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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Preface

Among the great prophetic books of Scripture, none provides a more comprehensive and chronological prophetic view of
the broad movement of history than the book of Daniel. Of the three prophetic programs revealed in Scripture, outlining the
course of the nations, Isragl, and the church, Daniel alone reveals the details of God’ s plan for both the nations and Israel.
Although other prophets like Jeremiah had much to say to the nations and Israel, Daniel brings together and interrelates
these great themes of prophecy as does no other portion of Scripture. For this reason, the book of Daniel is essential to the
structure of prophecy and is the key to the entire Old Testament prophetic revelation. A study of this book is, therefore, not
only important from the standpoint of determining the revelation of one of the great books of the Old Testament but is an
indispensable preliminary investigation to any complete eschatological system.

In the twentieth century, comparatively few important commentaries on the book of Daniel have been published. Twentieth
century scholars, to be sure, have the heritage of some of the great commentaries of the past, beginning with Jerome and
John Calvin, and including later works such as the commentaries by Moses Stuart, E. B. Pusey, and Otto Zockler. To these
can be added the commentaries by S. P. Tregelles, Nathaniel West, Joseph A. Seiss, and William Kelly. One of the old
giants is the commentary by C. F. Keil, still a standard work. Critical scholarship, assuming that the book of Daniel was a
pious forgery of the second century, hasin later years greatly influenced treatment of the book of Daniel. Works by Robert
H. Charles, F. R. Driver, F. W. Farrar, and the monumental work of James A. Montgomery in the International Critical
Commentaries have dominated the field. Later liberal critics such as Arthur Jeffery in the Interpreter’ s Bible and Norman
W. Porteous in his recent work have brought liberal scholarship up to date.

The exposition of the book of Daniel has been enriched by reverent, conservative scholars who have produced popular
works such as the expositions of H. A. Ironside, Arno C. Gaebelein, and Louis Talbot; and many similar volumes have
served as homiletical treatments of the book. Robert Culver has contributed a theological treatment of Daniel relating to
prophetic interpretation. Specialized studies such as those by H. H. Rowley and Robert Dick Wilson have led the way in
scholarly debate in the twentieth century relative to the authenticity of the book of Daniel. Among all these works, however,
no thorough commentary from the pre-millennial conservative point of view has appeared. The important works of H. C.
Leupold and Edward Y oung, standard commentaries on Daniel, present only the amillennial view and are now twenty years
old.

Taken as awhole no complete commentary on Daniel from the conservative point of view has been written since Leupold
and Y oung'swork. In the light of recent scholarly discussions and considerable additional archeological evidence, the
findings of both conservative and liberal scholarship published in the first half of the twentieth century must now be
thoroughly reviewed and reevaluated. The Qumran scrolls still await publication as they relate to Daniel, but there are
indications that they will support rather than weaken the conservative interpretation regarding Daniel as a genuine book. The
clarification of details surrounding the capture of Jerusalem in 605 B.C., the reign of Belshazzar, and the fall of Babylon as
embodied in recent discoveries cast new light upon any exposition of the book of Daniel. The research of D. J. Wiseman and
the recent study of Darius the Mede by John C. Whitcomb are important contributions. The studies in the field of
introduction by Merrill Unger, Raymond Harrison, and Gleason Archer are also invaluable. Thus, averse-by-verse
commentary written from the conservative point of view, presenting the premillennia interpretation but including the
consideration of all aternative views, islong overdue. It is hoped that this present study will make a contribution of a
constructive nature toward the understanding of Daniel as one of the most important prophetic books in the Scriptures. The
present work is an effort to provide a commentary which will give al the essential information necessary for a detailed
exposition of the text in the light of extant literature, recent biblical scholarship, and the expanding field of archeological
discovery.



In attempting an interpretation of the book of Daniel, the principle has been followed of interpreting prophecy in its normal
sense while, at the same time, recognizing the apocalyptic character of its revelation. Full attention is given to the critical
theories which regard Daniel as aforgery. The denial of the authenticity of the book of Daniel is refuted by internal evidence
and archeological discoveries which support the genuineness of the prophecies of Daniel.

To avoid constant repetition of the English translation, the Authorized Version is quoted at the beginning of each section.
Where the Authorized Version requires revision to bring out the precise meaning, attention is called to such variations. The
Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament by Brown, Driver, and Briggs was used as a standard dictionary,
although others are quoted. Principal sources include the commentaries by Montgomery, representing the modern critical
view, Kelil, expounding the old conservative view, and Edward Y oung and L eupold who support conservative amillennial
scholarship. All students of Daniel must confess their debt to these monumental works. Acknowledgement is made to all
publishers of copyrighted material for their gracious permission to quote representative portions.

Invaluable assistance has been offered by Dr. Bruce K. Waltke, Professor of Semitic Languages and Old Testament
Exegesis, of Dallas Theological Seminary. His careful review of the manuscript and suggestions for itsimprovement have
immeasurably improved the work as awhole. His intimate acquaintance with the Hebrew and the Aramaic text, aswell as
his wide reading and contemporary scholarship, has enriched this study.

In preparation of this commentary, the author has been guided by the objective to prepare a companion volume to his earlier
commentary on the book of Revelation. In this new commentary on the book of Daniel, an attempt has been made to provide
the careful student of the Word of God with the necessary tools and information to ascertain accurately the revelation of this
important book and to relate it to systematic theology and specifically to eschatology as awhole. In the light of
contemporary world events, which fit so well into the foreview of history provided in the book of Daniel, a study of this
kind is most relevant to the issues of our day and, supported by other Scriptures, offers the hope that the consummation is
not too distant. If the reader, through the study of this volume, has greater understanding of the divine prophetic program,
more insight into contemporary events, and a brighter hope concerning things to come, the intention of the author will have
been realized.

Original files can be downloaded from here:
http://www.walvoor d.com or http://bible.or g/
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

I ntroduction

Date And Authorship

The book of Daniel, according to its own testimony, is the record of the life and prophetic revelations given to Daniel, a
captive Jew carried off to Babylon after the first conquest of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar in 605 b.c. The record of events
extends to the third year of Cyrus, 536 B.C., and, accordingly, covers a span of about seventy years. Daniel himself may
well have lived on to about 530 b.c, and the book of Daniel was probably completed in the last decade of hislife.

Although Daniel does not speak of himself in the first person until chapter 7, there is little question that the book presents
Daniel asitsauthor. Thisis assumed in the latter portion of the book and mentioned especially in 12:4. The use of the first
person with the name Daniel isfound repeatedly in the last half of the book (7:2, 15, 28; 8:1,15, 27; 9:2, 22; 10:2, 7, 11, 12;
12:5). Asmost expositors, whether liberal or conservative, consider the book a unit, the claim of Daniel to have written this

book is recognized even by those who reject it.!

Except for the attack of the pagan Porphyry (third century a.d.), no question was raised concerning the traditional sixth
century b.c. date, the authorship of Daniel the prophet, or the genuineness of the book until the rise of higher criticism in the
seventeenth century, more than two thousand years after the book was written. Important confirmation of the historicity of
Daniel himsalf isfound in three passages in Ezekiel (Eze 14:14, 20; 28:3), written after Daniel had assumed an important

post in the king's court at Babylon.2 Convincing also to conservative scholarsis the reference to “Daniel the prophet” by
Christ in the Olivet Discourse (Mt 24:15; Mk 13:14).

Higher critics normally question the traditional authorship and dates of books in both the Old and New Testaments, and
therefore disallow the testimony of the book of Daniel itself, dispute the mention of Daniel by Ezekiel, and discount the
support by Christ in the New Testament. But conservative scholars have given aimost universal recognition to the book of
Daniel as an authentic sixth century b.c. composition of Daniel, the captive of Nebuchadnezzar. Consideration of the
arguments of higher criticsis given in the later discussion of the genuineness of the book of Daniel, upon which the
conservative opinion rests.

Place in the Scriptures

The book of Daniel, written last of al the major prophets, appears in this order among the major prophets in the English
Bible. In the Hebrew Old Testament—divided into three divisions consisting of the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings,
which is also called Kethubim (Hebrew) or Hagiographa (Greek)—Daniel is included in the third section, the Writings. In
the Septuagint, Vulgate, and Luther, however, it is placed with the major prophets. Josephus aso includes it in the second
division of the Jewish canon, the Prophets, rather than in the Hagiographa. Thereis, therefore, general recognition of the
prophetic character of the book.

Although the ministry of Daniel was prophetic, it was of different character than the other major prophets; and apparently
for this reason, the Jews included Dani€l in the Writings. As Robert Dick Wilson has pointed out, the reason for this was not
that the Jews regarded Daniel as inferior nor because the prophetic section of the canon had already been closed, but as
Wilson states, “It is more probable, that the book was placed in this part of the Heb Canon, because Daniel is not called ana
»bhi,,a (‘prophet’), but was rather aho, zeh (‘seer’) and a ha, kha, m (‘wise man’). None but the works of the nebhi,,aim
were put in the second part of the Jewish Canon, the third being reserved for the heterogeneous works of seers, wisemen,



and priests, or for those that do not mention the name or work of a prophet, or that are poetical in form.”3

J. B. Payne observes, “For though Christ spoke of Daniel’s function as prophetic (Matt. 24:15), his position was that of
governmental official and inspired writer, rather than ministering prophet (cf. Acts 2:29—30).”4

In any case, the Jews did not regard the third division as less inspired, but only different in character. Thisis clearly
demonstrated by the fact that they included in it such venerable writings as Job, Psalms and Proverbs, the historical books of
1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther, along with others not considered either the Law or the Prophets. There is
no hint anywhere in ancient literature that the Jews regarded Daniel as a pious forgery.

Purpose

In the dark hour of Isragl’s captivity, with the tragic destruction of Jerusalem and its temple, there was need for a new
testimony to the mighty and providential power of God. Such is afforded by the book of Daniel. It js obviously not the
purpose of the book to give adetailed account of Daniel’s life, asimportant details such as his lineage, age, and death are
not mentioned, and only scattered incidents in hislong life are recounted. Little is said about the history of Israel or the lot of
the Jewish captives in Babylon. The book of Danidl, like Esther, reveals God continuing to work in His people Israel evenin
the time of their chastening. In this framework the tremendous revelation concerning the times of the Gentiles and the
program of God for Isragl was unfolded. While it is doubtful whether these prophecies were sufficiently known in Daniel’s
lifetime to be much of an encouragement to the captives themselves, the book of Daniel undoubtedly gave hope to the Jews
who returned to restore the temple and the city, and it was particularly helpful during the Maccabean persecutions. It was
clearly the purpose of God to give to Daniel a comprehensive revelation of His program culminating in the second advent.
As such, its prophetic revelation is the key to understanding the Olivet Discourse (Mt 24-25) as well as the book of
Revelation, which is to the New Testament what Daniel wasto the Old.

Apocalyptical Character

The book of Daniel isrightly classified as an apocalyptic writing, because of its series of supernatural visions which by their
character fulfilled what is intimated by the Greek word apokalypsis, which means unveiling of truth which would otherwise
be concealed. Although apocalyptic works abound outside the Bible, relatively few are found in Scripture. In the New
Testament only the book of Revelation can be classified as apocalyptic; but in the Old Testament, Ezekiel and Zechariah
may be so classified in addition to Daniel.

Ralph Alexander has provided an accurate and comprehensive definition of apocalyptic literature in his study of this literary
genre. He defines apocalyptic literature as follows: “ Apocalyptic literature is symbolic visionary prophetic literature,
composed during oppressive conditions, consisting of visions whose events are recorded exactly as they were seen by the

author and explained through a divine interpreter, and whose theological content is primarily eschatological 2> Alexander
goes on to define the limits of apocalyptic literature, “On the basis of this definition, a corpus of apocalyptic literature was
determined. The biblical and extrabiblical apocalyptic passages are shown to include the Apocalypse of the New Testament;
Ezekiel 37:1-14, Ezekiel 40-48; Daniel’svisionsin chapters 2, 7, 8, and 10-12; Zechariah 1:7-6:8; | Enoch 90; Il Esdras; |1

Baruch; and A Description of New Jerusal em.”®

Apocalyptic books outside the Bible are included among the pseudepigrapha, many of which appeared about 250 b.c. and
continued to be produced in the apostolic period and later. Many of these attempted to imitate the style of biblical
apocalyptic books. Usually they developed the theme of deploring the contemporary situation but prophesying a glorious
future of blessing for the saints and judgment on the wicked. The real author’s name is normally not given in apocalyptic
works outside the Bible. Apocalyptic works rightly included in the Old Testament may be sharply contrasted to the
pseudepigrapha because of the more restrained character of their revelation, identification of the author, and their
contribution to biblical truth as awhole.



Apocalyptic works classified as the pseudepigrapha include such titles as Ascension of Isaiah; Assumption of Moses; Book
of Enoch; Book of Jubilees; Greek Apocalypse of Baruch; Letters of Aristeas; 111 and IV Maccabees; Psalms of Solomon;
Secrets of Enoch; Shbylline Oracles; Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch; Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs; Apocalypses of
Adam, Elijah, and Zephaniah; and Testament of Abram, Isaac, and Jacaob.

Although higher criticism, often opposed to supernatural revelation in symbolic form, tends to deprecate apocalyptic books

in the Bible and equate them with the sometimes incoherent and extreme symbolism of the pseudepigrapha,7 thereisreally
no justification for this. Even a casual reader can detect the difference in quality between scriptural and non-scriptural
apocalyptic works. Frequently, the apocalypses of scriptural writingsis attended by divine interpretation which provides the
key to understanding the revelation intended. The fact that a book is apocalyptic does not necessarily mean that its revelation
is obscure or uncertain, and conservative scholarship has recognized the legitimacy of apocalyptic revelation as a genuine
means of divine communication. If close attention is given to the contextual interpretive revelation, apocalyptic books can
yield solid results to the patient exegete.

Languages

An unusual feature of the book of Daniel isthe fact that the central portion (2:4-7:28) iswritten in biblical Aramaic also
called Chaldee (AV, “Syriack”). A similar use of Aramaic isfound in Ezra4:8-6:18; 7:12-26; Jer 10:11; and the two words

of the compound name Jegar-Sahadutha in Genesis 31:47.8 The use of the Aramai ¢, which was the lingua franca of the
period, was related to the fact that the material concerned the Gentile world rather than Israel directly. The fact that there are
similar portions elsewhere in the Bible should make clear that there is nothing unusual or questionable about the Aramaic

section in Daniel. As pointed out by Brownlee,9 the shifts from Hebrew to Aramaic and back again in Daniel are found in
the scrolls of Daniel at Qumran, supporting the legitimacy of this feature of the Massoretic text commonly used in English
tranglations.

The argument that the Aramaic of Daniel was western and not used in Babylon, as popularized by S. R. Driver,10 now has

been clearly shown to be erroneous by later archeological evidence. As Martin observes, relative to Driver’s contention,
“When he [Driver] wrote, the only material available wastoo late to be relevant. Subsequently, R. D. Wilson, making use of
earlier materials that had cometo light, was able to show that the distinction between Eastern and Western Aramaic did not

exist in pre-Christian times. This has since been amply confirmed by H. H. Schaeder.” 1

As Gleason L. Archer expresses the Aramaic problem, “ The Jews apparently took no exception to the Aramaic sectionsin
the book of Ezra, most of which consistsin copies of correspondence carried on in Aramaic between the local governments
of Palestine and the Persian imperial court from approximately 520 to 460 B.C. If Ezra can be accepted as an authentic
document from the middle of the fifth century, when so many of its chapters were largely composed in Aramaic, it is hard to
see why the six Aramaic chapters of Daniel must be dated two centuries later than that. It should be carefully observed that
in the Babylon of the late sixth century, in which Daniel purportedly lived, the predominant language spoken by the

heterogeneous population of this metropolis was Aramaic. It is therefore not surprising that an inhabitant of that city should

have resorted to Aramaic in composing a portion of his memoirs.” 12

Major Divisions and Unity

The traditional division of the book of Daniel into two halves (1-6; 7-12) has usually been justified on the basis that the first
six chapters are historical and the last six chapters are apocalyptic or predictive. There is much to commend this division
which often also regards chapter 1 as introductory.

Asindicated in the exposition of chapter 7, an alternative approach, recognizing the Aramaic section as being significant,
divides the book into three major divisions: (1) Introduction, Daniel 1; (2) The Times of the Gentiles, presented in Aramaic,
Daniel 2-7; (3) Israel in Relation to the Gentiles, in Hebrew, Daniel 8-12. Thisview is advanced by Robert Culver following



Carl A. Auberlen.®® Although this has not attracted the majority of conservative scholars, it has the advantage of

distinguishing the program of God for the Gentiles and His program for Israel, with the break coming at the end of chapter

7. Robert Dick Wilson recognizes both principles of division.*

Although the principle of division may be debated, it is most significant that the great majority of interpreters, whether
liberal or conservative, have agreed to the unity of the book. Some, beginning with Spinoza in the seventeenth century, had
other views. Montgomery, for instance, offers a minority view, even among critics, that chapters 1-6 were written by an
unknown writer in the third century b.c. and that chapters 7-12 were written in the Maccabean period, 168-165 b.c. It is
significant that all who deny the unity of the book also deny its genuineness as a sixth century b.c. writing. Although the two

halves of Daniel differ in character, there is obvious historical continuity which supports the unity of the book.'® The same
Daniel who isintroduced in chapter 1 is mentioned three times in chapter 12. The evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of
the unity of the book.

Apocryphal Additions

In the Greek version of Daniel, several additions are made to the book, which are not found in the Hebrew or Aramaic text
aswe now have it Included are The Prayer of Azarias, The Song of the Three Holy Children, Susanna, and Bel and the
Dragon.

The Prayer of Azarias and The Song of the Three Holy Children contain the prayer and praise of Daniel’ s three companions
whilein the fiery furnace in Daniel 3, with phrases from Psalm 148. Susanna is the story of a woman protected by Daniel,
who obtains conviction of two judges guilty of attempting her seduction. These judges were executed according to Mosaic
Law. Bel and the Dragon includes three stories in which Daniel destroys the image of Bel, kills the Dragon, and was fed by
Habakkuk the prophet while living in the lions' den for six days, an amplified account of Daniel 6. These stories have been

rejected from the Scriptures as not properly in the book of Daniel 16
Genuineness

The genuineness of Daniel as a sixth century b.c. writing by the prophet Daniel does not seem to have been questioned in the
ancient world until the third century a.d. At that time, Porphyry, a pagan neo-Platonist, attacked the book, asserting that it
was a second century b.c. forgery. Porphyry’s fifteen books, Against the Christians, are known to us only through Jerome.
Porphyry’ s attack immediately aroused a defense of Daniel on the part of the early fathers.

