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PREFACE

The present work is designed to serve the needs not only of the mini-
ster and trained Bible student, but also of the average educated reader
of Holy Scripture. It aims above all to present a clear and positive
exposition of the prophecy. In order to accomplish such an end it has
been necessary to refute two common interpretations.

On the one hand the so-called “critical” position of the date and author-
ship of Daniel must be answered if the true view is to be established.
On February 16, 1835 Dr. Caesar von Lengerke of Konigsberg could
write in his commentary, “ I have no further wish than that the work
(i.e., his commentary) might contribute to the correct explanation of
the difficult book and to the final establishment of the critical point of
view.” The “critical” view does indeed seem to hold the field today, but
it is a position which is in basic error. One who claims that the book of
Daniel is a product of the Maccabean age thereby denies that it is a work
of true predictive prophecy as it purports to be. Furthermore, if the
book of Daniel comes from the age of the Maccabees, I do not see how
it is possible to escape the conclusion that the book is also a forgery,
for it claims to be a revelation from God to the Daniel who lived in Baby-
lon during the exile.

Another interpretation which is very widely held today, although main-
taining the genuineness of the book, nevertheless interprets the prophecies
in an extremely unwarranted manner by referring the fulfillment of many
of them to an alleged period of seven years which is supposed to follow
the second advent of the Lord. Those who espouse this position are sin-
cere and zealous Christians, and it is only with hesitation that one writes
against them. The present author hopes that advocates of this school of
thought who study his commentary will understand the spirit in which
he has discussed their views and will at least give serious consideration to
the interpretation herein advanced.

The present work does not to any extent discuss philological questions.
This has been admirably done by Montgomery, and the reader will dis-
cover that on almost every page the commentary is indebted to Mont-
gomery’s painstaking labors. It is a pleasure to make acknowledgement
of such indebtedness. No student of Daniel can afford to ignore the

writings of Montgomery and Rowley, and it is hoped that the frequent

reference to these men in the following pages, even though it is so often

—_—5



6 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

by way of disagreement, will be regarded as a sign of the admiration and
respect with which their labors are regarded by the author.

It is necessary also to acknowledge the great help which has been re-
ceived from a study of Keil's commentary. This, I believe, is by far the
best commentary on Daniel. Karl Friedrich Keil was born in Germany
on February 26, 1807. In 1821 he went to St. Petersburg to become a
carpenter, but was too small for the bench. Entering school, he dis-
tinguished himself in his studies and finally took up theology in Dorpat
and Berlin, later becoming professor of theology in Dorpat. Throughout
his long life (he died in 1888) Keil wrote commentaries in which he
defended the authority and integrity of God’s Holy Word.

The translation of Daniel herein given endeavors to bring out the exact
meaning of the Hebrew and Aramaic. The reader who is unacquainted
with these languages will find it profitable to compare this translation
with the Authorized Version. :

I would acknowledge indebtedness to Charles Scribner’s Sons, to the
Johns Hopkins Press, to the Yale University Press, to Mr. I. C. Heren-
deen and to Zondervan Publishing House for permission to quote re-
spectively from the commentary of Montgomery on Daniel in the Inter-
national Critical Commentary Series, From the Stone Age to Christianity
by William F. Albright, Nabonidus and Belshazzar by R. A. Dougherty,
The Seventy Weeks and the Great Tribulation by Philip Mauro, The Great
Parenthesis by H. A. Ironside and Daniel’s Prophecy of the Seventy
Weeks by Alva J. McClain.

Lastly, it is indeed a pleasure to make acknowledgment to Miss Ruth
Stahl for help given during the course of preparing this work.

Epwarp J. Youne
Feb. 1, 1949 .

Philadelphia, Penna,
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INTRODUCTION

The book of Daniel comprises that portion of the Divine Revelation
which relates certain historical events in the life of Daniel and certain
dreams and visions concerning the future which were interpreted by him.
In order properly to understand the life and activity of Daniel we must
first consider the place of the Babylonian exile in the history of redemp-
tion. This period is regarded in the book of Daniel as a period of In-
dignation (Dan. 8:19), and this characterization receives support also
from other passages of Scripture. Thus in Isaiah 10:5 we read, “O As-
syrian, the rod of mine anger, and the staff in their hand is mine indigna-
tion.” And again in the same chapter, verse 25, “For yet a very little
while, and the indignation shall cease, and mine anger in their destruc-
tion.” The exile, therefore, is to be regarded as a period in which the
anger or wrath of God was manifested toward His chosen people.

This visitation of indignation, however, was not in any sense a mani-
festation of whim or caprice. When the nation Israel had been founded
and established as the theocracy, Moses had clearly warned the people
as to the consequences of sin and apostasy. “Then my anger shall be
kindled against them in that day, and I will forsake them, and I will hide
my face from them, and they shall be devoured, and many evils and
troubles shall befall them; so that they will say in that day, Are not these
evils come upon us, because our God is not among us?” (Deut. 31:17,
Cf. also Deut. 32:9-44). This warning of the great human founder of
the theocracy was repeated and enlarged over and over again by the
prophets. These prophets were men who declared to the people the
very word of the Lord. They spoke not in conflict with the foundational
law of the nation, but rather based their messages upon this law. The
words of the prophets may be rightly considered as expositions of this
law. Like Moses, therefore, the prophets warned as to the consequences
of sin and apostasy.

Despite these many warnings, the people fell constantly into rebellion
against the LORD that had brought them forth out of the land of Egypt
and out of the house of bondage. The book of Judges, for example, throws
light upon the conditions of the people after their entrance into Canaan.
It is a tragic picture. Despite the constant manifestations of the goodness
of God in sending to them saviours, they forsook Him and His goodness
and went after other gods. During this period jealousy begins to appear
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16 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

and finally breaks forth in the schism of the northern tribes. The wicked-
ness of this act can hardly be overemphasized. “What portion have we
in David? neither have we inheritance in the son of Jesse: to your tents,
O Israel: see now to thine own house, David. So Israel departed unto
their tents” (1 K. 12:16b). Thus ten tribes renounced the LORD and
went their own way. The kingdom of Judah, although not officially de-
parting from the theocratic position, nevertheless presents an admixture
of good and evil. Finally, when the iniquity of the nation had run its
course, the Indignation of the LORD fell upon it.

The apostasy of the people appears all the more heinous when one
considers what Israel was destined to be. When man sinned against God,
he not only forfeited all claim upon God’s favor but also involved him-
self in an estate of sin and misery. Yet, from all eternity, God had elect-
ed some unto everlasting life, hence, He entered into a covenant of grace,
whereby He might deliver man from his sin and misery and by means of a
Redeemer bring him into an estate of salvation. Immediately after the
fall, God revealed this gracious purpose. Since, however, the saving work
was not right away to be accomplished, but only after mankind had been
sufficiently prepared for the coming of the Redeemer, God chose a parti-
cular family from which the Saviour was to be born. The family grew un-
til at Mt. Sinai the nation of God, the theocracy, was formally organized.

It must clearly be borne in mind that the revelation of the Law at Mt.
Sinai is to be regarded as an administration of the covenant of grace.
The moral law, which in the Ten Commandments is summarily compre-
hended, is the expression of truths which are eternal. Even the ceremonial
law represents the expression of eternal truth. The covenant which God
made with mankind was an everlasting one (see e.g., Gen. 17:18, 19)
which was not to be changed or abrogated. The establishment of the
theocracy, therefore, did not abrogate or nullify the covenant of grace
(Gal. 3:17). Rather, in the theocratic arrangements, the eternal char-
acter of the covenant is expressly emphasized. Thus we may note the
repetition of such phrases as “throughout your generations,” “for ever,”
“statute of eternity,” etc. These descriptions apply to the passover arrange-
ments (Ex. 12:14,17,24) ; the day of atonement (Lev. 16:29,31,34) ; the
other feasts (Lev. 23:14,21,31,41); the offering of sacrifice (Lev. 3:17;
10:15; Num. 15:15) and the rights and duties of the priests (Ex. 27:21;
28:43; 29:28; 30:21).

The exile brought to an end the independent existence of the nation
as the theocracy. Iis constitution as @ nation which had been revealed
at Sinai now disappeared, never again to be seen. Even when the people
returned from Babylon and again erected the Temple, there was a differ-
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ence. The soul of the theocracy was gone. The old Sinaitic constitution
was never again really established.

Had the people remained true and loyal to the theocratic principles
which the LORD had so graciously revealed at Sinai, the outward form
of the nation might have longer continued. But their apostasy was so
great that a change had to be introduced. No longer was the national
Israel a light which should lighten the Gentiles and point them to Mount
Zion, the dwelling place of the Holy God. Instead, she was a rebellious
and stiffnecked people, ripe for judgment.

Although, therefore, the exile did bring to an end the outward organi-
zation of the people as it had been established at Sinai, it also introduced
a new period. It introduced a period which may be regarded as transi-
tional and preparatory, for the time of the Indignation led to the expec-
tancy of the Messiah’s coming. When the final days of this period were
beginning to run their course, the LORD revealed to Daniel the time and
definiteness of the Messiah’s coming. Seventy periods of seven were de-
termined in order to accomplish the Messianic work. In the end of the
Indignation there would appear Antiochus Epiphanes with his fierce per-
secution. Then, the time of expectation and preparation would be com-
pleted. The axe would be laid unto the root of the trees. Christ would
come and establish the kingdom that should stand forever. The exile there-
fore was the last great period of repentance before the coming of the Lord.

Not only would the abandonment of the outward theocratic form of
the nation serve as a process to sift the chaff from the wheat among the
people in order that a true remnant might return, but it would also serve
as a benefit to the heathen nations of antiquity. These nations would
now be faced more directly with the claims of the true God. Through the
prophecies which Daniel uttered they would learn that no empire of hu-
man origin is eternal, for empire would succeed empire. They would
learn also that no empire is of world wide dominion, for they would
see rebellion after rebellion, nation rising against nation. And above all
they would behold the vanity of the idols and the superiority of the God
of Israel.

The exile constitutes the third great period of miracles in the history
of redemption. There are four such periods: The time of the exodus; the
age of Elijah and Elisha; the exile and the Apostolic age. It will be noted
that two of these periods are times of establishment and foundation. Thus
there is a correspondence between the exodus and the accompanying
establishment of the nation as the people of God and the time of Christ
and the Apostles when the early Church was established. Two of these
are periods of conflict with heathen powers. During the days of Elijah
and Elisha the religion of Israel came into serious conflict with the wor-
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ship of the Tyrian Baal, introduced by Jezebel, and during the exile the
religion of Israel was opposed by that of the Babylonians and the Per-
sians. Furthermore there is a correspondence between the exodus and
the exile. Both were times of great deliverance from heathen powers.

During the period of Egyptian oppression God wrought many mighty
miracles for the purpose of breaking the pride of Pharaoh and showing
forth His omnipotence. On the other hand revelation by dream was rare,
and the emphasis upon God’s omniscience was not so prominent (cf. Gen.
41). During the exile, however, the LORD sought to destroy the delusion
of the nations that the God of Israel was just another god, a local, limited,
tribal deity. It was necessary to show that the God of Israel was the true
and living God, who possessed objective metaphysical existence, before
Whom the gods of the heathen were vain, empty delusions, not having
objective reality. Consequently, during the exile, more stress is placed
upon revelations concerning the future than upon the performance of
miracles as such. Three mighty miracles are recorded in the book of
Daniel; the episode of the fiery furnace, the handwriting upon the wall
and the deliverance from the den of lions. These are sufficient to establish
the omnipotence of the LORD. But several revelations concerning the
future are given in order that the nations might see that the God of Israel
is the God in whose hand are held the sovereign dispositions of the affairs
of men.

It was, therefore, at such a period that Daniel lived and labored. Of
the man himself very little is known. He was of the royal seed (1:3),
and was carried away, while yet a youth, during the third year of Jeho-
iakim. At the court in Babylon he received the name Belteshazzar, and
was instructed in the wisdom and science of the Chaldeans. He remained
steadfast in his devotion to God and distinguished himself by his ability
and understanding. God gave to him particular gifts in the understanding
of mysteries and the interpretation of dreams. These gifts he was en-
abled to employ in the interpretation of two remarkable dreams of the
king Nebuchadnezzar (chs. 2 & 4). He was made ruler over the province
of Babylon and chief of the governors over its wise men. During the last
days of the empire, he interpreted a wopderful writing for Belshazzar,
and was further honored. Under Darius the Mede he was one of the three
presidents of the satraps. An attempt was made to do away with him, and
he was cast into a den of lions from which he was miraculously delivered.
He continued in high office until the first year of Cyrus, and apparently
did not return to Palestine with his people but spent his last days in
Babylon, with the assurance that he would continue in peace and await
‘the resurrection at the end of the days.
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Although the known facts of Daniel’s life are so few, nevertheless he
is revealed as a man of stalwart character and priceless convictions. He
is willing at all times to stand up for what he believes, and is a true hero
of the Faith. Coupled with this there is a gentle courtesy in his relations
with others, and a simple and humble dependence upon the grace and
power of the God Whom he worships.

Daniel was not placed in Babylon to do work among his own people.
Rather, his whole training prepared him to be a statesman, and this he
was. His personal integrity was so great that he could be heard and trust-
ed even by those monarchs who did not believe in his God. In His
sovereign providence God placed Daniel at the heathen court in order
that he might declare to successive monarchs that the kingdoms of this
world are temporal and fleeting but that the kingdom of God shall endure
forever.

II

* The book of Daniel was written by Daniel himself, as may be seen
from the following considerations:

1. In the second portion of the book Daniel is named as the one who
received the revelations and he also speaks in the first person (cf. 7:2,4,
6ff., 28; 8:1ff., 15ff.; 9:2ff., 10:2f.; 12:5-8). Daniel is commanded to pre-
serve the book in which the words are found (12:4).

2. The entire book is obviously the work of one writer, and if Daniel
is named as the one who receives certain of the revelations, it follows that
he must be the author of the entire book. That the book is a unit may be
clearly seen:

a. The first part prepares for the second, and the second looks back
to the first. Thus, ch. 7 develops more fully what is introduced in ch. 2
as also does ch. 8, yet neither 7 nor 8 is fully understandable without 2.
Ch. 2 also prepares the way for the revelations in 9,10,11, and 12, and all
of these chapters are based upon the earlier revelation in ch. 2. Cf. also
2:28 and 4:2,7,10 with 7:1,2,15.

b. The several sections of the same part also stand in mutual rela-
tionship. The reader should compare 3:12 with 2:49; the carrying away
of the sacred vessels (1:1) prepares for the understanding of Belshazzar’s
feast in ch. 5; 9:21 should be compared with 8:15ff.; 10:12 with 9:23,
etc. If the reader will read the book carefully, he will be deeply impressed
with the remarkable manner in which the various parts interlock and
depend upon one another.

c. The historical narratives uniformily have the purpose of revealing
how the God of Israel is glorified over the heathen nations.

d. The character of Daniel is everywhere seen to be the same. It
is one Daniel who appears throughout the entire book.
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e. The literary unity of the book has been widely acknowledged by
scholars of all schools of thought. It is naturally maintained by con-
servative scholars, but in recent times the following also have regarded
Daniel as a unit; Driver, Charles, Rowley, Pleiffer.

3. The Lord explicitly speaks of Daniel the prophet as having foretold
the abomination of desolation (Matt. 24:15). In other passages also our
Lord refers to the prophecies of Daniel and thus, at least indirectly, ap-
proves their genuineness. Cf. Matt. 10:23; 16:27ff.; 19:28; 24:30; 25:31;
26:64. On the use which the NT makes of Daniel see Wright, DP, pp.
97-100, and Kennedy DCS, pp. 5-28.

4. The Greek translation of the Pentateuch (3rd cent. B.C.) possibly
shows the influence of Daniel. The book of Maccabees likewise makes ref-
erence to an episode in the life of Daniel himself and to the three youths in
the fiery furnace. The book of Ecclesiasticus may possibly have known of
Daniel, although it does not mention him by name. (For the development
of this viewpoint see D. S. Margoliouth, Lines of Defence of the Biblical
Revelation, New York, 1903, pp. 177-182).

5. The book reflects the background of the Babylonian and Persian
empires. The historical objections which have been offered are not suffi-

cient to overthrow this fact (see commentary and appendices for further
discussion).

I

In our present Hebrew Bibles the book of Daniel is found, not among
the Prophets but among the Writings. It is sometimes charged that the
reason for this is that Daniel was composed after the canon of the Pro-
phets had been completed. However, such is not the case. The reason
why the book is not included among the Prophets is that Daniel did not
occupy the office of a prophet, although he did possess the prophetic gift.
He did not have the munus propheticum but did possess the donum pro-
pheticum.

A prophet must be an Israelite, raised up by the Lord in order to serve
as a mediator between God and the people. Just as the priest would rep-
resent the people before God, so the prophet would represent God before
the people. I “will put my words in his mouth; and he shall speak unto
them all that I shall command him” (Deut. 18:18). In any correct defini-
tion of the prophet, therefore, this mediatorial character must be kept in
mind.

The ministry of Daniel, as we have seen above, was not to the people
of Israel, but to a heathen court. In this respect he stands in contrast with
his contemporary, Ezekiel. Ezekiel was a man who occupied the propheti-
cal office as well as a possessor of the gift of prophecy. But Daniel must
be regarded primarily as a statesman. In referring to Daniel as a pro-
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phet, the NT uses the word in a broad sense, as it also does in the case
of Balaam (2 Peter 2:16).

It is perfectly true that the book of Daniel may not always have been
placed among the Writings. Indeed, there seems to be evidence that in
some lists it was included among the Prophets. This fact, however, is
not decisive. The character of the book and the station of its author
show that it should properly be reckoned among the Writings. (The
reader who is interested in pursuing this subject further should consult
R. D. Wilson, “The Rule of Faith and Life,” in PTR, Vol. xxvi, No. 3,
July 1028; Solomon Zeitlin, An Historical Study of the Canonization of
the Hebrew Scriptures, Philadelphia, 1933, and L. Wogue, Histoire de la
Bible et de PExégése Biblique, Paris, MDCCCLXXXI. The last named
work discusses the question from the traditional Jewish point of view).

A"

The revelations concerning the future which are found in Daniel
are given in dreams and vision in which symbelism plays an im-
portant part. There is a reason for this fact. These revelations were
given at a time when the period of Indignation had begun. What
was to be the future course of the people of God? Was God to cast them
off utterly, to leave them dispersed among the nations? Or was He to
fulfill His earlier promises in sending to the people a Redeemer? And,
if He was to send the Redeemer, how would this be accomplished? In
what relation would the people of God stand to the mighty heathen em-
pires which were now appearing upon the scene? In answer to these
questions, the book of Daniel reveals that God has not cast off His peo-
ple. The nations will arise and become powerful, but they will neverthe-
less be subject to the all-controlling power of God. There will yet be much
persecution for the people of the LORD, but when the appointed time has
come, God will establish His own eternal kingdom.

Now, it is contrary to the nature and genius of prophecy to reveal the
future as detailed history. In all prophecy there is an element of obscurity
and perhaps even of ambiguity. The Lord had distinctly said that He
would speak to the prophets in a manner less clear and direct than that
in which He would speak to Moses His Servant (Num. 12:1-8). With
the prophets He would speak in dreams and visions and — so it would
seem — in dark and enigmatic sayings. In revelations which were given
as visions, therefore, we should expect an abundance of imagery and sym-
bolism. There are many instances of such revelation in the prophetical
books (e. g., Isa. 24-27; Joel 3:9-17; Zech. 14; Ps. 2; Amos 7-9).

When one considers the standpoint of the writer of Daniel and the
task which was his, it is to be expected that in his writing there should
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be an abundance of imagery and symbolism. The future of the people of
God and its relation to the heathen nations was revealed to Daniel in
a VISION. It is this fact which explains the abundance of symbolism in
the revelations. The book of Daniel is often called an Apocalyptic writ-
ing. It is indeed such, but it must be sharply distinguished from the later
Jewish Apocalyptic writings. There is only one other Apocalypse which

may be compared with it, and that is the New Testament book of Revela-
tion.

The book of Daniel towers far above these post-canonical apocalypses.
In its use of imagery and symbolism it does not at all differ essentially
from prophecy itself. Indeed, it should be regarded as presenting all
the qualities of a true prophetical work. As we have already said, the
form of Daniel is due to its subject matter. No other prophetical book
of the OT speaks of the heathen nations and their relation to the people
of God with the same fullness and definiteness as does Daniel. If, then,
the book is to retain at all any semblance of mystery, it must make use
of imagery. Its imagery, however, is employed for a didactic purpose,
and sufficient explanation is given so that when the time of fulfillment
comes, the reader may understand the meaning. The book, therefore,

has an eminently practical purpose, and its basic, fundamental plan of
 the ages is clear to him who will read. (The reader who desires to pur-
sue this subject further should consult SBD, II, pp. 101-116.)

v

The book of Daniel is written in two languages, Hebrew and Aramaic.
1:1-2:4a; 8:1-12:13 are written in Hebrew, and 2:4b-7:28 are written
in Aramaic. It is difficult to determine exactly why two languages have
been used, and many suggested solutions to the problem have been offered.
All in all, the solution which seems to be most free from difficulty is
that Aramaic, being the language of the world is used in those portions
of the book which outline the future history of the worldly empires and
their relation to the people of God, and Hebrew is used in those portions
which interpret for the Hebrews the meaning of the visions of the world
empires. The present writer is fully aware of the difficulties which are
entailed in this position, and hence, has no desire to be dogmatic upon
the point,

It is not the purpose of this commentary to discuss the textual and
linguistic problems of the book. Nevertheless, it should be said that the
Hebrew bears similarities to that employed by Ezekiel, the other great
prophet of the exile. As far as the Aramaic is concerned, there is nothing
which would preclude its having been written by Daniel at Babylon.
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Concerning the languages of the book and their relation to the date
of its authorship, Dr. Driver once wrote, “The verdict of the language
of Daniel is thus clear. The Persian words presuppose a period after the
Persian empire had been well established: the Greek words demand, the
Hebrew supports, and the Aramaic permits, a date after the conquest of
Palestine by Alexander the Great (B.C. 332)” Literature of the Old
Testamens, Edinburgh, 1909 p. 508. This statement would now have to
be modified. There is nothing in the language of the book which would
in itself preclude authorship in the 6th cent. B. C.

Even if it could be conclusively demonstrated that the Aramaic of
our Bibles was from the 3rd cent. B. C., this would not preclude author-
ship by Daniel in the 6th. cent. For the present Aramaic may very well
have been copied from the original, and later orthography introduced.
However, it is not necessary to make such an assumption. Recent dis-
coveries may require that many preconceived notions as to the char-
acteristics of the Aramaic language will have to be modified.

One example will serve as an illustration of this statement. Certain
words in the Aramaic portions of Daniel are spelled with d instead of
z. For example, the relative pronoun (who, which, what) is spelled di,
and not zi. This use of d in place of z has long been urged as an indica-
tion of lateness, for, so it was argued, the earlier documents employed z.
In the light of the texts from Ras Shamra, however, this argument has
lost its force. These texis (see App. IV) contain Aramaic elements and
frequently employ d in place of z, just as Daniel does. The reader who
is interested in this problem should consult:

H. H. Rowley, The Aramaic of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1929,

W. Baumgartner, “Das Aramaeische im Buche Daniel” in Zeitschrift fuer
die Alssestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1927, pp. 81-133.

G. R. Driver, The Aramaic of the Book of Daniel, in JBL. 45 (1926),
pp. 110-119; 323-325,

A defence of the early date of the Aramaic is given by R. D. Wilson,
“The Aramaic of Daniel” in Biblical and Theological Studies by the

Members of the Faculty of Princeton Theological Seminary, New
York, MCMXII, pp. 261-305.

VI

That Daniel himself was the author of the book appears to have been
the position both of the early Church and of the Synagogue. The first
to cast doubt upon this view was the neo-Platonist Porphyry (See Appen-
dix VIII). It was again criticized by Uriel Acosta {1590-1647), a Jew-
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ish rationalist, who considered the book to have been forged in order
to favor the doctrine of the resurrection of the body. More serious, how-
ever, was the attack of the English deist, Anthony Collins, who in an
appendix to his “Scheme of Literal Prophecy Considered” (1727), as-
sailed the integrity of the prophecy. One of the first scientific presenta-
tions of the rationalistic viewpoint is to be found in the work of Leon-
hard Bertholdt (Daniel, aus dem Hebraeisch-Aramaeischen neu uebersetzt
und erklaert, mit einer vollstaendigen Einleitung and einigen histor. und
exeget. Exkursen, Erlangen, 1806-1808, 2 vols.). Bertholdt had studied
at Erlangen and early showed an interest in the Oriental languages. This
work brought him to the fore as a scholar. It is one of the first serious
challenges to the traditional view of the authorship of Daniel. There
were doughty champions of the Faith, however, who replied to Bert-
holdt’s attack, most prominent of whom was Hengstenberg.

From this time on the battle was continued between two opposing
schools of thought. One position, that which is represented in the present
commentary, is that the book was wriiten by Daniel himself in Babylon
in the 6th cent. B. C., and that the contents of the book were given to
Daniel by special, Divine revelation. The other view, influenced very
largely by the accuracy of Daniel’s description of the times of Antiochus,
asserts that the book was composed by an unknown Jew at the time of
Antiochus. Unfortunately, the controversy between the advocates of
these two viewpoints has sometimes been carried on in too heated a man-
ner, with the result that ridicule and abuse have at times been substituted
for argument.

It is only just to assert that some of the scholars who have espoused
the view to which this present book is opposed have been men of pro-
found learning and scholarship. Some of them have also been men of true
Christian faith. However much one may disagree with the positions
which some have adopted, there is indeed reason to believe that the men
themselves would have wished to disassociate themselves from the rational-
ism of a Collins or Porphyry.

Nevertheless, it is true that the negative view of the book of Daniel
took its rise in a non-Christian atmosphere, and has been ably advocated
by men who were opposed to the supernaturalism of Christianity.

There are, indeed, difficulties in the traditional view of the authorship
of Daniel. Not to acknowledge this would be to close one’s eyes to the
facts. The present commentary does not profess to solve all the difficul-
ties which are bound up in the traditional view. But there is, it would
seem, a far greater difficulty in the negative position. If the book of
Daniel is the product of the Maccabean age, then it is not a book of pre-
dictive prophecy, but a forgery. Whenever one makes such a statement,
he is usually taken to task and told that he does not understand the nature
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of apocalyptic literature. Pusey, for example, has often been berated for
his classic statement, “The book of Daniel is especially fitted to be a
battle-ground between faith and unbelief. It admits of no half way mea-
sures. It is either Divine or an imposture” (p. 75). Pusey, however,
was right, and his critics are wrong. The book of Daniel is not a romance,
nor was it ever intended to be. It was received into the canon, and made
part of the rule of faith and life. The later Jewish apocalypses were not
thus treated, but the Jews did not doubt the canonicity of Daniel for an
instant,

The book of Daniel purports to be serious history. It claims to be a
revelation from the God of heaven which concerns the future welfare of
men and nations. If this book were issued at the time of the Maccabees
for the purpose of strengthening the faith of the people of that time, and
the impression was thereby created that Daniel, a Jew of the 6th cent.
were the author, then, whether we like it or no—the book is a fraud.
There is no escaping this conclusion. It will not do to say that the Jews
frequently engaged in such a practice. That does not lessen their guil*
one whit. It is one thing to issue a harmless romance under a pseudonym;
it is an entirely different thing to issue under a pseudonym a book claiming
to be a revelation of God and having to do with the conduct of men and to
regard such a book as canonical. The Jews of the inter-testamental period
may have done the first; there is no evidence that they did the second.

Furthermore, and this is decisive, the usage of the NT shows that
the NT writers did not look upon this book as a romance, It was none
other than our LORD, the incarnate Son of God, Who spoke of Himself
in terms taken from the book of Daniel. In the light of the decisive and
authoritative usage of the NT, one is compelled to reject the idea that
Daniel is a mere romance.

Despite this fact, however, the negative view is most prevalent in scho-
larly circles today. It is probably not an exaggeration to say that most
scholars now believe that the book of Daniel, as we have it, comes from
the days of the Maccabees.

Particular attention, however, should be directed to the theory of
Gustav Heelscher (“Die Entstehung des Buches Daniel” in Theologische
Studien und Kritiken xcii, 1919, pp. 113-138). The composer of the book, -
thought Heelscher, lived at the time of the Maccabees. He himself was
the author of Daniel 8-12. He did not, however, compose 1, 2-6, or 7,
since these chapters exhibit a background which is not that of the Macca-
bean age (The reader who does not read German will find an exposition
of this general point of view in M). Nevertheless, this author took an
old collection of five narratives, i. e., 2-6, provided these with an intro-
duction (ch. 1), inserted ch. 7, and placed all of this material before
his own work, thus producing the present book. Haller has adopted



26 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

essentially this position, and since his comments are easily available, I
have made reference in the commentary to his remarks upon the first
eight chapters of Daniel,

This theory of Helscher’s has found favor, it would seem, largely be-
cause it has been compelled to take cognizance of the fact that the back-
ground of chapters 2-6 is not that of the time of the Maccabees. This is
great gain. But the theory breaks upon the assumption that chapters 2-5
contain narratives or legends which are not historical in character. In
the comments upon the text I have sought to point out the weaknesses of
this position as they appear in Haller’s exposition.

VII

Analysis of the Book of Daniel
CHAPTER
I. a. vv. 1-2 The expedition of Nebuchadnezzar against Jerusalem.
b. vv. 3-7 The introduction of the four Jewish youths: Daniel
and his three companions.
c. vv. 8.16 The first triumph of God’s grace in Babylonia: Daniel

and his companions abstain from the appointed food
of the king.

d. vv. 17-21 The progress of the four youths in the Chaldean wis-
dom and their entrance into the king’s service.

II. a. vv. 1-16 The dream of Nebuchadnezzar and the inability of the
wise men to interpret it.

1) vv. 1. 6 Nebuchadnezzar the king dreams a dream by
which he is greatly troubled and so summons
the wise men of Babylon to tell him the dream
and its interpretation.

2) vv. 7-12 The wise men ask the king to declare his dream.
He refuses, and they confess their inability to
tell the dream, protesting that he is asking the
impossible. The king in anger orders the wise
men to be put to death.

3) vv. 13-16 The decree to slay the wise men has gone forth,
and in this decree Daniel and his three com-
panions are included. Through Arioch’s inter-
vention Daniel obtains an audience with the
king and promises to declare the dream and se-
cures the deferring of the sentence of execution.
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b. vv 17-23 Daniel prays to God for a revelation of the dream.

C.

III. a.

His prayer is answered and He praises God.

1} vv. 17-19 Daniel enters his house to inform his companions
of the state of affairs and to seek mercy from
God. The secret is revealed to Daniel in a night
vision.

2) vv 20-23 Daniel’s prayer of thanksgiving for the mercy

of God in revealing to him the secret.

vv. 24-45 Daniel is brought into the king’s presence and declares
his readiness to interpret the dream. He relates the
dream and sets forth its interpretation.

1) vv. 24-30 Daniel is brought into the presence of Nebu-
chadnezzar and declares his readiness to inter-
pret the dream.

2) vv. 31-35 Daniel relates the dream to Nebuchadnezzar.
3) vv. 36-45 Daniel’s interpretation of the dream.

- vv. 46-49 Nebuchadnezzar honors Daniel and his God and pro-

motes Daniel.

vv. 1. 7 Nebuchadnezzar erects a golden image and requires
that his subjects, upon penalty of death, shall worship
it

- vw. 812 Certain Chaldeans inform the king that Shadrach,

Meshach and Abed-Nego have not worshipped the
golden image.

vv. 13-18 Nebuchadnezzar commands the accused men to be
brought before him and asks them if the accusation
is true. He repeats his edict, whereupon they reply
that their confidence is in God.

. vv. 19-30 Nebuchadnezzar, in rage, commands that the furnace

be heated seven times hotter than customary, and that
the three be cast into its midst. These commands are
carried out. But in the furnace the king sees the men
unharmed and accompanied by a Fourth. He there-

upon commands them to come forth and blesses their
God.
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IV.

VI.

VII.

VIIL

IX.

THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

a. vv. 1- 3 The proclamation of Nebuchadnezzar.

b. vv. 4- 9 Troubled by a dream, Nebuchadnezzar summons his
wise men, who are unable to tell the dream. Lastly,
Daniel is summoned.

c. vv. 10-18 The content of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream.

d. vv. 1927 Daniel interprets the dream,

e. vv. 28-33 The fulfilment of the dream.

f. vv. 34-37 The recovery of Nebuchadnezzar.

. a. vv. 1- 4 The feast of Belshazzar.

b. vv. 5-12 The handwriting on the wall, the astonishment of Bel-
shazaar thereat, and the inability of the wise men to
interpret the writing.

. vv. 13:28 Daniel is called before the king. He reads and inter-

prets the writing.
d. vv. 29-30 The reward of Daniel and the death of Belshazzar.
a. vv. 1- 9 Darius places Daniel in a position of authority. Arous-
ed by jealousy, certain rivals devise a plot to destroy
aniel.
. vv. 10-19 The accusation and condemnation of Daniel.
. vv. 20-25 The deliverance of Daniel.
. vv. 26-20 The decree of Darius.

a. vv. 1.14 The vision of the four beasts.
. vv. 1528 The interpretation of the vision.

o oo

o

a. vv. 1-14 The vision of the ram and the he-goat.
1) vv. 1- 2 Introduction to the vision.
2) vv. 8- 8 The vision itself.
3) vv. 9-14 The interpretation of the vision.
b. vv. 15-27 The interpretation of the vision.
1) vv. 15-18 Gabriel is commanded to instruct Daniel as
to the interpretation.
2) vv. 19-26 The angel’s interpretation.
3) vs. 27 Daniel’s sickness.

. vv. 1. 3 Introduction.

vv. 4-19 The prayer of Daniel.

vv. 20-23 The coming of the angel Gabriel to answer the prayer.

vv. 24-27 The revelation of the seventy sevens which Gabriel
communicates to Daniel in answer to his prayer.

1) vs. 24 The announcement of the 70 sevens.
2) vv. 2527 The three divisions of the 70 sevens.

T
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vv. 1- 3 Introduction to the manifestation of God.

X. a
b. vv. 4- 8 The vision of God.
c. vv. 4-14 The introductory words of the heavenly Being.
d. vv. 15-11:1 Daniel is made capable of receiving the full revela-

tion from the Messenger.

XI. 2-XII:3 The revelation of the future.
a. vv. 2 The kings of Persia.
b. vv. 3,4  Alexander and the divisions of his kingdom.
¢. W. 520 The wars between the kings of the South and of the
North for dominion over the Hely Land.
d. vs. 21-12:3 The revelation concerning Antiochus Epiphanes and
the future.
1} wv. 21-24 The rise of Antiochus Epiphanes.
2) vv. 25-28 The first Egyptian campaign.
3) vs. 20 The next Egyptian campaign.
4) vv. 30-35 The persecution of the Theocracy by Antiochus.
5) vv. 36-39 The great arrogance of the enemy of God.
6) vv. 40-45 The final conflict .
7) 12: 1- 3 The final deliverance of Israel and the con-
summation.

XIL. e. vs. 4  The final command to seal up the Book
f. vv. 5-13 The conclusion of the Prophecy.






“And in the days of these kings shall the God of
heaven set up a kingdom, which shall never be
destroyed: and the kingdom shall not be left to
other people, but it shall break in pieces and over-
come all these kingdoms, and it shall stand forever.”

—DANIEL 2:44

“Then the king made Daniel a great man, and
gave him many great gifts, and made him ruler
over the whole province of Babylon, and chief of
the governors over all the wise men of Babylon.”

—DANIEL 2:48

“Now when Jesus was born in Bethlehem of
Judea in the days of Herod the king, behold, there
came wise men from the east to Jerusalem, Saying,
Where is he that is born King of the Jews? for
we have seen his star in the east, and are come to
worship him.”

—MaTTHEW 2:1,2
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CHAPTER ONE

a. vv. 1-2. The expedition of Nebuchadnezzar
against Jerusalem

Vs. 1. In the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim, king of Judah,
came Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon to Jerusalem and besieged it.
There are no satisfactory reasons for denying the historicity of these
statements. Dan. apparently employs the Babylonian mode of reckoning
the dates, and so says third instead of fourth year. See App. I for a dis-
cussion of the problem, and cf. 2 K. 24:1 and 2 Chr. 36:6. Jehoiakim-
(Jehovah raises up) was the son of King Josiah and Zebudah, 2 K. 23:
34, 36. At the death of Josiah, the people anointed Jehoahaz, a younger
brother of Jehoiakim as king. However, his reign lasted only three
months, when he was deposed by the king of Egypt, who appointed
Jehoiakim (whose original name was Eliakim) to be king and changed
his name (2 K. 23:30-37; 2 Chr. 36:1-8). Jehoiakim was a wicked
king, as is shown for example by his attitude toward Jeremiah’s prophecy
(Jer. 36). In his fourth year (2 K. 24:1; Jer. 46:1; Dan. 1:1, 2; of.
App. I) he became subject to Neb., and three years later revolted. After
his revolt he and Jerusalem became the objects of predatory raids by
roving bands, which were probably under Neb.’s direction (2 K. 24:2).
Jehoiakim reigned eleven years, and was succeeded by his son, Jehoiachin
{2 K. 23:36-24:9; Jer. 22:19; 36:30, Antig. x:6,3). Judah}-a designa-
tion of the southern kingdom, comprising the tribe of Judah and most
of Benjamin, which remained true to David’s house at the time of
Jeroboam’s schism (Cf. 1 K. 12:16-19; 2 Chr. 10:16-19). Came]
—not set forth as H, Keil, Zeeckler. This translation is grammatically
possible and not “opposed to Heb. usage” (Driver), but it is not necessary
here (See App. I). Nebuchadnezzar]—(in Akkadian Nabu—kudurri—
usur, Nebo, defend the boundary?). In Ezek. and Jer. spelled Nebuchad-
rezzar. Neb. was the son of Nabopolassar who in 625 B. C. founded the
Neo-Babylonian Empire. In 605 B. C. Neb., after besieging Jerusalem
as stated in this vs. ascended the throne of Babylon. King]—the state-
ment is not inaccurate, but is used proleptically (Charles, Driver), as -
we say “In the childhood of President Washington.” Jerusalem]—the
capital city of the southern kingdom and dwelling place of Jehoiakim.

85
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And besieged]—The duration of this siege is not mentioned, but Jeru-
salem was well protected, and difficult to capture (Cf. 2 K. 25:1-3). Ibn
Ali suggests that Neb. either “stormed the city, as some think, or the
people may have opened the gates. The latter is the more likely, as no
battle is mentioned.”

Vs. 2. And the Lord gave into his hand Jehoiakim king of Judah and e

part of the vessels of the house of God, and he brought them to the land
of Shinar to the house of his god, and the vessels he brought to the treas-

‘ure house of his god.!

1Some commentators consider the text to be rough, and not accurately to represent
the original. Various attempts have been made to restore what is supposed to be the
original. Some, e.g., Driver, Charles, would delete with the LXX to the house of his
god. But these words are found in Th. Their deletion does not remove any supposed
difficulties, and so, we are not to regard them “as a gloss, intended originally to
define the position of the ‘treasure’ house of clause &, which has found its way into
the text in a wrong place” (Driver). Nor, does it help (with Behrmann) t6 delete
2b, and the vessels, etc. This procedure does not really have objective textual sup-
port. Furthermore, if the clause is not original, it is difficult to see why it was
added, since it is the presence of this clause which constitutes the greatest difficulty
in the vs. The objections which Charles raises against Behrmann’s procedure, are
largely subjective (See Charles, in loc.) The most drastic reconstruction of the text
is that proposed by Charles, who asserts that the actual text presupposes in vs. 2
a definite mention of the transportation of captives to Babylon. Also, the text, accord-
ing to Charles, is wrong in stating that God gave Jehoiakim and only @ part of the
vessels into the hand of Neb. What the original text meant, he thinks, was that all
the vessels were given into Neb.’s hands, but that he transported to Babylon omnly a
part of them and some of the most important classes of the Jewish population.

Since the phrase the house of his god presupposes that the suffix them refers only
to the vessels, Charles would delete it, and presents the following recomstruction.
“And the Lord gave J. King of Judah into his hand. And part of [the seed royal and
of the nobles and part of] the vessels of the house of God he carried into the
land of Shinar but the vessels he brought into the treasure house of his god.” With
respect to this reconstruction we would remark:

1. The presuppositions upon which it is based are purely gratuitous and subjective.
There is no warrant for the assumption that vs. two must make some specific men-
tion of the deportation of captives. When the text declares that God gave Jehoiakim
into Neb.’s hand, this statement naturally implies the collapse of the Judean govern-
ment. It certainly does not mean that only the king was taken and everyone else
escaped. Consequently, the mere statement that Jehoiakim fell furnishes a sufficient
preparation for the mention of captives in vs. 3.

2. How does Charles know that the writer meant to say that all the vessels were
given into Neb.’s hands? All the ancient versions support the Heb. at this point.
The Heb. word is used in a partitive sense (see below), and doubtless the point of
the text is merely to describe what actually did occur. As a matter of historical
fact, it should be noted that not all the vessels of the temple were carried away at
this time. Some were taken later at the deportation of Jehoiachin (2 K. 24:13).
and some were not removed until the destruction of the city at the time of Zedekiah
(Jer. 27:19-22). Since upon héaring of the death of his father (See App. I) Neb.
had to give up the siege and return to Babylon, it may very well be that the text is
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The Lord]—not the covenant name, usually rendered in English, Jeho-
vah, but Adonai, which means lord, master. Although Neb. was not con-
scious of the fact, he was nevertheless an instrument of the Divine will.
God permitted this action, because ultimately it was for the good of His
people. Gave]—It is not explicitly stated that the entire city was taken,
but merely that the king and a part of the vessels were given into the
hand of Neb. For the expression to give into one’s hand cf. Ju. 3:10;
Jer. 20:4, etc. and a part etc.]—Keil, Kranichfeld, Zeckler take this word
as an abbreviation for the phrase from end to end (cf. Jer. 25:33; Gen.
47:21), and interpret the passage as meaning that from end to end the
store of treasure contributed its share. But it seems best to take it (as
does Maurer, who gives the best philological discussion) in a partitive
sense as meaning a part of the whole, i. e., some. The strict interpretation
of the words would seem to constitute strong evidence that at this time the
entire city did not fall into Neb.’s hands. Vessels of the house of God]—
i.e., the sacred vessels of the temple. Under Cyrus (Ezra 1:7) a portion of
the treasures were returned, and again under Darius (Ezra 6:5). See App.
II. The designation kouse of God is generally used by post-exilic writers
(e. g, 52 times in Chr.), whereas exilic and pre-exilic writers employed

perfectly accurate in stating that the Lord gave only a part of the vessels into his
hand. There are no objective grounds for Charles’ assumption that the writer’s pur-
pose was to state that the Lord gave all the vessels into the king’s hand.

3. Charles assumes that the words which he brackets in his reconstruction were
omitted by a seribe through homoioteleuton, But there is no objective evidence for
this assumption. These words, despite Charles, are not indispensable for this va.
Ewald had previously suggested the insertion of the words with the noblest of the
land after the word Judeh and with the remark inserted by conjecture. His sugges-
tion, however, has not been widely received, since, like the addition of Charles, it
appears to be based upon the unfounded assumption that vs. 2 must make some
mentjon of the captives. See Ewald’s note (Eng. Ed., vol. V, p. 310). The reason
why this insertion has not met with widespread favor is that it does not actually
remove the difficulties of vs. 2 (Cf. Driver).

4. By his reconstruction Charles has not really removed the principal difficulty of
vs. 2, which is to be found in the disjunction between @ part of the vessels and the
vessels, If anything, Charles, by his removal of the suffix them and his substitution
of and part of the vessels as the object of he carried, heightens this disjunction.
The words of 2b, but the vessels, are not to be taken as explicative (Keil), but as
adversative, as Charles rightly does. Because of their position, they are emphatic
(Driver) and would at first sight seem to presuppose a previous reference to some-
thing else, as. e.g., the ceptives he took to Babylon, but the vessels to the treasure
house. Now, it is precisely this heightened disjunction between the vessels on the
one hand and the suffix them in and he brought them on the other, that constitutes
the difficulty. And it is this difficulty which Charles, rather than having lessened,
has actually increased, for now we must understand the text as declaring that on
the one hand the king carried a part of the vessels to Babylon, but on the other
he brought the vessels to the treasure house. To say the least this does not help.
We therefore reject Charles’ proposals and shall seek 1o interpret the text as it stands.
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house of the Lord. Cf. however, Ju. 18:31. Dan. deliberately uses the
word because of theological reasons. He wishes, it would seem, to empha-
size the fact that this is the temple of the frue God, in opposition to the
false deities of the Babylonian court. Hence, he always prefixes the
definite article, the God, an incidental evidence of the unity of the book.
Since the phrase had already thus been employed in Ju. 18:31, appeal
cannot be made to it here as supporting a late post-exilic date for the
authorship of Dan.

And he brought them]—The most natural interpretation is to refer the
suffix them to both Jehoiakim and the vessels. Against this it is argued
that the phrase fo the house of his god would be spoken only of the vessels.
Why should Jehoiakim and the captives be brought to the temple? Some
have suggested that the captives were exhibited as spoils of war, but this
is mere conjecture. Hitzig seeks to solve the difficulty by taking the word
house in the sense land, as in Hos. 9:15. But, as Keil indicates, this inter-
pretation is not permissible here. If, then, the suffix does have reference
to Jehoiakim, we must admit the difficulty caused by the presence of the
word kouse, etc., and acknowledge that we are not able, at least for the
present, to solve the difficulty, or else we must limit the reference of the
suffix to include only the vessels, as do most of the commentators, e. g.,
Calvin, Maurer, Stuart, Rosenmueller, Keil, Hzvernick, Driver. However,
the adversative force of the phrase and the vessels tells against this. The
language is difficult—but not corrupt—and, despite the difficulties in-
volved, it perhaps is best to refer the suffix to both the king and the
vessels. The land of Shinar]—i. e., Babylonia. The explanation of the
name is uncertain. Prince and others regard it as a variation of Shumer.
Other exilic writers speak of “the land of Babylon” (Jer. 51:29) or “the
land of the Chaldeans” Ezek. 12:13, but this designation, which occurs
also in Gen. 10:10; 11:2; 14:1, 9; Jos. 7:21; Isa. 11:11; Zech. 5:11, is
well chosen as a designation of the land of Nimrod and the Tower of Babel
“which is the antithesis of the theme of Dan.” (M).

To the house of his god]—If any particular god is to be singled out, it
is probably Marduk. And the vessels]—These, as booty, were placed in
the treasure house of the god, probably as a thank offering. Cf. also Ezra
1:7; 5:14. According to Haller, the purpose of the introductory vv. is to
give an historical background to the “collection of legends” in chs. 1-6.
The narrator is supposed to use consciously the style of historical writing
that is found in the book of Kings. In order to make the narrative appear
as a piece of actual history, he placed the events in a period of antiquity
and chose the exile as suitable for this purpose. The only evidence which
Haller adduces to support this view is his assertion that the historical in-
troduction is only “halb richtig” (But cf. App. 1.).
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b. vv. 3-7 The introduction of the four Jewish
youths, Dan. and his three companions

Vs. 3. And the king commanded Ashpenaz, the chief of his eunuchs to
bring from the children of Israel and from the seed of the kingdom and
from the nobles. Commanded]—lit., said to. The idiom is used principally
in the exilic and post-exilic writings, and the verb has this sense in Arabic,
Ethiopic and Aramaic, cf. Dan. 2:12, 46; 3:13, 19, 20; 4:23; 6:24. Ash-
penaz]—Various etymologies have been proposed, the man whose face is
sad, i.e., harsh (Saadia) ; quick help Simon (as given by Rosenmueller) ;
LXX, Abiezdri, probably because of identification of this officer with the
Melzar, v. 11 (see on v. 11); Syriac reads Ashpaz; the goddess has
formed the seed (Lenormant); identified with Ashkenaz Gen. 10:3 (Hit-
zig, cf. Cheyne); horse-nose, aspa—nasa (Old Persian) so, (Zeeckler).
These identifications must be rejected. The word has also been found in
non- Biblical texts, and its etymology is uncertain. It may possibly be a
shortened form, like Asnapper (Ezra 4:10). Charles’ statement “The
word is corrupt, . . .” is too dogmatic. This officer was chief-marshal or
majordomo of the court. Chief is the translation of Rab, which is used in
the titles of Assyrian and Babylonian officials in 2 K. and Jer. Cf. Jer.
39:3. The word translated eunuch may be used in a broader sense, as of
Potiphar, who was married, (Gen. 37:36). Etymologically, the word may
represent the Babylonian sha reshi (of the heads) i.e., leading men. I am
inclined to think that the word is broader in meaning here than eunuch,
although in ancient times eunuchs did hold positions of great authority.
At any rate, it is not necessary to assume with Josephus that the Jewish
youths were made eunuchs. Theodoret suggests that this passage presents
a fulfilment of Isa. 39:7, and this, I believe, is correct. The Targum on
Isaiah renders the word as nobles. On the Isaiah passage Alexander re-
marks, “The fulfilment of this prophecy is recorded in 2 Kings 24:12-16
and Dan. 1:1-7, and that so clearly that the neologists are driven to their
usual supposition of an interpolation, or of such an alteration as to make
the tenors of the prediction more determinate.”® To bring]—Rosenmuel-
ler, Stuart, Keil, and others would take this to mean that the Israelites
were to be brought from Palestine to Babylon. But it is better, with Maurer,
Driver, etc., to consider the command as referring to those who are
already at Babylon.. Probably they are to be brought into the king’s
palace (as in 1:18). Children of Israel]—The name is not to be restricted
to the southern kingdom, nor is it here used as a mere designation of the
ten tribes. Rather, as Keil correctly indicates, it is here employed as the

2 J. A. Alexander: The Earlier Prophecies of Isaiak, New York, 1846, p. 650.
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theocratic name of the chosen people. The word from is used in a parti-
tive sense. A number of commentators take the expressions of the vs, as
correlative, thus finding three classes. If this be done, the three classes
may be divided, one consisting of Israelites, and the others probably of
Babylonians. This would seem to be the meaning of the LXX and Th. Or,
the three classes may be referred to different groups of Israelites, and
various modifications of this idea appear in different commentaries (Cf.
Ibn Ali, Rosenmueller, Keil, Zeeckler, ete.). Others, as Bertholdt, take the

two ands inthe sense of either . . . or, i. e., Israelites, either . . . or. But

Havernick seems to have indicated the correct view, and in this he is
essentially followed by many. The designation Israelites is general, and
the two subsequent phrases are explicative. Thus, we might paraphrase,
“from the Israelites, both of the royal seed and nobles.” Charles thinks
that the Heb. is defective, and that the words the exiles should be added
to the designation, sons of the exiles of Israel. Th. inserts the captivity
and LXX the chief men. Charles is correct in saying that these glosses
are needless, however, is it not likely that the Greek versions inserted the
phrase because of its appearance in other Biblical passages, e. g., Dan.
2:95; Fzra 4:1; 6:19, 20, Jer. 24:5; 28:4; 29:22; 40:1, etc.? It should
be noted that nowhere in the Bible is the theocratic phrase children of
Israel broken by the insertion of words such as exile or exiles. We con-
clude that at this point the Greek versions are defective and the Heb.
correct.

The seed of the Kingdom]—i.e., royal seed. Rosenmueller refers it to
the seed of David’s royal family. Nobles]—These were Israelitish, not
Babylonian nobles, and the word, as M indicates, “may represent actual
courtly use,” in speaking of the Israelitish captives. That vs. 6 implies
the presence of other than Israelitish captives does not militate against
the interpretation here adopted. '

Vs. 4. Youths in whom there was no blemish, and good of appearance
and intelligent in all wisdom and knowers of knowledge and understand-
ing science and who had power within them to stand in the palace of the
king and whom they might teach the literature and language of the Chal-
deans. Youths]—not children, as A. V., but young men. The term does
not admit of a definite conclusion respecting the age. Possibly these were
youths of 14 (Maurer) or 15 (Rosenmueller). The word is the direct
object of to bring (vs. 3). “What is said in vs. 5 concerning a period of
three years during which Daniel was in training, corresponds remarkably
with these statements” (Zweckler). Blemish]—Physical imperfection, cf.
Lev. 21:17, 18. Charles is probably correct in saying that such perfection
could not be asserted of eunuchs. Youths of perfect physical form were
chosen not only to grace the court but also because it was probably
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thought that they would have the best intellect. Cf. 2 S. 14:25; Song of
Solomon 4:7. Good of appearance]—Good looking, cf. Gen. 24:16; 26:7.
“Corporeal soundness and a handsome form were considered indispensable
among the ancient Orientals for those who were destined for court serv-
ice” (Zoeckler). Apparently this has been the case in Turkey and Persia,
even during the nineteenth century. Intelligent]—the ability to apply
themselves to the Chaldean, not Jewish, subjects of wisdom. Hence, dis-
cerning, understanding, rather than experienced or well versed. The
descriptive phrases do not designate three distinct mental functions, but
are rather accummulative in force. Furthermore, they are not to be taken
in a future sense, as though these were aptitudes which the youths were in
the future to acquire, but they refer to aptitudes which have already been
acquired. The intellectual and physical qualifications go hand in hand.
The king desired those who possessed a mentem sanam in corpore sano.
Knowers of knowledge]—a cognate acc. An emphasis and amplification
of the preceding. Understanding science]—Perception or discernment in
knowledge. All these phrases simply serve to emphasize the fact that the
youths were skilled in all kinds of knowledge. Power to stand]—The
ability or capacity, i. e., the requisite bodily and mental fitness and en-
dowments “appropriately to stand in the place of the king, and as serv-
ants to attend to his commands” (Keil). For the meaning of 7o stand cf.
Gen. 18:8; 41:46; Deut. 1:38. To teach them]—after commanded vs. 3.
Lit., He commanded . . . also to teach them, better than to make the in-
finitive depend upon ability, i. e., ability to teach them, for being taught.
The literature]—lit., the book, i. e., literary knowledge, letters. The word
is not to be construed with Chaldeans. Language]—The cuneiform lan-
guages of Babylonia. This interpretation was first hinted at by Keil
(1869). Probably the word is used in a broad sense to include not merely
the original language of the Chaldeans, but also the cuneiform scripts
generally. At any rate, the reference to Aramaic, held by many expositors
must be rejected. (e. g., Jerome chaldaicus sermo. Until the rise of As-
syriology this view prevailed). Chaldeans]—The writer believes that the
term in this vs. is used in a broad ethnic sense, the Chaldean people or
- nation, rather than in its restricted sense, as, e. g., in 2:2.

M points out that “The royal court of letters played its part in ancient
antiquity as well as in later civilizations; the Epistle of Aristeas repre-
sents the Jewish tradition of Ptolemy II’s intellectual coterie of scholars;
the Story of Ahikar proved how valuable the trained thinker was to the
king in his political emergencies” (p. 121). Throughout their history, as
M rightly indicates, the Jews (cf. the story of Joseph) were ready to
accept secular education without doing despite to their religious beliefs.
Certainly the Scriptures place no premium upon ignorance, and Dan. and
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his companions were but taking advantage of every opportunity in order
the better to prepare themselves for the service of God.

Vs. 5. And the king appoinied to them a daily portion from the assign-
ment of the king and from the wine which he drenk; and to bring them up
three years so that at their expiration they might stand before the king.
Charles, and probably Baumgartner, would transpose the latter half of this
vs, to place it before the first half. The infinitive “to bring them up”
would thus more regularly follow the infinitives of vv. 3, 4, each of which
depends upon “commanded” in vs. 3, thus, “And the king commanded...
to bring (vs. 3) ...and to teach (vs. 4) ...and to bring up (vs. 5).” It
must be confessed that this would regularize the construction, but there is
no objective evidence whatsoever to support it.

Appointed]—In the sense of numerical distribution (M).

A daily portion]—Lit., the thing of a day in its day. Cf. also Jer. 52:34;
I Chr. 16:37. From the assignment]—The word is Old Persian, patibaga,
which means assignment. (See M for the best philological discussion).
Driver’s rendering delicacies is thus mnot strictly accurate; although the
assignment would doubtless include food of the best quality.

Wine which he drank]—lit., of his drinking. It was Oriental custom
to feed officers of the court from the king’s table, and this custom pre-
vailed even in Israel. While it is true that some Greek writers speak of
the ages at which the special training of Persian boys commenced and
ended (see infra under three years), nevertheless our knowledge of the
educational systems of ancient Persia and Babylon is scanty. Hence, there
is no warrant for the suggestion that we are here presented with a picture
of Persian rather than Babylonian life.

To be brought up]—The youths were to be brought up, lit., made great.
The infinitive zo bring them up depends not upon he commanded (vs. 3),
but upon ke appointed (vs. 5). Zeeckler suggests that the primary refer-
ence may be to physical culture, but this does not necessarily follow. Both
physical and intellectual education are included, cf. e. g., Isa. 1:2; 2 K.
10:6. Three years]—Plato, Alcibiades 1:121, states that the education of
Persian youths began in their 14th year, and Xenophon, Cy., 1, 2 men-
tions the 16th or 17th years as the close. The Avesta says that a student
for holy training should go to a master for three years. To stand]—i. e.,
to serve the king. The verb expresses the purpose of the training. It must
be noted that this training was not specifically religious, but was to pre-
pare the youths for serving the king in his court. Cf. Deut. 1:38; 1 K.

10:8; 12:8.

Vs. 6. And there were among them (some) from the children of Judah,
Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah. These four youths of Judah are
named specifically since they are the subjects of the following narrative.
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The mention of these four does not necessarily exclude the presence of
other youths from Judah. Daniel]—probably means God has judged,
although it is wise not to be dogmatic in asserting the meaning of proper
names. The name occurs elsewhere, Ezek. 14:14, 20; 28:3; 1 Chr. 3:1, a
son of David, and Ezra 8:2; Neh. 10:6, a priest. M gives some extra-
Biblical occurrences of the name, to which may now be added its appear-
ance upon the Ras Shamra texts (See App. IV).

Hananiah]-—probably Jehovah has been gracious. The name appears
elsewhere in the Bible, Jer. 36:12; 2 Chr, 26:11; 1 Chr. 25:23, etc.,
and also in exira-Biblical material (see M). Mishael]—not who is God?
(Hommel) ; more generally it is taken to mean who is what God is? (e. g.,
Charles). M suggests that the first part of the name means salvation. This
name also occurs elsewhere in the Bible, Ex. 6:22; Neb. 8:4. Azariah]—
Jehovah has helped? occurs frequently in the O. T. M suggests that the
absence of patronymics here indicates “a failure in historic verisimili-
tude.” This is subjective, since each of these names occurs without

patronymics in other passages, the historicity of which there is no suf-
ficient reason to doubt.

Vs. 7. And the prince of the eunuchs gave to them names, and he gave to
Daniel Belteshazzar and to Hananiah Shadrach and to Mishael Meshach
and to Azariah Abed-nego. The term prince here is synonymous with
chief (vs. 3). The custom of changing a person’s name when he entered
upon new conditions or positions in life, is, as Stuart pointed out, exten-
sively developed in the O. T., e. g., Gen. 17:5; 41:45; 2 S. 12:24, 25;
2 K. 23:34; 24:17; Esther 2:7. “These names thus imposed anew, gen-
erally designate something which is intended to honor the persons who
receive them, or to honor the god that is worshipped by him who imposes
them, or to commemorate some event that is interesting, etc.” (Stuart).
Driver points out that this change of name, when a person enters public
service in a foreign country, is well attested in the case of Egypt (Gen.
41:45). Belteshazzar]—possibly intended to represent the Babylonian
Balatusu-usur Protect his life! Shadrach]—possibly an intentional per-
version of Marduk. Meshach]—the word has not yet been satisfactorily
interpreted. Abed-negol—Servant of Nebo? Thus, the two names which
bore the theophoric element—yah, are probably changed to contain the
theophoric elements Marduk and Nebo. At any rate, in each case the
change has the effect of obliterating the name of the true God. Calvin is
doubtless correct in saying that “the design of the king was to lead these
youths to adopt the customs of the Chaldeans, that they might have noth-
ing in common with the chosen people.”

Haller remarks that in the light of Dan, 2:1, with its mention of the
2nd year of Neb., there is no room for the three year period of training
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(Daniels dreijachrige Pagenzeit) of 1:3, 5, 18. The mention of a date is
supposed to give the impression of true history, but in reality it indicates
that we are not dealing with true history. So sehr der Verfasser auch
bestrebt ist, den Eindruck zu erwecken, als schreibe er wirkliche Ge-
schichte (z. B. durch die genaue Datierung der Ereignisse), so wenig hat
doch seine Erzaehlung mit wirklicher Geshichtsschreibung gemein, wie sie
in der Koenigzeit gepflegt wurde und auch sofort wieder erwachte, als das
Judentum selbst Geschichte erlebte (I. Makk.). Seine Aufgaben sind
wertvoll fuer eine Charakteristik des Judentums in der Diaspora, keinen-
falls aber fuer die Kenntniss der Geschichte der Reiche, unter deren Herr-
schern er sein Helden auftreten laesst.” These utterly incorrect remarks
will be anstered in connection with the discussion of 2:1.

c. vv. 8-16. The first triumph of God’s grace in
Babylonia: Daniel and his companions abstain
from the appointed food of the king.

Vs. 8. And Daniel laid upon his heart that he should not defile himself
with the assignment of the king, and with the wine which he drank, and
he sought from the chief of the eunuchs that he might not defile himself.
Laid]—gave heed, cf. Isa. 42:25; 47:7; 57:1, 11; Mal. 2:2. Dan.
here exhibits both his steadfast devotion to principle and his courteous
common sense. To have partaken of the king’s food and wine would,
in Dan’s. opinion, have involved self-defilement. The reason for this
has been admirably expressed by Keil: “The partaking of the food brought
to them from the king’s table was to them contaminating, because for-
bidden by law; not so much because the food was not prepared accord-
ing to the Levitical ordinance, or perhaps consisted of the flesh of animals
which to the Israelites were unclean, for in this case the youths were
not under the necessity of refraining from the wine, but the reason of
their rejection of it was, that the heathen at their feasts offered up in
sacrifice to their gods a part of the food and the drink, and thus con-
secrated their meals by a religious rite; whereby he who participated in
such a meal participated in the worship of idols, but the meat and the
wine as a whole were the meat and the wine of an idol sacrifice, par-
taking of which, according to the saying of the apostle (I Cor. 10:20£.),
is the same as sacrificing to devils.” To accomplish this end, Dan, dis-

plays no fanaticism or rudeness, but candidly states his purpose to -

the chief chamberlain and asks his help. At this point as throughout
his life, Dan. exhibits himself as a true gentleman. He never yields in
devotion to principle, but he does mnot permit devotion to principle to
serve as a cloak for rudeness or fanaticism. He was a true hero of the

Faith.
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The view of von Lengerke, that this episode reveals a Maccabean
background, has been adopted by others, e.g., Bevan, Charles. How-
ever, the aversion to defilement was certainly earlier, cf. Amos 7:17;
Hosea 9:3f. It is perfectly true that loyal Jews did seek to resist the edicts
of Antiochus which would compel them to eat unclean food (1 Macc.
1:47, 48, 62, 63. See also 2 Macc. 5:27.) Nevertheless, the account in
Dan. is characterized by every absence of fanaticism (cf. also Add. to
Esther 14:17; Judith 12:1, 2; Tobit 1:10, 11; Josephus, Life 3 for other
illustrations). To defile himself]—Cf. Zeph. 3:1; Isa, 59:3; Mal. 1:7, 12,

Vs. 9. And God made Daniel to find kindness and compassion before
the chief eunuch. The sequence of ideas is historical. Upon the request
of Dan., God inspired the officer with favor toward him. Fkindness]—
lit., God gave Daniel to kindness, ete. The chief eunuch recognized that
Dan.’s request was made upon the basis of principle and he respected
the request. This recognition was the result of divine grace. The word
God has the definite article prefixed in order to show that this was the
work of the true God. Cf Gen. 39:21. God always honors the true
witness of His faithful servants.

Vs. 10 And the chief eunuch said to Daniel, I fear my lord the king
who has appointed your food and your drink lest he should see your
faces more gloomy than the youths who are of your age, and ye should
make my head guilty to the king. Gloomyl—in consequence of eating
inferior food. Cf. Gen. 40:6 where the word is used of the butler and
baker of Pharaoh, who were mentally disturbed. Than]—i.e., than the
faces of the youths. The word faces is to be supplied. Guilty]—Accord-
ing to M the phrase means to “put (the responsibility) on my head,”
and does not necessarily imply capital punishment. Generally, however,
the commentators suggest that capital punishment is involved. To my
mind the evidence is not sufficient to enable one to speak dogmatically
upon the question.

Vs. 11. And Daniel said unto the Melzar whom the chief eunuch had
appointed over Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah. The Melzar]—
the word occurs only in this ch. According to some of the older versions
it was regarded as a proper name. However, Saadia considered it as an
appellative, and this view has generally held sway among Jewish and
Protestant commentators (cf. e.g., Calvin’s excellent discussion of the
vs.) The etymological derivation of the word is difficult to determine.
Attempts have been made to derive it from the old Persian and Arabic,
and also to find its origin in the Assyrian massaru (nsr) guardian. M
makes out a very convincing case to the effect that the word is an old
Akkadian or Aramaic term for guard. At any rate, it should be regarded
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as the title of an official who was under the chief eunuch. He was prob-
ably a steward (Calvin) or warden (M); certainly not a president of
alumni (Hitzig). Charles questions the genuineness of the Heb. text of
this vs. on the grounds that Dan. has already been committed to the
care of the chief eunuch and not to some third person called the Melzar.
This position is essentially supported by the LXX, which reads: And
Daniel spake unto Abiezdri who had been appointed chief eunuch over
Daniel, etc. In answer to this position it may be remarked that although
the chief eunuch had been set over Dan., is it not conceiveable that he
could have appointed to a subordinate the specific responsibility for
Dan.’s training? Apparently, that is what did occur. Since Dan.’s attempt
to secure his wish from the chief eunuch had failed, he refuses to desist,
but appeals to a subordinate, who doubtless knew of the chief eunuch’s
action and who, being a subordinate, would not run the same risk. “It
is a clear and serious proof of our faith, when we are not fatigued when

anything adverse occurs, and never consider the way closed against
us” (Calvin).

Vs. 12. Try, I pray thee, thy servants ten days, and let there be given
us pulse to eat and water to drink. Try]—This command is not a wager
of faith (M), nor is Keil correct that it is merely an example of “the
confidence of living faith which hopes in the presence and help of God.”
Rather, if Dan. had made this offer merely upon his own initiative, he
would have been guilty of presumption. It seems to me that Calvin is
correct in asserting that Dan. had received a special revelation from the
Spirit of God and that, in speaking, he was acting in accord with that
revelation. What warrant could faith have that at the expiration of a
short period of time such a change would be apparent in the physical
appearance of the youths as is suggested here? Ten]—a round number,
as e.g., 1:20; 7:7; Amos 5:3; Zech. 8:23. Let there be given]—lit., and
let them (i.e., those appointed for the purpose) give. Pulse to eat]—
lit., from the pulse that we may eat. Driver is correct in referring this
to vegetable food in general and in not restricting it to legumes, such
as peas and beans. Although the word occurs only here, a somewhat
similar word appears in Isa. 61:11 which means “the things that are
sown.” Here also the word means “the sown things”. Water to drink]—
lit., water that we may drink. From this vs. it appears not only that Dan.
desired to abstain from food which in any sense might be regarded as
dedicated to idols, but also that he wished for himself ‘simple, frugal
fare, and in this choice possibly evinced the desire that he might be
free from the luxuries of the king’s court.

Vs. 13. And let our counienance be seen before thee and the counten-
ance of the youths who eat the appointed food of the king, and even as
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thou dost see, do with thy servants! Countenance]—Ilit., that which is
seen, appearance. The verb be seen is pl., because of the two subjects.
dost see]—i.e., as thou dost see fit, not, as thou dost see us. If, after
the specified time, the appearance of Dan. and his companions is not

better than that of the others, let the Melzar handle the situation as he
sees fit,

Vs. 14. And he hearkened to them in this matter and he tried them
ten days. Hearkened]—i.e., granted this request, cf. Gen. 19:21; 1 Sam.
30:24. Maiter]—lit., in regard to this matter. The definite article is

prefixed to the word matter, which lends intensity to the concept—this
very maiter.

Vs. 15. And at the end of ten days their appearance was seen to be
better and fatter of flesh than all the youths who ate the appointed food
of the king. Fatter]—pl. in the Heb. Rosenmueller regards this as de-
pendent upon was seen (lit.,, showed itself, appeared) understood; thus,
and it was seen that they were fatter etc. Heavernick (followed by Bevan,
Charles and M) adopt essentially this position when they call this a
constructio ad sensum, referring to the pl. suffix in THEIR appearance.
The meaning of the vs. can best be brought out by means of paraphrase.
“When the period of ten days had expired their appearance was seen
to be better and they were fuller in flesh than all the youths who had
been eating the food which the king had appointed.” The participle,
eating, denotes continuous action. As Deane very rightly remarks, “Thus
was God beginning to assert His power among the Babylonians. This
change in the appearance of Daniel was the effect of His free grace,
not of the meat that came from the king’s palace.”

Vs. 16. Thus the Melzar continued taking away their appointed food
and the wine that they should drink and giving to them pulse. Taking
... giving]—The participles when construed with the finite verb express
duration. Lit., and it came to pass that he was taking away, etc. The
treatment proved to be so successful that it was continued, and this fact

is remarked in order to emphasize more effectively the improvement
in the youths’ condition.

According to Haller, we are dealing in this section with legends which
probably arose in the third century B.C. These legends were written
to serve as an introduction to the entire collection, and reflect a time
when Jew and heathen could have lived peacefully together under the
protection of a universal empire. The lines of distinction between
Judaism and heathenism are not so sharply drawn here as would have
been the case in the Maccabean age. The four youths are represented as
examples of Jews who are true to the Law, and the story is a song in
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praise of a Judaism that abides by the Law (Die Geschichte ist also
ein Loblied auf das gesetzesireue Judentum). Particularly is it the pur-
pose of the legend to show that the Jewish dietary laws are healthful.

It is gratifying to note the fact that Haller acknowledges that these
vv. do not present a Maccabean background. However, if the period
is that in which Jew and heathen may have lived together in peace, why
may not this have been the case at Babylon in the sixth century B.C.?
All the available evidence points to the fact that the description given
in Dan. well accords with what is known of the status of the Jews in
Babylonia. Cf Ezek. 3:24; 8:1; 14:1; 20:1; Jer. 29:5. “The inscrip-
tions found in the business house at Nippur contain also a goodly number
of Jewish names, which shows how the Jews are becoming seitled and
taking part in the business life of the country” (Meller, art. “Ezekiel”
in ISBE).

Furthermore, the narrative does not possess the characteristics of
legend, but presents itself as straighiforward history. Dan. abstains from
that which in any sense might be regarded as idolatrous and he also
recognizes the value of simple fare. However, he does not break off all
contact with the heathen court, but is willing to learn what it can teach
him. He acts as any true believer in God would have acted under similar
circumstances. Haller has not adduced one particle of objective evidence
to support his contention that the narrative presents an unhistorical
legend rather than true history.

d. vv. 17-21. The progress of the four youths
in the Chaldean wisdom and their entrance
into the king’s service.

Vs. 17. And as for these four youths God gave to them knowledge and
intelligence in all literature and wisdom; and Daniel had understanding
in every kind of vision and dream. The emphasis in this vs. lies in the
contrast between the words “four youths” and “Daniel”. All four made
progress in literature and wisdom, but Dan, in addition was favored
with the understanding of visions and dreams. These attainments were
not necessarily because of superior ability, but were gifts of God. As
in vs. 9, God has the prefixed article to indicate that the Author of these
gifts was the true God. The entire course of life of these youths was
in the hands of God. Knowledge]—cf. vs. 4. Calvin suggests that the
reference is merely to the liberal arts and not to the magical practices
of Chaldea, since- God would not approve of these latter. However, it
is more likely that the literature and wisdom in which the youths were
instructed did include superstitious practices. The knowledge and in-
telligence which God gave to them, therefore, was of a discerning kind,
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that they might know and possess the ability to accept what was true
and to reject what was false in their instruction. That these youths might
the more effectively serve the Lord at a heathen court, it was necessary
that they should be deeply versed in all the Babylonian “wisdom” just
as it had been necessary for Moses to be versed in the wisdom of Egypt
(Acts 7:22) “so as to be able to put to shame the wisdom of this world
by the hidden wisdom of God” (Keil). Wisdom]—i.e., “an intelligently
arranged body of principles, or, as we should now say, science” (Driver).
That the youths did not accept the superstitious and false elements in this
wisdom is shown by the later examples of their steadfast faith in God
(e.g., Dan. 3:6.), Daniel]—The statement concerning Dan. is somewhat
in the nature of an introductory remark, to prepare the reader for his
interpretation of Neb.’s dream in ch. 2. As Zeeckler rightly points out,
this ability is plainly a miraculous gift which should not be confused
with the donum propheticum (See Introduction: IIL.). It is certainly true
that Dan. himself possessed the ability to see visions and dreams (e.g.,
ch. 7), but the present vs. has reference to the ability of interpreting
the dreams and visions of others, and thus it serves as a preparation
for the events recorded in ch. 2. Had understanding]—attained readi-
ness or facility in interpreting. “...Daniel was able to discern or dis-
tinguish the import of every kind of vision and of dreams” (Stuart).
Vision and dreams]—By means of vision and dream God made known
His will to true prophets (Num. 12:1-8). The term vision was also used
as a synonym for revelation (cf. Isa. 1:1). However, the true method
of revelation was imitated by false prophets and diviners (cf. e.g., Jer.
23:25ff.). Here the terms are broad and include both true and false
visions and dreams. Thus, Dan. received the ability to tell whether a
vision was from God and thus true, or whether it was a mere invention
of the mind of man. In addition he was able to declare the true inter-
pretation of the vision or dream. However, the words had understanding
need not necessarily imply that Dan. was always able to interpret. The
interpretation of Neb.’s dream was given to Dan. by means of a special
revelation (cf. 2:19).

M’s comments at this point are not strictly accurate and are likely
to lead to confusion. He suggests that “Dan.’s specialty in visions and
dreams does not belong to the highest category of revelation, that of
prophecy; the Prophets had long since passed away, 1 Mac. 4:46 . .. ”
and “Dreams and visions belonged to a lower and often deceptive form
of revelation, cf. Jer. 23, a fact recognized in Ecclus. 34:1ff.” But M
fails to distinguish between true revelation and pretended revelation.
Those who were raised up of the LORD received their communications
from Him by means of visions and dreams, and in this form of true revela-
tion there was nothing deceptive. Those who pretended to have received
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dreams and revelations, as, e.g., the prophets described in Jer. 23, would
naturally deceive. Furthermore, the reason why it was given Dan. to
have understanding in visions and dreams was not that prophecy had
long since passed away. Rather, it was the fact that Dan. had to live
in an atmosphere where stress was laid upon dreams. In addition Dan.
also possessed the donum propheticum, so that he was rightly called a
prophet in the N.T. (Matt. 24:15). The emphasis upon dreams and
visions is an accurate reflection of the Babylonian background of the
narrative. Joseph had been placed in circumstances somewhat similar
to those of Dan., and to him also had been given the power to have
understanding in dreams,

Vs. 18. And at the end of the days that the king had appointed for
bringing them in, then the chief eunuch brought them in before
Nebuchadnezzar. At the end]—not “and toward the end of the time”
(Von Lengerke) but as in vs. 5 (Bevan). Appointed]—Iit., said,—i.e.,
commanded, to bring them in that they might begin their service in the
court. Them]—the reference, as shown by vs. 19, is not merely to the
four Hebrew youths but to all mentioned in wv. 3, 4.

Vs. 19. And the king spoke with them and there was not found among
all of them (any) like Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah, and (so)
they stood before the king. Spoke]—i.e., by means of ordinary con-
versation the king sought to discover the abilities and progress of the
youths., Ad explorandos eorum profectus (Rosenmueller). Among]—
ie., out of all of them. Like]—both in physical appearance and mental
capacities. They stood]—As Hitzig pointed out, the force of the verb
is inceptive, they began to stand, i.e., they entered into the personal
service of the king (cf. vs. 5). “The king, by his own personal examina-
tion, fixed upon the very individuals as his personal waiters, whom
Providence had distinguished by peculiar gifts which rendered them
superior to the other children” (Stuart).

Vs. 20. And in every maiter of wisdom of understanding which the king
sought from them, he found them ten times better than all the magicians
(and) the astrologers who were in all his kingdom. Lit., And in every-
thing which was a matter etc. Wisdom]—Some versions would read
wisdom and understanding, but the more unusual reading is probably
to be preferred, and thus the intensity of the description is preserved,
for “—the writer means to characterize the highest degree of acute dis-
cernment in matters abstruse and difficult” (Stuart). Wisdom, as here
employed, refers to objective knowledge or science, and understanding
to those powers of perception and insight which enable the mind to make
proper distinctions and so to arrive at accuracy of knowledge. The force
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of the combined words is well given by Driver “wisdom determined or
regulated by understanding.” Sought]—i.., inquired. Ten times]—
lit., hands. Better than]—lit., above, i.e., superior to. Magicians]—The
etymology of this word is obscure. It occurs also in 2:2, 10, 27; 4:7,
9; 5:7 and outside of Dan. (where it refers to the magicians of Egypt)
in Gen. 41:8, 24; Ex. 7:11, 22; 8:7, 18, 19; 9:11. Perhaps the word as
here employed does in some sense represent Egyptian magic, but Driver
may be correct in asserting that it has reference to “men acquainted
with occult arts in general.” Astrologers]—the conjunction is omitted
as in 5:15. A Babylonian term is used, which represents Babylonian
magic. The two words are not here employed in a strictly technical
sense.

Vs. 21. And Daniel continued unto the first year of Cyrus the king.
This vs. has given rise to difficulty because of the statement in 10:1 that
a revelation was made to Dan. in the third year of Cyrus. Various solu-
tions of the difficulty have been offered. Ewald thought that some words
had fallen out and that the text should read So Daniel was at the king’s
court until the first year of King Cyrus. Some would translate he re-
mained alive, but this constitutes a flat contradiction of 10:1, since
it implies that Daniel died in the first year of Cyrus. Some would
actually emend the text to read he lived (so Hitzig). Ibn Ezra sug-
gested “he remained in honor.” But the true meaning of the text was
set forth by Haevernick, namely, that Dan. continued until the first
year of Cyrus. This use of the verb (lit., was) occurs also in Jer. 1:3,
and Ruth 1:2, and the preposition unto does not exclude the remote
future, cf. Ps. 110:1; 112:8. The thought is that Dan. continued
until the time of Cyrus and beyond. Why, then, is the first year of Cyrus
mentioned? The answer is that this was a period of particular im-
portance. It was, for the Jews, the beginning of a new era (cf. Isa.
44:28; 45:1), the year of their deliverance. This great event was wit-
nessed by Dan., about seventy years after his own captivity (cf. also
2 Chr. 36:22; Ezra 1:1; 6:3). The effect of the statement is that Dan.
lived through the whole period of the Exile, per totum exsilii tempus
(Maurer). Keil compares Jer. 1:2, 3 with its reference to the eleventh
year of Zedekiah, although the book contains prophecies which date
from after the taking of Jerusalem. “We are led to think of Daniel
during this period holding high positions in the courts of Nebuchadnezzar,
Belshazzar, and Darius, yet so using the things of this world that at the
close of his life (Chap. 10:11) he became the man greatly beloved by
God” (Deane).

Haller asserts that 1:21 contradicts 10:1 and concludes therefrom that
the composer of ch. 1 was not acquainted with the second half of the
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book. However, as the above exegesis shows, there is no contradiction,
and consequently, this conclusion does not follow. Ch. 1 is not to be
regarded as an introduction merely to chs. 2-6 (Haller), but rather to the
entire book.

According to Charles, 1:20 should properly occur after 2:49a for it “is
at variance with all that precedes it in chapter 1, and with all that follows
it in chapter 2 down to 2:49a.” If the youths were fen times superior to
the others, suggests Charles, why did not the king consult them? When
placed after 2:49a, 1:20 would have reference not to Dan. but to his three
companions who had been appointed officials and whom the king con-
sulted, finding them ten times better than all the magicians and enchanters
in his land.

In reply, however, it should be noted that 1:20 makes a distinct addition
to the preceding. 1:17-19 relates the excellence of the youths in literature
and wisdom and Dan.’s superiority in vision and dreams. 1:20 gives the
additional information that this superior ability extended even to tech-
nical matters of science. It is, therefore, no mere recapitulation of the
preceding. Furthermore, although upon this one occasion Dan. and his
companions may have remarkably distinguished themselves, the king
probably examined them but for a short time and might quite easily have
forgotten them. That, in ch. 2, he should first call upon his own wise
men is natural, since Dan. and his friends were still mere servants (Their
promotion occurs in 2:48,49—1I do not think we are to regard them, upon
the basis of 1:19 as upon a level in rank with the wise men of Babylon).

Furthermore, whatever difficulty there may be is not resolved by
transposing 1:20 in the manner that Charles desires. According to 2:48
Dan., because he has rightly interpreted the king’s dream, has been
elevated in position as ruler over the whole province of Babylon and also
over the wise men. Dan. (2:49a) then requests that his three friends be
given promotion, and the king set them over the affairs of the province of
Babylon. Their promotion, apparently, was of a purely political nature.
Now, if 1:20 be inserted at this point, it asserts that the king found these
three (the suffix, according to Charles, would refer only to the three) in
matters of wisdom and understanding ten times better than the magicians
and astrologers. But what would be the point of such a comparison? Dan.
was placed over the wise men, but the three were given purely adminis-
trative, governmental offices? What point is there in asserting that in
matters of technical science (cf. the exegesis) these three, just appointed
to political tasks, were superior to astrologers and magicians? We should
expect rather a statement to the effect that these three showed themselves
more capable in administering governmental affairs than any of the other
governors. But, no, if this vs. be inserted after 2:49a, we are told that it
was in matters of technical science that they distinguished themselves.
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The comparison is pointless. It is clear that 1:20 does not belong after
2:49a but is in its proper place after 1:19, where, as the exegesis shows,
it yields a good and satisfactory sense .

Nor does 1:21 belong after 2:49. As we have shown in the commentary,
this vs. sets forth the fact that Dan. continued until the great event which
occurred during the first year of Cyrus. Bevan’s objection that this event
is not alluded to elsewhere (save indirectly in 9:25) is beside the point.
Why should there be allusion to it? 1:21 merely serves to give the reader
a general idea as to the length of Dan.’s service. That Dan, himself (9:25)
did not know when Jerusalem would be restored is no argument against
the present position of this vs. If Dan. revised his whole book near the
close of his life, why may not he under Divine inspiration have written
this vs.? Or why may not this vs. have been inserted under Divine inspi-
ration by the final editor of the book, if he were other than Dan.? At any
rate, the presence of 1:21 is in no sense incongruous with the content of
any of the subsequent portion of Dan,






CHAPTER TWO

a. Vv. 1-16. The dream of Nebuchadnezzar and the
inability of the wise men to interpret it.

1. vv. 1-6. Nebuchadnezzar the king dreams a dream by
which he is greatly troubled and so summons the wise men
of Babylon to tell him the dream and its interpretation.

Vs. 1 And in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar,
Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams, so that his spirit was disturbed and his
sleep left him. The introductory and connects this ch. with 1:21. The
second year]—This date is thought by some (e. g., Haller) to constitute a
contradiction with what is said in ch. 1 about a three year period of
training. If, so the argument runs, Dan. was brought to Babylon in the
first year of Neb., and then entered upon a period of training which lasted
three years, how could the events described in ch. 2 possibly have occurred
during the second year of Neb.’s reign? Such is the argument, and varied
indeed are the expedients which have been devised to answer it. Josephus
(Antig., X: 10:3) speaks of this as the second year after the sack of Egypt.
But the text clearly mentions the second year of the kingdom of Neb.
Jehphet Ibn Ali says it is the second year after Neb. had become king of
all the world (the 32nd year of his reign).

Some of the Jewish commentators believe that the reference is to the
second year after the conquest of Jerusalem (Rashi, Ibn Ezra). Ewald,
upon the basis of mere conjecture, offers the reading fwelfth instead of
second. Rosenmueller favors the view of Saadia that several dreams oc-
curred during the second year and continued into the third (usque ad
exactum annum tertium, quo demum tempore adolescentes Hebraei ad
ministerium regium adducendi fuerant). Zeeckler follows to the effect that
Jer. 25:1 refers to the first year of Neb.’s co-reign, and the date in Dan,
2:1 to his second year as sole king. Thus, on this supposition, the date is
about four years later than that in 1:1. M would read six for two, a read-
ing which has much to commend it. The correct solution has probably
been indicated by Driver, namely, the three years of training need not
have been three full years but merely fractions of years, “By Heb. usage
fractions of time were reckoned as full units: thus Samaria, which was
besieged from the fourth to the sixth year of Hezekiah, is said to have

55
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been taken ‘at the end’ of three years (2 K. 18:9, 10) ; and in Jer. 34:14
‘at the end of seven years’ means evidently when the seventh year has
arrived (see also Mark 8:31 etc.)” Thus, it is perfectly possible that
the third year of training might fall in the second year of the kingship of
Neb. A table will make this clear.

