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Commentator

Karl Fredreich Keil (1807-1888) was a German Protestant exegetist. Several years after finishing his theological studys in Dorpat and Berlin, he accepted a call to the theological faculty of Dorpat, where he labored for twenty-five years as lecturer and professor of Old and New Testament exegesis and Oriental languages. In 1859 he settled at Leipsic, where he devoted himself to literary work and to the practical affairs of the Lutheran Church. In 1887 he moved to Rodlitz, continuing his literary activity there until his death.

He belonged to the strictly orthodox and conservative school of Hengstenberg. Ignoring modern criticism almost entirely, all his writings represent the view that the books of the Old and New Testaments are to be retained as the revealed word of God. He regarded the development of German theological science as a passing phase of error. His chief work is the commentary on the Old Testament (1866), which he undertook with Franz Delitzsch. To this work he contributed commentaries on all the books from Genesis through Esther, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and the minor prophets.


Franz Delitzsch 

Franz Delitzsch (1813-1890) was a Lutheran, from Leipsic. He came of Hebrew parentage; studied at Leipsic where he became a private lecturer in 1842; held the position of professor in Rostock in 1846; then in Erlangen in 1850; and then again in Leipsic in 1867.

His exegetical activity began in earnest at Erlangen, where he prepared independently and in connection with Karl Keil some of the best commentaries on the Old Testament (Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Isaiah, 1866) which had been produced in Germany. These were soon translated into English and published at Edinburgh.

Delitzsch opposed the idea "of fencing theology off with the letter of the Formula of Concord." In an introduction to commentary on Genesis published in 1887, he made it clear that the Bible, as the literature of a divine revelation, can not be permitted to be charged with a lack of veracity or to be robbed of its historic basis.

In 1886 he founded a seminary at Leipsic in which candidates of theology are prepared for missionary work among the Jews, and which in memory of him is now called Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum.

Biographical text adapted from The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge.
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The Book of 1 Samuel
Introduction
Title, Contents, Character, and Origin of the Books of Samuel

The books of Samuel originally formed one undivided work, and in theHebrew MSS they do so still. The division into two books originated withthe Alexandrian translators (lxx), and was not only adopted in theVulgate and other versions, but in the sixteenth century it was introducedby Daniel Bomberg into our editions of the Hebrew Bible itself. In theSeptuagint and Vulgate, these books are reckoned as belonging to thebooks of the Kings, and have the heading, Βασιλειῶν πρώτη , δευτέρα (Regum, i. et ii.). In the Septuagint they are called “books of thekingdoms,” evidently with reference to the fact that each of these workscontains an account of the history of a double kingdom, viz.: the books ofSamuel, the history of the kingdoms of Saul and David; and the books ofKings, that of the kingdoms of Judah and Israel. This title does not appearunsuitable, so far as the books before us really contain an account of therise of the monarchy in Israel. Nevertheless, we cannot regard it as theoriginal title, or even as a more appropriate heading than the one given inthe Hebrew canon, viz., “the book of Samuel,” since this title not onlyoriginated in the fact that the first half (i.e., our first book) contains anaccount of the acts of the prophet Samuel, but was also intended toindicate that the spirit of Samuel formed the soul of the true kingdom inIsrael, or that the earthly throne of the Israelitish kingdom of God derivedits strength and perpetuity from the Spirit of the Lord which lived in theprophet. The division into two books answers to the contents, since thedeath of Saul, with which the first book closes, formed a turning-point inthe development of the kingdom.
The Books of Samuel contain the history of the kingdom of God in Israel,from the termination of the age of the judges to the close of the reign ofking David, and embrace a period of about 125 years, viz., from about1140 to 1015 b.c. The first book treats of the judgeship of the prophetSamuel and the reign of king Saul, and is divided into three sections,answering to the three epochs formed by the judicial office of Samuel (1 Samuel 1-7), the reign of Saul from his election till his rejection (1 Samuel 8-15), and thedecline of his kingdom during his conflict with David, whom the Lord hadchosen to be the leader of His people in the place of Saul (1 Samuel 16-31). Therenewal of the kingdom of God, which was now thoroughly disorganizedboth within and without, commenced with Samuel. When the piousHannah asked for a son from the Lord, and Samuel was given to her, thesanctuary of God at Shiloh was thoroughly desecrated under the decrepithigh priest Eli by the base conduct of his worthless sons, and the nation ofIsrael was given up to the power of the Philistines. If Israel, therefore, wasto be delivered from the bondage of the heathen it was necessary that itshould be first of all redeemed from the bondage of sin and idolatry, thatits false confidence in the visible pledges of the gracious presence of Godshould be shaken by heavy judgments, and the way prepared for itsconversion to the Lord its God by deep humiliation. At the very same time, therefore, at which Samuel was called to be theprophet of God, the judgment of God was announced upon the degradedpriesthood and the desecrated sanctuary. The first section of our book,which describes the history of the renewal of the theocracy by Samuel,does not commence with the call of Samuel as prophet, but with anaccount on the one hand of the character of the national religion in the timeof Eli, and on the other hand of the piety of the parents of Samuel,especially of his mother, and with an announcement of the judgment thatwas to fall upon Eli's house (1 Samuel 1-2). Then follow first of all the call ofSamuel as prophet (1 Samuel 3), and the fulfilment of the judgment upon thehouse of Eli and the house of God (1 Samuel 4); secondly, the manifestation ofthe omnipotence of God upon the enemies of His people, by thechastisement of the Philistines for carrying off the ark of the covenant, andthe victory which the Israelites gained over their oppressors throughSamuel's prayer (1 Samuel 5-7:14); and lastly, a summary of the judicial life ofSamuel (1 Samuel 7:15-17). The second section contains, first, the negotiations of the people withSamuel concerning the appointment of a king, the anointing of Saul by theprophet, and his election as king, together with the establishment of hiskingdom (1 Samuel 8-12); and secondly, a brief survey of the history of hisreign, in connection with which the only events that are at all fullydescribed are his first successful conflicts with the Philistines, and the waragainst the Amalekites which occasioned his ultimate rejection (1 Samuel 13-15). In the third section (1 Samuel 16-31) there is a much more elaborate account ofthe history of Saul from his rejection till his death, since it not onlydescribes the anointing of David and his victory over Goliath, but containsa circumstantial account of his attitude towards Saul, and the manifoldcomplications arising from his long-continued persecution on the part ofSaul, for the purpose of setting forth the gradual accomplishment of thecounsels of God, both in the rejection of Saul and the election of David asking of Israel, to warn the ungodly against hardness of heart, and tostrengthen the godly in their trust in the Lord, who guides His servantsthrough tribulation and suffering to glory and honour. The second bookcontains the history of the reign of David, arranged in four sections:(1) his reign over Judah in Hebron, and his conflict with Ishbosheth theson of Saul, whom Abner had set up as king over the other tribes of Israel(1 Samuel 1-4): (2) the anointing of David as king over all Israel, and the firmestablishment of his kingdom through the conquest of the citadel of Zion,and the elevation of Jerusalem into the capital of the kingdom; the removalof the ark of the covenant to Jerusalem; the determination to build atemple to the Lord; the promise given him by the Lord of the everlastingduration of his dominion; and lastly, the subjugation of all the enemies ofIsrael (1 Samuel 5-8:14), to which there is appended a list of the principalofficers of state (1 Samuel 8:15-18), and an account of the favour shown tothe house of Saul in the person of Mephibosheth (1 Samuel 9): (3) thedisturbance of his reign through his adultery with Bathsheba during theAmmonitish and Syrian war, and the judgments which came upon hishouse in consequence of this sin through the wickedness of his sons, viz.,the incest of Amnon and rebellion of Absalom, and the insurrection ofSheba (1 Samuel 10-20): (4) the close of his reign, his song of thanksgiving fordeliverance out of the hand of all his foes (1 Samuel 22), and his last propheticwords concerning the just ruler in the fear of God (1 Samuel 23:1-7). The way is prepared for these, however, by an account of the expiation ofSaul's massacre of the Gibeonites, and of various heroic acts performed byhis generals during the wars with the Philistines (1 Samuel 21:1-15); whilst a list ofhis several heroes is afterwards appended in 1 Samuel 23:8-29, together withan account of the numbering of the people and consequent pestilence (1 Samuel 24), which is placed at the close of the work, simply because thepunishment of this sin of David furnished the occasion for the erection ofan altar of burnt-offering upon the site of the future temple. His death isnot mentioned here, because he transferred the kingdom to his sonSolomon before he died; and the account of this transfer forms theintroduction to the history of Solomon in the first book of Kings, so thatthe close of David's life was most appropriately recorded there.
So far as the character of the historical writing in the books of Samuel isconcerned, there is something striking in the contrast which presents itselfbetween the fulness with which the writer has described many events ofapparently trifling importance, in connection with the lives of personsthrough whom the Lord secured the deliverance of His people andkingdom from their foes, and the summary brevity with which he disposesof the greatest enterprises of Saul and David, and the fierce and for themost part tedious wars with the surrounding nations; so that, as Theniussays, “particular portions of the work differ in the most striking mannerfrom all the rest, the one part being very brief, and written almost in theform of a chronicle, the other elaborate, and in one part composed withreally biographical fulness.”This peculiarity is not to be accounted for from the nature of the sourceswhich the author had at his command; for even if we cannot define withprecision the nature and extent of these sources, yet when we compare theaccounts contained in these books of the wars between David and theAmmonites and Syrians with those in the books of Chronicles (2 Samuel 8and 10 with 1 Chron 18-19), we see clearly that the sources from whichthose accounts were derived embraced more than our books have given,since there are several places in which the chronicler gives fuller details ofhistorical facts, the truth of which is universally allowed. The preparationsfor the building of the temple and the organization of the army, as well asthe arrangement of the official duties of the Levites which Davidundertook, according to 1 Chron 22-28, in the closing years of his life,cannot possibly have been unknown to the author of our books. Moreover, there are frequent allusions in the books before us to eventswhich are assumed as known, though there is no record of them in thewritings which have been handed down to us, such as the removal of thetabernacle from Shiloh, where it stood in the time of Eli (1 Samuel 1:3, 1 Samuel 1:9, etc.),to Nob, where David received the shewbread from the priests on his flightfrom Saul (1 Samuel 21:1.); the massacre of the Gibeonites by Saul, whichhad to be expiated under David (2 Samuel 21); the banishment of thenecromancers out of the land in the time of Saul (1 Samuel 28:3); and theflight of the Beerothites to Gittaim (2 Samuel 4:3). From this also we mustconclude, that the author of our books knew more than he thought itnecessary to mention in his work. But we certainly cannot infer from thesepeculiarities, as has often been done, that our books are to be regarded as acompilation. Such an inference as this simply arises from an utter disregard of the planand object, which run through both books and regulate the selection andarrangement of the materials they contain. That the work has beencomposed upon a definite plan, is evident from the grouping of thehistorical facts, in favour of which the chronological order generallyobserved in both the books has now and then been sacrificed. Thus, in thehistory of Saul and the account of his wars (1 Samuel 14:47-48), the fact isalso mentioned, that he smote the Amalekites; whereas the war itself, inwhich he smote them, is first described in detail in 1 Samuel 15, because it was inthat war that he forfeited his kingdom through his transgression of thedivine command, and brought about his own rejection on the part of God. The sacrifice of the chronological order to the material grouping of kindredevents, is still more evident in the history of David. In 2 Samuel 8 all his warswith foreign nations are collected together, and even the wars with theSyrians and Ammonites are included, together with an account of thebooty taken in these wars; and then after this, viz., in 1 Samuel 10-12, the warwith the Ammonites and Syrians is more fully described, including thecircumstances which occasioned it, the course which it took, and David'sadultery which occurred during this war. Moreover, the history of Saul, as well as that of David, is divided into twoself-contained periods, answering indeed to the historical course of thereigns of these two kings, but yet so distinctly marked off by thehistorian, that not only is the turning-point distinctly given in bothinstances, viz., the rejection of Saul and the grievous fall of David, but eachof these periods is rounded off with a comprehensive account of the wars,the family, and the state officials of the two kings (1 Samuel 14:47-52, and 2Samuel 8). So likewise in the history of Samuel, after the victory which theIsraelites obtained over the Philistines through his prayer, everything thathad to be related concerning his life as judge is grouped together in 1 Samuel 7:15-17, before the introduction of the monarchy is described; althoughSamuel himself lived till nearly the close of the reign of Saul, and not onlyinstituted Saul as king, but afterwards announced his rejection, andanointed David as his successor. These comprehensive accounts are anything but proofs of compilationsfrom sources of different kinds, which ignorance of the peculiarities of theSemitic style of writing history has led some to regard them as being; theysimply serve to round off the different periods into which the history hasbeen divided, and form resting-places for the historical review, whichneither destroy the material connection of the several groups, nor throwany doubt upon the unity of the authorship of the books themselves. Andeven where separate incidents appear to be grouped together, withoutexternal connection or any regard to chronological order, on a closerinspection it is easy to discover the relation in which they stand to theleading purpose of the whole book, and the reason why they occupy thisposition and no other (see the introductory remarks to 2 Samuel 9:1-13; 21:1-24:25).
If we look more closely, however, at the contents of these books, in orderto determine their character more precisely, we find at the very outset, inHannah's song of praise, a prophetic glance at the anointed of the Lord (1 Samuel 2:10), which foretells the establishment of the monarchy what wasafterwards accomplished under Saul and David. And with this there isassociated the rise of the new name, Jehovah Sabaoth, which is never metwith in the Pentateuch or in the books of Joshua and Judges; whereas itoccurs in the books before us from the commencement (1 Samuel 1:3, 1 Samuel 1:11, etc.)to the close. (For further remarks on the origin and signification of thisdivine name, see at 1 Samuel 1:3.) When Israel received a visiblerepresentative of its invisible God-king in the person of an earthlymonarch; Jehovah, the God of Israel, became the God of the heavenlyhosts. Through the establishment of the monarchy, the people of Jehovah'spossession became a “world-power;” the kingdom of God was elevatedinto a kingdom of the world, as distinguished from the other ungodlykingdoms of the world, which it was eventually to overcome in the powerof its God. In this conflict Jehovah manifested himself as the Lord ofhosts, to whom all the nations and kingdoms of this world were to becomesubject. Even in the times of Saul and David, the heathen nations were toexperience a foretaste of this subjection. When Saul had ascended thethrone of Israel, he fought against all his enemies round about, andextended his power in every direction in which he turned (1 Samuel 14:47-48). But David made all the nations who bordered upon the kingdom ofGod tributary to the people of the Lord, as the Lord gave him victorywherever he went (1 Samuel 2:8, 1 Samuel 2:14-15); so that his son Solomon reigned overall the kingdoms, from the stream (the Euphrates) to the boundary ofEgypt, and they all brought him presents, and were subject to him (1 Kings 5:1). But the Israelitish monarchy could never thus acquire the power to securefor the kingdom of God a victory over all its foes, except as the kinghimself was diligent in his endeavours to be at all times simply theinstrument of the God-king, and exercise his authority solely in the nameand according to the will of Jehovah. And as the natural selfishness andpride of man easily made this concentration of the supreme earthly powerin a single person merely an occasion for self-aggrandisement, andtherefore the Israelitish kings were exposed to the temptation to use theplenary authority entrusted to them even in opposition to the will of God;the Lord raised up for Himself organs of His own Spirit, in the persons ofthe prophets, to stand by the side of the kings, and make known to themthe will and counsel of God. The introduction of the monarchy wastherefore preceded by the development of the prophetic office into aspiritual power in Israel, in which the kingdom was to receive not only afirm support to its own authority, but a strong bulwark against royalcaprice and tyranny. Samuel was called by the Lord to be His prophet, to convert the nationthat was sunk in idolatry to the Lord its God, and to revive the religiouslife by the establishment of associations of prophets, since the priests hadfailed to resist the growing apostasy of the nation, and had becomeunfaithful to their calling to instruct and establish the congregation in theknowledge and fear of the Lord. Even before the call of Samuel as aprophet, there was foretold to the high priest Eli by a man of God, notonly the judgment that would fall upon the degenerate priesthood, but theappointment of a faithful priest, for whom the Lord would build apermanent house, that he might ever walk before His anointed (1 Samuel 2:26-36). And the first revelation which Samuel received from God hadreference to the fulfilment of all that the Lord had spoken against thehouse of Eli (1 Samuel 3:11.). The announcement of a faithful priest, who would walk before theanointed of the Lord, also contained a prediction of the establishment ofthe monarchy, which foreshadowed its worth and great significance inrelation to the further development of the kingdom of God. And whilstthese predictions of the anointed of the Lord, before and in connectionwith the call of Samuel, show the deep spiritual connection which existedbetween the prophetic order and the regal office in Israel; the insertion ofthem in these books is a proof that from the very outset the author hadthis new organization of the Israelitish kingdom of God before his mind,and that it was his intention not simply to hand down biographies ofSamuel, Saul, and David, but to relate the history of the Old Testamentkingdom of God at the time of its elevation out of a deep inward andoutward decline into the full authority and power of a kingdom of theLord, before which all its enemies were to be compelled to bow.
Israel was to become a kingship of priests, i.e., a kingdom whose citizenswere priests and kings. The Lords had announced this to the sons of Israelbefore the covenant was concluded at Sinai, as the ultimate object of theiradoption as the people of His possession (Exodus 19:5-6). Now although thispromise reached far beyond the times of the Old Covenant, and will onlyreceive its perfect fulfilment in the completion of the kingdom of Godunder the New Covenant, yet it was to be realized even in the people ofIsrael so far as the economy of the Old Testament allowed. Israel was notonly to become a priestly nation, but a royal nation also; not only to besanctified as a congregation of the Lord, but also to be exalted into akingdom of God. The establishment of the earthly monarchy, therefore,was not only an eventful turning-point, but also an “epoch-making”advance in the development of Israel towards the goal set before it in itsdivine calling. And this advance became the pledge of the ultimate attainment of the goal,through the promise which David received from God (2 Samuel 7:12-16), thatthe Lord would establish the throne of his kingdom for ever. With thispromise God established for His anointed the eternal covenant, to whichDavid reverted at the close of his reign, and upon which he rested hisdivine announcement of the just ruler over men, the ruler in the fear of God(2 Samuel 23:1-7). Thus the close of these books points back to theircommencement. The prophecy of the pious mother of Samuel, that theLord would give strength unto His king, and exalt the horn of His anointed(1 Samuel 2:10), found a fulfilment in the kingdom of David, which was at thesame time a pledge of the ultimate completion of the kingdom of Godunder the sceptre of the Son of David, the promised Messiah.
This is one, and in fact the most conspicuous, arrangement of the factsconnected with the history of salvation, which determined the plan andcomposition of the work before us. By the side of this there is another,which does not stand out so prominently indeed, but yet must not beoverlooked. At the very beginning, viz., in 1 Samuel 1, the inward decay of thehouse of God under the high priest Eli is exhibited; and in theannouncement of the judgment upon the house of Eli, a long-continuedoppression of the dwelling-place (of God) is foretold (1 Samuel 2:32). Then,in the further course of the narrative, not only is the fulfilment of thesethreats pointed out, in the events described in 1 Samuel 4; 6:19-7:2, and1 Samuel 22:11-19; but it is also shown how David first of all brought the ark of thecovenant, about which no one had troubled himself in the time of Saul, outof its concealment, had a tent erected for it in the capital of his kingdomupon Mount Zion, and made it once more the central point of the worshipof the congregation; and how after that, when God had given him rest fromhis enemies, he wished to build a temple for the Lord to be the dwelling-place of His name; and lastly, when God would not permit him to carryout this resolution, but promised that his son would build the house of theLord, how, towards the close of his reign, he consecrated the site for thefuture temple by building an altar upon Mount Moriah (2 Samuel 24:25). Even in this series of facts the end of the work points back to thebeginning, so that the arrangement and composition of it according to adefinite plan, which has been consistently carried out, are very apparent. If, in addition to this, we take into account the deep-seated connectionbetween the building of the temple as designed by David, and theconfirmation of his monarchy on the part of God as exhibited in 2 Samuel 7,we cannot fail to observe that the historical development of the truekingdom, in accordance with the nature and constitution of the OldTestament kingdom of God, forms the leading thought and purpose of thework to which the name of Samuel has been attached, and that it was bythis thought and aim that the writer was influenced throughout in hisselection of the historical materials which lay before him in the sourcesthat he employed.
The full accounts which are given of the birth and youth of Samuel, andthe life of David, are in the most perfect harmony with this design. Thelives and deeds of these two men of God were of significance as laying thefoundation for the development and organization of the monarchicalkingdom in Israel. Samuel was the model and type of the prophets; andembodied in his own person the spirit and nature of the prophetic office,whilst his attitude towards Saul foreshadowed the position which theprophet was to assume in relation to the king. In the life of David, theLord himself education the king of His kingdom, the prince over Hispeople, to whom He could continue His favour and grace even when hehad fallen so deeply that it was necessary that he should be chastised forhis sins. Thus all the separate parts and sections are fused together as anorganic whole in the fundamental thought of the work before us. And thisunity is not rendered at all questionable by differences such as we find inthe accounts of the mode of Saul's death as described in 1 Samuel 31:4 and 2 Samuel 1:9-10, or by such repetitions as the double account of the death ofSamuel, and other phenomena of a similar kind, which can be explainedwithout difficulty; whereas the assertion sometimes made, that there aresome events of which we have two different accounts that contradict eachother, has never yet been proved, and, as we shall see when we come tothe exposition of the passages in question, has arisen partly fromunscriptural assumptions, partly from ignorance of the formal peculiaritiesof the Hebrew mode of writing history, and partly from a mistakeninterpretation of the passages themselves.
With regard to the origin of the books of Samuel, all that can be maintainedwith certainty is, that they were not written till after the division of thekingdom under Solomon's successor. This is evident from the remark in 1 Samuel 27:6, that “Ziklag pertaineth unto the kings of Judah unto this day.”For although David was king over the tribe of Judah alone for seven years,it was not till after the falling away of the ten tribes from the house ofDavid that there were really “kings of Judah.” On the other hand, nothingcan be inferred with certainty respecting the date of composition, eitherfrom the distinction drawn between Israel and Judah in 1 Samuel 11:8; 1 Samuel 17:52; 1 Samuel 18:16, and 2 Samuel 3:10; 2 Samuel 24:1, which evidently existed as early as the timeof David, as we may see from 2 Samuel 2:9-10; 2 Samuel 5:1-5; 2 Samuel 19:41; 2 Samuel 20:2; or fromthe formula “to this day,” which we find in 1 Samuel 5:5; 1 Samuel 6:18; 1 Samuel 30:25; 2 Samuel 4:3; 2 Samuel 6:18; 2 Samuel 18:18, since the duration of the facts to which it is applied isaltogether unknown; or lastly, from such passages as 1 Samuel 9:9; 2 Samuel 13:18, where explanations are given of expressions and customs belongingto the times of Saul and David, as it is quite possible that they may havebeen altogether changed by the time of Solomon. In general, the contentsand style of the books point to the earliest times after the division of thekingdom; since we find no allusions whatever to the decay of the kingdomswhich afterwards took place, and still less to the captivity; whilst thestyle and language are classical throughout, and altogether free fromChaldaisms and later forms, such as we meet with in the writings of theChaldean period, and even in those of the time of the captivity. The author himself is quite unknown; but, judging from the spirit of hiswritings, he was a prophet of the kingdom of Judah. It is unanimouslyadmitted, however, that he made use of written documents, particularly ofprophetic records made by persons who were contemporaries of theevents described, not only for the history of the reigns of Saul and David,but also for the life and labours of Samuel, although no written sources arequoted, with the exception of the “book of Jasher,” which contained theelegy of David upon Saul and Jonathan (2 Samuel 1:18); so that the sourcesemployed by him cannot be distinctly pointed out. The different attemptswhich have been made to determine them minutely, from the time ofEichhorn down to G. Em. Karo (de fontibus librorum qui feruntur Samuelis Dissert. Berol. 1862), are lacking in the necessary proofs whichhypotheses must bring before they can meet with adoption and support. If we confine ourselves to the historical evidence, according to 1 Chronicles 29:29, the first and last acts of king David, i.e., the events of his entirereign, were recorded in the “dibre of Samuel the seer, of Nathan theprophet, and of Gad the seer.” These prophetic writings formed no doubtthe leading sources from which our books of Samuel were also drawn,since, on the one hand, apart from sundry deviations arising fromdifferences in the plan and object of the two authors, the two accounts ofthe reign of David in 2 Samuel and 1 Chron 11-21 agree for the most part sothoroughly word for word, that they are generally regarded as extractsfrom one common source; whilst, on the other hand, the prophets namednot only lived in the time of David but throughout the whole of the periodreferred to in the books before us, and took a very active part in theprogressive development of the history of those times (see not only 1 Samuel1-3; 7:1-10:27; 12; 15:1-16:23, but also 1 Samuel 19:18-24; 1 Samuel 22:5; 2 Samuel 7:7-12; 2 Samuel 24:11-18). Moreover, in 1 Chronicles 27:24, there are “chronicles (diaries or annals) ofking David” mentioned, accompanied with the remark that the result of thecensus appointed by David was not inserted in them, from which we mayinfer that all the principal events of his reign were included in thesechronicles. And they may also have formed one of the sources for ourbooks, although nothing certain can be determined concerning the relationin which they stood to the writings of the three prophets that have beenmentioned. Lastly, it is every evident from the character of the workbefore us, that the author had sources composed by eye-witnesses of theevents at his command, and that these were employed with an intimateknowledge of the facts and with historical fidelity, inasmuch as the historyis distinguished by great perspicuity and vividness of description, by acareful delineation of the characters of the persons engaged, and by greataccuracy in the accounts of localities, and of subordinate circumstancesconnected with the historical events.

01 Chapter 1 

Introduction
I. History of the People of Israel Under the Prophet Samuel - 1 Samuel 1-7

The call of Samuel to be the prophet and judge of Israel formed a turning-point in the history of the Old Testament kingdom of God. As theprophet of Jehovah, Samuel was to lead the people of Israel out of thetimes of the judges into those of the kings, and lay the foundation for aprosperous development of the monarchy. Consecrated like Samson as aNazarite from his mother's womb, Samuel accomplished the deliverance ofIsrael out of the power of the Philistines, which had been only commencedby Samson; and that not by the physical might of his arm, but by thespiritual power of his word and prayer, with which he led Israel back fromthe worship of dead idols to the Lord its God. And whilst as one of thejudges, among whom he classes himself in 1 Samuel 12:11, he brought theoffice of judge to a close, and introduced the monarchy; as a prophet, helaid the foundation of the prophetic office, inasmuch as he was the fist tonaturalize it, so to speak, in Israel, and develope it into a power thatcontinued henceforth to exert the strongest influence, side by side with thepriesthood and monarchy, upon the development of the covenant nationand kingdom of God. For even if there were prophets before the time ofSamuel, who revealed the will of the Lord at times to the nation, they onlyappeared sporadically, without exerting any lasting influence upon thenational life; whereas, from the time of Samuel onwards, the prophetssustained and fostered the spiritual life of the congregation, and were theinstruments through whom the Lord made known His purposes to thenation and its rulers. To exhibit in its origin and growth the new order of things which Samuelintroduced, or rather the deliverance which the Lord sent to His peoplethrough this servant of His, the prophetic historian goes back to the timeof Samuel's birth, and makes us acquainted not only with the religiouscondition of the nation, but also with the political oppression under whichit was suffering at the close of the period of the judges, and during thehigh-priesthood of Eli. At the time when the pious parents of Samuel weregoing year by year to the house of God at Shiloh to worship and offersacrifice before the Lord, the house of God was being profaned by theabominable conduct of Eli's sons (1 Samuel 1-2). When Samuel was called to bethe prophet of Jehovah, Israel lost the ark of the covenant, the soul of itssanctuary, in the war with the Philistines (1 Samuel 3-4). And it was not tillafter the nation had been rendered willing to put away its strange gods andworship Jehovah alone, through the influence of Samuel's exertions asprophet, that the faithful covenant God gave it, in answer to Samuel'sintercession, a complete victory over the Philistines (1 Samuel 7). In accordancewith these three prominent features, the history of the judicial life ofSamuel may be divided into three sections, viz.: 1 Samuel 1-2; 3-6; 7.

Verses 1-8
Samuel's pedigree. - 1 Samuel 1:1. His father was a man of Ramathaim-Zophim, on the mountains of Ephraim, and named Elkanah. Ramathaim-Zophim, which is only mentioned here, is the same place, according to 1 Samuel 1:3 (comp. with 1 Samuel 1:19 and 1 Samuel 2:11), which is afterwards called briefly ha-Ramah, i.e., the height. For since Elkanah of Ramathaim-Zophim went yearby year out of his city to Shiloh, to worship and sacrifice there, and afterhe had done this, returned to his house to Ramah (1 Samuel 1:19; 1 Samuel 2:11), therecan be no doubt that he was not only a native of Ramathaim-Zophim, butstill had his home there; so that Ramah, where his house was situated, isonly an abbreviated name for Ramathaim-Zophim.

(Note: The argument lately adduced by Valentiner in favour of thedifference between these two names, viz., that “examples are notwanting of a person being described according to his original descent,although his dwelling-place had been already changed,” and theinstance which he cites, viz., Judges 19:16, show that he has overlookedthe fact, that in the very passage which he quotes the temporarydwelling-place is actually mentioned along with the native town. Inthe case before us, on the contrary Ramathaim-Zophim is designated,by the use of the expression “from his city,” in 1 Samuel 1:3, as the placewhere Elkanah lived, and where “his house” (1 Samuel 1:19) was still standing.)

This Ramah (which is invariably written with the article, ha-Ramah), where Samuel was not only born (1 Samuel 1:19.), but lived, laboured, died (1 Samuel 7:17; 1 Samuel 15:34; 1 Samuel 16:13; 1 Samuel 19:18-19, 1 Samuel 19:22-23), and was buried (1 Samuel 25:1; 1 Samuel 28:3), is not a different place, as has been frequently assumed,

(Note: For the different views which have been held upon this point,see the article “Ramah,” by Pressel, in Herzog's Cyclopaedia.)

from the Ramah in Benjamin (Joshua 18:25), and is not to be sought for inRamleh near Joppa (v. Schubert, etc.), nor in Soba on the north-west ofJerusalem (Robinson, Pal. ii. p. 329), nor three-quarters of an hour to thenorth of Hebron (Wolcott, v. de Velde), nor anywhere else in the tribe ofEphraim, but is identical with Ramah of Benjamin, and was situated uponthe site of the present village of er-Râm, two hours to the north-west ofJerusalem, upon a conical mountain to the east of the Nablus road (see atJoshua 18:25). This supposition is neither at variance with the account in 1 Samuel 9-10 (see the commentary upon these chapters), nor with the statementthat Ramathaim-Zophim was upon the mountains of Ephraim, since themountains of Ephraim extended into the tribe-territory of Benjamin, as isindisputably evident from Judges 4:5, where Deborah the prophetess is saidto have dwelt between Ramah and Bethel in the mountains of Ephraim. The name Ramathaim-Zophim, i.e., “the two heights (of the) Zophites”appear to have been given to the town to distinguish it from otherRamah's, and to have been derived from the Levitical family of Zuph orZophai (see 1 Chronicles 6:26, 1 Chronicles 6:35), which emigrated thither from the tribe ofEphraim, and from which Elkanah was descended. The full name,therefore, is given here, in the account of the descent of Samuel's father;whereas in the further history of Samuel, where there was no longer thesame reason for giving it, the simple name Ramah is invariably used.

(Note: The fuller and more exact name, however, appears to havebeen still retained, and the use of it to have been revived after thecaptivity, in the Ῥαμαθέμ of 1 Macc. 11:34, for which the Codd. have Ῥαθαμεΐ́ν and Ῥαμαθαΐ́μ , and Josephus Ῥαμαθά , and inthe Arimathaea of the gospel history (Matthew 27:57). “For the opinionthat this Ramathaim is a different place from the city of Samuel, andis to be sought for in the neighbourhood of Lydda, which Robinsonadvocates (Pal. iii. p. 41ff.), is a hasty conclusion, drawn from theassociation of Ramathaim with Lydda in 1 Macc. 11:34, - the verysame conclusion which led the author of the Onomasticon to transferthe city of Samuel to the neighbourhood of Lydda” (Grimm on 1Macc. 11:34).

The connection between Zophim and Zuph is confirmed by the fact thatElkanah's ancestor, Zuph, is called Zophai in 1 Chronicles 6:26, and Zuph orZiph in 1 Chronicles 6:35. Zophim therefore signifies the descendants of Zuphor Zophai, from which the name “land of Zuph,” in 1 Samuel 9:5, was alsoderived (see the commentary on this passage). The tracing back ofElkanah's family through four generations to Zuph agrees with the familyregisters in 1 Chron 6, where the ancestors of Elkanah are mentionedtwice, - first of all in the genealogy of the Kohathites (1 Chronicles 6:26), and then inthat of Heman, the leader of the singers, a grandson of Samuel (1 Chronicles 6:33), - except that the name Elihu, Tohu, and Zuph, are given as Eliab, Nahath,and Zophai in the first instance, and Eliel, Toah, and Ziph (according tothe Chethibh) in the second, - various readings, such as often occur in thedifferent genealogies, and are to be explained partly from the use ofdifferent forms for the same name, and partly from their synonymousmeanings. Tohu and Toah, which occur in Arabic, with the meaning topress or sink in, are related in meaning to (nachath) or (nuach), to sink orsettle down.
From these genealogies in the Chronicles, we learn that Samuel wasdescended from Kohath, the son of Levi, and therefore was a Levite. It isno valid objection to the correctness of this view, that his Levitical descentis never mentioned, or that Elkanah is called an Ephrathite. The former ofthese can very easily be explained from the fact, that Samuel's work as areformer, which is described in this book, did not rest upon his Leviticaldescent, but simply upon the call which he had received from God, as theprophetic office was not confined to any particular class, like that ofpriest, but was founded exclusively upon the divine calling andendowment with the Spirit of God. And the difficulty which Nägelsbachexpresses in Herzog's Cycl., viz., that “as it was stated of those twoLevites (Judges 17:7; Judges 19:1), that they lived in Bethlehem and Ephraim, butonly after they had been expressly described as Levites, we should haveexpected to find the same in the case of Samuel's father,” is removed bythe simple fact, that in the case of both those Levites it was of greatimportance, so far as the accounts which are given of them are concerned,that their Levitical standing should be distinctly mentioned, as is clearlyshown by Judges 17:10, Judges 17:13, and Judges 19:18; whereas in the case of Samuel, as wehave already observed, his Levitical descent had no bearing upon the callwhich he received from the Lord. The word Ephrathite does not belong, sofar as the grammatical construction is concerned, either to Zuph orElkanah, but to “a certain man,” the subject of the principal clause, andsignifies an Ephraimite, as in Judges 12:5 and 1 Kings 11:26, and not aninhabitant of Ephratah, i.e., a Bethlehemite, as in 1 Samuel 17:12 and 1:2; for in both these passages the word is more precisely defined by theaddition of the expression “of Bethlehem-Judah,” whereas in this verse theexplanation is to be found in the expression “of Mount Ephraim.” Elkanahthe Levite is called an Ephraimite, because, so far as his civil standing wasconcerned, he belonged to the tribe of Ephraim, just as the Levite in Judges 17:7 is described as belonging to the family of Judah. The Levites werereckoned as belonging to those tribes in the midst of which they lived, sothat there were Judaean Levites, Ephraimitish Levites, and so on (seeHengstenberg, Diss. vol. ii. p. 50). It by no means follows, however, from the application of this term toElkanah, that Ramathaim-Zophim formed part of the tribe-territory ofEphraim, but simply that Elkanah's family was incorporated in this tribe,and did not remove till afterwards to Ramah in the tribe of Benjamin. Onthe division of the land, dwelling-places were allotted to the Levites of thefamily of Kohath, in the tribes of Ephraim, Dan, and Manasseh (Joshua 21:5, Joshua 21:21.). Still less is there anything at variance with the Leviticaldescent of Samuel, as Thenius maintains, in the fact that he was dedicatedto the Lord by his mother's vow, for he was not dedicated to the service ofJehovah generally through this view, but was set apart to a lifelong serviceat the house of God as a Nazarite (1 Samuel 1:11, 1 Samuel 1:22); whereas other Levites werenot required to serve till their twenty-fifth year, and even then had not toperform an uninterrupted service at the sanctuary. On the other hand, the Levitical descent of Samuel receives a very strongconfirmation from his father's name. All the Elkanahs that we meet with inthe Old Testament, with the exception of the one mentioned in 2 Chronicles 28:7, whose genealogy is unknown, can be proved to have been Levites;and most of them belong to the family of Korah, from which Samuel wasalso descended (see Simonis, Onomast. p. 493). This is no doubtconnected in some way with the meaning of the name Elkanah, the manwhom God has bought or acquired; since such a name was peculiarlysuitable to the Levites, whom the Lord had set apart for service at thesanctuary, in the place of the first-born of Israel, whom He had sanctifiedto himself when He smote the first-born of Egypt (Numbers 3:13., Numbers 3:44.; seeHengstenberg, ut sup.).

1 Samuel 1:2-3 
Elkanah had two wives, Hannah (grace or gracefulness) andPeninnah (coral), the latter of whom was blessed with children, whereasthe first was childless. He went with his wives year by year (ימימה מיּמים, as in Exodus 13:10; Judges 11:40), according to theinstructions of the law (Exodus 34:23; Deuteronomy 16:16), to the tabernacle at Shiloh(Joshua 18:1), to worship and sacrifice to the Lord of hosts. “JehovahZebaoth” is an abbreviation of “Jehovah Elohe Zebaoth,” or הצּבאות אלהי יהוה; and the connection of Zebaothwith Jehovah is not to be regarded as the construct state, nor is Zebaoth tobe taken as a genitive dependent upon Jehovah. This is not only confirmedby the occurrence of such expressions as “Elohim Zebaoth” (Psalm 59:6; Psalm 80:5, Psalm 80:8; Psalm 80:15, 20; Psalm 84:9) and “Adonai Zebaoth” (Isaiah 10:16), but also by thecircumstance that Jehovah, as a proper name, cannot be construed with agenitive. The combination “Jehovah Zebaoth” is rather to be taken as anellipsis, where the general term Elohe (God of), which is implied in theword Jehovah, is to be supplied in thought (see Hengstenberg, Christol. i. p. 375, English translation); for frequently as this expression occurs,especially in the case of the prophets, Zebaoth is never used alone in theOld Testament as one of the names of God. It is in the Septuagint that theword is first met with occasionally as a proper name ( Σαβαώθ ),viz., throughout the whole of the first book of Samuel, very frequently inIsaiah, and also in Zechariah 13:2. In other passages, the word is translatedeither κύριος , or θεὸς τῶν δυνάμεων , or παντοκράτωρ ; whilst the other Greek versions use the more definitephrase κύριος στρατιῶν instead.
This expression, which was not used as a divine name until the age ofSamuel, had its roots in Genesis 2:1, although the title itself was unknown inthe Mosaic period, and during the times of the judges. Itrepresented Jehovah as ruler over the heavenly hosts (i.e., the angels,according to Genesis 32:2, and the stars, according to Isaiah 40:26), who arecalled the “armies” of Jehovah in Psalm 103:21; Psalm 148:2; but we are not tounderstand it as implying that the stars were supposed to be inhabited byangels, as Gesenius (Thes. s. v.) maintains, since there is not the slightesttrace of any such notion in the whole of the Old Testament. It is simplyapplied to Jehovah as the God of the universe, who governs all the powersof heaven, both visible and invisible, as He rules in heaven and on earth. Itcannot even be proved that the epithet Lord, or God of Zebaoth, referschiefly and generally to the sun, moon, and stars, on account of their beingso peculiarly adapted, through their visible splendour, to keep alive theconsciousness of the omnipotence and glory of God (Hengstenberg on Psalm 24:10). For even though the expression צבאם (their host), in Genesis 2:1,refers to the heavens only, since it is only to the heavens (vid., Isaiah 40:26),and never to the earth, that a “host” is ascribed, and in this particularpassage it is probably only the stars that are to be thought of, the creationof which had already been mentioned in Genesis 1:14.; yet we find the ideaof an army of angels introduced in the history of Jacob (Genesis 32:2-3),where Jacob calls the angels of God who appeared to him the “camp ofGod,” and also in the blessing of Moses (Deuteronomy 33:2), where the “tenthousands of saints” ((Kodesh)) are not stars, but angels, or heavenlyspirits; whereas the fighting of the stars against Sisera in the song ofDeborah probably refers to a natural phenomenon, by which God hadthrown the enemy into confusion, and smitten them before the Israelites(see at Judges 5:20). We must also bear in mind, that whilst on the one hand the tribes of Israel,as they came out of Egypt, are called Zebaoth Jehovah, “the hosts ofJehovah” (Exodus 7:4; Exodus 12:41), on the other hand the angel of the Lord, whenappearing in front of Jericho in the form of a warrior, made himself knownto Joshua as “the prince of the army of Jehovah,” i.e., of the angelic hosts. And it is in this appearance of the heavenly leader of the people of God tothe earthly leader of the hosts of Israel, as the prince of the angelic hosts,not only promising him the conquest of Jericho, but through themiraculous overthrow of the walls of this strong bulwark of theCanaanitish power, actually giving him at the same time a practical proofthat the prince of the angelic hosts was fighting for Israel, that we have thematerial basis upon which the divine epithet “Jehovah God of hosts” wasfounded, even though it was not introduced immediately, but only at alater period, when the Lord began to form His people Israel into akingdom, by which all the kingdoms of the heathen were to be overcome. It is certainly not without significance that this title is given to God for thefirst time in these books, which contain an account of the founding of thekingdom, and (as Auberlen has observed) that it was by Samuel's mother,the pious Hannah, when dedicating her son to the Lord, and prophesyingof the king and anointed of the Lord in her song of praise (1 Samuel 2:10),that this name was employed for the first time, and that God wasaddressed in prayer as “Jehovah of hosts” (1 Samuel 1:11). Consequently, if thisname of God goes hand in hand with the prophetic announcement and theactual establishment of the monarchy in Israel, its origin cannot beattributed to any antagonism to Sabaeism, or to the hostility of piousIsraelites to the worship of the stars, which was gaining increasing groundin the age of David, as Hengstenberg (on Psalm 24:10) and Strauss (on Zephaniah 2:9) maintain; to say nothing of the fact, that there is no historicalfoundation for such an assumption at all. It is a much more naturalsupposition, that when the invisible sovereignty of Jehovah received avisible manifestation in the establishment of the earthly monarchy, thesovereignty of Jehovah, if it did possess and was to possess any reality atall, necessarily claimed to be recognised in its all-embracing power andglory, and that in the title “God of (the heavenly hosts” the fittingexpression was formed for the universal government of the God-king ofIsrael, - a title which not only serves as a bulwark against any eclipsing ofthe invisible sovereignty of God by the earthly monarchy in Israel, butoverthrew the vain delusion of the heathen, that the God of Israel wassimply the national deity of that particular nation.
(Note: This name of God was therefore held up before the people ofthe Lord even in their war-songs and paeans of victory, but still moreby the prophets, as a banner under which Israel was to fight and toconquer the world. Ezekiel is the only prophet who does not use it,simply because he follows the Pentateuch so strictly in his style. Andit is not met with in the book of Job, just because the theocraticconstitution of the Israelitish nation is never referred to in theproblem of that book.)

The remark introduced in 1 Samuel 1:3 , “and there were the two sons of Eli,Hophni and Phinehas, priests of the Lord,” i.e., performing the duties ofthe priesthood, serves as a preparation for what follows. This reason forthe remark sufficiently explains why the sons of Eli only are mentionedhere, and not Eli himself, since, although the latter still presided over thesanctuary as high priest, he was too old to perform the duties connectedwith the offering of sacrifice. The addition made by the lxx, Ἡλὶ καὶ , is an arbitrary interpolation, occasioned by a misapprehensionof the reason for mentioning the sons of Eli.

1 Samuel 1:4-5 
“And it came to pass, the day, and he offered sacrifice” (for,“on which he offered sacrifice”), that he gave to Peninnah and her childrenportions of the flesh of the sacrifice at the sacrificial meal; but to Hannahhe gave אפּים אחת מגה, “one portion for twopersons,” i.e., a double portion, because he loved her, but Jehovah hadshut up her womb: i.e., he gave it as an expression of his love to her, toindicate by a sign, “thou art as dear to me as if thou hadst born me a child”(O. v. Gerlach). This explanation of the difficult word אפּים, ofwhich very different interpretations have been given, is the one adoptedby Tanchum Hieros., and is the only one which can be grammaticallysustained, or yields an appropriate sense. The meaning face (facies) isplaced beyond all doubt by Genesis 3:19 and other passages; and the use ofלאפּי as a synonym for לפני in 1 Samuel 25:23, alsoestablishes the meaning “person,” since פּנים is used in thissense in 2 Samuel 17:11. It is true that there are no other passages that can be adduced to prove thatthe singular אף was also used in this sense; but as the word wasemployed promiscuously in both singular and plural in the derivativesense of anger, there is no reason for denying that the singular may alsohave been employed in the sense of face ( πρόσωπον ). Thecombination of אפּים with אחת מגה in theabsolute state is supported by many other examples of the same kind (seeEwald, §287, h). The meaning double has been correctly adopted in theSyriac, whereas Luther follows the tristis of the Vulgate, and renders theword traurig, or sad. But this meaning, which Fr. Böttcher has lately takenunder his protection, cannot be philologically sustained either by theexpression פניך נפלוּ (Genesis 4:6), or by Daniel 11:20,or in any other way. אף and אפּים do indeed signifyanger, but anger and sadness are two very different ideas. But whenBöttcher substitutes “angrily or unwillingly” for sadly, the incongruitystrikes you at once: “he gave her a portion unwillingly, because he lovedher!” For the custom of singling out a person by giving double or evenlarge portions, see the remarks on Genesis 43:34.

1 Samuel 1:6 
“And her adversary (Peninnah) also provoked her withprovocation, to irritate her.” The גּם is placed before the nounbelonging to the verb, to add force to the meaning. רעם (Hiphil),to excite, put into (inward) commotion, not exactly to make angry.

1 Samuel 1:7 
“So did he (Elkanah) from year to year (namely give to Hannah adouble portion at the sacrificial meal), as often as she went up to the houseof the Lord. So did she (Peninnah) provoke her (Hannah), so that shewept, and did not eat.” The two כּן correspond to one another. Just as Elkanah showed his love to Hannah at every sacrificial festival, sodid Peninnah repeat her provocation, the effect of which was that Hannahgave vent to her grief in tears, and did not eat.

1 Samuel 1:8 
Elkanah sought to comfort her in her grief by the affectionateappeal: “Am I not better to thee (טּוב, i.e., dearer) than tenchildren?” Ten is a found number for a large number.

Verses 9-11
Hannah's prayer for a son. - 1 Samuel 1:9-11. “After the eating at Shiloh, and afterthe drinking,” i.e., after the sacrificial meal was over, Hannah rose up witha troubled heart, to pour out her grief in prayer before God, whilst Eli wassitting before the door-posts of the palace of Jehovah, and vowed thisvow: “Lord of Zebaoth, if Thou regardest the distress of Thy maiden, andgivest men's seed to Thy maiden, I will give him to the Lord all his lifelong, and no razor shall come upon his head.” The choice of the infinitiveabsolute שׁתה instead of the infinitive construct is analogous tothe combination of two nouns, the first of which is defined by a suffix, andthe second written absolutely (see e.g., וזמרת עזּי, Exodus 15:2; cf. 2 Samuel 23:5, and Ewald, §339, b). The words from ועלי onwards to נפשׁ מרת form two circumstantial clausesinserted in the main sentence, to throw light upon the situation and thefurther progress of the affair. The tabernacle is called “the palace of Jehovah” (cf. 1 Samuel 2:22), not onaccount of the magnificence and splendour of the building, but as thedwelling-place of Jehovah of hosts, the God-king of Israel, as in Psalm 5:8,etc. מזוּזה is probably a porch, which had been placed beforethe curtain that formed the entranced into the holy place, when thetabernacle was erected permanently at Shiloh. נפשׁ מרת, troubled in soul (cf. 2 Kings 4:27). תבכּה וּבכה is really subordinate to תּתפּלּל, in the sense of “weeping muchduring her prayer.” The depth of her trouble was also manifest in thecrowding together of the words in which she poured out the desire of herheart before God: “If Thou wilt look upon the distress of Thine handmaid,and remember and not forget,” etc. “Men's seed” (semen virorum), i.e., amale child. אנשׁים is the plural of אישׁ, a man (seeEwald, §186-7), from the root אשׁ, which combines the two ideas offire, regarded as life, and giving life and firmness. The vow contained twopoints:(1) she would give the son she had prayed for to be the Lord's all the daysof his life, i.e., would dedicate him to the Lord for a lifelong service, which,as we have already observed at 1 Samuel 1:1, the Levites as such were not boundto perform; and (2) no razor should come upon his head, by which he wasset apart as a Nazarite for his whole life (see at Numbers 6:2., and Judges 13:5). The Nazarite, again, was neither bound to perform a lifelong servicenor to remain constantly at the sanctuary, but was simply consecrated fora certain time, whilst the sacrifice offered at his release from the vowshadowed forth a complete surrender to the Lord. The second point,therefore, added a new condition to the first, and one which was notnecessarily connected with it, but which first gave the true consecration tothe service of the Lord at the sanctuary. At the same time, the qualificationof Samuel for priestly functions, such as the offering of sacrifice, canneither be deduced from the first point in the vow, nor yet from thesecond. If, therefore, at a later period, when the Lord had called him to be aprophet, and had thereby placed him at the head of the nation, Samuelofficiated at the presentation of sacrifice, he was not qualified to performthis service either as a Levite or as a lifelong Nazarite, but performed itsolely by virtue of his prophetic calling.

Verses 12-14
But when Hannah prayed much (i.e., a long time) before the Lord, and Elinoticed her mouth, and, as she was praying inwardly, only saw her lipsmove, but did not hear her voice, he thought she was drunken, and calledout to her: “How long dost thou show thyself drunken? put away thywine from thee,” i.e., go away and sleep off thine intoxication (cf. 1 Samuel 25:37). לבּהּ על מדבּרת, lit. speaking to her heart. על is not to be confounded with אל (Genesis 24:45), but has thesubordinate idea of a comforting address, as in Genesis 34:3, etc.

Verse 15-16
Hannah answered: “No, my lord, I am a woman of an oppressed spirit. Ihave not drunk wine and strong drink, but have poured out my soul beforethe Lord (see Psalm 42:5). Do not count thine handmaid for a worthlesswoman, for I have spoken hitherto out of great sighing and grief.” לפני נתן, to set or lay before a person, i.e., generally to give aperson up to another; here to place him in thought in the position ofanother, i.e., to take him for another. שׂיה, meditation, inwardmovement of the heart, sighing.

Verse 17
Eli then replied: “Go in peace, and the God of Israel give (grant) thyrequest (שׁלתך for שׁאלתך), which thou hastasked of Him.” This word of the high priest was not a prediction, but apious wish, which God in His grace most gloriously fulfilled.

Verse 18
Hannah then went her way, saying, “Let thine handmaid find grace in thineeyes,” i.e., let me be honoured with thy favour and thine intercession, andwas strengthened and comforted by the word of the high priest, whichassured her that her prayer would be heard by God; and she did eat, “andher countenance was no more,” sc., troubled and sad, as it had been before. This may be readily supplied from the context, through which the wordcountenance (פּנים) acquires the sense of a troubledcountenance, as in Job 9:27.

Verse 19-20
Samuel's birth, and dedication to the Lord. - 1 Samuel 1:19, 1 Samuel 1:20. The next morningElkanah returned home to Ramah (see at 1 Samuel 1:1) with his two wives, havingfirst of all worshipped before the Lord; after which he knew his wifeHannah, and Jehovah remembered her, i.e., heard her prayer. “In therevolution of the days,” i.e., of the period of her conception andpregnancy, Hannah conceived and bare a son, whom she called Samuel;“for (she said) I have asked him of the Lord.” The name שׁמוּאל ( Σαμουήλ , lxx) is not formed from שׁמוּ = שׁם and אל, name of God (Ges. Thes. p. 1434), but from אל שׁמוּע,heard of God, a Deo exauditus, with an elision of the ע (see Ewald, §275,a., Not. 3); and the words “because I have asked him of the Lord” are notan etymological explanation of the name, but an exposition founded uponthe facts. Because Hannah had asked him of Jehovah, she gave him thename, “the God-heard,” as a memorial of the hearing of her prayer.

Verse 21-22
When Elkanah went up again with his family to Shiloh, to present hisyearly sacrifice and his vow to the Lord, Hannah said to her husband thatshe would not go up till she had weaned the boy, and could present him tothe Lord, that he might remain there for ever. הימים זבח, the sacrifice of the days, i.e., which he was accustomed to offer onthe days when he went up to the sanctuary; really, therefore, the annualsacrifice. It follows from the expression “and his vow,” that Elkanah hadalso vowed a vow to the Lord, in case the beloved Hannah should have ason. The vow referred to the presentation of a sacrifice. And this explainsthe combination of את־נדרו with לזבּח.

(Note: The lxx add to τὰς εὐχὰς αὐτοῦ the clause καὶ πάσας τὰς δεκάτας τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ (“and allthe tithes of his land”). This addition is just as arbitrary as thealteration of the singular נדרו into the plural τὰς εὐχὰς αὐτοῦ . The translator overlooked the special reference of the wordנדרו to the child desired by Elkanah, and imagined - probablywith Deuteronomy 12:26-27 in his mind, where vows are ordered to be paid atthe sanctuary in connection with slain offerings and sacrificial meals - that when Elkanah made his annual journey to the tabernacle hewould discharge all his obligations to God, and consequently would payhis tithes. The genuineness of this additional clause cannot besustained by an appeal to Josephus (Ant. v. 10, 3), who also has δεκάτας τε ἔφερον , for Josephus wrote his work uponthe basis of the Alexandrian version. This statement of Josephus isonly worthy of notice, inasmuch as it proves the incorrectness of theconjecture of Thenius, that the allusion to the tithes wasintentionally dropped out of the Hebrew text by copyists, whoregarded Samuel's Levitical descent as clearly established by 1 Chronicles 6:7-13 and 1 Chronicles 6:19-21. For Josephus (l. c. §2) expressly describes Elkanahas a Levite, and takes no offence at the offering of tithes attributedto him in the Septuagint, simply because he was well acquainted withthe law, and knew that the Levites had to pay to the priests a tenthof the tithes that they received from the other tribes, as a heave-offering of Jehovah (Numbers 18:26.; cf. Nehemiah 10:38). Consequently thepresentation of tithe on the part of Elkanah, if it were really wellfounded in the biblical text, would not furnish any argument againsthis Levitical descent.)

Weaning took place very late among the Israelites. According to 2 Macc. 7:28, the Hebrew mothers were in the habit of suckling their children forthree years. When the weaning had taken place, Hannah would bring herson up to the sanctuary, to appear before the face of the Lord, and remainthere for ever, i.e., his whole life long. The Levites generally were onlyrequired to perform service at the sanctuary from their twenty-fifth totheir fiftieth year (Numbers 8:24-25); but Samuel was to be presented to theLord immediately after his weaning had taken place, and to remain at thesanctuary for ever, i.e., to belong entirely to the Lord. To this end he wasto receive his training at the sanctuary, that at the very earliest waking upof his spiritual susceptibilities he might receive the impressions of thesacred presence of God. There is no necessity, therefore, to understand theword גּמל (wean) as including what followed the weaning,namely, the training of the child up to his thirteenth year (Seb. Schmidt),on the ground that a child of three years old could only have been a burdento Eli: for the word never has this meaning, not even in 1 Kings 11:20; and,as O. v. Gerlach has observed, his earliest training might have beensuperintended by one of the women who worshipped at the door of thetabernacle (1 Samuel 2:22).

Verse 23
Elkanah expressed his approval of Hannah's decision, and added, “only theLord establish His word,” i.e., fulfil it. By “His word” we are not tounderstand some direct revelation from God respecting the birth anddestination of Samuel, as the Rabbins suppose, but in all probability theword of Eli the high priest to Hannah, “The God of Israel grant thypetition” (1 Samuel 1:17), which might be regarded by the parents of Samuel afterhis birth as a promise from Jehovah himself, and therefore might naturallyexcite the wish and suggest the prayer that the Lord would graciously fulfilthe further hopes, which the parents cherished in relation to the son whomthey had dedicated to the Lord by a vow. The paraphrase of דּברו in the rendering given by the lxx, τὸ ἐξελθὸν ὲκ τοῦ στόματός σου , is the subjective view of the translatorhimself, and does not warrant an emendation of the original text.

Verse 24-25
As soon as the boy was weaned, Hannah brought him, although still aנער, i.e., a tender boy, to Shiloh, with a sacrifice of three oxen, anephah of meal, and a pitcher of wine, and gave him up to Eli when the ox(bullock) had been slain, i.e., offered in sacrifice as a burnt-offering. Thestriking circumstance that, according to 1 Samuel 1:24, Samuel's parents broughtthree oxen with them to Shiloh, and yet in 1 Samuel 1:25 the ox (הפּר)alone is spoken of as being slain (or sacrificed), may be explained verysimply on the supposition that in 1 Samuel 1:25 that particular sacrifice is referredto, which was associated with the presentation of the boy, that is to say,the burnt-offering by virtue of which the boy was consecrated to the Lordas a spiritual sacrifice for a lifelong service at His sanctuary, whereas theother two oxen served as the yearly festal offering, i.e., the burnt-offeringsand thank-offerings which Elkanah presented year by year, and thepresentation of which the writer did not think it needful to mention,simply because it followed partly from 1 Samuel 1:3 and partly from the Mosaiclaw.

(Note: The interpretation of שׁלשׁה בּפרים by ἐν μόσχῳ τριετίζοντι (lxx), upon which Thenius would found analteration of the text, is proved to be both arbitrary and wrong by thefact that the translators themselves afterwards mention the θυσία , which Elkanah brought year by year, and the μόσχος ,and consequently represent him as offering at least two animals, indirect opposition to the μόσχῳ τριετίζοντι . This discrepancycannot be removed by the assertion that in 1 Samuel 1:24 the sacrificialanimal intended for the dedication of the boy is the only onementioned; and the presentation of the regular festal sacrifice is takenfor granted, for an ephah of meal would not be the proper quantity tobe offered in connection with a single ox, since, according to the lawin Numbers 15:8-9, only three-tenths of an ephah of meal were requiredwhen an ox was presented as a burnt-offering or slain offering. Thepresentation of an ephah of meal presupposes the offering of threeoxen, and therefore shows that in 1 Samuel 1:24 the materials are mentionedfor all the sacrifices that Elkanah was about to offer.)

Verses 26-28
When the boy was presented, his mother made herself known to the highpriest as the woman who had previously prayed to the Lord at that place(see 1 Samuel 1:11.), and said, “For this child I prayed; and the Lord hathgranted me my request which I asked of Him: therefore I also make himone asked of the Lord all the days that he liveth; he is asked of the Lord.”וגם אנכי: I also; et ego vicissim (Cler.). השׁאיל, to leta person ask, to grant his request, to give him what he asks (Exodus 12:36),signifies here to make a person “asked” (שׁאוּל). The meaning tolend, which the lexicons give to the word both here and Exodus 12:36, has noother support than the false rendering of the lxx, and is altogetherunsuitable both in the one and the other. Jehovah had not lent the son toHannah, but had given him (see 1 Samuel 1:11); still less could a man lend his son tothe Lord. The last clause of 1 Samuel 1:28, “and he worshipped the Lord there,”refers to Elkanah, qui in votum Hannae consenserat, and not to Samuel. Ona superficial glance, the plural ישׁתּחווּ, which is found insome Codd., and in the Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic, appears the moresuitable; but when we look more closely at the connection in which theclause stands, we see at once that it does not wind up the foregoingaccount, but simply introduces the closing act of the transference ofSamuel. Consequently the singular is perfectly appropriate; andnotwithstanding the fact that the subject is not mentioned, the allusion toSamuel is placed beyond all doubt. When Hannah had given up her son tothe high priest, his father Elkanah first of all worshipped before the Lordin the sanctuary, and then Hannah worshipped in the song of praise,which follows in 1 Samuel 2:1-10.

02 Chapter 2 
Verses 1-10
Hannah's song of praise. - The prayer in which Hannah poured out thefeelings of her heart, after the dedication of her son to the Lord, is a songof praise of a prophetic and Messianic character. After giving utterance inthe introduction to the rejoicing and exulting of her soul at the salvationthat had reached her (1 Samuel 2:1), she praises the Lord as the only holy One, theonly rock of the righteous, who rules on earth with omniscience andrighteousness, brings down the proud and lofty, kills and makes alive,maketh poor and maketh rich (1 Samuel 2:2-8). She then closes with the confidentassurance that He will keep His saints, and cast down the rebellious, andwill judge the ends of the earth, and exalt the power of His king (1 Samuel 2:9, 1 Samuel 2:10).
This psalm is the mature fruit of the Spirit of God. The pious woman,who had gone with all the earnest longings of a mother's heart to pray tothe Lord God of Israel for a son, that she might consecrate him to thelifelong service of the Lord, “discerned in her own individual experience thegeneral laws of the divine economy, and its signification in relation to thewhole history of the kingdom of God” (Auberlen, p. 564). The experiencewhich she, bowed down and oppressed as she was, had had of the graciousgovernment of the omniscient and holy covenant God, was a pledge to herof the gracious way in which the nation itself was led by God, and a signby which she discerned how God not only delivered at all times the poorand wretched who trusted in Him out of their poverty and distress, andset them up, but would also lift up and glorify His whole nation, whichwas at that time so deeply bowed down and oppressed by its foes. Acquainted as she was with the destination of Israel to be a kingdom, fromthe promises which God had given to the patriarchs, and filled as she waswith the longing that had been awakened in the nation for the realization ofthese promises, she could see in spirit, and through the inspiration of God,the king whom the Lord was about to give to His people, and throughwhom He would raise it up to might and dominion.
The refusal of modern critics to admit the genuineness of this song isfounded upon an a priori and utter denial of the supernatural savingrevelations of God, and upon a consequent inability to discern theprophetic illumination of the pious Hannah, and a completemisinterpretation of the contents of her song of praise. The “proud andlofty,” whom God humbles and casts down, are not the heathen or thenational foes of Israel, and the “poor and wretched” whom He exalts andmakes rich are not the Israelites as such; but the former are the ungodly,and the latter the pious, in Israel itself. And the description is so wellsustained throughout, that it is only by the most arbitrary criticism that itcan be interpreted as referring to definite historical events, such as thevictory of David over Goliath (Thenius), or a victory of the Israelites overheathen nations (Ewald and others). Still less can any argument be drawnfrom the words of the song in support of its later origin, or itscomposition by David or one of the earliest of the kings of Israel. On thecontrary, not only is its genuineness supported by the generalconsideration that the author of these books would never have ascribed asong to Hannah, if he had not found it in the sources he employed; but stillmore decisively by the circumstance that the songs of praise of Mary andZechariah, in Luke 1:46. and Luke 1:68., show, through the manner in whichthey rest upon this ode, in what way it was understood by the piousIsraelites of every age, and how, like the pious Hannah, they recognisedand praised in their own individual experience the government of the holyGod in the midst of His kingdom.

1 Samuel 2:1 
The first verse forms the introduction to the song. Holy joy in theLord at the blessing which she had received impelled the favoured motherto the praise of God:
1 My heart is joyful in the Lord,

My horn is exalted in the Lord,
My mouth is opened wide over mine enemies:

For I rejoice in Thy salvation.

Of the four members of this verse, the first answers to the third, and thesecond to the fourth. The heart rejoices at the lifting up of her horn, themouth opens wide to proclaim the salvation before which the enemieswould be dumb. “My horn is high” does not mean 'I am proud' (Ewald),but “my power is great in the Lord.” The horn is the symbol of strength,and is taken from oxen whose strength is in their horns (vid., Deuteronomy 33:17; Psalm 75:5, etc.). The power was high or exalted by the salvation which theLord had manifested to her. To Him all the glory was due, because He hadproved himself to be the holy One, and a rock upon which a man couldrest his confidence.

1 Samuel 2:2-3 
2 None is holy as the Lord; for there is none beside Thee;

And no rock is as our God.
3 Speak ye not much lofty, lofty;

Let (not) insolence go out of thy mouth!
For the Lord is an omniscient God,

And with Him deeds are weighed.

God manifests himself as holy in the government of thekingdom of His grace by His guidance of the righteous to salvation (see atExodus 19:6). But holiness is simply the moral reflection of the glory of theone absolute God. This explains the reason given for His holiness, viz.,“there is not one (a God) beside thee” (cf. 2 Samuel 22:32). As the holy andonly One, God is the rock (vid., Deuteronomy 32:4, Deuteronomy 32:15; Psalm 18:3) in which therighteous can always trust. The wicked therefore should tremble beforeHis holiness, and not talk in their pride of the lofty things which they haveaccomplished or intend to perform. גּבהה is defined moreprecisely in the following clause, which is also dependent upon אל by the word עתק, as insolent words spoken by the wickedagainst the righteous (see Psalm 31:19). For Jehovah hears such words; He is“a God of knowledge” (Deus scientiarum), a God who sees and knowsevery single thing. The plural דּעות has an intensive signification. עללות נתכּנוּ לא might be rendered “deeds are not weighed, orequal” (cf. Ezekiel 18:25-26; Ezekiel 33:17). But this would only apply to theactions of men; for the acts of God are always just, or weighed. But anassertion respecting the actions of men does not suit the context. Hencethis clause is reckoned in the Masora as one of the passages in which לא stands for לו (see at Exodus 21:8). “To Him (with Him) deedsare weighed:” that is to say, the acts of God are weighed, i.e., equal or just. This is the real meaning according to the passages in Ezekiel, and not “theactions of men are weighed by Him” (De Wette, Maurer, Ewald, etc.): forGod weighs the minds and hearts of men (Proverbs 16:2; Proverbs 21:2; Proverbs 24:12), nottheir actions. This expression never occurs. The weighed or righteous actsof God are described in 1 Samuel 2:4-8 in great and general traits, as displayed inthe government of His kingdom through the marvellous changes whichoccur in the circumstances connected with the lives of the righteous andthe wicked.

1 Samuel 2:4-8 
4 Bow-heroes are confounded,

And stumbling ones gird themselves with strength;
5 Full ones hire themselves out for bread,

And hungry ones cease to be.
Yea, the barren beareth seven (children),
And she that is rich in children pines away.
6 The Lord kills and makes alive;

Leads down into hell, and leads up.
7 The Lord makes poor and makes rich,

Humbles and also exalts.
8 He raises mean ones out of the dust,

He lifts up poor ones out of the dunghill,
To set them beside the noble;
And He apportions to them the seat of glory:
For the pillars of the earth are the Lord's,

And He sets the earth upon them.

In 1 Samuel 2:4, the predicate חתּים is construed with thenomen rectum גּבּרים, not with the nomen regens קשׁת,because the former is the leading term (vid., Ges. §148, 1, and Ewald, §317,d.). The thought to be expressed is, not that the bow itself is to be broken,but that the heroes who carry the bow are to be confounded or brokeninwardly. “Bows of the heroes” stands for heroes carrying bows. For thisreason the verb is to be taken in the sense of confounded, not broken,especially as, apart from Jeremiah 51:56, חתת is not used to denotethe breaking of outward things, but the breaking of men.

1 Samuel 2:5-8 
שׂבעים are the rich and well to do; these wouldbecome so poor as to be obliged to hire themselves out for bread. חדל, to cease to be what they were before. The use of עד as aconjunction, in the sense of “yea” or “in fact,” may be explained as anelliptical expression, signifying “it comes to this, that.” “Seven children”are mentioned as the full number of the divine blessing in children (see 4:15). “The mother of many children” pines away, because she haslost all her sons, and with them her support in her old age (see Jeremiah 15:9). This comes from the Lord, who kills, etc. (cf. Deuteronomy 32:39). The words of1 Samuel 2:6 are figurative. God hurls down into death and the danger of death, andalso rescues therefrom (see Psalm 30:3-4). The first three clauses of 1 Samuel 2:8 arerepeated verbatim in Psalm 113:7-8. Dust and the dunghill are figures used todenote the deepest degradation and ignominy. The antithesis to this is,sitting upon the chair or throne of glory, the seat occupied by nobleprinces. The Lord does all this, for He is the creator and upholder of theworld. The pillars (מצקי, from צוּק = יצק) of the earth are the Lord's; i.e., they were created or set up byHim, and by Him they are sustained. Now as Jehovah, the God of Israel,the Holy One, governs the world with His almighty power, the righteoushave nothing to fear. With this thought the last strophe of the song begins:

1 Samuel 2:9-10 
9 The feet of His saints He will keep,

And the wicked perish in darkness;
For by power no one becomes strong.
10 The Lord - those who contend against Him are confounded.

He thunders above him in the heavens;
The Lord will judge the ends of the earth,

That He may lend might to His king,And exalt the horn of His anointed.

The Lord keeps the feet of the righteous, so that they do nottremble and stumble, i.e., so that the righteous do not fall into adversityand perish therein (vid., Ps. 56:14; Psalm 116:8; Psalm 121:3). But the wicked, whooppress and persecute the righteous, will perish in darkness, i.e., inadversity, when God withdraws the light of His grace, so that they fallinto distress and calamity. For no man can be strong through his ownpower, so as to meet the storms of life. All who fight against the Lord aredestroyed. To bring out the antithesis between man and God, “Jehovah” iswritten absolutely at the commencement of the sentence in 1 Samuel 2:10: “As forJehovah, those who contend against Him are broken,” both inwardly andoutwardly (חתת, as in 1 Samuel 2:4). The word עלו, whichfollows, is not to be changed into עליהם. There is simply arapid alternation of the numbers, such as we frequently meet with inexcited language. “Above him,” i.e., above every one who contends againstGod, He thunders. Thunder is a premonitory sign of the approach of the Lord to judgment. Inthe thunder, man is made to feel in an alarming way the presence of theomnipotent God. In the words, “The Lord will judge the ends of theearth,” i.e., the earth to its utmost extremities, or the whole world,Hannah's prayer rises up to a prophetic glance at the consummation of thekingdom of God. As certainly as the Lord God keeps the righteous at alltimes, and casts down the wicked, so certainly will He judge the wholeworld, to hurl down all His foes, and perfect His kingdom which He hasfounded in Israel. And as every kingdom culminates in its throne, or in thefull might and government of a king, so the kingdom of God can only attainits full perfection in the king whom the Lord will give to His people, andendow with His might. The king, or the anointed of the Lord, of whomHannah prophesies in the spirit, is not one single king of Israel, eitherDavid or Christ, but an ideal king, though not a mere personification of thethrone about to be established, but the actual king whom Israel received inDavid and his race, which culminated in the Messiah. The exaltation of thehorn of the anointed to Jehovah commenced with the victorious andsplendid expansion of the power of David, was repeated with everyvictory over the enemies of God and His kingdom gained by the successivekings of David's house, goes on in the advancing spread of the kingdom ofChrist, and will eventually attain to its eternal consummation in thejudgment of the last day, through which all the enemies of Christ will bemade His footstool.

Verses 11-17
Samuel the servant of the Lord under Eli. Ungodliness of the sons of Eli. - 1 Samuel 2:11 forms the transition to what follows. After Hannah's psalm ofthanksgiving, Elkanah went back with his family to his home at Ramah,and the boy (Samuel) was serving, i.e., ministered to the Lord, in thepresence of Eli the priest. The fact that nothing is said about Elkanah'swives going with him, does not warrant the interpretation given byThenius, that Elkanah went home alone. It was taken for granted that hiswives went with him, according to 1 Samuel 1:21 (“all his house”). את־יחוה שׁרת, which signifies literally, both here and in 1 Samuel 3:1, toserve the Lord, and which is used interchangeably with יי את־פּני שׁרת (1 Samuel 2:18), to serve in the presence of the Lord, is used to denote theduties performed both by priests and Levites in connection with theworship of God, in which Samuel took part, as he grew up, under thesuperintendence of Eli and according to his instruction.

1 Samuel 2:12 
But Eli's sons, Hophni and Phinehas (1 Samuel 2:34), were בליּעל בּני, worthless fellows, and knew not the Lord, sc., as Heshould be known, i.e., did not fear Him, or trouble themselves about Him(vid., Job 18:21; Hosea 8:2; Hosea 13:4).

1 Samuel 2:13-14 
“And the right of the priests towards the people was (thefollowing).” Mishpat signifies the right which they had usurped tothemselves in relation to the people. “If any one brought a sacrifice(זבח זבח כּל־אישׁ is placed first, and construed absolutely: 'asfor every one who brought a slain-offering'), the priest's servant (lit. youngman) came while the flesh was boiling, with a three-pronged fork in hishand, and thrust into the kettle, or pot, or bowl, or saucepan. All that thefork brought up the priest took. This they did to all the Israelites whocame thither to Shiloh.”

1 Samuel 2:15-16 
They did still worse. “Even before the fat was consumed,”i.e., before the fat portions of the sacrifice had been placed in the altar-firefor the Lord (Leviticus 3:3-5), the priest's servant came and demanded flesh ofthe person sacrificing, to be roasted for the priest; “for he will not takeboiled flesh of thee, but only חי, raw, i.e., fresh meat.” And if theperson sacrificing replied, “They will burn the fat directly (lit. 'at thistime,' as in Genesis 25:31; 1 Kings 22:5), then take for thyself, as thy souldesireth,” he said, “No (לו for לא), but thou shalt give now;if not, I take by force.” These abuses were practised by the priests inconnection with the thank-offerings, with which a sacrificial meal wasassociated. Of these offerings, with which a sacrificial meal was associated. Of these offerings, the portion which legally fell to the priest as his sharewas the heave-leg and wave-breast. And this he was to receive after the fatportions of the sacrifice had been burned upon the altar (see Leviticus 7:30-34). To take the flesh of the sacrificial animal and roast it before this offeringhad been made, was a crime which was equivalent to a robbery of God,and is therefore referred to here with the emphatic particle גּם, asbeing the worst crime that the sons of Eli committed. Moreover, thepriests could not claim any of the flesh which the offerer of the sacrificeboiled for the sacrificial meal, after burning the fat portions upon the altarand giving up the portions which belonged to them, to say nothing of theirtaking it forcibly out of the pots while it was being boiled.

1 Samuel 2:17 
Such conduct as this on the part of the young men (the priests'servants), was a great sin in the sight of the Lord, as they thereby broughtthe sacrifice of the Lord into contempt. נאץ, causative, to bringinto contempt, furnish occasion for blaspheming (as in 2 Samuel 12:14). “Therobbery which they committed was a small sin in comparison with thecontempt of the sacrifices themselves, which they were the means ofspreading among the people” (O. v. Gerlach). (Minchah) does not refer hereto the meat-offering as the accompaniment to the slain-offerings, but to thesacrificial offering generally, as a gift presented for the Lord.
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Verses 18-21
Samuel's service before the Lord. - 1 Samuel 2:18. Samuel served as a boy before theLord by the side of the worthless sons of Eli, girt with an ephod of whitematerial (בּד, see at Exodus 28:42). The ephod was a shoulder-dress, nodoubt resembling the high priest's in shape (see Exodus 28:6.), but altogetherdifferent in the material of which it was made, viz., simple white cloth, likethe other articles of clothing that were worn by the priests. At that time,according to 1 Samuel 22:18, all the priests wore clothing of this kind; and,according to 2 Samuel 6:14, David did the same on the occasion of a religiousfestival. Samuel received a dress of this kind even when a boy, because hewas set apart to a lifelong service before the Lord. חגוּר is thetechnical expression for putting on the ephod, because the two pieces ofwhich it was composed were girt round the body with a girdle.

1 Samuel 2:19 
The small מעיל also (Angl. “coat”), which Samuel'smother made and brought him every year, when she came with herhusband to Shiloh to the yearly sacrifice, was probably a coat resemblingthe meïl of the high priest (Exodus 28:31.), but was made of course of somesimpler material, and without the symbolical ornaments attached to thelower hem, by which that official dress was distinguished.

1 Samuel 2:20 
The priestly clothing of the youthful Samuel was in harmonywith the spiritual relation in which he stood to the high priest and toJehovah. Eli blessed his parents for having given up the boy to the Lord,and expressed this wish to the father: “The Lord lend thee seed of thiswoman in the place of the one asked for (השּׁאלה), whom they(one) asked for from the Lord.” The striking use of the third pers. masc. שׁאל instead of the second singular or plural may be accounted foron the supposition that it is an indefinite form of speech, which the writerchose because, although it was Hannah who prayed to the Lord for Samuelin the sight of Eli, yet Eli might assume that the father, Elkanah, hadshared the wishes of his pious wife. The apparent harshness disappears atonce if we substitute the passive; whereas in Hebrew active constructionswere always preferred to passive, wherever it was possible to employthem (Ewald, §294, b.). The singular suffix attached to למקומו after the plural הלכוּ may be explained on the simple ground,that a dwelling-place is determined by the husband, or master of the house.