Jerome (a.d. 347-420) in hisintroduction to his Commentary on Daniel summarized the situation at that time in these words,

Porphyry wrote his twelfth book against the prophecy of Daniel, (A) denying that it was composed by the person to whom it
isascribed initstitle, but rather by some individual living in Judea at the time of Antiochus who was surnamed Epiphanes.
He furthermore alleged that ‘ Daniel’ did not foretell the future so much as he related the past, and lastly, that whatever he
spoke of up till the time of Antiochus contained authentic history, whereas anything he may have conjectured beyond that
point was false, inasmuch as he would not have foreknown the future. Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, made a most able reply
to these allegations in three volumes, that is, the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth. Appollinarius did likewisein asingle
large book, namely his twenty-sixth. (B) Prior to these authors, Methodius made a partial reply.

“... I wish to stressin my preface this fact, that none of the prophets has so clearly spoken concerning Christ as has this
prophet Daniel. For not only did he assert that he would come, a prediction common to the other prophets as well, but also
he set forth the very time at which he would come. Moreover he went through the various kings in order, stated the actual
number of years involved, and announced beforehand the clearest signs of eventsto come. And because Porphyry saw that
all these things had been fulfilled and could not deny that they had taken place, he overcame this evidence of historical
accuracy by taking refuge in this evasion, contending that whatever is foretold concerning Antichrist at the end of the world
was actually fulfilled in the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, because of certain similarities to things which took place at his



time. But this very attack testifies to Daniel’ s accuracy. For so striking was the reliability of what the prophet foretold, that
he could not appear to unbelievers as a predictor of the future, but rather a narrator of things already past. And so wherever
occasion arises in the course of explaining this volume, | shall attempt briefly to answer his malicious charge, and to
controvert by simple explanation the philosophical skill, or rather the worldly malice, by which he strives to subvert the truth

and by specious legerdemain to remove that which is so apparent to our eyas.17

This statement of Jerome may be taken as the attitude of the church consistently held until the rise of higher criticism in the
seventeenth century. At that time, the suggestion of Porphyry began to be taken seriously and arguments were amassed in
support of a second century date for Daniel. It should be noted at the outset (1) that the theory had an anti-Christian
origination; (2) that no new facts had been determined to change the previous judgment of the church; (3) that the support of
Porphyry by higher critics was a part of their overall approach to the Scriptures, which tended almost without exception to
denial of traditional authorship, claimed that books frequently had several authors and went through many redactions, and—
most important—included the amost universal denia by the higher critics of the traditional doctrine of biblical inerrancy
and verbal, plenary inspiration. The attack on Daniel was part of an attack upon the entire Scriptures, using the historical-
critical method.

The great volume of these objections, based for the most part on higher critical premises which in themselves are subject to
guestion, involves so many details that an entire volume is necessary to answer them completely. At best, a summary of the
problem and its solution can be considered here. Generally speaking, critical objections to particular texts have been treated
in the exposition of Daniel where they occur in the text. A review, however, of major features of the critical attack on the
genuineness of Daniel may be presented appropriately here.

Thomas S. Kepler has summarized critical objections under ten heads:

There are, however, anumber of factors which make it difficult for this Daniel living at the time of Nebuchadrezzar to be
the author of Daniel:

(1) About 200 b.c. the Prophets were added to the Law to compose the Jewish “Bible.” Y et Daniel is not among the
Prophets, being added to the Sacred Writings about a.d. 90, when the Jewish “Bible” was completed.

(2) The book of Daniel is not mentioned in any Jewish literature until 140 b.c, when the Sibylline Oracles (3:397-400) refer
toit. In Baruch 1:15-3:3 (written about 150 B.C.) thereis a prayer similar to that in Daniel 9:4 ff. The book of Daniel isaso
aluded to in | Maccabees 2:59 ff. (written about 125 b.c). Daniel isreferred to 164 timesin | Maccabees, the Sibylline
Oracles, and Enoch (written about 95 b.c). (3) Jesus Ben Sirach about 190 b.c, lists the great men of Jewish history (Ecclesi-
asticus 44.1—50:24); but among these names that of Daniel is missing. (4) Words borrowed from the Babylonian, Persian,
and Greek languages appear in Danidl. (5) Jeremiah is mentioned as a prophet (9:2) and his writings are referred to. (6) In
Jeremiah’ s time (al so the period of Nebuchadrezzar) the Chaldeans are spoken of as a nation or people, referring to the
Babylonians; but in the book of Daniel they are known as astrologers, magicians, diviners of truth. (7) The book of Daniel is
written partly in Aramaic, alanguage popular among the Jews in the second century b.c, but not at the time of
Nebuchadrezzar. (8) The author has an excellent view of history after the time of Alexander the Great, especially during the
Maccabean struggles; but his history shows many inaccuracies during the Babylonian and Persian periods. (9) The theology
regarding the resurrection of the dead and ideas about angels show that the author lived at alater time than that of
Nebuchadrezzar. The same may be said in regard to his concern for diet, fasting, and ritualistic prayers. (10) The pattern and
purpose of the book of Daniel as an apocalypse, which reinterprets history from the time of Nebuchadrezzar until the time
of Judas Maccabeus and Antiochus IV, and written in 165 b.c, fits better into the scheme and purpose of Daniel than if the

book were written in the period of Nebuchadrezzar, predicting history for the next 450 yearsh18

These critical objections, answered aready in part and considered further in the exposition of the text of Daniel, may be
grouped under six heads: (1) rejection of its canonicity; (2) rejection of detailed prophecy; (3) rejection of miracles; (4)
textual problems; (5) problems of language; (6) aleged historical inaccuracies.

Rejection of canonicity. As previously explained under consideration of the place of Daniel in the Scriptures, the book is
included in the Writings, the third section of the Old Testament, not in the prophetic section. Merrill Unger has defined the



erroneous critical view of thisasfollows: “Daniel’s prophecy was placed among writings in the third section of the Hebrew
canon and not among the prophets in the second division because it was not in existence when the canon of the prophets was

closed, allegedly between 300-200 B.C.” ¥ as previously explained, Daniel was not included because his work was of a
different character from that of the other prophets. Daniel was primarily a government official, and he was not
commissioned to preach to the people and deliver an oral message from God as was, for instance, Isaiah or Jeremiah. It is
guestionable whether his writings were distributed in his lifetime. Further, the Writings were not so classified because they
were late in date, inasmuch as they included such works as Job and 1 and 2 Chronicles, but the division was on the
classification of the material in the volumes. Most important, the Writings were considered just as inspired and just as much
the Word of God as the Law and the Prophets. Thisis brought out by the fact that Daniel isincluded in the Septuagint along
with other inspired works, which would indicate that it was regarded as a genuine work of inspiration.

The denia that the book was in existence in the sixth century B.C. disregards the three citations referring to Daniel in
Ezekiel (Eze 14:14, 20; 28:3), aswell as all the evidence in the book of Daniel itself. Liberal critics tend to disregard the
references to Daniel in Ezekiel. James Montgomery, for instance, states, “ There is then no reference to our Daniel as an

historic personinthe Heb. O.T...” 20
as “the name of an evidently traditional saint.

Montgomery holds that Ezekiel’ s reference isto another character, whom he describes
” 21

The “traditiona saint” mentioned by Montgomery refersto a“Daniel” who apparently lived about 1400 b.c. In 1930, several
years after Montgomery wrote his commentary, archeologists digging at ancient Ugarit (modern Ras Shamra) found some
clay tablets detailing alegend of a Canaanite by name of Aghat who was the father of a man called Daniel. In the tablet
Daniel is portrayed as being a friend of widows and orphans, and as a man who was unusually wise and righteous in his
judgments. Thisis the one who Montgomery assertsisreferred to in Ezekiel 14:14, 20 as aworthy ancient character on the
same plane as Noah and Job. Daniel, the son of Aghat, however, was a Baal worshiper who prayed to Baal and partook of
food in the house of Baal. He is pictured as worshiping his ancestral gods and offering oblations to idols. He was also guilty

of cursing his enemies and living without areal hopein God. 2 Itishard to imagine that Ezekiel, writing by inspiration,
would hold up such a character as an example of agodly man. Such a judgment is hardly in keeping with the facts.?3

If the Ezekiel references were insufficient, certainly the clear attestation of Christ to the genuineness of Daniel in Matthew
24:15 should be admitted as valid. As Boutnower expressesit,

Now, what is the witness of Christ respecting this Book of Danidl, for it isevident from His position as a teacher, His tastes,
and the time at which He lived, that He must know the truth of the matter; whilst from His lofty morality we are sure that He
will tell us the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? How does Christ treat this Book, of which the critics form so
low an estimate, regarding it as areligious romance with a pseudonymous title, and its prophetic portion as a Jewish
apocalypse, a vaticinium post eventum? The answer is that thisis the Book which Christ specially delights to honour. To
Him itstitle is no pseudonym, but the name of areal person, “Daniel the prophet”— “the prophet” in the sense of one
inspired of God to foretell the future, “what shall come to pass hereafter.” Our Saviour in His own great Advent prophecy—
Matt. 24—uttered on the eve of His death, quotes this Book of Daniel no less than three times [Matt. 24:15, 21; cp. Dan.

12:1; Matt. 24:30; cp. Dan 7:13].24

The recent discoveries at Qumran have given impetus to the trend to reconsider late dating of such books as the Psalms and
1 and 2 Chronicles. Brownlee on the basis of recent discoveries indicates that the Maccabean authorship of the Psalms can

no longer be held. He states, “If thisistrue, it would seem that we should abandon the idea of any of the canonical Psalms

being of Maccabean date.” 25 Myers gives ample evidence that the Maccabean dating of 1 and 2 Chronicles (after 333 b.c.)

is no longer tenable since the publication of the Elephantine materials. He concludes that 1 and 2 Chronicles now must be
considered written in the Persian period (538-333 b.c.).26

This trend toward recognition of earlier authorship of these portions of the Old Testament point also to the inconsistency of
maintaining alate date for Dani€l. If, on the basis of the scrolls recently discovered, Psalms and Chronicles can no longer be



held to be Maccabean, then Daniel, on the same kind of evidence, also demands recognition as a production of the Persian
period and earlier. Raymond K. Harrison has come to this conclusion when he states, “While, at the time of writing, the
Daniel manuscripts from Qumran have yet to be published and evaluated, it appears presumptuous, even in the light of

present knowledge, for scholars to abandon the Maccabean dating of certain allegedly late Psalms and yet maintain it with

undiminished fervor in the case of Daniel when the grounds for such modification are the same.” 27 Harrison points out that

the Qumran manuscripts of Daniel are all copies; and if the Qumran sect was actually Maccabean in origin itself, it would
necessarily imply that the original copy of Daniel must have been at |east a half century earlier, which would place it before
the time of the alleged Maccabean authorship of Daniel. The principles adopted by critics in evaluating other manuscripts
and assigning them to a much earlier period than had been formerly accepted, if applied to Daniel, would make impossible
the liberal critical position that Daniel is a second century B.C. work. Strangely, liberal critics have been slow to publish and
comment upon the Qumran fragments of Daniel which seem to indicate a pre-Maccabean authorship. The facts asthey are
now before the investigator tend to destroy the arguments of the liberals for alate date for Daniel. The evidence against the
canonicity of Daniel iswithout support. Besides, it is highly questionable whether the Jews living in the Maccabean period
would have accepted Danidl if it had not had a previous history of canonicity.

Rejection of detailed prophecy. In the original objection of Porphyry to Daniel, the premise was taken that prophecy is
impossible. This, of course, is based on areection of theism in general, adenial of the doctrine of supernatural revelation as
is ordinarily assumed in the Scriptures by conservative scholars, and a disregard of the omniscience of God which includes
foreknowledge of all future events. The defense of the possibility of prophecy should be unnecessary in treating the
Scripturesinasmuch asit isrelated to the total apology for the Christian faith.

A more particular attack, however, is made on the book of Daniel on the ground that it is apocalyptic and therefore unworthy
of serious study as prophecy. That there are many spurious apocalyptic works both in the Old Testament period and in the
Christian era can be readily granted. The existence of the spurious is not avalid argument against the possibility of genuine
apocalyptic revelation anymore than a counterfeit dollar bill is proof that there is no genuine dollar bill. If Daniel were the
only apocalyptic work in the entire Scriptures, the argument could be taken more seriously; but the other apocalyptic
sections of the Old Testament and the crowning prophetic work of the New Testament, the book of Revelation, have usually
been considered adequate evidence that the apocalyptic method is sometimes used by God to reveal prophetic truth.

Further, it should be observed in the book of Daniel that the apocalyptic is not left to human interpretation, but along with
the revelation is given divine interpretation which delivers the biblical apocalyptic from the vague, obscure, and subjective
interpretations often necessary in spurious works. Actually, the problem in Daniel is not that the apocalyptic sections are
obscure, but critics object to the clear prophetic truth which is therein presented.

The argument sometimes advanced, that apocalyptic writings had not yet begun in Daniel’ stime in the sixth century B.C., is
of course answered by the contemporary work of Ezekiel and the essential weakness of such an argument from silence.
Actually, apocalyptic writings extended over along period. Conservative scholarship, accordingly, while admitting the
apocalyptic character of the book of Daniel, rejects this as a valid ground for guestioning the sixth century authorship and
therefore the genuineness of the book.

Rejection of miracles. If the book of Daniel isto be considered spurious on the ground that it presents miracles, it would
follow that most of the Scriptures would also be eliminated as valid inspired writings. The objection to miracles reveas the
essentialy naturalistic point of view of some of the critics. Daniel’ s miracles are no more unusual than some of those
attributed to Christ in the gospels or to Moses and Aaron in the Pentateuch. Aside from the supernatural asrelated to
revelation in the Bible, the deliverance of Daniel’ s three companions in Daniel 3 and of Daniel himself in Daniel 6 isno
more unusual than Christ passing through the mob that was threatening to throw Him over acliff (Lk 4:29-30) or Peter’s
deliverance from prison (Ac 12:5-11). In the biblical context, the rejection of a book because of miraculous incidents must
be judged invalid.

Textual problems. Critics have raised textual problems amost without number in relation to the book of Daniel; but they
have also contradicted each other, testifying to the subjective character of these criticisms. Critics have especialy



concentrated on the Aramaic portions, alleging many redactions and various degrees of tampering with the text; but thereis
wide divergencein their findings. The ideathat Daniel himself may have originally written this section in either Hebrew or
Babylonian and then changed it to the lingua franca of the time is not necessarily areflection upon the inspiration of the
final form which now appears in the book of Daniel.

Robert Dick Wilson, probably the outstanding authority on ancient languages of the Middle East, summarized hisfindingsin
these words,

We claim, however, that the composite Aram, of Dnl agreesin amost every particular of orthography, etymology and
syntax, with the Aram, of the North Sem inscriptions of the 9th, 8th and 7th cents. BC and of the Egyp papyri of the 5th
cent. BC, and that the vocabulary of Dnl has an admixture of Heb, Bab and Pers words similar to that of the papyri of the 5th
cent. BC; whereas, it differsin composition from the Aram, of the Nabateans, which is devoid of Pers, Heb, and Bab words,
and isfull of Arabisms, and also from that of the Palmyrenes, which isfull of Gr words, while having but one or two Pers

words, and no Heb or Bab.28

Wilson finds the textual problems are no different from that of other books whose genuineness has not been assailed. While
problems of text continue in the book of Daniel asin many other books in the Old Testament, these problems in themselves
are not sufficiently supported by factual evidence to justify disbelief in the present text of Daniel. Asin many other
arguments against Daniel, the presuppositions of the higher critics which lead to these arguments are in themselves suspect;
and the widespread disagreement among the critics themselves as to the nature and extent of the textual problem tends to
support the conclusion that they are invalid.

Problems of language. Critics have objected to the presence of various Greek and Persian words in the book of Daniel asif
this proved alate date. As brought out in the exposition of Daniel 3 where a number of these Persian and Greek words are
found, in the light of recent archeological discoveries this objection is no longer valid. It has now been proved that one
hundred years before Daniel Greek mercenaries served in the Assyrian armies under the command of Esarhaddon (683 B.C.)

aswell asin the Babylonian army of Nebuchadnezzar.?° As Robert Dick Wilson has noted, if Daniel had been written in the
second century, there would have been far more Greek words rather than the few that occur.® Y amauchi has also
demonstrated that the critical objections to Greek words in Daniel are without foundation.>

The use of Persian wordsiis certainly not strange in view of the fact that Daniel himself lived in the early years of the Persian
empire and served as one of its principal officials. He naturally would use contemporary Persian description of various
officiasin chapter 3 in an effort to update the understanding of these offices for those living after the Persian conquest of
Babylon in 539 b.c. It must be concluded that objections to the book of Daniel as a sixth century writing on the basis of
Greek and Persian words is without reasonable scholarly support and increasingly becomes an untenable position in the light
of archeological evidence.

Alleged historical inaccuracies. These supposed inaccuracies of the book of Daniel have been treated in the exposition
where it has been demonstrated that there is no factual manuscript discovery which reasonably can be construed as
questioning the historical accuracy of Daniel’ s statements. On the other hand, it would be most unusual for awriter in the
second century b.c. to have had the intimate knowledge of Babylonian history presented in the book of Daniel in view of the
probability that the texts and other materials now in our possession may not have been available at that time.

Adequate answers to critical objectionsto the dating involved in Daniel 1:1 are treated in the exposition of the verse.

The difficulty of identifying Belshazzar (chap. 5), the source of much critical objection to the accuracy of Daniel on the
ground that his name did not occur in ancient literature, has been remedied by precise information provided in the
Nabonidus Chronicle.

While questions may continue to be raised concerning the identity of Darius the Mede (also considered in the exposition) the



argument on the part of the criticsis entirely from silence. Nothing in history has been found to contradict the conclusion
that Dariusis either another term for Cyrus himself or, preferably, an appointee of Cyrus who was of Median race and
therefore called “the Mede.” Asthere are several plausible solutions to the identity of Darius the Mede, there is no legitimate
ground for the objections to Daniel’ s statements because of lack of support in ancient literature. Obviously, there are
hundreds of facts in the Bible of historical nature which cannot be completely supported, and the Bible itself must be taken
as alegitimate ancient manuscript whose testimony should stand until well-established facts raise questions.

On the basis of the critical ideathat Daniel was written in the second century B.C., it is alleged that the “prophecies’ relative
to the Medo-Persian Empire and the Grecian Empire are often inaccurate. Particularly the claim is made that Daniel teaches
a separate Median kingdom as preceding the Persian kingdom, which is historically inaccurate. The problem here is that the
criticsin the first place are seemingly willfully twisting Daniel’ s statement to teach what he does not teach, namely, a
separate Median empire. Second, the alleged discrepancy between the prophecy and its fulfillment isin the minds of the
critics. Conservative scholars have no difficulty in finding accurate historical fulfillment of genuine prophecies made by
Daniel in the sixth century B.C. Here the critics are guilty of circular argument, based on a false premise which leads to
questionable conclusions. The larger problem of the interpretation of Daniel’ s prophecy does not in itself invalidate the
genuineness of the book unlessit can be demonstrated that the prophecy itself isinaccurate. Up to the present, the critics
have not been able to prove this.