Years of Training Nebuchadnezzar
First Year = Year of Accession.
Second Year = First Year.
Third Year —_= Second Year (in which dream occurred).

Upon this interpretation the first and third years are not to be re-
garded as full years. In the light of the above survey, the remarks of
Prince are surely to be rejected, “All attempts on the part of the defenders
of the authenticity of the Book to reconcile this assertion with C.1 are
highly unsatisfactory.” Dreamed dreams]—The s. occurs in vv. 3, 4, 5,
and the use of the pl. has given rise to considerable discussion (Cf. also
4:2; 7:1). Butler thinks that the pl. indicates one dream containing “a
succession of various events” and somewhat similarly Deane, one dream
“in several parts”. Keil calls it the pl. of intensive fullness “implying that
the dream in its parts contained a plurality of subjects.” Some of the
rabbis referred the pl. to the dream and its interpretation. Stuart holds
that the pl. indicates the dream was often repeated, and that this circum-
stance gave rise to the anxiety of the king. Barnes says that it is a mere
popular use of words. M thinks that the pl. is indefinite, of a dream-state
or dream experience. Probably we should paraphrase, “Nebuchadnezzar
was in a state in which a dream came to him.” This seems to be the
force of the pl. rather than that it refers to several dreams, as Ewald
translates, “had dreams.” Was disturbed]—agitated, as in Gen. 41:8;
Ps. 77:4. The verb, as M points out, indicates repeated strokes. Dreams
were regarded in the ancient world as having significance and as portents
of events yet to come. Cf. CBA, p. 266ff. See also Driver and M for
a discussion of the importance of dreams in the ancient world. This
dream, because of its content and vividness, greatly upset the spirit of
the king. Perhaps, because it was no ordinary dream, but one which the
Spirit of God caused the king to see, its vividness was particularly intense,
so that the king’s spirit was constantly smitten with terror. His sleep]—lit.,
and his sleep was upon him, as in 6:19. Aquila, Calvin and others have
taken this to mean that the king’s sleep returned to him, i.e., that he fell
asleep again. But, in view of the agitation of Neb.’s spirit, this seems
hardly likely. The words mean that the king, being disturbed by the
dream, was unable to sleep, his sleep brake from him.
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Vs. 2. Then the king commanded to call the magicians and the astrologers
and the sorcerers and the Chaldeans io make known to the king his
dreams; so they came and they stood before the king. Because of the
agitation of his spirit, Neb. awoke from sleep. Perhaps the troubled spirit
remained with him in the waking state, so he immediately summoned those
whom he believed could tell the dream and its interpretation. Magicians
and astrologers]—as in 1:20. Sorcerers]—throughout the OT this pro-
fession is condemned, cf., Deut. 18:10. It has been suggested that the
word refers to those who prepare magical herbs. This is questionable,
however, and it may merely designate the tone of voice in reciting an
incantation. Prince translates, upon the basis of a comparison with the
Babylonian, “reciters of incantations.” M says “No scruple is felt at
relating Dan. with this as well as with the other less obnoxious classes
(although the sorcerers do not again appear); cf. 2:48, 4:9, 5:11, in
which passages he appears as dean of the whole fraternity.” This is to
read into the text what is not to be found there. Cf. the exegesis of the
passages referred to, and App. I11.

The Chaldeans]—see App. III. The term is here used in a restricted,
and not in an ethnic sense. The listing of the classes of wise men in
Dan. is not intended to be given in a technical or exact sense, since the
lists vary in order of statement. The fourfold mention here is evidently
designed to include all the classes. Driver gives the following listings
which occur.

1,20 the magicians and the enchanters.
ii.2 the magicians, the enchanters, the sorcerers, and the
Chaldeans. '
ii.10b any magician, enchanter or Chaldean.

1127 wise men, enchanters, magicians, (or) determiners (of
fates).

iv.7 the magicians, the enchanters, the Chaldeans, and the
determiners (of fates).

v.7 the enchanters, the Chaldeans, and the determiners (of
fates),

v.11 (of Dan.) ‘master of magicians, enchanters, Chaldeans, (and)
determiners (of fates).’

v.15 the wise men, (even) the enchanters.

The term wise men occurs alone in 2:12, 13, 14, 18, 24, 48; 4:6,
18; 5:7, 8; Chaldeans occurs in 1:4; 2:4; 5:10a; 3:8.

To make known]—All four classes were intended to work together,
supplementing one another, in order to state to the king what his dream
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had been and what was its meaning. Neb., in his ignorance, sought to
do what was impossible. He sought for the explanation of a supernatural
revelation by means of an appeal to those who had no real knowledge of
the supernatural. Those who, like the magicians of Babylon, have no
room in their thinking for the one true God, can never rightly interpret
any revelation which He has given. Stood]—i.e., they stood before the
king to serve him by interpreting the dream.

Vs. 3. And the king said to them, A dream have 1 dreamed, and my
spirit was troubled to know the dream. Cf. Gen. 41. The king had not
forgotten his dream (Calvin, von Lengerke, Gaebelein and Ironside hold
that the dream was forgotten, apparently basing this assumption upon
the translation of v. 5 in the A.V. “the thing is gone from me,” nor
did he have but a shadowy remembrance (Jerome). He remembered the
dream, at least in its essentials. This seems to be established by his desire
to test the wise men (vs. 9) to see whether their words were true. How
could the king know whether the statement of the dream was true unless
he remembered the dream? Charles calls attention to a similar occasion,
related by Ibn Hisham (ed. Wuestenfeld, p. 9ff.) “And he (i.e., Rabia,
the king of Yemen) saw a vision, and was terrified by it. So he as-
sembled all the priests, and magicians, and augurers and star-gazers of
the people of his kingdom, and said to them, ‘Verily I have seen a vision,
and was frightened by it. Tell it to me and its interpretation.” They said.
‘Relate it to us, and we shall inform thee of its interpretation.” So he
said, ‘If T tell you it, I shall have no certainty as to what you tell me
of its interpretation. Verily, no one knows the interpretation unless he
knows it before I tell him (the dream)’.” In this account, Rabia is
obviously testing his wise men. So, it would appear, is Neb. It is not
surprising that the king should not give complete trust to his servants.
In his heart of hearts he must have known, as must the magicians them-

selves, that the religion of Babylonia was mere superstition and not
the truth.

Vs. 4. And the Chaldeans spake to the king, [in Aramaic], O king live
forever, Declare the dream to thy servants and the interpretation we shall
show. The Chaldeans]—This term sums up the various classes of wise
men. In Aramaic]—This word has occasioned considerable difficulty.
The ancient versions construe the words in Aramaic with the verb spake
to designate the language in which the Chaldeans addressed the king.
This raises a question. If the Chaldeans spoke Aramaic at this point,
why does the Aramaic continue throughout ch. 7 which describes the
vision of Daniel? The statement that the Chaldeans addressed the king
in Aramaic would not give a satisfactory explanation of the introduc-
tion of the Aramaic language at this point and its continued use to the
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end of ch. 7. It should also be noted that the king had addressed the
Chaldeans in Hebrew (vs. 3), although in vs. 27 he spoke to Dan. in
Aramaic.

Through a combination of this interpretation with 1:4 a gloss in the
Greek text of 2:26 introduced the word “Chaldaic.” This was followed
by Jerome in his Preface. “Ab hoc loco usque ad visionem anni tertii
regis Balthasar, quam Daniel vidit in Susis, Hebraicis quidem literis, sed
lingua scribuntur Chaldaic, a quam vocat his Syriacam.” (i.e., From this
place [2:46] on to the vision of the third year of Belshazzar which Dan.
saw in Susa, they are written indeed in Hebrew letters but in the Chaldean
language, which is called here Syriac). Aramaic was called Chaldean
until the latter half of the nineteenth century.

Tt seems best, therefore, not to construe in Aromaic as modifying the
verb. Driver adds the following reason, “it is besides quite certain that
Aramaic, such as that of the Book of Daniel, was not spoken in Babylon.”
This statement of Driver’s cannot be proven. Although we agree that
2:4 does not represent Aramaic as the court language of Babylon, never-
theless, it is quite possible that Aramaic was spoken in Babylon. Prince
points out that both Assyria and Babylon had their own Semitic lan-
guage, and that this would have been used. However, Xenophon (Cy.
VII, 5, 31) asserts that the Babylonians spoke Syriac, by which he means
a form of Aramaic. It is not necessary to discredit his testimony.!
Aramaic may very well have been the language of common intercourse.
As to the Aramaic in which Dan. is written, this was intended for Jewish
readers, and there is no reason why it may not have been written by
Dan. in Babylon during the sixth century B.C. This does not, however,
necessarily mean that it was the common Aramaic of Babylon of the
time, as Driver’s statement seems to imply.

Hevernick construed in Aramaic with the verb and asserted that the
Chaldeans deliberately spoke in Aramaic so as to hide their confusion
from the presence of those in the court. This is not likely.

Some would substitute for in Aramaic the phrase and they said (e.g.,
Charles). But this is arbitrary, and without objective textual support.

It seems best to regard in Aramaic as a note, intended to warn the
reader of the sudden change of language (see translation). Cf. Ezra
4:7 for a similar occurrence (so Driver, Wright).

O kingl—aused constantly in Dan. (3:9; 5:10; 6:6, 21). This greeting
was common in Babylonian times. Prince refers to BA 1., p. 239, “May
Nebo and Merodach give long days and everlasting years unto the king
of the lands, my lord.” Cf. also T K. 1:31; Neh. 2:3; I Sam. 10:24; also

1 Cyrus, after having taken Babylon, ordered “those who understood Syrian to
give notice to those in the houses to remain within.” Cf. also Strabo 50:2 and 16.
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(as suggested by Zoeckler) Aelian, 1:31, Q. Cur. VI:5, Judith 12:14.
“When the Chaldeans thus boldly promise to become good interpreters
of the dream, they not only betray their rashness, but become mere im-
postors, who pretend to be proficients in a science of which they know
nothing, as if they could predict by their conjectures the meaning of the
king’s dream” (Calvin).

Vs. 5. The king answered and said to the Chaldeans, The thing is certain
with me, if ye do not make me to know the dream and its interpretation,
ye shall be dismembered, and your houses shall be made ruins. Certain]—
This difficult word, which occurs only here and in vs. 8 has given rise
to various interpretations. The Greek evidently considered it as a verb
and rendered has gone from me. Hence, the translation of the A.V. “the
thing has gone from me,” i.e., I have forgotten the thing (the dream).
Maurer takes the word to mean, the thing has gone forth from me, i.e.,
I have decreed (cf. Isa. 45:23). For philological reasons, all these in-
terpretations must be rejected. Keil would explain it as meaning “let
the word from me be known,” i.e., “be it known unto you.” In recent
times it has generally been assumed that the word which we have trans-
lated certain is of Persian origin and means sure or certain. This mean-
ing was first expressed, I believe, by the Syriac. Thus, the king asserts
his determination to punish the Chaldeans, if they do not interpret the
dream. Keil’s objection that since the royal commands were unchange-
able, a declaration of the certainty of the king’s word would be super-
fluous, would in ordinary cases be valid. However, it must be remem-
bered that the heart of the king was gripped with terror, and for that
reason he announced the certainty of his intention. Dismembered]—
lit., made into limbs, i.e., ye shall be cut limb from limb. So the Peshitta,
limb, limb, ye shall be cut. Cf. 3:29; 2 Macc. 1:16; Anz., XV:8:4. Be
made ruins]—Some would translate @ dunghill. If this latter is correct,
it need not be urged in its literal sense (Stuart), although such might
have been the case (cf. 2 K. 10:27 and Havernick). M, upon the basis
of strong philological argument, suggests that the proper rendering should
be ruins, and in this he is probably correct. “The bodies of the refrac-
tory wise men were to be dismembered, their houses pulled down” (M)
The cruelty herein depicted was widespread in the ancient world, e.g.,
Her. I11:79. “The violence and peremptoriness of the threatened punish-
ment is In accordance with what might be expected at the hands of an
Eastern despoi; the Assyrians and Persians, especially, were notorious
for the barbarity of their punishments” (Driver).

Vs. 6. But if the dream and its interpretation ye do declare, gifts and
# present and great honor ye shall receive from me: therefore declare
(unto) me the dream and its interpretation. A present]—The word is
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generally thought to come from the Persian and is recognized as a tech-
nical name for gifts. Declare]l—as in 2:7, 9, 10, 11, 16, 24, 27; 4:2;
5:7, 12, 15. Dan. and his companions were not present. Threats and
promises such as these would have meant little to them. “It is plain that
God is shaping this matter to test the intrinsic futility of their (i.e. the
Chaldeans’) pretensions to superhuman knowledge, and to bring out in

the most public manner his own infinite superiority over them all”
(Butler).

2. vv. 7:12. The wise men ask the king to declare his dvoam.
He refuses, and they confess their inability to tell the
dream, protesting that he is asking the impossible. The
king in anger, orders the wise men to be put to death.

Vs. 7. They answered a second time and said, Let the king tell the dream
to his servants, and the interpretation we shall declare. The request is
repeated more respectfully, and seems to be reasonable, expecting a
favorable reply.

Vs, 8. The king answered and said, Of a certainty do I know that ye
are buying the time, because ye see that the thing on my part is sure.
Buying the time]l—not “to use the favorable time” (Hewmvernick), nor to
become master of the situation at the present moment, but rather “to
temporize and defer the fatal moment” (Charles) when their ignorance
and inability would be brought to light. Cf. the Latin idiom tempus
emere, as in Verr. 1:3. By their repeated request, they have convinced
the king of their inability to declare either the dream or its interpreta-
tion.

Vs. 9. That if ye do not make me to know the dream, there is (but) one
law for you, and lying and corrupt words ye have agreed to speak before
me, till the time be changed; therefore declare to me the dream, and 1
shall know that ye can declare to me its interpretotion. Vv. 8b and 9
should be connected; ye see that the thing on my part is sure, that if,
etc., i.e., they see that the king is determined to punish them if they
do not carry out his request. One law]—i.e., you can expect nothing else
but the punishment which I have decreed. Not, as Hitzig, “one thing
forms your object”, or “one thing is your purpose” (Stuart). The word
is Persian, lit., your law is one, i.e., the law against you is one, unchange-
able, as Esther 4:11. Lyingl—i.e., your claim to be able to interpret the
dream if it is told you is false. The two words lying and corrupt
strengthen the idea, wicked lies (Hitzig). Ye have agreed to speak]—
ye have concerted (Charles). The time]—i.e., until “the king either drop
the matter, or till they learn something more particular about the dream
through some circumstances that may arise” (Keil). Therefore]—i.e.,
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if you can relate the dream, I shall know that you can also properly in-
terpret it.

Vs. 10. The Chaldeans answered before the king and said, There is not
a man upon the earth that is able to declare the matter of the king, for-
asmuch as no great and powerful king has asked a matter like this of any
magician or astrologer or Chaldean. Great and powerful kingl—better
than to find three classes, as the LXX, AV, Rose; king, lord nor ruler.
The title great king, (cf. 2 K. 18:28) is, as Prince points out, reminiscent
of “the old Assyro-Babylonian title so common in the inscriptions ‘Great
King, mighty King, King of Assyria,” (or of Babylon).” Perhaps the
force is; no king, be he ever so great or powerful. The king’s insistence
compels the Chaldeans to acknowledge their inability, which, they say,
is because the king is asking something beyond human power. Since no
king has ever made such a request, they seem to conclude that the request
is one which it is impossible to grant.

Vs. 11. And the thing which the king asks is difficult, and there is not
another that can declare it before the king except the gods whose dwelling
is not with flesh. Difficult]—]lit., heavy, weighty, rather than rare, as
Calvin and the AV. Since the matter was weighty, it was difficult to
interpret. “Grave dicitus quod est difficile, quia quae gravia sunt
difficulter portantur et sustinentur” (Rosenmueller). Another]—i.e., not
another human. Gods]—Heavernick suggested that the thought is that
the gods only act among men in certain events. Some commentators dis-
tinguish two classes of gods, those who dwell with flesh and those who
do not (so e.g., Rose, Deane). But the Chaldeans are probably merely
intending to assert that what the king asks is too difficult for men and can
be answered only by the gods. It is “simply a confession of impotence
on the part of the Chaldeans — no mortal man, only beings of a higher
sphere, can perform the king’s request” (Bevan). Thus the Chaldeans
confessed the limitations of their art. It is possible that the pl. gods
should be rendered god, and that the Chaldeans were using the term in a
very vague sense, “We cannot do this; God alone can do it.” “—for
among all nations a persuasion has existed concerning a supreme God who
reigns alone” (Calvin). It shows, moreover, that they had a distinct
conception of a higher intelligence, some great mind or minds possessed
of knowledge and forecast far beyond that of men” (Butler). For the
philological evidence, see M. On the other hand, however, the words may
contain nothing more than a general reference to polytheism. Flesh]—
indicates weak and infirm human nature (Keil), cf. Isa. 31:3; Ps. 56:4;
Jer. 17:5. The speakers include themselves in the designation flesh, in
order to excuse themselves (Zceckler).
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Vs. 12. For this cause the king was wroth and very furious end com-
manded to destroy all the wise men of Babylon. Since, in Gen. 40:2;
41:10, the same verbal root is used to indicate the anger of Pharaoh,
it by no means follows, as Prince suggests, that this is an imitation of
the story of Joseph. Apparently Babylon here refers only to the city
and not to the province or the whole realm, cf. 2:49; 3:1. The excuse
of the Chaldeans (vs. 11) does not influence the king favorably, for he
sees in it a confession of impotence and orders the destruction of those
who had made it.

3.vv. 13-16. The decree to slay the wise men has gone
forth, and in this decree Daniel and his three companions
are included. Through Avrioch’s intervention Daniel 0b-
tains an audience with the king and promises to declare
the dream and secures the deferring of the sentence of
execution,

Vs. 13. And the decree went forth, and the wise men were to be slain,
and they sought Daniel and his companions to slay them. Cf. Luke 2:1.
To be slain]—Probably the actual act had not yet occurred. Prince re-
marks “Such a sentence, implying the destruction of all the wise men,
indicates that the author regarded them as a special class or order, of
which he goes on to state that Daniel and his friends were members.”
But this sentence is inexact. There is not a word in the book of Dan. to
indicate that the author regarded Dan. as a member of any order. Some
scholars are too eager to make it out that Dan. was a heathen priest.
Dan. had been trained under the Chaldeans but there is nothing in the
text to indicate that he had yet been appointed or ordained as a wise man,
except in the broadest sense. He was trained to stand before the king
(cf. 1:5), not to be a priest or to perform religious duties. Ii-is incoun-
ceivable, in the light of what is related in ch. one, that Dan. should have
so compromised as merely to become a heathen priest. The command
includes Dan., therefore, because he had been trained under the wise
men, and, in a broad sense, could be designated as a wise man. The
loose usage of the terms in Dan. should make commentators cautious in
speaking about Dan’s membership in any guild or order or class.

Vs. 14. Then Daniel answered with counsel and discretion to Arioch
the captain of the king's guard who had gone forth to slay the wise.
men of Babylon. “Through Daniel’s judicious interview with Arioch,
the further execution of the royal edict was interrupted” (Keil). Discre-
tion]—lit., taste, a figurative use of the faculty of discrimination. M,
considering this to be a mere legend, asserts that good sense and
prudence are “a characteristic of the Biblical saints.” This remark is
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needless and not entirely correct. Cf. Abraham before Pharach, David
and Bathsheba, etc. Arioch]—also in Gen. 14:1. An ancient name, not
used elsewhere in this period. Capiain]—Cf. 2 K. 25:8ff; Jer. 39:9;
52:12ff. lit., captain (chief) of the slaughterers (i.e., of animals). How
the term came to be applied to the king’s guard is not clear.

Vs. 15. He answered and said to Arioch the captain of the king, Why

is the decree so harsh from the king? Then Arioch made the matter
known to Daniel. Answered]—really a response to the circumstances

rather than to any specific words. M suggests the use of the English

“answer” in the sense of “correspond”, to inanimate things. Harsh]—
The translation hasty of AV, Hevernick, etc. is not correct. Nor is urgent
(Stuart, RV) strong enough. The LXX more correctly rendered bitzerly;
the Aramaic word means harsh, severe, cruel. Stuart suggests that since
Dan. wished to obtain Arioch’s favor, he would hardly have used so
strong a term. In answer to this, however, it may be said that we do not
know all that Dan. said to Arioch.

Vs. 16. Then Daniel went in and sought from the king that he would give
him time, and the interpretation he would declare to the king. The last
clause and the interpretation etc. is to be regarded not as a final clause,
that he might declare but as correlative with went in, etc. (See Charles
for philological discussion). This last clause, therefore, represents a
promise, not a request, upon Dan.’s part. M asks how Dan. entered the
court without official intervention. The answer is (as Havernick and
others have indicated) that there probably was official intervention. If
Arioch had learned that there was a possibility of Dan.’s interpreting
the dream, he certainly would have arranged for Dan. to see the king.
Furthermore, the fact that Dan. had previously made such a favorable
impression upon the king doubtless eased matters. M points out that sub-
sequently Dan. needs the aid of Arioch to present him to the king and
“—now rather than later the terms of the etiquette are desiderated, while
these terms in v. 25 are much belated.” But it should be noted that in
vs. 25 Dan. is not said to require the aid of Arioch. In vs. 25 Arioch
is the principal character and acts upon his own in order that needless
bloodshed may be avoided. Here, in vs. 16 Dan. upon his own initiative
desires access to the king. Who is to say that he did not have proper
official intervention? Furthermore, these “difficulties” which M thinks
he finds are but evidences of the genuineness of the narrative. If a later
writer were fabricating a romance or fiction, would he not have sought
to smooth out these alleged difficulties?

This vs. exhibits the courage of Dan. Under ordinary conditions he
might have been filled with terror, but he is convinced that the Spirit
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of God is with him. Men of deep faith are bold. Furthermore, as Deane
points out, this vs. exhibits the humility of Dan. He makes no extrava-
gant promise, but merely states that if the king will grant him time, he
will declare the interpretation. Ewald suggests that he asked for a day,
but this is mere conjecture. He merely asked for a specified time, in the
conviction that the sovereign God, who previously had been with him
in a special way, would not desert him now. The wise men had not even
asked for an extension of time in which to consider the matter. Inter-
pretation]—For the sake of brevity only the interpretation is mentioned

although doubtless Dan. made it clear that he would also declare the
dream iiself.

b. Vv. 1723, Daniel prays to God for a revelation
of the dream. His prayer is answered,

and he praises God.

1. vv. 17-19, Daniel enters his house to inform his compan-

ions of the state of affairs and to seek mercy from God.
The secret is revealed to Daniel in a night vision.

Vs. 17. Then Daniel went to his house, and to Hananiah, Mishael and
Azariah his companions he made known the matter. This vs. shows that
the request was granted. House]—Whether this was an official or
servant’s dwelling, or a private residence, we do not know. At any rate,
the four youths appear to have lived together.

Vs. 18. And they would seek mercies from the God of heaven concern-
ing this secret, that Daniel and his companions might not perish with
the rest of the wise men of Babylon. And they would, etc.]—This I take,
as in vs. 16, not to be a final clause after made known (vs. 17) but a
correlative clause. The force is best brought out by a paraphrase. “Dan.
made known the matter, and so they undertook to seek mercies, etc.”
It is difficult to bring out the exact force of the Aramaic in English. (Cf.
Charles, p. xcvi, although I do not agree with all of his conclusion. His
description of the force of the idiom, however, appeals to me as being
correct). Since the granting of the request would, of course, be an act
of undeserved grace, it is described as mercy. “Whenever we fly to God
to bring assistance to our necessities, our eyes and all our senses ought
always to be turned towards his mercy, for his mere good-will reconciles
him to us” (Calvin). God of heaven]—Cf. Gen. 24:7. This designation
of the true God came into prominence at the time of the exile. (Cf. Ezra
1:2; 6:10; 7:12, 21; Neh. 1:5; 2:4; Ps. 136:26.) He is the God who is
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over the heavens, i.e., over the sun, moon and stars which the Baby-
lonians worshipped. The title is not a reminiscence of the Babylonian
designation “the great gods of the heavens and the earth” (suggested by
Prince), nor did it arise because of “the growing transcendence of Jewish
thought regarding God” (Charles), nor did it appear because of the
influence of Persian religion. Companions]—Dan. summons his com-
panions to prayer that all might be delivered.

Vs. 19. Then the secret was revealed to Daniel in a vision of the night;
then Daniel blessed the God of heaven. Dan. had prayed in faith, and
an answer is given. The revelation was not made in a dream, but in a
vision of the night. Such a vision was one which might come to a person
in a waking condition. Cf. Job 4:13; 7:14; 20:8; 33:15; etc. M charac-
terizes the “dream” as “the lower means of communication to the
pagan.” But probably no such fine distinction is to be drawn. Revela-

tions were also granted to true prophets by means of dreams (cf. Num.
12:1-8).

2. vv. 20-23. Daniel’s prayer of thanksgiving for the mercy
of God in revealing to him the secret.

Vs. 20. Daniel answered and said, May the name of God be blessed for-
ever and forever, for wisdom and power are his. Since God has so graci-
ously answered his prayer, Dan. breaks out into grateful praise. An-
swered ]—While this word is generally used in the sense of commencing
to speak (Driver) as in 3:9, 14 and Matt. 11:25 etc., it would seem that
in this case Dan. is actually answering by his prayer the revelation which
God has given. “The revelation is of the character of an address from
God, which Daniel answers with praise and thanks to God” (Keil).
Blessed]—The language is that of Ps. 41:13, and was employed later by
the Levites (Neh. 9:5). This leading thought of the prayer is first uttered
(Hitzig), and thus emphasized. Throughout, the attitude of Dan. is soli
Deo gloria. The Name]—i.e., the essence of God, which in itself is incom-
prehensible to men (cf. Ju. 13:17, 18). But in so far as God has revealed
Himself, He may be known by man. When, therefore, Dan. here speaks of
the Name of God, he probably refers both to the incomprehensible essence
of God and also to all that may be known of God through His self-revela-
tion. The meaning need not be restricted to the latter (as Charles). For
ever]—i.e., eternally. Wisdom]—Dan. now proceeds to give the reasons
why the Name of God should be eternally blessed. Cf. Job 12:13. The
theme of this prayer is the wisdom and power of God. Vv. 21 ¢, d and
22 give examples of His wisdom, and 21 a, b exhibit His power (Charles).
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By the mention of these attributes, the true God is distinguished from the
idols of Babylon. God has wisdom — nothing is hid from Him-—and
He has power, for He governs all things. Calvin rightly says, “We must
remember how God is defrauded of his just praise, when we do not con-
nect these two atiributes together — his universal foresight and his
government of the world allowing nothing to happen without his per-
mission.”

Vs. 21. And he (it is who) changes times and seasons; he removes
kings and sets up kings, he gives wisdom to the wise, and knowledge to
those who know understanding. He]—emphatic, in order to stress the
fact that it is God who controls history and not nature itself or the idols.
Changes]—the first exhibition of God’s might. Times]—it is question-
able, whether a definite distinction between the words times and seasons
can be made. The phrase is not an exhortation on the part of the author
to the effect that people should find comfort in the fact that better times
will come, that Antiochus will not always be upon the throne (Hitzig).
It means rather that the course of history lies in the hands of God. These
critical periods which occur in the realm of time as such, are determined
by God (Charles). It is not in heaven alone that we are to seek for
evidences of God’s power, but also on earth where this power is daily
manifested in God’s control over all things. Removeth]—i.e., God has
sovereign determination of all political changes (M). “In this expres-
sion,” says M, “lies a challenge to the fatalism of the Bab. astral religion,
a feature which in its influence long survived in the Graeco-Roman world.”
In Babylon this astral religion was a real source of danger to the people
of God. But is there any evidence that it was such years later in Pales-
tine? If the author wrote in Palestine long years after the exile, what is
the point of his making this specific endeavor to refute the Babylonian
astral religion? That was not the great danger which faced the post-exilic
Jewish community. This statement is suggested by the content of the
dream of the king. Human history is in God’s hands. In the prayer, Dan.
gratefully acknowledges this fact. Wisdom]— Men have no wisdom but
that which springs from God (Calvin). The word refers to the revelation
of the deep and secret things of God. It is He who reveals to men His
hidden counsels. Therefore, if a man appear as wise, he has received
that wisdom from God. The wise here are not a caste, but wise men gener-
ally. “et animae quae fervet amare sapientiae, libenter spiritus Dei in-
funditur. In perversem autem animam non introibit sapientia (Sap. III)”
(Jerome). Knowledgel— i. e., those who possess understanding of any
matter receive this knowledge as a. gift of God. All is of His grace. Cf.
Prov. 4:1. There can be no objection to Dan.’s classifying himself as wise



68 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

or as one who knows understanding, for Dan. freely acknowledges that
what he has, he has received from God.

Vs. 22. He reveals the deep and hidden things, he knows what is in the
darkness, and light dwells with him. Cf. Job 12:22. Deep]l— God re-
veals Himself in the created universe and in the constitution of man.
But, because of man’s sinful rebellion, God has given a special revelation
which has culminated in His Son. Calvin, therefore, is right when he
refers this passage to the gift of Prophecy. It is more than the revelation
given in nature; it is the revelation of the plan of salvation, vouchsafed
under the old covenant at sundry times and in divers manners to the
fathers by the prophets, and now unto us by His Son. The great truths
which God has thus communicated to man are deep, a word which signi-
fies their vasiness and profundity, and the hidden things are specificaily
those which are to occur in the future and which are predicted by the
prophets. The statement is thus a characterization of the plan of history
and salvation revealed to Neb. The purposes of God were deep, and as
yet hidden from men, so it was that the prophet should declare to the king
these hidden purposes of God. Darkness]— i. e., those things which are
yet dark to man and unknown, are fully known to God. Light]— dwells
with God as though it were a person, cf. Prov. 8:30. As M points out,
there is a certain crescendo here — deep, hidden, dark; so these mysteries
must be regarded by man. For God, however, all is light since He alone
is the author of wisdom, the omniscient One. Cf. I John 1:7. Perhaps
this description is intentionally employed to refute the notion prevalent
among the Babylonians that their deities were givers of light. Among
the later Jews this light was interpreted in a Messianic sense. Volz (EJG2,
pp. 364-367) gives a survey of the Jewish conceptions of light.

Vs. 23. Thee, O God of my fathers, do I thank and praise, for wisdom
and power Thou hast given to me, and now Thou hast caused me to know
whet we sought from Thee, for the matter of the king Thou hast caused
us to know. The Aramaic is emphatic THEE — praising am 1. God is thus
placed first. He is deserving of thanksgiving and praise, for He has an-
swered the prayer. Fathers]— i. e., the God of Dan.’s ancestors, the
Israelites. As in times past He has proven faithful, so also now. Wis-
dom]— here refers specifically to the understanding of the dream, and
power to Dan.’s ability to interpret it and to abide steadfast in the true
religion. Dan., however, does not take credit for the answer to prayer.
God has answered, not merely Dan.’s prayer, but also the prayers of his
companions. “To his associates as well as himself he ascribes the success-
ful supplications that had been made and when he becomes the honored
instrument of disclosure, he takes no special credit to himself for this,
but considers it as equally pertaining to them” (Stuart).
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c. vv. 24-45. Daniel is brought into the king’s pres-
ence and declares his readiness to interpret the dream.
He relates the dream and sets forth its interpretation.

1. vv. 24.30. Daniel is brought into the presence of Nebu=
chadnezzar and declares his readiness to interpret the
dream.

V. 24. Therefore, Daniel went in unto Arioch whom the king had appoint-
ed to destroy the wise men of Babylon; he went and thus he said to him,
do not destroy the wise men of Babylon: bring me in before the king
and the interpretation to the king I shall show. Therefore]l— i. e., be-
cause God had revealed the matter to him. After having thanked God for
the answered prayer, Dan. is ready to approach the king. The confidence
that he is to execute the will of God gives to him a holy boldness. This
present statement is not proof that Dan. had had no earlier audience
with the king (see comments at vs. 16). For illustrations of Oriental
etiquette, see Bab. u. Ass. 1, 70.

Vs. 25. Then Arioch in haste brought in Daniel before the king, and thus
he said to him, I have found a man of the sons of the captivity of Judah
who will make known the interpretation to the king. We may reconstruct
events somewhat as follows: In vs. 16 Dan., in the properly formal way
required by court etiquette, seeks audience with the king and requests
time in order that he may ask mercy from God (vs. 16). In this vs.
there is no particular need of mentioning the individual steps in execu-
tion of the proper etiquette. Dan. then prays and receives an answer to
his prayer. He now again seeks access to the king. But in the carrying
out of proper court procedure the second time (vs. 25) Dan. finds that
Arioch takes matters into his own hand and hastily brings Dan. in before
the king. Apparently Arioch desires credit for himself. *I have found,”
he says, as though it were through his own effort that Dan. had been
found. Tt should also be noted that Arioch focuses the king’s attention
upon the man Dan., rather than upon God. Dan. speedily deflects atten-
tion from himself, and points the eyes of the king to God.

Vs. 26. The king answered and said to Daniel whose name was Belte-
shazzar, Art thou able to make me to know the dream that I have seen.
and its interpretation? Belteshazzar]— This was the name which the king
had imposed upon Dan. and that by which he knew him. Seen]— a
fitting characterization of the dream, since the great image was the prin-
cipal object presented to the king’s vision.

Vs. 27. Daniel answered before the king and said, The secret that the king

asks cannot the wise men, astrologers, magicians, soothsayers show to the



70 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

king. Perhaps in these words Dan. is indicating the unreasonableness
of the king’s request and also showing sympathy for the Chaldeans, since
the king has asked of them what they could not do. Man cannot perform
that which is the prerogative of God alone. As Stuart observes, an excel-
lent opportunity is presented “to vindicate the superior claims of the God
of Israel; which he (i. e, Dan.) manfully and nobly uses to the best
advantage.”

Vs. 28. But there is @ God in heaven who reveals secrets and has made
known to king Nebuchadnezzar what shall be in the latter days. Thy dream
and the visions of thy head upon thy bed are these. Although man cannot
reveal such secrets, God can do so. He dwells in heaven, in opposition to
the visible idols of Babylon, who cannot reveal secrets. God does reveal
secrets and has revealed the explanation of this particular dream of Neb.
which had to do with what should take place in the end of the days. In
itself, this phrase denotes the uttermost part or segment of the days (i. e.,
of history), “the farthermost part of the days” (Vos). The word is also
employed in a spatial sense (Ps. 139:9) “the uttermost parts of the sea.”
“It is a phrase that belongs to the field of eschatology and contains the
note of epochal finality” (Vos). It thus has primary reference to that
period which would begin to run its course with the appearance of God
upon earth, i. e., the days of the Messiah. While it is true that the entire
contents of the dream do not fall within the Messianic age, nevertheless,
the principal point, the establishment of the Messiah’s Kingdom, does fall
therein.

The age which was ushered in by the appearance of Christ upon earth
is denominated in the New Testament “the last days,” cf. Heb. 1:1; Acts
2:16, 17; I Tim. 4:1; 2 Tim. 3:1; I John 2:18. The reference here, then,
is not merely to the future generally (Heavernick, de Wette), nor is the
phrase to be equated with “the time of the end” of the latter portion of
Dan., as is done by Gaebelein. This would be to place upon the phrase a
meaning which it nowhere else bears. The content of the dream is that
which shall occur in the Messianic age. Visions]—as in 4:5, 10, 13; 7:
1, 15. Perhaps the pl. is used because the one dream consists of a series
of visions. Of thy head]—i. e., “as were entirely in accord with a thought-
fulness of the head actively engaged” (Kranichfeld).

Vs. 29, Thou, O king,—thy thoughts upon thy bed came up, what should
be after this; and the Revealer of secrets hath made thee to know what
will be. The thoughts here mentioned are to be distinguished from those
mentioned in the next vs. They are not the dream itself (Hitzig). More
likely the words refer to the king’s thoughts before sleep came upon him.
Probably as the king lay upon his bed, he was moved by thoughts con-
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cerning the future of his kingdom. It is not, therefore, correct to say that
the dream was “the form into which, under Providence, his thoughts
gradually shaped themselves” (Driver). Rather, it was the Divinely ap-
pointed answer fo these thoughts. After this]—not a synonym for in the
last days, but roughly equivalent to in the future.

Vs. 30. And I—not through wisdom which is in me above all living is
this secret revealed to me, but that the interpretation may be made known
to the king and that thou mayest know the thoughis of thy heart. The
Thou and I of vv. 29 and 30 contrast the two principal characters.
Dan. gives the entire glory to God, to whom it rightly belongs. The secret
is not revealed to Dan. because of any wisdom that he possesses beyond
others, but solely that the interpretation may be made known. In other
words, unless there is specific supernatural revelation, the interpretation
cannot be made known. Made known]--lit., that they may make known.
Ibn Ezra suggested that angels were the revealers. However, this is a com-
mon impersonal construction in Aramaic, which should be rendered in
English by the passive. The AV. translates incorrectly at this point.

2.vv. 31-35. Daniel relates the dream to Nebuchadnezzar.

Vs. 31. Thou, O king, wast seeing, and behold! a great image; ihis image
was mighty and its brightness was surpassing; (it) was standing before
thee, and its appearance was terrible. Charles argues that 28¢ “thy dream
and the visions of thy head are these” is out of place and belongs here
at the introduction to this vs. Logically, such a change might scem to be
warranted, but it must be remembered that Hebrew writers did not always
follow the order which to the Occidental seems to be that of strict logical
sequence. There is no objective evidence to support Charles’ proposal.
The image seen is not an idol (Hitzig). but a statue in human form. Fs-
sentially, world powers are one, since they are human in nature; hence,
the world powers are united in the one statue. Brightness]—because the
statue was composed of metal. The appearance of the image was such as,
because of its size and brightness, would inspire terror.

Vs. 32. It—the image—its head was of good gold; its breast and its arms
of silver; its belly and its thighs of brass. It]—i. e., as for the image.
Good]—i. e., pure gold. Brass—] i. e., bronze or copper.

Vs. 33. Its legs were of iron; its feet, part of them were of iron and part
of clay. From the head of gold to the feet of clay there is steady deteriora-
tion. Fine gold, silver, bronze (M refers to Her.’s description of the
lavish use of bronze in Babylonia, Her., 1,181 and Meissner, op cit., I,
265f1.) iron, clay. Note further that only the head constitutes a unified
whole. The origin of this symbolism must be found in Divine revelation.
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As far as is known, there were no precursors from which the symbolism
could have been borrowed.

Vs. 34. Thou didst continue seeing until a stone was cut out without hands,
and it smote the image upon its feet of iron and clay and crushed them.
This vs. does not state from whaz the stone was cut; the words of @ moun-
tain should not be inserted here (Charles). Evidently, as Stuart suggests,
the image in all its parts was completely formed before the stone was cut.
Without hands]— i. e., without human power or assistance. “The blow
of the stone, although it directly fell upon the feet of iron or clay, was so
vehement, that the whole image, by violent concussion and consequent fall,
was reduced to powder” (Stuart).

Vs. 35. Then there were crushed together the iron, the clay, the bronze,
the silver and the gold and they became like chaff from the summer
threshing floors, and the wind took them away, and no place was found
jor them: and the stone which smote the image became @ great mountain
and filled all the earth. Charles would change the order of the first two
expressions to read, the clay, the iron. Such a change is without warrant.
The present order shows its genuineness. Threshing floors]—As Driver
remarks, these “were generally on exposed or elevated spots, where the
chaff might readily be cleared away by the wind.” Cf. Hos. 13:3; Isa.
41:16.

4.vv. 36-45. Daniel’s interpretation of the dream.

Vs. 36. This is the dream, and iis interpretaiion we shall declare before
the king. The pl. we has called forth various interpretations, “I and His
wisdom™ (Rashi), a pl. of majesty or authority, Dan. here includes his
companions (Keil, Charles). It seems to me that M is correct in comparing
Paul’s use of “we,” in 1 Cor. 2:6, as employed with a certain humility,
for the message was not Dan.’s own. Also, there is no evidence that Dan.’s
companions were present before the king, hence, it does not seem correct
to include them in this reference.

Vs. 37. Thou O king, king of kings, to whom the God of heaven hath given
a kingdom, strength, and power and honor. The phrase king of kings
stands in apposition to O king. The remainder of the vs. and all of vs.
38a constitute a parenthesis. Thus, the force of the passage is Thou O
' king, king of kings, thou art the head of gold. M states that this form of
address was Persian and appears upon the Assyrian inscriptions, but
quotes Prince to the effect that it was “not the customary Bab. form of
address.” Prince quotes the East India House Inscription, “Nebuchad-
nezzar, King of Babylon, the exalted prince, the beloved of Marduk.” In
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the first place, however, it should be noted that this inscription presents
merely the king’s designation of himself. He is not here being addressed
by others. Secondly, various documents from the neo-Babylonian empire
describe the king merely as “King of Babylon™ (See KB, pp. 176-259).
From this it would appear that there is not extant sufficient evidence to
indicate how a subject would address the king when speaking to him.
Thirdly, the inscription of the Persian king Ariyaramna (610-580 B. C.)
describes the king as “king of kings.” If this was a specific Persian form
of address, it is quite possible that it might also have been employed at
Babylon by Dan. There is not extant sufficient evidence to warrant the
conclusion that Dan., living at the time of Neb., would not have addressed
the king as “king of kings.” This same designation is employed of Neb.

in Ezek. 26:7. Kingdom]—these things had been given to the king by
God.

Vs. 38. And wherever dwell the sons of men, the beast of the field and the
birds of the heavens, he hath given (them) into thy hand, and caused thee
to rule over all of them; thou art it—the head of gold. “Neb. as the type
and crown of Man has been invested by God with man’s charter of
dominion over all living creatures, Gen. 1:28, Ps. 8:17.” (M) This is a
fitting designation for the first great representative of world power. The
claim of universal dominion had been made by the Assyrian kings, cf.
“king of the four quarters,” which designation Sennacherib employs of
himself. The wild animals are mentioned, as Driver rightly points out “in
order to represent Nebuchadnezzar’s rule as being as absolute as possible.”
Cf. Jer. 27:6; 28:14.

It is perfectly true that Neb.’s kingdom did not hold sway over the en-
tire earth, but in the sense that it did include much of civilized Asia, and
laid pretension to universality, it might properly be designated as Dan.
has done. The SRB is incorrect in interpreting this vs. to mean merely that
the empires are able to possess the inhabited earth. The universal charac-
ter of these kingdoms (in so far as they contained within them the true
elements of universality) is stressed in order to bring out the contrast be-
tween these kingdoms and The Kingdom, which alone is truly universal.
Thou art]—The reference is not to the king as an individual, since it is
immediately stated that another kingdom (not king) will stand in Neb.’s
place, but to the empire itself. In what sense, then, is this reference to be
taken? Hitzig is one of the principal advocates of the view that the refer-
ence is merely to the king himself, since this view, he thinks, alone does jus-
tice to the words of the text. Also, he maintains, the “after thee” of vs. 39
cannot very well be addressed to a kingdom, hence he concludes, the king
himself is intended. As an exegetical curiosity the view of Ewald may be
stated. Ewald held that a writer living at the time of Alexander the Great
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wrote a prophecy which he attributed to Dan. who lived, says Ewald, in
Nineveh during the Assyrian period. The four empires of this prophecy
were the Assyrian, Chaldean, Medo-Persian and Greek. During the time
of the Maccabees, the prophecy was re-edited, and Dan. was thought to
have lived at the time of Neb., hence, the four empires became, Neb., Me-
dia, Persia, Greece. Lacunza held that included in the head of gold were

the Chaldean and Medo-Persian kingdoms. However, there has been more
or less agreement that the reference is to the Neo-Babylonian Empire, so:
Ephraim of Syria, and the early fathers, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Origen,
Eusebius, Jerome, Chrysostom, Augustine, also, Ibn Ali, Ibn Ezra, Luther,
Calvin, Eichhorn, de Wette, Maurer, Rosenmueller, Delitzsch, H. Keil,
Havernick, Stuart, Zackler, Wright, Boutflower, Bevan, Kuenen, Driver,
M, Charles, Rowley, Haller, SRB, and the dispensationalist school. It must
be noted, however, that a personal form of address is employed. The em-
pire in the person of its ruler, stood before Dan. and would therefore
be addressed as thou. Also, in a certain sense, the king was the empire,
for he had built it up. It is, therefore, the neo-Babylonian empire, repre-
sented in the person of its monarch, to whom Dan. makes his address.
Gold]—refers to the dignity of the kingdom, the first of the great world
empires, a dignity which, as vs. 37 shows, was bestowed by God.

Vs. 39. And in thy place shall stand another kingdom lower than thou; and
another, a third, kingdom of brass which shall rule over all the earth.
These kingdoms are merely mentioned here, the fuller designation
being reserved till chs. 7, 8 and 10. Shall stand]— a more accurate
translation than shall arise, for as M indicates, “there is nothing mobile
in the scene.” Lower]—i.e., possesses a lower degree of dignity.
But how was such inferiority manifested? Calvin sought to dis-
cover this in the moral sphere; Kliefoth in the fact that the second king-
dom was smaller than the Babylonian, Keil in a lack of inner unity. T am
inclined to think that Keil is correct. The symbolism itself appears to sug-
gest this. Thus, Babylon is represented by one head; the 2nd kingdom by
breast and arms, the 3rd by belly and thighs and the 4th by legs and feet.
In this sense, it seems to me (and this is also borne out by the symbolism
of chs. 7 and 8) there is progressive inferiority.

Various identifications for the second kingdom have been proposed.
The Romanist scholar Goetisberger finds the reference in Belshazzar;
Lacunza applies it in this ch. to the Grecian empire; it is referred to the
Median empire alone by Ephraim of Syria, Maurer, Delitzsch, Bevan,
Prince, Hitzig, Driver, Haller, M, Charles, Rowley. It has, however, gen-
erally been referred to the Medo-Persian empire; so the church fathers,
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Jerome and Porphyry, Luther, Calvin, Stuart, Rosenmueller, H, Pusey,
Keil, Hevernick, d’Envieu.

The third kingdom is referred to Neriglissar by Eerdmans, Medo-
Persia by Goettsberger, Persia by Ephraim of Syria, von Lengerke, Maurer,
Bevan, Hitzig, Prince, Driver, Haller, M, Charles, Rowley. Lacunza found
the reference to the Roman empire. The following interpret of Alexander;
Porphyry, Stuart, Rosenmueller, Zeeckler. It is referred to the Grecian em-
pire by the church fathers, Ibn Ali, Luther, Calvin, H, Heevernick, Keil,
Auberlen, Pusey, Klicfoth, d’Envieu, Wright, SRB and the dispensational- -

ist school. This position is adopted in the present commentary.

Vs. 40. And a fourth kingdom there shall be, strong like iron, inasmuch
as iron breaks and smashes wholly; and like iron which breaks, all these
will it crush and break. Eerdmans referred the fourth kingdom to Nabon-
idus and Belshazzar; Ibn Ezra to the Mchammedan rule; Lacunza to the
powers of Europe. By the following it is applied to the empire of Greece,
Ephraim of Syria, von Lengerke, Maurer, Hitzig, Delitzsch, Bevan, Prince,
Driver, Haller, M, Charles, Goettsberger. On the other hand Porphyry,
Rosenmueller, Stuart, Zeeckler, apply it to the successors of Alexander. The
traditional interpretation, which is also adopted in this commentary, is to
refer the fourth kingdom to the Roman empire. This view has been held
by Josephus, the church fathers, Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine; Ibn Ali,
Luther, Calvin, Bellarmine, H, Havernick, Caspari, Keil, Pusey, Auberlen,
Kliefoth, Fuller, Wright, Boutflower, d’Envieu.

In recent times another interpretation has been making its appearance.
This interpretation is known generally as dispensationalism. It is to the
effect that the fourth monarchy represents not only the historical Roman
empire, but a revived Roman empire, which will come to an end by a sud-
den catastrophic judgment, after which the kingdom of God (i.e., the mil-
lennium of Rev. 20:1-6) will be set up.! The destruction of the Gentile
world power, according to this view, occurs not at the first coming of
Christ, but at His second advent.

Thus “He (i.e., Christ at His first advent) did not smite the image; the
image, so to speak, smote Him,”

“The stone strikes the image, when the ten toes, the final ten kingdom
division of the Roman Empire, are in existence.”

1 A strange and exegetically untenable interpretation of the colossus has been set
forth by G. H. Lang, The Histories and Prophecies of Daniel, London, 1941. Lang
rejects the idea of a revived Roman empire but substitutes what might be called a
revived Babylonian kingdom, with Babylon as the capital of Antichrist.
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“The stone which falls from above is the Second Coming of our Lord
Jesus Christ, His coming in great power and Glory” (Gaebelein).

I have quoted thus extensively from Gacbelein, and shall continue to do
g0, as, in my opinion, he is one of the ablest representatives of this school.
The following table presents the interpretation which is adopted in this
book. (Cf. App. V. for a defense of the position that the fourth kingdom

is Rome and not Greece).

The head of gold — The neo-Babylonian Empire
The breast and arms -— The Medo-Persian Empire
The belly and thighs — The Grecian Empire
The legs and feet — The Roman Empire

THE STONE

Darby is correct when he says, “We may first observe that the Gentile
kingdoms are seen as a whole. It is neither historical succession nor moral
features with respect to God and man, but the kingdoms all together form-
ing, as it were, a personage before God, the man of the earth in the eye of
God—glorious and terrible in his public splendour in the eyes of men.”
Strong]—The power of this empire to crush is compared with iron, and
the account of this kingdom is more definite than that of the others, in
order to bring out the contrast. This kingdom—strong as iron—is crushed
by something far stronger than iron—the power of the sovereign God.
Breaks in pieces]—The word in Syriac means to break with the hammer,
to forge. All these]l—object of will it crush and break, thus, it will crush
and break all these metals which represent the previous kingdoms. With
iron strength it will crush them, not at one blow, for they do not exist to-
gether at the time of appearance of the fourth kingdom, but in the sense
suggested by Kliefoth, “The elements from which the Babylonian world-
kingdom was made up, the countries, peoples, and civilization which were
comprehended in it, as its external form, would be destroyed by the Medo-
Persian kingdom, and carried forward with it, so as to be established in a
new external form. Such, too, was the relation between the Medo-Persian
and the Macedonian world kingdom, that the latter assumed the elements
and constituent parts not only of the Medo-Persian, but also therewith at
the same time of the Babylonian kingdom.”

Vs. 41. And as thou sawest the feet and the toes, part of them of potter’s
clay, and part of them iron, the kingdom will be composite, and there
shall be some of the firmness of iron in it, inasmuch, as thou didst see iron
mixed with miry clay, One part was of clay, the other of iron. Composite]
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—This word is generally translated divided, as though the kingdom were
divided in two. On the basis of this many scholars, e.g., Driver, refer to
the successors of Alexander, the Ptolemies and the Seleucids, whereas
others find the reference in some division of the Roman Empire, such as
East and West. Ibn Ali thinks the division is between Romans and Arabs.
Buxtorf, however, rightly translates, regnum diversum erit, i.e., the king-
dom will be composite or diverse. The firmness of iron does not charac-
terize the entire kingdom. Only some of the firmness of iron will be in
it since the iron was mixed with miry clay. Clay]—The vs. comes to its
climax in the words miry clay, rendered by M, the tile work of clay.

Vs. 42. And as the toes of the feet were part of iron and part of clay, so
part of the kingdom will be strong and part of it will be broken. Some
commentators find difficulty over the repetitions of these vv. This vs. par-
ticularly is placed under suspicion, because it is regarded as a doublet of
vs. 41. But objective grounds for suspecting it are not present, and when
Baumgartner suggests “v prb add” as a footnote to this vs., he is engaging
in mere conjecture. This vs. merely indicates how thoroughly composite
is the nature of the kingdom, a diversity extending even to its toes. This
composite nature of the toes is a further evidence of the composite nature
of the entire kingdom.,

Vs. 43. As thou sawest iron mingled with miry clay, they shall mix with
the seed of men, but they shall not cleave together, this with that, see!
even as iron does not mix with clay. This vs. is generally taken to refer
to intermarriage. Many commentators find the allusion to the marriages
contracted between the Ptolemies and Seleucids (11:6, 17). However, the
expression need not be limited to marriages. “The figure of mixing by
seed is derived from the sowing of the field with mingled seed, and denotes
all the means employed by the rulers to combine the different nationali-
ties, among which the connubium is only spoken of as the most important
and successful means” (Keil). However, this mixing together will fail.

Vs. 44. And in the days of those kings the God of heaven will set up a
kingdom that shall never be destroyed, and the kingdom shall not be left
to other people: it will crush and bring to an end dll these kingdoms, but
it shall stand forever. Driver refers the phrase in the days of these kings
to the Seleucids and Ptolemies. Others find the reference to kings of the
Roman Empire. Keil specifically applies this to the kings of the world
kingdoms last described. The view adopted by SRB is that these kings
refers to the ten kings of Dan. 7:24-27. Thus, it is argued, the time of the
prophecy is fixed as being, not the first but the second Advent of Christ.
According to this position, there must first be a revived Roman Empire,
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the signs of which, it is alleged, are already to be discerned. “In that day
the iron of imperial power will be mixed with the briitle pottery of social-
ism and democracy; but they will not cleave together” (Ironside). Christ
will then come for His saints; the Church will be caught up to heaven,
and the Stone will fall. This view must be rejected as being exegetically
untenable. It makes too much of the symbolism. We are not expressly told
that there are ten toes. The fen kings can be derived only from the ten
horns of Dan, 7:24-27. That there are ten toes is merely inferred from the
fact that the colossus appears in the form of a man. Furthermore, the
image was not smitten upon the toes but upon the feet (2:34). Now the
feet and legs are to be taken together (2:33), and since the image is smit-
ten upon the feet, the blow should fall, if the dispensationalists were con-
sistent, at the time when the kingdom was divided into the Eastern and
Western Empires. (See SRB, p. 901, note 1, where the two legs are inter-
preted as the Eastern and Western empires.) Lastly, the phrase in the
days of these kings cannot refer to the ten toes (Gaebelein), for the toes
are nowhere identified as kings. Nor does it refer to the kings of the
fourth monarchy, for no such kings are mentioned; the only kings or
kingdoms mentioned are the four empires. The correct interpretation
has been set forth by Allis, “ . . . the words ‘in the days of those kings’
would refer most naturally to the four kingdoms or kings represented by
the image. This interpretation is clearly involved in the symbolism of the
image (vs. 45) and is permissible because, while distinct, these four king-
doms were also in a sense one. Medo-Persia conquered and incorporated
Babylon. Greece did the same to Medo-Persia. And while Rome never
conquered all of Alexander’s empire, she did conquer much of it and the
extent of the Roman Empire was far greater and more world-wide than
any of the others. It was while the image was still standing that the blow
was struck. So we may say that it was in the period of those four empires
as together representing Gentile world dominion but in the days of the last
of the four that the kingdom of Messiah was set up.” It is while the colos-
sus is standing that God will set up His kingdom. The striking of the feet
is symbolical, and does not mecessarily have any particular reference to
the fourth kingdom. The image is struck on the feet, because such a blow
will cause it to totter and fall. Where else would one strike a blow that
would cause the entire image to fall?

The kingdom of God is of Divine origin and eternal duration. For this
reason, it cannot be the millennium, which is but 1000 years in length.
Since the kingdom is divine, it is therefore eternal. It will furthermore
not be conquered by others, but will ever be in the hands of the same
people, the true Israel of God, the Church. On the other hand it will
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break in pieces and destroy other kingdoms. The contrast may be repre-
sented as follows:

THE KINGDOMS OF THE COLOSSUS as to THE KINGDOM OF GOD
Human ORIGIN Divine
Temporary DURATION Eternal
Overcome by each POWER Unconquerable

succeeding kingdom

This kingdom which God establishes is the sphere of His reign or sover-

eignty among men.

Vs. 45. Inasmuch as thou sawest that from the mountain @ stone was cut
out without hands and crushed the iron, bronze, clay, silver and gold, the
great God hath made known to the king what will be after this; and sure is
the dream and faithful its interpretation. According to Jerome, Porphyry
and the Jews refer the stone to the people who will become a great nation.
Jerome himself sees the fulfillment in the Virgin Birth, “absque coitu et
kumane semine, de utero virginali.” Essentially this view is held by Justin
Martyr, Tertullian, Irensus and Ephraim of Syria. Most Christian expos-
itors find the reference in Christ and the progress of His kingdom, and
this seems to me to be correct. The stone is represented as not being cut
out of the mountain by hands in order to show that it is prepared, not by
men, but by God. The blow which it delivers strikes the metals in the re-
verse order from which they had first been described, “as if its effects
would not only reach onward, but backward on the remnants of former
earthly greatness” (Rose). The kingdom of God will completely triumph,
and the kingdom of men (as represented by the image) will be completely
destroyed. The God of heaven]—in this instance, the words may be in-
definite, @ God, but, since Dan. has already identified this God, the defi-
nite article in Englisla is to be preferrecl (see discussion in Keil). Aﬂer
this]—i.e., after this present time during which the dream had occurred.
This revelation is a remarkable instance of God’s goodness to a heathen
monarch. Sure is the dream]—This is not spoken because the king has for-
gotten the dream, but rather to impress him that the matter is true, should
be taken to heart and glory given to its Author. Cf. 8:26; 10:21. Keil
further points out that this remark also “ . . . assures the readers of the
book of the certainty of the fulfillment.”

According to Haller, the purpose of this ch. is to show how Dan. had the
opportunity of employing his wisdom in interpreting dreams (Traum-
deutekunst). The connection with ch. one, however, is said to be loose
since there is a conflict over dates (1:18 with 2:1—but cf. the discussion
supra of 2:1).



80 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

The account, thinks Haller, consists of a framework, 2:1-30 and 46-49,
and a kernel. According to the narrator in the framework, dreams were
supposed to be divine revelations, the interpretation of which was a secret
art. The framework also serves the purpose of justifying faith in Yahweh
as over against the heathen culture and science, a thought which is well
expressed in Dan.’s prayer (2:20 ff.). The wisdom which the Jewish God
bestows is far superior to all heathen art and knowledge, and Neb.’s judg-
ment upon the magicians is a fine stroke (besondere Feinheit) of the
writer. Second Isaiah likewise despised the black art of the wise men of
Babylon (Isa. 47:12 f1.).

As to the account of the dream itself, it is, thinks Haller, but a variation
of the favorite oriental legend-motif of a dreaming king and a wise dream
interpreter, which motif had already appeared in the Old Testament in
the story of Joseph (Gen. 40 ff.). The demand of the king for the content

of the dream is an oriental touch (Das ist orientalisch gedacht.) and. to
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to bristle with difficulties (sce M). But the words of Stuart are still to the
point, “What the particular duties of this office were, we do not know.
That Daniel so managed them as to keep clear of divination by sorcery or
astrology, and of the performance of heathen rites, would seem to be im-
plied by the account of his demeanor which is given in the book of Daniel.”
There is no particular reason why Dan. should refuse the rewards of
the king. But, if these words were written at the time of the Maccabees or
at any other period of strict Judaism, it is difficult to understand why the
author, supposedly a strict Jew with an abhorence of everything pagan,
would represent his Jewish hero as receiving such honors from a pagan
king.
Vs. 49. And Daniel requested from the king and he appointed over the
business of the province of Babylon Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-Nego,
and Daniel was in the gate of the king. The three companions had assisted
Dan. in prayer, and he requests their promotion to be under-officers to
himself that he might serve in the court of the king. Gate]—Oriental ter-
minology for royal offices, cf. Turkish “Sublime Porte.” The mention of
the three companions also prepares the way for the narrative related in

ch. three.



CHAPTER THREE

a. vv. 1.7. Nebuchadnezzar erects a golden image
and requires that his subjects, upon penalty
of death, shall worship it.

Vs. 1. Nebuchadnezzar the king made an image of gold, whose height was
sixty cubits (and) its breadth six cubits; he erected it in the plain of Dura,
in the province of Babylon. The LXX and the translation of Th. date
this event in the 18th year of the king’s reign, apparently intending to
place it in the year of Jerusalem’s downfall. However, this is probably
suggested by Jer. 52:29 and is not original. We do not know in what year
of his reign the king erected the image. Nebuchadnezzar]—In Dan. the
proper name generally precedes the title, but cf. 2:28, 46; 3:16; 4:28,
5:9, 11; 6:9. Charles appeals to this variety of usage as evidence of the
lateness of language. But if a later writer were endeavoring to make his
composition appear archaic, a product of the 6th century B.C., why would
he not use the invariable order Nebuchadnezzar the King? Being an ed-
ucated man, he would have had before him the documents of ancient He-
brew and Aramaic. It is questionable whether the papyri to which Charles
makes appeal for evidence of earlier usage are really determinative. The
phrases X the King in these papyri appear in headings, and are more or
less stereotyped. But in a long document, a work of literature, such as the
book of Dan., variation would naturally be introduced to avoid monotony.
Hence, it does not seem that this variation in itself is any indication of the

date of the book.

The LXX adds the words, “when he had brought under his rule cities
and provinces and all that dwell upon the earth from India to Ethiopia.”
This addition is accepted by Charles, but is obviously intended to furnish
a reason for the erection of the image. Madel—“It was a common prac-
tice of the Assyrian kings to erect images of themselves with laudatory in-
scriptions in conquered cities, or provinces, as symbols of their dominion,
the usual expression in such cases being sa-lam sharru-ti-a (shur-ba-a) ipu-
ush. ‘A (great) image of royalty I made’; see KB, .69, 1.98f.; 73, 1, 5; 99,
1.25, 133, 1.31; 135, L.71; 141, 1.93; 143, L124; 147, L156; 155, 1.26, &c
(all from the reigns of Asshur-nasir-abal, B. C. 885-860, and Shalman-
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eser I1., B.C. 860-825)” (Driver). The text does not state that this was an
image of the king himself. Hippolytus (2:15) suggests that the idea of the
image was induced by the vision of ch. 2. When Dan. called the king the
“head of gold,” the king became puffed up with pride and decided to
erect a golden image. Thus, the image represented the deified Neb. (So
also Jerome, ut ipse adoretur in statua). It is quite possible that, over-
come with pride because of his conquests (and the downfall of Jerusalem
may now have been included in these) and also, influenced by Dan’s iden-
tification of himself as the head of gold, the king erected this image which
may possibly have been of himself. It was, however, erected to do honor
to his god as well as to himself. Of gold]—probably because in the dream
the king had been identified as the head of gold. Many have been the ob-
jections which have been urged against this description. Such an image
would be too expensive, it has been alleged. However, it need not be main-
tained that the image was of solid gold. “The gold consisted in overlaid
plates” (M). Cf. Ex. 38:30; 39:3ff of the golden altar, and Isa. 40:19ff;
41:7; Jer. 10:3ff. Her. (1:183) ... there is a second temple, in which
is a sitting figure of Jupiter, all of gold. Before the figure stands a large
golden table, and the throne whereon it sits, and the base on which the
throne is placed, are likewise of gold. The Chaldeans told me that all the
gold together was eight hundred talents’ weight. Outside the temple are
two altars, one of solid gold, on which it is only lawful to offer sucklings;
the other a common altar, but of great size, on which the full-grown ani-
mals are sacrificed.—In the time of Cyrus there was likewise in this temple
the figure of a man, twelve cubits high, entirely of solid gold” (Her. I:
183, Rawlinson’s translation). Cf. also Pliny, 33:24, 34:9ff., and the Epis-
tle of Jeremiah 7, 54, 56; Bel and the Dragon, 7. Such references afford
sufficient background, and the consideration that the statue need not have
been of solid gold amply refutes the objection “But the amazing, the in-
calculable, the unbelievable expense of such an image of gold! Tt surpasses
all faith, except an a priori one, like that of Hengstenberg” (von Len-
gerke). Its height]—Many objections have been raised against the pro-
portions of the statue, which are said to be grotesque, 90’ in height x 9’
in breadth. Driver says that this disproportion has not been satisfactorily
explained. But M is correct when he says, “At all events, it is not neces-
sary to charge the narrator with an obvious absurdity.” It is conceivable
that the statue may have been in the form of an obelisk, nine feet in
breadth at the base. The form would then be grotesque, it is true, but
grotesqueness seems to have characterized a considerable portion of Bab-
ylonian sculpture. In DS II:9 Ctesias mentions a statue of the god which
was forty feet in height and weighed 1000 Babylonian talents. The Colos-
sus of Rhodes was 70 feet in height. However, it is quite possible that
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included in these dimensions was a base or pedestal, which would greatly
detract from the grotesqueness of the proportions. At any rate, the dimen-
sions given certainly present no objection to the historicity of the account.
“In truth, if the account before us is so monstrously incredible as some
critics of a recent class assert; if the incongruities are so staring, and in
such high relief, then what kind of a witling was he, who wrote the book
of Daniel at so late a period?” (Stuart). An evidence of genuineness is
seen in the expression of the dimensions in terms of the Babylonian sexa-
gesimal system. (cf. Meissner, II, p. 385ff and Ezek. 40:5 six cubits).
He erected it]—This same phrase is used in the inscriptions of Palmyra
and the Hauran, e.g., “This statue is that—which there erected to him,
etc.” (De Vogue, no. 4, as given in Cooke, p. 270). However, the usage
is not consistent in these inscriptions, the word ‘avad being used almost
interchangeably with ’akim. This word is employed in Hebrew of the
establishment of institutions, ¢f. Amos 9:11. In the plain]-—i.e., a broad
plain between mountains. The exact location has not been determined.
The word duru means an enclosing wall, and is of common occurrence.
It has been pointed out that the tablets mention three localities which bear
the name Duru, and that several Babylonian cities have names compounded
with Dur. The archaeologist Oppert (Expedition Scientifique en Mesopo-
tamie, 1:238ff) declared that S. S. E. of Hillah, at a distance of about 12
miles, there were some mounds called Tolul Dura (the mounds of Dura).
One of these, known as el-Mokhattat, consisted of a rectangular brick
structure 45’ square and 20’ in height, which according to Oppert, may
have formed the pedestal of a colossal image. If this ch. is a mere legend,
composed in the second century B. C. as a “polemic against the heathen
worship and in particular against idolatry” (Bevan), how account for the
presence of this word Dura? The appearance of the word is in reality an
evidence of genuineness in that it seems to presuppose some knowledge
of the Babylonian geography. In the province]—These words help to
identify the location of the plain of Dura. The name Dura has occurred
in classical sources; Polybius 5:48, Amm, Mar. 23:5, 8; 24:1, 5 mention
a Dura at the mouth of the Chaboras where it empties into the Euphrates,
but this can hardly be reckoned as being in the province of Babylon, and
another Dura is mentioned as being beyond the Tigris not far from
Appollonia, Polybius 5:52 and Amm. Mar. 25:6, 9. This also would be
too distant. Oppert has probably suggested the approximate location. He
says, “On seeing this mound, one is immediately struck with the resem-
blance which it presents to the pedestal of a colossal statue, as, for example,
that of Bavaria near Munich, and everything leads to the belief that the
statue mentioned in the book of Daniel (ch. III:1) was set up in this
place.”
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Vs. 2. And Nebuchadnezzar the king sent to gather the satraps, prefects,
governors, judges, treasurers, counsellors, sheriffs, and all the rulers of
the provinces to come to the dedication of the image which Nebuchad-
nezzar the king had erected. It was, apparently, a universal custom of
antiquity to observe dedication rites. Of particular interest is it to note
that this account is in keeping with what is known of the ancient Baby-
lonian rites, “In the matter of local color this dedication ceremony is
correct” (M). To this ceremony the officials of the kingdom are invited.
Meissner I:71 tells of Sargon’s action after the completion of his palace at
Dur Sharrukin. “Sargon made himself secure in his palace with the princes
of all lands, the rulers of his land, the governors, presidents, magnates,
honorables and senators of Assyria, and instituted a feast” (Sargon’s
Prism, 178f.). Sent]—By messengers employed to give publicity to the
summons, Satraps]—The word is from old Persian ‘kingdom-guardian.’
The use of these Persian words here is not necessarily an anachronism
(Charles). For one thing, such Persian terms may have been employed
in the neo-Babylonian empire due to Persian influence. The earliest extant
old-Persian inscription is c. 610—580 B. C. If Dan. had written his book
after the taking of Babylon, it is quite conceivable that he might have
employed Persian terms. Certainly, the use of these words is not neces-
sarily evidence for a later date. The two words governors and prefects
are Semitic. Sheriffs]—probably “a minor judicial title” (M). Ap-
parently these titles reveal a certain gradation in rank. Why was Dan.
not present in this group? Various answers are given to this question.
Hippolytus supposed that Dan. might have been present, but was not
particularly watched. Calvin suggests that the accusers could more easily
attack the others since Dan. stood in peculiar favor with the king. Others
say that the source of this story was independent of the Dan. sagas, but
was incorporated into these latter by their compiler who exhibited little
concern as to the whereabouts of Dan. during the episode. This view of
course, does not regard the book as historical and is therefore to be re-
jected. As a matter of fact, we do not know why there is no mention of
Dan. in this ch., and it is useless to speculate on the matter.

Vs. 3. Then were gathered together the satraps, prefects and governors,
the judges, treasurers, counsellors, sheriffs and all the rulers of the prov-
inces to the dedication of the image which Nebuchadnezzar the king had
erected, and were standing before the image which Nebuchadnezzar had
erected. Such repetition is characteristic of Semitic style. Hitzig has
objected that if the officials of the province were thus gathered, it would
put a stop to the government of the country. But surely soldiers would
have remained at their posts throughout the province to quell any up-
risings. Cf. Esther 1:3ff. This dedication doubtless possessed religious
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significance, by which the image was consecrated as a symbol of the
world-power “and (in the heathen sense) of its divine glory” (Keil).

Vs. 4. And a herald proclaimed with strength; to you it is commanded oh!
peoples, nations, and tongues. The three words placed together denote all
nations, no one in the whole kingdom was to be exempt from obeying the
command. The expression recurs in 3:7, 29; 4:1; 5:19; 6:25; 7:14 and
cf. Rev. 5:9; 7:9; 10:11; 11:9; 13:7; 14:6; 17:15. All these nations are
represented by officials.

Vs. 5. At the time that ye hear the sound of the horn, flute, harp, trigon,
psaltery, bagpipe and all kinds of music, ye fall down and worship the
image of gold that Nebuchadnezzar the king has erected. Philologically,
this is an extremely interesting vs. The word kind is of Persian origin.
Two of the names of the musical instruments are Semitic (horn and flute) ;
three are probably Greek, and one (bagpipe) is of uncertain origin.
Horin]—The curved ram’s horn, as in Jos. 6:16. Flute]—From a root
meaning to hiss or whistle. Harpl—or lyre, Trigon]—the Greek instru-
ment was of triangular shape with four strings. Greek writers say that
this instrument was of Syrian origin (Athenaeus 4:175 d, e). Psaltery]—
said to be a stringed instrument of triangular shape. Bagpipe]—a word
of uncertain meaning. Here it evidently refers to a musical instrument,
but Polybius employs it to describe the music which Antiochus Epiphanes
used on festive occasions (Polybius 26, 31, “going to feasts with horn and
symphony™).

The presence of Greek words—if such they are— is no argument
against the early date for the authorship of the book of Dan. “The idea
that Greece and Hellenic culture were litile known in Western Asia before
Alexander the Great is difficult to eradicate. Actually, as we know from
recent archaeological discoveries, there was not a century of the Iron Age
during which objects of Greek origin, mostly ceramic in character, were
not being brought into Syria and Palestine. Greek traders and mercenaries
were familiar in Egypt and throughout Western Asia from the early
seventh century on, if not earlier. As early as the sixth century B. C. the
coasts of Syria and Palestine were dotted with Greek ports and trading
emporia, several of which have been discovered during the past five years.
None of these could begin to approach the prosperity of the great Hellenic
harbors of Naucratis and Daphne in Egypt. There were Greek mercenaries
in the armies of Egypt and Babylonia, of Psammetichus II and Nebuchad-
nezzar” (FSAC p. 259). Fall down]—Prostration “is both a preparatory
act for worship, and one which accompanies worship itself” (Stuart).
These words make clear the religious character of the act.
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Vs. 6. And whoever does not fall down and worship, at that momeni he
will be cast into the midst of a furnace of burning fire. This command evi-
dently pre-supposes that there will be instances of refusal. Among the
Assyrians and Babylonians, cruel punishments were practised. Cf. Jer.
29:22, Refusal to do homage to the image, since it was erected by the
king and for his glory, would be regarded as equivalent to treason to the
state. In so far as the image may have represented the gods of the king,
it would not go against the scruples of heathen captives to bow down to it,
since this would simply involve the acknowledgment that the gods of Bab-
ylon were more powerful than their own gods, and this the heathen of an-
tiquity could easily grant. But for devout Jews to worship this statue
would have been to deny their cherished conviction that there is One alone
to whom worship is due. The edict of the king, therefore, was certain to
work hardship upon the faithful Jews. There is, however, in this edict,
nothing which could be compared with the religious persecution practised
by Antiochus Epiphanes. Furnace]—Hevernick calls attention to the de-
scription of the traveller Chardin (Voyage en Perse, V1), who was in
Persia 1671-77, and who notes that two furnaces of fire were kept burning
for a month for consuming those who overcharged for food. M suggests
that this furnace © . . . must have been similar to our common lime-kiln,
with a perpendicular shaft from the top and an opening at the bottom
for extracting the fused lime.”

Vs. 7. Because of this at the time when oll the people were hearing the
sound of the horn, flute, harp trigon, psaltery and all kinds of music, all
people, nations, and tongues were falling down, worshipping the image of
gold which Nebuchadnezzar the king had erected. In this repetition the bag-
pipe is omitted. The love of the Babylonians for music is attested by Isa.
14:11, Ps. 137:3, Her. 1:191, Q. Cur., 5:3.

b. vv. 812. Certain Chaldeans inform the king that
Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego have not
worshipped the golden image.

Vs. 8. On account of this at that time there drew near certain Chaldeans,

and accused the Jews. The three companions had not fallen down before

the image, so on account of this fact, the accusation was brought. Drew

near]—to the king. Chaldeans]—Here the term is employed in an ethnic

sense; Chaldeans in contrast to Jews. Accused]—lit., they ate their pieces, -
a common Semitic idiom for calumniate, slander. Probably this accusa-

tion was motivated by jealousy due to the high position of the three.
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Vs, 9. They answered and said to Nebuchadnezzar the king, oh! king, live
forever. Cf. 2:4, for the form of address.

Vs. 10. Thou, oh! king, hast made a decree that every man who hears the

sound of the horn, flute, harp, trigon; psaltery and bagpipe and all kinds
of music shall fall down and worship the image of gold.

Vs. 11. And whoever does not fall down end worship shall be thrown into
the midst of a furnace of burning fire.

Vs. 12. There are certain Jews whom thou hast appointed over the service
of the province of Babylon, Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego, these men
have paid no heed to thee, oh! king; thy god they do not serve, and the
image of gold which thou hast erected they do not worship. Hitzig rightly
remarks: “These Chaldeans knew the three Jews, who were so placed as
to be well known, and at the same time envied, before this (von frueher
her). They had long known that they did not worship idols; but on this
occasion, when their religion made it necessary for the Jews to disobey
the king’s command, they make use of their knowledge” (translated by
M. G. Easton). Implied in this accusation is the charge of ingratitude.
The king, it is argued, has honored these men but they have paid no heed
to him as may be seen by the fact that they do not honor the king’s god,
nor worship his image.

c. vv. 13-18. Nebuchadnezzar commands the accused

men to be brought before him and asks them if the

accusation is true. He repeats his edict, whereupon
they reply that their confidence is in God.

Vs. 13. Then Nebuchadnezzar in rage and fury commanded to bring
Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego; then these men were brought before
the king. The furious rage of the king shows that the Chaldeans have

succeeded in their object.

Vs. 14. Nebuchadnezzar answered and said to them, Is it true, Shadrach,
Meshach and Abed-Nego, that my gods ye do not serve and the image of
gold which I have erected ye do not worship? The question is it true has
often been translated, is it of purpose or of design. This is because the
precise meaning and etymology of the words have been unknown. How-
ever, this word has now been found on an Aramaic ostrakon where the
context clearly shows the meaning. The king thus is willing to give the
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accused an opportunity to deny the charge, since possibly he suspected the
motives of the accusers.

Vs. 15. Now, if ye are ready that, at the time when ye shall kear the sound
of the horn, flute, harp, trigon, psaltery and bag-pipe, end oll kinds of
music, ye will fall down and worship the image that I have made—and if
ye do not worship, in that instant ye shall be cast into the midst
of a furnace of burning fire, and what kind of a god can deliver you out
of my hand? The apodosis of the first sentence is omitted; we should
expect some word such as well. The aposiopesis of the apodosis, however,
lends force to the statement. Cf. similar examples, Ex, 32:32; Luke 13:9;
19:42; 2 Thess. 2:3ff. Cf. also the Iliad 1:135ff. Haevernick tries to avoid
the aposiopesis by translating, “if ye will hear ... then ye will fall down.”
But this is not grammatically correct, nor does it yield a good sense; it
turther destroys the disjunction between ye will . . . worship and ye will
not worship. “This narrative clearly assures us, how kings consult only
their own grandeur by a show of piety, when they claim the place of their
deities” (Calvin). Probably the king discerned the look of refusal upon
the faces of the accused. In his rage, he suggests that no god can deliver
from this punishment. Had he paused to reflect, he would have realized
that the God of the Jews was unlike his own deities, but rage does not
reflect; instead, it threatens.

Vs. 16. Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego answered and said to the king
Nebuchadnezzar, we have no need with respect to this matter to make
defence before thee. There are difficulties in this vs., partly occasioned by
the Massoretic pointing. If the word Nebuchadnezzar be taken as a voca-
tive, as the Massoretes pointed it, then the three accused ones are made to
be guilty of disrespect. It is inconceivable that men of the character of
these should at such a time engage in such familiarity. The difficulty is
easily resolved by translating as above. Jerome had noted the omission of
the word king (In Hebraeo non habet regem, sicut in LXX). We have no
need]—This response has also occasioned difficulty. Von Lengerke be-
lieved that it was an evidence of the Maccabean date of the book, when the
Jews thought it a glory to suffer martyrdom rather than to obey Antiochus.
But this is to miss the meaning of the response. Arrogance is entirely
lacking in this reply and so is that fanaticism which characterized the
martyrs of the Maccabean age. The three are simply acknowledging the
correctness of the indictment laid against them and declaring that there
is no defence or apology that need be made. They cast themselves utterly
upon God. Tt is a case where they are compelled to serve God rather than
man, and for their noble faith, they are evidently honored by the writer
of the epistle to the Hebrews as those who by faith “quenched the violence
of fire” (Heb. 11:34).



A COMMENTARY — IIT : 13-18 91

Vs. 17. If our God whom we serve is able to deliver us from the furnace
of burning fire and from thy hand, oh! king, he will deliver.

Vs. 18. But if not, be it known to thee, oh! king, that thy god we are not
serving and to the image of gold which thou hast set up we will not bow
down. The translation given here is difficult, because it seems to imply
a doubt as to the ability of God to deliver from the furnace. Various
attempts have been made to circumvent this difficulty, Jerome translated,
“For behold our God,” and Maurer remarks that all the interpreters except
von Lengerke adopt this translation. The other ancient versions begin the
translation with for. Some commentators render, as the AV, “If it be so,
our God . ..” Charles regards the Massoretic text as corrupt. He thinks
that the original (as reconstructed upon the basis of the versions) was,
“For there is a God, whom we serve, who is able to deliver us,” and this,
he thinks, provides a satisfactory answer to the question of the king (in
vs. 15). However, the versions are apparently paraphrases or expansions
of the text made for the sake of clearing away the difficulty. Hence, the
Aramaic text, it would seem, is to be preferred, and I have translated as
above, because that translation alone seems faithfully to represent the
Aramaic original.

If, however, this translation be adopted, we must inquire as to its mean-
ing. M believes that the language does betray a lack of absolute confidence
in the Divine omnipotence. If this assumption is correct, it certainly
presents a picture far removed from the fanaticism of the Maccabean age.
However, I do not think that any doubt as to God’s omnipotence is in-
tended. Keil has stated the true interpretation when he says that the
reference is to “... ethical ability, i.e., the ability limited by the divine
holiness and righteousness, not the omnipotence of God as such.” Thus,
the thought is, “If, in His sovereign good pleasure, our God can deliver
us, He will do so0.” “The three simply see that their standpoint can never
be clearly understood by Nebuchadnezzar, and therefore they give up any
attempt to justify themselves. But that which was demanded of them they
could not do, because it would have been altogether contrary to their-faith
and their conscience. And then without fanaticism they calmly decline to
answer, and only say, ‘Let him do according to his own will’; thus with-
out superstitiousness committing their deliverance to God” (Kliefoth, as
given in Keil.) Cf. also Isa. 43:1, 2. The noble comment of Barnes on this
passage is worthy of quotation in full, “This is the religion of principle;
and when we consider the circumstances of those who made this reply;
when we remember their comparative youth, and the few opportunities
which they had for instruction in the nature of religion, and that they
were captives in a distant land, and that they stood before the most ab-
solute monarch of the earth, with no powerful friends to support them,
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and with the most horrid kind of death threatening them, we may well
admire the grace of that God who could so amply furnish them for such
a trial, and love that religion which enabled them to take a stand so noble
and so bold.” The remark in the SRB that these three youths are typical
of the Jewish remnant, faithful in the last days in the furnace of the great
tribulation is wholly gratuitous and devoid of any Scriptural support what-
soever.

d. vv. 19-30. Nebuchadnezzar in rage commands that
the furnace be heated seven times hotter than custo-
mary, and that the three be cast into its midst. These
commands are carried out. But in the furnace the
king sees the men unharmed and accompanied by a

Fourth. He thereupon commands them to come forth
and blesses their God.

Vs. 19. Then Nebuchadnezzar was filled with anger, and the fashion of
kis face was changed with respect to Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego;
he answered and commanded that the furnace be heated seven times
beyond what was wont. The king’s command is absurd, the result of his
anger. In his pride, he can brook no opposition. Fashion]—The word
literally means image, and is the same that is employed to designate the
image of gold. Here, it must mean the form, or appearance of his counte-
nance. Seven times]—lit., one-seven, i. ¢, 1 x 7; the phrase employed may
be reminiscent of expressions used in the Babylonian multiplication tables.
This type of expression also occurs in the Syriac translation of Dan. 11:8,
13. The number seven is taken by some to be the indefinite expression of
a round number (Hwvernick); by others to indicate intensity (Kranich-
feld), but probably, as Zeeckler points out, it has a judicial bearing as
indicating fulness of satisfaction or atonement. See Lev. 26:18-24; Prov.
6:31; Matt. 18:21f. Wont]—i. e., beyond the point to which it was cus-
tomarily heated. Zeeckler suggests that a better meaning is, more than ap-
propriate or necessary. Probably the word wont best expresses the mean-
ing. The furnace is to be raised to an extremely intense heat.

Vs. 20. And certain strong men that were in his army he commanded to
bind Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego and to cast (them) into the
furnace of burning fire. Since the task was not without certain danger, the
king ordered the strongest men of the army to carry it out. Probably the
choice of men of strength was also intended to forestall any intervention,
either of human or of Divine power.
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Vs. 21. Then these men were bound in their mantles, their trousers and
their hats and their garments, and they were cast into the midst of the
furnace of burning fire. The three had been present in court dress, and,
bound in their clothes, were cast into the furnace. Of the words for cloth-
ing here employed, only that for hats seems to be of certain meaning. See
M for full philological discussion.

Vs. 22 On this account because the command of the king was peremptory
and the furnace exceeding hot, those men who had brought up Shadrach,
Meshach and Abed-Negc,—them did the flame of fire kill. The execu-
tioners had taken the three men up to the top of the furnace to cast them
in, and were themselves killed by a flame of the fire. The point is not that
the three were carried, but that they were taken up to the opening at the
top of the furnace to be cast in there. Through an opening at the bottom
the furnace could be heated, and the men within could be seen, but the
men were cast into the furnace from the opening at the top.

Vs. 23. And these three men Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego were
fallen. down into the midst of the furnace of burning fire bound. The verb
sets forth the circumstances existing at the time of the action of the main
verbs in vs. 24. The thought may be paraphrased as follows: “These three
men were fallen down bound, when the king wondered and rose up in
haste.” The vs. serves to emphasize the difficulty of deliverance. In @
fiery furnace—bound]—This was the state of things from which only the
power of God could deliver. The vs. serves to set forth the mighty contrast
between the desperate plight of the men and the miraculous deliverance
which produced the king’s astonishment. Nevertheless, Charles considers
the vs. to be an interpolation, but confesses that he cannot account for its
insertion in the text. His principal grounds for its rejection are that it
does not appear in the LXX, it contributes no fresh fact to the narrative,
and it does not serve as an introduction to vs. 24. However, we have al-
ready pointed out the purpose which the vs. serves, and we would eall
attention to the fact that it does occur in Th. The LXX does contain a vs.
23 which is largely made up of phrases from the Mass. vs. 22. Further-
more, the versions at this point appear to be very corrupt. Hence, the
preponderance of weight of evidence is in favor of retaining this vs.