1 Samuel 2:21 
The particle כּי, “for” (Jehovah visited), does not meanif, as, or when, nor is it to be regarded as a copyist's error. It is onlynecessary to supply the thought contained in the words, “Eli blessedElkanah,” viz., that Eli's blessing was not an empty fruitless wish; and tounderstand the passage in some such way as this: Eli's word was fulfilled,or still more simply, they went to their home blessed; for Jehovah visitedHannah, blessed her with “three sons and two daughters; but the boySamuel grew up with the Lord,” i.e., near to Him (at the sanctuary), andunder His protection and blessing.

Verse 22-23
Eli's treatment of the sins of his sons. - 1 Samuel 2:22. The aged Eli reproved hissons with solemn warnings on account of their sins; but without hiswarnings being listened to. From the reproof itself we learn, that beside thesin noticed in 1 Samuel 2:12-17, they also committed the crime of lying with thewomen who served at the tabernacle (see at Exodus 38:8), and thus profanedthe sanctuary with whoredom. But Eli, with the infirmities of his old age,did nothing further to prevent these abominations than to say to his sons,“Why do ye according to the sayings which I hear, sayings about youwhich are evil, of this whole people.” רעים את־דּבריכם is insertedto make the meaning clearer, and כּל־ה מאת is dependentupon שׁמע. “This whole people” signifies all the people thatcame to Shiloh, and heard and saw the wicked doings there.

Verse 24
בּני אל, “Not, my sons,” i.e., do not such things, “for thereport which I hear is not good; they make the people of Jehovah totransgress.” מערים is written without the pronoun אתּם in an indefinite construction, like משׁלּחים in 1 Samuel 6:3 (Maurer). Ewald's rendering as given by Thenius, “The report which I hearthe people of God bring,” is just as inadmissible as the one proposed byBöttcher, “The report which, as I hear, the people of God are spreading.”The assertion made by Thenius, that העביר, without any furtherdefinition, cannot mean to cause to sin or transgress, is correct enough nodoubt; but it does not prove that this meaning is inadmissible in thepassage before us, since the further definition is actually to be found in thecontext.

Verse 25
“If man sins against man, God judges him; but if a man sins againstJehovah, who can interpose with entreaty for him?” In the use of פּללו and יתפּלּל־לו there is a paranomasia which cannot bereproduced in our language. פּלּל signifies to decide or pass sentence (Genesis 48:11), then to arbitrate, to settle a dispute as arbitrator (Ezekiel 16:52; Psalm 106:30), and in the Hithpael to act as mediator, hence to entreat. Andthese meanings are applicable here. In the case of one man's sin againstanother, God settles the dispute as arbitrator through the properauthorities; whereas, when a man sins against God, no one can interpose asarbitrator. Such a sin cannot be disposed of by intercession. But Eli's sonsdid not listen to this admonition, which was designed to reform daringsinners with mild words and representation; “for,” adds the historian,“Jehovah was resolved to slay them.” The father's reproof made noimpression upon them, because they were already given up to thejudgment of hardening. (On hardening as a divine sentence, see thediscussions at Exodus 4:21.)

Verse 26
The youthful Samuel, on the other hand, continued to grow in stature, andin favour with God and man (see Luke 2:52).

Verses 27-36
Announcement of the judgment upon Eli and his house. - 1 Samuel 2:27. Before theLord interposed in judgment, He sent a prophet (a “man of God,” as inJudges 13:6) to the aged Eli, to announce as a warning for all ages thejudgment which was about to fall upon the worthless priests of his house. In order to arouse Eli's own conscience, he had pointed out to him, on theone hand, the grace manifested in the choice of his father's house, i.e., thehouse of Aaron, to keep His sanctuary (1 Samuel 2:27 and 1 Samuel 2:28), and, on the otherhand, the desecration of the sanctuary by the wickedness of his sons (1 Samuel 2:29). Then follows the sentence: The choice of the family of Aaron stillstood fast, but the deepest disgrace would come upon the despisers of theLord (1 Samuel 2:30): the strength of his house would be broken; all the members ofhis house were to die early deaths. They were not, however, to beremoved entirely from service at the altar, but to their sorrow were tosurvive the fall of the sanctuary (1 Samuel 2:31-34). But the Lord would raise up a faithful priest, and cause him to walk beforeHis anointed, and from him all that were left of the house of Eli would beobliged to beg their bread (1 Samuel 2:35, 1 Samuel 2:36). To arrive at the true interpretationof this announcement of punishment, we must picture to ourselves thehistorical circumstances that come into consideration here. Eli the highpriest was a descendant of Ithamar, the younger son of Aaron, as we maysee from the fact that his great-grandson Ahimelech was “of the sons ofIthamar” (1 Chronicles 24:3). In perfect agreement with this, Josephus (Ant. v. 11, 5) relates, that after the high priest Ozi of the family of Eleazar, Eli ofthe family of Ithamar received the high-priesthood. The circumstanceswhich led to the transfer of this honour from the line of Eleazar to that ofIthamar are unknown. We cannot imagine it to have been occasioned by anextinction of the line of Eleazar, for the simple reason that, in the time ofDavid, Zadok the descendant of Eleazar is spoken of as high priest alongwith Abiathar and Ahimelech, the descendants of Eli (2 Samuel 8:17; 2 Samuel 20:25). After the deposition of Abiathar he was reinstated by Solomon as solehigh priest (1 Kings 2:27), and the dignity was transmitted to hisdescendants. This fact also overthrows the conjecture of Clericus, that thetransfer of the high-priesthood to Eli took place by the command of Godon account of the grievous sins of the high priests of the line of Eleazar;for in that case Zadok would not have received this office again inconnection with Abiathar. We have, no doubt, to search for the true reasonin the circumstances of the times of the later judges, namely in the fact thatat the death of the last high priest of the family of Eleazar before the timeof Eli, the remaining son was not equal to the occasion, either because hewas still an infant, or at any rate because he was too young andinexperienced, so that he could not enter upon the office, and Eli, who wasprobably related by marriage to the high priest's family, and was no doubta vigorous man, was compelled to take the oversight of the congregation;and, together with the supreme administration of the affairs of the nationas judge, received the post of high priest as well, and filled it till the timeof his death, simply because in those troublous times there was not one ofthe descendants of Eleazar who was able to fill the supreme office ofjudge, which was combined with that of high priest. For we cannot possibly think of an unjust usurpation of the office of highpriest on the part of Eli, since the very judgment denounced against himand his house presupposes that he had entered upon the office in a justand upright way, and that the wickedness of his sons was all that wasbrought against him. For a considerable time after the death of Eli the high-priesthood lost almost all its significance. All Israel turned to Samuel,whom the Lord established as His prophet by means of revelations, andwhom He also chose as the deliverer of His people. The tabernacle atShiloh, which ceased to be the scene of the gracious presence of God afterthe loss of the ark, was probably presided over first of all after Eli's deathby his grandson Ahitub, the son of Phinehas, as his successor in the high-priesthood. He was followed in the time of Saul by his son Ahijah orAhimelech, who gave David the shew-bread to eat at Nob, to which thetabernacle had been removed in the meantime, and was put to death bySaul in consequence, along with all the priests who were found there. Hisson Abiathar, however, escaped the massacre, and fled to David (1 Samuel 22:9-20; 1 Samuel 23:6). In the reign of David he is mentioned as high priest alongwith Zadok; but he was afterwards deposed by Solomon (2 Samuel 15:24; 2 Samuel 17:15; 2 Samuel 19:12; 2 Samuel 20:25; 1 Kings 2:27).
Different interpretations have been given of these verses. The majority ofcommentators understand them as signifying that the loss of the high-priesthood is here foretold to Eli, and also the institution of Zadok in theoffice. But such a view is too contracted, and does not exhaust the meaningof the words. The very introduction to the prophet's words points tosomething greater than this: “Thus saith the Lord, Did I reveal myself tothy father's house, when they were in Egypt at the house of Pharaoh?”The ה interrogative is not used for הלא (nonne), but is emphatic,as in Jeremiah 31:20. The question is an appeal to Eli's conscience, which hecannot deny, but is obliged to confirm. By Eli's father's house we are notto understand Ithamar and his family, but Aaron, from whom Eli wasdescended through Ithamar. God revealed himself to the tribe-father of Eliby appointing Aaron to be the spokesman of Moses before Pharaoh (Exodus 4:14. and Exodus 4:27), and still more by calling Aaron to the priesthood, forwhich the way was prepared by the fact that, from the very beginning,God made use of Aaron, in company with Moses, to carry out Hispurpose of delivering Israel out of Egypt, and entrusted Moses and Aaronwith the arrangements for the celebration of the passover (Exodus 12:1, Exodus 12:43). This occurred when they, the fathers of Eli, Aaron and his sons, were stillin Egypt at the house of Pharaoh, i.e., still under Pharaoh's rule.

1 Samuel 2:28 
“And did I choose him out of all the tribes for a priest tomyself.” The interrogative particle is not to be repeated beforeוּבחור, but the construction becomes affirmative with the inf. abs. instead of the perfect. “Him” refers back to “thy father” in 1 Samuel 2:27, andsignifies Aaron. The expression “for a priest” is still further defined by theclauses which follow: על מ לעלות, “to ascend upon minealtar,” i.e., to approach my altar of burnt-offering and perform thesacrificial worship; “to kindle incense,” i.e., to perform the service in theholy place, the principal feature in which was the daily kindling of theincense, which is mentioned instar omnium; “to wear the ephod beforeme,” i.e., to perform the service in the holy of holies, which the high priestcould only enter when wearing the ephod to represent Israel before theLord (Exodus 28:12). “And have given to thy father's house all the firings of thechildren of Israel” (see at Leviticus 1:9). These words are to be understood,according to Deuteronomy 18:1, as signifying that the Lord had given to the houseof Aaron, i.e., to the priesthood, the sacrifices of Jehovah to eat in theplace of any inheritance in the land, according to the portions appointed inthe sacrificial law in Lev 6-7, and Num 18.

1 Samuel 2:29 
With such distinction conferred upon the priesthood, and suchcareful provision made for it, the conduct of the priests under Eli was aninexcusable crime. “Why do ye tread with your feet my slain-offerings andmeat-offerings, which I have commanded in the dwelling-place?” Slain-offering and meat-offering are general expressions embracing all the altar-sacrifices. מעון is an accusative (“in the dwelling”), like בּית, in the house. “The dwelling” is the tabernacle. This reproof appliedto the priests generally, including Eli, who had not vigorously resistedthese abuses. The words which follow, “and thou honourest thy sonsmore than me,” relate to Eli himself, and any other high priest who like Elishould tolerate the abuses of the priests. “To fatten yourselves with thefirst of every sacrificial gift of Israel, of my people.” לעמּי servesas a periphrasis for the genitive, and is chosen for the purpose of givinggreater prominence to the idea of עמּי (my people). רשׁית, the first of every sacrificial gift ((minchah), as in 1 Samuel 2:17), which Israeloffered as the nation of Jehovah, ought to have been given up to its God inthe altar-fire because it was the best; whereas, according to 1 Samuel 2:15, 1 Samuel 2:16, thesons of Eli took away the best for themselves.
1 Samuel 2:30 
For this reason, the saying of the Lord, “Thy house (i.e., thefamily of Eli) and thy father's house (Eli's relations in the other lines, i.e.,the whole priesthood) shall walk before me for ever” (Numbers 25:13), shouldhenceforth run thus: “This be far from me; but them that honour me I willhonour, and they that despise me shall be despised.” The first declarationof the Lord is not to be referred to Eli particularly, as it is by C. a Lapideand others, and understood as signifying that the high-priesthood wasthereby transferred from the family of Eleazar to that of Ithamar, andpromised to Eli for his descendants for all time. This is decidedly atvariance with the fact, that although “walking before the Lord” is not ageneral expression denoting a pious walk with God, as in Genesis 17:1, butrefers to the service of the priests at the sanctuary as walking before theface of God, yet it cannot possibly be specially and exclusively restrictedto the right of entering the most holy place, which was the prerogative ofthe high priest alone. These words of the Lord, therefore, applied to the whole priesthood, orthe whole house of Aaron, to which the priesthood had been promised,“for a perpetual statute” (Exodus 29:9). This promise was afterwards renewedto Phinehas especially, on account of the zeal which he displayed for thehonour of Jehovah in connection with the idolatry of the people at Shittim(Numbers 25:13). But even this renewed promise only secured to him aneternal priesthood as a covenant of peace with the Lord, and not speciallythe high-priesthood, although that was included as the culminating point ofthe priesthood. Consequently it was not abrogated by the temporarytransfer of the high-priesthood from the descendants of Phinehas to thepriestly line of Ithamar, because even then they still retained thepriesthood. By the expression “be it far from me,” sc., to permit this totake place, God does not revoke His previous promise, but simplydenounces a false trust therein as irreconcilable with His holiness. Thatpromise would only be fulfilled so far as the priests themselves honouredthe Lord in their office, whilst despisers of God who dishonoured Him bysin and presumptuous wickedness, would be themselves despised.
This contempt would speedily come upon the house of Eli.

1 Samuel 2:31 
“Behold, days come,” - a formula with which prophets wereaccustomed to announce future events (see 2 Kings 20:17; Isaiah 39:6; Amos 4:2; Amos 8:11; Amos 9:13; Jeremiah 7:32, etc.), - “then will I cut off thine arm, and the arm ofthy father's house, that there shall be no old man in thine house.” To cutoff the arm means to destroy the strength either of a man or of a family(see Job. 1 Samuel 22:9; Psalm 37:17). The strength of a family, however,consists in the vital energy of its members, and shows itself in the fact thatthey reach a good old age, and do not pine away early and die. Thisstrength was to vanish in Eli's house; no one would ever again preserve hislife to old age.

1 Samuel 2:32 
“And thou wilt see oppression of the dwelling in all that He hasshown of good to Israel.” The meaning of these words, which have beenexplained in very different ways, appears to be the following: In all thebenefits which the lord would confer upon His people, Eli would see onlydistress for the dwelling of God, inasmuch as the tabernacle would fallmore and more into decay. In the person of Eli, the high priest at that time,the high priest generally is addressed as the custodian of the sanctuary; sothat what is said is not to be limited to him personally, but applies to allthe high priests of his house. מעון is not Eli's dwelling-place,but the dwelling-place of God, i.e., the tabernacle, as in 1 Samuel 2:29, and is agenitive dependent upon צר. היטיב, in the sense ofbenefiting a person, doing him good, is construed with the accusative ofthe person, as in Deuteronomy 28:63; Deuteronomy 8:16; Deuteronomy 30:5. The subject to the verb ייטיב is Jehovah, and is not expresslymentioned, simply because it is so clearly implied in the wordsthemselves. This threat began to be fulfilled even in Eli's own days. Thedistress or tribulation for the tabernacle began with the capture of the arkby the Philistines (1 Samuel 4:11), and continued during the time that theLord was sending help and deliverance to His people through the mediumof Samuel, in their spiritual and physical oppression. The ark of thecovenant - the heart of the sanctuary - was not restored to the tabernacle inthe time of Samuel; and the tabernacle itself was removed from Shiloh toNob, probably in the time of war; and when Saul had had all the priestsput to death (1 Samuel 21:2; 1 Samuel 22:11.), it was removed to Gibeon, whichnecessarily caused it to fall more and more into neglect. Among thedifferent explanations, the rendering given by Aquila ( καὶ ἐπιβλέψει [ ἐπιβλέψης ] ἀντίζηλον κατοικητηρίου ) has met with thegreatest approval, and has been followed by Jerome (et videbis aemulum tuum), Luther, and many others, including De Wette. According to thisrendering, the words are either supposed to refer to the attitude of Samueltowards Eli, or to the deposition of Abiathar, and the institution of Zadokby Solomon in his place (1 Kings 2:27). But צר does not mean theantagonist or rival, but simply the oppressor or enemy; and Samuel wasnot an enemy of Eli any more than Zadok was of Abiathar. Moreover, ifthis be adopted as the rendering of צר, it is impossible to find anysuitable meaning for the following clause. In the second half of the versethe threat of 1 Samuel 2:31 is repeated with still greater emphasis. כּל־היּמים,all the time, i.e., so long as thine house shall exist.

1 Samuel 2:33 
“And I will not cut off every one to thee from mine altar, thatthine eyes may languish, and thy soul consume away; and all the increaseof thine house shall die as men.” The two leading clauses of this versecorrespond to the two principal thoughts of the previous verse, which arehereby more precisely defined and explained. Eli was to see the distress ofthe sanctuary; for to him, i.e., of his family, there would always be someone serving at the altar of God, that he might look upon the decay with hiseyes, and pine away with grief in consequence. אישׁ signifies everyone, or any one, and is not to be restricted, as Thenius supposes, toAhitub, the son of Phinehas, the brother of Ichabod; for it cannot beshown from 1 Samuel 14:3 and 1 Samuel 22:20, that he was the only one that was leftof the house of Eli. And secondly, there was to be no old man, no oneadvanced in life, in his house; but all the increase of the house was to die inthe full bloom of manhood. אנשׁים, in contrast with זקן, is used to denote men in the prime of life.

1 Samuel 2:34 
“And let this be the sign to thee, what shall happen to (comeupon) thy two sons, Hophni and Phinehas; in one day they shall bothdie.” For the fulfilment of this, see 1 Samuel 4:11. This occurrence, which Elilived to see, but did not long survive (1 Samuel 4:17.), was to be the sign tohim that the predicted punishment would be carried out in its fullestextent.

1 Samuel 2:35 
But the priesthood itself was not to fall with the fall of Eli'shouse and priesthood; on the contrary the Lord would raise up for himselfa tried priest, who would act according to His heart. “And I will build forhim a lasting house, and he will walk before mine anointed for ever.”

1 Samuel 2:36 
Whoever, on the other hand, should still remain of Eli's house,would come “bowing before him (to get) a silver penny and a slice of bread,” and would say, “Put me, I pray, in one of the priests' offices, that Imay get a piece of bread to eat.” אגורה, that which is collected,signifies some small coin, of which a collection was made by begging singlecoins. Commentators are divided in their opinions as to the historicalallusions contained in this prophecy. By the “tried priest,” Ephraem Syrusunderstood both the prophet Samuel and the priest Zadok. “As for thefacts themselves,” he says, “it is evident that, when Eli died, Samuelsucceeded him in the government, and that Zadok received the high-priesthood when it was taken from his family.” Since his time, most of thecommentators, including Theodoret and the Rabbins, have decided infavour of Zadok. Augustine, however, and in modern times Thenius andO. v. Gerlach, give the preference to Samuel. The fathers and earliertheologians also regarded Samuel and Zadok as the type of Christ, andsupposed the passage to contain a prediction of the abrogation of theAaronic priesthood by Jesus Christ.

(Note: Theodoret, qu. vii. in 1 Reg. Οὐκοῦν ἡ πρόῤῥησις κυρίως μὲν ἁρμόττει τῷ σωτὴρι Χριστῷ. Κατὰ δὲ ἱστορίαν τῷ Σαδούκ , ὅς ἐκ τοῦ Ἐλεάζαρ κατάγων τὸ γένος τὴν ἀρχιερωσύνην διὰ τοῦ Σολομῶνος ἐδέξατο . Augustine says (Decivit. Dei xvii. 5, 2): “Although Samuel was not of a different tribefrom the one which had been appointed by the Lord to serve at thealtar, he was not of the sons of Aaron, whose descendants had beenset apart as priests; and thus the change is shadowed forth, which wasafterwards to be introduced through Jesus Christ.” And again, §3:“What follows (1 Samuel 2:35) refers to that priest, whose figure was borne bySamuel when succeeding to Eli.” So again in the Berleburger Bible, tothe words, “I will raise me up a faithful priest,” this note is added:“Zadok, of the family of Phinehas and Eleazar, whom king Solomon,as the anointed of God, appointed high priest by his ordinance, settingaside the house of Eli (1 Kings 2:35; 1 Chronicles 29:22). At the sametime, just as in the person of Solomon the Spirit of prophecy pointedto the true Solomon and Anointed One, so in this priest did He alsopoint to Jesus Christ the great High Priest.”)

This higher reference of the words is in any case to be retained; for therabbinical interpretation, by which Grotius, Clericus, and others abide, - namely, that the transfer of the high-priesthood from the descendants ofEli to Zadok, the descendant of Eleazar, is all that is predicted, and thatthe prophecy was entirely fulfilled when Abiathar was deposed bySolomon (1 Kings 2:27), - is not in accordance with the words of the text. On the other hand, Theodoret and Augustine both clearly saw that thewords of Jehovah, “I revealed myself to thy father's house in Egypt,” and,“Thy house shall walk before me for ever,” do not apply to Ithamar, butto Aaron. “Which of his fathers,” says Augustine, “was in that Egyptianbondage, form which they were liberated when he was chosen to thepriesthood, excepting Aaron? It is with reference to his posterity,therefore, that it is here affirmed that they would not be priests for ever;and this we see already fulfilled.” The only thing that appears untenable isthe manner in which the fathers combine this historical reference to Eli andSamuel, or Zadok, with the Messianic interpretation, viz., either byreferring 1 Samuel 2:31-34 to Eli and his house, and then regarding the sentencepronounced upon Eli as simply a type of the Messianic fulfilment, or byadmitting the Messianic allusion simply as an allegory.

The true interpretation may be obtained from a correct insight into therelation in which the prophecy itself stands to its fulfilment. Just as, in theperson of Eli and his sons, the threat announces deep degradation and evendestruction to all the priests of the house of Aaron who should walk in thefootsteps of the sons of Eli, and the death of the two sons of Eli in oneday was to be merely a sign that the threatened punishment would becompletely fulfilled upon the ungodly priests; so, on the other hand, thepromise of the raising up of the tried priest, for whom God would build alasting house, also refers to all the priests whom the Lord would raise upas faithful servants of His altar, and only receives its complete and finalfulfilment in Christ, the true and eternal High Priest. But if we endeavourto determine more precisely from the history itself, which of the OldTestament priests are included, we must not exclude either Samuel orZadok, but must certainly affirm that the prophecy was partially fulfilledin both. Samuel, as the prophet of the Lord, was placed at the head of the nationafter the death of Eli; so that he not only stepped into Eli's place as judge,but stood forth as priest before the Lord and the nation, and “had theimportant and sacred duty to perform of going before the anointed, theking, whom Israel was to receive through him; whereas for a long time theAaronic priesthood fell into such contempt, that, during the general declineof the worship of God, it was obliged to go begging for honour andsupport, and became dependent upon the new order of things that wasintroduced by Samuel” (O. v. Gerlach). Moreover, Samuel acquired astrong house in the numerous posterity that was given to him by God. The grandson of Samuel was Heman, “the king's seer in the words ofGod,” who was placed by David over the choir at the house of God, andhad fourteen sons and three daughters (1 Chronicles 6:33; 1 Chronicles 25:4-5). But the very fact that these descendants of Samuel did not follow theirfather in the priesthood, shows very clearly that a lasting house was notbuilt to Samuel as a tried priest through them, and therefore that we haveto seek for the further historical fulfilment of this promise in thepriesthood of Zadok. As the word of the Lord concerning the house of Eli,even if it did not find its only fulfilment in the deposition of Abiathar (1 Kings 2:27), was at any rate partially fulfilled in that deposition; so thepromise concerning the tried priest to be raised up received a newfulfilment in the fact that Zadok thereby became the sole high priest, andtransmitted the office to his descendants, though this was neither its lastnor its highest fulfilment. This final fulfilment is hinted at in the vision ofthe new temple, as seen by the prophet Ezekiel, in connection with whichthe sons of Zadok are named as the priests, who, because they had notfallen away with the children of Israel, were to draw near to the Lord, andperform His service in the new organization of the kingdom of God as setforth in that vision (Ezekiel 40:46; Ezekiel 43:19; Ezekiel 44:15; Ezekiel 48:11). This fulfilment iseffected in connection with Christ and His kingdom. Consequently, theanointed of the Lord, before whom the tried priest would walk for ever, isnot Solomon, but rather David, and the Son of David, whose kingdom is aneverlasting kingdom.

03 Chapter 3 
Verses 1-9
At the time when Samuel served the Lord before Eli, both as a boy and asa young man (1 Samuel 2:11, 1 Samuel 2:21, 1 Samuel 2:26), the word of the Lord had become dear,i.e., rare, in Israel, and “Prophecy was not spread.” נפרץ, fromפּרץ, to spread out strongly, to break through copiously (cf. Proverbs 3:10). The “word of the Lord” is the word of God announced byprophets: the “vision,” “visio prophetica.” It is true that Jehovah hadpromised His people, that He would send prophets, who should makeknown His will and purpose at all times (Deuteronomy 18:15.; cf. Numbers 23:23);but as a revelation from God presupposed susceptibility on the part ofmen, the unbelief and disobedience of the people might restrain thefulfilment of this and all similar promises, and God might even withdrawHis word to punish the idolatrous nation. Such a time as this, whenrevelations from God were universally rare, and had now arisen under Eli,in whose days, as the conduct of his sons sufficiently proves, thepriesthood had fallen into very deep corruption.

1 Samuel 3:2-4 
The word of the Lord was then issued for the first time toSamuel. 1 Samuel 3:2-4 form one period. The clause, “it came to pass at that time”(1 Samuel 3:2 ), is continued in 1 Samuel 3:4 , “that the Lord called,” etc. The interveningclauses from ועלי to אלהים ארון arecircumstantial clauses, intended to throw light upon the situation. Theclause, “Eli was laid down in his place,” etc., may be connected logicallywith “at that time” by the insertion of “when” (as in the English version:Tr.). The dimness of Eli's eyes is mentioned, to explain Samuel'sbehaviour, as afterwards described. Under these circumstances, forexample, when Samuel heard his own name called out in sleep, he mighteasily suppose that Eli was calling him to render some assistance. The“lamp of God” is the light of the candlestick in the tabernacle, the sevenlamps of which were put up and lighted every evening, and burned throughthe night till all the oil was consumed (see Exodus 30:8; Leviticus 24:2; 2 Chronicles 13:11, and the explanation given at Exodus 27:21). The statement that this light was not yet extinguished, is equivalent to“before the morning dawn.” “And Samuel was lying (sleeping) in thetemple of Jehovah, where the ark of God was.” היכל does notmean the holy place, as distinguished from the “most holy,” as in 1 Kings 6:5; 1 Kings 7:50,

(Note: The Masoretes have taken היכל in this sense, andtherefore have placed the Athnach under שׁכב rednu, to separateשׁכב וּשׁמוּאל from יי בּהיכל, andthus to guard against the conclusion, which might be drawn from thisview of היכל that Samuel slept in the holy place.)

but thewhole tabernacle, the tent with its court, as the palace of the God-king, as in 1 Samuel 1:9; Psalm 11:4. Samuel neither slept in the holy placeby the side of the candlestick and table of shew-bread, nor in the mostholy place in front of the ark of the covenant, but in the court, wherecells were built for the priests and Levites to live in when serving atthe sanctuary (see at 1 Samuel 3:15). “The ark of God, i.e., the ark of thecovenant, is mentioned as the throne of the divine presence, fromwhich the call to Samuel proceeded.

1 Samuel 3:5-9 
As soon as Samuel heard his name called out, he hastened to Elito receive his commands. But Eli bade him lie down again, as he had notcalled him. At first, no doubt, he thought the call which Samuel had heardwas nothing more than a false impression of the youth, who had been fastasleep. But the same thing was repeated a second and a third time; for, asthe historian explains in 1 Samuel 3:6, “Samuel had not yet known Jehovah, and(for) the word of Jehovah was not yet revealed to him.” (The perfectידע after טרם, though very rare, is fully supported byPsalm 90:2 and Proverbs 8:25, and therefore is not to be altered into ידע, as Dietrich and Böttcher propose.) He therefore imagined againthat Eli had called him. But when he came to Eli after the third call, Eliperceived that the Lord was calling, and directed Samuel, if the call wererepeated, to answer, “Speak, Lord; for Thy servant heareth.”

Verse 10-11
When Samuel had lain down again, “Jehovah came and stood,” sc., beforeSamuel. These words show that the revelation of God was an objectivelyreal affair, and not a mere dream of Samuel's. “And he called to him as atother times” (see Numbers 24:1; Judges 16:20), etc.). When Samuel replied inaccordance with Eli's instructions, the Lord announced to him that Hewould carry out the judgment that had been threatened against the houseof Eli (1 Samuel 3:11-14). “Behold, I do a thing in Israel, at which both the ears ofevery one that heareth it shall tingle,” sc., with horror (see 2 Kings 21:12; Jeremiah 19:3; Habakkuk 1:5).

Verses 12-14
On that day I will perform against Eli all that I have spoken concerning hishouse (see 1 Samuel 2:30.), beginning and finishing it,” i.e., completely. דּבּר את־אשׁר הקים, to set up the word spoken, i.e., to carry it out, oraccomplish it. In 1 Samuel 3:13 this word is communicated to Samuel, so far as itsessential contents are concerned. God would judge “the house of Eli forever because of the iniquity, that he knew his sons were preparing a cursefor themselves and did not prevent them.” To judge on account of a crime,is the same as to punish it. עד־עולם, i.e., without the punishmentbeing ever stopped or removed. להם מקללים,cursing themselves, i.e., bringing a curse upon themselves. “Therefore Ihave sworn to the house of Eli, that the iniquity of the house of Eli shallnot (אם, a particle used in an oath, equivalent to assuredly not) beexpiated by slain-offerings and meat-offerings (through any kind ofsacrifice) for ever.” The oath makes the sentence irrevocable. (On the factsthemselves, see the commentary on 1 Samuel 2:27-36.)

Verse 15
Samuel then slept till the morning; and when he opened the doors of thehouse of Jehovah, he was afraid to tell Eli of the revelation which he hadreceived. Opening the doors of the house of God appears to have beenpart of Samuel's duty. We have not to think of doors opening into the holyplace, however, but of doors leading into the court. Originally, when thetabernacle was simply a tent, travelling with the people from place toplace, it had only curtains at the entrance to the holy place and court. Butwhen Israel had become possessed of fixed houses in the land of Canaan,and the dwelling-place of God was permanently erected at Shiloh, insteadof the tents that were pitched for the priests and Levites, who encampedround about during the journey through the desert, there were erected fixedhouses, which were built against or inside the court, and not only served asdwelling-places for the priests and Levites who were officiating, but werealso used for the reception and custody of the gifts that were brought asofferings to the sanctuary. These buildings in all probability supplantedentirely the original tent-like enclosure around the court; so that instead ofthe curtains at the entrance, there were folding doors, which were shut inthe evening and opened again in the morning. It is true that nothing is saidabout the erection of these buildings in our historical books, but the factitself is not to be denied on that account. In the case of Solomon's temple,notwithstanding the elaborate description that has been given of it, there isnothing said about the arrangement or erection of the buildings in the court;and yet here and there, principally in Jeremiah, the existence of suchbuildings is evidently assumed. מראה, visio, a sign or vision. Thisexpression is applied to the word of God which came to Samuel, because itwas revealed to him through the medium of an inward sight or intuition.

Verses 16-18
When Samuel was called by Eli and asked concerning the divine revelationthat he had received, he told him all the words, without concealinganything; whereupon Eli bowed in quiet resignation to the purpose ofGod: “It is the Lord; let Him do what seemeth Him good.” Samuel'scommunication, however, simply confirmed to the aged Eli what God hadalready made known to him through a prophet,But his reply proves that, with all his weakness and criminal indulgencetowards his wicked sons, Eli was thoroughly devoted to the Lord in hisheart. And Samuel, on the other hand, through his unreserved and candidcommunication of the terribly solemn word of God with regard to the man,whom he certainly venerated with filial affection, not only as high priest,but also as his own parental guardian, proved himself to be a manpossessing the courage and the power to proclaim the word of the Lordwithout fear to the people of Israel.

Verses 19-21
Thus Samuel grew, and Jehovah was with him, and let none of his wordsfall to the ground, i.e., left no word unfulfilled which He spoke throughSamuel. (On הפּיל, see Joshua 21:45; Joshua 23:14; 1 Kings 8:56.) By thisall Israel from Dan to Beersheba (see at Judges 20:1) perceived that Samuelwas found trustworthy, or approved (see Numbers 12:7) as a prophet ofJehovah. And the Lord continued to appear at Shiloh; for He revealedhimself there to Samuel “in the word of Jehovah,” i.e., through a propheticannouncement of His word. These three verses form the transition fromthe call of Samuel to the following account of his prophetic labours inIsrael. At the close of 1 Samuel 3:21, the lxx have appended a general remarkconcerning Eli and his sons, which, regarded as a deduction from thecontext, answers no doubt to the paraphrastic treatment of our book inthat version, but in a critical aspect is utterly worthless.

04 Chapter 4 
Introduction
War with the Philistines. Loss of the Ark.
Death of Eli and His Sons - 1 Samuel 4

At Samuel's word, the Israelites attacked the Philistines, and were beaten(1 Samuel 4:1, 1 Samuel 4:2). They then fetched the ark of the covenant into the campaccording to the advice of the elders, that they might thereby make sure ofthe help of the almighty covenant God; but in the engagement whichfollowed they suffered a still greater defeat, in which Eli's sons fell and theark was taken by the Philistines (1 Samuel 4:3-11). The aged Eli, terrified at such aloss, fell from his seat and broke his neck (1 Samuel 4:12-18); and his daughter-in-law was taken in labour, and died after giving birth to a son (1 Samuel 4:19-22). With these occurrences the judgment began to burst upon the house of Eli. But the disastrous result of the war was also to be a source of deephumiliation to all the Israelites. Not only were the people to learn that theLord had departed from them, but Samuel also was to make the discoverythat the deliverance of Israel from the oppression and dominion of its foeswas absolutely impossible without its inward conversion to its God.

Verse 1-2
The two clauses, “The word of Samuel came to all Israel,” and“Israel went out,” etc., are to be logically connected together in thefollowing sense: “At the word or instigation of Samuel, Israel went outagainst the Philistines to battle.” The Philistines were ruling over Israel atthat time. This is evident, apart from our previous remarks concerning theconnection between the commencement of this book and the close of thebook of Judges, from the simple fact that the land of Israelwas the scene of the war, and that nothing is said about an invasion on thepart of the Philistines. The Israelites encamped at Ebenezer, and thePhilistines were encamped at Aphek. The name Ebenezer (“the stone ofhelp”) was not given to the place so designated till a later period, whenSamuel set up a memorial stone there to commemorate a victory that wasgained over the Philistines upon the same chosen battle-field after thelapse of twenty years (1 Samuel 7:12). According to this passage, the stonewas set up between Mizpeh and Shen. The former was not the Mizpeh inthe lowlands of Judah (Joshua 15:38), but the Mizpeh of Benjamin (Joshua 18:26), i.e., according to Robinson, the present Neby Samwil, two hoursto the north-west of Jerusalem, and half an hour to the south of Gibeon(see at Joshua 18:26). The situation of Aphek has not been discovered. Itcannot have been far from Mizpeh and Ebenezer, however, and wasprobably the same place as the Canaanitish capital mentioned in Joshua 12:18, and is certainly different from the Aphekah upon the mountains ofJudah (Joshua 15:53); for this was on the south or south-west of Jerusalem,since, according to the book of Joshua, it belonged to the towns that weresituated in the district of Gibeon.

1 Samuel 4:2 
When the battle was fought, the Israelites were defeated by thePhilistines, and in battle-array four thousand men were smitten upon thefield. ערך, sc., מלחמה, as in Judges 20:20, Judges 20:22, etc. בּמּערכה, in battle-array, i.e., upon the field of battle, not inflight. “In the field,” i.e., the open field where the battle was fought.

Verse 3-4
On the return of the people to the camp, the elders held a council of war asto the cause of the defeat they had suffered. “Why hath Jehovah smittenus to-day before the Philistines?” As they had entered upon the war bythe word and advice of Samuel, they were convinced that Jehovah hadsmitten them. The question presupposes at the same time that theIsraelites felt strong enough to enter upon the war with their enemies, andthat the reason for their defeat could only be that the Lord, their covenantGod, had withdrawn His help. This was no doubt a correct conclusion; butthe means which they adopted to secure the help of their God incontinuing the war were altogether wrong. Instead of feeling remorse andseeking the help of the Lord their God by a sincere repentance andconfession of their apostasy from Him, they resolved to fetch the ark ofthe covenant out of the tabernacle at Shiloh into the camp, with thedelusive idea that God had so inseparably bound up His gracious presencein the midst of His people with this holy ark, which He had selected as thethrone of His gracious appearance, that He would of necessity come withit into the camp and smite the foe. In 1 Samuel 4:4, the ark is called “the ark of thecovenant of Jehovah of hosts, who is enthroned above the cherubim,”partly to show the reason why the people had the ark fetched, and partlyto indicate the hope which they founded upon the presence of this sacredobject. (See the commentary on Exodus 25:20-22). The remark introduced here,“and the two sons of Eli were there with the ark of the covenant of God,”is not merely intended to show who the guardians of the ark were, viz.,priests who had hitherto disgraced the sanctuary, but also to pointforward at the very outset to the result of the measures adopted.

Verse 5
On the arrival of the ark in the camp, the people raised so great a shout ofjoy that the earth rang again. This was probably the first time since thesettlement of Israel in Canaan, that the ark had been brought into thecamp, and therefore the people no doubt anticipated from its presence arenewal of the marvellous victories gained by Israel under Moses andJoshua, and for that reason raised such a shout when it arrived.

Verses 6-8
When the Philistines heard the noise, and learned on inquiry that the ark ofJehovah had come into the camp, they were thrown into alarm, for “theythought (lit. said), God (Elohim) is come into the camp, and said, 'Woeunto us! For such a thing has not happened yesterday and the day before(i.e., never till now). Woe to us! Who will deliver us from the hand ofthese mighty gods? These are the very gods that smote Egypt with allkinds of plagues in the wilderness.' “ The Philistines spoke of the God ofIsrael in the plural., האדּירים האלהים, as heathenwho only knew of gods, and not of one Almighty God. Just as all theheathen feared the might of the gods of other nations in a certain degree, sothe Philistines also were alarmed at the might of the God of the Israelites,and that all the more because the report of His deeds in the olden time hadreached their ears (see Exodus 15:14-15). The expression “in the wilderness”does not compel us to refer the words “smote with all the plagues”exclusively to the destruction of Pharaoh and his army in the Red Sea (Exodus 14:23.). “All the plagues” include the rest of the plagues which Godinflicted upon Egypt, without there being any necessity to supply thecopula ו before בּמּדבּר, as in the lxx and Syriac. By thisaddition an antithesis is introduced into the words, which, if it really wereintended, would require to be indicated by a previous בּארץ orבּארצם. According to the notions of the Philistines, all thewonders of God for the deliverance of Israel out of Egypt took place in thedesert, because even when Israel was in Goshen they dwelt on the borderof the desert, and were conducted thence to Canaan.

Verse 9
But instead of despairing, they encouraged one another, saying, “Showyourselves strong, and be men, O Philistines, that we may not be obligedto serve the Hebrews, as they have served you; be men, and fight!”

Verse 10-11
Stimulated in this way, they fought and smote Israel, so that every onefled home (“to his tent,” see at Joshua 22:8), and 30,000 men of Israel fell. The ark also was taken, and the two sons of Eli died, i.e., were slain whenthe ark was taken, - a practical proof to the degenerate nation, that Jehovah,who was enthroned above the cherubim, had departed from them, i.e., hadwithdrawn His gracious presence.

(Note: “It is just the same now, when we take merely a historicalChrist outside us for our Redeemer. He must prove His help chieflyinternally by His Holy Spirit, to redeem us out of the hand of thePhilistines; though externally He must not be thrown into the shade,as accomplishing our justification. If we had not Christ, we couldnever stand. For there is no help in heaven and on earth beside Him. But if we have Him in no other way than merely without us and underus, if we only preach about Him, teach, hear, read, talk, discuss, anddispute about Him, take His name into our mouth, but will not letHim work and show His power in us, He will no more help us than theark helped the Israelites.” - Berleburger Bible.)

Verses 12-14
The tidings of this calamity were brought by a Benjaminite, who came as amessenger of evil tidings, with his clothes rent, and earth upon his head - asign of the deepest mourning (see Joshua 7:6), - to Shiloh, where the aged Eliwas sitting upon a seat by the side (יך is a copyist's error for יד) of the way watching; for his heart trembled for the ark of God,which had been taken from the sanctuary into the camp without thecommand of God. At these tidings the whole city cried out with terror, sothat Eli heard the sound of the cry, and asked the reason of this loud noise(or tumult), whilst the messenger was hurrying towards him with thenews.

Verse 15
Eli was ninety-eight years old, and “his eyes stood,” i.e., were stiff, so thathe could no more see (vid., 1 Kings 14:4). This is a description of the so-called black cataract (amaurosis), which generally occurs at a very great agefrom paralysis of the optic nerves.

Verses 16-18
When the messenger informed him of the defeat of the Israelites, the deathof his sons, and the capture of the ark, at the last news Eli fell back fromhis seat by the side of the gate, and broke his neck, and died. The loss ofthe ark was to him the most dreadful of all - more dreadful than the death ofhis two sons. Eli had judged Israel forty years. The reading twenty in theSeptuagint does not deserve the slightest notice, if only because it isperfectly incredible that Eli should have been appointed judge of thenation in his seventy-eight year.

Verses 19-22
The judgment which fell upon Eli through this stroke extended still further. His daughter-in-law, the wife of Phinehas, was with child (near) to bedelivered. ללת, contracted from ללדת (from ילד: see Ges. §69, 3, note 1; Ewald, §238, c.). When she heard thetidings of the capture (אל־הלּקח, “with regard to the being taken away”)of the ark of God, and the death of her father-in-law and husband, she fellupon her knees and was delivered, for her pains had fallen upon her (lit. had turned against her), and died in consequence. Her death, however, wasbut a subordinate matter to the historian. He simply refers to it casually inthe words, “and about the time of her death,” for the purpose of giving herlast words, in which she gave utterance to her grief at the loss of the ark, asa matter of greater importance in relation to his object. As she lay dying, the women who stood round sought to comfort her, bytelling her that she had brought forth a son; but “she did not answer, andtook no notice (לב שׁוּת = לב שׂוּם, animum advertere;cf. Psalm 62:11), but called to the boy (i.e., named him), Ichabod (כבוד אי, no glory), saying, The glory of Israel is departed,”referring to the capture of the ark of God, and also to her father-in-law andhusband. She then said again, “Gone (גּלה, wandered away,carried off) is the glory of Israel, for the ark of God is taken.” Therepetition of these words shows how deeply the wife of the godlessPhinehas had taken to heart the carrying off of the ark, and how in herestimation the glory of Israel had departed with it. Israel could not bebrought lower. With the surrender of the earthly throne of His glory, theLord appeared to have abolished His covenant of grace with Israel; for theark, with the tables of the law and the capporeth, was the visible pledge ofthe covenant of grace which Jehovah had made with Israel.

05 Chapter 5 

Introduction
Humiliation of the Philistines by Means of the Ark of the Covenant - 1 Samuel 5-7:1
Whilst the Israelites were mourning over the loss of the ark of God, thePhilistines were also to derive no pleasure from their booty, but rather tolearn that the God of Israel, who had given up to them His greatestsanctuary to humble His own degenerate nation, was the only true God,beside Whom there were no other gods. Not only was the principal deityof the Philistines thrown down into the dust and dashed to pieces by theglory of Jehovah; but the Philistines themselves were so smitten, that theirprinces were compelled to send back the ark into the land of Israel,together with a trespass-offering, to appease the wrath of God, whichpressed so heavily upon them.

Verse 1-2
The Ark in the Land of the Philistines. - 1 Samuel 5:1-6. The Philistinescarried the ark from Ebenezer, where they had captured it, into theircapital, Ashdod (Esdud; see at Joshua 13:3), and placed it there in the templeof Dagon, by the side of the idol Dagon, evidently as a dedicatory offeringto this god of theirs, by whose help they imagined that they had obtainedthe victory over both the Israelites and their God. With regard to the imageof Dagon, compounded of man and fish, i.e., of a human body, with headand hands, and a fish's tail, see, in addition to Judges 16:23, Stark's Gaza,pp. 248ff., 308ff., and Layard's Nineveh and its Remains, pp. 466-7,where there is a bas-relief from Khorsabad, in which “a figure is seenswimming in the sea, with the upper part of the body resembling a beardedman, wearing the ordinary conical tiara of royalty, adorned with elephants'tusks, and the lower part resembling the body of a fish. It has the handlifted up, as if in astonishment or fear, and is surrounded by fishes, crabs,and other marine animals” (Stark, p. 308). As this bas-relief represents,according to Layard, the war of an Assyrian king with the inhabitants ofthe coast of Syria, most probably of Sargon, who had to carry on a longconflict with the Philistian towns, more especially with Ashdod, there canhardly be any doubt that we have a representation of the Philistian Dagonhere. This deity was a personification of the generative and vivifyingprinciple of nature, for which the fish with its innumerable multiplicationwas specially adapted, and set forth the idea of the giver of all earthlygood.

Verse 3
The next morning the Ashdodites found Dagon lying on his face upon theground before the ark of Jehovah, and restored him to his place again,evidently supposing that the idol had fallen or been thrown down by someaccident.

Verse 4-5
But they were obliged to give up this notion when they found the godlying on his face upon the ground again the next morning in front of the arkof Jehovah, and in fact broken to pieces, so that Dagon's head and the twohollow hands of his arms lay severed upon the threshold, and nothing wasleft but the trunk of the fish (דּגון). The word Dagon, in thislast clause, is used in an appellative sense, viz., the fishy part, or fish'sshape, from דּג, a fish. המּפתּן is no doubt thethreshold of the door of the recess in which the image was set up. Wecannot infer from this, however, as Thenius has done, that with the smalldimensions of the recesses in the ancient temples, if the image fell forward,the pieces named might easily fall upon the threshold. This naturalisticinterpretation of the miracle is not only proved to be untenable by theword כּרתות, since כּרוּת means cut off, and not broken off,but is also precluded by the improbability, not to say impossibility, of thething itself. For if the image of Dagon, which was standing by the side of the ark, wasthrown down towards the ark, so as to lie upon its face in front of it, thepieces that were broken off, viz., the head and hands, could not have fallensideways, so as to lie upon the threshold. Even the first fall of the image ofDagon was a miracle. From the fact that their god Dagon lay upon its facebefore the ark of Jehovah, i.e., lay prostrate upon the earth, as thoughworshipping before the God of Israel, the Philistines were to learn, thateven their supreme deity had been obliged to fall down before the majestyof Jehovah, the God of the Israelites. But as they did not discern themeaning of this miraculous sign, the second miracle was to show them theannihilation of their idol through the God of Israel, in such a way as topreclude every thought of accident. The disgrace attending the annihilationof their idol was probably to be heightened by the fact, that the pieces ofDagon that were smitten off were lying upon the threshold, inasmuch aswhat lay upon the threshold was easily trodden upon by any one whoentered the house. This is intimated in the custom referred to in 1 Samuel 5:5, thatin consequence of this occurrence, the priests of Dagon, and all whoentered the temple of Dagon at Ashdod, down to the time of the historianhimself, would not step upon the threshold of Dagon, i.e., the thresholdwhere Dagon's head and hands had lain, but stepped over the threshold(not “leaped over,” as many commentators assume on the ground of Zephaniah 1:5, which has nothing to do with the matter), that they might not touchwith their feet, and so defile, the place where the pieces of their god hadlain.

Verse 6
The visitation of God was not restricted to the demolition of the statue ofDagon, but affected the people of Ashdod as well. “The hand of Jehovahwas heavy upon the Ashdodites, and laid them waste.” השׁם, fromשׁמם, when applied to men, as in Micah 6:13, signifies to makedesolate not only by diseases, but also by the withdrawal or diminution ofthe means of subsistence, the devastation of the fields, and such like. Thatthe latter is included here, is evident from the dedicatory offerings withwhich the Philistines sought to mitigate the wrath of the God of theIsraelites (1 Samuel 6:4-5, 1 Samuel 6:11, 1 Samuel 6:18), although the verse before us simplymentions the diseases with which God visited them.

(Note: At the close of 1 Samuel 5:3 and 1 Samuel 5:6 the Septuagint contains somecomprehensive additions; viz., at the close of 1 Samuel 5:3: Καὶ ἐβαρύνθη χεὶρ Κυρίου ἐπι τοὺς Ἀζωτίους καὶ ἐβασάνιζεν αὐτους , καὶ ἐπάταζεν αὐτους εἰς τάς ἕδρας αὐτων , τὴν Ἄζωτον καὶ τὰ ὅρια αὐτῆς ; and at the end of 1 Samuel 5:4: Καὶ μέσον τῆς χώρας αὐτῆς ἀνεφυησαν μύες καὶ ἐγένετο σύγχυσις θανάτου μεγάλη ἐν τῇ πολει . This last clause we also find in the Vulgate, expressed asfollows: Et eballiverunt villae et agri in medio regionis illius, et nati sunt mures, et facta est confusio mortis magnae in civitateEwald'sdecision with regard to these clauses (Gesch. ii. p. 541) is, that theyare not wanted at 1 Samuel 5:3, 1 Samuel 5:6, but that they are all the morenecessary at 1 Samuel 6:1; whereas at 1 Samuel 5:3, 1 Samuel 5:6, they would rather injurethe sense. Thenius admits that the clause appended to 1 Samuel 5:3 is nothingmore than a second translation of our sixth verse, which has beeninterpolated by a copyist of the Greek in the wrong place; whereasthat of 1 Samuel 5:6 contains the original though somewhat corrupt text,according to which the Hebrew text should be emended. But an impartial examination would show very clearly, that all theseadditions are nothing more than paraphrases founded upon thecontext. The last part of the addition to 1 Samuel 5:6 is taken verbatim from1 Samuel 5:11, whilst the first part is a conjecture based upon 1 Samuel 6:4-5. Jerome, if indeed the addition in our text of the Vulgate reallyoriginated with him, and was not transferred into his version from theItala, did not venture to suppress the clause interpolated in theAlexandrian version. This is very evident from the words confusio mortis magnaewhich are a literal rendering of σύγχυσις θανάτου μεγάλη ; whereas in 1 Samuel 5:11, Jerome has given toמות מהוּמת, which the lxx rendered σύγχυσις θανάτου , the much more accurate rendering pavor mortisMoreover, neither the Syriac nor Targum Jonath. has this clause; sothat long before the time of Jerome, the Hebrew text existed in theform in which the Masoretes have handed it down to us.)

“And He smote them with עפלים, i.e., boils:” according to theRabbins, swellings on the anus, mariscae (see at Deuteronomy 28:27). For עפלים the Masoretes have invariably substituted טחרים, which is used in 1 Samuel 6:11, 1 Samuel 6:17, and was probably regarded as more decorous. Ashdod is amore precise definition of the word them, viz., Ashdod, i.e., theinhabitants of Ashdod and its territory.

Verse 7-8
“When the Ashdodites saw that it was so,” they were unwilling to keepthe ark of the God of Israel any longer, because the hand of Jehovah layheavy upon them and their god Dagon; whereupon the princes of thePhilistines (סרני, as in Joshua 13:3, etc.) assembled together, andcame to the resolution to “let the ark of the God of Israel turn (i.e., betaken) to Gath” (1 Samuel 5:8). The princes of the Philistines probably imaginedthat the calamity which the Ashdodites attributed to the ark of God, eitherdid not proceed from the ark, i.e., from the God of Israel, or if actuallyconnected with the presence of the ark, simply arose from the fact that thecity itself was hateful to the God of the Israelites, or that the Dagon ofAshdod was weaker than the Jehovah of Israel: they therefore resolved tolet the ark be taken to Gath in order to pacify the Ashdodites. Accordingto our account, the city of Gath seems to have stood between Ashdod andAkron (see at Joshua 13:3).

Verse 9
But when the ark was brought to Gath, the hand of Jehovah came uponthat city also with very great alarm. גּדולה מהוּמה is subordinated to the main sentence either adverbially or in the accusative. Jehovah smote the people of the city, small and great, so that boils brokeout upon their hinder parts.

Verses 10-12
They therefore sent the ark of God to Ekron, i.e., Akir, the north-westerncity of the Philistines (see at Joshua 13:3). But the Ekronites, who had beeninformed of what had taken place in Ashdod and Gath, cried out, when theark came into their city, “They have brought the ark of the God of Israel tome, to slay me and my people” (these words are to be regarded as spokenby the whole town); and they said to all the princes of the Philistineswhom they had called together, “Send away the ark of the God of Israel,that it may return to its place, and not slay me and my people. For deadlyalarm (מות מהוּמת, confusion of death, i.e., alarmproduced by many sudden deaths) ruled in the whole city; very heavy wasthe hand of God there. The people who did not die were smitten withboils, and the cry of the city ascended to heaven.” From this description,which simply indicates briefly the particulars of the plagues that Godinflicted upon Ekron, we may see very clearly that Ekron was visited evenmore severely than Ashdod and Gath. This was naturally the case. Thelonger the Philistines resisted and refused to recognise the chastening handof the living God in the plagues inflicted upon them, the more severelywould they necessarily be punished, that they might be brought at last tosee that the God of Israel, whose sanctuary they still wanted to keep as atrophy of their victory over that nation, was the omnipotent God, whowas able to destroy His foes.

06 Chapter 6 

Verses 1-3
The Ark of God Sent Back. - 1 Samuel 6:1-3. The ark of Jehovah was in the land(lit. the fields, as in 1:2) of the Philistines for seven months, and hadbrought destruction to all the towns to which it had been taken. At lengththe Philistines resolved to send it back to the Israelites, and thereforecalled their priests and diviners (see at Numbers 23:23) to ask them, “Whatshall we do with regard to the ark of God; tell us, with what shall we sendit to its place?” “Its place” is the land of Israel, and בּמּה does notmean “in what manner” (quomodo: Vulgate, Thenius), but with what,wherewith (as in Micah 6:6). There is no force in the objection brought byThenius, that if the question had implied with what presents, the priestswould not have answered, “Do not send it without a present;” for thepriests did not confine themselves to this answer, in which they gave ageneral assent, but proceeded at once to define the present more minutely. They replied, “If they send away the ark of the God of Israel(משׁלּחים is to be taken as the third person in an indefiniteaddress, as in 1 Samuel 2:24, and not to be construed with אתּם supplied), do not send it away empty (i.e., without an expiatory offering),but return Him (i.e., the God of Israel) a trespass-offering.” אשׁם, lit. guilt, then the gift presented as compensation for a fault, thetrespass-offering (see at Lev. 5:14-6:7). The gifts appointed by thePhilistines as an asham were to serve as a compensation and satisfaction tobe rendered to the God of Israel for the robbery committed upon Him bythe removal of the ark of the covenant, and were therefore called (asham),although in their nature they were only expiatory offerings. For the samereason the verb השׁיב, to return or repay, is used to denote thepresentation of these gifts, being the technical expression for the paymentof compensation for a fault in Numbers 5:7, and in Leviticus 6:4 for compensationfor anything belonging to another, that had been unjustly appropriated. “Are ye healed then, it will show you why His hand is not removed fromyou,” sc., so long as ye keep back the ark. The words תּרפאוּ אז are to be understood asconditional, even without אם, which the rules of the language allow(see Ewald, §357, b.); this is required by the context. For, according to 1 Samuel 6:9, the Philistine priests still thought it a possible thing that any misfortunewhich had befallen the Philistines might be only an accidentalcircumstance. With this view, they could not look upon a cure as certain toresult from the sending back of the ark, but only as possible; consequentlythey could only speak conditionally, and with this the words “we shallknow” agree.

Verse 4-5
The trespass-offering was to correspond to the number of the princes ofthe Philistines. מספּר is an accusative employed to determineeither measure or number (see Ewald, §204, a.), lit., “the number of theirprinces:” the compensations were to be the same in number as the princes. “Five golden boils, and five golden mice,” i.e., according to 1 Samuel 6:5, imagesresembling their boils, and the field-mice which overran the land; the samegifts, therefore, for them all, “for one plague is to all and to your princes,”i.e., the same plague has fallen upon all the people and their princes. Thechange of person in the two words, לכלּם, “all of them,” i.e., thewhole nation of the Philistines, and לסרניכם, “your princes,”appears very strange to us with our modes of thought and speech, but it isby no means unusual in Hebrew. The selection of this peculiar kind ofexpiatory present was quite in accordance with a custom, which was notonly widely spread among the heathen but was even adopted in theChristian church, viz., that after recovery from an illness, or rescue fromany danger or calamity, a representation of the member healed or thedanger passed through was placed as an offering in the temple of the deity,to whom the person had prayed for deliverance;

(Note: Thus, after a shipwreck, any who escaped presented a tablet toIsis, or Neptune, with the representation of a shipwreck upon it;gladiators offered their weapons, and emancipated slaves their fetters. In some of the nations of antiquity even representations of theprivate parts, in which a cure had been obtained from the deity, werehung up in the temples in honour of the gods (see Schol. ad Aristoph. Acharn. 243, and other proofs in Winer's Real-wörterbuch, ii. p. 255). Theodoret says, concerning the Christians of the fourthcentury (Therapeutik. Disp. viii.): Ὅτι δὲ τυγχάνουσιν ὧνπερ αἰτοῦσιν οἱ πιστῶς ἐπαγγέλλοντες ἀναφανδὸν μαρτυρεὶ τὰ τούτων ἀναθήματα, τὴν ἰατρείαν δηλοῦντα, οἱ μὲν γὰρ ὀφθαλμῶν, οἱ δὲ ποδῶν ἄλλοι δὲ χειρῶν προσφέρουσιν ἐκτυπώματα καὶ οἱ μὲν ἐκ χρυσοῦ, οἱ δὲ ἐξ ὕλης ἀργύρου πεποιημένα. Δέχεται γὰρ ὁ τούτων Δεσπότης καὶ τὰ σμικρά τε καὶ εὔωνα, τῇ τοῦ προσφέροντος δυνάμει τὸ δῶρον μετρῶν. Δηλοῖ δὲ ταῦτα προκείμενα τῶν παθημάτων τὴν λύσιν, ἧς ἀνετέθη μνημεῖα παρὰ τῶν ἀρτίων γεγενημένων . And at Rome they still hang up a picture of the danger, from whichdeliverance had been obtained after a vow, in the church of the saintinvoked in the danger.)

and it also perfectly agrees with a custom which has prevailed in India,according to Tavernier (Ros. A. u. N. Morgenland iii. p. 77), from timeimmemorial down to the present day, viz., that when a pilgrim takes ajourney to a pagoda to be cured of a disease, he offers to the idol a presenteither in gold, silver, or copper, according to his ability, of the shape of thediseased or injured member, and then sings a hymn. Such a present passedas a practical acknowledgement that the god had inflicted the suffering orevil. If offered after recovery or deliverance, it was a public expression ofthanksgiving. In the case before us, however, in which it was offeredbefore deliverance, the presentation of the images of the things with whichthey had been chastised was probably a kind of fine or compensation forthe fault that had been committed against the Deity, to mitigate His wrathand obtain a deliverance from the evils with which they had been smitten. This is contained in the words, “Give glory unto the God of Israel!peradventure He will lighten His (punishing) hand from off you, and fromoff your gods, and from off your land.” The expression is a pregnant onefor “make His heavy hand light and withdraw it,” i.e., take away thepunishment. In the allusion to the representations of the field-mice, thewords “that devastate the land” are added, because in the description givenof the plagues in 1 Samuel 5:1-12 the devastation of the land by mice is not expresslymentioned. The introduction of this clause after עכבּריכם,when contrasted with the omission of any such explanation afterעפליכם, is a proof that the plague of mice had not been describedbefore, and therefore that the references made to these in the Septuagint at1 Samuel 5:3, 1 Samuel 5:6, and 1 Samuel 6:1, are nothing more than explanatory glosses. It is awell-known fact that field-mice, with their enormous rate of increase andtheir great voracity, do extraordinary damage to the fields. In southernlands they sometimes destroy entire harvests in a very short space of time(Aristot. Animal. vi. 37; Plin. h. n. x. c. 65; Strabo, iii. p. 165; Aelian, etc.,in Bochart, Hieroz. ii. p. 429, ed. Ros.).

Verse 6
“Wherefore,” continued the priests, “will ye harden your heart, as theEgyptians and Pharaoh hardened their hearts? (Exodus 7:13.) Was it not thecase, that when He (Jehovah) had let out His power upon them (בּ התעלּל, as in Exodus 10:2), they (the Egyptians) let them (theIsraelites) go, and they departed?” There is nothing strange in thisreference, on the part of the Philistian priests, to the hardening of theEgyptians, and its results, since the report of those occurrences had spreadamong all the neighbouring nations (see at 1 Samuel 4:8). And the warning isnot at variance with the fact that, according to 1 Samuel 6:9, the priests stillentertained some doubt whether the plagues really did come from Jehovahat all: for their doubts did not preclude the possibility of its being so; andeven the possibility might be sufficient to make it seem advisable to doeverything that could be done to mitigate the wrath of the God of theIsraelites, of whom, under existing circumstances, the heathen stood notonly no less, but even more, in dread, than of the wrath of their own gods.

Verses 7-9
Accordingly they arranged the sending back in such a manner as tomanifest the reverence which ought to be shown to the God of Israel was apowerful deity (1 Samuel 6:7-9). The Philistines were to take a new cart and makeit ready (עשׂה), and to yoke two milch cows to the cart uponwhich no yoke had ever come, and to take away their young ones (calves)from them into the house, i.e., into the stall, and then to put the ark uponthe cart, along with the golden things to be presented as a trespass-offering, which were to be in a small chest by the side of the ark, and tosend it (i.e., the ark) away, that it might go, viz., without the cows beingeither driven or guided. From the result of these arrangements, they wereto learn whether the plague had been sent by the God of Israel, or hadarisen accidentally. “If it (the ark) goeth up by the way to its bordertowards Bethshemesh, He (Jehovah) hath done us this great evil; but ifnot, we perceive that His hand hath not touched us. It came to us by chance,” i.e., the evil came upon us merely by accident. Inעליהם, בּניהם, and מאחריהם (1 Samuel 6:7),the masculine is used in the place of the more definite feminine, as beingthe more general form. This is frequently the case, and occurs again in 1 Samuel 6:10 and 1 Samuel 6:12. ארגּז, which only occurs again in 1 Samuel 6:8, 1 Samuel 6:11, and 1 Samuel 6:15,signifies, according to the context and the ancient versions, a chest or littlecase. The suffix to אתו refers to the ark, which is also the subjectto יעלה (1 Samuel 6:9). גּבוּלו, the territory of the ark, is theland of Israel, where it had its home. מקרה is used adverbially: bychance, or accidentally. The new cart and the young cows, which hadnever worn a yoke, corresponded to the holiness of the ark of God. Toplace it upon an old cart, which had already been used for all kinds ofearthly purposes, would have been an offence against the holy thing; and itwould have been just the same to yoke to the cart animals that had alreadybeen used for drawing, and had had their strength impaired by the yoke(see Deuteronomy 21:3). The reason for selecting cows, however, instead of male oxen, was nodoubt to be found in the further object which they hoped to attain. It wascertainly to be expected, that if suckling cows, whose calves had been keptback from them, followed their own instincts, without any drivers, theywould not go away, but would come back to their young ones in the stall. And if the very opposite should take place, this would be a sure sign thatthey were driven and guided by a divine power, and in fact by the Godwhose ark they were to draw into His own land. From this they would beable to draw the conclusion, that the plagues which had fallen upon thePhilistines were also sent by this God. There was no special sagacity inthis advice of the priests; it was nothing more than a cleverly devisedattempt to put the power of the God of the Israelites to the text, thoughthey thereby unconsciously and against their will furnished the occasionfor the living God to display His divine glory before those who did notknow Him.

Verses 10-12
The God of Israel actually did what the idolatrous priests hardlyconsidered possible. When the Philistines, in accordance with the advicegiven them by their priests, had placed the ark of the covenant and theexpiatory gifts upon the cart to which the two cows were harnessed, “thecows went straight forward on the way to Bethshemesh; they went alonga road going and lowing (i.e., lowing the whole time), and turned not to theright or to the left; and the princes of the Philistines went behind them tothe territory of Bethshemesh.” בּדּרך ישּׁרנה, lit.,“they were straight in the way,” i.e., they went straight along the road. The form ישּׁרנה for יישׁרנה is the imperf. Kal, thirdpers. plur. fem., with the preformative י instead of ת, as in Genesis 30:38 (seeGes. §47, Anm. 3; Ewald, §191, b.). Bethshemesh, the present Ain-shems,was a priests' city on the border of Judah and Dan (see at Joshua 15:10).

Verse 13-14
The inhabitants of Bethshemesh were busy with the wheat-harvest in thevalley (in front of the town), when they unexpectedly saw the ark of thecovenant coming, and rejoiced to see it. The cart had arrived at the field ofJoshua, a Bethshemeshite, and there it stood still before a large stone. Andthey (the inhabitants of Bethshemesh) chopped up the wood of the cart,and offered the cows to the Lord as a burnt-offering. In the meantime theLevites had taken off the ark, with the chest of golden presents, and placedit upon the large stone; and the people of Bethshemesh offered burnt-offerings and slain-offerings that day to the Lord. The princes of thePhilistines stood looking at this, and then returned the same day to Ekron. That the Bethshemeshites, and not the Philistines, are the subject toויבקּעוּ, is evident from the correct interpretation of theclauses; viz., from the fact that in 1 Samuel 6:14 the words from והעגלה to גּדולה אבן are circumstantial clausesintroduced into the main clause, and that ויבקּעוּ is attached toלראות ויּשׂמחוּ, and carries on the principal clause.

Verses 15-18
1 Samuel 6:15 contains a supplementary remark, therefore הורידוּ isto be translated as a pluperfect. After sacrificing the cart, with the cows,as a burnt-offering to the Lord, the inhabitants of Bethshemesh gave afurther practical expression to their joy at the return of the ark, by offeringburnt-offerings and slain-offerings in praise of God. In the burnt-offeringsthey consecrated themselves afresh, with all their members, to the serviceof the Lord; and in the slain-offerings, which culminated in the sacrificialmeals, they sealed anew their living fellowship with the Lord. The offeringof these sacrifices at Bethshemesh was no offence against thecommandment, to sacrifice to the Lord at the place of His sanctuary alone. The ark of the covenant was the throne of the gracious presence of God,before which the sacrifices were really offered at the tabernacle. The Lordhad sanctified the ark afresh as the throne of His presence, by the miraclewhich He had wrought in bringing it back again. - In 1 Samuel 6:17 and 1 Samuel 6:18 thedifferent atoning presents, which the Philistines sent to Jehovah ascompensation, are enumerated once more: viz., five golden boils, one foreach of their five principal towns (see at Joshua 13:3), and “golden mice,according to the number of all the Philistian towns of the five princes,from the fortified city to the village of the inhabitants of the level land”(perazi; see at Deuteronomy 3:5). The priests had only proposed that five golden mice should be sent ascompensation, as well as five boils (1 Samuel 6:4). But the Philistines offered asmany images of mice as there were towns and villages in their five states,no doubt because the plague of mice had spread over the whole land,whereas the plague of boils had only fallen upon the inhabitants of thosetowns to which the ark of the covenant had come. In this way theapparent discrepancy between 1 Samuel 6:4 and 1 Samuel 6:18 is very simply removed. Thewords which follow, viz., וגו עליה הגּיחוּ עשׁר, “upon which they had set down the ark,” show unmistakeably,when compared with 1 Samuel 6:14 and 1 Samuel 6:15, that we are to understand byהגּדולה אבל the great stone upon which the ark wasplaced when it was taken off the cart. The conjecture of Kimchi, that thisstone was called Abel (luctus), on account of the mourning which tookplace there (see 1 Samuel 6:19), is extremely unnatural. Consequently there is no other course left than to regard אבל as anerror in writing for אבן, according to the reading, or at all eventsthe rendering, adopted by the lxx and Targum. But ועד (evenunto) is quite unsuitable here, as no further local definition is required afterthe foregoing הפּרי כּפר ועד, and it isimpossible to suppose that the Philistines offered a golden mouse as atrespass-offering for the great stone upon which the ark was placed. Wemust therefore alter ועד into ועד: “And the greatstone is witness (for ועד in this sense, see Genesis 31:52) to thisday in the field of Joshua the Bethshemeshite,” sc., of the fact justdescribed.

Verses 19-21
Disposal of the Ark of God. - 1 Samuel 6:19. As the ark had brought evil upon thePhilistines, so the inhabitants of Bethshemesh were also to be taught thatthey could not stand in their unholiness before the holy God: “And He(God) smote among the men of Bethshemesh, because they had looked atthe ark of Jehovah, and smote among the people seventy men, fiftythousand men.” In this statement of numbers we are not only struck bythe fact that the 70 stands before the 50,000, which is very unusual, buteven more by the omission of the copula ו before the second number,which is altogether unparalleled. When, in addition to this, we notice that50,000 men could not possibly live either in or round Bethshemesh, andthat we cannot conceive of any extraordinary gathering having taken placeout of the whole land, or even from the immediate neighbourhood; and alsothat the words אישׁ אלף חמשּׁים are wanting inseveral Hebrew MSS, and that Josephus, in his account of the occurrence,only speaks of seventy as having been killed (Ant. vi. 1, 4); we cannotcome to any other conclusion than that the number 50,000 is neithercorrect nor genuine, but a gloss which has crept into the text through someoversight, though it is of great antiquity, since the number stood in the textemployed by the Septuagint and Chaldee translators, who attempted toexplain them in two different ways, but both extremely forced. Apart from this number, however, the verse does not contain anythingeither in form or substance that could furnish occasion for well-foundedobjections to its integrity. The repetition of ויּך simply resumesthe thought that had been broken off by the parenthetical clause יי בּארון ראוּ כּי; and בּעם is only ageneral expression for שׁ בּאנשׁי ב. The stroke whichfell upon the people of Bethshemesh is sufficiently accounted for in thewords, “because they had looked,” etc. There is no necessity tounderstand these words, however, as many Rabbins do, as signifying“they looked into the ark,” i.e., opened it and looked in; for if this had beenthe meaning, the opening would certainly not have been passed overwithout notice. ראה with ב means to look upon or at a thing withlust or malicious pleasure; and here it no doubt signifies a foolish staring,which was incompatible with the holiness of the ark of God, and waspunished with death, according to the warning expressed in Numbers 4:20. This severe judgment so alarmed the people of Bethshemesh, that theyexclaimed, “Who is able to stand before Jehovah, this holy God!”Consequently the Bethshemeshites discerned correctly enough that thecause of the fatal stroke, which had fallen upon them, was the unholinessof their own nature, and not any special crime which had been committedby the persons slain. They felt that they were none of them any betterthan those who had fallen, and that sinners could not approach the holyGod. Inspired with this feeling, they added, “and to whom shall He goaway from us?” The subject to יעלה is not the ark, but Jehovahwho had chosen the ark as the dwelling-place of His name. In order toavert still further judgments, they sought to remove the ark from theirtown. They therefore sent messengers to Kirjath-jearim to announce to theinhabitants the fact that the ark had been sent back by the Philistines, andto entreat them to fetch it away.

07 Chapter 7 

Verse 1
The inhabitants of Kirjath-jearim complied with this request, and broughtthe ark into the house of Abinadab upon the height, and sanctifiedAbinadab's son Eleazar to be the keeper of the ark. Kirjath-jearim, thepresent Kuryet el Enab (see at Joshua 9:17), was neither a priestly nor aLevitical city. The reason why the ark was taken there, is to be sought for,therefore, in the situation of the town, i.e., in the fact that Kirjath-jearimwas the nearest large town on the road from Bethshemesh to Shiloh. Wehave no definite information, however, as to the reason why it was nottaken on to Shiloh, to be placed in the tabernacle, but was allowed toremain in the house of Abinadab at Kirjath-jearim, where a keeper wasexpressly appointed to take charge of it; so that we can only confineourselves to conjectures. Ewald's opinion (Gesch. ii. 540), that thePhilistines had conquered Shiloh after the victory described in 1 Samuel 4, andhad destroyed the ancient sanctuary there, i.e., the tabernacle, is atvariance with the accounts given in 1 Samuel 21:6; 1 Kings 3:4; 2 Chronicles 1:3,respecting the continuance of worship in the tabernacle at Nob andGibeon. There is much more to be said in support of the conjecture, thatthe carrying away of the ark by the Philistines was regarded as a judgmentupon the sanctuary, which had been desecrated by the reckless conduct ofthe sons of Eli, and consequently, that even when the ark itself wasrecovered, they would not take it back without an express declaration ofthe will of God, but were satisfied, as a temporary arrangement, to leavethe ark in Kirjath-jearim, which was farther removed from the cities of thePhilistines. And there it remained, because no declaration of the divine willfollowed respecting its removal into the tabernacle, and the tabernacleitself had to be removed from Shiloh to Nob, and eventually to Gibeon,until David had effected the conquest of the citadel of Zion, and chosenJerusalem as his capital, when it was removed from Kirjath-jearim toJerusalem (2 Samuel 6). It is not stated that Abinadab was a Levites; but thisis very probable, because otherwise they would hardly have consecratedhis son to be the keeper of the ark, but would have chosen a Levite for theoffice.

Verses 2-4
Purification of Israel from idolatry. - Twenty years passed away from thattime forward, while the ark remained at Kirjath-jearim, and all Israelmourned after Jehovah. Then Samuel said to them, “If ye turn to the Lordwith all your heart, put away the strange gods from the midst of you, andthe Astartes, and direct your heart firmly upon the Lord, and serve Himonly, that He may save you out of the hand of the Philistines.” And theIsraelites listened to this appeal. The single clauses of 1 Samuel 7:2 and 1 Samuel 7:3 areconnected together by vav consec., and are not to be separated from oneanother. There is no gap between these verses; but they contain the sameclosely and logically connected thought,

(Note: There is no force at all in the proofs which Thenius hasadduced of a gap between 1 Samuel 7:2 and 1 Samuel 7:3. It by no means follows, thatbecause the Philistines had brought back the ark, their rule over theIsraelites had ceased, so as to make the words “he will deliver you,”etc., incomprehensible. Moreover, the appearance of Samuel as judgedoes not presuppose that his assumption of this office mustnecessarily have been mentioned before. As a general rule, there wasno such formal assumption of the office, and this would be least of allthe case with Samuel, who had been recognised as an accreditedprophet of Jehovah (1 Samuel 3:19.). And lastly, the reference toidols, and to their being put away in consequence of Samuel's appeal,is intelligible enough, without any express account of their falling intoidolatry, if we bear in mind, on the one hand, the constant inclinationof the people to serve other gods, and if we observe, on the otherhand, that Samuel called upon the people to turn to the Lord with alltheir heart and serve Him alone, which not only does not preclude,but actually implies, the outward continuance of the worship ofJehovah.)

which may be arranged in one period in the following manner: “And itcame to pass, when the days multiplied from the time that the arkremained at Kirjath-jearim, and grew to twenty years, and the whole houseof Israel mourned after Jehovah, that Samuel said,” etc. The verbs ויּרבּוּ, ויּהיוּ, and ויּנּהוּ,are merely continuations of the infinitive שׁבת, and the mainsentence is resumed in the words שׁמוּאל ויּאמר. Thecontents of the verses require that the clauses should be combined in thismanner. The statement that twenty years had passed can only beunderstood on the supposition that some kind of turning-point ensued atthe close of that time. The complaining of the people after Jehovah was nosuch turning-point, but became one simply from the fact that thiscomplaining was followed by some result. This result is described in 1 Samuel 7:3. It consisted in the fact that Samuel exhorted the people to put away thestrange gods (1 Samuel 7:3); and that when the people listened to his exhortation (1 Samuel 7:4), he helped them to gain a victory over the Philistines (1 Samuel 7:5.). ינּהוּ, from נהה, to lament or complain (Micah 2:4; Ezekiel 32:18). “The phrase, to lament after God, is taken from human affairs, when oneperson follows another with earnest solicitations and complaints, until heat length assents. We have an example of this in the Syrophenician womanin Matt 15.” (Seb. Schmidt). The meaning “to assemble together,” which isthe one adopted by Gesenius, is forced upon the word from the Chaldeeאתנהי, and it cannot be shown that the word was ever used in this sensein Hebrew. Samuel's appeal in 1 Samuel 7:3 recalls to mind Joshua 24:14, and Genesis 35:2; but the words, “If ye do return unto the Lord with all your hearts,”assume that the turning of the people to the Lord their God had alreadyinwardly commenced, and indeed, as the participle שׁבים expresses duration, had commenced as a permanent thing, and simplydemand that the inward turning of the heart to God should be manifestedoutwardly as well, by the putting away of all their idols, and should thusbe carried out to completion. The “strange gods” (see Genesis 35:2) aredescribed in 1 Samuel 7:4 as “Baalim.” On Baalim and Ashtaroth, see at Judges 2:11, Judges 2:13. לב הכין, to direct the heart firmly: see Psalm 78:8; 2 Chronicles 30:19.