Taken as awhole, the major objections of critics against the book of Daniel, as well as many minor questions commonly
raised, are of the same kind as those hurled against Scripture as a whole and against the doctrine of supernatural revelation.
Often the objections are products of the critics' own theory in which they criticize Daniel for not corresponding to their idea
of second century authorship. Prominent in the situation is the argument from silence in which they assume that Daniel is
guilty of error until proved otherwise.

The broad historical questions raised in the study of Daniel have been answered by Robert Dick Wilson, who has

demonstrated that the critics have not made an adequate case for their theories or their conclusi ons.>? Wilson shows that our
problem is not with facts, as no facts have been discovered which contradict Daniel, but with theories too often supported by
circular argument. To date, the critical arguments have not been confirmed by fact and must be accepted by faith. For the
conservative expositor, it is far more preferable to accept the book of Daniel by faith in view of its confirmation by Christ
Himself in Matthew 24:15.

Interpretation

Problems of interpretation in the book of Daniel have naturally been considered in the exposition of the text. If the premise
be granted that the book of Daniél is genuine Scripture and that detailed prediction of the future as in Daniel may be
admitted as genuine, the problems of interpretation are then reduced to determining what the text actually says.

The interpretation of apocalyptic literature such as the visions of Daniel requires specia skills and close attention to
hermeneutics as it applies to such revelation. Alexander, for instance, in hisilluminating study of this problem, offers twenty-

three rules to be used in the interpretation of Old Testament apocalyptic literature.> In general, however, the meaning of the
text can be ascertained, especialy with the help of fulfillment in history which is now available to the expositor.

Historical records have been kind to Daniel in providing such adequate proofs of the fulfillment of his prophecy asto induce
the critics to want to place its writing after the event. As pointed out in the exposition, the book of Daniel supports the
interpretation that Daniel is presenting truth relative to the four great world empires beginning with Babylon, with the fourth
empire definitely prophetic even from a second century point of view. The interpretation of chapter 2 is confirmed by
chapter 7, which has special revelation concerning the fourth empire in its yet future stage, and by the considerable detall
added in chapter 8 on the Medo-Persian and Grecian Empires. Mosgt, if not all, of chapter 8 was fulfilled in history in the five
hundred years from the death of Daniel to the formal beginning of the Roman Empirein 27 B.C.



The concentrated prophecy of Daniel 11:36-12:13 is properly regarded as a detailed discussion of “the time of the end,” the
period immediately preceding the second advent of Christ. Chapter 9:24-27, giving the broad view of Israel’ s history, may
be considered fulfilled from the viewpoint of the twentieth century with the exception of Daniel 9:27, another prophecy of
therole of Isragl in the years immediately preceding the second advent.

Taken as awhole, the interpretation of Daniel provides abroad outline of the program of God for the Gentiles from Daniel
to the second coming of Christ and the program for Israel for the same period with Daniel 9:24 beginning in Nehemiah's
time. The support of these interpretations as opposed to contrary views has been presented in the exposition.

Theology

In its broad revelation, the book of Daniel provides the same view of God that appears el sewhere in the Old Testament,
namely, a God who is sovereign, loving, omnipotent, omniscient, righteous, and merciful. He is the God of Israel, but Heis
also the God of the Gentiles. Both of these theses are amply sustained in the content of the book.

Although Daniel does not concern himself primarily with Messianic prophecy, the first coming of Christ is anticipated in
Daniel 9:26, including His death on the cross and the later destruction of Jerusalem. The second advent of Christ is given
more particular revelation in chapters 7 and 12.

The doctrine of angelsis prominent in the book of Daniel with Gabriel and Michael named and active in the events of the
book. In this, Daniel is an advance on the Old Testament doctrine, but the liberal criticism that Daniel borrowed from

Babylonian and Persian sourcesis unjustified and is not supported by the text.3*

In his doctrine of man, Daniel fully bears witness to the depravity of man, to God’ s righteous judgment upon him, and the
possibility of mercy and grace, asillustrated in chapter 4 in the conversion of Nebuchadnezzar.

Daniel’s clear testimony to the subject of resurrection in chapter 12 has been contradicted by critics as being out of keeping
with histimes, as being borrowed from pagan sources, and as being unnoticed by the Minor Prophets who followed him. All
of these allegations are without adequate foundation. The doctrine of resurrection is brought out clearly in Job 19:25-26 as
normally interpreted. The resurrection of Israel is mentioned in Isaiah 26:19. Ezekiel’ s vision of the valley of dry bones
(chap. 37), while referring to the restoration of Israel nationally, requires the individual resurrection of Isragl to accomplish
its purpose. Also embedded in the Old Testament are references to the Book of Life or the Book of Remembrance which is
related to resurrection as early as Exodus 32:32-33. The Old Testament doctrine of Messiah carries with it a doctrine of
resurrection; and this theme begins, of course, in Genesis 3:15. On the other hand apocryphal books rarely mention the
resurrection of both the righteous and the wicked; Archer finds mention only in the Book of the Twelve Patriarchs. Further,
as Archer points out, the doctrine of the last judgment which implies resurrection is afrequent theme of prophecy, including
minor prophets such as Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, as well asin many of the Psalms. Accordingly, the
objection of Montgomery and other critics that Daniel’ s doctrine of resurrection was un-suited for sixth century B.C., was
borrowed from pagan sources, or was unnoticed by the Minor Prophets who wrote after Daniel, is completely without

adequate support and is contradicted by the facts of Scri pture.35 There is no good reason why God could not reveal these
truthsto Daniel in the sixth century B.C. Of interest is Daniel’ s faith that he would be resurrected “ at the end of the days,”
that is, at the second advent of Christ (Dan 12:13).

Daniel’ s contribution to eschatology is evident with his main theme being the course of history and Isragl’ srelation to it,
culminating in the second advent of Christ. On the whole, Daniel makes a tremendous contribution to theology in keeping
with the general revelation of Scripture, but constituting a distinct advance in Old Testament revelation.

Conclusion

In many respects, the book of Daniel isthe most comprehensive prophetic revelation of the Old Testament, giving the only



total view of world history from Babylon to the second advent of Christ and interrelating Gentile history and prophecy with
that which concerns Israel. Daniel provides the key to the overall interpretation of prophecy, isamajor element in
premillennialism, and is essential to the interpretation of the book of Revelation. Its revelation of the sovereignty and power
of God has brought assurance to Jew and Gentile alike that God will fulfill His sovereign purposesin time and eternity.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 1

Early Life Of Daniel In Babylon

The first chapter of Daniel is abeautifully written, moving story of the early days of Daniel and his companionsin Babylon.
In brief and condensed form, it records the historical setting for the entire book. Moreover, it sets the tone as essentially the
history of Daniel and his experiences in contrast to the prophetic approach of the other major prophets, who were divine
spokesmen to Israel. In spite of being properly classified as a prophet, Daniel was in the main a governmental servant and a
faithful historian of God's dealings with him. Although shorter than prophetical books like Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, the
book of Daniel is the most comprehensive and sweeping revelation recorded by any prophet of the Old Testament. The
introductory chapter explains how Daniel was called, prepared, matured, and blessed of God. With the possible exceptions
of Moses and Solomon, Daniel was the most learned man in the Old Testament and most thoroughly trained for his
important role in history and literature.

The Captivity of Judah

1:1-2 In the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah came Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon unto Jerusalem, and
besieged it. And the Lord gave Jehoiakim king of Judah into his hand, with part of the vessels of the house of God: which he
carried into the land of Shinar to the house of his god; and he brought the vessels into the treasure house of his god.

The opening verses of Daniel succinctly give the historical setting which includes the first siege and capture of Jerusalem by
the Babylonians. According to Daniel, this occurred “in the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah,” or
approximately 605 b.c. Parallel accounts are found in 2 Kings 24:1-2 and 2 Chronicles 36:5-7. The capture of Jerusalem and
the first deportation of the Jews from Jerusalem to Babylon, including Daniel and his companions, were the fulfillment of
many warnings from the prophets of Israel’ s coming disaster because of the nation’s sins against God. Israel had forsaken
the law and ignored God’ s covenant (Is 24:1-6). They had ignored the Sabbath day and the sabbatic year (Jer 34:12-22). The
seventy years of the captivity were, in effect, God claiming the Sabbath, which Israel had violated, in order to give the land
rest.

Israel had aso goneinto idolatry (1 Ki 11:5; 12:28; 16:31; 18:19; 2 Ki 21:3-5; 2 Ch 28:2-3), and they had been solemnly
warned of God’s coming judgment upon them because of their idolatry (Jer 7:24— 8:3; 44:20-23). Because of their sin, the
people of Israel, who had given themselves to idolatry, were carried off captive to Babylon, a center of idolatry and one of
the most wicked cities in the ancient world. It is significant that after the Babylonian captivity, idolatry never again became
amajor temptation to Isragl.

In keeping with their violation of the Law and their departure from the true worship of God, Israel had lapsed into terrible
moral apostasy. Of this, all the prophets spoke again and again. Isaiah’s opening message is typical of this theme song of the
prophets: They were a*“sinful nation, a people laden with iniquity, a seed of evildoers, children that are corrupters. they have
forsaken the Lord, they have provoked the Holy One of Israel unto anger, they are gone away backward... Ye will revolt
more and more: the whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint. From the sole of the foot even unto the head thereis no
soundnessin it; but wounds, and bruises, and putrifying sores. they have not been closed, neither bound up, neither mollified
with ointment” (Is 1:4-6). Here again, the ironic judgment of God isthat Israel, because of sin, was being carried off captive
to wicked Babylon. The first capture of Jerusalem and the first captives were the beginning of the end for Jerusalem, which
had been made magnificent by David and Solomon. When the Word of God isignored and violated, divine judgment sooner



or later isinevitable. The spiritual lessons embodied in the cold fact of the captivity may well be pondered by the church
today, too often having aform of godliness but without knowing the power of it. Worldly saints do not capture the world but
become instead the world’ s captives.

According to Daniel 1:1, the crucial siege and capture of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came “in the third
year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah.” Critics have lost no time pointing out an apparent conflict between this and
the statement of Jeremiah that the first year of Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon was in the fourth year of Jehoiakim (Jer

25:1). Montgomery, for instance, rejects the historicity of this datum.® This supposed chronological error is used as the first
inaseries of aleged proofsthat Daniel is a spurious book written by one actually unfamiliar with the events of the captivity.
There are, however, several good and satisfying explanations.

The simplest and most obvious explanation is that Daniel is here using Babylonian reckoning. It was customary for the
Babyloniansto consider the first year of aking's reign as the year of accession and to call the next year the first year. Kell

and others brush this aside as having no precedent in Scri pture.37 Keil is, however, quite out of date with contemporary
scholarship on this point. Jack Finegan, for instance, has demonstrated that the phrase the first year of Nebuchadnezzar in

Jeremiah actually means “the accession year of Nebuchadnezzar” 38
first to support this solution, and the point may now be considered as well establ ished.>®

of the Babylonian reckoning. Tadmor was among the

What Keil ignoresisthat Daniel isamost unusual case because he of al the prophets was the only one thoroughly instructed
in Babylonian culture and point of view. Having spent most of hislifein Babylon, it isonly natural that Daniel should use a
Babylonian form of chronology. By contrast, Jeremiah would use Israel’ s form of reckoning which included a part of the
year asthefirst year of Jehoiakim’s reign. This simple explanation is both satisfying and adequate to explain the supposed
discrepancy. However, there are other explanations.

Leupold, for instance, in consideration of the additional reference in 2 Kings 24:1 where Jehoiakim is said to submit to
Nebuchadnezzar for three years, offers another interpretation. In aword, it is the assumption that there was an earlier raid on
Jerusalem, not recorded elsewhere in the Bible, which isindicated in Daniel 1:1. Key to the chronology of eventsin this
crucial period in Israel’ s history was the battle at Carchemish in May-June 605 B.C., a date well established by D. J.

Wiseman.*® There Nebuchadnezzar met Pharaoh Necho and destroyed the Egyptian army; this occurred “in the fourth year
of Jehoiakim” (Jer 46:2). Leupold holds that the invasion of Daniel 1:1 took place prior to this battle, instead of immediately
afterward. He points out that the usual assumption that Nebuchadnezzar could not have bypassed Carchemish to conquer
Jerusalem first, on the theory that Carchemish was a stronghold which he could not ignore, is not actually supported by the
facts, asthereis no evidence that the Egyptian armies were in any strength at Carchemish until just before the battle that

resulted in the showdown. In this case, the capture of Daniel would be ayear earlier or about 606 b.c.t

In the present state of biblical chronology, however, thisistoo early. Both Fi negan42 and Thiele,43 present-day authorities
on biblical chronology, accept the assumption that the accession-year system of dating was in use in Judah from Jehoash to
Hoshea. Thiele resolves the discrepancy by assuming that Daniel used the old calendar year in Judah which began in the fall
in the month Tishri (Sept.-Oct.) and that Jeremiah used the Babylonian calendar which began in the spring in the month
Nisan (March-April). According to the Babylonian Chronicle, “Nebuchadnezzar conquered the whole area of the Hatti
country,” an areathat includes all of Syria and the territory south to the borders of Egypt, in the late spring or early summer
of 605. Thiswould be Jehoiakim'’s fourth year according to the Nisan reckoning and the third year according to the Tishri
calendar.

Still athird view, aso mentioned by Leupold,44 offers the suggestion that the word came in Daniel 1:1 actually means “set
out” rather than “arrived” and cites the following passages for similar usage (Gen 45:17; Num 32:6; 2 Ki 5:5; Jon 1:3). Kell,

following Hengstenberg and others, also supports this explanati on.* This argument, which hangs on the translation “ set
out” (for the Hebrew bo’), is weak, however, as the examples cited are indecisive. In verse 2, the same word is used in the
normal meaning of “came.”



Both of Leupold’s explanations given as alternates are far less satisfactory than the method of harmonization offered by
Finegan and Thiele. The probability is that Wiseman isright, that Daniel was carried off captive shortly after the capture of
Jerusalem in the summer of 605 B.C. In any case, the evidence makes quite untenable the charge that the chronol ogical
information of Dani€l isinaccurate. Rather, it is entirely in keeping with information available outside the Bible and
supports the view that Daniel is a genuine book.

According to Daniel, Nebuchadnezzar, described as “king of Babylon,” besieged Jerusalem successfully. If this occurred
before the battle of Carchemish, Nebuchadnezzar was not as yet king. The proleptic use of such atitleis so common (e.g. in
the statement “King David as a boy was a shepherd”) that this does not cause a serious problem. Daniel does record,
however, the fact that Jehoiakim was subdued and that “part of the vessels of the house of God” were “carried into the land
of Shinar to the house of hisgod.” “Shinar” is aterm used for Babylon with the nuance of a place hostile to faith. It is
associated with Nimrod (Gen 10:10), became the locale of the Tower of Babel (Gen 11:2), and is the place to which
wickednessis banished (Zee 5:11).

The expression he carried is best taken as referring only to the vessels and not to the deportation of captives. Critics, again,
have found fault with this as an inaccuracy because nowhere elseisit expressly said that Daniel and his companions were
carried away at thistime. The obvious answer is that mention of carrying off captives is unnecessary in the light of the
context of the following verses, where it is discussed in detail. There was no need to mention it twice. Bringing the vessels

to the house of Nebuchadnezzar’ s god Marduk® was a natural religious gesture, which would attribute the victory of the
Babylonians over Israel to Babylonian deities. Later other vessels were added to the collection (2 Ch 36:18), and they all
appeared on the fateful night of Belshazzar’ s feast in Daniel 5. Jehoiakim himself was not deported, later died, and was
succeeded by his son Jehoiachin. Jehoiakim, although harrassed by bands of soldiers sent against him, was not successfully
besieged (2 Ki 24:1-2).

Jewish Youths Selected for Training

1:3-7 And the king spake unto Ashpenaz the master of his eunuchs, that he should bring certain of the children of Israel, and
of the king’'s seed, and of the princes; Children in whom was no blemish, but well favoured, and skilful, in al wisdom, and
cunning in knowledge, and understanding science, and such as had ability in them to stand in the king' s palace, and whom
they might teach the learning and the tongue of the Chaldeans. And the king appointed them a daily provision of theking's
meat, and of the wine which he drank: so nourishing them three years, that at the end thereof they might stand before the
king. Now among these were of the children of Judah, Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah: Unto whom the prince of
the eunuchs gave names: for he gave unto Daniel the name of Belteshazzar; and to Hananiah, of Shadrach; and to Mishal,
of Meshach; and to Azariah, of Abed-nego.

In explanation of how Daniel and his companions found the way to Babylon, Daniel records that the king “ spake unto
Ashpenaz,” better trandated “told” or “commanded,” to bring some of the children of Israel to Babylon for training to be
servants of the king. The name Ashpenaz, according to Siegfried H. Horn, “appears in the Aramaic incantation texts from
Nippur as‘SPNZ, and is probably attested in the Cuneiform records as Ashpazdnda.” Horn goes on to identify him as, “the

chief of King Nebuchadnezzar’s eunuchs (Dan. 1:3).” 47
it seems best to agree with Y oung that “its etymology is uncertain.

The significance of the name Ashpenaz has been much debated, but
»48

It is probable that by eunuchs reference is made to important servants of the king, such as Potiphar (Gen 37:36), who was

married. It is not stated that the Jewish youths were made actual eunuchs as Josephus assumes.*® Isaiah had predicted this
years before (1s 39:7), and Y oung supports the broader meaning of eunuch by the Targum rendering of the Isaiah passage

which uses the word nobles for eunuchs. However, because the word saris means both “ court officer” and “ castrate,”
scholars are divided on the question of whether both meanings are intended. Montgomery states, “It is not necessary to draw
the conclusion that the youths were made eunuchs, as Jos. hints: Tie made some of them eunuchs,” nor to combine the ref.



after Theodt., with the aleged fulfillment of 1s39:7.” ®1 Charles writesin commenti ng on the description in Daniel 1:4, no

blemish, “The perfection here asserted is physical, asin Lev. 21:17. Such perfection could not belong to eunuchs.” %2 All
agree, however, that saris, trandated “eunuch” in Isaiah 56:3, refers to a castrate. Ultimately the choice is|eft to the
interpreter, although, as indicated above, some favor the thought of “court officer.”

Those selected for royal service are described as being “the children of Israel, and of the king's seed, and of the princes.”
The reference to the children of Israel does not mean that they were selected out of the Northern Kingdom which already
had been carried off into captivity, but rather that the children selected were indeed Israglites, that is, descendants of Jacob.
The stipulation, however, was that they should be of the king's seed, literally “of the seed of the kingdom,” that is, of the
royal family or of “the princes’—the nobility of Isragl.

