesses his sins shall find pardon.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
1 Samuel 12:1-6. How a servant of God should, after the example of Samuel, rightly perform the duty of maintaining his personal honor and innocence against unjust accusations: 1) By a clear and true statement of his own course of life and behaviour ( 1 Samuel 12:1-2); 2) By a bold appeal to the knowledge and conscience of others ( 1 Samuel 12:3-4); 3) By a solemn invocation of the all-knowing God as the best witness. [ 1 Samuel 12:2-3. Samuel a statesman and civil and military ruler, living in times of cruel warfare, political changes, social corruption, and general relaxation of morality; he can solemnly appeal to God and man for the absolute integrity of his official conduct through all the years (particularizing that—a) he has not seized their property, b) defrauded them, nor c) inflicted personal violence, and d) has not taken bribes); and all the people ( 1 Samuel 12:5-6), and God Himself ( 1 Samuel 12:18), fully confirm the claim. A notable example, often needed.—Hall: No doubt Samuel found Himself guilty before God of many private infirmities; but, for his public carriage, he appeals to men. A man’s heart can best judge of himself; others can best judge of his actions. Happy is that man that can be acquitted by himself in private, in public by others, by God in both.—Scott: The honor rendered to those who are concluding their course, differs widely from the applause and congratulation which many receive when they first step forth before the public eye. This, indeed, often terminates in disgrace and contempt.—TR.]

1 Samuel 12:7-12. Think of former times: 1) That we may with shame remember the Lord’s many manifestations of grace and benefits; 2) That we may be penitently conscious of the sins committed against the Lord; 3) That we may humbly acknowledge the ground of all evils and distresses in our own guilt; 4) That we may honestly turn to the obedience of faith towards the Lord. [ 1 Samuel 12:7-12. Hall: Samuel had dissuaded them before—he reproves them not until now.…. We must ever dislike sin—we may not ever show it. Discretion in the choice of seasons for reproving is not less commendable and necessary than zeal and faithfulness in reproving.—TR.]

1 Samuel 12:14-15. With whom or against whom is the hand of the Lord? The answer to this question depends on the following considerations: 1) Whether one has, or has not, given himself to be the Lord’s with his whole heart—a) in true fear of God, b) in true service of God; 2) Whether one Isaiah, or is not, in his will thoroughly obedient to the will of the Lord, a) hearkening unconditionally to His word, b) not resisting His commandments; 3) Whether one Isaiah, or is not, in his whole walk ready to follow the Lord in His guidance—a) keeping in the way pointed out by Him, b) keeping in view the goal set up by Him.

1 Samuel 12:13-15. True unity between king and people, authorities and subjects: 1) As being holy it is closely bound by the hand of the King of all kings in establishing the covenant between the two ( 1 Samuel 12:13; 1 Samuel 2) As being deeply grounded it is rooted in the common obligation of both alike to fear God, serve God, obey God (no true unity without right fear of God, humble service of God, faithful obedience to God) ( 1 Samuel 12:14); 3) As unshakable and abiding it is maintained in times of heavy assaults, when both are tempted to apostasy, unbelief and disobedience ( 1 Samuel 12:15 a); 4) It shows itself ever firmer in view of the Lord’s threatenings and promises to both.

1 Samuel 12:14-19. The hard speech of God against sinners: 1) Why it is necessary—because men are hard-hearted, hard of hearing, cross-grained; 2) How it makes itself heard—in the earnest exhortations of His holy love ( 1 Samuel 12:14), in the threatenings of His righteous wrath ( 1 Samuel 12:15), in alarming natural events ( 1 Samuel 12:16-18); 3) What is its aim—acknowledgment of sin ( 1 Samuel 12:17), fear of God ( 1 Samuel 12:18), seeking God’s grace ( 1 Samuel 12:19).

1 Samuel 12:19-21. To whom applies the divine word of consolation, Fear not: To those who—1) penitently confess their sins before God, 2) humbly acknowledge God’s punishments as well-merited, 3) eagerly seek God’s grace and mercy; 4) are willing to serve the Lord in faithful obedience.

1 Samuel 12:20-21. The exhortation to fidelity, Turn not aside from the Lord. Turn not aside—1) When experiencing His punitive justice, but have childlike confidence in His forgiving love; 2) When harassed by natural inclination to resist His will, but serve Him in faithful obedience through the power of His Spirit; 3) When tempted to fall away by the world which is sunk in the service of vanity, but bravely withstand the idolatry of the ungodly world.