Verses 5-14
Victory obtained over the Philistines through Samuel's prayer. - 1 Samuel 7:5, 1 Samuel 7:6. When Israel had turned to the Lord with all its heart, and had put away allits idols, Samuel gathered together all the people at Mizpeh, to preparethem for fighting against the Philistines by a solemn day for penitence andprayer. For it is very evident that the object of calling all the people toMizpeh was that the religious act performed there might serve as aconsecration for battle, not only from the circumstance that, according to1 Samuel 7:7, when the Philistines heard of the meeting, they drew near to makewar upon Israel, but also from the contents of 1 Samuel 7:5: “Samuel said (sc., tothe heads or representatives of the nation), Gather all Israel to Mizpeh,and I will pray for you unto the Lord.” His intention could not possiblyhave been any other than to put the people into the right relation to theirGod, and thus to prepare the way for their deliverance out of the bondageof the Philistines. Samuel appointed Mizpeh, i.e., Nebi Samwil, on thewestern boundary of the tribe of Benjamin (see at Joshua 18:26), as the placeof meeting, partly no doubt on historical grounds, viz., because it wasthere that the tribes had formerly held their consultations respecting thewickedness of the inhabitants of Gibeah, and had resolved to make warupon Benjamin (Judges 20:1.), but still more no doubt, because Mizpeh,on the western border of the mountains, was the most suitable place forcommencing the conflict with the Philistines.

1 Samuel 7:6-9 
When they had assembled together here, “they drew water andpoured it out before Jehovah, and fasted on that day, and said there, Wehave sinned against the Lord.” Drawing water and pouring it out beforeJehovah was a symbolical act, which has been thus correctly explained bythe Chaldee, on the whole: “They poured out their heart like water inpenitence before the Lord.” This is evident from the figurative expressions,“poured out like water,” in Psalm 22:15, and “pour out thy heart like water,”in Lamentations 2:19, which are used to denote inward dissolution through pain,misery, and distress (see 2 Samuel 14:14). Hence the pouring out of waterbefore God was a symbolical representation of the temporal and spiritualdistress in which they were at the time, - a practical confession before God,“Behold, we are before Thee like water that has been poured out;” and as itwas their own sin and rebellion against God that had brought this distressupon them, it was at the same time a confession of their misery, and an actof the deepest humiliation before the Lord. They gave a still furtherpractical expression to this humiliation by fasting (צוּם), as asign of their inward distress of mind on account of their sin, and an oralconfession of their sin against the Lord. By the word שׁם, whichis added to ויּאמרוּ, “they said “there,” i.e., at Mizpeh, the oralconfession of their sin is formally separated from the two symbolical actsof humiliation before God, though by this very separation it is practicallyplaced on a par with them. What they did symbolically by the pouring out of water and fasting, theyexplained and confirmed by their verbal confession. שׁם is neveran adverb of time signifying “then;” neither in Psalm 14:5; Psalm 132:17, nor Judges 5:11. “And thus Samuel judged the children of Israel at Mizpeh.”ויּשׁפּט does not mean “he became judge” (Mich. and others),any more than “he punished every one according to his iniquity” (Thenius,after David Kimchi). Judging the people neither consisted in a censurepronounced by Samuel afterwards, nor in absolution granted to thepenitent after they had made a confession of their sin, but in the fact thatSamuel summoned the nation to Mizpeh to humble itself before Jehovah,and there secured for it, through his intercession, the forgiveness of its sin,and a renewal of the favour of its God, and thus restored the properrelation between Israel and its God, so that the Lord could proceed tovindicate His people's rights against their foes.
When the Philistines heard of the gathering of the Israelites at Mizpeh (1 Samuel 7:7, 1 Samuel 7:8), their princes went up against Israel to make war upon it; and theIsraelites, in their fear of the Philistines, entreated Samuel, “Do not ceaseto cry for us to the Lord our God, that He may save us out of the hand ofthe Philistines.” 1 Samuel 7:9. “And Samuel took a milk-lamb (a lamb that was stillsucking, probably, according to Leviticus 22:27, a lamb seven days old), andoffered it whole as a burnt-offering to the Lord.” כּליל is usedadverbially, according to its original meaning as an adverb, “whole.” TheChaldee has not given the word at all, probably because the translatorsregarded it as pleonastic, since every burnt-offering was consumed uponthe altar whole, and consequently the word כּליל was sometimesused in a substantive sense, as synonymous with עולה (Deuteronomy 33:10; Ps. 51:21). But in the passage before us, כּליל is notsynonymous with עולה, but simply affirms that the lamb wasoffered upon the altar without being cut up or divided. Samuel selected ayoung lamb for the burnt-offering, not “as being the purest and mostinnocent kind of sacrificial animal,” - for it cannot possibly be shown thatvery young animals were regarded as purer than those that were full-grown, - but as being the most suitable to represent the nation that hadwakened up to new life through its conversion to the Lord, and was, as itwere, new-born. For the burnt-offering represented the man, whoconsecrated therein his life and labour to the Lord. The sacrifice was thesubstratum for prayer. When Samuel offered it, he cried to the Lord for thechildren of Israel; and the Lord “answered,” i.e., granted, his prayer.

1 Samuel 7:10 
When the Philistines advanced during the offering of the sacrificeto fight against Israel, “Jehovah thundered with a great noise,” i.e., withloud peals, against the Philistines, and threw them into confusion, so thatthey were smitten before Israel. The thunder, which alarmed thePhilistines and threw them into confusion (יהמּם, as in Joshua 10:10), was the answer of God to Samuel's crying to the Lord.

1 Samuel 7:11 
As soon as they took to flight, the Israelites advanced fromMizpeh, and pursued and smote them to below Beth-car. The situation ofthis town or locality, which is only mentioned here, has not yet beendiscovered. Josephus (Ant. vi. 2, 2) has μέχρι Κοῤῥαίων .

1 Samuel 7:12 
As a memorial of this victory, Samuel placed a stone betweenMizpeh and Shen, to which he gave the name of Eben-ha-ezer, i.e., stoneof help, as a standing memorial that the Lord had thus far helped Hispeople. The situation of Shen is also not known. The name Shen (i.e.,tooth) seems to indicate a projecting point of rock (see 1 Samuel 14:4), butmay also signify a place situated upon such a point.

1 Samuel 7:13 
Through this victory which was obtained by the miraculous helpof God, the Philistines were so humbled, that they no more invaded theterritory of Israel, i.e., with lasting success, as they had done before. Thislimitation of the words “they came no more” (lit. “they did not add againto come into the border of Israel”), is implied in the context; for the wordswhich immediately follow, “and the hand of Jehovah was against thePhilistines all the days of Samuel,” show that they made attempts torecover their lost supremacy, but that so long as Samuel lived they wereunable to effect anything against Israel. This is also manifest from thesuccessful battles fought by Saul (1 Samuel 13 and 14), when the Philistines hadmade fresh attempts to subjugate Israel during his reign. The defeatsinflicted upon them by Saul also belong to the days of Samuel, who diedbut a very few years before Saul himself. Because of these battles whichSaul fought with the Philistines, Lyra and Brentius understand theexpression “all the days of Samuel” as referring not to the lifetime ofSamuel, but simply to the duration of his official life as judge, viz., till thecommencement of Saul's reign. But this is at variance with 1 Samuel 7:15, whereSamuel is said to have judged Israel all the days of his life. Seb. Schmidthas given, on the whole, the correct explanation of 1 Samuel 7:13: “They came nomore so as to obtain a victory and subdue the Israelites as before; yet theydid return, so that the hand of the Lord was against them, i.e., so that theywere repulsed with great slaughter, although they were not actuallyexpelled, or the Israelites delivered from tribute and the presence ofmilitary garrisons, and that all the days that the judicial life of Samuellasted, in fact all his life, since they were also smitten by Saul.”

1 Samuel 7:14 
In consequence of the defeat at Ebenezer, the Philistines wereobliged to restore to the Israelites the cities which they had taken fromthem, “from Ekron to Gath.” This definition of the limits is probably to beunderstood as exclusive, i.e., as signifying that the Israelites received backtheir cities up to the very borders of the Philistines, measuring theseborders from Ekron to Gath, and not that the Israelites received Ekron andGath also. For although these chief cities of the Philistines had beenallotted to the tribes of Judah and Dan in the time of Joshua (Joshua 13:3-4; Joshua 15:45-46), yet, notwithstanding the fact that Judah and Simeon conqueredEkron, together with Gaza and Askelon, after the death of Joshua (Judges 1:18), the Israelites did not obtain any permanent possession. “And theirterritory” (coasts), i.e., the territory of the towns that were given back toIsrael, not that of Ekron and Gath, “did Israel deliver out of the hands ofthe Philistines. And there was peace between Israel and the Amorites;”i.e., the Canaanitish tribes also kept peace with Israel after this victory ofthe Israelites over the Philistines, and during the time of Samuel. TheAmorites are mentioned, as in Joshua 10:6, as being the most powerful of theCanaanitish tribes, who had forced the Danites out of the plain into themountains (Judges 1:34-35).

Verses 15-17
Samuel's judicial labours. - With the calling of the people to Mizpeh, and the victory at Ebenezer that had been obtained through his prayer, Samuel had assumed the government of the whole nation; so that his office as judge dates from his period, although he had laboured as prophet among the people from the death of Eli, and had thereby prepared the way for the conversion of Israel to the Lord. As his prophetic labours were described in general terms in 1 Samuel 3:19-21, so are his labours as judge in the verses before us: viz., in 1 Samuel 3:15 their duration, - “all the days of his life,” as his activity during Saul's reign and the anointing of David (1 Samuel 15-16) sufficiently prove; and then in 1 Samuel 3:16, 1 Samuel 3:17 their general character, - “he went round from year to year” (וסבב serves as a more precise definition of והלך, he went and travelled round) to Bethel, i.e., Beitin (see at Joshua 7:2), Gilgal, and Mizpeh (see at. 1 Samuel 3:5), and judged Israel at all these places. Which Gilgal is meant, whether the one situated in the valley of the Jordan (Joshua 4:19), or the Jiljilia on the higher ground to the south-west of Shiloh (see at Joshua 8:35), cannot be determined with perfect certainty. The latter is favoured partly by the order in which the three places visited by Samuel on his circuits occur, since according to this he probably went first of all from Ramah to Bethel, which was to the north-east, then farther north or north-west to Jiljilia, and then turning back went towards the south-east to Mizpeh, and returning thence to Ramah performed a complete circuit; whereas, if the Gilgal in the valley of the Jordan had been the place referred to, we should expect him to go there first of all from Ramah, and then towards the north-east to Bethel, and from that to the south-west to Mizpeh; and partly also by the circumstance that, according to 2 Kings 2:1 and 2 Kings 4:38, there was a school of the prophets at Jiljilia in the time of Elijah and Elisha, the founding of which probably dated as far back as the days of Samuel. If this conjecture were really a well-founded one, it would furnish a strong proof that it was in this place, and not in the Gilgal in the valley of the Jordan, that Samuel judged the people. But as this conjecture cannot be raised into a certainty, the evidence in favour of Jiljilia is not so conclusive as I myself formerly supposed (see also the remarks on 1 Samuel 9:14). כּל־המּקומות את is grammatically considered an accusative, and is in apposition to את־ישׂראל, lit., Israel, viz., all the places named, i.e., Israel which inhabited all these places, and was to be found there. “And this return was to Ramah;” i.e., after finishing the annual circuit he returned to Ramah, where he had his house. There he judged Israel, and also built an altar to conduct the religious affairs of the nation. Up to the death of Eli, Samuel lived and laboured at Shiloh (1 Samuel 3:21). But when the ark was carried away by the Philistines, and consequently the tabernacle at Shiloh lost what was most essential to it as a sanctuary, and ceased at once to be the scene of the gracious presence of God, Samuel went to his native town Ramah, and there built an altar as the place of sacrifice for Jehovah, who had manifested himself to him. The building of the altar at Ramah would naturally be suggested to the prophet by these extraordinary circumstances, even if it had not been expressly commanded by Jehovah.

08 Chapter 8 

Introduction
II. The Monarchy of Saul from His Election Till His Ultimate Rejection - 1 Samuel 8-15

The earthly monarchy in Israel was established in the time of Samuel, andthrough his mediation. At the pressing desire of the people, Samuelinstalled the Benjaminite Saul as king, according to the command of God. The reign of Saul may be divided into two essentially different periods:viz., (1) the establishment and vigorous development of his regalsupremacy (1 Samuel 8-15); (2) the decline and gradual overthrow of hismonarchy (1 Samuel 16-31). The establishment of the monarchy is introducedby the negotiations of the elders of Israel with Samuel concerning theappointment of a king (1 Samuel 8). This is followed by (1) the account of theanointing of Saul as king (1 Samuel 9:1-10:16), of his election by lot, and ofhis victory over the Ammonites and the confirmation of his monarchy atGilgal (1 Samuel 10:17-11:15), together with Samuel's final address to thenation (1 Samuel 12); (2) the history of Saul's reign, of which only his earliestvictories over the Philistines are given at all elaborately (1 Samuel 13:1-14:46), his other wars and family history being disposed of verysummarily (1 Samuel 14:47-52); (3) the account of his disobedience to thecommand of God in the war against the Amalekites, and the rejection onthe part of God with which Samuel threatened him in consequence (1 Samuel 15). The brevity with which the history of his actual reign is treated, incontrast with the elaborate account of his election and confirmation asking, may be accounted for from the significance and importance of Saul'smonarchy in relation to the kingdom of God in Israel.
The people of Israel traced the cause of the oppression and distress, fromwhich they had suffered more and more in the time of the judges, to thedefects of their own political constitution. They wished to have a king,like all the heathen nations, to conduct their wars and conquer theirenemies. Now, although the desire to be ruled by a king, which had existedin the nation even from the time of Gideon, was not in itself at variancewith the appointment of Israel as a kingdom of God, yet the motive whichled the people to desire it was both wrong and hostile to God, since thesource of all the evils and misfortunes from which Israel suffered was to befound in the apostasy of the nation from its God, and its coquetting withthe gods of the heathen. Consequently their self-willed obstinacy indemanding a king, notwithstanding the warnings of Samuel, was an actualrejection of the sovereignty of Jehovah, since He had always manifestedhimself to His people as their king by delivering them out of the power oftheir foes, as soon as they returned to Him with simple penitence of heart. Samuel pointed this out to the elders of Israel, when they laid theirpetition before him that he would choose them a king. But Jehovahfulfilled their desires. He directed Samuel to appoint them a king, whopossessed all the qualifications that were necessary to secure for thenation what it looked for from a king, and who therefore might haveestablished the monarchy in Israel as foreseen and foretold by Jehovah, ifhe had not presumed upon his own power, but had submitted humbly tothe will of God as made known to him by the prophet. Saul, who waschosen from Benjamin, the smallest but yet the most warlike of all thetribes, a man in the full vigour of youth, and surpassing all the rest of thepeople in beauty of form as well as bodily strength, not only possessed“warlike bravery and talent, unbroken courage that could overcomeopposition of every kind, a stedfast desire for the well-being of the nationin the face of its many and mighty foes, and zeal and pertinacity in theexecution of his plans” (Ewald), but also a pious heart, and an earnest zealfor the maintenance of the provisions of the law, and the promotion of thereligious life of the nation. He would not commence the conflict with the Philistines until sacrifice hadbeen offered (1 Samuel 13:9.); in the midst of the hot pursuit of the foe heopposed the sin committed by the people in eating flesh with the blood (1 Samuel 14:32-33); he banished the wizards and necromancers out of the land(1 Samuel 28:3, 1 Samuel 28:9); and in general he appears to have kept a strict watch overthe observance of the Mosaic law in his kingdom. But the consciousnessof his own power, coupled with the energy of his character, led his astrayinto an incautious disregard of the commands of God; his zeal in theprosecution of his plans hurried him on to reckless and violent measures;and success in his undertakings heightened his ambition into a haughtyrebellion against the Lord, the God-king of Israel. These errors come outvery conspicuously in the three great events of his reign which are themost circumstantially described. When Saul was preparing for war against the Philistines, and Samuel didnot appear at once on the day appointed, he presumptuously disregardedthe prohibition of the prophet, and offered the sacrifice himself withoutwaiting for Samuel to arrive (1 Samuel 13:7.). In the engagement with thePhilistines, he attempted to force on the annihilation of the foe bypronouncing the ban upon any one in his army who should eat breadbefore the evening, or till he had avenged himself upon his foes. Consequently, he not only diminished the strength of the people, so thatthe overthrow of the enemy was not great, but he also preparedhumiliation for himself, inasmuch as he was not able to carry out his vow(1 Samuel 14:24.). But he sinned still more grievously in the war with theAmalekites, when he violated the express command of the Lord by onlyexecuting the ban upon that nation as far as he himself thought well, andthus by such utterly unpardonable conduct altogether renounced theobedience which he owed to the Lord his God (1 Samuel 15). All these acts oftransgression manifest an attempt to secure the unconditional gratificationof his own self-will, and a growing disregard of the government of Jehovahin Israel; and the consequence of the whole was simply this, that Saul notonly failed to accomplish that deliverance of the nation out of the powerof its foes which the Israelites had anticipated from their king, and wasunable to inflict any lasting humiliation upon the Philistines, but that heundermined the stability of his monarchy, and brought about his ownrejection on the part of God.
From all this we may see very clearly, that the reason why the occurrencesconnected with the election of Saul as king as fully described on the onehand, and on the other only such incidents connected with his enterprisesafter he began to reign as served to bring out the faults and crimes of hismonarchy, was, that Israel might learn from this, that royalty itself couldnever secure the salvation it expected, unless the occupant of the thronesubmitted altogether to the will of the Lord. Of the other acts of Saul, thewars with the different nations round about are only briefly mentioned,but with this remark, that he displayed his strength and gained the victoryin whatever direction he turned (1 Samuel 14:47), simply because thisstatement was sufficient to bring out the brighter side of his reign,inasmuch as this clearly showed that it might have been a source ofblessing to the people of God, if the king had only studied how to governhis people in the power and according to the will of Jehovah. If weexamine the history of Saul's reign from this point of view, all the differentpoints connected with it exhibit the greatest harmony. Modern critics, however, have discovered irreconcilable contradictions inthe history, simply because, instead of studying it for the purpose offathoming the plan and purpose which lie at the foundation, they haveentered upon the inquiry with a twofold assumption: viz., (1) that thegovernment of Jehovah over Israel was only a subjective idea of theIsraelitish nation, without any objective reality; and (2) that the humanmonarchy was irreconcilably opposed to the government of God. Governed by these axioms, which are derived not from the Scriptures, butfrom the philosophical views of modern times, the critics have found itimpossible to explain the different accounts in any other way than by thepurely external hypothesis, that the history contained in this book hasbeen compiled from two different sources, in one of which theestablishment of the earthly monarchy was treated as a violation of thesupremacy of God, whilst the other took a more favourable view. Fromthe first source, 1 Samuel 8, 1 Samuel 10:17-27, 1 Samuel 10:11-12, and 1 Samuel 10:15 are said to have beenderived; and 1 Samuel 9-10:17, 1 Samuel 10:13, and 1 Samuel 10:14 from the second.

Verses 1-5
1 Samuel 8:1-2 
The reason assigned for the appointment of Samuel's sons asjudges is his own advanced age. The inference which we might draw fromthis alone, namely, that they were simply to support their father in theadministration of justice, and that Samuel had no intention of laying downhis office, and still less of making the supreme office of judge hereditary inhis family, is still more apparent from the fact that they were stationed asjudges of the nation in Beersheba, which was on the southern border ofCanaan (Judges 20:1, etc.; see at Genesis 21:31). The sons are also mentionedagain in 1 Chronicles 6:13, though the name of the elder has either beendropped out of the Masoretic text or has become corrupt.

1 Samuel 8:3 
The sons, however, did not walk in the ways of their father, butset their hearts upon gain, took bribes, and perverted justice, in oppositionto the command of God (see Exodus 23:6, Exodus 23:8; Deuteronomy 16:19).

1 Samuel 8:4-5 
These circumstances (viz., Samuel's age and the degeneracy ofhis sons) furnished the elders of Israel with the opportunity to apply toSamuel with this request: “Appoint us a king to judge us, as all thenations” (the heathen), sc., have kings. This request resembles socompletely the law of the king in Deuteronomy 17:14 (observe, for example, theexpression כּכל־הגּוים), that the distinct allusion to it isunmistakeable. The custom of expressly quoting the book of the law ismet with for the first time in the writings of the period of the captivity. The elders simply desired what Jehovah had foretold through His servantMoses, as a thing that would take place in the future and for which He hadeven made provision.

Verses 6-8
Nevertheless “the thing displeased Samuel when they said,” etc. Thisserves to explain הדּבר, and precludes the supposition thatSamuel's displeasure had reference to what they had said concerning hisown age and the conduct of his sons. At the same time, the reason why thepetition for a king displeased the prophet, was not that he regarded theearthly monarchy as irreconcilable with the sovereignty of God, or even asuntimely; for in both these cases he would not have entered into thequestion at all, but would simply have refused the request as ungodly orunseasonable. But “Samuel prayed to the Lord,” i.e., he laid the matterbefore the Lord in prayer, and the Lord said (1 Samuel 8:7): “Hearken unto thevoice of the people in all that they say unto thee.” This clearly implies,that not only in Samuel's opinion, but also according to the counsel ofGod, the time had really come for the establishment of the earthlysovereignty in Israel. In this respect the request of the elders for a king toreign over them was perfectly justifiable; and there is no reason to say,with Calvin, “they ought to have had regard to the times and conditionsprescribed by God, and it would no doubt have come to pass that the regalpower would have grown up in the nation. Although, therefore, it had notyet been established, they ought to have waited patiently for the timeappointed by God, and not to have given way to their own reasons andcounsels apart from the will of God.” For God had not only appointed noparticular time for the establishment of the monarchy; but in theintroduction to the law for the king, “When thou shalt say, I will set a kingover me,” He had ceded the right to the representatives of the nation todeliberate upon the matter. Nor did they err in this respect, that while Samuel was still living, it wasnot the proper time to make use of the permission that they had received;for they assigned as the reason for their application, that Samuel hadgrown old: consequently they did not petition for a king instead of theprophet who had been appointed and so gloriously accredited by God, butsimply that Samuel himself would give them a king in consideration of hisown age, in order that when he should become feeble or die, they mighthave a judge and leader of the nation. Nevertheless the Lord declared,“They have not rejected thee, but they have rejected me, that I should notreign over them. As they have always done from the day that I broughtthem up out of Egypt unto this day, that they have forsaken me andserved other gods, so do they also unto thee.” This verdict on the part ofGod refers not so much to the desire expressed, as to the feelings fromwhich it had sprung. Externally regarded, the elders of Israel had a perfectright to present the request; the wrong was in their hearts.

(Note: Calvin has correctly pointed out how much would have beenwarrantable under the circumstances: “They might, indeed, havereminded Samuel of his old age, which rendered him less able to attendto the duties of his office, and also of the avarice of his sons and thecorruptness of the judges; or they might have complained that hissons did not walk in his footsteps, and have asked that God wouldchoose suitable men to govern them, and thus have left the wholething to His will. And if they had done this, there can be no doubtthat they would have received a gracious and suitable answer. But theydid not think of calling upon God; they demanded that a king shouldbe given them, and brought forward the customs and institutions ofother nations.”)

They not only declared to the prophet their confidence in hisadministration of his office, but they implicitly declared him incapable ofany further superintendence of their civil and political affairs. Thismistrust was founded upon mistrust in the Lord and His guidance. In theperson of Samuel they rejected the Lord and His rule. They wanted a king,because they imagined that Jehovah their God-king was not able to securetheir constant prosperity. Instead of seeking for the cause of themisfortunes which had hitherto befallen them in their own sin and want offidelity towards Jehovah, they searched for it in the faulty constitution ofthe nation itself. In such a state of mind as this, their desire for a king wasa contempt and rejection of the kingly government of Jehovah, and wasnothing more than forsaking Jehovah to serve other gods. (See 1 Samuel 10:18-19, and 1 Samuel 12:7., where Samuel points out to the people still morefully the wrong that they have committed.)

Verse 9
In order to show them wherein they were wrong, Samuel was instructed tobear witness against them, by proclaiming the right of the king who wouldrule over them. בּהם תּעיד העד neithermeans “warn them earnestly” (De Wette), nor “explain and solemnlyexpound to them” (Thenius). בּ העיד means to bear witness, orgive testimony against a person, i.e., to point out to him his wrong. Thefollowing words, והגּדתּוגו, are to be understood as explanatory, inthe sense of “by proclaiming to them.” “The manner (mishpat) of the king”is the right or prerogative which the king would claim, namely, such a kingas was possessed by all the other nations, and such an one as Israel desiredin the place of its own God-king, i.e., a king who would rule over hispeople with arbitrary and absolute power.

Verses 10-18
In accordance with the instructions of God, Samuel told the people all thewords of Jehovah, i.e., all that God had said to him, as related in 1 Samuel 8:7-9,and then proclaimed to them the right of the king.

1 Samuel 8:11 
“He will take your sons, and set them for himself upon hischariots, and upon his saddle-horses, and they will run before his chariot;”i.e., he will make the sons of the people his retainers at court, hischarioteers, riders, and runners. The singular suffix attached toבּמרכּבתּו is not to be altered, as Thenius suggests, into theplural form, according to the lxx, Chald., and Syr., since the word refers,not to war-chariots, but to the king's state-carriage; and פּרשׁ does not mean a rider, but a saddle-horse, as in 2 Samuel 1:6; 1 Kings 5:6, etc.

1 Samuel 8:12 
“And to make himself chiefs over thousands and over fifties;” - the greatest and smallest military officers are mentioned, instead of all thesoldiers and officers (comp. Numbers 31:14; 2 Kings 1:9., with Exodus 18:21, Exodus 18:25). ולשׂוּם is also dependent upon יקּח (1 Samuel 8:11), - “and toplough his field (חרישׁ, lit. the ploughed), and reap his harvest,and make his instruments of war and instruments of his chariots.”

1 Samuel 8:13 
“Your daughters he will take as preparers of ointments, cooks,and bakers,” sc., for his court.

1 Samuel 8:14-17 
All their possessions he would also take to himself: the good(i.e., the best) fields, vineyards, and olive-gardens, he would take away,and give to his servants; he would tithe the sowings and vineyards (i.e., theproduce which they yielded), and give them to his courtiers and servants. סריס, lit. the eunuch; here it is used in a wider sense for the royalchamberlains. Even their slaves (men-servants and maid-servants) and theirbeasts of draught and burden he would take and use for his own work, andraise the tithe of the flock. The word בּחוּריכם, between theslaves (men-servants and maid-servants) and the asses, is very striking andaltogether unsuitable; and in all probability it is only an ancient copyist'serror for בּקריכם, your oxen, as we may see from the lxx rendering, τὰ βουκόλια . The servants and maids, oxen and asses, answer in that caseto one another; whilst the young men are included among the sons in 1 Samuel 8:11, 1 Samuel 8:12. In this way the king would make all the people into his servants orslaves. This is the meaning of the second clause of 1 Samuel 8:17; for the whole areevidently summed up in conclusion in the expression, “and ye shall be hisservants.”

1 Samuel 8:18 
Israel would then cry out to God because of its king, but theLord would not hear it then. This description, which contains a fearfulpicture of the tyranny of the king, is drawn from the despotic conduct ofthe heathen kings, and does not presuppose, as many have maintained, thetimes of the later kings, which were so full of painful experiences.

Verse 19-20
With such a description of the “right of the king” as this, Samuel hadpointed out to the elders the dangers connected with a monarchy in soalarming a manner, that they ought to have been brought to reflection, andto have desisted from their demand. “But the people refused to hearken tothe voice of Samuel.” They repeated their demand, “We will have a kingover us, that we also may be like all the nations, and that our king mayjudge us, and go out before us, and conduct our battles.”

Verse 21-22
These words of the people were laid by Samuel before the Lord, and theLord commanded him to give the people a king. With this answer Samuelsent the men of Israel, i.e., the elders, away. This is implied in the words,“Go ye every man unto his city,” since we may easily supply from thecontext, “till I shall call you again, to appoint you the king you desire.”

09 Chapter 9 

Verses 1-10
When the Lord had instructed Samuel to appoint a king over the nation, inaccordance with its own desire, He very speedily proceeded to show himthe man whom He had chosen. Saul the Benjaminite came to Samuel, toconsult him as a seer about his father's she-asses, which had been lost, andfor which he had been seeking in all directions in vain (1 Samuel 9:1-14). Andthe Lord had already revealed to the prophet the day before, that Hewould send him the man who had been set apart by Him as the king ofIsrael; and when Samuel met with Saul, He pointed him out as the man towhom He had referred (1 Samuel 9:15-17). Accordingly, Samuel invited Saul to behis guest at a sacrificial meal, which he was about to celebrate (1 Samuel 9:18-24). After the meal he made known to him the purpose of God, anointed himas king (1 Samuel 9:25-27; 1 Samuel 10:1), and sent him away, with an announcementof three signs, which would serve to confirm his election on the part ofGod (1 Samuel 10:2-16). This occurrence is related very circumstantially, tobring out distinctly the miraculous interposition of God, and to show thatSaul did not aspire to the throne; and also that Samuel did not appoint ofhis own accord the man whom he was afterwards obliged to reject, but thatSaul was elected by God to be king over His people, without anyinterference on the part of either Samuel or himself.

(Note: There is no tenable ground for the assumption of Thenius andothers, that this account was derived from a different source from 1 Samuel 8, 1 Samuel 10:17-27, and 1 Samuel 10:11.; for the assertion that 1 Samuel 10:17-27 connects itself in the most natural way with 1 Samuel 8 is neither well-founded nor correct. In the first place, it was certainly more naturalthat Samuel, who was to place a king over the nation according to theappointment of God, should be made acquainted with the man whomGod had appointed, before the people elected him by lot. Andsecondly, Saul's behaviour in hiding himself when the lots were cast (1 Samuel 10:21.), can only be explained on the supposition that Samuelhad already informed him that he was the appointed king; whereas, ifthis had not been the case, it would be altogether incomprehensible.)

1 Samuel 9:1-2 
Saul searches for his father's asses. - 1 Samuel 9:1, 1 Samuel 9:2. The elaborategenealogy of the Benjaminite Kish, and the minute description of the figureof his son Saul, are intended to indicate at the very outset the importanceto which Saul attained in relation to the people of Israel, Kish was the sonof Abiel: this is in harmony with 1 Samuel 14:51. But when, on the otherhand, it is stated in 1 Chronicles 8:33; 1 Chronicles 9:39, that Ner begat Kish, the differencemay be reconciled in the simplest manner, on the assumption that the Nermentioned there is not the father, but the grandfather, or a still moreremote ancestor of Kish, as the intervening members are frequently passedover in the genealogies. The other ancestors of Kish are never mentionedagain. חיל גּבּור refers to Kish, and signifies not a braveman, but a man of property, as in 2:1. This son Saul (i.e., “prayedfor:” for this meaning of the word, comp. 1 Samuel 1:17, 1 Samuel 1:27) was “young andbeautiful.” It is true that even at that time Saul had a son grown up (viz.,Jonathan), according to 1 Samuel 13:2; but still, in contrast with his father, hewas “a young man,” i.e., in the full vigour of youth, probably about fortyor forty-five years old. There is no necessity, therefore, to follow theVulgate rendering electus. No one equalled him in beauty. “From hisshoulder upwards he was higher than any of the people.” Such a figure asthis was well adapted to commend him to the people as their king (cf. 1 Samuel 10:24), since size and beauty were highly valued in rulers, as signs ofmanly strength (see Herod. iii. 20, vii. 187; Aristot. Polit. iv. c. 24).

1 Samuel 9:3-5 
Having been sent out by his father to search for his she-asseswhich had strayed, Saul went with his servant through the mountains ofEphraim, which ran southwards into the tribe-territory of Benjamin (see at1 Samuel 1:1), then through the land of Shalishah and the land of Shaalim, andafter that through the land of Benjamin, without finding the asses; and atlength, when he had reached the land of Zuph, he determined to return,because he was afraid that his father might turn his mind from the asses,and trouble himself about them (the son and servant). מן חדל, to desist from a thing, to give it up or renounce it.
As Saul started in any case from Gibeah of Benjamin, his own home (1 Samuel 10:10., 1 Samuel 10:26, 1 Samuel 11:4; 1 Samuel 15:34; 1 Samuel 23:19; 1 Samuel 26:1), i.e., the present Tuleil el Phul,which was an hour or an hour and a half to the north of Jerusalem (see atJoshua 18:28), and went thence into the mountains of Ephraim, he no doubttook a north-westerly direction, so that he crossed the boundary ofBenjamin somewhere between Bireh and Atarah, and passing through thecrest of the mountains of Ephraim, on the west of Gophnah (Jifna), cameout into the land of Shalishah. Shalishah is unquestionably the countryround (or of) Baal-shalishah (2 Kings 4:42), which was situated, accordingto Eusebius (Onom. s.v. Βαιθσαρισάθ : Beth-sarisa or Beth-salisa), inregione Thamnitica, fifteen Roman miles to the north of Diospolis(Lydda), and was therefore probably the country to the west of Jiljilia,where three different wadys run into one large wady, called Kurawa; andaccording to the probable conjecture of Thenius, it was from this fact thatthe district received the name of Shalishah, or Three-land. They proceededthence in their search to the land of Shaalim: according to the Onom. (s.v.),“a village seven miles off, in finibus Eleutheropoleos contra occidentem.”But this is hardly correct, and is most likely connected with the mistakemade in transposing the town of Samuel to the neighbourhood ofDiospolis (see at 1 Samuel 1:1). For since they went on from Shaalim into the land of Benjamin, and thenstill further into the land of Zuph, on the south-west of Benjamin, theyprobably turned eastwards from Shalishah, into the country where we findBeni Mussah and Beni Salem marked upon Robinson's and v. de Velde'smaps, and where we must therefore look for the land of Shaalim, that theymight proceed thence to explore the land of Benjamin from the north-eastto the south-west. If, on the contrary, they had gone from Shaalim in asoutherly or south-westerly direction, to the district of Eleutheropolis,they would only have entered the land of Benjamin at the south-westcorner, and would have had to go all the way back again in order to gothence to the land of Zuph. For we may infer with certainty that the landof Zuph was on the south-west of the tribe-territory of Benjamin, fromthe fact that, according to 1 Samuel 10:2, Saul and his companion passedRachel's tomb on their return thence to their own home, and then came tothe border of Benjamin. On the name Zuph, see at 1 Samuel 1:1.

1 Samuel 9:6 
When Saul proposed to return home from the land of Zuph, hisservant said to him, “Behold, in this city ('this,' referring to the townwhich stood in front of them upon a hill) is a man of God, much honoured;all that he saith cometh surely to pass: now we will go thither; perhaps hewill tell us our way that we have to go” (lit. have gone, and still go, sc., toattain the object of our journey, viz., to find the asses). The name of thistown is not mentioned either here or in the further course of this history. Nearly all the commentators suppose it to have been Ramah, Samuel'shome. But this assumption has no foundation at all in the text, and isirreconcilable with the statements respecting the return in 1 Samuel 10:2-5. The servant did not say there dwells in this city, but there is in this city(1 Samuel 9:6; comp. with this 1 Samuel 9:10, “They went into the city where the man ofGod was,” not “dwelt”). It is still more evident, from the answer given by the drawers of water,when Saul asked them, “Is the seer here?” (1 Samuel 9:11), - viz., “He came to-day tothe city, for the people have a great sacrifice upon the high place” (1 Samuel 9:12), - that the seer (Samuel) did not live in the town, but had only come thitherto a sacrificial festival. Moreover, “every impartial man will admit, that thefact of Samuel's having honoured Saul as his guest at the sacrificial meal ofthose who participated in the sacrifice, and of their having slept under thesame roof, cannot possibly weaken the impression that Samuel was onlythere in his peculiar and official capacity. It could not be otherwise thanthat the presidency should be assigned to him at the feast itself as priestand prophet, and therefore that the appointments mentioned shouldproceed from him. And it is but natural to assume that he had a house athis command for any repetition of such sacrifices, which we find from 2Kings 4 to have been the case in the history of Elisha” (Valentiner). Andlastly, the sacrificial festival itself does not point to Ramah; for althoughSamuel had built an altar to the Lord at Ramah (1 Samuel 7:17), this was byno means the only place of sacrifice in the nation. If Samuel offeredsacrifice at Mizpeh and Gilgal (1 Samuel 7:9; 1 Samuel 10:8; 1 Samuel 13:8.), he could also dothe same at other places. What the town really was in which Saul met withhim, cannot indeed be determined, since all that we can gather from 1 Samuel 10:2, is, that it was situated on the south-west of Bethlehem.

1 Samuel 9:7-8 
Saul's objection, that they had no present to bring to the man ofGod, as the bread was gone from their vessels, was met by the servantwith the remark, that he had a quarter of a shekel which he would give.

1 Samuel 9:9-10 
Before proceeding with the further progress of the affair, thehistorian introduces a notice, which was required to throw light upon whatfollows; namely, that beforetime, if any one wished to inquire of God, i.e.,to apply to a prophet for counsel from God upon any matter, it wascustomary in Israel to say, We will go to the seer, because “he that is nowcalled a prophet was beforetime called a seer.” After this parentheticalremark, the account is continued in 1 Samuel 9:10. Saul declared himself satisfiedwith the answer of the servant; and they both went into the town, to askthe man of God about the asses that were lost.

Verse 11-12
As they were going up to the high place of the town, they met maidenscoming out of the town to draw water; and on asking them whether theseer was there, they received this answer: “Yes; behold, he is before thee:make haste, now, for he has come into the town to-day; for the peoplehave a sacrifice to-day upon the high place.” (Bamah) (in the singular) doesnot mean the height or hill generally; but throughout it signifies the highplace, as a place of sacrifice or prayer.

Verse 13
“When ye come into the city, ye will find him directly before he goes upto the high place to eat.” כּן not only introduces the apodosis, butcorresponds to כּ, as, so: here, however, it is used with reference to time,in the sense of our “immediately.” “For the people are not accustomed toeat till he comes, for he blesses the sacrifice,” etc. בּרך, like εὐλογεῖν , refers to the thanksgiving prayer offered before thesacrificial meal. “Go now for him; yet will meet him even to-day.” Thefirst אתו is placed at the beginning for the sake of emphasis, andthen repeated at the close. כּהיּום, “Even to-day.”

Verses 14-16
When they went into the town, Samuel met them on his way out to go tothe high place of sacrifice. Before the meeting itself is described, thestatement is introduced in 1 Samuel 9:15-17, that the day before Jehovah hadforetold to Samuel that the man was coming to him whom he was to anointas captain over his people. אזן גּלה, to open any one'sear, equivalent to reveal something to him (1 Samuel 20:12; 2 Samuel 7:27, etc.). אשׁלח, I will send thee, i.e., “I will so direct his way in myoverruling providence, that he shall come to thee” (J. H. Mich.). Thewords, “that he may save my people out of the hand of the Philistines; forI have looked upon my people, for their cry is come unto me,” are not atall at variance with 1 Samuel 7:13. In that passage there is simply theassertion, that there was no more any permanent oppression on the partof the Philistines in the days of Samuel, such as had taken place before;but an attempt to recover their supremacy over Israel is not only notprecluded, but is even indirectly affirmed (see the comm. on 1 Samuel 7:13). The words before us simply show that the Philistines had then begun tomake a fresh attempt to contend for dominion over the Israelites. “I havelooked upon my people:” this is to be explained like the similar passage inExodus 2:25, “God looked upon the children of Israel,” and Exodus 3:7, “I havelooked upon the misery of my people.” God's looking was not a quiet,inactive looking on, but an energetic look, which brought help in trouble. “Their cry is come unto me:” this is word for word the same as in Exodus 3:9. As the Philistines wanted to tread in the footsteps of the Egyptians, itwas necessary that Jehovah should also send His people a deliverer fromthese new oppressors, by giving them a king. The reason here assigned forthe establishment of a monarchy is by no means at variance with thedispleasure which God had expressed to Samuel at the desire of the peoplefor a king (1 Samuel 8:7.); since this displeasure had reference to the state ofheart from which the desire had sprung.

Verse 17
When Samuel saw Saul, the Lord answered him, sc., in reply to the tacitinquiry, 'Is this he?' “Behold, this is the man of whom I spake to thee.”עצר, coercere imperio.

Verses 18-24
The thread of the narrative, which was broken off in 1 Samuel 9:15, is resumed in 1 Samuel 9:18. Saul drew near to Samuel in the gate, and asked him for the seer'shouse. The expression השּׁער בּתוך is used to definemore precisely the general phrase in 1 Samuel 9:14, העיר בּתוך בּאים; and there is no necessity to alter העיר in 1 Samuel 9:14 into השּׁער, as Thenius proposes, for העיר בּתוך כּוא does not mean to go (or be) in the middle of the town,as he imagines, but to go into, or enter, the town; and the entrance to thetown was through the gate.

1 Samuel 9:19-21 
Samuel replied, “I am the seer: go up before me to the highplace, and eat with me to-day; and to-morrow I will send thee away, andmake known to thee all that is in thy heart.” Letting a person go in frontwas a sign of great esteem. The change from the singular עלה tothe plural אכלתּם may be explained on the ground that, whilstSamuel only spoke to Saul, he intended expressly to invite his servant tothe meal as well as himself. “All that is in thine heart” does not mean “allthat thou hast upon thy heart,” i.e., all that troubles thee, for Samuelrelieved him of all anxiety about the asses at once by telling him that theywere found; but simply the thoughts of thy heart generally. Samuel wouldmake these known to him, to prove to him that he was a prophet. He thenfirst of all satisfied him respecting the asses (1 Samuel 9:20): “As for the asses thatwere lost to thee to-day three days (three days ago), do not set thy heartupon them (i.e., do not trouble thyself about them), for they are found.”After this quieting announcement, by which he had convinced Saul of hisseer's gift, Samuel directed Saul's thoughts to that higher thing whichJehovah had appointed for him: “And to whom does all that is worthdesiring of Israel belong?Is it not to thee, and to all thy father's house?” “The desire of Israel”(optima quaeque Israel, Vulg.; “the best in Israel,” Luther) is not all thatIsrael desires, but all that Israel possesses of what is precious or worthdesiring (see Haggai 2:7). “The antithesis here is between the asses and everydesirable thing” (Seb. Schmidt). Notwithstanding the indefinite character ofthe words, they held up such glorious things as in prospect for Saul, thathe replied in amazement (1 Samuel 9:21), “Am not I a Benjaminite, of the smallestof the tribes of Israel? and my family is the least of all the families of thetribe of Benjamin (בן שׁבטי is unquestionably a copyist's errorfor בן שׁבת); and how speakest thou such a word to me?”Samuel made no reply to this, as he simply wanted first of all to awakenthe expectation in Saul's mind of things that he had never dreamt of before.

1 Samuel 9:22 
When they arrived at the high place, he conducted Saul and hisservant into the cell (the apartment prepared for the sacrificial meal), andgave them (the servant as well as Saul, according to the simple customs ofantiquity, as being also his guest) a place at the upper end among thosewho had been invited. There were about thirty persons present, no doubtthe most distinguished men of the city, whilst the rest of the peopleprobably encamped in the open air.

1 Samuel 9:23-24 
He then ordered the cook to bring the piece which he haddirected him to set aside, and to place it before Saul, namely the leg andהעליה (the article in the place of the relative; see Ewald, §331,b.); i.e., not what was over it, viz., the broth poured upon it (Dathe andMaurer), but what was attached to it (Luther). The reference, however, isnot to the kidney as the choicest portion (Thenius), for the kidneys wereburned upon the altar in the case of all the slain sacrifices (Leviticus 3:4), andonly the flesh of the animals offered in sacrifice was applied to thesacrificial meal. What was attached to the leg, therefore, can only havebeen such of the fat upon the flesh as was not intended for the altar. Whether the right or left leg, is not stated: the earlier commentators decidein favour of the left, because the right leg fell to the share of the priests(Leviticus 7:32.). But as Samuel conducted the whole of the sacrificialceremony, he may also have offered the sacrifice itself by virtue of hisprophetic calling, so that the right leg would fall to his share, and he mighthave it reserved for his guest. In any case, however, the leg, as the largest and best portion, was to be apiece of honour for Saul (see Genesis 43:34). There is no reason to seek forany further symbolical meaning in it. The fact that it was Samuel'sintention to distinguish and honour Saul above all his other guests, isevident enough from what he said to Saul when the cook had brought theleg: “Behold, that which is reserved is set before thee (שׂים is thepassive participle, as in Numbers 24:21); for unto this time hath it been keptfor thee, as I said I have invited the people.” למּועד is either“to the appointed time of thy coming,” or possibly, “for the (this) meetingtogether.” Samuel mentions this to give Saul his guest to understand thathe had foreseen his coming in a supernatural way. לאמר, saying,i.e., as I said (to the cook).

Verses 25-27
When the sacrificial meal was over, Samuel and Saul went down from thehigh place into the town, and he (Samuel) talked with him upon the roof(of the house into which Samuel had entered). The flat roofs of the Eastwere used as placed of retirement for private conversation (see at Deuteronomy 22:8). This conversation did not refer of course to the call of Samuel to theroyal dignity, for that was not made known to him as a word of Jehovahtill the following day (1 Samuel 9:27); but it was intended to prepare him for thatannouncement: so that O. v. Gerlach's conjecture is probably the correctone, viz., that Samuel “talked with Saul concerning the deep religious andpolitical degradation of the people of God, the oppression of the heathen,the causes of the inability of the Israelites to stand against these foes, thenecessity for a conversion of the people, and the want of a leader who wasentirely devoted to the Lord.”

(Note: For הגּג על עם־שׁאוּל וידבּר the lxx have καὶ διέστρωσαν τῷ Σαοὺλ ἐπι τῷ δώματι καὶ ἐκοιμήθη , “theyprepared Saul a bed upon the house, and he slept,” from whichClericus conjectured that these translators had read לשאול וירבדו (וירבּדוּ or ויּרבּדוּ); and Ewald and Thenius propose to alterthe Hebrew text in this way. But although וגו ויּשׁכּימוּ (1 Samuel 9:26) no doubt presupposes that Saul had slept in Samuel's house,and in fact upon the roof, the remark of Thenius, “that the privateconversation upon the roof (1 Samuel 9:25) comes too early, as Saul did notyet know, and was not to learn till the following day, what was aboutto take place,” does not supply any valid objection to the correctnessof the Masoretic text, or any argument in favour of the Septuagintrendering or interpretation, since it rests upon an altogetherunfounded and erroneous assumption, viz., that Samuel had talkedwith Saul about his call to the throne. Moreover, “the strangeness” of the statement in 1 Samuel 9:26, “they rose upearly,” and then “when the morning dawned, Samuel called,” etc.,cannot possibly throw any suspicion upon the integrity of the Hebrewtext, as this “strangeness” vanishes when we take וגו כּעלות ויהי as a more precise definition of ויּשׁכּימוּ. The Septuagint translators evidently held the same opinion astheir modern defenders. They took offence at Samuel's privateconversation with Saul, because he did not make known to him theword of God concerning his call to the throne till the next morning;and, on the other hand, as their rising the next morning is mentionedin 1 Samuel 9:26, they felt the absence of any allusion to their sleeping, andconsequently not only interpreted ידבר by a conjectural emendationas standing for ירבד rof, because מרבדּים רבד is usedin Proverbs 7:16 to signify the spreading of mats or carpets for a bed, butalso identified וישׁכמו with ישׁכבו, and rendered it ἐκοιμήθη . At the same time, they did not reflect that the preparation of the bedand their sleeping during the night were both of them matters ofcourse, and there was consequently no necessity to mention them;whereas Samuel's talking with Saul upon the roof was a matter ofimportance in relation to the whole affair, and one which could notbe passed over in silence. Moreover, the correctness of the Hebrewtext is confirmed by all the other ancient versions. Not only do theChaldee, Syriac, and Arabic follow the Masoretic text, but Jeromedoes the same in the rendering adopted by him, “Et locutus est cum Saule in solario. Cumque mane surrexissent;” though the words“stravitque Saul in solario et dormivit” have been interpolatedprobably from the Itala into the text of the Vulgate which has comedown to us.)

1 Samuel 9:26-27 
“And they rose up early in the morning: namely, when themorning dawn arose, Samuel called to Saul upon the roof (i.e., he calledfrom below within the house up to the roof, where Saul was probablysleeping upon the balcony; cf. 2 Kings 4:10), Get up, I will conduct thee.”As soon as Saul had risen, “they both (both Samuel and Saul) went out(into the street).” And when they had gone down to the extremity of thetown, Samuel said to Saul, “Let the servant pass on before us (and he didso), and do thou remain here for the present; I will show thee a word ofGod.”

10 Chapter 10 

Verse 1
Samuel then took the oil-flask, poured it upon his (Saul's) head, kissedhim, and said, “Hath not Jehovah (equivalent to 'Jehovah assuredly hath')anointed thee to be captain over His inheritance?” הלוא, as anexpression of lively assurance, receives the force of an independent clausethrough the following כּי, “is it not so?” i.e., “yea, it is so, that,”etc., just as it does before אם in Genesis 4:7. נחלתו, (His(Jehovah's) possession, was the nation of Israel, which Jehovah hadacquired as the people of His own possession through their deliveranceout of Egypt (Deuteronomy 4:20; Deuteronomy 9:26, etc.). Anointing with oil as a symbol ofendowment with the Spirit of God; as the oil itself, by virtue of thestrength which it gives to the vital spirits, was a symbol of the Spirit ofGod as the principle of divine and spiritual power (see at Leviticus 8:12). Hitherto there had been no other anointing among the people of God thanthat of the priests and sanctuary (Exodus 30:23.; Leviticus 8:10.). When Saul,therefore, was consecrated as king by anointing, the monarchy wasinaugurated as a divine institution, standing on a par with the priesthood;through which henceforth the Lord would also bestow upon His peoplethe gifts of His Spirit for the building up of His kingdom. As the priests were consecrated by anointing to be the media of the ethicalblessings of divine grace for Israel, so the king was consecrated byanointing to be the vehicle and medium of all the blessings of grace whichthe Lord, as the God-king, would confer upon His people through theinstitution of a civil government. Through this anointing, which wasperformed by Samuel under the direction of God, the king was set apartfrom the rest of the nation as “anointed of the Lord” (cf. 1 Samuel 12:3, 1 Samuel 12:5,etc.), and sanctified as the נגיד, i.e., its captain, its leader andcommander. Kissing was probably not a sign of homage or reverencetowards the anointed of the Lord, so much as “a kiss of affection, withwhich the grace of God itself was sealed” (Seb. Schmidt).

(Note: The lxx and Vulgate have expanded the second half of thisverse by a considerable addition, which reads as follows in the lxx: οὐχὶ κέχρικέ σε κύριος εἰς ἄρχοντα ἐπὶ τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ Ἰσραήλ καὶ σὺ ἄρξεις ἐν λαῷ κυρίου, καὶ σὺ σώσεις αὐτὸν ἐκ χειρὸς ἐχθρῶν αὐτοῦ κυκλόθεν, καὶ τοῦτό σοι τὸ σημεῖον ὅτι ἔχρισέ σε κύριος ἐπὶ κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ εἰς ἄρχοντα . And in theVulgate: Ecce, unxit te Dominus super haereditatem suam in principem, et liberabis populum suum de manibus inimicorum ejus, qui in circuitu ejus sunt. Et hoc tibi signum, quia unxit te Deus in principem.A comparison of these two texts will show that the lxxinterpolated their addition between הלוא and כּי, asthe last clause, ὅτι ἔχρισέ σε κύριος ἐπὶ κληρονομίαν αυτοῦ εἰς ἄρχοντα , is a verbaltranslation of יהוה משׁחך כּי לנגיד על־נחלתו. In the Vulgate, on the other hand, the first clause, ecce unxit - in principemcorresponds word for word with the Hebrew text, fromwhich we may see that Jerome translated our present Hebrew text;and the addition, et liberabisetc., was interpolated into the Vulgatefrom the Itala. The text of the Septuagint is nothing more than agloss formed from 1 Samuel 9:16-17, which the translator thoughtnecessary, partly because he could not clearly see the force of כּי הלוא, but more especially because he could not explainthe fact that Samuel speaks to Saul of signs, without havingannounced them to him as such. But the author of the gloss hasoverlooked the fact that Samuel does not give Saul a σημεῖον ,but three σημεῖα , and describes the object of them in 1 Samuel 10:7 asbeing the following, namely, that Saul would learn when they tookplace what he had to do, for Jehovah was with him, and not that theywould prove that the Lord had anointed him to be captain.)

Verses 2-7
To confirm the consecration of Saul as king over Israel, which had beeneffected through the anointing, Samuel gave him three more signs whichwould occur on his journey home, and would be a pledge to him thatJehovah would accompany his undertakings with His divine help, andpractically accredit him as His anointed. These signs, therefore, stand inthe closest relation to the calling conveyed to Saul through his anointing.

1 Samuel 10:2 
The first sign: “When thou goest away from me to-day (i.e.,now), thou wilst meet two men at Rachel's sepulchre, on the border ofBenjamin at Zelzah; and they will say unto thee, The asses of thy father,which thou wentest to seek, are found. Behold, they father hath given upהעתנות את־דּברי, the words (i.e., talking) about the asses, andtroubleth himself about you, saying, What shall I do about my son?” According to Genesis 35:16., Rachel's sepulchre was on the way from Bethelto Bethlehem, only a short distance from the latter place, and thereforeundoubtedly on the spot which tradition has assigned to it since the timeof Jerome, viz., on the site of the Kubbet Rahil, half an hour to the north-west of Bethlehem, on the left of the road to Jerusalem, about an hour anda half from the city (see at Genesis 35:20). This suits the passage before usvery well, if we give up the groundless assumption that Saul came toSamuel at Ramah and was anointed by him there, and assume that theplace of meeting, which is not more fully defined in 1 Samuel 9, was situated tothe south-west of Bethlehem.

(Note: As the account of Saul's meeting with Samuel, in 1 Samuel 9, whenproperly understood, is not at variance with the tradition concerningthe situation of Rachel's tomb, and the passage before us neitherrequires us on the one had to understand the Ephratah of Genesis 35:19 and Genesis 48:7 as a different place from Bethlehem, and erase “that isBethlehem” from both passages as a gloss that has crept into the text,and then invent an Ephratah in the neighbourhood of Bethel betweenBenjamin and Ephraim, as Thenius does, nor warrants us on the otherhand in transferring Rachel's tomb to the neighbourhood of Bethel, inopposition to the ordinary tradition, as Kurtz proposes; so the wordsof Jeremiah 31:15, “A voice was heard in Ramah, lamentation and bitterweeping, Rachel weeping for her children,” etc., furnish no evidentthat Rachel's tomb was at Ramah (i.e., er Râm). “For here (in thecycle of prophecy concerning the restoration of all Israel, Jer 30-33)Rachel's weeping is occasioned by the fact of the exiles of Benjaminhaving assembled together in Ramah (Jeremiah 40:1), without there beingany reason why Rachel's tomb should be sought for in theneighbourhood of this Ramah” (Delitzsch on Genesis 35:20).)

The expression “in the border of Benjamin” is not at variance with this. Itis true that Kubbet Rahil is about an hour and a quarter from the southernboundary of Benjamin, which ran past the Rogel spring, through the valleyof Ben-hinnom (Joshua 18:16); but the expression קבוּרה עם must not be so pressed as to be restricted to the actual site of thegrave, since otherwise the further definition “at Zelzah” would besuperfluous, as Rachel's tomb was unquestionably a well-known localityat that time. If we suppose the place called Zelzah, the situation of whichhas not yet been discovered,

(Note: Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 29) supposes Zelzah to be unsuitable tothe context, if taken as the name of a place, and therefore followsthe ἁλλομένους μεγάλα of the lxx, and renders the word“in great haste;” but he has neither given any reason why the name ofa place is unsuitable here, nor considered that the Septuagint renderingis merely conjectural, and has nothing further to support it than thefact that the translators rendered צלח ἐφήλατο , “he sprang uponhim,” in 1 Samuel 10:6 and 1 Samuel 11:6, and took צלצח to be an emphaticform of צלח.)

to have been about mid-way between Rachel's tomb and the Rogel spring,Samuel could very well describe the spot where Saul would meet the twomen in the way that he has done. This sign, by confirming the informationwhich Samuel had given to Saul with reference to the asses, was to furnishhim with a practical proof that what Samuel had said to him with regard tothe monarchy would quite as certainly come to pass, and therefore notonly to deliver him from all anxiety as to the lost animals of his father, butalso to direct his thoughts to the higher destiny to which God had calledhim through Samuel's anointing.

1 Samuel 10:3-4 
The second sign (1 Samuel 10:3, 1 Samuel 10:4): “Then thou shalt go on forward fromthence, and thou shalt come to the terebinth of Tabor; and there shall meetthee there three men going up to God to Bethel, carrying one three kinds,one three loaves of bread, and one a bottle of wine. They will ask theeafter thy welfare, and give thee two loaves; receive them at their hands.”The terebinth of Tabor is not mentioned anywhere else, and nothingfurther can be determined concerning it, than that it stood by the roadleading from Rachel's tomb to Gibeah.

(Note: The opinion expressed by Ewald and Thenius, that Deborah'smourning oak (Genesis 35:8) is intended, and that Tabor is either adifferent form of Deborah, or that Tabor should be altered intoDeborah, has no foundation to rest upon; for the fact that the oakreferred to stood below (i.e., to the south of) Bethel, and the threemen whom Saul was to meet at the terebinth of Tabor were going toBethel, by no means establishes the identity of the two, as their goingup to Bethel does not prove that they were already in theneighbourhood of Bethel. Moreover, the Deborah oak was on thenorth of Gibeah, whereas Saul met the three men between Rachel'stomb and Gibeah, i.e., to the south of Gibeah.)

The fact that the three men were going up to God at Bethel, shows thatthere was still a place of sacrifice consecrated to the Lord at Bethel, whereAbraham and Jacob had erected altars to the Lord who had appeared tothem there (Genesis 12:8; Genesis 13:3-4; Genesis 28:18-19; Genesis 35:7); for the kids and loaves andwine were sacrificial gifts which they were about to offer. לשׁלום שׁאל, to ask after one's welfare, i.e., to greet in a friendlymanner (cf. Judges 18:15; Genesis 43:27). The meaning of this double signconsisted in the fact that these men gave Saul two loaves from theirsacrificial offerings. In this he was to discern a homage paid to the anointedof the Lord; and he was therefore to accept the gift in this sense at theirhand.

1 Samuel 10:5-6 
The third sign (1 Samuel 10:5, 1 Samuel 10:6) Saul was to receive at Gibeah of God,where posts of the Philistines were stationed. Gibeath ha-Elohim is not anappellative, signifying a high place of God, i.e., a high place dedicated toGod, but a proper name referring to Gibeah of Benjamin, the native placeof Saul, which was called Gibeah of Saul from the time when Saul residedthere as king (1 Samuel 10:16: cf. 1 Samuel 11:4; 1 Samuel 15:34; 2 Samuel 21:6; Isaiah 10:29). This isvery apparent from the fact that, according to 1 Samuel 10:10., all the people ofGibeah had known Saul of old, and therefore could not comprehend howhe had all at once come to be among the prophets. The name Gibeah ofGod is here given to the town on account of a bamah or sacrificial heightwhich rose within or near the town (1 Samuel 10:13), and which may possibly havebeen renowned above other such heights, as the seat of a society ofprophets. פלשׁתּים נצבי are not bailiffs of thePhilistines, still less columns erected as signs of their supremacy(Thenius), but military posts of the Philistines, as 1 Samuel 13:3-4, and 2 Samuel 8:6, 2 Samuel 8:14, clearly show. The allusion here to the posts of the Philistines at Gibeah is connectedwith what was about to happen to Saul there. At the place where thePhilistines, those severe oppressors of Israel, had set up military posts,the Spirit of God was to come upon Saul, and endow him with the divinepower that was required for his regal office. “And it shall come to pass,when thou comest to the town there, thou wilt light upon a company ofprophets coming down from the high place (bamah, the sacrificial height),before them lyre and tambourin, and flute, and harp, and theyprophesying.” חבל signifies a rope or cord, then a band orcompany of men. It does not follow that because this band of prophetswas coming down from the high place, the high place at Gibeah must havebeen the seat of a school of the prophets. They might have been upon apilgrimage to Gibeah. The fact that they were preceded by musiciansplaying, seems to indicate a festal procession. (Nebel) and (Kinnor) are stringed instruments which were used after David'stime in connection with the psalmody of divine worship (1 Chronicles 13:8; 1 Chronicles 15:20; Psalm 33:2; Psalm 43:4, etc.). The (nebelwas an instrument resembling a lyre,the (kinnor) was more like a guitar than a harp. (Toph): the tambourin, whichwas played by Miriam at the Red Sea (Exodus 15:20). (Chalil): the flute; see myBibl. Archaeology, ii. §137. By the prophesying of these prophets we areto understand an ecstatic utterance of religious feelings to the praise ofGod, as in the case of the seventy elders in the time of Moses (Numbers 11:25). Whether it took the form of a song or of an enthusiastic discourse,cannot be determined; in any case it was connected with a very energeticaction indicative of the highest state of mental excitement. (For furtherremarks on these societies of prophets, see at 1 Samuel 19:18.)
1 Samuel 10:6 
“And the Spirit of Jehovah will come upon thee, and thou wiltprophesy with them, and be changed into another man.” “Ecstatic states,”says Tholuck (die Propheten, p. 53), “have something infectious aboutthem. The excitement spreads involuntarily, as in the American revivalsand the preaching mania in Sweden, even to persons in whose state ofmind there is no affinity with anything of the kind.” But in the instancebefore us there was something more than psychical infection. The Spirit ofJehovah, which manifested itself in the prophesying of the prophets, wasto pass over to Saul, so that he would prophesy along with them(התנבּית formed like a verb הל for התנבאת; so again in 1 Samuel 10:13), andwas entirely to transform him. This transformation is not to be regardedindeed as regeneration in the Christian sense, but as a change resemblingregeneration, which affected the entire disposition of mind, and by whichSaul was lifted out of his former modes of thought and feeling, which wereconfined within a narrow earthly sphere, into the far higher sphere of hisnew royal calling, was filled with kingly thoughts in relation to the serviceof God, and received “another heart” (1 Samuel 10:9). Heart is used in the ordinaryscriptural sense, as the centre of the whole mental and psychical life ofwill, desire, thought, perception, and feeling (see Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. pp. 248ff., ed. 2). Through this sign his anointing as king was to beinwardly sealed.

1 Samuel 10:7 
“When these signs are come unto thee (the Kethibh תבאינה is to beread תּבאינה, as in Psalm 45:16 and Esther 4:4; and the Keri תּבאנה is a needless emendation), do to thee what thy hand findeth, i.e., actaccording to the circumstances (for this formula, see Judges 9:33); for Godwill be with thee.” The occurrence of the signs mentioned was to assurehim of the certainty that God would assist him in all that he undertook asking. The first opportunity for action was afforded him by the AmmoniteNahash, who besieged Jabesh-gilead (1 Samuel 11:1-15).

Verse 8
In conclusion, Samuel gave him an important hint with regard to his futureattitude: “And goest thou before me down to Gilgal; and, behold, I amcoming down to thee, to offer burnt-offerings, and to sacrifice peace-offerings: thou shalt wait seven days, till I come to thee, that I may showthee what thou art to do.” The infinitive clause וגו להעלות isundoubtedly dependent upon the main clause וירדתּ, and notupon the circumstantial clause which is introduced as a parenthesis. Thethought therefore is the following: If Saul went down to Gilgal to offersacrifice there, he was to wait till Samuel arrived. The construction of themain clause itself, however, is doubtful, since, grammatically considered,ירדתּ can either be a continuation of the imperative עשׂה (1 Samuel 10:7), or can be regarded as independent, and in fact conditional. The latter view, according to which ירדתּ supposes his goingdown as a possible thing that may take place at a future time, is the onerequired by the circumstantial clause which follows, and which isintroduced by והנּה; for if וירדתּ were intended tobe a continuation of the imperative which precedes it, so that Samuelcommanded Saul to go down to Gilgal before him, he would have simplyannounced his coming, that is to say, he would either have saidוירדתּי or ארד ואני. The circumstantialclause “and behold I am coming down to thee” evidently presupposesSaul's going down as a possible occurrence, in the event of which Samuelprescribes the course he is to pursue. But the conditional interpretation ofוירדתּ is still more decidedly required by the context. Forinstance, when Samuel said to Saul that after the occurrence of the threesigns he was to do what came to his hand, he could hardly command himimmediately afterwards to go to Gilgal, since the performance of whatcame to his hand might prevent him from going to Gilgal. If, however,Samuel meant that after Saul had finished what came to his hand he was togo down to Gilgal, he would have said, “And after thou hast done this, godown to Gilgal,” etc. But as he does not express himself in this manner, he can only havereferred to Saul's going to Gilgal as an occurrence which, as he foresaw,would take place at some time or other. And to Saul himself this must notonly have presented itself as a possible occurrence, but under the existingcircumstances as one that was sure to take place; so that the whole thingwas not so obscure to him as it is to us, who are only able to form ourconclusions from the brief account which lies before us. If we supposethat in the conversation which Samuel had with Saul upon the roof (1 Samuel 9:25), he also spoke about the manner in which the Philistines, who hadpushed their outposts as far as Gibeah, could be successfully attacked, hemight also have mentioned that Gilgal was the most suitable place forgathering an army together, and for making the necessary preparations fora successful engagement with their foes. If we just glance at the events narrated in the following chapters, for thepurpose of getting a clear idea of the thing which Samuel had in view; wefind that the three signs announced by Samuel took place on Saul's returnto Gibeah (1 Samuel 10:9-16). Samuel then summoned the people to Mizpeh,where Saul was elected king by lot (1 Samuel 10:17-27); but Saul returned toGibeah to his own house even after this solemn election, and was engagedin ploughing the field, when messengers came from Jabesh with theaccount of the siege of that town by the Ammonites. On receiving thisintelligence the Spirit of Jehovah came upon him, so that he summoned thewhole nation with energy and without delay to come to battle, andproceeded to Jabesh with the assembled army, and smote the Ammonites(1 Samuel 11:1-11). Thereupon Samuel summoned the people to come toGilgal and renew the monarchy there (1 Samuel 11:12-15); and at the sametime he renewed his office of supreme judge (1 Samuel 12), so that now for thefirst time Saul actually commenced his reign, and began the war against thePhilistines (1 Samuel 13:1), in which, as soon as the latter advanced toMichmash with a powerful army after Jonathan's victorious engagement,he summoned the people to Gilgal to battle, and after waiting there sevendays for Samuel in vain, had the sacrifices offered, on which account assoon as Samuel arrived he announced to him that his rule would not last (1 Samuel 13:13.).
Now, it cannot have been the first of these two gatherings at Gilgal thatSamuel had in his mind, but must have been the second. The first isprecluded by the simple fact that Samuel summoned the people to go toGilgal for the purpose of renewing the monarchy; and therefore, as thewords “come and let us go to Gilgal” (1 Samuel 11:14) unquestionably imply,he must have gone thither himself along with the people and the king, sothat Saul was never in a position to have to wait for Samuel's arrival. Thesecond occurrence at Gilgal, on the other hand, is clearly indicated in thewords of 1 Samuel 13:8, “Saul tarried seven days, according to the set timethat Samuel had appointed,” in which there is almost an express allusion tothe instructions given to Saul in the verse before us. But whilst we cannotbut regard this as the only true explanation, we cannot agree with Seb. Schmidt, who looks upon the instructions given to Saul in this verse as “arule to be observed throughout the whole of Samuel's life,” that is to say,who interprets ירדתּ in the sense of “as often as thou goestdown to Gilgal.” For this view cannot be grammatically sustained,although it is founded upon the correct idea, that Samuel's instructionscannot have been intended as a solitary and arbitrary command, by whichSaul was to be kept in a condition of dependence. According to our explanation, however, this is not the case; but there wasan inward necessity for them, so far as the government of Saul wasconcerned. Placed as he was by Jehovah as king over His people, for thepurpose of rescuing them out of the power of those who were at that timeits most dangerous foes, Saul was not at liberty to enter upon the waragainst these foes simply by his own will, but was directed to wait tillSamuel, the accredited prophet of Jehovah, had completed theconsecration through the offering of a solemn sacrifice, and hadcommunicated to him the requisite instructions from God, even though heshould have to wait for seven days.

(Note: The difficulty in question has been solved on the whole quitecorrectly by Brentius. “It is not to be supposed,” he says, “thatSamuel was directing Saul to go at once to Gilgal as soon as he shouldgo away from him, and wait there for seven days; but that he was todo this after he had been chosen king by public lot, and havingconquered the Ammonites and been confirmed in the kingdom, wasabout to prepare to make war upon the Philistines, on whose accountchiefly it was that he had been called to the kingdom. For the Lordhad already spoken thus to Samuel concerning Saul: 'He will save mypeople from the hands of the Philistines, because I have looked uponmy people.' This is the meaning therefore of Samuel's command:Thou hast been called to the kingdom chiefly for this purpose, thatthou mayest deliver Israel from the tyranny of the Philistines. Whentherefore thou shalt enter upon this work, go down into Gilgal andwait there seven days, until I shall come to thee: for thou shalt thenoffer a holocaust, though not before I come to thee, and I will showthee what must be done in order that our enemies the Philistines maybe conquered. The account of this is given below in 1 Samuel 13, where welearn that Saul violated this command.”)

Verses 9-16
When Saul went away from Samuel, to return to Gibeah, “God changed tohim another heart,” - a pregnant expression for “God changed him, and gavehim another heart” (see at 1 Samuel 10:6); and all these signs (the signs mentioned bySamuel) happened on that very day. As he left Samuel early in themorning, Saul could easily reach Gibeah in one day, even if the town wherehe had met with Samuel was situated to the south-west of Rachel's tomb,as the distance from that tomb to Gibeah was not more than three and ahalf or four hours.

1 Samuel 10:10 
The third sign is the only one which is minutely described,because this caused a great sensation at Gibeah, Saul's home. “And they(Saul and his attendant) came thither to Gibeah.” “Thither” points back to“thither to the city” in 1 Samuel 10:5, and is defined by the further expression “toGibeah” (Eng. version, “to the hill:” Tr.). The rendering ἔκειθεν (lxx) does not warrant us in changing שׁם into משּׁם;for the latter would be quite superfluous, as it was self-evident that theycame to Gibeah from the place where they had been in the company ofSamuel.

1 Samuel 10:11 
When those who had known Saul of old saw that he prophesiedwith the prophets, the people said one to another, “What has happened tothe son of Kish? Is Saul also among the prophets?” This expressionpresupposes that Saul's previous life was altogether different from that ofthe disciples of the prophets.

1 Samuel 10:12 
And one from thence (i.e., from Gibeah, or from the crowd thatwas gathered round the prophets) answered, “And who is their father?”i.e., not “who is their president?” which would be a very gratuitousquestion; but, “is their father a prophet then?” i.e., according to theexplanation given by Oehler (Herzog's Real. Enc. xii. p. 216), “have theythe prophetic spirit by virtue of their birth?” Understood in this way, theretort forms a very appropriate “answer” to the expression of surprise andthe inquiry, how it came to pass that Saul was among the prophets. Ifthose prophets had not obtained the gift of prophecy by inheritance, butas a free gift of the Lord, it was equally possible for the Lord tocommunicate the same gift to Saul. On the other hand, the alteration of thetext from אביהם (their father) into אביהוּ (his father),according to the lxx, Vulg., Syr., and Arab., which is favoured by Ewald,Thenius, and others, must be rejected, for the simple reason that thequestion, Who is his father? in the mouth of one of the inhabitants ofGibeah, to whom Saul's father was so well known that they called Saul theson of Kish at once, would have no sense whatever. From this the proverbarose, “Is Saul also among the prophets?” - a proverb which was used toexpress astonishment at the appearance of any man in a sphere of lifewhich had hitherto been altogether strange to him.

1 Samuel 10:13-16 
When Saul had left off prophesying, and came to Bamah, hisuncle asked him and his attendant where they had been; and Saul told him,that as they had not found the asses anywhere, they had gone to Samuel,and had learned from him that the asses were found. But he did not relatethe words which had been spoken by Samuel concerning the monarchy,from unambitious humility (cf. 1 Samuel 10:22, 1 Samuel 10:23) and not because he was afraidof unbelief and envy, as Thenius follows Josephus in supposing. From theexpression “he came to Bamah” (Eng. ver. “to the high place”), we mustconclude, that not only Saul's uncle, but his father also, lived in Bamah, aswe find Saul immediately afterwards in his own family circle (see 1 Samuel 10:14.).

Verses 17-27
Saul's Election by Lot. - After Samuel had secretly anointed Saul king bythe command of God, it was his duty to make provision for a recognitionof the man whom God had chosen on the part of the people also. To thisend he summoned the people to Mizpeh, and there instructed the tribes tochoose a king by lot. As the result of the lot was regarded as a divinedecision, not only was Saul to be accredited by this act in the sight of thewhole nation as the king appointed by the Lord, but he himself was also tobe more fully assured of the certainty of his own election on the part ofGod. - 

(Note: Thenius follows De Wette, and adduces the incompatibility of1 Samuel 8 and 1 Samuel 10:17-27 with 1 Samuel 9:1-10, 1 Samuel 9:16, as a proof that in 1 Samuel 10:17-27 we have a different account of the manner in which Saulbecame king from that given in 1 Samuel 9:1-10, 1 Samuel 9:16, and one whichcontinues the account in 1 Samuel 8:22. “It is thoroughlyinconceivable,” he says, “that Samuel should have first of all anointedSaul king by the instigation of God, and then have caused the lot to becast, as it were, for the sake of further confirmation; for in that caseeither the prophet would have tempted God, or he would have madeHim chargeable before the nation with an unworthy act of jugglery.”Such an argument as this could only be used by critics who deny notonly the inspiration of the prophets, but all influence on the part ofthe living God upon the free action of men, and cannot thereforerender the truth of the biblical history at all doubtful. Even Ewald seesno discrepancy here, and observes in his history (Gesch. iii. p. 32): “Ifwe bear in mind the ordinary use made of the sacred lot at that time,we shall find that there is nothing but the simple truth in the wholecourse of the narrative. The secret meeting of the seer with Saul wasnot sufficient to secure a complete and satisfactory recognition ofhim as king; it was also necessary that the Spirit of Jehovah shouldsingle him out publicly in a solemn assembly of the nation, and pointhim out as the man of Jehovah.”)

1 Samuel 10:17 
העם is the nation in its heads and representatives. Samuel selected Mizpeh for this purpose, because it was there that he hadonce before obtained for the people, by prayer, a great victory over thePhilistines (1 Samuel 7:5.).

1 Samuel 10:18-19 
“But before proceeding to the election itself, Samuel oncemore charged the people with their sin in rejecting God, who had broughtthem out of Egypt, and delivered them out of the hand of all theiroppressors, by their demand for a king, that he might show them howdangerous was the way which they were taking now, and how bitterlythey would perhaps repent of what they had now desired” (O. v. Gerlach;see the commentary on 1 Samuel 8). The masculine הלּחצים isconstrued ad sensum with המּמלכות. In לו ותּאמרוּ the early translators have taken לו for לא, which is the actual reading in some of the Codices. But althoughthis reading is decidedly favoured by the parallel passages, 1 Samuel 8:19; 1 Samuel 12:12, it is not necessary; since כּי is used to introduce a directstatement, even in a declaration of the opposite, in the sense of our “nobut” (e.g., in 1:10, where להּ precedes). There is, therefore,no reason for exchanging לו for לא.