The Hebrew for the princes is a Persian word, partemim, which is cited as another proof for alate date of Daniel. However,
inasmuch as Daniel lived in his latter years under Persian government as a high official, there is nothing strange about an

occasional Persian word. As amatter of fact, it is not even clear that the word is strictly Persian, asits origin is uncertai n.>

In selecting these youths for education in the king's court in Babylon, Nebuchadnezzar was accomplishing several
objectives. Those carried away captive could well serve as hostages to help keep the roya family of the kingdom of Judah in
line. Their presence in the king's court also would be a pleasant reminder to the Babylonian king of his conquest and success
in battle. Further, their careful training and preparation to be his servants might serve Nebuchadnezzar well in later
administration of Jewish affairs.

The specifications for those selected are carefully itemized in verse 4. They were to have no physical blemish and were to be
“well favoured,” that is, “good onesin appearance.” They were to be superior intellectually, that is, “skilful in all wisdom”;
and their previous education, such as was afforded royal children or children of the nobility, was afactor. Their capacity to
have understanding in “science” should not be taken in the modern sense, but rather as pertaining to their skill in all areas of
learning of their day. In aword, their total physical, personal, and intellectual capacities aswell as their cultural background
were factorsin the choice. Their training, however, was to separate them from their previous Jewish culture and
environment and teach them “the learning and the tongue of the Chaldeans.”

The reference to Chaldeans may be to the Chaldean people as awhole or to a specia class of learned men, asin Daniel 2:2, i.
e., those designated as kasdi, m. The use of the same word for the nation as awhole and for a special class of learned meniis
confusing, but not necessarily unusual. The meaning here may include both: the general learning of the Chaldeans and
specifically the learning of wise men, such as astrologers. It is most significant that the learning of the Chaldeans was of no
help to Daniel and his companions when it came to the supreme test of interpreting Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream. Their age at
the time of their training is not specified, but they were probably in their early teens.

Although an education such asthis did not in itself violate the religious scruples of Jewish youths, their environment and
circumstances soon presented some real challenges. Among these was the fact that they had a daily provision of food and
wine from the king’ s table. Ancient literature contains many references to this practice. A. Leo Oppenheim lists deliveries of
oil for the sustenance of dependents of the royal household in ancient literature and includes specific mention of food for the
sons of the king of Judah in atablet dating from the tenth to the thirty-fifth year of Nebuchadnezzar | 1.>* Such food was
“appointed,” or “assigned, in the sense of numerical distribution.” %
The expression a daily provision in the Hebrew isliterally “a portion of the day in itsday.” The word for “meat” (Heb.
pathbagh), according to Leupold, “is a Persian loan word from the Sanscrit pratibagha.” 56AIthough it is debatable whether
the word specifically means “ delicacies,” as Y oung considers that it means “assignment,” S

that the royal food was lavish and properly called “rich food” (asin the RSV).58

the implication is certainly there

The bountiful provision of the king was intended to give them ample food supplies to enable them to pursue their education



for athree-year period. The expression so nourish themthree years literally refers to training such as would be given a child.
The goal wasto bring them to intellectual maturity to “stand before the king,” equivalent to becoming his servant and
thereby taking a place of responsibility.

In verse 6, Daniel and his three companions—Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah—are mentioned as being children of Judah
included among the captives. These only of the captives are to figure in the narrative following, and no other names are
given. The corrupting influences of Babylon were probably too much for the others, and they were uselessin God' s hands.

The name of Daniel isafamiliar onein the Bible and is used of at least three other characters besides the prophet Daniel (1
Ch 3:1, ason of David; Ezra 8:2, ason of Ithamar; and in Neh 10:6, a priest). Conservative scholars, however, find a
reference to the prophet Daniel in Ezekiel 14:14, 20; and Ezekiel 28:3. As pointed out in the Introduction, critics usually
dispute the identification of Ezekiel’s mention of Daniel as the same person as the author of the book as this would argue
against their contention that the book of Daniel is a second century b.c. forgery. As noted previously, however, it would be
most significant and natural for Ezekiel, a captive, to mention one of his own people who, though also a captive, had risen to
aplace of power second only to the king. Jewish captives would not only regard Daniel astheir hero, but as a godly
example. The contention of critics that Ezekiel isreferring to amythological character mentioned in the Ras Shamra Text

(dated 1500-1200 b.c.) is, as Y oung states, “extremely questionable.” 59

The change in the name of Daniel and his three companions focuses attention upon the meaning of both their Hebrew and
Babylonian names.

Scholars are generally agreed that Daniel’s name means “God is judge’ or “my judge is God” or “God has judged.”
Hananiah, whose name also appears elsewhere in the Bible, referring to other individuals (1 Ch 25:23; 2 Ch 26:11; Jer
36:12; etc.) isinterpreted as meaning “ Jehovah is gracious’ or “Jehovah has been gracious.” Mishael (Ex 6:22; Neh 8:4)

may be understood to mean “who isHethat is God? % or “who iswhat God is?®* Azariah may be interpreted, “The Lord

helps’ 62 or “ Jehovah hath hel ped.” All of the Hebrew names of Daniel’ s companions appear again in other books of the Old
Testament in reference to others by the same name. Significantly, all of their Hebrew names indicate their relationship to the
God of Israel, and in the customs of the time, connote devout parents. This perhaps explains why these, in contrast to the
other young men, are found true to God: they had godly homesin their earlier years. Even in the days of Isragl’ s apostasy,
there were those who corresponded to Elijah’s seven thousand in Israel who did not bow the knee to Baal.

All four of the young men, however, are given new names as was customary when an individual entered a new situation (cf.

Gen 17:5; 41:45; 2 Sa 12:24-25; 2 Ki 23:34; 24:17; Est 2:7).63 The heathen names given to Daniel and his companions are
not as easily interpreted as their Hebrew names, but probably they were given in a gesture to credit to the heathen gods of
Babylon the victory over Israel and to further divorce these young men from their Hebrew background. Daniel is given the

name of Belteshazzar, identical to Belshazzar and meaning “protect his Iife,”64 or preferably “May Bel protect hislife’ (see
Dan 4:8).65 Bel was agod of Babylon (cf. Baal, the chief god of the Canaanites).

Hananiah was given the name of Shadrach. Leupold interprets this as being a reference to the compound of Sudur, meaning

“command,” and Aku, the moon-god. Hence the name would mean “command of Aku.” 66

perversion of Marduk, a principal god of Babylon.

Y oung considers the name a

Mishael is given the name of Meshach. Leupold considers this to be a contraction of Mi-sha-aku meaning, “who is what
Aku (the moon-god) is?” Montgomery holds that the first part of Mishael means “ salvation,” following Schrader and Torrey

but rejecting an alternate translation “who is what god is?” followed by most modern commentaries.®’ Montgomery is
probably right, although Y oung does not feel the identification of this nameis sufficient to give a defi nition.%®

Azariah is given the name of Abed-nego which probably means “ servant of Nebo” with Nebo corrupted to nego. Keil does



not venture an opinion on the meaning of Shadrach or Meshach, but agrees with the interpretation of Abed-nego.69 Nebo
was considered the son of the Babylonian god Bel.

Danidl, in hislater writing, generally prefers his own Hebrew name, but frequently uses the Babylonian names of his
companions. The fact that the Hebrew youths were given heathen names, however, does not indicate that they departed from
the Hebrew faith any more than in the case of Joseph (Gen 41:45).

Daniel’s Purpose Not to Defile Himself

1:8-10 But Daniel purposed in his heart that he would not defile himself with the portion of the king’'s meat, nor with the
wine which he drank: therefore he requested of the prince of the eunuchs that he might not defile himself. Now God had
brought Daniel into favour and tender love with the prince of the eunuchs. And the prince of the eunuchs said unto Danidl, |
fear my lord the king, who hath appointed your meat and your drink: for why should he see your faces worse liking than the
children which are of your sort? then shall ye make me endanger my head to the king.

Daniel and his companions were confronted with the problem of compromise in the matter of eating food provided by the
king. No doubt, the provision for them of the king’s food was intended to be generous and indicated the favor of the king.
Daniel, however, “purposed in his heart” or literally, “laid upon his heart” not to defile himself (cf. Is42:25; 47:7; 57:1, 11,
Mal 2:2). The problem was twofold. First, the food provided did not meet the requirements of the Mosaic law in that it was
not prepared according to regulations and may have included meat from forbidden animals. Second, there was no complete
prohibition in the matter of drinking wine in the Law; but here the problem was that the wine, as well as the meat, had been
dedicated to idols as was customary in Babylon. To partake thereof would be to recognize the idols as deities. A close
parallel to Daniel’s purpose not to defile himself is found in the book of Tobit (1:10-11, RSV) which refers to the exiles of
the northern tribes: “When | was carried away captive to Nineveh, all my brethren and my relatives ate the food of the
Gentiles: but | kept myself from eating it, because | remembered God with all my heart.” A similar referenceisfoundin 1
Maccabees (1:62-63, RSV), “But many in Israel stood firm and were resolved in their hearts not to eat unclean food. They

chose to die rather than to be defiled by food or to profane the holy covenant; and they did die.” 70

The problem of whether Daniel and his companions should eat the food provided by the king was a supreme test of their
fidelity to the law and probably served the practical purpose of separating Daniel and his three companions from the other
captives who apparently could compromise in this matter. His decision also demonstrates Daniel’ s understanding that God
had brought Israel into captivity because of their failure to observe the law. Daniel’ s handling of this problem sets the
spiritual tone for the entire book.

Keil summarizes the problem in these words:

The command of the king, that the young men should be fed with the food and wine from the king' s table, was to Daniel and
hisfriends atest of their fidelity to the Lord and to His law, like that to which Joseph was subjected in Egypt, corresponding
to the circumstances in which he was placed, of hisfidelity to God (Gen. 39:7 f.). The partaking of the food brought to them
from the king’ s table was to them contaminating, because forbidden by Law; not so much because the food was not prepared
according to the Levitical ordinance, or perhaps consisted of the flesh of animals which to the Israglites 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 consecrated their
meals by areligious rite; whereby not only 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, partaking of which, according to the saying of
the apostle (1 Cor. 10:20 f.), is the same as sacrificing to devils. Their abstaining from such food and drink betray no
rigorism going beyond the Mosaic law, a tendency which first showed itself in the time of the Maccabees... Daniel’s
resolution to refrain from such unclean food flowed, therefore, from fidelity to the law, and from steadfastness to the faith

that *‘man lives not by bread only, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of the Lord” (Deut. 8:3).71



Daniel’ s handling of this difficult situation reflects his good judgment and common sense. Instead of inviting punishment by
rebellion, he courteously requests of the prince of the eunuchs that he might be excused from eating food which would defile
his conscience (1 Co 10:31). Although critics attempt to equate this abstinence with fanaticism and thereby link it to the

Maccabean Period,72 there is no excuse for such a charge since Daniel handles the situation well. Leupold points out that
Daniel did not object to the heathen names given to them nor to their education which involved the learning of the heathen,

including their religious view.” Thiswas not a direct conflict with the Jewish law. Here Daniel is exercisi ng a proper
conscience in matters that were of real importance.

When Daniel brought his request to the prince of the eunuchs, we are told that God had brought Daniel into favor and
compassion with him. The King James Version implies that this predated his request. It is more probable that it occurred at

the time the request was given, as brought out by the literal rendering of the Hebrew, “God gave Daniel favour” and so forth.

As Young putsit, “ The sequence of ideasis historical.” " The word “favour” (Heb. hesed) means kindness or good will. The

trandation “tender love” (Heb. rahami, m) is a plural intended to denote deep sympathy. It is clear that God intervened on
Daniel’s part in preparing the way for his request.

The prince of eunuchs, however, was not speaking idly when he replied to Daniel, “1 fear my lord the king,” for indeed it
was not an overstatement that, if he did not fulfill hisrole well, he might lose his head. Life was cheap in Babylon and
subject to the whims of the king. The prince, therefore, did not want to be caught changing the king’s ordersin regard to the
diet of the captives. If later they showed any ill effects and inquiry was made, he would have been held responsible. The
expression “worse liking” (i.e., worse looking, poor in comparison) does not imply any dangerous illness but only difference
of appearance, such as paleness or being thinner than his companions. Although the prince could have peremptorily denied
Daniel’ s request, Ashpenaz attempted to explain the problem. This opened the door for a counterproposal.

Daniel’s Request for a Ten-Day Test

1:11-14 Then said Daniel to Melzar, whom the prince of the eunuchs had set over Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah,
Prove thy servants, | beseech thee, ten days; and let them give us pulse to eat, and water to drink. Then let our countenances
be looked upon before thee, and the countenance of the children that eat of the portion of the king’s meat: and as thou seest,
deal with thy servants. So he consented to them in this matter, and proved them ten days.

Daniel’s next step was to appeal to the steward who had immediate charge of Daniel and his companions for aten-day test.
Montgomery observes, “Dan. then appeals privately to alower official, the ‘warden,” as the Heb. word means, who was
charged with the care of the youths and their diet... Tradition has rightly distinguished between this official and the Chief

Eunuch.” ™ The Ki ng James Version indicates this request is made to Melzar (Heb. Hamelsar). The probability isthat thisis

not a proper name and simply means “the steward” or the chief attendant.”® The Septuagint changes the text here to indicate
that Daniel had actually spoken to “Abiezdri who had been appointed chief eunuch over Daniel.” Critics, such as Charles,
have used this as a basis for questioning the text of Daniel with the idea that Daniel would not speak to the steward but
would rather continue his conversation with the prince of eunuchs. Y oung, after Calvin, refutes thisidea, however, and holds

that Daniel’ s action is perfectly natural and in keeping with the situati on.”’ Having been refused permission for a permanent

changein diet, Daniel naturally took the next course of attempting a brief trial. As Montgomery says, “An underling might

grant the boon without fear of discovery.” 8 The chief steward, not being in as close or responsible a position as the prince

of eunuchs in relation to the king, could afford to take a chance.

The proposal wasto give aten-day trial, a reasonable length of timeto test adiet and yet one that would not entail too much
risk of incurring the wrath of the king. The request to eat “pulse” or vegetables included a broad category of food. Y oung
agrees with Driver that this did not limit the diet to peas and beans but to food that grows out of the ground, i.e., “the sown

things.” 9 Calvin may be right that Daniel had a special revelation from God in seeking this permission and for this reason
the youth made the proposal that at the end of the ten days their countenance (or appearance) should be examined and



judgment rendered accordi neg.80 The steward granted their request, and the test was begun.

Daniel’s Request Granted

1:15-16 And at the end of ten days their countenances appeared fairer and fatter in flesh than al the children which did eat
the portion of the king’s meat. Thus Melzar took away the portion of their meat, and the wine that they should drink; and
gave them pulse.

At the conclusion of the test, Daniel and his companions not only were better in appearance but also were fatter in flesh than
those who had continued to eat the king's food. Although God’ s blessing was on them, it is not necessary to imagine any
supernatural act of God here. The food they were eating was actually better for them. On the basis of the test their request
was granted, and their vegetable diet continued.

God’s Blessing on Daniel and His Companions

1:17-21 Asfor these four children, God gave them knowledge and skill in all learning and wisdom: and Daniel had
understanding in all visions and dreams. Now at the end of the days that the king had said he should bring them in, then the
prince of the eunuchs brought them in before Nebuchadnezzar. And the king communed with them; and among them all was
found none like Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azatriah: therefore stood they before the king. And in all matters bf wisdom
and understanding, that the king enquired of them, he found them ten times better than all the magicians and astrologers that
werein al hisrealm. And Daniel continued even unto thefirst year of king Cyrus.

The closing section of Daniel 1 isasummary of the three years of hard study and the result of God’ s blessing upon the four
faithful young men. The word children is better translated “youths.” By the time they completed their education, they were
probably nearly twenty years of age. In addition to their natural intellectual ability and their evident careful application to
their studies, God added His grace. The article precedes the name of God, and by thisis meant that He is the true God. By
knowledge and skill (or intelligence) is indicated that they not only had a thorough acquaintance with the learning of the
Chaldeans, but that they had insight into its true meaning (James 1:5). Calvin is probably wrong that they were kept from

study of the religious superstitions and magic which characterized the Chal deans.®! In order to beful ly competent to meet
the issues of their future life, they would need a thorough understanding of the religious practices of their day. Here the
grace of God operated, however, in giving them understanding so they could distinguish between the true and the false.
They not only had knowledge but discernment.

The expression “in all learning and wisdom™ has reference to literature and the wisdom to understand it. As Keil putsit,
Daniel “needed to be deeply versed in the Chaldean wisdom, as formerly Moses was in the wisdom of Egypt (Actsvii. 22),

so as to be able to put to shame the wisdom of this world by the hidden wisdom of God.” 82

Although all four youths shared in an intelligent understanding of the literature of the Chaldeans and were able to separate
wisely the true from the false, only Daniel had understanding “in all visions and dreams.” This was not afoolish boast but an
actual fact necessary to understand Daniel’ srole as a prophet in the chapters which followed. In this, Daniel differed from
his companions as a true prophet. His ability to discern and interpret visions and dreams primarily had in view the
interpretation of the dreams and visions of others. However, this did not include the ability to know Nebuchadnezzar’s
dream in chapter 2, which Daniel received only after earnest prayer; and it did not necessarily as yet give Daniel the capacity
to have visions and dreams himself as he did in chapter 7 and following.

Daniel’ s capacity included distinguishing atrue dream from one that had no revelatory meaning and also the power to
interpret it correctly. God' s hand was already on Daniel even as ayoung man much as it was on Samuel centuries before.
Although critics like Montgomery and others deprecate the significance and the importance of the prophetic gift in Daniel
on the assumption of a second century date for the book, it becomes quite clear as the book progresses that though Daniel
differed somewhat from the major prophets, his contribution isjust as important and in fact, more extensive than that of any



other book of the Old Testament.®2 To no other was the broad expanse of both Gentile and Hebrew future history revealed in
the same precision.

In verse 18 the conclusion of their period of preparation is marked by a personal interview before Nebuchadnezzar, and they
were brought into his presence by the prince of eunuchs himself. The expression at the end of the days means at the end of
the three-year period. At thistime, apparently al of the young men in training were tested by the king.

Under Nebuchadnezzar’ s searching questions, Daniel and his three companions, named with their Hebrew names, were
found “ten times better than all the magicians and astrologers that werein al hisrealm.” By thisis meant that they had high
intelligence and keen discernment in the matters which they had studied. The statement that they were “ten times better,”
literally, “ten hands,” at first glance sounds extravagant but signifies that they were outstandingly different. Even this praise,
however, is mentioned in such a matter of fact way and so evidently due to the grace of God that Daniel is delivered from
the charge of boasting. Their straightforward character and honesty, as well as the deep insight of these young men into the
real meaning of their studies, must have stood in sharp contrast to the wise men of the king's court, who often were more sy
and cunning than wise. Nebuchadnezzar, himself an extraordinarily intelligent man as manifested in his great exploits, was
quick to respond to these bright young minds.