1 Samuel 12:20-21. A threefold word of exhortation to penitent sinners: 1) A word reminding of past sin (“Ye have done all this wickedness”); 2) A word consolingly pointing to the divine grace (“Fear not”); 3) A word exhorting to fidelity (“Turn not aside from the Lord”), which, with the warning against the idolatry of the vain world contains a demand to serve the Lord alone with all the heart.

1 Samuel 12:22. The Lord forsakes not His people—for1) He has made His people His possession—a) by choice out of free grace, b) by covenanting with them in faithful love; 2) He has made Himself a great name among His people, a) by His wonderful deeds in the past, b) by the promises of His word for the future.

1 Samuel 12:23. The highest service of love which men can do one another: 1) Intercession for each other before the Lord; 2) Pointing to the good and right way.—Ceasing to intercede for our brethren a sin against the Lord: 1) Because the souls of our brethren as members of His people are His possession; 2) Because the Lord demands intercession as a sign and fruit of love, which flows from the fountain of His paternal love, and in which men as His children are to keep themselves before Him; 3) Because the Lord, in that community of life in which He has placed us, often gives us special occasion and necessity to pray for our brethren. [Henry: Samuel promises more than they asked. (1) They asked it of him as a favor—he promised it as a duty. (2) They asked him to pray for them at this time, and upon this occasion, but he promises to continue his prayers for them, and not to cease as long as he lived. (3) They asked him only to pray for them, but he promises to do more, to teach them also “the good and the right way,” the way of duty, the way of pleasure and profit.—TR.]

1 Samuel 12:24-25. Fear the Lord: 1) What sort of fear the true fear of God Isaiah 2) On what it is grounded (“great things”). 3) Whereby it manifests itself (serving Him). 4) From what it preserves (from temporal and eternal destruction). [Henry: And two things he urges by way of motive: (1) Gratitude, considering “what great things he had done for them;” (2) Interest, considering what great things He would do against them, if they should still “do wickedly.”—TR.] 1 Samuel 12:22; 1 Samuel 12:25. Harless (On Hallowing the Sabbath, I, 113): The hope of genuine national prosperity. Where then is the ground for hope of genuine national prosperity? Where there Isaiah 1) Fear of God’s Name; 2) Confidence in God’s Name.

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - 1 Samuel 12:2. Sept. wrongly καθήσομαί, as if from ישׁב.—Tr.]

FN#2 - 1 Samuel 12:3. Or, “in his account;” so Chald.: “I hid my eyes in judgment from him.” Sept. reads: “a ransom (proper rendering of כּפֶֹר, but here=“ bribe”) and a sandal (reading נַעֲלַיִם, instead of אַעְלִים), answer against me, and,” etc. So in Sirach 46:19. Vulg.: “I will despise that to-day.” Syr. and Chald. support Heb. The insertion in the Sept. of the easy “answer” is suspicious, and the “sandal” is hard. It seems better to retain the abbreviated Heb. text.—Tr.]

FN#3 - 1 Samuel 12:5. Heb. is sing, but Sept. and several VSS. and Heb. MSS. plu.; the subject is “the people,” which may have been taken as a sing. collective.—Tr.]

FN#4 - 1 Samuel 12:6. Sept.: “Jehovah be witness, who,” etc, a natural and suspicious insertion, and not necessary. Syr. has “Jehovah is God alone.” Ch. and Vulg. as Heb.—Tr.]

FN#5 - 1 Samuel 12:7. Sept. inserts: “and I will tell you,” which makes the sentence easier, but is easily supplied in the pregnant Heb. construction.—Tr.]

FN#6 - 1 Samuel 12:8. Erdmann not so well makes the apodosis begin here. Here Sept. inserts: “and Egypt humbled them,” which has much to recommend it. But, if it had been in the original text, it would be hard to explain how it fell out. The addition of “and his sons” after “Jacob” in the Sept. is probably spurious.—Tr.]

FN#7 - 1 Samuel 12:9. Sept.: “host of Jabis king of Asor,” which agrees with the expression in Judges 4:2; Judges 4:7. So the Vulg.—Tr.]

FN#8 - 1 Samuel 12:11. Sept.: Barak. In the Syr. the list is: Deborah, Barak, Gideon, Nephtah, Samson. Probably we should read “Barak” for “Bedan;” the others as in the Heb. text. See Exegetical Notes.—Tr.]