1 Samuel 10:20-21 
After this warning, Samuel directed the assembled Israelitesto come before Jehovah (i.e., before the altar of Jehovah which stood atMizpeh, according to 1 Samuel 7:9) according to their tribes and families((alaphim): see at Numbers 1:16); “and there was taken (by lot) the tribe ofBenjamin.” הלּכד, lit. to be snatched out by Jehovah, namely, throughthe lot (see Joshua 7:14, Joshua 7:16). He then directed the tribe of Benjamin to drawnear according to its families, i.e., he directed the heads of the families ofthis tribe to come before the altar of the Lord and draw lots; and the familyof Matri was taken. Lastly, when the heads of the households in thisfamily came, and after that the different individuals in the household whichhad been taken, the lot fell upon Saul the son of Kish. In the words, “Saulthe son of Kish was taken,” the historian proceeds at once to the finalresult of the casting of the lots, without describing the intermediate stepsany further.
(Note: It is true the Septuagint introduces the words καὶ προσάγουσι τὴν φυλὴν Ματταρὶ εἰς ἄνδρας before ויּלּכד, and this clause is also found in a veryrecent Hebrew MS (viz., 451 in Kennicott's dissert. gener. p. 491). But it is very evident that these words did not form an integral part ofthe original text, as Thenius supposes, but were nothing more than aninterpolation of the Sept. translators, from the simple fact that theydo not fill up the supposed gap at all completely, but only in a verypartial and in fact a very mistaken manner; for the family of Matricould not come to the lot εἰς ἄνδρας (man by man), butonly κατ ̓ οἴκους (by households: Joshua 7:14). Before thehousehold ((beth) -(aboth), father's house) of Saul could be taken, it wasnecessary that the גּברים ( ἄνδρες ), i.e., the differentheads of households, should be brought; and it was not till then thatKish, or his son Saul, could be singled out as the appointed of theLord. Neither the author of the gloss in the lxx, nor the moderndefender of the gloss, has thought of this.)
When the lot fell upon Saul, they sought him, and he could not be found.

1 Samuel 10:22 
Then they inquired of Jehovah, “Is any one else come hither?”and Jehovah replied, “Behold, he (whom ye are seeking) is hidden amongthe things.” The inquiry was made through the high priest, by means ofthe Urim and Thummim, for which בּיהוה שׁאל wasthe technical expression, according to Numbers 27:21 (see Judges 20:27-28; Judges 1:1,etc.). There can be no doubt, that in a gathering of the people for soimportant a purpose as the election of a king, the high priest would also bepresent, even though this is not expressly stated. Samuel presided over themeeting as the prophet of the Lord. The answer given by God, “Behold, heis hidden,” etc., appears to have no relation to the question, “Is any oneelse come?” The Sept. and Vulg. have therefore altered the question into ει ̓ ἔτι ἔρχεται ὁ ἀνήρ , utrumnam venturus esset; and Thenius would adopt this as an emendation. But he is wrong in doing so; for there was no necessity to ask whetherSaul would still come: they might at once have sent to fetch him. Whatthey asked was rather, whether any one else had come besides those whowere present, as Saul was not to be found among them, that they mightknow where they were to look for Saul, whether at home or anywhereelse. And to this question God gave the answer, “He is present, onlyhidden among the things.” By כּלים (the things or vessels, Eng. ver. the stuff) we are to understand the travelling baggage of the peoplewho had assembled at Mizpeh. Saul could neither have wished to avoidaccepting the monarchy, nor have imagined that the lot would not fallupon him if he hid himself. For he knew that God had chosen him; andSamuel had anointed him already. He did it therefore simply from humilityand modesty. “In order that he might not appear to have either the hope ordesire for anything of the kind, he preferred to be absent when the lotswere cast” (Seb. Schmidt).

1 Samuel 10:23-25 
He was speedily fetched, and brought into the midst of the(assembled) people; and when he came, he was a head taller than all thepeople (see 1 Samuel 9:2). And Samuel said to all the people, “Behold yewhom the Lord hath chosen! for there is none like him in all the nation.”Then all the people shouted aloud, and cried, “Let the king live!” Saul'sbodily stature won the favour of the people (see the remarks on 1 Samuel 9:2).
Samuel then communicated to the people the right of the monarchy, andlaid it down before Jehovah. “The right of the monarchy” ((meluchah)) isnot to be identified with the right of the king ((melech)), which is describedin 1 Samuel 8:11 and sets forth the right or prerogative which a despotic kingwould assume over the people; but it is the right which regulated theattitude of the earthly monarchy in the theocracy, and determined theduties and rights of the human king in relation to Jehovah the divine Kingon the one hand, and to the nation on the other. This right could only belaid down by a prophet like Samuel, to raise a wholesome barrier at thevery outset against all excesses on the part of the king. Samuel thereforewrote it in a document which was laid down before Jehovah, i.e., in thesanctuary of Jehovah; though certainly not in the sanctuary at Bamah inGibeah, as Thenius supposes, for nothing is known respecting any suchsanctuary. It was no doubt placed in the tabernacle, where the law ofMoses was also deposited, by the side of the fundamental law of thedivine state in Israel. When the business was all completed, Samuel sentthe people away to their own home.
1 Samuel 10:26 
Saul also returned to his house at Gibeah, and there went withhim the crowd of the men whose hearts God had touched, sc., to give hima royal escort, and show their readiness to serve him. החיל isnot to be altered into החיל בּני, according to the freerendering of the lxx, but is used as in Exodus 14:28; with this difference,however, that here it does not signify a large military force, but a crowd ofbrave men, who formed Saul's escort of honour.

1 Samuel 10:27 
But as it generally happens that, where a person is suddenlylifted up to exalted honours or office, there are sure to be envious peoplefound, so was it here: there were בליּעל בּני, worthlesspeople, even among the assembled Israelites, who spoke disparagingly ofSaul, saying, “How will this man help us?” and who brought him nopresent. (Minchah): the present which from time immemorial every one hasbeen expected to bring when entering the presence of the king; so that therefusal to bring a present was almost equivalent to rebellion. But Saul was“as being deaf,” i.e., he acted as if he had not heard. The objection whichThenius brings against this view, viz., that in that case it would read כם היה והוּא, exhibits a want of acquaintance with theHebrew construction of a sentence. There is no more reason for touching ויהי than ויּלכוּ in 1 Samuel 10:26. In both cases theapodosis is attached to the protasis, which precedes it in the form of acircumstantial clause, by the imperfect, with vav consec. According to thegenius of our language, these protases would be expressed by theconjunction when, viz.: “when Saul also went home, … there went withhim,” etc.; and “when loose (or idle) people said, etc., he was as deaf.”

11 Chapter 11 

Verses 1-11
Saul's Victory over the Ammonites. - Even after the election by lot atMizpeh, Saul did not seize upon the reins of government at once, butreturned to his father's house in Gibeah, and to his former agriculturaloccupation; not, however, merely from personal humility and want ofambition, but rather from a correct estimate of the circumstances. Themonarchy was something so new in Israel, that the king could not expect ageneral and voluntary recognition of his regal dignity and authority,especially after the conduct of the worthless people mentioned in 1 Samuel 10:27, until he had answered their expectations from a king (1 Samuel 8:6, 1 Samuel 8:20),and proved himself a deliverer of Israel from its foes by a victoriouscampaign. But as Jehovah had chosen him ruler over his people withoutany seeking on his part, he would wait for higher instructions to act,before he entered upon the government. The opportunity was soon givenhim.

1 Samuel 11:1-5 
Nahash, the king of the Ammonites (cf. 1 Samuel 12:12; 2 Samuel 10:2), attacked the tribes on the east of the Jordan, no doubt with theintention of enforcing the claim to part of Gilead asserted by his ancestorin the time of Jephthah (Judges 11:13), and besieged Jabesh in Gilead,

(Note: The time of this campaign is not mentioned in the Hebrewtext. But it is very evident from 1 Samuel 12:12, where the Israelites aresaid to have desired a king, when they saw that Nahash had comeagainst them, that Nahash had invaded Gilead before the election ofSaul as king. The Septuagint, however, renders the wordsכמחרישׁ ויהי (1 Samuel 10:27) by καὶ ἐγενήθη ὡς μετὰ μῆνα , and therefore thetranslators must have read כּמחדשׁ, which Ewald and Theniuswould adopt as an emendation of the Hebrew text. But all the otherancient versions give the Masoretic text, viz., not only the Chaldee,Syriac, and Arabic, but even Jerome, who renders it ille vero dissimulabat se audireIt is true that in our present Vulgate text thesewords are followed by et factum est quasi post mensem;but thisaddition has no doubt crept in from the Itala. With the generalcharacter of the Septuagint, the rendering of כמחרישׁ by ὡς μετὰ μῆνα is no conclusive proof that theword in their Hebrew Codex was כּמחדשׁ; it simply shows thatthis was the interpretation which they gave to כמחריש. And Josephus (vi. 5, 1), who is also appealed to, simply establishesthe fact that ὡς μετὰ μῆνα stood in the Sept. version of his day, since he made use of this version and not of theoriginal text. Moreover, we cannot say with Ewald, that this was thelast place in which the time could be overlooked; for it is perfectlyevident that Nahash commenced the siege of Jabesh shortly after theelection of Saul at Mizpeh, as we may infer from the verb ויּעל, when taken in connection with the fact implied in 1 Samuel 12:12, that he had commenced the war with the Israelites before this. And lastly, it is much more probable that the lxx changed כמחריש into כמחדש, than that the Hebrew readers of the Old Testamentshould have altered כמחדש into כמחריש, without defining the timemore precisely by אחד, or some other number.)

- according to Josephus the metropolis of Gilead, and probably situated bythe Wady Jabes (see at Judges 21:8); from which we may see that he musthave penetrated very far into the territory of the Israelites. The inhabitantsof Jabesh petitioned the Ammonites in their distress, “Make a covenantwith us, and we will serve thee;” i.e., grant us favourable terms, and wewill submit.

1 Samuel 11:2 
But Nahash replied, “On this condition (בּזאת, lit. at thisprice, בּ pretii) will I make a covenant with you, that I may put out allyour right eyes, and so bring a reproach upon all Israel.” From the fact thatthe infinitive נקור is continued with ושׂמתּי, it isevident that the subject to נקור is Nahash, and not the Israelites,as the Syriac, Arabic, and others have rendered it. The suffix to שׂמתּיה is neuter, and refers to the previous clause: “it,” i.e., the putting outof the right eye. This answer on the part of Nahash shows unmistakeablythat he sought to avenge upon the people of Israel the shame of the defeatwhich Jephthah had inflicted upon the Ammonites.

1 Samuel 11:3-4 
The elders of Jabesh replied: “Leave us seven days, that wemay send messengers into all the territory of Israel; and if there is no onewho saves us, we will come out to thee,” i.e., will surrender to thee. Thisrequest was granted by Nahash, because he was not in a condition to takethe town at once by storm, and also probably because, in the state ofinternal dissolution into which Israel had fallen at that time, he had noexpectation that any vigorous help would come to the inhabitants ofJabesh. From the fact that the messengers were to be sent into all theterritory of Israel, we may conclude that the Israelites had no centralgovernment at that time, and that neither Nahash nor the Jabeshites hadheard anything of the election that had taken place; and this is still moreapparent from the fact that, according to 1 Samuel 11:4, their messengers came toGibeah of Saul, and laid their business before the people generally, withoutapplying at once to Saul.

1 Samuel 11:5 
Saul indeed did not hear of the matter will he came (returnedhome) from the field behind the oxen, and found the people weeping andlamenting at these mournful tidings. “Behind the oxen,” i.e., judging fromthe expression “yoke of oxen” in 1 Samuel 11:7, the pair of oxen with which he hadbeen ploughing.

Verses 6-11
When the report of the messengers had been communicated to him, “theSpirit of Jehovah came upon him, and his anger was kindled greatly,” sc.,at the shame which the Ammonites had resolved to bring upon all Israel.

1 Samuel 11:7 
He took a yoke of oxen, cut them in pieces, and sent (the pieces)into every possession of Israel by messengers, and said, “Whoever comethnot forth after Saul and Samuel, so shall it be done unto his oxen.” Theintroduction of Samuel's name after that of Saul, is a proof that Saul evenas king still recognised the authority which Samuel possessed in Israel asthe prophet of Jehovah. This symbolical act, like the cutting up of thewoman in Judges 19:29, made a deep impression. “The fear of Jehovah fellupon the people, so that they went out as one man.” By “the fear ofJehovah” we are not to understand δεῖμα πανικόν (Thenius andBöttcher), for Jehovah is not equivalent to Elohim, nor the fear of Jehovahin the sense of fear of His punishment, but a fear inspired by Jehovah. InSaul's energetic appeal the people discerned the power of Jehovah, whichinspired them with fear, and impelled them to immediate obedience.

1 Samuel 11:8 
Saul held a muster of the people of war, who had gatheredtogether at (or near) Bezek, a place which was situated, according to theOnom. (s. v. Bezek), about seven hours to the north of Nabulus towardsBeisan (see at Judges 1:4). The number assembled were 300,000 men ofIsrael, and 30,000 of Judah. These numbers will not appear too large, if webear in mind that the allusion is not to a regular army, but that Saul hadsummoned all the people to a general levy. In the distinction drawnbetween the children of Judah and the children of Israel we may alreadydiscern a trace of that separation of Judah from the rest of the tribes,which eventually led to a formal secession on the part of the latter.

1 Samuel 11:9 
The messengers from Jabesh, who had been waiting to see theresult of Saul's appeal, were now despatched with this message to theirfellow-citizens: “To-morrow you will have help, when the sun shineshot,” i.e., about noon.

1 Samuel 11:10 
After receiving these joyful news, the Jabeshites announced tothe Ammonites: “To-morrow we will come out to you, and ye may do tous what seemeth good to you,” - an untruth by which they hoped to assurethe besiegers, so that they might be fallen upon unexpectedly by theadvancing army of Saul, and thoroughly beaten.

1 Samuel 11:11 
The next day Saul arranged the people in three divisions(ראשׁים, as in Judges 7:16), who forced their way into the camp ofthe foe from three different sides, in the morning watch (between three andsix o'clock in the morning), smote the Ammonites “till the heat of the day,”and routed them so completely, that those who remained were allscattered, and there were not two men left together.

Verse 12-13
Renewal of the Monarchy. - Saul had so thoroughly acted the part of a kingin gaining this victory, and the people were so enthusiastic in his favour,that they said to Samuel, viz., after their return from the battle, “Who is hethat said, Saul should reign over us!” The clause עלינוּ ימלך שׁאוּל contains a question, though it is indicatedsimply by the tone, and there is no necessity to alter שׁאוּל intoהשׁאוּל. These words refer to the exclamation of the worthless peoplein 1 Samuel 10:27. “Bring the men (who spoke in this manner), that we mayput them to death.” But Saul said, “There shall not a man be put to deaththis day; for to-day Jehovah hath wrought salvation in Israel;” and provedthereby not only his magnanimity, but also his genuine piety.

(Note: “Not only signifying that the public rejoicing should not beinterrupted, but reminding them of the clemency of God, and urgingthat since Jehovah had shown such clemency upon that day, that Hehad overlooked their sins, and given them a glorious victory, it wasonly right that they should follow His example, and forgive theirneighbours' sins without bloodshed.” - Seb. Schmidt.)

Verse 14-15
Samuel turned this victory to account, by calling upon the people to gowith him to Gilgal, and there renew the monarchy. In what the renewalconsisted is not clearly stated; but it is simply recorded in 1 Samuel 11:15 that “they(the whole people) made Saul king there before the Lord in Gilgal.” Manycommentators have supposed that he was anointed afresh, and appeal toDavid's second anointing (2 Samuel 2:4 and 2 Samuel 5:3). But David's example merelyproves as Seb. Schmidt has correctly observed, that the anointing could berepeated under certain circumstances; but it does not prove that it wasrepeated, or must have been repeated, in the case of Saul. If the ceremonyof anointing had been performed, it would no doubt have been mentioned,just as it is in 2 Samuel 2:4 and 2 Samuel 5:3. But ימלכוּ does not mean“they anointed,” although the lxx have rendered it ἔχρισε Σαμουήλ , according to their own subjective interpretation. The renewal of the monarchy may very well have consisted in nothingmore than a solemn confirmation of the election that had taken place atMizpeh, in which Samuel once more laid before both king and people theright of the monarchy, receiving from both parties in the presence of theLord the promise to observe this right, and sealing the vow by a solemnsacrifice. The only sacrifices mentioned are (zebachim) (shelamim), i.e., peace-offerings. These were thank-offerings, which were always connected witha sacrificial meal, and when presented on joyous occasions, formed a feastof rejoicing for those who took part, since the sacrificial meal shadowedforth a living and peaceful fellowship with the Lord. Gilgal is in allprobability the place where Samuel judged the people every year (1 Samuel 7:16). But whether it was the Gilgal in the plain of the Jordan, or Jiljilia onhigher ground to the south-west of Shiloh, it is by no means easy todetermine. The latter is favoured, apart from the fact that Samuel did notsay “Let us go down,” but simply “Let us go” (cf. 1 Samuel 10:8), by thecircumstance that the solemn ceremony took place after the return fromthe war at Jabesh; since it is hardly likely that the people would have gonedown into the valley of the Jordan to Gilgal, whereas Jiljilia was close bythe road from Jabesh to Gibeah and Ramah.

12 Chapter 12 

Introduction
Samuel's Address at the Renewal of the Monarchy - 1 Samuel 12

Samuel closed this solemn confirmation of Saul as king with an address toall Israel, in which he handed over the office of judge, which he hadhitherto filled, to the king, who had been appointed by God and joyfullyrecognised by the people. The good, however, which Israel expected fromthe king depended entirely upon both the people and their kingmaintaining that proper attitude towards the Lord with which theprosperity of Israel was ever connected. This truth the prophet feltimpelled to impress most earnestly upon the hearts of all the people onthis occasion. To this end he reminded them, that neither he himself, in theadministration of his office, nor the Lord in His guidance of Israel thus far,had given the people any reason for asking a king when the Ammonitesinvaded the land (1 Samuel 12:1-12). Nevertheless the Lord had given them a king,and would not withdraw His hand from them, if they would only fear Himand confess their sin (1 Samuel 12:13-15). This address was then confirmed by theLord at Samuel's desire, through a miraculous sign (1 Samuel 12:16-18); whereuponSamuel gave to the people, who were terrified by the miracle andacknowledged their sin, the comforting promise that the Lord would notforsake His people for His great name's sake, and then closed his addresswith the assurance of his continued intercession, and a renewed appeal tothem to serve the Lord with faithfulness (1 Samuel 12:19-25). With this addressSamuel laid down his office as judge, but without therefore ceasing asprophet to represent the people before God, and to maintain the rights ofGod in relation to the king. In this capacity he continued to support theking with his advice, until he was compelled to announce his rejection onaccount of his repeated rebellion against the commands of the Lord, and toanoint David as his successor.

Verses 1-6
The time and place of the following address are not given. But itis evident from the connection with the preceding chapter implied in theexpression ויּאמר, and still more from the introduction (1 Samuel 12:1, 1 Samuel 12:2)and the entire contents of the address, that it was delivered on the renewalof the monarchy at Gilgal.

1 Samuel 12:1-2 
Samuel starts with the fact, that he had given the people a kingin accordance with their own desire, who would now walk before them. הנּה with the participle expresses what is happening, and willhappen still. לפני התהלּך must not be restricted togoing at the head in war, but signifies the general direction and governmentof the nation, which had been in the hands of Samuel as judge before theelection of Saul as king. “And I have grown old and grey (שׂבתּי from שׂיב); and my sons, behold, they are with you.” With thisallusion to his sons, Samuel simply intended to confirm what he had saidabout his own age. By the further remark, “and I have walked before youfrom my childhood unto this day,” he prepares the way for the followingappeal to the people to bear witness concerning his conduct in office.

1 Samuel 12:3 
“Bear witness against me before the Lord,” i.e., looking up to theLord, the omnipotent and righteous God-king, “and before His anointed,”the visible administrator of His divine government, whether I havecommitted any injustice in my office of judge, by appropriating another'sproperty, or by oppression and violence (רצץ, to pound orcrush in pieces, when used to denote an act of violence, is stronger thanאשׁק, with which it is connected here and in many other passages, e.g.,Deuteronomy 28:33; Amos 4:1), or by taking atonement money (כּפר,redemption or atonement money, is used, as in Exodus 21:30 and Numbers 35:31,to denote a payment made by a man to redeem himself from capitalpunishment), “so that I had covered my eyes with it,” viz., to exemptfrom punishment a man who was worthy of death. The בּו, whichis construed with העלים, is the בּ instrumenti, and refers to כּפר; consequently it is not to be confounded with מן, “to hidefrom,” which would be quite unsuitable here. The thought is not that thejudge covers his eyes from the (copher), that he may not see the bribe, butthat he covers his eyes with the money offered him as a bribe, so as not tosee and not to punish the crime committed.
1 Samuel 12:4 
The people answered Samuel, that he had not done them any kindof injustice.

1 Samuel 12:5 
To confirm this declaration on the part of the people, he thencalled Jehovah and His anointed as witnesses against the people, and theyaccepted these witnesses. כּל־ישׂראל is the subject to ויּאמר; and the Keri ויּאמרוּ, though more simple, is by nomeans necessary. Samuel said, “Jehovah be witness against you,” becausewith the declaration which the people had made concerning Samuel'sjudicial labours they had condemned themselves, inasmuch as they hadthereby acknowledged on oath that there was no ground for theirdissatisfaction with Samuel's administration, and consequently no well-founded reason for their request for a king.

1 Samuel 12:6 
But in order to bring the people to a still more thoroughacknowledgment of their sin, Samuel strengthened still more their assent tohis solemn appeal to God, as expressed in the words “He is witness,” bysaying, “Jehovah (i.e., yea, the witness is Jehovah), who made Moses andAaron, and brought your fathers out of the land of Egypt.” The contextitself is sufficient to show that the expression “is witness” is understood;and there is no reason, therefore, to assume that the word has dropped outof the text through a copyist's error. עשׂה, to make, in a moraland historical sense, i.e., to make a person what he is to be; it has noconnection, therefore, with his physical birth, but simply relates to hisintroduction upon the stage of history, like ποιεῖν , Hebrews 3:2. But ifJehovah, who redeemed Israel out of Egypt by the hands of Moses andAaron, and exalted it into His own nation, was witness of theunselfishness and impartiality of Samuel's conduct in his office of judge,then Israel had grievously sinned by demanding a king. In the person ofSamuel they had rejected Jehovah their God, who had given them theirrulers (see 1 Samuel 8:7). Samuel proves this still further to the people fromthe following history.

Verses 7-12
“And now come hither, and I will reason with you before the Lord withregard to all the righteous acts which He has shown to you and yourfathers.” צדקות, righteous acts, is the expression used todenote the benefits which Jehovah had conferred upon His people, asbeing the results of His covenant fidelity, or as acts which attested therighteousness of the Lord in the fulfilment of the covenant grace which Hehad promised to His people.

1 Samuel 12:8-12 
The first proof of this was furnished by the deliverance of thechildren of Israel out of Egypt, and their safe guidance into Canaan (“thisplace” is the land of Canaan). The second was to be found in thedeliverance of the people out of the power of their foes, to whom the Lordhad been obliged to give them up on account of their apostasy from Him,through the judges whom He had raised up for them, as often as theyturned to Him with penitence and cried to Him for help. Of the hostileoppressions which overtook the Israelites during this period of the judges,the following are singled out in 1 Samuel 12:9:(1) that by Sisera, the commander-in-chief of Hazor, i.e., that of theCanaanitish king Jabin of Hazor (Judges 4:2.); (2) that of the Philistines,by which we are to understand not so much the hostilities of that nationdescribed in Judges 3:31, as the forty years' oppression mentioned in Judges 10:2 and Judges 13:1; and (3) the Moabitish oppression under Eglon (Judges 3:12.). The first half of Judges 13:10 agrees almost word for word with Judges 10:10, except that, according to Judges 10:6, the Ashtaroth are added to theBaalim (see at 1 Samuel 7:4 and Judges 2:13). Of the judges whom God sent tothe people as deliverers, the following are named, viz., Jerubbaal (see atJudges 6:32), i.e., Gideon (Judg 6), and Bedan, and Jephthah (see Judg 11),and Samuel. There is no judge named Bedan mentioned either in the bookof Judges or anywhere else. The name Bedan only occurs again in 1 Chronicles 7:17, among the descendants of Machir the Manassite: consequently someof the commentators suppose Jair of Gilead to be the judge intended. But such a supposition is perfectly arbitrary, as it is not renderedprobable by any identity in the two names, and Jair is not described ashaving delivered Israel from any hostile oppression. Moreover, it isextremely improbable that Samuel should have mentioned a judge here,who had been passed over in the book of Judges on account of hiscomparative insignificance. There is also just as little ground for renderingBedan as an appellative, e.g., the Danite (ben-Dan), as Kimchi suggests, orcorpulentus as Böttcher maintains, and so connecting the name withSamson. There is no other course left, therefore, than to regard Bedan as anold copyist's error for Barak (Judg 4), as the lxx, Syriac, and Arabic havedone, - a conclusion which is favoured by the circumstance that Barak wasone of the most celebrated of the judges, and is placed by the side ofGideon and Jephthah in Hebrews 11:32. The Syriac, Arabic, and one Greek MS (see Kennicott in the Addenda tohis Dissert. Gener.), have the name of Samson instead of Samuel. But asthe lxx, Chald., and Vulg. all agree with the Hebrew text, there is nocritical ground for rejecting Samuel, the more especially as the objectionraised to it, viz., that Samuel would not have mentioned himself, is far tootrivial to overthrow the reading supported by the most ancient versions;and the assertion made by Thenius, that Samuel does not come down tohis own times until the following verse, is altogether unfounded. Samuelcould very well class himself with the deliverers of Israel, for the simplereason that it was by him that the people were delivered from the fortyyears' tyranny of the Philistines, whilst Samson merely commenced theirdeliverance and did not bring it to completion. Samuel appears to havedeliberately mentioned his own name along with those of the other judgeswho were sent by God, that he might show the people in the most strikingmanner (1 Samuel 12:12) that they had no reason whatever for saying to him, “Nay,but a king shall reign over us,” as soon as the Ammonites invaded Gilead. “As Jehovah your God is your king,” i.e., has ever proved himself to beyour King by sending judges to deliver you.

Verses 13-18
After the prophet had thus held up before the people their sinagainst the Lord, he bade them still further consider, that the king wouldonly procure for them the anticipated deliverance if they would fear theLord, and give up their rebellion against God.

1 Samuel 12:13 
“But now behold the king whom ye have chosen, whom ye have asked for!behold, Jehovah hath set a king over you.” By the second והנּה,the thought is brought out still more strongly, that Jehovah had fulfilledthe desire of the people. Although the request of the people had been anact of hostility to God, yet Jehovah had fulfilled it. The word בּהרתּם, relating to the choice by lot (1 Samuel 10:17.), is placed beforeשׁאלתּם אשׁר, to show that the demand was the strongestact that the people could perform. They had not only chosen the king withthe consent or by the direction of Samuel; they had even demanded a kingof their own self-will.

1 Samuel 12:14 
Still, since the Lord had given them a king, the further welfare of the nationwould depend upon whether they would follow the Lord from that timeforward, or whether they would rebel against Him again. “If ye will onlyfear the Lord, and serve Him, … and ye as well as the king who rules overyou will be after Jehovah your God.” אם, in the sense of modo, ifonly, does not require any apodosis, as it is virtually equivalent to thewish, “O that ye would only!” for which אם with the imperfect iscommonly used (vid., 2 Kings 20:19; Proverbs 24:11, etc.; and Ewald, §329,b.). There is also nothing to be supplied to יהוה אחר … והיתם, since אחר היה, to be afteror behind a person, is good Hebrew, and is frequently met with,particularly in the sense of attaching one's self to the king, or holding tohim (vid., 2 Samuel 2:10; 1 Kings 12:20; 1 Kings 16:21-22). This meaning is also atthe foundation of the present passage, as Jehovah was the God-king ofIsrael.

1 Samuel 12:15 
“But if ye do not hearken to the voice of Jehovah, and strive against Hiscommandment, the hand of Jehovah will be heavy upon you, as upon yourfathers.” ו in the sense of as, i.e., used in a comparative sense, is mostfrequently placed before whole sentences (see Ewald, §340, b.); and theuse of it here may be explained, on the ground that בּאבתיכם containsthe force of an entire sentence: “as it was upon your fathers.” The allusionto the fathers is very suitable here, because the people were looking to theking for the removal of all the calamities, which had fallen upon them fromtime immemorial. The paraphrase of this word, which is adopted in theSeptuagint, ἐπὶ τὸν βασιλέα ὑμῶν , is a veryunhappy conjecture, although Thenius proposes to alter the text to suit it.

1 Samuel 12:16-17 
In order to give still greater emphasis to his words, and to secure theirlasting, salutary effect upon the people, Samuel added still further: Evennow ye may see that ye have acted very wickedly in the sight of Jehovah,in demanding a king. This chain of thought is very clearly indicated by thewords גּם־עתּה, “yea, even now.” “Even now come hither, and see thisgreat thing which Jehovah does before your eyes.” The words גּם־עתּה, which are placed first, belong, so far as the sense is concerned, to את־הד ראוּ; and התיצּבוּ (“place yourselves,” i.e., make yourselvesready) is merely inserted between, to fix the attention of the people moreclosely upon the following miracle, as an event of great importance, andone which they ought to lay to heart. “Is it not now wheat harvest? I willcall to Jehovah, that He may give thunder (קלוה, as in Exodus 9:23,etc.) and rain. Then perceive and see, that the evil is great which ye havedone in the eyes of Jehovah, to demand a king.” The wheat harvest occursin Palestine between the middle of May and the middle of June (see byBibl. Arch. i. §118). And during this time it scarcely ever rains. ThusJerome affirms (ad Am. c. 4): “Nunquam in fine mensis Junii aut in Julio in his provinciis maximeque in Judaea pluvias vidimus.” And Robinson alsosays in his Palestine (ii. p. 98): “In ordinary seasons, from the cessation ofthe showers in spring until their commencement in October andNovember, rain never falls, and the sky is usually serene” (see my Arch. i. §10). So that when God sent thunder and rain on that day in answer toSamuel's appeal to him, this was a miracle of divine omnipotence, intendedto show to the people that the judgments of God might fall upon thesinners at any time. Thunderings, as “the voice of God” (Exodus 9:28), areharbingers of judgment.

Verse 18-19
This miracle therefore inspired the people with a salutary terror. “All the people greatly feared the Lord and Samuel,” and entreated theprophet, “Pray for thy servants to the Lord thy God, that we die not,because we have added to all our sins the evil thing, to ask us a king.”

Verse 20-21
Samuel thereupon announced to them first of all, that the Lord would notforsake His people for His great name's sake, if they would only serveHim with uprightness. In order, however, to give no encouragement to anyfalse trust in the covenant faithfulness of the Lord, after the comfortingwords, “Fear not,” he told them again very decidedly that they had donewrong, but that now they were not to turn away from the Lord, but toserve Him with all their heart, and not go after vain idols. To strengthenthis admonition, he repeats the תּסוּרוּ לא in 1 Samuel 12:21, withthe explanation, that in turning from the Lord they would fall away toidols, which could not bring them either help or deliverance. To the כּי after תּסוּרוּ the same verb must be supplied from thecontext: “Do not turn aside (from the Lord), for (ye turn aside) after thatwhich is vain.” התּהוּ, the vain, worthless thing, signifies thefalse gods. This will explain the construction with a plural: “which do notprofit and do not save, because they are emptiness” ((tohu)), i.e., worthlessbeings ((elilim), Leviticus 19:4; cf. Isaiah 44:9 and Jeremiah 16:19).

Verse 22
“For (כּי gives the reason for the main thought of the previousverse, 'Fear not, but serve the Lord,' etc.) the Lord will not forsake Hispeople for His great name's sake; for it hath pleased the Lord (for הואיל, see at Deuteronomy 1:5) to make you His people.” The emphasis lies uponHis. This the Israelites could only be, when they proved themselves to bethe people of God, by serving Jehovah with all their heart. “For His greatname's sake,” i.e., for the great name which He had acquired in the sight ofall the nations, by the marvellous guidance of Israel thus far, to preserve itagainst misapprehension and blasphemy (see at Joshua 7:9).

Verse 23
Samuel then promised the people his constant intercession: “Far be it fromme to sin against the Lord, that I should cease to pray for you, and toinstruct you in the good and right way,” i.e., to work as prophet for yourgood. “In this he sets a glorious example to all rulers, showing them thatthey should not be led astray by the ingratitude of their subordinates orsubjects, and give up on that account all interest in their welfare, butshould rather persevere all the more in their anxiety for them” (Berleb. Bible).

Verse 24-25
Lastly, he repeats once more his admonition, that they would continuestedfast in the fear of God, threatening at the same time the destruction ofboth king and people if they should do wrong (on 1 Samuel 12:24 , see 1 Samuel 7:3 and Joshua 24:14, where the form יראוּ is also found). “For see whatgreat things He has done for you” (shown to you), not by causing it tothunder and rain at Samuel's prayer, but by giving them a king. עם הגדּיל, as in Genesis 19:19.

13 Chapter 13 

Verse 1
The history of the reign of Saul commences with this chapter;

(Note: The connection of 1 Samuel 13:8-11 of this chapter with 1 Samuel 10:8 isadduced in support of the hypothesis that 1 Samuel 13 forms a directcontinuation of the account that was broken off in 1 Samuel 10:16. Thisconnection must be admitted; but it by no means follows that in thesource from which the books before us were derived, 1 Samuel 13 wasdirectly attached to 1 Samuel 8:16, and that Samuel intended tointroduce Saul publicly as king here in Gilgal immediately before theattack upon the Philistines, to consecrate him by the solemnpresentation of sacrifices, and to connect with this the religiousconsecration of the approaching campaign. For there is not a wordabout any such intention in the chapter before us or in 1 Samuel 10:8,nor even the slightest hint at it. Thenius has founded this view of hisupon his erroneous interpretation of ירדתּ in 1 Samuel 10:8 as an imperative, as if Samuel intended to command Saul to go toGilgal immediately after the occurrence of the signs mentioned in 1 Samuel 10:2.: a view which is at variance with the instructions given tohim, to do what his hand should find after the occurrence of thosesigns. To this we may also add the following objections: How is it conceivable that Saul, who concealed his anointing even from his own family after his return from Samuel to Gibeah (1 Samuel 10:16), should have immediately after chosen 3000 men of Israel to begin the war against the Philistines? How did Saul attain to any such distinction, that at his summons all Israel gathered round him as their king, even before he had been publicly proclaimed king in the presence of the people, and before he had secured the confidence of the people by any kingly heroic deed? The fact of his having met with a band of prophets, and even prophesied in his native town of Gibeah after his departure from Samuel, and that this had become a proverb, is by no means enough to explain the enterprises described in 1 Samuel 8:1-7, which so absolutely demand the incidents that occurred in the meantime as recorded in 1 Samuel 10:17-12:25 even to make them intelligible, that any writing in which 1 Samuel 13:2. following directly upon 1 Samuel 10:16 would necessarily be regarded as utterly faulty. This fact, which I have already adduced in my examination of the hypothesis defended by Thenius in my Introduction to the Old Testament (p. 168), retains its force undiminished, even though, after a renewed investigation of the question, I have given up the supposed connection between 1 Samuel 10:8 and the proclamation mentioned in 1 Samuel 11:14., which I defended there.)

and according to the standing custom in the history ofthe kings, it opens with a statement of the age of the king when he beganto reign, and the number of years that his reign lasted. If, for example, wecompare the form and contents of this verse with 2 Samuel 2:10; 2 Samuel 5:4; 1 Kings 14:21; 1 Kings 22:42; 2 Kings 8:26, and other passages, where the age is given atwhich Ishbosheth, David, and many of the kings of Judah began to reign,and also the number of years that their reign lasted, there can be no doubtthat our verse was also intended to give the same account concerning Saul,and therefore that every attempt to connect this verse with the one whichfollows is opposed to the uniform historical usage. Moreover, even if, as a matter of necessity, the second clause of _1 Samuel 13:1 couldbe combined with 1 Samuel 13:2 in the following manner: He was two years kingover Israel, then Saul chose 3000 men, etc.; the first half of the versewould give no reasonable sense, according to the Masoretic text that hascome down to us. בּמלכו שׁאוּל בּן־שׁנה cannot possibly berendered “jam per annum regnaverat Saul,” “Saul had been king for a year,”or “Saul reigned one year,” but can only mean “Saul was a year old whenhe became king.” This is the way in which the words have been correctlyrendered by the Sept. and Jerome; and so also in the Chaldee paraphrase(“Saul was an innocent child when he began to reign”) this is the way inwhich the text has been understood.

It is true that this statement as to his age is obviously false; but all thatfollows from that is, that there is an error in the text, namely, that betweenבּן and שׁנה the age has fallen out, - a thing which couldeasily take place, as there are many traces to show that originally thenumbers were not written in words, but only in letters that were used asnumerals. This gap in the text is older than the Septuagint version, as ourpresent text is given there. There is, it is true, an anonymus in the hexapla,in which we find the reading υἱὸς τριάκοντα ἐτῶν Σαούλ ; but this is certainly not according to ancient MSS, but simplyaccording to a private conjecture, and that an incorrect one. For since Saulalready had a son, Jonathan, who commanded a division of the army in thevery first years of his reign, and therefore must have been at least twentyyears of age, if not older, Saul himself cannot have been less than fortyyears old when he began to reign. Moreover, in the second half of the verse also, the number given isevidently a wrong one, and the text therefore equally corrupt; for therendering “when he had reigned two years over Israel” is opposed both bythe parallel passages already quoted, and also by the introduction of thename Saul as the subject in 1 Samuel 13:2 , which shows very clearly that 1 Samuel 13:2 commences a fresh sentence, and is not merely the apodosis to 1 Samuel 13:1 . ButSaul's reign must have lasted longer than two years, even if, in oppositionto all analogies to be found elsewhere, we should understand the two yearsas merely denoting the length of his reign up to the time of his rejection(1 Samuel 15), and not till the time of his death. Even then he reigned longer thanthat; for he could not possibly have carried on all the wars mentioned in 1 Samuel 14:47, with Moab, Ammon, Edom, the kings of Zobah and thePhilistines, in the space of two years. Consequently a numeral, say כ, twenty, must also have dropped out before שׁנים שׁתּי (two years); since there are cogent reasons for assuming that hisreign lasted as long as twenty or twenty-two years, reckoning to the timeof his death. We have given the reasons themselves in connection with thechronology of the period of the judges (pp. 206f.).

(Note: The traditional account that Saul reigned forty years (Acts 13:24, and Josephus, Ant. vi. 14, 9) is supposed to have arisen,according to the conjecture of Thenius (on 2 Samuel 2:10), from thefact that his son Ishbosheth was forty years old when he began toreign, and the notion that as he is not mentioned among the sons ofSaul in 1 Samuel 14:49, he must have been born after thecommencement of Saul's own reign. This conjecture is certainly aprobable one; but it is much more natural to assume that as David andSolomon reigned forty years, it arose from the desire to make Saul'sreign equal to theirs.)

Verses 2-7
The war with the Philistines (1 Samuel 13-14) certainly falls, at least so far asthe commencement is concerned, in the very earliest part of Saul's reign. This we must infer partly from the fact, that at the very time when Saulwas seeking for his father's asses, there was a military post of thePhilistines at Gibeah (1 Samuel 10:5), and therefore the Philistines hadalready occupied certain places in the land; and partly also from the fact,that according to this chapter Saul selected an army of 3000 men out of thewhole nation, took up his post at Michmash with 2000 of them, placingthe other thousand at Gibeah under his son Jonathan, and sent the rest ofthe people home (1 Samuel 13:2), because his first intention was simply to check thefurther advance of the Philistines. The dismission of the rest of the peopleto their own homes presupposes that the whole of the fighting men of thenation were assembled together. But as no other summoning together of the people has been mentionedbefore, except to the war upon the Ammonites at Jabesh (1 Samuel 11:6-7),where all Israel gathered together, and at the close of which Samuel hadcalled the people and their king to Gilgal (1 Samuel 11:14), the assumption isa very probable one, that it was there at Gilgal, after the renewal of themonarchy, that Saul formed the resolution at once to make war upon thePhilistines, and selected 3000 fighting men for the purpose out of thewhole number that were collected together, and then dismissed theremainder to their homes. In all probability Saul did not consider thateither he or the Israelites were sufficiently prepared as yet to undertake awar upon the Philistines generally, and therefore resolved, in the firstplace, only to attack the outpost of the Philistines, which was advanced asfar as Gibeah, with a small number of picked soldiers. According to thissimple view of affairs, the war here described took place at the verycommencement of Saul's reign; and the chapter before us is closelyconnected with the preceding one.

1 Samuel 13:2 
Saul posted himself at Michmash and on the mount of Bethelwith his two thousand men. Michmash, the present Mukhmas, a village inruins upon the northern ridge of the Wady Suweinit, according to theOnom. (s. v. Machmas), was only nine Roman miles to the north ofJerusalem, whereas it took Robinson three hours and a half to go from oneto the other (Pal. ii. p. 117). Bethel (Beitin; see at Joshua 7:2) is to the north-west of this, at a distance of two hours' journey, if you take the road pastDeir-Diwan. The mountain (הר) of Bethel cannot be preciselydetermined. Bethel itself was situated upon very high ground; and theruins of Beitin are completely surrounded by heights (Rob. ii. p. 126; andv. Raumer, Pal. pp. 178-9). Jonathan stationed himself with his thousandmen at (by) Gibeah of Benjamin, the native place and capital of Saul,which was situated upon Tell el Phul (see at Joshua 18:28), about an hourand a half form Michmas.

1 Samuel 13:3-4 
“And Jonathan smote the garrison of the Philistines that was atGeba,” probably the military post mentioned in 1 Samuel 10:5, which hadbeen advanced in the meantime as far as Geba. For Geba is not to beconfounded with Gibeah, from which it is clearly distinguished in 1 Samuel 13:16 ascompared with 1 Samuel 13:15, but is the modern Jeba, between the Wady Suweinitand Wady Fara, to the north-west of Ramah (er-Râm; see at Joshua 18:24). “The Philistines heard this. And Saul had the trumpet blown throughoutthe whole land, and proclamation made: let the Hebrews hear it.” לאמר after בּשּׁופר תּקע points out the proclamationthat was made after the alarm given by the (shophar) (see 2 Samuel 20:1; 1 Kings 1:34, 1 Kings 1:39, etc.). The object to “let them hear” may be easily suppliedfrom the context, viz., Jonathan's feat of arms. Saul had this trumpeted inthe whole land, not only as a joyful message for the Hebrews, but also asan indirect summons to the whole nation to rise and make war upon thePhilistines. In the word שׁמע (hear), there is often involved theidea of observing, laying to heart that which is heard. If we understand ישׁמעוּ in this sense here, and the next versedecidedly hints at it, there is no ground whatever for the objection whichThenius, who follows the lxx, has raised to העברים ישׁמעוּ. He proposes this emendation, העברים ישׁמעוּ,“let the Hebrews fall away,” according to the Alex. text ἠθετήκασιν οἱ δοῦλοι , without reflecting that the very expression οἱδοῦλοι is sufficientto render the Alex. reading suspicious, and that Saul could not havesummoned the people in all the land to fall away from the Philistines,since they had not yet conquered and taken possession of the whole. Moreover, the correctness of ישׁמעוּ is confirmed byישׁמעוּ ישׂראל וכל in 1 Samuel 13:4. “All Israel heard,” not the call to fallaway, but the news, “Saul has smitten a garrison of the Philistines, andIsrael has also made itself stinking with the Philistines,” i.e., hated inconsequence of the bold and successful attack made by Jonathan, whichproved that the Israelites would no longer allow themselves to beoppressed by the Philistines. “And the people let themselves be calledtogether after Saul to Gilgal.” הצּעק, to permit to summon to war (asin Judges 7:23-24). The words are incorrectly rendered by the Vulgate,“clamavit ergo populus post Saul,” and by Luther, “Then the people criedafter Saul to Gilgal.” Saul drew back to Gilgal, when the Philistinesadvanced with a large army, to make preparations for the further conflict(see at 1 Samuel 13:13).
1 Samuel 13:5 
The Philistines also did not delay to avenge the defeat at Geba. They collected an innumerable army: 30,000 chariots, 6000 horsemen, andpeople, i.e., foot-soldiers, without number (as the sand by the sea-shore;cf. Judges 7:12; Joshua 11:4, etc.). רכב by the side of פּרשׁים can only mean war chariots. 30,000 war chariots, however, bear noproportion whatever to 6000 horsemen, not only because the number ofwar chariots is invariably smaller than that of the horsemen (cf. 2 Samuel 10:18; 1 Kings 10:26; 2 Chronicles 12:3), but also, as Bochart observes in hisHieroz. p. i. lib. ii. c. 9, because such a number of war chariots is never metwith either in sacred or profane history, not even in the case of nationsthat were much more powerful than the Philistines. The number istherefore certainly corrupt, and we must either read 3000 (אל שׁלשׁת instead of אל שׁלשׁים), according to the Syriac and Arabic,or else simply 1000; and in the latter case the origin of the number thirtymust be attributed to the fact, that through the oversight of a copyist the ל of the word ישׂראל was written twice, and consequently thesecond ל was taken for the numeral thirty. This army was encamped “atMichmash, before (i.e., in the front, or on the western side of) Bethaven:”for, according to Joshua 7:2, Bethaven was to the east of Michmash; andקדמת when it occurs in geographical accounts, does not “alwaysmean to the east,” as Thenius erroneously maintains, but invariably meanssimply “in front” (see at Genesis 2:14).

(Note: Consequently there is no ground whatever for altering the textaccording to the confused rendering of the lxx, ἐν Μαχμὰς ἐξ ἐναντὶας Βαιθωρὼν κατὰ νότου , for the purpose of substituting forthe correct statement in the text a description which would begeographically wrong, viz., to the south-east of Beth-horon, sinceMichmash was neither to the south nor to the south-east, but to theeast of Beth-horon.)

1 Samuel 13:6-7 
When the Israelites saw that they had come into a strait (צר־לו), for the people were oppressed (by the Philistines), they hidthemselves in the caves, thorn-bushes, rocks (i.e., clefts of the rocks),fortresses (צרחים: see at Judges 9:46), and pits (which were to be foundin the land); and Hebrews also went over the Jordan into the land of Gadand Gilead, whilst Saul was still at Gilgal; and all the people (the people ofwar who had been called together, v. 4) trembled behind him, i.e., weregathered together in his train, or assembled round him as leader, tremblingor in despair.
The Gilgal mentioned here cannot be Jiljilia, which is situated upon thehigh ground, as assumed in the Comm. on Joshua, pp. 68f., but must bethe Gilgal in the valley of the Jordan. This is not only favoured by theexpression ירדוּ (the Philistines will come down fromMichmash to Gilgal, 1 Samuel 13:12), but also by ויּעל (Samuel went upfrom Gilgal to Gibeah, 1 Samuel 13:15), and by the general attitude of Saul and hisarmy towards the Philistines. As the Philistines advanced with a powerfularmy, after Jonathan's victory over their garrison at Geba (to the south ofMichmash), and encamped at Michmash (1 Samuel 13:5); and Saul, afterwithdrawing from Gilgal, where he had gathered the Israelites together (1 Samuel 13:4, 1 Samuel 13:8, 1 Samuel 13:12), with Jonathan and the six hundred men who were with him whenthe muster took place, took up his position at Geba (1 Samuel 13:15, 1 Samuel 13:16), fromwhich point Jonathan attacked the Philistine post in the pass ofMichmash (1 Samuel 13:23, and 1 Samuel 14:1.): Saul must have drawn back from theadvancing army of the Philistines to the Gilgal in the Jordan valley, tomake ready for the battle by collecting soldiers and presenting sacrifices,and then, after this had been done, must have advanced once more toGibeah and Geba to commence the war with the army of the Philistinesthat was encamped at Michmash. If, on the other hand, he had gonenorthwards to Jiljilia from Michmash, where he was first stationed, toescape the advancing army of the Philistines; he would have had to attackthe Philistines from the north when they were encamped at Michmash,and could not possibly have returned to Geba without coming into conflictwith the Philistines, since Michmash was situated between Jiljilia andGeba.

Verses 8-15
Saul's untimely sacrifice. - 1 Samuel 13:8, 1 Samuel 13:9. Saul waited seven days for Samuel'scoming, according to the time appointed by Samuel (see at 1 Samuel 10:8),before proceeding to offer the sacrifices through which the help of theLord was to be secured for the approaching campaign (see 1 Samuel 13:12); and asSamuel did not come, the people began to disperse and leave him. TheKethib וייחל is either the Niphal ויּיּחל, as in Genesis 8:12, or Piel וייחל; and the Keri ויּוחל (Hiphil) isunnecessary. The verb יעד may easily be supplied to שׁמוּאל אשׁר from the word למּועד (see Ges. Lehrgeb. p. 851).

1 Samuel 13:9 
Saul then resolved, in his anxiety lest the people should lose allheart and forsake him altogether if there were any further delay, that hewould offer the sacrifice without Samuel. העולה ויּעל does not imply that Saul offered the sacrifice with his own hand,i.e., that he performed the priestly function upon this occasion. The co-operation of the priests in performing the duties belonging to them on suchan occasion is taken for granted, just as in the case of the sacrifices offeredby David and Solomon (2 Samuel 24:25; 1 Kings 3:4; 1 Kings 8:63).

1 Samuel 13:10-12 
The offering of the sacrifice was hardly finished when Samuelcame and said to Saul, as he came to meet him and salute him, “What hastthou done?” Saul replied, “When I saw that the people were scatteredaway from me, and thou camest not at the time appointed, and thePhilistines were assembled at Michmash, I thought the Philistines willcome down to me to Gilgal now (to attack me), before I have entreated theface of Jehovah; and I overcame myself, and offered the burnt-offering.”יי פּני חלּה: see Exodus 32:11.

1 Samuel 13:13-14 
Samuel replied, “Thou hast acted foolishly, (and) not keptthe commandment of Jehovah thy God, which He commanded thee: fornow (sc., if thou hadst obeyed His commandment) Jehovah would haveestablished thy sovereignty over Israel for ever; but now (sc., since thouhast acted thus) thy sovereignty shall not continue.” The antithesis ofהכין עתּה and תקוּם לא ועתּה requires that we should understand these two clauses conditionally. The conditional clauses are omitted, simply because they are at oncesuggested by the tenor of the address (see Ewald, §358, a.). The כּי (for) assigns the reason, and refers to נסכּלתּ (“thou hast donefoolishly”), the וגו שׁמרתּ לא being merely added asexplanatory. The non-continuance of the sovereignty is not to be regardedas a rejection, or as signifying that Saul had actually lost the throne so faras he himself was concerned; but תקוּם לא (shall notcontinue) forms the antithesis to עד־עולם הכין (established forever), and refers to the fact that it was not established in perpetuity bybeing transmitted to his descendants. It was not till his second transgression that Saul was rejected, or declaredunworthy of being king over the people of God (1 Samuel 15). We are notcompelled to assume an immediate rejection of Saul even by the furtherannouncement made by Samuel, “Jehovah hath sought him a man after hisown heart; him hath Jehovah appointed prince over His people;” for thesewords merely announce the purpose of God, without defining the time ofits actual realization. Whether it would take place during Saul's reign, ornot till after his death, was known only to God, and was made contingentupon Saul's further behaviour. But if Saul's sin did not consist, as we haveobserved above, in his having interfered with the prerogatives of thepriests by offering the sacrifice himself, but simply in the fact that he hadtransgressed the commandment of God as revealed to him by Samuel, topostpone the sacrifice until Samuel arrived, the punishment which theprophet announced that God would inflict upon him in consequenceappears a very severe one, since Saul had not come to the resolution eitherfrivolously or presumptuously, but had been impelled and almost forcedto act as he did by the difficulties in which he was placed in consequenceof the prophet delaying his coming. But wherever, as in the present instance, there is a definite command givenby the Lord, a man has no right to allow himself to be induced totransgress it, by fixing his attention upon the earthly circumstances inwhich he is placed. As Samuel had instructed Saul, as a direct commandfrom Jehovah, to wait for his arrival before offering sacrifice, Saul mighthave trusted in the Lord that he would send His prophet at the right timeand cause His command to be fulfilled, and ought not to have allowed hisconfidence to be shaken by the pressing danger of delay. The interval ofseven days and the delay in Samuel's arrival were intended as a test of hisfaith, which he ought not to have lightly disregarded. Moreover, the matterin hand was the commencement of the war against the principal enemies ofIsrael, and Samuel was to tell him what he was to do (1 Samuel 10:8). So thatwhen Saul proceeded with the consecrating sacrifice for that very conflict,without the presence of Samuel, he showed clearly enough that he thoughthe could make war upon the enemies of his kingdom without the counseland assistance of God. This was an act of rebellion against the sovereigntyof Jehovah, for which the punishment announced was by no means toosevere.

1 Samuel 13:15 
After this occurrence Samuel went up to Gibeah, and Saulmustered the people who were with him, about six hundred men. Consequently Saul had not even accomplished the object of hisunseasonable sacrifice, namely, to prevent the dispersion of the people. With this remark the account of the occurrence that decided the fate ofSaul's monarchy is brought to a close.

Verses 16-23
Disarming of Israel by the Philistines. - The following account is no doubtconnected with the foregoing, so far as the facts are concerned, inasmuchas Jonathan's brave heroic deed, which brought the Israelites a splendidvictory over the Philistines, terminated the war for which Saul hadentreated the help of God by his sacrifice at Gilgal; but it is not formallyconnected with it, so as to form a compact and complete account of thesuccessive stages of the war. On the contrary, the 16th verse, where wehave an account of the Israelitish warriors and their enemies, commences anew section of the history, in which the devastating march of thePhilistines through the land, and the disarming of the Israelites by thesetheir enemies, are first of all depicted (1 Samuel 13:17-23); and then the victory ofthe Israelites through Jonathan's daring and heroic courage,notwithstanding their utter prostration, is recorded (1 Samuel 14:1-46), forthe purpose of showing how the Lord had miraculously helped Hispeople.

(Note: From this arrangement of the history, according to which theonly two points that are minutely described in connection with thewar with the Philistines are those which bring out the attitude of theking, whom the nation had desired to deliver it from its foes, towardsJehovah, and the way in which Jehovah acted towards His people,whilst all the rest is passed over, we may explain the absence of anycloser connection between 1 Samuel 13:15 and 1 Samuel 13:16, and not from a gap in thetext. The lxx, however, adopted the latter supposition, andaccording to the usual fashion filled up the gap by expanding 1 Samuel 13:15 inthe following thoughtless manner: καὶ ἀνέστη Σαμουὴλ καὶ ἀπῆλθεν ἐκ Γαλγάλων· καὶ τὸ κατάλειμμα τοῦ λαοῦ ἀνεβη ὀπίσω Σαοὺλ εἰς ἀπάντησιν ὀπίσω τοῦ λαοῦ τοῦ πολεμιστοῦ· αὐτῶν παραγενομένων ἐκ Γαλγάλων εἰς Γαβαὰ Βενιαμὶν καὶ ἐπεσκέψατο Σαοὺλ, κ.τ.λ. For there is no sense in εἰς ἀπάντησιν ὀπίσω ,and the whole thought, that the people who were left went upafter Saul to meet the people of war, is unintelligible, since it is notstated whence the people of war had come, who are said to have metwith those who had remained behind with Saul, and to have gone upwith him from Gilgal to Gibeah. If, however, we overlook this, andassume that when Saul returned from Gilgal to Gibeah a furthernumber of fighting men came to him from different parts of the land,how does this assumption agree with the account which follows, viz.,that when Saul mustered the people he found only six hundred men, - astatement which is repeated again in 1 Samuel 14:2 ?The discrepancy remains even if we adopt Ewald's conjecture (Gesch. iii. 43), that εἰς ἀπάντησιν is a false rendering of לקּרב, “to the conflict.” Moreover, even with the Alexandrian fillingup, no natural connection is secured between 1 Samuel 13:15 and 1 Samuel 13:16, unless weidentify Geba of Benjamin with Gibeah, as the Septuagint and its latestdefenders have done, and not only change the participle ישׁבים (1 Samuel 13:16) into the aorist ἐκάθισαν , but interpolate καὶ ἔκλαιον after “at Geba of Benjamin;” whereas the statement ofthe text “at Geba in Benjamin” is proved to be correct by the simplefact that Jonathan could only attempt or carry out the heroic deedrecorded in 1 Samuel 14 from Geba and not from Gibeah; and the alterationof the participle into the aorist is just as arbitrary as the interpolationof καὶ ἔκλαιον . From all this it follows that the Septuagint version has not preservedthe original reading, as Ewald and Thenius suppose, but containsnothing more than a mistaken attempt to restore the missing link. Itis true the Vulgate contains the same filling up as the Septuagint, butwith one alteration, which upsets the assertion made by Thenius, thatthe repetition of the expression הגּלגּל מן, ἐκ Γαλγάλων , caused the reading contained in the Septuagint to bedropped out of the Hebrew text. For the text of the Vulgate runs asfollows: Surrexit autem Samuêl et ascendit de Galgalis in Gabaa Benjamin. Et reliqui populi ascenderunt post Saul obviam populo, qui expugnabant eos venientes de Galgala in Gabaa in colle Benjamin. Et recensuit Saul, etc.Jerome has therefore rendered the first two clausesof 1 Samuel 13:15 in perfect accordance with the Hebrew text; and the additionwhich follows is nothing more than a gloss that has found its way intohis translation from the Itala, and in which de Galgala in colle Benjaminis still retained, whereas Jerome himself rendered הגּלגּל מן de Galgalis
1 Samuel 13:16 
The two clauses of this verse are circumstantial clauses: “ButSaul, and Jonathan his son, and the people that were with him, weresitting, i.e., tarrying, in Geba of Benjamin (the present Jeba; see at 1 Samuel 13:3);and the Philistines had encamped at Michmash.” Just as in 1 Samuel 13:2-4 it is notstated when or why Saul went from Michmash or Geba to Gilgal, but thischange in his position is merely hinted at indirectly at the close of 1 Samuel 13:4; sohere Saul's return from Gilgal to Geba with the fighting men who remainedwith him is not distinctly mentioned, but simply taken for granted ashaving already occurred.

1 Samuel 13:17-18 
Then the spoiler went out of the camp of the Philistines inthree companies. ראשׁים שׁלשׁה is made subject to theverb to define the mode of action (see Ewald, §279, c.); and (rashim) is usedhere, as in 1 Samuel 11:11. המּשׁחית, according to the context, is ahostile band that went out to devastate the land. The definite article pointsit out as well known. One company took the road to Ophrah into the landof Shual, i.e., went in a north-easterly direction, as, according to theOnom., Ophrah of Benjamin was five Roman miles to the east of Bethel(see at Joshua 18:23). Robinson supposes it to have been on the site ofTayibeh. The land of Shual (fox-land) is unknown; it may possibly havebeen identical with the land of Saalim (1 Samuel 9:5). The other companyturned on the road to Beth-horon (Beit-ur: see at Joshua 10:11), that is tosay, towards the west; the third, “the way to the territory that rises abovethe valley of Zeboim towards the desert.” These descriptions are obscure;and the valley of Zeboim altogether unknown. There is a town of thisname (צבעים, different from צביים, Deuteronomy 29:22; Genesis 14:2, Genesis 14:8; or צבאים, Hosea 11:8, in the vale of Siddim) mentioned inNehemiah 11:34, which was inhabited by Benjaminites, and was apparentlysituated in the south-eastern portion of the land of Benjamin, to the north-east of Jerusalem, from which it follows that the third company pursuedits devastating course in a south-easterly direction from Michmashtowards Jericho. “The wilderness” is probably the desert of Judah. Theintention of the Philistines in carrying out these devastating expeditions,was no doubt to entice the men who were gathered round Saul andJonathan out of their secure positions at Gibeah and Geba, and force themto fight.
1 Samuel 13:19-21 
The Israelites could not offer a successful resistance to thesedevastating raids, as there was no smith to be found in the whole land:“For the Philistines thought the Hebrews might make themselves sword orspear” (אמר followed by פּן, “to say, or think, that not,”equivalent to being unwilling that it should be done). Consequently (as thewords clearly imply) when they proceeded to occupy the land of Israel asdescribed in 1 Samuel 13:5, they disarmed the people throughout, i.e., as far as theypenetrated, and carried off the smiths, who might have been able to forgeweapons; so that, as is still further related in 1 Samuel 13:20, all Israel was obliged togo to the Philistines, every one to sharpen his edge-tool, and hisploughshare, and his axe, and his chopper. According to Isaiah 2:4; Micah 4:3,and Joel 3:10, את is an iron instrument used in agriculture; themajority of the ancient versions render it ploughshare. The wordמחרשׁתו is striking after the previous מחרשׁתּו (from מחרשׁת); and the meaning of both words is uncertain. According to the etymology, מחרשׁת might denote any kind of edge-tool, even the ploughshare. The second מחרשׁתו isrendered τὸ δρέπανον αὐτοῦ (his sickle) by the lxx, andsarculum by Jerome, a small garden hoe for loosening and weeding the soil. The fact that the word is connected with קרדּם, the axe orhatchet, favours the idea that it signifies a hoe or spade rather than a sickle. Some of the words in 1 Samuel 13:21 are still more obscure. והיתה,which is the reading adopted by all the earlier translators, indicates that theresult is about to be given of the facts mentioned before: “And there cameto pass,” i.e., so that there came to pass (or arose), פּים הפּצירה, “a blunting of the edges.” פּצירה, bluntness,from פּצר, to tear, hence to make blunt, is confirmed by theArabic (futâr), gladius fissuras habens, obtusus ensis, whereas the meaningto hammer, i.e., to sharpen by hammering, cannot be established. The insertion of the article before פּצירה is as striking as theomission of it before פּים; also the stat. abs. instead of theconstruct פּצירת. These anomalies render it a very probable conjecturethat the reading may have been הפּים הפציר (inf. Hiph. nomin.). Accordingly the rendering would be, “so that bluntness of the edgesoccurred in the edge-tools, and the ploughshares, and the trident, and theaxes, and the setting of the goad.” קלּשׁון שׁלשׁ is to beregarded as a nom. comp. like our trident, denoting an instrument withthree prongs, according to the Chaldee and the Rabbins (see Ges. Thes. p. 1219). דּרבן, stimulus, is probably a pointed instrumentgenerally, since the meaning goad is fully established in the case ofדּרבון in Ecclesiastes 12:11.
(Note: 1 Samuel 13:21 runs very differently in the lxx, namely, καὶ ἦν ὁ τρυγητὸς ἕτοιμος τοῦ θερίζειν, τὰ δὲ σκεύη ἦν τρεῖς σίκλοι εἰς τὸν ὀδόντα, καὶ τῇ ἀξίνῃ καὶ τῷ δρεπάνῳ ὑτόστασις ἦν ἡ αὐτή; and Thenius and Böttcher propose an emendation of theHebrew text accordingly, so as to obtain the following meaning: “Andthe sharpening of the edges in the case of the spades and ploughshareswas done at three shekels a tooth (i.e., three shekels each), and forthe axe and sickle it was the same” (Thenius); or, “and the same forthe sickles, and for the axes, and for setting the prong” (Böttcher). But here also it is easy enough to discover that the lxx had notanother text before them that was different from the Masoretic text,but merely confounded הפציר with הבציר, τρυγητός , and tookקלּשׁון שׁלשׁ, which was unintelligible to them, e conjecturafor השּׁן שׁק שׁלשׁ, altogether regardless of the senseor nonsense of their own translation. The latest supporters of thissenseless rendering, however, have neither undertaken to prove thepossibility of translating ὀδόντα ( ὀδούς ), “each singlepiece” (i.e., each), or inquired into the value of money at that time,so as to see whether three shekels would be an unexampled charge forthe sharpening of an axe or sickle.)

1 Samuel 13:22 
On the day of battle, therefore, the people with Saul andJonathan were without either sword or spear; Saul and Jonathan were theonly persons provided with them. The account of the expedition of theIsraelites, and their victory over the Ammonites, given in 1 Samuel 13:11, isapparently at variance with this description of the situation of theIsraelites, since the war in question not only presupposes the possessionof weapons by the Israelites, but must also have resulted in their capturinga considerable quantity. The discrepancy is very easily removed, however,when we look carefully at all the circumstances. For instance, we canhardly picture the Israelites to ourselves as amply provided with ordinaryweapons in this expedition against the Ammonites. Moreover, thedisarming of the Israelites by the Philistines took place for the most part ifnot entirely after this expedition, viz., at the time when the Philistinesswept over the land with an innumerable army after Jonathan had smittentheir garrison at Geba (1 Samuel 13:3, 1 Samuel 13:5), so that the fighting men who gatheredround Saul and Jonathan after that could hardly bring many arms withthem. Lastly, the words “there was neither sword nor spear found in thehands of all the people with Saul and Jonathan” must not be too closelypressed, but simply affirm that the 600 fighting men of Saul and Jonathanwere not provided with the necessary arms, because the Philistines hadprevented the possibility of their arming themselves in the ordinary wayby depriving the people of all their smiths.

1 Samuel 13:23 
1 Samuel 13:23 forms the transition to the heroic act of Jonathan described in 1 Samuel 14.: “An outpost of the Philistines went out to the pass of Michmash;”i.e., the Philistines pushed forward a company of soldiers to the pass(מעבר, the crossing place) of Michmash, to prevent an attackbeing made by the Israelites upon their camp. Between Geba andMichmash there runs the great deep Wady es Suweinit, which goes downfrom Beitin and Bireh (Bethel and Beeroth) to the valley of the Jordan, andintersects the ridge upon which the two places are situated, so that thesides of the wady form very precipitous walls. When Robinson wastravelling from Jeba to Mukhmas he had to go down a very steep andrugged path into this deep wady (Pal. ii. p. 116). “The way,” he says inhis Biblical Researches, p. 289, “was so steep, and the rocky steps sohigh, that we were compelled to dismount; while the baggage mules gotalong with great difficulty. Here, where we crossed, several short sidewadys came in from the south-west and north-west. The ridges betweenthese terminate in elevating points projecting into the great wady; and themost easterly of these bluffs on each side were probably the outposts ofthe two garrisons of Israel and the Philistines. The road passes around theeastern side of the southern hill, the post of Israel, and then strikes upover the western part of the northern one, the post of the Philistines, andthe scene of Jonathan's adventure.”

14 Chapter 14 

Verses 1-15
Jonathan's heroic act. - With strong faith and confidence in the might of theLord, that He could give the victory even through the hands of very few,Jonathan resolved to attack the outpost of the Philistines at the pass ofMukhmas, accompanied by his armour-bearer alone, and the Lord crownedhis enterprise with a marvellous victory.

1 Samuel 14:1-2 
Jonathan said to his armour-bearer, “We will go over to the postof the Philistines, that is over there.” To these words, which introduce theoccurrences that followed, there are attached from וּלאביו to 1 Samuel 14:5 a series of sentences introduced to explain the situation, and the threadof the narrative is resumed in 1 Samuel 14:6 by a repetition of Jonathan's words. It isfirst of all observed that Jonathan did not disclose his intentions to hisfather, who would hardly have approved of so daring an enterprise. Thenfollows a description of the place where Saul was stationed with the sixhundred men, viz., “at the end of Gibeah (i.e., the extreme northern end),under the pomegranate-tree (Rimmon) which is by Migron.” Rimmon isnot the rock Rimmon (Judges 20:45), which was on the north-east ofMichmash, but is an appellative noun, signifying a pomegranate-tree. Migron is a locality with which we are not acquainted, upon the north sideof Gibeah, and a different place from the Migron which was on the northor north-west of Michmash (Isaiah 10:28). Gibeah (Tuleil el Phul) was anhour and a quarter from Geba, and from the pass which led across toMichmash. Consequently, when Saul was encamped with his six hundredmen on the north of Gibeah, he may have been hardly an hour's journeyfrom Geba.

1 Samuel 14:3 
Along with Saul and his six hundred men, there was also Ahiah,the son of Ahitub, the (elder) brother of Ichabod, the son of Phinehas, theson of Eli, the priest at Shiloh, and therefore a great-grandson of Eli,wearing the ephod, i.e., in the high priest's robes. Ahiah is generallysupposed to be the same person as Ahimelech, the son of Ahitub (1 Samuel 22:9.), in which case Ahiah (אחיּה, brother, i.e., friend of Jehovah)would be only another form of the name Ahimelech (i.e., brother or friendof the King, viz., Jehovah). This is very probable, although Ahimelechmight have been Ahaiah's brother, who succeeded him in the office of highpriest on account of his having died without sons, since there is an intervalof at least ten years between the events related in this chapter and thosereferred to in 1 Samuel 22. Ahimelech was afterwards slain by Saul along withthe priests of Nob (1 Samuel 22:9.); the only one who escaped being his sonAbiathar, who fled to David and, according to 1 Samuel 30:7, was investedwith the ephod. It follows, therefore, that Ahiah (or Ahimelech) must have had a son atleast ten years old at the time of the war referred to here, viz., the Abiatharmentioned in 1 Samuel 30:7, and must have been thirty or thirty-five yearsold himself, since Saul had reigned at least twenty-two years, and Abiatharhad become high priest a few years before the death of Saul. Theseassumptions may be very easily reconciled with the passage before us. AsEli was ninety-eight years old when he died, his son Phinehas, who hadbeen killed in battle a short time before, might have been sixty or sixty-fiveyears old, and have left a son of forty years of age, namely Ahitub. Fortyyears later, therefore, i.e., at the beginning of Saul's reign, Ahitub's sonAhiah (Ahimelech) might have been about fifty years old; and at the deathof Ahimelech, which took place ten or twelve years after that, his sonAbiathar might have been as much as thirty years of age, and havesucceeded his father in the office of high priest. But Abiathar cannot havebeen older than this when his father died, since he was high priest duringthe whole of David's forty years' reign, until Solomon deposed him soonafter he ascended the throne (1 Kings 2:26.). Compare with this theremarks on 2 Samuel 8:17. Jonathan had also refrained from telling the peopleanything about his intentions, so that they did not know that he had gone.

1 Samuel 14:4-5 
In 1 Samuel 14:4, 1 Samuel 14:5, the locality is more minutely described. Between thepasses, through which Jonathan endeavoured to cross over to go up to thepost of the Philistines, there was a sharp rock on this side, and also oneupon the other. One of these was called Bozez, the other Seneh; one(formed) a pillar (מצוּק), i.e., a steep height towards the northopposite to Michmash, the other towards the south opposite to Geba. The expression “between the passes” may be explained from the remark ofRobinson quoted above, viz., that at the point where he passed the WadySuweinit, side wadys enter it from the south-west and north-west. Theseside wadys supply so many different crossings. Between them, however,on the north and south walls of the deep valley, were the jagged rocksBozez and Seneh, which rose up like pillars to a great height. These wereprobably the “hills” which Robinson saw to the left of the pass by whichhe crossed: “Two hills of a conical or rather spherical form, having steeprocky sides, with small wadys running up behind so as almost to isolatethem. One is on the side towards Jeba, and the other towards Mukhmas”(Pal. ii. p. 116).

1 Samuel 14:6 
And Jonathan said to his armour-bearer, “Come, we will go overto the post of these uncircumcised; it may be that Jehovah will work forus; for (there is) no hindrance for Jehovah to work salvation by many orfew.” Jonathan's resolution arose from the strong conviction that Israelwas the nation of God, and possessed in Jehovah an omnipotent God,who would not refuse His help to His people in their conflict with thefoes of His kingdom, if they would only put their whole trust in Him.

1 Samuel 14:7 
As the armour-bearer approved of Jonathan's resolution (לך נטה, turn hither), and was ready to follow him,Jonathan fixed upon a sign by which he would ascertain whether the Lordwould prosper his undertaking.

1 Samuel 14:8-10 
“Behold, we go over to the people and show ourselves to them. If they say to us, Wait(דּמּוּ, keep quiet) till we come to you, we will stand still in our place, and not go up to them; but if they say thus, Come up unto us, then we will go up, for Jehovah hath(in that case)delivered them into our hand.” The sign was well chosen. If the Philistinessaid, “Wait till we come,” they would show some courage; but if they said,“Come up to us,” it would be a sign that they were cowardly, and had notcourage enough to leave their position and attack the Hebrews. It was nottempting God for Jonathan to fix upon such a sign by which to determinethe success of his enterprise; for he did it in the exercise of his calling,when fighting not for personal objects, but for the kingdom of God, whichthe uncircumcised were threatening to annihilate, and in the most confidentbelief that the Lord would deliver and preserve His people. Such faith asthis God would not put to shame.

1 Samuel 14:11-13 
When the two showed themselves to the garrison of thePhilistines, they said, “Behold, Hebrews come forth out of the holes inwhich they have hidden themselves.” And the men of the garrison criedout to Jonathan and his armour-bearer, “Come up to us, and we will tellyou a word,” i.e., we will communicate something to you. This wasridicule at the daring of the two men, whilst for all that they had notcourage enough to meet them bravely and drive them back. In thisJonathan received the desired sign that the Lord had given the Philistinesinto the hand of the Israelites: he therefore clambered up the rock on hishands and feet, and his armour-bearer after him; and “they (the Philistines)fell before Jonathan,” i.e., were smitten down by him, “and his armour-bearer was slaying behind him.”

1 Samuel 14:14 
The first stroke that Jonathan and his armour-bearer struck was(amounted to) about twenty men “on about half a furrow of an acre offield.” מענה, a furrow, as in Psalm 129:3, is in the absolute stateinstead of the construct, because several nouns follow in the constructstate (cf. Ewald, §291, a.). צמד, lit. things bound together, then apair; here it signifies a pair or yoke of oxen, but in the transferred sense ofa piece of land that could be ploughed in one morning with a yoke of oxen,like the Latin jugum, jugerum. It is called the furrow of an acre of land,because the length only of half an acre of land was to be given, and not thebreadth or the entire circumference. The Philistines, that is to say, took toflight in alarm as soon as the brave heroes really ascended, so that thetwenty men were smitten one after another in the distance of half a rood ofland. Their terror and flight are perfectly conceivable, if we consider thatthe outpost of the Philistines was so stationed upon the top of the ridge ofthe steep mountain wall, that they would not see how many werefollowing, and the Philistines could not imagine it possible that twoHebrews would have ventured to climb the rock alone and make an attackupon them. Sallust relates a similar occurrence in connection with thescaling of a castle in the Numidian war (Bell. Jugurth. c. 89, 90).

1 Samuel 14:15 
And there arose a terror in the camp upon the field (i.e., in theprincipal camp) as well as among all the people (of the advanced outpostof the Philistines); the garrison (i.e., the army that was encamped atMichmash), and the spoilers, they also trembled, and the earth quaked, sc.,with the noise and tumult of the frightened foe; “and it grew into atrembling of God,” i.e., a supernatural terror miraculously infused by Godinto the Philistines. The subject to the last ותּהי is eitherחרדה, the alarm in the camp, or all that has been mentionedbefore, i.e., the alarm with the noise and tumult that sprang out of it.

Verses 16-23
Flight and defeat of the Philistines. - 1 Samuel 14:16. The spies of Saul at Gibeah sawhow the multitude (in the camp of the Philistines) melted away and wasbeaten more and more. The words והלם ויּלך areobscure. The Rabbins are unanimous in adopting the explanation magis magisque frangebatur, and have therefore probably taken הלם asan inf. absol. הלום, and interpreted הלם according toJudges 5:26. This was also the case with the Chaldee; and Gesenius (Thes. p. 383) has adopted the same rendering, except that he has taken הלם in the sense of dissolutus, dissipatus est. Others take הלום as adverbial (“and thither”), and supply the correlate הלם (hither), so as to bring out the meaning “hither and thither.” Thus the lxxrender it ἔνθεν καὶ ἔνθεν , but theyhave not translated ויּלך at all.

1 Samuel 14:17 
Saul conjectured at once that the excitement in the camp of thePhilistines was occasioned by an attack made by Israelitish warriors, andtherefore commanded the people: פּקדוּ־נא, “Muster (number) now,and see who has gone away from us;” and “Jonathan and his armour-bearerwere not there,” i.e., they were missing.