Chapter 1 concludes with the simple statement that Daniel continued unto the first year of king Cyrus. Critics have seized
upon this as another inaccuracy because, according to Daniel 10:1, the revelation was given to Daniel in the third year of
Cyrus. The large discussion that this has provoked is much ado about nothing. Obviously to Daniel, the important point was
that his ministry spanned the entire Babylonian empire, and he was still alive when Cyrus came on the scene. The passage
does not say nor necessarily imply that Daniel did not continue after the first year of Cyrus—which, as a matter of fact, he
did.

The attempts to dislodge both verses 20 and 21 asillustrated in the comments of Charles, who wants to put them at the end

of the second chapter, have been satisfactorily answered by Young.84 Charles argues, “If the king had found the Jewish

youths ten times wiser than all the sages of Babylon he would naturally have consulted them before the wise men of

Babylon, and not have waited till, in ii.16, they volunteered their help.” & This is, however, an arbitrary change in the text. If

the events of chapter 2 follow chronologically at the end of chapter 1, they had demonstrated only proficiency in study, not
ability to interpret dreams as in chapter 2. Thereisno indication in chapter 1 that they were immediately given the rank of
chief wise men. Therefore, they were not called to interpret the dream of chapter 2. A similar situation is found in chapter 5,
where Daniel, even with his record of interpreting dreams and visions, is not called in until others have failed. Critics are too
eager to change the text of Scripture to suit their interpretations.

Asispointed out in the discussion of Daniel 2:1, it isentirely possible that the vision of Daniel 2 and the interpretation of
the dream occurred during the third year of Daniel’ s training, before the formal presentation of the four youths to the king.
Thiswould take away all objections concerning the statement of Daniel 1:20, as it would make Daniel’ s graduation after the
events of Daniel 2. That the book of Daniel is not written in strict chronological order is evident from the placing of chapters
5 and 6 before chapters 7 and 8, out of chronological order. In any case, thereis no justification for arbitrary criticism of
Daniel’ srecord.

The narrative as it stands is beautifully complete—an eloquent testimony to the power and grace of God in adark hour of
Israel’ s history when the faithfulness of Daniel and his companions shines all the brighter because it isin a context of
Israel’ s captivity and apostasy. In every age, God islooking for those whom He can use. Here were four young men whose
testimony has been a source of strength to every saint in temptation. Certainly Daniel would not have been recognized as a
prophet of God and the channel of divine revelation if he had not been a man of prayer and of uncompromising moral
character, whom God could honor fittingly. Daniel and his companions represent the godly remnant of Israel which
preserved the testimony of God even in dark hours of apostasy and divine judgment. The noble example of these young men
will serveto encourage Israel in their great trials in the time of the end.



%3A.M ontgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, pp. 113-16.

37 Carl Frederick Kei [, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, p. 60.

38 Jack Fi negan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, p. 202.

39 Hayim Tadmor, “Chronicle of the Last Kings of Judah,” Journal of Near Eastern Sudies 15:227.
Dp.J Wiseman, Chronicles of the Chaldean Kings, pp. 20-26.

“h.c Leupold, Exposition of Daniel, pp. 47-54.

42 negan, pp. 194-201.

B Edwin R. Thiele, Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, p. 166.

a4 Leupold, pp. 54-55.

Keil, pp. 62-71.

4 Edward J. Y oung, The Prophecy of Daniel, p. 38.

a7 Siegfried H Horn, Seventh Day Adventist Dictionary of the Bible, p. 83.

48 Y oung, p. 39.

 Flavius Josephus, The Works of Flavius Josephus, p. 222.

S0 Y oung, p. 39.

Sl ontgomery, p. 119.

52 Robert H. Charles, The Book of Daniel, p. 7.

93 %|n his discuss on, Leupold observes correctly, “Critics should use uncertain terms with proper caution” (Leupold, p. 59).

AL Oppenheim, “Babylonian and Assyrian Historical Texts,” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old
Testament, p. 308.

SV ontgomery, p. 127.

%6 Leupold, p. 62. See Montgomery, pp. 127-28 for a complete discussion; cf. Brown, Driver, and Briggs, Hebrew and
English Lexicon to the Old Testament, p. 834.



S Young, p. 42.

%8 The privilege of sitting at the king’ s table is discussed by Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel, Its Life and Institutions, pp.
120-23.

%9 Young p. 274.

60 Leupold, p. 64.

®1Keil, p. 79; Young, p. 43.

2K il, p. 79.

83 ¢, Y oung, p. 43.

% Ibid.

e, Leupold, p. 65.

66 Ibid.; cf. Montgomery, p. 128.
67 Montgomery, pp. 128-29; Brown, Driver, and Briggs, p. 567; Horn, p. 724.
68 Young, p. 43.

%9 Keil, pp. 79-80.

0 ¢f. Tudith 12:1-4; Book of Jubilees 22:16; and the interesting account in Josephus, Life 3 (14), where we hear of certain
Jewish priestsin Rome who avoided defilement with Gentile food by living solely on figs and nuts (cf. Montgomery, p. 130).

1 Keil, p. 80.
2 Y oung, p. 45.
B Leupold credits Kliefoth as expressing this concept (Leupold, p. 66).
™ Ipid.
75
Montgomery, p. 131.
76 K
Cf. Leupold, p. 70; Keil, p. 81.

77 Y oung, pp. 45-46.



[y ontgomery, p. 131.

79Young, p. 46; cf. Montgomery, p. 132.

8 john Calvi n, Commentaries on the Book of the Prophet Daniel, 1:105.
8 Calvin, 1:112.

82 Keil, p. 83.

8\ ontgomery states, “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 the highest business of the Jewish sage was the
interpretation of their oracles’ (Montgomery, p. 132). Montgomery rejects, of course, a sixth century B.C. date for Daniel,
well before the last of the prophets. For refutation, see Y oung, pp. 49-50.

84 Y oung, pp. 52-53.

8 Charles, p. 12.

Original files can be downloaded from here:
http://www.walvoor d.com or http://bible.or g/



http://www.walvoord.com/author.php?author_id=1&scid=0
http://bible.org/byauthor/225/john_f_walvoord

Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 2

Nebuchadnezzar’s Vision Of The Great Image

Beginning with the second chapter of Daniel, the grand outline of the program of God for the period of Gentile supremacy
and chastisement of Israel is presented for the first time. Tregelles, in hisintroduction to chapter 2 of Daniel, observes, “The
book of Daniel isthat part of Scripture which especially treats of the power of the world during the time of its committal into

the hands of the Gentiles, whilst the ancient people of God, the children of Israel, are under chastisement on account of their

s'n.u86

What istrue of the book in general is especially true of chapter 2. Nowhere else in Scripture, except in Daniel 7, isamore
comprehensive picture given of world history asit stretched from the time of Daniel, 600 years before Christ, to the
consummation at the second advent of Christ. It is most remarkable that Daniel was not only given this broad revelation of
the course of what Christ called “the times of the Gentiles” (Lk 21:24), but aso the chronological prophecy of Israel’s
history stretching from the rebuilding of Jerusalem to the second advent of Christ. These two major foci of the book of
Daniel justify the general description of the book as world history in outline with special reference to the nation of Israel.

Interpretations of the book of Daniel, and especially chapter 2, divide into two broad categories. Higher critics who label the
book of Daniel a second century forgery challenge the prophetic meaning of chapter 2 at every turn and assert that the writer
is merely recording history. If they are right, an exposition of this chapter becomes a meaningless interpretation of a curious
but unimportant document.

On the other hand, reverent scholars have consistently defended the authenticity of this book as a genuine portion of the
Word of God written by Daniel in the sixth century B.C. Only if this second view is adopted, which assignsto Daniel the
role of a genuine prophet and regards the book as inspired Scripture, can a sensible explanation be given of the broad
prophecies which this chapter details.

Among those who regard this chapter as genuine Scripture, there is a further subdivision into two classes: (1) those who
interpret the vision from the amillennial or postmillennial point of view; (2) those who interpret the vision from a
premillennial perspective. The difference here resolves itself largely in differing views of how the image is destroyed, and
how the revelation relates to the present age and the two advents of Christ. Few chapters of the Bible are more determinative
in establishing both principle and content of prophecy than this chapter; and its study, accordingly, is crucial to any system
of prophetic interpretation.

Nebuchadnezzar Dreams Dreams

2:1 And in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams, wherewith his spirit was
troubled, and his sleep brake from him.

The important event of Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream and its interpretation is introduced by the statement that the dream
occurred “in the second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar.” The question immediately arises how this relates to the three
years of the training of Daniel and his companions described in chapter 1. Thistime indication, standing first in the sentence
for emphasis, is connected to the previous chapter by and or “now” (the conjunction waw). Thisimplies consecutive
information but not necessarily chronological succession.



Although critics have assailed this reference to Nebuchadnezzar’ s second year as an inaccuracy, the explanation is relatively
simple. Nebuchadnezzar had carried off Daniel and his companions immediately after his victory over the Egyptians at

Carchemish, which probably took place May-June, 605 B.C.%" Wiseman states, “ The effects of the Babylonian victory were

immediate and far-reaching. ‘At that time,” recorded the chronicler, * Nebuchadrezzar conquered the whole area of Hatti,” the

geographical term Hatti including, at this period, the whole of Syriaand Palestine.” 8

According to Wiseman, “ The effect on Judah was that King Jehoiakim, avassal of Necho, submitted voluntarily to

Nebuchadrezzar, and some Jews, including the prophet Daniel, were taken as captives for hostages to Babylon.” 8 Thiswas
June-August 605 B.C. Daniel and his companions, therefore, entered their training at Babylon soon thereafter, probably after

Nebuchadnezzar had been made king, September 7, 605 b.c. at the death of his father, Nabopolassar. In view of this

sequence of events, Leupold concludes that “the phrase ‘in the second year’ is both harmless and unassailable.” %t was

actually the third year in modern reckoning. Leupold continues, “The Babylonian manner of reckoning aking’sreign did not
regard the unexpired portion of the last year of the deceased monarch as the first year of the new king, but reserved that
designation for thefirst full year of the new monarch’srule. Since the kings did not, as arule, die at the close of the last year
of their reign, there were usually months intervening between reigns, which would allow just enough latitude to make the

initial phrase of our chapter entirely proper.” % 1n other words, the first year of Nebuchadnezzar’ s reign was not counted,
and this gives a plausible explanation of why the dream could occur in the second year and yet conceivably follow the three
school years of Daniel’straining. Edward Y oung, after Driver, supports the idea that the three years of Daniel’ s training

were not necessarily three full years by illustrations from Hebrew usage.92

The chronology of the period, following Wiseman, Thiele, and Fi negan,93 seems to require the following order of events.
May-June, 605 B.C.: Babylonian victory over the Egyptians at Carchemish
June-August, 605 B.C.: Fall of Jerusalem to Nebuchadnezzar, and Daniel and companions taken captive

September 7, 605 B.C.: Nebuchadnezzar, the genera of the army, made king over Babylon after the death of his father,
Nabopol assar

September 7, 605 b.c to Nisan (March-April) 604 B.C.: Y ear of accession of Nebuchadnezzar as king, and first year of
Daniel’ straining

Nisan (March-April) 604 b.c to Nisan (March-April) 603 b.c: First year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, second year of
training of Daniel

Nisan (March-April) 603 b.c to Nisan (March-April) 602 b.c: Second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, third year of
training of Daniel, also the year of Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream

The arguments of M ontgomery94 and others that the datum of Daniel 1:20-2:1 is hopelessly contradictory were based on an
obvious prejudice against the historicity of Daniel. These objections are satisfactorily answered by scholars such as Robert

Dick Wilson, who show there is no evidence of a positive nature which contradicts Daniel’ s statement here or dsewhere.®

The important event which took place is simply expressed in the statement that “ Nebuchadnezzar dreamed dreams.” As
dreamsisplural, it implies that he had several dreams which were of such character that he was troubled by their

significance and unable to sleep. The Hebrew for “ dreamed dreams” can be understood to be the pluperfect, i.e., “had

dreamed dreams.” % This would imply that the dream took place somewhere in the sequence of events of chapter 1 but is

only now being detailed. Hence, it allows for the conclusion that the dream was interpreted before Daniel’ s graduation at the



end of histhree years of training. Commentators generally have been so occupied with the plural of dreams that the verb has
been neglected.

The Hebrew for troubled indicates a deep disturbance inducing apprehension. Nebuchadnezzar seems to have sensed that
this was more than an ordinary dream and was a response to his questioning concerning the future, mentioned later by

Daniel in 2:29. The result was that “ his sleep brake from him.” Literally, because of the passive form of the verb, Leupold

” 97 ” 98

trandatesit “was donefor,””" or as Montgomery translates it, “sleep broke from him.

Geoffrey R. King, in an extended comment on this, observes, “Asis so often the case, the cares of the day became also the

cares of the night. Now Nebuchadnezzar did a thing which no believer in God should ever dream of doing: Nebuchadnezzar

took his problems to bed with hi m.” % However, Nebuchadnezzar was no Christian; and after all. the circumstances and the

dream were providentially induced by God Himself. On other occasions in Scripture, dreams have been used by God to give
revelation to a Gentile ruler as in the cases of Abimelech (Gen 20:3) and of Pharaoh (Gen 41:1-8), which is an interesting
parallel to Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience. Sleeplessness also has its purpose in divine providence as in the case of Ahasuerus
in Esther 6 which started the chain of events leading to Haman's execution and Israel’ s deliverance. Nebuchadnezzar’' s
experience was obviously ordered by God.

All the Wise Men Summoned

2:2-3 Then the king commanded to call the magicians, and the astrologers, and the sorcerers, and the Chaldeans, for to shew
the king his dreams. So they came and stood before the king. And the king said unto them, | have dreamed a dream, and my
spirit was troubled to know the dream.

Because of the king' s agitation, he apparently immediately summoned all four classifications of wise men here described as
“the magicians, and the astrologers, and the sorcerers, and the Chaldeans.” The designation, wise men, which does not occur
inverse 2, isfound in verse 27. Numerous similar listings occur throughput Daniel (1:20; 2:10, 27; 4.7; 5:7, 11, 15). Wise
men, apparently a general description of all of them, are referred to frequently aone (2:12, 13, 14, 18, 24, 48; 4:6, 18; 5:7, 8)
and the Chaldeans are mentioned elsewhere also (1:4; 2:4; 3:8; 5:11). Magiciansis the trandation of a Hebrew word with a

root meaning of stylus or a pen, according to Leupold, and hence could refer to a scholar rather than a magician in the

ordinary sense. ) Astrol ogersisalso transated “enchanters,” referring to the power of necromancy or communications with

the dead according to Leupol d**! but is understood as “ astrol ogers,” by Young.102 This tranglation suggests the study of the
stars to predict the future. Y oung, however, does not specifically define astrologer. Sorcerers are those who practice sorcery
or incantations. The most significant term, however, isthe Chaldeans. Thisisusually interpreted as a reference to a group of
astrologers. But the name itself designates a people who lived in Southern Babylonia (cf. Gen 11:28) and who eventually
conguered the Assyrians when Nabopolassar, father of Nebuchadnezzar, was their king. It would be only natural for the
conquerors to assert themselves at the level of wise men, and thereis no justification for seizing on this reference to

Chaldeans as an inaccuracy.103 The obvious purpose of the recital of all four classes of wise men is that the king hoped,
through their various contributions, to be able to interpret his dream.

With the wise men before him, the king announces that he has dreamed a dream, using the singular of dream indicating that
only one of his many dreams was really significant prophetically.

Revelation of the Dream and Its Interpretation Demanded by the King

2:4-6 Then spake the Chaldeans to the king in Syriack [Aramaic], O king, live for ever: tell thy servants the dream, and we
will show the interpretation. The king answered and said to the Chaldeans, The thing is gone from me: if ye will not make
known unto me the dream, with the interpretation thereof, ye shall be cut in pieces, and your houses shall be made a
dunghill. But if ye shew the dream, and the interpretation thereof, ye shall receive of me gifts and rewards and great honour:
therefore shew me the dream, and the interpretation thereof.



The Chaldeans, acting as spokesmen for the group, then address the king. The phrase “in Aramaic” introduces the extended

section written in Aramaic instead of Hebrew, beginning with verse 4 and continuing through chapter 7. Much discussion

104

has arisen concerning this simple statement.”™ The obvious reason for this reference is that, from this point on, Daniel uses

Aramaic, which although similar to the Hebrew also differs from it. Although some critics, such as Driver,105 guestion
whether Aramaic was spoken at the time of the sixth century B.C. in Babylon, it seems reasonable to assume that it was a
language familiar to Daniel and was the language commonly used by the Jews in Babylon instead of Hebrew. It is not
necessary to deduce from this that it was the formal court language, but there is no real evidence that the Chaldeans did not
use Aramaic in addressing the king. The Aramaic section of Daniel deals with prophecy of primary interest to the Gentiles
and to Daniel’ s day.

In the light of recent scholarship, the dogmatic dismissal of the Aramaic of Daniel is no longer tenable. AsK. A. Kitchen
has written, “This subject has been closely studied by two or three generations of modern scholars— S. R. Driver, R. D.
Wilson, G. R. Driver, W. Baumgartner, H. H. Rowley, J. A. Montgomery, H. H. Schaeder, F. Rosenthal, and various others.

Nevertheless, there is today ample scope for reassessment. The inscriptional material for Old and Imperial Aramaic and later

phases of the language is constantly growing.” 106

Kitchen goes on to state, concerning the “ entire word-stock of Biblical Aramaic” which islargely Danidl, that “nine-tenths

of the vocabulary is attested in texts of the fifth century b.c. or earlier.” 197 Most of the find ngs have been fifth century, as
thereisascarcity of sixth century B.C. texts; but, if Daniel’s Aramaic was used in the fifth century, it in all probability was
also used in the sixth century b.c. The conclusion is quite clear that Driver and company argued from a priori assumption
that Daniel is a second century forgery and on the lack of available materials. Materials are now coming to light, however,
and contradict his point of view. Driver’s position is no longer tenable if recent discoveries be admitted.

The Chaldeans, eager to please the king, address him with typical elaborate oriental courtesy, “O king, live for ever” (cf. 1
Ki 1:31; Neh 2:3; Dan 3:9; 5:10; 6:21). They declare with confidence that, if the king would tell them the dream, they would
give the interpretation.

In reply to the Chaldeans, the king said, “The thing is gone from me.” Thistransation (KJV) has been challenged by many
expositors. All agree that the trandlation is difficult because the word used, azda, occurs only here and in verse 8. Franz

Rosenthal trandates the word, “ publicly known, known as decided.” 108 |1y the Greek trandation of the Old Testament
(LXX), thisword with slight alterations is considered to be a verb form meaning “is gone from me,” that is, the dream had
been forgotten. The verb could, however, also mean “gone forth” in the sense of “1 have decreed.” Such expositors as

Keil,109 Leupold,110 and Younglll agree that the king actually had not forgotten the dream. Y oung translates the word as
meaning “sure” or “certain,” a definition supported by the Syriac and based on the assumption that the word is of Persian

origin.112 Hence the trandation would be, “The thing is certain with me,” or “fully determined.”