At this point the Greek iranslations insert the “Prayer of Azariah” and
the “Song of the Three Youths” with some introductory vv. This prayer
hegins with the theme of praise to God, and acknowledgment of His justice
in the judgment which has befallen Israel and then continues with a
request for deliverance, and for the punishment of the enemies of Israel.
After this prayer the interpolation continues with a narrative of the further

heating of the furnace and the descent of the Angel of the Lord. This

narrative is followed by the “Song,” which is an ascription of praise to
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God, most of the vv. ending with the refrain “Sing His praise and highly
exalt Him forever.”

For further information on these interpolated vv. see AP; Driver, pp.
xviiiff., xeviiiff.; Bevan, pp. 43 ff.

Vs. 24. Then Nebuchadnezzar the king wondered and rose in a hurry; he
answered and spake to his counsellors, Did we not cast three men into the
midst of the fire bound? They answered and said to the king, True, oh!
king. Through the opening at the bottom of the furnace by means of which
it was heated, the king could see within. What he saw put him in astonish-
ment, causing him to rise up in a hurry to ask of his counsellors whether
three men had been cast into the fire. Counsellors]—ministers. The
word is probably of Persian origin, and its precise signification is un-
known. The question of the king is elicited by the fact that he now beholds
four men in the furnace.

Vs. 25. He answered and said, Lo! I see four men loose, walking in the
midst of the fire and there is no harm upon them, and the appearance of
the fourth is like that of a son of the gods. Apparently the king alone saw
the fourth Being, which accounts for his behaviour. Loose]—i. e., the fire
had devoured the bonds, but left the men themselves untouched. Their
freedom is emphasized by the statement that they are walking. Son of the
gods]—The translation of the AV, the Son of God is not grammatically
defensible. The meaning is, son of deity, i. e., a Divine Person, one of the
race of the gods, a supernatural being. The fact that this Being is called
an angel in vs. 28, does not detract from this interpretation, since in
Aramaic the word angel may stand as a designation of deity, somewhat
in the sense of the Angel of the Lord in Gen. It must be remembered that
we do not have before us the exact words of Neb., but only an Aramaic
translation of the same. No doubt the king spoke “in the spirit and mean-
ing of the Babylonian doctrine of the gods” (Keil). He recognized in the
presence of the fourth Person one who was a superhuman being, in the
sense that he was Divine. The Aramaic endeavors to reproduce these
thoughts, and does so by means of the language of paganism (See M for
philological discussion and literature). The theological question remains,
What was the identity of the fourth Person? Since the language of the
text would have us understand that a supernatural Person was present, we
must ask whether this supernatural Person was merely an angel (Jewish
expositors) or whether we are face to face with a pre-incarnate appearance
of the second Person of the Trinity. The early Christian expositors
adopted this latter view. Perhaps, upon the basis of the available evi-
dence, the question cannot definitely be settled, although I incline toward
the latter view. Jerome suggests that the wicked king did not deserve to
see the Son of God (nescio quomodo rex impius Dei Filium videre
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mereatur), but the appearance was primarily for the benefit of the three.
When God’s people are called upon to pass through the waters of affliction,

it is He Himself who has promised to be present with them (cf. Isa.
43:1-3).

Vs. 26. Then Nebuchadnezzar drew near to the door of the furnace of
burning fire; he answered and said, Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego,
servants of God most High, come forth and come out. Then Shadrach,
Meshach and Abed-Nego came out from the midst of the fire. The king
approached the aperture through which the furnace was heated and com-
manded the men to come forth. Most High]—The king does not rise above
the level of paganism. So, the Greeks called Zeus the Most High. Neb.
does not acknowledge that the Lord alone is God, but merely that the God
of the Confessors is the highest of Gods. Even the performance of this
mighty miracle does not convert him.

Vs. 27. And there were gathered together the satraps, prefects, governors
and counsellors of the king; and they saw those men upon whose bodies
the fire had no power, and the hair of whose heads it had not injured, and
whose garments had not changed and upon whom the smell of fire had not
come. There is a gradation noticeable in this description; the hair is not

singed, the garments were whole, and themselves were free from the smell
of fire.

Vs. 28. Nebuchadnezzar answered and said, Blessed be the god of Shad-
rach, Meshach and Abed-Nego who has sent his angel and delivered his
servants who trusted in him, and the word of the king they have set at
naught and have given their bodies that they should not serve nor worship
any god except their god. This statement constitutes at least an acknowl-
edgment of the fact that there is a god who can deliver from the king’s
hand (cf. vs. 15). Tt is an expression of awe called forth by the miracle,
but it is not the utterance of a truly converted heart. “Convictions wrought
by the display of miraculous power, seem better adapted to arrest the at-
tention and check the daring course of the transgressor, than to work a
permanent change in his mind” (Stuart). Set at naught]—lit., changed.

Vs. 29. And by me is a decree established that every people, nation and
tongue that speaks anything amiss against the god of Shadrach, Meshach
and Abed-Nego shall be cut in pieces and his house shall be made a dung-
hill; because there is no other god that can deliver like this. Cf. 2 K.
10:27. “The idea is that the utmost possible dishonour and contempt
should be placed on their houses by devoting them to the most vile and
offensive uses” (Barnes). Possibly however, the punishment may merely
refer to the destruction of the houses. Cf. 2:5.
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Vs. 30. Then the king caused Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego to
prosper in the province of Babylon. Probably he caused them to prosper
in the offices which they already held.

Haller considers the third ch. of Dan. to contain a popular history of
martyrs. It is purely legend, and is divided into five scenes. Possibly chs.
two and three present two variations of one and the same legend. Probably
the writer, in describing the great statue, had in mind the statue which
Antiochus Epiphanes IV had erected in Daphne. During the diaspora,
thinks Haller, there were probably many stories of faithfulness to the Law
in times of persecution going about from mouth to mouth. The narrator
could employ such stories, which were sometimes based on Bible passages
such as Jer. 29:22, and could easily adapt them to his purposes.

A didactic purpose is visible, thinks Haller. The Jew must not only
abstain from heathen practices, but must positively oppose them. Thus,
he will be saved by God in a miraculous fashion.

However, sober exegesis reveals that the book of Dan. is not composed
of legends. Haller has not one whit of objective evidence with which to
support his ideas. The best refutation of such vagaries is to be found in
careful exegesis of the book.



CHAPTER FOUR

a. vv. 1-3. The proclamation of Nebuchadnezzar.

Vs. 1. Nebuchadnezzar the king to all peoples, nations and tongues that
dwell in all the earth, May your peace be multiplied. In the Aramaic text
4:1-3 is numbered as 3:31-33. This same order is also followed in the
Greek and Latin versions. However, these vv. properly belong with ch. 4
and are so treated here. All the earth]—i. e., the known, inhabited world,
from Elam and Media in the east to Egypt and the Mediterranean sea-
coasts in the west. Cf. Jer. 25:26; 27:5-6. The Assyrian and Babylonian
kings regarded themselves as kings of all the earth, and in their inscrip-
tions were accustomed thus to speak of themselves. This practice was also
in vogue among the Persian rulers. Your peace]—as in 6:25.

Vs. 2. The signs and wonders that God Most High has wrought for me, it
seemed good to me to show. These signs were events of an extraordinary
or miraculous nature, and the word wonders serves to designate the effect

which they produced. Stuart paraphrases “miraculous events which call
forth wonder.”

Vs. 3. How great are his signs, and his wonders how strong! His kingdom
is an everlasting kingdom, and his rule for ever and ever. “In ascribing
an eternal kingdom to God, Nebuchadnezzar evidently means to contrast
it with the mutable and perishing nature of a dominion like his own”
(Stuart). M states that “As an edict the document is historically abhsurd;
it has no similar in the history of royal conversions nor in ancient im-

perial edicts.,” Driver says that the phraseology of the decree betrays its
Jewish author.

It must be confessed that there are difficulties in the study of this edict.
It is perfectly true that a considerable familiarity with Biblical thought is
expressed. The doxology (4:3) agrees almost word for word with Ps.
145:13. Zeeckler, therefore, believed that the edict was composed, not by
Neb., but by Dan. himself. To support this position, he further argued
that the remainder of ch. 4 was written in a style similar to that of the
other narrative portions of the book, and that 4:25-30 spoke of the king
in the third person, rather than in the first, as elsewhere, and that the
designation of the palace as being “at Babylon,” indicates at least that
the writer was writing for other than Babylonians. On the other hand, H,

97



98 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

Keil and others believe that the theocratic language of the edict is due to
the instruction and influence of Dan. I am inclined to agree with Keil.
The edict is genuine, but it was probably prepared under the influence of
Dan. This would account for the theocratic coloring which is considerable.
Cf. 4:3,34 with Ps. 72:5; 145:13; Dan. 7:14, 27 and 4:34ff., with Isa
24:21; 40:17; 41:12, 24, 29; 43:14; 45:9; Job 9:12; 21:22. On the other
hand, if the decree was merely the work of a Jewish author, it is difficult
to understand, particularly if this author lived at the time of the Macca-
bees, that pagan elements of thought would be permitted to appear. Cf.
expressions in 4:5, 6, 10, 14, 15, 20.

Nor can it be maintained, when the purpose of the king is considered,
that the publication of such a decree was an absurdity. The concern of
the king was to testify, not to his madness, but to the grace of God which
is able to abase those that walk in pride. The publication of this edict
sheds interesting light upon the open, magnanimous character of the great
king, He upon whom the efficacious grace of God has come cannot but
declare His praise and wonders. How different this is from the mean,
little character of Antiochus Epiphanes! “If the writer of the book of
Daniel did indeed mean to hit off Epiphanes in the sketch that he has
given us of Nebuchadnezzar, he was one of the most unskillful of all the
likeness-painters, with whom it has been my lot to form an acquaintance”
(Stuart). Jerome presents an interesting comment. The decree (epistula)
of the king is inserted in the volume of the prophet, he says, in order that
it may be believed to be from Daniel himself, and not from another, as
the sycophant (Porphyry) maintains.

b. vv. 49. Troubled by a dream, Nebuchadnezzar
summons his wise men, who are unable to tell the
dream. Lastly, Daniel is summoned.

Vs. 4. I Nebuchadnezzar was at rest in my house, and flourishing in my
palace. This statement of the king’s condition is designed to set forth
more vividly the contrast with the events to follow. At rest]—i. e., free
from care, at ease. Contentment and security are suggested by the word.
Flourishing]—growing green, used of the growth of a tree; hence,
prosperous, flourishing. “Here plainly the word is chosen with reference
to the tree which had been seen in the dream” (Keil). Cf. Ps. 92:12. The
LXX prefaces this vs. with the words, “In the 18th year of his reign
Nebuchadnezzar said.” However, these words are not given by Th. or by
the other versions. They are probably not original. They might easily
have been added by a copyist who desired to date each historical event.
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A similar dating is given in the Greek translations of 3:1. The shorter
reading of the Mass. text is therefore to be preferred. (See Charles for the
opposite opinion). In my palace]—i. e., he was secure upon his throne.

Vs. 5. A dream 1 beheld and it terrified me, and the imaginations upon
my bed and the visions of my head troubled me. “The abrupt manner in
which the matter is here introduced well illusirates the unexpected sud-
denness of the event itself” (Keil). I beheld]—i. e., the dream was pre-
sented to my mind. Imaginations]—images, fantasies of the dream. In
later Aramaic the word is used to refer to evil imaginations. Troubled]—
i. e., agitated the whole being of the king. The word is stronger than the
word translated zerrified. Cf. 2:28 for visions of my head.

Vs. 6. And by me a decree was made to bring before me all the wise men
of Babylon, that they might cause me to know the interpretation of the
dream. The king here apparently desires to know only the interpretation
of the dream and does not demand of the wise men that they also tell the
dream itself.

Vs. 7. Then came in the magicians, the astrologers, the Chaldeans and the
soothsayers, and the dream I related before them, and its interpretation
they did not make known to me.

Vs. 8. Until at last there came before me Daniel whose name is Belteshaz-
zar according to the name of my god and in whom is the spirit of holy
deity, and I related the dream before him. Behrmann translates Und
ausser anderen, i. e., and besides, in addition to others. Bevan would
translate, and yet another entered. Hitzig renders bis als letzter, i. e., until
as the last one. M follows Heevernick, who first correctly explained the
Aramaic word. Upon the basis of this explanation I have followed M and
translated as above. However, 1 disagree most strongly with M when he
sees in this entrance of Dan. the gaining of “a higher dramatic end,” in
that Dan. is triumphant and the colleagues nonplussed. The text is the
record of sober history and not a romance or legend. Belteshazzar]—
This is the name by which Dan. would be known to the king’s subjects.
Spirit of holy deity]—Behrmann translates in welchem der Geist heiliger
Goetter ist (ie., in whom is the spirit of holy gods) and considers the
statement to be similar to that of Pharaoh in Gen. 41:38, and Driver
remarks that the king expresses himself as a polytheist. So also AV, and
Jerome who expressly opposes Th. (“holy gods and not holy god,” says
Jerome). But Th. first rightly interpreted the phrase as a s., rather than
as a pl. M presents a wealth of philological evidence to support this
position. The king recognized that the God of Dan. was different from his
own gods. The thought is, “That which is truly God is to be found within
Dan.” The epithet holy does not here have reference to moral purity, but
is, rather, roughly equivalent to our word “divine.”
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Several questions are called forth by this vs. Why did Dan. appear only
after the wise men had failed to interpret the dream? Why, if Dan. was
so well known for his ability to interpret dreams, and if he occupied a
position of prominence over the wise men, was he not summoned first of
all? It should be noted that this difficulty, if such it be, is a mark of
genuineness. If the account had been a mere legend, intended to glorify
the pious Jew, Dan., it would probably have had Dan. appear first of all.
The LXX does precisely this. It omits vv. 6-10a. “The LXX, by thus
omitting all mention of the wise men and representing the king as at once
consulting Daniel in 4:15 (18) puts the action of the king in a reasonable
light” (Charles). But this omission is perhaps due to a desire to avoid
the alleged difficulty of the Mass. text and therefore the LXX, at this point,
does not present a better text. Surely, if the author were a mere literary
artist and nothing more, he would have striven to remove this alleged
difficulty. The fact that it remains is, it would seem, evidence for the
genuineness of the text.

Keil seeks to answer the difficulty by asserting that the king had forgot-
ten his former dream and Dan.’s interpretation. Several years, he argues,
had elapsed, and the disquietude caused by the present dream would cloud
the memory, so that the king would not think of Dan. However, if the
king had forgotten his previous experience, would not the present dream
have served, rather, to call it to mind?

I think that Calvin has hinted at the true solution, which has been de-
veloped more fully by Kranichfeld. The king, on this interpretation, had
not forgotten Dan. Rather, his dream apparently caused him to realize
that he would suffer humiliation, and probably this humiliation would be
at the hands of Dan.’s God. How could the king have forgotten the dream
recorded in ch. 2 and the marvelous manner in which it had been inter-
preted? This would have impressed him with the greatness of Dan.’s God.
Add to this the miraculous events described in ch. 3 and it is difficult to
understand how the king could have failed to recognize that Dan.’s God
was a God indeed. This is further borne out by the description which the
monarch applies to Dan., “a man in whom is the spirit of Deity.” With
this God, Neb., as yet, wanted no dealings. If others can interpret the
dream, he will go to them rather than to Dan. As Calvin says, it is “ex-
treme necessity” which compels the ruler to turn to Dan. “And hence we

gather that no one comes to the true God, unless impelled by necessity”
(Calvin).

Vs. 9. Ohk! Belteshazzar, chief of the magicians, in whom I know is the
spirit of holy Deity, and no secret is too difficult for thee, behold! my
dream that I have seen and its interpretation declare. The ordinary
translation (e. g., AV.) tell me the visions eic., seems to bring this vs.
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into conflict with what follows, where the king himself relates the dream.
The difficulty is removed if the word commonly translated wvisions is
rendered behold! This change is philologically sound (see M for discus-
sion). The manner in which Dan. is addressed seems to show that the
king has not forgotten his ability to interpret dreams.

c. vv. 10-18. The content of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream.

Vs. 10. As for the visions of my head upon my bed, I was beholding, and
lo! a tree in the midst of the earth and its height was great. When the
dream came upon the king, he was beholding, i. e., regarding attentively
that which was being presented to him. The tree which he saw was in the
midst of the earth, i. e., occupying a central position on the earth, Ap-
parently, as Barnes suggests, it stood by itself, remote from any forest.
Thus, its central position would attract attention. Possibly, Babylon was
regarded as the center of the earth. This position of the tree would then
indicate its importance for the entire earth. It is probable that by this
figure of the tree the king recognized himself. Although dreams were
common in the ancient Orient, and although the figure of a tree was used
as a symbol of royalty, it must be insisted that this present dream was
placed in the mind of the king ab extra. It was a divinely imposed dream,
a revelation from God. Now, it is quite conceivable that in the giving of
this dream, the Spirt of God permitted the mind of the king to reflect upon
images and thoughts which had previously impressed him. Thus, the
dream might appear to be merely the result of impressions which in
waking hours had been made upon Neb.’s mind. But, if such impressions
constituted to some extent the materia of the dream, it must be insisted
that they were wrought into the form of this dream in a supernatural
manner. The dream might appear to the king to be merely the result of

natural causes, like other dreams. In point of fact, it was supernaturally
imposed.

Ezek. 31:3ff. compares the Assyrian with a cedar of Lebanon. However,
the tree of this dream seems to have been one of many in a forest. It is
not a tree standing alone in the midst of the earth. Cf. also Ezek. 17:1ff.,
especially vv. 22-24, and Isa. 2:13; 10:18, 19; Jer. 22:7, 23. “Nothing
is more obvious than the comparison of a hero with a lofty tree of the
forest, and hence it was natural for Nebuchadnezzar to suppose that this
vision had a reference to himself” (Barnes). Among the commentators
Havernick particularly has illustrated the fondness with which the Orien-
tals depicted the rise and fall of human power by means of the symbol
of a tree. Thus, Her. 7:19 relates a dream of Xerxes, who, ready to set out
against Greece, beholds himself crowned with an olive shoot, the branches
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of which streich out over all the earth, but afterward the crown disap-
pears; in 6:37 Croesus says that he will destroy the men of Lampascus
“like a fir” since this tree when cut down, sends forth no fresh shoots,
but dies outright; in 1:108 Astyages the Mede dreamed of a vine which
grew from the womb of Mandane, his daughter, and spread over the
entirety of Asia, the vine being Cyrus. Hevernick makes allusion also
to Arabic and Turkish sources. However, these accounts merely serve to
show the significance of the tree among the Orientals. The utterly unique
character of the present dream must be insisted upon.

Vs. 11. The tree was growing and becoming strong, and its height was
reaching to the heavens, and its appearance to the end of all the earth.
The verbs indicate not a fixed state (e. g., Driver, was grown) but rather
a state of becoming, Before the eyes of the king the tree is growing, so
that its visibility reached unto the ends of the earth. The language is
hyperbolical, in keeping with the language of universality with which the
Assyrian and Babylonian kings described their reigns. “In the more
chastened style of the west, Nebuchadnezzar would have said, that the
tree was very high, and could be seen at a great distance” (Stuart).

Vs. 12. Its folinge was fair, and its fruit abundant, and food for all who
were in it; under it the beasts of the field take shade, and in its branches
are dwelling the birds of the heaven, and from it all flesh takes nourish-
ment. The meaning is not that the tree had food for all (e. g., Maurer,
cibus in ea erat pro omnibus, non: cibus erat pro ommibus qui in ea
erant [avibus]), but rather, there was food for all who were in it. The
Massoretes have joined the words for all with in i, thus intending that the
two should be taken kogether. The tenses of the verbs denote continuous
or habitual action, “—and therefore might be observed as taking place
continuously at the time of the dream” (Driver). All flesh]—An expres-
sion which comprehends all beasts and fowl, but is a symbolical ref-
erence to mankind, “—thus imaging all of the human race that were
united under the sceptre of Nebuchadnezzar” (Zeeckler).

Vs. 13. I saw in the visions of my head upon my bed, and behold! a
watcher, and a holy one from heaven was descending. A new incident is
indicated by the words I saw. The dream, which hitherto has transpired
rather quietly, now takes a new and sudden ‘turn. Stuart, however, thinks
that the king had awakened from a first dream and now beholds a “second
and continuous dream.” But this is to ignore the force of I saw; cf. the
use of this phrase in 7:7. Rosenmueller rightly explains videbam autem
porro. A4 watcher]—who was holy, the word holy being epexegetical.
The word translated watcher occurs in the OT only in this ch. Its funda-
mental significance is a vigilant. According to Bousset we are here deal-
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ing with a parrative which is founded upon an old polytheistic saga, and,
at this point the original polytheism breaks through. (Hier schaut der
urspruengliche Polytheismus der uebernommenen Erzaehlung noch deutlich
hindurch” RJ, p. 322). These watchers, thinks Bousset, are clearly con-
sidered as a college of astral deities (*. . .so sind die Waechter deutlich als
ein Kollegium von Goettern und zwar von Gestirngoettern gedacht,” P
322). I cannot accept such a position. If the book of Dan. comes from
the Maccabean age, as Bousset holds (p. 11), and the first part of the
book contains legends which the composer has worked over for the pur-
pose of strengthening the people’s faith in difficult times (—-—Jen Glauben.
smut des Volkes in schweren Zeiten zu staerken”), why was he not more
careful to eradicate such “polytheistic” traits from his work? This ch.
particularly, according to Bousset, betrays a non-Jewish background. But
would not pious Jews have detected such a pagan background and conse-
quently rejected the book? Instead of that, according to Bousset’s theory,
the book of Dan. became Ithe foundation of the Apocalyptic style.

I do not understand such an explanation, since it seems to be psy-
chologically improbable. If the “unknown” author were endeavoring to
strengthen the faith of his people, would he not do all in his power to
make his hero appear as a real person? He would have banished from
his writing every trace of the fact that he was merely working over old
legends, some of them of pagan origin. He was not writing to entertain,
but to convince. And certainly there would be some among his readers
who would detect the true nature of his writing. Apparently, however, such
was not the case. The “legendary” Dan. had remarkable success among

the Jews.

The paganism of this language, therefore, is not to be explained in the
manner adopted by Bousset. The king speaks as a pagan, and the Aramaic
word which Dan. employs is one consciously chosen to represent the
thought of the king. This pagan thought is that which was common both
to Babylon and Persia. Stuart quotes the Bun-Dehesh, to show the
presence of angels called watchers in the religion of Zoroaster. The king
is probably referring to the angels which were known to him through the
Babylonian religion.

Some have attempted to find the identification in the theoi boulaioi of
DS. 2:30, beings who keep watch over the universe. d’Envieu, the Roman
Catholic expositor, would identify the watcher with the second Person
of the Trinity. But this cannot be correct, for Dan., in interpreting the
king’s dream, says that the decree is from the Highest (vs. 24) and not
from the watchers (vs. 17). This is an express repudiation of the king’s
pagan interpretation. For further study of the subject, see particularly
Hevernick.
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Vs. 14. He cried with strength, cut down the tree and break off its
branches; strip off its foliage and scatter its fruit; let the beasts wander
away from under it, and the birds from its branches. As a herald, the
watcher cries with strength, i. e., aloud. To whom, however, is this pro-
clamation addressed? Hitzig maintained that it was to subordinate
angels. Stuart, to “the implied attendant retinue of the waicher,” M
thinks that the subjects of the pl. verbs are “the celestial executors of the
decree,” whereas Keil takes the verbs as impersonal. I am inclined to
follow Keil. The force of the verbs would then be best expressed in Eng-
lish by the passive, e. g., the tree shall be cut down, etc. Strip off]—lit.,
cause to fall off, as of withering leaves. Scatter]—probably uttered con-
temptuously, as though the fruit were valueless and not worth the trouble
of gathering. Since the tree is cut down, the beasts which had found shelter
under it flee away, “...a lively image of subjects alarmed by the fall of
their sovereign...” (Zeeckler).

Vs. 15. But leave the stump of its roots in the earth and with a band of
iron and brass, in the grass of the field, and let him be wet with the dew
of heaven, and with the beast let his portion be in the grass of the earth.
The tree is not to be completely destroyed. Stump]—the trunk that
remains after the tree is felled, which is attached to the roots. The stump
refers not to the royal dynasty (Hwzvernick) but to the king himself, “who
as king shall be cut down. but shall as a man remain, and again shall grow
into a king” (Keil). Band]—the reference is to something which Neb.
would have to suffer during his madness. It is difficult to tell precisely
what this is. Some of the principal interpretations may be noted: 1)
“...a figure of speech for the stern and crushing sentence under which
the king is to lie” (Bevan; so essentially M and Charles); 2) the band
was to be placed around the tree in order to keep it from splitting (von
Lengerke, Stuart) ; 3) the bond of darkness which would overshadow the
king’s spirit (Hitzig) ; 4) the chain with which madmen were wont to be
bound (—omnes furiosos, ne se praecipitent et alios ferro invadant, catenis
ligari, Jerome) ; 5) “. .. the withdrawal of free self-determination through
the fetter of madness,” cf. Ps. 107:10; Job 36:8 (Keil). I lean toward
Keil’s interpretation, although one cannot be dogmatic. Let him be wet]—
With these words a departure from the symbolism is made, and the in-
terpretation is begun.

Vs. 16. Let his heart be changed from man’s, and let the heart of a beast
be given to him, and let seven times pass upon him. This vs. sets forth the
means by which the king is to be brought into the condition described in
vs. 15. From man’s]—Von Lengerke adopts the unusual interpretation
that this means away from men; i.e., while the king is far away from men,
his heart will be changed. But the word from is privative in force; his
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heart will be changed away from that which is human. The meaning is
that the crowning glory of the king, his reason, will be taken from him,
and he will become like an irrational creature, a lower animal. * . . . his
intelligence is to be dehumanized,” (M). The heart, in the OT, is the seat
of reason, cf. Jer. 5:21; Hos. 7:11. Seven times]—expresses the duration
of the king’s insanity. How long a period is indicated by the word time?
Hippolytus mentioned a view which identified a time with one of the four
seasons, “ . . . seven times of three months each which change. For the
vear has four seasons, winter, spring, summer, fall. Seven such times now
passed over the king.” Theodoret and others, following a Persian mode
of reckoning, suggest six months, or two seasons. M thinks that the figure
may have been conventional, as in Greek lore nine years was the term for
the were-wolf. The most common interpretation is to identify the word
with a year, thus seven years. This procedure is as early as the LXX, and
is adopted by Jerome. Possibly there is truth in Hevernick’s assertion
that underlying these times there were astrological periods. Calvin thinks
that the expression merely means “a long time.” H and Keil take the word
as indicating a definite period, the exact length of which cannot be deter-
mined. Keil argues (correctly) that from vs. 26 the length of the times
cannot be determined, and he further maintains that in 7:25 and 12:7 the
times are not years. M says “It is vzin to expect to know what was
meant.” However, this is perhaps too strong. The Aramaic word means a
fixed and definite period of time. But I do not see how it is possible to
determine the length of such a period. All that is meant is that seven such
periods must pass before the king’s reason returns to him. Possibly years
are intended but this is by no means certain. d’Fnvieu gives a full discus-
sion of the interpretations. Gaebelein finds that this humiliation for seven
“years” points to the end of the Gentile age, i. e., to the alleged period be-
tween Christ’s coming for and His coming with His saints. This period is
supposed to be for seven years, and is that which most dispensationalists
identify as Dan.’s 70th week. (See com. in loc.). However, there is no
Scriptural evidence to support the view that this madness of the king had
any typical significance whatsoever (See Allis on Dan. 4).

The positive teaching of this vs. is simply that for a definite period of

time, the exact length of which is not stated, Neb. will be deprived of his
reason.

Vs. 17. By the decree of the watchers is the command, and (by) the word
of the holy ones is the decision, until that the living may know that the
Most High is ruler in the kingdom of men, and to whom he wills he gives
it, and the humblest of men he raises up over it. It must be remembered
that the king is here speaking as a pagan. Most High]—Gaebelein’s sug-

gestion that this is the millennial name of God has no foundation in fact.
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Vs. 18. This dream, I, king Nebuchadnezzar, have seen, and thou, oh!
Belteshazzar, declare the interpretation, because none of the wise men of
my kingdom are able to cause me to know the interpretation, and thou
art able, for the spirit of holy deity is in thee. After stating the content
of the dream, the king, somewhat appealingly, commands Dan. to inter-
pret it.

d. vv. 19-27. Daniel interprets the dream.

Vs. 19. Then Daniel whose name was Belteshazzar was perplexed for a
moment and his thoughts were troubling him. The king answered and
said, oh! Belteshazzar, let not the dream and its interpretation trouble
thee; Belteshazzar answered and said, my lord, may the dream be for thy
enemies and its interpretation for thy adversaries. “As Daniel at once
understood the interpretation of the dream, he was for a moment so as-
tonished that he could not speak for terror at the thoughts which moved-
his soul. This amazement seized him because he wished well to the king,
and yet he must now announce to him a weighty judgment from God”
(Keil). Was perplexed]—Dan. understood the dream, and evidently
showed his astonishment plainly. The root idea of the verb seems to be
“to be motionless.” Jerome translates “was silent” (tacitus), but the verb
(cf. 8:13) evidently intends to express the idea of embarrassment or
perplexity. For a moment]—Ilit., one hour, and thus it is rendered in the
AV. However, the words are merely an idiom. Were troubling]—Dan.
realized that the dream was unfavorable to the king. Perhaps, because of
his admiration for Neb., he hesitated to declare the interpretation. It is
not likely that his agitation was due to fear of any possible consequences
which might come upon himself (as Hitzig suggests). The king]—the
courtesy and respect with which the king speaks seem to present ample
evidence that he had not forgotten Dan. He courteously desires that,
whatever the interpretation may be, Dan. should relate it. By his previous
courage and steadfast adherence to principle, Dan. has won the confidence
and respect of the king. Belteshazzar]—Dan. here calls himself by the
name which Neb. has given him. This is probably done in order to avoid
confusion in the narrative. With equal grace and courtesy Dan. ex-
presses his wish that the dream might be to the king’s enemies. By this
wish he makes it known that the dream is unfavorable to the king.

Vs. 20. The tree which thou sawest that became great and strong, so that
its height reached to heaven, and its appearance to oll the earth.

Vs. 21. And its folinge was beautiful, and its fruit abundant and there
was food for all who were in it; under it dwelt the beast of the field and
in its branches lodged the birds of heaven.
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Vs. 22. It is thou, oh! king, that hast grown great and become strong,
and thy greatness has increased and extended to heaven and thy sover-

eignty to the end of the earth. The tree symbolized the king himself, in
the pride and extensiveness of his sovereignty.

Vs. 23. And that the king saw a watcher and a holy one descending from
heaven who commanded: Cut down the tree and destroy it, only the stump
of its roots leave in the earth, and with a band of iron and brass in the
grass of the field, and let him be wet with the dew of heaven, and with the
beast of the field his portion, until seven times shall have passed over him.

Vs. 24. This is the interpretation, oh! king, and the decree of the Most
High it is which has come upon my lord the king. It should be noted that
Dan. sets forth the true state of affairs. The decree is from God, not from
the watchers. As Neb. spoke from the background of his paganism, so
Dan. spoke as a believer in God Most High.

Vs. 25. And thee will they drive from men, and with the beast of the field
will be thy dwelling, and herbs, like oxen, will they feed thee, and from the
dew of heaven will they drench thee, until seven times shall pass over thee,
until thou shalt know that the Most High is ruler in the kingdom of men,
and to whom he will he gives it. Although I have translated these verbs as
pl., in order to keep as close to the exact form of the Aramaic as possible,
it should be noted that the pls. are impersonal. The verbs may then be
rendered freely in English, thou shalt be driven, thou shalt be fed, thou
shalt be drenched. The purpose of this experience, therefore, is to bring
the king to the knowledge of the truth that God, as the Most High, is sov-
ereign in His providential dealings with men.

Vs. 26. And that they commanded to leave the stump of the roots of the
iree, thy kingdom is abiding for thee, after that thou shalt come to know
that heaven rules. The fact that the stump was to be left shows that the
king will not utterly be deprived of his kingdom, but that it would remain
for him and again be his after the time when he has come to know that
God and not himself is the real ruler. This description certainly does not
apply to Antiochus Epiphanes who, as M points out, came to the recogni-
tion that man should not act as God (2 Mace. 9:11, 12) only upon his
deathbed. After that]—These words express the certainty that the king will
attain to this knowledge. Heaven]—The word is employed in this sense
nowhere else in the OT. It is obviously used as a surrogate for God,
perhaps to convince the king that the true Ruler is spiritual and above
this carth, and that the true Power is heavenly and not earthly, In the NT
the phrases “Kingdom of heaven” and “Kingdom of God” are syno-
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nymous. The word in this sense came into popular usage in later pagan
and Jewish literature (See Schuerer, II. 268 n. 47 and von Lengerke).

Vs. 27. Wherefore oh! king, let my counsel be acceptable to thee, and
break off thy sins by righteousness and thine iniquities by compassion to
the afflicted, if there may be a lengthening to thy prosperity. After inter-
preting the dream, Dan. urges the king to repent (i. e., to break off his
sins by well-doing and merey) in the hope that his period of tranquility
may be lengthened. Commentators generally assume that Dan. is telling
Neb. that if he gives up his evil doing, the threatened judgment may be
averted. To support this position, appeal is made to the fact that certain
predicted events such as the destruction of Nineveh and the death of
Hezekiah had been averted by repentance and prayer (See Jonah 3:10;
2 K. 20:1-5; Jer. 18:7, 8).

It is indeed perfectly true that repentance may serve to avert a predicted
judgment, but I am not entirely convinced that such was Dan.’s meaning
in speaking to the king. Hence, with some hesitation I find myself unable
to accept the common interpretation of the purpose of Dan. in speaking
as he did. It should be noted that the predicted madness of the king is to
come for the express purpose of bringing him to the knowledge of the
Truth. The judgment is for the purpose of converting Neb. Dan. exhorts
the king to repent so that the period in which he will reign prosperously
may be lengthened. The predicted experience is to come (that the king
may be brought to the knowledge of the Truth), but Neb., if he ceases to
do evil and learns to do well, may enjoy a longer period of prosperity
upon the throne. The text says nothing of an averting of the predicted
judgment, but merely speaks of a lengthening of a period of tranquility.
In these words, therefore, we see an expression of the truth that God’s
judgments are directed against men according to their conduct.

It is a gross perversion of the text to force it to teach salvation by the
merit of good works. Jerome gave classic expression to this false view,—
“et peccata tua eleemosynis redime, et iniquitates tuas misericordiis
pauperum, forsitan ignoscat Deus delictis tuis” (—and redeem thy sins by
almsgiving, and thine iniquities by showing mercy to the poor, perhaps
God will ignore thy sins). This translation, however, is inaccurate. Break
off]—The verb does not mean to redeem. The translation to redeem oc-
curs in the LXX, and is adopted by many, e. g., Syriac, de Wette, Hitzig,
Zeeckler, but the meaning to redeem is not original, but is one which came
later to be attached to the verb. The correct meaning is to break off, cast
away. Bevan points out that the metaphor is taken from the breaking of a
yoke, Gen. 27:40. This usage occurs in the Mishnah, “whoever breaks
off the yoke of the Law,” P. A, 3:9. Rightcousness]—“The chief virtue of
a ruler in contrast to the unrighteousness of the despots” (Keil). With this
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exercise of righteousness is coupled the practice of mercy to the poor. In
the OT these two virtues are frequently associated, cf. Isa. 11:4; Ps. 72:
4; Isa. 41:2. If the king is to have a lengthening of prosperity, he must
give up his injustice and cruelty to the poor and must practice righteous-
ness and mercy. Some commentators would translate well-doing instead
of righteousness. But in the OT the word never has this sense, which
apparently developed later. In Tobit 12:9; 14:11 righteousness and alms-
giving are almost equated, and in the Talmud the word has the meaning
of almsgiving. In the Taima inscription, the word means “the due” (c.
5th cent. B. C.), and on the Keret text from Ras Shamra (I:12, 13) it
occurs in the probable sense of “legitimate” or “lawful.” But the mean-
ing of the word must here be determined from the OT itself.

e. vv. 28-33. The fulfillment of the dream.

Vs. 28. All this came upon Nebuchadnezzar the king. A comprehensive
statement of the fulfilment of the dream.

Vs. 29. At the end of twelve months, ke was walking upon the royal palace
of Babylon. After twelve months had expired the king was walking upon
the flat roof (cf. 2 Sam. 11:2) of the palace of his kingdom which was in
Babylon. The inclusion of the words of Babylon does not indicate that
the book was written in Palestine, but probably does show that the narra-
tive was intended primarily for those who were strangers in Babylon.
The words are included with special reference to the statements which
follow, and do not indicate that the king had been living at a distance
from Babylon, or that the writer was not at Babylon (so Maurer,—scrip-
torem non fuisse Babylone).

Vs. 30. The king answered and said, Is not this Babylon the great, which I
have built for a royal residence, by the might of my power, and for the
honor of my majesty? The accuracy of this statement has been remark-
ably confirmed. For early historical references to the great buildings of
Neb. in Babylon see the statements of Berosus as reported by Josephus
(Antig. 10:11: 1 and CA, 1:19 and of Abydenus as reported by Euse.
bius (Pr. E. 9:41, Chronicon 1). The discovery of the cuneiform inscrip-
tions has remarkably confirmed the accuracy of this vs. From these we
learn that Neb. was primarily, not a warrior, but g builder. In the famous
East India House Inscription, for example, Neb. relates how he renovated
the two temples of Marduk in Babylon, and of Nebo in Borsippa. He then
declares how he restored fifteen other temples in Babylon and completed
the two great walls of the city, adding a large rampart. Then he rebuilt
the palace of Nabopolassar and in only fifteen days constructed a palace,
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with which was connected the famous hanging-gardens. He declares,
“Then I built the palace, the seat of my royalty (cf. with the language in
the present vs.), the bond of the race of men, the dwelling of joy and
rejoicing” (KB iii, 2, p. 39) and, “In Babylon, my dear city, which I
love, was the palace, the house of wonder of the people, the bond of the
land, the brilliant place, the abode of the majesty in Babylon” (KB iii, 2, p.
25, cf. M). Answered]—This does not necessarily mean that the king had
been meditating upon the dream. It is almost equivalent to “began to
speak.” The great]—This description is applied in Rev. 14:8; 18:2. Built]
—i.e., built up or enlarged. Babylon was founded, as related in Gen.

11:59. By the might]—The pride of the king is exhibited by these words.

Vs. 31. While the word was still in the mouth of the king, a voice fell from
heaven; to thee it is declared, Oh! Nebuchadnezzar the king, the kingdom
has passed from thee. When pride fills the heart of the king and manifests
itself in his utterance, the divine voice is heard within, and the prophecy
begins its fulfilment. 4 voice]—i. e., a revelation from God. Fell]—as in
Isa 9:8. Passed]—The perfect indicates that the matter is finished.

Vs. 32, And from men they shall drive thee, and with the beast of the field
will be thy dwelling, herbs as oxen they shall feed thee, and seven times
shall pass over thee, until thou shalt know that the Most High is ruler in
the kingdom of men, and to whom he wills he gives it.

Vs. 83. At that instant the matter was fulfilled upon Nebuchadnezzar,
and he was driven from men, and herbs as the oxen he ate, and from the
dew of heaven his body was bathed, until his hair grew as eagles’ and his
nails like those of birds. The prophecy is fulfilled, Was fulfilled]—lit., was
ended, i. e., it came to an end in that it was completed or fulfilled, with
respect to Neb. The result of the madness is described in the bestial-like
appearance of the king. His hair grew until it resembled the feathers of
eagles and his nails became long and sharp like the claws of birds.

As might be expected, objections have been urged against the historicity
of this account of the king’s madness. It has been asserted that it is not
historical because no other writer of antiquity has mentioned it. Such an
objection, if true, would hardly be conclusive, since the records from the
reign of Neb. are quite imperfect. Is it, however, strictly accurate to
assert that there is no other mention of the king’s madness coming from
antiquity ? ‘

There is a passage in the Pr. E. (9:41) which is worthy of careful
study. Eusebius presents a quotation from Abydenus, which reads as
follows, “And afterwards, the Chaldeans say, he went up to his palace, and
being possessed by some god or other uitered the following speech: ‘O
men of Babylon, I Nebuchadnezzar here foretell to you the coming calam-
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ity, which neither Belus my ancestor, nor Queen Beltis are able to per-
suade the Fates to avert.

““There will come a Persian mule (i. e., Cyrus), aided by the alliance
of your own deities, and will bring you into slavery. And the joint author
of this will be a Mede, in whom the Assyrians glory. O would that before
he gave up my citizens some Charybdis or sea might swallow him up ut-
terly out of sight; or that, turning in other directions, he might be carried
across the desert, where there are neither cities nor foot of man, but where
wild beasts have pasture and birds their haunts, that he might wander
alone among rocks and ravines; and that, before he took such thoughts
into his mind, I myself had found a better end.’

“He after uttering this prediction had immediately disappeared” (Gif-
ford’s translation).

The last portion of this account seems to have reference to the king’s
madness and is covered up under the form of a prediction. The tradition
underlying this prediction probably is derived from the fact of Neb.’s
insanity. How did such a prediction concerning Cyrus come to be at-
tributed to Neb? “The least that we can now make of all this is, that in
Abydenus’ time there was still, among the Chaldees, a tradition about
something extraordinary and peculiar in the closing part of Nebuchad-
nezzar’s life” (Stuart). Note the following similarities (based on Stuart) :

1. The extraordinary event occurred after the king’s conquests and
shortly before his death.

2. In both Dan. and Abydenus, the king is on the top of his palace.

3. The king was seized by some divinity, (This is supported by the
Armenian Version of the Chronicon).

Of interest also is the statement of Berosus, “After beginning the wall
of which I have spoken, Nabuchodonosor fell sick and died, after a reign
of forty-three years” (CA, 1:20, Thackeray’s translation). The very
mention of the sickness before death seems to imply that this sickness was
of an unusual nature. Sickness before death is so common that there
would be no point in mentioning it, were it not of an unusual kind. As
Stuart points out, the Greek conveys the idea of being suddenly invaded
by sickness. I have quoted these passages merely to show that they reflect,
through garbled tradition, upon the tragedy which overcame the king. H
gives a thorough discussion of them.

It has also been objected that if the king were sick for seven years, a
revolution would probably have occurred, and the kingdom would have
been lost. But as pointed out, the text does not necessarily say that the
malady lasted for seven years. Furthermore, we may be sure that wise
provision had been made for the administration of the kingdom while
Neb. was ill. Quite possibly the Chaldeans had charge of affairs. Such

was the case when the king was called home from his expedition in the
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west. Cf. Antig. 10:11:1 “—the affairs which had been managed by the
Chaldeans, and the royal authority which had been preserved for him by
their chief.”

The disease which came upon the king is known technically as Lycan-
thropy, in which the sufferer imagines himself to be changed into an
animal and, to a certain extent, acts like that animal. Apparently Neb. had
that form of the disease which would be called Boanthropy, i. e., he
thought himself to be an ox, and so ate grass like an ox. Pusey in his
extremely valuable work has collected considerable data on the subject.
He asserts that one of the earliest witnesses to Lycanthropy is a Greek
medical writer of the 4th century A. D. Other early writers also give
examples of the disease in one form or another. This is a disease from
which recovery is possible. Furthermore, as Pusey remarks, . . . not even
the extreme form of insanity interferes with the inner consciousness, or,
consequently, with the power to pray.” “The inner consciousness remains
unchanged, while, up to a certain point, the sufferer thinks, speaks, acts,
as if he were another.” Pusey adduces the remarkable case of Pére Surin,
who believed himself to be possessed, yet maintained communion with
God. It is true to fact, then, that Neb., although under the influence ol
this strange malady, could lift up his eyes unto heaven. Pusey well says,
“There is scarcely any stronger internal evidence of truth, than circum-
stances, on the surface unlikely, which, on careful examination, appear to
be in harmony with the rest of history. And this the more, when the
scientific knowledge of that truth belongs to a later age.”

f. vv. 34-37. The recovery of Nebuchadnezzar.

Vs. 34. And at the end of the days I Nebuchadnezzar did lift mine eyes to
heaven, and my understanding returned to me, and I praised the Most
High, and I honored and glorified Him that liveth forever, for his do-
minion is an everlasting dominion, and his kingdom for ever and ever.
After the expiration of the predicted seven times, here called the end of
the days, the king lifts his eyes to heaven, and his reason returns. This
lifting of the eyes indicates the first return of human consciousness (see
notes on previous vs.). This does not mean that he had gone about on all
fours and was now standing on his feet (Hitzig), but merely that he now
recognized that heaven was the source of his help and lifted his eyes
thereunto. With the return of his reason, his first thought was to praise
God as the eternal One, whose dominion is without end.

Bevan calls attention to a passage in the Bacchae of Euripides (1265fF.)
where Agave on looking up to heaven in her madness has her reason
restored. “The resemblance is the more remarkable because the Bacchants,
like Nebuchadnezzar, are in some sort assimilated to animals—they not
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only wear the skins of beasts but also suckle young fawns and wolves
(Bacchae, 669). Both in Daniel and in Euripides the looking heaven-
wards indicates a return to humanity” (Bevan). But whereas in Euripides
the looking heavenward may merely be indicative of popular superstition,
in Dan., the king lifts his eyes to heaven for he now knows that the eternal
God alone is his help (cf. Ps. 123:1).

Vs. 35. And all the inhabitants of earth are reputed as nothing, and ac-
cording to his will he doeth in the army of heaven, and (among) the
inhabitants of earth: and there is none that will stay his hand, or say to
him, What doest thou? The vs. presents the content of the king’s praise
and blessing. It is a remarkable declaration of the sovereign omnipotence
of God. Cf. Isa 24:21. Stay his hand]—Ilit., smite his hand, “derived from
the custom of striking children on the hand in chastisement” (Keil).
What the origin of the phrase may be is not really known but in later
language it comes to have the meaning to reprove or to interfere with.
Here it means that none can oppose God’s action.

Vs. 36. At that moment my understanding returned to me, and for the
honor of my kingdom, my glory and brightness returned unto me, and
my counsellors and magnates sought me, and I was established upon my
kingdom and excellent greatness was added to me. The statement my
understanding returned is repeated in order to show that the king regains
his former temporal glory. In vs. 34 it indicated a spiritual conversion.
For the honor]—i. e., my glory and brightness returned to me for the
sake of, i. e, to promote the honor of my kingdom. Sought]—Some
expositors have maintained that the king had been permitted to roam
about at will, and that his counsellors, not knowing where he was, were
seeking to find him. Upon the basis of such an interpretation, objections
have even been adduced against the historicity of the narrative. Suffice it
to say that such an interpretation is utterly unwarranted. All the vs.
means is that, since the king’s reason has returned, his counsellors once
again seck him for advice and consultation. These counsellors are prob-

~ably the ones who had carried on the government during the king’s in-
sanity.

Vs. 37. Now I Nebuchadnezzar praise and extol and honor the king of
heaven, all whose works are truth and his ways judgment, and those that
walk in pride he is able to abase. The climax of the edict is reached in
this public confession. It has been debated among Christian interpreters
whether Neb. was truly converted. Calvin denied the conversion, and in

this he has been followed by H, Pusey and Keil. The matter is difficult

to determine and perhaps cannot be determined. Nevertheless, there are
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certain considerations which would lead to the conclusion that the king
did, after all, experience in his heart the regenerating grace of God.

(1) There is discernible a progress in his knowledge of God. Cf. 2:47
with 3:28 and finally with 4:34, 35.

(2) The king acknowledges the utter sovereignty of God with respect
to his own experience (4:37b).

(3) The king utters true statements concerning the omnipotence of
the true God (4:34, 35).

(4) The king would worship this God, whom he identifies as King of
heaven (4:37a). These reasons lead me to believe that, although the faith
of Neb. may indeed have been weak and his knowledge meagre, yet his
1aith was saving faith, and his knowledge true.

It is not certain whether any of the comments of Porphyry upon this
ch. are preserved. However, in his discussion of vs. 7 Jerome mentions
certain contemptores historiae (among whom Porphyry is probably to be
reckoned) who believe that the description of the vastness of Neb.’s
empire is greatly overdrawn.



CHAPTER FIVE

a. vv. 1.4, The feast of Belshazzar.

Vs. 1. Belshazzar the king made a great feast for a thousand of his
magnates, and before the thousand he drank wine. “This chapter is nota-
bla for its historical inconsistencies” (Charles). Such a sweeping state-
ment, however, will not stand the test of close investigation. We prefer
to write “This chapter is notable for its remarkable accuracies.” Belshaz-
zar]—the Babylonian Bel-shar-usur, ie., “Bel, protect the king.” The
versions confuse this name with Dan’s. name, Belteshazzar. The spelling
in the Aramaic text is not consistent. The identity of Belshazzar had long
caused difficulty to the commentators. Some have denied his historicity.
However, this was before the discovery of his name upon the cuneiform
tablets. Others sought to identify him with Evil-Merodach, son of Neb.
(Kranichfeld, Zeckler, Haevernick, Kliefoth, Keil), or with a grandson
of Neb., or a brother of Evil-Merodach. Other identifications were also
attempted. Keil presents a remarkably learned discussion of the problem.
The king’s name, however, has now appeared upon the cuneiform docu-
ments, so that there can be no question as to his historicity. This is the
first point at which this ch. exhibits its remarkable accuracy. The king]—
One of the latest objectors to the historicity of this designation is Rowley
(“The Historicity of the Fifth Chapter of Daniel” in JTS, Vol. XXXII,
pp. 12-31.) who says that the representation of Dan. that Belshazzar was
“the monarch of that empire (i.e., the Neo-Babylonian)” “... must still
be pronounced a grave historical error” (p.12). Rowley’s extremely able
and learned article is worthy of careful study. He insists, rightly, that on
the cuneiform inscriptions, Belshazzar is never called “king” and he seeks
to prove that Belshazzar “was not associated with his father on the
imperial throne,” nor was he “placed by his father on the subordinate
throne of Babylon.” The occasion of Rowley’s article was the appearance
of Dougherty’s learned work, Nabonidus and Belshazzar, 1929, in which
the cuneiform evidence was made available, and the essential historicity
of the fifth ch. of Dan. was defended. The question to be answered then,
is, Are we in a position positively to declare that the author of Dan. made
an historical mistake in calling Belshazzar “king”? This, and this alone,
is the question. The burden of proof rests upon those who declare that
the author of Dan. did make such an error. The book must be assumed

115
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to be innocent until proven guilty. We must regard it as frue until it is
shown to be false. The presumption that Dan. is guilty until proven inno-
cent must be rejected. Can Dan., therefore, be proved at this point to be
in error? The facts, based upon the now available evidence, are as fol-
lows:

1. Dan. calls Belshazzar “king” (5:1; 8:1), “king of the Chaldeans”
(5:30) ; “king of Babylon” (7:1).

2. Dan. speaks of the “kingdom” or “reign” of Belshazzar (8:1).

3. Dan. dates events in Belshazzar’s reign: “in the first year” (7:1) and
“in the third year” (8:1).

4. All the available cuneiform evidence (see Dougherty) speaks of
Belshazzar as the “son of the king” (mar sharri).

5. In the cuneiform evidence, the designation sharru (king) is never
applied to Belshazzar.

6. The available cuneiform evidence dates the documents according to
the years of the reign of Nabonidus, father of Belshazzar, whom it calls
“the king* (sharru) and “king of Babylon” (shar Babiliki), e. g., the
twenty-sixth day, the fourteenth year of Nabonidus, the king of Babylon.

7. During the absence of Nabonidus on campaign, on the 7th, 9th, 10th,
and 11th years of his reign, the New Year’s Festival was not celebrated.
In a document called A Persian Verse Account of Nabonidus (in BHT,
1924) Nabonidus declares his purpose of building the temple of Sin at
Harran, and the New Year’s feast is to cease until this project is com-
pleted.

8. The PVA. explicitly states that Nabonidus entrusted the kingship to
his son Belshazzar. “He freed his hand; he entrusted the kingship (ip-ta-
kid-su sharru-tam) to him. Then he himself undertook a distant campaign.”

9. The PVA. seems to imply that Nabonidus established his residence
at Tema. Note the following lines: “Then he himself established his
dwelling (su-bat-su) ; the power of the land of Akkad . . . That city he
made glorious;—they made it like the palace of Babylon.”

10. Belshazzzar performed important functions (some of them regal)
while Nabonidus was in Tema.

a. Business negotiations in the interest of Belshazzar were carried
on by his servants in the city of Babylon. One text suggests that Belshaz-
zar had income apart from his business interests. Apparently some of
these interests were to be managed by Belshazzar’s agents because he him-
self had higher interests to attend to (cf. NB,, pp. 81-86).

b. Belshazzar appears to have exhibited concern for the upkeep of
places of worship in Babylonia.

c. Nabonidus, in prayer for length of days, associates Belshazzar
with himself in a unique manner.
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d. Oaths are taken in the name of Nabonidus and Belshazzar. Note
a phrase such as, “the decrees (a-di-e) of Nabonidus king of Babylon and
Belshazzar, son of the king.” This close association of the two names is,
to my mind, sufficient evidence, that Belshazzar is to be regarded as
occupying regal status. Is it conceivable that one of lesser status could be
thus closely associated with Nabonidus?

e. An astrological report similarly connects the two names.

f. In the delivery of royal tribute the two names are closely asso-
ciated.

g. In one text (NB., pp. 101-103) Belshazzar possesses subordinate
officials equal to those of the king.

h. Belshazzar’s regal power is further shown by his granting of
leases, his issuing of commands, his performance of an administrative
act concerning the temple at Erech.

Such, in very brief compass, is a summary of the most important data
now available. The gratitude which is due to Dougherty for assembling
the cuneiform material is truly great. How, then, is this material to be
interpreted? It seems to me that we can best interpret this data by posit-
ing a co-regency in which Belshazzar occupied a subordinate position. Is
this a contradiction in terms? No doubt, if the word “co-regency” be
pressed, it can only refer to a joint-rule in which the two kings possessed
equal authority. Such a co-regency might be theoretically possible, but
human nature being what it is, it would not work out in practice. Hence,
we shall use the term as referring to a joint-regime, in which Belshazzar,
in theory, at least, occupied a subordinate position. Dougherty is per-
fectly correct when he writes, “One can conceive of a co-regency which
would grant far from equal power to the person of lower rank raised to
a position of partnership in governing the empire” (NB., p. 104).

Technically, therefore, Belshazzar occupied a position somewhat sub-
ordinate to that of Nabonidus. This would account for the fact that in
official documents, events were dated according to the reign of Nabonidus.
This technical sabordination would always be preserved in official docu-
ments. To change this would be to give cause for suspicion of treason,
and there is no available evidence that Belshazzar desired any such thing.
All the evidence seems to indicate that Belshazzar and Nabonidus were
on the best of persomal terms. Does not this explain the reason why
Nabonidus in official documents is always called “king” and Belshazzar
“son of the King”? Why should Belshazzar have desired a change? What
would he have gained thereby?

Although, technically, Belshazzar occupied a position of authority sub-
ordinate to that of Nabonidus, actually, he seems to have had nearly all
the prerogatives of monarch. As the extant evidence shows, his word
was regarded with utmost deference. He actually was entrusted with the
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kingship, and he managed it like a king. It is quite possible that Naboni-
dus was content to have it so, as long as his superior status received tech-
nical recognition (i. e., through dating according to his reign, and through
receiving the designation sharru.). Ultimately, of course, the final word
would rest with Nabonidus, as is shown by the fact that during his ab-
sence, the New Year’s Festival, apparently at his request, was not observed.
But, practically, Belshazzar was king, and he was so regarded by the
people.

Now the book of Dan. is not an official document of the Neo-Babylonian
Empire. It was written for the Jews, the people of God, who had to deal
with the man who ruled in Babylon. This man was Belshazzar—not
Nabonidus. The man whose royal word could affect the Jews was Bel-
shazzar. The man in regal status who desecrated the vessels of the Lord’s
temple was Belshazzar. Very properly, therefore, he is called “king” and
“king of Babylon.” In the light of the available evidence, I do not see
how anyone can call such a designation inaccurate. Dan. does not de-
scribe Belshazzar as monarch or sole king. He merely calls him king.

As to the fact that Dan. twice dates the reign of Belshazzar, it should
again be remembered that the book of Dan. is not an official Babylonian
document. Since Belshazzar was the king with whom Dan. had to do—
and not Nabonidus—it is to be expected that Dan. would date his dreams
according to the years of Belshazzar’s reign. When Dan.’s purpose is
taken into consideration, I do not see how there can be objection to his
practice. What other word could Dan. have employed to denote a man
whose status was regal? The term crown-prince, from the Jewish view-
point, would not have been sufficient. In the designation of Belshazzar as
king, therefore, we see the second example of remarkable accuracy which
this ch. exhibits.! Feast]—lit., bread, probably an archaic use of the word.
Thousand]—Royal feasts in antiquity were often huge. “The invitation
to a thousand officers of state corresponds to the magnificence of Oriental
kings” (Keil). Athenaeus, (4:10) relates that the Persian king daily fed
15,000 men from his table (cf. Esther 1:4, 5). M refers to a marriage
festival of Alexander, at which 10,000 guests were present and to a similar
feast for the last Ptolemy, and to the characterization of Q. Cur., 5:1,
“Babylonii maxime in vinum et quae ebrietatem sequntur effusi sunt.”
The word thousand must be considered as a round number, to indicate
the enormity of the feast. In thus describing the feast as so large, this
ch. exhibits for the third time its remarkable accuracy. Before the thou-
sand]—in accordance with Oriental custom, at which the king sat at a

1 See SBD 1, pp. 83-127 for a discussion of the senses in which the Aramaic word
‘l‘king" migl}xlt be employed. The word iiself need not bear the connotation of abso-
ute monarch.
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separate table on an elevated place, so that the guests were before him.
Cf. Athenzus 4:10. “The drinking of wine is particularly noticed as the
immediate occasion of the wickedness which followed” (Keil). A fourth
point of accuracy appears in this mention of the fact that the king drank
before his guests. In such feasts the drinking of wine was the predominant
element,

Vs. 2. Belshazzar commanded, while tasting the wine, to bring the vessels
of gold and silver that Nebuchadnezzar his father had brought out from
the temple that is in Jerusalem that the king and his magnates, his wives
and his concubines might drink from them. The king “when he began to
feel the influence of the wine” (Driver), apparently lost all sense of
decency and sought to desecrate the temple vessels. Hmvernick suggests
that the vessels were brought in order to propitiate the God of the Jews,
but this is contrary to the express statement of the text. Concubines]—
This term in Aramaic refers to the inferior class of women in the harem.
Stuart adduces considerable evidence from the classical writers to show
the lasciviousness of such feasts, “What sort of a banquet Belshazzar was
engaged in, seems to be sufficiently evident from such testimonies. Hence
the aggravation of the insult to the God of heaven” (Stuart). It was the
custom in Babylonia to admit women to the drinking feasts (cf. Q. Cur.
5:5; Cy. 5:2:28.)

Some have sought to discover an historical inaccuracy in the statement
that Neb. was the father of Belshazzar. But the usage of this word was
vague in Oriental languages. R. D. Wilson (SBD. I, pp. 117-122) shows
that the word was capable of being employed in at least eight different
ways, and M says, “There are indeed all sorts of possibilities and com-
binations.” Is it not possible that Belshazzar may have been the adopted
son of Nabonidus? It should be remembered that the author of Dan. was
acquainted with Jeremiah (cf. Dan. 9:2). Now Jeremiah expressly men-
tions the fact that Evilmerodach was king of Babylon, and places his
reign after that of Neb. (Jer. 52:28-31). Would not the author of Dan.
have noted this fact? Yet he calls Neb. the father of Belshazzar. He must,
therefore, use the word “father” in the sense of ancestor. There seems to
be no suitable reason for disputing the accuracy of this designation. See
SBD, I, for a thorough discussion of the question.

Vs. 3. Then they broughi the vessels of gold which had been brought from
the temple of the house of God that is in Jerusalem, and out of them drank
the king and his magnates, his wives and his concubines. Only the vessels
of gold are mentioned, althqugh some of the versions include the words
of silver. But the one term is sufficient as a designation of all. Temple]—



120 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

the temple proper as distinguished from the temple area, cf. I K. 6:3;
Ezek. 41: 4.

Vs. 4. They drank wine and they praised the gods of gold and silver, brass,
iron, wood and stone. Cf. Rev. 9:20. The drinking of wine is again men-
tioned in order to connect it with idolatry. “The wickedness lay in this,
that they drank out of the holy vessels of the temple of the God of Israel
to glorify their heathen gods in songs of praise” (Keil). Hmvernick be-
lieves that this was a particular religious festival, but more likely it was
merely a drinking bout at which songs in celebration of the idols were
sung.

b. vv. 5-12. The handwriting on the wall, the
astonishment of Belshazzar thereat, and the in-
ability of the wise men to interpret the writing.

Vs. 5. At that moment there came out the fingers of the hand of a man,
and they were writing before the candelabrum upon the plaster of the
palace wall of the king, and the king saw the extremity of the hand that
wrote. “The royal table was doubtless set on a dais and against a wall,
and that quarter of the hall was lit with a great candelabrum, the light
of which was reflected on the plastered wall behind the royal seat” (M).
Prince says that in the ruins of the palace at Nimroud, “a thin coating
of painted plaster was discovered by Layard, the colours of which when
first found were still fresh and brilliant.” There is now available the
testimony of Koldewey who notes that the walls of the palace at Babylon
were covered with white plaster (as given in M). This mention of white
plaster is interesting, because the Aramaic word translated plaster lit-
erally means chalk. Any dark object moving across this white surface
would stand out particularly. The description in this vs. is another exam-
ple of the accuracy of the book of Dan. Extremity]—i.e., the hand from
the wrist to the tips of the fingers.

Vs. 6. Then the king’s color changed, and his thoughts troubled him, and
the joints of his loins were loosed, and his knees knocked one against an-
other. The sight alarmed the king out of his drunkenness, for he evi-
dently believed that it was a sign of supernatural intervention. Color]—
lit., brightness as in 3:19. The color faded from his face because of terror.
Thoughts]—probably called forth by a guilty conscience. Joints]-——cf.
Isa. 21:3; Nah. 2:10; Ezek. 21:12; Ps. 69:23, the emotions of fear and
suffering were ascribed to the loins. Knees]—cf. Nah. 2:10.
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Vs. 7. The king called aloud to bring in the magicians, the Chaldeans,
and astrologers. The king answered and said to the wise men of Babylon,
Any man that will read this writing and will make known its interpre-
tation will be clothed with purple, and a necklace of gold will be upon his
neck, and he shall rule as Triumvir in the kingdom. Only three classes of
wise men are here mentioned—an evidence of genuineness, for if this had
been a fictitious work the author would consistently have used a standard
category. It is difficult to say why only these three classes are here men-
tioned. It has been suggested that the purpose was to avoid summoning
Dan., but this does not scem probable. Purple]—the color of royalty in
ancient times, cf. Xen., 4na. 1:5, 8 with Esther 8:15, Cy 1:3, 2; 2:4, 6.
Necklace]—an ornament worn by Persians of rank, 4na. 1:5, 8; 8:29,
presented by one king to another; 1:1, 27. “—the decoration could be
worn only when presented by the king” (M.). Triumvir]—Many have
interpreted this word as the ordinal numeral, third (tertius), thus AV;
the LXX renders, the third part. But it has been early recognized that
the translation is difficult (e. g., Jerome, vel tertius post me, vel unus ex
tribus principibus). M argues at length to show that “the term is a true
reminiscence of old Bab. officialdom.” The philological argument cannot
be reproduced here, but the Aramaic term is the equivalent of the old
Akkadian shalsu—a thirdling or triumvir, “one of three.” The Trium-
virate would then include, in order of authority, Nabonidus, Belshazzar,
Dan. But probably it is wise not to be too dogmatic concerning the
precise meaning of this word.

Bevan argues that a man who of his own authority can make anyone
“third ruler in the kingdom,” must be supreme in the state. This con-
clusion, however, does not necessarily follow. It is possible that a man
with delegated authority could have made such an appointment, provided
that delegated authority was very great, as, in the case of Belshazzar, it
was. This could be so, even if Nabonidus had returned from Tema and
was performing some of the functions of government. Whatever the
precise relationship as to government between Nabonidus and Belshazzar,
we may never know, but there is no evidence available to contradict this
representation of Dan. Rowley considers it to have been “grim humour”
for anyone to have received such an honor when the empire was ready
to fall. For such an honor would have placed its recipient in grave danger
(see op. cit., p. 20). Such may very well have been the case, but it must
be remembered that the king was in terror. He was desperate, and not
acting as a result of calm reflection.

Vs. 8. Then came in all the wise men of the king, and they were not able

to read the writing and to make known the interpretation to the king. Tt
has been suggested that the handwriting consisted of characters similar
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to those of Phoenician. These would be unknown to the Babylonians, but
Dan. would easily recognize them. However, this is to interpret the
miracle on naturalistic principles. “The characters employed in the
writing must have been altogether unusual so as not to be deciphered but
by divine illumination” (H).

Va. 9. Then the king Belshazzar was greatly agitated, and his color was
changed upon him, and his magnates were perplexed. The failure of the
wise men threw the whole company into confusion. The king was deeply
disturbed, and the magnates were upset and tumultuous.

Vs. 10. The queen—because of the affairs of the king and his nobles, had
come in to the banquet hall; the queen answered and said, oh! king, live
forever! let not thy thoughts trouble thee and let not thy color change.
Who is this new figure that is suddenly introduced? Porphyry maintained
that she was the wife of the king (Jerome says, “Evigilet ergo Porphyrius,
qui eam Balthasaris somniatur uxorem, et illudit plus scire, quam mari-
tum”). But the text explicitly states that the wives of the king were
already present. The stately manner in which she makes her appearance
also seems to imply that she is not the king’s wife. Josephus had sug-
gested that she was the grandmother of the king, and Origen that she was
the queen mother. This would account for the fact that she had known
past events of which the king was ignorant. Probably she was the wife of
Neb. The exalted position of the queen mother in the court is shown by
Meissner (op. cit., p. 74), who asserts that the queen-mother held the
highest rank in the royal house, particularly if she understood how to play
a role in politics. Meissner gives interesting examples to support this
statement. Cf. also T K. 15:13; 2 K. 10:13; 24:12, 15; Jer. 13:18; 29:2,
The high station of the queen is further shown by the fact that she entered
the banquet hall (lit., house of the feast) of her own accord.

Vs. 11. There is a man in thy kingdom in whom is the spirit of holy deity,
and in the days of thy father—illumination and understanding and wisdom
like the wisdom of God was found in him; and the king Nebuchadnezzar,
thy father, appointed him as chief of the magicians, astrologers, Chal-
deans, soothsayers; thy father, the king.

The language of the queen mother is reminiscent of the language used
by Nebuchadnezzar in addressing Dan., 4:5. Illumination]—an abstract
noun which literally means light. Possibly the queen had reference to
insight. Like the wisdom]—The queen meant that Dans wisdom was
superhuman, to be compared with the wisdom which God alone possesses.
The last words thy father the king are probably to be omitted. They are
difficult to. construe as they stand, and are not supported by Th.
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Vs. 12. Since an excellent spirit and knowledge and understanding, the
interpreting of dreams and resolving of dark sayings, and dissolving of
knots was found in this same Daniel whom the king named Belteshazzar,
now let Daniel be called and let him show the interpretation. Since the
abilities of Dan. are so great, call him in now, that he may interpret the
writing. Interpreting]—The ability to interpret dreams had been already
exhibited, ch. 2. Resolving]—The words refer to the ability to expound
riddles or hard sentences. Dissolving knots]—i. e., knotty, difficult prob-
lems, such as that which now called for solution.

c. vv. 13-28. Daniel is called before the king. He
reads and interprets the writing.

Vs. 13. Then Daniel was brought in before the king; the king answered
and said to Daniel, Thou art Daniel then, who art from the children of the
captivity of Judah whom my father the king brought from Judah? The
queen’s advice was immediately followed, and Dan. was brought before
the king. The manner in which the king speaks shows that he was ac-
quainted with Dan’s. origin. It seems also to show that Dan. was no
longer chief of the magicians. The king apparently in addressing Dan.
seeks to avoid the name Belteshazzar, which was so similar to his own.

Vs. 14. And I have heard concerning thee that the spirit of deity is in
thee, and illumination and understanding and excellent wisdom has been
found in thee. Belshazzar omits the epithet “holy” from before deity.”

Vs. 15. And now there have been brought up before me the wise men,
astrologers to read this writing and to make me to know its interpretation,
and they were not able to show the interpretation of the matter.

Vs. 16. And I have heard concerning thee that thou art able to show inter-
pretations, and to dissolve knots, now, if thou art able to read the writing
and its interpretation to show me, with purple thou skalt be clothed, and a
necklace of gold shall be upon thy neck, and as Triumvir in the kingdom
thou shalt rule. There is a tone of egoism and haughtiness in these words,
as is shown by the emphatic, introductory I.

Vs. 17. Then Daniel answered and spake before the king; let thy gifts be
to thyself and thy favors give to another, nevertheless, the writing I shall
read to the king and the interpretation I shall cause him to know. The
response of Dan. is not to be construed as pert or rude. Nor does he speak
contemptuously. Nor does Dan. refuse the gifts because of any fear for
his own safety, as Hitzig suggests. Rather, he rejects the gifts because he
wishes to make it plain that he has no desire for earthly or personal gain
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or advantage. Furthermore, by his refusal, he makes it abundantly clear
that, come what may, he is determined to declare the truth. How this
must have impressed the king, who evidently expected Dan. to be a seeker
after reward like the Chaldean wise men!

Vs. 18. Thou, oh! king—God most High gave to Nebuchadnezzar thy
father, a kingdom, and greatness and honor and glory. “The absolute
position of the vocative” (Thou, oh! king) “at the beginning of the
sentence, places the king rhetorically in a living relation with the facts

reported in the following clause, with regard to his father Nebuchad-
nezzar” (Zoeckler).

Vs. 19. And because of the greatness which He gave to him, all nations,
peoples, and tongues trembled and feared before him; whom he willed,
he killed, and whom he willed, he kept alive, and whom he willed, he
exalted, and whom he willed, he abased. A remarkable and graphic
description of the arbitrary and despotic power of an Oriental monarch.
For the exercise of this power, however, as the next vs. shows, the king
was responsible to God. Without doubt, this statement is intended to
impress upon the mind of Belshazzar the fact that he was not the equal of
Neb. in power. Yet, not being the equal, Belshazzar had become puffed
up with pride in that he had not honored the one God who abases and
exalts kings. I am inclined to think that this vs. actually constitutes an
accurate allusion to the historical situation. Belshazzar, although he might
be called king, was not an absolute monarch like Neb. (cf. I Sam. 2:6, 7).
Vs. 20. And when his heart was lifted up, and his spirit became strong
with pride, he was brought down from the throne of his kingdom, and
konor was taken from him. The words heart and spirit are employed here
as synonyms. His spirit became unyielding. Witk pride]—lit., that he
dealt proudly. The word is an infinitive, not a noun. Was taken]—lit.,
they took.

Vs. 21. And from the sons of men he was driven, and his heart was made
like the beasts, and with the wild asses was his dwelling; they fed him
grass like oxen, and his body was wet with the dew from heaven, until he
knew that God most High is ruler in the kingdom of men, and whomsoever
he wills, he establishes over it. Sons of men]—i.e., mankind. Wild asses)
—cf. Gen. 16:12: Job 39:5-8, “An untameable animal, which roamed in
the open plains” (Driver). This fact is not mentioned in 4:32, but is prob-
ably now added by Dan. in order to make a stronger impression upon the

mind of Belshazzar. Ruler]—In the original the order is very emphatic,
until he knew that RULER is God, etc.

Vs. 22. dnd thou, his son, Belshazzar, hast not abased thy heart, al-
though thou knowest all this. Despite the fact that thou dost know these
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incidents in the life of thy father, thou hast sinned more -deeply. No
respite or pardon is offered to Belshazzar. “There is no finer example of
the preacher’s diction in the Bible than this stern and inexorable con-
demnation” (M). The fact that Belshazzar had such full knowledge of the
life of Neb. supports the accuracy of the designation, his son.

Vs. 23. But against the Lord of heaven thou hast lifted up thyself, and the
vessels of his house have been brought before thee, and thou, and thy
magnates, thy wives and thy concubines have drunk wine in them, and the
gods of silver and gold, brass, iron, wood and stone, which see not, and
hear not, and know not, thou hast praised, but the god in whose hand is
thy breath, and to whom are all thy ways, thou hast not glorified. The
king’s sin of pride is now more clearly set forth. Not only has he not
humbled his heart, but he has actually vaunted himself against God by
defiling the vessels of His temple. His act has been one of folly for he has
praised gods which are inanimate, but has not glorified the true God who
has given him life. The deseription of the idols is based upon Deut. 4:28;
also ef. Ps. 115:5f.; 135:15ff.; Isa. 44:9; Rev. 9:20. In whose hand]—
i.e., in whose power or disposal is thy life. Ways]—i.e., destinies. Note
the force of this vs. as seen in the contrast between the gods and the god
at the beginning of each clause and thou hast praised and thou has not
glorified at the conclusion of each clause. These words well illustrate the
folly of any way of life which is not founded upon true theism, for all idols,
whether they be of wood or stone, the creation of men’s hands, or finely-
spun philosophies, the creation of men’s minds, cannot see nor hear nor
know. Unbelief is folly.

V. 24. Then from him was sent the extremity of a hand, and this inscrip-
tion was written. From God (lit., from before him) was sent the hand.
Then]—temporal, not causal. When thou didst exalt thyself, then God
sent forth.

Vs. 25. And this is the writing which was written, MENE, MENE, TEKEL,
UPHARSIN. The writing had apparently remained upon the wall. Writ-
ten]—i. e., inscribed.

Vs. 26. This is the interpretation of the matter, MENE, God has numbered
thy kingdom and brought it to an end. There is question as to the precise
form of the inscription. The LXX is confused, and Th. simply renders,
MENE, TEKEL, PHARES. This is followed by the Vulgate (Mane, Thecel,
Phares), and also by Josephus (A4n#ig. X:II:3). However, the repeated
MENE is probably for the sake of emphasis. As to the word UPHARSIN,
the U is the common Aramaic conjunction “and,” and PHARSIN is a pl.
form, which is perhaps secondary and may be accounted for as the work
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of a scribe who perhaps had in mind the word Persians (vs. 28). The
original probably read, MENE, MENE, TEKEL UPERES.

Why were Belshazzar and the Chaldeans unsble to read this writing?
Some of the rabbis have suggested that the characters were written
vertically instead of horizontally, thus:

|PIT|M|M|
|R|K|N|N|
s L) |”]

(The writing would have consisted only of consonants). It has also been
suggested that some unfamiliar form of Aramaic character was used.
However, as Charles remarks, “The writing may have consisted of ideo-
grams; for according to the text even expert Babylonian scholars could
not decipher it.” Whatever was the case, it was necessary that the text be
both read and interpreted.

In 1886 M. Clermont-Ganneau pointed out (see Journal Asiatique,
Juillet-Aout, 1886, p. 36ff., and Noeldeke ZA4, Vol. I, pp. 414-418) that
the inscription consisted in reality of names of weights, thus: MENE was
the maneh of Ezek. 45:12 and Ezra 2:69; TEKEL was the Hebrew shekel;
PERES was thought to represent the PERAS or half-maneh. The inscrip-
tion is then supposed to read, a maneh, a maneh, a shekel and a half-
maneh. The interpretation given in vv. 26-28 amounts to a play upon
words, and in vs, 28 the play is a double one. Bevan, who adopts this view
of Clermont-Ganneau’s remarks, “Why these words are here introduced,
whether they have any special reference to the situation of Belshazzar or
to the times of the author of Daniel, remains altogether obscure.” One is
also inclined to ask why the illogical order, mina, shekel, half-mina is
given.

Prince suggests that the mina alludes to Neb., whereas the shekel which
was of far less value, referred to Belshazzar, and the half-minas to the
Medes and Persians. He would then interpret, “There have been fixed by
fate the reigns of the great king Nebuchadnezzar, the Mina; of the in-
significant Belshazzar his wicked successor, the shekel; and the dominion
of the Medes and Persians, the half minas, whose combined power is to
equal that of Nebuchadnezzar.” Prince thinks that the meaning of the
proverb, which was originally Babylonian, was probably understood by
the author, but that he was merely interested in presenting an explanation
rather than a translation.

However, if there is in these words an allusion such as Prince suggests,
there is no evidence of that fact in the text. Nor does the appropriateness
of such a cryptic reference seem pertinent in a message directed primarily
to Belshazzar. At any rate, the text treats these words merely as passive
participles, and in each of them it finds a double sense. MENE numbered,
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God has numbered (MENA) the days (i. e., the length or duration) of the
kingdom and finished it, i. e., “its duration is so counted out that it is full,
that it now comes to an end” (Keil).

Vs. 27. TEKEL, thou art weighed in the balances and art found wanting.
Cf. for the figure of the balances, Job 31:6. Ps. 62:9; Prov. 16:2 etc.
Wanting]—lacking, deficient in moral worth. “As if he had said, Thou
thinkest thy dignity must be spared, since all men revere thee; thou
thinkest thyself worthy of honour; thou art deceived, says he, for God
judges otherwise; God does not use a common scale, but holds his own,
and there thou art found deficient; that is, thou art found a man of no
consequence, in any way” (Calvin).

Vs. 28. PERES, thy kingdom is divided and given to the Medes and the
Persians. Some have wrongly held the meaning to be that the kingdom
should be equally divided, one part being given to the Medes and the
other to the Persians. But the thought is that the kingdom shall be dis-
solved or destroyed, which calamity was to be brought about by the united
power of the Medes and Persians under Cyrus. In the naming of the
Medes before the Persians there is to be seen an evidence of historical
accuracy (cf. also 6:8, 12) for from the time of Cyrus on the Persians
were named before the Medes (cf. Esther 1:3, 14, 18, 19). In the word
PERES (divided) there is an allusion to PARAS (the word which is
translated Persians), which would seem to indicate that the Persians were
the dominant power in the dividing or dissolving of Babylon.

d. vv. 29-30. The reward of Daniel and the death
of Belshazzar.

Vs. 29. Then Belshazzar commanded, and they clothed Daniel with purple,
and the necklace of gold was upon his neck, and they cried concerning him
that he should be the third ruler in the kingdom. Driver speaks of the
unconcern of Belshazzar as being “scarcely consistent with historical
probability.” But how does Driver know that Belshazzar was uncon-
cerned? The text merely relates that he fulfilled his promise concerning
Dan. The proclamation need not have been made publicly upon the streets
of the city. Quite possibly it was announced only to the assembled multi-
tude. The action of Belshazzar shows that, although he was apparently
not a regenerate man, he did nevertheless believe the truth of what Dan.
had said. This explains why he honored Dan. instead of putting him to
death. Nor can there be any ground for attacking the narrative upon the
basis of the fact that Dan. now receives the gifts which formerly he had
rejected. In vs. 17 Dan. rejects the gifts since he is not interested in
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personal advancement. His personal disinterestedness has now been made
abundantly evident and there is no reason why the gifts should at this time
be refused.

Vs. 30, In that night was Belshazzar king of the Chaldeans slain. Haller
maintains that the powerful catastrophe, mentioned in this vs., is unhis-
torical (Von einer gewaltsamen Katastrophe, wie sie hier v. 30 berichtet
wird, kann keine Rede sein). But this vs. does not speak of a powerful
catastrophe, unless the murder of the king, in itself, be regarded as such.
According to Her. (1:190:191) Cyrus was a long time in preparing for
the siege of Babylon, and the Babylonians advanced to meet him. Being
worsted, they retreated and shut themselves up in their city. Finally,
Cyrus diverted the waters of the Euphrates so that his troups could cross
the shallow water. The city fell when a festival was being celebrated.

Xenophon (Cy., VII: 5:1-36), mentions the deflecting of a stream which
flowed through Babylon. Finally, when the Babylonians were observing
a night festival with drinking and revelry, Cyrus turned aside the course of
the river and entered the city. The entrance was made by Gobryas, who
entered the palace and slew the wicked king. Xenophon represents the
Babylonians as being extremely hostile to Cyrus.

Berossus (C4, 1:20) relates that Nabonidus met the approaching Cyrus
and being defeated, fled to Borsippa. Cyrus then captured Babylon and
razed its walls. Nabonidus surrendered and was sent to Carmania where
he died in exile.

The Nabonidus Chronicle (see NB, pp. 168-175) mentions that in the
month Tishri (i.e., October) Cyrus fought and destroyed the people of
Akkad at Ophis on the Tigris river; on the 14th day he captured Sippar
without fighting. Nabonidus fled; on the 16th day Gobryas (Ugbaru),
the governor of Gutium, and the troops of Cyrus without fighting (ba-la
sal-tum) entered Babylon.

Cyrus also (in the Cyrus Cylinder) states that he entered Babylon with-
out encounter or battle.

It is not our purpose here to try to harmonize these various accounts,
but it may be remarked that the divergence between the Greek and the
cuneiform sources is not as great as at first sight might seem to be the
case. It is interesting to note the tradition of a festival preserved in Xeno-
phon. It is also interesting to note that Dan. does not speak of a battle in
connection with the downfall of Babylon. The mere statement of the mur-
der of Belshazzar is in perfect keeping with all that is known from other
sources,

According to Haller, we are dealing in the fifth chapter of Dan. with a
legend, in which the narrator employs a popular tradition (eine volk-



A COMMENTARY — V :29-30 129

stuemliche Ueberlieferung) of the end of Babylonian rule as a historical
background for his stories about Dan. The whole episode is an advance
(Steigerung) over what has preceded, and so the interpreter of the mys-
terious writing appears greater than the interpreter of dreams. The legend
bears the characteristic traits of similar types of legends. Thus, the thought
of the revenge of the gods against those who mock them is common to
mythology (ein gut mythologischer). But the spirit, which bound the
various elements of this legend together, is Jewish.

The earliest part of the Belshazzar story is said to be the inscription,
which must be geparated from its interpretation, which was added later.
The inscription (Haller follows essentially Prince’s view) was a proverb
(Volkswitz) in which was comprised the history of the period after Neb.
Haller, of course, elaborates his theory, but presents no objective
evidence to support it. The remarkable accuracy of the fifth of Dan. is
a strong obstacle in the path of those who regard the ch. merely as legend.






CHAPTER SIX

a. vv. 1.9. Darius places Daniel in a position of
authority, Aroused by jealousy, certain rivals de-
vise a plot to destroy Daniel.

Vs. 1. And Darius the Mede recetved the kingdom, being about sixty-two
years old. This vs. belongs to ch. 6 rather than to ch. 5 (as in AV, Bevan,
Stuart—Jerome treats 5:30 and 6:1 as one vs.), as it both forms a con-
necting link between the events narrated in ch. 5 and those in ch. 6 and
provides the historical basis for the events of ch. 6. Darius]—the identi-
fication of this king is as yet unknown, since secular historical sources are
silent concerning him. The fact that hitherto it has been impossible to
identify him does not prove that he never lived or that the figure in any
sense represents a conflation of confused traditions. It should be remem-
bered that men once spoke in terms of doubt concerning Belshazzar as
some now speak of Darius. (See App. VI). The Mede]—The word
stands in contrast to the expression, “king of the Chaldeans” (5:30) and
in anticipation of “the Persian” (vs. 29). It cannot be used to support
the view that the author of Dan. believed in the existence of a separate
Median kingdom, since it is not said that the kingdom was Median, but
merely that Darius was a Mede. Vs. 29 seems to show that both Darius
and Cyrus were kings over the same kingdom. (See App. V). Received]
—Charles, Haller and others take this to mean that Darius received the
kingdom from God; Keil, Boutflower, Wilson, that he received it from
Cyrus. But the phrase in itself merely means that he succeeded upon the
throne.

If subsequent discovery should make it plain that Darius was as a
matter of fact entrusted with the kingship by Cyrus, there is nothing in
this statement which would run counter to that fact. (See SBD, I, pp.
128-144 and DM, pp. 51-53). About sixty-fwo]—The statement concern-
ing Darius’ age seems to have been added to show that Darius’ reign was
not of long duration, but soon gave way to that of Cyrus the Persian. Keil
suggests that the word about “intimates that the statement of the age rests
only on a probable estimate.”

Vs. 2. It seemed good before Darius that he should establish over the
kingdom an hundred satraps, which should be throughout the kingdom.