1 Samuel 14:18 
Saul therefore resolved to ask God, through the priest Ahiah,what he should do; whether he should go out with his army against thePhilistines or no. But whilst he was talking with the priest, the tumult inthe camp of the Philistines became greater and greater, so that he saw fromthat what ought to be done under the circumstances, and stopped thepriest's inquiring of God, and set out with his people without delay. Weare struck, however, with the expression in 1 Samuel 14:18, “Bring hither the ark ofGod,” and the explanation which follows, “for the ark of God was at thattime with the children of Israel,” inasmuch as the ark was then depositedat Kirjath-jearim, and it is a very improbable thing that it should have beenin the little camp of Saul. Moreover, in other cases where the high priest isspoken of as inquiring the will of God, there is no mention made of theark, but only of the ephod, the high priest's shoulder-dress, upon whichthere were fastened the Urim and Thummim, through which inquiry wasmade of God. And in addition to this, the verb הגּישׁה is notreally applicable to the ark, which was not an object that could be carriedabout at will; whereas this verb is the current expression used to signifythe fetching of the ephod (vid., 1 Samuel 23:9; 1 Samuel 30:7). All these circumstances render the correctness of the Masoretic textextremely doubtful, notwithstanding the fact that the Chaldee, the Syriac,and Arabic, and the Vulgate support it, and recommend rather the readingadopted by the lxx, προσάγαγε τὸ Ἐφούδ· ὅτι αὐτὸς ἦρεν τὸ Ἐφοὺδ ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ἐνώπιον Ἰσραήλ , which would give as the Hebrewtext, ישׂראל לפני ההוּא בּיּום האפוד נשׂא הוּא כּי האפוד הגּישׁה. In any case, וב'ני ישׂראל at the end of the verse should be read ישׂ לבני or לפני, since וּ gives no sense at all.

1 Samuel 14:19 
“It increased more and more;” lit. increasing and becominggreater. The subject וגו וההמון is placed absolutely at thehead, so that the verb ויּלך brev eh is appended in the form of anapodosis. ידך אסף, “draw thy hand in” (back); i.e.,leave off now.

1 Samuel 14:20 
“And (i.e., in consequence of the increasing tumult in theenemy's camp) Saul had himself, and all the people with him, called,” i.e.,called together for battle; and when they came to the war, i.e., to the placeof conflict, “behold, there was the sword of the one against the other, avery great confusion,” in consequence partly of terror, and partly of thecircumstance alluded to in 1 Samuel 14:21.

1 Samuel 14:21-22 
“And the Hebrews were with the Philistines as before(yesterday and the day before yesterday), who had come along with themin the camp round about; they also came over to Israel, which was withSaul and Jonathan.” סביב means distributed round about amongthe Philistines. Those Israelites whom the Philistines had incorporatedinto their army are called Hebrews, according to the name which wascurrent among foreigners, whilst those who were with Saul are calledIsrael, according to the sacred name of the nation. The difficulty whichmany expositors have found in the word להיות has been verycorrectly solved, so far as the sense is concerned, by the earlier translators,by the interpolation of “they returned:” תבוּ (Chald.), ἐπεστράφησαν (lxx), reversi sunt (Vulg.), and similarly the Syriac and Arabic. We arenot at liberty, however, to amend the Hebrew text in this manner, asnothing more is omitted than the finite verb היוּ before theinfinitive להיות (for this construction, see Gesenius, Gramm. §132, 3, Anm. 1), and this might easily be left out here, since it stands atthe beginning of the verse in the main clause. The literal rendering wouldbe, they were to be with Israel, i.e., they came over to Israel. The fact thatthe Hebrews who were serving in the army of the Philistines came over toSaul and his host, and turned their weapons against their oppressors,naturally heightened the confusion in the camp of the Philistines, andaccelerated their defeat; and this was still further increased by the fact thatthe Israelites who had concealed themselves on the mountains of Ephraimalso joined the Israelitish army, as soon as they heard of the flight of thePhilistines (1 Samuel 14:22).

1 Samuel 14:23 
“Thus the Lord helped Israel that day, and the conflict went outbeyond Bethaven.” Bethaven was on the east of Michmash, and, accordingto 1 Samuel 14:31, the Philistines fled westwards from Michmash to Ajalon. But ifwe bear in mind that the camp of the Philistines was on the eastern side ofMichmash before Bethaven, according to 1 Samuel 13:5, and that theIsraelites forced their way into it from the south, we shall see that thebattle might easily have spread out beyond Bethaven, and that eventuallythe main body of the enemy might have fled as far as Ajalon, and havebeen pursued to that point by the victorious Israelites.

Verses 24-30
Saul's precipitate haste. - 1 Samuel 14:24. The men of Israel were pressed (i.e.,fatigued) on that day, sc., through the military service and fighting. ThenSaul adjured the people, saying, “Cursed be the man that eateth bread untilthe evening, and (till) I have avenged myself upon mine enemies.” יאל, fut. apoc. of יאלה for יאלה, from אלה, to swear,Hiphil to adjure or require an oath of a person. The people took the oathby saying “amen” to what Saul had uttered. This command of Saul did notproceed from a proper attitude towards the Lord, but was an act of falsezeal, in which Saul had more regard to himself and his own kingly powerthan to the cause of the kingdom of Jehovah, as we may see at once fromthe expression וגו נקּמתּי, “till I have avenged myself uponmine enemies.” It was a despotic measure which not only failed toaccomplish its object (see 1 Samuel 14:30, 1 Samuel 14:31), but brought Saul into theunfortunate position of being unable to carry out the oath (see 1 Samuel 14:45). Allthe people kept the command. “They tasted no bread.” ולא־טעם is notto be connected with ונקּמתּי as an apodosis.

1 Samuel 14:25 
“And all the land (i.e., all the people of the land who hadgathered round Saul: vid., 1 Samuel 14:29) came into the woody country; there washoney upon the field.” יער signifies here a woody district, inwhich forests alternated with tracts of arable land and meadows.

1 Samuel 14:26 
When the people came into the wood and saw a stream of honey(or wild or wood bees), “no one put his hand to his mouth (sc., to eat ofthe honey), because they feared the oath.”

1 Samuel 14:27 
But Jonathan, who had not heard his father's oath, dipped (inthe heat of pursuit, that he might not have to stop) the point of his staff inthe new honey, and put it to his mouth, “and his eyes became bright;” hislost strength, which is reflected in the eye, having been brought back bythis invigorating taste. The Chethibh תראנה is probably to be read תּראנה,the eyes became seeing, received their power of vision again. TheMasoretes have substituted as the Keri תּארנה, from אור, to become bright, according to 1 Samuel 14:29; and this is probably thecorrect reading, as the letters might easily be transposed.

1 Samuel 14:28-30 
When one of the people told him thereupon of his father'soath, in consequence of which the people were exhausted (העם ויּעף belongs to the man's words; and ויּעף is thesame as in Judges 4:21), Jonathan condemned the prohibition. “My fatherhas brought the land (i.e., the people of the land, as in 1 Samuel 14:25) into trouble(עכר, see at Genesis 34:30): see how bright mine eyes have become because I tasted a little of this honey. How much more if the people had eaten to-day of the booty of its enemies, would not the overthrow among the Philistines truly have then become great?” כּי אף, lit. to this (there comes) also that = not to mention how much more; and עתּה כּי is an emphatic introduction of the apodosis, as in Genesis 31:42; Genesis 43:10, and other passages, and the apodosis itself is to be taken as a question.

Verses 31-46
Result of the battle, and consequences of Saul's rashness. - 1 Samuel 14:31. “On thatday they smote the Philistines from Michmash to Ajalon,” which has beenpreserved in the village of Yâlo (see at Joshua 19:42), and was about threegeographical miles to the south-west of Michmash; “and the people werevery faint,” because Saul had forbidden them to eat before the evening (1 Samuel 14:24).

1 Samuel 14:32 
They therefore “fell voraciously upon the booty” - (the Chethibhויּעשׂ is no doubt merely an error in writing for ויּעט,imperf. Kal of עיט with Dagesh forte implic. instead of ויּעט, as we may see from 1 Samuel 15:19, since the meaning required bythe context, viz., to fall upon a thing, cannot be established in the case ofעשׂה with על. On the other hand, there does not appear tobe any necessity to supply the article before שׁלל, and this Keriseems only to have been taken from the parallel passage in 1 Samuel 15:19), - “and took sheep, and oxen, and calves, and slew them on the ground(ארצה, lit. to the earth, so that when they were slaughtered theanimal fell upon the ground, and remained lying in its blood, and was cut inpieces), and ate upon the blood” (הדּם על, with which הדּם אל,“lying to the blood,” is interchanged in 1 Samuel 14:34),i.e., the flesh along with the blood which adhered to it, by doing whichthey sinned against the law in Leviticus 19:26. This sin had been occasioned bySaul himself through the prohibition which he issued.

1 Samuel 14:33-34 
When this was told to Saul, he said, “Ye act faithlesslytowards Jehovah” by transgressing the laws of the covenant; “roll me now(lit. this day) a large stone. Scatter yourselves among the people, and sayto them, Let every one bring his ox and his sheep to me, and slay here”(upon the stone that has been rolled up), viz., so that the blood could runoff properly upon the ground, and the flesh be separated from the blood. This the people also did.

1 Samuel 14:35 
As a thanksgiving for this victory, Saul built an altar to the Lord. לבנות החל אתו, “he began to build it,” i.e., hebuilt this altar at the beginning, or as the first altar. This altar wasprobably not intended to serve as a place of sacrifice, but simply to be amemorial of the presence of God, or the revelation of God which Saul hadreceived in the marvellous victory.

1 Samuel 14:36 
After the people had strengthened themselves in the eveningwith food, Saul wanted to pursue the Philistines still farther during thenight, and to plunder among them until the light (i.e., till break of day), andutterly destroy them. The people assented to this proposal, but the priest(Ahiah) wished first of all to obtain the decision of God upon the matter. “We will draw near to God here” (before the altar which has just beenbuilt).

1 Samuel 14:37 
But when Saul inquired of God (through the Urim andThummim of the high priest), “Shall I go down after the Philistines? wiltThou deliver them into the hand of Israel?” God did not answer him. Saulwas to perceive from this, that the guilt of some sin was resting upon thepeople, on account of which the Lord had turned away His countenance,and was withdrawing His help.

1 Samuel 14:38-39 
When Saul perceived, this, he directed all the heads of thepeople ((pinnoth), as in Judges 20:2) to draw near to learn whereby (wherein)the sin had occurred that day, and declared, “As truly as Jehovah liveth,who has brought salvation to Israel, even if it were upon Jonathan my son,he shall die.” The first כּי in 1 Samuel 14:39 is explanatory; the second andthird serve to introduce the words, like ὅτι , quod; and the repetitionserves to give emphasis, lit., “that even if it were upon my son, that heshall die.” “And of all the people no one answered him,” from terror at theking's word.
1 Samuel 14:40-41 
In order to find out the guilt, or rather the culprit, Saulproceeded to the lot; and for this purpose he made all the people stand onone side, whilst he and his son Jonathan went to the other, and thensolemnly addressed Jehovah thus: “God of Israel, give innocence (of mind,i.e., truth). And the lot fell upon Saul and Jonathan (ילּכד, as in1 Samuel 10:20-21); and the people went out,” sc., without the lot fallingupon them, i.e., they went out free.

1 Samuel 14:42 
When they proceeded still further to cast lots between Saul andhis son (הפּילוּ, sc., גּורל; cf. 1 Chronicles 26:14; Nehemiah 11:11, etc.), Jonathan was taken.

(Note: In the Alex. version, vv. 41 and 42 are lengthened out withlong paraphrases upon the course pursued in casting the lots: καὶ εἶπε Σαούλ, Κύριε ὁ θεὸς Ἰσραήλ τί ὅτι οὐκ ἀπεκρίθης τῷ δούλῳ σου σήμερον; ει ̓ ἐν ἐμοὶ ἢ ἐν Ἰωνάθαν τῷ υἱῷ μου ἡ ἀδικία; κύριε ὁ θεὸς Ἰσραήλ δὸς δήλους· καὶ ἐἀν τάδε εἴπῃ δὸς δὴ τῷ λαῷ σου Ἰσραήλ, δός δὴ ὁσιότηατ, καὶ κληροῦται Ἰωνάθαν καὶ Σαούλ καὶ ὁ λαὸς ἐξῆλθε . V. 42: Καὶ εἶπε Σαοὑλ, βάλλετε ἀνὰ μέσον ἐμοῦ καὶ ἀνὰ μέσον Ἰωνάθαν τοῦ υἱοῦ μου· ὃν ἂν κατακληρώσηται Κύριος ἀποθανέτω. Καὶ εἶπεν ὁ λαὸς πρὸς Σαούλ, οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο. Καὶ κατεκράτησε Σαοὺλ τοῦ λαοῦ, καὶ βάλλουσιν ἀνὰ μέσον αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀνὰ μέσον Ἰωνάθαν τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, καὶ κατακληροῦται Ἰωναθαν . One portion of these additions is also found in the text of our presentVulgate, and reads as follows: Et dixit Saul ad Dominum Deum Israel: Domine Deus Israel, da indicium! quid est quod non responderis servo tuo hodie? Si in me aut in Jonathan filio meo est iniquitas, da ostensionem; aut si haec iniquitas est in populo tuo, da sanctitatem. Et deprehensus est Jonathas et Saul, populus autem exivit.Thebeginning and end of this verse, as well as v. 42, agree here mostaccurately with the Hebrew text. But the words from quid est quod to da sanctitatemare interpolated, so that תמים הבה are translated twice; first in the words da indiciumand then inthe interpolation da ostensionemThis repetition of the same words,and that in different renderings, when taken in connection with theagreement of the Vulgate with the Hebrew text at the beginning andend of the verse, shows clearly enough, that the interpolated clausesdid not originate with Jerome, but are simply inserted in histranslation from the Itala. The additions of the lxx, in which τάδε εἶπῃ is evidently only a distortion of ἡ ἀδικία , are regarded by Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 48) and Thenius as anoriginal portion of the text which has dropped out from theMasoretic text. They therefore infer, that instead of תמים we ought to readתּמּים (Thummim), and that we have here the full formulaused in connection with the use of the Urim and Thummim, fromwhich it may be seen, that this mode of divine revelation consistedsimply in a sacred lot, or in the use of two dice, the one of which wasfixed upon at the outset as meaning no, and the other as meaning yes. So much at any rate is indisputable, that the Septuagint translatortook תמים in the sense of thummim, and so assumed that Saulhad the guilty person discovered by resorting to the Urim andThummim. But this assumption is also decidedly erroneous, togetherwith all the inferences based upon it. For, in the first place, the verbsהפּיל and ילּכד can be proved to be never usedthroughout the whole of the Old Testament to signify the use of theUrim and Thummim, and to be nothing more than technicalexpressions used to denote the casting of a simple lot (see thepassages cited above in the text). Moreover, such passages as 1 Samuel 10:22, and 1 Samuel 2:5, 1 Samuel 2:23, show most unmistakeably that the divine oracle ofthe Urim and Thummim did not consist merely in a sacred lot withyes and no, but that God gave such answers through it as could neverhave been given through the lots. The Septuagint expansions of thetext are nothing more, therefore, than a subjective and reallyerroneous interpretation on the part of the translators, which arosesimply from the mistaken idea that תמים was thummim, andwhich is therefore utterly worthless.)

1 Samuel 14:43-44 
When Saul asked him what he had done, Jonathan confessedthat he had tasted a little honey (see 1 Samuel 14:27), and resigned himself to thepunishment suspended over him, saying, “Behold, I shall die;” and Saulpronounced sentence of death upon him, accompanying it with an oath(“God do so,” etc.: vid., 1:17).

1 Samuel 14:45 
But the people interposed, “Shall Jonathan die, who hasachieved this great salvation (victory) in Israel? God forbid! As truly asJehovah liveth, not a hair shall fall from his head upon the ground; for hehath wrought (the victory) with God to-day.” Thus the people deliveredJonathan from death. The objection raised by the people was soconclusive, that Saul was obliged to yield.
What Jonathan had done was not wrong in itself, but became so simply onaccount of the oath with which Saul had forbidden it. But Jonathan did nothear the oath, and therefore had not even consciously transgressed. Nevertheless a curse lay upon Israel, which was to be brought to light as awarning for the culprit. Therefore Jehovah had given no reply to Saul. Butwhen the lot, which had the force of a divine verdict, fell upon Jonathan,sentence of death was not thereby pronounced upon him by God; but iswas simply made manifest, that through his transgression of his father'soath, with which he was not acquainted, guilt had been brought uponIsrael. The breach of a command issued with a solemn oath, even when ittook place unconsciously, excited the wrath of God, as being a profanationof the divine name. But such a sin could only rest as guilt upon the manwho had committed, or the man who occasioned it. Now where the command in question was one of God himself, there couldbe no question, that even in the case of unconscious transgression the sinfell upon the transgressor, and it was necessary that it should either beexpiated by him or forgiven him. But where the command of a man hadbeen unconsciously transgressed, the guilt might also fall upon the manwho issued the command, that is to say, if he did it without beingauthorized or empowered by God. In the present instance, Saul had issuedthe prohibition without divine authority, and had made it obligatory uponthe people by a solemn oath. The people had conscientiously obeyed thecommand, but Jonathan had transgressed it without being aware of it. Forthis Saul was about to punish him with death, in order to keep his oath. But the people opposed it. They not only pronounced Jonathan innocent,because he had broken the king's command unconsciously, but they alsoexclaimed that he had gained the victory for Israel “with God.” In this fact(Jonathan's victory) there was a divine verdict. And Saul could not fail torecognise now, that it was not Jonathan, but he himself, who had sinned,and through his arbitrary and despotic command had brought guilt uponIsrael, on account of which God had given him no reply.

1 Samuel 14:46 
With the feeling of this guilt, Saul gave up any further pursuit ofthe Philistines: he “went up” (sc., to Gibeah) “from behind thePhilistines,” i.e., desisting from any further pursuit. But the Philistineswent to their place, i.e., back into their own land.

Verses 47-52
General Summary of Saul's other Wars, and Account of his Family. - 1 Samuel 14:47. “But Saul had taken the sovereignty.” As Saul had first of all secured arecognition of himself as king on the part of all the tribes of Israel, throughhis victory over the Ammonites at Jabesh (1 Samuel 11:12.), so it wasthrough the victory which he had gained over the Philistines, and by whichthese obstinate foes of Israel were driven back into their own land, that hefirst acquired the kingship over Israel, i.e., first really secured the regalauthority over the Israelites. This is the meaning of המּלוּכה לכד; and this statement is not at variance either with the electionof Saul by lot (1 Samuel 10:17.), or with his confirmation at Gilgal (1 Samuel 11:14-15). But as Saul had to fight for the sovereignty, and could onlysecure it by successful warfare, his other wars are placed in the foregroundin the summary account of his reign which follows (1 Samuel 14:47, 1 Samuel 14:48), whilst thenotices concerning his family, which stand at the very beginning in the caseof other kings, are not mentioned till afterwards (1 Samuel 14:49-51). Saul fought successfully against all the enemies of Israel round about;against Moab, the Ammonites, Edom, the kings of Zobah, a district ofSyria on this side the Euphrates (see at 2 Samuel 8:3), and against thePhilistines. The war against the Ammonites is described in 1 Samuel 11:1-15; but withthe Philistines Saul had to wage repeated war all the days of his life (1 Samuel 14:52). The other wars are none of them more fully described, simply becausethey were of no importance to the history of the kingdom of God, havingneither furnished occasion for any miraculous displays of divineomnipotence, nor brought about the subjection of hostile nations to thepower of Israel. “Whithersoever he turned, he inflicted punishment.” Thisis the rendering which Luther has very aptly given to ירשׁיא; forהרשׁיע signifies to declare wrong, hence to condemn, moreespecially as applied to judges: here it denotes sentence or condemnationby deeds. Saul chastised these nations for their attacks upon Israel.

1 Samuel 14:48 
“And he acquired power;” חיל עשׂה (as inNumbers 24:18) does not merely signify he proved himself brave, or he formedan army, but denotes the development and unfolding of power in variousrespects. Here it relates more particularly to the development of strengthin the war against Amalek, by virtue of which Saul smote this arch-enemyof Israel, and put an end to their depredations. This war is described morefully in 1 Samuel 15, on account of its consequences in relation to Saul's ownsovereignty.

1 Samuel 14:49-51 
Saul's family. - 1 Samuel 14:49. Only three of his sons are mentioned,namely those who fell with him, according to 1 Samuel 31:2, in the war withthe Philistines. Jisvi is only another name for Abinadab (1 Samuel 31:2; 1 Chronicles 8:33; 1 Chronicles 9:39). In these passages in the Chronicles there is a fourthmentioned, Esh-baal, i.e., the one who is called Ish-bosheth in 2 Samuel 2:8,etc., and who was set up by Abner as the antagonist of David. The reasonwhy he is not mentioned here it is impossible to determine. It may be thatthe name has fallen out simply through some mistake in copying: thedaughters Michal and Merab are mentioned, with special reference to theoccurrence described in 1 Samuel 18:17.

1 Samuel 14:50-51 
Abner the general was also Saul's cousin. For “son of Abiel”(ben Abiel) we must read “sons of Abiel” (bne Abiel: see 1 Samuel 9:1).

1 Samuel 14:52 
The statement, “and the war was hard (severe) against thePhilistines as long as Saul lived,” merely serves to explain the notice whichfollows, namely, that Saul took or drew to himself every strong man andevery brave man that he saw. If we observe this, which is the true relationbetween the two clauses in this verse, the appearance of abruptness whichwe find in the first notice completely vanishes, and the verse follows verysuitably upon the allusion to the general. The meaning might be expressedin this manner: And as Saul had to carry on a severe war against thePhilistines his whole life long, he drew to himself every powerful man andevery brave man that he met with.

15 Chapter 15 

Introduction
War with Amalek. Saul's Disobedience and Rejection - 1 Samuel 15

As Saul had transgressed the commandment of God which was given tohim through Samuel, by the sacrifice which he offered at Gilgal in the warwith the Philistines at the very commencement of his reign, and hadthereby drawn upon himself the threat that his monarchy should not becontinued in perpetuity (1 Samuel 13:13-14); so his disobedience in the waragainst the Amalekites was followed by his rejection on the part of God. The Amalekites were the first heathen nation to attack the Israelites aftertheir deliverance out of Egypt, which they did in the most treacherousmanner on their journey from Egypt to Sinai; and they had been threatenedby God with extermination in consequence. This Moses enjoined uponJoshua, and also committed to writing, for the Israelites to observe in allfuture generations (Exodus 17:8-16). As the Amalekites afterwards manifestedthe same hostility to the people of God which they had displayed in thisfirst attack, on every occasion which appeared favourable to their ravages,the Lord instructed Samuel to issue the command to Saul, to wage waragainst Amalek, and to smite man and beast with the ban, i.e., to put all todeath (1 Samuel 15:1-3). But when Saul had smitten them, he not only left Agag the king alive, butspared the best of the cattle that he had taken as booty, and merelyexecuted the ban upon such animals as were worthless (1 Samuel 15:4-9). He wasrejected by the Lord for this disobedience, so that he was to be no longerking over Israel. His rejection was announced to him by Samuel (1 Samuel 15:10-23), and was not retracted in spite of his prayer for the forgiveness of hissin (1 Samuel 15:24-35). In fact, Saul had no excuse for this breach of the divinecommand; it was nothing but open rebellion against the sovereignty ofGod in Israel; and if Jehovah would continue King of Israel, He mustpunish it by the rejection of the rebel. For Saul no longer desired to be themedium of the sovereignty of Jehovah, or the executor of the commands ofthe God-king, but simply wanted to reign according to his own arbitrarywill. Nevertheless this rejection was not followed by his outwarddeposition. The Lord merely took away His Spirit, had David anointedking by Samuel, and thenceforward so directed the steps of Saul andDavid, that as time advanced the hearts of the people were turned awaymore and more from Saul to David; and on the death of Saul, the attemptof the ambitious Abner to raise his son Ishbosheth to the throne could notpossibly have any lasting success.

Verses 1-3
The account of the war against the Amalekites is a verycondensed one, and is restricted to a description of the conduct of Saul onthat occasion. Without mentioning either the time or the immediateoccasion of the war, the narrative commences with the command of Godwhich Samuel solemnly communicated to Saul, to go and exterminate thatpeople. Samuel commenced with the words, “Jehovah sent me to anointthee to be king over His people, over Israel,” in order to show to Saul theobligation which rested upon him to receive his commission as comingfrom God, and to proceed at once to fulfil it. The allusion to the anointingpoints back not to 1 Samuel 11:15, but to 1 Samuel 10:1.

1 Samuel 15:2 
“Thus saith the Lord of Zebaoth, I have looked upon whatAmalek did to Israel, that it placed itself in his way when he came up outof Egypt” (Exodus 17:8). Samuel merely mentions this first outbreak ofhostility on the part of Amalek towards the people of Israel, because inthis the same disposition was already manifested which now made thepeople ripe for the judgment of extermination (vid., Exodus 17:14). Thehostility which they had now displayed, according to 1 Samuel 15:33, there was nonecessity for the prophet to mention particularly, since it was well knownto Saul and all Israel. When God looks upon a sin, directs His glancetowards it, He must punish it according to His own holiness. Thisפּקדתּי points at the very outset to the punishment about to beproclaimed.

1 Samuel 15:3 
Saul is to smite and ban everything belonging to it without reserve, i.e., to put to death both man and beast. The last clause וגו is only an explanation and exemplification of וגו והחרמתּם. “From man to woman,” etc., i.e., men and women,children and sucklings, etc.

Verses 4-9
Saul summoned the people to war, and mustered them (those who weresummoned) at Telaim (this was probably the same place as the Telemmentioned in Joshua 15:24, and is to be looked for in the eastern portion ofthe Negeb). “Two hundred thousand foot, and ten thousand of the men ofJudah:” this implies that the two hundred thousand were from the othertribes. These numbers are not too large; for a powerful Bedouin nation,such as the Amalekites were, could not possibly be successfully attackedwith a small army, but only by raising the whole of the military force ofIsrael.

1 Samuel 15:5 
He then advanced as far as the city of the Amalekites, thesituation of which is altogether unknown, and placed an ambush in thevalley. ויּרב does not come from ריב, to fight, i.e., toquarrel, not to give battle, but was understood even by the earlytranslators as a contracted form of ויּארב, the Hiphil of ארב. And modern commentators have generally understood it in thesame way; but Olshausen (Hebr. Gramm. p. 572) questions thecorrectness of the reading, and Thenius proposes to alter בּנּחל ויּרב into מלחמה ויּערך. נחל refers to avalley in the neighbourhood of the city of the Amalekites.

1 Samuel 15:6-7 
Saul directed the Kenites to come out from among theAmalekites, that they might not perish with them (אספך, imp. Kal of אסף), as they had shown affection to the Israelites on theirjourney out of Egypt (compare Numbers 10:29 with Judges 1:16). He thensmote the Amalekites from Havilah in the direction towards Shur, whichlay before (to the east of) Egypt (cf. Genesis 25:18). Shur is the desert ofJifar, i.e., that portion of the desert of Arabia which borders upon Egypt(see at Genesis 16:7). Havilah, the country of the Chaulotaeans, on the borderof Arabia Petraea towards Yemen (see at Genesis 10:29).

1 Samuel 15:8-9 
Their king, Agag, he took alive (on the name, see at Numbers 24:7),but all the people he banned with the edge of the sword, i.e., he had themput to death without quarter. “All,” i.e., all that fell into the hands of theIsraelites. For it follows from the very nature of the case that manyescaped, and consequently there is nothing striking in the fact thatAmalekites are mentioned again at a later period (1 Samuel 27:8; 1 Samuel 30:1; 2 Samuel 8:12). The last remnant was destroyed by the Simeonites upon themountains of Seir in the reign of Hezekiah (1 Chronicles 4:43). Only, king Agagdid Saul and the people (of Israel) spare, also “the best of the sheep andoxen, and the animals of the second birth, and the lambs and everythinggood; these they would not ban.” משׁנים, according to D. Kimchi and R. Tanch., are לבטן שׁניים, i.e., animalia secundo partu edita,which were considered superior to the others (vid., Roediger in Ges. Thes. p. 1451); and כּרים, pasture lambs, i.e., fat lambs. There is no necessity, therefore, for the conjecture of Ewald and Thenius,משׁמנּים, fattened, and כּרמים, vineyards; nor forthe far-fetched explanation given by Bochart, viz., camels with two humpsand camel-saddles, to say nothing of the fact that camel-saddles andvineyards are altogether out of place here. In “all that was good” the thingsalready mentioned singly are all included. המּלאכה, theproperty; here it is applied to cattle, as in Genesis 33:14. נמבזה =נבזה, despised, undervalued. The form of the word is notcontracted from a noun מבזה and the participle נבזה (Ges. Lehrgeb. p. 463), but seems to be a participle Niph. formed from a nounמבזה. But as such a form is contrary to all analogy, Ewald andOlshausen regard the reading as corrupt. נמס (from מסס): flowing away; used with reference to diseased cattle, or such ashave perished. The reason for sparing the best cattle is very apparent,namely selfishness. But it is not so easy to determine why Agag shouldhave been spared by Saul. It is by no means probable that he wishedthereby to do honour to the royal dignity. O. v. Gerlach's supposition,that vanity or the desire to make a display with a royal slave was theactual reason, is a much more probable one.

Verse 10-11
The word of the Lord came to Samuel: “It repenteth me that I have madeSaul king, for he hath turned away from me, and not set up (carried out)my word.” (On the repentance of God, see the remarks on Genesis 6:6.) Thatthis does not express any changeableness in the divine nature, but simplythe sorrow of the divine love at the rebellion of sinners, is evident enoughfrom 1 Samuel 15:29. יי מאחרי שׁוּב, to turn round fromfollowing God, in order to go his own ways. This was Saul's real sin. Hewould no longer be the follower and servant of the Lord, but would beabsolute ruler in Israel. Pride arising from the consciousness of his ownstrength, led him astray to break the command of God. What more Godsaid to Samuel is not communicated here, because it could easily begathered and supplied from what Samuel himself proceeded to do (seemore particularly 1 Samuel 15:16.). In order to avoid repetitions, only theprincipal feature in the divine revelation is mentioned here, and the detailsare given fully afterwards in the account of the fulfilment of theinstructions. Samuel was deeply agitated by this word of the Lord. “Itburned (in) him,” sc., wrath (אף, compare Genesis 31:36 with Genesis 30:2),not on account of the repentance to which God had given utterance athaving raised up Saul as king, nor merely at Saul's disobedience, but at thefrustration of the purpose of God in calling him to be king in consequenceof his disobedience, from which he might justly dread the worst results inrelation to the glory of Jehovah and his own prophetic labours.

(Note: “Many grave thoughts seem to have presented themselves atonce to Samuel and disturbed his mind, when he reflected upon thedishonour which might be heaped upon the name of God, and theoccasion which the rejection and deposition of Saul would furnish towicked men for blaspheming God. For Saul had been anointed by theministry of Samuel, and he had been chosen by God himself from allthe people, and called by Him to the throne. If, therefore, he wasnevertheless deposed, it seemed likely that so much would bedetracted from the authority of Samuel and the confidence of thepeople in his teaching, and, moreover, that the worship of God wouldbe overturned, and the greatest disturbance ensue; in fact, thatuniversal confusion would burst upon the nation. These were probablythe grounds upon which Samuel's great indignation rested.” - Calvin.)

The opinion that ל יחר is also used to signify deep distresscannot be established from 2 Samuel 4:8. “And he cried to Jehovah the wholenight,” sc., praying for Saul to be forgiven. But it was in vain. This isevident from what follows, where Samuel maintains the cause of his Godwith strength and decision, after having wrestled with God in prayer.

Verse 12
The next morning, after receiving the revelation from God (1 Samuel 15:11), Samuelrose up early, to go and meet Saul as he was returning from the war. Onthe way it was told him, “Saul has come to Carmel” - i.e., Kurmul, uponthe mountains of Judah to the south-east of Hebron (see at Joshua 15:55) - “setting himself a memorial” (יד, a hand, then a memorial ormonument, inasmuch as the hand calls attention to anything: see 2 Samuel 18:18), “and has turned and proceeded farther, and gone down to Gilgal”(in the valley of the Jordan, as in 1 Samuel 13:4).

Verse 13
When Samuel met him there, Saul attempted to hide his consciousness ofguilt by a feigned friendly welcome. “Blessed be thou of the Lord” (vid., 2:20; Genesis 14:19, etc.) was his greeting to the prophet; “I have set upthe word of Jehovah.”

Verse 14-15
But the prophet stripped his hypocrisy at once with the question, “Whatthen is this bleating of sheep in my ears, and a lowing of oxen that I hear?”Saul replied (1 Samuel 15:15), “They have brought them from the Amalekites,because the people spared the best sheep and oxen, to sacrifice them to theLord thy God; and the rest we have banned.” So that it was not Saul, butthe people, who had transgressed the command of the Lord, and that withthe most laudable intention, viz., to offer the best of the cattle that hadbeen taken, as a thank-offering to the Lord. The falsehood and hypocrisyof these words lay upon the very surface; for even if the cattle sparedwere really intended as sacrifices to the Lord, not only the people, butSaul also, would have had their own interests in view (vid., 1 Samuel 15:9), since theflesh of thank-offerings was appropriated to sacrificial meals.

Verses 16-19
Samuel therefore bade him be silent. הרף, “leave off,” excusingthyself any further. “I will tell thee what Jehovah hath said to me thisnight.” (The Chethibh ויּאמרוּ is evidently a copyist's error forויּאמר.) “Is it not true, when thou wast little in thine eyes (areference to Saul's own words, 1 Samuel 9:21), thou didst become head of thetribes of Israel? and Jehovah anointed thee king over Israel, and Jehovahsent thee on the way, and said, Go and ban the sinners, the Amalekites,and make war against them, until thou exterminatest them. And whereforehast thou nor hearkened to the voice of Jehovah, and hast fallen upon thebooty,” etc.? (תּעט, see at 1 Samuel 14:32.)
Even after this Saul wanted to justify himself, and to throw the blame ofsparing the cattle upon the people.

Verse 20
“Yea, I have hearkened to the voice of Jehovah (אשׁר serving, likeכּי ekil, to introduce the reply: here it is used in the sense ofasseveration, utique, yea), and have brought Agag the king of theAmalekites, and banned Amalek.” Bringing Agag he mentioned probably asa practical proof that he had carried out the war of extermination againstthe Amalekites.

Verse 21
Even the sparing of the cattle he endeavoured to defend as the fulfilment ofa religious duty. The people had taken sheep and oxen from the booty, “asfirstlings of the ban,” to sacrifice to Jehovah. Sacrificing the best of thebooty taken in war as an offering of first-fruits to the Lord, was not indeedprescribed in the law, but was a praiseworthy sign of piety, by which allhonour was rendered to the Lord as the giver of the victory (see Numbers 31:48.). This, Saul meant to say, was what the people had done on thepresent occasion; only he overlooked the fact, that what was banned to theLord could not be offered to Him as a burnt-offering, because, being mostholy, it belonged to Him already (Leviticus 27:29), and according to Deuteronomy 13:16,was to be put to death, as Samuel had expressly said to Saul (1 Samuel 15:3).

Verse 22-23
Without entering, therefore, into any discussion of the meaning of the ban,as Saul only wanted to cover over his own wrong-doings by giving thisturn to the affair, Samuel put a stop to any further excuses, by saying,“Hath Jehovah delight in burnt-offerings and slain-offerings as inhearkening to the voice of Jehovah? (i.e., in obedience to His word.)Behold, hearing (obeying) is better than slain-offerings, attending betterthan fat of rams.” By saying this, Samuel did not reject sacrifices asworthless; he did not say that God took no pleasure in burnt-offerings andslain-offerings, but simply compared sacrifice with obedience to thecommand of God, and pronounced the latter of greater worth than theformer. “It was as much as to say that the sum and substance of divineworship consisted in obedience, with which it should always begin, andthat sacrifices were, so to speak, simple appendices, the force and worthof which were not so great as of obedience to the precepts of God”(Calvin). But it necessarily follows that sacrifices without obedience to thecommandments of God are utterly worthless; in fact, are displeasing toGod, as Psalm 50:8., Isaiah 1:11., Isaiah 66:3, Jeremiah 6:20, and all the prophets,distinctly affirm. There was no necessity, however, to carry out this truthany further. To tear off the cloak of hypocrisy, with which Saul hoped tocover his disobedience, it was quite enough to affirm that God's firstdemand was obedience, and that observing His word was better thansacrifice; because, as the Berleb. Bible puts it, “in sacrifices a man offersonly the strange flesh of irrational animals, whereas in obedience he offershis own will, which is rational or spiritual worship” (Romans 12:8). Thisspiritual worship was shadowed forth in the sacrificial worship of the OldTestament. In the sacrificial animal the Israelite was to give up andsanctify his own person and life to the Lord. (For an examination of themeaning of the different sacrifices, see Pent. pp. 505ff., and Keil's BiblArchäol. §41ff.) But if this were the design of the sacrifices, it was clearenough that God did not desire the animal sacrifice in itself, but first andchiefly obedience to His own word. In 1 Samuel 15:22, טּוב is not to be connected as an adjective with זבח, “more than good sacrifice,” as the Sept. and Thenius render it; it israther to be taken as a predicate, “better than slain-offerings,” andמזּבח is placed first simply for the sake of emphasis. Anycontrast between good and bad sacrifices, such as the former constructionwould introduce into the words, is not only foreign to the context, but alsoopposed to the parallelism. For אילים חלב does notmean fat rams, but the fat of rams; the fat portions taken from the ram,which were placed upon the altar in the case of the slain-offerings, and forwhich חלב is the technical expression (compare Leviticus 3:9, Leviticus 3:16, withLeviticus 3:4, Leviticus 3:11, etc.). “For,” continued Samuel (1 Samuel 15:23), “rebellion is the sin ofsoothsaying, and opposition is heathenism and idolatry.” מרי andהפצר are the subjects, and synonymous in their meaning. קסם חטּאת, the sin of soothsaying, i.e., of divination inconnection with the worship of idolatrous and demoniacal powers. In the second clause idols are mentioned instead of idolatry, and comparedto resistance, but without any particle of comparison. Opposition iskeeping idols and teraphim, i.e., it is like worshipping idols and teraphim. און, nothingness, then an idol or image (vid., Isaiah 66:3; Hosea 4:15; Hosea 10:5, Hosea 10:8). On the (teraphim) as domestic and oracular deities, see at Genesis 31:19. Opposition to God is compared by Samuel to soothsaying andoracles, because idolatry was manifested in both of them. All consciousdisobedience is actually idolatry, because it makes self-will, the human I,into a god. So that all manifest opposition to the word and commandmentof God is, like idolatry, a rejection of the true God. “Because thou hastrejected the word of Jehovah, He hath rejected thee, that thou mayst be nolonger king.” ממּלך = מלך מהיוה (1 Samuel 15:26),away from being king.

Verse 24-25
This sentence made so powerful an impression upon Saul, that heconfessed, “I have sinned: for I have transgressed the command of the Lordand thy words, because I feared the people, and hearkened to their voice.” But these last words, with which he endeavoured to make his sin appearas small as possible, show that the consciousness of his guilt did not govery deep. Even if the people had really desired that the best of the cattleshould be spared, he ought not as king to have given his consent to theirwish, since God had commanded that they should all be banned (i.e.,destroyed); and even though he has yielded from weakness, this weaknesscould not lessen his guilt before God. This repentance, therefore, wasrather the effect of alarm at the rejection which had been announced tohim, than the fruit of any genuine consciousness of sin. “It was not trueand serious repentance, or the result of genuine sorrow of heart because hehad offended God, but was merely repentance of the lips arising from fearof losing the kingdom, and of incurring public disgrace” (C. v. Lapide). This is apparent even from 1 Samuel 15:25, but still more from 1 Samuel 15:30. In 1 Samuel 15:25 he notonly entreats Samuel for the forgiveness of his sin, but says, “Return withme, that I may pray to the Lord.” The שׁוּב presupposes thatSamuel was about to go away after the executing his commission. Saulentreated him to remain that he might pray, i.e., not only in order to obtainfor him the forgiveness of his sin through his intercession, but, accordingto 1 Samuel 15:30, to show him honour before the elders of the people and beforeIsrael, that his rejection might not be known.

Verses 26-29
This request Samuel refused, repeating at the same time the sentence ofrejection, and turned to depart. “Then Saul laid hold of the lappet of hismantle (i.e., his upper garment), and it tore” (lit. was torn off). That the(Niphal) ויּקּרע is correct, and is not to be altered into אתהּ ויּקרע, “Saul tore off the lappet,” according to therendering of the lxx, as Thenius supposes, is evident from theexplanation which Samuel gave of the occurrence (1 Samuel 15:28): “Jehovah hathtorn the sovereignty of Israel from thee to-day, and given it to thyneighbour, who is better than thou.” As Saul was about to hold back theprophet by force, that he might obtain from him a revocation of the divinesentence, the tearing of the mantle, which took place accidentally, andevidently without any such intention on the part of Saul, was to serve as asign of the rending away of the sovereignty from him. Samuel did not yet know to whom Jehovah would give it; he thereforeused the expression לרעך, as רע is applied to any onewith whom a person associates. To confirm his own words, he adds in 1 Samuel 15:29: “And also the Trust of Israel doth not lie and doth not repent, for Heis not a man to repent.” נצח signifies constancy, endurance,then confidence, trust, because a man can trust in what is constant. Thismeaning is to be retained here, where the word is used as a name for God,and not the meaning gloria, which is taken in 1 Chronicles 29:11 from theAramaean usage of speech, and would be altogether unsuitable here, wherethe context suggests the idea of unchangeableness. For a man's repentanceor regret arises from his changeableness, from the fluctuations in hisdesires and actions. This is never the case with God; consequently He isישׂראל נצח, the unchangeable One, in whom Israelcan trust, since He does not lie or deceive, or repent of His purposes. These words are spoken θεοπρεπῶς (theomorphically), whereas in 1 Samuel 15:11 and other passages, which speak of God as repenting, the words are to beunderstood ἀνθρωποπαθῶς (anthropomorphically; cf. Numbers 23:19).

Verse 30-31
After this declaration as to the irrevocable character of the determinationof God to reject Saul, Samuel yielded to the renewed entreaty of Saul, thathe would honour him by his presence before the elders and the people, andremained whilst Saul worshipped, not merely “for the purpose ofpreserving the outward order until a new king should take his place” (O. v. Gerlach), but also to carry out the ban upon Agag, whom Saul had spared.

Verse 32
After Saul had prayed, Samuel directed him to bring Agag the king of theAmalekites. Agag came מעדנּת, i.e., in a contented and joyousstate of mind, and said (in his heart), “Surely the bitterness of death isvanished,” not from any special pleasure at the thought of death, or from aheroic contempt of death, but because he thought that his life was to begranted him, as he had not been put to death at once, and was now aboutto be presented to the prophet (Clericus).

Verse 33
But Samuel pronounced the sentence of death upon him: “As thy swordhath made women childless, so be thy mother childless before women!”מנּשׁים is to be understood as a comparative: more childlessthan (other) women, i.e., the most childless of women, namely, becauseher son was the king. From these words of Samuel, it is very evident thatAgag had carried on his wars with great cruelty, and had therefore forfeitedhis life according to the lex talionis. Samuel then hewed him in pieces“before the Lord at Gilgal,” i.e., before the altar of Jehovah there; for theslaying of Agag being the execution of the ban, was an act performed forthe glory of God.

Verse 34-35
After the prophet had thus maintained the rights of Jehovah in thepresence of Saul, and carried out the ban upon Agag, he returned to hisown home at Ramah; and Saul went to his house at Gibeah. From that timeforward Samuel broke off all intercourse with the king whom Jehovah hadrejected. “For Samuel was grieved for Saul, and it repented the Lord that hehad made Saul king,” i.e., because Samuel had loved Saul on account of hisprevious election; and yet, as Jehovah had rejected him unconditionally, hefelt that he was precluded from doing anything to effect a change of heartin Saul, and his reinstatement as king.

16 Chapter 16 

Introduction
III. Saul's Fall and David's Election - 1 Samuel 16-31

Although the rejection of Saul on the part of God, which was announcedto him by Samuel, was not followed by immediate deposition, but Saulremained king until his death, the consequences of his rejection were veryspeedily brought to light. Whilst Samuel, by the command of God, wassecretly anointing David, the youngest son of Jesse, at Bethlehem, as king(1 Samuel 16:1-13), the Spirit of Jehovah departed from Saul, and an evilspirit began to terrify him, so that he fell into melancholy; and his servantsfetched David to the court, as a man who could play on stringedinstruments, that he might charm away the king's melancholy by hisplaying (1 Samuel 16:14-23). Another war with the Philistines soon furnishedDavid with the opportunity for displaying his heroic courage, by thedefeat of the giant Goliath, before whom the whole army of the Israelitestrembled; and to attract the eyes of the whole nation to himself, as thedeliverer of Israel from its foes (1 Samuel 17:1-54), in consequence of whichSaul placed him above the men of war, whilst Saul's brave son Jonathanformed a bond of friendship with him (1 Samuel 17:55-18:5). But this victory, in commemorating which the women sang, “Saul hathslain a thousand, David ten thousand” (1 Samuel 18:7), excited the jealousy ofthe melancholy king, so that the next day, in an attack of madness, hethrew his spear at David, who was playing before him, and after that notonly removed him from his presence, but by elevating him to the rank ofchief captain, and by the promise to give him his daughter in marriage forthe performance of brave deeds, endeavoured to entangle him in suchconflicts with the Philistines as should cost him his life. And when thisfailed, and David prospered in all his undertakings, he began to be afraid ofhim, and cherished a lifelong hatred towards him (1 Samuel 18:6-30). Jonathan did indeed try to intercede and allay his father's suspicions, andeffect a reconciliation between Saul and David; but the evil spirit soondrove the jealous king to a fresh attack upon David's life, so that he wasobliged to flee not only from the presence of Saul, but from his own housealso, and went to Ramah, to the prophet Samuel, whither, however, Saulsoon followed him, though he was so overpowered by the Spirit of theprophets, that he would not do anything to David (1 Samuel 19). Another attempt on the part of Jonathan to change his father's mindentirely failed, and so excited the wrath of Saul, that he actually threw thespear at his own son; so that no other course now remained for David,than to separate himself from his noble friend Jonathan, and seek safety inflight (1 Samuel 20). He therefore fled with his attendant first of all to Nob,where Ahimelech the high priest gave him some of the holy loaves and thesword of Goliath, on his representing to him that he was travelling hastilyin the affairs of the king. He then proceeded to Achish, the king of thePhilistines, at Gath; but having been recognised as the conqueror ofGoliath, he was obliged to feign madness in order to save his life; and beingdriven away by Achish as a madman, he went to the cave of Adullam, andthence into the land of Moab. But he was summoned by the prophet toreturn to his own land, and went into the wood Hareth, in the land ofJudah; whilst Saul, who had been informed by the Edomite Doeg of theoccurrence at Nob, ordered all the priests who were there to be put todeath, and the town itself to be ruthlessly destroyed, with all the men andbeasts that it contained. Only one of Ahimelech's sons escaped themassacre, viz., Abiathar; and he took refuge with David (1 Samuel 21-22).
Saul now commenced a regular pursuit of David, who had graduallycollected around him a company of 600 men. On receiving intelligence thatDavid had smitten a marauding company of Philistines at Keilah, Saulfollowed him, with the hope of catching him in this fortified town; andwhen this plan failed, on account of the flight of David into the wildernessof Ziph, because the high priest had informed him of the intention of theinhabitants to deliver him up, Saul pursued him thither, and had actuallysurrounded David with his warriors, when a messenger arrived with theintelligence of an invasion of the land by the Philistines, and he wassuddenly called away to make war upon these foes (1 Samuel 23). But he had nosooner returned from the attack upon the Philistines, than he pursuedDavid still farther into the wilderness of Engedi, where he entered into alarge cave, behind which David and his men were concealed, so that heactually fell into David's hands, who might have put him to death. But from reverence for the anointed of the Lord, instead of doing him anyharm, David merely cut off a corner of his coat, to show his pursuer, whenhe had left the cave, in what manner he had acted towards him, and toconvince him of the injustice of his hostility. Saul was indeed moved totears; but he was not disposed for all that to give up any further pursuit(1 Samuel 24). David was still obliged to wander about from place to place in thewilderness of Judah; and at length he was actually in want of thenecessaries of life, so that on one occasion, when the rich Nabal hadchurlishly turned away the messengers who had been sent to him to askfor a present, he formed the resolution to take bloody revenge upon thishard-hearted fool, and was only restrained from carrying the resolution outby the timely and friendly intervention of the wise Abigail (1 Samuel 25). Soonafter this Saul came a second time into such a situation, that David couldhave killed him; but during the night, whilst Saul and all his people weresleeping, he slipped with Abishai into the camp of his enemy, and carriedoff as booty the spear that was at the king's head, that he might show hima second time how very far he was from seeking to take his life (1 Samuel 26). But all this only made David's situation an increasingly desperate one; sothat eventually, in order to save his life, he resolved to fly into the countryof the Philistines, and take refuge with Achish, the king of Gath, by whomhe was now received in the most friendly manner, as a fugitive who hadbeen proscribed by the king of Israel. At his request Achish assigned himthe town of Ziklag as a dwelling-place for himself and his men, whence hemade sundry excursions against different Bedouin tribes of the desert. Inconsequence of this, however, he was brought into a state of dependenceupon this Philistian prince (1 Samuel 27:1-12); and shortly afterwards, when thePhilistines made an attack upon the Israelites, he would have beenperfectly unable to escape the necessity of fighting in their ranks againsthis own people and fatherland, if the other princes of the Philistines hadnot felt some mistrust of “these Hebrews,” and compelled Achish to sendDavid and his fighting men back to Ziklag (1 Samuel 29:1-11). But this was also to put an end to his prolonged flight. Saul's fear of thepower of the Philistines, and the fact that he could not obtain anyrevelation from God, induced him to have recourse to a necromantistwoman, and he was obliged to hear from the mouth of Samuel, whom shehad invoked, not only the confirmation of his own rejection on the part ofGod, but also the announcement of his death (1 Samuel 28). In the battle whichfollowed on the mountains of Gilboa, after his three sons had been put todeath by his side, he fell upon his own sword, that he might not fall aliveinto the hands of the archers of the enemy, who were hotly pursuing him(1 Samuel 31:1-13), whilst David in the meantime chastised the Amalekites for theirattack upon Ziklag (1 Samuel 30).
It is not stated anywhere how long the pursuit of David by Saulcontinued; the only notice given is that David dwelt a year and fourmonths in the land of the Philistines (1 Samuel 27:7). If we compare with thisthe statement in 2 Samuel 5:4, that David was thirty years old when hebecame king (over Judah), the supposition that he was about twenty yearsold when Samuel anointed him, and therefore that the interval betweenSaul's rejection and his death was about ten years, will not be very farfrom the truth. The events which occurred during this interval aredescribed in the most elaborate way, on the one hand because they showhow Saul sank deeper and deeper, after the Spirit of God had left him onaccount of his rebellion against Jehovah, and not only was unable toprocure any longer for the people that deliverance which they hadexpected from the king, but so weakened the power of the throne throughthe conflict which he carried on against David, whom the Lord had chosenruler of the nation in his stead, that when he died the Philistines were ableto inflict a total defeat upon the Israelites, and occupy a large portion ofthe land of Israel; and, on the other hand, because they teach how, after theLord had anointed David ruler over His people, and had opened the wayto the throne through the victory which he gained over Goliath, Hehumbled him by trouble and want, and trained him up as king after Hisown heart. On a closer examination of these occurrences, which we have only brieflyhinted at, giving their main features merely, we see clearly how, from thevery day when Samuel announced to Saul his rejection by God, hehardened himself more and more against the leadings of divine grace, andcontinued steadily ripening for the judgment of death. Immediately afterthis announcement an evil spirit took possession of his soul, so that he fellinto trouble and melancholy; and when jealousy towards David was stirredup in his heart, he was seized with fits of raving madness, in which hetried to pierce David with a spear, and thus destroy the man whom he hadcome to love on account of his musical talent, which had exerted sobeneficial an influence upon his mind (1 Samuel 16:23; 1 Samuel 18:10-11; 1 Samuel 19:9-10). These attacks of madness gradually gave place to hatred, which developeditself with full consciousness, and to a most deliberately planned hostility,which he concealed at first not only from David but also from all his ownattendants, with the hope that he should be able to put an end to David'slife through his stratagems, but which he afterwards proclaimed mostopenly as soon as these plans had failed. When his hostility was first openly declared, his eagerness to seize uponhis enemy carried him to such a length that he got into the company ofprophets at Ramah, and was so completely overpowered by the Spirit ofGod dwelling there, that he lay before Samuel for a whole day in a state ofprophetic ecstasy (1 Samuel 19:22.). But this irresistible power of theSpirit of God over him produced no change of heart. For immediatelyafterwards, when Jonathan began to intercede for David, Saul threw thespear at his own son (1 Samuel 20:33), and this time not in an attack ofmadness or insanity, but in full consciousness; for we do not read in thisinstance, as in 1 Samuel 18-19, that the evil spirit came upon him. He nowproceeded to a consistent carrying out of his purpose of murder. Heaccused his courtiers of having conspired against him like Jonathan, andformed an alliance with David (1 Samuel 22:6.), and caused the priests atNob to be murdered in cold blood, and the whole town smitten with theedge of the sword, because Ahimelech had supplied David with bread; andthis he did without paying any attention to the conclusive evidence of hisinnocence (1 Samuel 22:11.). He then went with 3000 men in pursuit ofDavid; and even after he had fallen twice into David's hands, and on bothoccasions had been magnanimously spared by him, he did not desist fromplotting for his life until he had driven him out of the land; so that we mayclearly see how each fresh proof of the righteousness of David's causeonly increased his hatred, until at length, in the war against the Philistines,he rashly resorted to the godless arts of a necromancer which he himselfhad formerly prohibited, and eventually put an end to his own life byfalling upon his sword.
Just as clearly may we discern in the guidance of David, from his anointingby Samuel to the death of Saul, how the Lord, as King of His people,trained him in the school of affliction to be His servant, and led himmiraculously on to the goal of his divine calling. Having been lifted up as ayoung man by his anointing, and by the favour which he had acquired withSaul through his playing upon the harp, and still more by his victory overGoliath, far above the limited circumstances of his previous life, he mightvery easily have been puffed up in the consciousness of the spiritual giftsand powers conferred upon him, if God had not humbled his heart bywant and tribulation. The first outbursts of jealousy on the part of Saul,and his first attempts to get rid of the favourite of the people, onlyfurnished him with the opportunity to distinguish himself still more bybrave deeds, and to make his name still dearer to the people (1 Samuel 18:30). When, therefore, Saul's hostility was openly displayed, and neitherJonathan's friendship nor Samuel's prophetic authority could protect himany longer, he fled to the high priest Ahimelech, and from him to kingAchish at Gath, and endeavoured to help himself through by resorting tofalsehood. He did save himself in this way no doubt, but he broughtdestruction upon the priests at Nob. And he was very soon to learn howall that he did for his people was rewarded with ingratitude. Theinhabitants of Keilah, whom he had rescued from their plunderers, wantedto deliver him up to Saul (1 Samuel 23:5, 1 Samuel 23:12); and even the men of his owntribe, the Ziphites, betrayed him twice, so that he was no longer sure ofhis life even in his own land. But the more this necessarily shook hisconfidence in his own strength and wisdom, the more clearly did the Lordmanifest himself as his faithful Shepherd. After Ahimelech had been put todeath, his son Abiathar fled to David with the light and right of the highpriest, so that he was now in a position to inquire the will and counsel ofGod in any difficulty into which he might be brought (1 Samuel 23:6). On two occasions God brought his mortal foe Saul into his hand, andDavid's conduct in both these cases shows how the deliverance of Godwhich he had hitherto experienced had strengthened his confidence in theLord, and in the fulfilment of His promises (compare 1 Samuel 24 with 1 Samuel 26). And his gracious preservation from carrying out his purposes of vengeanceagainst Nabal (1 Samuel 25) could not fail to strengthen him still more. Nevertheless, when his troubles threatened to continue withoutintermission, his courage began to sink and his faith to waver, so that hetook refuge in the land of the Philistines, where, however, his wisdom andcunning brought him into a situation of such difficulty that nothing but thegrace and fidelity of his God could possibly extricate him, and out ofwhich he was delivered without any act of his own.
In this manner was the divine sentence of rejection fulfilled upon Saul, andthe prospect which the anointing of David had set before him, of ascendingthe throne of Israel, carried out to completion. The account before us ofthe events which led to this result of the various complications, bears in allrespects so thoroughly the stamp of internal truth and trustworthiness,that even modern critics are unanimous in acknowledging the genuinehistorical character of the biblical narrative upon the whole. At the sametime, there are some things, such as the supposed irreconcilablediscrepancy between 1 Samuel 16:14-23 and 1 Samuel 17:55-58, and certainrepetitions, such as Saul's throwing the spear at David (1 Samuel 18:10 and1 Samuel 19:9-10), the treachery of the Ziphites (1 Samuel 23:19. and 1 Samuel 26:1.), David'ssparing Saul (1 Samuel 24:4. and 1 Samuel 26:5 ff), which they cannot explain in anyother way than by the favourite hypothesis that we have here divergentaccounts, or legendary traditions derived from two different sources thatare here woven together; whereas, as we shall see when we come to theexposition of the chapters in question, not only do the discrepanciesvanish on a more thorough and minute examination of the matter, but therepetitions are very clearly founded on facts.

Verses 1-13
Anointing of David. - 1 Samuel 16:1. The words in which God summonedSamuel to proceed to the anointing of another king, “How long wilt thoumourn for Saul, whom I have rejected, that he may not be king overIsrael?” show that the prophet had not yet been able to reconcile himselfto the hidden ways of the Lord; that he was still afraid that the people andkingdom of God would suffer from the rejection of Saul; and that hecontinued to mourn for Saul, not merely from his own personal attachmentto the fallen king, but also, or perhaps still more, from anxiety for thewelfare of Israel. He was now to put an end to this mourning, and to fillhis horn with oil and go to Jesse the Bethlehemite, for the Lord had chosena king from among his sons.

1 Samuel 16:2-3 
But Samuel replied, “How shall I go? If Saul hear it, he will killme.” This fear on the part of the prophet, who did not generally showhimself either hesitating or timid, can only be explained, as we may seefrom 1 Samuel 16:14, on the supposition that Saul was already given up to thepower of the evil spirit, so that the very worst might be dreaded from hismadness, if he discovered that Samuel had anointed another king. Thatthere was some foundation for Samuel's anxiety, we may infer from thefact that the Lord did not blame him for his fear, but pointed out the wayby which he might anoint David without attracting attention (1 Samuel 16:2, 1 Samuel 16:3). “Take a young heifer with thee, and say (sc., if any one ask the reason foryour going to Bethlehem), I am come to sacrifice to the Lord.” There wasno untruth in this, for Samuel was really about to conduct a sacrificialfestival and was to invite Jesse's family to it, and then anoint the onewhom Jehovah should point out to him as the chosen one. It was simply aconcealment of the principal object of his mission from any who mightmake inquiry about it, because they themselves had not been invited. “There was no dissimulation or falsehood in this, since God really wishedHis prophet to find safety under the pretext of the sacrifice. A sacrificewas therefore really offered, and the prophet was protected thereby, sothat he was not exposed to any danger until the time of full revelationarrived” (Calvin).

1 Samuel 16:4 
When Samuel arrived at Bethlehem, the elders of the city came tomeet him in a state of the greatest anxiety, and asked him whether hiscoming was peace, or promised good. The singular ויּאמר maybe explained on the ground that one of the elders spoke for the rest. Theanxious inquiry of the elders presupposes that even in the time of Saul theprophet Samuel was frequently in the habit of coming unexpectedly to oneplace and another, for the purpose of reproving and punishing wrong-doing and sin.

1 Samuel 16:5 
Samuel quieted them with the reply that he was come to offersacrifice to the Lord, and called upon them to sanctify themselves and takepart in the sacrifice. It is evident from this that the prophet wasaccustomed to turn his visits to account by offering sacrifice, and sobuilding up the people in fellowship with the Lord. The reason whysacrifices were offered at different places was, that since the removal ofthe ark from the tabernacle, this sanctuary had ceased to be the only placeof the nation's worship. התקדּשׁ, to sanctify one's self by washings andlegal purifications, which probably preceded every sacrificial festival (vid.,Exodus 19:10, Exodus 19:22). The expression, “Come with me to the sacrifice,” isconstructio praegnans for “Come and take part in the sacrifice.” “Call tothe sacrifice” (1 Samuel 16:3) is to be understood in the same way. זבח isthe slain-offering, which was connected with every sacrificial meal. It isevident from the following words, “and he sanctified Jesse and his sons,”that Samuel addressed the general summons to sanctify themselves moreespecially to Jesse and his sons. For it was with them that he was about tocelebrate the sacrificial meal.

1 Samuel 16:6-7 
When they came, sc., to the sacrificial meal, which was nodoubt held in Jesse's house, after the sacrifice had been presented upon analtar, and when Samuel saw the eldest son Eliab, who was tall andhandsome according to 1 Samuel 16:7, “he thought (lit. he said, sc., in his heart),Surely His anointed is before Jehovah,” i.e., surely the man is nowstanding before Jehovah whom He hath chosen to be His anointed. ButJehovah said to him in the spirit, “Look not at his form and the height ofhis stature, for I have rejected him: for not as man seeth (sc., do I see); forman looketh at the eyes, and Jehovah looketh at the heart.” The eyes, ascontrasted with the heart, are figuratively employed to denote the outwardform.

1 Samuel 16:8-10 
When Jesse thereupon brought up his other sons, one afteranother, before Samuel, the prophet said in the case of each, “This alsoJehovah hath not chosen.” As Samuel must be the subject to the verbויּאמר in 1 Samuel 16:8-10, we may assume that he had communicatedthe object of his coming to Jesse.

1 Samuel 16:11 
After the seventh had been presented, and the Lord had notpointed nay one of them out as the chosen one, “Samuel said to Jesse, Arethese all the boys?” When Jesse replied that there was still the smallest,i.e., the youngest, left, and he was keeping the sheep, he directed him tofetch him; “for,” said he, “we will not sit down till he has come hither,”סבב, to surround, sc., the table, upon which the meal wasarranged. This is implied in the context.

1 Samuel 16:12-13 
When David arrived, - and he was ruddy, also of beautiful eyesand good looks (אדמוני, used to denote the reddish colour ofthe hair, which was regarded as a mark of beauty in southern lands, wherethe hair is generally black. עם is an adverb here = therewith), andtherefore, so far as his looks and figure were concerned, well fitted,notwithstanding his youth, for the office to which the Lord had chosenhim, since corporeal beauty was one of the outward distinctions of a king, - the Lord pointed him out to the prophet as the chosen one; whereupon heanointed him in the midst of his brethren. Along with the anointing theSpirit of Jehovah came upon David from that day forward. But Samuelreturned to Ramah when the sacrificial meal was over. There is nothingrecorded concerning any words of Samuel to David at the time of theanointing and in explanation of its meaning, as in the case of Saul (1 Samuel 10:1). In all probability Samuel said nothing at the time, since, according to 1 Samuel 16:2,he had good reason for keeping the matter secret, not only on his ownaccount, but still more for David's sake; so that even the brethren of Davidwho were present knew nothing about the meaning and object of theanointing, but may have imagined that Samuel merely intended toconsecrate David as a pupil of the prophets. At the same time, we canhardly suppose that Samuel left Jesse, and even David, in uncertainty asto the object of his mission, and of the anointing which he had performed. He may have communicated all this to both of them, without letting theother sons know. It by no means follows, that because David remainedwith his father and kept the sheep as before, therefore his calling to be kingmust have been unknown to him; but only that in the anointing which hehad received he did not discern either the necessity or obligation to appearopenly as the anointed of the Lord, and that after receiving the Spirit ofthe Lord in consequence of the anointing, he left the further developmentof the matter to the Lord in childlike submission, assured that He wouldprepare and show him the way to the throne in His own good time.

Verses 14-23
David's Introduction to the Court of Saul. - 1 Samuel 16:14. With the rejection of Saulon the part of God, the Spirit of Jehovah had departed from him, and anevil spirit from Jehovah had come upon him, who filled him with fear andanguish. The “evil spirit from Jehovah” which came into Saul in the placeof the Spirit of Jehovah, was not merely an inward feeling of depression atthe rejection announced to him, which grew into melancholy, andoccasionally broke out in passing fits of insanity, but a higher evil power,which took possession of him, and not only deprived him of his peace ofmind, but stirred up the feelings, ideas, imagination, and thoughts of hissoul to such an extent that at times it drove him even into madness. Thisdemon is called “an evil spirit (coming) from Jehovah,” because Jehovahhad sent it as a punishment, or “an evil spirit of God” (Elohim: 1 Samuel 16:15), orbriefly “a spirit of God” (Elohim), or “the evil spirit” (1 Samuel 16:23, compare 1 Samuel 18:10), as being a supernatural, spiritual, evil power; but never “theSpirit of Jehovah,” because this is the Spirit proceeding from the holyGod, which works upon men as the spirit of strength, wisdom, andknowledge, and generates and fosters the spiritual or divine life. Theexpression רעה יהוה רוּח (1 Samuel 19:9) isan abbreviated form for יהוה מאת רעה רוּח, and is to be interpreted according.

1 Samuel 16:15-16 
When Saul's attendants, i.e., his officers at court, perceivedthe mental ailment of the king, they advised him to let the evil spirit whichtroubled him be charmed away by instrumental music. “Let our lord speak(command); thy servants are before thee (i.e., ready to serve thee): theywill seek a man skilled in playing upon the harp; so will it be well withthee when an evil spirit of God comes upon thee, and he (the man referredto) plays with his hands.” The powerful influence exerted by music uponthe state of the mind was well known even in the earliest times; so that thewise men of ancient Greece recommended music to soothe the passions, toheal mental diseases, and even to check tumults among the people. Fromthe many examples collected by Grotius, Clericus, and more especiallyBochart in the Hieroz. P. i. l. 2, c. 44, we will merely cite the words ofCensorinus (de die natali, c. 12): “Pythagoras ut animum sua semper divinitate imbueret, priusquam se somno daret et cum esset expergitus, cithara ut ferunt cantare consueverat, et Asclepiades medicus phreneticorum mentes morbo turbatas saepe per symphoniam suae naturae reddidit.”

1 Samuel 16:17-18 
When Saul commanded them to seek out a good player upona stringed instrument in accordance with this advice, one of the youths(נערים, a lower class of court servants) said, “I have seen a sonof Jesse the Bethlehemite, skilled in laying, and a brave man, and a man ofwar, eloquent, and a handsome man, and Jehovah is with him.” Thedescription of David is “a mighty man” and “a man of war” does notpresuppose that David had already fought bravely in war, but may beperfectly explained from what David himself afterwards affirmedrespecting his conflicts with lions and bears (1 Samuel 17:34-35). The courageand strength which he had then displayed furnished sufficient proofs ofheroism for any one to discern in him the future warrior.

1 Samuel 16:19-20 
Saul thereupon sent to ask Jesse for his son David; and Jessesent him with a present of an ass's burden of bread, a bottle of wine, and abuck-kid. Instead of the singular expression לחם חמור, an ass with bread, i.e., laden with bread, the lxx read לחם חמר, and rendered it γόμορ ἄρτων ; but this iscertainly wrong, as they were not accustomed to measure bread in bushels. These presents show how simple were the customs of Israel and in thecourt of Saul at that time.

1 Samuel 16:21-23 
When David came to Saul and stood before him, i.e., servedhim by playing upon his harp, Saul took a great liking to him, andnominated him his armour-bearer, i.e., his adjutant, as a proof of hissatisfaction with him, and sent to Jesse to say, “Let David stand beforeme,” i.e., remain in my service, “for he has found favour in my sight.” Thehistorian then adds (1 Samuel 16:23): “When the (evil) spirit of God came to Saul (אל, as in 1 Samuel 19:9, is really equivalent to על), and David tookthe harp and played, there came refreshing to Saul, and he became well,and the evil spirit departed from him.” Thus David came to Saul's court,and that as his benefactor, without Saul having any suspicion of David'sdivine election to be king of Israel. This guidance on the part of God was aschool of preparation to David for his future calling. In the first place, hewas thereby lifted out of his quiet and homely calling in the country intothe higher sphere of court-life; and thus an opportunity was afforded himnot only for intercourse with men of high rank, and to become acquaintedwith the affairs of the kingdom, but also to display those superior gifts ofhis intellect and heart with which God had endowed him, and thereby togain the love and confidence of the people. But at the same time he wasalso brought into a severe school of affliction, in which his inner man wasto be trained by conflicts from without and within, so that he mightbecome a man after God's heart, who should be well fitted to found thetrue monarchy in Israel.

17 Chapter 17 

Verses 1-54
A war between the Philistines and the Israelites furnished David with theopportunity of displaying before Saul and all Israel, and greatly to theterror of the enemies of his people, that heroic power which was firmlybased upon his bold and pious trust in the omnipotence of the faithfulcovenant God (1 Samuel 17:1-3). A powerful giant, named Goliath, came forwardfrom the ranks of the Philistines, and scornfully challenged the Israelites toproduce a man who would decide the war by a single combat with him (1 Samuel 17:4-11). David, who had returned home for a time from the court of Saul,and had just been sent into the camp by his father with provisions for hiselder brothers who were serving in the army, as soon as he heard thechallenge and the scornful words of the Philistine, offered to fight with him(vv. 15-37), and killed the giant with a stone from a sling; whereupon thePhilistines took to flight, and were pursued by the Israelites to Gath andEkron (vv. 38-54).

1 Samuel 17:1-11 
Some time after David first came to Saul for the purpose ofplaying, and when he had gone back to his father to Bethlehem, probablybecause Saul's condition had improved, the Philistines made a freshattempt to subjugate the Israelites. They collected their army together((machaneh), as in Exodus 14:24; Judges 4:16) to war at Shochoh, the presentShuweikeh, in the Wady Sumt, three hours and a half to the south-west ofJerusalem, in the hilly region between the mountains of Judah and theplain of Philistia (see at Joshua 15:35), and encamped between Shochoh andAzekah, at Ephes-dammim, which has been preserved in the ruins ofDamûm, about an hour and a half east by north of Shuweikeh; so thatAzekah, which has not yet been certainly traced, must be sought for to theeast or north-east of Damûm (see at Joshua 10:10).
1 Samuel 17:2-3 
Saul and the Israelites encamped opposite to them in theterebinth valley (Emek ha-Elah), i.e., a plain by the Wady Musur, andstood in battle array opposite to the Philistines, in such order that thelatter stood on that side against the mountain (on the slope of themountain), and the Israelites on this side against the mountain; and thevalley (הגּיא, the deeper cutting made by the brook in the plain)was between them.

1 Samuel 17:4-5 
And the (well-known) champion came out of the camps of thePhilistines (הבּנים אישׁ, the middle-man, who decidesa war between two armies by a single combat; Luther, “the giant,”according to the ἀνὴρ δυνατὸς of the lxx, although in 1 Samuel 17:23 the Septuagint translators have rendered the word correctly ἀνὴρ ὁ ἀμεσσαῖος , which is probably only another form of ὁ μεσαῖος ), namedGoliath of Gath, one of the chief cities of the Philistines, where there wereAnakim still left, according to Joshua 11:22. His height was six cubits and aspan (6 1/4 cubits), i.e., according to the calculation made by Thenius,about nine feet two inches Parisian measure, - a great height no doubt,though not altogether unparalleled, and hardly greater than that of the greatuncle of Iren, who came to Berlin in the year 1857 (see Pentateuch, p. 869,note).

(Note: According to Pliny (h. n. vii. 16), the giant Pusio and thegiantess Secundilla, who lived in the time of Augustus, were ten feetthree inches (Roman) in height; and a Jew is mentioned by Josephus(Ant. xviii. 4, 5), who was seven cubits in height, i.e., ten Parisianfeet, or if the cubits are Roman, nine and a half.)

The armour of Goliath corresponded to his gigantic stature: “a helmet ofbrass upon his head, and clothes in scale armour, the weight of which wasfive thousand shekels of brass.” The meaning scales is sustained by thewords קשׂקשׂת in Leviticus 11:9-10, and Deuteronomy 14:9-10, and קשׂקשׂות in Ezekiel 29:4. קשׂקשּׂים שׁריון, therefore, is not θώραξ ἁλυσιδωτός (lxx), a coat of mail made of rings worked togetherlike chains, such as were used in the army of the Seleucidae (1 Macc. 6:35), but according to Aquila's φολιδωτόν (scaled), a coat made of platesof brass lying one upon another like scales, such as we find upon the oldAssyrian sculptures, where the warriors fighting in chariots, and inattendance upon the king, wear coats of scale armour, descending either tothe knees or ankles, and consisting of scales of iron or brass, which wereprobably fastened to a shirt of felt or coarse linen (see Layard, Ninevehand its Remains, vol. ii. p. 335). The account of the weight, 5000 shekels,i.e., according to Thenius, 148 Dresden pounds, is hardly founded uponthe actual weighing of the coat of mail, but probably rested upon a generalestimate, which may have been somewhat too high, although we must bearin mind that the coat of mail not only covered the chest and back, but, asin the case of the Assyrian warriors, the lower part of the body also, andtherefore must have been very large and very heavy.

(Note: According to Thenius, the cuirass of Augustus the Strong,which has been preserved in the historical museum at Dresden,weighted fifty-five pounds; and from that he infers, that the weightgiven as that of Goliath's coat of mail is by no means too great. Ewald, on the other hand, seems to have no idea of the nature of theHebrew eights, or of the bodily strength of a man, since he gives 5000lbs. of brass as the weight of Goliath's coat of mail (Gesch. iii. p. 90),and merely observes that the pounds were of course much smallerthan ours. But the shekel did not even weight so much as our fullounce. With such statements as these you may easily turn thehistorical character of the scriptural narrative into incredible myths;but they cannot lay any claim to the name of science.)

1 Samuel 17:6 
And “greaves of brass upon his feet, and a brazen lance (hung)between his shoulders,” i.e., upon his back. כּידון signifies alance, or small spear. The lxx and Vulgate, however, adopt the rendering ἀσπὶς χαλκῆ , clypeus aeneus; and Luther has followed them,and translates it a brazen shield. Thenius therefore proposes to alterכּידון into מגן, because the expression “between hisshoulders” does not appear applicable to a spear or javelin, which Goliathmust have suspended by a strap, but only to a small shield slung over hisback, whilst his armour-bearer carried the larger צנּה in front ofhim. But the difficulty founded upon the expression “between hisshoulders” has been fully met by Bochart (Hieroz. i. 2, c. 8), in theexamples which he cites from Homer, Virgil, etc., to prove that theancients carried their own swords slung over their shoulders ( ἀμφὶ δ ̓ ὤμοισιν : Il. ii. 45, etc.). And Josephus understood the expression in thisway (Ant. vi. 9, 1). Goliath had no need of any shield to cover his back, asthis was sufficiently protected by the coat of mail. Moreover, the allusionto the כּידון in 1 Samuel 17:45 points to an offensive weapon, and not to ashield.

1 Samuel 17:7 
“And the shaft of his spear was like a weaver's beam, and thepoint of it six hundred shekels of iron” (about seventeen pounds). Forחץ, according to the Keri and the parallel passages, 2 Samuel 21:19; 1 Chronicles 20:5, we should read עץ, wood, i.e., shaft. Before himwent the bearer of the zinnah, i.e., the great shield.

1 Samuel 17:8 
This giant stood and cried to the ranks of the Israelites, “Whycome ye out to place yourselves in battle array? Am I not the Philistine,and ye the servants of Saul? Choose ye out a man who may come down tome” (into the valley where Goliath was standing). The meaning is: “Whywould you engage in battle with us? I am the man who represents thestrength of the Philistines, and ye are only servants of Saul. If ye haveheroes, choose one out, that we may decide the matter in a single combat.”

1 Samuel 17:9-10 
“If he can fight with me, and kill me, we will be your servants;if I overcome him, and slay him, ye shall be our servants, and serve us.”He then said still further (1 Samuel 17:10), “I have mocked the ranks of Israel thisday (the mockery consisted in his designating the Israelites as servants ofSaul, and generally in the triumphant tone in which he issued the challengeto single combat); give me a man, that we may fight together!”

1 Samuel 17:11 
At these words Saul and all Israel were dismayed and greatlyafraid, because not one of them dared to accept the challenge to fight withsuch a giant.