The debate as to whether the king actually had forgotten his dream cannot, at the present state of investigation, be
determined finally. In favor of the idea that the king had forgotten the dream would be the argument that he, anxious to
know its interpretation, would certainly have divulged it to the wise men to see what they had to offer by way of
interpretation. Thiswould be in keeping with the trandation “ The thing is gone from me,” which is still a possibility.

There are, however, a number of reasons why the king might have been induced to make this extreme demand of his
counselors in order to test their ability to have real contact with the gods and divulge secrets. The king was a young man
who had been extraordinarily successful in his military conquests. He undoubtedly had developed a great deal of confidence
in himself. It is entirely possible that the wise men were much older than the king, having served Nebuchadnezzar’ s father. It
would be understandable that the king might have previously been somewhat frustrated by these older counselors and may
have had areal desireto berid of them in favor of younger men whom he had chosen himself. Nebuchadnezzar might well
have doubted their honesty, sincerity, and capability, and may even have wondered whether they were loyal to him. He may
aso have questioned some of their superstitious practices.



In his combined frustration with his counselors and hisirritation stemming from the uncertainty of the meaning of the
dream, it is entirely possible that Nebuchadnezzar should have suddenly hardened in his attitude toward his wise men and
demanded that they should not only interpret the dream but also state the dream itself. Such a capricious action on the part of
amonarch isin keeping with his character and position. It may have been a snap decision arising from the emotion of the
moment, or it may have been the result of frustration with these men over along period. It is significant that the younger
wise men, such as Daniel and his companions, were not present.

To reinforce his demand for both the dream and its interpretation, Nebuchadnezzar declares that the wise men “shall be cut
in pieces’” and their houses “made a dunghill.” Thiswas not an idle threat but was in keeping with the cruelty which could
be expected from a despot such as Nebuchadnezzar. It was al too common for victims to be executed by being

dismembered, and whether their houses were literally made a dunghill or simply a“ruin” as'Y oung and Montgomery

favor'®® did not really matter. Driver states, “ The violence and peremptoriness of the threatened punishment isin accordance

with what might be expected at the hands of an Eastern despot; the Assyrians and Persians, especially, were notorious for
the barbarity of their punishments.” 114

If, however, the wise men were able to respond to the king’ s request, they were promised “ gifts and rewards and great
honour.” It was customary, when monarchs were pleased with their servants, to lavish upon them expensive gifts and great

honor, a custom to which the Bible bears consistent testimony, asin the case of Joseph, Mordecai, and Daniel himsalf.

“Rewards’ isthe trandation of a Persian word, a singular rather than plural, and has the idea of a* present.” 1570 receive

these, they had only to tell the king the dream and its meaning. Obviously, the wise men were confronted with a supreme
test of their superhuman claims. If they had genuine supernatural ability to interpret a dream, they should also have the
power to reveal its content.

The Demand of the King Repeated

2:7-9 They answered again and said, L et the king tell his servants the dream, and we will show the interpretation of it. The
king answered and said, | know of certainty that ye would gain the time, because ye see the thing is gone from me. But if ye
will not make known unto me the dream, there is but one decree for you: for ye have prepared lying and corrupt words to
speak before me, till the time be changed: therefore tell me the dream, and | shall know that ye can show me the
Interpretation thereof.

Confronted with the king’ s ultimatum, the wise men repeated their request to be told the dream and again affirmed their
ability to interpret it. It would seem that if the king had actually forgotten the dream, the wise men would have attempted
some sort of an answer. The fact that they did not tends to support the idea that the king was willfully withholding
information about the dream. Even if the king was hazy as to the details of the dream and could not recall it enough to
provide a basis of interpretation, he probably would have been able to recognize complete fabrication on the part of the wise
men. In any case, they did not attempt such a subterfuge.

The king, however, cuts them off abruptly, stating that he is sure that they are simply trying to gain time. The phrase “of
certainty” standsfirst in the sentence for emphasis. He accuses the wise men of attempting to “gain the time,” literally, “to
buy” time, “because ye see the thing is gone from me.” Thislast phrase is a duplicate of the statement in verse 5 with the
same problem of interpretation and could be translated “ because ye see the thing is certain with me,” or “determined by me.”
Nebuchadnezzar’ s accusation implies that he did remember the main facts of the dream sufficiently to detect any invented
interpretation which the wise men might offer.

Keil commenting on this states,

That the king had not forgotten his dream, and that there remained only some oppressive recollection that he had dreamed, is
made clear from ver. 9, where the king says to the Chaldeans, “if ye cannot declare to me the dream, ye have taken in hand



to utter deceitful words before me; therefore tell me the dream, that | may know that ye will give to me aso the
interpretation.” According to this, Nebuchadnezzar wished to hear the dream from the wise men that he might thus have a
guarantee for the correctness of the interpretation which they might give. He could not thus have spoken to them if he had
wholly forgotten the dream, and had only a dark apprehension remaining in his mind that he had dreamed. In this case, he
would neither have offered a great reward for the announcement of the dream, nor have threatened severe punishment, or
even death, for failure in announcing it. For then he would have given the Chaldeans the opportunity, at the cost of truth, of
declaring any dream with an interpretation. But as threatening and promise on the part of the king in that case would have
been unwise, so aso in the sight of the wise men, their helplessnessin complying with the demand of the king would have
been incomprehensible. If the king had truly forgotten the dream, they had no reason to be afraid of their livesif they had
given some self-conceived dream with an interpretation of it; for in that case, he could not have accused them of falseness
and deceit, and punished them on that account. If, on the contrary, he still knew the dream which so troubled him, and the

contents of which he desired to hear from the Chaldeans, so that he might put them to the proof whether he might trust in

their interpretation, then neither his demand nor the severity of his proceeding was irrational 116

It seems clear from the entire context that Nebuchadnezzar was not willing to accept any easy interpretation of his dream but
wanted proof that his wise men had divine sources of information beyond the ordinary. He also sensed that they were
attempting to gain time, hoping that his ugly mood would change. He wanted them to know that he had made up his mind.

Final Plea of the Wise Men Denied

2:10-13 The Chaldeans answered before the king, and said, There is not a man upon the earth that can shew theking’s
matter: therefore thereis no king, lord, nor ruler, that asked such things at any magician, or astrologer, or Chaldean. And it is
arare thing that the king requireth, and there is none other that can show it before the king, except the gods, whose dwelling
is not with flesh. For this cause the king was angry and very furious, and commanded to destroy all the wise men of

Babylon. And the decree went forth that the wise men should be slain; and they sought Daniel and his fellowsto be slain.

Although the Chaldeans had confidently claimed to be able to interpret the dream, they were baffled by the demand to tell
the dream itself. With as much courtesy as they could summon, they attempted to communicate to Nebuchadnezzar that his
demand was unreasonable and that “no king, lord, nor ruler” would expect such arevelation from his wise men. The phrase
“before the king” delicately expresses their consciousness that they were standing in the presence of an absolute ruler. They
confess that the king's demand is beyond any human knowledge, even such as they might possess. With an attempt at subtle
flattery, they refer to him as king, lord, and ruler, which could be tranglated by combining the three terms as “great and

powerful ruler,” as Y oung suggests.117 The thought is that such a great and powerful ruler as Nebuchadnezzar would be too
great a man to expect such knowledge of his servants. That which the king demandsis “rare” or “difficult” and is a matter
which only the gods could reveal. The expression “whose dwelling is not with flesh” may distinguish gods who are above
human connection and those who might appear in human form, but the probable meaning is that only god and not men could
reveal a secret like the dream. This very statement, reflecting the bankruptcy of human wisdom, sets the stage for Daniel’s
divine revelation.

The humility of the wise men and their protestation were of no avail. It apparently only confirmed the king’ s suspicion that
they were incompetent and incapable of really helping him. It only made him more angry, the word “furious’ coming from a

root similar to that from which came the Hebrew word for the wrath of Pharaoh (Gen 40:2; 41:10).118 Accordingly, the
decreeisissued “to destroy al the wise men of Babylon.” By “wise men” he included not only the four classes that were
before him but all others such as Daniel and his companions. Although Babylon could refer to the entire empire, it is
probabl e that the decree was limited to the city of Babylon (2:49; 3:1).

Itis not entirely clear from verse 13 whether the executioners killed the wise men right where they were when found or
whether they were being collected for a public execution. The latter is probably the case as subsequent scripture reveals that

Daniel hasthe time to ask questions. Montgomery writes, “It was not to be a Sicilian Vespers but a formal execution under

the proper officials and in the appointed place, hence the first purpose of the officials was to assemble the condemned.” 119



The fact that Daniel and his companions were included among the wise men has given rise to the false accusation that he
had become a part of the heathen religious system of Babylon. There is no support whatever for thisin Scripture. His
training in chapter 1 did not make him a priest but merely a counselor of the king. But as such, he was included in the broad
category of wise men.

Daniel’s Request for Time to Seek Interpretation or the Dream

2:14-16 Then Daniel answered with counsel and wisdom to Arioch the captain of the king's guard, which was gone forth to
slay the wise men of Babylon: He answered and said to Arioch the king's captain, Why is the decree so hasty from the king?
Then Arioch made the thing known to Daniel. Then Daniel went in, and desired of the king that he would give him time, and
that he would shew the king the interpretation.

When Danidl isinformed of the decree of the king, it is stated “ Then Daniel answered with counsel and wisdom to Arioch
the captain of the king’s guard.” Although the wise men previously could hardly be accused of discourtesy, there seemsto

be an additional dignity and calmnessin Daniel’ s approach to the problem. As Kell expressesit, “ Through Daniel’s

judicious interview with Arioch, the further execution of the royal edict was interrupted.” 120

Arioch, asthe captain of the king’s guard, had the duty also of serving as chief executioner, although he personally may not
have had the responsibility of killing the wise men. Accustomed as he was to the cruelty of his day, Arioch apparently did
not question the king’'s decree. When Daniel, however, asked the question, “Why is the decree so hasty from the king?’ a
discussion followed in which Daniel is apprised of the total situation. That Arioch would take time to explain this to one
aready condemned to death speaks well both of Daniel’ s approach and of Arioch’s regard for him. That Daniel refersto the
decree as “hasty” or “severe” has been held by some to contradict his prudence. Obviously, however, a decree to execute
wise men who have not had an opportunity to speak to the king was indeed harsh and severe, and occasioned Arioch’s
explanation.

In verse 16, only the briefest summary is offered of what actually transpired. Undoubtedly, Daniel expressed to Arioch the
possibility that he could interpret the dream and secured Arioch’s co-operation in going before the king. It would hardly
have been suitable, especialy with the king in the mood he was in, for Daniel to go in to the king unannounced without
proper procedure. Possibly, the king by this time had cooled down abit. In any event, Daniel was given his audience in
which he asked for time and promised to show the king the interpretation. In contrast to the other wise men who were so
filled with terror that they had no plans and had already been cut off from any additional time, Daniel, who had not been a
part of the king’s frustration with his older counselors, was granted his request. It is possible that Daniel’ s calm assurance
that his God was able to help him somehow impressed the king that here was honesty and integrity quite in contrast to his
fawning, older counselors.

Daniel and His Companions Pray for Wisdom

2:17-18 Then Daniel went to his house, and made the thing known to Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, his companions. That
they would desire mercies of the God of heaven concerning this secret; that Daniel and his fellows should not perish with the
rest of the wise men of Babylon.

Daniel lost no time in going to his own house and informing his three companions. His purpose was an obvious one, that
they might join him in prayer that God would reveal the secret. Asthey shared in the danger, so they could share also in the
intercession. They were to seek “mercies of the God of heaven,” or “compassion” sometimes used of the mercy or

compassion of men (Dan 1:9; Zee 7:9), or more commonly of the mercies of God (Neh 9:28; 1s63:7, 15; Dan 9:9, etc.).
The mercies or compassions of God are in contrast to the decree of Nebuchadnezzar of death for the wise men without
mercy.

121



The reference to “the God of heaven” or literally “of the heavens’ is an obvious contrast to the religious superstitions of the
Babylonians who worshiped the starry heaven. Daniel’ s God was the God of the heavens, not heaven itself. Abraham first
used thisterm in Genesis 24.7, and it is found frequently later in the Bible (Ezra 1:2; 6:10; 7:12, 21; Neh 1.5; 2:4; Ps
136:26). Although these four godly young men were in great extremity, one can almost visualize them on their knees before
God, fully believing that their God was able to meet their need. Instead of being in a panic, they prayed. For this supreme
hour of crisisthey were well prepared, as their faith had been tested previously (see chap. 1). The result could be expected:
“The effectual fervent prayer of arighteous man availeth much” (Ja5:16). They obviously were motivated by the desire to
save their lives. That they would be willing to die if necessary isrevealed in chapter 3. Their petition wasto the effect that
they would not be included in the decree of death which extended to all the wise men of Babylon. Verse 18 does not
necessarily imply that the other wise men had already perished, although thisis a possibility. The probability isthat Daniel’s
ultimate deliverance also extended to the other wise men.

Daniel’s Prayer Answered

2:19-23 Then was the secret revealed unto Daniel in anight vision. Then Daniel blessed the God of heaven. Daniel
answered and said, Blessed be the name of God for ever and ever: for wisdom and might are his: and he changeth the times
and the seasons: he removeth kings, and setteth up kings: he giveth wisdom unto the wise, and knowledge to them that know
understanding: he reveal eth the deep and secret things. he knoweth what isin the darkness, and the light dwelleth with him. |
thank thee, and praise thee, O thou God of my fathers, who hast given me wisdom and might, and hast made known unto me
now what we desired of thee: for thou hast now made known unto us the king’ s matter.

Deliverance came to Daniel and his companionsin the form of anight vision. This apparently was not a dream but a
supernatural revelation given to Daniel in his waking hours. Possibly both he and his companions prayed on into the night,
and the vision came when Daniel was awake. The nature of the revelation required both avision and its interpretation as the
Image was a visual concept. Hence a vision was more proper than a dream, athough frequently God revealed secrets to
prophetsin dreams as well asvisions. There is no foundation for the critical claim that this was alow form of divine
revelation. Modern criticism tends to regard a dream as alower form of revelation than a vision and hence depreciates
Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream. The reasoning isthat a dream is a natural event, whereas avision is a supernatural experience and
therefore a better medium for revelation. Montgomery writes, for instance, in commenting on the vision of Daniel, “It comes

by night, asagaininc. 7, butina‘vision,” not in adream, the lower means of communication to the Pagan.” 122 Attempting
to classify the value of revelation on its medium is beside the point. The only question is whether the revelation is from God,
and itsimportance stems from its author rather than the means of revelation.

Most significant is Daniel’ s immediate response in a hymn of praise as he blessed the God of heaven who had answered his
prayers. The hymn not only reveals the devout thankfulness of Daniel but also the depth and comprehension of hisfaith. The
first phrase of his psalm, “Blessed be the name of God for ever and ever,” reflects, as does the entire psalm, Daniel’s
acquaintance with hymns of praise found in the Psalms and other Scriptures of the Old Testament. In praising “the name of
God” Daniel is speaking of God in Hisrevealed character. W. H. Griffith Thomas writes, “ The name stands in Holy
Scripture for the nature or revealed character of God, and not amere label or title. It isfound very frequently in the Old

Testament as synonymous with God Himself in relation to man... In the New Testament the same usage is perfectly

clear.” =

Griffith Thomas cites asiillustrations of usage Proverbs 18:10; Psalm 74:10; 118:10; Matthew 28:19; John 1:12; 2:23; 3:18;
5:43; 10:25; 17:6, 26; Philippians 2.10. Montgomery adds this comment, “ The saint praises the Name of God, i.e., God in
his self-revelation, for his omniscience and omnipotence, attributes revealed in human history, 5:21. His power is exhibited
in his providence over ‘times and seasons,” Moff. [Moffatt], ‘epochs and eras,’” and in his sovereign determination of all
political changes. In this expression lies a challenge to the fatalism of the Bab. astral religion, afeature which in itsinfluence

long survived in the Graeco-Roman world.” 124

A paralel to this hymn can be found in Psalm 113:1-2, aswell asin Psalm 103:1-2. To God, Daniel attributes wisdom and



might, asin Job 12:12-13, 16-22, and God’ s might is mentioned frequently asin 1 Chronicles 29:11-12. Daniel’s God also
“changes the times and the seasons,” an evidence of sovereign power (cf. Dan 7:25). David the psalmist declared, “My times
arein thy hand” (Ps 31:15). Here again Daniel is contrasting his God to the deities of Babylon who supposedly set the times
and seasons by the movements of the sun, moon, and stars. Daniel’s God could change this.

Daniel’ sfaith also contemplated a God greater than the king's, and who could, therefore, remove aking or set up aking.
Thiswas not Babylonian fatalism but a sovereign God who acts as a person with infinite power. Such a God is also able to
give wisdom to those who are wise and knowledge to those able to receive it. The wise men of Babylon were not so wise,
for they were not the recipients of divine wisdom. To those wise enough to trust in the God of Daniel, however, and who
had sufficient insight to see through the superstitions of Babylonian religions, there was the possibility of divine
understanding. God’ s power over kingsis hailed in Job 12:18 and Psalm 75:6-7, and His divine wisdom is a frequent theme
of Scripture. From the same God, Solomon had sought an understanding heart (1 Ki 3:9-10); and the Scriptures record that
“God gave Solomon wisdom and understanding exceeding much, and largeness of heart, even as the sand that is on the sea
shore” (1 Ki 4:29). Such was also to be Daniel’ s experience.

In Daniel’ s ascription of greatness to God, he emphasizes that God not only has knowledge and wisdom but power to do
what He wills. Daniel’s God isin control of history and hence can reveal the future asin the king's dream. This description
of God can be contrasted to Daniel 7:25 where the little horn, the future world ruler, shall “think to change times and laws,”
that is, take the place of God who “changeth the times and the seasons” (Dan 2:21). Daniel later comments on man’s
complete dependence upon God for wisdom in Daniel 2:30.

God'’ s capacity to reveal secretsis mentioned specifically in verse 22. This again is attested by other Scriptures such as Job
12:22 (cf. 1 Co 2:10). The darkness does not hide anything from God, as David wrote in Psalm 139:12. Although knowing

what isin darkness, God characteristically dwellsin light. In Psalm 36:9 it is declared, “In thy light shall we seelight,” that
IS, God'slight is presented as the light by which men see. In the gospel of John, the Logos, Christ, isidentified as the light

of theworld (Jn 1:9; 3:19; 8:12; 9:5; 12:46).

Having attributed to God these infinite qualities of wisdom, power, sovereignty, and knowledge, Daniel directly expresses
his thanks to God for His revelation to him of the secret. Although no mention is made of his deliverance from death,
obviously thisisincluded. Although Daniel does not have the infinite wisdom and power of God, he has that which is
derived by divine impartation, wisdom and might—wisdom and ability to interpret the dream.