131
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This statement has caused difficulty, and its accuracy has been denied by
many. On the Annalistic Tablet of Cyrus, it is said that Gubaru appointed
governors in Babylon. Her. (III:89ff.) speaks of the division of the
empire into 20 satrapies under Darius Hystaspis. Esther 1:1 mentions 127
provinces (cf. also 8:9), but the province should be distinguished from the
satrapy, and hence, these figures are not necessarily out of harmony with
those which indicate that the empire of Darius was divided successively
into 21, 23 and 29 satrapies (so the inscriptions of Darius). The Greek
writers (see Keil, in loc.) do not attribute the origin of the division into
satrapies to Darius Hystaspis, as has sometimes been assumed, hence,
they are not in conflict with the statements of this passage. It is not said
that Darius the Mede divided the kingdom into 120 satrapies, but only
that he appointed 120 satraps (kingdom-protectors) who should be dis-
tributed throughout the kingdom. It is quite possible that these satraps
were given the special mission of caring for the newly conquered country,
because of fear of the hostility of the land to the conquerors. In other
words, this may have been a temporary arrangement, and not at all a
description of a formal organization of the country into 120 satrapies.
These governors may very well have had responsibility for and jurisdic.
tion over districts which were smaller than those commonly designated
as satrapies. It is not inconceivable that satraps may thus have been
appointed to special missions. Thus, Darius speaks, “There was a man,
Dadrsis by name, a Persian, my subject, satrap in Bactria, him did I send,
ete.” Even, however, if the text does intend to represent an organization
of the countries into 120 satrapies, it cannot be shown to be at fault.

Vs. 3. And over them three presidents of whom Daniel was one, in order
that those satraps might render an account to them, that the king might
suffer no loss. There is no known parallel to this arrangement of the three
presidents. Probably it was an expedient adopted to meet the needs of
the existing situation, after the pattern of that which had been used in
the days of Belshazzar (5:7). Loss]—particularly with respect to revenue.

Vs. 4. Then this Daniel was distinguishing himself over the presidents
and satraps, because an excellent spirit was in him, and the king was
minded to set him over all the kingdom. Dan. distinguished himself (not
was preferred) in his duties because of the spirit that was in him (cf.
5:12). This spirit is described as excellent or surpassing. It refers not
merely to Dan’s own determination faithfully to perform his tasks, for,
as Calvin correctly remarks, “It does not always happen that those who
are remarkable for prudence or other endowments obtain greater authority
and rank,” but it refers also to the fact that God had bestowed upon Dan.
a greater portion of His Spirit. This resulted in Dan.’s excellence being
noted by the king, who planned (the Aramaic word I regard as a passive
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participle which may have an active meaning) to advance Dan. to a
position superior to the presidents and satraps.

Vs. 5. Then the presidents and the satraps were seeking to find a pretence
against Daniel, in regard to the kingdom, but they were not able to find

any pretence or fault, because he was faithful, and no error or fault was
found against him. In the discharge of his governmental duties Dan. was
found dilatory in no respect.

Vs. 6. Then those men said, We shall not find any occasion against this
Daniel, unless we find it against him in the law of his god. A typical trick
of the corrupt politician. “This is high testimony in favor of Daniel’s
integrity and piety. It would seem, that even his rivals apprehended that
he would remain firm and unwavering in his religious duties” (Stuart).
An honest man of conviction in the midst of government or ecclesiastical
politicians stands out like a fair flower in a barren wilderness. Law]—
i. e., religion.

Vs. 7. Then those princes and satraps came in concert to the king, and
thus they said to kim, oh! Darius, the king, live forever! The AV. renders
assembled together, the RV. came tumuliuously. This last however would
not be appropriate for the description of an appearance before the king.
In a long philological note, M shows that the meaning is “they acted in
concert, harmony.”

Vs. 8. All the presidents of the kingdom, the governors, the satraps, the
counsellors, and the prefects have taken counsel together that the king
should establish a decree and should confirm an interdict that anyone who
makes a request of any god or man for thirty days except from thee, oh!
king, shall be cast into the den of lions. All the presidents of the kingdom,
of whom there were four classes (not merely the three presidents of vs. 2)
consult together and conclude that the king should make a decree (not to
establish a royal statute, AV.) to the effect that anyone who makes reli-
gious request of any but the king will be cast into the den of lions. Make
a request]—not any kind of request, but a religious request. The thought
is that the king was to be regarded as the sole representative of deity.
This account is regarded as unhistorical by many expositorsy “Nothing
can be more unfortunate than the attempts of apologists to make these
things appear probable” (Bevan). Under the Hellenistic kings, it is said,
such a condition might have been possible, but not under the Persian
kings. Of course there is difficulty in the account, but who is to say that an
oriental despot, yielding to the subtle flattery of such a proposal, might
not, in a weak moment, have agreed to it? This is not the first time in
history that men have acted foolishly and entered upon an ill-considered
plan of action, only to regret it later.
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Vs. 9. Now, oh! king, do thou establish the interdict and inscribe the
writing which cannot be changed, according to the law of the Medes and
Persians, which altereth not. In order that the securing of their end may
be made sure, the instigators request the king to put the decree in writing.
Cannot be changed]—i. e., it was irrevocable, cf. Esther 1:19; 8:8.
“Bochart, Hierozoicon, I, 748, cites a passage from Diodorus Sic., xvii,
30, ed. Didot, concerning Darius III’s attitude toward his sentence of death
upon Charidemos: ‘immediately he repented and blamed himself, as
having greatly erred; but it was not possible to undo what was done by
royal authority’” (M).

b. vv. 10-19. The accusation and condemnation
of Daniel.

Vs. 10. Therefore, the king Darius inscribed the writing, even the inter-
dict. The king thus carried out the proposal. “—the object of the law
was only to bring about the general recognition of the principle that the
king was the living manifestation of all the gods, not only of the Median
and Persian, but also of the Babylonian and Lydian, and all the gods of
the conquered nations. — All the nations subjected to the Medo-Persian
kingdom were required not to abandon their own special worship rendered
to their gods, but in fact to acknowledge that the Medo-Persian world-
ruler Darius was also the son and representative of their national gods.
For this purpose they must for the space of thirty days present their
petitions to their national gods only in him as their manifestation” (Klie-
foth, as given by Keil). It will thus be seen that such an interdict would
work grave hardship upon a pious Jew such as Dan. in that, if he obeyed
it, he would not be able to pray direcily to God, and if he disobeyed it, he
would appear to be disloyal to the king whom he faithfully and devotedly
gerved. The conspirators had done their work well.

The action of Darius was both foolish and wicked. What led him to
vield to the request of the ministers can only be conjectured, but prob-
ably he was greatly influenced by the claim of deity which many of the
Persian kings made. Q. Cur. (VIII:5) says, “The Persians worshipped
their kings among the gods”; Arrian VI:29; Plutarch, Themistocles, 27;
Her. 1:99 and Cy. 1, 3, 18; Aeschylus, Persians, 157, 855 (see further
references in H's Authentie, p. 127 ff). The statement of Stuart appears
to be justified, “Parsism did not indeed require men to regard the king
as a god in his own proper nature, but to pay him supreme homage as
the representative of Ormusd. Such being the state of the case, it is easy
to see that the account of Darius’ behaviour, when he was importuned by
his courtiers and nobles, wears no special marks of improbability.”
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Vs. 11. And when Daniel knew that the writing was inscribed, he went
up to his house, and he had windows opening in his roof-chamber toward
Jerusalem, and three times a day he was kneeling upon his knees, and
praying and making confession before his God, even as he had been ac-
customed to do before this. Even after he had learned that the king had
signed the decree, Dan. continued his custom of prayer. In so doing he
was not tempting God nor guilty of hypocrisy or ostentation. His manner
of prayer was the result of his deep piety, and could be discovered only
by spies who were on the lookout for such things. Dan. went to the roof-
chamber of his house (cf. 2 Sam. 18:33, I K. 17:19) which had open
windows (i.e., probably cut in the wall and not closed with lattice work,
cf. Ezek. 40:16) fronting Jerusalem. The custom of facing Jerusalem in
prayer began after the dedication of the temple by Solomon, cf. I K. 8:33,
35. Spies could thus discover that Dan. prayed by an open window which
faced Jerusalem. In prayer Dan. kneeled, as a sign of humility and abase-
ment before God and prayed three times, ¢f. Ps. 55:17. The custom of
praying three times daily went over into the Church, Didache 8. Before
his God]—These words fitly characterize the entire course of Dan.’s life.
In his prayer there was nothing forced or mechanical, but he uttered his
petitions as in the very presence of God. The higher the task to which
God calls a man, the more does he feel the need of prayer. It was Dan.’s
custom to offer his prayer with thanksgiving, cf. Phil. 4:6.

Vs. 12. Then those men came together and found Daniel praying and
seeking grace before his God. Many commentators retain the idea that
the spies acted tumultuously. Thus Driver, “flocking tumultuously about
Daniel’s house.” But, as in vs. 7, the verb means merely that the men
acted in concert or conspiracy. It was their determined purpose to have
Dan. put to death, and part of their conspiracy was to “discover” Dan.
at prayer.

Vs. 13. Then they drew near and spake before the king concerning the
interdict of the king, Didst thou not sign an interdict that any man who
asks from any god or man for thirty days except from thee, oh! king,
shall be cast into the den of lions? The king answered and said, The
matter is fixed, according to the law of the Medes and Persians, which
changeth not. Perhaps the first king should be vocative, ok! king, didst
thou not etc.

Vs. 14. Then they answered and spake before the king that Daniel who
is from the children of the captivity of Judah, hath not regarded thee, oh!
king, nor the interdict which thou hast signed, and three times a day he
maketh his petition. The despicable character of the accusers is brought
to light by the manner in which they make their accusation. They describe
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Dan. as an exile, rather than as the appointed head over the presidents
and satraps, in order that, by calling to mind the fact that he is a for-
eigner, they may insinuate that he is politically unfaithful to Darius.
Furthermore, they first state that Dan. has been unfaithful to the king and
then that he has broken the interdict. The matter is thus presented in as
bad a light as possible, a common trick of corrupt politicians.

Vs. 15. Then the king, when he heard this matter, was greatly vexed, and
with regard to Daniel, he set his mind to deliver him, and unto the sunset
he was striving to rescue him. The AV., was displeased with himself is
incorrect. The vb. is impersonal, lit., there was vexation upon him. The
folly of his action was now manifest, and Darius, like a trapped wild
animal, striving to free itself, was struggling to deliver Dan. M suggests
that he consulted the lawyers and tried to browbeat the conspirators.

Vs. 16. Then those men came in concert upon the king, and said to the
king, Know, oh! king, that the Medes and Persians have a law that any
interdict or decree that the king establishes does not change. “This is a
very discourteous reminder to the king that he is bound by his own law,
which has the tradition of the past behind it” (Charles).

Vs. 17. Then the king commanded and they brought Daniel and cast him
into the den of lions; the king answered and said to Daniel, May thy God,
whom thou dost worship continually, deliver thee. The king is thus forced
to carry out the decree which he had made. Perhaps he has heard of the
wonders which God has already performed through Dan., and so utters
the faint hope that God will deliver Dan. Calvin thinks that the king is
interested in saving Dan. only because of the benefits which he received
from him. However, it is more likely that a deep personal attachment for
Dan. had grown up on the part of the king. “His law demands that
Daniel be cast before the lions, his heart filled with love towards Daniel
demands that he be saved” (Gaebelein). This is a dilemma which the
king is unable to resolve. “Well may we think here of another Law and
another Love” (Gaebelein).

Vs. 18. And a stone was broughs and placed upon the mouth of the den,
and the king sealed it with his signet and with the signet of his magnates
that the affair concerning Daniel might not be changed. By closing the
mouth of the pit with a stone and sealing it, the execution of the sentence
was rendered sure. Some critics have raised objections to this passage.
Hitzig, for example, thinks that the den was a mere cistern, with one
opening in the top, patterned after that into which Joseph was thrown.
It should be remarked, however, that we know nothing about the con-
structions of such lions’ dens. This den may have been a subterranean
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cavern, with an opening in the top, and possibly also one at the side,
through which the animals were admitted. It may well have been that
the opening at the side was closed with a stone. This does not exclude
the fact that there might have been a gate which served for ordinary
purposes,—such as the entrance of the keepers to feed the lions, etc. But
upon this occasion something stronger than an ordinary gate was neces-
sary. In order that Dan. might not escape, the stone was set and sealed.
The king stood above the pit to converse with Dan. and Dan. was lifted
up (vs. 24) out of the den through the top opening probably because
the king wanted to free him as soon as possible and did not wish to wait
for the removal of the stone. Most of the objections to this account are
based upon the assumption that the pit must have been constructed in a
certain manner. These objections are not impressive. The act of sealing
the stone certified the official character of the tramsaction. It was not
necessarily performed in order to frustrate any designs that the king may
have had for delivering Dan. The king seems to have exhausted his re-
sources for sefting Dan. free, and appears now as a thoroughly frus-
trated man. Furthermore, the accusers doubtless had their guards on
hand to see that no one tried to gain access to Dan. The mouth of the
den, being sealed up, would make impossible any escape on Dan.’s part.
On the other hand, the opening in the top of the pit through which the
king later conversed with Dan., was doubtless too high for any escape.

Vs. 19. Then the king went to his palace, and spent the night fasting, and
diversions were not brought before him, and his sleep fled from him.
What the usual diversions of the king were is not stated. Some, upon the

basis of an Arabic derivation, and others, by emending the text, would
read, concubines.

c. vv. 20-25. The deliverance of Daniel.

Vs. 20. Then the king rose very early in the morning and went in haste
to the den of lions.

Vs. 21. And as he drew near to the den, he called to Daniel with a pained
voice; the king answered and said to Daniel, oh! Daniel, servant of the
living God, is thy God, whom dost worship continually, able to save thee
from the lions? Probably the king calls from the top of the den, since he
could not be heard if he had called through an entrance on a lower level
which had been stopped up with a sealed stone. His voice is full of anxiety
and concern as he desires to know whether the living God (the God who
preserves life) has been able to deliver Dan.

Vs. 22. Then Daniel spoke with the king, oh! king, live forever.
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Vs. 23. My God hath sent his angel, and shut the mouth of the lions, and
they have not harmed me, forasmuch as before him innocency was found
in me, and dlso before thee, oh! king, have I done no injury. God has
recognized Dan.’s innocence and hence has sent His angel to stop the
mouths of the lions, Ps. 34:7; 91:11ff. Innocency]l—not that Dan. was
sinless, but he was innocent of the charge of which he had been accused,

namely, disloyalty to the king.

Vs. 24. Then the king was very glad, and he commanded to bring up
Daniel from the den, and Daniel was brought up from the den, and no
injury was found in him, for he had trusted in his God. Probably because
the king does not wish to wait to have the stone removed, he has Dan.
lifted up through the entrance in the roof of the den. The words need not
necessarily mean to bring up and may merely indicate that Dan. was
brought forth from the den. Dan.’s innocency is stressed by the statement
that no injury was found in him.

Vs. 25. And the king commanded, and they brought those men that had
slandered Daniel, and into the den of lions they cast them, their children
and their wives, and they had not come to the bottom of the pit before the
lions had power over them and broke all their bones. The accusers were
thrown into the den, evidently from the opening in its roof, and before
they reached the ground, the lions had seized them. That the entire body
of 120 satraps was cast into the den is a purely gratuitous assumption.
The accusers were only a small group of special enemies of Dan. Vv. 5
and 6 refer to the accusers merely as presidents, satraps, those men. It is
possible that all the presidents had agreed to the establishment of the
decree, although the statement in vs. 7 may have been a falsehood uttered
by the chief accusers. The plot was the work of a few men. Slandered]—
lit., had eaten the pieces; the accusation was false, and therefore amounted
to slander or calumny. The punishment of the wives and children was in
accordance with Persian custom, cf. Her. 111:119; Amm. Mar. xxiii; 6,
81, (“some laws are abominable, through which, because of the crime of
one person, all his relatives are put to death”).

d. vv. 26-29. The decree of Darius.

Vs. 26. Then Darius the king wrote to all people, nations and tongues
that dwell in all the earth; May your peace be multiplied! Darius, like

Neb., regarded his empire as universal.

Vs. 27. I make a decree that in all the dominion of my realm men tremble
and fear before the God of Daniel, for he is the living God and abides for-
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ever, and his kingdom (is one) which shall not be destroyed, and his do-
minion shall be unto the end. Darius does not rise above his polytheistic
background. He does not confess Dan.’s God to be the only true God, but
merely raises Him above other gods. Thus, he does not condemn the wor-
ship of these other gods. In demanding that men fear and tremble before
Dan.’s God, Darius requires no more than Neb. had apparently demanded
for himself (cf.5:19 where the same words are used). How tragic it is that
in the presence of his mighty miracles, men do not acknowledge God to
be the only true God! In the statements made concerning God and His
kingdom, Darius is probably influenced by the events of the immediate
past and by the instruction which he had received from Dan. His words,
while true enough in themselves, could only have had a hollow meaning

for himself.

Vs. 28. He rescues and delivers and doeth signs and wonders in the heaven
and on the earth, who has delivered Daniel fram the hand of the lions.
Vs. 29. And this Daniel was prosperous in the reign of Darius and in the
reign of Cyrus the Persian. The same Dan., whom the accusers would
destroy, was not destroyed but prospered, not only during the reign of
Darius the Mede, but also during the reign of Cyrus the Persian. The
two rulers of the kingdom were of different races, one a Mede and one a
Persian. The kingdom, however, was the same, The designation the
Persian is in accordance with the usage of the Persian kings. Thus,
Ariyaramna (c. 610-580 B.C.) speaks of himself as “Ariyaramna, the
great king, the king of kings, the Persian king.”

Thus concludes the historical portion of the book. The author’s pur-
pose has been to exhibit the wonder-working power of the sovereign God
among those who held the people of God in bondage and thus to prepare
the way for the deliverance of the latter. But a further lesson is alse en-
joined, and I cannot do better than to state it in the words of Thomas
Myers, the editor of Calvin’s superb commentary. “Throughout these
LECTURES (ie., on Dan. 1.6) we are ever taught that we can see God
only by being pure in heart. The preparation for spiritual insight into
holy mysteries is purity of conscience and singleness of eye. But even
these able comments do not clear up everythmg Our lot on earth must be
to walk more by faith than by sight. This is the chief exercise of the soul,
which is essential to its vitality and growth. We must have at times
our mountains of vision as well as our valleys of the shadow of death.
Never let us doubt the essential permanence of justice, and righteousness
and truthfulness. By this we shall be borne up through regions of cloud
into realms of light. Thus will our spirituality be strengthened and refined:
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thus we shall be permitted to obtain larger perceptions of God’s character
and maturer judgments of his purposes.”

Haller regards this ch. as a geniune martyr-legend, which is built (as
ch. 3) on the theme of a miraculous deliverance of the Jews who are true
to their profession of faith. However, here it is the hatred of the people
rather than the anger of the king which places the Jews in danger. The
essential theme is the same as in ch. 3, and Haller asserts that, just as
the prophet-legends grew up about different men (e.g., he thinks that the
same miracles are related in similar form concerning Elijah and Elisha),
so the Jewish narrators liked to repeat such stories of deliverance over
and over again. The same motif appears in the NT in connection with
the deliverance of Peter and Paul from prison.

Haller acknowledges that the narrator possessed a certain knowledge
of the late Persian period, but that he was in the dark about the beginning
of that period. There is no need to reproduce the elaboration of Haller’s
theory in detail. For our part, we believe that a careful exegesis of the
book will make it clear that we are dealing with a record which is history
and not legend.



CHAPTER SEVEN

a. vv. 1-14. The vision of the four beasts.

Vs. 1. In the first year of Belshazzar, king of Babylon, Daniel sow a
dream and visions of his head upon his bed; then he wrote the dream,
(and) the sum of the matters he related. “Here Daniel begins to offer
instruction peculiar to the Church” (Calvin). This vision was seen
during the first year, not shortly before (Hitzig), of the reign of Bel-
shazzar. It has the same subject as does that of ch. 2. In the 2nd year of
his reign, at the height of power, Neb. had his dream, but this vision is
given to Dan. in the first year of Belshazzar, when the glory and might
of the kingdom had begun to wane. It should be noted that Dan. does
not adhere to the chronological order hitherto employed, but reverts to a
date anterior to that of ch. 5. The visions, therefore, (chs. 7-12) are not
intended to be a continuation of the narratives (1-6). King]—It has al-
ready been shown that this usage of the word is not inaccurate (cf. com-
ments on 5:1). Since Belshazzar is the king with whom Dan. and the
people of God had to do, his name is here employed in dating. Let it be
repeated; this is not an official Babylonian document, but a prophecy
written for the Church of God. Saw a dream]—i.e., he had a mental per-
ception of a dream. Cf. Isa. 2:1, “he saw a word.” Visions]—(Cf. 2:
28; 4:2, 10—the similarity of the phraseology is an argument in favor
of the unity of the book). This dream vision came to Dan. as he lay as-
leep upon his couch. The text does not mean that the visions of the
dream had their origin in the brain (head) of Dan. Rather, this was a
divinely imposed dream. Wrote]—Upon awakening, Dan., under the
sovereign influence of the Spirit of God, wrote out accurately the contents
of the dream which had come to him during his sleep. Sum of the mat-
ters]—This phrase is particularly difficult. Keil takes it to mean that
“by means of writing down the vision he said, i.e. reported, the chief
contents of the dream, omitting secondary things, e.g. the minute descrip-
tion of the beasts.” This is perfectly possible, and may be correct. How-
ever, upon the basis of some of the early translations, and the usage of
the word translated sum in Palmyrene Syriac, it is said to be possible
to regard the phrase as indicating the beginning of what Dan. wrote.
Thus, Beginning of the composition. But this is questionable, ande] in-
cline toward Keil’s explanation.

141
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Vs. 2. Daniel answered and said, I was beholding with visions of the
night, and lo! the four winds of heaven burst forth upon the great sea.
Dan. would again affirm that the message which he is about to deliver
was given him of God, and was not merely the product of his own sub-
conscious mind. Of the night]—i.e., visions which come with the night,
as 3:33; Ps. 72:5 and the well known line of Ovid, “Cum sole et luna
semper Aratus erit (Ars Amatoria I: 15, 16). Lo!l—cf. 2:31. Four
Winds]—cf. 8:8; 11:4; Zech. 2:6; 6:5. These are the four cardinal winds.
Cf. “The south-wind, the north-wind, the east wind, the west wind.” These
are called the four winds (irbit-tim sare) in the Bab. Creation Tablets,
IV: 42, 43 (ed. Langdon, p. 133; Heidel, p. 28); “... it is the common
phrase to speak of four winds blowing from the four quarters or regions
of the globe” (Calvin). Do these winds have any particular symbolizing
significance? Jerome regarded them as symbolizing angelic powers;
Keil suggests that they represent the “heavenly powers and forces by
which God sets the nations of the world in motion.” Other commenta-
tors see no particular symbolical significance. However, it is rather gen-
erally assumed that the “great sea” does signify mankind. Hence, since
it is the four winds which stir up humanity, it would seem that they must
be regarded as winds specially controlled by God. By means of these
winds God at this time stirs up the nations. To be rejected is the view
of W. R. Smith (as mentioned by Bevan—I have not been able to check
the reference) that the ideas of this vs. are “borrowed from the ideas of
cosmogony then current in the ancient East,” and of Gunkel SC, p. 328ff.,
that the ch. goes back to the Babylonian myth of Tiamat, and that the
“wind” is an ancient motif (Hier ist also ein uralter Zug treu bewahrt).
Burst forth]—i.e., were breaking forth, not strove. The root of the word
refers to the bursting forth of water. Calvin rightly translated commove-
bant. Cf. the vivid description of a storm at sea by Vergil, deneid 1:82ff.,
“.. .ac venti, velut agmine facto,
qua data porta, ruunt et terras turbine perflant.
Incubere mari totumque a sedibus imis
Una Eurusque Notusque ruunt creberque procellis
Africus et vastos volvunt ad litora fluctus.”

Great sea]—not the Mediterranean (Gaebelein, Lang, Hitzig, Bertholdt),
although in Josh. 1:4 the term is used, for such a specific geographical
reference is here out of place. Rather, it is the world-sea or great abyss,
the boundless ocean, Isa. 51:10; Rev. 17:8. As Hippolytus first indicated,
it symbolizes the world of nations in a tumultuous state, cf. Isa. 17:12ff.;
Jer. 46:7f.; Rev. 17:15; 21:1. This interpretation is specifically sup-
ported by vs. 17 of the present ch. where it is said that the kings shall
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arise out of the earth. “The imagery is allied to the tropical use of over-
flowing rivers and mighty waves, for the designation of invading armies
which overrun a country without control” (Stuart).

Dan., therefore, declares that in the vision which came to him by night
he was beholding, and the four cardinal winds were breaking forth upon
the vast ocean and stirring it up.

Vs. 8. And four great beasts were ascending from the sea, diverse one
from another. “Oecumenical commotions give rise to oecumenical king-
doms” (Kliefoth in Keil). As a consequence of stirring up the sea, four
beasts arise. But, as the subsequent context reveals, not simultaneously.
These beasts, although differing one from another, have this in common,
that each arises from the sea, i.e., represents a kingdom of human origin
and nature. (Cf. Rev. 13:1 where the symbolism is based upon Dan.).
These beasts are described as great, i.e., monstrous (Ewald), not raven-
ous (Kranichfeld). Their diversity is mentioned, in order to call atten-
tion to the importance of the symbolism by which each individual king-
dom is represented. In the OT the gentile nations are frequently sym-
bolized by beasts, cf. Ezek. 29:3ff.; Isa. 27:1; 51:9. In this picture of
the beasts, belonging to the water, but ruling also on earth, Gunkel, as
might be expected, thinks that he finds a mythologizing strain (ein
uraltes Motiv). The diversity is one of worth, as Theodoret and M point
-out.

Vs. 4. The first was like a lion and had eagle’s wings. I was beholding
until its wings were plucked off, and it was lifted up from the earth, and
upon two feet like a man it was made to stand, and the heart of @ man was
given to it. The first beast corresponds to thd head of gold of ch. 2 and
stands for Babylon, particularly as represented in the reign of Neb. The
symbol of the winged lion is especially appropriate. Hitzig first called at-
tention to the winged lion with a man’s head which was excavated at
Nimrud.

Neb. had been compared to a lion and eagle, cf. Jer. 4:7; 49:19; 50:
17, 44; 49:22; Lam. 4:19; Hab. 1:8; Ezek. 17:3, 12. If the book of Dan.
was composed by an unknown Palestinian author of Maccabean times,
whence did he derive his knowledge of this symbol? It is certainly a re-
markable thing, if on the basis of the above Scripture passages alone, the
author constructed this symbol (Prince), and his symbol has turned out
to be such an accurate representation of Babylon! No, the accuracy of
this symbol is evidence that the book was written by someone who knew
Babylon well. “These discoveries may be referred to as evidence that
this book was composed in Babylon, and also as explaining the Babylon-
ian colouring of the dream” (Keil). The lion as king of the heasts and
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the eagle as king of the birds, well corresponds with gold (ch. 2) the
most precious of metals. Thus, Babylon is represented by the lordliest
of creatures.

As Dan. beholds, a change comes over the beast. Its wings were plucked
off, and thus it is deprived of its power of flight. No longer as a con-
queror can it fly over the earth, nor as a ruler hover over it. Lifted up]—
not removed from the earth (Calvin), nor destroyed (Jerome), but raised
up from the ground to stand upon two feet. The Aramaic employs the
dual, and this I have sought to preserve in the translation. Heart of a
man]—i.e., its beast nature was changed to that of a man; it was human-
ized. Thus, both inwardly and outwardly, this humanizing process takes
place.

The particular reference of this humanizing process is probably to
Neb.’s humiliation. Charles, however, thinks that this is impossible because
in 4:13, Neb. is not given the heart of a beast until after his conquests,
whereas in 7:4 the beast is given the heart of a man during its period of
conquest. But is this not to become over literal and pedantic? For it
was precisely the giving to Neb. of the “beast’s heart” (ch. 4) which
humbled him. By Neb. receiving a “beast’s heart”, the Babylonian empire
was given a human heart. “As in 2:38, Nebuchadnezzar and his Empire
are treated as identical. The Babylonian Empire, on its first appearance,
has a purely animal, i.e. heathen, character, but after a while the animal
attributes disappear, the Empire is, as it were, humanized in the person
of its representative” (Bevan).

Vs. 5. And behold! another beast, a second, like to a bear, and it was
raised up on one side, and three ribs were in its mouth between its teeth,
and thus they said to it, Arise, devour much flesh. This beast came into
sight after the lion. It is said to be another, i.e., one which differed from
the first, and a second, i.e., second in the order of appearance. Cf. Rev.
14:8, “another second angel.” Next to the lion, the bear is selected for

its strength and fierceness. In Scripture the two are often grouped
together, e.g., Hos. 13:8; Amos 5:19; Prov. 28:15.

Yet, as Driver remarks, the bear “is inferior to the lion in strength and
appearance, and is heavy and ungainly in its movements.” Was raised]—
not it raised itself up. On one side]—The language is difficult. Tt does
not mean “it established a dominion” (Kranichfeld) nor that it stood on
its hind feet (Haevernick), nor stood aloof from harming the Hebrews
(Jerome) nor, stood by the side of the lion (Rosenmueller), but stood with
the feet on one side raised for the purpose of going forward (Keil). “The
animal then is pausing to devour a mouthful before springing again on
its prey” (M). The device of an animal raised on one side is not dis-
tinctive of any one nation, but is here chosen, probably to indicate the
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double sided nature of a kingdom ready to march forward in conquest.
In ch. 8 this double sided nature is represented by the two horns, one of
which rises after the other and higher. The animal itself, the bear, repre-
sents the Medo-Persian empire, and the double sided nature of this em-
pire is symbolized by the beast lifting itself up on one side.

According to many expositors, the kingdom represented by the bear
is merely the Median. Ii is true that Dan. represents Belshazzar as suc-
ceeded' by a Median ruler, Darius, but as the proper exegesis of 6:29
shows, Darius the Median and Cyrus the Persian were both rulers in the
same kingdom. See App. V. Three ribs]—mnot three tusks (Bertholdt) nor
three classes of teeth (Hzvernick). Jerome referred these to three king-
doms, Media, Persia, and Babylon, but since the bear itself represents the
Medo-Persian empire, what it devours must be something else. Maurer
found the illusion to the three chief satrapies of 6:3 (opinor, tres, in
quas Darius Medus universum regnum distribuit provincias majores).
But since Maurer regards this beast as Media, this is tantamount to saying
that the beast is devouring itself, for the three chief provinces are those
which a Median erected. For the same reason, we must reject the reference
as to the “three Median kings” (Ewald). Likewise, Hiizig’s interpreta-
tion is unlikely,—Nineveh, Larissa and a third city. Those who regard
the second empire as Medo-Persian, have generally taken the ribs to be
Babylon, Lydia and Egypt. This fits in well with the symbolism and may
be correct. Hitzig says that those who cannot explain the number three,
consider it to be a round number. I probably fall under this condemna-
tion, for it seems to me, as Calvin long ago pointed out, the insatiable
nature of the beast is indicated, since, not being content with one body, it
devoured many. If however, a definite reference is intended, that to
Babylon, Lydia and Egypt is satisfactory, whereas those who regard this
empire as the Median, seem to have found no satisfactory identification
of the three ribs. Arise—not a summons to go forth upon a career of
further conquest, but to devour the flesh of the ribs which were already
in the mouth. The beast must wholly consume what it has seized. They
said]—may be rendered, it was said. The command is given by God,
thus showing that Divine Providence overruled in the affairs of the mighty
human kingdom.

Vs. 6. After this I was beholding, and lo! another like a panther, and
it had four wings of a bird upon its back, and the beast had four heads,

1 1. Waterman (4 Gloss on Darius the Mede in JBL, Vol. LXV, March 1946, pp.
59-61) calls attention to the difficulty of the language of this phrase and suggests
that the correct translation is and it furnished a single ruler (i.e., Darius the Mede).
I this translation is correct, and I do not believe that it is, it would provide an in-
teresting connecting link to show the unity of chs. 5, 6 and 7.
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and dominion was given to it. The third empire, the Macedonian, is rep-
resented in the vision by a panther, an animal noted for its agility and
intelligence, cf. Jer. 5:6, Hos. 13:7. Upon its back]—The word may also
be rendered sides. Possibly, therefore, the animal is to be conceived as
having wings upon its sides, as in the representations of the winged beasts
from Babylon. Since there are only two pairs of wings, but four heads,
we are probably to regard the heads as having a signification inde-
pendent from that of the wings. The wings, as expositors generally rec-
ognize, denote swiftness. However, since these are merely the wings of
an ordinary bird, and not those of an esgle, the swiftness in conquest of
this empire is not as royal or noble in quality as was that of Neb. On the
other hand, since the first beast had (presumably) but one pair of wings
and this one has two, this empire is to be considered as possessing greater
rapidity in its conquests. This is in accordance with the historical facts.
“In this (i. e., rapidity of conquest) Nebuchadnezzar excelled much, but
Alexander outstripped all other conquerors in the East or West” (Stuart).
Those who would refer the 3rd beast to Persia may point to the rapidity
of Cyrus’ movements and appeal to Isa. 41:3. However, this is not to be
compared with the panther-like swiftness and lightning-like rapidity of
the rise and fall of the Macedonian empire of Alexander. As Kliefoth
has well pointed out, the same gradation which was found in ch. 2 in the
relation of the brass to gold and silver, here appears in the subordination
of the panther to the lion and bear. Four heads]—-Not the four Persian
kings of ch. 11:2 (Charles, Bevan). Nor do the heads refer to the four
successors of Alexander, Ptolemy, Seleucus, Philip, Antigonus (Jerome,
Calvin), nor to the four principal divisions of Alexander’s conguests,
Greece, Western Asia, Egypt and Persia. It is true (8:5ff.) that Alex-
ander’s kingdom did thus become four-fold, but here the four heads,
representing the four corners of the earth, symbolize the ecumenicity of
the kingdom. In Dan., kings are generally symbolized by horns, rather
than heads (but cf. 2:39). Dominion]-—This agrees with 2:39 “it shall
bear rule over all the earth.” In its rapid conquest, however, the third
kingdom is under the Providence of God. It can conquer only because
God gives it the power so to do.

Vs. 7. After this I was beholding in visions of the night, and lo! a fourth
beast, fearful, and terrible and strong exceedingly, and it had great iron
teeth; it was devouring and crushing, and trampling the residue with its
feet, and it was diverse from all the beasts that were before it; and it had
ten horns. The vision of the fourth beast is introduced with special
solemnity. There can be no question but that it is intended to be identical
with the iron of the image of ch. 2. Here “the point of destructiveness is
particularly pressed” (M). This beast is nondescript, because in the entire
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world of nature, no proper similitude could be found. The conquering
ability is indicated by mention of its massive iron teeth. Thus, it used
these teeth to devour and crush, and what could not be destroyed in this
way was stamped upon with its feet. Its particular characteristic is its
rage for destruction. Wherein the precise diversity of this beast from its
three predecessors consists, is not indicated in the symbolism. Perhaps it
is to be found in the intensity of its destructive power. A participle is
used in the Aramaic, was acting diversely. Upon the basis of reasons given
in App. V I think that the beast represents the Roman Empire. Ten
horns]—These represent ten kings, vs. 24. Like the number four in vs. 6,
the number ten here is to be taken in a symbolic sense as indicating “a
multiplicity of rulers, or an indefinitely large number of kings” (Zeeckler),
“comprehensive and definite totality” (Keil). The horn is also the symbol
of power (cf. Deut. 33:17; I Sam. 2:1, 10; Ps. 18:2), and so in the ten
horns the power of the kingdom comes forth in full display. Since the
number fen indicates completeness, we need not regard the horns as repre-
senting ten specific contemporary kings. It should be noted that whereas
the number ten is explicitly mentioned here, it is only by inference that
we can say the image of ch. 2 has ten toes.

Vs. 8. I was contemplating the horns, and, behold! another horn, a litile
one, was coming up among them, and three of the first horns were up-
rooted before it, and behold! eyes like the eyes of a man in this horn, and
a mouth speaking great things. The horns attract the particular attention
of the seer, and, as he regards them contemplatively, he beholds another
horn, a little one, coming up among them. The special manner in which
this little horn is introduced serves to bring to the fore its importance.
The reader’s attention is thus detracted from the beast to that which grows
out of it, the little horn. I was contemplating]—The idea is that of con-
tinued contemplation, being lost, as it were, in observation. A little horn]
—Unlike the little horn of ch. 8, this horn is not described as growing in
stature. As a little horn, it makes war with the saints and prevails against
them (vs. 21). Why, therefore, is it said to be little? This is not to indi-
cate its small beginning (Driver), since it is not described as growing.
Rather, the designation little serves all the more to focus attention upon
the eyes and mouth, which are the principal features of this horn. This
little horn, therefore, represents a small kingdom whose. power is concen-
trated in its king, here represented by the eyes and mouth (The symbolism
is interpreted later in vv. 21 f.). Were uprooted]—i. e., were displaced.
According to Porphyry, who regarded the fourth beast as a symbol of the
successors of Alexander, the little horn is Antiochus Epiphanes, who
overthrew the three horns, Ptolemy Philometor, Ptolemy Euergetes and
Artarxia, king of Armenia. Jerome remarks that Porphyry attempts this
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identification in vain (frustra) since the first two of these rulers were
dead before the birth of Antiochus, and even after a certain Antiochus
had fought against Artarxia, he continued to reign. This interpretation of
Porphyry may be mentioned as an historical curiosity. For other inter-
pretations, see App. V. In general, it may be said that those who regard
the fourth beast as symbolizing some aspect of the Grecian empire, con-
sider the little horn to be identical with the little horn of ch. 8 and to
symbolize Antiochus Epiphanes. Eyes of @ man]—This description is not
intended merely to indicate that the horn signified a man, but principally
to guard against the little horn being considered as possessing more than
human characteristics. The sagacity of the little horn is so great, and his
rule and government so terrible that he might be mistaken for a super-
natural being, whereas in fact he is but a man. So Jerome long ago ex-
pressed the true meaning, “that we may not, according to the notion of
some, think it to be a devil, or a demon, but one of those men in whom
the whole of Satan is to dwell bodily” (unum de hominibus, in quo totus
Satanas habitaturus sit corporaliter). Mouth]—a proud, presumptuous
mouth, which uttered words of “boasting, haughtiness, contumacy”
(Stuart). These things were spoken against God and His people. Cf.
Ps. 12:3; Obadiah 12; Rev. 13:5, where the beast with ten horns has “a
mouth speaking great things and blasphemies.” Pride and self-exaltation
are the principal characteristics of the little horn,

It should be noted that with regard to the fourth beast, Dan. sees not
only certain characteristics but also the unfolding of a history. In fact,
within the history there appear to be three distinct phases or periods.

1. The beast itself is first presented to the vision. “For the living
creature which represents this, there is no name. No one creature can
express its terribleness, not even if the attributes of different creatures,
(as in the symbol of the lion with eagle’s wings) were combined to pic-
ture it” (Pusey). After attention is called to the stupendous strength
and crushing power of the fourth beast, the statement is made that it had
ten horns.

2. The period of the ten horns. Although, in order to indicate the
essential unity of the fourth kingdom, the horns appear upon the head
of the beast, it is obvious that these horns represent a later phase of the
beast’s existence. After the characterization given in vs. 23, with its em-
phasis upon the conquering power of the beast (as in vs, 7), it is stated
(vs. 24) that ten horns shall come out of this kingdom. This accords with
the mention of the horns in vs. 7 after the description of the crushing
power of the beast. “The kings then or kingdoms which should arise out
of this kingdom, must, from the force of the term as well as from the
context, be kings or kingdoms which should arise at some later stage of
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its existence, not those first kings without which it could not be a kingdom
at all” (Pusey). Although these horns need not be exact contemporaries,
one with another, nevertheless, they all belong within this second period
of the beast’s history.

3. The period of the little horn. All the ten horns “are prior in time
to the little horn which is to arise out of them” (Pusey). While the period
of the ten horns is in existence, there arises among these kingdoms an-
other, which uproots three and then holds sway. Thus, the eleventh horn
comes up among the others, yet is after them. There will be a period
when the kingdom of the little horn, particularly in the person of its king,
will hold dominion over all the earth.

To what does this symbolism refer? The beast itself stands for the
Roman Empire as it appeared at the birth of Christ and in the years sub-
sequent. This well agrees with the symbolism. Like no empire before
her, Rome permanently subdued her conquered territory. Her conquests

were universal in a sense that was true of no nation before her. See Pusey
(p. 129).

Following the historical Roman Empire is the period represented by
the ten horns. In this period the strength of the beast is expressed in full
display. These kingdoms in one sense or another, arise historically from
the ancient Roman Empire. This does not mean that each one of the
empires must be able to trace its origin immediately to Rome. The king-
doms of modern Europe, for example, might be said to have come from
the Roman Empire, but certainly not directly. Yet, they may trace their
origin back to Rome, as Medo-Persia, for example, could not trace its
origin back to Babylon, or Greece to Medo-Persia, or Rome to Greece.
This is certainly not to deny that elements other than Roman have con-
tributed to form the present European governments, but it cannot be
doubted that modern Europe may in a very legitimate sense have arisen
from Rome.

As T have previously tried to indicate, we are not to look for ten king-
doms which shall exist side by side when the little horn appears. If the
number ten is to be pressed, all we need insist upon is that, from the time
when the fourth empire lost its beast form (i. e., the destruction of the
Roman Empire) to the appearance of the little horn, there have been ten
kingdoms which truly partake of the character of the beast. If, however,
the number ten be regarded merely as the symbol of completeness, as 1
am inclined to regard it, the vs. means that from the time of the destruc-
tion of the Roman Empire to the appearance of the little horn there will
be a number of kingdoms, which may truly be said to originate from the
ancient Roman Empire. To seek to identify these kingdoms, when Serip-
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ture furnishes no clue as to their identity, is very precarious and probably
unwarranted.

Toward the close of the second period there appears another kingdom,
symbolized by the little horn. This kingdom or government uproots some
of the others (I am not sure that the number three is to be pressed).
This kingdom fades into the background as far as significance is con-
cerned, and all importance is given to its head, which arrogates unto
itself prerogatives that belong to God alone. For the third period it shall
hold sway. It is, I believe, that one of whom Paul spoke, “Let no man
deceive you by any means: for that day shall not come, except there be
a falling away first, and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition;
who opposeth and exalteth himself above all that is called God, or that is
worshipped; so that he as God sitteth in the temple of God, shewing
himself that he is God” (2 Thes. 2:3, 4). This one is the Anti-Christ.
Thus, in one remarkable picture, the entire course of history is given
from the appearance of the historical Roman Empire until the end of
human government.

Vs. 9. I was beholding until thrones were placed, and the Ancient of days
did sit; His raiment was like white snow, and the hair of His head like
pure wool; His throne-flumes of fire; its wheels-burning fire. Vv. 9-14
constitute a unit and treat of the Divine judgment upon the Gentile
nations. “In contrast with the chaos of Great Ocean, its hurricanes
and portentuous monsters, appears the august vision of God come to
judgment” (M). The scene of judgment is conceived majestically. Upon
this passage is based the description in Rev. 4:2ff. Later apocalyptic has
also used this scene as a model. The imagery of this magnificent scene is
largely derived from the OT (I K. 22:19 ff.; Psa. 51; 82; Joel 3:15, 16)
although the description itself is without prototype, for the source of this
vision is to be found in immediate Divine revelation. I was beholding] —
The action is continuous. As Dan. beheld, the mouth in the litile horn
continued speaking, but the scene shifted, and Dan.’s eyes were lifted to
heaven. Thrones]—The word is pl., which would imply that the scene is
that of a heavenly court or session. Who then, besides the Occupant of
the fiery throne, constituted the court? Various suggestions have been
offered. The Son of Man (Enoch 37-71); David (Akiba in Sanhedrin
38b) ; the elders of Israel (a Jewish interpretation) ; glorified men (H);
angels who are to be distinguished from the multitude of vs, 10 (Keil, in
appeal to Ps. 89:8) ; the Persons of the Trinity (d’Envieu). The Scrip-
tures do mention attendants of the Lord as Judge, cf. Isa. 6:2; Rev. 1:4;
8:2 and 4:4. Christians also are said to judge, Luke 22:30; I Cor. 6:2;
Rev. 3:21. If, therefore, the pl. is to be stressed, the thought is most likely
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that those who occupy the thrones are angels. M, following Maldonatus,?
suggests that the pl. is not to be stressed (“for only One took his seat”)
and appeals to Ps. 122:5. On this interpretation the pl. is to be regarded
as a pl. of majesty. I am inclined to think that the pl. should be stressed,
and that the thrones were occupied by angels whose position naturally
would be subordinate to that of Him who sat upon the throne. Were
placed]—Calvin remarks that some have translated, “thrones were re-
moved” and refer it to the four monarchies. But the verb does not mean
to remove but to place. The AV “were cast down” is incorrect. Ancient
of days]—lit., one advanced in days, i. e., advanced in years. Cf, Gen.
24:1 “had come into years,” and Cicero, de Senectute 3:10, aetate pro-
vectus. It is therefore not to be regarded as a superlative, “He who is
most ancient as to days,” i. e., the Eternal (Stuart), nor as a designation
to contrast Him with younger associates, or with the little horn or with
recent gods of the heathen (Zeeckler, appealing to Deut. 32:17; Jer. 23:23).
The correct meaning has been set forth by Keil “—an old man, or a man
of grey hairs, in whose majestic form God makes Himself visible (cf.
Ezek. 1:26).” Since age inspires veneration and gives the impression of
majesty, such a figure is used. He who sits upon the throne is a venerable
Person. Raiment]—The white garment of a judge indicates both majestic
dignity and purity (cf. Isa. 1:18; Ps. 51:7; Rev. 3:5; 4:4, 6; 19:8).
Hair]—a further symbol of purity and majesty, although the white hair
of an aged person would be natural, as Driver suggests, cf. Rev. 1:14.
Throne]—Fire often accompanies the presence of God, cf. Ex. 19:18;
20:18; 3:2; Deut. 4:24; 9:3; 18:17; Ps. 18:8; 50:3; Ezek. 1:4, 13, 27;
Heb. 12:29; Rev. 4:5. Here the fire represents the power to destroy and
also splendor and majesty. It is the agent through which the beasts are
to be destroyed. Wheels]—Apparently the throne appeared as a chariot
as in Ezek. 1:15-28. Here, however, the throne and wheels are repre-
sented as being of fire. Although there are similarities with the vision
of Ezek., the vision of the throne does not belong “to a common stock
of tradition coming down from Eze.” (M), but is the product of Divine
revelation,

Vs. 10. A4 river of fire was flowing, and coming forth from before Him;
thousand thousands were serving Him, and myriad myriads were standing
before Him; the court sat, and books were opened. The fiery streams
flowed forth from before the throne. In Rev. 4:5 the lightnings and thun-
derings and voices proceed from the throne itself. Cf. also Enoch 14:19.

2 Juan Maldonado was born in 1533 in Spain and died at Rome in 1583, He first
taught at Salamanca and later at Paris. He was an excellent theologian and a man of
sound learning and wrote several Biblical commentaries. His work on Dan. (Commen-

tizrii in Prophetas IV i.e., Jeremiah, Baruch, Ezekiel, Daniel) was published in 1609 at
yons,



152 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

Various interpretations of the symbolism have been offered. Jerome treats
this phrase as belonging to vs. 9 and translates “a fiery and rapid stream
was proceeding forth from His face,” and concludes that the purpose of
the stream was to carry sinners to hell (ut peccatores traheret in gehen-
nam). Calvin suggests that the symbolism is intended to inspire the
prophet with fear, in order to humble him so that he may the better
comprehend God’s majesty. Ewald considers the fiery stream to be a
symbol of the command of God for judgment to begin. Hitzig conceives
of the stream as constituting a floor for the judgment scene, otherwise the
entire appearance would hang in the air without support. But Keil seems
correct in indicating that the stream consumes all that is opposed to God
and renders glorious His people and kingdom. Cf. also Ps. 50:3; 97:3.
Thousand thousands]—The numbers are not to be taken as definite; they
indicate rather that a vast multitude, an innumerable host, stood ready to
serve the majestic Figure that was seated upon the throne. Cf. Deut. 33:2;
Ps. 68:17. The court sat]—lit., the judgment sat. The abstract noun is
used for the concrete. So, in Latin, Verr. 2:18. Gaebelein maintains that
this is a judgment which preceded the final judgment by 1000 years. He
identifies the Ancient of Days with Jesus Christ, but also identifies the
Son of Man with Jesus Christ. This is an impossible interpretation, as
the subsequent discussion will endeavor to point out. Books]—The actions
of men are recorded in books (cf. Isa, 65:6; Jer. 17:1; Mal. 3:16; Luke
10:20 and Rev. 20:12), but here the reference is particularly to the deeds
of the four beasts and the little horn. Gunkel believes that he discerns a
mythologizing strain in this description of the throne, but presents no
details. Again, let it be emphasized, the origin of this particular vision is
to be found only in Divine revelation.

Vs. 11. I was beholding then from (the time of) the voice of the mighty
words that the horn was speaking; I was beholding uniil the beast was
slain, and its body destroyed, and it was given to the burning of fire. For
the translation of this vs., I have followed M. The word from is often taken
in the sense of because, as giving the reason why Dan. continued behold-
ing. But this is difficult, and so it is more generally taken to give the
reason for the judgment that follows. However, Kliefoth (in Keil) gives
the correct interpretation “from the time of the words, or from the time
when the voice of the great words made itself heard.” From the time when
the mouth in the little horn began to speak Dan. had been beholding.

Evidently (since there is no warrant for regarding the judgment scene

as a separate vision, as does Gaebelein, who heads this section “The Third
Night Vision”) all the while that Dan. beheld the vision of judgment, he
heard the presumptuous words of the little horn. If this representation
be correct, it surely adds to the drama of the entire scene. The second
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I was beholding simply means that Dan. continued watching the scene
until the judgment was executed. This judgment (in the vision) falls first
upon the fourth beast. By mention of the body being destroyed, the utter
destruction of the beast is intended. It will exercise no further power in
any sense, since it is to be completely done away. This, it seems to me,
is a serious objection to finding the primary reference of the little horn
to Antiochus, for after Antiochus’ time, there were other Syrian kings
who afflicted the Jews. But with the destruction of the little horn, the
power of the fourth beast disappears entirely. It will not do, with Stuart,
to say, “The minutiae of subsequent history are out of his (i. e., Daniel’s)
circle of vision, and aside from his design.” What warrant is there for
such a statement? Fire]—a further symbol of utter and complete destruc-
tion. It is the fire of judgment from God which completely triumphs over
the fourth beast (cf. Isa. 9:5; 66:24; Rev. 19:20; 20:10). Since it is the
destruction of empires and not of individuals as such which is described,
it is probable that the primary reference is not to the fire of hell. Rather,
it is the majestic and full triumph of Divine judgment which is pictured.
This involves, of course, eternal punishment for some members of the
fourth empire, but such is not the principal thought in this symbolism.

Vs. 12. And the rest of the beasts—their dominion was taken away, and
extension in life was given to them for a time and a season. Dan. speaks
now of the first three beasts. Nothing had been said about their disap-
pearance from the scene as each successive beast arose. Apparently, there-
fore, we are to regard them as having remained in the vision all the while.
Some expositors refer these beasts to the seven horns which were not
uprooted by the little horn. But this is impossible, for the complete
destruction of the fourth beast has just been described. Rather, the
reference is to the first three beasts which appeared in the vision, the lion,
bear and leopard. Why then is the destruction of the fourth beast narrated
first, whereas in actual fact the first three kingdoms perished before the
fourth? The answer is that the destruction of the fourth beast—the power
which, in the appearance of the little horn, so blatantly opposes God, is to
be emphasized. It constitutes, in one sense, the heart of the vision. As
far as flagrant and presumptuous opposition to God was concerned, the
first three beasts were insignificant in comparison with the fourth. For the
sake of emphasis, then, the utter destruction of the fourth beast is first
mentioned. The fate of the first three beasts is not as terrible as is that
of the fourth. They lose their power to rule, but they are permitted to
continue alive until the time, determined in the counsel of God, should
come. At the appointed time, therefore, the dominion of each of the beasts

was taken away., So Keil, “the first three beasts also had their dominion
taken away one after another, each at its appointed time; for to each God
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gave its duration of life, extending to the season and time appointed by
Him.” The words for a time and season (as in 2:21) simply express the
idea of a predetermined time.

Vs. 13. I was beholding in visions of the night, and lo! with the clouds
of heaven One like a son of man was coming, and unto the Ancient of days
He came, and before Him He was brought, This remarkable vision is
introduced by the phrase I was beholding in visions of the night. It is not
to be regarded as a fourth vision (Gaebelein), but as the climax of the
one vision. The judgment which Dan. beheld does not end in the destruc-
tion of the world-powers. It is continued in the foundation of the kingdom
of God by the Son of Man. With the clouds]—i. e., in connection with
the clouds, whether on or in them is not stated, but “surrounded by
clouds” (Keil). Probably the LXX has rightly expressed the thought
“upon the clouds,” although this must be regarded merely as an interpre-
tation. Th. reads “with.,” M suggests that “Position upon the clouds,
which the writer avoids, would rather be the attribute of Deity, e. g., Is.
19:1, Ps. 104:3.” But this is to press the symbolism too far. It is the
coming in accompaniment with clouds (which certainly does not exclude
position upon them) that is indicative of Deity. (Cf. Rev. 1:7 With the
clouds]—This passage in the NT which obviously is based upon Dan.
7:13, clinches the matter. There can be no question, but that Deity is
intended here) ; Mark 13:26; Matt. 24:30; 26:64; also Ps. 104:3; 18:
10-18; 97:2-4; Isa. 19:1; Nah, 1:3. Driver, therefore, is correct in inter-
preting “in superhuman majesty and state.” Among the Jews the Messiah
came to be known as ‘anani “Cloudy One” or bar nivli “Son of a Cloud.”
A son of man]—The AV is incorrect. Lit., one like (or the likeness of) a
son of man, i. e., one like a man, a figure in human form. The words
“son of man” in Syriac or Aramaic simply mean “a man.” It is not ex-
pressly stated that the heavenly Figure was a man but merely that He was
like a man and not like the beasts. M thinks that the human being presents
a contrast with both the Ancient and the beasts, thus, God, man, beast, as
in Ps. 8. In Ezek. this designation is commonly applied to the prophet
himself. But here, the language is employed to signify a new kingdom and
one of an entirely different character from that represented by the beasts.

The prophet employs the word like in order to stress the distinction
between the heavenly Figure and the beasts. The word also serves to de-
scribe the Person who comes on the clouds. He is a human-like Personage.

Some of the older commentators, e.g., Calvin take the word like as
indicative of the fact that Christ had not yet taken upon Him our flesh.

And Robert Rollock observes: “Daniel saw one like the Son of Man,
not the Son of Man Himself. When long ago (iam olim) Christ appeared
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in human form to the Fathers and Prophets He was not then clothed with
true human flesh, but took on the form only and as a certain shadow of
His future humanity. For the humanity of Christ was not already present
from the beginning, but in time. But as Tertullian said, He at that time
(olim) put on a specimen (prelusit) of His humanity.” It may be that
there is an element of truth in these interpretations, and, in so far as there
is, the Figure does represent the humanity of the Messiah, who is to come.

What, precisely, is signified by this heavenly Being? According to
Porphyry it referred to Judas Maccabaeus, whereupon Jerome very ap-
positely asked how he came upon the clouds and how his kingdom was to
be regarded as eternal.®

A common interpretation is to find the representation in the people of
Israel. This view has been adopted by a long line of expositors of which
M is one of the latest representatives. The principal argument employed
in defence of this position is an appeal to vv. 18 and 27 where it is said
that the kingdom is given to the saints of the Most High. It is further al-
leged that the symbolism of the vision supports this interpretation. To
antiquity also appeal is made, for Ephraim of Syria had found the
primary reference to be to the Jews, although he also believed that the
prophecy was fulfilled in our Lord,

The earliest interpretation and the one adopted in this commentary is
the Messianic. In Enoch (37-71) the phrase occurs 14 times, and this
view has generally been adopted by the Rabbis. However, the conclusive
proof that this view is correct is the application of the title to Himself by
our Lord, e. g., Matt. 25:31; Mk. 10:45, Luke 17:24 etc. (See SDJ, PpP-
228-256 for a discussion of our Lord’s use of the title).

In recent times the Messianic interpretation has really found support in
the appearance of what may be called the mythological view. In brief this
position regards the heavenly Figure as belonging to tradition. The Figure
stands for a person (the Divine conqueror), not for the people, who are
called the saints. At least, therefore, this view has the merit of insisting
upon the “individualistic” as over against the collectivistic interpretation
of the passage.

In conclusion it may be said that the Figure like unto a Son of Man,
represents a supernatural Person, for He comes with the clouds, is con-
ducted to the throne of God, and a universal and eternal kingdom is given
Him. In so far as the word “man” has reference to man as frail and
weak, and in so far as the preposition “like” may indicate the pre-in-
carnate state of the heavenly Figure (I am not ready entirely to reject

8 “Docere debet quomodo cum nubibus coeli veniat, quasi Filius hominis,—et
potestas eius aeterna sit.”
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the interpretation of Tertullian and others) the humanity of the Person
is also indicated. It was in the state of His humiliation that our Lord
spoke of Himself as Son of Man. Yet, thereby, He indicated, as strongly
as could be desired, His Deity. The employment of this title by Jesus
Christ is one of the strongest evidences that He attributed Deity to
Himself. He was brought]—The idea is that He was brought near or
presented. It is a royal audience. Those who bring Him near are evi-
dently angels or ministering spirits. The tremendous majesty of the scene
serves to bring to the fore the importance and dignity—yes, the Deity—
of the Person Who comes with the clouds of heaven.

Vs. 14. And to Him there was given dominion and honor and sovereignty;
and all peoples, nations and tongues serving Him; His dominion an ever-
lasting dominion that does not pass eway, and His kingdom that is not
destroyed. The words dominion, honor and sovereignty, recall chs. 3:33;
4:31; 6:22. Zeeckler suggests that upon this trilogy is based the doxology
at the close of the Lord’s Prayer, “For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory forever. Amen.” And all peoples]—The idea can
perhaps best be expressed in English by means of the preposition “with.”
It is a kingdom with all people serving Him. It is a kingdom that is thus
truly universal. Serving]—i. e., rendering religious service. It .is true
that this word is not always employed to designate religious worship, but
surely the context shows that such is intended here. Cf. also vs. 27 and
3:12, 14, 17f.; Ezra. 7:19, 24. The eternity of the kingdom is stressed
both in a positive and negative fashion. Attention should be called to the
great commission, Matt. 28:18b-20, “All power is given unto me in heaven
and in earth. Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: Teaching them
to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and, lo, I am
with you alway, even unto the end of the world. Amen.” When our Lord
uttered these words, there can be no doubt but that He had in mind this
passage in Dan. Herein is but further evidence that He regarded Himself
as one with the supernatural Figure of the vision and therefore placed
the imprimatur of His approval upon the Messianic interpretation of the
passage.

b. vv. 15-28. The interpretation of the vision.

Vs. 15. As for me Daniel, my spirit was anxious in the midst of my body,
and the visions of my head were troubling me. While yet in the vision
Dan. brings forth his own person in order to show his reaction. His spirit,
i. e., himself, is anxious and he is troubled because of the vision. It is not
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the sight of the various figures that troubled him, since, after the explana-
tion in vs. 28 is given, he is still not at rest. It is, rather, the meaning
symbolized by the figures which caused Dan. concern. My body]—lit.,
my sheath, the body being conceived as the sheath in which the spirit or
soul is placed. By a slight change of the consonants M would read on
account of this, but this change does not appear to me to have sufficient
warrant.

Vs. 16. I drew near to one of the attendants to ask him the certainty con-
cerning all this; and he said to me that he would make me to know the
interpretation of the things. In order to learn the meaning of the vision,
Dan. turns to one of the attendants, i. e., one of those standing by in at-
tendance at the throne of God. The certainty]—i. e., the sure explanation.
The translation—so he told me, and made me know (AV) is incorrect.

Vs. 17. These great beasts that are four; four kings shall arise from the
earth. The thought, of the vs. may be paraphrased: As to these great
beasts which, to be explicit, are four in number, the meaning is that four
kings shall arise from the earth. Kings]—The concrete is used for the
abstract kingdoms. The king embodies the characteristics of the kingdom
which he represents. From the earth]—an explanation of the figure of the
sea, vs. 3. From the words shall arise some expositors have concluded
that the first empire must also be future. But this is unwarranted, for the
Babylonian empire was already in existence at the time of this vision. The
interpreter says little about the first three empires, but concentrates upon

the fourth.
Vs. 18. And the saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom and

shall possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever. The saints of
God will receive from the Son of Man( to whom it was given) the eternal
kingdom, and will hold it in possession for ever. Saints]—lit., the holy
ones. The word is not of frequent occurrence, cf. also 8:24; Ps. 16:3;
34:9. Elsewhere a different word is employed. These saints are not the
Jews in distinction from the heathen (Maurer), nor “the Godfearing Jews,
who pass through the great tribulation and inherit the blessings and
promises which God gave through their own prophets” (Gaebelein). This
kingdom cannot be millennial, since it is clearly described as everlasting.
The saints are the true members of the covenant nation, the elect of God
“the congregation of the New Covenant, consisting of Israel and the faith-
tul of all nations; for the kingdom which God gives to the Son of man will,
according to vs. 14, comprehend those that are redeemed from among
all the nations of the earth” (Keil). The word thus expresses the principle
which God intended should characterize His chosen people, as in Ex.
19:6 “ye shall be to me a kingdom of priests, a holy nation”; also, Deut.
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7:6. Most High]—i. e., God. A hebraizing pl. form is used, evidently
to express majesty. Shall receive]—irom the Son of Man. The word is
used as in 6:1. They are not to establish or found the kingdom by their
own power. Shall possess]—i.e., continued possession is indicated. For
ever |—a superlative expression is used.

Vs. 19. Then I desired to make sure concerning the fourth beast, that was
diverse from all of them, exceeding dreadful, its teeth of iron and its claws
of brass; it was devouring, crushing and stamping the residue with its feet.
Dan. is particularly interested in making sure (ascertaining) the meaning
of the fourth beast. One detail is here added, namely, that the beast had
claws of brass.

Vs. 20. And concerning the ten horns which were on its head and another
that came up and there fell from before it three; and (as for) that horn,
it had eyes and a mouth speaking great things and its appearance was
greater than iis fellows. Dan. here concentrates upon the little horn,
describing its appearance as greater than that of its fellows. By this he
may mean that the horn was actually larger in size. However, the fact
that this horn is characterized as little seems to oppose the thought that it
grows into great size, although this is certainly not conclusive. More
likely, Dan. is referring to the haughty, swaggering appearance of the
little horn.

Vs. 21. I was beholding, and that horn was making war with the saints
and prevailed over them. The attention-of Dan. is directed to the last
phase of the beast’s existence, the period of the little horn. If, therefore,
the little horn has reference to the Anti-Christ, there is no point in refer-
ring these conflicts to the persecutions of the Caesars, as does Calvin.
Rather the vs. directs our attention to the culmination of opposition to
the people of God. Antiochus had afflicted the Church, and terrible perse-
cution broke out at the time of our Lord’s appearance upon earth. This
persecution has never ceased, for it is stirred up by Satan himself. Wher-
ever God’s people have sought to carry forth His work and extend His
kingdom, Satan has tried to interfere. Sometimes this antagonism has
taken the form of bloody persecution; indeed, this has often been the case.
But in the days of the little horn, this opposition will break forth as never
before, as the Satanically inspired little horn, swaggering in its own pride
and haughtiness, will make war with the Church. And, with respect to that
Church, he will prevail, for the Church, in herself, cannot match the de-
vices and power of those who employ Satan’s methods in battle. Yet,
against this Church the gates of hell shall not ultimately prevail, for the
battle is the Lord’s. Luther’s hymn well expresses this truth:
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“Did we in our own strength confide
Our striving would be losing,
Were not the right Man on our side,
The Man of God’s own choosing.
Dost ask who that may be?

Christ Jesus, it is He!

Lord Sabaoth His Name,
From age to age the same,
And He must win the battle.”

At the time of their greatest extremity God will intervene to deliver His
people.

Vs. 22. Until that the Ancient of Days came, and judgment was given for
the saints of the Most High, and the time came and the saints possessed
the kingdom. The ultimate outcome is stated. The little horn prevails
only until the time that the Ancient of Days comes and pronounces a
judgment in favor of the saints, and the saints are in eternal and secure
possession of the kingdom. It must be remembered that vv. 21, 22 are
not an interpretation of the vision, but are part of the vision itself and
serve the purpose merely of carrying on the history of the fourth beast
and its relationship with the saints until the very end. The judgment here
referred to is, I think, the final judgment, and not to be considered as
identical with the judgments of vv. 11, 26 which latter refer to all
judgment passed upon the world empires. Judgment]-—not, as H sug-

gested, a judgment made by the saints (cf. I Cor. 6:2), but a judgment
rendered on behalf of the saints.

Vs. 23. Thus he said, The fourth beast: A fourth kingdom shall be upon
earth which shall be different from all the kingdoms, and shall devour all
the earth, and shall stamp upon it and crush it. The interpretation of the
fourth beast now begins. This beast represents a kingdom (the fourth in
the series represented by beasts in vv. 1.7). It is to be a kingdom dif-
ferent from all the preceding ones in that it shall conquer all the world
(not merely Palestine, as Stuart argues, although the words are capable
of this interpretation). The whole point of the ch. is to show that there
is only one truly universal Kingdom, and that the others could be called
such in name only. This kingdom, therefore, was mightier in its con-
quests than any which had preceded it.

Vs. 24. And the ten horns, from the kingdom ten kings shall arise, and
another shall arise after them, and he shall be different from the first
ones and he shall bring low three kings. From this very kingdom repre-
sented by the beast ten kings shall arise. As pointed out before (see on
vs. 7) the number ten may be merely indicative of completeness and need
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not necessarily be taken as absolutely literal. “The symbolism of the
description must be taken into account” (Allis). Furthermore, the king-
doms need not be regarded as strictly contemporary (who will maintain
that they must all begin at the same time, as a strict interpretation of the
symbolism would require?) These kingdoms, however, have this in
common, that they exist during the second phase of the beast’s history

(See remarks on vs, 8).

According to Gaebelein, the ten horns correspond to the ten toes of the
image of ch. 2. However, we must again remark that nowhere in Scrip-
ture is the image said to have ten toes. The Roman Empire, argues Gae-
belein, is to be revived and divided into ten kingdoms. This, however, is
to go contrary to the symbolism. The ten horns appear on the beast which
is alive (cf. remarks on vs. 7 and note phrase acting diversely). The beast
does not die and come to life again in its ten horns. Rather, these horns
grow out of the live beast. They must, therefore, represent a second phase
in its history, and not a revived form of the beast’s existence. Gaebelein
and other expositors of the same school are not at this point true to the
symbolism. On the basis of Rev. 13:1-7 and 17:8 Gaebelein concludes that
the Roman Empire which “ceased existing in 476 A, D.” will “come into
existence again when the times of the Gentiles come to their end.” This
revived Roman Empire will appear in the seven years (said to be the 70th
week of ch. 9) which follow after the return of Christ for His saints, and
the political revival will be “energized” by Satan himself. For the second
3% years of this period Satan’s power will be shown in this politically
revived Roman Empire, in the appearance of the little horn of Dan. 7. At
the end of the first 314 years (the “middle of the week” of 9:27) this
Gentile little horn will break the covenant which he has made with the
Jews who have returned to Palestine. His true character now appears,
since he is actually possessed of Satan. The refutation of this ingenious
theory must be reserved until later. Bring low[—The third period of the
beast’s history is represented by the other horn, who will differ from the
former ten horns in his aggressiveness and presumptuousness. He will
bring low (i. e., put down) three of these kings. How this is to be ac-
complished is not stated, nor is sufficient revealed to enable us to identify
with certainty this event when it transpires.

Vs. 25. And words against the Most High will he speak; and the saints
of the Most High he will wear out; and he shall think to change times and
law; and they shall be given in his hand until @ time and times and half a
time. The little horn will speak blasphemies against (lit., at the side of)
the Highest. Speaking words, in itself, had an evil connotation (M), f.
Hos. 10:4. He will employ language in which he will endeavor to set God
aside and will arrogate unto himself prerogatives which belong alone to
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God, cf. 2 Thess. 2:4. Thus he will try to wear out (consume, afflict,
humble) the saints of the Most High. His arrogance will be manifest in
his intention to change times and law, “the foundations and main condi-
tions, emanating from God, of the life and actions of men in the world”
(Keil). Times]—not necessarily fixed times for religious observance, but
times or seasons ordained by God (cf. Gen. 1:14; 17:21; 18:14). Law]—
general laws or ordinances, as 2:13, 15; 6:6, 9; not necessarily religious
law. The reference is not to Antiochus’ edict to suppress the Jewish reli-
gion (I Macc. 1:41, 42), although Antiochus serves as one illustration of
the manner in which the Antichrist will act. This act of Antichrist will
affect all men, but specifically the people of God, and this tyranny will
endure for a definite period, a time, times and the dividing of a time.

Those who regard the fourth beast as representing the Grecian Empire
find the reference in Antiochus Epiphanes. Antiochus’ persecution com-
menced with the mission of Apollonius against Jerusalem (June 168 B.
C.) and the edict of Antiochus (I Macc. 1:20-53), and after a three year
period of desecration, it ended with the rededication of the Temple on
the 25th Chislev, 165 (I Macc. 4:52 ff. and GJV 1:200, n. 39; 208, n. 7
and M. M also calls attention to 2 Mace. 10:3 according to which the
desecration lasted but two years). Assuming, however, that I Mace. is
correct, we may ask, how is the half year to be accounted for? Some
declare that it may have reference to the months preceding the actual
profanation of the Temple. M suggests that it may be a current phrase
for half a sabbatic lustrum as we say “half a decade,” and thus the writer
would be using a “cryptically expressed but fairly exact definition of
time.” But this does not do justice to the peculiar force of the expression
—tiime, times and the dividing of a time.

Some equate this period with the 3% years or 1260 days which are
said to constitute the last half of Dan.’s 70th week, the period of the great
tribulation. The refutation of this position must be reserved for the dis-
cussion of 9:24-27.

The purpose of these designations of time is to set forth more definitely
the last stage of the power of the little horn as a period of time the length
of which is measured by God. The word used is different from that in
the first part of the vs. (seasons) and is in itself a chronologically in-
definite expression. This fact shows that ““a chronological determination
of the period is not in view, but that the designation of time is to be under-
stood symbolically” (Keil). The view that the word means a year is
based upon an appeal to Dan. 4:16; 12:7 and Rev. 13:5 and 11:2, 3
where the expressions 42 months and 1260 days are employed interchange-
ably. However, as the exposition has shown, the “seven times” of 4:16

need not represent seven years, and it is surely questionable whether in
other passages periods of time are indicated which are to be taken chron-
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ologically. Hence, it seems best to take the present passage symbolically.
What, however, is the meaning of the symbolism? Apparently the expres-
sion is intended to indicate the half of seven times, but, if so, what is the
meaning of this half? This period, a time, times and half a time, ap-
parently stands for a period of testing and judgment which for the sake
of God’s people, the elect, will be shortened (cf. Matt. 24:22). A “sep-
tenarius truncus” (Keil}, This oppression appears for a time, then ex-
tends itself for two times. It would then seem that it should continue for
double two times or four times (i. e., seven times all told). However, it
does not thus extend itself longer and longer. Instead of the four times
it breaks off —merely half a time. “The proper analysis of the three and
a half times in that the periods first mount up by doubling them, and then
suddenly decline, shows that the power of the horn and its oppression of
the people of God would first quickly manifest itself, in order then to
come to a sudden end by the interposition of the divine judgment”

(Kliefoth in Keil).

Vs. 26. And judgment was given, and there was taken away its power to
destroy and to annihilate unto the end. The judgment is here described
only as it has reference to the destruction of the little horn, the Antichrist.
The power of the little horn for evil was taken away. Unto the end]—i.e.,
for ever.

Vs. 27. And the dominion and sovereignty and greatness of the kingdoms
under all the heavens were given to the people of the saints of the Most
High; their kingdom (is) an eternal kingdom, and all sovereigniies shall
serve and obey them. This vs. describes the same thing as vs. 18. Thus,
the history of the beast culminates in the destruction of the little horn in
whom the beast character came to its strongest expression, but the people
of the saints of the Most High will receive the kingdom eternally. Their
kingdom]—the antecedent is people, not Most High. However, this vs.
cannot be employed to identify the heavenly Figure like a Son of Man.
That Figure is presented as a truly supernatural Being, whereas such is
not the case with the saints. It is simply stated that the kingdom which is
given them is eternal, and that all dominions will serve and obey them.
Calvin rightly remarks, “hence, we are deservedly called kings, because
he (Christ) reigns, and as I have already said, language which is exclu-
sively appropriate to him, is transferred to us in consequence of the
intimate communion existing between the head and the members.” What
is meant is the “empire of the Church” (Calvin). The antecedent is taken
by many as the Most High, so e. g., AV, but this is incorrect gramma-
tically. The conquest referred to is spiritual in nature, “—God’s royal
sceptre went forth from Jerusalem, and shone far and wide, while the
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Lord was extending his hand and his authority over all the regions of the
world” (Calvin).

* * * *

These vv. ie., 1527 appear to teach that toward the close of the
present age the power of the little horn will be manifested. The Anti-
Christ will prevail against the elect of God, becoming ever stronger and
stronger. Against him God’s people will not be able to stand. Suddenly
however, his power will be cut off, and the Lord Jesus Christ shall return
from heaven. The saints who have belonged to the kingdom of the Son
of Man (i. e., all who are truly the elect) shall receive this kingdom and

possess it eternally. May all who read these lines give diligence to make
their calling and election sure.

* * * *

Vs. 28. Unto this point (is) the end of the matter; as for me Daniel, my
thoughts greatly troubled me, and my color changed upon me, and the
matter I kept in my heart. Here the entire vision and its interpretation
ended. The thought may be paraphrased: thus far, or hitherto, or with
this, the matter came to an end. The result upon Dan. is stated. His
thoughts alarmed him, and the color of his countenance was changed, but
he kept the matter in his heart. Cf. Luke 2:19,51. “Deep soul exercise
followed from this vision for the prophet” (Gaebelein).

Of particular interest are the comments of Haller, who believes that
we are here in the presence of ancient mythological tradition, and that
traces of this ancient mythology appear in the ch. The kingdoms which
follow one another, for example, correspond to the original mythological
theory of periods. The lion stands for Babylonia, for which the composer
had a predilection. The bear is the animal of the north in which one may
perhaps discern an original embodiment of the north wind. Or possibly
it has some relation with a constellation or with a prophetical passage
(Isa. 11:7 f.). The panther may possibly be regarded as a symbol of
the south. Perhaps in the four wings there is some remembrance of a
Babylonian demon form. whose four-fold character (Viergliedrigkeit)
had some relation to the four corners of the world. These beasts arise
from the sea, which causes one to think of the original sea that covered
the earth. They are dragon figures, none of which belonged to the known
animal kingdom, but, corresponding to the water, had the form of a fish
(Fischnatur).

Haller is surprised that the division of Alexander’s empire (repre-
sented, he thinks, by the fourth beast) is not mentioned in this ch., as in

the corresponding vision (2:33f.). Hence, he concludes that the author
had not experienced this event but wrote just after the death of Alexander.
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A later reader who knew the history of the Diadochi up to Antiochus IV,
felt compelled to introduce the account of the ten horns and to stamp the
fourth beast as a representatlve of the kingdom of the Seleucids. To a
later editor Haller assigns vv. 7b, 8; 20-22; 24-25.

Haller thinks that Dan. is the ﬁrst to carry through a scene of judgment
in heaven. The condemnation of the fourth beast to fire is compared with
Bertholet’s statement that in Persian religion the serpent who represented
evil would be burned in a flowing stream of metal. Persian thought
concerned itself with the judgment, and Haller believes that the Jews had
adapted certain Persian representations of judgment,

As to the heavenly Figure, Haller calls Him Der Menschenehnliche
Originally, this was a designation of an individual, but came in time to
represent Judaism.

The subjective character of much of the above and the anti-theistic
principles upon which it rests, must surely be apparent to a careful stu-
dent. Once grant the unscientific assumption that the OT is to be treated
just as any other book, and that Israel received no direct supernatural
revelation, and we are compelled to discover the various features of
Israel’s religion among the religions of other people. This is precisely
what Haller endeavors to do. He fails, because he is trying to explain
the supernatural upon purely naturalistic grounds.



CHAPTER EIGHT

a. vv. 1-14. The vision of the ram and the he-goat.
L. vv. 1-2. Introduction to the vision.

Vs. 1. In the third year of the kingdom of Belshazzar the king, a vision
appeared unto me Daniel afier that which had appeared to me in the
beginning. From this point until the end of the book the language is
Hebrew. Gaebelein is in some error in asserting that the seventh ch. is in
Hebrew (pp. 92, 9), although he does say, apparently unaware of the
contradiction, that “chapters 2:4 — 7:28 are written in Aramaic”
(p. 9). The reason for this change of language, it would seem, is that the
author now intends to deal more in detail with the development of the
kingdom of God. This ch., therefore, is not to be regarded as a mere
appendage to ch. 7, for it brings forth information upon which ch. 7 had
been silent. It treats of the second and third empires with a wealth of
detail that was entirely missing in ch, 7. At the same time ch. 8 does
stand in an integral relation to ch. 7. This is shown by the designation of
time in vs. 1 and also by the discussion of the second and third empires
which had already been introduced in ch. 7. In the third year]—i. e.,
two years after the vision of the night recorded in ch. 7. Hence, both
chs. 7 and 8 are chronologically prior to the events recorded in ch. 5.
Gaebelein suggests that this was the year in which the “feast of blas-
phemy was held and Babylon fell.” At any rate, this vision occurred
shortly before the events of the fatal night of ch. 5. 4 vision]—This
vision was not a dream vision like that of ch. 7. “It is evident that the
prophet was awake and conscious during this vision, from the language
of the verses at the beginning and end of the section (vs. 2 and 27), and
also from a comparison with the vision in chap. 10, which is analogous in
form (see especially vs. 7-10)” (Zeeckler). Unto me Daniell—lit., unto
me I Daniel. This idiom occurs both in the Hebrew and Aramaic portions
of the book (cf. also 7:15). It does not serve to indicate that the writer
wished to give himself out as Dan. (Ewald), but that Dan. continues to
speak of himself in the st person (as in 7:15, 28—an incidental evidence
for the unity of authorship of these two chs.). In the beginning]—At the
first, as in 9:21, i.e., earlier. The reference is to the vision which appeared
during the first year of Belshazzar’s reign.

165
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Vs. 2. And I beheld in a vision; and it came to pass while I was seeing
that I was in Shushan the fortress which is in Elam the province, and I
beheld in a vision, and I was by the siream Ulai. Was Dan. present in
Susa in person or in spirit? Josephus (4nfig. X:11:7) relates (apparently
ignoring the chronology of Dan.) that after his deliverance from the
lion’s den, Dan. built a fortress in Ecbatana in Media, which was a very
attractive work and “wonderfully made” and which had existed even unto
his own day. “In this fortress” he continues, “they bury the kings of
Media, Persia, and Parthia even now, and the person to whose care it is
entrusted is a Jewish priest; this custom is observed to this very day”
(trans. by Marcus). The so-called Tomb of Dan. is standing even today
“a little of W. of the mounds which mark the site of the ancient acropolis
of Susa, on the opposite side of the Shaour” (Driver). Rosenmueller
seems to assume, in connection with vs. 27 that Dan. was in Susa for the
purpose of carrying on business for the king (ibique Belshazari regis in
administrandis regni negotiis ministraret, ut infra Vs, 27. dicitur), But
Dan. explicitly states that it was in a vision that he found himself in
Susa, and hence we are to regard this as a presence in spirit. So the
majority of expositors, e.g., Charles, Driver, Keil, ete., Shushan]—
Cf. Neh. 1 and Esther. Susa was the chief capital of the Persian Empire.
It “is the modern mound of Shush, 15 mi. S.W. of Dizful in Persia”
(Paton). As early as the 3rd millennium B.C. Susa was capital of Elam
and sanctuary of the goddess Shushinak. In 2280 B.C. it achieved inde-
pendence from Babylonia. In the 12th century B.C. the king of Elam
attacked Babylon and brought its spoil to Susa including the famous code
of Hammurabi, which in 1901-02 was discovered in Susa by the French
expedition. Later Susa formed alliances with Babylonia against Assyria,
and about 625 B.C. was captured by Ashurbanipal. With the downfall
of Assyria, Susa became again the capital of Elam, and c. 596 B.C. (when
Dan. was in Babylon) was taken over by the Medo-Persian migration.
Under Cyrus Susa again became the chief capital, and it continued to be
inhabited until the Middle Ages. “The vast size of the mounds that now
mark its site is a witness to its antiquity and former glory” (Paton).
The fortress]—This word is in opposition to Shushan and does not desig-
nate a part of the city, e.g., the acropolis (Paton), but characterizes the
city itself. This is the constant designation of Susa in the OT (Neh. 1:1;
Esther 1:2, 5; 2:3, 5, 8; 3:15; 8:14; 9:6, 11, 12). It “denotes a castel-
ated building or enclosure, a castle, citadel, or acropolis” (Driver). Elem
the province]—This vs. is not in conflict with Ezra 4:9 (Charles) which
distinguishes between Shushanchites and Elamites, for in Ezra the pur-
pose is simply to distinguish between dwellers in the city (Shushan) and
dwellers in the province (Elam). Some have questioned the accuracy
of the description by arguing that at this time Elam was not a province
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of Babylonia. However, it has been capably argued that such was the case.
At any rate, if it was not a province of Babylon it was one of Media, so
that the designation in itself is not inaccurate. Also, the word need not he
taken in a technical sense (cf. Dan, 3:2). By the stream Ulai]—The word
translated stream is rare in the OT occurring only here and in vv. 3, 6.
The Ulai (Ass. U-la-a-a, Classical Eulaeus) is the stream whose waters
Ashurbanipal says he “colored with blood like wool” (KB II:183).
According to Pliny, it flowed close by Susa. Apparently it was a large
artificial canal (c. 900 feet in breadth) which connected two other rivers,
the Choaspes and the Coprates and passed by Susa on the north east.

2. vv. 3-8. The vision itself.

Vs. 3. And I lifted up mine eyes and beheld and lo! one ram was standing
before the stream and he had two horns, and the two horns were high, the
one was higher than the other, and the higher was coming up last. While
in the vision Dan, lifted his eyes, cf. 10:5 and Gen. 31:10; Zech. 1:18;
2:1; 5:1, 9; 6:1. One ram]—The numeral serves to emphasize the con-
trast. The two horns are on the one ram, Hence, the numeral should not
be regarded as an indefinite article, although this would be grammatically
possible. The ram is an emblem of princely power, cf. Ezek. 34:17; 39:18;
and (vs. 20) is explained as representing the kings of Media and
Persia. “In Bundehesch the guardian spirit of the Persian kingdom ap-
pears under the form of a ram with clean feet and sharp-pointed horns”
(Keil). Amm. Mar. (19:1) states that the Persian king, standing at the
head of his army, bore the head of a ram (ipse praeibat agminibus
cunctis, aureum capitis arientini figmentum, interstinctum lapillis, pro
diademate gestans). Before]-—probably on the eastern bank. The one]—
From the first Dan, saw the two horns, but afterwards one of the horns
grew higher than the other. These two horns symbolize the people of the
Medes and Persians. The horn which grew higher than the other repre-
sents the Persians, who under Cyrus, were raised above the Medes. This
vs. refutes the notion that the author of Dan. believed in the existence of
a separate Median kingdom.

Vs. 4. I saw the ram pushing to the west and to the north and to the south,
and no beasts could stand before him, and there was none to deliver from
his hand, and he was doing according to his will and acting greatly. Dan.
beheld the ram pushing (i.e., butting), thus symbolizing the rapid con-
quests of Cyrus and Darius. The ram pushes to the west, north and south,
but not to the east, for not until the time of Darius did the Persians make
many conquests in the east and these were not of a permanent nature.
Keil conceives of the ram as standing on the western bank of a river which
flows to the west of Susa, else the ram would be pushing against his own
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city. But this conclusion does not necessarily follow. The directions are
merely intended to indicate the directions in which the Persian Empire
made her greatest conquests; to the west, Babylonia, Syria, and Asia
Minor, to the north, Armenia and the regions about the Caspian Sea, to the
south, Egypt, Ethiopia, etc. Beasts]—i.e., kingdoms. We are reminded of
the command “Arise and devour much flesh” of ch, 7. His will]—i.e., he
did exactly as he wished, indicating arbitrary, despotic behavior. Acting
greatly]—i.e., was becoming great, powerful. “The verse describes the
irresistible advances of the Persian arms, especially in the direction of Pal.
estine, Asia Minor and Egypt, with particular allusion to the conquests of
Cyrus and Cambyses” (Driver).