1 Samuel 17:12-31
David's arrival in the camp, and wish to fight with Goliath. - David had been dismissed by Saul at that time, and having returned home,he was feeding his father's sheep once more (1 Samuel 17:12-15). Now, when theIsraelites were standing opposite to the Philistines, and Goliath wasrepeating his challenge every day, David was sent by his father into thecamp to bring provisions to his three eldest brothers, who were serving inSaul's army, and to inquire as to their welfare (1 Samuel 17:16-19). He arrived whenthe Israelites had placed themselves in battle array; and running to hisbrethren in the ranks, he saw Goliath come out from the ranks of thePhilistines, and heard his words, and also learned from the mouth of anIsraelite what reward Saul would give to any one who would defeat thisPhilistine (1 Samuel 17:20-25). He then inquired more minutely into the matter; andhaving thereby betrayed his own intention of trying to fight with him (1 Samuel 17:26, 1 Samuel 17:27), he was sharply reproved by his eldest brother in consequence (1 Samuel 17:28, 1 Samuel 17:29). He did not allow this to deter him, however, but turned to anotherwith the same question, and received a similar reply (1 Samuel 17:30); whereuponhis words were told to the king, who ordered David to come before him (1 Samuel 17:31).
This is, in a condensed form, the substance of the section, whichintroduces the conquest of Goliath by David in the character of anepisode. This first heroic deed was of the greatest importance to Davidand all Israel, for it was David's first step on the way to the throne, towhich Jehovah had resolved to raise him. This explains the fulness andcircumstantiality of the narrative, in which the intention is very apparentto set forth most distinctly the marvellous overruling of all thecircumstances by God himself. And this circumstantiality of the account isclosely connected with the form of the narrative, which abounds inrepetitions, that appear to us tautological in many instances, but whichbelong to the characteristic peculiarities of the early Hebrew style ofhistorical composition.

(Note: On account of these repetitions and certain apparentdifferences, the lxx (Cod. Vat.) have omitted the section from 1 Samuel 17:12 to 1 Samuel 17:31, and also that from 1 Samuel 17:55 to 1 Samuel 18:5; and on the groundof this omission, Houbigant, Kennicott, Michaelis, Eichhorn, Dathe,Bertheau, and many others, have pronounced both these sectionslater interpolations; whereas the more recent critics, such as DeWette, Thenius, Ewald, Bleek, Stähelin, and others, reject thehypothesis that they are interpolations, and infer from the supposeddiscrepancies that 1 Samuel 17 and 18 were written by some one who wasignorant of the facts mentioned in 1 Samuel 16, and was altogether adifferent person from the author of this chapter. According to 1 Samuel 16:21., they say, David was Saul's armour-bearer already, and hisfamily connections were well known to the king, whereas, accordingto 1 Samuel 17:15, David was absent just at the time when he ought asarmour-bearer to have been in attendance upon Saul; whilst in 1 Samuel 17:33 he is represented as a shepherd boy who was unaccustomed tohandle weapons, and as being an unauthorized spectator of the war,and, what is still more striking, even his lineage is represented in 1 Samuel 17:55. as unknown both to Abner and the king. Moreover, in 1 Samuel 17:12 the writer introduces a notice concerning Davidwith which the reader must be already well acquainted from 1 Samuel 16:5., and which is therefore, to say the least, superfluous; and in 1 Samuel 17:54 Jerusalem is mentioned in a manner which does not quiteharmonize with the history, whilst the account of the manner inwhich he disposed of Goliath's armour is apparently at variance with 1 Samuel 21:9. But the notion, that the sections in question areinterpolations that have crept into the text, cannot be sustained onthe mere authority of the Septuagint version; since the arbitrarymanner in which the translators of this version made omissions oradditions at pleasure is obvious to any one. Again, the assertion thatthese sections cannot well be reconciled with 1 Samuel 16, and emanatedfrom an author who was unacquainted with the history in 1 Samuel 16, isoverthrown by the unquestionable reference to 1 Samuel 16 which we findin 1 Samuel 16:12, “David the son of that Ephratite,” - where Jerome hascorrectly paraphrased הזּה, de quo supra dictum est- and alsoby the remark in 1 Samuel 16:15, that David went backwards and forwards fromSaul to feed his father's sheep in Bethlehem. Neither of these can bepronounced interpolations of the compiler, unless the fact can beestablished that the supposed discrepancies are really well founded. But it by no means follows, that because Saul loved David on accountof the beneficial effect which is playing upon the harp produced uponhis mind, and appointed him his armour-bearer, therefore David hadreally to carry the king's armour in time of war. The appointment ofarmour-bearer was nothing more than conferring upon him the titleof aide-de-camp, from which it cannot be inferred that David hadalready become well known to the king through the performance ofwarlike deeds. If Joab, the commander-in-chief, had ten armour-bearers (2 Samuel 18:15, compare 1 Samuel 23:37), king Saul wouldcertainly have other armour-bearers besides David, and such as werewell used to war. Moreover, it is not stated anywhere in 1 Samuel 16 thatSaul took David at the very outset into his regular and permanentservice, but, according to 1 Samuel 16:22, he merely asked his father Jesse thatDavid might stand before him, i.e., might serve him; and there is nocontradiction in the supposition, that when his melancholy left himfor a time, he sent David back to his father to Bethlehem, so that onthe breaking out of the war with the Philistines he was living at homeand keeping sheep, whilst his three eldest brothers had gone to thewar. The circumstance, however, that when David went to fight withGoliath, Saul asked Abner his captain, “Whose son is this youth?” andAbner could give no explanation to the king, so that after the defeatof Goliath, Saul himself asked David, “Whose son art thou?” (1 Samuel 17:55-58), can hardly be comprehended, if all that Saul wanted to ascertainwas the name of David's father. For even if Abner had not troubledhimself about the lineage of Saul's harpist, Saul himself could not wellhave forgotten that David was a son of the Bethlehemite Jesse. Butthere was much more implied in Saul's question. It was not the nameof David's father alone that he wanted to discover, but what kind ofman the father of a youth who possessed the courage to accomplishso marvellous a heroic deed really was; and the question was put notmerely in order that he might grant him an exemption of his housefrom taxes as the reward promised for the conquest of Goliath (1 Samuel 17:25), but also in all probability that he might attach such a man to hiscourt, since he inferred from the courage and bravery of the son theexistence of similar qualities in the father. It is true that David merelyreplied, “The son of thy servant Jesse of Bethlehem;” but it is veryevident from the expression in 1 Samuel 18:1, “when he had made anend of speaking unto Saul,” that Saul conversed with him still furtherabout his family affairs, since the very words imply a lengthenedconversation. The other difficulties are very trivial, and will beanswered in connection with the exposition of the passages inquestion.)

1 Samuel 17:12-15 
1 Samuel 17:12-15 are closely connected with the preceding words,“All Israel was alarmed at the challenge of the Philistine; but David the sonof that Ephratite (Ephratite, as in 1:1-2) of Bethlehem in Judah,whose name was Jesse,” etc. The verb and predicate do not follow till 1 Samuel 17:15; so that the words occur here in the form of an anacolouthon. Thetraditional introduction of the verb היה between ודוד and בּן־אישׁ (David was the son of that Ephratite) is botherroneous and misleading. If the words were to be understood in this way,היה could no more be omitted here than היתה in 2 Chronicles 22:3, 2 Chronicles 22:11. The true explanation is rather, that 1 Samuel 17:12-15 form oneperiod expanded by parentheses, and that the historian lost sight of theconstruction with which he commenced in the intermediate clauses; so thathe started afresh with the subject ודוד in 1 Samuel 17:15, and proceededwith what he had to say concerning David, doing this at the same time insuch a form that what he writes is attached, so far as the sense ifconcerned, to the parenthetical remarks concerning Jesse's eldest sons. To bring out distinctly the remarkable chain of circumstances by whichDavid was led to undertake the conflict with Goliath, he links on to thereference to his father certain further notices respecting David's family andhis position at that time. Jesse had eight sons and was an old man in thetime of Saul. באנשׁים בּא, “come among the weak.”אנשׁים generally means, no doubt, people or men. But thismeaning does not give any appropriate sense here; and the suppositionthat the word has crept in through a slip of the pen for בּשּׁנים,is opposed not only by the authority of the early translators, all of whomread אנשׁים, but also by the circumstance that the expression בּשּׁנים בּוא does not occur in the whole of the OldTestament, and that ביּמים בּוא alone is used with thissignification.

1 Samuel 17:13-14 
“The three great (i.e., eldest) sons of Jesse had gone behindSaul into the war.” הלכוּ, which appears superfluous after theforegoing ויּלכוּ, has been defended by Böttcher, as necessaryto express the pluperfect, which the thought requires, since the imperfectconsec. ויּלכוּ, when attached to a substantive and participialclause, merely expresses the force of the aorist. Properly, therefore, itreads thus: “And then (in Jesse's old age) the three eldest sons followed,had followed, Saul;” a very ponderous construction indeed, but quitecorrect, and even necessary, with the great deficiency of forms, to expressthe pluperfect. The names of these three sons agree with 1 Samuel 16:6-9,whilst the third, Shammah, is called Shimeah (שׁמעה) in 2 Samuel 13:3, 2 Samuel 13:32, שׁמעי in 2 Samuel 21:21, and שׁמעא in 1 Chronicles 2:13; 1 Chronicles 20:7.

1 Samuel 17:15 
“But David was going and returning away from Saul:” i.e., hewent backwards and forwards from Saul to feed his father's sheep inBethlehem; so that he was not in the permanent service of Saul, but at thatvery time was with his father. The latter is to be supplied from thecontext.

1 Samuel 17:16-17 
The Philistine drew near (to the Israelitish ranks) morningand evening, and stationed himself for forty days (in front of them). Thisremark continues the description of Goliath's appearance, and introducesthe account which follows. Whilst the Philistine was coming out every dayfor forty days long with his challenge to single combat, Jesse sent his sonDavid into the camp. “Take now for thy brethren this ephah of parchedgrains (see Leviticus 23:13), and these ten loaves, and bring them quickly intothe camp to thy brethren.”

1 Samuel 17:18 
“And these ten slices of soft cheese (so the ancient versionsrender it) bring to the chief captain over thousand, and visit thy brethrento inquire after their welfare, and bring with you a pledge from them” - apledge that they are alive and well. This seems the simplest explanation ofthe word ערבּתם, of which very different renderings weregiven by the early translators.

1 Samuel 17:19 
“But Saul and they (the brothers), and the whole of the men ofIsrael, are in the terebinth valley,” etc. This statement forms part of Jesse'swords.

1 Samuel 17:20-21 
In pursuance of this commission, David went in the morningto the waggon-rampart, when the army, which was going out (of the camp)into battle array, raised the war-cry, and Israel and the Philistines placedthemselves battle-array against battle-array. וגו והחיל is acircumstantial clause, and the predicate is introduced with והרעוּ, as וגו והחיל is placed at the head absolutely: “and asfor the army which, etc., it raised a shout.” בּמּלחמה הרע, lit. tomake a noise in war, i.e., to raise a war-cry.

1 Samuel 17:22 
David left the vessels with the provisions in the charge of thekeeper of the vessels, and ran into the ranks to inquire as to the health ofhis brethren.

1 Samuel 17:23 
Whilst he was talking with them, the champion (middle-man)Goliath drew near, and spoke according to those words (the wordscontained in 1 Samuel 17:8.), and David heard it. פל ממּערות is probably anerror for פל ממּערכות (Keri, lxx, Vulg.; cf. 1 Samuel 17:26). If theChethibh were the proper reading, it would suggest an Arabic wordsignifying a crowd of men (Dietrich on Ges. Lex.).

1 Samuel 17:24-25 
All the Israelites fled from Goliath, and were so afraid. They said (ישׂראל אישׁ is a collective noun), “Have yeseen this man who is coming? (הרּאיתם, with Dagesh dirim as in 1 Samuel 10:24. Surely to defy Israel is he coming; and whoever shall slay him,the king will enrich him with great wealth, and give him his daughter, andmake his father's house (i.e., his family) free in Israel,” viz., from taxes andpublic burdens. There is nothing said afterwards about the fulfilment ofthese promises. But it by no means follows from this, that the statementis to be regarded as nothing more than an exaggeration, that had grown upamong the people, of what Saul had really said. There is al| the lessprobability in this, from the fact that, according to 1 Samuel 17:27, the peopleassured him again of the same thing. In all probability Saul had actuallymade some such promises as these, but did not feel himself bound to fulfilthem afterwards, because he had not made them expressly to Davidhimself.

1 Samuel 17:26-27 
When David heard these words, he made more minuteinquiries from the bystanders about the whole matter, and dropped somewords which gave rise to the supposition that he wanted to go and fightwith this Philistine himself. This is implied in the words, “For who is thePhilistine, this uncircumcised one (i.e., standing as he does outside thecovenant with Jehovah), that he insults the ranks of the living God!”whom he has defied in His army. “He must know,” says the BerleburgerBible, “that he has not to do with men, but with God. With a living God hewill have to do, and not with an idol.”

1 Samuel 17:28 
David's eldest brother was greatly enraged at his talking thuswith the men, and reproved David: “Why hast thou come down (fromBethlehem, which stood upon high ground, to the scene of the war), andwith whom hast thou left those few sheep in the desert?” “Those fewsheep,” the loss of only one of which would be a very great loss to ourfamily. “I know thy presumption, and the wickedness of thy heart; forthou hast come down to look at the war;” i.e., thou art not contented withthy lowly calling, but aspirest to lofty things; it gives thee pleasure to lookupon bloodshed. Eliab sought for the splinter in his brother's eye, and wasnot aware of the beam in his own. The very things with which he chargedhis brother - presumption and wickedness of heart - were most apparent inhis scornful reproof.

1 Samuel 17:29-30 
David answered very modestly, and so as to put the scorn ofhis reprover to shame: “What have I done, then? It was only a word” - avery allowable inquiry certainly. He then turned from him (Eliab) toanother who was standing by; and having repeated his previous words, hereceived the same answer from the people.

1 Samuel 17:31 
David's words were told to Saul, who had him sent forimmediately.

1 Samuel 17:32-40 
David's resolution to fight with Goliath; and his equipmentfor the conflict. - 1 Samuel 17:32. When in the presence of Saul, David said, “Let noman's heart (i.e., courage) fail on his account (on account of the Philistine,about whom they had been speaking): thy servant will go and fight withthis Philistine.”

1 Samuel 17:33-35 
To Saul's objection that he, a mere youth, could not fightwith this Philistine, a man of war from his youth up, David replied, that asa shepherd he had taken a sheep out of the jaws of a lion and a bear, andhad also slain them both. The article before ארי and דּוב points out these animals as the well-known beasts of prey. By theexpression ואת־הדּוב the bear is subordinated to the lion, or ratherplaced afterwards, as something which came in addition to it; so that את is to be taken as a nota accus. (vid., Ewald, §277, a), though it is notto be understood as implying that the lion and the bear went together insearch of prey. The subordination or addition is merely a logical one: notonly the lion, but also the bear, which seized the sheep, did David slay. זה, which we find in most of the editions since the time of Jac. Chayim, 1525, is an error in writing, or more correctly in hearing, for שׂה, a sheep. “And I went out after it; and when it rose up against me, Iseized it by its beard, and smote it, and killed it.” זקן, beardand chin, signifies the bearded chin. Thenius proposes, though withoutany necessity, to alter בּזקנו into בּגרונו, for the simplebut weak reason, that neither lions nor bears have any actual beard. Wehave only to think, for example, of the λῖς ἠυγένειος in Homer (Il. xv. 275, xvii. 109), or the barbam vellere mortuo leoni of Martial (x. 9). Evenin modern times we read of lions having been killed by Arabs with a stick(see Rosenmüller, Bibl. Althk. iv. 2, pp. 132-3). The constant use of thesingular suffix is sufficient to show, that when David speaks of the lionand the bear, he connects together two different events, which took placeat different times, and then proceeds to state how he smote both the oneand the other of the two beasts of prey.

1 Samuel 17:36-38 
“Thy servant slew both the lion and the bear; and thePhilistine, this uncircumcised one, shall become like one of them (i.e., thesame thing shall happen to him as to the lion and the bear), because he hasdefied the ranks of the living God.” “And,” he continued (1 Samuel 17:37), “the Lordwho delivered me out of the hand (the power) of the lion and the bear, hewill deliver me out of the hand of this Philistine.” David's courage rested,therefore, upon his confident belief that the living God would not let Hispeople be defied by the heathen with impunity. Saul then desired for himthe help of the Lord in carrying out his resolution, and bade him put on hisown armour-clothes, and bird on his armour. מדּיו (his clothes)signifies probably a peculiar kind of clothes which were worn under thearmour, a kind of armour-coat to which the sword was fastened.

1 Samuel 17:39-40 
When he was thus equipped with brazen helmet, coat ofmail, and sword, David began to walk, but soon found that he could donothing with these. He therefore said to Saul, “I cannot go in these things,for I have not tried them;” and having taken them off, he took hisshepherd's staff in his hand, sought out five smooth stones from thebrook-valley, and put them in the shepherd's thing that he had, namely hisshepherd's bag. He then took the sling in his hand, and went up to thePhilistine. In the exercise of his shepherd's calling he may have become soskilled in the use of the sling, that, like the Benjaminites mentioned in Judges 20:16, he could sling at a hair's-breadth, and not miss.

1 Samuel 17:41-54 
David and Goliath: fall of Goliath, and flight of thePhilistines. - 1 Samuel 17:41. The Philistine came closer and closer to David.

1 Samuel 17:42-44 
When he saw David, “he looked at him, and despised him,”i.e., he looked at him contemptuously, because he was a youth (as in 1 Samuel 16:12); “and then said to him, Am I a dog, that thou comest to mewith sticks?” (the plural מקלות is used in contemptuousexaggeration of the armour of David, which appeared so thoroughly unfitfor the occasion); “and cursed David by his God (i.e., making use of thename of Jehovah in his cursing, and thus defying not David only, but theGod of Israel also), and finished with the challenge, Come to me, and I willgive thy flesh to the birds of heaven and the beasts of the field” (to eat). Itwas with such threats as these that Homer's heroes used to defy oneanother (vid., Hector's threat, for example, in Il. xiii. 831-2).

1 Samuel 17:45-47 
David answered this defiance with bold, believing courage:“Thou comest to me with sword, and javelin, and lance; but I come to theein the name of the Lord of Saboath, the God of the ranks of Israel, whomthou hast defied. This day will Jehovah deliver thee into my hand; and Ishall smite thee, and cut off thine head, and give the corpse of the army ofthe Philistines to the birds this day … And all the world shall learn thatIsrael hath a God; and this whole assembly shall discover that Jehovahbringeth deliverance (victory) not by sword and spear: for war belongethto Jehovah, and He will give you into our hand.” Whilst Goliath boasted ofhis strength, David founded his own assurance of victory upon theAlmighty God of Israel, whom the Philistine had defied. פּגר is tobe taken collectively. לישׂראל אלהים ישׁ doesnot mean “God is for Israel,” but “Israel hath a God,” so that Elohim is ofcourse used here in a pregnant sense. This God is Jehovah; war is his, i.e.,He is the Lord of war, who has both war and its results in His power.

1 Samuel 17:48-49 
When the Philistines rose up, drawing near towards David(קם and ילך simply serve to set forth the occurrencein a more pictorial manner), David hastened and ran to the battle array tomeet him, took a stone out of his pocket, hurled it, and hit the Philistineon his temples, so that the stone entered them, and Goliath fell upon hisface to the ground.

1 Samuel 17:50-51 
1 Samuel 17:50 contains a remark by the historian with reference to theresult of the conflict: “Thus was David stronger than the Philistine, with asling and stone, and smote the Philistine, and slew him without a sword inhis hand.” And then in 1 Samuel 17:51 the details are given, namely, that David cutoff the head of the fallen giant with his own sword. Upon the downfall oftheir hero the Philistines were terrified and fled; whereupon the Israelitesrose up with a cry to pursue the flying foe, and pursued them “to a valley,and to the gates of Ekron.” The first place mentioned is a very strikingone. The “valley” cannot mean the one which divided the two armies,according to 1 Samuel 17:3, not only because the article is wanting, but still morefrom the facts themselves. For it is neither stated, nor really probable, thatthe Philistines had crossed that valley, so as to make it possible to pursuethem into it again. But if the word refers to some other valley, it seemsvery strange that nothing further should be said about it. Both thesecircumstances render the reading itself, ניא, suspicious, and give greatprobability to the conjecture that ניא is only a copyist's error for Gath,which is the rendering given by the lxx, especially when taken inconnection with the following clause, “to Gath and to Ekron” (1 Samuel 17:52).

1 Samuel 17:52 
“And wounded of the Philistines fell on the way to Shaaraim,and to Gath and to Ekron.” Shaaraim is the town of Saarayim, in thelowland of Judah, and has probably been preserved in the Tell KefrZakariya (see at Joshua 15:36). On Gath and Ekron, see at Joshua 13:3.

1 Samuel 17:53 
After returning from the pursuit of the flying foe, the Israelitesplundered the camp of the Philistines. אהרי דּלק, topursue hotly, as in Genesis 31:36.

1 Samuel 17:54 
But David took the head of Goliath and brought it to Jerusalem,and put his armour in his tent. אהל is an antiquated term for adwelling-place, as in 1 Samuel 4:10; 1 Samuel 13:2, etc. The reference is to David'shouse at Bethlehem, to which he returned with the booty after the defeatof Goliath, and that by the road which ran past Jerusalem, where he leftthe head of Goliath. There is no anachronism in these statements; for theassertion made by some, that Jerusalem was not yet in the possession ofthe Israelites, rests upon a confusion between the citadel of Jebus uponZion, which was still in the hands of the Jebusites, and the city ofJerusalem, in which Israelites had dwelt for a long time (see at Joshua 15:63,and Judges 1:8). Nor is there any contradiction between this statement and 1 Samuel 21:9, where Goliath's sword is said to have been preserved in thetabernacle at Nob: for it is not affirmed that David kept Goliath's armourin his own home, but only that he took it thither; and the supposition thatGoliath's sword was afterwards deposited by him in the sanctuary inhonour of the Lord, is easily reconcilable with this. Again, the statement in1 Samuel 18:2, to the effect that, after David's victory over Goliath, Saul didnot allow him to return to his father's house any more, is by no means atvariance with this explanation of the verse before us. For the statement inquestion must be understood in accordance with 1 Samuel 17:15, viz., assignifying that from that time forward Saul did not allow David to returnto his father's house to keep the sheep as he had done before, and by nomeans precludes his paying brief visits to Bethlehem.

Verse 55-56
Jonathan's friendship. - 1 Samuel 17:55-58. The account of the relationinto which David was brought to Saul through the defeat of Goliath isintroduced by a supplementary remark, in 1 Samuel 17:55, 1 Samuel 17:56, as to a conversationwhich took place between Saul and his commander-in-chief Abnerconcerning David, whilst he was fighting with the giant. So far, therefore,as the actual meaning is concerned, the verbs in 1 Samuel 17:55 and 1 Samuel 17:56 should berendered as pluperfects. When Saul saw the youth walk boldly up to meetthe Philistine, he asked Abner whose son he was; whereupon Abnerassured him with an oath that he did not know. In our remarks concerningthe integrity of this section we have already observed, withregard to the meaning of the question put by Saul, that it does notpresuppose an actual want of acquaintance with the person of David andthe name of his father, but only ignorance of the social condition ofDavid's family, with which both Abner and Saul may hitherto have failedto make themselves more fully acquainted.

(Note: The common solutions of this apparent discrepancy, such asthat Saul pretended not to know David, or that his question is to beexplained on the supposition that his disease affected his memory,have but little probability in them, although Karkar still adheres tothem.)

Verse 57-58
When David returned “from the slaughter of the Philistine,” i.e., after thedefeat of Goliath, and when Abner, who probably went as commander tomeet the brave hero and congratulate him upon his victory, had broughthim to Saul, the king addressed the same question to David, whoimmediately gave him the information he desired. For it is evident thatDavid said more than is here communicated, viz., “the son of thy servantJesse the Bethlehemite,” as we have already observed, from the words of 1 Samuel 18:1, which presuppose a protracted conversation between Saul andDavid. The only reason, in all probability, why this conversation has notbeen recorded, is that it was not followed by any lasting results either forJesse or David.

18 Chapter 18 

Verse 1-2
The bond of friendship which Jonathan formed with David was soevidently the main point, that in 1 Samuel 18:1 the writer commences with the loveof Jonathan to David, and then after that proceeds in 1 Samuel 18:2 to observe thatSaul took David to himself from that day forward; whereas it is veryevident that Saul told David, either at the time of his conversation withhim or immediately afterwards, that he was henceforth to remain with him,i.e., in his service. “The soul of Jonathan bound itself (lit. chained itself; cf. Genesis 44:30) to David's soul, and Jonathan loved him as his soul.” TheChethibh ויּאהבו with the suffix ו attached to the imperfect isvery rare, and hence the Keri ויּאהבהוּ (vid., Ewald, §249,b., and Olshausen, Gramm. p. 469). לשׁוּב, to return to hishouse, viz., to engage in his former occupation as shepherd.

Verse 3
Jonathan made a covenant (i.e., a covenant of friendship) and (i.e., with)David, because he loved him as his soul.

Verse 4
As a sign and pledge of his friendship, Jonathan gave David his clothes andhis armour. Meil, the upper coat or cloak. Maddim is probably the armourcoat (vid., 1 Samuel 17:39). This is implied in the word ועד, which isrepeated three times, and by which the different arms were attached moreclosely to מדּיו. For the act itself, compare the exchange ofarmour made by Glaucus and Diomedes (Hom. Il. vi. 230). This seems tohave been a common custom in very ancient times, as we meet with it alsoamong the early Celts (see Macpherson's Ossian).

Verse 5
And David went out, sc., to battle; whithersoever Saul sent him, he actedwisely and prosperously (ישׂכּיל, as in Joshua 1:8: see at Deuteronomy 29:8). Saul placed him above the men of war in consequence, made him oneof their commanders; and he pleased all the people, and the servants ofSaul also, i.e., the courtiers of the king, who are envious as a general rule.

Verses 6-16
Saul's jealousy towards David.

(Note: The section 1 Samuel 18:6-14 is supposed by Thenius and others tohave been taken by the compiler from a different source from theprevious one, and not to have been written by the same author: (1)because the same thing is mentioned in 1 Samuel 18:13, 1 Samuel 18:14, as in 1 Samuel 18:5, thoughin a somewhat altered form, and 1 Samuel 18:10, 1 Samuel 18:11 occur again in 1 Samuel 19:9-10, with a few different words, and in a more appropriateconnection; (2) because the contents of 1 Samuel 19:9, and the wordממּחרת in 1 Samuel 19:10, are most directly opposed to 1 Samuel 18:2 and 1 Samuel 18:5. On these grounds, no doubt, the lxx have not only omittedthe beginning of 1 Samuel 18:6 from their version, but also 1 Samuel 18:9-11. But thesupposed discrepancy between 1 Samuel 18:9 and 1 Samuel 18:10 and 1 Samuel 18:2 and 1 Samuel 18:5, - viz., thatSaul could not have kept David by his side from attachment to him,or have placed him over his men of war after several prosperousexpeditions, as is stated in 1 Samuel 18:2 and 1 Samuel 18:5, if he had looked upon himwith jealous eyes from the very first day, or if his jealousy had brokenout on the second day in the way described in 1 Samuel 18:10, 1 Samuel 18:11, - is foundedupon two erroneous assumptions; viz., (1) that the facts contained in1 Samuel 18:1-5 were contemporaneous with those in 1 Samuel 18:6-14; and (2) thateverything contained in these two sections is to be regarded as strictlychronological. But the fact recorded in 1 Samuel 18:2, namely, that Saul took David tohimself, and did not allow him to go back to his father's house anymore, occurred unquestionably some time earlier than thosementioned in 1 Samuel 18:6. with their consequences. Saul took David tohimself immediately after the defeat of Goliath, and before the warhad been brought to an end. But the celebration of the victory, inwhich the paean of the women excited jealousy in Saul's mind, did nottake place till the return of the people and of the king at the close ofthe war. How long the war lasted we do not know; but from the factthat the Israelites pursued the flying Philistines to Gath and Ekron,and then plundered the camp of the Philistines after that (1 Samuel 17:52-53), it certainly follows that some days, if not weeks, musthave elapsed between David's victory over Goliath and the celebrationof the triumph, after the expulsion of the Philistines from the land. Thus far the events described in the two sections are arranged in theirchronological order; but for all the rest the facts are arrangedantithetically, according to their peculiar character, whilst theconsequences, which reached further than the facts that gave rise tothem, and were to some extent contemporaneous, are appendedimmediately to the facts themselves. Thus David's going outwhithersoever Saul sent him (1 Samuel 18:5) may indeed have commencedduring the pursuit of the flying Philistines; but it reached far beyondthis war, and continued even while Saul was looking upon him withjealous eyes. 1 Samuel 18:5 contains a general remark, with which the historianbrings to a close one side of the relation between David and Saul,which grew out of David's victory. He then proceeds in 1 Samuel 18:6 to givethe other side, and rounds off this paragraph also (1 Samuel 18:14-16) with ageneral remark, the substance of which resembles, in the main, thesubstance of 1 Samuel 18:5. At the same time it implies some progress, inasmuch as the delight ofthe people at the acts performed by David (1 Samuel 18:5) grew into love toDavid itself. This same progress is also apparent in 1 Samuel 18:13 (“Saul madehim captain over a thousand”), as compared with 1 Samuel 18:5 (“Saul set himover the men of war”). Whether the elevation of David into acaptain over a thousand was a higher promotion than hisappointment over the men of war, or the latter expression is to betaken as simply a more general or indefinite term, denoting hispromotion to the rank of commander-in-chief, is a point which canhardly be determined with certainty.)

- Saul had no sooner attached the conqueror of Goliath to his court, than hebegan to be jealous of him. The occasion for his jealousy was thecelebration of victory at the close of the war with the Philistines.

1 Samuel 18:6-7 
“When they came,” i.e., when the warriors returned with Saulfrom the war, “when (as is added to explain what follows) David returnedfrom the slaughter,” i.e., from the war in which he had slain Goliath, thewomen came out of all the towns of Israel, “to singing and dancing,” i.e., tocelebrate the victory with singing and choral dancing (see the remarks onExodus 15:20), “to meet king Saul with tambourines, with joy, and withtriangles.” שׂמהה is used here to signify expressions of joy, afête, as in Judges 16:23, etc. The striking position in which the word stands,viz., between two musical instruments, shows that, the word is to beunderstood here as referring specially to songs of rejoicing, since accordingto 1 Samuel 18:7 their playing was accompanied with singing. The women who“sported” (משׂחקות), i.e., performed mimic dances, sang inalternate choruses (“answered,” as in Exodus 15:21), “Saul hath slain histhousands, and David his ten thousands.”

1 Samuel 18:8 
Saul was enraged at this. The words displeased him, so that hesaid, “They have given David ten thousands, and to me thousands, andthere is only the kingdom more for him” (i.e., left for him to obtain). “Inthis foreboding utterance of Saul there was involved not only a conjecturewhich the result confirmed, but a deep inward truth: if the king of Israelstood powerless before the subjugators of his kingdom at so decisive aperiod as this, and a shepherd boy came and decided the victory, this wasan additional mark of his rejection” (O. v. Gerlach).

1 Samuel 18:9 
From that day forward Saul was looking askance at David. עון, a denom. verb, from עין, an eye, looking askance,is used for עוין (Keri).

1 Samuel 18:10-11 
The next day the evil spirit fell upon Saul (“the evil spirit ofGod;” see at 1 Samuel 16:14), so that he raved in his house, and threw hisjavelin at David, who played before him “as day by day,” but did not hithim, because David turned away before him twice. התנבּא does notmean to prophesy in this instance, but “to rave.” This use of the word isfounded upon the ecstatic utterances, in which the supernatural influenceof the Spirit of God manifested itself in the prophets (see at 1 Samuel 10:5). ויּטל, from טוּל, he hurled the javelin, and said (tohimself), “I will pierce David and the wall.” With such force did he hurl hisspear; but David turned away from him, i.e., eluded it, twice. His doing soa second time presupposes that Saul hurled the javelin twice; that is tosay, he probably swung it twice without letting it go out of his hand, - asupposition which is raised into certainty by the fact that it is not statedhere that the javelin entered the wall, as in 1 Samuel 19:10. But even with thisview יטל is not to be changed into יטּל, as Thenius proposes,since the verb נטל cannot be proved to have ever the meaning toswing. Saul seems to have held the javelin in his hand as a sceptre,according to ancient custom.

1 Samuel 18:12-13 
“And Saul was afraid of David, because the Spirit of Jehovahwas with him, and had departed from Saul;” he “removed him thereforefrom him,” i.e., from his immediate presence, by appointing him chiefcaptain over thousand. In this fear of David on the part of Saul, the truereason for his hostile behaviour is pointed out with deep psychologicaltruth. The fear arose from the consciousness that the Lord had departedfrom him, - a consciousness which forced itself involuntarily upon him, anddrove him to make the attempt, in a fit of madness, to put David to death. The fact that David did not leave Saul immediately after this attempt uponhis life, may be explained not merely on the supposition that he lookedupon this attack as being simply an outburst of momentary madness,which would pass away, but still more from his firm believing confidence,which kept him from forsaking the post in which the Lord had placed himwithout any act of his own, until he saw that Saul was plotting to take hislife, not merely in these fits of insanity, but also at other times, in calmdeliberation (vid., 1 Samuel 19:1.).

1 Samuel 18:14-16 
As chief commander over thousand, he went out and inbefore the people, i.e., he carried out military enterprises, and that sowisely and prosperously, that the blessing of the Lord rested upon all hedid. But these successes on David's part increased Saul's fear of him,whereas all Israel and Judah came to love him as their leader. David'ssuccess in all that he took in hand compelled Saul to promote him; and hisstanding with the people increased with his promotion. But as the Spiritof God had departed from Saul, this only filled him more and more withdread of David as his rival. As the hand of the Lord was visibly displayedin David's success, so, on the other hand, Saul's rejection by God wasmanifested in his increasing fear of David.

Verses 17-30
Craftiness of Saul in the betrothal of his daughters to David. - 1 Samuel 18:17. AsSaul had promised to give his daughter for a wife to the conqueror ofGoliath (1 Samuel 17:25), he felt obliged, by the growing love and attachmentof the people to David, to fulfil this promise, and told him that he wasready to do so, with the hope of finding in this some means of destroyingDavid. He therefore offered him his elder daughter Merab with words thatsounded friendly and kind: “Only be a brave man to me, and wage the warsof the Lord.” He called the wars with the Philistines “wars of Jehovah,”i.e., wars for the maintenance and defence of the kingdom of God, toconceal his own cunning design, and make David feel all the more sure thatthe king's heart was only set upon the welfare of the kingdom of God. Whoever waged the wars of the Lord might also hope for the help of theLord. But Saul had intentions of a very different kind. He thought (“said,”sc., to himself), “My hand shall not be upon him, but let the hand of thePhilistines be upon him;” i.e., I will not put him to death; the Philistinesmay do that. When Saul's reason had returned, he shrank from layinghands upon David again, as he had done before in a fit of madness. Hetherefore hoped to destroy him through the medium of the Philistines.

1 Samuel 18:18 
But David replied with true humility, without suspecting thecraftiness of Saul: “Who am I, and what is my condition in life, my father'sfamily in Israel, that I should become son-in-law to the king?” חיּי מי is a difficult expression, and has been translated indifferent ways, as the meaning which suggests itself first (viz., “what ismy life”) is neither reconcilable with the מי (the interrogativepersonal pronoun), nor suitable to the context. Gesenius (Thes. p. 471)and Böttcher give the meaning “people” for חיּים, and Ewald(Gramm. §179, b.) the meaning “family.” But neither of these meanings canbe established. חיּים seems evidently to signify the condition inlife, the relation in which a person stands to others, and מי is tobe explained on the ground that David referred to the persons who formedthe class to which he belonged. “My father's family” includes all hisrelations. David's meaning was, that neither on personal grounds, nor onaccount of his social standing, nor because of his lineage, could he make theslightest pretension to the honour of becoming the son-in-law of the king.

1 Samuel 18:19 
But Saul did not keep his promise. When the time arrived for itsfulfilment, he gave his daughter to Adriel the Meholathite, a man of whomnothing further is known.

(Note: 1 Samuel 18:17-19 are omitted from the Septuagint version; but theyare so, no doubt, only because Saul's first promise was without resultso far as David was concerned.)

1 Samuel 18:20-21 
Michal is married to David. - The pretext under which Saulbroke his promise is not given, but it appears to have been, at any rate inpart, that Merab had no love to David. This may be inferred from 1 Samuel 18:17; 1 Samuel 18:18, compared with 1 Samuel 18:20. Michal, the younger daughter of Saul, lovedDavid. When Saul was told this, the thing was quite right in his eyes. Hesaid, “I will give her to him, that she may become a snare to him, and thehand of the Philistines may come upon him” (sc., if he tries to get the pricewhich I shall require a dowry; cf. 1 Samuel 18:25). He therefore said to David, “In asecond way (בּשׁתּים, as in Job 33:14) shalt thou become myson-in-law.” Saul said this casually to David; but he made no reply,because he had found out the fickleness of Saul, and therefore put nofurther trust in his words.

1 Samuel 18:22 
Saul therefore employed his courtiers to persuade David toaccept his offer. In this way we may reconcile in a very simple manner theapparent discrepancy, that Saul is said to have offered his daughter toDavid himself, and yet he commissioned his servants to talk to Davidprivately of the king's willingness to give him his daughter. The omissionof 1 Samuel 18:21 in the Septuagint is to be explained partly from the fact thatבּשׁתּים points back to 1 Samuel 18:17-19, which are wanting in thisversion, and partly also in all probability from the idea entertained by thetranslators that the statement itself is at variance with 1 Samuel 18:22. Thecourtiers were to talk to David בּלּט, “in private,” i.e., as thoughthey were doing it behind the king's back.

1 Samuel 18:23 
David replied to the courtiers, “Does it seem to you a little thingto become son-in-law to the king, seeing that I am a poor and humbleman?” “Poor,” i.e., utterly unable to offer anything like a suitable dowry tothe king. This reply was given by David in perfect sincerity, since hecould not possibly suppose that the king would give him his daughterwithout a considerable marriage portion.

1 Samuel 18:24-25 
When this answer was reported to the king, he sent wordthrough his courtiers what the price was for which he would give him hisdaughter. He required no dowry (see at Genesis 34:12), but only a hundredforeskins of the Philistines, i.e., the slaughter of a hundred Philistines, andthe proof that this had been done, to avenge himself upon the enemies ofthe king; whereas, as the writer observes, Saul supposed that he shouldthus cause David to fall, i.e., bring about his death by the hand of thePhilistines.

1 Samuel 18:26-27 
But David was satisfied with Saul's demand, since he had nosuspicion of his craftiness, and loved Michal. Even before the days werefull, i.e., before the time appointed for the delivery of the dowry and forthe marriage had arrived, he rose up with his men, smote two hundredPhilistines, and brought their foreskins, which were placed in their fullnumber before the king; whereupon Saul was obliged to give him Michalhis daughter to wife. The words “and the days were not full” (1 Samuel 18:26) forma circumstantial clause, which is to be connected with the followingsentence, “David arose,” etc. David delivered twice the price demanded. “They made them full to the king,” i.e., they placed them in their fullnumber before him.

1 Samuel 18:28-29 
The knowledge of the fact that David had carried out all hisenterprises with success had already filled the melancholy king with fear. But when the failure of this new plan for devoting David to certain deathhad forced the conviction upon him that Jehovah was with David, and thathe was miraculously protected by Him; and when, in addition to this,there was the love of his daughter Michal to David; his fear of David grewinto a lifelong enmity. Thus his evil spirit urged him ever forward togreater and greater hardness of heart.

1 Samuel 18:30 
The occasion for the practical manifestation of this enmity wasthe success of David in all his engagements with the Philistines. As oftenas the princes of the Philistines went out (sc., to war with Israel), Davidacted more wisely and prosperously than all the servants of Saul, so thathis name was held in great honour. With this general remark the way isprepared for the further history of Saul's conduct towards David.

19 Chapter 19 

Verses 1-3
Jonathan warded off the first outbreak of deadly enmity on the part ofSaul towards David. When Saul spoke to his son Jonathan and all hisservants about his intention to kill David (את־דּוד להמית, i.e., notthat they should kill David, but “that he intended to kill him”), Jonathanreported this to David, because he was greatly attached to him, and gavehim this advice: “Take heed to thyself in the morning; keep thyself in asecret place, and hide thyself. I will go out and stand beside my father inthe field where thou art, and I will talk to my father about thee (בּ דּבּר, as in Deuteronomy 6:7; Psalm 87:3, etc., to talk of or about a person), and seewhat (sc., he will say), and show it to thee.” David was to conceal himselfin the field near to where Jonathan would converse with his father abouthim; not that he might hear the conversation in his hiding-place, but thatJonathan might immediately report to him the result of his conversation,without there being any necessity for going far away from his father, so asto excite suspicion that he was in league with David.

Verse 4-5
Jonathan then endeavoured with all the modesty of a son to point outmost earnestly to his father the grievous wickedness involved in hisconduct towards David. “Let not the king sin against his servant, againstDavid; for he hath not sinned against thee, and his works are very good(i.e., very useful) to thee. He hath risked his life (see at Judges 12:3), andsmitten the Philistines, and Jehovah hath wrought a great salvation of allIsrael. Thou hast seen it, and rejoiced; and wherefore wilt thou sin againstinnocent blood, to slay David without a cause?”

Verse 6-7
These words made an impression upon Saul. He swore, “As Jehovahliveth, he (David) shall not be put to death;” whereupon Jonathan reportedthese words to David, and brought him to Saul, so that he was with himagain as before. But this reconciliation, unfortunately, did not last long.

Verses 8-10
Another great defeat which David had inflicted upon the Philistines excitedSaul to such an extent, that in a fit of insanity he endeavoured to pierceDavid with his javelin as he was playing before him. The words (Ruach Jehovah) describe the attack of madness in which Saul threw the javelin atDavid according to its higher cause, and that, as implied in the words(Ruach Jehovah) in contrast with (Ruach Elohim) (1 Samuel 18:10; 1 Samuel 16:15), asinflicted upon him by Jehovah. The thought expressed is, that the growthof Saul's melancholy was a sign of the hardness of heart to which Jehovahhad given him up on account of his impenitence. David happily escapedthis javelin also. He slipped away from Saul, so that he hurled the javelininto the wall; whereupon David fled and escaped the same night, i.e., thenight after this occurrence. This remark somewhat anticipates the courseof the events, as the author, according to the custom of Hebrew historians,gives the result at once, and then proceeds to describe in detail the moreexact order of the events.
Verse 11-12
“Saul sent messengers to David's house,” to which David had first fled, “towatch him (that he might not get away again), and to put him to death inthe (next) morning.” Michal made him acquainted with this danger, andthen let him down through the window, so that he escaped. The danger inwhich David was at that time is described by him in Psalm 59, from which wemay see how Saul was surrounded by a number of cowardly courtiers,who stirred up his hatred against David, and were busily engaged in gettingthe dreaded rival out of the way.

Verse 13-14
Michal then took the teraphim, - i.e., in all probability an image of thehousehold gods of the size of life, and, judging from what follows, inhuman form, - laid it in the bed, and put a piece of woven goats' hair at hishead, i.e., either round or over the head of the image, and covered it withthe garment (beged, the upper garment, which was generally only a squarepiece of cloth for wrapping round), and told the messengers whom Saulhad sent to fetch him that he was ill. Michal probably kept teraphim insecret, like Rachel, because of her barrenness (see at Genesis 31:19). Themeaning of העזּים כּביר is doubtful. The earliertranslators took it to mean goat-skin, with the exception of the Seventy,who confounded כּביר with כּבד, liver, upon whichJosephus founds his account of Michal having placed a still moving goat'sliver in the bed, to make the messengers believe that there was a breathinginvalid beneath. כּביר, from כּבר, signifies somethingwoven, and עזּים goats' hair, as in Exodus 25:4. But it is impossible todecide with certainty what purpose the cloth of goats' hair was to serve;whether it was merely to cover the head of the teraphim with hair, and somake it like a human head, or to cover the head and face as if of a personsleeping. The definite article not only before תּרפים and בּגד, but also with העזּים כּביר, suggests the idea thatall these things belonged to Michal's house furniture, and that עזּים כּביר was probably a counterpane made of goats' hair, withwhich persons in the East are in the habit of covering the head and facewhen sleeping.

Verses 15-17
But when Saul sent the messengers again to see David, and that with thecommand, “Bring him up to me in the bed,” and when they only found theteraphim in the bed, and Saul charged Michal with this act of deceit, shereplied, “He (David) said to me, Let me go; why should I kill thee?” - “Behold, teraphim were (laid) in the bed.” The verb can be naturallysupplied from 1 Samuel 19:13. In the words “Why should I kill thee?” Michaelintimates that she did not mean to let David escape, but was obliged toyield to his threat that he would kill her if she continued to refuse. Thisprevarication she seems to have considered perfectly justifiable.

Verses 18-24
David fled to Samuel at Ramah, and reported to him all that Saul had done,partly to seek for further advice from the prophet who had anointed him,as to his further course, and partly to strengthen himself, by intercoursewith him, for the troubles that still awaited him. He therefore went alongwith Samuel, and dwelt with him in Naioth. נוית (to be read נוית according to the Chethibh, for which the Masoretes havesubstituted the form ניות, 1 Samuel 19:19, 1 Samuel 19:23, and 1 Samuel 20:1), fromנוה or נוה, signifies dwellings; but here it is in acertain sense a proper name, applied to the coenobium of the pupils of theprophets, who had assembled round Samuel in the neighbourhood ofRamah. The plural נוית points to the fact, that this coenobiumconsisted of a considerable number of dwelling-places or houses,connected together by a hedge or wall.

1 Samuel 19:19-20 
When Saul was told where this place was, he sent messengersto fetch David. But as soon as the messengers saw the company ofprophets prophesying, and Samuel standing there as their leader, the Spiritof God came upon them, so that they also prophesied. The singularויּרא is certainly very striking here; but it is hardly to be regardedas merely a copyist's error for the plural ויּראוּ, because it isextremely improbable that such an error as this should have founduniversal admission into the MSS; so that it is in all probability to betaken as the original and correct reading, and understood either as relatingto the leader of the messengers, or as used because the whole company ofmessengers were regarded as one body. The ἁπ. λεγ. להקה signifies, according to the ancient versions, an assembly, equivalent toקהלה, from which it arose according to Kimchi and other Rabbins bysimple inversion.

1 Samuel 19:21 
The same thing happened to a second and third company ofmessengers, whom Saul sent one after another when the thing wasreported to him.

1 Samuel 19:22-24 
Saul then set out to Ramah himself, and inquired, as soon ashe had arrived at the great pit at Sechu (a place near Ramah with which weare not acquainted), where Samuel and David were, and went, according tothe answer he received, to the Naioth at Ramah. There the Spirit of Godcame upon him also, so that he went along prophesying, until he came tothe Naioth at Ramah; and there he even took off his clothes, andprophesied before Samuel, and lay there naked all that day, and the wholenight as well. ערום, γυμνός , does not always signifycomplete nudity, but is also applied to a person with his upper garmentoff (cf. Isaiah 20:2; Micah 1:8; John 21:7). From the repeated expression “healso,” in 1 Samuel 19:23, 1 Samuel 19:24, it is not only evident that Saul came into an ecstaticcondition of prophesying as well as his servants, but that the prophetsthemselves, and not merely the servants, took off their clothes like Saulwhen they prophesied. It is only in the case of ערם ויּפּל that the expression“he also” is not repeated; from which we must infer, that Saul alone laythere the whole day and night with his clothes off, and in an ecstatic stateof external unconsciousness; whereas the ecstasy of his servants and theprophets lasted only a short time, and the clear self-consciousnessreturned earlier than with Saul. This different is not without significance inrelation to the true explanation of the whole affair. Saul had experienced asimilar influence of the Spirit of God before, namely, immediately after hisanointing by Samuel, when he met a company of prophets who wereprophesying at Gibeah, and he had been thereby changed into another man(1 Samuel 10:6.). This miraculous seizure by the Spirit of God was repeatedagain here, when he came near to the seat of the prophets; and it alsoaffected the servants whom he had sent to apprehend David, so that Saulwas obliged to relinquish the attempt to seize him. This result, however, we cannot regard as the principal object of the wholeoccurrence, as Vatablus does when he says, “The spirit of prophecy cameinto Saul, that David might the more easily escape from his power.”Calvin's remarks go much deeper into the meaning: “God,” he says,“changed their (the messengers') thoughts and purpose, not only so thatthey failed to apprehend David according to the royal command, but sothat they actually became the companions of the prophets. And Godeffected this, that the fact itself might show how He holds the hearts ofmen in His hand and power, and turns and moves them according to Hiswill.” Even this, however, does not bring out the full meaning of themiracle, and more especially fails to explain why the same thing shouldhave happened to Saul in an intensified degree. Upon this point Calvinsimply observes, that “Saul ought indeed to have been strongly moved bythese things, and to have discerned the impossibility of his accomplishinganything by fighting against the Lord; but he was so hardened that he didnot perceive the hand of God: for he hastened to Naioth himself, when hefound that his servants mocked him;” and in this proceeding on Saul's parthe discovers a sign of his increasing hardness of heart. Saul and his messengers, the zealous performers of his will, ought nodoubt to have learned, from what happened to them in the presence of theprophets, that God had the hearts of men in His power, and guided themat His will; but they were also to be seized by the might of the Spirit ofGod, which worked in the prophets, and thus brought to theconsciousness, that Saul's raging against David was fighting againstJehovah and His Spirit, and so to be led to give up the evil thoughts oftheir heart. Saul was seized by this mighty influence of the Spirit of Godin a more powerful manner than his servants were, both because he hadmost obstinately resisted the leadings of divine grace, and also in orderthat, if it were possible, his hard heart might be broken and subdued by thepower of grace. If, however, he should nevertheless continue obstinately inhis rebellion against God, he would then fall under the judgment ofhardening, which would be speedily followed by his destruction. This newoccurrence in Saul's life occasioned a renewal of the proverb: “Is Saul alsoamong the prophets?” The words “wherefore they say” do not imply thatthe proverb was first used at this time, but only that it received a newexemplification and basis in the new event in Saul's experience. The originof it has been already mentioned in 1 Samuel 10:12, and the meaning of it wasthere explained.
This account is also worthy of note, as having an important bearing uponthe so-called Schools of the Prophets in the time of Samuel, to which,however, we have only casual allusions. From the passage before us welearn that there was a company of prophets at Ramah, under thesuperintendence of Samuel, whose members lived in a common building(נוית), and that Samuel had his own house at Ramah (1 Samuel 7:17), thoughhe sometimes lived in the Naioth (cf. 1 Samuel 19:18.). The origin and history ofthese schools are involved in obscurity. If we bear in mind, that, accordingto 1 Samuel 3:1, before the call of Samuel as prophet, the prophetic word wasvery rare in Israel, and prophecy was not widely spread, there can be nodoubt that these unions of prophets arose in the time of Samuel, and werecalled into existence by him. The only uncertainty is whether there wereother such unions in different parts of the land beside the one at Ramah. In1 Samuel 10:5, 1 Samuel 10:10, we find a band of prophesying prophets at Gibeah, comingdown from the sacrificial height there, and going to meet Saul; but it is notstated there that this company had its seat at Gibeah, although it may beinferred as probable, from the name “Gibeah of God” (see the commentaryon 1 Samuel 10:5-6). No further mention is made of these in the time of Samuel; nor do we meetwith them again till the times of Elijah and Elisha, when we find them,under the name of sons of the prophets (1 Kings 20:35), living inconsiderable numbers at Gilgal, Bethel, and Jericho (vid., 2 Kings 4:38; 2 Kings 2:3, 2 Kings 2:5; 2 Kings 2:7, 2 Kings 2:15; 2 Kings 4:1; 2 Kings 6:1; 2 Kings 9:1). According to 2 Kings 4:38, 2 Kings 4:42-43, about a hundredsons of the prophets sat before Elisha at Gilgal, and took their mealstogether. The number at Jericho may have been quite as great; for fiftymen of the sons of the prophets went with Elijah and Elisha to the Jordan(comp. 2 Kings 2:7 with 2 Kings 2:16, 2 Kings 2:17). These passages render it very probablethat the sons of the prophets also lived in a common house. And thisconjecture is raised into a certainty by 2 Kings 6:1. In this passage, forexample, they are represented as saying to Elisha: “The place where we sitbefore thee is too strait for us; let us go to the Jordan, and let each onefetch thence a beam, and build ourselves a place to dwell in there.”It is true that we might, if necessary, supply לפניך from 2 Kings 6:1,after שׁם לשׁבת, “to sit before thee,” and sounderstand the words as merely referring to the erection of a morecommodious place of meeting. But if they built it by the Jordan, we canhardly imagine that it was merely to serve as a place of meeting, to whichthey would have to make pilgrimages from a distance, but can only assumethat they intended to live there, and assemble together under thesuperintendence of a prophet. In all probability, however, only such aswere unmarried lived in a common building. Many of them were married,and therefore most likely lived in houses of their own (2 Kings 4:1.). Wemay also certainly assume the same with reference to the unions ofprophets in the time of Samuel, even if it is impossible to prove that theseunions continued uninterruptedly from the time of Samuel down to thetimes of Elijah and Elisha. Oehler argues in support of this, “that thehistorical connection, which can be traced in the influence of prophecyfrom the time of Samuel forwards, may be most easily explained from theuninterrupted continuance of these supports; and also that the largenumber of prophets, who must have been already there according to 1 Kings 18:13 when Elijah first appeared, points to the existence of suchunions as these.” But the historical connection in the influence ofprophecy, or, in other words, the uninterrupted succession of prophets,was also to be found in the kingdom of Judah both before and after thetimes of Elijah and Elisha, and down to the Babylonian captivity, withoutour discovering the slightest trace of any schools of the prophets in thatkingdom.
All that can be inferred from 1 Kings 18 is, that the large number ofprophets mentioned there (1 Kings 18:4 and 1 Kings 18:13) were living in the time of Elijah,but not that they were there when he first appeared. The first mission ofElijah to king Ahab (1 Kings 17) took place about three years before the eventsdescribed in 1 Kings 18, and even this first appearance of the prophet inthe presence of the king is not to be regarded as the commencement of hisprophetic labours. How long Elijah had laboured before he announced toAhab the judgment of three years' drought, cannot indeed be decided; but ifwe consider that he received instructions to call Elisha to be his assistantand successor not very long after this period of judgment had expired (1 Kings 19:16.), we may certainly assume that he had laboured in Israel formany years, and may therefore have founded unions of the prophets. Inaddition, however, to the absence of any allusion to the continuance ofthese schools of the prophets, there is another thing which seems topreclude the idea that they were perpetuated from the time of Samuel tothat of Elijah, viz., the fact that the schools which existed under Elijah andElisha were only to be found in the kingdom of the ten tribes, and never inthat of Judah, where we should certainly expect to find them if they hadbeen handed down from Samuel's time. Moreover, Oehler also acknowledges that “the design of the schools of theprophets, and apparently their constitution, were not the same underSamuel as in the time of Elijah.” This is confirmed by the fact, that themembers of the prophets' unions which arose under Samuel are nevercalled “sons of the prophets,” as those who were under thesuperintendence of Elijah and Elisha invariably are (see the passagesquoted above). Does not this peculiar epithet seem to indicate, that the“sons of the prophets” stood in a much more intimate relation to Elijahand Elisha, as their spiritual fathers, than the הנּביאים חבל or הנּביאים להקת did to Samuel as theirpresident? (1 Samuel 19:20.) הנּביאים בּני does not mean filii prophetae, i.e., sons who are prophets, as some maintain, though withoutbeing able to show that בּני is ever used in this sense, but filiiprophetarum, disciples or scholars of the prophets, from which it is veryevident that these sons of the prophets stood in a relation of dependenceto the prophets (Elijah and Elisha), i.e., of subordination to them, andfollowed their instructions and admonitions. They received commissionsfrom them, and carried them out (vid., 2 Kings 9:1). On the other hand, theexpressions חבל and להקה simply point tocombinations for common working under the presidency of Samuel,although the words עליהם נצּב certainly show thatthe direction of these unions, and probably the first impulse to form them,proceeded from Samuel, so that we might also call these societies schoolsof the prophets.
The opinions entertained with regard to the nature of these unions, andtheir importance in relation to the development of the kingdom of God inIsrael, differ very widely from one another. Whilst some of the fathers(Jerome for example) looked upon them as an Old Testament order ofmonks; others, such as Tennemann, Meiners, and Winer, compare them tothe Pythagorean societies. Kranichfeld supposes that they were freeassociations, and chose a distinguished prophet like Samuel as theirpresident, in order that they might be able to cement their union the morefirmly through his influence, and carry out their vocation with the greatersuccess.

(Note: Compare Jerome (Epist. iv. ad Rustic. Monach. c. 7): “Thesons of the prophets, whom we call the monks of the Old Testament,built themselves cells near the streams of the Jordan, and, forsakingthe crowded cities, lived on meal and wild herbs.” Compare with thishis Epist. xiii. ad Paulin, c. 5.)

The truth lies between these two extremes. The latter view, whichprecludes almost every relation of dependence and community, is notreconcilable with the name “sons of the prophets,” or with 1 Samuel 19:20,where Samuel is said to have stood at the head of the prophesyingprophets as עליהם נצּב, and has no supportwhatever in the Scriptures, but is simply founded upon the views ofmodern times and our ideas of liberty and equality. The prophets' unionshad indeed so far a certain resemblance to the monastic orders of the earlychurch, that the members lived together in the same buildings, andperformed certain sacred duties in common; but if we look into the aim andpurpose of monasticism, they were the very opposite of those of theprophetic life. The prophets did not wish to withdraw from the tumult ofthe world into solitude, for the purpose of carrying on a contemplative lifeof holiness in this retirement from the earthly life and its affairs; but theirunions were associations formed for the purpose of mental and spiritualtraining, that they might exert a more powerful influence upon theircontemporaries. They were called into existence by chosen instruments of the Lord, suchas Samuel, Elijah, and Elisha, whom the Lord had called to be Hisprophets, and endowed with a peculiar measure of His Spirit for thisparticular calling, that they might check the decline of religious life in thenation, and bring back the rebellious “to the law and the testimony.”Societies which follow this as their purpose in life, so long as they do notlose sight of it, will only separate and cut themselves off from the externalworld, so far as the world itself opposes them, and pursues them withhostility and persecution. The name “schools of the prophets” is the onewhich expresses most fully the character of these associations; only wemust not think of them as merely educational institutions, in which thepupils of the prophets received instruction in prophesying or intheological studies.

(Note: Thus the Rabbins regarded them as מדרשׁ בּתּי; and the earlier theologians as colleges, in which, as Vitringaexpresses it, “philosophers, or if you please theologians, andcandidates or students of theology, assembled for the purpose ofdevoting themselves assiduously to the study of divinity under theguidance of some one who was well skilled as a teacher;” whilst othersregarded them as schools for the training of teachers for the people,and leaders in the worship of God. The English Deists - Morgan forexample - regarded them as seats of scientific learning, in which thestudy of history, rhetoric, poetry, natural science, and moralphilosophy was carried on.)

We are not in possession indeed of any minute information concerningtheir constitution. Prophesying could neither be taught nor communicatedby instruction, but was a gift of God which He communicated according toHis free will to whomsoever He would. But the communication of thisdivine gift was by no means an arbitrary thing, but presupposed such amental and spiritual disposition on the part of the recipient as fitted himto receive it; whilst the exercise of the gift required a thoroughacquaintance with the law and the earlier revelations of God, which theschools of the prophets were well adapted to promote. It is thereforejustly and generally assumed, that the study of the law and of the historyof the divine guidance of Israel formed a leading feature in the occupationsof the pupils of the prophets, which also included the cultivation of sacredpoetry and music, and united exercises for the promotion of the propheticinspiration. That the study of the earlier revelations of God was carried on, may bevery safely inferred from the fact that from the time of Samuel downwardsthe writing of sacred history formed an essential part of the prophet'slabours, as has been already observed at pp. 8, 9 (translation). Thecultivation of sacred music and poetry may be inferred partly from thefact that, according to 1 Samuel 10:5, musicians walked in front of theprophesying prophets, playing as they went along, and partly also fromthe fact that sacred music not only received a fresh impulse from David,who stood in a close relation to the association of prophets at Ramah, butwas also raised by him into an integral part of public worship. At the sametime, music was by no means cultivated merely that the sons of theprophets might employ it in connection with their discourses, but also asmeans of awakening holy susceptibilities and emotions in the soul, and oflifting up the spirit of God, and so preparing it for the reception of divinerevelations (see at 2 Kings 3:15). And lastly, we must include among thespiritual exercises prophesying in companies, as at Gibeah (1 Samuel 10:5)and Ramah (1 Samuel 19:20).

The outward occasion for the formation of these communities we have toseek for partly in the creative spirit of the prophets Samuel and Elijah, andpartly in the circumstances of the times in which they lived. The time ofSamuel forms a turning-point in the development of the Old Testamentkingdom of God. Shortly after the call of Samuel the judgment fell uponthe sanctuary, which had been profaned by the shameful conduct of thepriests: the tabernacle lost the ark of the covenant, and ceased inconsequence to be the scene of the gracious presence of God in Israel. Thus the task fell upon Samuel, as prophet of the Lord, to found a newhouse for that religious life which he had kindled, by collecting togetherinto closer communities, those who had been awakened by his word, notonly for the promotion of their own faith under his direction, but also forjoining with him in the spread of the fear of God and obedience to the lawof the Lord among their contemporaries. But just as, in the time of Samuel, it was the fall of the legal sanctuary andpriesthood which created the necessity for the founding of schools of theprophets; so in the times of Elijah and Elisha, and in the kingdom of theten tribes, it was the utter absence of any sanctuary of Jehovah which ledthese prophets to found societies of prophets, and so furnish theworshippers of Jehovah, who would not bend their knees to Baal, withplaces and means of edification, as a substitute for what the righteous inthe kingdom of Judah possessed in the temple and the Leviticalpriesthood. But the reasons for the establishment of prophets' schoolswere not to be found merely in the circumstances of the times. There wasa higher reason still, which must not be overlooked in our examination ofthese unions, and their importance in relation to the theocracy. We maylearn from the fact that the disciples of the prophets who were associatedtogether under Samuel are found prophesying (1 Samuel 10:10; 1 Samuel 19:20), thatthey were also seized by the Spirit of God, and that the Divine Spiritwhich moved them exerted a powerful influence upon all who came intocontact with them. Consequently the founding of associations of prophets is to be regarded asan operation of divine grace, which is generally manifested with all thegreater might where sin most mightily abounds. As the Lord raised upprophets for His people at the times when apostasy had become great andstrong, that they might resist idolatry with almighty power; so did He alsocreate for himself organs of His Spirit in the schools of the prophets, whounited with their spiritual fathers in fighting for His honour. It was by nomeans an accidental circumstance, therefore, that these unions are only metwith in the times of Samuel and of the prophets Elijah and Elisha. Thesetimes resembled one another in the fact, that in both of them idolatry hadgained the upper hand; though, at the same time, there were some respectsin which they differed essentially from one another. In the time of Samuelthe people did not manifest the same hostility to the prophets as in thetime of Elijah. Samuel stood at the head of the nation as judge even duringthe reign of Saul; and after the rejection of the latter, he still stood so highin authority and esteem, that Saul never ventured to attack the prophetseven in his madness. Elijah and Elisha, on the other hand, stood opposed to a royal house whichwas bent upon making the worship of Baal the leading religion of thekingdom; and they had to contend against priest of calves and prophets ofBaal, who could only be compelled by hard strokes to acknowledge theLord of Sabaoth and His prophets. In the case of the former, what had tobe done was to bring the nation to a recognition of its apostasy, to fosterthe new life which was just awakening, and to remove whatever hindrancesmight be placed in its way by the monarchy. In the time of the latter, onthe contrary, what was needed was “a compact phalanx to stand againstthe corruption which had penetrated so deeply into the nation.” Thesedifferences in the times would certainly not be without their influenceupon the constitution and operations of the schools of the prophets.

20 Chapter 20 

Verses 1-11
After the occurrence which had taken place at Naioth, David fled thenceand met with Jonathan, to whom he poured out his heart.

(Note: According to Ewald and Thenius, this chapter was not writtenby the author of the previous one, but was borrowed from an earliersource, and 1 Samuel 20:1 was inserted by the compiler to connect the twotogether. But the principal reason for this conjecture - namely, thatDavid could never have thought of sitting at the royal table againafter what had taken place, and that Saul would still less haveexpected him to come - is overthrown by the simple suggestion, thatall that Saul had hitherto attempted against David, according to 1 Samuel 19:8., had been done in fits of insanity (cf. 1 Samuel 19:9.), whichhad passed away again; so that it formed no criterion by which tojudge of Saul's actual feelings towards David when he was in a state ofmental sanity.)

Though he had been delivered for the moment from the death whichthreatened him, through the marvellous influence of the divine inspirationof the prophets upon Saul and his messengers, he could not find in thisany lasting protection from the plots of his mortal enemy. He thereforesought for his friend Jonathan, and complained to him, “What have I done?what is my crime, my sin before thy father, that he seeks my life?”

1 Samuel 20:2 
Jonathan endeavoured to pacify him: “Far be it! thou shalt notdie: behold, my father does nothing great or small (i.e., not the smallestthing; cf. 1 Samuel 25:36 and Numbers 22:18) that he does not reveal to me; whyshould my father hide this thing from me? It is not so.” The לו after הנּה stands for לא: the Chethibh עשׂה isprobably to be preferred to the Keri יעשׂה, and to be understoodin this sense: “My father has (hitherto) done nothing at all, which he hasnot told to me.” This answer of Jonathan does not presuppose that heknew nothing of the occurrences described in 1 Samuel 19:9-24, although it ispossible enough that he might not have been with his father just at thattime; but it is easily explained from the fact that Saul had made the freshattack upon David's life in a state of madness, in which he was no longermaster of himself; so that it could not be inferred with certainty from thisthat he would still plot against David's life in a state of clearconsciousness. Hitherto Saul had no doubt talked over all his plans andundertakings with Jonathan, but he had not uttered a single word to himabout his deadly hatred, or his intention of killing David; so that Jonathanmight really have regarded his previous attacks upon David's life asnothing more than symptoms of temporary aberration of mind.

1 Samuel 20:3 
But David had looked deeper into Saul's heart. He replied with anoath (“he sware again,” i.e., a second time), “Thy father knoweth that Ihave found favour in thine eyes (i.e., that thou art attached to me); andthinketh Jonathan shall not know this, lest he be grieved. But truly, assurely as Jehovah liveth, and thy soul liveth, there is hardly a step (lit. about a step) between me and death.” כּי introduces the substanceof the oath, as in 1 Samuel 14:44, etc.

1 Samuel 20:4-5 
When Jonathan answered, “What thy soul saith, will I do tothee,” i.e., fulfil every wish, David made this request, “Behold, to-morrowis new moon, and I ought to sit and eat with the king: let me go, that I mayconceal myself in the field (i.e., in the open air) till the third evening.” Thisrequest implies that Saul gave a feast at the new moon, and therefore thatthe new moon was not merely a religious festival, according to the law inNumbers 10:10; Numbers 28:11-15, but that it was kept as a civil festival also, and inthe latter character for two days; as we may infer both from the fact thatDavid reckoned to the third evening, i.e., the evening of the third day fromthe day then present, and therefore proposed to hide himself on the newmoon's day and the day following, and also still more clearly from 1 Samuel 20:12; 1 Samuel 20:27, and 1 Samuel 20:34, where Saul is said to have expected David at table on the dayafter the new moon. We cannot, indeed, conclude from this that there wasa religious festival of two days' duration; nor does it follow, that becauseSaul supposed that David might have absented himself on the first day onaccount of Levitical uncleanness (1 Samuel 20:26), therefore the royal feast was asacrificial meal. It was evidently contrary to social propriety to take partin a public feast in a state of Levitical uncleanness, even though it is notexpressly forbidden in the law.

1 Samuel 20:6 
“If thy father should miss me, then say, David hath askedpermission of me to hasten to Bethlehem, his native town; for there is ayearly sacrifice for the whole family there.” This ground of excuse showsthat families and households were accustomed to keep united sacrificialfeasts once a year. According to the law in Deuteronomy 12:5., they ought tohave been kept at the tabernacle; but at this time, when the centralsanctuary had fallen into disuse, they were held in different places,wherever there were altars of Jehovah - as, for example, at Bethlehem (cf. 1 Samuel 16:2.). We see from these words that David did not look uponprevarication as a sin.

1 Samuel 20:7 
“If thy father says, It is well, there is peace to thy servant (i.e., hecherishes no murderous thoughts against me); but if he be very wroth,know that evil is determined by him.” כּלה, to be completed;hence to be firmly and unalterably determined (cf. 1 Samuel 25:17; Esther 7:7). Seb. Schmidt infers from the closing words that the fact was certainenough to David, but not to Jonathan. Thenius, on the other hand,observes much more correctly, that “it is perfectly obvious from this thatDavid was not quite clear as to Saul's intentions,” though he upsets hisown previous assertion, that after what David had gone through, he couldnever think of sitting again at the king's table as he had done before.

1 Samuel 20:8 
David made sure that Jonathan would grant this request onaccount of his friendship, as he had brought him into a covenant ofJehovah with himself. David calls the covenant of friendship withJonathan (1 Samuel 18:3) a covenant of Jehovah, because he had made it witha solemn invocation of Jehovah. But in order to make quite sure of thefulfilment of his request on the part of Jonathan, David added, “But ifthere is a fault in me, do thou kill me (אתּה used to strengthen thesuffix); for why wilt thou bring me to thy father?” sc., that he may put meto death.

1 Samuel 20:9 
Jonathan replied, “This be far from thee!” sc., that I should killthee, or deliver thee up to my father. חלילה points back towhat precedes, as in 1 Samuel 20:2. “But (כּי after a previous negativeassertion) if I certainly discover that evil is determined by my father tocome upon thee, and I do not tell it thee,” sc., “may God do so to me,” etc. The words are to be understood as an asseveration on oath, in which theformula of an oath is to be supplied in thought. This view is apparently amore correct one, on account of the cop. ו before לא, than to takethe last clause as a question, “Shall I not tell it thee?”

1 Samuel 20:10 
To this friendly assurance David replied, “Who will tell me?”sc., how thy father expresses himself concerning me; “or what will thyfather answer thee roughly?” sc., if thou shouldst attempt to do it thyself. This is the correct explanation given by De Wette and Maurer. Geseniusand Thenius, on the contrary, take או in the sense of “ifperchance.” But this is evidently incorrect; for even though there arecertain passages in which או may be so rendered, it is only wheresome other case is supposed, and therefore the meaning or still lies at thefoundation. These questions of David were suggested by a correct estimateof the circumstances, namely, that Saul's suspicions would leave him tothe conclusion that there was some understanding between Jonathan andDavid, and that he would take steps in consequence to prevent Jonathanfrom making David acquainted with the result of his conversation withSaul.

1 Samuel 20:11 
Before replying to these questions, Jonathan asked David to gowith him to the field, that they might there fix upon the sign by which hewould let him know, in a way in which no one could suspect, what wasthe state of his father's mind.

Verses 12-23
In the field, where they were both entirely free from observation, Jonathanfirst of all renewed his covenant with David, by vowing to him on oaththat he would give him information of his father's feelings towards him(1 Samuel 20:12, 1 Samuel 20:13); and then entreated him, with a certain presentiment thatDavid would one day be king, even then to maintain his love towards himand his family for ever (1 Samuel 20:14-16); and lastly, he made David swear againconcerning his love (1 Samuel 20:17), and then gave him the sign by which he wouldcommunicate the promised information (1 Samuel 20:18-23).

1 Samuel 20:12-15 
1 Samuel 20:12 and 1 Samuel 20:13 are connected. Jonathan commences with asolemn invocation of God: “Jehovah, God of Israel!” and thus introduceshis oath. We have neither to supply “Jehovah is witness,” nor “as truly asJehovah liveth,” as some have suggested. “When I inquire of my fatherabout this time to-morrow, the day after to-morrow (a concise mode ofsaying 'to-morrow or the day after'), and behold it is (stands) well forDavid, and then I do not send to thee and make it known to thee, Jehovahshall do so to Jonathan,” etc. (“The Lord do so,” etc., the ordinary formulaused in an oath: see 1 Samuel 14:44). The other case is then added without anadversative particle: “If it should please my father evil against thee (lit. asregards evil), “I will make it known to thee, and let thee go, that thoumayest go in peace; and Jehovah be with thee, as He has been with myfather.” In this wish there is expressed the presentiment that David wouldone day occupy that place in Israel which Saul occupied then, i.e., thethrone. - In 1 Samuel 20:14 and 1 Samuel 20:15 the Masoretic text gives no appropriate meaning. Luther's rendering, in which he follows the Rabbins and takes the first ולא (1 Samuel 20:14) by itself, and then completes the sentence from thecontext (“but if I do it not, show me no mercy, because I live, not even if Idie”), contains indeed a certain permissible sense when considered in itself;but it is hardly reconcilable with what follows, “and do not tear away thycompassion for ever from my house.” The request that he would show nocompassion to him (Jonathan) even if he died, and yet would notwithdraw his compassion from his house for ever, contains an antithesiswhich would have been expressed most clearly and unambiguously in thewords themselves, if this had been really what Jonathan intended to say. De Wette's rendering gives a still more striking contradiction: “But let not(Jehovah be with thee) if I still live, and thou showest not the love ofJehovah to me, that I do not, and thou withdrawest not thy love from myhouse for ever.” There is really no other course open than to follow theSyriac and Arabic, as Maurer, Thenius, and Ewald have done, and changethe ולא in the first two clauses in 1 Samuel 20:14 into ולוּ or ולא,according to the analogy of the form לוּא (1 Samuel 14:30), and torender the passage thus: “And mayest thou, if I still live, mayest thoushow to me the favour of the Lord, and not if I do, not withdraw thyfavour from my house for ever, not even (ולא) when Jehovah shallcut off the enemies of David, every one from the face of the earth!” “Thefavour of Jehovah” is favour such as Jehovah shall cut off,” etc., showsvery clearly Jonathan's conviction that Jehovah would give to David avictory over all his enemies.

1 Samuel 20:16 
Thus Jonathan concluded a covenant with the house of David,namely, by bringing David to promise kindness to his family for ever. Theword בּרית must be supplied in thought to יכרת, as in 1 Samuel 22:8 and 2 Chronicles 7:18. “And Jehovah required it (what Jonathan hadpredicted) at the hand of David's enemies.” Understood in this manner, thesecond clause contains a remark of the historian himself, namely, thatJonathan's words were really fulfilled in due time. The traditional renderingof וּבקּשׁ as a relative preterite, with אמר understood,“and said, Let Jehovah take vengeance,” is not only precluded by theharshness of the introduction of the word “saying,” but still more by thefact, that if אמר (saying) is introduced between the copula vavand the verb בּקּשׁ, the perfect cannot stand for the optativeבּקּשׁ, as in Joshua 22:23.

1 Samuel 20:17 
“And Jonathan adjured David again by his love to him, becausehe loved him as his own soul” (cf. 1 Samuel 18:1, 1 Samuel 18:3); i.e., he once moreimplored David most earnestly with an oath to show favour to him and hishouse.

1 Samuel 20:18-19 
He then discussed the sign with him for letting him knowabout his father's state of mind: “To-morrow is new moon, and thou wiltbe missed, for thy seat will be empty,” sc., at Saul's table (see at 1 Samuel 20:5). “And on the third day come down quickly (from thy sojourning place),and go to the spot where thou didst hide thyself on the day of the deed,and place thyself by the side of the stone Ezel.” The first words in this(19th) verse are not without difficulty. The meaning “on the third day” forthe verb שׁלּשׁ cannot be sustained by parallel passages, but isfully established, partly by השּׁלשׁית, the third day, and partlyby the Arabic usage (vid., Ges. Thes. s. v.). מאד after תּרד, lit., “go violently down,” is more striking still. Nevertheless thecorrectness of the text is not to be called in question, since שׁלּשׁתּ is sustained by τρισσεύσει in the Septuagint, and מאד תּרד by descende ergo festinus in the Vulgate, and also by therendering in the Chaldee, Arabic, and Syriac versions, “and on the thirdday thou wilt be missed still more,” which is evidently merely a conjecturefounded upon the context. The meaning of המּעשׂה בּיום is doubtful. Gesenius, De Wette, and Maurer render it “on the dayof the deed,” and understand it as referring to Saul's deed mentioned in 1 Samuel 19:2, viz., his design of killing David; others render it “on the day ofbusiness,” i.e., the working day (Luther, after the lxx and Vulgate), butthis is not so good a rendering. The best is probably that of Thenius, “onthe day of the business” (which is known to thee). Nothing further can besaid concerning the stone Ezel than that Ezel is a proper name.