The expression God of my fathersis a common one in the Old Testament, here Elohim being used for God, rather than
Jehovah (Gen 31:42 also uses Elohim, the common name for God rather than Jehovah, the peculiar name of the God of
Israel). As Leupold notes, the reference to “my Fathers’ indicates that Daniel “is having an experience of God's mercy

which is analogous to that to which the fathers of old give testimony on the pages of the sacred story.” 125 Significant alsois
the fact that thee standsfirst in verse 23 for emphasis, “Thee | thank,” and with adesire to place God first. Again, thisisin
contrast to the Babylonian deities whom Daniel knows to be frauds. Notice should be made of the pronouns, namely, that
while the revelation was given to Daniel as an individual, it was what “we [plural] desired,” and through Daniel the king's
secret was “made known unto us,” that is, Daniel’s companions. Daniel does not attribute to his own prayers any speciad
efficacy.

Daniel Reports Revelation of the Secret

2:24-28 Therefore Daniel went in unto Arioch, whom the king had ordained to destroy the wise men of Babylon: he went
and said thus unto him; Destroy not the wise men of Babylon: bring me in before the king, and | will show unto the king the
interpretation. Then Arioch brought in Daniel before the king in haste, and said thus unto him, | have found a man of the
captives of Judah, that will make known unto the king the interpretation. The king answered and said to Daniel, whose name
was Belteshazzar, Art thou able to make known unto me the dream which | have seen, and the interpretation thereof? Daniel
answered in the presence of the king, and said, The secret which the king hath demanded cannot the wise men, the
astrologers, the magicians, the soothsayers, show unto the king; but thereis a God in heaven that reveal eth secrets, and



maketh known to the king Nebuchadnezzar what shall be in the latter days. Thy dream, and the visions of thy head upon thy
bed, are these.

Daniel, now fully in command of the situation, reports to Arioch not to destroy the wise men of Babylon. Thisis another
confirmation of the fact that the decree had not been executed and the wise men were only in process of being rounded up.
In support of hisrequest Daniel declares, “I will show unto the king the interpretation.” The poise of Danidl, in feeling free
to tell Arioch not to carry out the command of the king, reveals that Daniel fully understood that God’ s hand was upon him
and that he would probably be richly rewarded by the king for the information he was able to give.

Arioch aso at once saw the importance of what had happened and, using his office to introduce Daniel to the king,
attempted to get as much credit as he could under the circumstances for discovering a man who could reveal the secret. His
statement is obviously designed to help him participate in the reward, “1 have found a man of the captives of Judah, that will
make known unto the king the interpretation.” It is understandable that Arioch would not give God the credit for the
interpretation but rather “aman of the captives of Judah.” The introduction of Daniel also served to disassociate him from
the wise men who had previously incurred the king’' s wrath. Although there is no mention of Daniel’ s previous audience
with the king which probably at the time had only the king’ s briefest attention, now the eager king immediately addresses
Daniel, “Art thou able to make known unto me the dream which | have seen, and the interpretation thereof?” The form of
the sentence makes the knowledge of the dream the prominent part of the question. Daniel’ s Babylonian name, Belteshazzar,
is understandably inserted here as a means of proper identification.

Daniel’ s answer is a masterpiece of setting the matter in its proper light and giving God the glory. Although the temptation
to imagine supernatural powers as resident in him was possibly present, Daniel immediately declares that what has been
revealed to him was a secret which no wise men of Babylonia could have discovered, “ The secret which the king hath
demanded cannot the wise men, the astrologers, the magicians, the soothsayers, shew unto the king” (cf. Gen 41:16). The
repetition of all classes of the wise men is an indication that no branch of Babylonian religious superstition could possibly
have met the king’ s need. In describing the wise men, anew word is used to describe “the astrologers’ with reference to the
idea that astrologers consider various parts of the heavens as having particular significance or power. By using this particular

word, Daniel is preparing the way to introduce his God as the God of the whole heavens.'?® In stati ng that the wise men
could not be expected to reveal the secret, Danidl is, in effect, defending them somewhat from the king’ s wrath while at the
same time affirming their impotence.

Having disposed of any possible solution of the problem on the part of the wise men, Daniel now seizes the opportunity to
glorify his own God and, at the same time, disavows that the interpretation of the dream stems from any innate powers
which he might have. Daniel declares, “but thereis a God in heaven that reveal eth secrets, and maketh known to the king
Nebuchadnezzar what shall be in the latter days.” Thisimplies that the God of Daniel isfar superior to the god of the
Babylonians and that He is the God who is able to reveal secrets aswell as know them.

Of particular interest to all expositorsisthe expression, “in the latter days.” Driver is quoted by Montgomery as limiting this

expression to the perspective of the alleged spurious Daniel of the second century.127 Driver states, “[... in the latter days]

lit. in the end (closing-part) of the days. An expression which occurs fourteen timesin the O. T., and which always denotes

the closing period of the future so far asit falls within the range of view of the writer using it. The sense expressed by itis

thus relative, not absolute, varying with the context.” 128

Thiswould, in effect, regard it as stopping short of the coming of the Messiah in the New Testament. Driver, however, goes
on, “Elsewhere it is used of the ideal, or Messianic age, conceived as following at the close of the existing order of things:
Hos. 3:5; Is. 2:2 (Mic. 4:1); Jer. 48:47, 49:39; comp. 23:20 (30:24). Here, asthe sequel shews, it is similarly the period of
the establishment of the Divine Kingdom which is principally denoted by it (w. 34, 35; 44, 45); but the closing years of the
fourth kingdom (vv. 40-43) may also well beincluded init.” 129 L eupold objects to any implied limitation on the Messianic

content and writes, “But to stop short at this point and to deny Messianic import to the passage as such is misleading.
Though the content must determine how much of the future isinvolved, a careful evaluation of all the passagesinvolved



shows that from the first instance of the use of the phrase (Gen. 49:1) onward the Messianic future is regularly involved. In

this passage the Messianic element will be seen to be prominent.” 130 conservative scholars usua ly regard this expression as

including the Messianic age in general, with some considering it especialy the end of the period.

The Aramaic phrase which istrandated “in the latter days’ or “in the latter part of the days’ isamost atranditeration of a
Hebrew expression which is common in the Old Testament. Daniel is unquestionably using this Aramaic expression in the
same sense as its Hebrew counterpart; and, accordingly, its definition should be based on Hebrew usage. The expression is
found as early as Genesis 49:1 where Jacob predicts the future of his sons. The term is employed by Balaam in Numbers
24:14 and Moses in Deuteronomy 4:30; 31:29 in connection with the future of I1srael. An examination of these prophecies
indicates that the latter days include much that is now history. But with reference to the consummation in Messianic times,
Jeremiah uses the expression a number of times to refer to the climax of the age relating to the second coming of Jesus
Christ (Jer 23:20; 30:24; 48:47; 49:39). Ezekidl identifies the times of the invasion of Gog and Magog as “in the latter
days’ (38:16). The expression is aso found in the minor prophets (Ho 3:5; Mic 4:1) in reference to the Messianic age.

On the basis of scriptural usage, it isclear that “the latter days’ is an extended period of time regarded as the consummation
of the prophetic foreview involved in each instance. Accordingly, Robert Culver’s definition is accurate that the expression

“refers to the future of God’ s dealings with mankind as to be consummated and concluded historically in the times of the

Messiah.” ! He goes on to point out that the expression always has in view the ultimate establishment of the Messianic

kingdom on earth, even though “the latter days’ include an event now history, such as the division of Israel in the promised
land. On the basis of scriptural usage in the Old Testament, it can be concluded that the expression is larger than that of
Messianic times specifically, but that it always includes this element in its consummation.

In the New Testament there is allusion to the Old Testament concept in Acts 2:17-21 (cf. Joel 2:28-32), but elsewhere
reference to “the last days’ (Jn 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 7:37; 11.:24; 12:48; Acts 2:17; 2 Ti 3:1; Heb 1:2; Ja5:3; 2 Pe 3:3) and “last
time” (1 Pe 1.5, 20; 1 Jn 2:18; Jude 18) must be interpreted contextually and is not always the same concept as “the latter
days’ (cf. Jn 7:37). The latter daysfor Israel are not precisely the same as the last days for the church, as the Old Testament
characteristically spans the present age without including it in consideration.

Taking both the Old and New Testament uses together, it is clear that the latter days for Isragl begin as early asthe division
of the land to the twelve tribes (Gen 49:1) and include the first and the second advent of Christ. The last days for the church
culminate at the rapture and resurrection of the church, and are not related to the time of the end for Israel. Culver is going
beyond the New Testament revelation when he writes: “Interpretation of ‘the latter days' must allow it to include not only

the first advent and the second advent with the coming of Messiah’ s future kingdom, but also the age intervening between

the advents in which we now live. We are now, and have been since Jesus came, in the latter days.132 Daniel actually does

not deal with the age between the two advents except for the time of the end, and the New Testament does not clearly use it
of the present church age. Culver, however, properly concludes that “the time of the end” asfound in Daniel 11:35 is not
identical to “the latter days.”

In the context of Daniel 2, “the latter days’ include all the visions which Nebuchadnezzar received and stretches from 600 B.
C. to the second coming of Christ to the earth. It isused in asimilar way in Daniel 10:14, including the extensive revelation
concerning the remainder of the kingdom of Medo-Persia, many details concerning Alexander’s empire as in chapter 11, and
the consummation called “the time of the end” in Daniel 11:36-45. These prophecies served to give added detail not
included in the revelation to Nebuchadnezzar. Having stated the general purpose, Daniel now is able to unfold what will
occur “in the latter days,” namely, the majestic procession of the four great world empires, and its destruction and
replacement by the fifth empire, the kingdom from heaven. Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream and the visions he had in the dream
can now be unfolded.

The Purpose of the Dream

2:29-30 Asfor thee, O king, thy thoughts came into thy mind upon thy bed, what should come to pass heresfter: and he that



reveal eth secrets maketh known to thee what shall come to pass. But as for me, this secret is not revealed to me for any
wisdom that | have more than any living, but for their sakes that shall make known the interpretation to the king, and that
thou mightest know the thoughts of thy heart.

Nebuchadnezzar had had a meteoric rise to power as one of the great conquerors and monarchs of the ancient world. He had
begun his brilliant career even while his father was still alive, but after his father’ s death, he had quickly consolidated his
gains and established himself as absolute ruler over the Babylonian empire. All of Southwest Asiawasin his power, and
there was no rival worthy of consideration at the time. Under these circumstances, it was only natural that Nebuchadnezzar
should wonder what was going to come next. His meditation on this subject should not be confused with the dream which
followed, but rather it was the preparation for it in the providence of God.

In this context Nebuchadnezzar had his dream; and God, referred to here by Daniel as * he that revealeth secrets’ (in effect a
new title for God), had used the dream as a vehicle to reveal the answer to Nebuchadnezzar’s question. As Nebuchadnezzar
was a remarkable man, so was the dream a remarkable revelation. While Danidl still has the attention of the king eager to
learn the secret of his dream, he presses home the fact that the dream was a means of divine revelation in which God had
signally honored the Babylonian monarch.

Before proceeding to the dream, however, Daniel once more emphasizes the fact that the secret had not come to him from
any natural or accrued wisdom, but because God in His providence had selected Nebuchadnezzar as the recipient of the
dream and Daniel asits interpreter that Nebuchadnezzar and others should receive this revelation. The expression “for their
sakes that shall make known the interpretation to the king” is better trandated as a passive, i.e., “that the interpretation may

be made known to the king.” The construction is actually impersonal 13 Daniel now isableto proceed to the dream itself.
The Dream Revealed

2:31-35 Thou, O king, sawest, and behold a great image. This great image, whose brightness was excellent, stood before
thee; and the form thereof was terrible. Thisimage' s head was of fine gold, his breast and his arms of silver, his belly and
his thighs of brass, Hislegs of iron, hisfeet part of iron and part of clay. Thou sawest till that a stone was cut out without
hands, which smote the image upon his feet that were of iron and clay, and brake them to pieces. Then was theiron, the clay,
the brass, the silver, and the gold, broken to pieces together, and became like the chaff of the summer threshingfloors; and
the wind carried them away, that no place was found for them: and the stone that smote the image became a great mountain,
and filled the whole earth.

Daniel first declares the king saw “agreat image.” This must have been immediately most fascinating to the king as it was
evident to him, if he remembered the dream at all, that Daniel was on the right track. By image is not meant an idol as Hitzig

holds®* but a statue corresponding to human form. It was “great” in the sense of being immense or large in form, and by its
very size the statue must have been overwhelming in itsimplication of power. Even Nebuchadnezzar, the absolute ruler,
recognized this as something greater than himself.

In addition to the great size of the statue, it was remarkable for its brilliant appearance. It apparently reflected light, indicated
by brightness which is described as “excellent,” or unusual inits brilliance. The image apparently was not seen at a distance
but as standing very close to Nebuchadnezzar, “ stood before thee.” The total effect of the image was “terrible” or
“terrifying.” Nebuchadnezzar, fearless man that he was, cringed before this unusual spectacle.

Having revealed the impression that the image had made on Nebuchadnezzar, Daniel quickly proceeds to describe the
metallic character of the image, namely, its head of gold, its breast and arms of silver, its abdomen and thighs of brass (i.e.,
bronze or copper), the legs of iron, and the feet part of iron and part of clay or pottery. There is an apparent symbolism in the
major metals and the form of the image. As Keil observes, quoting Kliefoth, “Only the first part, the head, constitutesin

itself a united whole.” 13 The silver is divided into the arms and breast. The brass apparently extends from the abdomen into
the upper legs or thighs. The legs, of course, also constitute a division which ends in the toes of the feet with further



subdivision.

The preciousness of the metal deteriorates from the top or gold to the clay of the feet, and there is a corresponding lower

specific gravity; that is, the gold is much heavier than the silver, the silver than the brass, the brass than the iron, and the clay
in the feet isthe lightest material of al. The approximate specific gravity of gold is 19, silver 11, brass 8.5, and iron 7.8. The
gold head has twice the weight of similar amounts of the other metals. The weight of brass varies according to the amount of

tin or zinc which is added to the copper. While the materials decrease in weight, they increase in hardness with the notable

exception of the clay in the feet. The image is obviously top heavy and weak in its feet. 1

As Danidl reveals, the king in his dream saw the stone described as “ cut out without hands” smite the image at its feet, the
weakest place in the image, with the result that the feet are broken. Then in rapid succession the disintegration of the entire
image follows, and it breaks into small pieces corresponding to the chaff of a summer threshingfloor. Then awind blows
away the chaff until the pieces of the image totally disappear. The stone which destroyed the image grows into a great
mountain and fills the whole earth.

The stone which is cut out without hands is stated later in Daniel 2:45 to be cut out of a mountain. Thereis no evidence,

however, that the stone rolls downhill as Leupold i nfers. 3" In the absence of an express statement, it is possible that the

stone flies through the air as amissile. In any event, it smites the image with terrific force.

Daniel’ s description is a masterpiece of concise and yet complete narration. As Leupold says, “ There is not a superfluous

word in Daniel’ s entire description and account.” 138 Nebuchadnezzar is so fascinated by the obvious accuracy of the

revelation to Daniel that he does not interpose aword. This permits Daniel to proceed immediately to the interpretation.
The Interpretation: Babylon the Head of Gold

2:36-38 Thisisthe dream; and we will tell the interpretation thereof before the king. Thou, O king, art aking of kings: for
the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom, power, and strength, and glory. And wheresoever the children of men dwell,
the beasts of the field and the fowls of the heaven hath he given into thine hand, and hath made thee ruler over them all.
Thou art this head of gold.

Daniel now makes a clear transition from the dream itself to its interpretation. Considerable attention has been focused by
commentators on the “we.” Did Daniel mean by “we” God and himself, or his three companions who had joined with him in

prayer as Leupold suggeﬁts,139 following Keil ,140 or isit merely an editorial plural which Y oung statesis “employed with a

certain humility, for the message was not Dan.’s own.” 141 of the various interpretations, the editorial plural, which would
denote more humility than “1” seems to be the best explanation.

Nebuchadnezzar is addressed as “king of kings,” which position of power Daniel assigns as a gift from “the God of heaven”;
and therefore his kingdom is one of power, strength, and glory. Critics have seized upon this as not a suitable reference to
the king of Babylon. Y oung points out that there is not sufficient evidence to support such acriticism, especialy in view of

the fact that the inscription of the Persian king Ariyaramna (610-580 B.C.) is called “king of kings.” 142 Although thereis no
clear evidence how such a king as Nebuchadnezzar would be addressed by his subject, there is no contrary evidence that
such atitle would not be fitting. As a matter of fact, it was quite accurate, for Nebuchadnezzar was actually a supreme
monarch who was above all the kings of his generation. Interestingly, Ezekiel gives exactly the sametitle to
Nebuchadnezzar in Ezekiel 26:7.

More significant than Daniel’ s description of supreme authority to Nebuchadnezzar is his fearless declaration that
Nebuchadnezzar owes all his power to the God of heaven who has revealed this secret to Daniel. How different thisis from
the subservient respect given by the other wise men. Here is a voice of truth which even Nebuchadnezzar must receive with
submission.



Daniel, however, does not deprecate the role of Nebuchadnezzar and goes on in verse 38 to describe his universal rule over
“the children of men, the beasts of the field, and the fowls of the heaven.” He summarizesit: God “hath made thee ruler over
them all. Thou art this head of gold.” Some have regarded this as hyperbole in that Nebuchadnezzar actually did not control
the entire earth’ s surface and the men, beasts, and fowls of the entire earth. What is obviously meant, however, isthat heis
in supreme authority insofar as any man could be.

Heaton, following the suggestion of Bentzen, considers the reference to Nebuchadnezzar’ s authority over both men and
nature to be areflection of the Babylonian New Y ear Festival. Heaton states, “ The sweeping terms in which his sovereignty
over men and all living creaturesis described in vv. 37 f. may well reflect elements of the Babylonian New Y ear festival,
when the reigning king was annually enthroned as the earthly representative of the god and the Epic of Creation was
recited... Nebuchadnezzar’ s dominion over the beasts of the field and the fowls of the heaven recalls the God-given status of

man asit is depicted in Gen. 1:26, which isitself closely related to the Babylonian Epic of Creation.” 143 At one fixed
element in the ceremonies, they recited the Epic of Creation in honor of the creator god, Marduk, whose representative the
king was supposed to be. This and other references in the book of Daniel suggest that Daniel is the author, for the writer had
agood knowledge of Babylonian and related mythologies stemming from his three years of study and other intimate contact
with Babylonian life.