Vs. 5. And I was perceiving, and lo! a he-goat was coming from the west
over all the earth and it was not touching the earth, and as to the goat it
had & conspicuous horn between, the eyes. As Dan. was considering (i.e.,
discerning, paying attention to) the ram, he saw an he-goat (lit., goat-
buck) come from the west without touching the earth. He-goat]—This
represents the Grecian empire (vs. 21). The animal is a fitting symbol of
power, cf. Zech. 10:3. Over dll the earth]—In 1 Macc. 1:3 Alexander’s
conquests are thus described, “He went through to the ends of the earth
and took spoils of a multitude of nations; and the earth was quiet before
him.” Thus the extent of Alexander’s conquests is noted. Cf. the four
wings of the leopard in 7:6. Not touching the earth]—These words indi-
cate the rapidity of the conquests. Cf. the similar description of Cyrus (?)
in Isa. 41:2, 3, and Aeneid, 7:806 “Ferret iter, celeres nec tingeret aequore
plantas.”” Conspicuous horn]—lit., a horn of sight. According to vs. 21
the horn represents the first king of Graecia, i.e., Alexander. The horn
was between the eyes, or on the forehead, the center of strength, This vs.
is a remarkable description of the rapid progress of Alexander’s kingdom.

Vs. 6. And he came to the ram which had two horns which I had seen
standing before the stream, and he ran against him with the wrath of his
strength. The vs. refers to Alexander’s conquest of Persia. With the
greatest of fury the he-goat runs up to the two-horned ram and throws him
down. In the vision this occurs by the river Ulai, the seat of the ram’s
power, and serves merely to indicate the complete subjugation and down-
fall of Persia. It, of course, does not pretend to indicate the actual course
of historical events by which Alexander obtained his victories. Keil has a
remark which is worthy of consideration, “This representation proves
itself to be genuine prophecy, whilst an author writing ex eventy would
have spoken of the horn representing the power of the Medes as assailed
and overthrown earlier by that other horn.”
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Vs. 7. And 1 saw him approaching near the ram, and he was enraged
against him, and he smote the ram and he broke his two horns, and there
was no strength in the ram to stand before him, and he cast him to the
ground and trampled him, and there was none to deliver the ram from him.
A remarkable statement of the utter destruction of the Persian Empire.
Was enraged]—lit., to be embittered, i.e., maddened. None to deliver]—
As others had once been helpless before the ram, so now it was defense-
less before the he-goat. Alexander came to be known as “he of the two
horns,” for he had himself represented with two horns to prove that he
was a son Of tlle ram }leaded Ammon Of Lﬂ)ya. Zueckler comments, “Tl'le
figurative description is especially defective in not containing any toler-
ably clear indication of the fact that several vigorous blows by the ram,
which were inflicted at different points (the first at Granicus, the next at
Issus, and the final one in the neighborhood of Susa and the Eulaeus
river), were required to break and destroy the Persian power. A Macca-
bean psendo-Daniel would hardly have escaped the temptation to intro-
duce more tangible allusions to these features.”

Vs. 8. And the he-goat was acting exceeding greatly, and when he became
powerful, the great horn was broken, and there came up conspicuously
four in place of it, to the four winds of heaven. Because of the enormity
of its conquests, the he-goat is represented as acting greatly, i. e., pre-
sumptuously, arrogantly. Exceeding]—Ilit., unto excess. The breaking of
the great horn symbolizes the death of Alexander. In the vision the
manner of the great horn is not stated. When the “acting greatly” of the
horn had reached its climax, then was the horn broken. Apparently we
are to understand that Divine Providence permitted the great horn to
continue for a time and then broke it. Conspicuously]—the same word
as in vs. 5, nevertheless, its construction is difficult. M regards it as a
gloss; others would take it as a noun, conspicuousness, but then the word
horns would have to be understood, e. g., the conspicuousness (appear-
ance) of four horns. The Greek versions would read other by a slight
change of the text. While recognizing the difficulties involved, I take
the word adverbially, to denote the manner in which the four horns ap-
peared. Tt is true that they do not figure prominently in the subsequent
narrative, but they do at first make their appearance conspicuously. Four]
~—These four horns represent four kingdoms into which Alexander’s
empire was broken up. These are 1) Macedonia under Cassander, 2)
Thrace and Asia Minor under Lysimachus, 3) Syria under Seleucus and
4) Egypt under Ptolemy. Originally there were five of the Diadochi, but
Antigonus was soon overthrown, so that in reality there became four king-
doms. Four winds]—The four kingdoms well correspond to the four
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points of the compass. Thus, the vast empire, founded by Alexander, was
dispersed to the four winds.

3. vv.9-14. The interpretation of the vision.

Vs. 9. And from one of them went forth one horn from littleness, and it
became exceeding great, unto the south and unto the east, and unto the
Desire. From one of the four horns (that of Seleucus, whose history and
that of his immediate successors is passed over) there comes forth another
horn. Unlike the little horn of ch. 7 which uproots three of the previously
existing horns and grows in their place, this horn grows out of one of the
four horns. Littleness]—The Hebrew is very difficult. As it stands it
can probably best be translated, there went forth one horn from (the
state of being) litsle. Stuart takes it in a partitive sense of smallness. By
emending one letter we get the reading a little horn, and by emending two
letters we get another horn, a little one. However, the very difficulty of
the language is probably an argument in favor of its originality. The
meaning then is that from small beginnings the horn grew to great power.
The Desire]—a designation of the land of Canaan, the land flowing with
milk and honey, Ezek. 20:6. The title is based upon Jer. 3:19, and
appears in full form in Dan. 11:16, 41. It is not geographically absurd
(M) to use such a designation, for it simply serves to point out that the
horn waxes great toward the south and east and particularly toward the
land of promise. There seems to be general agreement among expositors
that the one horn which goes forth from smallness is Antiochus Epiphanes.
Thus, Antiq. X:11:7, “And there would arise from their. number a certain
king who would make war on the Jewish nation and their laws, deprive
them of the form of government based on these laws, spoil the temple and
prevent the sacrifices from being offered for three years. And these mis-
fortunes our nation did in fact come to experience under Antiochus
Epiphanes, just as Daniel many years before saw and wrote that they
would happen” (translation by Marcus). The south is Egypt (Dan. 11:5
and 1 Macc. 1:16ff—And he entered into Egypt with a great host—and
he took the spoils of Egypt). The east is Elymais and Armenia (1 Macc.
3:31, 37; 6:1-4). The third land, Canaan, lies in between, as in Isa.
19:23fF.

Zeeckler would not restrict the reference of the horn to Antiochus, but
prefers to include “the anti-theocratic or anti-Christian governing power
in the empire of the Seleucidz.” But it was Antiochus himself who became
the great persecutor of the people of God, and the description given in this
and the subsequent vv. is too definite to be employed as Zoeckler wishes.
Vs. 10. And it became great even unto the host of heaven, and it caused
to fall to the earth some of the host, and some of the stars it trampled. In
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the vision the seer beholds the horn become great, not only toward the
south and the east and the Desire, but also to the very host of heaven.
Some of these it cast down and trampled. How this was accomplished in
the vision is difficult to conceive. If one contemplate the details of casting
down the stars and trampling upon them, the vision becomes extremely
grotesque. And yet the central thought as depicted in the simple words of
the text, is remarkably forceful. 2 Macc. 9:10 speaks of Antiochus as “the
man that a short while before thought himself to touch the stars of
heaven.” (The text of 2 Macc. is, I think, a reflection of the language of
Dan.). Host of heaven]—the stars, as in Jer. 33:92. The figure is used
tropically of the people of God, the saints. Cf. Dan. 12:3 (The imagery
of Rev. 12:4 is probably also based upon this passage). These saints are
the true believers under the Old Dispensation, members of the holy
nation (Ex. 19:6). The host, therefore, does not refer to any one par-
ticular group of the Jewish people such as the Levites, or the chief rulers.
Ephraim e.g., had applied the passage to the priestly order; Jerome to the
sons of Israel who were strengthened by the help of angels. Keil has, I
think, set forth the idea as well as anyone. He argues that God, the king
of Israel, is called the God of hosts, i. e., stars or angels. The tribes of
Israel are also called the hosts of the LORD (Ex. 7:4; 12:41). “As sons
of Israel from the host of God.” “As God, the King of this people, has
His throne in heaven, so there also Israel have their true home, and are
in the eyes of God regarded as like unto the stars” (Keil). Thus it is
seen that the deeds of Antiochus against the saints of God were in reality
wickednesses against Heaven itself. The saints of God, although living in
this present evil world, are nevertheless citizens of Heaven. They are
“strangers and pilgrims on earth” who “desire a better country, that is,
an heavenly” (Heb. 11:13b, 16a). “Hence we derive this useful lesson,
that we should bear it patiently when we are thrown prostrate on the
ground, and are despised by tyrants and contemners of God. In the mean-
time our seat is laid up in heaven, and God numbers us among the stars,
although, as Paul says, we are as dung and the offscourings of all things”
(Calvin).

SRB declares that this passage (vv. 10-14) is “confessedly the most
difficult in prophecy.” It refers the passage to Antiochus but asserts that
“in a more intense and final sense Antiochus but adumbrates” the blas-
phemy of the litile horn of Dan. 7. “In Daniel 8:10-14 the actions of both
‘little horns’ blend” (SRB). I can see no exegetical warrant for such an
interpretation, The present passage is describing the action of a horn
that came up from the Grecian Empire; Dan. 7 is describing a “litile”
horn that came up from the fourth beast, which, according to SRB, is
Rome. There is no warrant for regarding the homn of ch. 8 as typical of
the little horn of ch. 7.
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Vs. 11. And unto the Prince of the Host he acted greatly, and from him
was taken away the Continual, and the place of his sanctuary was cast
away. This and the following vs. present many textual difficuliies. I do
not think that these two vv. offer a description of what was seen in the
vision but constitute, rather, a further account of the impious actions of
Antiochus. The height of his sinful course was his wicked defiance of God
Himself. The Prince]—not Onias, the high priest, but God. Right up to
God (so the force of the verb and prep.) did Antiochus magnify himself.
The second half of the vs. relates wherein this “acting greatly” consisted.
It was in the removal of the Temple sacrifices. The Continual]—The word
is taken by M and others to refer to the daily morning and evening sac-
rifices. However, this technical abbreviation occurs only here and in vv.
12, 13; 11:31; 12:11. Elsewhere in the Bible it is not to be found, although
it does occur with frequency in the Talmud. I think that it should not be
restricted to the daily morning and evening sacrifice, but that it is in-
tended to include all that is of continual, i. e., constant, permanent, use
in the Temple services. Thus, 1 Macc. 1:44-47 describes the fulfillment
of this prophecy, “And the king sent letters by the hand of messengers
unto Jerusalem and the cities of Judah, that they should follow laws
strange to the land, and should forbid whole burnt offerings and sacrifice
and drink offerings in the sanctuary; and should profane the sabbaths
and feasts, and pollute the sanctuary and them that were holy.” Place]-—
lit., that which was set up, erected, cf. Ex. 15:17; 1 Macec. 1:39,46; 3:45.
Apparently Antiochus did not actually tear down the temple, although
evidently he desecrated it to such a point that it was hardly fit for use.

Vs. 12. And a host was given upon the Continual in transgression, and
1 cast truth to the ground, and it wrought and prospered. In giving the
above translation, 1 am merely setting forth what the text seems to mean.
The sequence of the verbs, as the text now stands, is extremely difficult.
A host]—This word has occasioned much difficulty among commen-
tators. “Strength was given to him” (Jerome, Luther) ; “a time” (Calvin) ;
“a warlike expedition was made or conducted against the daily sac-
rifice with wickedness” (Hitzig); “a host placed against the daily sac-
rifice on account of sin.” The language of the text is difficult, but I follow
Maurer, Havernick, Keil, von Lengerke and others in adopting the
reading, “and an host was given up together with the daily sacrifice, be-
cause of transgression.” Thus, an host (i. e., many of the Israelites),
on account of transgression (i. e., apostasy from God), will be given
up (delivered up in transgression) together with (i. e., thereon, at the
same time) the Continual sacrifices.
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Further, the horn cast down truth (i. e., the objective truth, manifested

in the worship of God) to the ground, and prospered in his actions. Cf.
1 Mace. 1:43-52, 56, 60 for the historical fulfillments.

Vs. 13. And I heard one Holy one speaking, and one Holy one said to the
one who was speaking, How long is the vision? The Continual end the
desolating Transgression, the giving of both the sanctuary and host to be
trampled? Dan. hears a holy one(i. e., an angel) speaking, i, e., relating
the contents of vv. 10-12. The vision has passed from that which is seen
to that which is heard; cf. also Zech. 1:12ff, A second angel addresses
the first, lit., and one holy one said to so-and-so who was speaking, and
asks the length of the vision. The thought may be paraphrased as follows:
How long is to be the vision, the Continual and the Transgression which
desolates, the giving up of both (lit., and) the sanctuary and the host for
trampling ?

Vs. 14. And he said unto me; Unto evenings and mornings, two thousand
and three hundred, and the sanctuary will be vindicated. The principal
versions have unto him instead of the unto me of the Hebrew. The reply
of the second angel is stated in this vs. This angel had been addressed
in vs. 13 as so-and-so. The word thus translated (palmoni) is said by
Gaebelein to mean “the wonderful numberer.” Calvin also takes it as an
identification of Christ in His mysterious incomprehensible nature. How-
ever, such interpretations are not justifiable. It is merely a certain angel
who speaks and says that the desolation will continue for 2300 evenings—
mornings. There are two principal interpretations of this designation:

1. It means 1150 days. This interpretation, as far as I know, was first
set forth clearly by Ephraim of Syria, although it appears to have been
beld also by Hippolytus. Those who adopt it argue that the prophecy is re-
lated to the sacrifice of the Continual, i.e., the morning and evening sac-
rifices. 2300 such sacrifices therefore, would be offered on 1150 days.
Many also find support for this position in an appeal to 7:25 which, they
assert, means 314 years, and the 1150 days, they say, is nearly equivalent
to the 31% years. But it is obvious that 1150 days do not equal 3% years,
even when these years be regarded as comprising only 360 days each or a
total of 1260 days. This discrepancy is of course recognized, and Zeeckler,
possibly the ablest advocate of this view, thinks that the 1150 days repre-
sent a designed narrowing of the period. Appeal is also made to the 1290
and 1325 days of 12:11, 12, and these are regarded as representing a de-
signed extension of the period. Zewckler concludes, “These prophetic limi-
tations of time correspond generally to the events of the primary historical
fulfillment of this vision in the Maccabaan era of oppression and revolt,

without being chronologically covered by them.” Zeeckler believes that the
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correspondence of these predicted periods with the actual history is re-
markably close, but that it is merely general or approximate. In other
words, “the prophetically-ideal value of the numbers in question must be
recognized.”

2. It means 2300 days. This interpretation appears in the Greek ver-
sions, Jerome, most Protestant expositors and AV, and appears to be cor-
rect. In the first place any appeal to 7:25 cannot be regarded as justi-
fiable, since, as the exposition (see in loc.) has shown, the expression
time, times and the half of a time does not mean 3% years. Furthermore,
the reference in 7:25 is to something entirely different from that of the
present passage. 7:25 is speaking of the persecution caused by the Anti-
christ, whereas this vs, has reference to the abominations of Antiochus.
In order to arrive at the correct interpretation, we must first examine the
phrase itself. There is no exegetical support for the position that the
phrase evening-morning means that the evenings and mornings are to be
counted separately, thus 1150 evenings and 1150 days. Zeeckler says that
the phrase is an asyndeton and admits that it “occurs only in this place
as a designation of time.” But he presents no exegetical support for his
position; it is based upon assumption. Now it is true that the phrase oc-
curs only here and is very similar to 2 Cor. 11:25 (night-day-a full day).
Probably it is derived from Gen. 1, where an evening and a morning are
reckoned as a full day, e.g., “And there was evening and there was morn-
ing, day one” (Gen. 1:5). In the OT, an expression such as “40 days and
40 nights” (Gen. 7:4, 12; Ex. 24:18; I K. 19:8 etc.) does not mean 20
days, nor does 3 days and 3 nights (Jonah 1:17; Matt. 12:40) mean
either 6 days or 114 days; it means 3 days. As Keil correctly argues “A
Hebrew reader could not possibly understand the period of time 2300
evening-mornings of 2300 half days or 1150 whole days, because evening
and morning at the creation constituted not the half but the whole day.”
Hence, we must understand the phrase as meaning 2300 days.

How are the 2300 days to be applied to the history of Antiochus? It may
be that the beginning of the period is to be placed in the year 171 B. C,, .
one year before the return of Antiochus from his second expedition to
Egypt. In this year began the laying waste of the sanctuary. The termi-
nation would then be the death of Antiochus (164 B.C.). The 2300 days
cover a period of six years and about 4 months. Keil believes that the
number (being a little short of 7 years) possesses a symbolical meaning,
namely, not quite the full duration of a period of divine judgment. It
does seem to be used to cover approximately the period of the persecution
under Antiochus. It does not exactly fit this period, since it is intended,
as Zoeckler rightly remarked, to carry a “prophetically-ideal value.” Keil
in my opinion, rightly sums up the matter by saying, “While by the period
‘evening-morning’ every ambiguity of the expression, and every uncer-
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tainty thence arising regarding the actual length of the time of the afflic-
tion is excluded, yet the number 2300 shows that the period must be de-
fined in round numbers, measuring only nearly the actual time, in con-
formity with all genuine prophecy, which never passes over into the man-
tic prediction of historico-chronological data.”

2300 days—approximately 171 B.C. to 165 B.C. the period of
Antiochus’ ebominations.

1290 days (Dan. 12:11)—the 3% years (168-165 B.C.) during
which the Temple was used for heathen sacrifices.

Will be vindicated]—lit., justified. The thought is that the sanctuary
will be restored. The word sanctuary is broader than temple, which is used
in Dan. 9:17 and 11:31 and in vs. 11 of this ch. Hence, the thought here
comprehends more than the purification and re-consecration of the tem-
ple. The sanctuary will be vindicated in being restored, thus showing
that its period of desolation was unjustifiable.

b. wvv. 15-27. The interpretation of the vision.

1, vv. 15-18. Gabriel is commanded to instruct Daniel as
to the interpretation.

Vs. 15. And it came to pass while I, even I Daniel, was beholding the
vision, that I sought the meaning, and behold! there was standing be-
fore me as the appearance of a man. As Dan. was beholding the vision
he sought for its explanation. This he did, not by addressing a question
to the angel, nor by a silent prayer to God, but by seeking to understand
the vision in his mind. Suddenly there stood before him an angel in the
likeness of a man. In reality he was not a man, but assumed this
form merely in the vision. The word for man, gabher, is evidently chosen
because of the name Gabriel (vs. 16). Tt denotes one that is strong or
powerful.

Vs. 16. And I heard the voice of a man amidst the Ulai, and he called
and said, Gabriel, cause this one to understand the vision. Dan. heard a
human voice of one who was between the two banks of the Ulai, appar-
ently hovering in the air, as in 12:6, 7. Of a man]—i.e., a human voice.
Since this voice issues commands to Gabriel, Calvin believes that the
Speaker is Christ. Stuart thinks that it was an angel high in station. The
voice, it seems to me, although speaking more humano that Dan. might
hear it, is that of supreme authority. In other words, it is God who speaks.
Amidst the Ulail—not between the two branches of the Eulaeus (Zeckler),
but between its two banks, hence, above the river itself. Gabriel]—
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Here and in 9:21 Gabriel is named; in 10:13ff. Michael is named. The
only OT book in which angels receive names is Dan., and Gabriel and
Michael are the only two who are named. So, in the NT, Luke 1:19, 26,
Jude 9. The name probably means “man of God”. Tkis one]—i.e., Dan.
The word is rare in Hebrew. M brings out its force “yon one”.

Vs. 17. And he came near where I stood, and as he came I was panic
stricken, and I fell down upon my face, and he said unto me, Understand,
oh! son of man, for with the time of the end is the vision. In obedience
to the command, Gabriel approaches Dan. This causes Dan. to be filled
with terror, for as a sinful creature he could not bear the perfect holiness
which appeared before him in the angel. Hence he falls down on his face,
an acknowledgment of his own unworthiness. The angel addresses him
as son of man, a phrase common to Ezek., in order to emphasize the weak-
ness of mankind, and to point out that, despite this weakness, he, Dan.,
is to receive the Divine interpretation. The vision, it is said, has to do
with the time of the end, and must, therefore, be understood. The time of
the end]—This phrase is very difficult, but the key to its interpretation
is to be found in the phrase in the latter part of the indignation (vs. 19).
Thus, it refers to the end of time when afflictions or indignation are to
be permitted upon Israel. It is the end of the OT period and the ushering
in of the New. This particular vision had reference to the time of the end
in that it “reaches only to the end of those special afflictions that are to
come on the people of the Jews before the Messianic period, and which are
made the subject of prophecy because of their importance.” (Stuart).
The phrase therefore does not mean the final period of earthly history
(Zeeckler), nor does it mean that the prophet was under the impression
that at the end of the 2300 days the Messiah would appear to set up his
kingdom (Maurer, Hitzig). Likewise untenable is the view that the time
of the end has reference to the great tribulation, which is supposed to
occur during the latter half of the 70th week (Gaebelein). This position
is utterly without exegetical support.

Vs. 18. And while he was speaking with me, I swooned upon my face to
the ground, and he touched me, and made me to stand upright. For the
translation swooned, I am indebted to M. Because of fear at the Angel’s
speaking, Dan. completely lost consciousness and fell upon his face.
Whereupon Gabriel touched him (cf. 10:9; Rev. 1:17) and caused him

to stand, lit., upon my standing, i.e., upright, where he had stood before.

2. vv. 19-26. The angel’s interpretation.

Vs. 19. And he said, Behold! I am about to cause thee to know that which
shall be in the last time of the indignation; for a term is the end. The
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angel announces that he is about to make Dan. know that which will be in
the latter part of the indignation. The indignation amounts to being
a technical term for designating the wrath of God and His displeasure;
cf. Isa. 10:5, 25; 26:20. “It plainly means here the season of indignation
on the part of God, who gives up his people to punishment, because they
have sinned against him” (Stuart). The subject of the present vision is to
take place in the last portion of this period of wrath. In other words,
when the abominations of Antiochus occur, it will be an evidence that
the last time of the period of wrath has appeared. Hence, the pl. does not
refer to the ultimate icsue of all things, but to the last #ime which follows
the Wrath (as manifested particularly in the Babylonian Exile). This
last time is the appearance of Antiochus, after which the Messianic king-
dom is to be established. Stuart well puts it, “That which is to take place
near the close of the indignation-period, is the most prominent thing in
the prophetic vision, and that which Daniel and the Jewish people were
most interested to know.” A term is the end]—lit., since for a term (is)
an end. These words are difficult, but the meaning seems to be that the
end, i.e., the last time of the first part of the vs., is to endure for an ap-
pointed period, a term. Or, it may be that the end is to come af an ap-
pointed period (Stuart). Either of these two constructions is possible.
But end is to be taken as subject. Hence, as the text now stands, it should
not be read, “for (the vision) is for the term of the end” (thus Keil).
The thought of the entire vs. may be paraphrased as follows: “I am about
to explain to thee that which shall take place during the latter part of the
period known as the Wrath, for at an appointed time the End will be.”

A note in SRB declares that the word “end” has reference both to the
end of the Grecian empire and “prophetically, the end of the times of the
Gentiles (Lk. 21.24; Rev. 16.14), when the ‘little horn’ of Dan. 7. 8,
24-26, the Beast, will arise—Daniel’s final time of the end (Dan. 124,
note).” But this is to read into the vs. what is not found there. Gabriel
explicitly states that the vision has reference to the latter part of the Wrath
(not the end of the times of the Gentiles). With this phrase, latter part
he equates the word end, by using the word since. The vision has to do
with what will take place in the latter part of the Wrath, says Gabriel,
since (or because, for) the end is at an appointed time. The whole point
of his explanation would be lost, and the vs. would be rendered nearly
meaningless, if the note in the SRB is correct. The force of the vs. (if SRB
is correct) would be somewhat as follows; “I shall cause thee to know
(ie., by way of explanation of vv. 1-18) what will occur in the last time
of the indignation (i.e., the period after the Exile) since at an appointed
time the end (of the times of the Gentiles) will come.” Such an interpre-
tation does not make good sense. Vs. 19b is an explanation of 19a (how-
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ever 10b be translated), and SRB, Gaebelein and others of that school
ignore this fact.

Furthermore, this interpretation causes a mingling of the contents of
chs. 7 and 8 that is not justifiable. The “little horn” of 7 is the Anti-
christ; the “horn” of 8 is Antiochus. Ch. 7 lays its emphasis upon the
fourth world empire; ch. 8 upon the 3rd. McKee (Searching the Scrip-
tures, p. 126) appeals to a law of double reference which permits
“blended references, some of which apply to the Great Tribulation at
the end of the present age.” But one is warranted in discovering such a
double reference only when the language of the text and the analogy of
Scripture demand it. Such is not the case here.

Lastly, the he-goat is explicitly said to be the king of Greece (vs. 21).
Hence, it is utterly unjustifiable to fly in the face of this Divine interpre-
tation, and to discover any reference whatsoever to the Roman empire
of the future. In the light of the interpretation which the Holy Spirit
places upon this symbolism, we must reject the views of Scofield, Gaeb-
elein, etc.

Vs. 20. The ram which thou sawest, he of the two horns,—the kings of
Media and Persia. The Medo-Persian empire, i.e., the successive kings
of this empire. Neither here or elsewhere does Dan. conceive of an in-
dependently existing Median empire.

Vs. 21. And the he-goat is the king of Javan end the great horn which is
between his eyes is the first king. The he-goat represents Javan, ie.,
Greece. This is the name (Tonian) by which the Greeks were known to the
Hebrews, cf. Gen. 10:2, 4; Isa. 66:19; Ezek. 27:13. The first king is
Alexander the Great, who “ruled first over Greece” (I Macc. 1:1).

Vs. 22. And the broken one—and four stood up in its place, four king-
doms from the nation shall stand, but not in its strength. The thought
may be paraphrased: as concerns the horn that was broken and the four
standing in its place, this means that four kingdoms shall arise from the
nation. Nation]—lit., @ nation, for the definite article is not employed.
It means, from the nation over which the great horn once ruled. The word
nation is used not in a restricted sense, but broadly, to indicate the terri-
tory over which the king had ruled. In its strength]—i.e., not equipped
with the strength of the first king.

Vs. 23. And in the latter part of their kingdom, when the transgressors
are come to the full, there shall stand up a king strong of countenance,
and understanding riddles. In the latter part of the kingdom (sover-
eignty) of the four horns, there will arise a king, i.e., Antiochus Epiph-
anes. “It was then a matter of historical fact, that the dominion of An-
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tiochus Epiphanes, commenced during the latter part of the Syrian dy-
nasty, whether we have respect to time or to the declining state of the
government, in computing such a period” (Stuart). Transgressors}—
The word may be pointed to read transgressions, and for this M makes
out a strong case. The thought is: “when they have completed their trans-
gressions.” The transgressors are not the heathen, but the apostate Jews
who introduced heathen rites among the Jews and built in Jerusalem a
heathen gymnasium for their games. Strong of countenance]—i.e., hard,
determined, unyielding, adamant. The word is used in a derogatory sense.

The expression seems to be taken from Deut. 28:50, “A nation of fierce
countenance, which shall not regard the person of the old, nor show
favour to the young.” In Prov. 7:13 the same verb is used, lit., “she
strengthened her face”, i.e., was impudent. Understanding riddles]—i.e.,
one who practised deceit, “a master of dissimulation, able to conceal his
meaning under ambigious words, and so disguising his real purposes”
(Driver). The king is to be a master of cunning, but also one that can
not easily be deceived. This is not a compliment, but a severe censure
upon the king’s nature. Who is this king? According to this vs. he is one
who will arise in the latter time of the sovereignty of the four kingdoms
(vs. 22) represented by the four horns which arise in place of the first
broken horn (vv. 21, 22). Since the first broken horn is said to be the
first king of Grecia (vs. 21) the king of strong countenance can only be
Antiochus Epiphanes. Calvin thus correctly says, “Without the slightest
doubt, he implies the iniquity of Antiochus by this phrase” (i.e., strong
countenance). And surely the description herein given well applies to
Antiochus, whom M has characterized as “...a master in Machiavellian
arts, master-diplomatist, able to deceive ‘the very elect’.”

Hence, it is strange to find Gaebelein teaching that this king is not An-
tiochus; but rather “the Assyrian,” “the king of the North.” Now Gaeb-
elein does not refer to the historical Assyrian, but to an alleged enemy of
the Little Horn of Dan. 7 who, after the Jews have made a covenant in
Palestine with the Little Horn of Dan. 7, “makes his appearance and rushes
against the people and their cities.” As a hater of Judah “he persecutes
the nation, while the beast, the little horn of Daniel 7, persecutes the
Saints.” Gaebelein thinks that there are other references to this future
“Assyrian,” e.g., Isa. 8:7, 8; 10:5-34; 14:24, 25; 30:31-33; Micah 5:1-7;
Joel 2; Ps. 74:1-10; 79. Gaebelein continues, “The prophecy in the chap-
ter before us makes it plain that this desolator will arise from one of the
divisions of the Grecian empire. That territory is held now by Turkey.
When the time of the end comes the greatest upheavals will take place both
in Asia Minor and in the surrounding countries. What changes will then
take place, whether a great Russian Czar or some other one will accom-
plish the great eastern confederacy remains as a secret with God.”
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This strange view flies in the face of the express statements of Scripture.

1. Seripture explicitly says that the king of fierce countenance will
arise in the latter time of the sovereignty of the four kingdoms (vs. 22).
According to Gaebelein, he will arise long after the end of the sovereignty
of these four kingdoms.

2. Gaebelein bases this view upon a misconstruction of the words “last
end of the indignation”. (See commentary upon vs. 10).

3. The other passages of Scripture to which he appeals do not bear
the interpretation which he places upon them, as may be shown by a care-
ful study of the passages in question.

Vs. 24. And his power shall become strong but not by his power, and
marvellously shall he destroy, and he shall prosper and accomplish, and
he shall destroy powerful ones and the people of the Saints. The vs.
describes the tremendous power exhibited by Antiochus. Not by his
power]—These words are regarded as a gloss by M, Charles, etc. and so
are omitted. They do not appear in Th. and may not be original in the
Greek. Yet they seem to have a proper force. They do not imply a con-
trast between the king’s strength and cunning, as though to suggest that
he became strong enough through cunning rather than strength, (Stuart),
but rather indicate that his attainments were under the providence of
God. Calvin refers the antecedent to Alexander. Yet, I think that
if the words be allowed to stand, they refer to the king. Marvelously shall
he destroy]—lit., in respect to wondrous things he shall destroy, i.e., to
a remarkable, extraordinary degree. The word is here used as an adverb,
as in Job 37:5. Powerful ones]—his rival claimants of the throne (Hit-
zig), warlike enemies over whom he triumphs (Zeeckler), many Israelites
(Kliefoth), elders of Israel, but the phrase probably has a general ref-
erence to all who are powerful, particularly political enemies. People of
the Saints]—The nation Israel, cf. 7:25. This phrase is not epexegetical
of powerful ones, but is perhaps used in direct contradistinction. Not
only will he destroy powerful ones such as his political enemies, but also
the Israelitish nation, the nation in which the Saints live.

Vs. 25. And on his understanding he shall cause deceit to prosper
through his hend, and in his heart he shall do greatly, and in security
he shall destroy many; and against the Prince of princes shall he stand,
and without hand shall he be broken. Because of his cleverness or cun-
ning, the king will cause deceit to prosper. On his understanding]—i.e.,
upon the basis of his understanding. The word is here used in a bad
sense, cunning. Since he so well understands how to employ deceit, he
can cause it to prosper. In his heart]—His heart was full of pride and so
he devised plans which were presumptuous and self-glorifying. In secur-
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ity]—i.e., false security, when men feel there is no need to be on guard.
Upon the basis of a similar idiom in Aramaic, many render the words
unexpectedly, and this at least serves to bring out the idea. While men are
at ease, this king suddenly comes upon them. Cf. 1 Mace. 1:10 for the
historical fulfillment. Prince of princes]—i.e., God Himself, Who is
spoken of as Prince of the host in vs. 11. Without hand]—i.e., without
human hand. He has risen up against God and by God he will be over-
thrown. These words are for the comfort of the saints who, being the
meek, cannot in themselves contend with enemies such as Antiochus. Be-
cause of our sins God permits such tyrants to arise and harass His church.
“It is therefore no matter of surprise, if, instead of one Antiochus, God
should raise up many who are hardened and invincible in their obstinacy,
and in their cruelty make many attempts with clandestine arts, and plot
for the destruction of the Church” (Calvin). But when such things
occur, let us trust in God. The battle is His, and the overthrow of the
enemy will often be without hand. Tyrants like Antiochus cannot halt
the working of the efficacious grace of God.

Vs. 26. And the vision of the evening and the morning which has been
told is true; and thou! seal up the vision, for (it is) for many days. The
vision was revealed to Dan. in words, i.e., it was told (spoken), rather
than seen. Here it is solemnly declared that what has been told Dan. of
the vision of the evening and morning is true. Hitzig thought that this
confirmation was to make the book falsely appear as if it were old (Die
Worte halten einfach den fingirten Standpunkt inne). Rather it “much
more is fitted to serve the purpose of strengthening the weakness of the
faithful, and giving them consolation in the hour of trial” (Keil). Cf.
also 10:1; 12:1; Rev. 19:9; 21:5; 22:6.

Since the prophecy was for a long time (many days) Dan. was to shut
up the prophecy. This does not mean that he wasi necessarily to keep it
secret, but that he should preserve it. “Preserve the revelation, not because
it is not yet to be understood, also not for the purpose of keeping it secret,
but that it may remain preserved for distant times” (Kliefoth). The idea
of some that these words are intended to explain why the prophecy had
never been heard of until the days of Antiochus are certainly incorrect.
This makes the author guilty of deliberate falsification and misrepre-
sentation which cannot be excused on the basis of mere appeal to the
nature of Apocalyptic. Furthermore, the idea that Dan. had never been
heard of before the time of Antiochus is based upon the fact that today
there are no known extant references to the book which come from before
this time. This is not sufficient evidence upon which to base the assump-
tion that the prophecy was not known until this time. If a Maccabean
author inserted these words for the purpose of explaining why the book
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had not previously been known (as some critics maintain), he was a
dishonest person, and the book he composed is of no value for the edifi-
cation of the saints of God.

3. vs. 27. Daniel’s sickness.

Vs. 27. And I Daniel was done with, and I was sick for (several) days,
and I arose and did the business of the king, and I was astonished at the
vision and without understanding. The psychological effect of the vision
upon Dan. is stated. So overcome was he, that for some days he was sick
before he could continue the king’s business. Done with]—The verb is
the same as that used in 2:1. It is a peculiar expression and apparently
means exhausted, worn out. Rose up]—i. e., from the bed of sickness.
The business]—What this business was is not stated. Without understand-
ing]—1It seems to me that this is intended to refer to Dan. himself, and
not, as AV, and none understood it. The contents of the vision and its
interpretation remained firmly fixed in Dan.’s mind and greatly perplexed
him, for, as it was a vision that had to do with many days that were yet to
come, he did not understand it. The AV rendering is grammatically pos-
sible, but since Dan. is the chief character, the reference here seems to be
to him. This does not exclude the fact that when Dan. related the vision
to others, they too did not understand. Cf. also 12:5 “I heard and could
not understand,” which seems to support the translation here adopted.

With one exception Haller’s remarks upon ch. 8 do not call for particu-
lar comment. This exception is found in the assertion that the hatred of
the author toward Antiochus is shown by the fact that every time he speaks
of him, his pen runs away (Wie gluehend der Hass gegen ihn ist, zeigt der
Umstand, dass dem Verfasser jedesmal, wenn er von ihm spricht, gleich-
sam die Feder durchgeht v. 9-12). This statement cannot be permitted
to pass unchallenged, for it is utterly incorrect. The vv. to which Haller
appeals merely relate the powerful growth of the horn, not only to the
south, east and north, but also to the Prince of heaven, and indicate the
defiant activity of Antiochus toward God. There is here a sober descrip-
tion of fact, and an utter absence of fanaticism or hatred. Nowhere does
the unscientific character of Haller’s commentary appear more clearly than
at this point.



CHAPTER NINE

a. vv. 1-3. Introduction.

Vs. 1. In the first year of Darius the son of Ahasuerus from the seed of
the Medes, who was made king over the kingdom of the Chaldeans. As to
the indentity of Darius, see 6:1. Ahasuerus]—The name occurs elsewhere,
in Ezra 4:6; Esther 1:1, etc. The word is based upon the Persian. Who
this individual was, we do not know. Seed of the Medes]—This king was
of Median ancestry. Made king]—Some would translate by the intransi-
tive, became king, which may be correct, since it is supported by the ver-
sions. If the passive be retained, it may mean that Darius was made king
by God, but more likely he received the office as a viceroy from Cyrus.

Vs. 2. In the first year of his reign I Daniel perceived in the Books the
number of the years that the word of the Lord was unto Jeremiah the
prophet to complete with respect to the desolations of Jerusalem seventy
years. The mention of the date is deliberate in order to call attention to
the time. Babylon was now fallen and the liberating country was in the
first year of its sovereignty. The time had come in which to expect the
end of the captivity. Perceived]—i. e., observed, marked. The Books]—
The phrase does not indicate a private collection of sacred books,
nor the canonical books of the Prophets. Stuart takes it to refer
to the book of Jer. In 25:13 Jer. calls his prophecy of the 70 years “this
book.” These two, thinks Stuart, may be called “the books.” But this is
over refinement. It is better to take the word in its simple sense as re-
ferring merely to a group of writings among which the prophecies of Jer.
were to be found. Probably the term applies broadly to the Scriptures,
those sacred books which were recognized as authoritative. It should be
noted that there is nothing whatsoever in this phrase which lends support
to the idea that the canon was closed. These books, because they were
regarded as inspired, were accepted as Divinely authoritative. (See the
author’s article “The Authority of the Old Testament” in The Infallible
Word, Phila., 1946, pp. 53-87). The number]—object of I perceived.
The reference is probably to Jer. 25: 9-11, “And this whole land shall be
a desolation, and an astonishment; and these nations shall serve the king
of Babylon seventy-years” (vs. 11), and also to Jer. 29. That the word]—
lit, which the word. The antecedent is number. To complete]—The

183
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thought may be paraphrased: “With respect to the desolation of Jeru-
salem, 70 years must be completed.” This desolation began with the
captivity of Dan. and the first devastation of Jerusalem in 606 B, C., the
third year of Jehoiakim. Hence, in the first year of Darius, the period of
desolation would be almost expired. This seems to be the reckoning in
2 Chr, 36:21-23; Ezra 1:11f,

Many, however, regard the destruction of Jerusalem in 587 as the
terminus a quo. But if this were correct Dan, would not now in the first
year of Darius feel that the time was nearing its completion. This view
would not explain why he gives himself over to prayer.

Vs. 3. And 1 set my face unto the Lord God to seek with prayer and sup-
plication in fasting and sackcloth and ashes. As yet Dan. beheld no signs
that liberty to return to Judah had come, he turned to earnest prayer. [
set my face]—It may be, as M suggests, that these terms are reminiscent
of old cultic usage. If so, however, they have entirely lost such conno-
tations here. Dan. does not mean that he is directing his face toward
Jerusalem (Stuart), but merely that he is turning his face toward the
Lord God. The covenant name is not used in this vs., although Dan.
prayed to the covenant God. He seeks the Lord, who is the God, i. e., the
true God of heaven and earth. In fasting]-—Thus Dan. exhibited his grief
and mourning over sin and confessed his unworthiness of receiving Divine
mercy. These are marks of contrition; cf. Jonah 3:5, 6; Ezra 8:23; Neh.
9:1; Esther 4:1, 3, 16; Job 2:12. “All these were outward signs of in-
ternal humiliation and penitence” (Stuart).

b. vv. 4-19. The prayer of Daniel.

Vs. 4. And I prayed to the LORD my God and made confession, and 1
said, Ah! Lord, the great and dreadful God, who keepeth covenant and
lovingkindness to those who love him and to those who keep his command-
ments. Dan. has been meditating over the number of years of the desola-
tion of Jerusalem. The predicted time is nearly at an end and there is in
sight no hope of return to Jerusalem. Because he well knows that the
exile has come upon the people in punishment for their sins, he turns to
the LORD on behalf of himself and his people and engages in deep con-
fession of sin and supplication for mercy. His main concern, therefore,
is not to know the precise meaning of the number seventy; it is to implore
the Divine pardon for his and the people’s sins. This disposes of the ob-
jection that the theme of the prayer does not correspond to the context.
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The prayer consists of two principal parts: 1) an acknowledgment of
sin and guilt (vv. 4-14) and 2) a plea for mercy. The 1st part further
divides itself into a) 4-10 a statement of sin and guilt, and b) 11-14 God’s
punishment because of sin and guilt. The LORD]—Dan. acknowledges
the LORD to be his own God and thus declares the existence of a personal
relationship. God only hears the prayers of those who truly know Him.
Great and dreadful]—This language also occurs in Neh. 1:5 which has
led some critics to think that Dan. borrows from Neh. and therefore must
have been written at a much later time, namely, the Maccabean age. But
the expression finds its roots, as Keil has indicated, in Deut. 7:9, 21. It
also occurs in the prayer in Neh. 9:32 (cf. Deut. 10:17). It should be
noted that since the prayer in Neh. 9 is more expanded in form than that
of Dan. 9, the dependence, if any, is on the part of Neh. and not of Dan.
By this expression, great and dreadful, the fact is brought out that God
by mighty acts punishes sinful peoples. The thought probably comes to
Dan’s mind as he reflects upon the present condition of his people.
Keepeth covenant]—God is faithful to remember His promises made
toward His chosen ones. Lovingkindness]—By keeping the covenant God
manifests lovingkindness to those who love Him. This love to God is
exhibited by the keeping of His commandments.

Vs. 5. We have sinned and done perversely and done wickedly, and we
have rebelled and turned aside from thy commandments and thy judg-
ments. Dan, uses various words in order to acknowledge all kinds of sin.
In I K. 8:47 Solomon had spoken of sin, iniquity and wrongdoing as “an
exhaustive expression of a consciousness of sin and guilt” (Keil). Sinned)
—i.e., we have wandered astray from the right. Done perverselyl—i.e.,
unrighteously. Done wickedly]—in rebellion against God. To these
words Dan. adds we have rebelled. His series reaches its climax in the
phrase we have turned aside, a form of expression being used in the He-
brew which emphasizes the action. In all this confession of sin, Dan.,
who had lived most of his life in Babylon and was now an old man, by
using the pronoun we, identified himself with his people. This is the more
remarkable, when we consider how pure was his character.

“And they who fain would serve Thee best
Are conscious most of wrong within.”

Vs. 6. And we have not harkened unto thy servants the prophets who
spake in Thy Name unto our kings, our princes and our fathers, and unio
all the people of the land. The guilt of the people becomes greater, since
God had sent the prophets to them to reveal His will. In spite of their
clear utterances, however, the people rebelled. This sin, therefore, is not

one of ignorance, but of wilful disobedience. That Dan. has been medi-
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tating upon the book of Jer. is shown by the fact that the language of this
vs. is reminiscent of Jer. 26:5; 44:17, 21. The same language is later
used in Neh. 9:32, 34 and Ezra 9:7, with the addition of “our priests.”
This expansion shows that Ezra and Neh. are later than Dan., and char-
acterizes the age when the priests were active, just as the omission is well
suited to the time of the exile when the priestly office was suspended. Who
spake]—These were true prophets who clearly indicated that they were
from God. They did not carry on their work in a corner, but preached to
all the people, high and low. Hence, the enormity of the nation’s sin. All,
without exception, are guilty.

Vs. 7. To thee, ch! Lord, is righteousness, and to us shame of face, as at
this day, to the men of Judah and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and
to all Israel, those near and those far off, in all the lands whither thou
hast driven them, because of the treachery wherein they have dealt un-
Jaithfully against Thee. To God belongs righteousness, i. e., perfect right-
eousness which is manifested in all His dealings with Israel. In sending
to them His prophets, warning them of sin, and particularly, in sending
the exile as a punishment, God is vindicated as right. To the sinful people,
however, belongs shame of face, i. e., confusion, because of the conscious-
ness of punishment which is well deserved. A4s at this day]—i. e., as
present circumstances exemplify. To us]—i.e., the men of Judah, cf. 1:3, 6.
All Israel]—not the ten tribes (Keil), for in 1:3, 6 Israel and Judah are
used interchangeably, but all of God’s people—members of the Israelitish
nation—who were not in Babylonia but were scattered elsewhere through-
out the world. The entire nation (northern and southern kingdom alike)
has been guilty of faithless dealing toward God, hence, as the present day
shows, whether it be in Babylon or far away it is a reproach to all the
world, conscious that its punishment is well deserved. What a tragic con-
fession when we consider that Israel was to be a light to all the world.

Vs. 8. Oh! Lord, to us is shame of face, to our kings, to our princes and
to our fathers who have sinned against thee. Dan. repeats the thoughts of
7a in order to set out in bold relief the sinfulness of the people as over
against the Divine compassion which he stresses in vs. 9.

Vs. 9. To the Lord our God belong compassion and forgiveness, for we
have rebelled against Him. We have rebelled against God and therefore
are thrown upon His mercy which we so desperately need. Compassion]
—lit., the compassions and the forgivenesses. “The plur. form of these
nouns denotes intensity in the manifestation, or the continued and ex-
tended exercise of these qualities or attributes” (Stuart). However, the
words are probably best translated as above.
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Vs. 10. And we have not hearkened to the voice of the LORD our God, to
walk in his laws, which he has set before us through the hand of his
servants the prophets. A further acknowledgement of guilt. The laws of
God are those instructions which He has set forth before His people.

Vs. 11. And all Israel have transgressed thy law and turned aside so as
not to hearken to thy voice, and there has been poured out upon us the
curse and the oath which is written in the law of Moses the servant of God,
for we have sinned against him. Not hearkening to God’s voice and

transgressing His law (here the Pentateuch) are equated. By transgress-
ing the Law Israel has not hearkened to God’s voice. Therefore, the curse,
reinforced with an oath, has been poured out as from vials of wrath (cf.
Rev. 16:14), like a rain of fire, cf. Nah. 1:6; Gen. 19:24; Jer. 7:20.
Curse and oath]—Deut. 20:20; Lev. 26:14 ff.; Deut. 28:15 ff.

Vs. 12. And he has established his words which he spake concerning us
and concerning our judges who judged us that he would bring upon us a
great evil, so that there has not been done under the whole heaven what
has been done with Jerusalem. God has established (lit., made to stand,
i. e., confirmed) His word (cf. Neh. 9:8) by bringing about the exile
(cf. Jer. 35:17; 36:31). Judges]—an expression which includes the
leaders of the people and which sums up the officials of vv. 6 and 8.
Jerusalem, the city of the great king, because of her unfaithfulness, has
been made an example to all the world.

Vs. 13. Even as it is written in the Law of Moses, all this evil has come
upon us, and we have not mollified the face of the LORD our God by
turning from our iniquities and having discernment in thy truth. This
vs. supports the statement of vs. 11 by a further appeal to the Pentateuch.
All this evil]—i. e., the exile and its attendant evils. Mollified]—For this
translation I acknowledge indebtedness to M. The verb means “to make
the face sweet,” used both with man (e. g., Ps. 45:12) and God (e. g.,
Jer. 26:19) as object. By turning]—Had we turned from our iniquities
and given heed to God’s Law, He would have removed these evils from us.
The vs. does not teach that salvation is by works or that God is rendered
propitious toward the sinner, because of human works of righteousness.
But when God’s people sin grievously, He must send upon them evils as
chastisement. If they continue in their wicked way, the chastisement must
also continue. But when they repent and turn from their sin, He will
show His faver to them by removing the chastisement. This is in no sense
inconsistent with the doctrine of salvation by grace. Having discernment]
—i.e., acquiring insight into God’s Law. The RV renders deal wisely
through, which is also a possible translation. It would then mean that the
wise dealing was shown by turning from sin to obey the truth.
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Vs. 14. And the LORD hath watched upon the evil and has brought it
upon us, for righteous is the LORD our God in all his works which he has
done, but we have not hearkened unto his voice. The Lord watched (i. e.,
was vigilant) to bring the evil upon His people at the proper time. The
idea is taken from Jer. 1:12; 31:28; 44.:27; etc. Righteous]—Iit., on the
ground of all His works. God’s works, which He has done (or doeth, as

Zeeckler) bear witness that He is righteous. Despite this fact, however, we
have not hearkened unto Him, and our guilt, therefore, is all the greater.

Vs. 15. And now, oh! Lord our God, who hast brought forth thy people
from the land of Egypt with a strong hand, and hast made Thee a Nome
as this day; we have sinned; we have been wicked. Dan. now makes the
petition itself “in its intensity and importunity, which increase from
sentence to sentence” (Zceeckler). He bases his petition upon the great act
of mercy accomplished by the LORD in the exodus from Egypt. It was
this mighty act of deliverance by which the LORD made for Himself a
name among the nations. Hence, Isa. and Jer., for example, could ground
their pleas for favor upon the LORD’S Name, Isa. 63:11-15; Jer. 32:20f.
It was the historical act of redemption which distinguished the LORD
from false gods, and gave Him a Name, as the covenant God of deliv-
erance. Stuart well sums up the thought of the prayer, “O God, who in
times past hast wrought wonderful deliverances for thy people, and there-
by acquired a glorious name—repeat thy wonderous doings, and add to
the glory which thou hast already acquired! As thou didst bring us out
of exile in Egypt, so also bring us out of exile in Babylon.”

Vs. 16. Ok! Lord, according to all thy righteousness, let turn now thine
anger and thy wrath from thy city Jerusalem, the mount of thy holiness,
for by means of our sins and by means of the iniquities of our fathers,
Jerusalem and thy people are become a reproach to all round about us.
God’s righteousnesses are the acts which vindicate or justify Him and
show Him to be righteous. Among these deeds of righteousness were the
mighty acts which accompanied the deliverance from Egypt. It is to such
that Dan. makes his appeal, as though to say, In accordance with the great
deeds which Thou hast already performed, wilt Thou now save Thy city.
Jerusalem]—Dan.’s great concern is that the wrath and anger of God be
turned away from God’s holy city. The mount]—i. e., Zion, upon which
the Temple had stood, the center of God’s kingdom. “The opposition is
the more appropriate, as in Daniel’s time nothing remained of Jerusalem
but its site, its mountain” (Zeeckler). The prayer is a tragic confession of
guilt. Jerusalem should have been the mount unto which all nations would
flow, and Israel should have been a light unto the Gentiles, but because
of the people’s sins, Jerusalem and Israel have become a reproach.
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Vs. 17. And now, hearken oh! God, unto the prayer of thy servant and
unto his supplications, and cause thy face to shine upon thy desolate
sanctuary for the Lord’s soke. The earnestness of this prayer is remark-
able. To shine]—cf. Num. 6:25; Ps. 80:3. For the Lord’s sake]—The

text is difficult at this point, and some with reason, would read, for thy
sake, oh! Lord,

Vs. 18. Incline, oh! my God, thine ear, and hear, open thine eyes, and see
our desolations and the city upon which thy name is called, for not on
account of our righteousnesses do we lay our supplications before thee,
but for thy great mercy’s sake. The city upon which God’s name is called
is a city which God has conquered and over which His name is named.
Cf. 2 Sam. 12:28; Ps. 48:2ff. We lay]—The thought is probably derived
from the custom of falling down before God in prayer; lit., we cause our
supplications to fall, cf. Jer. 38:26. When Dan. looks at his own and the
people’s righteousness, he realizes that there is no hope. He appeals,
therefore, to the only source of hope, the mercy of God. Salvation in the
Bible is consistently presented as by grace.

Vs. 19. Oh! Lord, hear, oh! Lord, forgive, oh! Lord, attend and do, delay
not for thy sake, oh! my God, for thy name is called upon thy city and
thy people. “The Kyrie eleison, of the O. T.” (M). The intensity of
conviction and importunity expressed in this prayer well serve as a model
for the attitude in all true prayer.

c. vv. 20-23. The coming of the angel Gabriel
to answer the prayer.

Vs. 20. And while I was yet speaking and praying and making confession
of my sin and the sin of my people Israel, and laying my supplication
before the LORD my God for the holy mount of my God. Gaebelein well
calls this the “Interrupted Prayer.” While Dan. is still engaged in prayer,
the angel visits him. For]—i. e., on account of, for the sake of.

Vs. 21. And while I was yet speaking in prayer, the man Gabriel, whom
I had seen in the vision in the beginning, being made to fly in weariness,
reached me about the time of the evening oblation. Gabriel is called “the
man,” in order to identify him with the one whom Dan. had previously
seen in the vision, 8:15, the one who had appeared in the form of a man.
Gabriel]—see comments on 8:16. It has sometimes been held that the
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doctrine of angelology was derived from Persia. This may perhaps be
true, to an extent, with regard to some phases of the later Jewish doctrine.
It is certainly not true, as far as the teaching of the book of Dan, is con-
cerned, cf. SBD, 11, pp. 127-131. To fly in weariness]—This phrase, in
the Hebrew, is very difficult to understand. The first word which I have
rendered to fly may be derived from two different verbs, meaning respec-
ﬁvely to ﬂy and to be weary. Thus, there seem to be two possible trans-
lations, 1) zo be weary in weariness (being sore wearied, RV margin),
and this may refer either to Gabriel or to Dan.; 2) o fly in weariness, i.e.,
exhausted by the flight. T have adopted this rendering because it seems
most faithfully to reflect the original. The translation to fly swifily (AV
and some of the ancient versions) gives a good sense but does not accur-
ately represent the original. Reached]—not touched (AV). The evening
oblation]—lit., the meat offering. This was the time of evening prayer,
probably about 3-4 p.m.

Vs. 22. And he made me to understand, and he spake with me, and he
said, oh! Daniel, now am I come forth to make thee wise in understand-
ing. With the Greek and Syriac, M would change the first verb to read,
and he came. However, this seems to be a needless repetition of the state-
ment just made in vs. 21. Th. renders, and he made me to understand,
which gives the proper sense. The verb as it stands is difficult, because
it does not have a direct object. Yet, upon the basis of Th. I think it
should be retained. It sums up at the beginning the thought of the vs.
The vs. then proceeds to show how Gabriel gave this understanding.
Now]—i.e., in consequence of the prayer. I am come]—from the very
presence of God. To make thee wise]—i.e., to give thee skill in under-
standing, or, to impart to thee understanding.

Vs. 23. At the beginning of thy supplications a word went forth, and I am
come to make (it) known, for very precious art thou, so mark the word,
and understand the vision. When Dan. had begun to pray, a word (the in-
terpretation given in vv. 24-27) went forth from God, and Gabriel has
come to make this word known. The reason why God immediately sent
forth the word (ie., answered the prayer) is that Dan. was a man greatly
beloved (lit., most desired). For]—to be construed with wen: forth,
not with I am come. The word]—The word is the Divine revelation it-
self, and the vision is the form in which this revelation came, namely,
the appearance of the angel, and the manner in which he communicates
the revelation.
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d. vv.24-27. The revelation of the seventy sevens
which Gabriel communicates to Daniel in answer
to his prayer.

Introduction

In answer to his prayer Gabriel announces to Dan. that a period of sev-
enty sevens (hebdomads) has been decreed with reference to Dan.’s people
and holy city for the purpose of restraining the transgression, making an
end of sins, making reconciliation for iniquity, bringing in everlasting
righteousness, sealing up vision and prophet and anointing a holy of
holies. Dan., therefore, should know and understand that from the going
forth of a word to bring back and to build Jerusalem unto an anointed
One, who is also a prince, is seven sevens and sixty and two sevens. The
street and moat shall be built again in times of affliction. After the sixty
and two sevens an anointed One shall be cut off and has nothing. And as
to the city and the sanctuary, they shall be destroyed by the people of a
prince who will come, and its end will be with an overflow, and unto the
end is war, desolations which are determined. And he shall cause a cove-
nant to prevail with respect to many for one seven, and in the midst of the
seven he shall cause the sacrifice and oblation to cease, and upon the wing
of abominations is one making desolate, even until a full end and that de-
creed shall be poured out upon the desolate.

This passage (the translation of which will follow later) is one of the
most difficult in all the OT, and the interpretations which have been offered
are almost legion. M remarks that “The history of the exegesis of the
70 Weeks is the Dismal Swamp of OT criticism.” Those who are inter-
ested in studying the history of the interpretations of this passage should
consult the following works:

s

Tue PatrisTic PERIOD

1. L. Knowles, “The Interpretation of the Seventy Weeks of Daniel In
the Early Fathers” in Wth]., Vol. VII, May, 1945, pp. 136-160.

Tur MDLE AGES

1. Zeckler in his Commentary.

THE REFORMATION AND LATER

1. Matthew Pole’s Synopsis.
2. See Zeeckler above,
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ReCENT COMMENTARIES
1. See Bibliography.

In order properly to approach the study of this passage, it will be neces-
sary briefly to state the principal interpretations.

A

The Traditional Messianic Interpretation. This view was stated in its
essentials by Augustine, and has been very fully expounded by Hzvernick
and H. It is also held by Pusey, Wright, Wilson, and is adopted in this
commentary. Since it will be set forth in detail in the exposition, we need
not now do more than mention it. It regards this passage as a prophecy
of the first advent of Christ in the flesh, the central point of which is His
death, and it speaks also of the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans.

B

The second view is one which applies the passage to Antiochus Epiph-
anes. There is a passage in I Mace. (1:54) which is thought by some
(without warrant, 1 believe) to apply this passage to the times of Anti-
ochus, and the LXX also, by means of additions to the text, appears to in-
terpret the passage in the same way. Josephus, however (4ntig. X:11:7)
considers these vv. to refer to the destruction of the city by the Romans,
and this interpretation seems to have been held by the Jews of Jerome’s
time.! Saadia Gaon and later Jews however modified this interpretation.?

Julius Hilarianus (toward the close of the 4th cent.) denied the Mes-
sianic character of the prophecy, and referred it to the desolation of An-
tiochus. He thinks that there are 62 weeks (i.e., 434 years) between the
return under Zerubbabel and Antiochus, an obvious error (see PL: 13, col.
1102 £.).

The following are some of the principal presentations of this inter-
pretation:

a) Maurer divided the prophecy as follows: The 7 sevens are from the
destruction of Jerusalem (588) to Cyrus (538) ; the 62 sevens from Cyrus
to Seleucus (176) and the last seven to Antiochus.

1 Jerome, Com. in loc. Haec loquuntur Hebraei, non magnopere curantes a primo
anno Darii regis Persarum, usque ad extremam subversionem Jerusalem, quae sub
Hadriano eis accidit, supputari Olympiades centum septuaginta quattuor, id est, annos
sexcentos nonaginta sex, qui faciunt hachdomadas Hebraicas nonaginta novem et
annos tres; quando Cochebas dux Judaeorum oppressus est, et Jerusalem usque ad
solum diruta est.” Cf. also Nasir 5; Sanhedrin 11; Kelim 9.

2 Thus Saadia and Rashi referred the anointed one to Cyrus.
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b) Hitzig counts the 7 sevens from the destruction of Jerusalem (588)
to Cyrus (539), the 62 sevens to Onias III (170) and the last seven to
Antiochus.

¢) Behrmann counts the 7 sevens from 606 B.C. to 558 (year of Cyrus’
accession). He then allows the sevens to overlap, by referring the 62
sevens from 606 to 171, the year of Onias’ death, and the last seven from
171 to 165 (164), the year in which the services were reinstated in the
temple. Thus the 7 sevens fall within the period of the 62 sevens, making
a total, as far as the application to history is concerned, not of 70 but of
63 sevens.

d) Prince counts the 7 sevens from 586 to 537 and takes Messiah the
Prince as possibly Joshua the son of Jozadak (Ezra 3:2). The 62 sevens
begin in 537 and reach to c. 174, the error in chronology being due to the
supposed Maccabean author’s ignorance of the chronology of the Persian
period. The last seven ends with the restoration of Temple worship in 164,

The four interpretations above mentioned are merely examples. Essen-
tially this position is adopted by Driver, M, and by the conservative critics
Zeeckler and Stuart. The present writer believes that this non-Messianic
interpretation is utterly inadequate, but must leave the refutation to the
detailed study of the passage. '

c

The Christian Church Exposition. Kliefoth, in his masterful commen-
tary (1868) presents the following view: The sevens are not to be taken
as designating weeks of years, but are merely symbolical numbers. After
the expiration of the 70 years of exile, there is to follow a period of in-
definite length during which the people of God will be brought to sal-
vation, a period which will endure as long as the world and time, indeed,
until the very consummation. This indefinite period is itself divided into
three parts. The first of these, designated as 7 sevens, begins with the
edict of Cyrus (Ezra 1), and extends to the appearance of a Person, an
anointed one who is also a prince, namely Christ (... die ersten 7 unter
diesen 70 Siebenheiten sich von da an bis auf die Erscheinung Eines, der
Priester and Keenig in Einer Person ist, bis auf Christum erstreken sollen),
Following this is the period of 62 sevens. During this time there will be
returning and rebuilding, figurative expressions for the preaching of the
Gospel and the conversion of sinners. This is to occur in afffiction of the
times, which means the changes of fortune and hindrances of the times,
This will continue until the anointed One is cut off. After this period of
62 sevens follows a third in which the Christ will be cut off, ie., in His
position as Messiah will be brought to naught so that He loses all that He
could have, He has no longer any power over the world nor any influence
in it. Then will appear a prince who, opposed to God, will take the po-
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sition of the Messiah as prince. The people of this wicked prince will
destroy God’s city and sanctuary, and war and desolations will continue
unto the end. This last seven comprises the period of the domination of
this prince, the Antichrist. His domination is brought to a close by the
absolute consummation. Thus, according to Kliefoth, this prophecy par-
allels that of chs. 2 and 7. Essentially this position is also adopted by Keil.

D

The Parenthesis Interpretation. The most recent exposition of this
view is by Ironside (The Great Parenthesis, 1943). Tronside places the
terminus a quo of the 70 sevens in the 20th year of Artaxerxes, i.e.,
c. 445 B.C. (Neh. 2). The period of 7 sevens refers to the 49 years during
which Jerusalem was rebuilt, ie., the restoration from the Exile. The
62 sevens begin immediately and bring us down to (most likely) the
Triumphal Entry, after which, within less than a literal week, the Messiah
was cut off. The promises made in v. 24, however, were not fulfilled at
Christ’s first advent, for “Israel did not recognize their Messiah. They
do not know Him yet. as their Sinbearer. Their transgression has not been

finished” (Ironside).

The 70th seven is not to follow the 62 sevens immediately. “Between
the sixty-ninth and the seventieth weeks we have a Great Parenthesis which
has now lasted over nineteen hundred years. The seventieth week has been
postponed by God Himself, who changes the times and the seasons because
of the transgression of the people. As I have put it elsewhere, though
some have objected to the expression, the moment Messiah died on the
cross, the prophetic clock stopped. There has not been a tick upon that
clock for nineteen centuries. It will not begin to go again until the entire

present age has come to an end, and Israel will once more be taken up by
God” (Ironmside).

When the Parenthesis ends and the 70th seven begins, the great Roman
leader appears, pretending at first to be a friend of the Jews. He will
“make a covenant with the nation for seven years, promising them pro-
tection and liberty in religion as they return to their land.” In the midst
of the 70th week, i.e., at the end of 31% years, he will seck to break the
covenant and demand that the Jewish worship cease. For the remainder
of the week will occur the Great Tribulation or time of Jacob’s trouble.
Such, in essence, is the parenthesis view of Ironside. Essentially this pos-
ition is adopted by SRB and Gaebelein. This view is very popular today.

It may be regarded as one form of the Messianic interpretation.

If the reader will carefully study the above interpretations he will be
prepared for the discussion which follows. In the procedure which I
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have adopted, I am guided by Keil in an endeavor “—first of all to ascer-
tain the meaning of the words of each clause and verse, and then, after
determining exegetically the import of the words,” to “take into consider-
ation the historical references and calculations of the periods of time
named” and finally, to present in summary form, that which seems to me
to be the teaching of this remarkable prophecy.

1) vs. 24. The announcement of the seventy sevens.

Vs. 24. Seventy sevens are decreed upon thy people and upon the city of
thy holiness, for restraining the transgression, and completing sin, and
covering iniquity, and for bringing in everlasting righteousness, and for
sealing vision and prophet and anointing a holy of holies. This vs. is a
Divine revelation of the fact that a definite period of time has been decreed
for the accomplishment of all that which is necessary for the true restora-
tion of God’s people from bondage. Seventy sevens]—lit., sevens seventy.
the word sevens—usually translated weeks—is placed first for the sake
of emphasis. It constitutes the great theme of the passage. For the same
reason, the numeral here follows the noun, and does not precede it, as is

_usually the case. The thought of the author may then be paraphrased,
“Sevens—and in fact seventy of them are decreed, etc.” The word sevens
here occurs in the m.pl., whereas it generally has a f.pl. This m.pl. also
appears in Dan. 10:2, 3. The reason for this m. form is not that Dan. is a
late writing (BDB), nor was it likely that the m. was chosen because it
would sound like the word seventy (Rosenmueller—the two words are
spelled with exactly the same consonants), nor is it to indicate that the
usual weeks of seven days are not intended, nor is it to be regarded as an
arbitrary correction (Ewald), since it has already appeared in Gen. 29:27
(in the s.). The form is really a participle meaning besevened, i.e., com-
puted by sevens (so Stuart and H), and here gives evidence of the fact that
the word was originally m. What led Dan. to employ the m. instead of the
{. however, is not clear unless it was for the deliberate purpose of calling
attention to the fact that the word sevens is employed in an unusual sense.
The word means divided into sevens, and generally signifies the most
common of such divisions, namely, the ordinary week of seven days,
e.g., Gen. 29:27 {. and Dan. 10:2,3. In the expression itself there is no
intimation as to the length of time intended. How long, then, is the seven?
In Dan. 10:2, 3 an expression of time, days, is added, so that in this pas-
sage we are to understand ordinary weeks of 7 days each, or perhaps,
three full weeks. Also in Dan. 8:14, where Dan. intends a definite period
of time, he adds an expression “evenings-mornings.”

How then are we to determine the length of that which is designated
by the present word sevens? We can determine this, not from the word
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itself, but only from other considerations. It seems obvious that ordin-
nary weeks of 7 days are not intended. There does appear to be a refer-
ence to the “years” of Jer. which such an interpretation would not satisfy.
Also, the prophecy, upon this view, would become practically meaning-
less. The brief period of 490 days would not serve to meet the needs of
the prophecy, upon any view. Hence, as far as the present writer knows,
this view is almost universally rejected.®

Most expositors find here a week of 7 years duration, a total of 490
years. To support this, various expedients are adopted, but the most con-
vincing is an appeal to the years of Jer. “A reference to these is suffi-
cient to show that seventy ordinary weeks cannot for a moment be thought
of. For what comfort would it have afforded to Daniel, if he had been
told that, as a compensation for the seventy years of desolation, the city
would stand for seventy ordinary weeks, and then be destroyed again?
Moreover Daniel himself must have been able to perceive, from the magni-
tude of the events, which were to take place during this period; that some-
thing more was intended than ordinary weeks” (H).

But this appeal to the years of Jer. does not prove that weeks of years
are intended, and in fact, there is no satisfactory proof of this position.*
Keil, therefore, correctly, I believe, follows Kliefoth in the assumption
that the reference is to “an intentionally indefinite designation of a period
of time measured by the number seven, whose chronological duration
must be determined on other grounds.”®

H would understand the word time before seven, thus, a time of 70
sevens. This, however, is unnecessary. The s. is decreed shows that the
phrase is to be taken in a collective sense. We might paraphrase: “A

3 An exception appears in Wieseler who wrote a dissertation on the 70 weeks in
which he advocated the view that in v. 24 literal weeks were meant, but that in vs.
25 ff. periods of seven years each were intended.

Tn a mimeographed paper by J. Sladen, The Seventy Weeks of Daniel’s Prophecy,
London, 1925, the view is also advocated that the weeks are seven-days in length.

4 Appeal js sometimes made to the sabbatical years (2 Chr. 36:21), but these are
not called weeks.

5 Aalders defends the position that the sevens are not sevens of years but definite
periods (het woord zevental typeert die tijdruimten dan alleen also tijdvakken die in
zichzelf een zekere eenheid vormen) upon the basis of the following: a) The signi-
fication week of years (joarweek) is not found in the O.T.; b) This particular
prophecy contains no indication that the sevens are sevens of years; ¢} The total of
490 years does not fit the needs of the prophecy; d) It is questionable whether in
this Divine revelation a precise chronological reckoning is to be expected (Ik acht
het veel aannemelijker, dat de zeventallen te verstaan zijn van tijdruimten van niet
nauwkeurig bepaalden duur) (op. cit. p. 201).
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period of sevens—even 70 of them—is decreed.” The 70 sevens are thus
to be regarded as a unit.

Is decreed]—i.e., by judicial decision, hence the AV “determined” is
a good rendering. It is God who has decreed this period of time for the
accomplishment of His redemptive purposes. Upon]—or, concerning.
Not that the decree was to lie like a burden upon the people, but that
it was made upon them. M takes it to mean “against” in the sense of legal
debt. But the meaning rather is: “As far as thy people are concerned, a
period of 70 sevens has been decreed for accomplishing their salvation.”

Thy people]—Dan. has just prayed for his people, and the angel ten-
derly acknowledges this love. Even though in ruins, Jerusalem, because
of her past and her future, is the holy city. Gaebelein would restrict the
reference, “Now it must be borne in mind that these things concern ex-
clusively Daniel’s people and not Gentiles but the holy city Jerusalem.”
It is true that the primary reference is to Israel after the flesh, and the
historical Jerusalem, but since this very vs. describes the Messianic work,
it also refers to the true people of God, those who will benefit because of
the things herein described. For restraining]—These phrases express
the purpose why the sevens have been decreed. We may paraphrase: “In
order to finish the transgression, etc., a period of 70 sevens has been
decreed.” This means that the things described, e.g., finishing the trans-
gression, etc., are to occur within and not after the period of 70 sevens.
This latter view might be grammatically possible (so von Lengerke), but
the sequel shows that it is not intended. The very purpose of decreeing
the sevens is to finish the transgression, etc., and the contents of vs. 24
show that these things are to be accomplished before the expiry of the 70
sevens, although the blessings brought about thereby may continue for
long after that expiry.

The 70 sevens are decreed for the purpose of accomplishing six results,
and these six results comprise two groups of three members each, thus:

Negative Positive
1. to restrain the transgression 4. to bring in everlasting right-
2. to complete sin eousness
3. to cover iniquity 5. to seal vision and prophet

6. to anoint a holy of holies

The above arrangement is to be preferred to that of Maurer, Hitzig
and the Massoretes, which finds three statements consisting of two mem-
bers each, This arrangement rests upon a misunderstanding of the mean-
ing of the separate members.
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A. The Negative Resulis to be Accomplished

1. For restraining the transgression]—The interpretation to finish or
complete does not seem justifiable. The original is difficult, but a good
case can be made in defence of the present translation. The thought has
well been expressed by H, “The sin, which has hitherto lain naked and
open before the eyes of the righteous God, will now be shut in, sealed up
and hidden by the God of mercy, so that it may be regarded as no longer
existing; a biblical mode of describing the forgiveness of sins, analogous
to the phrases, ‘hiding the face from sin’ ‘putting away sin.’” The word
transgression combines the ideas of apostasy and rebellion, which the
prophet has already confessed in his prayer (vv. 5-11). The allusion is
not merely to the apostasy and rebellion of the exile, but to all such apos-
tasy and rebellion.

Gaebelein maintains that the phrase has a special meaning for Israel
as a nation, and that the transgression of the Jewish nation has not yet
been finished. This will not have been accomplished until after the ex-
piry of the 70 weeks, and since, according to Gaebelein, the 70th week
has not yet occurred, this particular blessing also has not appeared. Accor-
ding to him, it will appear during the millennium which is to follow the
70th week.

But, as we have pointed out, the period of 70 sevens is decreed in order
to accomplish these blessings. They are to be introduced, then, during
this period, not after it. Now, the work of shutting up sin can only be the
work of God, which is to be performed with the introduction of the other
blessings herein mentioned. This was done by Christ, the Great Deliverer.
He shut up transgression by an act which He performed, namely, His aton-
ing death. This is the only possible meaning of the words. And the trans-
gression which He sealed up is, despite Gaebelein, not merely the trans-
gression of Israel, but transgression generally. The definite article zhe
means that we are to take the reference not to one particular transgres-
sion, but to transgression as such.

The phrase “upon thy people” etc., does not mean that the blessings
described are for the benefit only of the literal nation Israel. Such a
thought is utterly foreign to the universalistic nature of OT prophecy
generally. Rather, the phrase “upon thy people” serves to indicate that
as far as Israel is concerned, a period of 70 sevens has been decreed in
order to bring about blessings which, while having a primary reference
to Israel, do as a matter of fact, characterize the New Dispensation. The
exegesis of the subsequent phrases will support this position.

2. For completing sin]—i.e., for making an end of sin. The word may
be read o seal up sin, and then it is taken in the sense of taking away
(so H), or removed out of sight (Kliefoth, Keil). However, as Bevan
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points out, to seal up sin “elsewhere signifies ‘to reserve it for punish-
ment’ (Job 14:17, cf. Deut. 32:34)”. The word is difficult, but I
here prefer the rendering of the AV. The thought is that an end will be
made of sin as such.

3. And covering iniquity]—In what sense is this covering to be con-
ceived? Not in a literal, but, as Driver rightly indicates, in a moral
sense. Driver sums up the use of the word as follows. If the subject who
covers is a priest, the meaning is to cover the sinner (usually) by means
of a propitiatory sacrifice, hence, to make atonement or reconciliation.
If God is the subject, it means to forgive, i.e., to regard as covered (cf.
Jer. 18:23; Ps. 65:3). In this present instance, it is difficult to make this
distinction, since no subject is mentioned. M in an endeavor to represent
both the religious and legal implications of the verb, translates absolve.
But the phrase may better be rendered, either, to make reconciliation, to
expiate iniquity, or, to pardon iniquity. The thought seems to be either
that the necessary propitiatory sacrifice will be offered and therefore
sin is expiated, or that the necessary propitiatory sacrifice will be offered
and therefore, sin is pardoned or forgiven. Perhaps the best translation,
therefore, is “to make reconciliation for iniquity.”

The iniquity referred to is not any particular iniquity, but iniquity in
general.

To sum up; sin is here pictured as transgression, sins and iniquity.
These three words well represent in its fulness the nature of that curse
which has separated man from God. The first stated purpose of the de-
creeing of the period of 70 sevens is to abolish this curse. It is to be re-
strained, so shut up by God, that it may no longer be regarded as exist-
ing; it is to be brought to an end, that it may no longer be present to
enslave; it is also to be done away, because the guilt which it involves
has been expiated. How is this to be accomplished? The text does not
say, but who, in the light of the NT revelation, can read these words
without coming face to face with that one perfect Sacrifice which was

offered by Him, who “appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Him-
self” (Heb. 9:26b) ?

B. The Positive Results to be Accomplished

1. For bringing in everlasting righteousness]—Together with the taking
away or removal of sin there is a positive unfolding of salvation. Right-
eousness is to be brought in from without. It is to be brought in by God
through the Messiah. This righteousness is not mere prosperity, nor in
any sense of a merely external nature. It is a righteousness that comes
from God (Ps. 85:11.13; Isa. 51:5-8); it (as Keil reminds us) rises as

a sun upon those who fear God (Mal. 4:2) ; it is similar to the everlasting
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salvation of Isa. 45:17 and the eternal inheritance of the righteous of
Isa. 60:21; and corresponds (in its heavenly character of everlasting) to
the eternity of the Messianic kingdom (2:44; 7:18, 27).% It therefore
comprises both external and internal righteousness. It is the righteous-
ness of God which comes from God. More specifically, it is that state of
rightness or right relationship with God which comes to the sinner through
faith in Jesus Christ. It is the blessed condition of “being right” with
God. Hence, this expression very properly corresponds to the first: “in
the place of the absolutely removed transgression is the perfected right-
eousness” (Keil).

2. For sealing vision and prophet]—Many take this action to refer to
the impression of a seal upon a writing so as to accredit it. Thus to seal
up vision, etc., is said to mean that the prophecies are accredited. Some
believe that the reference is to this particular prophecy of the 70 sevens.

This use of to seal, however, does not appear to be supported from the
OT. The reference is not to accrediting the prophecy, but to sealing it up
so that it will no longer appear. Iis functions are finished, and it is not
henceforth needed.

This is not done by way of punishment to Israel (Mauro) but be-
cause the period of prophecy is now at an end. Keil thinks that this ex-
tinction of prophecy is not to be sought in the period of Christ’s first
advent, since that concluded only OT prophecy. NT prophecy and its
fulfillment are vet to be sealed up. Hence, Keil believes that this prophecy
is to be fulfilled in the future.

However, the particular description herein chosen very clearly refers
to the OT period. Vision was a technical name for revelation given to the
OT prophets (cf. Isa. 1:1, Amos 1:1, etc.) The prophet was the one
through whom this vision was revealed to the people. The two words,
vision and prophet, therefore, serve to designate the prophetic revelation
of the OT period. This revelation was of a temporary, preparatory, typi-
cal nature. It pointed forward to the coming of Him who was the great
Prophet (Deut. 18:15). When Christ came, there was no further need of
prophetic revelation in the OT sense.

This fifth clause seems to stand over against the second, for completing
sin. When sin is brought to an end by the appearance of the Messiah, so
prophecy, which had predicted His coming and His saving work, is no
longer needed. It has fulfilled its task and is therefore sealed up.

3. Anointing a holy of holies]—lit., holiness of holinesses. The refer-
ence is not to the dedication of the temple which was built by Zerubbabel,

8 “This righteousness is called an eternal righteousness, both on account of its
origin in the eternal counsel of the eternal God, and also because of its eternal
duration, in contradistinction to the transitory gifts of righteousness and grace under
the Old Testament, and to everything that is created and subject to decay” (H).



A COMMENTARY — IX : 2427 201

nor to the consecration of the altar of burnt offering which had been dese-
crated by Antiochus (I Macc. 4:54). Nor, with Keil and Kliefoth, can
we apply it to the consummation, the holy city, the heavenly Jerusalem
(Rev. 21:1-27).

The words refer to the anointing of the Messiah. Since the phrase oc-
curs without the definite article, it means @ most holy thing. In what
sense, then, may this be applied to Christ? In the OT the anointing oil
was a symbol of the Spirit of God (Zech. 4). Thus, in I Sam. 10:1ff.
after anointing Saul, Samuel says to him, “—The Lord hath anointed
thee”—“And the Spirit of the Lord comes upon thee—" Cf. Isa. 61:1,
“—The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because the Lord hath anointed
me—.” Hence, it may be concluded with H, “—the anointing of a Holy
of Holies can only denote the communication of the Spirit to Christ, to
which prominence is given in other prophecies of the Old Testament, as
a distinguishing characteristic of the Messiah.”

The six items presented in this vs. are all Messianic. This fact settles
the terminus ad quem of the prophecy. The termination of the 70 sevens
coincides then, not with the times of Antiochus, nor with the end of the
present age, the 2nd Advent of our Lord, but with His 1st Advent. “For
when our Lord ascended into heaven and the Holy Spirit descended, there
remained not one of the six items of Daniel 9:24 that was not fully
accomplished” (Mauro).

2. vv.25.27. The three divisions of the 70 sevens.
Vs. 25. And thou shalt know and understand, from the going forth of a

word to restore and to build Jerusalem unto an anointed one, a prince
(is) seven sevens and sixty two sevens; it shall be built again street and
moat (?) and in affliction of the times. Dan. is bid to know and under-
stand, not to mark well. The phrase is similar in import to our Lord’s
“whoso readeth, let him understand,” etc. Such expressions indicate that
the message is difficult and requires a mind that is well acquainted in
understanding spiritual truths. From the going forth]—This phrase has
reference to the issuance of the word, not from a Persian ruler but from
God.” God is the Author of this word; He has determined the length of
the time until the things prophesied in vs. 24 shall be completed. In vs. 23
also this same phrase occurs to describe the issuance of a Divine word.
It seems difficult, therefore to assume that here, two vv. later, another sub-
ject should be introduced without some mention of the fact. This issuance
of the word is, in itself, an invisible event, yet as H correctly points out,
the effects of such an issuance must have appeared upon this earth. “As

7 The translation of the AV, “—the going forth of the commandment” is mis-
leading. The text does not mention a2 commandment.
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the covenant people were then subject to the Persian king, we naturally
expect to find an echo of 'the word of God in the edict of a Persian
meonarch” (H).

When, therefore, do we find the people beginning to return and build
Jerusalem? What, in other words, is the terminus a quo of this prophecy?

1) M. The word which was issued was that of the Lord to Jer. (vs. 2).

There are here two interpretations of this prophecy. One regards it as
7 x 7 years in length and finds its fulfillment in the return from Exile.
The other, a secondary interpretation, was adopted because Jer.’s prophecy
had failed of fulfillment. Hence, Jer.’s 70 years were taken symbolically,
as 70 year-weeks. This theory would then place the going forth of the
word in 586 B.C.

However, it is perfectly clear that in 586 B.C. no word went forth to
restore and to build Jerusalem.

2) Behrmann places the year as 606 B.C., but against this also it must
be objected that no word went forth in that year such as that herein
described.

3) H, followed by Gaebelein, Sir Robert Anderson and many others
take the year 445 B.C. as that in which the word went forth. This is the
20th year of Artaxerxes (Neh. 2). To support this position H shows
that the actual restoration of Jerusalem was not commenced before the
time of Neh., but was begun by Neh. himself.

However, well elaborated as this theory is, there are certain fatal ob-
jections to it. For one thing, the prophet Haggai (about 70 years before
445 B.C.) spoke of the people dwelling in ceiled houses in Jerusalem
(Haggai 1:2-4). Also, the Lord definitely prophecies of Cyrus that he
will build the city (Isa. 45:1, 13; 44:28).

4) The word which went forth became evident in history during the
first year of Cyrus. This seems to be the year (538-7 B. C.) in which the
exile came to an end, and a new order of things appeared. Thus, in Dan.
1:21 we are told that Dan.—the great statesman at the Babylonian court,
the court of that nation which oppressed Israel —continued until the first
year of Cyrus. This was the year of the great change, as far as Israel was
concerned. Also, it was in this year that the great edict of liberation was
issued, the edict whch marked the formal termination of the exile (Ezra
1:1-4). This edict, furthermore, was issued in fulfillment of the prophecy
of Jer., and it speaks expressly of going to Jerusalem and building there
the temple—the first and most important step in the rebuilding of the city.
In this connection also one should consider the prophecies of Isa. 44:28
in which Cyrus is described as “saying to Jerusalem, Thou shalt be built;
and to the temple, Thy foundation shall be laid.” Likewise Isa. 45:13
declares of Cyrus, “he shall build my city, and he shall let go my captives.”
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Lastly, it should be noted that the book of Ezra pictures Jerusalem as an
existing city (cf. Ezra 4:12, 9:9).

It cannot be denied that this was the year in which the effects of the
going forth of a word began to appear in history. Cyrus issued the decree
which brought an end to the exile and again turned the Jews toward Jeru-
salem. It is not justifiable to distinguish too sharply between the building
of the city and the building of the temple. Certainly, if the people had
received permission to return to Jerusalem to rebuild the temple, there
was also implied in this permission to build for themselves homes in
which to dwell. There is no doubt whatever but that the people thus
understood the decree (cf. Haggai 1:2-4). The edict of Cyrus mentions
the temple specifically, because that was the religious center of the city,
that which distinguished it as the holy city of the Jews. If, therefore, we
are to discover in history the effects of the going forth of a Divine word
we discover them first appearing during the first year of Cyrus the king,
and this year is thus to be regarded as the terminus a quo of the 70 sevens.
So_Calvin, Kliefoth, Keil, and lately, Mauro also, has very ably presented
this view. To restore and to build Jerusalem]—These words state the
purpose for which the word went forth. Not, to build again M, for the
words to restore should not be taken as an auxiliary verb meaning again.
The words mean literally, to cause to bring back. The object of the verb
is Jerusalem, thus, to cause to bring back (Jerusalem) and to build Jeru-
salem, i. e., to restore the city to its former condition. This does not
necessarily include the complete restitution (as H argues) but merely the
beginning of such restitution. The words #o build in distinction from o
restore “denotes the building after restoring, and includes the constant
preservation in good building condition, as well as the carrying forward
of the edifice beyond its former state” (Keil). Unto an anointed one, a
prince]—These words set forth the terminus ad quem of the 7 and 62
sevens. The meaning is not an anointed prince, nor tll a prince is
anointed but unto an anointed one who is at the same time a prince. In
the OT kings and priests were anointed, and hence we are to think of
one who is not only a priest (anointed one) but also a king (prince).®
The reference, therefore, is not to Cyrus (Driver) for he was not a theo-
cratic king but a heathen. (It is true, as H says, that “there is only one
heathen king to whom the expression is applied, namely Cyrus, who is
called ‘anointed’ in Isa. 45:1, not as a king merely, but on account of the
remarkable relation which he sustained to the church [a relation unparal-
leled in history],—on account of the gifts, with which he was endowed by

8 There is no recorded instance in the OT of the anointing of a prophet. The only

exception seems to be I K. 19:16. In this passage Elijah was commanded to anoint
Elisha, but he seems never to have done so. Cf. also Ps. 105:15 and Isa. 61:1.
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God for the good of the church,—on account of his possessing the first
elements of the true knowledge of God, as his edict in the Book of Ezra
clearly shows,—and lastly on account of the typical relation in which he
stood to the author of a still higher deliverance, namely the Messiah him-
self”’). However, the deliberate antithesis between the prince in this vs.
and the heathen prince in vs. 26 shows that here a theocratic ruler is in-
tended. Again, the reference is not to Onias III because he was not a
prince. Stuart confesses inability to discover the reference, “That some
distinguished personage is meant, can hardly be questioned. Who it is, or
when he was to appear, are questions, as we have seen, which cannot
easily be solved by any history known to us.”