1 Samuel 20:20 
“And I will shoot off three arrows to the side of it (the stoneEzek), to shoot for me at the mark,” i.e., as if shooting at the mark. Thearticle attached to החצּים is either to be explained as denotingthat the historian assumed the thing as already well known, or on thesupposition that Jonathan went to the field armed, and when giving thesign pointed to the arrows in his quiver. In the word צדּה theRaphe indicates that the suffix of ־ה is not a mere toneless ה, although ithas no mappik, having given up its strong breathing on account of theharsh צ sound.

1 Samuel 20:21 
“And, behold (הנּה, directing attention to what followsas the main point), I will send the boy (saying), Go, get the arrows. If Ishall say to the boy, Behold, the arrows are from thee hitherwards, fetchthem; then come, for peace is to thee, and it is nothing, as truly as Jehovahliveth.”

1 Samuel 20:22 
“But if I say to the youth, Behold, the arrows are from theefarther off; then go, for Jehovah sendeth thee away,” i.e., bids thee flee. The appointment of this sign was just as simple as it was suitable to thepurpose.

1 Samuel 20:23 
This arrangement was to remain an eternal secret between them. “And (as for) the word that we have spoken, I and thou, behold, the Lordis between me and thee for ever,” namely, a witness and judge in case oneof us two should break the covenant (vid., Genesis 31:48-49). This is impliedin the words, without there being any necessity to assume that עד had dropped out of the text. “The word” refers not merely to the signagreed upon, but to the whole matter, including the renewal of the bond offriendship.

Verses 24-34
David thereupon concealed himself in the field, whilst Jonathan, as agreedupon, endeavoured to apologize for his absence from the king's table.

1 Samuel 20:24-25 
On the new moon's day Saul sat at table, and as always, athis seat by the wall, i.e., at the top, just as, in eastern lands at the presentday, the place of honour is the seat in the corner (see HarmarBeobachtungen ii. pp. 66ff.). “And Jonathan rose up, and Abner seatedhimself by the side of Saul, and David's place remained empty.” Thedifficult passage, “And Jonathan rose up,” etc., can hardly be understoodin any other way than as signifying that, when Abner entered, Jonathanrose from his seat by the side of Saul, and gave up the place to Abner, inwhich case all that is wanting is an account of the place to which Jonathanmoved. Every other attempted explanation is exposed to much graverdifficulties. The suggestion made by Gesenius, that the cop. ו should besupplied before אבנר, and ויּשׁב referred to Jonathan(“and Jonathan rose up and sat down, and Abner [sat down] by the side ofSaul”), as in the Syriac, is open to this objection, that in addition to thenecessity of supplying ו, it is impossible to see why Jonathan shouldhave risen up for the purpose of sitting down again. The rendering “andJonathan came,” which is the one adopted by Maurer and De Wette,cannot be philologically sustained; inasmuch as, although קוּם isused to signify rise up, in the sense of the occurrence of important events,or the appearance of celebrated of persons, it never means simply “tocome.” And lastly, the conjecture of Thenius, that ויּקם should be altered into ויקדּם, according to the senseless rendering ofthe lxx, προέφθασε τὸν Ἰονάθαν , is overthrown by the fact, that whilstקדּם does indeed mean to anticipate or come to meet, it never means tosit in front of, i.e., opposite to a person.

1 Samuel 20:26 
On this (first) day Saul said nothing, sc., about David's absentinghimself, “for he thought there has (something) happened to him, that he isnot clean; surely (כּי) he is not clean” (vid., Leviticus 15:16.; Deuteronomy 23:11).

1 Samuel 20:27-29 
But on the second day, the day after the new moon (lit., themorrow after the new moon, the second day: השּׁני is anominative, and to be joined to ויהי, and not a genitivebelonging to החדשׁ), when David was absent from table again,Saul said to Jonathan, “Why is the son of Jesse not come to meat, neitheryesterday nor to-day?” Whereupon Jonathan answered, as arranged withDavid (compare 1 Samuel 20:28 and 1 Samuel 20:29 with 1 Samuel 20:6). “And my brother, he hathcommanded me,” i.e., ordered me to come. צוּה as in Exodus 6:13,and אחי, the elder brother, who was then at the head of thefamily, and arranged the sacrificial meal.

1 Samuel 20:30-31 
Saul was greatly enraged at this, and said to Jonathan, “Sonof a perverse woman (נעות is a participle, Niph. fem. fromעוה) of rebellion,” - i.e., son of a perverse and rebellious woman(an insult offered to the mother, and therefore so much the greater to theson), hence the meaning really is, “Thou perverse, rebellious fellow,” - “do Inot know that thou hast chosen the son of Jesse to thine own shame, andto the shame of thy mother's nakedness?” בּחר, to choose aperson out of love, to take pleasure in a person; generally construed with בּ pers., here with ל, although many Codd. have בּ here also. “For as long asthe son of Jesse liveth upon the earth, thou and thy kingdom (kingship,throne) will not stand.” Thus Saul evidently suspected David as his rival,who would either wrest the government from him, or at any rate after hisdeath from his son. “Now send and fetch him to me, for he is a child ofdeath,” i.e., he has deserved to die, and shall be put to death.

1 Samuel 20:32-34 
When Jonathan replied, “My father, why shall he die? whathas he done?” Saul was so enraged that he hurled his javelin at Jonathan(cf. 1 Samuel 18:11). Thus Jonathan saw that his father had firmly resolvedto put David to death, and rose up from the table in fierce anger, and didnot eat that day; for he was grieved concerning David, because his fatherhad done him shame. כּלה is a substantive in the sense ofunalterable resolution, like the verb in 1 Samuel 20:9. השּׁני בּיום־החדשׁ, on the second day of the new moon or month.

Verses 35-42
The next morning Jonathan made David acquainted with what hadoccurred, by means of the sign agreed upon with David. The account ofthis, and of the meeting between Jonathan and David which followed, isgiven very concisely, only the main points being touched upon. In themorning (after what had occurred) Jonathan went to the field, דּוד למועד, either “at the time agreed upon with David,” or“to the meeting with David,” or perhaps better still, “according to theappointment (agreement) with David,” and a small boy with him.

1 Samuel 20:36 
To the latter he said, namely as soon as they had come to thefield, Run, get the arrows which I shoot. The boy ran, and he shot off thearrows, “to go out beyond him,” i.e., so that the arrows flew farther thanthe boy had run. The form חצי for חץ only occurs inconnection with disjunctive accents; beside the present chapter (1 Samuel 20:36; 1 Samuel 20:37, 1 Samuel 20:38, Chethibh) we find it again in 2 Kings 9:24. The singular is usedhere with indefinite generality, as the historian did not consider itnecessary to mention expressly, after what he had previously written, thatJonathan shot off three arrows one after another.

1 Samuel 20:37-39 
When the boy came to the place of the shot arrow (i.e., to theplace to which the arrow had flown), Jonathan called after him, “See, thearrow is (lies) away from thee, farther off;” and again, “Quickly, haste, donot stand still,” that he might not see David, who was somewhere near;and the boy picked up the arrow and came to his lord. The Chethibhהחצי is evidently the original reading, and the singular is to beunderstood as in 1 Samuel 20:37; the Keri החצּים is an emendation,according to the meaning of the words. The writer here introduces theremark in 1 Samuel 20:39, that the boy knew nothing of what had been arrangedbetween Jonathan and David.

1 Samuel 20:40 
Jonathan then gave the boy his things (bow, arrows, and quiver),and sent him with them to the town, that he might be able to conversewith David for a few seconds after his departure, and take leave of himunobserved.

1 Samuel 20:41 
When the boy had gone, David rose (from his hiding-place) fromthe south side, fell down upon his face to the ground, and bowed threetimes (before Jonathan); they then kissed each other, and wept for oneanother, “till David wept strongly,” i.e., to such a degree that David weptvery loud. הנּגב מאצל, “from the side of the south,”which is the expression used to describe David's hiding-place, according toits direction in relation to the place where Jonathan was standing, has notbeen correctly rendered by any of the early translators except Aquila andJerome. In the Septuagint, the Chaldee, the Syriac, and the Arabic, thestatement in 1 Samuel 20:19 is repeated, simply because the translators could not seethe force of הנּגב מאצל, although it is intelligibleenough in relation to what follows, according to which David fled fromthence southwards to Nob.

1 Samuel 20:42 
All that is given of the conversation between the two friends isthe parting word spoken by Jonathan to David: “Go in peace. What wetwo have sworn in the name of the Lord, saying, The Lord be between meand thee, and between my seed and thy seed for ever:” sc., let it stand, orlet us abide by it. The clause contains an aposiopesis, which may beaccounted for from Jonathan's deep emotion, and in which the apodosismay be gathered from the sense. For it is evident, from a comparison of 1 Samuel 20:23, that the expression “for ever” must be understood as forming part ofthe oath. - 1 Samuel 21:1. David then set out upon his journey, andJonathan returned to the town. This verse ought, strictly speaking, to formthe conclusion of 1 Samuel 20.

(Note: In our English version it does; but in the Hebrew, which isfollowed here, it forms the opening verse of 1 Samuel 21:1-15. In the expositionof the following chapter it has been thought better to follow thenumbering of the verses in our version rather than that of theoriginal, although the latter is conformed to the Hebrew. - Tr.)

The subject to “arose” is David; not because Jonathan was the last onespoken of (Thenius), but because the following words, “and Jonathancame,” etc., are in evident antithesis to “he arose and went.”

21 Chapter 21 

Introduction
David's Flight to Nob, and Thence to Gath - 1 Samuel 21:1-15 

After the information which David had received from Jonathan, nothingremained for him in order to save his life but immediate flight. He couldnot return to the prophets at Ramah, where he had been miraculouslypreserved from the first outbreak of Saul's wrath, because they could notensure him permanent protection against the death with which he wasthreatened. He therefore fled first of all to Nob, to Ahimelech the highpriest, to inquire the will of God through him concerning his future course(1 Samuel 22:10, 1 Samuel 22:15), and induced him to give him bread and the sword ofGoliath, also, under the pretext of having to perform a secret commissionfrom the king with the greatest speed; for which Saul afterwards tookfearful vengeance upon the priests at Nob when he was made acquaintedwith the affair through the treachery of Doeg (1 Samuel 21:1-9). David then fled toGath to the Philistian king Achish; but here he was quickly recognised asthe conqueror of Goliath, and obliged to feign insanity in order to save hislife, and then to flee still farther (1 Samuel 21:10-15). The state of his mind at thistime he poured out before God in the words of Psalm 56:1-13; Psalm 52:1-9, and 34.

Verses 1-9
1 Samuel 21:1-2 
David at Nob. - The town of Nob or Nobeh (unless indeed theform נבה stands for נבה here and in 1 Samuel 22:9, and the ה attached is merely ה local, as the name is always written נב inother places: vid., 1 Samuel 22:11, 1 Samuel 22:19; 1 Samuel 21:1; Isaiah 10:32; Nehemiah 11:32)was at that time a priests' city (1 Samuel 22:19), in which, according to thefollowing account, the tabernacle was then standing, and the legal worshipcarried on. According to Isaiah 10:30, Isaiah 10:32, it was between Anathoth (Anata)and Jerusalem, and in all probability it has been preserved in the village ofel-Isawiyeh, i.e., probably the village of Esau or Edom, which is midwaybetween Anata and Jerusalem, an hour from the latter, and the samedistance to the south-east of Gibeah of Saul (Tell el Phul), and which bearsall the marks of an ancient place, partly in its dwellings, the stones ofwhich date from a great antiquity, and partly in many marble columnswhich are found there (vid., Tobler, Topogr. v. Jerusalem ii. p. 720). Hence v. Raumer (Pal. p. 215, ed. 4) follows Kiepert in the map which hehas appended to Robinson's Biblical Researches, and set down this placeas the ancient Nob, for which Robinson indeed searched in vain (see Pal. ii. p. 150). Ahimelech, the son of Ahitub, most probably the same person asAhiah (1 Samuel 14:3), was “the priest,” i.e., the high priest (see at 1 Samuel 14:3). When David came to him, the priest “went trembling to meet him” (לקראת יחרד) with the inquiry, “Why art thou alone, and no oneis with thee?” The unexpected appearance of David, the son-in-law of theking, without any attendants, alarmed Ahimelech, who probably imaginedthat he had come with a commission from the king which might involvehim in danger. David had left the few servants who accompanied him in hisflight somewhere in the neighbourhood, as we may gather from 1 Samuel 21:2,because he wished to converse with the high priest alone. Ahimelech's anxious inquiry led David to resort to the fabricationdescribed in 1 Samuel 21:2: “The king hath commanded me a business, and said tome, No one is to know anything of this matter, in which (lit. in relation tothe matter with regard to which) I send thee, and which I have entrusted tothee (i.e., no one is to know either the occasion or the nature of thecommission): and the servants I have directed to such and such a place.”יודע, Poel, to cause to know, point, show. Ahimelech had received noinformation as yet concerning the most recent occurrences between Sauland David; and David would not confess to him that he was fleeing fromSaul, because he was evidently afraid that the high priest would not givehim any assistance, lest he should draw down the wrath of the king. Thisfalsehood brought he greatest calamities upon Ahimelech and the priests atNob (1 Samuel 22:9-19), and David was afterwards obliged to confess that hehad occasioned it all (1 Samuel 22:22).

1 Samuel 21:3 
“And now what is under thy hand? give into my hand (i.e., handme) five loaves, or whatever (else) is to be found.” David asked for fiveloaves, because he had spoken of several attendants, and probably wantedto make provision for two or three days (Thenius).

1 Samuel 21:4 
The priest answered that he had no common bread, but only holybread, viz., according to 1 Samuel 21:6, shew-bread that had been removed, whichnone but priests were allowed to eat, and that in a sacred place; but that hewas willing to give him some of these loaves, as David had said that hewas travelling upon an important mission from the king, provided onlythat “the young men had kept themselves at least from women,” i.e., hadnot been defiled by sexual intercourse (Leviticus 15:18). If they were clean atany rate in this respect, he would in such a case of necessity depart fromthe Levitical law concerning the eating of the shew-bread, for the sake ofobserving the higher commandment of love to a neighbour (Leviticus 19:18; cf. Matthew 12:5-6; Mark 2:25-26).

(Note: When Mark (Mark 2:26) assigns this action to the days ofAbiathar the high priest, the statement rests upon an error ofmemory, in which Ahimelech is confounded with Abiathar.)

1 Samuel 21:5 
David quieted him concerning this scruple, and said, “Nay, butwomen have been kept from us since yesterday and the day before.” Theuse of אם כּי may be explained from the fact, that inDavid's reply he paid more attention to the sense than to the form of thepriest's scruple, and expressed himself as concisely as possible. Thewords, “if the young men have only kept themselves from women,”simply meant, if only they are not unclean; and David replied,That is certainly not the case, but women have been kept from us; so thatאם כּי has the meaning but in this passage also, as itfrequently has after a previous negative, which is implied in the thoughthere as in 2 Samuel 13:33. “When I came out, the young men's things wereholy (Levitically clean); and if it is an unholy way, it becomes even holythrough the instrument.” David does not say that the young men wereclean when he came out (for the rendering given to הנּערים כּלי in the Septuagint, πάντα τὰ παιδάρια , iswithout any critical value, and is only a mistaken attempt to explain theword כּלי, which was unintelligible to the translator), but simplyaffirms that קדשׁ הנּערים כּלי, i.e., accordingto Luther's rendering (der Knaben Zeug war heilig), the youngmen's things(clothes, etc.) were holy. כּלים does not mean merely vessels,arms, or tools, but also the dress (Deuteronomy 22:5), or rather the clothes as wellas such things as were most necessary to meet the wants of life. By the coitus, or strictly speaking, by the emissio seminis in connectionwith the coitus, not only were the persons themselves defiled, but alsoevery article of clothing or leather upon which any of the semen fell (Leviticus 15:18); so that it was necessary for the purpose of purification that thethings which a man had on should all be washed. David explains, withevident allusion to this provision, that the young men's things were holy,i.e., perfectly clean, for the purpose of assuring the priest that there wasnot the smallest Levitical uncleanness attaching to them. The clause whichfollows is to be taken as conditional, and as supposing a possible case:“and if it is an unholy way.” דּרך, the way that David was goingwith his young men, i.e., his purpose of enterprise, by which, however,we are not to understand his request of holy bread from Ahimelech, butthe performance of the king's commission of which he had spoken. כּי ואף, lit. besides (there is) also that, = moreover there isalso the fact, that it becomes holy through the instrument; i.e., as O. v. Gerlach has correctly explained it, “on the supposition of the importantroyal mission, upon which David pretended to be sent, through me as anambassador of the anointed of the Lord,” in which, at any rate, David'smeaning really was, “the way was sanctified before God, when he, as Hischosen servant, the preserver of the true kingdom of God in Israel, went tohim in his extremity.” That פּלי in the sense of instrument is alsoapplied to men, is evident from Isaiah 13:5 and Jeremiah 50:25.

1 Samuel 21:6-7 
The priest then gave him (what was) holy, namely the shew-loaves “that were taken from before Jehovah,” i.e., from the holy table,upon which they had lain before Jehovah for seven days (vid., Leviticus 24:6-9). - In 1 Samuel 21:7 there is a parenthetical remark introduced, which was of greatimportance in relation to the consequences of this occurrence. There at thesanctuary there was a man of Saul's servants, נעצר, i.e., “keptback (shut off) before Jehovah:” i.e., at the sanctuary of the tabernacle,either for the sake of purification or as a proselyte, who wished to bereceived into the religious communion of Israel, or because of supposedleprosy, according to Leviticus 13:4. His name was Doeg the Edomite,הרעים אבּיר, “the strong one (i.e., the overseer) of theherdsmen of Saul.”

(Note: The Septuagint translators have rendered these words νέμων τὰς ἡμιόνους , “feeding the mules of Saul;” and accordingly in 1 Samuel 22:9 also they have changed Saul's servants into mules, inaccordance with which Thenius makes Doeg the upper herdsman ofSaul. But it is very evident that the text of the lxx is nothing morethan a subjective interpretation of the expression before us, and doesnot presuppose any other text, from the simple fact that all the otherancient versions are founded upon the Hebrew text both here and in 1 Samuel 22:9, including even the Vulgate (potentissimus pastorum); andthe clause contained in some of the MSS of the Vulgate (his pascebat mulas Saul) is nothing more than a gloss that has crept in from theItala; and this is still more obvious in 1 Samuel 22:9, where נצּב והוּא is applicable enough to עבדי, but isaltogether unsuitable in connection with פרדי, since נצּב is no more applied in Hebrew to herdsmen or keepers of animals, thanwe should think of speaking of presidents of asses, horses, etc. Moreover, it is not till the reign of David that we read of mules beingused as riding animals by royal princes (2 Samuel 13:29; 2 Samuel 18:9); and theyare mentioned for the first time as beasts of burden, along with asses,camels, and oxen, in 1 Chronicles 12:40, where they are said to have beenemployed by the northern tribes to carry provisions to Hebron to thefestival held at the recognition of David as king. Before David's timethe sons of princes rode upon asses (vid., Judges 10:4; Judges 12:14).)

1 Samuel 21:8 
David also asked Ahimelech whether he had not a sword or ajavelin at hand; “for I have neither brought my sword nor my (other)weapons with me, because the affair of the king was pressing,” i.e., veryurgent, נחוּץ, ἁπ. λεγ. , literally, compressed.

1 Samuel 21:9 
The priest replied, that there was only the sword of Goliath,whom David slew in the terebinth valley (1 Samuel 17:2), wrapped up in acloth hanging behind the ephod (the high priest's shoulder-dress), - a sign ofthe great worth attached to this dedicatory offering. He could take that. David accepted it, as a weapon of greater value to him than any other,because he had not only taken this sword as booty from the Philistine, buthad cut off the head of Goliath with it (see 1 Samuel 17:51). When and howthis sword had come into the tabernacle is not known (see the remarks on1 Samuel 17:54). The form בּזּה for בּזה is only met withhere. On the Piska, see at Joshua 4:1.

Verse 10-11
David with Achish at Gath. - David fled from Nob to Achish of Gath. ThisPhilistian king is called Abimelech in the heading of Ps 34, according to thestanding title of the Philistian princes at Gath. The fact that David fled atonce out of the land, and that to the Philistines at Gath, may be accountedfor from the great agitation into which he had been thrown by theinformation he had received from Jonathan concerning Saul's implacablehatred. As some years had passed since the defeat of Goliath, and theconqueror of Goliath was probably not personally known to many of thePhilistines, he might hope that he should not be recognised in Gath, andthat he might receive a welcome there with his few attendants, as a fugitivewho had been driven away by Saul, the leading foe of the Philistines.

(Note: This removes the objection raised by modern critics to thehistorical credibility of the narrative before us, namely, that Davidwould certainly not have taken refuge at once with the Philistines, butwould only have gone to them in the utmost extremity (Thenius). Itis impossible to see how the words “he fled that day for fear of Saul”(1 Samuel 21:11) are to prove that this section originally stood in a differentconnection, and are only arbitrarily inserted here (Thenius). Unlesswe tear away the words in the most arbitrary manner from theforegoing word ויּברח, they not only appear quite suitable,but even necessary, since David's journey to Abimelech was not aflight, or at all events it is not described as a flight in the text; andDavid's flight from Saul really began with his departure from Nob. Stillless can the legendary origin of this account be inferred from the factthat some years afterwards David really did take refuge with Achish inthe Philistian country (1 Samuel 27:1-12 and 1 Samuel 29:1-11), or the conjecture sustainedthat this is only a distorted legend of that occurrence. For if the latersojourn of David with Achish be a historical fact, that popular legendcould not possibly have assumed a form so utterly different as theaccount before us, to say nothing of the fact that this occurrence hasa firm historical support in Psalm 34:1.)

But in this he was mistaken. He was recognised at once by the courtiers ofAchish. They said to their prince, “Is not this David the king of the land?Have they not sung in circles, Saul hath slain his thousands, and David histen thousands?” (cf. 1 Samuel 18:6-7). “King of the land” they call David, notbecause his anointing and divine election were known to them, but onaccount of his victorious deeds, which had thrown Saul entirely into theshade. Whether they intended by these words to celebrate David as a hero,or to point him out to their prince as a dangerous man, cannot be gatheredfrom the words themselves, nor can the question be decided with certaintyat all (cf. 1 Samuel 29:5).

Verse 12-13
But David took these words to heart, and was in great fear of Achish, lesthe should treat him as an enemy, and kill him. In order to escape thisdanger, “he disguised his understanding (i.e., pretended to be out of hismind) in their eyes (i.e., before the courtiers of Achish), behaved insanelyunder their hands (when they tried to hold him as a madman), scribbledupon the door-wings, and let his spittle run down into his beard.” Thesuffix to וישׁנּו is apparently superfluous, as the object, את־טעמו, follows immediately afterwards. But it may be accounted forfrom the circumstantiality of the conversation of every-day life, as in 2 Samuel 14:6, and (though these cases are not perfectly parallel) Exodus 2:6; Proverbs 5:22; Ezekiel 10:3 (cf. Gesenius' Gramm. §121, 6, Anm. 3). ויתו,from תּוה, to make signs, i.e., to scribble. The lxx and Vulgaterender it ἐτυμπανίζειν , impingebat, he drummed, smote with his fistsupon the wings of the door, which would make it appear as if they hadread ויּתף (from תּפף), which seems more suitable to thecondition of a madman whose saliva ran out of his mouth.

Verse 14-15
By this dissimulation David escaped the danger which threatened him; forAchish thought him mad, and would have nothing to do with him. “Wherefore do ye bring him to me? Have I need of madmen, that ye havebrought this man hither to rave against me? Shall this man come into myhouse?” Thus Achish refused to receive him into his house. But whetherhe had David taken over the border, or at any rate out of the town; orwhether David went away of his own accord; or whether he was takenaway by his servants, and then hurried as quickly as possible out of theland of the Philistines, is not expressly mentioned, as being of noimportance in relation to the principal object of the narrative. All that isstated is, that he departed thence, and escaped to the cave Adullam.

22 Chapter 22 

Verses 1-5
Having been driven away by Achish, the Philistian king at Gath, Davidtook refuge in the cave Adullam, where his family joined him. The caveAdullam is not to be sought for in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem, assome have inferred from 2 Samuel 23:13-14, but near the town Adullam,which is classed in Joshua 15:35 among the towns in the lowlands of Judah,and at the foot of the mountains; though it has not yet been traced withany certainty, as the caves of Deir Dubban, of which Van de Velde speaks,are not the only large caves on the western slope of the mountains ofJudah. When his brethren and his father's house, i.e., the rest of his family,heard of his being there, they came down to him, evidently because theyno longer felt themselves safe in Bethlehem from Saul's revenge. The caveAdullam cannot have been more than three hours from Bethlehem, asSocoh and Jarmuth, which were near to Adullam, were only three hoursand a half from Jerusalem (see at Joshua 12:15).

1 Samuel 22:2 
There a large number of malcontents gathered together roundDavid, viz., all who were in distress, and all who had creditors, and all whowere embittered in spirit (bitter of soul), i.e., people who were dissatisfiedwith the general state of affairs or with the government of Saul, - about fourhundred men, whose leader he became. David must in all probability havestayed there a considerable time. The number of those who went over tohim soon amounted to six hundred men (1 Samuel 23:13), who were for themost part brave and reckless, and who ripened into heroic men under thecommand of David during his long flight. A list of the bravest of them isgiven in 1 Chron 12, with which compare 2 Samuel 23:13. and 1 Chronicles 11:15.

1 Samuel 22:3-5 
David proceeded thence to Mizpeh in Moab, and placed hisparents in safety with the king of the Moabites. His ancestress Ruth was aMoabitess. Mizpeh: literally a watch-tower or mountain heightcommanding a very extensive prospect. Here it is probably a proper name,belonging to a mountain fastness on the high land, which bounded theArboth Moab on the eastern side of the Dead Sea, most likely on themountains of Abarim or Pisgah (Deuteronomy 34:1), and which could easily bereached from the country round Bethlehem, by crossing the Jordan nearthe point where it entered the Dead Sea. As David came to the king ofMoab, the Moabites had probably taken possession of the most southerlyportion of the eastern lands of the Israelites; we may also infer this fromthe fact that, according to 1 Samuel 14:47, Saul had also made war uponMoab, for Mizpeh Moab is hardly to be sought for in the actual land ofthe Moabites, on the south side of the Arnon (Mojeb). אתּכם … יצא־נא, “May my father and my mother go out with you.”The construction of יצא with את is a pregnant one: togo out of their home and stay with you (Moabites). “Till I know whatGod will do to me.” Being well assured of the justice of his cause, ascontrasted with the insane persecutions of Saul, David confidently hopedthat God would bring his flight to an end. His parents remained with the king of Moab as long as David wasבּמּצוּדה, i.e., upon the mount height, or citadel. This can onlyrefer to the place of refuge which David had found at Mizpeh Moab. Forit is perfectly clear from 1 Samuel 22:5, where the prophet Gad calls upon David notto remain any longer בּמּצוּדה, but to return to the land ofJudah, that the expression cannot refer either to the cave Adullam, or toany other place of refuge in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem. The prophetGad had probably come to David from Samuel's school of prophets; butwhether he remained with David from that time forward to assist him withhis counsel in his several undertakings, cannot be determined, on accountof our want of information. In 1 Chronicles 21:9 he is called David's seer. Inthe last year of David's reign he announced to him the punishment whichwould fall upon him from God on account of his sin in numbering thepeople (2 Samuel 24:11.); and according to 1 Chronicles 29:29 he also wrote theacts of David. In consequence of this admonition, David returned to Judah,and went into the wood Hareth, a woody region on the mountains ofJudah, which is never mentioned again, and the situation of which isunknown. According to the counsels of God, David was not to seek forrefuge outside the land; not only that he might not be estranged from hisfatherland and the people of Israel, which would have been opposed to hiscalling to be the king of Israel, but also that he might learn to trust entirelyin the Lord as his only refuge and fortress.

Verse 6-7
Murder of the Priests by Saul. - 1 Samuel 22:6. When Saul heard that David andthe men with him were known, i.e., that information had been received asto their abode or hiding-place, he said to his servants when they weregathered round him, “Hear,” etc. The words, “and Saul was sitting atGibeah under the tamarisk upon the height,” etc., show that what followstook place in a solemn conclave of all the servants of Saul, who weregathered round their king to deliberate upon the more important affairs ofthe kingdom. This sitting took place at Gibeah, the residence of Saul, andin the open air “under the tamarisk.” בּרמה, upon the height,not “under a grove at Ramah” (Luther); for Ramah is an appellative, andבּרמה, which belongs to האשׁל תּחת, is amore minute definition of the locality, which is indicated by the definitearticle (the tamarisk upon the height) as the well-known place where Saul'sdeliberative assemblies were held. From the king's address (“hear, yeBenjaminites; will the son of Jesse also give you all fields and vineyards?”)we perceive that Saul had chosen his immediate attendants form themembers of his own tribe, and had rewarded their services right royally. גּם־לכלּכם is placed first for the sake of emphasis, “You Benjaminitesalso,” and not rather to Judahites, the members of his own tribe. Thesecond לכלּכם (before ישׂים) is not a dative; but ל tub merely serves to give greater prominence to the object which is placed atthe head of the clause: As for all of you, will he make (you: see Ewald,§310, a.).

Verse 8
“That you have all of you conspired against me, and no one informs me ofit, since my son makes a covenant with the son of Jesse.” בּכרת, lit. at themaking of a covenant. Saul may possibly have heard something of the factsrelated in 1 Samuel 20:12-17; at the same time, his words may merely refer toJonathan's friendship with David, which was well known to him. ואין־חלה, “and no one of you is grieved on my account … that my son has setmy servant (David) as a lier in wait against me,” i.e., to plot against mylife, and wrest the throne to himself. We may see from this, that Saul wascarried by his suspicions very far beyond the actual facts. “As at thisday:” cf. Deuteronomy 8:18, etc.

Verse 9-10
The Edomite Doeg could not refrain from yielding to this appeal, andtelling Saul what he had seen when staying at Nob; namely, thatAhimelech had inquired of God for David, and given him food as well asGoliath's sword. For the fact itself, see 1 Samuel 21:1-10, where there is noreference indeed to his inquiring of God; though it certainly took place, asAhimelech (1 Samuel 22:15) does not disclaim it. Doeg is here designated נצּב, “the superintendent of Saul's servants,” so that apparently he hadbeen invested with the office of marshal of the court.

Verses 11-15
On receiving this information, Saul immediately summoned the priestAhimelech and “all his father's house,” i.e., the whole priesthood, to Nob,to answer for what they had done. To Saul's appeal, “Why have yeconspired against me, thou and the son of Jesse, by giving him bread?”Ahimelech, who was not conscious of any such crime, since David hadcome to him with a false pretext, and the priest had probably but verylittle knowledge of what took place at court, replied both calmly andworthily (1 Samuel 22:14): “And who of all thy servants is so faithful (proved,attested, as in Numbers 12:7) as David, and son-in-law of the king, and havingaccess to thy private audience, and honoured in thy house?” The trueexplanation of אל־משׁמעתּך סר may be gathered from a comparisonof 2 Samuel 23:23 and 1 Chronicles 11:25, where משׁמעת occurs again,as the context clearly shows, in the sense of a privy councillor of the king,who hears his personal revelations and converses with him about them, sothat it corresponds to our “audience.” סוּר, lit. to turn aside fromthe way, to go in to any one, or to look after anything (Exodus 3:3; 4:1,etc.); hence in the passage before us “to have access,” to be attached to aperson. This is the explanation given by Gesenius and most of the modernexpositors, whereas the early translators entirely misunderstood thepassage, though they have given the meaning correctly enough at 2 Samuel 23:23. But if this was the relation in which David stood to Saul, - and he hadreally done so for a long time, - there was nothing wrong in what the highpriest had done for him; but he had acted according to the best of hisknowledge, and quite conscientiously as a faithful subject of the king. Ahimelech then added still further (1 Samuel 22:15): “Did I then begin to inquire ofGod for him this day?” i.e., was it the first time that I had obtained thedecision of God for David concerning important enterprises, which he hadto carry out in the service of the king? “Far be from me,” sc., anyconspiracy against the king, like that of which I am accused. “Let not theking lay it as a burden upon thy servant, my whole father's house (theomission of the cop. ו before בּכל־כּית may be accounted for from theexcitement of the speaker); for thy servant knows not the least of all this.”בּכל־זאת, of all that Saul had charged him with.

Verse 16-17
Notwithstanding this truthful assertion of his innocence, Saul pronouncedsentence of death, not only upon the high priest, but upon all the priestsat Nob, and commanded his רצים, “runner,” i.e., halberdiers, toput the priests to death, because, as he declared in his wrath, “their hand iswith David (i.e., because they side with David), and because they knewthat he fled and did not tell me.” Instead of the Chethibh אזנו, itis probably more correct to read אזני, according to the Keri,although the Chethibh may be accounted for if necessary from a suddentransition from a direct to an indirect form of address: “and (as he said) hadnot told him.” This sentence was so cruel, and so nearly bordering uponmadness, that the halberdiers would not carry it out, but refused to layhands upon “the priests of Jehovah.”

Verse 18
Saul then commanded Doeg to cut down the priests, and he at onceperformed the bloody deed. On the expression “wearing the linen ephod,”compare the remarks at 1 Samuel 2:18. The allusion to the priestly clothing,like the repetition of the expression “priests of Jehovah,” serves to bringout into its true light the crime of the bloodthirsty Saul and his executionerDoeg. The very dress which the priests wore, as the consecrated servantsof Jehovah, ought to have made them shrink from the commission of sucha murder.

Verse 19
But not content with even this revenge, Saul had the whole city of Nobdestroyed, like a city that was laid under the ban (vid., Deuteronomy 13:13.). Socompletely did Saul identify his private revenge with the cause of Jehovah,that he avenged a supposed conspiracy against his own person as treasonagainst Jehovah the God-king.

Verses 20-23
The only one of the whole body of priests who escaped this bloody deathwas a son of Ahimelech, named Abiathar, who “fled after David,” i.e., toDavid the fugitive, and informed him of the barbarous vengeance whichSaul had taken upon the priests of the Lord. Then David recognised andconfessed his guilt. “I knew that day that the Edomite Doeg was there,that he (i.e., that as the Edomite Doeg was there, he) would tell Saul: I amthe cause of all the souls of thy father's house,” i.e., of their death. סבב is used here in the sense of being the cause of a thing, which is oneof the meanings of the verb in the Arabic and Talmudic (vid., Ges. Lex. s. v.). “Stay with me, fear not; for he who seeks my life seeks thy life: forthou art safe with me.” The abstract mishmereth, protection, keeping (Exodus 12:6; Exodus 16:33-34), is used for the concrete, in the sense of protected, wellkept. The thought is the following: As no other is seeking thy life thanSaul, who also wants to kill me, thou mayest stay with me without fear, asI am sure of divine protection. David spoke thus in the firm belief that theLord would deliver him from his foe, and give him the kingdom. The actionof Saul, which had just been reported to him, could only strengthen him inthis belief, as it was a sign of the growing hardness of Saul, which mustaccelerate his destruction.
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Introduction
David Delivers Keilah. He Is Betrayed by the Ziphites, and Marvellously Saved from Saul in the Desert of Maon - 1 Samuel 23
The following events show how, on the one hand, the Lord gave pledges toHis servant David that he would eventually become king, but yet on theother hand plunged him into deeper and deeper trouble, that He mightrefine him and train him to be a king after His own heart. Saul's rage againstthe priests at Nob not only drove the high priest into David's camp, butprocured for David the help of the “light and right” of the high priest in allhis undertakings. Moreover, after the prophet Gad had called David backto Judah, an attack of the Philistines upon Keilah furnished him with theopportunity to show himself to the people as their deliverer. Andalthough this enterprise of his exposed him to fresh persecutions on thepart of Saul, who was thirsting for revenge, he experienced in connectiontherewith not only the renewal of Jonathan's friendship on this occasion,but a marvellous interposition on the part of the faithful covenant God.

Verses 1-14
1 Samuel 23:1-14 
Rescue of Keilah. - After his return to the mountains of Judah,David received intelligence that Philistines, i.e., a marauding company ofthese enemies of Israel, were fighting against Keilah, and plundering thethreshing-floors, upon which the corn that had been reaped was lyingready for threshing. Keilah belonged to the towns of the lowlands of Judah(Joshua 15:44); and although it has not yet been discovered, was certainlyvery close to the Philistian frontier.

1 Samuel 23:2 
After receiving this information, David inquired of the Lord(through the Urim and Thummim of the high priest) whether he should goand smite these Philistines, and received an affirmative answer.

1 Samuel 23:3-6 
But his men said to him, “Behold, here in Judah we are in fear(i.e., are not safe from Saul's pursuit); how shall we go to Keilah againstthe ranks of the Philistines?” In order, therefore, to infuse courage intothem, he inquired of the Lord again, and received the assurance from God,“I will give the Philistines into thy hand.” He then proceeded with hismen, fought against the Philistines, drove off their cattle, inflicted a severedefeat upon them, and thus delivered the inhabitants of Keilah. In 1 Samuel 23:6 asupplementary remark is added in explanation of the expression “inquiredof the Lord,” to the effect that, when Abiathar fled to David to Keilah, theephod had come to him. The words “to David to Keilah” are not to beunderstood as signifying that Abiathar did not come to David till he was inKeilah, but that when he fled after David (1 Samuel 22:20), he met with himas he was already preparing for the march of Keilah, and immediatelyproceeded with him thither. For whilst it is not stated in 1 Samuel 22:20 thatAbiathar came to David in the wood of Hareth, but the place of meeting isleft indefinite, the fact that David had already inquired of Jehovah (i.e.,through the oracle of the high priest) with reference to the march to Keilah,compels us to assume that Abiathar had come to him before he left themountains for Keilah. So that the brief expression “to David to Keilah,”which is left indefinite because of its brevity, must be interpreted inaccordance with this fact.

1 Samuel 23:7-9 
As soon as Saul received intelligence of David's march toKeilah, he said, “God has rejected him (and delivered him) into my hand.”נכּר does not mean simply to look at, but also to find strange, andtreat as strange, and then absolutely to reject (Jeremiah 19:4, as in the Arabic inthe fourth conjugation). This is the meaning here, where the constructionwith בּידי is to be understood as a pregnant expression:“rejection and delivered into my hand” (vid., Ges. Lex. s. v.). The earlytranslators have rendered it quite correctly according to the sense מכר, πέπρακεν , tradidit, without there being any reason tosuppose that they read מכר instead of נכּר. “For he hathshut himself in, to come (= coming, or by coming) into a city with gatesand bolts.”

1 Samuel 23:8 
He therefore called all the people (i.e., men of war) together towar, to go down to Keilah, and to besiege David and his men.

1 Samuel 23:9-12 
But David heard that Saul was preparing mischief against him(lit. forging, החרישׁ, from הרשׁ; Proverbs 3:29; Proverbs 6:14, etc.), andhe inquired through the oracle of the high priest whether the inhabitants ofKeilah would deliver him up to Saul, and whether Saul would come down;and as both questions were answered in the affirmative, he departed fromthe city with his six hundred men, before Saul carried out his plan. It isevident from 1 Samuel 23:9-12, that when the will of God was sought through theUrim and Thummim, the person making the inquiry placed the matterbefore God in prayer, and received an answer; but always to one particularquestion. For when David had asked the two questions given in 1 Samuel 23:11, hereceived the answer to the second question only, and had to ask the firstagain (1 Samuel 23:12).

1 Samuel 23:13 
“They went whithersoever they could go” (lit. “they wanderedabout where they wandered about”), i.e., wherever they could go withoutdanger.

1 Samuel 23:14 
David retreated into the desert (of Judah), to the mountainheights (that were to be found there), and remained on the mountains inthe desert of Ziph. The “desert of Judah” is the desert tract between themountains of Judah and the Dead Sea, in its whole extent, from thenorthern boundary of the tribe of Judah to the Wady Fikreh in the south(see at Joshua 15:61). Certain portions of this desert, however, receiveddifferent names of their own, according to the names of different towns onthe border of the mountains and desert. The desert of Ziph was thatportion of the desert of Judah which was near to and surrounded the townof Ziph, the name of which has been retained in the ruins of Tell Zif, anhour and three-quarters to the south-east of Hebron (see at Joshua 15:55).
1 Samuel 23:14 . “And Saul sought him all the days, but God delivered him not into hishand.” This is a general remark, intended to introduce the accounts whichfollow, of the various attempts made by Saul to get David into his power. “All the days,” i.e., as long as Saul lived.

Verses 15-17
David in the Deserts of Ziph and Maon. - The history of David'spersecution by Saul is introduced in 1 Samuel 23:15-18, with the account of anattempt made by the noble-minded prince Jonathan, in a private interviewwith his friend David, to renew his bond of friendship with him, andstrengthen David by his friendly words for the sufferings that yet awaitedhim. 1 Samuel 23:15, 1 Samuel 23:16 are to be connected together so as to form one period:“When David saw that Saul was come out … and David was in the desert ofZiph, Jonathan rose up and went to David into the wood.” חרשׁה, from חרשׁ, with ה paragogic, signifies a wood or thicket; here,however, it is probably a proper name for a district in the desert of Ziphthat was overgrown with wood or bushes, and where David was stoppingat that time. “There is no trace of this wood now. The land lost itsornament of trees centuries ago through the desolating hand of man” (v. deVelde). “And strengthened his hand in God,” i.e., strengthened his heart,not by supplies, or by money, or any subsidy of that kind, but byconsolation drawn from his innocence, and the promises of God (vid., Judges 9:24; Jeremiah 23:14). “Fear not,” said Jonathan to him, “for the hand of Saulmy father will not reach thee; and thou wilt become king over Israel, and Iwill be the second to thee; and Saul my father also knows that it is so.”Even though Jonathan had heard nothing from David about his anointing,he could learn from David's course thus far, and from his own father'sconduct, that David would not be overcome, but would possess thesovereignty after the death of Saul. Jonathan expresses here, as his firmconviction, what he has intimated once before, in 1 Samuel 20:13.; and withthe most loving self-denial entreats David, when he shall be king, to let himoccupy the second place in the kingdom. It by no means follows from thelast words (“Saul my father knoweth”), that Saul had received distinctinformation concerning the anointing of David, and his divine calling to beking. The words merely contain the thought, he also sees that it will come. The assurance of this must have forced itself involuntarily upon the mindof Saul, both from his own rejection, as foretold by Samuel, and also fromthe marvellous success of David in all his undertakings.

Verses 18-20
After these encouraging words, they two made a covenant before Jehovah:i.e., they renewed the covenant which they had already made by anothersolemn oath; after which Jonathan returned home, but David remained inthe wood.
The treachery of the Ziphites forms a striking contrast to Jonathan'streatment of David. They went up to Gibeah to betray to Saul the factthat David was concealed in the wood upon their mountain heights, andindeed “upon the hill Hachilah, which lies to the south of the waste.” Thehill of Ziph is a flattened hill standing by itself, of about a hundred feet inheight. “There is no spot from which you can obtain a better view ofDavid's wanderings backwards and forwards in the desert than from thehill of Ziph, which affords a true panorama. The Ziphites could see Davidand his men moving to and fro in the mountains of the desert of Ziph, andcould also perceive how he showed himself in the distance upon the hillHachilah on the south side of Ziph (which lies to the right by the desert);whereupon they sent as quickly as possible to Saul, and betrayed to himthe hiding-place of his enemy” (v. de Velde, ii. pp. 104-5). Jeshimon doesnot refer here to the waste land on the north-eastern coast of the Dead Sea,as in Numbers 21:20; Numbers 23:28, but to the western side of that sea, which is alsodesert.
1 Samuel 23:20 reads literally thus: “And now, according to all the desire of thy soul,O king, to come down (from Gibeah, which stood upon higher ground),come down, and it is in us to deliver him (David) into the hand of theking.”

Verse 21
For this treachery Saul blessed them: “Be blessed of the Lord, that ye havecompassion upon me.” In his evil conscience he suspected David ofseeking to become his murderer, and therefore thanked God in his delusionthat the Ziphites had had compassion upon him, and shown him David'shiding-place.

Verse 22
In his anxiety, however, lest David should escape him after all, he chargedthem, “Go, and give still further heed (הכין without לב,as in Judges 12:6), and reconnoitre and look at his place where his footcometh (this simply serves as a more precise definition of the nominalsuffix in מקומו, his place), who hath seen him there (sc., letthem inquire into this, that they may not be deceived by uncertain or falsereports): for it is told me that he dealeth very subtilly.”

Verse 23
They were to search him out in every corner (the object to דּעוּ must be supplied from the context). “And come ye again to me with thecertainty (i.e., when you have got some certain intelligence concerning hishiding-place), that I may go with you; and if he is in the land, I will searchhim out among all the thousands (i.e., families) of Judah.”

Verse 24
With this answer the Ziphites arose and “went to Ziph before Saul” (whowould speedily follow with his warriors); but David had gone farther inthe meantime, and was with his men “in the desert of Maon, in the steppeto the south of the wilderness.” Maon, now Maïn, is about three hoursand three-quarters S.S.E. of Hebron (see at Joshua 15:55), and therefore onlytwo hours from Ziph, from which it is visible. “The table-land appears toterminate here; nevertheless the principal ridge of the southern mountainsruns for a considerable distance towards the south-west, whereas towardsthe south-east the land falls off more and more into a lower table-land.”This is the Arabah or steppe on the right of the wilderness (v. de Velde, ii. pp. 107-8).

Verse 25
Having been informed of the arrival of Saul and his men (warriors), Davidwent down the rock, and remained in the desert of Maon. “The rock” isprobably the conical mountain of Main (Maon), the top of which is nowsurrounded with ruins, probably remains of a tower (Robinson, Pal. ii. p. 194), as the rock from which David came down can only have been themountain (1 Samuel 23:26), along one side of which David went with his men whilstSaul and his warriors went on the other, namely when Saul pursued himinto the desert of Maon.

Verse 26-27
“And David was anxiously concerned to escape from Saul, and Saul andhis men were encircling David and his men to seize them; but a messengercame to Saul … . Then Saul turned from pursuing David.” The two clauses,“for Saul and his men” (1 Samuel 23:26 ), and “there came a messenger” (1 Samuel 23:27), arethe circumstantial clauses by which the situation is more clearly defined:the apodosis to דּוד ויהי does not follow tillויּשׁב in 1 Samuel 23:28. The apodosis cannot begin with וּמלאך because the verb does not stand at the head. David had thus almostinextricably fallen into the hands of Saul; but God saved him by the factthat at that very moment a messenger arrived with the intelligence,“Hasten and go (come), for Philistines have fallen into the land,” and thuscalled Saul away from any further pursuit of David.

Verse 28
From this occurrence the place received the name of Sela-hammahlekoth,“rock of smoothnesses,” i.e., of slipping away or escaping, from חלק, in the sense of being smooth. This explanation is at any rate bettersupported than “rock of divisions, i.e., the rock at which Saul and Davidwere separated” (Clericus), since חלק does not mean toseparate.
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Verses 1-7
Whilst Saul had gone against the Philistines, David left this dangerousplace, and went to the mountain heights of Engedi, i.e., the present Ain-jidy (goat-fountain), in the middle of the western coats of the Dead Sea(see at Joshua 15:62), which he could reach from Maon in six or seven hours. The soil of the neighbourhood consists entirely of limestone; but the rockscontain a considerable admixture of chalk and flint. Round about there risebare conical mountains, and even ridges of from two to four hundred feetin height, which mostly run down to the sea. The steep mountains areintersected by wadys running down in deep ravines to the sea. “On allsides the country is full of caverns, which might then serve as lurking-places for David and his men, as they do for outlaws at the present day”(Rob. Pal. p. 203)

1 Samuel 24:1-2 
When Saul had returned from his march against the Philistines,and was informed of this, he set out thither with three thousand pickedmen to search for David and his men in the wild-goat rocks. Theexpression “rocks of the wild goats” is probably not a proper name forsome particular rocks, but a general term applied to the rocks of thatlocality on account of the number of wild goats and chamois that were tobe found in all that region, as mountain goats are still (Rob. Pal. ii. p. 204).

1 Samuel 24:3 
When Saul came to the sheep-folds by the way, where there wasa cave, he entered it to cover his feet, whilst David and his men sat behindin the cave. V. de Velde (R. ii. p. 74) supposes the place, where the sheep-folds by the roadside were, to have been the Wady Chareitun, on thesouth-west of the Frank mountain, and to the north-east of Tekoah, a verydesolate and inaccessible valley. “Rocky, precipitous walls, which rise upone above another for many hundred feet, form the sides of this defile. Stone upon stone, and cliff above cliff, without any sign of being habitable,or of being capable of affording even a halting-place to anything but wildgoats.” Near the ruins of the village of Chareitun, hardly five minutes' walkto the east, there is a large cave or chamber in the rock, with a very narrowentrance entirely concealed by stones, and with many side vaults in whichthe deepest darkness reigns, at least to any one who has just entered thelimestone vaults from the dazzling light of day. It may be argued in favour of the conjecture that this is the cave whichSaul entered, and at the back of which David and his men were concealed,that this cave is on the road from Bethlehem to Ain-jidy, and one of thelargest caves in that district, if not the largest of all, and that, according toPococke (Beschr. des Morgenl. ii. p. 61), the Franks call it a labyrinth, theArabs Elmaama, i.e., hiding-place, whilst the latter relate how at one timethirty thousand people hid themselves in it “to escape an evil wind,” in allprobability the simoom. The only difficulty connected with thissupposition is the distance from Ain-jidy, namely about four or fiveGerman miles (fifteen or twenty English), and the nearness of Tekoah,according to which it belongs to the desert of Tekoah rather than to that ofEngedi. “To cover his feet” is a euphemism according to most of theancient versions, as in Judges 3:24, for performing the necessities of nature,as it is a custom in the East to cover the feet. It does not mean “to sleep,”as it is rendered in this passage in the Peschito, and also by Michaelis andothers; for although what follows may seem to favour this, there isapparently no reason why any such euphemistic expression should havebeen chosen for sleep. “The sides of the cave:” i.e., the outermost orfarthest sides.

1 Samuel 24:4 
Then David's men said to him, “See, this is the day of whichJehovah hath said to thee, Behold, I give thine enemy into thy hand, anddo to him what seemeth good to thee.” Although these words might referto some divine oracle which David had received through a prophet, Gadfor example, what follows clearly shows that David had received no suchoracle; and the meaning of his men was simply this, “Behold, to-day is theday when God is saying to thee:” that is to say, the speakers regarded theleadings of providence by which Saul had been brought into David's poweras a divine intimation to David himself to take this opportunity of slayinghis deadly enemy, and called this intimation a word of Jehovah. Davidthen rose, up, and cut off the edge of Saul's cloak privily. Saul hadprobably laid the meil on one side, which rendered it possible for David tocut off a piece of it unobserved.

1 Samuel 24:5 
But his heart smote him after he had done it; i.e., his consciencereproached him, because he regarded this as an injury done to the kinghimself.

1 Samuel 24:6 
With all the greater firmness, therefore, did he repel thesuggestions of his men: “Far be it to me from Jehovah (on Jehovah'saccount: see at Joshua 22:29), that (אם, a particle denoting an oath) Ishould do such a thing to my lord, the anointed of Jehovah, to stretch outmy hand against him.” These words of David show clearly enough that noword of Jehovah had come to him to do as he liked with Saul.

1 Samuel 24:7 
Thus he kept back his people with words (שׁסּע, verbis dilacere),and did not allow them to rise up against Saul, sc., to slay him.

Verses 8-10
But when Saul had gone out of the cave, David went out, and called, “Mylord king,” that when the king looked round he might expostulate with him,with the deepest reverence, but yet with earnest words, that shouldsharpen his conscience as to the unfounded nature of his suspicion and theinjustice of his persecution. “Why dost thou hearken to words of men,who say, Behold, David seeketh thy hurt? Behold, this day thine eyeshave been that Jehovah hath given thee to-day into my hand in the cave,and they said (אמר, thought) to kill thee, and I spared thee:” lit. it(mine eye) spared thee (cf. Genesis 45:20; Deuteronomy 7:16, etc., which show thatעיני is to be supplied).

Verse 11
To confirm what he said, he then showed him the lappet of his coat whichhe had cut off, and said, “My father, see.” In these words there is anexpression of the childlike reverence and affection which David cherishedtowards the anointed of the Lord. “For that I cut off the lappet and did notkill thee, learn and see (from this) that (there is) not evil in my hand (i.e.,that I do not go about for the purpose of injury and crime), and that I havenot sinned against thee, as thou nevertheless layest wait for my soul todestroy it.”

Verse 12-13
After he had proved to the king in this conclusive manner that he had noreason whatever for seeking his life, he invoked the Lord as judge betweenhim and his adversary: “Jehovah will avenge me upon thee, but my handwill not be against thee. As the proverb of the ancients (הקּדמוני is used collectively) says, Evil proceedeth from the evil, but myhand shall not be upon thee.” The meaning is this: Only a wicked mancould wish to avenge himself; I do not.

Verse 14
And even if he should wish to attack the king, he did not possess thepower. This thought introduces 1 Samuel 24:14: “After whom is the king of Israelgone out? After whom dost thou pursue? A dead dog, a single flea.” Bythese similes David meant to describe himself as a perfectly harmless andinsignificant man, of whom Saul had no occasion to be afraid, and whomthe king of Israel ought to think it beneath his dignity to pursue. A deaddog cannot bite or hurt, and is an object about which a king ought not totrouble himself (cf. 2 Samuel 9:8 and 2 Samuel 16:9, where the idea of somethingcontemptible is included). The point of comparison with a flea is theinsignificance of such an animal (cf. 1 Samuel 26:20).

Verse 15
As Saul had therefore no good ground for persecuting David, the lattercould very calmly commit his cause to the Lord God, that He might decideit as judge, and deliver him out of the hand of Saul: “Let Him look at it, andconduct my cause,” etc.

Verses 16-18
These words made an impression upon Saul. David's conduct went to hisheart, so that he wept aloud, and confessed to him: “Thou art morerighteous than I, for thou hast shown me good, and I (have shown) theeevil; and thou hast given me a proof of this to-day.”

Verse 19
“If a man meet with his enemy, will he send him (let him go) in peace?”This sentence is to be regarded as a question, which requires a negativereply, and expresses the thought: When a man meets with an enemy, hedoes not generally let him escape without injury. But thou hast acted verydifferently towards me. This thought is easily supplied from the context,and what follows attaches itself to this: “The Lord repay thee good forwhat thou hast done to me this day.”

Verse 20-21
This wish was expressed in perfect sincerity. David's behaviour towardshim had conquered for the moment the evil demon of his heart, andcompletely altered his feelings. In this better state of mind he felt impelledeven to give utterance to these words, “I know that thou wilt be king, andthe sovereignty will have perpetuity in thy hand.” Saul could not preventthis conviction from forcing itself upon him, after his own rejection andthe failure of all that he attempted against David; and it was this whichdrove him to persecute David whenever the evil spirit had the upper handin his soul. But now that better feelings had arisen in his mind, he utteredit without envy, and merely asked David to promise on oath that he wouldnot cut off his descendants after his death, and seek to exterminate hisname from his father's house. A name is exterminated when the whole ofthe descendants are destroyed, - a thing of frequent occurrence in the East inconnection with a change of dynasties, and one which occurred again andagain even in the kingdom of the ten tribes (vid., 1 Kings 15:28., 1 Samuel 16:11.; 2 Kings 10).

Verse 22
When David had sworn this, Saul returned home. But David remainedupon the mountain heights, because he did not regard the passing change inSaul's feelings as likely to continue. המּצוּדה (translated “thehold”) is used here to denote the mountainous part of the desert of Judah. It is different in 1 Samuel 22:5.
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Verse 1
The death of Samuel is inserted here, because it occurred at that time. Thefact that all Israel assembled together to his burial, and lamented him, i.e.,mourned for him, was a sign that his labours as a prophet were recognisedby the whole nation as a blessing for Israel. Since the days of Moses andJoshua, no man had arisen to whom the covenant nation owed so much asto Samuel, who has been justly called the reformer and restorer of thetheocracy. They buried him “in his house at Ramah.” The expression “hishouse” does not mean his burial-place or family tomb, nor his native place,but the house in which he lived, with the court belonging to it, whereSamuel was placed in a tomb erected especially for him. After the death ofSamuel, David went down into the desert of Paran, i.e., into the northernportion of the desert of Arabia, which stretches up to the mountains ofJudah (see at Numbers 10:12); most likely for no other reason than because hecould no longer find sufficient means of subsistence for himself and his sixhundred men in the desert of Judah.

Verses 2-44
The following history of Nabal's folly, and of the wise and generousbehaviour of his pious and intelligent wife Abigail towards David, showshow Jehovah watched over His servant David, and not only preserved himfrom an act of passionate excitement, which might have endangered hiscalling to be king of Israel, but turned the trouble into which he had beenbrought into a source of prosperity and salvation.

1 Samuel 25:2-3 
At Maon, i.e., Main or the mountains of Judah (see at Joshua 15:55), there lived a rich man (גּדול, great through property andriches), who had his establishment at Carmel. מעשׂה, work,occupation, then establishment, possessions (vid., Exodus 23:15). Carmel isnot the promontory of that name (Thenius), but the present Kurmul onthe mountains of Judah, scarcely half an hour's journey to the north-westof Maon (see at Joshua 15:55). This man possessed three thousand sheepand a thousand goats, and was at the sheep-shearing at Carmel. His namewas Nabal (i.e., fool): this was hardly his proper name, but was a surnameby which he was popularly designated on account of his folly. His wifeAbigail was “of good understanding,” i.e., intelligent, “and of beautifulfigure;” but the husband was “harsh and evil in his doings.” He sprangfrom the family of Caleb. This is the rendering adopted by the Chaldee andVulgate, according to the Keri כּלבּי. The Chethibh is to be readכּלבּו, “according to his heart;” though the lxx ( ἄνθρωπος κυνικός )and Josephus, as well as the Arabic and Syriac, derive it from כּלב,and understand it as referring to the dog-like, or shameless, character of theman.

1 Samuel 25:4-8 
When David heard in the desert (cf. 1 Samuel 25:1) that Nabal wasshearing his sheep, which was generally accompanied with a festal meal(see at Genesis 38:12), he sent ten young men up to Carmel to him, and badethem wish him peace and prosperity in his name, and having reminded himof the friendly services rendered to his shepherds, solicit a present forhimself and his people. לשׁלום לו שׁאל,ask him after his welfare, i.e., greet him in a friendly manner (cf. Exodus 18:7). The word לחי is obscure, and was interpreted by the earlytranslators merely according to uncertain conjectures. The simplestexplanation is apparently in vitam, long life, understood as a wish in thesense of “good fortune to you” (Luther, Maurer, etc.); although the wordחי in the singular can only be shown to have the meaning life inconnection with the formula used in oaths, נפשׁך חי,etc. But even if חי must be taken as an adjective, it is impossible toexplain לחי in any other way than as an elliptical exclamationmeaning “good fortune to the living man.” For the idea that the word is tobe connected with אמרתּם, “say to the living man,” i.e., to theman if still alive, is overthrown by the fact that David had no doubt thatNabal was still living. The words which follow are also to be understoodas a wish, “May thou and thy house, and all that is thine, be well!” Afterthis salutation they were to proceed with the object of their visit: “Andnow I have heard that thou hast sheep-shearers. Now thy shepherds havebeen with us; we have done them no harm (הכלים, as in Judges 18:7: on the form, see Ges. §53, 3, Anm. 6), and nothing was missed bythem so long as they were in Carmel.” When living in the desert, David'smen had associated with the shepherds of Nabal, rendered them variousservices, and protected them and their flocks against the southerninhabitants of the desert (the Bedouin Arabs); in return for which theymay have given them food and information. Thus David proved himself a protector of his people even in hisbanishment. וימצאוּ, “so may the young men (those sent byDavid) find favour in thine eyes! for we have come to a good (i.e., afestive) day. Give, I pray, what thy hand findeth (i.e., as much as thoucanst) to thy servant, and to thy son David.” With the expression “thyson” David claims Nabal's fatherly goodwill. So far as the fact itself isconcerned, “on such a festive occasion near a town or village even in ourown time, an Arab sheikh of the neighbouring desert would hardly fail toput in a word either in person or by message; and his message both in formand substance would be only the transcript of that of David” (Robinson,Palestine, p. 201).

1 Samuel 25:9 
David's messengers delivered their message to Nabal,ויּנוּחוּ, “and sat down,” sc., awaiting the fulfilment oftheir request. The rendering given by the Chaldee (פּסקוּ, cessaverunt loqui) and the Vulgate (siluerunt) is less suitable, and cannot bephilologically sustained. The Septuagint, on the other hand, has καὶ ἀνεπήδησε , “and he (Nabal) sprang up,” as if the translators had readויּקם (vid., lxx at 1 Samuel 20:34). This rendering, accordingto which the word belongs to the following clause, gives a veryappropriate sense, if only, supposing that ויּקם really didstand in the text, the origin and general adoption of ויּנוּחוּ could in any way be explained.

1 Samuel 25:10 
Nabal refused the petitioners in the most churlish manner: “Whois David? who the son of Jesse?” i.e., what have I to do with David?“There by many servants now-a-days who tear away every one from hismaster.” Thus, in order to justify his own covetousness, he set downDavid as a vagrant who had run away from his master.

1 Samuel 25:11 
“And I should take my bread and my water (i.e., my food anddrink), and my cattle, … and give them to men whom I do not know whencethey are?” ולקחתּי is a perfect with vav consec., and thewhole sentence is to be taken as a question.

1 Samuel 25:12-13 
The messengers returned to David with this answer. Thechurlish reply could not fail to excite his anger. He therefore commandedhis people to gird on the sword, and started with 400 men to takevengeance upon Nabal, whilst 200 remained behind with the things.

1 Samuel 25:14-31
However intelligible David's wrath may appear in thesituation in which he was placed, it was not right before God, but a suddenburst of sinful passion, which was unseemly in a servant of God. Bycarrying out his intention, he would have sinned against the Lord andagainst His people. But the Lord preserved him from this sin by the factthat, just at the right time, Abigail, the intelligent and pious wife of Nabal,heard of the affair, and was able to appease the wrath of David by herimmediate and kindly interposition.

1 Samuel 25:14-16 
Abigail heard from one of (Nabal's) servants what had takenplace (בּרך, to wish any one prosperity and health, i.e., tosalute, as in 1 Samuel 13:10; and יעט, from עיט, to speakwrathfully: on the form, see at 1 Samuel 15:19 and 1 Samuel 14:32), and also what hadbeen praiseworthy in the behaviour of David's men towards Nabal'sshepherds; how they had not only done them no injury, had not robbedthem of anything, but had defended them all the while. “They were a wall(i.e., a firm protection) round us by night and by day, as long as we werewith them feeding the sheep,” i.e., a wall of defence against attacks fromthe Bedouins living in the desert.

1 Samuel 25:17 
“And now,” continued the servant, “know and see what thoudoest; for evil is determined (cf. 1 Samuel 20:9) against our master and all hishouse: and he (Nabal) is a wicked man, that one cannot address him.”

1 Samuel 25:18-19 
Then Abigail took as quickly as possible a bountiful presentof provisions, - two hundred loaves, two bottles of wine, five prepared (i.e.,slaughtered) sheep (עשׁוּות, a rare form for עשׂוּית: seeEwald, §189, a.), five seahs (an ephah and two-thirds) of roasted grains(Kali: see 1 Samuel 17:17), a hundred צמּקים (dried grapes, i.e.,raisin-cakes: Ital. simmuki), and two hundred fig-cakes (consisting ofpressed figs joined together), - and sent these gifts laden upon asses onbefore her to meet David whilst she herself followed behind to appease hisanger by coming to meet him in a friendly manner, but without saying aword to her husband about what she intended to do.

1 Samuel 25:20 
When she came down riding upon the ass by a hidden part of themountain, David and his men came to meet her, so that she lighted uponthem. ההר סתר, a hidden part of the mountain, wasprobably a hollow between two peaks of a mountain. This would explainthe use of the word ירד, to come down, with reference both toAbigail, who approached on the one side, and David, who came on theother.

1 Samuel 25:21-22 
1 Samuel 25:21 and 1 Samuel 25:22 contain a circumstantial clause introducedparenthetically to explain what follows: but David had said, Only fordeception (i.e., for no other purpose than to be deceived in myexpectation) have I defended all that belongs to this man (Nabal) in thedesert, so that nothing of his was missed, and (for) he hath repaid me evilfor good. God do so to the enemies of David, if I leave, etc.; i.e., “as trulyas God will punish the enemies of David, so certainly will I not leave tillthe morning light, of all that belongeth to him, one that pisseth against thewall.” This oath, in which the punishment of God is not called down uponthe swearer himself (God do so to me), as it generally is, but upon theenemies of David, is analogous to that in 1 Samuel 3:17, where punishment isthreatened upon the person addressed, who is there made to swear; exceptthat here, as the oath could not be uttered in the ears of the personaddressed, upon whom it was to fall, the enemies generally are mentionedinstead of “to thee.” There is no doubt, therefore, as to the correctness ofthe text. The substance of this imprecation may be explained from the fact thatDavid is so full of the consciousness of fighting and suffering for the causeof the kingdom of God, that he discerns in the insult heaped upon him byNabal an act of hostility to the Lord and the cause of His kingdom. Thephrase בּקיר משׁתּין, mingens in parietem, is only metwith in passages which speak of the destruction of a family or householdto the very last man (viz., besides this passage, 1 Kings 14:10; 1 Kings 16:11; 1 Kings 21:21; 2 Kings 9:8), and neither refers primarily to dogs, as EphraemSyrus, Juda ben Karish, and others maintain; nor to the lowest class ofmen, as Winer, Maurer, and others imagine; nor to little boys, as L. deDieu, Gesenius, etc., suppose; but, as we may see from the explanatoryclause appended to 1 Kings 14:10; 1 Kings 21:21; 2 Kings 9:8, to every male(quemcumque masculi generis hominem: vid., Bochart, Hieroz. i. pp. 776ff., and Rödiger on Ges. Thes. pp. 1397-8).

1 Samuel 25:23-24 
1 Samuel 25:23 is connected with 1 Samuel 25:20. When Abigail saw David, shedescended hastily from the ass, fell upon her face before him, bowed to theground, and fell at his feet, saying, “Upon me, me, my lord, be the guilt;allow thy handmaid to reveal the thing to thee.” She takes the guilt uponherself, because she hopes that David will not avenge it upon her.

1 Samuel 25:25-26 
She prayed that David would take no notice of Nabal, for hewas what his name declared - a fool, and folly in him; but she (Abigail) hadnot seen the messengers of David. “The prudent woman uses a goodargument; for a wise man should pardon a fool” (Seb. Schmidt). She thenendeavours to bring David to a friendly state of mind by three arguments,introduced with ועתּה (1 Samuel 25:26, 1 Samuel 25:27), before asking for forgiveness(1 Samuel 25:28). She first of all pointed to the leadings of God, by which David hadbeen kept from committing murder through her coming to meet him.

(Note: “She founds her argument upon their meeting, which was somarvellously seasonable, that it might be easily and truly gatheredfrom this fact that it had taken place through the providence of God; i.e., Andnow, because I meet thee so seasonably, do thou piously acknowledgewith me the providence of God, which has so arranged all this, thatinnocent blood might not by change be shed by thee.” - Seb. Schmidt.)

“As truly as Jehovah liveth, and by the life of thy soul! yea, the Lord hathkept thee, that thou camest not into blood-guiltiness, and thy hand helpedthee” (i.e., and with thy hand thou didst procure thyself help). אשׁר, introducing her words, as in 1 Samuel 15:20, lit. “as truly as thoulivest, (so true is it) that,” etc. In the second place, she points to the factthat God is the avenger of the wicked, by expressing the wish that all theenemies of David may become fools like Nabal; in connection with whichit must be observed, in order to understand her words fully, that, accordingto the Old Testament representation, folly is a correlate of ungodliness,which inevitably brings down punishment.

(Note: Seb. Schmidt has justly observed, that “she reminds David ofthe promise of God. Not that she prophesies, but that she hasgathered it from the general promises of the word of God. Thepromise referred to is, that whoever does good to his enemies, andtakes no vengeance upon them, God himself will avenge him upon hisenemies; according to the saying, Vengeance is mine, I will repay. And this is what Abigail says: And now thine enemies shall be asNabal.”)

The predicate to the sentence “and they that seek evil to my lord” must besupplied from the preceding words, viz., “may they become just suchfools.”

1 Samuel 25:27 
It is only in the third line that she finally mentions the present,but in such a manner that she does not offer it directly to David, butdescribes it as a gift for the men in his train. “And now this blessing(בּרכה here and 1 Samuel 30:26, as in Genesis 33:11: cf. ἡ εὐλογία , 2 Corinthians 9:5-6), which thine handmaid hath brought, let it begiven to the young men in my lord's train” (lit. “at the feet of:” cf. Exodus 11:8; Judges 4:10, etc.).

1 Samuel 25:28 
The shrewd and pious woman supports her prayer forforgiveness of the wrong, which she takes upon herself, by promises ofthe rich blessing with which the Lord would recompense David. Shethereby gives such clear and distinct expression to her firm belief in thedivine election of David as king of Israel, that her words almost amount toprophecy: “For Jehovah will make my lord a lasting house (cf. 1 Samuel 2:35;and for the fact itself, 2 Samuel 7:8., where the Lord confirms this piouswish by His own promises to David himself); for my lord fighteth thewars of Jehovah (vid., 1 Samuel 18:17), and evil is not discovered in thee thywhole life long.” רעה, evil, i.e., misfortune, mischief; for thethought that he might also be preserved from wrong-doing is not expressedtill 1 Samuel 25:31. “All thy days,” lit. “from thy days,” i.e., from the beginning ofthy life.

1 Samuel 25:29 
“And should any one rise up to pursue thee, … the soul of mylord will be bound up in the bundle of the living with the Lord thy God.”The metaphor is taken from the custom of binding up valuable things in abundle, to prevent their being injured. The words do not refer primarily toeternal life with God in heaven, but only to the safe preservation of therighteous on this earth in the grace and fellowship of the Lord. Butwhoever is so hidden in the gracious fellowship of the Lord in this life,that no enemy can harm him or injure his life, the Lord will not allow toperish, even though temporal death should come, but will then receive himinto eternal life. “But the soul of thine enemies, He will hurl away in thecup of the sling.” “The cup (caph: cf. Genesis 32:26) of the sling” was thecavity in which the stone was placed for the purpose of hurling.

1 Samuel 25:30-31 
Abigail concluded her intercession with the assurance that theforgiveness of Nabal's act would be no occasion of anguish of heart toDavid when he should have become prince over Israel, on account of hishaving shed innocent blood and helped himself, and also with the hopethat he would remember her. From the words, “When Jehovah shall do tomy lord according to all the good that He hath spoken concerning him, andshall make thee prince over Israel,” it appears to follow that Abigail hadreceived certain information of the anointing of David, and his designationto be the future king, probably through Samuel, or one of the pupils of theprophets. There is nothing to preclude this assumption, even if it cannotbe historically sustained. Abigail manifests such an advance and maturityin the life of faith, as could only have been derived from intercourse withprophets. It is expressly stated with regard to Elijah and Elisha, that atcertain times the pious assembled together around the prophets. Whatprevents us from assuming the same with regard to Samuel? The absenceof any distinct testimony to that effect is amply compensated for by thebrief, and for the most part casual, notices that are given of the influencewhich Samuel exerted upon all Israel.

1 Samuel 25:31 
1 Samuel 25:31 introduces the apodosis to 1 Samuel 25:30: “So will this (i.e., theforgiveness of Nabal's folly, for which she had prayed in 1 Samuel 25:28) not be astumbling-block (pukah: anything in the road which causes a person tostagger) and anguish of heart (i.e., conscientious scruple) to thee, andshedding innocent blood, and that my lord helps himself. וגו ולשׁפּך is perfectly parallel to וגו לפוּקה, and cannot be taken assubordinate, as it is in the Vulgate, etc., in the sense of “that thou hast notshed blood innocently,” etc. In this rendering not only is the vav cop. overlooked, but “not” is arbitrarily interpolated, to obtain a suitable sense,which the Vulgate rendering, quod effuderis sanguinem innoxiam, does notgive. והיטיב is to be taken conditionally: “and if Jehovah shalldeal well with my lord, then,” etc.

1 Samuel 25:32-34 
These words could not fail to appease David's wrath. In hisreply he praised the Lord for having sent Abigail to meet him (1 Samuel 25:32), andthen congratulated Abigail upon her understanding and her actions, thatshe had kept him from bloodshed (1 Samuel 25:33); otherwise he would certainlyhave carried out the revenge which he had resolved to take upon Nabal (1 Samuel 25:34). ואוּלם is strongly adversative: nevertheless. מהרע, inf. constr. Hiph. of רעע. כּי, ὅτι ,introduces the substance of the affirmation, and is repeated before theoath: אם כּי … לוּלי כּי, (that) if thou hadstnot, etc., (that) truly there would not have been left (cf. 2 Samuel 2:27). Thevery unusual form תּבאתי, an imperfect with the termination of theperfect, might indeed possibly be a copyist's error for תּבאי (Olsh. Gr. pp. 452, 525), but in all probability it is only an intensifiedform of the second pers. fem. imperf., like תּבואתה (Deuteronomy 33:16; cf. Ewald, §191, c.).

1 Samuel 25:35 
David then received the gifts brought for him, and bade Abigailreturn to her house, with the assurance that he had granted her request forpardon. פּנים נשׂא, as in Genesis 19:21, etc.

1 Samuel 25:36 
When Abigail returned home, she found her husband at a greatfeast, like a king's feast, very merry (עליו, “therewith,” refersto משׁתּה: cf. Proverbs 23:30), and drunken above measure, so thatshe told him nothing of what had occurred until the break of day.

1 Samuel 25:37 
Then, “when the wine had gone from Nabal,” i.e., when he hadbecome sober, she related the matter to him; whereat he was so terrified,that he was smitten with a stroke. This is the meaning of the words, “hisheart died within him, and it became as stone.” The cause of it was not hisanger at the loss he had sustained, or merely his alarm at the danger towhich he had been exposed, and which he did not believe to be over yet,but also his vexation that his wife should have made him humble himself insuch a manner; for he is described as a hard, i.e., an unbending, self-willedman.

1 Samuel 25:38 
About ten days later the Lord smote him so that he died, i.e., theLord put an end to his life by a second stroke.

1 Samuel 25:39-44 
When David heard of Nabal's death, he praised Jehovah thatHe had avenged his shame upon Nabal, and held him back from self-revenge. וגו רב עשׁר, “who hath pleaded the cause ofmy reproach (the disgrace inflicted upon me) against Nabal.” “AgainstNabal” does not belong to “my reproach,” but to “pleaded the cause.” Theconstruction of ריב with מן is a pregnant one, to fight (anddeliver) out of the power of a person (vid., Psalm 43:1); whereas here thefundamental idea is that of taking vengeance upon a person.

1 Samuel 25:40-41 
He then sent messengers to Abigail, and conveyed to her hiswish to marry her, to which she consented without hesitation. With deepreverence she said to the messengers (1 Samuel 25:41), “Behold, thy handmaid asservant (i.e., is ready to become thy servant) to wash the feet of theservants of my lord;” i.e., in the obsequious style of the East, “I am readyto perform the humblest possible services for thee.”

1 Samuel 25:42 
She then rose up hastily, and went after the messengers to Davidwith five damsels in her train, and became his wife.

1 Samuel 25:43 
The historian appends a few notices here concerning David'swives: “And David had taken Ahinoam from Jezreel; thus they also bothbecame his wives.” The expression “also” points to David's marriage withMichal, the daughter of Saul (1 Samuel 18:28). Jezreel is not the city of thatname in the tribe of Issachar (Joshua 19:18), but the one in the mountains ofJudah (Joshua 15:56).

1 Samuel 25:44 
But Saul had taken his daughter Michal away from David, andgiven her to Palti of Gallim. Palti is called Paltiel in 2 Samuel 3:15. Accordingto Isaiah 10:30, Gallim was a place between Gibeah of Saul and Jerusalem. Valentiner supposes it to be the hill to the south of Tuleil el Phul (Gibeahof Saul) called Khirbet el Jisr. After the death of Saul, however, Davidpersuaded Ishbosheth to give him Michal back again (see 2 Samuel 3:14.).