FN#9 - 1 Samuel 12:13. Omitted in Sept. The order in the Heb. does not seem natural, but may refer to the two paths by which they obtained the king (chs 10,11). Wellhausen suggests that there is here a duplet. De Rossi prefers, on the authority of many MSS. and three VSS. (Syr, Vulg, Arab.), the insertion of “and” before “whom ye have demanded.”—Tr.]

FN#10 - 1 Samuel 12:14. On the construction see Exeget. Notes. For Heb. הייתם, “be,” Chald. in Walton’s Polyg. has תחווּן, “live” (which does not help the matter), but P. de Lagarde’s ed. of Codex Reuchlinianus (Targ.) has תתנהוּן, “be gathered.”—Tr.]

FN#11 - 1 Samuel 12:15. Sept.: “and against your king,” which accords with 1 Samuel 12:14.—Tr.]

FN#12 - 1 Samuel 12:21. The כִּי, Isaiah, with all the ancient vss, to be omitted. Syr. and Arab. and Chald. diverge slightly from the masor. text.—Tr.]

FN#13 - 1 Samuel 12:23. Sept. inserts: “and I will serve the Lord.”—Tr.]

FN#14 - 1 Samuel 12:23. The omission of the Art. in בּ is strange.—Tr.]

FN#15 - Thenius, on the ground that הִעֱלִים in the sense of “hide” is always construed with מִן, changes the text וְאַעלִים עֵינַי בוֹ into וְנַעֲלַיִם עֲנוּ בּי, “and (if it were only) a pair of shoes; witness against me,” against which Keil rightly remarks that the supposed meaning “hide from” does not suit here; that the thought is not that the judge hides his eyes from the כֹּפֶר in order not to see the bribe, but that he covers his eyes with the bribe, in order not to see and punish the crime. The בּוֹ, however, might also be referred to מִי, and would then mean: that I might hide my eyes “on his account,’ ’ “towards him,” or “in respect to him.” The change after the Sept, requiring a large addendum for explanation, compels us to introduce a too special thing (shoes) in the most extraordinary way.

FN#16 - We must read the Sing. וַיֹּאמֶר [“said”], not the Plu. (Qeri), since “the people ”is to he taken as subject.

FN#17 - The Accus. sign [אֵת) is here: “concerning,” “in respect to.”—The verb judge usually has עַל with the object, as in Jeremiah 2:35; Joel 3:27; but has also the Accus. as in Ezekiel 17:20.

FN#18 - We are not with the Sept. to insert וּבָנָיו after יַעֲֹקֹב and וַתַּכְנִיֵעם after מִצְרַיִם. If either had originally been there, it would not have been omitted. The breviloquent text speaks for its originality. The וַיִּשְׁלַח is the explanation of the עָשָׂה in 1 Samuel 12:6).

FN#19 - This account of Ashtoreth is in several points incorrect. The word (the etymology of which is not known) has no connection with ἀστήρ, and the Plu. Ashtaroth refers (like Baalim) to various god-modifications. See Rawlinson’s “Five Great Mon.,” I:138, and Schrader “Die Keil-Insch. u. d. Alt. Test.” on Judges 2:11; Judges 2:13.—Tr.]

FN#20 - On the weakening of the a to e in שׁאלתּם, see Gesen. § 64, 3, Rem1.

FN#21 - It has the Imperf. here, and might express a wish but that the construction in 1 Samuel 12:14 is clearly the same as that in 1 Samuel 12:15, which is conditional.—Tr.]

FN#22 - Not “and against your kings,” “fathers” being taken=“kings” (D. Kimchi), nor (with Sept. and Thenius) “and your king,” but (with Chald, Syr, Arab, Cler, Maur, Keil) retaining the harder reading of the text, and taking the ו as comparative [=“as,” so Eng. A. V.], in support of which is the fact that it sometimes introduces and connects loosely with the preceding whole sentences, the thought in which is subordinate, explanatory, or comparative, Ew340 b. It is properly to be explained: “And it was against your fathers,”—which is shortened into: “and against your fathers,” whence is suggested a comparison. [Instead of this somewhat forced explanation it is better either to adopt the reading of the Sept, or to suppose the ו “and” to be an error for כ “as”. We might expect in 1 Samuel 12:15 the mention of the king.—Tr.].