The fact is that there is only One in history who fully satisfies the two
essential requisites of the theocratic king, Jesus who is the Messiah (see
Zech. 6:13; Ps. 110:4; John 4:25). He was anointed and appointed a
Prince as was required and this in a most perfect manner. “These requi-
sites are here attributed to Him as predicates, and in such a manner that
the being anointed goes before the being a prince, in order to make promi-
nent the spiritual, priestly character of His royalty, and to designate Him,
on the ground of the prophecies, Isa. 61:1-3 and 55:4, as the person by
whom “the ‘sure mercies of David’ (Isa 55:3) shall be realized by the
covenant people” (Keil).

Dan. therefore was to look for the one who at the same time was both
an anointed one and a prince (the definite article is missing) and when
such a one appeared, the prophecy would be fulfilled.

Seven sevens and sixty-two sevens]—the length of time between the
terminus a quo of the prophecy and the appearance of an anointed one,
a prince. The interpretation of these words is, to my mind, the most diffi-
cult point in this prophecy.

The Mas. pointing® separates between the two periods, and if this point-
ing is to be followed, the vs. should be translated thus:

“And thou shalt know and understand from the going forth of a word to
restore and to build Jerusalem unto an anointed one, a prince, (is) seven
sevens: and (for the space of) sixty and two sevens it shall be built again
street and moat (?) and in affliction of the times.” Thus we get the fol-
lowing:

Terminus o quo _— Terminus ad quem
Going forth of a word <— 7 sevens »—> an anointed one, a prince.

9 The Masoretes were Jewish scholars who supplied the consonants of the Hebrew
text with vowel points and accents, some of which had the force of marks of punc-
tuation. After the word sevens they have placed an accent called Athnach, which
often—not always—marks the principal break in a sentence.
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Upon this construction are based the following interpretations:

1. That which would terminate the 7 sevens with Cyrus. The terminus
@ quo would then be the destruction of Jerusalem (c. 586 B. C. variously
dated by different writers). However, the exegesis has already shown
that c. 586 no word went forth to restore the city and Cyrus cannot rightly
be described as an anointed one, a prince.

2. The view of Behrmann, that 606 B. C. is terminus e quo both of the
7 sevens and the 62 sevens. This also must be rejected for the same rea-
sons as the preceding view. In addition it introduces an overlapping,
which is not warranted. The 62 sevens are conceived of as following, not
coinciding with or overlapping the 7 sevens.

3. The view of Keil and Kliefoth that the 7 sevens extend from Cyrus to
Christ. There is nothing inherently objectionable in this except that vs.
25b is then made to extend from the 1st advent of Christ to the consum-
mation, and this is contrary to the Messianic character of vs. 24.

If the Mas. pointing be retained, it may be regarded merely as serving
to indicate, not the principal division of the sentence, but simply that the
two phrases are not to be connected, thus

“seven sevens — and sixty and two sevens,”

It may be that the Mas. pointing is in error, as I think it certainly is in
vs. 24. At any rate, this violent separation of the two periods is out of
harmony with the context. Furthermore, I question whether it is really in
accord with the rules of Heb, syntax to render, “(for the space of) sixty-
two sevens,” i. e., as an acc. of duration (See, however, Kliefoth). It is
best, therefore, to understand (although I am painfully aware of the diffi-
culties) the text as stating that between the terminus a quo and the
appearance of an anointed one, a prince, is a period of 69 sevens which
is divided into two periods of unequal length, 7 sevens and 62 sevens.
To what, then, do these two subdivisons have reference? The 7 sevens
apparently has reference to the time which should elapse between the is-
suance of the word and the completion of the city and temple; roughly,
to the end of the period of Ezra and Neh.'® The 62 sevens follows this
period. In vs. 25 these 62 sevens are not characterized, but in vs. 26 we
are told what will happen after the expiry of the 62 sevens. The 62 sevens

10 H points out the suitableness of the 7 sevens to designate this period. “Accord-
ing to the Mosaie decrees, the year of praice or jubilee, the welcome period of restora-

tion to all the wretched, returned at the end of every seven weeks of years” (ef. Lev.
25:8,10,13).
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therefore have reference to the period which follows the age of Fzra and
Neh. to the time of Christ.

It may be objected that 7 x 7 years or 49 years from the lst year of
Cyrus would not be long enough to include the days of Ezra and Nehe-
miah. True enough, but the burden of proof rests with those who insist
that sevens of years are intended. Of this I am not convinced. If the
sevens be regarded merely as a symbolical number, the difficulty disap-
pears.

1t shall be built again]—H would translate “restored and built is the
street, and firmly determined.” Behrmann thinks that the words street and
moat are two proper names. The “street” was probably near the temple
and the “moat” the Tyropoean valley, though why these two places
should be mentioned, Behrmann does not know. Probably, however, the
translation which we have given should stand. The word “moat” means
a trench and the two words taken together present a picture of the com-
plete restoration of the city.

In affliction of the times]—This was well illustrated by the oppression
and opposition which God’s people suffered during the times of Fzra and
Nehemiah (Cf. Neh. 4:1 ff; 6:1 ff.; 9:36, 37). Kliefoth and Keil refer
this to the spiritual building of the City of God.

Vs. 26. And after the sixty and two sevens there will be cut off an
anointed one, and there is naught for him; and the city and the sanctuary
shall destroy (them) the people of a prince who will come, and its end
(is) with an overflow, and unto the end (is) war, determined are desola-
tions. In vs. 25 Dan. set forth the distinguishing characteristic of the 7
sevens, namely, the rebuilding of the city. He now exhibits the distin-
guishing characteristic of the 62 sevens, namely, that it is the period
which must intervene between the building of the city and the cutting
off of an anointed one. After the 62 sevens, two events are to occur, 1)
the cutting off of the Messiah and 2) the destruction of the city. This vs.
does not state how long after the 62 sevens these things will take place but
from vs. 27 we learn that the cutting off of the anointed one occurs in the
middle of the 70th seven. The destruction of the city takes place after the
expiry of the 70 sevens.

Cut off]|—The word is used of the death penalty, Lev. 7:20; and refers
to a violent death, unless some further explanation is given (e. g., cut off
from the congregation of Israel). It is used, as H points out, of the
fate of the ungodly, e. g., Ps. 37:9. Hence, in the present passage it means
“cut off by death.”

An anointed one]—The definite article is omitted, intentionally, it
would seem, in order to show the identity of the anointed with that men-

tioned in vs. 25. The reference cannot possibly be to Onias III (e. g., M
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and Driver). Such an interpretation is based upon the erroneous assump-
tion that the 7 sevens began either in 606 or 586 B. C., and both of these
dates are untenable. Driver argues that the “Messiah” of vs. 26 cannot
be the same as the one in vs. 25, because he lived 62 sevens after him.
But such a statement rests upon the assumption that only 7 sevens elapsed
between the going forth of a word and the anointed one, and this supposi-
tion, as we have sought to indicate, is incorrect.

In reading this description, we are reminded of the language of Isaiah
—*"he was cut off from the land of the living” (53:8). As H indicates,
the word “anointed one” is unintelligible when taken by itself. It can be
understood only in connection with “an anointed one, a prince” of vs.
25. The old evangelical interpretation is that which alone satisfies the
requirements of the case. The “anointed one” is Jesus Christ, who is cut
off by His death upon the Cross of Calvary. And he has nought]—lit.,
and there is not to him. These words are exceedingly difficult, but they
seem to indicate that all which should properly belong to the Messiah, He
does not have when He dies. This is a very forceful way of setting forth
His utter rejection, both by God and man. “We have no king but Cesar,”
cried the Jews. “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” were
the words from the Cross. In that hour of blackness He had nothing, noth-
ing but the guilt of sin of all those for whom He died. Utterly forsaken, He
was cut off. Keil and Kliefoth, in accordance with their theory, think that
the reference is to the time in the history of the Church, when wickedness
shall become so strong that the Messiah will lose His influence over the
world, even His place and function as Messiah. And the city and sanc-
tuary]—These words are the objects of the verb and are placed first for
the sake of emphasis. People of a prince]—In consequence of the cutting
off of the Messiah the people of a coming prince will destroy the city and
sanctuary. This prince is not Christ (Tertullian), nor is it Antiochus.
For, in addition to the many objections which prevail against such an
interpretation of the prophecy, it may be noted that the Greek armies did
not completely destroy the city in a physical sense (cf. I Mace. 1:31 ff.).
Keil and Kliefoth refer the words to the Antichrist. However, it seems
most likely that the “people” are the Romans, and the prince who is to
come is Titus Vespasianus. Who will come]—i. e., either in the future
as a new person or, as is more likely, in a hostile sense, as an invader, as
in 1:1. Its end (is) with an overflow]—The word overflow suggests an
overwhelming flood. Cf. Nah. 1:8 where it is used of the outpouring of
Divine wrath. What is the antecedent of its? Some refer it to the anointed
one, others to the prince. Probably it is best taken as referring to the end
of the destruction as such. Thus H translates, “and it will end in the
flood.” The destruction will be of such a nature that it will end in a
mighty overflow. Unto the end]—The general sense seems to be clear;
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although the precise relationship of the words one to another is difficult
to determine. Unto the end of the destruction war and desolation will
continue. Are we to read, however, “and unto the end (is) war, desola-
tions are determined,” or “and unto the end of war, determined with
desolations”? Probably the first is to be preferred. Keil rightly expresses
the thought, “Till the end war will be, for desolations are irrevocably
determined by God,” and H very justifiably remarks, “It is no passing
hostile invasion that is here referred to, like that which occurred in the
time of Antiochus Epiphanes; but one in which the city and the temple
would be completely destroyed.”

Vs. 27. And he shall cause to prevail a covenant for the many one seven,
and in the midst of the seven he shall cause sacrifice and oblation to cease,
and upon the wing of abominations (is) one making desolate, and until
end and that determined shall pour upon the desolate. The final seven
and the end. The first question to be answered is, Who causes the cove-
nant to prevail? Several answers have been suggested:

1) The subject is indefinite, “it.” (Fuller).

2) The prince of vs. 26 (Zoeckler, Maurer, Kliefoth, etc.) This prince
is thought to be:

a) Antiochus—*. . . the allusion will be to the manner in which
Antiochus found apostate Jews ready to cooperate with him in his efforts
to extirpate their religion” (Driver), and cf. T Mace. 1:11.15. “The
clever diplomacy whereby Ant. made his bargain with the worldly
majority, at least of the aristocracy, in Jerusalem” (M).

b) The prince is Antichrist who “shall impose on the mass of the
people a strong covenant that they should follow him and give themselves
to him as their God” (Keil).

¢) The prince is the “little horn” of Dan. 7, who will make a cove-
nant with the Jews at the beginning of the 70th week (Gaebelein, SRB).

3) The subject is “one week” (H. Havernick, Th. Hitzig), ie., “one
week will confirm the covenant to the many.”

4) The subject is Messiah, “and he, i. e., Messiah, will cause to pre-
vail, etc.” This is the view which seems to be most tenable. To construe
“prince” as subject, does not appear to be the most natural reading, for
the word occupies only a subordinate position even in vs. 26, where it is
not even the subject of a sentence. The city and sanctuary are to be
destroyed, not by a prince, but by the people of that prince. The people
are in a more prominent position than is the prince. Furthermore, the
phrase, and its end in vs. 26 need not refer to the prince but more likely
to the end of the destruction as such. The phrase of the prince in vs. 26
is in such a subordinate position that it is extremely unlikely that we are
to regard it as antecedent of “he will confirm.”
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Furthermore, this entire passage is Messianic in nature, and the Messiah
is the leading character. The general theme of the passage, introduced
in vs. 24, is surely Messianic. The blessings therein depicted were brought
about by the Messiah and they form their climax in the “anointing” of
a holy of holies. Furthermore, in vs. 25 the appearance of the Messiah
is the great terminus ad quem of the 69 sevens. They lead up to Him, who
is their goal. The exposition has shown how utterly impossible it is to
refer this vs. (25) to Antiochus. In vs. 26 two principal themes are
introduced: 1) the death of the Messiah and 2) the consequent destruc-
tion of the city and sanctuary by a people of a prince (not the prince)
who will come. In this vs. therefore, the principal characters are the
Messiah and the people—not the prince. As the exposition will endeavor
to bring out, what is related in vs. 27 also has reference to the Messiah.

He shall cause to prevail a covenant]—The writer does not mean to
say that he will make a covenant. The ordinary idiom to express such a
thought is “to cut a covenant,” and this idiom is not used here. Now, if
the writer had wished to state that a covenant would be made, why did he
not employ the ordinary Hebrew idiom for expressing such a thought?
Why did he use this strange phrase “cause to prevail” which appears in
only one other passage of the OT, Ps. 12:4? Hence, we must conclude
with Allis, “It is a mistake to say that these words speak of the making of
a seven-year covenant, and to infer that the maker of it cannot be the
Messiah whose covenant is an everlasting covenant.” The reference,
therefore, is not to the making of a covenant but to a covenant which has
already been made. The following interpretations are thereby excluded:

1) Any bargains which Antiochus may have made with the majority
of the Jews. The facts are as follows:

11. “In those days came there forth out of Israel transgressors
of the law, and persuaded many, saying, Let us go and
make a covenant with the Gentiles that are round about us;
for since we were parted from them many evils have be-
fallen us.

12. And the saying was good in their eyes.

13. And certain of the people were forward herein and went to
the king, and he gave them licence to do after the ordi-
nances of the Gentiles.

14. And they built a place of exercise in Jerusalem according to
the laws of the Gentiles; and they made themselves uncir-
cumcised, and forsook the holy covenant, and joined
themselves to the Gentiles, and sold themselves to do evil”
(I Mage. 1:11-14).
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The above passage teaches that certain transgressors suggested making
a covenant with the nations round about. Their language is reminiscent
of Judges 2:2 and may mean, not the formal ratification of some cove-
nant, but simply a determination to follow the Gentile way of life.

Antiochus gave his royal permission for the Jews to do this, for without
such permission they could not have introduced these heathen innova-
tions. Antiochus, therefore, does not make any covenant, nor does he
cause any covenant to prevail, unless his granting permission to the Jews
to Hellenize be considered as causing a covenant to prevail. However,
since the covenant of Dan. 9:27 is to be regarded as already in existence,
how can it possibly apply to Antiochus? Without fear of successful con-
tradiction it may be said that Antiochus did not cause any covenant to
prevail. Those who caused the covenant (if it was a real covenant and
not a mere intention to imitate the Greeks) with the nations to prevail
were certain transgressors and not Antiochus. Furthermore, the covenant
(even granting that the word may be used in this broad sense) could not
have been said to prevail for one week. At first Antiochus used strata-
gem, but later abandoned this for force. The reference to him, therefore,
must be rejected.

2) The view of Kliefoth that the Antichrist will make a pseudo-reli-
gious covenant with the mass whose love has grown cold. This he will
accomplish, not through sacrifice but through power. This is to occur
after the 62 sevens, i. e., toward the close of the present age. However,
the emphasis in this position appears to be upon the making of a cove-
nant, Basically, therefore, this view does not do justice to the language
of the text. Furthermore, as the exposition has shown, it must be rejected
also on other grounds.

3) The view that the prince is not Titus but the little horn of Dan. 7, a
prince of the revived Roman empire. Thus:

“This covenant the Roman prince will make with the many, not with
all the Jews™ (Gaebelein). It is said to be a covenant with death and an
agreement with hell, Isa. 28:15, 18.

“The one who makes the seven-year covenant is the Roman Prince, the
one ‘that shall come’” (McClain).

“If the events of Daniel’s seventieth week are future, it is clear that the
person who makes the covenant must be the wicked character who is the
persecutor of all who will not worship him. The ‘many’ with whom the
covenant is made can be, on the basis of the context, only Israel, still in
unbelief” (Walvoord).

“Daniel’s ‘prince that shall come’, our Lord’s ‘abomination’, and Paul’s
‘man of sin,’ all refer to the same person. He is a ruler, in political sov-
ereignty over regions which include Jerusalem, for he makes a covenant
with ‘many’, who can only be unbelieving Jews in Jerusalem, permitting
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the restoration of the temple service (‘sacrifice and oblation’, Dan, 9:27)
for one ‘week’” (Scofield).

“In the last days when God takes Israel up again and is about to bring
them into fullness of blessing, a Roman prince will arise who will make
a covenant with the nation for seven years, promising them protection
and liberty in religion as they return to their land” (Ironside).

All of the above statements fall to the ground, because they read into
the text what does not belong there. All speak of the making of a cove-
nant, whereas the text says nothing whatsoever about this. Furthermore,
vs. 26 states that the city and sanctuary will be destroyed by the people of
a prince that will come. All of the above writers believe that the allusion
is to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans. The destroying people
are the Romans, but the prince is not Titus, not a prince of the historical
Roman empire but of a future, revived Roman empire. It therefore fol-
lows, upon this view, that the people belong to a prince who will not ap-
pear for years (nearly 2000 have already elapsed) after they themselves
have perished. But how can this be? How can the Roman armies of
Titus possibly be regarded as belonging to a prince who has not even yet
appeared? This interpretation can be adopted only because of extreme
exegetical necessity.

As may be seen from the following quotations, various methods are
used to escape the difficulty. Thus:

“Now the people who are here in view are the Romans. Out of the
Roman empire there shall arise in the future a prince” (Gaebelein).

““And since it is now a matter of history that Jerusalem was destroyed
in A.D. 70 by the Roman people, not by the Jewish people, it follows
that ‘the prince that shall come’ cannot be the Jewish Messiah but is some
great prince who will arise out of the Roman Empire” (McClain).

“The people represented here can be none other than those of Rome.
The “prince of the people’ is accordingly a Roman prince” (Walvoord).

“And now we know from whence he will come, for it was his ‘people’,
the Romans, who were the destroyers” (Scofield).

“He however (i.e., the prince) has not appeared yet, but hls people,
that is, the Roman people were used as the scourge of God to punish
Israel for their sins, and they destroyed Jerusalem and the Temple of
Jehovah” (Ironside).

These quotations will serve to give a good idea of the relation in which
the prince and the people, are conceived (by the advocates of this hypo-
thesis) as standing, Most of these statements appear to be based upon the
assumption that since the prince will arise out of the Roman empire he
will therefore be a Roman. In other words, he is, as Walvoord puts it
“prince of the people”. But the emphasis in vs. 26 is not upon a prince
from the people, but upon the people who belong to the prince. This prince,
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therefore, must be one who rules over these people, who can truly say
that they are his. In other words, he must be their contemporary, alive
when they are alive. We cannot, by any stretch of the imagination, legiti-
mately call the army of George Washington the army of a general, and
by that general have reference to Eisenhower. The armies of Washington
are in no sense Eisenhower’s armies. And the fact that Eisenhower was
born in America many years after the time of Washington’s armies does
not in the least permit us to say that they are his armies. The people who
destroyed the city and the prince that should come (if should come is
future, it is future from the standpoint of Dan., not of the destroying
people) are contemporaries. Otherwise, the language makes no sense.
And if the prince is a contemporary of his people, then the antecedent
of “he shall cause to prevail” cannot be some prince other than that men-
tioned in vs. 26.

This view, therefore, that a future Roman prince is to make a covenant
with the Jews must be abandoned.

In what sense, however, may it be said that the Messiah causes a cove-
nant to prevail for many? The answer to this question, it would seem,
is to be found in the fact that the Messiah during His earthly ministry
and by means of His active and passive obedience to the Law of God, did
fulfill the terms of that covenant which was in olden times made with
Abraham and his seed. Romans 15:8 speaks of this covenant as “the
promises made unto the fathers.”

This covenant which was made with the fathers is generally called
the Covenant of Grace. Thus, the Westminster Confession rightly says
(7:3), “Man by his fall having made himself incapable of life by that
covenant (i.e., the Covenant of Works), the Lord was pleased to make a
second,'* commonly called the Covenant of Grace: whereby he freely
offereth unto sinners life and salvation by Jesus Christ, requiring of them
faith in him, that they may be saved;!? and promising to give unto all
those that are ordained unto life his Holy Spirit, to make them willing
and able to believe.®

5) “This covenant was differently administered in the time of the law,
and in the time of the gospel; under the law it was administered by prom-
ises, prophecies, sacrifices, circumcision, the paschal lamb, and other
types and ordinances delivered to the people of the Jews, all foresigni-
fying Christ to come, which were for that time sufficient and efficacious
through the operation of the Spirit, to instruct and build up the elect in

11 Gal. 3:21; Romans 3:20, 21; 8:3; Gen. 3:15; See Isa. 42:6.
12 John 3:16; Romans 10:6, 9; Rev. 22:17.
13 Acts 13:48; Ezek. 36:26, 27; John 6:37, 44, 45; I Cor. 12:3.
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faith in the promised Messiah, by whom they had full remission of sins,
and eternal salvation; and is called the Old Testament.”

Thus, our Lord fulfilled the terms of this Covenant of Grace, that upon
the basis of His finished work, life and salvation might be freely offered
to sinners. This explanation, and this alone, fits the Heb. text. The lan-
guage here employed is obviously based upon the ordinary Heb. idiom
which is used to describe the making of a covenant, Thus:

To Cut A Covenant With (For) — To Make A Covenant
To Cause A Covenant To Prevail For — To Make A Covenant Efficacious

This covenant is caused to-prevail for the many. Thus a contrast is
introduced between He and the Many, a contrast which appears to reflect
upon the great Messianic passage, Isa. 52:13-53:12 and particularly 53:11.
Although the entire nation will not receive salvation, the many will re-
ceive it. Here, the particular reference appears to be to the Israelitish
believers “for the period up to the stoning of Stephen, or perhaps, in
mercy, until the time of the destruction of Jerusalem, at which time the
‘new covenant’, which was in fact only the full unfolding of the old cove-
nant and made no distinction between Jew and Gentile, went fully into

effect through the destruction of the temple and of Jewish national exis-
tence” (Allis).

When Do the Events of the Seventieth Seven Occur?

According to McClain, “—the Seventieth Week does not immediately
foliow the Sixty-ninth Week, but there is a great parenthesis of time be-
tween these two which has already lasted for over nineteen hundred years,
and therefore the Seventieth Week still lies in the future.”

“Between the sixty-ninth and the seventieth weeks we have a Great
Parenthesis which has now lasted over nineteen hundred years” (Iron-
side),

“Between the sixty-ninth week, after which Messiah was cut off, and
the seventieth week, within which the ‘little horn’ of Dan. 7, will run his
awful course, intervenes this entire Church-age” (SRB).

“With this event (i.e., the rejection of the Messiah), as we have seen,
the 69th week closed and an indefinite period of unreckoned time fol-
lows; when that is expired the last prophetic week of seven years will
bégin and run its appointed course” (Gaebelein).

According to the “Parenthesis” or “Gap” theory, therefore, the 69
weeks came to a close at some point during the earthly ministry of Christ.
This point is often regarded, particularly since the appearance of Sir
Robert Anderson’s work, as the Triumphal Entry of our Lord (thus,
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Gaebelein, Walvoord, McClain). Ironmside is not dogmatic on the subject,
and SRB merely says “—we are brought to the time of Christ. Prophetic
time is invariably so near as to give full warning, so indeterminate as to
give no satisfaction to mere curiosity (cf. Mt. 24:36; Acts 1:7).”

The arguments which are generally employed to support this position
are the following:

1) The events of vs. 26 are said to take place after the sixty and two
sevens of vs. 25. These events however (the cutting off of the Messiah and
the destruction of the city and sanctuary) do not occur during the 70th
seven but before it. It is the mention of these events of vs. 26 which is

said to demand the presence of a gap or parenthesis between the 69th
and 70th seven. Thus:

vs. 25 vs. 26 vs, 27
7 sevens and 62 Messiah cut off Confirming of
sevens Destruction of city covenant
and sanctuary
69 sevens Parenthesis 70th seven

2) the events of vs. 24 have not yet been fulfilled. The 70 sevens, there-
fore, cannot yet have run their course and the 70th seven must be in the
future.

3) “An unseen gap in prophetic time is not at all an unusual phenom-
enon in Old Testament prophecy” (McClain). McClain appeals to Isa.
9:6; Zech. 9:9-10; Isa. 61:1, 2.

4) Christ, by speaking of the abomination of desolation (Mait. 24:15),
showed that the 70th seven was yet future.

These arguments are taken from McClain who has written one of the
most attractive and cogent expositions of the Parenthesis Theory. In
reply it may be said:

At first sight, the theory that a gap which already is nearly 2000 years
in length (i.e., four times the length of the entire prophecy itself) should
intervene between the last two sevens is surely surprising. Its startling
character appears the more clearly when it is represented by a diagram

49 years | 440 years [ GAP—2000 years 1 1 year
L THE SEVENTY SEVENS '

Secondly, since there is no gap between the lst period (7 sevens) and
the 2nd (62 sevens), it comes as somewhat of a shock to learn that such
a tremendously long gap must occur between the last two sevens.

These, however, are but general impressions. They have their place,
certainly, but the question must finally be resolved upon the basis of
exegesis alone.
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1. It is true that the two events of vs. 26 are said to take place after
the sixty and two sevens. However, if is not said that the events of vs. 27
oceur after those of vs. 26. This is mere assumption. The exposition has
already shown that the whole picture of a coming Roman prince who
makes a covenant for one week with the Jews is based upon an incorrect
interpretation of the Heb. Since vs. 26 declares that the Messiah is cut
off (i.e., by death), He must cause the covenant to prevail before he dies
or at least at the same time that He dies. The action of causing the cove-
nant to prevail, therefore, belongs to the 70th seven and is contemporan-
eous with the death of the Messiah (vs. 26) ; which is to be placed in that
70th seven. If this be so, there certainly is no reason for assuming that
the 70th seven does not immediately follow the sixty-two.

The destruction of the city and the sanctuary also follows the sixty
and two sevens. However, it does not occur within the compass of the
last seven. It is a detail of information which is added that the Jews may
know what will befall their city consequent upon the death of the Messiah.
Two events, therefore, are mentioned in vs. 26. One of these, as vs. 27
shows, belongs to the 70th seven; the other does not.

2) As the exposition has already shown, the events of vs. 24 have been
fulfilled. The dispensationalists, however, press upon the language of this
vs. a literal interpretation which the words were not intended to bear.
Thus, e.g., the phrase “for restraining transgression” would have to mean
the complete eradication of transgression. This, however, would be
strange, for the dispensationalists insist that following the 70th seven there
is to be the millennium when sin, although held down, will nevertheless
be present.

3) Even if the passages to which McClain appealed did contain a gap—
and they do not—this would not in itself prove that there was a similar
gap in this present prophecy of Dan.1

4) Tt is assumed that when Christ spoke of the abomination of deso-
lation, He had in mind this present passage of Dan. Since, therefore, He
regarded the abomination as future, the 70th seven in which the abomina-
tion is to occur, must also be future. The NT references are Matt. 24:15,
16; Mk, 13:14; Luke 21:20, 21). A detailed discussion of Dan’s lan-
guage will be presented at the proper place (p. 218). It may at this
point, however, be said, that the desolations depicted by Dan. in 9:27b are
to be considered as consequent upon the causing the sacrifices and obla-
tion to cease and not as necessarily falling within the compass of the 70
sevens. By this reference, our Lord had in mind, as the exposition will

14 A careful study of the passages in question will make it clear that the gap
which some profess to find is in reality not present. For a thorough study of the
entire system of dispensational teaching see Allis,
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endeavor to make clear, the encompassing of the city of Jerusalem by the
armies of Titus. Calvin says, “Without the slightest doubt, this prophecy
was fulfilled when the city was captured and overthrown, and the temple
utterly destroyed by Titus the son of Vespasian. This satisfactorily ex-
plains the events here predicted.”

In addition to the foregoing replies it should be clearly noted that the
“parenthesis” view is not the natural interpretation of the prophecy. As
vs. 24 shows, it is a period of 70 sevens which is determined. Mauro well
remarks, “They (i. e., the language of vs. 24) are just the words which
would be used by one who wished to be understood as saying that, within
the measure of 70 weeks, the six things specified in Daniel 9:24 would
happen.” The 70 sevens are presented as a unit, just as are the 70 years
of Jer. the study of which led Dan. to understand the years of the captivity.
If there is no warrant for inserting a gap in Jer.’s prophecy, what warrant
is there for doing so in the prophecy of the 70 sevens? Had there been a
gap in Jer.’s prophecy (Jer. 20:10). Dan. could never have understood
the years of the captivity. The prophecy would have deceived him, The
same is true in the present case.

In this connection, it should be noted, as Mauro has ably pointed out,
that when the measure of time in which an event is to occur is designated,
the measure is intended in its plain and ordinary sense. Mauro gives the
following examples:

a) Gen, 15:13; Ex. 12:40; Gal, 3:17-these were 430 consecu-
tive years,

b) Gen. 45:6—the seven years of plenty and of famine were re-
spectively consecutive years.

¢) Nu. 14:34—the 40 years of the wandering were consecutive
years.

d) The three days after which our Lord was to arise were three
consecutive days.

Mauro concludes, and I can find no reason for disagreement, “We are
bold, therefore, to lay it down as an absolute rule, admitting of no ex-
ceptions, that when a definite measure of time or space is specified by the
number of units composing it, within which a certain event is to happen
or a certain thing is to be found, the units of time or space which make up
that measure are to be understood as running continuously and succes-
sively.” The natural presumption, therefore, is that the prophecy is speak-
ing of 70 consecutive sevens.

And in the midst of the seven]—The phrase does not mean “and during
half of the week” (Stuart), but in the middle of the seven, at the time
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when half of the seven has run its course. Stuart maintains that for half
a week (314 years) Antiochus suspended the temple rites. If the transla-
tion half, be insisted upon, Stuart would be correct. But, it should be
noted that the word means midst as well as half, and such is the meaning
here. The thought is not that for half of the seven, the sacrifice ceases,
but at the midst of the seven.

He shall cause sacrifice and oblation to cease]—The subject of this
verb is the same as that of the preceding. It is not Antiochus who sus-
pended the temple rites. Nor must the phrase mean, as Stuart suggests,
“remove them by violence, forcibly suspend them.” As the exposition
has endeavored to show, this passage makes no reference to Antiochus.
Nor is the subject a prince of the revived Roman Empire. Thus “—in
the midst of the week he will violate the covenant and demand that all
worship to Jehovah cease, and the Antichrist will be manifested in his
true character” (Ironside). However, this statement is untenable. The
subject is the Messiah, who by His death causes sacrifice and oblation to
cease. The two words are intended to represent bloody and unbloody
offerings, i. e., the entirety of worship by sacrifice.

It has been objected that the death of the Messiah did not bring to an
end the Jewish sacrifices. The Epistle to the Hebrews, however, argues
that Christ by His death, did abolish the sacrifices of the Old Covenant.
Note the following:

“If therefore perfection were by the Levitical priesthood (for under it
the people received the law) what further need was there that another
priest should rise after the order of Melchisedec, and not be called after
the order of Aaron?” (Heb. 7:11)

“In that he saith, A new covenant, he hath made the first old. Now
that which decayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish away” (Heb. 8:13).

“Nor yet that he should offer himself often, as the high priest entereth
into the holy place every year with the blood of others;

“For then must he often have suffered since the foundation of the
world: but now once in the end of the world hath he appeared to put away
sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:25, 26).

“Above when he said, Sacrifice and offering and burnt offerings and
offering for sin Thou wouldst not, neither hadst pleasure therein; which
are offered by the law; then said he, Lo, I come to do thy will, O God, He
taketh away the first, that He may establish the second” (Heb. 10:8, 9).

It is true that immediately after Christ’s death the sacrifices did not
cease. Nevertheless, at His death, the veil of the Temple was rent in
twain; the way into the Holy of Holies was opened, the Gospel was
preached, and the sacrifices of the Jews could not longer be regarded as
legitimate. “When Christ was put to death, Jerusalem ceased to be the

N
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holy city, and the temple was no longer the house of God, but an abomi-
nation” (H). After Christ’s death the sacrifices continued for a time,
until the destruction of the city by Titus. However, this actual cessation
was in reality but the outward manifestation of that which had already
been put into effect by our Lord’s death.

And upon the wing of abomination (is) one making desolute]—The
language of this passage is extremely difficult. In the first place it is
necessary to determine the meaning of wing. The word is not to be
changed so as to read in its place (Bevan, Prince). Nor does it mean on
wings, i. e., that the desolator (the prince) will be carried on the wings
of abominations (Keil, Kliefoth).?® Nor is the reference to the wings of
an army (Rosenmueller—exercitui detestando vastator dux praeerit). Nor
does it mean winged-fowl (Stuart), i. e., over an abominable winged-fowl
is a desolator, the reference being to the statue of Jupiter Olympius, which
stood over an eagle with outspread wings. There is no point in adducing
other views. The word apparently refers to the pinnacle of the temple
which has become so desecrated that it no longer can be regarded as the
temple of the Lord, but as an idol temple. The word wing is used of the
extremity of the upper garment (I Sam. 15:27; 24:5) and of the utter-
most part of the earth (Isa. 24:16) and (in the pl.) of the ends of the
earth. Tt is true, as Keil indicates, that it is elsewhere never used of the
highest point or peak of an object. However, that is precisely the sense
in which it is here used. The wing of the temple (Matt. 4:5; Luke 4:9)
is the summit of the temple itself. By the phrase wing of abominations,
therefore, reference is made, it would seem, to the pinnacle of the
temple. In what sense, however, may the temple be described as abomi-
nations? The word has a primary reference to idols. Now, at the time of
Titus, actual idols were not erected in the Temple. Therefore, the word
must be used figuratively to describe the worship of the Temple after
the veil had been rent in twain. No longer was this the house of the
Lord, but a house of abominations, for the true worship of Jehovah
had ceased. The one making desolate is said to be over or upon the wing
of abominations, i. e., he comes over the summit or highest pinnacle of
the Temple, thus signifying its utter destruction, . . . . inasmuch as the
capture of the highest part presupposes the possession of all the rest”
(H). The historical reference, I believe, is found in the destruction of
the Temple by Titus. This event must be regarded, not as necessarily
falling within the 70th seven, but as consequen: upon the action of the

15 The word is s. and construct and is introduced by the prep. ‘al. It can only
mean upon the wing of. The examples which Keil adduces are not really parallel,
since in these passages the pl. wings of is used. TIsa. 24:16 does not mean from the
ends of the earth, but from the end (wing) of the earth.
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Messiah in causing the sacrifice and oblation to cease. And until end
and that determined shall pour upon the desolate]—The rendering “even
until the consummation” (AV) does not appear faithfully to represent
the Heb. (See M for philological discussion). The word end means full
end, and with the phrase that determined should be regarded as the sub-
ject of shall pour. In my opinion the phrase that determined has ref-
erence to the full end, so that we might paraphrase as follows, “and until
the full end which has been determined shall pour upon the desolate.” It
is “a determined end,” cf. Isa. 10:23; 28:22, from which the words
appear to be taken. The desolate is not Titus, i. e., one who is made
desolate, but rather is impersonal, that which is desolate, i. e., the ruins of
the Temple and city. (See H for the philological discussion). Thus, since
the Messiah has caused sacrifices and oblation to cease, there comes a
desolator over the temple, and devastation continues until a full, deter-
mined end pours forth upon the desolation.

According to Gaebelein, the wing of abominations has reference to the
protection of the idols which the apostate masses (during the latter half
of the 70th seven) will seek. On account of this abomination there will
be a desolator (from outside the land) who will “devastate the land and
conquer Jerusalem till the consummation is reached. The consummation
is the close of the seven years. When that is reached the desolator himself
will be dealt with in judgment as well as the two beasts.” This desolator
is said to be the King of the North.

There are several considerations which conclusively demonstrate the
untenableness of this position:

1) The word wing (s. not pl.) does not mean protection, but the ex-
treme point, see the exposition above.

2) The Heb. word upon which Gaebelein bases his conclusion “on
account of,” means “upon.” The translation “on account of” does not

here faithfully reflect the Heb.

3) The rendering “until the consummation” is, as the exposition has
endeavored to indicate, inaccurate.

4) The end determined will pour out, not upon a desolator, but upon
the desolate.

Gaebelein’s interpretation appears to be based upon the English Bible
alone. The Heb. text will not allow such a view.

The last half of vs. 27 presents one of the principal stumbling-blocks in
the way of the dispensational interpretation, and many of the representa-
tives of this school pass over these words in comparative silence. To
Gaebelein belongs the credit of having at least made an endeavor to do
some justice to the language of the text.
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Summary

In response to his prayer, Gabriel announces to Dan. that a period of
sevens—the exact length of the seven is not stated—in fact, seventy of
them, has been decreed for the purpose of accomplishing the Messianic
work. This Messianic work is described both in negative and positive
terms; negative—restraining the transgression, completing sin and cov-
ering iniquity; positive—bringing in everlasting righteousness, sealing
vision and prophet and anointing a holy of holies.

Dan. therefore is to know and understand that from the going forth of
a word to restore and build Jerusalem unto an anointed one who is also
a prince (i.e., a royal priest) is seven sevens and sixty and two sevens.
We are not told when this word went forth from the Lord but the effects
of its issuance first appear in the return from bondage during the first
year of Cyrus. This period is divided into two. The first period of seven
sevens is evidently intended to include the time from the first year of
Cyrus to the completion of the work of Ezra and Nehemiah, and the
second that from the completion of the work of Ezra and Nehemish unto
the first advent of Christ who alone can be described as an anointed one,
a prince. During this entire period the city will be completely rebuilt,
although this will be accomplished during times of distress and affliction.

After the expiration of these two periods, two events are to occur.
Whether or not these two events fall within the 70th seven is not imme-
diately stated. One of them is the death of the Messiah and the other fol-
lows as a consequent, the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple by the
Roman armies of Titus.

For the period of the 70th seven the Messiah causes a covenant to pre-
vail for many, and in the half of this seven by His death He causes the
Jewish sacrifices and oblation to cease. His death is thus seen to belong
within the 70th seven. Consequent upon this causing the sacrifices and
oblation to cease is the appearance of a desolator over the pinnacle of
the Temple, which has now become an abomination. Upon the ruins a
determined full end pours out. This event, the destruction of the city,
does not, therefore, take place within the 70 sevens, but follows as a con-
sequent upon the cutting off of the Messiah in the 70th seven.

The question naturally arises, What marks the termination of the 70
sevens? In answer it should be noted that the text does not say a word
about the termination. The terminus ad quem of the 69 sevens is clearly
stated, namely, an anointed one, a prince. No such terminus ad quem,
however, is given for the 70 sevens themselves. It would seem, therefore,
that the terminus ad quem was not regarded as possessing particular
importance or significance. No important event is singled out as marking
the termination. All schools of interpretation, therefore, are faced with
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the difficulty of determining what marked the close of the 70 sevens. And
all schools discover this event upon the basis of considerations other than
those presented in the text. The text says nothing upon the subject.
Therefore, we may safely follow the text. When the 70 sevens come to a
conclusion, we do not know.

For that matter, the text is somewhat vague about the terminus ¢ quo
of the 70 sevens. It speaks merely of the going forth of a word. It appears
that the principal emphasis is not upon the beginning and ending of this
remarkable period but upon the mighty events which were to transpire
therein, events which have wrought our peace with God. The passage is
Messianic through and through. Well will it be for us, if we too, in our
study of this supremely important prophecy, place our emphasis, not upon
dates and mathematical calculations, but upon that central Figure who
was both anointed and a prince, who by being cut off has made reconcilia-
tion for iniquity and brought in the only righteousness that is acceptable
with God, even His own eternal righteousness.






CHAPTER TEN

Chs. 10-12. The Vision in the Third Year of Cyrus

a. vv. 1-3, Introduction to the manifestation of God,

Vs. 1. In the third year of Cyrus king of Persia a word was revealed to
Daniel whose name was called Belteshazzar. And true was the word and a
great warfare and he understood the word and there was understanding
to him in the vision. There is no conflict between this date and that given
in 1:21 (see exposition of that passage). It is evident, therefore, that Dan.
did not return to Palestine with the first deportation under Zerubbabel
but remained in Babylon. He was now an old man, and God had yet a
further revelation to give him. His work in Babylon, therefore, was not
yet complete. Bevan shows the low view of the book which he holds by
remarking, “Some commentators have spent much time in discussing why
Daniel remained in Babylonia until the third year of Cyrus instead of
availing himself of the opportunity to return to Palestine. If we regarded
the narrative of Daniel as historical it might be worthwhile to seek for an
explanation of the fact, but for those who believe Daniel to be an ideal
figure no explanation is needed.” But if Dan. were merely an ideal figure,
the creation of a Judaistic writer of the Maccabean age, why does not he
conform to the image of Judaism and be made to return to Palestine?
The fact that Dan. does not return to Palestine is a strong argument against
the view that the book is a product of the Maccabean age. King of Persia]
—This designation of Cyrus was contemporary usage (despite M). For
the use of the titles of Persian kings the reader should consult R. D.
Wilson, “The Title ‘King of Persia’ in the Scriptures, PTR, Vol. XV,
1917, pp. 90-145 and “Royal Titles in Antiquity: An Essay in Criticism,”
PTR, Vol. II. 1904, pp. 257-282; 465-497; 618-664; Vol. III, 1905, pp.
55-80; 238-267; 422-440; 558-572. A word was revealed]—The word is
the Divine utterance, the content of which is to be found in the following
revelation, which was vouchsafed to Dan. in an appearance of God, given
in simple human speech. Belteshazzar]—Dan. speaks of himself here in
the third person since this vs. forms a general statement of introduction
to the revelation. He adds his Babylonian name, it would seem, because
the Babylonian empire is now overthrown and he would preserve his
identity among the people. He thus attests that he is the same person who
was carried into captivity over seventy years previously and that he is

223
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the one concerning whom the previous portions of the book relate. True]
—lit., true was the word, true being placed first and so emphacized. The
reason for this assertion is that the message is difficult (cf. Rev. 19:9;
21:5; 22:6). Warfare]—These words are intended to show in what
respect the revelation is difficult. They thus refer to what precedes, not
(as in the Vss.) to what follows. The Vss, translate, army or force; some
of the Jews an appointed time, Calvin, the time will be long. But the idea
seems to be that the “warfare” is in the revelation itself, and that with
this revelation the prophet must struggle (cf. vs. 2). Hence, M well trans-
lates “task”; Luther, “a great struggle.” He understood]—in contrast
to 8:27. Here the reference is to the vision which follows. “. . . by this
assertion he confirms the prophecy which he is about to explain, and
thus assures us of his not uttering anything either perplexed or obscure”
(Calvin). There was understanding]—i. e., by means of the vision under-
standing came to him. “What he means to say is, that the manner of the
vision which follows was such, that he attained to a satisfactory under-
standing of it—such an understanding as he had not had in respect to
either of the three preceding visions; see 7:15, 28, 8:27, 10:12” (Stuart).

Vs. 2. In those days I Daniel was mourning three full weeks. Dan. now
speaks in the 1st person. In those days refers back to the date given in
vs. 1. The mourning in which Dan. engaged expressed itself in fasting.
(cf. Matt. 9:14ff.) Tt may have been occasioned because he had heard
that all was not going well with the rebuilding of the temple in Jerusalem
(Calvin). On the other hand it may have been occasioned by reflection
upon the sins of his people. Three full weeks]—lit., three weeks, days.
The word days is added, not to indicate that these were weeks of ordi-
nary days as distinguished from the weeks of Dan. 9:24-27, but to bring
out the idea of duration, three weeks long, three entire weeks.

Vs. 3. Pleasant food I did not eat, and flesh and wine did not enter my
mouth, nor did I at oll anoint myself, until the completing of three full
weeks. Dan. abstrained from delicacies (pleasant food) and also ordinary
food and drink. During a period of sorrow or mourning, the anointing
with oil, a sign of joy (cf. Amos 6:6), was omitted (2 Sam. 14:2). The
length of this fast gives evidence of deep and sincere humiliation.

b. vv. 4-8. The vision of God.

Vs. 4. And in the twenty-fourth day of the first month, as I was beside
the great river, namely, the Tigris. This period would include the Pass-
over and Feast of Unleavened Bread. Passover fell on the 14th of the
month Abib, Ex. 23:15, (later called Nisan, Neh, 2:1), and the Feast of
Unleavened Bread, on the 15th to 21st. The date herein mentioned would
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be three days after the conclusion of the Feast. Dan. is present in body
beside the river, not in a vision, as in 8:2.

Vs. 5. That I lifted up mine eyes, and I saw, and behold! a man clothed
in linen, and his loins girded with gold of Uphaz. The linen clothing
indicates a celestial visitant (cf. Ezek. 9:2, 3, 11; 10:2, 6, 7; Mark 16:5).
Gold]—i. e., fine gold. The word chosen is poetical, and occurs in the
expression, gold of Ophir (Isa. 13:12). Uphaz is taken by many as indi-
cating a place. No such place, however, is known. M makes out a strong
case for translating “gold and fine gold.”

Vs. 6. And his body as beryl and his countenance as the appearance of
lightning, and his eyes as torches of fire, and his arms and his feet as the
appearance of polished bronze, and the voice of his words as the voice of
a multitude. “In a word, he appeared in dazzling splendor and magnifi-
cence throughout” (Stuart). This remarkable description is in many
respects reminiscent of Ezek. 1. The Jews were wont to identify this figure
with an angel. H considers him to be Michael. However, the description
seems to indicate that the majestic Person here presented is none other
than the Lord Himself. The revelation therefore is a theophany, a prein-
carnate appearance of the eternal Son. This is proved by the very similar
description (Rev. 1:13-15) of the One whom John sees walking in the
midst of the seven golden candlesticks. Beryl]—lit., Tarshish, i. e., a
Tarshish stone, chrysolith. Pliny describes this stone as ‘“‘a transparent
stone brought from Tarshish.” *“-—said to be the topaz of the moderns”
(Driver). Cf. also Ezek. 1:16; 10:9. Torches of fire]—This same de-
scription appears in Ezek. 1:13 “like the appearance of torches.” Ap-
pearance of polished bronze]—lit., the eye. Cf. again Ezek. 1:7. Voice
of his words]—i. e., the sound. “An impressive, but inarticulate, sound
seems to be what the comparison is intended to suggest” (Driver).

Vs. 7. And I Daniel alone saw the vision, and the men who were with me
did not see the vision, but great trembling fell upon them, and they fled,
Jor they hid themselves. Trembling came upon the companions of Dan.,
not because of thunder and lightning, nor because they heard a voice, but
because of the nearness (invisible to them but visible to Dan.) of the
heavenly Being. Cf. Acts 9:3ff, where Paul’s companions hear a voice but
see no one. AV “they fled to hide themselves” is not accurate. Rather, by
hiding themselves they reveal that they have fled.

Vs. 8. And I was left alone, and I saw this great vision and there was not
left in me strength, and my comeliness was changed upon me to disfigure-
ment, and not did I retain strength. Dan. was left alone, his companions
having fled, and then he saw the vision. Great]—i. e., grand, majestie,
such as he had not seen before. Comeliness]—i. e., “the natural beauty
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of a living thing, its appropriate strength and grace” (M).

c. vv. 9-14. The introductory words
of the heavenly Being.

Vs. 0. And I heard the voice of his words, and as I heard the voice of his
words, then I was in o deep sleep upon my face, and my face was on the
ground. Upon hearing the sound of the Speaker’s words, Dan, fell into a
deep sleep or swoon upon the ground.

Vs. 10. And behold! a hand touched me and it shook me upon my knees,
and the palms of my hands. Gradually Dan. is restored to consciousness.
The hand shakes him, i. e., by way of rousing him, so that he is upon his
knees. Only after he hears the words of comfort is he enabled to stand
upright.

Vs. 11. And he said unto me, Daniel, a man greaily beloved, give heed to
the words which I am about to speak unto thee and stand upright, for now
have I been sent unto thee, and while he was speaking with me this word,
I stood trembling. The Messenger encourages Dan. by assuring him that
he is beloved to God, and by urging him to give heed to the message and
to stand upright, since now, at last, He has been sent to Dan. As the
Messenger speaks, Dan. stands upright, although in trepidation at the word
to be revealed.

Vs. 12. And ke said unto me, Fear not Daniel, for from the first day when
thou didst set thy heart to understand and to afflict thyself before thy God,
thy words were heard, and 1 have come because of thy words. From the
time when Dan. first applied himself to understand the future of his
people and to humble himself through fasting and sorrow before God,
his words were heard, and because of his prayer, the present revelation
was granted.

Vs. 13. And the Prince of the kingdom of Persia was standing before me
twenty one days, and behold! Michael, one of the chief princes, came to
help me, and I was left there near the kings of Persia. The coming of the
Messenger to Dan. was hindered for twenty one days, the period of Dan.’s
fasting, by the Prince of the kingdom of Persia. The Prince is not the
king of Persia (Calvin, Hevernick), for the thought here is that of spirit-
ual warfare, cf. Rev. 12:7. Furthermore, the earthly kings of Persia are
designated by the words kings of Persia; Israel has an angelic “prince”,
Michael, hence, it is to be expected that the prince of Persia should also



A COMMENTARY — X : 15XI : 1 227

be an angel. The prince here is the guardian angel of Persia (cf. Isa.
24:21; 46:2; Jer. 46:25; I Cor. 8:5; 10:20), i. e., the “supernatural
spiritual power standing behind the national gods, which we may properly
call the guardian spirit of this kingdom” (Keil). Standing before me]—
This spirit influenced the kings of Persia to support the Samaritans
against Israel. In such a manner the “prince” stood before the Speaker.
For twenty one days he continued until Michael came to aid. Then, the
Speaker prevailed and was left near the kings of Persia (i. e., victorious),
the Prince having been worsted. The Speaker is the “Angel of the Lord”
(i. e, the Lord Himself) who here makes war on behalf of His own
against the hostile spirit of the heathen world powers. To the aid of the
Speaker came Michael, the prince of Israel, as a servant to aid his Master
in obtaining the victory. (cf. Jude 9 and Rev. 12:7). The designation,
one of the chief princes, seems to indicate an arrangement of degrees
among the angels, and among these Michael was an archangel.

Vs. 14. And I am come to cause thee to understand that which shall
happen to thy people in the latter days, for there is still a vision for the
days. The fact that the Angel has come, i. e., from God, is no argument
against His deity. (Cf. the similar expressions in Gen. 16:13; 18; 19;
31:11ff.; 32:24; 48:15, 16). In the latter days]—not the days of Anti-
ochus (Driver) but the Messianic age (see note on 2:28). So Jerome “non
in vicino tempore, sed in novissimis diebus, id est, in consummatione
saeculi.” Gaebelein applies the phrase to the last three and one half years
of the 70th seven. However, it never has this meaning in the 0. T. The
language is taken from Gen. 49:1. A vision]—This vision is the word of
vs. 1, the revelation given in ch. 11 which has to do with the days, i. e.,
the Messianic days. Thus, the central purport of this revelation is con-
cerned with the Messianic age. This, however, does not preclude reference
to Antiochus.

d. vv. 15-11:1. Daniel is made capable of receiving
the full revelation from the Messenger.

Vs. 15. And while he was speaking with me according to these words, 1
set my face toward the ground and was dumb. In spite of the Angel’s
previous assurance, Dan. does not regain his composure. “As yet, he stood
with his eyes fixed on the ground, dreading to look up and speechless”
(Driver). “By becoming prosirate on the ground, he manifested his
reverence, and by becoming dumb displayed his astonishment” (Calvin).
Vs. 16. And behold, as the likeness of the sons of men was touching upon
my lips, and I opened my mouth and I spake and 1 said unto him who
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stood before me, My Lord, by the vision my pangs are changed upon me,
and I have not retained strength. One in human form touched Dan.’s lips
in order that he might speak. Thus his power of speech was restored and
he immediately explained the reason for his continued silence. My pangs]
—Thus I translate, following M, who presents the philological evidence in
support of the rendering. It is a figure of “extreme desperation” (M).

Vs. 17. And how is the servant of my Lord here able to speak with that
my Lord, since for me now no strength remains in me, and no breath is
left in me. The usual form of address employed among the Hebrews by a
servant in speaking to a superior. Now]—i.e., at present.

Vs. 18. And there touched me again as the appearance of @ man and he
strengthened me. Dan.’s recovery is by degrees. He is again touched and
strengthened in spirit. The word appearance is a different one from that
translated likeness in vs. 16. The previous touch (vs. 16) restores the
power of speech, this one completes Dan.’s recovery.

Vs. 19. And he said, Fear not, man beloved, peace be to thee, be strong
and take courage, and while he was speaking with me, I was strengthened,
and I said, Let my Lord speak, for thou hast sirengthened me. The
Speaker greets Dan. with the common greeting, peace be to thee. The
imperative is repeated, lit., be sirong and be strong, i. e., be very strong
or take good courage. This repetition adds to the intensity of the expres-
sion. Stuart points out that the expression I was strengthened has some-
what of the reflexive idea in it, and he translates, I felt myself strength-
ened. “It is very useful to us to take due notice of this mental tranquility,
because the Prophet ought first to become a diligent scholar to enable
him afterwards to discharge for us the office of a faithful teacher”

(Calvin).

Vs. 20. And. he said, Dost thou know why I have come unto thee, and
now, I shall return to fight with the Prince of Persta and I shall go out,
and behold! the Prince of Greece comes. The question addressed to Dan.
is not intended to elicit information, but rather to call Dan.’s attention to
what has already been said (vv. 12-14). The words of the Speaker are
difficult, and many interpretations have been offered. It seems to me
that the meaning is as follows: “I go now to continue my warfare with
the Prince of Persia in order that I may maintain the position already
gained” (vs. 13). This would have reference to the hindrances and dif-
ficulties which the Jews would experience under the Persian rule in the
rebuilding of their city walls and Temple. I shall go out]—i. e., from
the struggle with the Prince of Persia, and another struggle will begin,
that with the Prince of Greece.



A COMMENTARY — X : 15-XI : 1 . 229

Vs. 21. But I shall make known to thee what is inscribed in the writing
of truth, and there is no one putting forth strength with me against these
except Michael your prince. The chiastic order of these vv. has caused
some to suggest a rearrangement. But 2la is evidently introduced to in-
terrupt the train of thought and may be regarded as parenthetical. The
Speaker has already declared that the people of God must experience the
opposition of Persia and Greece. However, this opposition cannot exceed
the limits of what has been decreed by God, it is inscribed in the writing
of truth, The future, therefore, is pre-determined by God. These words,
although they appear to break the train of thought, serve a very useful
purpose in the consolation which they would bring to Dan., and should
be allowed to stand where they are. Against these foes, i, e., Persia and
Greece, there is none to help the Speaker, except Michael. This would
seem to imply that severe trials are in store for the people of God. The
writing of truth is not the book of Dan. itself (Gaebelein) but simply the
writing in which the truth of what God has determined is recorded. It is,
of course, a figurative expression, cf. Ps. 139:16; Mal. 3:16 and Rev. 5:1.






CHAPTER ELEVEN

Vs. 1. And 1, in the first year of Darius the Mede, I stood up to be a
supporter and a stronghold unto him. This vs, really belongs with the
preceding. The Speaker now relates how He had previously been a help
to Michael. During the first year of Darius, when the overthrow of Baby-
lonia by Medio-Persia was effected, the Speaker had furnished to Michael
the aid and support which he needed. I stood up]—lit., my standing up,
Unto him]—not unto Darius (H) but unto Michael. Thus we learn that
the overthrow of Babylon was accomplished by the Lord working through
His archangel.

11:2-12:3. The revelation of the future.

a. vs. 2, The kings of Persia.

Vs. 2. And now shall I make known to thee the truth, behold! yet three
kings are to stand for Persia, and the fourth shall be abundantly rich
above all, and when he has grown strong through his riches, he will arouse
all the kingdom of Greece. The Messenger again assures Dan. of the
veracity of His message. Perhaps the word truth reflects upon the “writ-
ing of truth” mentioned in 10:21. This truth has to do with the future
order of events in Persia, as Jerome early indicated. It is that there will
be yet three kings over Persia, and after them a fourth, who will be very
rich. The interpretations fall into two principal classes:

1) That which regards the third as the last king, i. e., the third after
Cyrus, Calvin, e.g., identifies, 1. Cyrus, 2. Cambyses, 3. Darius Hystaspis,
4. Xerxes. Thus Xerxes is the third of the kings yet to arise, but if Cyrus
be reckoned as first, he would be fourth. Calvin regards Smerdis as an
impostor and does not include him for that reason. Polychronius? adopted

1 Concerning the life of Polychronius, bishop of Aparnea, very little is known. He
was bishop about 428 A.D. and a brother of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Some frag-
ments of his commentary on Dan, are extant, in which he adopts an historical inter-
pretation, applying passages to Antiochus instead of to Antichrist. He regarded the
4th kingdom as Macedonian, and is considered to have been one of the best inter-
preters of the Bible of the Antiochene school.
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the order, Cyrus, Cambyses, Pseudo-Smerdis. Hitzig and Maurer take
Cyrus, Darius, Xerxes.?

2) The second interpretation considers the words of the text to have
been written during the reign of the first king, Cyrus. When, therefore,
it is stated that there are yet three kings to arise, the meaning must be:
that these kings will arise after Cyrus. The four kings would then be:
1. Cambyses, 2. Smerdis. 3. Darius Hystaspis, 4. Xerxes. This view is
adopted by Jerome, Theodoret, Rosenmueller, Havernick, Keil. It is
probable that these four kings are intended, although it may be that the
author wished merely to lay stress upon four historical epochs rather than
upon the kings as such. It is perfectly true that there were more than four
kings after Cyrus. The fact that the writer mentions but four kings is not
that he knew only four (Hitzig) but apparently because he wishes to lay
stress upon four important epochs which will follow that of Cyrus.® The
fourth]—i. e., beginning with Cyrus, there were five kings all told, and
the one designated the fourth is the last of these.

L Cyrus.

2. 1 YET Cambyses.

3. 2 TO Smerdis.

4 3 STAND. Darius Hystaspis.
5 The 4th. Xerxes.

At any rate the reference appears to be to Xerxes, whom Jerome calls “po-
tentissimus rex et ditissimus, adversum Graeciam innumerabilem duxit
exercitum, et ea gessit quae Gracorum narrant historiae.” Cf. Her. 3:96;
7:27-20; DS 11:3. Grown strong through his riches]—The king spent
his treasures for the raising and maintaining of a great army. Al]—
The last words of this vs. are extremely difficult. Possibly the phrase
the kingdom of Greece is to be taken in apposition to all. All would then
be used in a hyperbolical sense as denoting an extensive nation.

2 M identifies Cyrus and the three yet to come, Xerxes, Artaxerxes, Darius ITI
Codomannus, “the four Persian kings named in the Bible” Charles argues that
gince Cyrus is yet reigning, he must be included in the four, He thus finds Cyrus
and Xerxes as 1st and last, and says that Cambyses and Darius Hystaspis should
rightly be 2nd and 3rd. However, he is inclined to follow Bevan in thinking that the
four kings of Ezra 4:5.7 are intended, but in the order Cyrus, Darius Hystaspis, Arta-
xerxes, Xerxes. Then he concludes, “If this is right, the reckoning of Xerxes as the
successor of Artaxerxes would be one of the historical errors of the book.” But
Charles is incorrect.



A COMMENTARY — XI : 34 233

b. vv. 3, 4. Alexander and the divisions
of his kingdom.

Vs. 3. And there shall stand up a mighty king and shall rule with a greai
rule and shall do according to his will. The reference is to Alexander the
Great, who is well characterized by the adjective mighty. Commentators
point out that in describing Alexander, Q. Cur. employs the same lan-
guage as does the Messenger in this passage. “By the aid of his good
fortune, he seemed to the nations to do whatsoever he pleased (agere-
quidquid placebat)” (10:5:35). Cf. also Dan. 8:5f.

Vs. 4. And when he shall stand up his kingdom shall be broken, and shall
be divided to the four winds of heaven, and not to his posterity, and not
according to his rule which he ruled, for his kingdom shall be plucked up,
even for others apart from these. “This language is concise, but there is
no ambiguity in the sense” (Calvin). The framework of the vs. in some
respects reflects upon 8:8. When he shall stand upl—lit., and according
to his standing up, i.e., when the king has come to power. The expression
suggests the brevity of his power. As is well known, Alexander was but
32 years of age at his death in Babylon.. Shall be divided]-—This division
did not occur immediately upon the death of Alexander, but a few years
thereafter. The four winds of heaven are mentioned merely to indicate
that a four-fold division of the kingdom occurred. The direction or car-
dinal point is not the chief concern of the writer. His posterity]—The
kingdom does not pass over to the actual children of Alexander. “Alexan-
der had two sons; one named Hercules, by Barsine the daughter of Darius,
who was assassinated soon after his father’s death by Polysperchon; the
other, by Roxana, who was named Alexander, and with his guardian
Philip Arideus was shortly cut off in the same manner” (Stuart). Not
according to his rule]—None of the subsequent kingdoms shall be as
great as was that of Alexander. On the contrary they shall be far inferior.
Apart from these]—In itself this phrase is ambiguous. Does it mean,
in addition to these, or, in exclusion to these? This latter view finds the
antecedent in Posterity and asserts that the kingdom will belong, not to
Alexander’s posterity, but to others, namely, the four generals. So, Stuart.
But, the meaning of the text probably is that in addition to the four-fold
division, the kingdom shall belong also to others, namely, the petty dynas-
ties which arose after the death of Alexander.

This prophecy was remarkably fulfilled. At the death of Alexander,
the kingdom did not pass into the hands of his sons. His twelve generals
divided the spoils of empire among themselves. At first Arideus was

3 Jerome preserves an interesting comment upon this point, “Non enim curae fuit
spiritui prophetali historiae ordinem sequi, sed praeclara quaeque persiringere.”



234 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

made king, but finally the four-fold division, already described in Dan.
8:8ff. emerged, and these four kingdoms were established. Thus was the
great empire of Alexander “plucked up” and “broken.” For the historical
sources, see: D.S. 19:105; 20:28; Pausanias 9:7; Appian’s Syria 51.

c. vv. 5-20. The wars between the kings of the South
and of the North for dominion over the Holy Land.

Vs. 5. And the king of the South shall be strong, and one of his princes,
and he shall be strong above him and will rule; a great rule is his rule.
In the OT the word “south” usually applies to the Negeb, the land south
of Palestine, but in this ch. it refers to Egypt, as is shown by vs. 8 where
the North is placed in opposition to Egypt. One of his princes]—i.e.,one
from among the princes of the king of the South. It is also possible to
translate this phrase, and one of his princes shall be stronger than he.
This translation requires no change of the text, and is adopted by some of
the versions. However, it is contrary to the Mass. punctuation. The
thought is that one of the princes of the king will prevail in strength above
the king himself. The meaning is not that he will conquer the king, but
that his rule will be far greater than that of the king. Rosenmueller adopts
the strange view that the prince is one of Alexander’s princes, (namely
Ptolemy) but this would require that Ptolemy become greater than Alex-
ander which is contrary to historical fact.

The king of the South is Ptolemy Soter, the son of Lagus, a Macedon-
ian, an exiremely capable and able general of Alexander who, after
Alexander’s death, obtained Egypt and ruled as satrap from 322 to 305
B.C. He died in 285 B.C. The prince of Ptolemy is Seleucus, also an offi-
cer of Alexander’s who received the satrapy of Babylonia at the meeting
in Triparadisus 321. When he was forced to flee, because Antigonus
had taken Babylonia from him, he came to Ptolemy who appointed him
a general and so recovered Babylonia in 312 B.C. the date from which
the Seleucid’s era is reckoned.

As a matter of actual historical fact, the dominion of the Seleucids
did greatly exceed that of the Ptolemies. It reached from Phrygia in
the west to the Indus on the east. For the sources, see DS 19:55,58; Ap-
pian 55; Arrian, Anabasis 7:22.

Zoeckler, who is a staunch defender of the integrity of the book of Dan.,
believes that in ch. 11 the work of a later redactor is present. He reasons
as follows, “We believe ourselves warranted in holding a different view
respecting this chapter, which is the chief support for the assumption of a
continued series of the most special predictions, and therefore prefer to
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accept a revision in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, by a pious apocal-
yptic investigator. Hence we charge the thorough description of the king-
doms of the Seleucida down to that tyrant, to the account of the modify-
ing agency of this interpolator. We are not led to this view, either by a
preconceived opinion that the Spirit of prophecy is incapable of produc-
ing such special predictions, or by a one-sided reference to the analogy
of the remaining prophetical books of the Old Testament, which contain
no such detailed descriptions of the future; but the decisive circumstance
which arouses our suspicion concerning the assumption that Dan. XI is
throughout and in all its details a proper prediction, and which even di-
rectly forbids it, is the fact that the Revelation of St. John, besides our
book the only independent and more comprehensive production of the can-
onical apocalypse, everywhere presents only ideal pictures of the future”
(translated by James Strong).

Zoeckler’s position is thus set forth in order that the reader may more
properly understand his comments upon the individual vv. The present
writer cannot accept Zoeckler’s position for the following reasons:

1. It amounts to the assumption of a pious fraud. The book of Dan.
is a unit, and, as Green says, “—its eleventh chapter must share the fate
of all the rest. If they are genuine, it is. If it is interpolated, there is no
security that the others are not interpolated too.”*

2. If ch. 11, particularly vv. 5-39, is attributed to an interpolator, the
very heart or gist of the prophecy is removed and an irreparable hiatus
is left. In other words all that remains is introduction and sequel. It is
inconceivable that the original form of the prophecy should not have con-
tained these vv. which form the message itself.

3. Zeeckler’s theory is subjective. It is not the business of the expositor
to decide or to prescribe what methods God may use in revealing His
Word. The duty of the expositor is to expound that Word as best he can.

Vs. 6. And at the end of some years they shall join themselves together
and the daughter of the king of the South shall come unto the king of the
North to make an agreement, but she will not retain the strength of the
arm, and neither will he stand nor his arm, and she shall be given up, and
they that brought her and he that begat her and he that strengthened her in
(those) times. After the expiration of a course of years (cf. 2 Chr. 18:2)
alliances will be formed. The subject is not “others” of vs. 4 (Kranich-
feld) nor the king of the South and his prince (Keil) but the kings of the
North and South after some time (Stuart). The verb may be taken im-
personally in order to bring out its force. The reference, therefore is not

4 William Henry Green, “Recent Expositions of Daniel” in The Biblical Repertory
and Princeton Review, Vol. XLII, New York, 1871, p. 398.
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to Ptolemy Lagi and Seleucus Nicator (as in vs. 5) but probably to
Ptolemy Philadelphus and Antiochus II (Theos), and the alliances de-
scribed occurred 35 years after the death of Seleucus. Agreemens]—lit.,
uprightnesses. The daughter of Ptolemy, Berenice, will go to Antiochus II
as his wife, thus carrying out the terms of the agreement. Thus, she will
right things. She will not retain]—Berenice, by means of this marriage,
will not be able to maintain herself against her rival (See below for his-
torical background). For that matter the king himself, i.e., Antiochus,
will also not be able to stand, and his arm, i.e., his power and strength,
will come to an end. She shall be given up]—Berenice shall be given up
to death by her rival Laodice. They that brought her]—i.e., those who
brought her to the Syrian king. The reference is not to her begetter nor
to the one that led her home, but, apparently to those who brought her
into the marriage. “The plural will designate the court of Ptolemy, who
were doubtless concerned with the negotiation of the marriage” (Stuart).
And he that begat her etc.]—Some believe that both references are to
Ptolemy Philadelphus; others that the one who begat her is Ptolemy and
the one who strengthened her is Antiochus. The text is difficult.

Antiochus II, called Theos (God), the grandson of Seleucus I, for
political purposes, married Berenice, the daughter of Ptolemy Philadel-
phus. But Antiochus was already married to Laodice, who had given him
two sons, Seleucus Callinicus and Antiochus. Berenice was brought to
Antiochus in great pomp. Two years later Ptolemy died, and Antiochus
divorced Berenice, taking back Laodice, from whom he had been separated.
Laodice, fearing lest her husband might again turn to Berenice,® had him
poisoned and encouraged her son Seleucus to murder both Berenice and
her infant, thus obtaining the throne for himself.

Vs. 7. And there shall stand (one) from the branch of his roots (in) his
place, and he shall come unto the army and shall come in the stronghold
of the king of the North and shall deal with them and shall shew strength.
One of the shoots from Berenice’s roots, i.e., from her ancestry, will stand
in the place of Ptolemy Philadelphus. The reference is to the brother of
Berenice, Ptolemy Euergetes, the third Ptolemy in Egypt. He comes unto
the army, i.e., agoinst the army of the North (not to power Haevernick,
nor to his own army Hitzig, Kliefoth), and enters even the stronghold
(ie., the fortresses and territory) of the king of the North. In this expe-
dition he does according to his will against his enemy’s subjects and suc-
ceeds in putting to death Laodice, the murderess of his sister,

Vs. 8. And also their gods with their molien images and with their pre-
cious vessels of silver and gold he will bring into captivity to Egypt, and

5 “Since her husband was of unstable mind (ambiguum viri animum”) (Jerome).
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he shall stand (some) years from the king of the North. This vs. de-
scribes the vast successes of Ptolemy. The Egyptians were so elated with
the outcome that they gave to their ruler the name Euergetes (i.e., well-
doer). The conquest of the gods would indicate a great victory, for the
gods were thought to be the protectors of the land. Stuart refers to I
Sam. 5:1ff. as an illustration. Precious vessels]—Ilit., the vessels of their
desire. He shall stand]—Jerome, followed by many, take these words to
mean that the Ptolemy will maintain himself, i.e., preserve his superior-
ity, over the northern king. However, the idiom is better rendered by the

RV, he shall refrain some years from (attacking) the king of the North.

Vs. 9. And he shall come into the kingdom of the king of the South, and
shall return unto his land. The subject is the king of the North, Seleucus
Callinicus, who after two years, succeeded in regaining his power. He
then proceeded to march against Ptolemy c. 240 in which he was com-
pletely defeated.

Vs. 10. And his sons shall be stirred up, and shall gather a multitude of
great forces, and he shall certainly come and shall flood and pass over,
and he shall return and shall stir himself up, even to his fortress. The
sons of the king of the North will stir themselves up for battle. ‘These
sons are Seleucus Ceraunus and Antiochus the Great. The reference
“stirred up” is not merely to an expedition against Egypt, but probably
is used in a broader and more comprehensive sense. He shall certainly
come]—Ilit., and he will come coming, “—a strong description of the
protracted but irresistible advance, followed by a portrayal of the over-
flowing masses of warriors that recalls the similar description in Isa.
8:8” (Zoeckler). It should be noted that the subject of the verb is here
8., referring alone to Antiochus. Seleucus Ceraunus had perished in bat-
tle in Asia Minor. He shall return]—M and others would translate and
he shall again be stirred up even unto his stronghold. This translation,
taking the verb return as an auxiliary in the sense of again, is justifiable.
Or, the text may mean that Antiochus returned to renew operations against
Egypt and, having taken Pheenicia and Palestine, established himself in
Gaza. The rendering and they shall stir themselves up as far as his strong-
hold (Driver) is based upon the assumption that the verb is pl. The s.
however, is to be preferred, and is adopted by most expositors. His
fortress]—either Gaza (Zoeckler, Driver) or possibly Raphia. The suffix
appears to refer to the Egyptian king.

Vs. 11. And the king of the South shall be enraged and shall go forth and
fight with him, (even) the king of the North and he shall raise a great
multitude, and the multitude shall be given in his hand. The reference is
to Ptolemy Philopator who, enraged at the approach of Antiochus goes
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forth to fight with him. It is said that he assembled 70,000 infantry,
5,000 cavalry and 73 elephants. He shall raise a multitude]—Zoeckler
refers this to Ptolemy, but M to Antiochus. As Driver points out, there
are objections to both of these views. However, on the whole, the latter
seems to have the most in its favor. Antiochus raises the multitude, but
it is taken from him and given into the hand of Ptolemy.

Vs. 12. And the multitude shall be carried away, his heart will be Lifted
up, and he shall cause thousands to fall, but will not be strong. The multi-
tude of Antiochus shall be carried away by Ptolemy. (For this rendering,
which is permissable, see RV margin, cf. Isa. 8:4; 40:24; 41:16). The
heart of Ptolemy will be lifted up in pride over the victory. He, Ptolemy,
will cause thousands to fall. This was fulfilled in the defeat at Raphia
which he inflicted upon Antiochus, in which, according to Polybius
(V:86) the Syrians lost 10,000 infantry, 300 cavalry, 5 elephants and
4,000 prisoners.® He shall not be sirong]—THe gained no lasting advan-
tage. Apparently Ptolemy was a man of dissolute life, who did not press
the advantages gained in battle, but soon resumed his easy life.

Vs. 13. And the king of the North shall again roise a multitude, greater
than the first, and at the end of some years he will certainly come with
a great army and with great substance. It might be well at this point to
remind the reader that this entire account is described as something that
will occur in the future. It purports, therefore, to be prophecy. If it was
written after the occurrence of the events described, it must be regarded

as a deception for its purpose is to set forth these events as yet future (cf.
particularly 10:14, 21, and 11:2, And now I will show thee the truth).

Antiochus had managed to gather a large army because of his successes
in the East and now returned to baitle against Egypt. This occurred about
13 years after the battle at Raphia. Ptolemy Philopator was dead and his
son was only a child of but four years. Substance]—The word has

reference to the weapons of war and equipment of the army, as in I Chr.
27:31.

Vs. 14. And in those times many shall stand against the king of the South,
and the sons of the transgressors of thy people shall lift themselves up to
cause the vision to stand, and they shall stumble. The “many” are evi-
dently Antiochus who had made a league with Philip of Macedon and
probably also rebels who appeared in Egypt. Sons of the transgressors]
—lit., of those who make a breach. To what, however, is the reference?
Calvin refers it to factious men who betrayed the unity of Judea by

6 Polybius (2nd cent. B.C.) was a Greek historian who wrote a work in 40 books,
5 of which are now extant.
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aligning themselves with foreign monarchs. Zoeckler takes essentially the
same position, finding the references to be to those of the Jews who made
a league with Antiochus against Egypt. The reference is to those who
break the law (cf. Ezek. 18:10). Jerome’s application to Onias is inter-
esting and illustrative, but this event occurred later after 164 B. C.
(See M). The Law was broken in that certain factious ones evidently
thinking that they were fulfilling prophecies, took the side of Antiochus
against Egypt. M would compare Ezek. 13:6. In this however, they fall
or stumble, i.e., they shall fail in their attempts to establish the vision,

Zoeckler thinks that certain ones revolt to establish the visions of Dan.
8 and 9 concerning the afflictions under Antiochus, but they shall fall in
war. Then he remarks, “It is not to be denied that at any rate this par-
ticular passage presents a somewhat considerable discrepancy between the
prophetic text of the section and the corresponding historical events.”
This is strange; if, as Zoeckler thinks, this passage is a late interpolation,
surely the interpolator would have been at pains to remove any “dis-
crepancy.” The very appearance of “discrepancy”—if the words they
shall fall are to be referred to a fall in battle—is an evidence of the
genuineness of the text.

Vs. 15. And the king of the North shall come, and shall cast up an en-
trenchment and shall take a fortified city, and the arms of the South shall
not stand and the people of his choice, and there is no power to stand.
Most commentators see in this vs. an allusion to the capture of Sidon
(M refers it to Gaza), but Ptolemy had sent one of his ablest warriors,
Scopas, to take back his lost territory. Near the headwaters of the Jordan,
Antiochus met and worsted him. Finally at Sidon, Antiochus brought
about his surrender. Cast up]—lit., pour out siege-works. A fortified
city]—lit.,, a city of fortifications. Arms—The arms of the body are
employed figuratively for strength (cf. Ps. 71:18). Here the reference is
to the armies of the South. People of his choice]—i.e., his chosen warriors.

Vs. 16. And he that cometh against him will do according to his will,
and there is none standing before him, and he shall stand in the land of
Desire, and destruction (shall be) in his hand. The reference is to An-
tiochus, “Having reached the height of victory, he falls under the dominion
of pride and haughtiness by which he hastens on his ruin and overthrow”
(Keil). His approach is irresistible. The land of Desire is the Holy Land.
Destruction]—lit., completeness, finishing, for the Holy Land.

Vs. 17. And he shall set his face to come with the power of all his king-

dom and an agreement is with him, and he shall make (it) and he will
give him the daughter of women to destroy it, but she will not stand,
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neither be for him. The idiom “set one’s face” means “to determine,” as
in 2 K. 12:8. Agreement]—lit., upright ones. The reference is to the
treaty in which Antiochus betrothed his daughter Cleopatra to Ptolemy.
The marriage, however, was not consummated until five years later.
Daughter of women]-—The pl. gives somewhat of a superlative force, i. e.,
to indicate her youth or possibly beauty. When the agreement was made,
Ptolemy was but seven years of age. To destroy it]—The suffix is f. and
some refer it to Cleopatra. However, this does not yield a good sense.
Probably it has reference to the alliance itself. The marriage, in other
words, was a stratagem by which Antiochus hoped to destroy his enemy.
She will not stand]-—In this stratagem, however, Antiochus fails, because
Cleopatra constantly sides with her husband over against her father.
These words might also be translated, But it shall not stand nor be for
him, i. e., to his advantage.

Vs. 18. And he shall turn his face to the isles and shall take many, and a
magistrate shall cause his reproach to cease for him except that his re-
proach shall return to him. The isles are the islands and coastlands of the
Mediterranean, probably of Asia Minor particularly. The magistrate
(judge) was Lucius Scipio Asiaticus, who brought about the defeat of
Antiochus. Reproach]—Doubtless this word has reference to the high-
handed and haughty dealings of Antiochus with the Romans. This re-
proach comes back upon Antiochus’ head, in that he is greatly humiliated
by defeat.

Vs. 19. And he shall turn his face to the fortresses of his land, and shall
stumble and fall and will not be found. These words are evidently in-
tended to indicate the enormity of Antiochus’ defeat. No longer can he
attack the strongholds of foreign lands, but must turn his attention to
those of his own. His end is ignominious. He stumbles and falls and is
found no more.

Vs. 20. And there shall stand in his place one who causes an exactor to
pass through for the glory of the kingdom, and in a few days he shall be
broken, but not in rage nor in war. In the place of Antiochus the Great
will appear another king Seleucus Philopator. He will cause an exactor,
i. e., one who collects money, to pass through the land for the sake of the
kingdom. This one is Heliodorus, the prime minister, who was sent to
seize the funds of the temple treasury. However, a divine apparition is
supposed to have frustrated him. M shows that the position of Heliodorus
as prime minister has been supported by archaeological evidence. The
text is historically accurate, for after a short time Seleucus was suddenly
and mysteriously removed, possibly through poisoning administered by
Heliodorus.
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d. vv. 21-12:3. The revelation concerning Antiochus
Epiphanes and the future.
1. vv.21-24. The rise of Antiochus Epiphanes.

Vs. 21. And there shall stand in his place a despised one, and they have
not placed upon him the glory of the kingdom, and he shall come in un-
awares and shall take hold of the kingdom by intrigues. At this point
Jerome finds a double reference in the prophecy. Antiochus appears here
merely as a type of the Antichrist. Jerome takes issue with his opponent
Porphyry who sees only a reference to Antiochus. Chrysostom agreed
with Jerome in this respect and others have followed suit. Hippolytus
introduced the Antichrist at v. 36 but Ephraim of Syria apparently re-
ferred everything to Antiochus.

The prophecy is confessedly difficult, and the present writer believes
that it cannot in its entirety be applied to Antiochus. He adopts the view
that Antiochus is portrayed as a type of the Antichrist, but that such
portrayal begins only at v. 36.

The present vs. introduces Antiochus Epiphanes. For the historical
background of his reign see App. VI and VII. The following estimate is
by Stuart: “. . . one of the most extraordinary characters exhibited on
the pages of history. He was both avaricious and prodigal, excessive in
his indulgences and prone to violent passions, a compound of the veriest
folly and weakness in some respects, and of great cunning and dexterity
in some others, especially in regard to flattery. At one period of his reign,
there was a prospect of his becoming quite powerful. But reverses came
upon him, and he died at last nearly as his father had done before him,
and on the like occasion. Indeed his extravagances and follies and cruelty
were so great, that his contemporaries gave him the nickname of “epi-
manes” (madman), instead of the title which he assumed, viz., “epiphanes”
(illustrious).”

Antiochus is introduced as a despised person, to whom the regal dignity
did not belong, since it would naturally have passed to Demetrius Soter,
the son of Seleucus Philopator. However, Antiochus determined to take
the kingdom for himself. By flattery he won over the kings of Pergamus
to his cause, and the Syrians gave in peaceably. In the attainment of this
end, Antiochus, like all such dishonest persons, doubtless employed cun-
ning flatteries and secret maneuverings. He was a master of intrigue.

Vs. 22. And the arms of the overflow will overflow from before him, and
they will be broken, and also the prince of the covenant. The first clause
may be translated, and forces shall be completely overflooded before him
(See M). The arms are the forces, not of the auxiliaries which should
aid in the restoration of the son of Seleucus (Calvin), but the forces of
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Egypt, whom Antiochus routed between Pelusium and the Casian moun-
tain. They will be broken]—as a vessel of pottery is broken. The prince]
—Some identify the prince with Ptolemy Philometor, in the sense of an
allied or confederate prince. But this does not seem adequately to de-
scribe the relations between Antiochus and Ptolemy. Furthermore, we
should expect Ptolemy to be called the king of the South. Others refer
it to Onias III, whom Antiochus deposed. But if the reference were to
Onias, the Jewish priest, we should expect the definite article, the cove-
nant. This view is at least as old as Theodoret, and may be correct. How-
ever, one cannot be dogmatic. I do not know to what the reference is. It
apparently refers to some prince who had been in covenant relation with
Antiochus. Hence, Stuart translates, a covenanted prince.

Vs. 23. And from the time when he joins himself unto them, he will prac-
tice deceit, and he will go up, and will prevail with a small nation. As
Jerome points out, Antiochus manifested friendliness toward the Egypt-
tians, thus winning their hearts. This policy seemed to prove of later
advantage to him. Go up]—not to Palestine and Syria, nor up the Nile
to Memphis but rather a general statement of the king’s rise to power.
Small nation]—Bevan refers these words to the partisans who helped
Antiochus rise to power, but more probably we have here a description
of the size of the Syrian nation itself.

Vs. 24. And unawares and into the fatiest of the provinces will he come
and he will do that which his fathers had not done and his fathers® fathers;
spoil and booty and possessions will he scatter upon them, and against
fortresses will he plan his devices, and unto a time. Antiochus will come
unawares, lit., in security. When men think that all is secure and safe,
he will slip in. It may be that a copyist has inserted the word in the
wrong place, and that it should be placed with the verb, thus, and into
the fattest of the provinces will he come unawares. The fattest provinces
are the richest. To them]—Possibly this refers to Antiochus’ followers,
but more likely to the people generally. The historical sources represent
Antiochus as a man who was lavish in his prodigality, cf. Livy 41:20;
I Macc. 3:30; Poly. 26:10:9-10. Foriresses]—These are the fortresses or
strongholds in Egypt against which Antiochus set his face. Time]—i. e.,
the time decreed by God.

2. wv.25.28. The first Egyptian campaign.

Vs. 25. And he shall stir up his strength and his heart against the king
of the South with a great army, and the king of the South shall arouse
himself for battle with a great and exceedingly powerful army, but he will
not stand, for they shall devise devices against him. This vs. refers to the
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first formal campaign into Egypt. Zoeckler is not incorrect in labelling
these vv. The second Egyptian campaign of Antiochus Epiphanes, for
Antiochus had already invaded Egypt. Driver remarks that we have no
“independent evidence as to the relative size of the armies.” He then
says, “There is however, no reason to suppose that the author would not
represent correctly what had taken place only two or three years before
he wrote.” However, let the reader remember that this account is told in
terms of the future. It is the writer’s intention to make it appear as
though these events had not yet occurred. If the events had occurred
when these words were written, it follows that the writer was a deceiver.

The king of the South, whether he be Ptolemy Physcon (Zoeckler) or
more likely, Ptolemy Philometor, could not stand, because of the treach-
ery of those who claimed to support him.

Vs. 26. And they who eat his assignment shall break him, and his army
shall overflow and many shall fall down slain. It is true that some of
those who supported Ptolemy did later desert. Assignment]—cf. note on
1:5. Overflow]—possibly the passive is better, and his (i. e., Ptolemy’s)
army shall be overflowed, i. e., swept away. Many]—I Mace. 1:18, “and
many fell wounded to death.”