26 Chapter 26 

Verses 1-12
The repetition not only of the treachery of the Ziphites, but also of thesparing of Saul by David, furnishes no proof in itself that the accountcontained in this chapter is only another legend of the occurrences alreadyrelated in 1 Samuel 23:19-24:22. As the pursuit of David by Saul lasted forseveral years, in so small a district as the desert of Judah, there is nothingstrange in the repetition of the same scenes. And the assertion made byThenius, that “Saul would have been a moral monster, which he evidentlywas not, if he had pursued David with quiet deliberation, and through themedium of the same persons, and had sought his life again, after his ownlife had been so magnanimously spared by him,” not only betrays asuperficial acquaintance with the human heart, but is also founded uponthe mere assertion, for which there is no proof, that Saul was evidently noso; and it is proved to be worthless by the fact, that after the first occasionon which his life was so magnanimously spared by David, he did not leaveoff seeking him up and down in the land, and that David was obliged toseek refuge with the Philistines in consequence, as may be seen from 1 Samuel 27:1-12, which Thenius himself assigns to the same source as 1 Samuel 24. The agreement between the two accounts reduces it entirely to outwardand unessential things. It consists chiefly in the fact that the Ziphites cametwice to Saul at Gibeah, and informed him that David was stopping intheir neighbourhood, in the hill Hachilah, and also that Saul went out twicein pursuit of David with 3000 men. But the three thousand were thestanding body of men that Saul had raised from the very beginning of hisreign out of the whole number of those who were capable of bearing arms,for the purpose of carrying on his smaller wars (1 Samuel 13:2); and the hillof Hachilah appears to have been a place in the desert of Judah peculiarlywell adapted for the site of an encampment. On the other hand, all thedetails, as well as the final results of the two occurrences, differ entirelyfrom one another. When David was betrayed the first time, he drew backinto the desert of Maon before the advance of Saul; and being completelysurrounded by Saul upon one of the mountains there, was only saved frombeing taken prisoner by the circumstance that Saul was compelledsuddenly to relinquish the pursuit of David on account of the report thatthe Philistines had invaded the land (1 Samuel 23:25-28). But on the second occasion Saul encamped upon the hill of Hachilah,whilst David had drawn back into the adjoining desert, from which hecrept secretly into Saul's encampment, and might, if he had chosen, haveput his enemy to death (1 Samuel 26:3.). There is quite as much differencein the minuter details connected with the sparing of Saul. On the firstoccasion, Saul entered a cave in the desert of Engedi, whilst David and hismen were concealed in the interior of the cave, without having the smallestsuspicion that they were anywhere near (1 Samuel 24:2-4). The second timeDavid went with Abishai into the encampment of Saul upon the hill ofHachilah, while the king and all his men were sleeping (1 Samuel 26:3, 1 Samuel 26:5). It istrue that on both occasions David's men told him that God had given hisenemy into his hand; but the first time they added, Do to him whatseemeth good in thy sight; and David cut off the lappet of Saul's coat,whereupon his conscience smote him, and he said, “Far be it from me tolay my hand upon the Lord's anointed” (1 Samuel 24:5-8). In the second instance, on the contrary, when David saw Saul in thedistance lying by the carriage rampart and the army sleeping round him, hecalled to two of his heroes, Ahimelech and Abishai, to go with him into thecamp of the sleeping foe, and then went thither with Abishai, whothereupon said to him, “God hath delivered thine enemy into thy hand: letme alone, that I may pierce him with the spear.” But David rejected thisproposal, and merely took away the spear and water-bowl that were atSaul's head (1 Samuel 26:6-12). And lastly, notwithstanding the fact that thewords of David and replies of Saul agree in certain general thoughts, yetthey differ entirely in the main. On the first occasion David showed theking that his life had been in his power, and yet he had spared him, todispel the delusion that he was seeking his life (1 Samuel 24:10-16). On thesecond occasion he asked the king why he was pursuing him, and called tohim to desist from his pursuit (1 Samuel 26:18.). But Saul was so affectedthe first time that he wept aloud, and openly declared that David wouldobtain the kingdom; and asked him to promise on oath, that when he did,he would not destroy his family (1 Samuel 24:17-22). The second time, on the contrary, he only declared that he had sinned andacted foolishly, and would to David no more harm, and that David wouldundertake and prevail; but he neither shed tears, nor brought himself tospeak of David's ascending the throne, so that he was evidently muchmore hardened than before (1 Samuel 26:21-25). These decided differencesprove clearly enough that the incident described in this chapter is not thesame as the similar one mentioned in 1 Samuel 23 and 24, but belongs to a laterdate, when Saul's enmity and hardness had increased.

1 Samuel 26:1-2 
The second betrayal of David by the Ziphites occurred afterDavid had married Abigail at Carmel, and when he had already returned tothe desert of Judah. On 1 Samuel 26:1 and 1 Samuel 26:2 compare the explanations of 1 Samuel 23:19 and 1 Samuel 24:3. Instead of “before (in the face of) Jeshimon” (i.e., thewilderness), we find the situation defined more precisely in 1 Samuel 23:19,as “to the right (i.e., on the south) of the wilderness” (Jeshimon).

1 Samuel 26:3-4 
When David saw (i.e., perceived) in the desert that Saul wascoming behind him, he sent out spies, and learned from them that hecertainly had come (אל־נכון, for a certainty, as in 1 Samuel 23:23).

1 Samuel 26:5-7 
Upon the receipt of this information, David rose up with twoattendants (mentioned in 1 Samuel 26:6) to reconnoitre the camp of Saul. When hesaw the place where Saul and his general Abner were lying - Saul was lyingby the waggon rampart, and the fighting men were encamped round abouthim - he said to Ahimelech and Abishai, “Who will go down with me intothe camp to Saul?” Whereupon Abishai declared himself ready to do so;and they both went by night, and found Saul sleeping with all the people. Ahimelech the Hittite is never mentioned again; but Abishai the son ofZeruiah, David's sister (1 Chronicles 2:16), and a brother of Joab, wasafterwards a celebrated general of David, as was also his brother Joab (2 Samuel 16:9; 2 Samuel 18:2; 2 Samuel 21:17). Saul's spear was pressed (stuck) into the ground athis head, as a sign that the king was sleeping there, for the spear servedSaul as a sceptre (cf. 1 Samuel 18:10).

1 Samuel 26:8-11 
When Abishai exclaimed, “God hath delivered thine enemyinto thy hand: now will I pierce him with the spear into the ground with astroke, and will give no second” (sc., stroke: the Vulgate rendering givesthe sense exactly: et secundo non opus erit, there will be no necessity for asecond), David replied, “Destroy him not; for who hath stretched out hishand against the anointed of the Lord, and remained unhurt?” נקּה, as in Exodus 21:19; Numbers 5:31. He then continued (in 1 Samuel 26:10, 1 Samuel 26:11): “Astruly as Jehovah liveth, unless Jehovah smite him (i.e., carry him off witha stroke; cf. 1 Samuel 25:38), or his day cometh that he dies (i.e., or he dies anatural death; 'his day' denoting the day of death, as in Job 14:6; Job 15:32), orhe goes into battle and is carried off, far be it from me with Jehovah(מיהוה, as in 1 Samuel 24:7) to stretch forth my hand againstJehovah's anointed.” The apodosis to 1 Samuel 26:10 commences with חלילה, “far be it,” or “the Lord forbid,” in 1 Samuel 26:11. “Take now the spearwhich is at his head, and the pitcher, and let us go.”

1 Samuel 26:12 
They departed with these trophies, without any one waking upand seeing them, because they were all asleep, as a deep sleep from theLord had fallen upon them. שׁאוּל מראשׁתי standsfor שׁ ממראשׁתי, “from the head of Saul,” with מ dropped. Theexpression “a deep sleep of Jehovah,” i.e., a deep sleep sent or inflicted byJehovah, points to the fact that the Lord favoured David's enterprise.

Verses 13-20
“And David went over to the other side, and placed himself upon the topof the mountain afar off (the space between them was great), and cried tothe people,” etc. Saul had probably encamped with his fighting men on theslope of the ill Hachilah, so that a valley separated him from the oppositehill, from which David had no doubt reconnoitred the camp and then gonedown to it (1 Samuel 26:6), and to which he returned after the deed wasaccomplished. The statement that this mountain was far off, so that therewas a great space between David and Saul, not only favours the accuracyof the historical tradition, but shows that David reckoned far less nowupon any change in the state of Saul's mind than he had done before, whenhe followed Saul without hesitation from the cave and called after him (1 Samuel 24:9), and that in fact he rather feared lest Saul should endeavour toget him into his power as soon as he woke from his sleep.

1 Samuel 26:14 
David called out to Abner, whose duty it was as general todefend the life of his king. And Abner replied, “Who art thou, who criestout to the king?” i.e., offendest the king by thy shouting, and disturbesthis rest.

1 Samuel 26:15-16 
David in return taunted Abner with having watched the kingcarelessly, and made himself chargeable with his death. “For one of thepeople came to destroy thy lord the king.” As a proof of this, he thenshowed him the spear and pitcher that he had taken away with him. ראה is to be repeated in thought before את־צפּחת: “look where theking's spear is; and (look) at the pitcher at his head,” sc., where it is. Thesereproaches that were cast at Abner were intended to show to Saul, whomight at any rate possibly hear, and in fact did hear, that David was themost faithful defender of his life, more faithful than his closest and mostzealous servants.

1 Samuel 26:17-19 
When Saul heard David's voice (for he could hardly have seenDavid, as the occurrence took place before daybreak, at the latest when theday began to dawn), and David had made himself known to the king inreply to his inquiry, David said, “Why doth my lord pursue his servant?for what have I done, and what evil is in my hand?” He then gave him thewell-meant advice, to seek reconciliation for his wrath against him, and notto bring upon himself the guilt of allowing David to find his death in aforeign land. The words, “and now let my lord the king hear the saying ofhis servant,” serve to indicate that what follows is important, and worthyof laying to heart. In his words, David supposes two cases as conceivablecauses of Saul's hostility:(1) if Jehovah hath stirred thee up against me; (2) if men have done so. Inthe first case, he proposes as the best means of overcoming thisinstigation, that He (Jehovah) should smell an offering. The Hiphil ירח only means to smell, not to cause to smell. The subject is Jehovah. Smelling a sacrifice is an anthropomorphic term, used to denote the divinesatisfaction (cf. Genesis 8:21). The meaning of the words, “let Jehovah smellsacrifice,” is therefore, “let Saul appease the wrath of God by thepresentation of acceptable sacrifices.” What sacrifices they are whichplease God, is shown in Psalm 51:18-19; and it is certainly not by accidentmerely that David uses the word minchah, the technical expression in thelaw for the bloodless sacrifice, which sets forth the sanctification of life ingood works. The thought to which David gives utterance here, namely,that God instigates a man to evil actions, is met with in other passages ofthe Old Testament. It not only lies at the foundation of the words ofDavid in Psalm 51:6 (cf. Hengstenberg on Psalms), but is also clearlyexpressed in 2 Samuel 24:1, where Jehovah instigates David to number thepeople, and where this instigation is described as a manifestation of theanger of God against Israel; and in 2 Samuel 16:10., where David says, withregard to Shimei, that God had bade him curse him. These passages also show that God only instigates those who have sinnedagainst Him to evil deeds; and therefore that the instigation consists in thefact that God impels sinners to manifest the wickedness of their hearts indeeds, or furnishes the opportunity and occasion for the unfolding andpractical manifestation of the evil desire of the heart, that the sinner mayeither be brought to the knowledge of his more evil ways and also torepentance, through the evil deed and its consequences, or, if the heartshould be hardened still more by the evil deed, that it may become ripe forthe judgment of death. The instigation of a sinner to evil is simply onepeculiar way in which God, as a general rule, punishes sins throughsinners; for God only instigates to evil actions such as have drawn downthe wrath of God upon themselves in consequence of their sin. WhenDavid supposes the fact that Jehovah has instigated Saul against him, heacknowledges, implicitly at least, that he himself is a sinner, whom theLord may be intending to punish, though without lessening Saul's wrongby this indirect confession.
The second supposition is: “if, however, children of men” (sc., haveinstigated thee against me); in which case “let them be cursed before theLord; for they drive me now (this day) that I dare not attach myself to theinheritance of Jehovah (i.e., the people of God), saying, Go, serve othergods.” The meaning is this: They have carried it so far now, that I amobliged to separate from the people of God, to fly from the land of theLord, and, because far away from His sanctuary, to serve other gods. Theidea implied in the closing words was, that Jehovah could only beworshipped in Canaan, at the sanctuary consecrated to Him, because itwas only there that He manifested himself to His people, and revealed Hisface or gracious presence (vid., Psalm 42:2-3; Psalm 84:11; Psalm 143:6.). “We are not tounderstand that the enemies of David were actually accustomed to usethese very words, but David was thinking of deeds rather than words”(Calvin).

1 Samuel 26:20 
“And now let not my blood fall to the earth far away from theface of the Lord,” i.e., do not carry it so far as to compel me to perish in aforeign land. “For the king of Israel has gone out to seek a single flea (vid.,1 Samuel 24:15), as one hunts a partridge upon the mountains.” This lastcomparison does not of course refer to the first, so that “the object ofcomparison is compared again with something else,” as Thenius supposes,but it refers rather to the whole of the previous clause. The king of Israel ispursuing something very trivial, and altogether unworthy of his pursuit,just as if one were hunting a partridge upon the mountains. “No one wouldthink it worth his while to hunt a single partridge that had flown to themountains, when they may be found in coveys in the fields” (Winer, Bibl. R. W. ii. p. 307). This comparison, therefore, does not presuppose thatקרא must be a bird living upon the mountains, as Theniusmaintains, so as to justify his altering the text according to the Septuagint. These words of David were perfectly well adapted to sharpen Saul'sconscience, and induce him to desist from his enmity, if he still had an earfor the voice of truth.

Verses 21-25
Moreover, Saul could not help confessing, “I have sinned: return, my sonDavid; I will do thee harm no more, because my life was precious in thineeyes that day.” A good intention, which he never carried out. “He declaredthat he would never do any more what he had already so often promisednot to do again; and yet he did not fail to do it again and again. He oughtrather to have taken refuge with God, and appealed to Him for grace, thathe might not fall into such sins again; yea, he should have entreated Davidhimself to pray for him” (Berleb. Bible). He adds still further, “Behold, Ihave acted foolishly, and have gone sore astray;” but yet he persists in thisfolly. “There is no sinner so hardened, but that God gives him now andthen some rays of light, which show him all his error. But, alas! when theyare awakened by such divine movings, it is only for a few moments; andsuch impulses are no sooner past, than they fall back again immediatelyinto their former life, and forget all that they have promised.”

1 Samuel 26:22-23 
David then bade the king send a servant to fetch back thespear and pitcher, and reminded him again of the recompense of God:“Jehovah will recompense His righteousness and His faithfulness to theman into whose hand Jehovah hath given thee to-day; and (for) I wouldnot stretch out my hand against the anointed of the Lord.”

1 Samuel 26:24-25 
“Behold, as thy soul has been greatly esteemed in my eyesto-day, so will my soul be greatly esteemed in the eyes of Jehovah, thatHe will save me out of all tribulation.” These words do not contain any“sounding of his own praises” (Thenius), but are merely the testimony ofa good conscience before God in the presence of an enemy, who is indeedobliged to confess his wrong-doing, but who no longer feels oracknowledges his need of forgiveness. For even Saul's reply to these wordsin 1 Samuel 26:25 (“Blessed art thou, my son David: thou wilt undertake, and alsoprevail:” תּוּכל יכל, lit. to vanquish, i.e., to carry outwhat one undertakes) does not express any genuine goodwill towardsDavid, but only an acknowledgment, forced upon him by this freshexperience of David's magnanimity, that God was blessing all hisundertakings, so that he would prevail. Saul had no more thoughts of anyreal reconciliation with David. “David went his way, and Saul turned to hisplace” (cf. Numbers 24:25). Thus they parted, and never saw each other again. There is nothing said about Saul returning to his house, as there was whenhis life was first spared (1 Samuel 24:22). On the contrary, he does not seemto have given up pursuing David; for, according to 1 Samuel 27:1-12, David wasobliged to take refuge in a foreign land, and carry out what he haddescribed in 1 Samuel 26:19 as his greatest calamity.

27 Chapter 27 

Introduction
David at Ziklag in the Land of the Philistines - 1 Samuel 27:1-12 

In his despair of being able permanently to escape the plots of Saul in theland of Israel, David betook himself, with his attendants, to theneighbouring land of the Philistines, to king Achish of Gath, and receivedfrom him the town of Ziklag, which was assigned him at his own requestas a dwelling-place (1 Samuel 27:1-7). From this point he made attacks upon certaintribes on the southern frontier of Canaan which were hostile to Israel, butdescribed them to Achish as attacks upon Judah and its dependencies, thathe might still retain the protection of the Philistian chief (1 Samuel 27:8-12). Davidhad fled to Achish at Gath once before; but on that occasion he had beenobliged to feign insanity in order to preserve his life, because he wasrecognised as the conqueror of Goliath. This act of David was notforgotten by the Philistines even now. But as David had been pursued bySaul for many years, Achish did not hesitate to give a place of refuge in hisland to the fugitive who had been outlawed by the king of Israel, the arch-enemy of the Philistines, possibly with the hope that if a fresh war withSaul should break out, he should be able to reap some advantage fromDavid's friendship.

Verses 1-7
The result of the last affair with Saul, after his life had againbeen spared, could not fail to confirm David in his conviction that Saulwould not desist from pursuing him, and that if he stayed any longer in theland, he would fall eventually into the hands of his enemy. With thisconviction, he formed the following resolution: “Now shall I be consumedone day by the hand of Saul: there is no good to me (i.e., it will not be wellwith me if I remain in the land), but (כּי after a negative) I will fleeinto the land of the Philistines; so will Saul desist from me to seek mefurther (i.e., give up seeking me) in the whole of the territory of Israel, andI shall escape his hand.”

1 Samuel 27:2 
Accordingly he went over with the 600 men who were with himto Achish, the king of Gath. Achish, the son of Maoch, is in all probabilitythe same person not only as the king Achish mentioned in 1 Samuel 21:11,but also as Achish the son of Maachah (1 Kings 2:39), since Maoch andMaachah are certainly only different forms of the same name; and a fiftyyears' reign, which we should have in that case to ascribe to Achish, it notimpossible.

1 Samuel 27:3-4 
Achish allotted dwelling-places in his capital, Gath, for Davidand his wives, and for all his retinue; and Saul desisted from any furtherpursuit of David when he was informed of his flight to Gath. TheChethibh יוסף is apparently only a copyist's error for יסף.

1 Samuel 27:5-6 
In the capital of the kingdom, however, David felt cramped, andtherefore entreated Achish to assign him one of the land (or provincial)towns to dwell in; whereupon he gave him Ziklag for that purpose. Thistown was given to the Simeonites in the time of Joshua (Joshua 19:5), butwas afterwards taken by the Philistines, probably not long before the timeof David, and appears to have been left without inhabitants inconsequence of this conquest. The exact situation, in the western part ofthe Negeb, has not been clearly ascertained (see at Joshua 15:31). Achishappears to have given it to David. This is implied in the remark,“Therefore Ziklag came to the kings of Judah (i.e., became their property)unto this day.”

1 Samuel 27:7 
The statement that David remained a year and four months in theland of the Philistines, is a proof of the historical character of the wholenarrative. The ימים before the “four months” signifies a year;strictly speaking, a term of days which amounted to a full year (as in Leviticus 25:29: see also 1 Samuel 1:3, 1 Samuel 1:20; 1 Samuel 2:19).

Verse 8-9
From Ziklag David made an attack upon the Geshurites, Gerzites, andAmalekites, smote them without leaving a man alive, and returned withmuch booty. The occasion of this attack is not mentioned, as being amatter of indifference in relation to the chief object of the history; but it isno doubt to be sought for in plundering incursions made by these tribesinto the land of Israel. For David would hardly have entered upon such awar in the situation in which he was placed at that time without some suchoccasion, seeing that it would be almost sure to bring him into suspicionwith Achish, and endanger his safety. ויּעל, “he advanced,” theverb being used, as it frequently is, to denote the advance of an armyagainst a people or town (see at Joshua 8:1). At the same time, the tribeswhich he attacked may have had their seat upon the mountain plateau inthe northern portion of the desert of Paran, so that David was obliged tomarch up to reach them. פּשׁט, to invade for the purpose ofdevastation and plunder. Geshuri is a tribe mentioned in Joshua 13:2 as living in the south of theterritory of the Philistines, and is a different tribe from the Geshurites inthe north-east of Gilead (Joshua 12:5; Joshua 13:11, Joshua 13:13; Deuteronomy 3:14). These are theonly passages in which they are mentioned. The Gerzites, or Gizritesaccording to the Keri, are entirely unknown. Bonfrere and Clericussuppose them to be the Gerreni spoken of in 2 Macc. 13:24, whoinhabited the town of Gerra, between Rhinocolura and Pelusium (Strabo,xvi. 760), or Gerron (Ptol. iv. 5). This conjecture is a possible one, but isvery uncertain nevertheless, as the Gerzites certainly dwelt somewhere inthe desert of Arabia. At any rate Grotius and Ewald cannot be correct intheir opinion that they were the inhabitants of Gezer (Joshua 10:33). TheAmalekites were the remnant of this old hereditary foe of the Israelites,who had taken to flight on Saul's war of extermination, and had nowassembled again (see at 1 Samuel 15:8-9). “For they inhabit the land, whereyou go from of old to Shur, even to the land of Egypt.” The עשׁר before מעולם may be explained from the fact that בּואך is not adverbial here, but is construed according to its form as aninfinitive: literally, “where from of old thy coming is to Shur.” עשׁר cannot have crept into the text through a copyist's mistake, as sucha mistake would not have found its way into all the MSS. The fact that theearly translators did not render the word proves nothing against itsgenuineness, but merely shows that the translators regarded it assuperfluous. Moreover, the Alexandrian text is decidedly faulty here, andעולם is confounded with עלם, ἀπὸ Γελάμ . Shur is thedesert of Jifar, which is situated in front of Egypt (as in 1 Samuel 15:7). These tribes were nomads, and had large flocks, which David took withhim as booty when he had smitten the tribes themselves. After his return,David betook himself to Achish, to report to the Philistian king concerninghis enterprise, and deceive him as to its true character.

Verse 10-11
Achish said, “Ye have not made an invasion to-day, have ye?” אל,like μὴ , is an interrogative sense; the ה has dropped out: vid.,Ewald, §324, b. David replied, “Against the south of Judah, and the southof the Jerahmeelites, and into the south of the Kenites,” sc., we have madean incursion. This reply shows that the Geshurites, Gerzites, andAmalekites dwelt close to the southern boundary of Judah, so that Davidwas able to represent the march against these tribes to Achish as a marchagainst the south of Judah, to make him believe that he had been making anattack upon the southern territory of Judah and its dependencies. TheNegeb of Judah is the land between the mountains of Judah and the desertof Arabia (see at Joshua 15:21). The Jerahmeelites are the descendants ofJerahmeel, the first-born of Hezron (1 Chronicles 2:9, 1 Chronicles 2:25-26), and therefore oneof the three large families of Judah who sprang from Hezron. Theyprobably dwelt on the southern frontier of the tribe of Judah (vid., 1 Samuel 30:29). The Kenites were protégés of Judah (see at 1 Samuel 15:6, and Judges 1:16). In 1 Samuel 27:11 the writer introduces the remark, that in his raid David leftneither man nor woman of his enemies alive, to take them to Gath, becausehe thought “they might report against us, and say, Thus hath David done.”There ought to be a major point under דּוד עשׂה, as thefollowing clause does not contain the words of the slaughtered enemies,but is a clause appended by the historian himself, to the effect that Davidcontinued to act in that manner as long as he dwelt in the land of thePhilistines. משׁפּט, the mode of procedure; lit. the right whichhe exercised (see 1 Samuel 8:9).

Verse 12
1 Samuel 27:12 is connected with 1 Samuel 27:10; Achish believed David's words, and said (tohimself), “He hath made himself stinking (i.e., hated) among his ownpeople, among Israel, and will be my servant (i.e., subject to me) for ever.”

28 Chapter 28 

Introduction
David in the Army of the Philistines. Attack upon Israel. Saul and the Witch of Endor - 1 Samuel 28
The danger into which David had plunged through his flight into the landof the Philistines, and still more through the artifice with which he haddeceived the king Achish as to his real feelings, was to be very soon madeapparent to him. For example, when the Philistines went to war again withIsrael, Achish summoned him to go with his men in the army of thePhilistines to the war against his own people and land, and David couldnot disregard the summons. But even if he had not brought himself intothis danger without some fault of his own, he had at any rate only takenrefuge with the Philistines in the greatest extremity; and what further hehad done, was only done to save his own life. The faithful covenant Godhelped him therefore out of this trouble, and very soon afterwards put anend to his persecution by the fact that Saul lost his life in the war.

Verse 1-2
“In those days,” i.e., whilst David was living in the land of thePhilistines, it came to pass that the Philistines gathered their armiestogether for a campaign against Israel. And Achish sent word to David thathe was to go with him in his army along with his men; and David answered(1 Samuel 28:2), “Thereby (on this occasion) thou shalt learn what thy servant willdo.” This reply was ambiguous. The words “what thy servant will do”contained no distinct promise of faithful assistance in the war with theIsraelites, as the expression “thy servant” is only the ordinary periphrasisfor “I” in conversation with a superior. And there is just as little groundfor inferring from 1 Samuel 29:8 that David was disposed to help thePhilistines against Saul and the Israelites; for, as Calovius has observed,even there he gives no such promise, but “merely asks for information,that he may discover the king's intentions and feelings concerning him: hesimply protests that he has done nothing to prevent his placing confidencein him, or to cause him to shut him out of the battle.”Judging from his previous acts, it would necessarily have been against hisconscience to fight against his own people. Nevertheless, in the situationin which he was placed he did not venture to give a distinct refusal to thesummons of the king. He therefore gave an ambiguous answer, in the hopethat God would show him a way out of this conflict between his inmostconviction and his duty to obey the Philistian king. He had no doubtprayed earnestly for this in his heart. And the faithful God helped Hisservant: first of all by the fact that Achish accepted his indefinitedeclaration as a promise of unconditional fidelity, as his answer “so(לכן, itaque, i.e., that being the case, if thy conduct answers tothy promise) “I will make thee the keeper of my head” (i.e., of my person)implies; and still more fully by the fact that the princes of the Philistinesoverturned the decision of their king (1 Samuel 29:3.).

Verses 3-25
Saul with the witch at Endor. - The invasion of Israel by the Philistines,which brought David into so difficult a situation, drove king Saul todespair, so that in utter helplessness he had recourse to ungodly means ofinquiring into the future, which he himself had formerly prohibited, and tohis horror had to hear the sentence of his own death. This account isintroduced with the remark in 1 Samuel 28:3 that Samuel was dead and had beenburied at Ramah (cf. 1 Samuel 25:1; וּבעירו, with an explanatoryvav, and indeed in his own city), and that Saul had expelled “those that hadfamiliar spirits and the wizards out of the land” (on the terms employed,oboth and yiddonim, see at Leviticus 19:31). He had done this in accordancewith the law in Leviticus 19:31; Leviticus 20:27, and Deuteronomy 18:10.

1 Samuel 28:4-5 
When the Philistines advanced and encamped at Shunem, Saulbrought all Israel together and encamped at Gilboa, i.e., upon the mountainof that name on the north-eastern edge of the plain of Jezreel, whichslopes off from a height of about 1250 feet into the valley of the Jordan,and is not far from Beisan. On the north of the western extremity of thismountain was Shunem, the present Sulem or Solam (see at Joshua 19:18); itwas hardly two hours distant, so that the camp of the Philistines might beseen from Gilboa. When Saul saw this, he was thrown into such alarm thathis heart greatly trembled. As Saul had been more than once victorious inhis conflicts with the Philistines, his great fear at the sight of the Philistianarmy can hardly be attributed to any other cause than the feeling that Godhad forsaken him, by which he was suddenly overwhelmed.

1 Samuel 28:6 
In his anxiety he inquired of the Lord; but the Lord neitheranswered him by dreams, nor by Urim, nor by prophets, that is to say,not by any of the three media by which He was accustomed to makeknown His will to Israel. בּיהוה שׁאל is the termusually employed to signify inquiring the will and counsel of God throughthe Urim and Thummim of the high priest (see at Judges 1:1); and this is thecase here, with the simple difference that here the other means of inquiringthe counsel of God are also included. On dreams, see at Numbers 12:6. According to Numbers 27:21, Urim denotes divine revelation through the highpriest by means of the ephod. But the high priest Abiathar had been withthe ephod in David's camp ever since the murder of the priests at Nob (1 Samuel 22:20., 1 Samuel 23:6; 1 Samuel 30:7). How then could Saul inquire of God through theUrim? This question, which was very copiously discussed by the earliercommentators, and handled in different ways, may be decided very simplyon the supposition, that after the death of Ahimelech and the flight of hisson, another high priest had been appointed at the tabernacle, and anotherephod made for him, with the choshen or breastplate, and the Urim andThummim. It is no proof to the contrary that there is nothing said aboutthis. We have no continuous history of the worship at the tabernacle, but onlyoccasional notices. And from these it is perfectly clear that the publicworship at the tabernacle was not suspended on the murder of the priests,but was continued still. For in the first years of David's reign we find thetabernacle at Gibeon, and Zadok the son of Ahitub, of the line of Eleazar,officiating there as high priest (1 Chronicles 16:39, compared with 1 Chronicles 6:8 and 1 Chronicles 6:53); from which it follows with certainty, that after the destructionof Nob by Saul the tabernacle was removed to Gibeon, and the worship ofthe congregation continued there. From this we may also explain in a verysimple manner the repeated allusions to two high priests in David's time (2 Samuel 18:17; 2 Samuel 15:24, 2 Samuel 15:29, 2 Samuel 15:35; 1 Chronicles 15:11; 1 Chronicles 18:16). The reason why the Lorddid not answer Saul is to be sought for in the wickedness of Saul, whichrendered him utterly unworthy to find favour with God.

1 Samuel 28:7-14 
Instead of recognising this, however, and searching his ownheart, Saul attempted to obtain a revelation of the future in ungodly ways. He commanded his servants (1 Samuel 28:7) to seek for a woman that had a familiarspirit. Baalath-ob: the mistress (or possessor) of a conjuring spirit, i.e., ofa spirit with which the dead were conjured up, for the purpose of makinginquiry concerning the future (see at Leviticus 19:31). There was a woman ofthis kind at Endor, which still exists as a village under the old name uponthe northern shoulder of the Duhy or Little Hermon (see at Joshua 17:11),and therefore only two German (ten English) miles from the Israelitishcamp at Gilboa.

1 Samuel 28:8 
Saul went to this person by night and in disguise, that he mightnot be recognised, accompanied by two men; and said to her, “Divine tome through necromancy, and bring me up whomsoever I tell thee.” Thewords “bring me up,” etc., are an explanation or more precise definition of“divine unto me,” etc. Prophesying by the Ob was probably performed bycalling up a departed spirit from Sheol, and obtaining prophecies, i.e.,disclosures concerning one's own fate, through the medium of such a spirit. On the form קסומי (Chethibh), see at Judges 9:8.

1 Samuel 28:9 
Such a demand placed the woman in difficulty. As Saul had driventhe necromantists out of the land, she was afraid that the unknown visitor(for it is evident from 1 Samuel 28:12 that she did not recognise Saul at first) mightbe laying a snare for her soul with his request, to put her to death, i.e.,might have come to her merely for the purpose of spying her out as aconjurer of the dead, and then inflicting capital punishment upon heraccording to the law (Leviticus 20:27).

1 Samuel 28:10-11 
But when Saul swore to her that no punishment should fallupon her on that account (יקּרך אם, “shall assuredly notfall upon thee”), an oath which showed how utterly hardened Saul was,she asked him, “Whom shall I bring up to thee?” and Saul replied, “Bringme up Samuel,” sc., from the region of the dead, or Sheol, which wasthought to be under the ground. This idea arose from the fact that the deadwere buried in the earth, and was connected with the thought of heaven asbeing above the earth. Just as heaven, regarded as the abode of God and theholy angels and blessed spirits, is above the earth; so, on the other hand,the region of death and the dead is beneath the ground. And with ourmodes of thought, which are so bound up with time and space, it isimpossible to represent to ourselves in any other way the difference andcontrast between blessedness with God and the shade-life in death.

1 Samuel 28:12 
The woman then commenced her conjuring arts. This must besupplied from the context, as 1 Samuel 28:12 merely states what immediatelyensued. “When the woman saw Samuel, she cried aloud,” sc., at the formwhich appeared to her so unexpectedly. These words imply mostunquestionably that the woman saw an apparition which she did notanticipate, and therefore that she was not really able to conjure updeparted spirits or persons who had died, but that she either merelypretended to do so, or if her witchcraft was not mere trickery anddelusion, but had a certain demoniacal background, that the appearance ofSamuel differed essentially from everything she had experienced andeffected before, and therefore filled her with alarm and horror. The veryfact, whoever, that she recognised Saul as soon as Samuel appeared,precludes us from declaring her art to have been nothing more than juggleryand deception; for she said to him, “Why hast thou cheated me, as thou artcertainly Saul?” i.e., why hast thou deceived me as to thy person? whydidst thou not tell me that thou wast king Saul? Her recognition of Saulwhen Samuel appeared may be easily explained, if we assume that thewoman had fallen into a state of clairvoyance, in which she recognisedpersons who, like Saul in his disguise, were unknown to her by face.

1 Samuel 28:13 
The king quieted her fear, and then asked her what she had seen;whereupon she gave him a fuller description of the apparition: “I saw acelestial being come up from the earth.” Elohim does not signify gods here,nor yet God; still less an angel or a ghost, or even a person of superiorrank, but a celestial (super-terrestrial), heavenly, or spiritual being.

1 Samuel 28:14 
Upon Saul's further inquiry as to his form, she replied, “An oldman is ascending, and he is wrapped in a mantle.” Meïl is the prophet'smantle, such as Samuel was accustomed to wear when he was alive (see 1 Samuel 15:27). Saul recognised from this that the person who had been calledup was Samuel, and he fell upon his face to the ground, to give expressionto his reverence. Saul does not appear to have seen the apparition itself. But it does not follow from this that there was no such apparition at all,and the whole was an invention on the part of the witch. It needs anopened eye, such as all do not possess, to see a departed spirit or celestialbeing. The eyes of the body are not enough for this.

1 Samuel 28:15-17 
Then Samuel said, “Why hast thou disturbed me (sc., frommy rest in Hades; cf. Isaiah 14:9), to bring me up?” It follows, no doubt, fromthis that Samuel had been disturbed from his rest by Saul; but whether thishad been effected by the conjuring arts of the witch, or by a miracle ofGod himself, is left undecided. Saul replied, “I am sore oppressed, for thePhilistines fight against me, and God has departed from me, and answersme no more, either by prophets or by dreams; then I had thee called (onthe intensified form ואקראה, vid., Ewald, §228, c.), to makeknown to me what I am to do.” The omission of any reference to the Urimis probably to be interpreted very simply from the brevity of the account,and not from the fact that Saul shrank from speaking about the oracle ofthe high priest, on account of the massacre of the priests which had takenplace by his command. There is a contradiction, however, in Saul's reply: for if God had forsakenhim, he could not expect any answer from Him; and if God did not replyto his inquiry through the regularly appointed media of His revelation,how could he hope to obtain any divine revelation through the help of awitch? “When living prophets gave no answer, he thought that a dead onemight be called up, as if a dead one were less dependent upon God thanthe living, or that, even in opposition to the will of God, he might replythrough the arts of a conjuring woman. Truly, if he perceived that Godwas hostile to him, he ought to have been all the more afraid, lest Hisenmity should be increased by his breach of His laws. But fear andsuperstition never reason” (Clericus). Samuel points out this contradiction(1 Samuel 28:16): “Why dost thou ask me, since Jehovah hath departed from thee,and is become thine enemy?” The meaning is: How canst thou expect ananswer under these circumstances from me, the prophet of Jehovah?ערך, from ער, signifies an enemy here (from עיר, fervour); and this meaning is confirmed by Psalm 139:20 and Daniel 4:16 (Chald.). There is all the less ground for any critical objection to thereading, as the Chaldee and Vulgate give a periphrastic rendering of“enemy,” whilst the lxx, Syr., and Arab. have merely paraphrasedaccording to conjectures. Samuel then announced his fate (1 Samuel 28:17-19): “Jehovah hath performed forhimself, as He spake by me (לו, for himself, which the lxx andVulg. have arbitrarily altered into לך, σοί , tibi (to thee), iscorrectly explained by Seb. Schmidt, 'according to His grace, or to fulfiland prove His truth'); and Jehovah hath rent the kingdom out of thy hand,and given it to thy neighbour David.” The perfects express the purpose ofGod, which had already been formed, and was now about to be fulfilled.

1 Samuel 28:18-19 
The reason for Saul's rejection is then given, as in 1 Samuel 15:23: “Because (כּאשׁר, according as) thou … hast not executed thefierceness of His anger upon Amalek, therefore hath Jehovah done thisthing to thee this day.” “This thing” is the distress of which Saul hadcomplained, with its consequences. ויתּן, that Jehovah maygive (= for He will give) Israel also with thee into the hand of thePhilistines. “To-morrow wilt thou and thy sons be with me (i.e. in Sheol,with the dead); also the camp of Israel will Jehovah give into the hand ofthe Philistines,” i.e., give up to them to plunder. The overthrow of thepeople was to heighten Saul's misery, when he saw the people plungedwith him into ruin through his sin (O. v. Gerlach). Thus was the last hopetaken from Saul. His day of grace was gone, and judgment was now toburst upon him without delay.

1 Samuel 28:20 
These words so alarmed him, that he fell his whole length uponthe ground; for he had been kneeling hitherto (1 Samuel 28:14). He “fell straightway(lit. he hastened and fell) upon the ground. For he was greatly terrified atthe words of Samuel: there was also no strength in him, because he hadeaten no food the whole day and the whole night,” sc., from mentalperturbation or inward excitement. Terror and bodily exhaustion causedhim to fall powerless to the ground.

1 Samuel 28:21-22 
The woman then came to him and persuaded him tostrengthen himself with food for the journey which he had to take. It byno means follows from the expression “came unto Saul,” that the womanwas in an adjoining room during the presence of the apparition, and whilstSamuel was speaking, but only that she was standing at some distance off,and came up to him to speak to him when he had fallen fainting to theground. As she had fulfilled his wish at the risk of her own life, sheentreated him now to gratify her wish, and let her set a morsel of breadbefore him and eat. “That strength may be in thee when thou goest thyway” (i.e., when thou returnest).
This narrative, when read without prejudice, makes at once and throughoutthe impression conveyed by the Septuagint at 1 Chronicles 10:13: ἐπηρώτησε Σαοὺλ ἐν τῷ ἐγγαστριμύθῳ τοῦ ζητῆσαι, καὶ ἀπεκρίνατο αὐτῷ Σαμουὴλ ὁ προφήτης; and still more clearly at Ecclus. 46:20,where it is said of Samuel: “And after his death he prophesied, and showedthe king his end, and lifted up his voice from the earth in prophecy, to blotout the wickedness of the people.” Nevertheless the fathers, reformers,and earlier Christian theologians, with very few exceptions, assumed thatthere was not a real appearance of Samuel, but only an imaginary one. According to the explanation given by Ephraem Syrus, an apparent imageof Samuel was presented to the eye of Saul through demoniacal arts. Luther and Calvin adopted the same view, and the earlier Protestanttheologians followed them in regarding the apparition as nothing but adiabolical spectre, a phantasm, or diabolical spectre in the form of Samuel,and Samuel's announcement as nothing but a diabolical revelation made bydivine permission, in which truth is mixed with falsehood.

(Note: Thus Luther says (in his work upon the abuses of the Mass,1522): “The raising of Samuel by a soothsayer or witch, in 1 Samuel 28:11-12, was certainly merely a spectre of the devil; not onlybecause the Scriptures state that it was effected by a woman who wasfull of devils (for who could believe that the souls of believers, whoare in the hand of God, Ecclus. 3:1, and in the bosom of Abraham,Luke 16:31, were under the power of the devil, and of simple men?),but also because it was evidently in opposition to the command ofGod that Saul and the woman inquired of the dead. The Holy Ghostcannot do anything against this himself, nor can He help those whoact in opposition to it.” Calvin also regards the apparition as only aspectre (Hom. 100 in 1 Samuel.): “It is certain,” he says, “that it was notreally Samuel, for God would never have allowed His prophets to besubjected to such diabolical conjuring. For here is a sorceress calling upthe dead from the grave. Does any one imagine that God wished Hisprophet to be exposed to such ignominy; as if the devil had powerover the bodies and souls of the saints which are in His keeping? Thesouls of the saints are said to rest and live in God, waiting for theirhappy resurrection. Besides, are we to believe that Samuel took hiscloak with him into the grave? For all these reasons, it appearsevident that the apparition was nothing more than a spectre, and thatthe senses of the woman herself were so deceived, that she thoughtshe saw Samuel, whereas it really was not he.” The earlier orthodoxtheologians also disputed the reality of the appearance of thedeparted Samuel on just the same grounds; e.g., Seb. Schmidt(Comm.); Aug. Pfeiffer; Sal. Deyling; and Buddeus, Hist. Eccl. V. t. ii. p. 243, and many more.)

It was not till the seventeenth century that the opinion was expressed,that the apparition of Samuel was merely a delusion produced by thewitch, without any real background at all. After Reginald Scotus and Balth. Becker had given expression to this opinion, it was more fully elaboratedby Ant. van Dale, in his dissert. de divinationibus idololatricis sub V. T.;and in the so-called age of enlightenment this was the prevailing opinion,so that Thenius still regards it as an established fact, not only that thewoman was an impostor, but that the historian himself regarded the wholething as an imposture. There is no necessity to refute this opinion at thepresent day. Even Fr. Boettcher (de inferis, pp. 111ff.), who looks uponthe thing as an imposture, admits that the first recorder of the occurrence“believed that Samuel appeared and prophesied, contrary to theexpectation of the witch;” and that the author of the books of Samuel wasconvinced that the prophet was raised up and prophesied, so that after hisdeath he was proved to be the true prophet of Jehovah, although throughthe intervention of ungodly arts (cf. Ezekiel 14:7, Ezekiel 14:9). But the view held bythe early church does not do justice to the scriptural narrative; and hencethe more modern orthodox commentators are unanimous in the opinionthat the departed prophet did really appear and announce the destructionof Saul, not, however, in consequence of the magical arts of the witch, butthrough a miracle wrought by the omnipotence of God.

This is most decidedly favoured by the fact, that the prophetic historian speaks throughout of the appearance, not of a ghost, but of Samuel himself. He does this not only in 1 Samuel 28:12, “When the woman saw Samuel she cried aloud,” but also in 1 Samuel 28:14, 1 Samuel 28:15, 1 Samuel 28:16, and 1 Samuel 28:20. It is also sustained by the circumstance, that not only do the words of Samuel to Saul, in 1 Samuel 28:16-19, create the impression that it is Samuel himself who is speaking; but his announcement contains so distinct a prophecy of the death of Saul and his sons, that it is impossible to imagine that it can have proceeded from the mouth of an impostor, or have been an inspiration of Satan. On the other hand, the remark of Calvin, to the effect that “God sometimes give to devils the power of revealing secrets to us, which they have learned from the Lord,” could only be regarded as a valid objection, provided that the narrative gave us some intimation that the apparition and the speaking were nothing but a diabolical delusion. But it does nothing of the kind. It is true, the opinion that the witch conjured up the prophet Samuel was very properly disputed by the early theologians, and rejected by Theodoret as “unholy, and even impious;” and the text of Scripture indicates clearly enough that the very opposite was the case, by the remark that the witch herself was terrified at the appearance of Samuel (1 Samuel 28:12). Shöbel is therefore quite correct in saying: “It was not at the call of the idolatrous king, nor at the command of the witch, - neither of whom had the power to bring him up, or even to make him hear their voice in his rest in the grave, - that Samuel came; nor was it merely by divine 'permission,' which is much too little to say. No, rather it was by the special command of God that he left his grave (?), like a faithful servant whom his master arouses at midnight, to let in an inmate of the house who has wilfully stopped out late, and has been knocking at the door. 'Why do you disturb me out of my sleep?' would always be the question put to the unwelcome comer, although it was not by his noise, but really by his master's command, that he had been aroused. Samuel asked the same question.” The prohibition of witchcraft and necromancy (Deuteronomy 18:11; Isaiah 8:19), which the earlier writers quote against this, does not preclude the possibility of God having, for His own special reasons, caused Samuel to appear. On the contrary, the appearance itself was of such a character, that it could not fail to show to the witch and the king, that God does not allow His prohibitions to be infringed with impunity. The very same thing occurred here, which God threatened to idolaters through the medium of Ezekiel (Ezekiel 14:4, Ezekiel 14:7; Ezekiel 14:8): “If they come to the prophet, I will answer them in my own way.” Still less is there any force in the appeal to Luke 16:27., where Abraham refuses the request of the rich man in Hades, that he would send Lazarus to his father's house to preach repentance to his brethren who were still living, saying, “They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear them. If they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded though one rose from the dead.” For this does not affirm that the appearance of a dead man is a thing impossible in itself, but only describes it as useless and ineffectual, so far as the conversion of the ungodly is concerned.
The reality of the appearance of Samuel from the kingdom of the deadcannot therefore be called in question, especially as it has an analogon inthe appearance of Moses and Elijah at the transfiguration of Christ (Matthew 17:3; Luke 9:30-31); except that this difference must not be overlooked,namely, that Moses and Elijah appeared “in glory,” i.e., in a glorified form,whereas Samuel appeared in earthly corporeality with the prophet'smantle which he had worn on earth. Just as the transfiguration of Christwas a phenomenal anticipation of His future heavenly glory, into whichHe was to enter after His resurrection and ascension, so may we think ofthe appearance of Moses and Elijah “in glory” upon the mount oftransfiguration as an anticipation of their heavenly transfiguration ineternal life with God. It was different with Samuel, whom God brought upfrom Hades through an act of His omnipotence. This appearance is not to be regarded as the appearance of one who hadrisen in a glorified body; but though somewhat spirit-like in its externalmanifestation, so that it was only to the witch that it was visible, and notto Saul, it was merely an appearance of the soul of Samuel, that had beenat rest in Hades, in the clothing of the earthly corporeality and dress of theprophet, which were assumed for the purpose of rendering it visible. Inthis respect the appearance of Samuel rather resembled the appearances ofincorporeal angels in human form and dress, such as the three angels whocame to Abraham in the grove at Mamre (Gen 18), and the angel whoappeared to Manoah (Judg 13); with this exception, however, that theseangels manifested themselves in a human form, which was visible to theordinary bodily eye, whereas Samuel appeared in the spirit-like form ofthe inhabitants of Hades. In all these cases the bodily form and clothingwere only a dress assumed for the soul or spirit, and intended to facilitateperception, so that such appearances furnish no proof that the souls ofdeparted men possess an immaterial corporeality.

(Note: Delitzsch (bibl Psychol. pp. 427ff.) has very properly rejected,not only the opinion that Samuel and Moses were raised up from thedead for the purpose of a transient appearance, and then died again,but also the idea that they appeared in their material bodies, a notionupon which Calvin rests his argument against the reality of theappearance of Samuel. But when he gives it as his opinion, that theangels who appeared in human form assumed this form by virtue oftheir own power, inasmuch as they can make themselves visible towhomsoever they please, and infers till further from this, “that theoutward form in which Samuel and Moses appeared (whichcorresponded to their form when on this side the grave) was theimmaterial production of their spiritual and psychical nature,” heoverlooks the fact, that not only Samuel, but the angels also, in thecases referred to, appeared in men's clothing, which cannot possiblybe regarded as a production of their spiritual and psychical nature. The earthly dress is not indispensable to a man's existence. Adam andEve had no clothing before the Fall, and there will be no materialclothing in the kingdom of glory; for the “fine linen, pure and white,”with which the bride adorns herself for the marriage supper of theLamb, is “the righteousness of saints” (Revelation 19:8).

1 Samuel 28:23-24 
On Saul's refusing to take food, his servants (i.e., his twoattendants) also pressed him, so that he yielded, rose up from the ground,and sat down upon the bed ((Mittah): i.e., a bench by the wall of the roomprovided with pillows); whereupon the woman quickly sacrificed (servedup) a stalled calf, baked unleavened cakes, and set the food she hadprepared before the king and his servants. The woman did all this fromnatural sympathy for the unhappy king, and not, as Thenius supposes, toremove all suspicion of deception from Saul's mind; for she had notdeceived the king at all.
1 Samuel 28:25 
When Saul and his servants had eaten, they started upon theirway, and went back that night to Gilboa, which was about ten milesdistant, where the battle occurred the next day, and Saul and his sons fell. “Saul was too hardened in his sin to express any grief or pain, either on hisown account or because of the fate of his sons and his people. In stoliddesperation he went to meet his fate. This was the terrible end of a manwhom the Spirit of God had once taken possession of and turned intoanother man, and whom he had endowed with gifts to be the leader of thepeople of God” (O. v. Gerlach).

29 Chapter 29 

Verses 1-5
Whilst Saul derived no comfort from his visit to the witch at Endor, butsimply heard from the mouth of Samuel the confirmation of his rejectionon the part of God, and an announcement of his approaching fate, Davidwas delivered, through the interposition of God, from the danger of havingto fight against his own people.

1 Samuel 29:1 
The account of this is introduced by a fuller description of theposition of the hostile army. “The Philistines gathered all their armiestogether towards Aphek, but Israel encamped at the fountain in (at)Jezreel.” This fountain is the present Ain Jalûd (or Ain Jalût, i.e., Goliath'sfountain, probably so called because it was regarded as the scene of thedefeat of Goliath), a very large fountain, which issues from a cleft in therock at the foot of the mountain on the north-eastern border of Gilboa,forming a beautifully limpid pool of about forty or fifty feet in diameter,and then flowing in a brook through the valley (Rob. Pal. iii. p. 168). Consequently Aphek, which must be carefully distinguished from thetowns of the same name in Asher (Joshua 19:30; Judges 1:31) and upon themountains of Judah (Joshua 15:53) and also at Ebenezer (1 Samuel 4:1), is to besought for not very far from Shunem, in the plain of Jezreel; according toVan de Velde's Mem., by the side of the present el Afûleh, though thesituation has not been exactly determined. The statement in the Onom.,“near Endor of Jezreel where Saul fought,” is merely founded upon theSeptuagint, in which בּעין is erroneously rendered ἐν Ἐνδώρ .

1 Samuel 29:2-3 
When the princes of the Philistines (sarne, as in Joshua 13:3)advanced by hundreds and thousands (i.e., arranged in companies ofhundreds and thousands), and David and his men came behind with Achish(i.e., forming the rear-guard), the (other) princes pronounced against theirallowing David and his men to go with them. The did not occur at the timeof their setting out, but on the road, when they had already gone somedistance (compare 1 Samuel 29:11 with 1 Samuel 30:1), probably when the five princes(Joshua 13:3) of the Philistines had effected a junction. To the inquiry,“What are these Hebrews doing?” Achish replied, “Is not this David, theservant of Saul the king of Israel, who has been with me days already, oryears already? and I have found nothing in him since his coming over untothis day.” מאוּמה, anything at all that could render hissuspicious, or his fidelity doubtful. נפל, to fall away and go overto a person; generally construed with אל (Jeremiah 37:13; Jeremiah 38:19, etc.) orעל (Jeremiah 21:9; Jeremiah 37:14; 1 Chronicles 12:19-20), but here absolutely, as themore precise meaning can be gathered from the context.

1 Samuel 29:4 
But the princes, i.e., the four other princes of the Philistines, notthe courtiers of Achish himself, were angry with Achish, and demanded,“Send the man back, that he may return to his place, which thou hastassigned him; that he may not go down with us into the war, and may notbecome an adversary (satan) to us in the war; for wherewith could heshow himself acceptable to his lord (viz., Saul), if not with the heads ofthese men?” הלוא, nonne, strictly speaking, introduces a newquestion to confirm the previous question. “Go down to the battle:” thisexpression is used as in 1 Samuel 26:10; 1 Samuel 30:24, because battles were generallyfought in the plains, into which the Hebrews were obliged to come downfrom their mountainous land. “These men,” i.e., the soldiers of thePhilistines, to whom the princes were pointing.

1 Samuel 29:5 
To justify their suspicion, the princes reminded him of their song with which the women in Israel had celebrated David's victory over Goliath (1 Samuel 18:7).

Verses 6-11
After this declaration on the part of the princes, Achish was obliged tosend David back.

1 Samuel 29:6-7 
With a solemn assertion, - swearing by Jehovah to convinceDavid all the more thoroughly of the sincerity of his declaration, - Achishsaid to him, “Thou art honourable, and good in my eyes (i.e., quite right inmy estimation) are thy going out and coming in (i.e., all thy conduct) withme in the camp, for I have not found anything bad in thee; but in the eyesof the princes thou art not good (i.e., the princes do not think theehonourable, do not trust thee). Turn now, and go in peace, that thoumayest do nothing displeasing to the princes of the Philistines.”

1 Samuel 29:8-9 
Partly for the sake of vindicating himself against this suspicion,and partly to put the sincerity of Achish's words to the test, Davidreplied, “What have I done, and what hast thou found in thy servant, sinceI was with thee till this day, that I am not to come and fight against theenemies of my lord the king?” These last words are also ambiguous, sincethe king whom David calls his lord might be understood as meaning eitherAchish or Saul. Achish, in his goodness of heart, applies them withoutsuspicion to himself; for he assures David still more earnestly (1 Samuel 29:9), thathe is firmly convinced of his uprightness. “I know that thou art good inmy eyes as an angel of God,” i.e., I have the strongest conviction that thouhast behaved as well towards me as an angel could; but the princes havedesired thy removal.

1 Samuel 29:10 
“And now get up early in the morning with the servants of thylord (i.e., Saul, whose subjects David's men all were), who have come withthee; get ye up in the morning when it gets light for you (so that ye cansee), and go.”

1 Samuel 29:11 
In accordance with this admonition, David returned the nextmorning into the land of the Philistines, i.e., to Ziklag; no doubt very lightof heart, and praising God for having so graciously rescued him out of thedisastrous situation into which he had been brought and not altogetherwithout some fault of his own, rejoicing that “he had not committed eithersin, i.e., had neither violated the fidelity which he owed to Achish, nor hadto fight against the Israelites” (Seb. Schmidt).

30 Chapter 30 

Verses 1-10
During David's absence the Amalekites had invaded the south country,smitten Ziklag and burnt it down, and carried off the women and childrenwhom they found there; whereat not only were David and his menplunged into great grief on their return upon the third day but Davidespecially was involved in very great trouble, inasmuch as the peoplewanted to stone him. But he strengthened himself in the Lord his God (1 Samuel 30:1-6).

1 Samuel 30:1-5 
1 Samuel 30:1-4 form one period, which is expanded by the introductionof several circumstantial clauses. The apodosis to “It came to pass, when,”etc. (1 Samuel 30:1), does not follow till 1 Samuel 30:4, “Then David and the people,” etc. Butthis is formally attached to 1 Samuel 30:3, “so David and his men came,” with whichthe protasis commenced in 1 Samuel 30:1 is resumed in an altered form. “It came topass, when David and his men came to Ziklag … the Amalekites hadinvaded … and had carried off the wives … and had gone their way, and Davidand his men came into the town (for 'when David and his men came,' etc.),and behold it was burned … . Then David and the people with him lifted uptheir voice.” “On the third day:” after David's dismission by Achish, notafter David's departure from Ziklag. David had at any rate gone withAchish beyond Gath, and had not been sent back till the whole of theprinces of the Philistines had united their armies (1 Samuel 29:2.), so that hemust have been absent from Ziklag more than two days, or two days and ahalf. This is placed beyond all doubt by 1 Samuel 30:11., since the Amalekites arethere described as having gone off with their booty three days beforeDavid followed them, and therefore they had taken Ziklag and burned itthree days before David's return. These foes had therefore taken advantageof the absence of David and his warriors, to avenge themselves for David'sinvasions and plunderings (1 Samuel 27:8). Of those who were carried off,“the women” alone expressly mentioned in 1 Samuel 30:2, although the femalepopulation and all the children had been removed, as we may see from theexpression “small and great” (1 Samuel 30:3, 1 Samuel 30:6). The lxx were therefore correct,so far as the sense is concerned, in introducing the words καὶ πάντα before בּהּ עשׁר. “They had killed no one, but(only) carried away.” נהג, to carry away captive, as in Isaiah 20:4. Among those who had been carried off were David's two wives, Ahinoamand Abigail (vid., 1 Samuel 25:42-43; 1 Samuel 27:3).

1 Samuel 30:6-10 
David was greatly distressed in consequence; “for the peoplethought ('said,' sc., in their hearts) to stone him,” because they sought theoccasion of their calamity in his connection with Achish, with which manyof his adherents may very probably have been dissatisfied. “For the soulof the whole people was embittered (i.e., all the people were embittered intheir souls) because of their sons and daughters,” who had been carriedaway into slavery. “But David strengthened himself in the Lord his God,”i.e., sought consolation and strength in prayer and believing confidence inthe Lord (1 Samuel 30:7.). This strength he manifested in the resolution to followthe foes and rescue their booty from them. To this end he had the ephodbrought by the high priest Abiathar (cf. 1 Samuel 23:9), and inquired bymeans of the Urim of the Lord, “Shall I pursue this troop? Shall I overtakeit?” These questions were answered in the affirmative; and the promisewas added, “and thou wilt rescue.” So David pursued the enemy with hissix hundred men as far as the brook Besor, where the rest, i.e., twohundred, remained standing (stayed behind). The words עמדוּ והנּותרים, which are appendedin the form of a circumstantial clause, are to be connected, so far as thefacts are concerned, with what follows: whilst the others remained behind,David pursued the enemy still farther with four hundred men. By theword הנּותרים the historian has somewhat anticipated thematter, and therefore regards it as necessary to define the expression stillfurther in 1 Samuel 30:10 . We are precluded from changing the text, as Theniussuggests, by the circumstance that all the early translators read it in thismanner, and have endeavoured to make the expression intelligible byparaphrasing it. These two hundred men were too tired to cross the brookand go any farther. (פּגר, which only occurs here and in 1 Samuel 30:21,signifies, in Syriac, to be weary or exhausted.) As Ziklag was burnt down,of course they found no provisions there, and were consequently obligedto set out in pursuit of the foe without being able to provide themselveswith the necessary supplies. The brook Besor is supposed to be the WadySheriah, which enters the sea below Ashkelon (see v. Raumer, Pal. p. 52).

Verse 11-12
On their further march they found an Egyptian lying exhausted upon thefield; and having brought him to David, they gave him food and drink,namely “a slice of fig-cake (cf. 1 Samuel 25:18), and raisin-cakes to eat;whereupon his spirit of life returned (i.e., he came to himself again), as hehad neither eaten bread nor drunk water for three days.”

Verse 13-14
When David asked him whence he had come (to whom, i.e., to whatpeople or tribe, dost thou belong?), the young man said that he was anEgyptian, and servant of an Amalekite, and that he had been left behind byhis master when he fell sick three days before (“to-day three,” sc., days):he also said, “We invaded the south of the Crethites, and what belongs toJudah, and the south of Caleb, and burned Ziklag with fire.” הכּרתי, identical with כּרתים (Ezekiel 25:16; Zephaniah 2:5), denotesthose tribes of the Philistines who dwelt in the south-west of Canaan, andis used by Ezekiel and Zephaniah as synonymous with Philistim. Theorigin of the name is involved in obscurity, as the explanation whichprevailed for a time, viz., that it was derived from Creta, is withoutsufficient foundation (vid., Stark, Gaza, pp. 66 and 99ff.). The Negeb“belonging to Judah” is the eastern portion of the Negeb. One part of itbelonged to the family of Caleb, and was called Caleb's Negeb (vid., 1 Samuel 25:3).

Verse 15-16
This Egyptian then conducted David, at his request, when he had swornthat he would neither kill him nor deliver him up to his master, down tothe hostile troops, who were spread over the whole land, eating, drinking,and making merry, on account of all the great booty which they hadbrought out of the land of the Philistines and Judah.

Verse 17
David surprised them in the midst of their security, and smote them fromthe evening twilight till the evening of the next day, so that no oneescaped, with the exception of four hundred young men, who fled uponcamels. Nesheph signifies the evening twilight here, not the dawn, - ameaning which is not even sustained by Job 7:4. The form מחרתם appears to be an adverbial formation, like יומם.

Verse 18-19
Through this victory David rescued all that the Amalekites had taken, histwo wives, and all the children great and small; also the booty that theyhad taken with them, so that nothing was missing.

Verse 20
1 Samuel 30:20 is obscure: “And David took all the sheep and the oxen: they drovethem before those cattle, and said, This is David's booty.” In order toobtain any meaning whatever from this literal rendering of the words, wemust understand by the sheep and oxen those which belonged to theAmalekites, and the flocks taken from them as booty; and by “thosecattle,” the cattle belonging to David and his men, which the Amalekiteshad driven away, and the Israelites had now recovered from them: so thatDavid had the sheep and oxen which he had taken from the Amalekites asbooty driven in front of the rest of the cattle which the Israelites hadrecovered; whereupon the drovers exclaimed, “This (the sheep and oxen) isDavid's booty.” It is true that there is nothing said in what goes beforeabout any booty that David had taken from the Amalekites, in addition towhat they had taken from the Israelites; but the fact that David had reallytaken such booty is perfectly obvious from 1 Samuel 30:26-31, where he is said tohave sent portions of the booty of the enemies of Jehovah to differentplaces in the land. If this explanation be not accepted, there is no othercourse open than to follow the Vulgate, alter לפני intoלפניו, and render the middle clause thus: “they drove thosecattle (viz., the sheep and oxen already mentioned) before him,” as Lutherhas done. But even in that case we could hardly understand anything elseby the sheep and oxen than the cattle belonging to the Amalekites, andtaken from them as booty.

Verses 21-31
When David came back to the two hundred men whom he had left by thebrook Besor (יושׁיבם, they made them sit, remain), they went tomeet him and his warriors, and were heartily greeted by David.

1 Samuel 30:22 
Then all kinds of evil and worthless men of those who had gonewith David to the battle replied: “Because they have not gone with us (lit. with me, the person speaking), we will not give them any of the bootythat we have seized, except to every one his wife and his children: theymay lead them away, and go.”

1 Samuel 30:23-24 
David opposed this selfish and envious proposal, saying,“Do not so, my brethren, with that (את, the sign of the accusative,not the preposition; see Ewald, §329, a.: lit. with regard to that) whichJehovah hath done to us, and He hath guarded us (since He hath guardedus), and given this troop which came upon us into our hand. And who willhearken to you in this matter? But (כּי, according to the negationinvolved in the question) as the portion of him that went into the battle, sobe the portion of him that stayed by the things; they shall share together.”הורד is a copyist's error for היּרד.

1 Samuel 30:25 
So was it from that day and forward; and he (David) made it(this regulation as to the booty) “the law and right for Israel unto thisday.”

1 Samuel 30:26-29 
When David returned to Ziklag, he sent portions of thebooty to the elders of Judah, to his friends, with this message: “Behold,here ye have a blessing of the booty of the enemies of Jehovah” (which wetook from the enemies of Jehovah); and this he did, according to 1 Samuel 30:31, toall the places in which he had wandered with his men, i.e., where he hadwandered about during his flight from Saul, and in which he had no doubtreceived assistance. Sending these gifts could not fail to make the elders ofthese cities well disposed towards him, and so to facilitate his recognitionas king after the death of Saul, which occurred immediately afterwards. Some of these places may have been plundered by the Amalekites, sincethey had invaded the Negeb of Judah (1 Samuel 30:14). The cities referred to wereBethel, - not the Bethel so often mentioned, the present Beitin, in the tribeof Benjamin, but Betheul (1 Chronicles 4:30) or Bethul, in the tribe of Simeon(Joshua 19:4), which Knobel supposes to be Elusa or el Khalasa (see at Joshua 15:30). The reading Βαιθσούρ in the lxx is a worthless conjecture. Ramah of thesouth, which was allotted to the tribe of Simeon, has not yet beendiscovered (see at Joshua 19:8). Jattir has been preserved in the ruins ofAttir, on the southern portion of the Mountains of Judah (see at Joshua 15:48). Aroër is still to be seen in ruins, viz., in the foundations of wallsbuilt in enormous stones in Wady Arara, where there are many cavities forholding water, about three hours E.S.E. of Bersaba, and twenty miles tothe south of Hebron (vid., Rob. Pal. ii. p. 620, and v. de Velde, Mem. p. 288). Siphmoth (or Shiphmoth, according to several MSS) is altogetherunknown. It may probably be referred to again in 1 Chronicles 27:27, whereZabdi is called the Shiphmite; but it is certainly not to be identified withSepham, on the north-east of the sea of Galilee (Numbers 34:10-11), asThenius supposes. Eshtemoa has been preserved in the village of Semua,with ancient ruins, on the south-western portion of the mountains ofJudah (see at Joshua 15:50). Racal is never mentioned again, and is entirelyunknown. The lxx have five different names instead of this, the lastbeing Carmel, into which Thenius proposes to alter Racal. But this canhardly be done with propriety, as the lxx also introduced the PhilistianGath, which certainly does not belong here; whilst in 1 Samuel 30:30 they havetotally different names, some of which are decidedly wrong. The cities ofthe Jerahmeelites and Kenites were situated in the Negeb of Judah (1 Samuel 27:10), but their names cannot be traced.

1 Samuel 30:30-31 
Hormah in the Negeb (Joshua 15:30) is Zephath, the presentZepáta, on the western slope of the Rakhma plateau (see at Joshua 12:14). Cor-ashan, probably the same place as Ashan in the shephelah, upon theborder of the Negeb, has not yet been discovered (see at Joshua 15:42). Athach is only mentioned here, and quite unknown. According to Thenius,it is probably a mistaken spelling for Ether in the tribe of Simeon (Joshua 19:7; Joshua 15:43). Hebron, the present el Khulil, Abraham's city (see at Joshua 10:3; Genesis 23:17).

31 Chapter 31 

Introduction
Death and Burial of Saul and His Sons - 1 Samuel 31:1-13 

The end of the unhappy king corresponded to his life ever since the day ofhis rejection as king. When he had lost the battle, and saw his three sonsfallen at his side, and the archers of the enemy pressing hard upon him,without either repentance or remorse he put an end to his life by suicide,to escape the disgrace of being wounded and abused by the foe (1 Samuel 31:1-7). But he did not attain his object; for the next day the enemy found hiscorpse and those of his sons, and proceeded to plunder, mutilate, andabuse them (1 Samuel 31:8-10). However, the king of Israel was not to be left toperish in utter disgrace. The citizens of Jabesh remembered the deliverancewhich Saul had brought to their city after his election as king, and showedtheir gratitude by giving an honourable burial to Saul and his sons (1 Samuel 31:11-13). There is a parallel to this chapter in 1 Chronicles 10:1-14, which agrees exactlywith the account before us, with very few deviations indeed, and thosemostly verbal, and merely introduces a hortatory clause at the end (1 Chronicles 10:13; 1 Chronicles 10:14).

Verses 1-7
The account of the war between the Philistines and Israel, thecommencement of which has already been mentioned in 1 Samuel 28:1, 1 Samuel 28:4.,and 1 Samuel 29:1, is resumed in 1 Samuel 31:1 in a circumstantial clause; and to this there isattached a description of the progress and result of the battle, moreespecially with reference to Saul. Consequently, in 1 Chronicles 10:1, wherethere had been no previous allusion to the war, the participle נלחמים is changed into the perfect. The following is the way in which weshould express the circumstantial clause: “Now when the Philistines werefighting against Israel, the men of Israel fled before the Philistines, andslain men fell in the mountains of Gilboa” (vid., 1 Samuel 28:4). The principalengagement took place in the plain of Jezreel. But when the Israelites wereobliged to yield, they fled up the mountains of Gilboa, and were pursuedand slain there.

1 Samuel 31:2-6 
The Philistines followed Saul, smote (i.e., put to death) histhree sons (see at 1 Samuel 14:49), and fought fiercely against Saul himself. When the archers (בּקּשׁת אנשׁים is an explanatoryapposition to המּורים) hit him, i.e., overtook him, he wasgreatly alarmed at them (יחל, from חיל or חוּל),

(Note: The lxx have adopted the rendering καὶ ἐτραυμάτισαν εἰς τὰ ὑποχόνδρια ,they wounded him in the abdomen, whilst the Vulgaterendering is vulneratus est vehementer a sagittariisIn 1 Chronicles 10:3 the Sept. rendering is καὶ ἐπόνεσεν ἀπὸ τῶν τόξων ,and that ofthe Vulgate et vulneraverunt jaculisThe translators have thereforederived יחל from חלל = חלה, and thengiven a free rendering to the other words. But this rendering isoverthrown by the word מאד, very, vehemently, to saynothing of the fact that the verb חלל or חלה cannot be proved to be ever used in the sense of wounding. If Saul hadbeen so severely wounded that he could not kill himself, and thereforeasked his armour-bearer to slay him, as Thenius supposes, he wouldnot have had the strength to pierce himself with his sword when thearmour-bearer refused. The further conjecture of Thenius, that theHebrew text should be read thus, in accordance with the lxx,המּררים אל ויּחל, “he was wounded in the region of the gall,”is opposed by the circumstance that ὑποχόνδρια is not the gall orregion of the gall, but what is under the χόνδρος , or breast cartilage,viz., the abdomen and bowels.)

and called upon his armour-bearer to pierce him with the sword, “lestthese uncircumcised come and thrust me through, and play with me,” i.e.,cool their courage upon me by maltreating me. But as the armour-bearerwould not do this, because he was very much afraid, since he wassupposed to be answerable for the king's life, Saul inflicted death uponhimself with his sword; whereupon the armour-bearer also fell upon hissword and died with his king, so that on that day Saul and this three sonsand his armour-bearer all died; also “all his men” (for which we have “allhis house” in the Chronicles), i.e., not all the warriors who went out withhim to battle, but all the king's servants, or all the members of his house,sc., who had taken part in the battle. Neither Abner nor his son Ishboshethwas included, for the latter was not in the battle; and although the formerwas Saul's cousin and commander-in-chief (see 1 Samuel 14:50-51), he did notbelong to his house or servants.

1 Samuel 31:7 
When the men of Israel upon the sides that were opposite to thevalley (Jezreel) and the Jordan saw that the Israelites (the Israelitishtroop) fled, and Saul and his sons were dead, they took to flight out of thecities, whereupon the Philistines took possession of them. עבר isused here to signify the side opposite to the place of conflict in the valleyof Jezreel, which the writer assumed as his standpoint (cf. 1 Samuel 14:40);so that העמק עבר is the country to the west of thevalley of Jezreel, and היּרדּן עבר the country to thewest of the Jordan, i.e., between Gilboa and the Jordan. These districts,i.e., the whole of the country round about the valley of Jezreel, thePhilistines took possession of, so that the whole of the northern part ofthe land of Israel, in other words the whole land with the exception ofPeraea and the tribe-land of Judah, came into their hands when Saul wasslain.

Verses 8-10
On the day following the battle, when the Philistines tripped the slain,they found Saul and his three sons lying upon Gilboa; and having cut offtheir heads and plundered their weapons, they went them (the heads andweapons) as trophies into the land of the Philistines, i.e., round about tothe different towns and hamlets of their land, to announce the joyful newsin their idol-temples (the writer of the Chronicles mentions the idolsthemselves) and to the people, and then deposited their weapons (theweapons of Saul and his sons) in the Astarte-houses. But the corpses theyfastened to the town-wall of Beth-shean, i.e., Beisan, in the valley of theJordan (see at Joshua 17:11). Beth-azabbim and Beth-ashtaroth arecomposite words; the first part is indeclinable, and the plural form isexpressed by the second word: idol-houses and Astarte-houses, like beth-aboth (father's-houses: see at Exodus 6:14). On the Astartes, see at Judges 2:13. It is not expressly stated indeed in 1 Samuel 31:9, 1 Samuel 31:10, that the Philistines plundered the bodies of Saul's sons as well, andmutilated them by cutting off their heads; but ראשׁו andכּליו, his (i.e., Saul's) head and his weapons, alone arementioned. At the same time, it is every evident from 1 Samuel 31:12, where theJabeshites are said to have taken down from the wall of Beth-shean notSaul's body only, but the bodies of his sons also, that the Philistines hadtreated the corpses of Saul's sons in just the same manner as that of Saulhimself. The writer speaks distinctly of the abuse of Saul's body only,because it was his death that he had chiefly in mind at the time. To theword וישׁלּחוּ we must supply in thought the object ראשׁו and כּליו from the preceding clause. גּויּת andגּויּת (1 Samuel 31:10 and 1 Samuel 31:12) are the corpses without the heads. The fact that the Philistines nailed them to the town-wall of Beth-sheanpresupposes the capture of that city, from which it is evident that theyhad occupied the land as far as the Jordan. The definite word Beth-ashtaroth is changed by the writer of the Chronicles into Beth-elohim,temples of the gods; or rather he has interpreted it in this manner withoutaltering the sense, as the Astartes are merely mentioned as the principaldeities for the idols generally. The writer of the Chronicles has alsoomitted to mention the nailing of the corpses to the wall of Beth-shean,but he states instead that “they fastened his skull in the temple of Dagon,”a fact which is passed over in the account before us. From this we may seehow both writers have restricted themselves to the principal points, orthose which appeared to them of the greatest importance (vid., Bertheauon 1 Chronicles 10:10).

Verses 11-13
When the inhabitants of Jabesh in Gilead heard this, all the brave men ofthe town set out to Beth-shean, took down the bodies of Saul and his sonsfrom the wall, brought them to Jabesh, and burned them there. “But theirbones they buried under the tamarisk at Jabesh, and fasted seven days,” tomourn for the king their former deliverer (see 1 Samuel 11:1-15). These statements aregiven in a very condensed form in the Chronicles (1 Samuel 31:11, 1 Samuel 31:12). Not only isthe fact that “they went the whole night” omitted, as being of no essentialimportance to the general history; but the removal of the bodies from thetown-wall is also passed over, because their being fastened there had notbeen mentioned, and also the burning of the bodies. The reason for the lastomission is not to be sought for in the fact that the author of theChronicles regarded burning as ignominious, according to Leviticus 20:14; Leviticus 21:9,but because he did not see how to reconcile the burning of the bodies withthe burial of the bones. It was not the custom in Israel to burn the corpse, but to bury it in theground. The former was restricted to the worst criminals (see at Leviticus 20:14). Consequently the Chaldee interpreted the word “burnt” as relatingto the burning of spices, a custom which we meet with afterwards as aspecial honour shown to certain of the kings of Judah on the occasion oftheir burial (2 Chronicles 16:14; 2 Chronicles 21:19; Jeremiah 34:5). But this is expressed byשׂרפה לו שׂרף, “to make a burning forhim,” whereas here it is stated distinctly that “they burnt them.” Thereason for the burning of the bodies in the case of Saul and his sons is to besought for in the peculiarity of the circumstances; viz., partly in the factthat the bodies were mutilated by the removal of the heads, and therefore aregular burial of the dead was impossible, and partly in their anxiety lest, ifthe Philistines followed up their victory and came to Jabesh, they shoulddesecrate the bodies still further. But even this was not a complete burningto ashes, but merely a burning of the skin and flesh; so that the bones stillremained, and they were buried in the ground under a shady tree. Insteadof “under the (well-known) tamarisk” ((eshel)), we have האלה תּחת (under the strong tree) in 1 Chronicles 10:11. David afterwardshad them fetched away and buried in Saul's family grave at Zela, in theland of Benjamin (2 Samuel 21:11.). The seven days' fast kept by theJabeshites was a sign of public and general mourning on the part of theinhabitants of that town at the death of the king, who had once rescuedthem from the most abominable slavery.
In this ignominious fate of Saul there was manifested the righteousjudgment of God in consequence of the hardening of his heart. But the lovewhich the citizens of Jabesh displayed in their treatment of the corpses ofSaul and his sons, had reference not to the king as rejected by God, but tothe king as anointed with the Spirit of Jehovah, and was a practicalcondemnation, not of the divine judgment which had fallen upon Saul, butof the cruelty of the enemies of Israel and its anointed. For although Saulhad waged war almost incessantly against the Philistines, it is not knownthat in any one of his victories he had ever been guilty of such crueltiestowards the conquered and slaughtered foe as could justify this barbarousrevenge on the part of the uncircumcised upon his lifeless corpse.
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