Vs. 27. And the two kings, their heart is for evil, and at one table they
will speak lies, but it will not prosper, for there is yet an end to the ap-
pointed time. The king of Egypt and Antiochus will plot evil against one
another, Antiochus will show hospitality toward his enemy, yet will
violate the customs of Oriental hospitality by lying words. Together,
Philometor and Antiochus professed friendship and plotted to take Egypt.
Antiochus pretended that he was showing friendship to Philometor, in
planning to conquer Egypt for him. Philometor pretended to believe him.
Their common plan, however, would fail, for God’s appointed time for the
end of the wars between Syria and Egypt had not yet come.

Vs. 28. And he shall return to his land with great substance, and his heart
shall be against the holy covenant, and he shall do and return to his land.
Antiochus returned from Egypt with great spoil, ¢f. T Mace. 1:19, 20.
Holy covenant]—the holy land and its inhabitants. The term is used in
T Mace. 1:15. The theocracy as represented in the people and land was
thus the object of Antiochus’ enmity. A description of his depradations
in Judea is given in I Macec. 1:20-28. He shall do]—i.e., he shall accom-
plish the design of his heart.

3. vs. 29, The next Egyptian expedition.

Vs, 29. At the appointed time will he come again to the South, and it shall
not be as at the first so at the last. This expedition is apparently the third,
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168 B. C. In 169 he had made another expedition, concerning which the
book of Dan. is silent. At the appointed time]—i. e., the time determined
by God. The writer is conscious of the fact that all the movements of An-
tiochus are determined by God. He is evidently a man whose thoughts
are filled with God. But if this is so, how could he also be a forger, as he
would have to be if he wrote after these events had transpired? At the
first]—The idiom means, it shall not be at the last as at the first. This
last expedition will not have the same successful outcome as did the first.

4. vv.30-35. The persecution of the Theocracy by Antiochus.

Vs. 30. And there will come against him ships of Chiitim and he will be
disheartened, and shall return and rage against the holy covenant, and he
will do and will fix his attention upon those who abandon the holy cove-
nant. The LXX reads, and the Romans will come. The expression ships of
Chittim is based upon Balaam’s prophecy, Num. 24:24. Jerome seems to
have discovered the correct meaning by his translation friremes, for the
reference appears to be to the Roman ships of Popilius Laenas which,
according to Livy (45:10; also Poly. 29:1) sailed to Egypt in order to
prevent Syria from taking that country. Chiftim in the OT denotes the
inhabitants of Cyprus. Because of the presence of the Romans (see
Jerome), Antiochus became disheartened. Livy says that he was stupified
(obstupefactus), and Poly. describes him as “weighed down and groaning
in spirit.” Rage against]—“The rage which he was unable to vent on
Egypt is now turned against the holy covenant; in his displeasure he
turns against Israel, without being hindered” (Fuller). After his return
Antiochus will turn his attention to those Jews who apostatize and will
find them suitable to carry out his designs. Cf. I Macc, 1:11-15; 2 Mace,
4:4-17.

Vs. 31. And arms from him will stand and they will profane the Sanctuary,
the Citadel, and remove the Continual and set up the Abomination, the
Desolating. “This brings us to the climax of the horrors under Antiochus
Epiphanes” (Gaebelein). Armed forces, which belong to Antiochus, will
stand as guards in the Temple at Jerusalem. They will profane]—On the
Sabbath day the city was attacked, women and children were taken
prisoner, many houses were overthrown and the citadel overlooking the
temple was occupied. An endeavor was made to obliterate every trace of
the Jewish religion and to introduce Hellenic culture. Abomination]—
lit.,, the abomination that appalleth, causeth appallment. This is the
heathen altar which was erected on the altar of burnt offering.

Vs. 32: And those who act wickedly with the covenant will he pervert in
intrigue, but the people who knows its God will be strong and will do.
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The apostate Jews who have forsaken the Law of their God will be per-
verted by Antiochus, in that he will aid and abet them in their designs.
This he will do by flattery and intrigues. Those, however, who remain
loyal to God will show themselves valiant and will accomplish much in
their cause. I Macc. 1:62 reads, “And many in Israel were strong, and
were fortified in themselves, not to eat unclean things. And they chose
to die, that they might not be defiled with the meats, nor profane the holy
covenant; and they died.” Thus, the expression the people who knows its
God refers to the elect, that portion of the outward Israel which is the
true Israel, the Church, which knows its God and walks by faith and not
by sight. Such people, united to God by a living faith, will not succumb
to the subtle blandishments of a man of the character of Antiochus, but
will exhibit constancy and firmness, refusing to yield to temptation, and
will overcome (cf. I Macc. 2:42; 7:13; 2 Mace. 14:6). The vs. is a
remarkable illustration of the truth, “This is the victory which overcometh
the world, even our faith” (I John 5:4).

Vs. 33. And they that understand among the people shall cause many to
perceive, but they shall stumble through the sword aend through flame,
through captivity and through despoilment for many days. M translates
the learned, but the word seems to refer to those who show discernment
or understanding. These understanding ones are the true members of the
Theocracy who, since they themselves understand, cause others also to
understand. In the book of Mace. the ones who were true to the Law
were called “godly ones” (Hasideans); “Then were gathered together
unto them a company of Hasideans, mighty men out of Israel, every one
that offered himself willingly for the law. And all they that fled from the
evils were added to them, and became a stay unto them” (I Macc. 2:42).
It may be that such an outward party was in Dan.’s mind, but the under-
standing referred to is of a spiritual nature. Men of true faith will be
enabled to point out to others the path of wisdom. Such a course, how-
ever, will result in much suffering until finally the time of deliverance
arrives,

Vs. 34. And when they stumble, they shall be helped with a little help, and
many shall join themselves unso them in intrigue. Apparenily this proph-
ecy (note that it is related in the future tense) was fulfilled in the appear-
ance of Judas Maccabw®us who, however, was unable to put an end to all
the distresses of the people (cf. I Macc. 3:11ff.; 4:14ff.). Many hypo-
crites will associate themselves with the faithful who oppose Antiochus.
This hypocritical association was doubtless due in part at least to the sever-
ity with which apostates were treated.
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Vs. 35. And some of the wise will stumble, to refine among them, and to
purify and to make white, unio the time of the end, for it is yet to an ap-
pointed time. Among those who may be described as wise, i.e., who have
understanding, persecution will prove a testing time, and some will fall.
Such falling away however will be for the purpose of separating the chaff
from the true grain. “Such has been the experience in all periods of the
church’s history” (Keil). Such sifting must continue until the time of
the end, which will come at the time appointed by God.

5. vv.36-39. The great arrogance of the enemy of God.

Vs.36. And the king will do according to his will, and he will exalt and mag-
nify himself against every god, and against the God of gods will he speak
monstrous things; and he will prosper until the wrath is ended, for the
determined thing has been made. Driver remarks that “—it is contrary
to all sound principles of exegesis to suppose that, in a continuous descrip-
tion, with no indication whatever of a change of subject, part should re-
fer to one person, and part to another, and that ‘the king’ of v. 36, and
‘the king of the south’ of v. 45 should be a different king from the one
whose doings are described in vv. 21-35.” The matter cannot, however,
be thus easily dismissed. It is by no means clear that the description is
continuous, and because it is by no means clear, many commentators be-
lieve that there is a change in the subject. Again, when Driver asserts that
there is no indication of a change of subject, it may be replied that the
very fact that the description seems to transcend in large measure what
might be applied to Antiochus appears to many earnest expositors to be a
very sufficient indication of such a change. At any rate, the application
of this and the following vv. exclusively to Antiochus is by no means uni-
versally accepted.
The following are the principal interpretations:

1) Antiochus Epiphanes. This, according to Jerome was the view of
Porphyry, who is followed by Stuart, Zoeckler, M. Driver, etc.
2) Constantine the Great (Ibn Ezra—see the comments of Jerome
as to the interpretations of the Jews).
3) Omar ibn El-Khattab (Ibn Ali, who finds in this ch. a description
of the wars between the Caliphs and the Romans).
4) The Roman empire (Calvin).
5) The Dispensationalist Interpretations.
a) The king (vs. 36) is the little horn of Dan. 7, who is an apos-
tate, not from Judaism but from Christianity. He establishes

his palace in Jerusalem, from which time runs the Great Tribu-
lation, the last 314 years of Dan.’s 70th week (SRB).
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b) He is the Antichrist, not to be identified either with the little
horn of ch. 7 or with that of ch. 8. This wilful king will be a
Jew who in the midst of the Jewish people will assume kingly
honors, being recognized by the Jewish apostates as the Mes-
siah-King, and by the Christian apostates as the Antichrist. In
the middle of the 70th week he will come and take his seat in
the Jerusalem temple and will claim divine worship (Gaebelein).

6) The pope of Rome and the Papal System.

7) Herod the Great (Mauro).

8) The Antichrist. This may be called the traditional interpretation
in the Christian Church. It was advocated by Jerome, and in this
he has been followed by many.

It will be our purpose to study the text as we proceed, reserving the
identification until later.

The first statement made about this king is that he will do according
to his will. This had previously been related of Antiochus, 11:16, cf. also
8:4 and 11:3. Mauro finds it to be an apt description of Herod, both in
that he was self-willed—*it would be difficult to find in history one who so
ruthlessly executed the designs of his own tyrannical and cruel heart, even
upon those of his own flesh and blood”—and also in the fact that he pos-
sessed the power to accomplish what he wished to do. Cf. Aniig. 12:9:4.
Some (e.g., Haevernick) find a typical reference to Antichrist, whereas
others discover a direct prophecy of him. Ewalt]—The proud and pre-
sumptuous dealing of the king is stressed. Does this description apply
to Antiochus? From the Israelitish point of view, thinks Driver, he might
have been said to have set himself above all deities, by the manner in
which he patronized and honored particular gods. This is questionable,
however. Even though Antiochus himself assumed divinity, as the inscrip-
tions upon his coins show, such assumption of deity was common upon
the part of ancient kings. In what precise way did this king magnify him-
self not only above the true God, but also against every god? That is the
question that must be answered and the available evidence does not re-
veal that this is a correct description of Antiochus. Tt is true that such an
inscription as “Of King Antiochus, God. Manifest, Victory-bearer” shows
that the king “took his godhead very seriously” (M), but it nevertheless
does not do justice to the description given in Dan. Mauro takes the
words to mean “every ruler and authority in Israel.” Herod “did suc-
cessfully. aspire to the lordship over every authority in the land, whether
priests or rulers” (Mauro). This may be true, but the interpretation is
forced. The Romans passed “an opinion upon the right of each deity to
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be worshipped,” says Calvin. But this could also have been said of Anti-
ochus. The correct interpretation is given in 2 Thess. 2:4. Only of the
Antichrist may the language of Dan. be predicated. God of gods]—i.e.,
against the true God who is above all other gods. Antiochus surely did
speak against the true God, and thus may appear as a type of the Anti-
christ. So also the Romans; “—Cicero in his oration for Flaccus, tears
most contemptuously to pieces the name of the true God; and that im-
pure slanderer—for he deserves the name—so blurts out his calumnies,
as if the God who had revealed himself to his elect people by his law, was
unworthy of being reckoned with Venus or Bacchus, or their other idols”
(Calvin). Mauro refers the words largely to the slaughter of the babes
in Bethlehem which was an attempt to do away with Immanuel. The NT
plainly says that the Antichrist “as God sitteth in the temple of God”
(2 Thess. 2:4). Monstrous things]—things which, because of their
blasphemous character will cause astonishment. He will prosper]—He will
be successful in his impious course only until the anger of God towards
His people has come to an end. “This anger of God is irrevocably deter-
mined, that His people may be wholly purified for the consummation of
His kingdom in glory” (Keil).

Vs. 37. And unto the gods of his fathers will he show no regard, nor unto’
the desire of women nor unto any god will he shew regard, for he will mag-
nify himself above all. The expression gods of his fathers has reference
to the gods who were worshipped by his fathers, i.e., the gods whom his
fathers worshipped—he did not regard. Mauro makes out a plausible
case for the application of this passage to Herod. In speaking to the
Jews, Herod did employ the expression “our fathers,” (Antig. 15:11:1).
Also, some of the Herodians regarded him as a Messiah. In introducing
the worship of Cewsar, thinks Mauro, Herod showed a definite antipathy
toward the Jewish religion. But, as Mauro of course acknowledges, Herod
was originally an Idumean. Calvin finds the reference in the fact that
“—the Romans dared to insult all religions with freedom and petulance,
and to promote atheism as far as they possibly could.” The embarrass-
ment of those commentators who would apply these words to Antiochus
is obvious. Bevan admits that we are not told the manner in which Anti-
ochus showed disrespect for the gods of his fathers but thinks that it may
be in his abolition of local usages for the sake of centralizing his empire.
He appeals to I Mace. 1:41,42. Driver thinks that by paying honor to
foreign deities such as Jupiter Capitolinus there was implied a deprecia-
tion of the gods of his own country. Zoeckler is more convincing in sug-
gesting that he will manifest his impiety by the robbing of temples and
tear down religious systems. All of these are makeshifts, however, which
do not do justice to the language of the text. The fact is that these words
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do not apply to Antiochus. The phrase has a Jewish emphasis and has
reference to the Jewish religion. The one who has no regard for this
Jewish religion is himself a Jew, the Antichrist. I fully agree with Gaeb-
elein’s statement, “Here his Jewish descent becomes evident.” No regard]
—lit., he will not perceive, i.e., will pay no regard to. Desire of Women]
—that which women possess which is desirable, cf. I Sam. 9:20. This
was first interpreted of love, but it has also been referred to some object
of worship. According to Ephraim of Syria this was the goddess Nanaia,
whose temple was at Elymais. But why would Nanaia be called the desire
of women? Ewald suggested that it was Adonis, who was worshipped
particularly by women, cf. Ezek. 8:14. Mauro applies the reference to
Christ as the One upon whom the women of Israel had set their desire.
Since, however, these identifications are based upon the assumption that
the phrase desire of women has reference to something which women
desire, we must reject them. The desire is human love, and “is named as
an example selected from the sphere of human piety, as that affection of
human love and attachment for which even the most selfish and most
savage of men feel some sensibility” (Keil). Cf. the phrase, the love of
women, in 2 Sam. 1:26. “This king, then, should cultivate neither piety
nor humanity” (Calvin). Any god]—He has no piety nor reverence to-
ward any god whatsoever. This was certainly not true of Antiochus, nor
was it true of Herod. The reason why this king has no regard for any
god is that he magnifies himself above them all.

Vs. 38. But the god of fortresses in his place will he honor, and the
god which his fathers have not known will he honor with gold and silver
and precious stones and with things desired. The king will show no regard
to any god, but he will honor the god of fortresses. This designation is
difficult to understand. It is not a proper name, e. g., MAOZIM (Jerome)
nor Mars, the god of war, nor Jupiter, etc. If the reference is to some
known deity then all that is said in vs. 37 about the king not regarding
any god is nullified. What then is the meaning? In answer to this ques-
tion, it must be replied that the reference is not to any particular god or
cult. This seems to be stressed by saying that the god is one whom the
fathers have not known. He is a god who is characterized by fortresses or
strongholds. In other words he is the personification of war. The Jews
had known of war, of course, but they had never deified it. Thus, in the
place of any god he will honor war as his god. For religion he will sub-
stitute war, and war he will support with all that he has. This thought is
figuratively expressed by the words, with gold and silver, etc. This vs.
does not apply to Antiochus. A far more convincing case can be made
out for Herod (see Mauro), but the words best apply to the activities of
the Antichrist.
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Vs. 39. And he will do to the foriresses of the strongholds with (the help
of) a foreign god whom he recognizes, he will increase glory, and he will
cause them to rule over many, and the land will he divide for a price.
“With the help of this god, who was unknown to his fathers, he will so
proceed against the strong fortresses that he rewards with honour, might,
and wealth those who acknowledge him” (Keil). The mighty conqueror
rewards those who have sided with him. This was true of Antiochus, but
it is also true of all conquerors.

6. vv. 40-45, The final conflict.

Vs. 40. And at the time of the end, there will butt against him the king of
the South, and there will storm against him the king of the North with
chariots and horsemen and with many ships, and he will come into the
lands and will overflow and pass over. The interpretation of this and the
following vv. is extremely difficult.

L. Views Which Find Antiochus Epiphanes As The Subject of This
Passage.

a) Stuart, e. g., holds that these vv. relate a later campaign of Anti-
ochus and appeals to Porphyry’s testimony (given in Jerome) for evi.
dence. If Porphyry were inaccurate, thinks Stuart, Jerome would cer-
tainly have taken the opportunity to refute him.

b) Hitzig maintains that the author now goes back to describe events
preceding 168 BC,, i.e., previous to the invasion described in vs. 29.

¢) The vv., according to Driver, relate the course of events unto the
death of Antiochus.

d) The vv. relate merely the expectation of the author and not real
facts (Bevan, M).

It will become apparent that the expositors who apply these vv. to An-
tiochus are faced with grave difficulty. Thus, Driver says, “How far the
events here described correspond to the reality is a very doubtful
point.” The actual fact is that they do not correspond with what is known
of Antiochus’ death. We know that Antiochus, upon learning of the suc-
cessful revolt of the Maccabees left half the army with Lysias his governor
to destroy Israel. With the other half he himself set out toward Persia
where he attempted to take the treasures of a rich city, but was frustrated
by its forewarned inhabitants. Hence he set out for Babylon without the
treasure which he needed for the prosecution of his wars against Israel.
Word came to him that Lysias had been overthrown and the altar of the
Lord re-erected in Jerusalem, whereupon in terror and dismay he fell sick
and died (See I Macc. 3:27-37; 6:1-16; Poly. 31:11). Thus, it is impos-
sible to agree with Porphyry that in his eleventh year Antiochus made an
expedition against Egypt.
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The only historical support for the view that there was such an expedi-
tion is furnished by Porphyry. However, Porphyry’s testimony must be
rejected, and that for the following reasons:

1) Porphyry describes the campaign as initiated by Antiochus,
whereas Dan. says that the king of the South initiated it.

2) Egypt would now be under Roman protection, and an attack upon
Egypt would have involved Antiochus in a war with Rome. Of such a war
all history is silent,

3) At this time, according to all the historical sources Antiochus was
in serious financial difficulty. This ill-accords with the words of Dan.
11:43—*he shall have power over the treasures of gold and silver.”

4) The mention of Apedno as the place where Antiochus pitched his
tent, is obviously based upon a misunderstanding of the Heb. word in
vs, 45.

Nor can it be said that these vv. merely represent the hopes and
expectations of the author. Their value as a prophecy would then be
worthless, for they would then be presenting expectations which in large
measure, were contrary to fact. The language purports to be that of true
prophecy, and as true prophecy it must be regarded.

II. Those interpreters who do not apply these vv. to Antiochus, refer them
to the Romans or to the Antichrist. See the note to vs. 36.

At the time of the end—These words mark the time when the events are
to occur. The end is not the end of Antiochus’ reign, nor is it a general
reference to the final pre-Messianic days. Nor is there warrant for Mauro’s
view, that the words mean “the last stage of the national existence of
Daniel’s people, that is to say, the era of the Herods.” There is no in-
trinsic objection to such an interpretation, but the general context does
not warrant it. Nor do the words refer to the last-half of the 70th week,
but rather, to the end of the present age or world-period. King of the
South]—not Ptolemy Philometor (Driver), nor Cleopatra, aided by Mark
Anthony (Mauro). He is a king to come, typified by the historical
Ptolemies, for the battles between the South and the North evidently point
forward to this great battle in the end of the age. The two opponents are
the Antichrist and the king of the South who begins the battle by pushing
or butting (cf. 8:4) against his enemy. Storm against]—Like a whirl-
wind the northern king will come in retaliation (cf. Hab. 3:14). His
mighty forces are represented by the chariots, horsemen and ships. The
description is probably intended merely to stress the great power of the
king, Since it is said that he comes into the lands and overflows and
passes over, it seems clear that the reference is to a land battle. Hence, it
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it is not necessary to press too literally the words chariots, horsemen and
ships.

Vs. 41. And he will come into the land of the Delight, and many will
stumble, and these shall escape from his hand, Edom, and Moab and the
chief of the children of Ammon. The enemy king of the North comes into
the Delightsome Land, i. e., Palestine. As a result, many (lands) will be
overthrown., Three lands, however, will be delivered. It should be noted
that, at the time of Antiochus, Moab no longer existed as a nation. These
three nations were ancient enemies of God’s people, the Israelites. They
are mentioned here as symbolical representatives of nations which are
enemies of God’s people and who will escape the wrath of the king of the
North. “Edom, Moab, and Ammon, related with Israel by descent, are
the old hereditary and chief enemies of this people, who have become by
name representatives of all the hereditary and chief enemies of the people
of God. These enemies escape the overthrow when the other nations sink
under the power of the Antichrist” (Keil). Many will stumble]—By the
change of a vowel, the word many may be translated myriads. It would
then refer to individuals, not te nations. Chief]—lit., beginning, the same
word that is employed in Gen. 1:1. Tt refers to the foremost, the best of
the people. These are spared because of their enmity to God’s people.

Vs. 42. And he shall send his hand upon lands; and the land of Egypt
shall not escape. He shall lay his hand upon countries in order to seize
them. The principal object of his attack, Egypt, shall not escape, lit.,
shall not become an escaped body. Egypt probably stands as a repre-
sentative of the powers which will resist the Antichrist.

Vs. 43. And he will rule over the deposits of gold and silver and over all
the desired things of Egypt; and the Libyans and Cushites will be at his
steps. These words represent the complete nature of the king’s conquest.
The inhabitants of Libya and Cush (Ethiopia, see Nah, 3:9; Ezek. 30:5)
who are the allies of Egypt, will follow at his steps, i. e., in his train.
Thus, they join the army of the conquering invader.

Vs. 44. And reports shall trouble him from the East and from the North,
and he shall go out in great fury to destroy and to annihilate many. After
the king has conquered Egypt with Libya and Cush, rumors come from
the East and North which alarm him and inspire him with terror. These
tidings are apparently to the effect that some of his peoples in the East and
North are in rebellion against him. At any rate, the king is angered by
these reports and because of them sets out to destroy the rebels. It should
be noted that when these tidings reach the king, he is still in Egypt, and
from Egypt sets out to destroy. These facts do not fit the life of Antio-
chus.
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Vs. 45. And he will plant the tents of his pavilion between the sea and
the mountain of the delight of holiness, and he will come unto his end,
and there is none to help him. The tenis of his pavilion is about equiva-
lent to his royal pavilion. This he will plant (note that the future is em-
ployed. We are dealing with the language of predictive prophecy) as one
plants a tree, i. e., he will establish between the sea and the holy moun-
tain of Delight (lit., between seas to the mountain of the delight of holi-
ness). The pl. seas is poetic (cf. Deut. 33:19) and the reference is to the
Mediterranean Sea. The glorious holy mountain is Jerusalem or Zion.
Hence, the king is to make his final stand between the Mediterranean Sea
and Jerusalem. This statement cannot possibly apply to Antiochus, since
he died at Tabae in Persia. It should be noted that in placing the destruc-
tion of the great world power which opposes the people of God near to
Jerusalem, Dan. is in harmony with other similar OT references (cf. Joel
3:2, 12ff.; Zech 14:2). However, inasmuch as such names as Egypt,
Moab, Edom, Ammon, etc., are employed in these vv. in a symbolical
sense, so also is this present description employed. Precisely what is
signified it is difficult to determine. At any rate, the great final enemy of
the people of God, the Antichrist, will make his last stand and will come
to his end in territory which is sacred and holy (peculiarly delighted in
by the people of God—note the expression mountain of the delight of
koliness—does this have reference to the church?) His end will be com-
plete, apparently brought about by the glorious return of the Son of God
from heaven.

“And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom the Lord shall consume
with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his
coming” (2 Thess. 2:8).

“Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which ye have
been taught, whether by word or our epistle” (2 Thess. 2:15).






CHAPTER TWELVE

7. vw. 1.3, The final deliverance of Israel
and the consummation.

Vs. 1. And at that time shall Michael stand, the great prince, who stands
over the sons of thy people, and it shall be a time of distress, such as has
not been from the existence of a nation until that time, and in that time
thy people shall be delivered, everyone who is found written in the Book.
The words oz that time refer back to the time of the end (11:40). The
thought may be paraphrased, “At the time when the events of 11:40-45
take place, Michael will stand.” The phrase does not refer to the last days
of Antiochus. Apart from the general objections which preclude a ref-
erence to Antiochus, it should be noted that the greatness of distress
herein described is far too strong a description for the time of Antiochus.
The great prince]—Calvin believes that the reference is to Christ. How-
ever, Michael, as the representative of Christ, is the valiant warrior, who
comes to protect God’s elect from the fierce persecution of the king of the
North. Stands over]—i.e., in the sense that he comes to protect God’s
people (cf. Esther 8:11; 9:16). Time of distress]—because of the activity
of the king of the North. The phrase is evidently taken from Jer. 30:7.
Existence of a nation]—No nation has ever witnessed distress such as
this. How could such a phrase be applied to the days of Antiochus? The
forces of evil will unleash themselves in desperate fury against the saints.
This period of severe affliction is the time, times and half a time of Dan.
7:25. However, God’s true people will be delivered. Written in the Book]
—i.e., the book of Life. These are the elect, the true people of God, whom
Satan can never destroy. “His book is that eternal counsel which pre-
destinates us to himself, and elects us to the hope of eternal salvation. We
now understand the full sense of this instruction, as the Church shall re-
main in safety amidst many deaths, and even in the last stage of despair
it shall escape through the mercy and help of God. We must also remem-
ber this definition of a church, because many boast of being God’s sons,
who are complete strangers to him. This leads us to consider the subject
of election, as our salvation flows from that fountain. Our calling, which
is his outward testimony of it, follows that gratuitous adoption which is
hidden within himself; and thus God when regenerating us by His Spirit,
inscribes upon us his marks and signs, whence he is able to acknowledge
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us as his real children” (Calvin). These words bring out the deep, true
meaning of the prophet.

Vs. 2. And many of those who sleep in the ground of dust shall awake;
some lo life everlasting and some to reproaches to the abhorrence of eter-
nity. This vs. emphasizes further the deliverance of God’s people. With
respect to those who sleep, i, e., those who are dead (cf. John 11:11; Acts
7:60; I Thess. 5:10) there is to be a resurrection unto life and a resur-
rection unto death. Ground of dust]—This is a figurative expression for
the grave, cf. Job 20:11. The thought is based upon Gen. 3:19. It means
dusty earth, not dust of the earth. Many]—We should expect the text to
say all. In order to escape the difficulty, some expositors have taken the
word many in the sense of all. However, this is forced and unnatural.
The correct solution appears to be found in the fact that the Scripture at
this point is not speaking of a general resurrection, but rather is setting
forth the thought that the salvation which is to occur at this time will not
be limited to those who were alive but will extend also to those who had
lost their lives. We may paraphrase: “At the time of this persecution
many shall fall, but thy people, who are written in the book, shall be
delivered. Likewise, from the numbers of those who are asleep in the
grave many (i. e., those who died during the tribulation) shall arise. Of
these, some shall arise to life and some to reproach.” The words, of
course, do not exclude the general resurrection, but rather imply it. Their
emphasis, however, is upon the resurrection of those who died during the
period of great distress. Life everlasting]—This is the first occurrence
of this expression in the OT. Reproaches]—The pl. expresses intensity
and fullness. Contempt]—i. e., that which is an object of aversion, cf.
Isa. 66:24. Cf. also Matt. 25:46; John 5:29. This doctrine of the resur-
rection was not derived from the Persians, but was revealed by God to
Dan. See SBD, II, p. 117ff. Porphyry believed that the vs. was speaking
of the doctors of the law at the time of Antiochus. These would arise to
eternal life, but the transgressors (przvaricatores) to everlasting reproach.
According to Jerome, Porphyry applied this entire ch. to Antiochus.

Vs. 3. And those who are wise shall shine as the brightness of the firma-
ment, and those who turn many to righteousness as the stars for ever and
ever. Those who during the period of persecution have dealt prudently
and wisely in that they by their instruction have pointed many to the way
of righteousness shall receive the glorious reward of their labors in that
they shall shine eternally as the brightness of the firmament and as the
stars. Although the immediate reference of this vs. is to 11:33.45, it
nevertheless sets forth the general truth that those who instruct others in
the way of truth are wise. Those who are wise]—“the intelligent who, by
instructing their contemporaries by means of word and deed, have awak-
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ened them to steadfastness and fidelity to their confession in the times of
tribulation and have strengthened their faith, and some of whom have in
war sealed their testimony with their blood” (Keil). These “wise
ones” therefore, are not limited to those mentioned in 11:33-35. Shine]—
the heavenly and eternal reward. M well translates, like the sheen of the
sky. Cf. Ex. 24:10, and Matt. 13:43; I Cor. 15:40ff.; Rev. 2:28. The
reference is to the shining vault of heaven with all its suns and stars. Turn
many]—not to justify, in the sense of a forensic justification, but, Lit.,
those who make many righteous, i. e., those who, by their own,righteous-
ne¢s point many to the way of righteousness.

Keil well sums up the thought of these vv.: “The salvation of the people,
which the end shall bring in, consists accordingly in the. consummation
of the people of God by the resurrection of the dead and the judgment
dividing the pious from the godless, according to which the pious shall
be raised to eternal life, and the godless shall be given up to everlasting
shame and contempt. But the leaders of the people who amid the wars
and conflicts of this life, have turned many to righteousness, shall shine
in the imperishable glory of heaven.”

e. vs. 4. The final command to seal up the Book.

Vs. 4. And thou Daniel, shut up the words and seal the book until the time
of the end, many shall run to and fro, that knowledge may be increased.
To Dan. is given the injunction to shut up (i. e., guard, preserve, protect,
as in 8:26) the words which have just been revealed to him (i. e., 10:2-
12:3) and to seal (for the sake of preserving) the book (the book in
which these words are found). Kliefoth has well brought out the force of
the words “A document is sealed up in the original text, and laid up in
the archives (shut up), that it may remain preserved for remote times,
but not that it may remain secret, while copies of it remain in public use.”
The words, therefore, are the words which have just been revealed and
which Dan. has just written down, but the “book” evidenily includes
more than these words. Else, why should this designation have been
chosen? Evidently Dan. had written down his revelations, as he received
them. This last revelation formed a conclusion, and the entire body, i. e.,
the book was now to be sealed. Uniil the time]—Dan. is to seal the book
until the time of the end. He himself has now completed his prophetic
ministry and is, as one of his last acts, to lay away the book that it may
be preserved. The time of the end is the consummation, when the Lord
shall return from heaven. The “words” which Dan. was to shut up con-
tained revelations which extend to the “end.” The “end,” therefore, is not
the terminus of the reign of Antiochus. Many shall run]—This phrase is.
extremely difficult to interpret. Th. renders until many are taught and
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knowledge is fulfilled. The LXX has until many are left behind and the

earth is filled with unrighteousness. Calvin translates many shall inves-
tigate, and Jerome, followed by many excellent interpreters, refers the
action to the study of the book itself (percurri librum). Thus, Kliefoth,
“Daniel is to put away safely the prophecies which he has received until
the time of the end, so that through all times many men may be able to
read them and gain understanding from them.” However, I find myself
unable to accept any of these views, because they do not seem faithfully
to reflect the force of the Heb. verb. This verb means “to go,” “to rove
about.” Thus, Satan speaks to the Lord, and says that he has come from
“going to and fro in the earth” (Job 1:7b). The present occurrence
seems to reflect upon Amos 8:12, “And they shall wander from sea to sea,
and from the north even to the east, they shall run to and fro to seek the
word of the Lord, and shall not find it.” The verb appears to describe a
vain travelling about in order to discover knowledge. That knowledge]—
These words state the purpose of the going to and fro. It is for the sake
of increasing knowledge. This phenomenon is not a characteristic of the
end, but simply of the period which lay ahead of Dan. We may para-
phrase: “Preserve the book until the end, for it contains the truth as to
the future. Many shall go to and fro in search of knowledge, but they
shall not find it.”

Thus, it is unwarranted to consider the modern increase in travel and
in education as specific fulfillments of this prophecy. There is a strain of
sadness in these words. The written revelation of God is in the world, but
men heed it not. Instead, they look for knowledge where it is not to be
found.

f. vv.5-13. The conclusion of the prophecy.

Vs. 5. And I Daniel saw, and behold, two others were standing, the one
on this side of the bank of the stream, and the other on the other side of
the bank of the stream. A new scene in the vision appears. Two others,
in addition to the glorious One who had been giving the revelation to
Dan. now appear, one on each side of the stream. The stream]—This
word is generally used of the Nile, but here it must have a broader sense,
a stream. The stream was the Tigris.

Vs. 6. And (one) said to the man clothed in fine linen who was above the
waters of the stream, until how long is the end of wondrous things? The
identity of the speaker is not clear, for the text merely says, and he said.
The subject is not mentioned. Doubtless, however, it was one of the two
angels. The One addressed is the One who has given the previous revela-
tion (cf. 10:5 ff). This One, clothed in fine linen, had alone been visible
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to Dan. His position above the waters, and the fact that He is questioned
by the angel seem to indicate a superiority. Wondrous things]—The
reference is to the exiraordinary events which have just been revealed.
It must be noted that the question is not, how long shall these wondrous
things continue? but, how long is the end of these wondrous things? The
end is that period upon which the revelation has placed its stress, namely,
the events recorded in 11:40-12:3. The question, therefore, concerns
the duration of the events concerned with the king of the North.

The two angels are probably present as witnesses to the oath uttered in
vs. 7.

There must be a reason for the choice of the word translated stream.
As already indicated, it is the common designation for the Nile river.
Possibly it is deliberately employed here to remind Dan. that just as the
Lord had once stood over Egypt, the world-nation which was hostile to
God’s people, so now does He stand over the world kingdom, represented
symbolically by the Nile stream, actually the Tigris, ready again to de-
liver His people. On vv. 5 and 6 Jerome comments that whereas he inter-
prets them of Antichrist, Porphyry, according to his custom (more suo)
interprets of Antiochus.

Vs. 7. And I heard the man clothed in fine linen who was above the
waters of the stream, and he lifted his right (hand) and his left unto the
heaven, and he swore, By the One who lives forever, (it is) for a time,
times and a half, and when there is an end of breaking in pieces the
hand of the people of Holiness, all these things shall come to an end. The
language of this vs. is majestic. Dan.’s attention is directed to the central
Figure who, in most solemn fashion, utters an oath. Ordinarily, when an
oath was taken, only one hand was raised. Cf. Gen. 14:22; Deut. 32:40.
The solemnity of this oath, therefore, is emphasized by the fact that both
hands are raised. The man clothed in fine linen swears by Him who lives
forever, i. e., the true God. This designation had already been employed
by Neb. but the present passage evidently reflects Deut. 32:40, “For T lift
up my hand to heaven, and say, I live for ever.” In this passage it is
God who swears and who swears by Himself. This is also the case here in

Dan.

Since, therefore, the oath is of so extremely solemn a nature, we cannot
apply the passage to Antiochus, as does Porphyry. It must, rather, apply
to that arch-enemy of the Lord, known as Antichrist. Furthermore, the
description does not well fit Antiochus. Time, times and a half1—
This is the exact Heb. equivalent of the Aramaic expression used in 7:25,
and its meaning here is the same as in that passage. The word means
a set or appointed time, and there is no warrant whatsoever for the as-
sertion that it means a year. Not only must the application to Antiochus



260 THE PROPHECY OF DANIEL

be rejected, therefore, but also the reference to the latter half (314 years)
of the 70th seven (Gaebelein). When there is an end of breaking]—At the
time when the power of the holy people is shattered (broken in pieces)
these things will come to an end. The Antichrist will practically have
destroyed God’s people, when Antichrist himself will be destroyed. In the
time of deepest need, God works on behalf of His elect. The word trans-
lated breaking has sometimes been rendered to scatter. It means rather
to shatter, to beat in pieces, as e. g., “thou shalt dash them in pieces like
a potter’s vessel” (Ps. 2:9b). When this terrible work has been completed,
the end of these wondrous things will occur. The hand of the people of
holiness]—The hand is a symbol of power. The people of holiness are
those who are characterized by holiness, the holy people. This is not a
mere designation of Israel after the flesh, but refers to the elect of God,
who are renewed in holiness.

Vs. 8. And I heard, but I did not understand, and I said, O my lord, what
shall be the end of these things? The specific question of the angel has
been answered and, although Dan. heard the answer, he did not under-
stand it. Of what, particularly, was Dan. ignorant? The answer is stated
in the question, what shall be the end of these things? By the words, these
things, he refers not to the all these things of vs. 7. Rather this phrase is
to be taken in a broader sense, these things generally, which have been
revealed to him, i. e, the revelation of ch. 11. The angel’s questions
concerning the end of the wondrous things has been answered. However,
Dan. professes that he has not understood the matter. He wants there-
fore to know how the final issue of this revelation will turn out. What
will be its end? He uses a word different from the end of vs. 8; here he
speaks more of the last part or closing stage of these events.

Vs. 9. And he said, Go! Daniel, for closed and sealed are the words until
the time of the end. “Although Daniel was not induced by any foolish
curiosity to inquire of the angel the issue of these wonderful events, yet
he did not obtain his request. God wished some of His predictions to be
partially understood, and the rest to remain concealed until the full period
of the complete revelation should arrive” (Calvin). Go!/]—i. e., inquire
no further, leave this matter alone. The reason for this command is stated
in the fact that the words are preserved in security against destruction so
that they may be read and understood at the time of their fulfillment. It
is not necessary that Dan. himself should understand the answer to his
question, for it does not have immediate application to him. There will
come a time, however, when the words are needed and then they will be
understood. Therefore, they are shut up and sealed until the time of the
end. The vs. well illustrates the practical character of Holy Scripture.
God in His infinite wisdom has revealed to us only that which it is needful
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for us to have in order that we may know what He requires of us, He
does not reveal that which does not directly contribute toward this end.
Scripture is not a body of esoteric mystery given to satisfy idle curiosity.
It is given that we “might not sin against Thee” (Ps. 119:11b). It is a
thoroughly practical Book. The present vs. should be pondered carefully
by those who are constantly setting dates for the return of Christ or
seeking to find specific fulfillments of prophecy in the events of modern
history.

Vs. 10. Many shall be purified and made white and refined; and the
wicked shall do wickedly, and none of the wicked shall understand, but
those who are wise shall understand. This vs. presents a general descrip-
tion of the future. It is not a characterization merely of the time of the
end (Driver). The thought seems to be: “Fear not, Dan., for although
thou thyself dost not understand the words, many will understand them.
The words, kept and sealed unto the time of the end, will prove to be a
source of true blessing to the people of God even unto the end. For per-
secutions, trials and afflictions will come, and when they come, many will
be purified and made white and refined. They will understand the words
of the prophecy. The reprobate, however, will continue in their wicked-
ness and will not understand. They show no insight into spiritual truth
and so they act without understanding.” This use of the word understand
is obviously based upon Dan.’s statement in vs. 9.

Vs. 11. And from the time of the turning aside of the Continual and to
the giving of an abomination desolating is one thousand, two hundred
and ninety days. The words of this vs. are surprising; they come as one
further bit of revelation before the book closes. Various interpretations
have been offered, of which the following may be noted:

a) Some dispensationalists allege that the 1290 days are literal, and
apply to the latter half of Dan.’s 70th weeck, supposedly a period of 3%
years (see com. in loc.). If, however, we reckon 30 days to a month,! we
find that 1290 days amounts to 43 months or 314 years plus an extra
month. What is to be done with this extra month? Aeccording to Gabelein,
“The extra month will in all probability be needed to make possible
certain judgment events especially with the overthrow of the nations,
which came against Jerusalem and the judgment of nations as given in
Matthew 25:31.” SRB suggests that at the expiration of 1260 days the
Stone smites the image and brings Gentile world dominion to an end, but
before full blessing comes in the debris of the image must be carried
away (p. 920). It has already been shown that this position is untenable.

1 The Jewish calendar year apparently consisted of months of 29 and 30 days in
length. » T
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The difficulty of accounting for the 1290 days (the extra 30 days) simply
adds to the weakness of this position.

b) Mauro says that it was exactly 43 months between the taking
away of the daily sacrifice during the siege of Jerusalem and the ap-
pearance of the Roman army (the abomination), if the days of the
month in which the two events occurred be not reckoned. Thus:

AD. 66. Coming of the Romans under Cestius.
A.D. 70. Taking away of the Daily Sacrifice.

It must be noted, however, that upon this scheme the two events are re-
versed. If this were correct, we should expect the text to read, from the
abomination to the taking away of the continual sacrifice is 1290 days.
Hence, this construction does not do adequate justice to the text. Further-
more, the period between these two events is not 1290 days, but possibly
60 days more. The coming of the Romans took place about the 15-22 of
Tishri (i.e., October, 66) and on the 30th of Hyperberetzus (i.e., c. 17th
November, 66) Cestius led his troops into Jerusalem. On the 17th of
Panemus 70 AD., (i.e., Tammuz in the Jewish calendar—our August) Titus
learned that the continual sacrifice had ceased to be offered (See Josephus,
The Jewish Wars 11:19:1#f. and VI:2:1). Now the interval between these
two events was not 1290 days or 43 months but about 1350 days. Note
that 1200 days would carry us from November 17, 66 to June 17, 70.
There still remains the interval (at least more than a month) up to August
17, 70. This view, therefore, must be rejected.

¢) Most commentators consider these numbers to have reference to
literal days and apply them to the times of Antiochus Epiphanes. They
therefore look for a terminus @ quo and find it in the removal of the daily
sacrifice by Antiochus, in 168 B.C. What however, would be the terminus
ad quem? According to Stuart, it is the purification of the temple by
Judas in 165 B.C. He says that the time in question is made “as nearly
as history will enable us to compute it.” Driver finds the terminus ad
quem in the death of Antiochus. Now, these views proceed upon the as-
sumption that the days are literal, yet none of them presents a satisfactory
explanation. The 1200 days do not fit. There must have been a special
reason for the choice of 1290 days, which equals a period of one month
over 3% years, or, in other words, is just a month longer than half of
seven years.? None of these views, which assume that the days are literal,
is able to explain precisely why this figure was chosen. Prince (following
Behrmann) comes closest to a satisfactory explanation by pointing out
that every third year it was customary to add an extra month, and thus

2 j.e.. reckoning 30 days to the month.
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we would get 3 years 7 months, or 1290 days. Baut, if this were so, why
do we have the expression time, times and half a time in vs. 7 and ch. 7:25
which, according to Prince, equals 314 years? If it was customary to add
this month, why was it not also added in vs. 11 and in 7:25, passages
which according to Prince, are speaking of the same subject? The ad-
dition of this extra month must be accounted for upon the basis of other
grounds than those which Prince has adduced.

d) The position which alone appears to be tenable is that offered by
Keil. It is that these numbers are to be interpreted symbolically. They do
refer to the times of Antiochus, that period of Israel’s sore trial. The
turning aside of the continual sacrifice and the abomination clearly seem
to indicate this. This period, represented by the 1290 days, is to be one
of severe persecution. But why the mention of “days” instead of “times”?
Keil has well answered this question, “By the naming of ‘days’ instead of
‘times’ the idea of an immeasureable duration of the tribulation is set aside,
and the time of it is limited to a period of moderate duration which is
exactly measured out by God.” This period is then lengthened by 45 days
(see vs. 12) making a total of 1335. When these 1335 days have expired
complete blessing will come. The 1335 days, therefore, have reference
to the entire period of persecution, not only that under Antiochus, but
the whole period of opposition to God’s kingdom unto the consummation.
The 1290 days, however, have reference not to the entire period of perse-
cution, but only to the most severe phase of this period, namely, the per-
secution under Antiochus and its antitype, that under the Antichrist. The
1290 days are little more than 14 of 7 years and 7 appears to be a figure
denoting completeness. The lesson which we are to learn therefore is that
the most severe period of persecution will last but a little more than half
the whole period. Even the full period, the 1335 days is not a complete-
ness of persecution, but apparently a period fore-shortened, both in dura-
tion and intensity, so that it also is little more than half (45 days more
than the severest period) of 7, the symbolical number of perfection and
completion.

That the persecution under Antiochus is here regarded as typical of the
later and more severe persecution under Antichrist is evident from the
fact that the typical relationship of these two periods has been so clearly
set forth in ch. 11.  The wars between Antiochus and Egypt and the descrip-
tion of his persecution of God’s people leads easily and naturally into the
account of the wars of the future king of the North. The description of the
work of Antiochus “shows in a figure how the Antichrist at the time of the
end shall take away the worship of the true God, renounce the God of his
fathers, and make war his god, and thereby bring affliction upon the
church of God, of which the oppression which Antiochus brought upon
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the theocracy furnished a historical pattern” (Keil). And may we re-
member that as the persecution under Antiochus was cut short (3 years
and 10 days—not fully 3% years) so also will the final period, for the
sake of God’s elect, be shortened.

Vs. 12. Blessed is he who waits and attains to the thousand, three hundred
and thirty five days. “He that endureth to the end shall be saved” (Matt.
24:13). These words may be said to form a Divine commentary upon
this passage. So also the statement of our Lord, “Blessed is that servant,
whom his lord when he cometh shall find so doing” (Matt. 24:46). The
lit. rendering is, O the blessings of the one who waits. A Divine bene-
diction falls upon the faithful who endure suffering and oppression and
abide true to their Lord.

Vs. 13. And thou, go to the end, and thou shalt rest and thou shalt stand
to thy lot at the end of the days. The final word of comfort and assurance
is given to the prophet. Gol—i.e., not, go thy way, but rather, go on as
thou art until the end of life. Thou shalt rest]—i. e., in the grave,® and
thou shalt arise to receive thy appointed portion at the end (the consum-
mation.) The end of the days is the final period, the consummation.
Thus the salvation of Dan. is announced; his part or lot is to be that of
the wise who turn many unto righteousness. Keil very aptly closes his
great work with the words, “Well shall it be for us if in the end of our
days we too are able to depart hence with such consolation of hope.”

PravER oF JoHN CALVIN

“Grant, Almighty God, since thou proposest to us no other end than
that of constant warfare during our whole life, and subjectest us to many
cares until we arrive at the goal of this temporary race-course: Grant, I
pray thee, that we may never grow fatigued. May we ever be armed and
equipped for battle, and whatever the trials by which thou dost prove us,
may we never be found deficient. May we always aspire towards heaven
with upright souls, and strive with all our endeavors to attain that blessed
rest which is laid up for us in heaven, in Jesus Christ our Lord.—Amen.”

3 The idea of “soul sleep” is not at all to be found in these words.
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The Third Year of Jehoiakim

In Prince’s Commentary there appears the following statement (p. 18),
“The chronological error in C. i that Nebuchadnezzar took Jerusalem as
king of Babylon in the third year of Jehoiakim should be considered first.”
In their Introduction to the Old Testament (London, 1934) Oesterley
and Robinson say “. . . in the opening verse of the book Nebuchadnezzar
is said to have besieged Jerusalem and to have captured the city in the
third year of Jehoiakim, i.e., 605 B. C. But this did not happen until 597
B. C. when Jehoiachin was king” (p. 335). Essentially similar statements
may be found in many recent Introductions and Commentaries on Daniel.

In reply it should be pointed out first of all that the book of Daniel
does not state that Nebuchadnezzar took the city of Jerusalem in the third
year of Jehoiakim. All that Daniel asserts is that in Jehoiakim’s third
year Nebuchadnezzar came to Jerusalem and laid siege against it. God
gave into his hands the king and a part of the temple vessels, and these
alone are mentioned as the spoil which the Babylonian king received.
There is a strange silence in the verse. The reader would expect a state-
ment to the effect that the entire city had fallen, but such a statement
is not given. Apparently Nebuchadnezzar had to give up the siege before
taking the city. If we can believe Berossus, such must have been the case.
The Babylonian king, hearing of the death of his father, hastened to Baby-
lon to take up the kingdom {Antig. X:11:1 and C4 1:19). At any rate,
it is time that critics cease attributing to Daniel a statement which he does
not make,

Secondly, Prince asserts that Daniel teaches that as king of Babylon
Nebuchadnezzar took the city. But this is to attribute to the words a
force which they need not possess. As the exegesis has shown (see under
1:1) the word king is here used proleptically and does not at all indicate
ignorance or error upon the part of the author. This view has been widely
held by commentators representing various schools of thought, e.g.,
Stuart, Pusey, Zoeckler, Wilson, Charles, Driver, etc.

The crux of the difficulty is to be found in Daniel’s mention of the third
year of Jehoiakim, since Jer. 25:1 equates the fourth year of Jehoiakim
with the first year of Nebuchadnezzar, and Jer. 46:2 states that in the
fourth year of Jehoiakim Nebuchadnezzar smote the army of Pharaoh-
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Necho at Carchemish, and Jeremiah (25:8-14) in the fourth year of
Jehoiakim speaks of the Chaldeans as though they had not yet come to
Palestine.

Is there, however, a contradiction between the dates as given respec-
tively by Daniel and by Jeremiah? According to some critics there is
such a contradiction, but this is an assumption for which there is no real
warrant. Various attempts have been made to resolve the difficulty. 1.
Some of the older commentators advanced the theory that in reckoning the
years of Jehoiakim and those of Nebuchadnezzar, a different method was
employed. This view was thoroughly refuted by Hengstenberg (Authentie
p- 53) and since, as far as I know, it is no longer held, no further at-
tention need be paid to it. 2. Haevernick, Pusey. et al. have suggested that
the expedition against Jerusalem actually preceded the battle at Car-
chemish. But such a supposition appears to be at variance with Jer, 25
where Jeremiah is represented as saying in the fourth year of Jehoiakim,
“Behold, I will send and take all the families of the north, saith Jehovah,
and I will send unto Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon, my servant,
and will bring them against this land, and against the inhabitants thereof,
and against these nations round about; and I will utterly destroy them,
and make them an astonishment, and a hissing, and perpetual desolations™
(Jer. 25:9). It is very unlikely that the prophet would thus speak if in
the previous year Nebuchadnezzar had already attacked Jerusalem. Fur-
thermore, there are strategical considerations which make this course of
procedure improbable.

3. Aalders (The Evangelical Quarterly, Vol. 2, No. 3) suggests that in
the Hebrew manuscripts, since numerals were represented merely by
letters of the alphabet, a mistake was made by substituting a gimel (3)
for waw (6). Thus, according to Aalders, the expedition described took
place in the sixth year of Jehoiakim, probably the year in which, ac-
cording to 2. K. 24:1, Jehoiakim rebelled, and bands of invaders came
against him. This suggestion is not impossible, but the error, if such it
was, must have been very ancient, since all the versions support the date
offered by the present Hebrew text. Furthermore, the assumption of an
error in the manuscript is not necessary to a solution of the difficulty.

4. Keil adopts the position and develops it with characteristic thor-
oughness and ability that the Hebrew word translated came in 1:1 may
also mean set ouf. Thus, it is not at all necessary to assume that 1:1
teaches that Nebuchadnezzar actually arrived at Jerusalem and laid siege
to it in Jehoiakim’s third year, 1:1 may merely mean that in this third
year the king set out for Jerusalem, whereas the actual arrival and siege
may have taken place during the fourth year, as Jeremiah indicates. Such
a translation, despite Driver’s strictures, is perfectly possible and perfectly
in accord with Hebrew usage. Keil adduces the following examples,
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Gen. 45:17; Ex. 6:11; 7:26; 9:1; 10:1; Num. 32:6; I Sam. 20:19; 2
K. 5:5; Jonah 1:3.

It may very well be the* *his solution is correct, but the presence of the
statement and besieged it in such close connection with the first verb of
the sentence (came), together with the mention of the date, gives the im-
pression that the siege also occurred in the third year. At least, that seems
to be the natural impression which the verse conveys. This in itself is not
decisive against Keil’s rendering, but it is a weighty consideration.

S. The correct solution, it would seem, is to be found in the fact that in
the book of Daniel the years are reckoned according to the Babylonian
method, whereas in Jeremiah they are reckoned according to the Pales-
tinian method. This view has been set forth fully by Wilson (SBD, I,
pp. 43ff.) and recently it has been given expression in an admirable article
by Pieters The Third Year of Jehoiakim in From the Pyramids to Paul,
1935.

According to the Babylonian system only the first full year of reign
was called the first year of a king’s reign. The year in which the king
ascended the throne was not designated his first year, but “the year of
the accession to the kingdom.” Thus, when Daniel speaks of Jehoiakim’s
third year, he has reference to the same year as does Jeremiah in mention-
ing the fourth year. A table will make the point clear.

Babylonian Palestinian
Year of Accession o5 i First Year
First Year . Second Year
Second Year - Third Year
Third Year vens Fourth Year

Pieters adduces evidence to show that the Babylonian method of reck-
oning the years is employed elsewhere in the Old Testament. He appeals
to 2 K. 25:27 which speaks of “Evilmerodach King of Babylon in the
year that he began to reign...”, and to Jer. 52:28-30 which should be
compared with 2 K. 24:18-25:30. The passage in 2 K speaks of the eighth
and nineteenth years of a reign, whereas the corresponding passages in

Jeremiah mention the seventh and eighteenth years. Further evidence is
presented by Wilson.

If this assumption be adopted it removes entirely the difficulty which
is supposed to be created by the reference to the third year in 1:1. It
may be noted in passing that the mention of the third year seems on the
face of it to be an indication of trustworthiness. Had this verse been
composed by a later editor, he doubtless would have made the deportation
accord with one of the two principal deportations, either that of 598 B, C.
(2K. 24:14-16), or of 587 B. C. (2 K. 25:2-21).
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It remains to suggest what was the actual background of the events
recorded in Daniel 1:1. In recent times Pieters has probably given as
good a reconstruction as any, and we shall list the points which he men-
tions: '

1. Early in 605 B. C. Jeremiah delivers the address recorded in Jer. 25.

2. Also early in this year Nebuchadnezzar, the crown prince, defeats
the Egyptians at Carchemish (Jer. 46:2).

3. Nebuchadnezzar then appears in Palestine.

4. Then occurs the siege of Dan. 1:1, also recorded in 2 K. 24:1 and
2 Chr. 36:6, 7.

5. Something caused Nebuchadnezzar to hasten to Babylon. Apparently
this was the news that his father Nabopolassar had died (see supra).

II

The Treasures of the Temple

Dan. 1:1 records Nebuchadnezzar’s first invasion of Jerusalem, at
which time he took away but a part of the sacred vessels of the temple.
According to Stuart, there was a second invasion during Jehoiakim’s
reign, at which time another portion of the temple vessels was taken
away (2 Chr. 36:7). However, it should be noted that the passage in
Chronicles does not give the year in which this invasion occurred. The
principal emphasis of the Chronicles’ passage is to the effect that during
the reign of the wicked Jehoiakim Nebuchadnezzar was enabled to de-
spoil the temple of some of its sacred vessels. In the light of the discus-
sion in App. I, it seems best to identify this invasion with that of Dan.
1:1, rather than to regard it as a distinct expedition upon the part of the
Babylonian king (Cf. also Keil’s discussion).

A second invasion, under the reign of Jehoiachin, is recorded in 2 K.
24:13. (Stuart considers this the third). A more thorough de-
spoiling of the temple now occurred. “And he carried out thence all the
treasures of the house of the LORD, and the treasures of the king’s
house, and cut in pieces all the vessels of gold which Solomon king of
Israel had made in the temple of the LORD, as the LORD had said.”

Under Zedekiah, the invader destroyed the temple and took away all
the treasures (Cf. 2 K. 25:6-20). Part of these were brought back under
Cyrus (Ezra 1:7), and the remainder under Darius (Ezra 6:5).
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The Chaldeans

In the Old Testament generally, the term Chaldean. is used in an ethnic
sense, i.e., as the name of a race of people. In the book of Daniel it is
also employed to denote a class of wise men. In this latter, more re-
stricted, meaning it occurs in 2:2, 4, 5, 10; 3:8 (?); 4:7; 5:7, 11. (1:4
possibly uses the word in the ethnic sense), This latter usage does not
occur elsewhere in the Old Testament, nor does it appear upon any of the
inscriptions. The first extra-Biblical employment of the word to denote a
caste, occurs, as far as I know, in Herodotus (c. 440 B. C.), and then
appears in the Greek writers.! Because of this some critics assert that
the mention in Daniel of the Chaldeans as a distinct class of wise men is
inaccurate and indicative of a later date. Had the book been composed in
Babylon during the sixth century B. C., so the argument runs, this error
would not have been made.

In answer to this Wilson (SBD, I, p. 337ff.) believes that the term
galdu of the monuments is a designation of the astrologers and may be
the equivalent of Chaldean. In this he is followed by Aalders (op. cit.).
However, this derivation is seriously questioned by Baumgartner (TR.,
11, 1939. p. 72) “... ein angebliches (amelu) galdu, das einer laengst
aufgedeckten Falschlesung von Pinches sein Dasein verdankt”” At this
point, I follow Baumgartner, and believe that appeal to the reading galdu
should probably be abandoned.

In recent times perhaps the fullest and most adequate statement of the
critical position has been given by H. H. Rowley, (‘The Chaldeans’ in
the Book of Daniel, The Expository Times XXXVIII, 1926.27, pp. 423-
428). Rowley’s first conclusion is “That there is no evidence that the term
‘Chaldeans’ was used in any other than an ethnic sense in the sixth cen-
tury B. C., and that any other use under a Chaldean dynasty is almost
inconceivable” (p. 428). With the first part of this statement I find my-
self in agreement. However, it is necessary to consider the evidence ad-
duced in support of the latter part of the statement. Why is it almost in-
conceivable that, under a Chaldean dynasty, the term Chaldean should be
employed in other than an ethnic sense? If I understand Rowley aright,
his argument to support this proposition is as follows. When the Chal-
deans were at the height of their power and pride (i.e., at the time of
Nebuchadnezzar), and when they were dwelling in their own capital, “it
can hardly be supposed” that they would use their racial name in any but
an ethnic sense. Later, at the time of Herodotus, when an important

1 Cf. Strabo XVI: 1:6, DS I1:29,
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change in the status of the race had occurred, and the Chaldeans were
“racially insignificant” the other significance of the term might have
developed (p. 424).

We may agree with Rowley that, other things being equal, it is not
natural to expect the term Chaldean to have any but an ethnic sense when
the Chaldeans were at the height of their power. But for what reason
would the second meaning of the word appear at a later time? At the
time of Herodotus, the Chaldeans were under the dominion of Persia.
Would they not then commonly be called “Chaldeans™ in the ethnic sense,
just as we today in the United States of America speak of Indians,
using the word to refer to the descendants of the early American Indians?
Surely the American Indian is today “racially insignificant,” but the term
Indian as applied to him, has never, so far as I know, been employed in
any but an ethnic sense. Why, then, should the mere change in racial
significance give rise to a new usage of the term?

Furthermore, it is necessary to consider Herodotus’ employment of the
word. He says (I:181), “as the Chaldeans, being priests of this god,
say.” Here he is describing the ziggurat of Bel (Marduk). Again
(I:183), “In the greater altar the Chaldeans burn also 1000 talents of
frankincense every year, when they celebrate the festival of this god.”
In the same chapter occur the phrases, “as the Chaldeans said, “and “I
did not see it, but I say what is said by the Chaldeans.”

It is obvious that Herodotus considers the Chaldeans to be priests.
Furthermore, it should be pointed out that the festival which the Chal-
deans celebrate, is, according to Herodotus, observed every year. It is
not an innovation, but a long established practice. How long, then, had
this practice been in existence when Herodotus wrote? There are certain
clues in his paragraph which indicate that the practice had been estab-
lished for a very long time indeed. The historian is describing a Baby-
lonian temple in which is to be found a golden statue of the god. In this
temple the Chaldean priests minister. These Chaldeans had told Herodotus
that in the time of Cyrus the temple had also contained a huge golden
statue of a man. Xerxes, the son of Darius, (436-465 B. C.) wanted this
statue and killed a priest who forbade him to remove it.

The natural impression which is given by a reading of Herodotus’
paragraph is that the order of things described had been in existence at
least since the time of Cyrus. The sanctuary had been standing since that
time, and one might be quite warranted in drawing the inference that the
sanctuary priests—the Chaldeans—had also been in existence since that
time. And, in the context of this paragraph, is it not most justifiable to
infer that the priest who opposed Xerxes was of the same order as the
priests whom Herodotus met, namely, a Chaldean? I do not say that the
paragraph in question proves that this employment of the term “Chal-
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dean” to denote a class of priests was much older than the time of
Herodotus, but it certainly lends its weight in support of the view that
such was the case. In fact, in the light of this paragraph from the Greek
historian, it may almost with confidence be asserted that, if the change in
the use of the term “Chaldean” occurred after the downfall of Babylon,
the change in the racial significance of the Chaldeans had nothing to do
with it.

We may agree, therefore, with Rowley that Daniel alone employs the
term “Chaldean” in two senses, but should differ from him in our conclu-
sions. We do not know how the term came to be employed in a restricted
sense, but the mere fact that fo date no extra-Biblical material of the sixth

century B. C. employs the term in this restricted sense does not seem to be
sufficient warrant for regarding Daniel’s usage as indicative of a later age.

Rowley also asserts as one of his conclusions “That it is impossible to
suppose that a faithful Hebrew should become a heathen priest, but that
we have here the mark of a non-contemporary hand” (p. 428). In answer
to this conclusion, which Rowley apparently bases upon Dan. 2:48,
it may be replied that there is not a word in the book of Daniel to
support the position that Daniel became a heathen priest.

Again, Rowley concludes, “That we cannot suppose that a close caste,
like the Babylonian priesthood, would have admitted Daniel, or that
Nebuchadnezzar would have dared to appoint him to the headship of the
order” (p. 428). Nowhere in the book is it stated that Daniel was ad-
mitted into the Bahylonian priesthood, or that he was appointed to the
headship of any order. A reply to Rowley was issued by Mr. Geo. B.
Michell of Cairo (The Expository Times, Vol. XXXIX, 1927-28, p. 45),
and we cannot do better than to quote a paragraph from that reply.
“Whence, I ask, does he [i.e.. Rowley] learn that they [i.e., Daniel and
his three friends] were admitted to any order? There is no indication in
the Book that any of them exercised any but political authority (2:48,
49). Daniel was made ‘rab-signin’ (a political title) over all the wise men
of Babylon—a very wise precaution. All the terms used of Daniel and
the three other youths in Dan. 1:4, 17, 20 are of the most innocent kind,
and relate in no way to either priesthood or magic.”

If the book of Daniel really teaches that Daniel became a heathen
priest, as apparently some critics think it does, would not such teaching be
one of the strongest arguments against a post-exilic origin for the hook?
In the third century B. C. when Jewish nationalism was apparently being
emphasized, how can we conceive of a “legendary” Jewish hero becoming
a heathen priest? And if this narrative is from Maccabean times, how
can such a representation possibly be accounted for?
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IV

The Daniel of Ras Shamra

A little more than seven miles north of Latakia on the coast of Syria is
the port Minet el-Beida (Whitehead), and about one mile to the southeast
is a place which was called in the documents of antiquity Ugarit, but
today bear the name Ras Shamra (Fennelhead). In 1929 serious excava-
tion was begun which resulted in the discovery of clay tablets bearing a
cuneiform alphabetic script, and coming from 1500-1200 B. C. Work
upon the decipherment of the tablets began immediately and has pro-
gressed apace. The study of these tablets is still in the stage of infancy,
but remarkable indeed is the progress which has been made.

In 1936 there appeared a volume La Légende Phenicienne de Danel by
Charles Virolleaud, (Paris) in which one of these texts was edited, a text
which apparently mentioned the name Daniel. It has been suggested (see
Dussaud, Syriz, XII, 77) that the Daniel of Ras Shamra and the Daniel
of whom Ezekiel speaks should be identified.

It has been noted that Ezekiel, in addressing the king of Tyre, spells
the name of Daniel in an archaic fashion which is really Phoenician and
which is identical with the orthography of the Ras Shamra text. Thus,
Ezekiel writes the name Dan’el whereas, in the book of Daniel it always
appears Dani’el. On the Ras Shamra text it appears as in Ezekiel, Dan’el.

It should be noted that Ezekiel distinguishes this Dan’el because of his
wisdom (28:3), and righteousness (14:14, 20). Furthermore, he classifies
him with Noah and Job, both of whom were men of antiquity and not
contemporaries. Is it possible, as Virolleaud suggests (op. cit., p. 121)
that the name Daniel was proverbial among the Tyrians, and that for
them Daniel would be an ancient wise man and possibly an ancient king
of Tyre (see the text I, 151) as Noah and Job were ancient wise men of
the Hebrews?

The Ras Shamra epic deals with a character which is really mytho-
logical. How much foundation in fact there may be we do not know. But
it is extremely questionable, to say the least, that Ezekiel had such a
legendary hero in mind. It should be noted, as Virolleaud himself points
out, that although the Dan’el of the epic was a just person, nevertheless,
the attributes of wisdom (hkm) and righteousness (sdqt) are not predi-
cated of him. Furthermore, the orthography of the proper name is by no
means decisive,

The passages in Ezekiel are not without difficulty, but there is still much
which can be said for that interpretation which holds that the prophet is
speaking of the Biblical Daniel. Daniel, according to this interpretation,
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is deliberately placed between the two devout men of antiquity for the
purpose of glorifying him. Nosh was a just man (Gen. 6:9) and Job was
upright and one who feared God (Job 1:1). Apparently, in the mind of
Ezekiel, these characteristics were also found in Daniel. Surely the right-
eousness and piety of Daniel are exhibited by what is related in Dan. 1,
and the fact that he walked with God is shown by his interpretation of
the king’s dream (Dan. 2). The wisdom of Daniel, mentioned in Ezekiel
28:3 is also exhibited in the life of the Biblical Daniel. These statements
of Ezekiel would have enhanced the prestige of Daniel and would have
told Ezekiel’s readers of the mighty witness for the faith which Daniel was
making in Babylon. I seriously question therefore any identification of
Ezekiel’s Dan’el with the Dan’el of Ras Shamra.

V.

The Identity of the Fourth Empire

Tt will be noted that in the commentary we have adopted the position
that the fourth empire is the Roman. Historically this view has found
wide acceptance, but it has by no means been universally embraced.
Luther was probably guilty of overstatement when he said, “In this inter-
pretation and opinion, all the world are agreed, and history and fact
abundantly establish it.”! Turretin was closer to the truth when he re-
marked that all Christians were in agreement in recognizing the fifth king-
dom to be Messianic, but that they disagreed as to whether the fourth was
Roman or that of the Seleucids and Lagidae.?

To the writer it appears that from the book of Daniel itself it is impos-
sible to arrive with absolute certainty as to the identification of this fourth
kingdom. Nevertheless there are considerations which make it appear
that by the fourth empire Daniel did not have in mind the kingdom of the
Greeks.

1. The correct method of procedure has been pointed out by Aalders in
his excellent article to which reference has already been made (p. 268).
It is to begin with that which is plain and explicit and in the light of the
plain to interpret what is less clear. Thus, we may begin with the descrip-

1 As given by Keil, ET, p. 245. .

2 “Agi enim de Regno Christi, quod obtinere debuit, eversis quattuor Monarchiis
et Regnis in statua Danieli ostensis, Christiani omnes consentiunt, Sive per quartum
Regnum intelligatur Romanum imperium, sive Seleucidarum, et Lagidarum Alexandri
successorum Regnum, de quo inter eos non constat,” Turretin, Institutio Theologiae
Elencticae, 1847, Pars Secunda, pp. 431, 432. Tt is very interesting to note that Tur-
retin makes no mention of any Christians who consider the fourth Kingdom to be
that of Alexander himself.
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tion of the horn in ch. 8. Nearly all expositors are in agreement that this
horn has reference to Antiochus Epiphanes. Now, the basic question is,
Are we to identify this horn with the “little horn” of ch. 7? If such
identification can be made, then we must conclude that the fourth empire
is Greece. If, however, such identification cannot be made, we are forced
to the conclusion that the fourth empire is not Grecian. Such a compari-
son must, of course, be a just one. We must not overrate the importance
of minor divergencies in the descriptions, but must seek to discover
whether or not there are major divergencies. What, then do we discover?
This question may be answered by presenting in tabular form the rep-
resentations of the two horns.

Ch. 7 Ch. 8
1. The horn is called a little 1. The horn is said to come

horn.

. Diverse from the horns which
preceded.

. The horn “comes up.”

. In coming up, the little horn
uproots three of the ten pre-
vious horns.

. Personalized traits—eyes as
the eyes of a man and a
mouth speaking great things
—are given to this horn.

. Nothing is said about a
growth in size of this horn.
On the other hand, the little
horn acts as though it were
great. Its mouth speaks great
things; it has a look more
stout than its fellows, it makes
war with the saints and pre-
vails against them, it wears
out the saints, and thinks to
change times and laws, and
the saints are given into its

hand until a time, times and

the dividing of a time, but .

nowhere is this “little” horn
described as becoming great.?

forth from littleness.

. No similar statement made

concerning this horn.

. The horn “goes out.”
. The horn goes out from one

of the four horns which had
come up in place of the great
horn upon the head of the he-
goat. It does not uproot any
horns before it.

. No personalized traits, unless

possibly the words “and
trampled them” of 8:10 might
be so considered.

. Stress is immediately placed

upon the great growth in size

of this horn.



THE IDENTITY OF THE FOURTH EMPIRE 217

7. The little horn carries on his
warfare until the final judg-
ment. He, together with the
fourth beast from which he

7. Wholly different is the end of

this horn. Of him it is merely
said that “he shall be broken
without hand.” Hardly any

rose, is destroyed by Divine stress is placed upon his
judgment. In order to intro- death.

duce the statement of his des-

truction the reader is given a

majestic judgment -— scene,

and from this supreme judg-

ment council the books are

opened, and the beast was

slain and given to the burning

fire.

8. The saints who are persecuted

by the “little” horn receive
the kingdom.

8. Nothing is said of any reward
being given to those who were
persecuted by this horn.

Of the various differences above listed, some are obviously more impor-
tant than others. The purpose of ch. 7 seems to be to stress the unique
character of the “little” horn. This appears first of all in the explicit state-
ment of the diversity of this horn from those which had preceded it.
Wholly in keeping with this description is the fact that the beast itself
from which the horn grows, is diverse from the three beasts which had
preceded it. In ch. 7 the reader’s attention is thus drawn to the unique
character of the beast and also of the “little” horn.

3 The explanation of this fact may probably be as follows:

The horn of ch. 8 ohviously stands for a human king. This is the interpretation
given in 8:23 fi. The description of his great growth is indieative of the fact that
he should in a physical sense attack many countries, including Palestine. He wages
physical warfare, and his warfare is directed against the historical Jewish people.
Upon this point, there is little, if any, serious difference of opinion. Thus, he took
away the daily sacrifices from the Temple at Jerusalem. The symbolism represenis
these conquests by describing the horn as growing in size.

Very different, however, is the case with the “little” horn of ch. 7. He does not
take action against the historical Israelitish people. Nothing whatever is said of his
taking away the daily sacrifices. Rather, his warfare appears to be primarily spiri-
tual. Note that he comes up, not from another horn but from the head of the last
beast. He is probably to be regarded, therefore, not as an individual man or king,
but as a power. He makes warfare upon the saints of the most High, who belong to
a kingdom that is spiritual, Divine in origin, universal in scope and eternal in dura-
tion. The warfare therefore, would seem to be spiritual in nature. It is perfectly
true that this spiritual opposition will manifest itself in physical attack and persecu-
tion, but the warfare herein described appears to be hasically spiritual. This appears
to be brought out by stressing the blasphemous, presumptuous nature of the “little”
horn. It has a wicked, hostile, defiant attitude toward God which results in its en-
deavor to destroy those who belong to a spiritual kingdom, -
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Very different, however, is the case in ch. 8. The beast from one of
whose four horns the horn grows is said to be a he-goat. The beast which
preceded the he-goat was a rtam. Now, how can it be said that the he-
goat was basically different from the ram? In fact, are not the ram and
the he-goat essentially the same? The beast, therefore, is not characterized
as unique. Furthermore, there is nothing particularly unique about the
horn. It appears going out from one of the four prece«]ing horns, and is
described as growing in size, and finally being cut off without hand.
But what is there about it that may be regarded as particularly unique?

The unique character of the “little” horn appears also from the fact
that it possessed eyes like the eyes of a man and a mouth speaking great
things. These features seem to point to an intelligence which is directed
toward the overthrow of the kingdom of God.

But that which particularly stresses the solemnity of the description is
the majestic scene of judgment, laid in heaven. The fourth beast, and its
subsequent outgrowths, are to be destroyed in a two-fold manner:

1) Positively. The God of Heaven will erect a kingdom which will
be truly universal and eternal. This fact, which receives such emphasis
in ch. 7 is symbolized in ch. 2 by the Stone cut without hands, which
smites the image and becomes a great mountain, filling all the earth,

2) Negatively. The enactment of judgment, by which the entire rule
symbolized by the beast and its horns is given over to the burning of fire.

The scene in the vision is of course symbolical, and chronological events
of history cannot be pressed. As the vision manifested itself in history
we may note that the first great blow against the fourth kingdom came
with the appearance of the Son of God upon earth. From the time of His
death and resurrection His Kingdom has grown and progressed. When He
again comes to earth He will come to judge, and the mighty oppressors
of His people will be condemned in the judgment of eternity. The de-
struction of the fourth beast and its “little” horn is a matter of the utmost
solemnity. Of this solemnity nothing whatever appears in ch. 8. There
the horn is merely cut off without hand, and nothing is said of a destruc-
tion of the he-goat. Certainly there is no association in destruction of the
he-goat and the horn of ch. 8 as there is of the “little” horn and the
nondescript beast in ch. 7. It would apear therefore that the “little” horn
of ch. 7 and the horn of ch. 8 are not to be identified.

The horn of ch. 8 is not expressly identified as Antiochus Epiphanes,
but since the ch. goes on to lay stress upon the taking away of the daily
sacrifice and since the he-goat is explicitly identified with Greece, we
would seem to be perfectly warranted in discovering in this horn a sym-
bolical representation of Antiochus. If, then, such identification is correct,
and if the “little” horn of ch. 7 is not Antiochus, it therefore follows that
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the fourth beast of ch. 7 and the he-goat of ch. 8 are not to be identified.
The last beast of ch. 7 therefore does not represent Greece, and the “little”
horn must be recognized as symbolizing, not Antiochus, but one who
comes forth from a kingdom which was in existence when the kingdom
of the Son of Man was erected, namely, the kingdom which followed that
of the Greeks, the Roman Empire. :

2. The second step in the argument to show that the fourth kingdom
is Rome and not Greece is found in a study of the second empire. This
empire, we shall seek to show, is not merely Median, but rather combined
Medo-Persia. If this assumption that the second empire is Medo-Persia
is correct, then one of two results obtains. Either we have the order:

1. Babylon
2. Medo-Persia
3. Alexander

4. Alexander’s successors.

or we have the order:

. Babylon

. Medo-Persia
. Greece
Rome.

- W N

Let us consider the first alternative, namely, that the fourth kingdom
is that of Alexander’s successors. This position has been set forth for
example by Stuart. However, it does not appear to do justice to the
requirements of the text. In 8:8ff. the kingdoms of the Diadochi are
clearly represented. They are represented, however, not as independently
existing, but merely as offshoots of the Grecian empire. The he-goat is
said to be the king of Greece (8:21). When the great horn is broken,
four horns appear in its place (8:8, 22). These four, therefore, are rep-
resented merely as replacing the first, and all are outgrowths of the he-
goat, the Grecian empire. This fact is decisive against any attempt to
identify the fourth kingdom—which is said to be diverse from those
preceding it—with the successors of Alexander.*

The second alternative, it seems to the writer, is alone tenable. How-
ever, those who refuse to admit that the fourth empire is Rome are faced
with difficulty. Most such expositors well recognize the impossibility of

4 In recent times this position has been capably discussed by Rowley (DM pp.
139-142). In this connection it should be remarked that the nameless beast of
ch. 7 in no sense serves as a suitable symbol for the successors of Alexander. Cf also
Pusey, op. cit., p. 139.
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considering the fourth empire to be the successors of Alexander. They
believe, rather, that it is the Grecian empire as such, i.e., the empire of
Alexander and his successors. There then arises a problem, namely, what
is the identity of the three preceding empires? If the scheme is 1. Baby-
lon; 2. Medo-Persia; 3. ? ; 4. the Grecian empire; the question
arises, What is the third empire?

There is no point in considering some of the attempted solutions to this
problem, such as those which endeavor to find a reference to four kings,
instead of four kingdoms. Such interpretations fly in the face of the text,
and Rowley (DM) has done admirable service in refuting them. Nor,
for that matter does the position of Hitzig commend itself, namely; 1.
Nebuchadnezzar; 2. Belshazzar; 3. Medo-Persia; 4. Greece. This position,
also, by identifying the second kingdom with a king instead of a kingdom
does violence to the text. Again the symbolism of chs. 2 and 7 obviously
does not apply to Belshazzar.

What, therefore, is to be done by those who postulate Babylon as the
first kingdom, and Greece as the fourth? This is the problem that arises.
How is it to be solved? By many it is solved by adopting the following
scheme. 1, Babylon. 2. Media. 3. Persia. 4. Greece. Instead, therefore,
of considering Medo-Persia as a unit, many split up Media and Persia
into two kingdoms. Now, the scholars who adopt this view are well aware
that after the downfall of Babylon there never was an independently
existing Median kingdom. According to them, however, the author of the
book of Daniel did not know this, and erroneously assumed such to be
the case. The basic question which we must therefore face is, What is
the identity of the second kingdom? Is it Media or is it Medo-Persia?
If it can be shown, and it can, that the second kingdom is Medo-Persia,
then the advocates of the Grecian hypothesis are placed in an exceedingly
embarrassing position. They must then identify the third empire, and
this cannot be done. If, then, it can be shown that the second kingdom
is Medo-Persia, the Grecian hypothesis is lost.

The arguments which are generally employed to support the position
that the second kingdom is Median are as follows: 1) A Median king is
said to have ruled after Belshazzar and before Cyrus; 2) A racial dis-
tinction between Darius the Mede and Cyrus the Persian is thought to be
repeatedly emphasized; 3) The kingdom of Babylon is said to be
divided (i.e., in the sense of partitioned) and given to the Medes and to
the Persians (5:28). These are the principal arguments, and to them
careful attention must be given. Before discussing them, however, we
would make two preliminary observations.®

3 The best recent presentation of this position is given by Rowley DM, pp. 138-160.
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1. It is impossible to hold that the fourth kingdom is Greece (i.e., the
Grecian empire as such and not merely the Diadochi) without positing
historical error in the book of Daniel. Men like Stuart and Zockler, who
adhere to the trustworthiness of the book, do not regard the second king-
dom as Median nor the fourth as Grecian. They consider the second to
be Medo-Persia and the fourth to be that of Alexander’s successors. It is
not their position, however, which is now under discussion. It is rather
the position that the fourth kingdom is the Grecian empire, and this view
cannot be held today without the assumption that Daniel made an his-
torical error, namely, positing an independent Median kingdom after the
downfall of Babylon and the rise of Persia. The necessity of making such
an assumption is one of the strongest objections against this view.

2. Even if the arguments above mentioned should prove to be correct,
they would not in themselves suffice to show that the second kingdom of
chs. 2 and 7 was Median, and the third Persian. They would of course
go a long way toward supporting such an identification, but there are
other considerations which must also be taken into account. Does the
symbolism of the visions, for example, support this position? Are the
Medes and the Persians ever regarded as a unit in Daniel? Such ques-
tions as these also have their proper place.

Let us now proceed to consider the arguments which are adduced in
support of the position that the second-kingdom is Median. It is said in
the first place that a Median king ruled after Belshazzar and before Cyrus.
But nowhere in the book of Daniel is it said that Darius the Mede ruled
before Cyrus. Such was undoubtedly the case, but this is not explicitly
stated in Daniel. What are the facts?

1. Belshazzar was slain 5:30.

2. Darius received the kingdom, i.e., “ . . the kingdom passed to

Darius, without the slightest indication as to the manner of the transfer”
(DM, p. 51).

3. An event is dated by the first year of the reign of Darins 9:1, cf.
also 11:1.

4. Tt is said that Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius and in the
reign of Cyrus the Persian (6:28). What do these facts prove?

We may note that in the above references the kingdom is never identi-
fied as the kingdom of the Medes or the kingdom of the Persians. In one
place (6:28) mention is made of the reign of Darius and the reign of
Cyrus the Persian. This passage, however, requires special comment. The
word translated reign is maleXuth from the noun maleXu. Now in the
book of Daniel the word maleXu is employed with different connotations.
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In 6:26 for example (“in every dominion of my kingdom”) it obviously
refers to a territorial realm. In fact, in this sense it quite approximates
the equivalent of the English word “realm.” In the latter part of the
same vs. (i.e., 6:26b) however, the word is used with still a different
connotation (“his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed”). Here
the word does not refer to geographical or territorial extent, for Darius
is clearly speaking of a spiritual kingdom. What Darius has in mind here
is an organized kingdom that is eternal in duration. This is quite a dif-
ferent connotation from that which the word bears in the earlier part of
the vs. In 4:23 (4:26) the word seems to bear still another sense (“thy
kingdom shall be sure unto thee”). Here the question is not about the
continuance of the kingdom of Babylon but about the rule of Nebuchad-
nezzar over this kingdom. In this passage, therefore, the word seems to
express the idea of royal authority or kingship.

Now in the passage which is of immediate interest to us the word is
employed in yet a different sense. Here it has reference not to the terri-
torial extent of a kingdom, nor to an organized power as such, nor to
royal authority, but rather to the actual reign of a specific king. We
might paraphrase, “Now Daniel prospered while Darius was reigning and
he also prospered while Cyrus the Persian was reigning.” In other words,
the passage is speaking not about a kingdom but about the reign of two
kings and it states the fact that during the reign of each of these two
kings Daniel prospered. This construction appears frequently in Hebrew.
For example, we read, (Dan. 1:1). “In the third year of the reign of
Jehoiakim.” Now, the reference here is not to the objective kingdom of
Judah but to the reign of Jehoiakim over that kingdom, and this fact is
proved by the mention of a date. Similar uses also appear in Dan. 2:1
and 8:1, and outside the book of Daniel in Jer. 49:34; 52:31; Ezra 4:5,
6; 7:1; 8:1; Esther 2:16; I Chr. 26:31; 29:30; II Chr. 3:2; 15:10, 19;
16:1, 12; 29:19; 35:19. All of the above passages employ a Hebrew
word, maleXuth, which is the precise equivalent of the Aramaic word
maleXu.

With respect to this present passage, therefore, our conclusion must be
that it says not a word concerning the identity of any kingdom. All it
asserts is that Darius reigned and Cyrus the Persian reigned.

As to 5:30 and 6:1 it may be said that the kingdom here mentioned is
probably to be understood in the same sense as “kingdom of the Chal-
deans” in 9:1. This appears from the following consideration. Daniel
has just been elevated to the position of “third” ruler in the kingdom
(5:29). In the same night in which this elevation occurred, Belshazzar,
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king of the Chaldeans, was slain (5:30). The king was slain; what then
happened to the kingdom? It was taken over (how, we are not told) by
Darius the Mede (6:1) who immediately began to administer its affairs
(6:2ff). Throughout this passage the kingdom is the same, the kingdom
of the Chaldeans. It certainly is not a world-kingdom of the Medes. It is
ruled over by a Chaldean, Belshazzar, and it is ruled over by a Median,
Darius, but it is still the kingdom of the Chaldeans. This is explicitly
stated in 9:1. The reason for this is apparent. The purpose of the writer
is to stress the kingdom of the Chaldeans as the enemy of the people of
God. He is not concerned to say, “This is now the kingdom of the Chal-
deans, now the kingdom of the Persians.” Rather to him, it is the king-
dom of the enemy people, the Chaldeans. When foreign rulers are on the
throne, he merely seeks to identify them. Darius was from the seed of
the Medes, and was made king over the kingdom of the Chaldeans (9:1).
This means that Darius was of Median ancestry and that is all it means.
It does not mean that the writer erroneously thought that following the
Babylonian empire there was a Median empire and following the Median
empire there was a Persian. To insist upon this is to do a grave injustice
to the writer of Daniel.

By way of summary, then, we may assert that the picture which the
book of Daniel presents is as follows. There is a kingdom which is hostile
to the people of God. It is the kingdom of the Chaldeans. When its king,
Belshazzar, was slain, it passed into the hands of a certain Darius who
was of Median ancestry. During his reign and also during the reign of
Cyrus who was a Persian, Daniel prospered.

Such evidence, therefore, is not sufficient to establish the theory that
the writer of Daniel erroneously considered Babylon to be followed by a
Median empire. The purpose of the writer is to designate the ancestry

both of Darius and of Cyrus, not to name the powers which took over
the fallen kingdom of the Chaldeans.

An historian who wished to describe the vicissitudes through which
Holland passed during the second world war might write somewhat as
follows. “After the overthrow of the government of Queen Wilhelmina,
an Austrian, Arthur Seyss-Inquart took control of the government.” Upon
the basis of a statement such as this it would be most unjust to maintain
that after the downfall of Queen Wilhelmina, Holland was ruled by the
Austrian government. All the above statement means is that the man who
took the government was himself an Austrian. The same is true in the
case of Daniel.
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The second argument adduced in support of the position that a Median
empire followed that of Babylon is that a racial distinction between Darius
and Cyrus is repeatedly emphasized.

Cyrus is mentioned
1:21 Cyrus the King.
6:28 Cyrus the Persian,
10: 1 Cyrus King of Persia.

Darius appears:
5:31 Darius the Median.
6:1 Darius.
6:6 King Darius.
6:9 King Darius.
6:25 King Darius.
6:28 Reign of Darius.
9:1 Darius the son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of the Medes.
11:1 Darius the Mede.

What do these facts reveal? For one thing they do not lay particular
emphasis upon the racial ancestry of Cyrus. Only in one passage is he
called a Persian (6:28), and the reason for that is obvious. It is to show
that Cyrus is of a different ancestry from Darius. This is the only passage
in which a racial distinction between the two is emphasized. Daniel is
however careful to stress the Median ancestry of Darius. But what does
this prove? It proves nothing more than that the two men were of dif-
ferent racial origin. To deduce from this that there was an independent
Median empire just preceding the Persian empire is to be guilty of a ron-
sequitur.

In the third place it is argued that 5:28 when properly interpreted,
means that the kingdom of Belshazzar is to fall partly to the Medes and
partly to the Persians. It is to be divided into two parts, one of which is
given to the Medes and the other to the Persians. But is it the intention
of the writer that such be our understanding? Obviously it is not, as the
following considerations abundantly indicate.

1. The word divided (perisath) is employed because it sounds like
Persian (paras). Now this word in Aramaic means to break in two. Some
have taken it in the general sense of break. Thus Stuart aptly remarks
“Broken is the better meaning here, for divided between the Medes and
Persians, would convey the idea that each of these was a separate and
independent power; which was not the fact when Babylon was captured.”
But even this is not necessary. As M points out, “when an empire is de-
stroyed its unity is lost, even if it be absorbed as a whole by the con-

queror.””
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But what completely refutes this erroneous interpretation is the fact
that in the immediately succeeding context, when Darius the Mede is
upon the throne, the Medes and Persians are regarded as a unit. In 6:8
the king is reminded of the “law of the Medes and Persians, which altereth
not.” On the basis of this law Darius the Mede acts. Reference is again
made to this law in vv. 12 and 15. Now it is the presence of this con-
ception of the Medes and Persians as a unit in this context which destroys
the erroneous idea that the author of Daniel believed that there was an
independently existing Median empire immediately after the downfall of
Babylon. If the references to Darius the Mede were placed in a different
context, possibly there might be some justification for this assumption,
but since he appears as one who is subject to the law of the Medes and
Persians, this erroneous assumption must go completely.

For be it noted that in these words, the law of the Medes and Persians,
we have the only clue given in this context, (except of course the clear
statement in 5:28) as to the identity of the power which succeeded Baby-
lon.® This supreme power, to which Darius the Mede was subject was the
Medo-Persian government.

It would indeed have been strange if in 5:28 the writer had intended
his readers to understand that Belshazzar’s kingdom would be divided
and given partly to the Medes and partly to the Persians, and then
straightway in the immediately succeeding context had represented the
kingdom as ruled over by a Median who was subject to the laws of a
united Media and Persia. Yet it is precisely this which we are compelled
to assume, if we adopt the interpretation of 5:28 which some advocate.

We have seen therefore, that the three principal arguments which have
been adduced to support the position that the second world empire of
Daniel is Media and not Medo-Persia fall to the ground. We must now
give consideration to the manner in which in the book of Daniel Media
and Persia are symbolized. In 8:20 we read, “The ram which thou sawest
having two horns are the kings of Media and Persia.” This vs. provides
the interpretation of vs. 3, . . . a ram which had two horns: and the two
horns were high; but one was higher than the other, and the higher came
up last.” From these vv. two facts stand out. 1) A distinction between
Media and Persia is made, thus revealing the composite nature of the
kingdom. 2) The underlying unity of the kingdom is shown by the fact
that one animal represents it. The reader’s attention is first directed to
the ram (i.e., to the unity of the kingdom) and then to its diversified
aspect as represented by the two horns. One of these horns came up
after the other, which signifies the fact that it became predominant.
This is historically true. Persia did as a matter of fact become predomi-

8 Such passages as 8:3, 20; 10:13, 29, in reality support this identification.
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nant over Media, and hence in passages such as Dan. 10:13, 20 the nation
is referred to simply as Persia.

There is therefore in this symbolism a picture of a united kingdom
with a two-fold aspect. In line with this one kingdom with its two-fold
aspect is the representation of the second kingdom given in chs, 2 and 7.
The representations of these chs. are certainly congruous with the view
that the second kingdom is Medo-Persia, but it i diffienlt to see how
they (particuarly 7:5) can apply to Media alone. Pusey goes so far as to
say (op. cit., p. 125) “Every lineament then of the description agrees
with the Medo-Persian empire; the heavy fierceness and the destructive-
ness of the animal; the prominence given to the one side; the three ribs,
which can receive no explanation as to any other empire.” Rowley, in
defense of the position that the second kingdom is Median says, “It is
only claimed that where the meaning is so obscure, the verse cannot
rightly be used to embarrass or to support either view” (DM, p. 153).
For my part I am inclined to think that the truth lies somewhere between
these two positions. Rowley is correct, it seems, in asserting that the vs. is
obscure. The obscurity, however, applies to the details and not to the
central meaning. (See com. in loc.) The central meaning is that an
empire, represented by the bear, is to conquer much territory. Now
Media alone cannot rightly be represented as an empire whose principal
characteristic was that it conquered much territory. (See App. VI). If
the writer of Daniel in 7:5 intended to represent Media alone, he has
brought himself into sharp conflict with what he says in 8:3, 20, where
Persia is correctly represented as coming up after Media and obtaining
the supremacy.

On the other hand, the combined Medo-Persian empire (as in 8:3, 4)
did conquer much territory, and the description in 7:5 is apt.”7 A further
point should be noted. In 7:5 attention is called to the fact that the beast
is raised up on one side (see com. in loc.). It is difficult to escape the
conclusion that this indicates a double-sidedness. It fits in well if the
writer was symbolizing Medo-Persia, but I completely fail to understand
why it was mentioned if he was thinking merely of a Median empire.
The conclusion to which we are led therefore is that the writer of Daniel
had in mind by his second empire Medo-Persia and not simply Media.

3. The next step in the development of the argument is to show that
the statements made concerning the fourth beast do not well apply to the
Grecian Empire but do describe the Roman. We may take our starting-
point from 7:7. TIn this vs. the fourth beast is nondescript, and we are
explicitly told that “it was diverse from all the beasts which went before

7 Pusey has admirably illustrated this fact, op. cit, pp. 123-125.
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it.” Furthermore it is described as “dreadful and terrible and strong
exceedingly.” It is also introduced in a manner which immediately indi-
cates that it is in a class by itself and is not to be likened to the three
beasts which precede it. “After this I saw in the night visions”—these
are the stately words which solemnize the introduction of the fourth beast.
They prepare the reader for something unusual; they warn him of the
solemnity of the revelation which is about to be made.

All such particular solemnity is lacking however in the manner in which
the kingdom of Greece is introduced in ch. 8. In this ch. Greece is rep-
resented by a he-goat, and there is nothing particularly striking in the
manner in which the beast is introduced. We are simply told that as the
seer was beholding the ram, a he-goat came from the west. The kingdom
therefore is not represented by a nondescript beast, nor can the he-goat be
described as “dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly.” But what
is most important, not only is the he-goat not diverse from the ram, but
it is precisely the same kind of beast. For what essential difference is
there between a ram and a he-goat? One result is surely clear. The he-
goat of ch. 8 and the nondescript beast of ch. 7 are not the same beasts
nor are they intended to represent the same kingdom.

Furthermore, the description of the activities of the he-goat, found in
8:5.8, 21, 22, in no way corresponds to what is said of the nondescript
beast in ch. 7.

The Nondescript Beast The He-Goat

Comes up from the sea.

Dreadful, terrible, strong exceed-
ingly.

Had great iron teeth and nails
of brass.

Devoured and brake in pieces.

Stamped the residue with its
feet.

Had ten horns.

Another little horn arose among
the ten horns.

Three of the first horns were
plucked up by this little horn.

The beast was slain,

Its body was destroyed.

Its body given to the burning
flame.

Represents a kingdom diverse
from all kingdoms.

It shall devour the whole earth,
and shall tread it down and
break it in pieces.

Comes from the west on the face
of the whole earth.

Touched not the ground.

Had a conspicuous horn between
its eyes.

Came to the two-horned ram.

Ran into him in fury.

Moved with choler against the
ram.

Smote the ram,

Broke the ram’s two horns.

Cast the ram to the ground.

Stamped upon the ram.

Waxed great.

Great horn is broken.

Four conspicuous ones come up
in its stead.
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The above contrasts should speak for themselves. Is it not apparent
that by means of the symbolism of the nondescript beast in ch. 7 and the
he-goat in ch. 8 the author intended to represent two entirely different
kingdoms? In respect to the origin, nature and destiny of these beasts
the representations differ. We are compelled therefore to conclude that
if the he-goat of ch. 8 stands for Greece, the nameless beast of ch. 7, since
it is the lact beast in the vision must stand for the empire which followed
Greece, namely Rome.

There is a reason for the fact that the beast was nameless, and this
reason appears in the unique nature of the kingdom which is repre-
sented. Now there is nothing so unique in the Grecian empire either of
Alexander or of his successors that it could explain the use of such sym-
bolism. But Rome was unlike those kingdoms which preceded. Rome
showed itself to be the first truly universal empire of antiquity. Rome
was characterized by its conquering and crushing power and by its ability
to consolidate the territories which it seized. In this respect appeared
its uniqueness. As Pusey says, “. . . Rome had consolidated a dominion
different in character from any before her and wider in extent” (op. cit.,

p. 129).

4. One further point must be mentioned. In ch. 2:44 it is expressly
stated that the Messianic kingdom will be erected “in the days of these
kings,” i.e., the four kingdoms (See the exposition in loc.). As a matter
of historical fact, Christ did not appear upon earth in the days of the
Grecian empire, but when Rome was mistress of the world. If then we are
to regard these words (i.e., 2:44) as true prophecy, we are compelled to
conclude that the fourth kingdom is Rome and not Greece.

By way of summary we may conclude: 1) A comparison of the horn of
ch. 8 and the little horn of ch. 7 makes it apparent that the two horns are
intended to represent different things. Since the horn of ch. 8 evidently
stands for Antiochus Epiphanes, it follows that the little horn of ch. 7
does not stand for Antiochus Epiphanes; 2.) Since the second kingdom
is Medo-Persia and not Media alone, it follows that the order must be
Babylon, Medo-Persia, Greece, Rome; 3.) The fourth beast of ch. 7 and
the he-goat (which represents Greece) of ch. 8 are obviously intended to
symbolize different empires. Since, therefore, the fourth beast of ch. 7
is the last beast in the vision it must represent an empire which arose
after Greece, namely, Rome; 4.) Daniel explicitly states that the Mes-
sianic kingdom will be erected during the time of these kingdoms. Since
the Messianic kingdom was not erected during the days of the Grecian
empire, it follows (if we at all take the words of Daniel seriously) that
the last empire must be Rome.
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It remains to consider the objections which have been urged against
the position herein advocated and the arguments adduced in favor of the
view that the fourth kingdom represents Greece. These are as follows:

1) It is argued that the Messianic kingdom does not begin until
after the four dynasties are destroyed. Great stress is laid upon this point.
Stuart, for example, says, “This is a4 circumstance too decisive to admit
of any appeal. Unless then the Roman dynasty was destroyed before the
coming of Christ, the fourth dynasty was not Roman” (p. 189). In
recent times Rowley has restated this view, “Whether the fifth monarchy
was to be the world dominion of the Messiah, as most hold, or whether
it was to be a purely spiritual kingdom, as the Praeterist school holds,
the prophecies clearly imply that all other world monarchies would end
with its advent” (DM, p. 86).

In reply we would call attention to the time-honored rule of interpre-
tation that the obscure must be interpreted in the light of that which is
more plain. In this instance the symbolism of the visions must be ex-
plained in accordance with the accompanying interpretation and not vice
versa. Such an interpretation appears in 2:44, where it is explicitly stated
that the Messianic kingdem is to be erected in the days of the kings of
the four empires. In other words, while these empires are still in existence,
not after they have been destroyed, will the Messiah’s kingdom be estab-
lished. Tt is in the light of this clear statement of 2:44 that the symbolism
of the visions must be interpreted.

Nor is there anything in the symbolism of these visions which conflicts
with such an interpretation. Such symbolism, when rightly interpreted
(i. e., in the light of 2:44) presents a warfare between the little horn and
the saints of Messiah’s kingdom. The outcome of this warfare ends with
Divine intervention, and the entrusting of the kingdom to the saints
forever. In the light, therefore, of 2:44 and of 7:18 and 7:21 we must
regard the little horn as making war with the saints of the Divine king-
dom. It follows then that the little horn and the saints of the kingdom
of the Son of Man exist side by side. The little horn does not make war
against saints who do not belong to a kingdom, for the only saints men-
tioned are those who belong to the kingdom of the Son of Man (7:14).
Tt is therefore against the saints of the kingdom of the Son of Man that
the little horn wages war, and the outcome of the warfare is that the
saints possess the kingdom eternally.

We conclude that the interpretation which insists that the Messianic
kingdom must follow the destruction of the four empires is erroneous.

2) Those who interpret the fourth kingdom as Greece generally
posit Media as the second kingdom. This has already been shown to be

untenable.
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3) The principal objection to the Roman view, however, is that it is
said to be historically incorrect. So Driver, “The great, and indeed fatal,
objection to this interpretation is, however, that it does not agree with
the history” (p. 97). Driver contends that the historical Roman empire
came to a close in 476 A. D., and that no ten kingdoms arising therefrom
can be identified. In reply we would point to the exposition of ch. 7. The
figure ten is to be regarded as a round or whole number. It merely signi-
fies that there will arise a number of kingdoms which may be said to
have their historical roots in Rome. The little horn, itself, need not
necessarily represent one king or kingdom. It may possibly signify a
coalition of governments. Whatever its outward, historical form is to be,
it is the manifestation of the spirit which exalts man and opposes Christ.

If, however, the number ten be insisted upon, as Driver apparently
wishes to do, can we discover ten kings or kingdoms which have arisen
from the Grecian empire? In the present writer’s opinion this cannot be
satisfactorily accomplished. For one thing, those who insist upon a
literal interpretation of the number ten are surprisingly inconsistent when
they do not also insist that the ten kings should be contemporaneous.
For the ten horns appear upon the head of the fourth beast together, and
three of the ten are uprooted by the little horn. If, therefore, we are to
insist upon the number fen, let us also insist upon ten somewhat con-
temporaneous kings. The advocates of the Grecian view, however, do not
do this, and thus show themselves to be inconsistent at this point. They
seem satisfied if they can even find ten names which for the most part
follow one another in historical order.

The latest attempt to identify the horns has been made by Rowley
(DM, pp. 98-120). He regards the first seven horns as the first seven
Seleucid kings, namely 1. Seleucus I, 2. Antiochus I, 3. Antiochus II,
4. Callinicus, 5. Ceraunus, 6. Antiochus III, 7. Seleucus Philopator. So
far there is much agreement with Rowley among the advocates of the
Greek view. Who, however, are the three kings which are uprooted by
the little horn? According to Rowley, they are, 1. Demetrius, 2. Anti-
ochus, the murdered brother of Demetrius and 3. Ptolemy Philometor.

Rowley has come to his identifications only after pointing out in a most
able way the weaknesses in other attempts to identify the ten horns,
What however may be said about Rowley’s identifications? To the
present writer they offer the same obstacles as do other identifications
which seek to interpret the ten horns by a Syrian line of kings. What
about Demetrius? He was the son of Philopator and a hostage at Rome,
and after the death of Antiochus, did sit upon the throne. But how then
can he possibly be regarded as having been uprooted by Antiochus? Row-
ley suggests that a writer at the time of Antiochus could not know that
Demetrius would ultimately sit upon the throne, and hence might regard
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him as “uprooted” (p. 114). But the horns in the symbolism represent
kings (see 7:24). Now if the writer did actually live at the time of
Antiochus, how could he possibly regard Demetrius (although a legiti-
mate heir) as a king, when Demetrius, as far as the writer knew, had not
yet sat upon the throne? And furthermore, how could this writer possibly
regard Demetrius as a king who had been uprooted? [Note the language
“and he (the little horn) shall subdue three kings” (7:24) ]. Antiochus
did not subdue Demetrius.

As to the brother of Demetrius, there is a fragment of John of Antioch,
(see Carolus Mullerus, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, Vol. 1V,
p. 558, No. 58, Parisis 1885) which relates that Antiochus slew a son of
Seleucus Philopator. However, nothing whatsoever is really known ot
this son (Muller remarks: Alter vero—filius, quem Antiochus occidit,
aliunde, quantum scio, non notus est.) It should be noted that this son
of Seleucus would not be the heir to the throne as long as his brother
Demetrius was living.?

Rowley regards the third uprooted horn as Ptolemy Philometor. Even
if it be granted, however that Ptolemy was entitled to a place in the Seleu-
cid line, serious difficulties emerge. Suppose that Porphyry is correct
in asserting that a Syrian party did endeavor to claim the throne for
Ptolemy (see Jerome’s comments on 11:21 in App. VIII), even so it does
not follow that Antiochus had uprooted Ptolemy. For, as a matter of
fact, Philometor was a ruler of Egypt, a Ptolemy, and not a Seleucid.
Antiochus could not be regarded as subduing him and coming up in his
place. As Pusey well remarks, “A boy-king, who falls into an uncle’s
hands is treated by him with show of friendship, and is restored at once,
within the year, by his own people, is neither subdued nor uprooted”
(op. cit., p. 177).

It must be emphasized that our basic objection to this interpretation
is not the difficulty found in identifying ten Syrian kings, but the en-
deavor to find a successive line of kings rather than a number of more
or less contemporaneous kings or kingdoms. The symbolism represents,
not successive kings, not a line, but merely a number of kings existing
at approximately the same time, all belonging to the second phase of the
beast’s history.

8 Tt is, of course, maintained by some scholars that this murdered son had been a
king, See CAH, Vol. VIII, pp. 498, 713f, However, the evidence is scanty, and it is
best not to be dogmatic. Even if there had been a co-regency of some kind, this
does not fit in well with the symbolism of Dan. 7, which represents the “little” horn
as coming up after the ten and uprooting three of them.
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5. The Roman view is said to be due to a priori considerations. Thus
Rowley, “But that the Roman view rests on @ priori considerations is
sufficiently proved by its history” (DM, p. 73). The prophecy, so runs
the argument, had no fulfillment in the Grecian empire, hence it was nec-
essary to reinterpret applying it to Rome. The earliest Roman interpre-
tation is said to be found in Revelation 13 and the Apocalypse of Baruch
(39), as also in 2 Esdras, Josephus and the Epistle of Barnabas, On the
other hand the Greek view is thought to appear as early as the Sibylline
Oracles (c. 140 B.C.). Upon the basis of this evidence, it is argued that
the Greek view was first held, but that, since the prophecy was not ful-
filled in Greece, it was necessary to reinterpret. Hence the origin of the
Roman view. “To transfer the fulfilment to the termination of the Roman
empire seemed a simple way out of the difficulty, and it was little wonder
that the view became dominant in the Church—" (DM, p. 74).

Is the matter, however, so simple? The relevant passage in the Sibyl-
line Oracles is as follows:

“Yet after leaving one root, which the Destroyer shall cut off,
He shall put forth a side-shoot of ten horns.”®

The reference appears to be to Antiochus Epiphanes, who leaves a root
(Antiochus Eupator) which is cut off by the Destroyer (Demetrius) and
then from ten horns puts forth a side-shoot (Alexander Balas).

It has been suggested that the ten horns refer to the ten letters of Alex-
andros (see note in AP, p. 386). More likely, however, there is some al-
lusion to the Book of Daniel. In fact, such seems almost unquestionably
to be the case. In what sense, however, is this allusion to be taken? Is it
to be understood as an interpretation of the book of Daniel or rather
merely as an allusion which provides a suitable literary device for the
writer? Without hesitation we would say the latter.

The passage in the Sibylline Oracles iz confessedly difficult and the
text not in perfect condition.l® The common translation would imply
that the side-shoot was to be planted from the ten horns.!* But it appears
better to construe the ek deka de keraton with kopsei of the preceding line
and to translate,

9 See Charles AP, Vol. II, p. 386; Rowley, DM, pp. 115-120. The Greek text reads:
RIZAN IAN GE DIDOUS, ‘EN KAI KOPSEI BROTOLOIGOS EK DEKA DE KERATON, PARA DE
PHUTON ALLO PHUTEUSEL

10 Ag an example, the text of line (388) “—there shall come unexpectedly to Asia’s
wealthy land” has Ex instead of Ers which would seem to be required. Rowley
deserves the gratitude of all for the discussion of the text which he presents.

11 je., The EK DEXA ete., is construed with PHUTON ALLoO.
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“Whom the Destroyer will cut off from ten horns.”

Apparently, therefore, the writer understood the ten horns to refer to ten
kings. But if this is the case, one is amazed that Antiochus Eupator (for
apparently he is the one designated as the root) should be regarded as
coming from ten kings. Is Demetrius the dreadful “little” horn or is
Antiochus Eupator? And what about the three uprooted horns?2 Is it
not clear that the writer is not intending to interpret the book of Daniel?
Apparently all that he wishes to say is that the Destroyer cuts down one
root from among ten horns (i.e., of royal descent). Doubtless the writer
knew of Daniel’s use of ten horns to represent ten kings, hence he employs
the same figure without intending to specify any particular kings. A root
from among kings has been cut off! To say that, and that alone appears
to be his purpose.

Even, however, if this passage might be regarded as a witness to the
Grecian interpretation, it would not necessarily follow that it was widely
held. For the interpretation, if it be such, is not clear-cut but very
confused.

Suppose, however, that the Grecian view were widely held before the
New Testament, this would only show that the prophecy in Daniel had
been misunderstood. Now, it is perfectly true that from New Testament
times on, the Roman view becomes prominent. To what, however, is this
prominence due?

The real reason why the Roman view came to the ascendancy in New
Testament times is due to two facts:

1) Our Lord identified Himself as the Son of Man, the heavenly
Figure of Daniel 7, and connected the “abomination of desolation” with
the future destruction of the Temple (e.g., Matt. 24).

2) Paul used the language of Daniel 7 to describe the Antichrist,
and the Book of Revelation employed the symbolism of Daniel 7 to refer
to powers that were then existent and future.

This is enough.. This was the very voice of God interpreting the
Prophecies of Daniel. The book of Daniel is woven into the warp
and woof of the New Testament. When, therefore, the New Testa-
ment interprets the Old Testament symbolism as it does, the matter is
settled. God has spoken. And the reason why the Roman view became so

12 The view of M, namely, that the three violent deaths in this context stand for
the three horns is certainly unlikely. For, if this were the eace, the root from the ten
horns is himself one of those that is cut off. It should be noted that M’s translation
of line 396 is incorrect. He renders, “Yet after leaving one horn, which the Destroyer
shall cut oft.” The original, however, is rizan (see M, p. 292).
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prevalent in the early church is because this view is found in the New
Testament, not because men thought they had found “—a simple way out
of the difficulty” (DM, p. 74).%2

For our part we desire to rest upon the clear teaching of the New
Testament. We regard the New Testament, as also the Old, as the infalli-
ble, authoritative Word of the God of Truth, And with the statements of
the New Testament, the other considerations which we have adduced are
in agreement. To maintain the Grecian view one must posit error in
Daniel. Surely a view which requires such procedure condemns itself.

VI

The Historical Background of the Book of Daniel

The four winds of heaven burst out in storm upon the great sea. The
people of God were in tragic condition. Exile had already become the
lot of the northern nation, and the children of Judah remained alone.
The theocracy could no longer exist in its present form. God’s people
must be dispersed and sifted, that from them might come forth the true
remnant. The slumbering nations whom God would use as His instru-
ments must now arise to life. The heavenly powers and forces thus arouse
to motion the nations of the world, and as a result the neo-Babylonian
empire appears upon the horizon,

13 In the early Church St. Ephraim the Syrian interpreted the kingdoms as fol-
lows: 1) Babylon, 2) the Medes, the kingdom of Darius King of the Medes (In
Scripture, however, Darius is never called king of the Medes), 3) the Persians,
4) the kingdom of Alexander. The toes of the image are said to be ten kings, suc-
cessors of Alexander. The three ribs in the mouth of the bear (Dan, 7:5) are the
Medes. Persians and Babylonians. The ten horns on the nameless beast are ten
kings which have sprung forth from it, and the little horn is Antiochus. The three
horns uprooted are the seeds of horns. The judgment scene (Dan. 7:9f) was set
during the time of Judgment of the Greeks, and the Son of Man is the Messiah.

Ephraim however differs radically from the modern exponents of this interpretation
in that he considers the prophecy to have been revealed by God to Daniel. In this

connection attention may be called to a recent attempt (we must pronounce it a
failure) to account for the origin of the idea of the five monarchies upon merely
naturalistic grounds. See Joseph Ward Swain, “The Theory of the Four Monar-
chies: Opposition History under the Roman Empire” in Classical Philology, Vol.
XXXV, Jan.-Oct., 1940, pp. 1-21 and the comments upon this article by W. Baum-
gartiler, “7y den vier Reichen von Daniel 2” in Theologische Zeitschrift, Vol. 1, 1945,
pp. 17-22.
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The Neo-Babylonian Empire}

The death of Asshurbanipal in 626 B. C. left a greatly weakened As-
syrian empire, one far departed from its ancient glory. Three unimpor-
tant rulers sat upon the throne, and Nineveh, the capital, was ready for
destruction, as Zephaniah had prophesied, “And he will stretch out his
hand against the north, and destroy Assyria; and will make Nineveh a
desolation, and dry like a wilderness” (2:13).

Probably the most important figure in the assault upon Nineveh was a
king from distant Media named Uvakhshatra or Cyxares who gave his aid
to the ruler of Babylon, a Chaldean named Nabopolassar (625-605 B. C.).
In 612 B. C., after a siege of over two months, Nineveh fell. In the di-
vision of territory the Medes took the land east of the Tigris river,
whereas that to the west and south fell to the Chaldeans. For a time an
Assyrian king, Ashuruballit IT ruled at Harran in the west, but he too fell
in 606 B.C. Thus the neo-Babylonian empire appeared upon the ruins
of fallen Assyria.

A few years after the death of Ashurbanipal, when the shadows of dark
night began to come over Assyria, the light dawned upon the weak king-
dom of Judah. In the year 622 B. C. a copy of the Pentateuch (the book
of the Law) was discovered in the Temple.? This resulted in a reform of
the true worship of the LORD. At this time also the great prophet Jere-
miah was active.

But Judah, as ever, was a buffer state between two great powers. Now
that Nineveh had fallen, the ruler of Egypt turned his attention toward
the East. Pharaoh Necho took the throne of his father Psammetik I in
610/09 B. C. In 2 Kings 23:20 we read, “In his (ie., Josiah’s) days

1 The following account purports to be nothing more than a sketch intended to
introduce the reader to the subject. Many details have naturally been omitted. The
interested reader should consult CAH, Vol III, 1925, pp. 206-225; Vel, IV, 1926,
pp. 1-25, where he will find suitable bibliographies. Mention may also be made of
Sidney Smith: Isaiah Chapters XL-LV, London, 1944, pp. 24-48; 115-157, 204.

2 Tt is generally held that this book comprised only Deuteronomy or a part thereof.
But the reader should note the force of the arguments adduced against this position.
See O. T. Allis: The Five Books of Moses, 1943, pp. 176-182. The traditional criti-
cal position is given in IOT, pp. 178-187. Of particular interest are the two volumes
of Adam C. Welch, The Code of Deuteronomy, 1924 and Deuteronomy: The Frame-
worl to the Code. These last two works, although not written from the standpoint of
orthodoxy, nevertheless constitute a serious challenge to the position of the Graf-
Kuenen-Wellhausen school.
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Pharaoh—nechoh king of Egypt went up against the king of Assyria to
the Euphrates.”® There was a reason for this march. The surviving king
of Assyria, Ashuruballit had made his residence in the city of Harran.
In the year 610, two years after the downfall of Nineveh, Nabopolassar
laid siege to the city, and Ashuruballit was forced to retreat to Syria. The
city thus fell into the hands of the Chaldean.

In the following year (609 B. C.) Ashuruballit at the head of an
Egyptian army laid siege to Harran but failed to capture it. Where did
Ashuruballit obtain his Egyptian army? Without doubt it was from the
Pharaoh himself who had now reached Syria. On his journey the Pharaoh
had been opposed by Josiah at Megiddo, and Josiah had been slain (2 K.
23:29; 2 Chr. 35:20-24). Josiah had declared his freedom from Assyria
and possibly had made his resistance against Necho in order to prevent
Necho from bringing assistance to Ashuruballit.*

The city of Carchemish remained in the possession of Necho for some
years. Meanwhile, Jehoahaz, the son of the dead Josiah, was made king.
However, the choice was displeasing to Necho, who, after three months,
took him prisoner and laid a heavy tribute upon the land (2 K. 23:30-34;
2 Chr. 36:1-3). Instead Necho placed upon the throne a brother of
Jehoahaz, Eliakim, and changed his name to Jehoiakim. For eleven years
Jehoiakim reigned, and began his reign as a vassal king to Necho (2 K.
23:34-37; 2 Chr. 36:4-8).

In the year 605 Necho marched to the Euphrates and was roundly
defeated by the son of Nabopolassar, Nebuchadnezzar II, who then turned
his attention to Palestine, taking captives from the city of Jerusalem (see
App. I). Jehoiakim now became a vassal of Nebuchadnezzar. After three
years however, (i.e., probably in the year following the vision of the
colossus) he rebelled, and bands of marauders, doubtless at the instiga-
tion of Nebuchadnezzar who was used as an instrument of the Lord, were
sent against him (2 K. 24:1-4). Jeholakim was killed, and his body cast
out to lie like an animal’s carcass (Jer. 22:18fl.; 36:30).

The kingdom of Judah was now taken over by Jehoiachin, the eighteen
year old son of Jehoiakim, who reigned for the brief space of three

8 2 Chr. 35:20 merely states that the Egyptian King “came up to fight against
Charchemish by Euphrates.” Rowley RA, p. 16, correctly points out that the
Hebrew preposition in 2 K. 23:29 is ambiguous. It may be translated “Pharaoh
went up to the help of the king of Assyria.”

4 In most of the reconstruction here given I follow Arthur Hjelt, Die Chronik
Nabopolassars und der syrische Feldzug Nechos in the Festschrift for Karl Marti,
1925, pp. 142-147. But see note 3 supra. I disagree with Hjelt when he remarks that
in the passage in Kings the expression in which the preposition occurs — “kann nur
von Heranziehen im feindlichen Sinne verstanden werden” (op. cit, p. 145).
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months. In the year 598 B.C. (the eighth year of his reign) Nebuchad-
nezzar laid siege to Jerusalem and took it (2 K. 24:8-16; 2 Chr. 36:8-10).
Mattaniah, the uncle of Jehoiachin, was appointed as ruler, and his name
changed to Zedekiah. The best men had now gone into captivity, and
Jeremiah spoke in scathing terms of those who remained (Jer. 24).
Zedekiah did the foolish thing of forming an alliance with the Egyptian
ruler Psammetich II. This rebellion brought on Nebuchadnezzar, “he,
and all his host” against Jerusalem. From the recently discovered
Lachish Letters, which vividly illustrate the background of Jeremiah, we
learn how the Babylonian king took various towns in southern Palestine,
before making his final siege against Jerusalem.® We learn also from
excavations in southern Palestine that since the previous siege of Nebu-
chadnezzar (598 B. C.) the country was becoming increasingly poverty-
stricken. In August 587 after holding out for a year and a half, Jerusalem
itself was entered, and many were carried captive (2 K. 24:17-25:21; 2
Chr. 36:11-21).

Under the governorship of Gedaliah, only the poorest in the land now
remained. He however, did not appear acceptable, and in the 7th month,
a certain Ishmael slew him, with the result that the people, with Jeremiah
as a captive, out of fear of the Babylonians, fled to Egypt (2 K. 25:22.26).

Of these conquests Nebuchadnezzar has left no detailed account. He
has, however, given a general description of his exploits.

“In exalted trust in him (Marduk) distant countries, remote mountains
from the upper sea (Mediterranean) to the lower sea (Persian Gulf),
steep paths, blockaded roads, where the step is impeded, [where] was
no footing, difficult roads, desert paths, I traversed, and the disobedient
I destroyed; I captured the enemies, established justice in the lands; the
people I exalted; the bad and evil I separated from the people.”®

Nebuchadnezzar himself was more of a builder than a warrior, and is

best known for his hanging gardens which were built for his Median
wife.”

Nevertheless, he continued his warfare. After the conquest of Judah he
fought against Tyre. In 585 he began the siege, and for thirteen years
the Babylonians continued, unable to take the city. Finally, the ruler,
Ethobal II, came to terms with Nebuchadnezzar.

5 See Torczyner: Lachish I, 1938. The present writer sought to give a popular
account of these letters in Pr. Sept. 1938, pp. 165, 166.

8 As given by Barton: Archacology and the Bible, 1927, p. 439.

7 A popular description ot Nebuchadnezzar’s work is given by Jack Finegan:
Light from the Ancient Past, 1946, pp. 185-187; see also HBA, II, 1901, pp. 316-353.
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During this siege of Tyre the Babylonians again turned their attention
toward Egypt. In 567 Nebuchadnezzar invaded Egypt, but it is not known
how far he succeeded in going. In the year 562 this great monarch died,
having made great the name of Babylon throughout the then known world.
“When he died there died also the real power to live and grow in his em-
pire. He left no son like himself, and the Chaldean people were unable to
produce another man worthy to sit upon his throne and sway his sceptre”
(HBA 11, p. 353).

The throne was occupied by Evil-merodach (Apil-Marduk) the son of
Nebuchadnezzar (562-560). Of him it is recorded that he dealt kindly
with Jehoiachin (2 K. 25:27-30).8 He was slain by his brother-in-law,
Neriglisar, who ruled four years (560-556 B.C.), and was followed by his
son Labashi-Marduk, who, after a few months was put out of the way by
conspirators, Among these was Nabonidus, who ruled as the last king of
Babylon. We have already discussed the relationship between Nabonidus
and his son Belshazzar (see comments on Dan. 5). In 539 Babylon fell
to Cyrus the Persian. Thus came to an end the great empire symbolized
by the winged lion, the empire of Nebuchadnezzar.

The Medo-Persian Empire

Who was this Cyrus to whom the neo-Babylonian empire fell? From
the sea there arose a second beast, like unto a bear. In the Iranian pla-
teau to the east of Mesopotamia strange peoples had lived. Sometime
during the second millenium B.C. (¢. 1500) an Aryan group known as the
Medes had come into this plateau from the North. The Medes occupied
the north-western part of the country, and their capital later became
known as Ecbatana. From the land of Parsua came the Persians who
settled near Anshan. One of their rulers was Achzmenes (c. 700 B.C.)
whose name was preserved by the later kings. While there is much ob-
scurity about the early history of these peoples it may be remarked that
for a long while the Persians were under the domination of the Medes.
This domination, however, was broken with the appearance of Cyrus II,
commonly known as Cyrus the Great.

The reign of Cyrus began about 559 B.C. He was not content to remain
as King of Anshan, but extended his sway over the other peoples of an-
cient Persia. This was done by first decisively defeating Astyages, king
of the Medes (—the final campaign was in 550-549 B.C.). Cyrus next
seized the Median capital Ecbatana. It should be noted, however, that
for the Medes all of this amounted to little more than the substitution of
the house of Cyrus for that of Astyages. The great empire of the Medes

8 The name of Jehoiachin has bheen discovered. See the present writer’s New
Light from Babylon in PG, Jan. 1946, p. 5.
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and Persians was however, being created, the breast and arms of silver,
the bear raised up on one side, the ram with the two horns, one of which
was higher than the other.

In 547 B.C. Cyrus turned his attention toward Lydia, and in 546 the
kingdom of Lydia was overthrown. Creesus, its king, had entered into
alliances with the Spartans, Egypt and Babylonia. Although Babylonia
had not had time to aid Creesus against Cyrus, nevertheless, the fact of
the alliance was doubtless known to Cyrus, who now determined to attack
Babylon. Thus Cyrus was fulfilling the prophecy of Isaiah, “Behold I
will stir up the Medes against them, which shall not regard silver,—And
Babylon, the glory of kingdoms, the beauty of the Chaldees excellency,
shall be as when God overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah” (cf. Isa. 13:17-22).

It was not until 540 however that the attack upon Babylon took place,
and in 539 the city fell. In this task Cyrus was assisted by the divisions
which were present in the neo-Babylonian empire itself. Gobryas, a gen-
eral of Cyrus, entered Babylon without fighting. On the 3rd day of Mar-
chesvan Cyrus himself entered Babylon in peace, and Gobryas placed
governors in charge of Babylon. On the night of the 11th of Marchesvan

Gobryas died. Also some other prominent person died, possibly the wife
of the king.?

For a time the administration of the land was under a certain Darius.
All that is known of him is that he was of Median ancestry. Since his
name has not been discovered upon the monuments, it has been suggested
that he is an invention of the writer of Daniel. But this by no means follows.
It is perfectly true that hitherto the name of Darius, apart from the book
of Daniel, has remained unknown.!® But surely the cuneiform evidence
does make it clear that there was a period of some change shortly after
the downfall of Babylon. It is quite possible that, because of the tremen-
dous responsibilities and duties which the vast new empire placed upon
him, Cyrus delegated the rule of Babylonia to a subordinate. And it is
also perfectly possible that this subordinate may have possessed vast
power, and may very well have been addressed as king by the conquered
people and also may have been regarded by them as having been made
king over the realm of the Chaldeans. There is not one-whit of extra Bibli-
cal evidence to show that such a state of affairs may not have existed.

® NB, p. 1708

16 Rowley (DM) has argued that Darius was neither Cambyses, Astyages nor-
Cyaxares, and he has shown that in all probability Darius was not Gobryas.
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The only real difficulty is that as yet it has been impossible to identify this
Darius.1!

Whatever the explanation of the identity of Darius the Mede may be it
is a problem for secular history. There is no sufficient reason for doubting
his historicity. While he was over the kingdom of the Chaldeans, Daniel
was placed in the den of lions and also received the remarkable revelation
of the seventy sevens.

Cyrus showed a policy of toleration toward his subjects, for two hun-
dred years previously he had been predicted by Isaiah the Prophet as
the shepherd and anointed one of the Lord, who should say to Jerusalem,
“Thou shalt be built; and to the temple, Thy foundation shall be laid”
(see Isa. 44:24-45:5).

Cyrus, in his first year issued a proclamation, permitting the Jews to
return to Palestine to rebuild their temple (2 Chr. 36:22, 23; Ezra
1:1-4) .22 No objection can be taken to the fact that Cyrus uses the name
of the LORD, for in proclaiming religious freedom to the Babylonians
he had also used the name of their god Marduk.'® The first group of ex-
iles therefore set out. But Daniel remained in Babylon. In the third year
of Cyrus he received the remarkable revelation recorded in chs. 10-12 of
his book. Of his last days we know nothing whatsoever.

In 530 Cyrus died. His last years must have been filled with the great
task of organizing and strengthening his vast empire. This work was her-
culean. In fact, it was while fighting against enemies in the distant east-
ern confines of his kingdom that he died.

11 It is quite conceivable that, even if Darius was ruler only by virtue of delegated
authority from Cyrus, he was permitted to be addressed as king, and was entrusted
with tremendous power. In the Behistun inscription Darius (i. e. Hystaspis) speaks
of the kings who had rebelled against him, and the 9 kings whom he took captive
(see Col. IV, par. 2, 3). These were men who had ruled over districts which already
belonged to Darius. Among these were some who in declaring their independency
had used expressions such as, “I am the king of Sagartia, of the race of Cyaxares.”
In other words they apparently desired to be king, not merely in a subordinate, but
in an independent sence. At any rate, this inscription does permit us to see that
the word king might be used of one who had been a subordinate ruler.

12 For a defense of the substantial historicity of this edict see Elias J. Bickerman,

The Edict of Cyrus in Ezra 1, in JBL, Sept. 1946, pp. 249-275.

18 See NB, pp. 175-179. Note the language of Cyrus, “The entirety of all the lands
he (i.e., Marduk) surveyed and examined. He sought out a righteous prince, the
desire of his heart, who would grasp his hand. Cyrus, the king of Anshan, whose
name he uttered, he called for kingship over all.”
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Cyrus was followed by his eldest son, Cambyses (530-522 B.C.), who
conquered Egypt (525), greatly assisted by aid from within the country
itself, and pressed on also into Ethiopia, where he was not entirely suc-
cessful. On his way back to Persia, he committed suicide.

When Darius Hystaspis ascended the throne (522) he found rebellion
breaking out on all hands. Nor in Palestine was all satisfactory. Haggai
and Zechariah now appeared, seeking to spur the people on in their task
of building the Temple, and in 515 the Temple was completed (Ezra
6:15). The rebellions which had broken out were put down and Darius
ruled as master of his empire.

Darius was followed by Xerxes, (the Ahasuerus of Esther) who sup-
pressed a revolt in Egypt which had broken out in the year before his
father’s death. He also abolished the “kingdom of Babylon,” and took
away the statue of Bel (see App. III), as a result of which there followed
two Babylonian rebellions.

From the waters of the sea another great beast was arising, the four-
headed panther with four wings. When under Darius the Ionians had
revolted, the Greeks had interfered, and it was up to Xerxes to punish
them. Great preparations were made, and in 486 Xerxes set out from
Sardis. At first all went his way, but at Salamis he was forced to turn
back (480), and his army which had been left in Greece was defeated
(479). Little is known of his later years. He was murdered in 465, and
Artaxerxes I came to the throne.

Because his right hand was said to be longer than his left, Artaxerxes
was surnamed Longimanus. His reign on the whole was rather peaceful,
and he himself seems to have been somewhat of a weak ruler. Ezra 7:11ff
gives a copy of his commission to Ezra, permitting him to obtain the nec-
essary treasure for the house of God in Jerusalem.

In the 20th year of his reign Nehemiah appears as his cupbearer, and
is appointed governor of Judea. Artaxerxes died in 424, to be followed
by his son Xerxes II, who was murdered within two months. The throne
was then occupied by Ochus who called himself Darius. After a reign of
19 years he was followed by Artaxerxes II, surnamed Mnemon. In the
beginning of his reign his younger brother Cyrus rebelled, and although
this rebellion was quelled the way into the heart of the empire was opened
to the Greeks. The result was that during the reign of Artaxerxes II there
were almost continual rebellions, and the old Persian empire was gradually
falling to pieces, although valiant attempts were made to restore it, and
when in 359 his reign ended much had been restored.
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He was succeeded by his son Ochus who took the title Artaxerxes I11,
and showed himself to be a vigorous ruler but very cruel. In 338 he was
murdered, and his youngest son Arses placed upon the throne. But in
335 Arses also was murdered by Bagoas, who had murdered his father.!*
Bagoas now placed upon the throne one who became known as Darius
Codomannus. Darius proceeded to do away with Bagoas, having feared
lest he should suffer the same fate as Arses. In the spring of 334 Alex-
ander began his campaign, and Darius went out to meet him, being de-
feated both at Issus and Arbela (331). In the next year he was killed, and
Alexander regarded himself as the head of the Persian Empire.

The Third World Empire

It is obvious that the turning point in the history of the Persian world-
empire was the defeat of Xerxes’ expedition. Only once did Persia ap-
pear to equal the supremacy which she had had under Xerxes and that
was at the close of the reign of Artaxerxes II. This situation, however,
was largely brought about by means of the help of Greek armies and gen-
erals. Greece was looming larger and larger upon the horizon of world
history.

It was through the work of Alexander III, known as the Great, the con-
spicuous horn of the he-goat (Dan. 8:5) that Greece became a world-
empire. Alexander was the son of Philip IT of Macedon, born in 356 B.C.,
and educated under Aristotle. In 336 he came to the throne, and soon
established the supremacy of Macedon over the Grecian states. In 334
he set out into Asia Minor, defeating the Persians at Granicus, and freed
many of the Greek cities of Asia Minor, grounding and establishing there
his power. At Issus he roundly defeated Darius and in 331 could enter
Persia itself, where at Arbela he won a great victory. He went from city
to city, seizing treasure and destroying the royal palace at Persepolis.
“The he-goat waxed very great.” Alexander went on and on in his
conquests until his death in 323. He had created a universal empire and a
universal culture, but at his death his empire perished and was partitioned
among his four generals.

Of importance from the Biblical viewpoint are the Seleucid and Ptolem-
aic dynasties. The Ptolemies were a dynasty which ruled in Egypt from 323
to 30 B.C., and the Seluecids a line which ruled in Syria from 312 to

14 Bagoas, a eunuch, was the vizier of Artaxerxes III.
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65 B.C. Between these two lines part of Alexander’s empire was divided.
The following table will be of aid in the study of this period:

Ptolemy I (Soter) 323-285
Dan. 11:5

Ptolemy II. Philadelphia 285-246
Dan. 11:6

Ptolemy III. Euergetes I 246-221
Dan, 11:7, 8

Ptolemy IV. Philopator 221-204
Dan. 11:11, 12, 14

Piolemy V. Epiphanes 204-181
Ptolemy VI. Philometor 181-145

Seleucus I. Nicator 312-280
Antiochus I. Soter 280-261
Antiochus 11. Theos 261-246

Seleucus II. Callinicus 246-226
Dan. 11:9

Seleucus III. Ceraunus 226-223
Dan. 11:10

Antiochus III The Great 223-187
Dan. 11:10, 12, 13, 14, 16,
17, 18

Seleucus IV. Philopator 187-175
Dan. 11:20

Antiochus IV. Epiphanes 175-164
Dan. 11:21.35

Antiochus V. Eupator 164-162
Demetrius 1. Soter 162-150
Alexander Balas 150-145

It was under the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes that the Jews particu-
larly suffered. He was the son of Antiochus the Great, and indeed a strange
figure. When he came to the throne the Jews were being subjected to a
process of Hellenization, which Antiochus continued. Among them, how-
ever, were those who had no desire to fall in with such a policy. These
became known as the Hasidim, or pious ones, and set themselves forth
as champions of the Law.

Under the leadership of Joshua, a brother of the high priest Onias III,
many of the Jews were willing to fall in line with Antiochus’ policy of
Hellenization. By means of a bribe, Joshua, who had changed his name
to Jason, induced Antiochus to depose Onias and to place himself in the
office of high priest. He immediately set about to permit an influx of
Grecian customs, even establishing a gymnasium (an exercise-ground)
under the citadel in Jerusalem.

For three years Jason continued in office until in 171 he was supplanted
by another Hellenized Jew, one Menelaus who had secured the favor of
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Antiochus. Jason was compelled to flee, taking refuge with the Ammon-
ites east of the Jordan, and Menelaus immediately revealed his true char-
acter by stealing some vessels from the Temple to pay his debts to Anti-
ochus. For this he was rebuked by Onias III, whose death was forthwith
procured (see the introductory comments on Dan. 9:24-27, p. 193).

Shortly afterward it was falsely rumored that Antiochus had died, and
Jason with 1,000 men attacked the city, shutting up Menelaus in the cita-
del. Antiochus evidently regarded this as rebellion, and on his way back
from Egypt in 168, entered Jerusalem, and robbed the Temple.

After his Egyptian campaign, two years later, Apollonius, a general
of Antiochus, on a Sabbath day attacked Jerusalem, setting it on fire.

“And he fell upon the city suddenly, and smote it very sore, and de-
stroyed much people out of Israel. And he took the spoils of the city,
and set it on fire, and pulled down the houses thereof and the walls
thereof on every side. And they led captive the women and the children,
and the cattle they took in possession.—And they shed innocent blood
on every side of the sanctuary, and defiled the sanctuary. And the inhab-
itants of Jerusalem fled because of them; and she became a habitation of
strangers, and she became strange to them that were born in her, and her
children forsook her. Her sanctuary was laid waste like a wilderness, her
feasts were turned into mourning, her sabbaths into reproach, her hon-
our into contempt. According to her glory, so was her dishonour mulii-
plied, and her high estate was turned into mourning” 1 Mace. 1:30b-32,
37-40).

Antiochus now determined utterly to root out Judaism. The Jews he
sought to compel to observe the heathen rites and made a matter of
death the observance of the Jewish worship. In line with this policy the
Temple was dedicated to Zeus. Throughout the land Antiochus caused
the erection of heathen altars, and on the 25th of December (Chisleu)
in 168, a heathen altar was erected upon the altar of burnt offering in
the temple. Martyrdoms became frequent, but there was also much apos-
tacy.

Then something happened. In a little town named Modin, about 18
miles N.W. of Jerusalem Mattathias, an elderly priest, not only refused
to take the lead in offering a pagan sacrifice, but slew both a renegade
Jew who wished to take his place and also the king’s commissioner, and
then broke down the altar.

Mattathias, in order to encourage the people, “~called to mind the
great deeds of their fathers and the faith that had inspired them. In the
chimax of his speech he referred to the fiery furnace and to Daniel in the
den of lions. This recalled to them that their God could and would save
those who put their trust in Him” (SBD II, p. 275). Thus revolt arose,
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and, under the leadership of Mattathias and his five sons, it rapidly spread
The heathen altars throughout the couniry were destroyed.

In 166 Mattathias died, and was succeeded by his third son Judas,
known as Maccabzus (the hammerer). He was able to slay Apollonius
and another Syrian general Seron, with the result that Antiochus now
entrusted half of all his army to his general Lysias, charging him to wipe
out of the Jews root and branch, However, it was to no avail, for Judas
successfully routed him. As a result, on the 25th of December 165, the
Temple altar was rededicated. One year later, on an expedition in Persia,
Antiochus died.

The Fourth World Empire

The vision of the fourth world empire is introduced with particular
solemnity. “After this I saw in the night visions, and, behold a fourth
beast, dreadful and terrible and strong exceedingly.” This beast is non-
descript and unlike those which preceded it.

At first Rome was merely one of the city-states in Italy. However, as
time went on she extended her conquests, both in Italy and abroad. Thus
she came into conflict with the remains of the Grecian empire which she
found in a weakened condition. In 63 B.C. the Roman general, Pompey,
entered Jerusalem and thus the Jews came under Roman sway. In 37
B.C. an Idumean named Herod was placed upon the throne, and contin-
ued until 4 B.C. thoroughly subservient to Rome, yet not tampering with
the Jewish religion as Antiochus had done. It was shortly before the
death of Herod that our Saviour was born.

When the Saviour was “cut off” in His death, the veil of the Temple
was rent in twain. Up until this moment the Temple had been the dwell-
ing place of the Holy God. But when the veil was rent, the fact was pro-
claimed to all the world that the way of access into the presence of God
had been opened. Men might now approach God directly, without the
intervention of any earthly priest or mediator. Christ and Christ alone is

the Way.

Furthermore the Temple itself was no longer the Divine Temple, but an
abomination, a house of idolatry. The sacrifices which were henceforth
offered were idolatrous abominations. The Temple was not merely a
den of thieves; it had become a house of idolatry. In the providence of
God, this abomination was soon to be brought to an end.

Shortly after the resurrection of Christ and His ascension to heaven,
in the year 41 A.D., war broke out between the Jews and Romans. The
climax came in the year 70. A few days before the Passover the Romans
under Titus came near to Jerusalem. After preliminary engagements they
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attacked the wall of the city and fifteen days later succeeded in making
a breach. For some two weeks the fighting went on, and the Romans had
completely surrounded the city. On the 17th day of Tammuz the daily
sacrifices ceased, and on the 9th of Ab (August) the Temple area was
entered. ‘The Temple was burned to the ground and the Jews were ruth-
lessly killed. Their blood, Josephus declares, ran down the steps of the
Temple in a stream. On the wing of abominations the one who maketh
desolate had come, and the Temple and city lay in ruins. The full end
and desolations were determined and poured out.

The Messiah had been cut off; the sacrifice and oblation ceased, and
the Temple had been destroyed. The mighty Roman power apparently
stood supreme. But from that lowly land of Palestine there went forth
Jews whose hearts the Spirit of God had touched, who declared that the
Messiah whom death had cut off was alive, having risen from the dead,
and who preached faith in His Name. The Kingdom of God was upon
earth, and neither the Roman empire nor the very gates of hell could
prevail against it.!®

ViI

The Commentary of Jerome on Daniel 11:21-45

vs. 21ff. And there will stand in his place a contemptible one, and there
will not be given to him the honor of the kingdom, and he will come
secretly, and will obtain the kingdom through deccitfulness. And the
arms of fighting will be laid waste before him, and there shall be crushed
moreover even the leader of a covenant. And after the league with him
he will practice deceit, and will come up and succeed with a few people.
And he will enter the abundant and plentiful cities, and he will do that
which his fathers have not done, nor his father’s fathers: the spoil and
booty and their substance will he scatter, and against the strongest plans
will ke plot, and this for a time. Hitherto the order of history is followed,
and between Porphyry and ourselves there is no controversy. Other
things which follow to the end of the book he interprets as applying to
Antiochus who was surnamed Epiphanes, the brother of Seleucus, son
of Antiochus the Great, who reigned in Syria eleven years after Seleucus
and obtained Judza, under whom there was a persecution of the law of
God, and the Maccabean wars are said to have taken place. We however
think that all these things are prophesied concerning Antichrist who will
come at the last time. And since to this there might seem to be opposed the
fact that the prophetic word leaves such things in the middle, from Sel-

18 In thus writing, I wish most emphatically to repudiate the Romanist notion of
the identity of the Kingdom of God and the visible church.
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eucus to the end of the world, it may be replied that in earlier history
where it was speaking about the kings of Persia, it put only four kings
after Cyrus the Persian, and, passing over many intervening events, sud-
denly came to Alexander the Macedonian king. This is the custom of the
Sacred Seripture, not to relate everything but to explain those things which
seem to be most important. And since there are many things which we
must later read and expound, which do fit the person of Antiochus, he
should be regarded as a type of the Antichrist, and those things which
have partly applied to him as being completely fulfilled in the Antichrist.
And this is the custom of the Sacred Scripture. It sets forth the truth of
the future in types, as, for example, that which is said concerning the
Lord as Saviour in the 71st Psalm! which is entitled, “by Solomon.” All
the things which are said by him cannot apply to Solomon: for neither
will he remain with the sun and before the moon for generation and gen-
eration (Ps. 71): nor did he rule from sea to sea and from the river to
the ends of the earth, nor did all people serve him, nor has his name
remained before the sun nor are all the tribes of the earth blessed in him
nor have all people magnified him. In part therefore and as though in
the shade and image of the truth they are set forth concerning Solomon,
that they may be more perfectly fulfilled in the Divine Saviour. There-
fore just as the Saviour has both Solomon and other saints as the type of
His advent, so also must we believe that Antichrist has as a true type of
himself, the very bad King Antiochus, who persecuted the saints and
violated the temple. We shall follow therefore the plan of exposition, and
with each explanation, we shall note briefly what appears to belong to our
opponent and what to ourselves. There will stand, they say, in the place
of Seleucus, his brother Antiochus Epiphanes, who at first was not given
the honor of the kingdom by those in Syria who favored Ptolemy but
afterwards by a pretense of clemency obtained the kingdom of Syria.
And Ptolemy’s arms of fighting, and everything for plundering were laid
waste before Antiochus and were broken. Moreover the arms are called
strength, Whence also the hand is called a great army. And not only, are
we told, did he conquer Ptolemy by fraudulence, but also the leader of a
covenant namely, Judas Maccabeaus, did he overcome by deceit. And
this is what is meant, when he himself had secured bread for Ptolemy
and had become a leader of the covenant, afterwards he practiced deceit
against him. Moreover the reference here is not to Ptolemy Epiphanes
who reigned fifth in Egypt, but to Ptolemy Philopator, the son of Cleo-
patra, the sister of Antiochus whose maternal uncle he was. And when
after the death of Cleopatra Eulaius the eunuch, the tutor of Philometor,
and Leneus ruled Egypt, and sought for Syria which Antiochus had oc-

1 The 72nd Psalm in the English Bible.
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cupied by fraud, there arose a battle between the uncle and the boy
Ptolemy. The leaders of Ptolemy who had begun the battle between Pelu-
sium and Mt. Cassius were conquered. However, Antiochus, sparing the
boy, and pretending friendship, came up to Memphis, and there, as was
custom, receiving the kingdom of the Egyptians and declaring that he
would take care of the boy and his affairs, subdued with a handful of
people, the entire Egyptian people to himself and entered the wealthy
and plentiful districts. And he did that which his fathers had not done,
nor his father’s fathers. For none of the kings of Syria had so devastated
Egypt and scattered all their riches; and he was crafty, as to subvert by
his deceit the wise plans of those who were the leaders of the boy. Por-
phyry, in following these things, has followed the very redundant account
of the Sutorii, which we have given in brief compend. We however
interpret better and more correctly, that in the end of the world Antichrist
will do these things, he who is to rise from a small people, that is, from
the people of the Jews, and he will be so lowly and contemptible; that
there will not be given to him the honor of the kingdom, and through
treachery and fraud he will obtain the sovereignty, and the arms of fight-
ing of the Roman people will be laid waste by him and will be destroyed.
And he will do this because he will pretend that he is the leader of a
covenant, that is of the Law and Testament of God. And he will enter the
richest cities, and will do what his fathers had not done nor his father’s
fathers. For none of the Jews except Antichrist had ever reigned over all
the earth. And he will take counsel against the strongest plans of the
saints, and will do all things for a time, as long as the will of God per-
mits him to do them.

vv., 25, 26 And his strength and his heart shall be aroused against the
king of the South with a great army. And the king of the South will be
called forth into war and with much aid and many forces; and they will not
stand, because plans will be devised against them. And those who eat
bread with him will destroy him, and his army will be oppressed, and
many shall fall down slain. Porphyry interprets these things of Antiochus
who, with a great army set out against Ptolemy, his sister’s son. But also
the king of the South, that is, the leaders of Ptolemy, were called forth to
war with much aid and many forces, and were not able to withstand the
fraudulent plans of Antiochus, who pretended peace with his sister’s son
and ate bread with him and afterwards occupied Egypt. We however,
according to the sense given above, interpret everything of the Antichrist,
who will be born from the Jewish people and will come from Babylon
and will first overcome the king of Egypt, who is one of the three horns
concerning whom we have already spoken before.

vv. 27, 28. Also the keart of the two kings will be set to do evil, and at
one table they will speak a lie, and they will not succeed; for hitherto is



THE COMMENTARY OF JEROME 309

the end in another time. And he will return to his land with great forces.
There is no doubt but that Antiochus would make peace with Ptolemy
and would have a banquet with him and would plot treacherous things,
and would accomplish nothing; because he would not be able to obtain
his kingdom, but would be cast out by the soldiers of Ptolemy. But from
the fact that the Scripture here says that there were two kings whose
heart was deceitful, that they might do harm to one another, it cannot be
shown to be in accord with history. For Ptolemy was of but youthful
age, and, taken in by the treachery of Antiochus, how could he plot evil
against him? Whence we wish to refer all these things to Antichrist and
to the King of Egypt whom he first overcame.

vv. 29, 30. And his heart will be against the holy testament, and he will
do and will return to his land. At the determined time will he return and
come to the South, and the last will not be like the first. And there will
come upon him triremes, and Romans, and he will be slain. Or as others
have interpreted And they will be threatened by him. Both the Greek
and Roman history declare that Antiochus turned, having been driven
out of Egypt, and came into Judea, that is, against the holy testament,
and despoiled the Temple, and bore away an immense amount of gold,
and, having established a garrison of Macedonians in the citadel, returned
to his land. And after two years he again gathered an army against
Ptolemy and came to the South. And when the two brothers of Ptolemy,
the son of Cleopatra, whose uncle he was, were shut up at Alexandria, the
Roman envoys came. One of them was Marcus Popilius Lenas, who,
when he found him standing on the shore, and had given him the decision
of the senate by which he was commanded to depart from the friends of
the Roman people and to be satisfied with his own kingdom, (and he, i.e.,
Antiochus in accordance with the answer of friends had delayed the
advice), is said to have made a circle in the sands with the stick which he
held in his hand, and to have surrounded the king and said, “The senate
and the Roman people command that you here and now reply to what
your plans are.” When these things had been said he replied, frightened
out of his wits, “If it pleases the senate and the Roman people, we shall
depart,” and so immediately he moved his army. Moreover, he is said
to have been beaten, not because he died, but because he lost all his great
arrogance. Concerning Antichrist there is no doubt but that he will fight
against the holy Testament, and fighting first against the King of Egypt,
will straightway be alarmed by the troops of the Romans. These things
moreover under Antiochus Epiphanes took place as an image, so that this
most wicked king, who persecuted the people of God, would prefigure
Antichrist, who would persecute the people of Christ. Whence many
among us think that because of the greatness of his wrath and shameful-
ness Domitius Nero will be the Antichrist.
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And he will return and will become enraged at the testament of the
sanctuary and will do and will return and will plan concerning those
(Vulg. against those) who have left the Testament of the sanctuary. We
read more fully of these things in the deeds of the Maccabees (1 Macc.
1) : because, after the Romans had driven him out of Egypt, he came
indignantly against the testament of the sanctuary and was invited by
those who had left the law of God and had mingled themselves with the
ceremonies of the Gentiles. This must be more fully completed under
Antichrist who will be indignant against the testament of God, and will
plan against those whom he wishes to abandon the Law of God. Whence,
Aquila has more significantly interpreted, And he will plan and will for-
sake the covenant of the sanctuary.

Vs. 31 And arms from him will stand, and they will pollute the sanctu-
ary of strength, and will bear away the perpetual sacrifice and will give an
abomination into desolation. Instead of arms, others have interpreted,
seed, so as to signify root or offspring. They moreover have reference to
those who were sent by Antiochus after two years when he despoiled the
temple that they might exact tribute from the Jews and take away the wor-
ship of God and might place in the temple of Jerusalem the image of Zeus
Olympus and statues of Antiochus, which are here called the abomination
of desolation when the whole burnt-offering was removed and the perpet-
ual sacrifice. We contend that all these things have transpired as a type
of Antichrist who will seat himself in the temple of God and will act as
God. Moreover, the Jews wish this to be understood neither of Antiochus
Epiphanes nor of Antichrist but of the Romans, concerning whom it was
said above: And triremes will come, both Italian and Roman, and he will
be humbled. After much time concerning these same Romans who came
to aid Ptolemy and threatened Antiochus, it is said that there will arise
a king Vespatian; his arms will stand, and his seeds, (i.e., Titus his son
with an army), and will pollute the sanctuary and will bear away the per-
petual sacrifice and will hand over the temple to eternal solitude. SIIM
of course and CHETHIM which we have interpreted triremes and Romans,
the Hebrews take in the sense of Italians and Romans.

Vs. 32 And the wicked ones against the testament will pretend fraudu-
lently, the people however which knows its God will obtain and will do.
This we read in the books of the Maccabees, that they had pretended to
be custodians of the Law of God, and afterwards had made a pact with
the Gentiles, but others should remain in the religion which I think will
be future in the times of Antichrist, when the love of many will grow
cold. Concerning which the Lord says in the Gospel: Dost thou think that
when the Son of Man comes, He will find faith upon the earth? (Luke
18:8).
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And the learned among the people will teach many and they shall fall
by the sword, and the flame, and in captivity and in the plundering of days.
The books of the Maccabees refer to how many things the Jews suffered
by Antiochus and are a testimony of their triumph, who, for the care of
the Law of God sustained flames and swords, and slavery and plunderings
and the severest punishments. No one doubts that these things will take
place in the future under Antichrist when many resist his power and flee
into different places. The Hebrews interpret them of the last overthrow
of the Temple which took place under Vespatian and Titus, when there
were many of the people who knew its God and were killed for the sake of
His Law.

Vs. 34, 35 And when they fall, they shall be raised up by a lLittle help,
and many will attach themselves to them fraudulently. And some of the
instructed ones will fall, that they may be refined and purged and made
white up to the time appointed, for hitherto will be another time. Por-
phyry thinks that the little help signifies Mattathias from the village of
Modin, who rebelled against the leaders of Antiochus and tried to serve
the worship of the true God (1 Macc. 2). Moreover, we read, he is called
a little help because Mattathias was killed in battle, and afterwards his
son Judas, who was called Maccabzus, fell in battle and his other brothers
were deceived by the fraud of the adversaries. Read Maccabees. All these
things therefore, we are told, were done that the saints might be tried
and refined and made white until the determined time, because to another
time would the victory be deferred. We think that the little help should
be understood as having reference to the time of Antichrist because as-
sembled saints will resist him and will use a little help, and afterwards
many from the instructed ones will fall. And this will occur, so that, it
will be as though they were refined in a furnace and made white and re-
fined until a determined time should come, because the true victory will
be in the advent of Christ. Certain of the Hebrews understand these things
to have reference to the princes Severus and Antoninus, who greatly loved
the Jews. Others, however, apply it to the emperor Julian, because, when
they had been oppressed by Gaius Cesar and in the distress of captivity
had endured many things, he, pretending to love the Jews, arose, promis-
ing that there would be sacrifice in their temple: in which they will have
little hope of help, and many Gentiles, not in truth, but in falsehood, will
attach themselves to them. For the worship of idols they will pretend
friendship with him. And they will do this, that those who have been
proven may be made manifest. For the time of their true salvation and
help will be Christ whom they falsely think will come when they will have
received Antichrist (I Cor. XI).

Vs. 36 And a king will do according to his will, and will be exalted, and
will be magnified against every God, and against the God of Gods will he
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speak marvelous things and he shall direct, until wrath be completed, for
a prescribing has been accomplished. Or as others have interpreted: for
in himself will be the consummation. From this place the Jews think
that what is said is about Antichrist, that after the little help of Julian
a king will be raised who will do according to his will, and will be exalted
against all which is called God and will speak marvelous things against
the God of gods, so that he will sit in the temple of God and will make
himself God, and his will will rule until the wrath of God is fulfilled, be-
cause in himself will be the consummation. We also understand this of
Antichrist. Porphyry however and others who follow him think that the
reference is to Antiochus Epiphanes, in that he was raised against the
worship of God, and came into such great haughtiness that he ordered a
likeness of himself to be placed in the temple at Jerusalem. And as to
what follows, And ke will direct, until wrath is completed, because in him-
self will be the consummation, they thus understand, that he has power
so long, until God becomes enangered with him and orders him to be
killed. Polybius and Diodorus who write historical collections, relate
that he not only acted against the God of Judea, but also inflamed by
the incitement of greed, tried to despoil the temple of Diana in Elymais,
which was very rich. He was attacked by the people who kept guard
about the vicinity of the temple, and by certain phantasies and terrors
was cast into insanity and at last passed away into death. This they de-
clare happened to him, because he tried to violate the temple of God. We
however say that although this happened to him, it happened, because
he exercised much cruelty against the saints of God and polluted His
temple. For we must believe that he was punished, not because of that
which he tried to do, and having repented, ceased to carry out, but for
what he actually did do.

Vs. 37 ff. And he will have no regard for the God of his fathers, and
will be in the desires of women: nor will he care for any of the 'gods,
because he will rise against all. Moreover he will venerate the god MAO-
ZIM in his place, and the god whom his fathers have not known he will
worship with gold and silver and precious stones and valuable things.
And he will act that he should fortify MAOZIM with a foreign god whom
he has known and will multiply glory, and will give to it power in many
things, and will freely divide the land. Instead of that which we have
rendered, and he will be in the desires of women, the LXX have trans-
lated, and he will not be subject to the desires of women. Again, instead
of MAOZIM, which appears in the Hebrew, Aquila has translated, God
of forces, the LXX, the bravest god. For indeed, in the Hebrew, instead
of that which we have said, and he will be in the desires of women, it is
ambiguous, when Aquila says, rendering word for word, and concerning
the God of his fathers he will not understand, and concerning the desire
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of women, and concerning every god he will not understand. By these
words we may understand both that he has the desire of women and that
he does not have. If we should read and understand apo Koinov, and
concerning the desire of women he will not understand, it is easier to in-
terpret of Antichrist, since he will therefore pretend chastity, in order
that he may deceive many. But if however we thus read, and concerning
the desire of women, in order to supply he will be,? it will fit better the
person of Antiochus, who is said to have been most dissolute, and through
debauching and corruption of the royal dignity to have come into such
shame that he would associate publicly with actresses and even with pros-
titutes, and in the presence of the people, would satisfy his lust. Porphyry
has ridiculously interpreted, the god MAOZIM, so that he would say
that in the village Modin, from whence came Mattathias, and his sons,
the leaders of Antiochus had placed a statue of Jupiter, and had com-
pelled the Jews to offer sacrifice to it, that is, to the god of Modin. But
as to what follows, and the god whom his fathers did not know will he
worship, this fits the Antichrist better than it does Antiochus. For we
read that Antiochus held the worship of the idols of Greece, and com-
pelled the Jews and Samaritans to worship his gods. Likewise, also, as
to what is said, and he will act that he should fortify MAOZIM with a
foreign god whom he has known, and he will multiply glory, and will
give to them power in many things and will freely divide the land, Theodo-
tion has interpreted, and he will do these things in order to fortify garri-
sons with a foreign god, and when he will make a display for them, he
will multiply honor, and will bring it about that they are ruled by many,
and will divide the land freely. Instead of garrisons, Symmachus has
interpreted places of refuge. It is thus explained by Porphyry, he will do
all these things in order to fortify the citadel of Jerusalem, and will place
garrisons in the other cities, and will teach the Jews to worship a foreign
god; there is no doubt but that he means Jupiter. When he will have
shown him to them and will have persuaded them to worship him, then
to these deceived ones will he give honor and much glory and will accom-
plish for others who had been dominated in Judea and will divide pos-
sessions through duplicity and will distribute gifts. The Antichrist also
will abundantly bestow many rewards upon the deceived ones, and will
divide the land with his army, and those whom he has not quieted with
terror, he will subjugate with greed.

Vv. 40, 41. And at a determined time one will wage war against him
from the South: and like a tempest will the king of the North come against
kim with chariots and horsemen and a large fleet: and he will enter coun-
tries, and will overflow and will pass through. And he will enter into the

2 j.e., to express the thought, he will concern himself with the desire of women.
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glorious land, and many will fall. For which Symmachus has interpreted,
and many thousands will fall, Theodotion, and many will be weakened.
But take the many who fall in accordance with Aquila, either cities, or
regions or provinces. Porphyry refers these things to Antiochus, because
in the eleventh year of his reign he fought again against Ptolemy Philo-
metor the son of his sister. For when he heard that Antiochus was coming,
he gathered many thousands of the people. But like a strong tempest An-
tiochus entered many lands with chariots and horsemen and a large fleet
and devastated them all in passing through them. And he came to the
glorious land, that is, Judea, which Symmachus has interpreted, land of
strength. Theodotion has retained the Hebrew word itself SABAI (others
SABAM and SABA), And he fortified the citadel from the ruins of the
walls of the city, and thus he proceeded into Egypt. We however, referring
these things to the Antichrist, say that he will first fight against the king
of the South, that is, of Egypt, and afterwards will conquer Libya and
Ethiopia, which we have above applied to the three horns from the ten
horns, and because he will come into the land of Israel and many cities
or provinces will surrender to him.

These only will be saved from his hand, Edom and Moab and the chief
of the children of Ammon.

Antiochus, they say, making haste against Ptolemy, the king of the
South, did not touch the Idumeans, Moabites and the Ammonites who
were to one side of Judah, lest, becoming engaged in another battle, he
should cause Ptolemy to become stronger. Antichrist also will leave in-
tact Idumea, and the Moabites and the children of Ammon, that is, Arabia,
because the saints will flee there to the deserts.

Vv. 42, 43 And he will send his hand against the lands, and the land
of Egypt will not escape and he will be lord of the treasures of gold and
silver and of all the valuable things of Egypt. He will also pass through
Libya and Ethiopia. We read that Antiochus had in part done these things.
But what follows, namely, ke will also pass through Libya and Ethiopia,
we assert is more applicable to the Antichrist. For Libya, which many
refer to Africa, and Ethiopia, Antiochus did not hold, unless by chance,
when the Egyptians were captured, even those provinces were alarmed,
because in that very region are the provinces of Egypt and neighborhoods
far away through the deserts. Whence it is not said that he would take

them, but that he would pass through Libya and Ethiopia.

Vv. 44, 45 And a report will disturb him from the East and from the
North. And he will come with a great multitude, and will destroy and kill
many. And he will fix his tabernacle in Apedno, between the seas above
the glorious and sacred mountain, and he will come even to its height,
and no one will help him. Also in this place Porphry dreams I know not
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what wild things about Antiochus. Fighting, he says, against the Egyp-
tians and passing through Libya and Ethiopia, he will hear from the
North and East that battles are being stirred up. Hence he returns and
will capture the resisting Aradii and will devastate the entire province
along the seacoast of Phwnicia. And immediately will he proceed to
Artaxes, the king of Armenia, who will be moved from the regions of
the Orient, and after many have been killed by his army, will place his
tent in the place Apedno, which is situated between two very broad rivers,
the Tigris and the Euphrates. And when he will have proceeded hither,
he is not able to say in what glorious and holy mountain he will dwell.
Nevertheless he is not able to prove that he dwelt between two seas, and it
would be foolish to interpret the two rivers of Mesopotamia as two seas.
He has passed over the glorious mountain, therefore, because he has fol-
lowed the interpretation of Theodotion, who says, between the middle
seas above the holy mountain Saba. And if he should think that Saba is
the name of a mountain, either of Armenia or of Mesopotamia, he is not
able to say why it is holy. Even by means of this license in lying we are
able to say that he has remained silent. Tt is called a holy mountain, be-
cause in decordance with the error of the Armenians, it is consecrated to
idols. And ke will come, he says, up to the summit of this very mountain,
in the province of Elymais, which is the most remote district of the Per-
sians eastward. Wishing there to despoil the temple of Diana, because it
possessed infinite wealth, he was put to flight by the barbarians, because
they estcemed that temple with particular regard; and he died in Tabe,
a city of the Persians. destroyed upon the walls. As an affront to us he
has made up these things in a most artificial discourse, which, even though
he should be able to prove that they are spoken of Antiochus and not of
the Antichrist, what is that to us, since we do not attempt to prove either
the advent of Christ or the falsehood of Antichrist from all the passages of
Scripture? For suppose that these things were spoken of Antiochus, what
harm does that do to our religion? And in the previous vision, where the
prophecy was fulfilled in Antiochus, was anything said concerning Anti-
christ? Wherefore, let him forego doubtful matters and cleave to those
which are plain. Let him declare who that stone is, which, having been
cut from the mountain without hands, grew into a great mountain and
filled the whole earth and destroyed the four-fold image. Let him de-
clare who is that Son of Man, who will come with the clouds of heaven
and will stand before the Ancient of Days, and there is given to him a
kingdom which has no end, and all peoples, tribes and languages will
serve him, He passes over these things which are plain and asserts that
they are prophesied concerning the Jews, whom we know are serving even
unto today. And he says that he who wrote the book under the name of
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Daniel lied for the sake of reviving their hope.? Not in that he would not
be able to know the entire future history, but that he would have men-
tioned events which had already occurred. And he lingers in false state-
ments in the last vision, substituting rivers for a sea, and the glorious and
holy mountain Apedno, but can bring forth no history where he has
read this.

We, however, thus explain the last c}lapter of this vision of the Anti-
christ, because when he fights against the Egyptians, Libyans and Ethiop-
ians, and, uprooting three horns from the ten horns, will hear from the
regions of the Orient that wars are being waged against him. Hence he
will come with a great multitude, in order that he may destroy and kill
many, and will fix his tabernacle in Apedno near Nicopolis, which was
formerly called Emmaus, where the mountains of the province of Judea
begin to rise. At length he will stir himself up to the mount of Olives,
and will ascend the district of Jerusalem. This is what the Scripture here
says, And when he will fix his tabernacle at the base of the mountainous
province between two seas, namely, the sea on the Fast which is now
called Dead, and the Great Sea on whose coasts are situated Casarea,
Joppa, Ascalon and Gaza. Then he will come unto the summit of its
mountain, that is, of the mountainous province, that is, the top of the
Mount of Olives, which is called glorious, because from it the Lord and
Saviour ascended to the Father. And none will be able to give aid to
Antichrist, since the Lord is enangered against him. And it is claimed
that Antichrist will perish there, where the Lord ascended to heaven. The
word Apedno is compound, because, if it is divided, it may be understood
thronou autou, that is, of his throne. And the meaning is, And he will
fix his tent and his throne between the seas above the glorious and holy
mountain, Symmachus has thus interpreted this place: And he will extend
the tents of his cavalry between the seas unto the holy mountain of
strength, and will come unto the top of the mountain. Theodotion: And
he will fix his tent in Aphedano, between the seas in the holy mountain
Saba, and will come unto its part. Aquila: And he will plant the taber-
nacle of his tent (praetorium) in Aphadano between the seas, in the glorious
and koly mountain, and will come even to its end. The Septuagint alone
has interpreted, disregarding any question of the name, And he will erect
his tent then between the seas, and the holy mountain of will, and the
hour of his end will come. Apollinarius has followed, for he is completely
silent about the name Apedno. T have gone into this somewhat at length

in order that I may show both the sophistry of Porphyry who has ignored

8 The Latin word is mentitum. All honor to Porphyry for thus candidly and acen-
rately stating the case. (There seems no sufficient reason for denying this language
to Porphyry). For if an unknown author, living at the time of the Maccabees, wrote
under the name of Daniel, he did just what Porphyry declares he did — he lied.
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all these things, or has pretended that he does not know them, and the
difficulty of Holy Secripture, the understanding of which without the grace
of God and the teaching of the elders, the most unskilled in the highest
degree arrogate unto themselves. Moreover it must be noted that the He-
brew language does not possess the letter P, but instead uses PH which
has the sound of the Greek PH. In this very passage it is wriiten by the
Hebrews as PH, but is read P. Moreover, as to the fact that Antichrist
should come to the summit of the holy and glorious mountain and should
perish there, Isaiah speaks more fully, The Lord will cast down in the
holy mountain the face of the ruler of darkness over all nations, and him
who rules over all peoples, and the anointing wherewith he is anointed
against all nations.

VIII

Porphyry and His Criticism of Daniel

In the commentary several references have been made to the opinions
of Porphyry, who was one of the earliest hostile critics of the Old Testa-
ment. This noted antagonist of the Christian Faith was probably born in
232 or 233 A.D.! It appears also that he was from the city of Tyre in
Pheenicia, for he speaks of himself as a Phceenician. However, some of
the early writers refer to him by the designation Bataneotes, probably
indicating thereby that he was from the region of Batanea, within the
Hauran. Although this name was evidently intended to be a term of dis-
dain, it may also possibly contain an illusion to the fact that his birth-
place was not Tyre, but some obscure section of the Hauran.

He was named Malchus after his father, and probably spent his early
years in Tyre where he received a careful education. It is not known
whether his parents had at one time been Christians.

Porphyry may have learned Hebrew. At any rate he became at home
in the Chaldean, Persian and Egyptian mysteries. As a youth he met the
great Origen, whom he regarded as a “Greek brought up in Greek learn-
ing,” whose course of life was Christian but who in his opinions about
God and material things “acted as a Greek,” and introduced Greek ideas
into foreign fables (i.e., the Scriptures). Above all Porphyry condemned
the allegorical method of interpretation which Origen employed.

It was Porphyry’s privileze to journey to Athens which was then a
renowned center of study., Here he received instruction from many dis-

1 At the end of the tenth year of the reign of Gallienus, who celebrated his decen-
nalia in 262, Porphyry appears to have been thirty years of age.
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tinguished men, but the one under whom his critical faculties greatly
developed and at whose feet he spent most of his time was the philoso-
pher Longinus. It was Longinus who bestowed upon him the name Por-
phyry (i.e., purple). On the whole the sojourn at Athens was a valuable
preparation for the next stage in Porphyry’s life, his study at Rome with
the neo-Platonist philosopher, Plotinus, who was to exercise great influence
upon his pupil.

Such was the background and training of this great antagonist of Chris-
tianity. His magnum opus was the monumental work Against the Chris-
tians, comprising fifteen books and written in Sicily when Porphyry was
about forty years old. It was suppressed by Constantine, but apparently
copies still existed at a later date, for in 448 the emporer Theodosius 11
and Valentine again decreed that it be destroyed. From this time on,
copies are no longer to be found, and it is even questionable whether
Jerome himself actually possessed one.

The work brought forth several replies, the first of which, as far as we
know, being by Methodius of Olympus. According to Jerome he wrote
ten thousand verses. Eusebius soon followed, composing a work of twenty-
five books. Finally, Apollinarius of Laodicea produced a powerful reply
in thirty books. All of these, except for scattered fragments, are lost.

It is difficult to determine whether Porphyry actually denied the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch. Quite probably he did. At least there is
evidence extant to show that he did believe in the historical existence
of Moses.2

Some of Porphyry’s criticism was very superficial. Why, he asked,
should God forbid eating of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil?
Tt is understandable that God might prohibit evil, but why should He
forbid the knowledge of both? Sacrifice was thought to be foreign to true
piety, an opinion which Porphyry believed he had obtained from the pro-
phetical books. Moses, he asserted, said nothing about the Deity of
Christ, nor is any prophecy of the crucifixion to be found in the books
of the prophets.

Most important, however, of Porphyry’s criticisms of the Old Testament
is that which he directed against the book of Daniel. “Porphyry,” says
Jerome, who in his commentary has preserved this criticism, “wrote his
twelfth book against the prophet Daniel, denying that it was composed
by him whose name it bears, but rather by someone who was in Judea
during the times of Antiochus, who is called Epiphanes.” What we have

2 One of the latest statements of the position that Porphyry denied the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch is made by Robert M. Grant in his article, “Historical
Criticism in the Ancient Church” in The Journal of Religion, vol. xxv, no. 3, July
1945, pp. 183-196, This position is based upon a passage in the Apocritica of Macarius
Magnes. In all probability the one against whom Macarius is writing is Porphyry.
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in the book are not prophecies uttered by Daniel, but a narration by an
unknown author of events which had already transpired. Consequently,
according to Porphyry, in the narration of events up to the time of An-
tiochus, we have true history, but anything beyond that time is false,
since the writer could not know the future.

Like the other prophets, continues Jerome, Daniel predicts that Christ
will come, but more than this, he even teaches at what time He will come,
and arranges the kings in order, enumerates the years and predicts the
clearest signs. Porphyry has seen that these things have come to pass
and so contends that they were fulfilled at the time of Antiochus. Con-
sequently, reasons Jerome, his assault upon the book of Daniel is in reality
a testimony to the truth. Hence, whenever occasion requires, Jerome in-
tends to reply to his opponent’s “calumnies, and the arts of philosophy;
rather, the pagan ill-will, by means of which he endeavors to overthrow
the truth, and with certain deception to take away the light of clear eyes,
I shall endeavor to confute by means of simple explanation.”

Apparently Porphyry thought that the book of Daniel was originally
composed in Greek, for he used the version of Theodotion. He sought
to explain the etymology of a word in the legend of Susanna, in order to
show the Grecian origin of Daniel. According to Jerome, both Eusebius
and Apollinarius had answered this charge by pointing out that the fable
of Susanna and also of Bel and the Dragon were not to be found in the
Hebrew. Jerome further remarked that, when translating Daniel several
years previously, he had himself marked these sections with an obelus.
In addition, he asserts, Origen and other Greek doctors and ecclesiastics
had also declared that these sections were not to be found in the Hebrew.

However, although on this point Porphyry was in error, it is evident
that in preparation for his attack upon Daniel he had read widely. Jerome
mentions some of the secular authors, the knowledge of which is necessary
for an understanding of the background of Daniel, and states that Por-
phyry claims to have known some of these.

In general it may be said that Porphyry follows the procedure mentioned
by Jerome, i.e., the predictions of Daniel he interprets, not as referring
to Antichrist, as did Jerome, but to Antiochus Epiphanes. Furthermore,
the passages which Christians have traditionally regarded as Messianic,
Porphyry would apply to the people of Israel.

In his detailed exposition Porphyry sometimes shows himself as a ser-
ious interpreter, nor are these detailed interpretations always at variance
with those of Christian expositors. In fact, as far as detailed exposition
is concerned, we find in Porphyry an approach to grammatico-historical
exegesis.
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Nevertheless, Porphyry cannot be regarded as a truly scientific inter-
preter of the Bible. His work is founded upon the presupposition that
predictive prophecy is impossible (si quid autem ultra opinatus sit, quia
futura nescient, esse mentitum). It is upon the basis of this assumption
that Porphyry came to his conclusion that the book of Daniel was a pro-
duct of the second century B.C. This date has been accepted by many in
recent times. But let us never forget that the “modern” date for the com-
position of Daniel was first advanced by one whose heart and soul were
hostile to supernatural Christianity.
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