The identification of the head of gold with Nebuchadnezzar is a reference to the empire as personified initsruler. As 'Y oung
points out, critics have had afield day in attempting to explain this expression, but thereis no solid reason for not taking it in

itssimplest sense, that is, that the reference is to the king as the symbol of the empi re. 14
The Interpretation: The Second and Third Kingdom to Follow

2:39 And after thee shall arise another kingdom inferior to thee, and another third kingdom of brass, which shall bear rule
over al the earth.

Daniel mentions only in the briefest way the second and the third kingdoms represented by the upper and lower parts of the
body. Brief asisthe reference, critics have lost no time in taking exception to the normal interpretation that Daniel hasin
view here of Medo-Persia and Greece, empires which he later identifies by name (5:28; 8:20-21; 11:2). The statement that
the second kingdom is “inferior” means inferior in quality but not necessarily in every respect.

Persia actually had more territory than ancient Babylon, and the Greek Empire was greater than the Persian. The Roman
Empire was greatest of all in extent. To infer, however, from the larger geographic area of succeeding kingdoms that they
were not “inferior” isto misread both the meaning of the dream and Daniel’s comment upon it. Daniel did not say that the
head was larger in size than the body; but the nature of the metal, gold, was more precious than that of silver or brass, which
were obviously inferior metals. History certainly confirms that the Medo-Persian Empire, and the empire of Alexander
which followed, lacked the central authority and fine organization which characterized the Babylonian Empire. The image
and Daniel’s comment upon it is most accurate. Daniel himself seems to imply that the inferiority of the succeeding empires
does not prevent them from wide geographic control, for he specifically states that the “third kingdom” will “bear rule over
al the earth.”

The descending scale of value of the four metals suggests the degeneration of the human race through the ages, asimplied in
Genesis 4. Classical writers, such as Hesiod (Works and Days, 109-201), and Ovid (Metamorphoses |, 89-150), conceive of
history in thisway. This concept contradicts the evolutionist’ s interpretation of human history. Instead of man beginning in
the dust and consummating in fine gold, God reveals man in the times of the Gentiles to begin with fine gold and end in dust.

The descending value of the metals, however, permits their ascending strength, which suggests increased military might
during the times of the Gentiles, leading to the final world conflict of Revelation 16 and 19 to which Daniel refers (11:36-
45).



The attempt to divide the second and third kingdom asif the second kingdom is that of the Medes and the third kingdom that

of the Persians followed by the fourth empire identified as Greece, which Farrar supports so enthusiastical Iy,145 is obviously
motivated by the desire to reduce the prophetic element to a minimum. Even a spurious Daniel living in the second century,
according to these critics, could not have predicted accurately a future Roman Empire, but he could have reported on the
Babylonian, Median, and Grecian empires.

Critics do not take into consideration that Rome already had taken the western Mediterranean and subdued Greece and parts
of western Asia. While they might be expected to claim that awriter in the second century B.C. might have guessed that
Rome was the fourth empire, they are unwilling to admit that even a spurious Daniel writing in the second century could
refer to the Roman Empire, for it is obvious that apart from prophetic insight he could not have predicted the extent of the
empire and itsfall in the way Daniel prophesies. They prefer to hold that the four empires are Babylon, the Medes, the
Persians, and the Grecian Empires, and that all of what Daniel “predicted” was actually already history by the Maccabean

period. As Leupold points out, Robert Dick Wilson in his discussions on the M edo-Persian kings has refuted the concept that

the Medes and Persians are the second and third empires. 146

In substantiating the identification of the four empires normally accepted by conservative scholars, R. D. Wilson points out

that the supposed “confusion” in the mind of Daniel regarding his facts (presumably supporting the theory of a second

century B.C. Danidl) isin the mind of the critics, not in the book of Daniel 4 n brief, Wilson points out that the critics do

not have sufficient evidence to support their objections to the data supplied by Daniel. Most of their problems assume Daniel
must be wrong. A similar objection to the account of the fall of Babylon as recorded by Daniel has the same answer. The
objections are on the basis of unproved assumptions on the part of critics. Remaining problems arise from insufficient
records, not from express contradictions.

Wilson discusses many minor criticisms where critics have attacked the accuracy of Daniel. Frequently it arises from
erroneous interpretation, such as criticism of Daniel’s description of the four-winged and four-headed beast of Daniel 7:6 as
not being an accurate picture of Persia. Conservative scholars do not refer it to Persia but to Greece where it fits the facts of
history precisely. The alleged confusion of Xerxes and Darius Hystaspis arises from the same faulty identification of the

third beast with Persia.**® The basic difficulty isthat the critics cannot admit that the fourth kingdom is Rome without
attributing genuine prophecy even to a second-century b.c. Daniel. As Wilson patiently points out again and again, the main
problem is not with Daniel but with the critics' interpretation of Daniel. Many problems disappear when the correct
evaluation of Daniel as prophecy rather than pseudo-prophecy is recognized. The revelation of chapter 2 does not give
sufficient detail to identify the kingdoms completely; but when this revelation is coupled with that of chapters 7-8, the
identification becomes clear and unmistakable.

Daniel does not make any comment on the symbolic meaning of the breast which would contain the heart or of the lower
part of the body containing the abdomen. It is probably reading too much into the Scriptures to infer from this that Cyrus,
the Persian, was a noble man with some compassion for Israel and to conclude, according to oriental custom, that thisis
supported by the fact that the abdomen is considered the seat of affection. More important and significant is the fact that the
third empire ends with the upper part of the legs, or the thighs, indicating that the third empire would territorially embrace
both East and West. Thiswill be quite significant in analysis of the next world empire, unnamed in Daniel, but obviously
Rome.

Interpretation: The Fourth Empire, Rome

2:40-45 And the fourth kingdom shall be strong as iron: forasmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and subdueth al things: and as
iron that breaketh all these, shall it break in pieces and bruise. And whereas thou sawest the feet and toes, part of potters
clay, and part of iron, the kingdom shall be divided; but there shall bein it of the strength of the iron, forasmuch as thou
sawest the iron mixed with miry clay. And as the toes of the feet were part of iron, and part of clay, so the kingdom shall be
partly strong, and partly broken. And whereas thou sawest iron mixed with miry clay, they shall mingle themselves with the
seed of men: but they shall not cleave one to another, even asiron is not mixed with clay. 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 | eft to other people,
but it shall break in pieces and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for ever. Forasmuch as thou sawest that the
stone was cut out of the mountain without hands, and that it brake in pieces the iron, the brass, the clay, the silver, and the
gold; the great God hath made known to the king what shall come to pass hereafter: and the dream is certain, and the
interpretation thereof sure.

The fourth kingdom in Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream represented by the legs and feet of the image is obviously the most
important. Daniel gives more attention to this fourth kingdom than to the preceding kingdoms put together. Because various
schools of prophetic interpretation have differed more on the fourth kingdom than on the three preceding kingdoms, it is
necessary to give particular attention to what Daniel actually says.

The first aspect of interpretation of the fourth kingdom stresses the strength of the iron legs and their power to break in
pieces and subdue all that opposes. This, of course, was precisely what characterized ancient Rome. As Leupold statesiit,
“The Roman legions were noted for their ability to crush all resistance with an iron heel. There is apparently little that is
constructive in the program of this empire in spite of Roman law and Roman roads and civilization because the destructive

work outweighed all else, for we have the double verb ‘ crush and demolish [“break in pieces and bruise,” AV].”” 149

The description of Rome is so apt in verse 40 that most conservative commentaries agree that it represents the Roman
Empire. Critics who accept the late date for Daniel and who proceed on the principle that prophecy of the futurein detail is
impossible offer a discordant note, as previously indicated, and identify the four kingdoms as Babylon, Media, Persia, and
the Alexandrian kingdom. By this means they escape the admission that even a second century date for Daniel would
involve considerable prophecy of the future. Those who acknowledge Daniel as a sixth century writing by the prophet
Daniel, having already accepted the concept of the validity of predictive prophecy, have no real difficulty in accepting the
fourth kingdom as that of Rome. Even with this agreement, however, there is serious disagreement on the identification of
the feet of the image and the destruction of the whole by the stone cut out without hands.

Because of difference even among orthodox commentaries on the meaning of the feet of the image, it isall the more
significant that Daniel gives special attention to this, and in fact, says as much about the feet of the image as he does about
the whole image above the feet.

Daniel dwells at length upon the fact that the feet and the toes are part of potters' clay and part of iron. On the basis of this,

Daniel observes, “The kingdom shall be divided.” There has been much discussion on the meaning of the word divided.

Y oung feels that thisis simply areference to composite material 10 Here it seems that too much is bei ng made of too little.

What Daniel impliesis simply that the material which forms the feet portion of the image is not al one kind but is composed
of iron and pottery, which do not adhere well one to the other. Thisiswhat Daniel himself brings out in subsequent
explanation.

The presence of theiron in the feet, however, is an element of strength as Daniel states, “but there shall bein it of the
strength of theiron.” The clay is obviously not still in its soft state but has been hardened into tile as Montgomery holds.
Montgomery comments on clay, as follows: “ The one stumbling-block in the description of this fine work of artificeisthe
word translated ‘ clay.” The word ( h—asap) which appears with phonetic modificationsin all Sem. stocks exc. Heb.,
invariably means a formed pottery object, whether a complete vessel or its fragments, i.e., potsherds. And so the ancient

V SS universally render the word.” 152

151

Montgomery goes on to explain that an entirely different word is used for raw clay. On the use of the tile in Babylon, he
continues, “There is no question about the use of tile work in ancient Babylonian architecture; we have the terracotta reliefs

in Greek art, the tiling of Saracenic art, while the tile-covered towers of modern Persia are witness to this ancient mode of

construction.”®3 The intrusion of tilein an essentially metal construction, while perhaps decorative, has the symbolic

meaning of weakness. Keil expressesit, “Astheiron denotes the firmness of the kingdom, so the clay denotesits brittleness.
The mixing of iron with clay represents the attempt to bind the two distinct and separate materials into one combined whole



asfruitless, and atogether in vain.” 15 This weakness extends to both feet of the mage; and, accordingly, the division

indicating that the kingdom was divided is not only reflected in the division of the two legs and feet but in the further
subdivisions of the feet into toes, where the weakness of the iron and clay mixture becomes more evident.

Thisis brought out in verse 42 where the toes expressly are said to be part of iron and part of clay which Daniel interprets as
indicating that the kingdom is partly strong, because of the presence of iron, and partly breakable, because of the brittleness
of the pottery. Daniel’ s description of the image and the dream has been quite sparing of words and is a masterpiece of
condensation. In describing the feet, however, he goes over the same point several times to the extent that critics have called
this redundant. Montgomery, for instance, states, “Asin 5:40, so here is an unnecessary repetition of phrases, and to a

greater extent... Jahn and Lohr have noticed thisinsipid repetitiousness... With these critics the writer agrees asto 5:42.” 155

Thisis hardly fair to Daniel, as any repetition in this passage is obviously for greater understanding and emphasis.

A clear interpretation of the meaning of iron and clay, apart from the inherent weakness, is not given except asindicated in
verse 43. Here the statement is made that the mingling of the two materials means that “they shall mingle themselves with
the seed of men: but they shall not cleave one to another, even asiron is not mixed with clay.” Because this description is
not entirely clear, it has given commentators a good deal of latitude in using their imagination. As Kell points out, “The

mixing of themselves with the seed of men (ver. 43), most interpreters refer to the marriage politics of the princes.” Kell

refutes the many explanations arising from this principle of intermarriage.156

Another common interpretation of the meaning of the mixture of clay and iron isthat it refers to diverse forms of

government, such as democracy as opposed to dictatorship. H. A. Ironside, for instance, defines it as * speaking of an

attempted union between imperialism and democracy.” 157

A. C. Gaebelein has asimilar interpretation, “But what does the clay represent? Clay is of the earth. It stands for that which

does not belong to the great statue at all, aforeign ingredient brought in. The metals represent monarchies, but the clay

stands for democratic rule, the rule by the people.” 158

In view of the fact that the text actually does not tell us, probably the safest procedure isto follow the argument of Keil and
gain the interpretation from the meaning of the metalsin the three preceding kingdoms. Keil accordingly writes, “As, in the
three preceding kingdoms, gold, silver, and brass represent the material of these kingdoms, i.e. their peoples and their

culture, so also in the fourth kingdom iron and clay represent the material of the kingdoms arising out of the division of this

kingdom, i.e. the national elements out of which they are constituted, and which will and must mingle together in them.” 159
While intermarriage may form an element of it, it is not necessarily the main idea. Kell concludes, “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 nationalities, among which the connubium [intermarriage] is only spoken of as the most important and

successful means.” X% The final form of the ki ngdom will include diverse elements whether this refersto race, political
idealism, or sectional interests; and thiswill prevent the final form of the kingdom from having areal unity. Thisis, of
course, borne out by the fact that the world empire at the end of the age breaks up into a gigantic civil war in which forces
from the south, east, and north contend with the ruler of the Mediterranean for supremacy, as Daniel himself portraysin
Daniel 11:36-45.

An important aspect of the fourth kingdom which is portrayed in the two legsis often overlooked by expositors, partly
because of difficulty of fitting it into history precisely and partly because some do not feel that this aspect has a particular
meaning. Because of the problem some have gquestioned whether the fourth empire isreally Rome after all. The dilemma of
the interpreter isillustrated in the comment of Geoffrey R. King, who claims the first three kingdoms or empires “proved by

history” 161 put findsit difficult to trace this proof of the fourth empire. King writes,

Thisiswherel find | have to join issue with the commonly accepted interpretation. | have heard it said more than once or
twice that the two legs of the image represent the Roman Empire, because in A.D. 364 the Roman Empire split into two.



There was the Eastern Empire, with its capital at Constantinople and the Western Empire, with its capital at Rome. Two legs,
you see. All right. But wait aminute! To begin with, the division occurs before you get to the iron! The two legs begin under
the copper, unless thisimage was a freak. Nebuchadnezzar knew nothing about our modern scul ptury, futuristic and
grotesque, where aman’s legs may begin and end anywhere! But this was a plain, straightforward, honest-to-goodness
figure with hisfeet in the right place! So you see, you cannot do anything with these two legs. After all it isaman and aman
cannot help having two legs anymore than he can help having two arms. Why don’t they make something of the two arms of
silver? | don’t think there is any significance in the two legs at all. And, of course, if you want to make two parts of the
Roman Empire to be represented by the two legs, you are in difficulty because the Western Empire only lasted for afew

hundred years, but the Eastern Empire lasted until 1453. Y ou have to make this image stand on one leg for most of the

timel” 162

King goes on to question the interpretation that the feet portion of the image is the revived Roman Empire of the future and

» 163

concludes, “But now, having come to study it carefully, | wash my hands of the whole of it. King then identifies the foot

stage of the image as being Muslim governments we know today and identifies the Antichrist asa Mudli m. 164

Robert Culver offers still another approach to this difficult problem of interpretation by holding that the image as awhole

indicates “ a continuous succession,” “ a progressive divison” and “ a progressive deterioration” of Gentile soverei gnty.165
Culver sees growing division in the image beginning with the head of gold or asingle ruler, then the dualism of the Medo-

Persian Empire, then the fourfold division of Alexander’s Empire, then the leg stage of the image ending in further division

into ten toes. 1% While Culver's anal ysis has much to commend itself, as far as the image is concerned, it does not reflect the

fourfold division of Alexander’s kingdom. Instead, the last portion of the third empire is the upper portion of the two legs,
fulfilled in history by the eventual emergence of Syria and Egypt as the two main components of the Alexandrian period
(although Macedonia at times was aso powerful). Actually thereis no indication of diversity of sovereignty apart from the
two arms and the two legs until the feet stage is reached.

Probably the best solution to the problem is the familiar teaching that Daniel’ s prophecy actually passes over the present
age, the period between the first and second coming of Christ or, more specifically, the period between Pentecost and the
rapture of the church. There is nothing unusual about such a solution, as Old Testament prophecies often lump together
predictions concerning the first and second coming of Christ without regard for the millennia that lay between (Lk 4:17-19;
cf. 1s61:1-2).

This interpretation depends first of all upon the evidence leading to the conclusion that the ten-toe stage of the image has not
been fulfilled in history and is still prophetic. The familiar attempts in many commentaries to find a ten-toe stage of the
image in the fifth and sixth centuries a.d. do not correspond to the actual facts of history and do not fulfill the ten-toe stage.
According to Dani€l’ s prophecy, the ten-toe stage is simultaneous, that is, the kingdoms existed side by side and were
destroyed by one sudden catastrophic blow. Nothing like this has yet occurred in history.

If the leg stage of the image has been fulfilled in history, it obviously does not correspond to the period of more than a
thousand years stretching from the time of Christ to when the Roman Empire finally gasped itslast. AsKing hasrightly
pointed out, during most of this period it would have had to stand upon one leg.

The solution, therefore, is asimple and yet effective means of understanding this image. The upper part of the legs
represented the twofold stage of the last period of the Alexandrian Empire, which especially concerned the Jews, namely,
Syriaand Egypt. This was two-legged because it embraced two continents, or two major geographic areas, the East and the
West. The Roman Empire continued this twofold division and extended its sway over the entire Mediterranean area as well
aswestern Asia

In ordinary history Egypt was usually grouped with Syria as belonging to the East because of the long relationship
politically and commercially which tied Egypt to western Asia. By contrast Macedonia in Europe was considered the West.
From the divine viewpoint and especially the prophetic outlook which is symbolized in the image of Daniel, both Egypt on



the continent of Africaaswell asthe European nations, including Macedonia, could well be considered the Western
division, which eventually expanded to include the whole Mediterranean areawest of Asia. The image portrays the divine
viewpoint, which anticipated the rise of the Roman Empire and its geographic inclusion of the East and the West. Thiswas
recognized ultimately in the political division of the East and West by Emperor Valentinian | in a.d. 364. Although Daniel
does not deal with the interadvent age as such, it still istrue that at the time of the first advent of Christ Rome already was
geographically spread over the East and the West. Prophetically it indicates that at the time of the end Rome again will
involve both the East and the West.

The meaning of the two legs, therefore, is geographic rather than a matter of nationalities. A comparison of the extension of
the various empires will reveal that the Babylonian Empire and the M edo-Persian Empire extended principally over western
Asia, although Egypt was aso conquered. In the Alexandrian Empire, the Western division began to take real form and
power was divided between Syria and Egypt. The Roman Empire embraced a much wider territory in which the Western
division became fully as strong as the Eastern, and this seems to be portrayed by the two legs.

This political and geographic situation continued to the time of Christ; and if Daniel’ s vision ended here only to pick up the
situation again at the end of the age, it would be understandabl e that the two legs would be seen as equal. The feet portion of
the image representing the final stage will also include on an equal basis the Eastern and Western areas once possessed by
ancient Rome. In view of the fact that there is nothing whatever in the image of Daniel to portray events from the time of
Christ to the present time, if the feet stage be considered future, this interpretation makes sense out of a symbol which must
at least in its major elements correspond to the facts of history.

The crux of the interpretation of the entire symbolic vision is found in the prediction of a kingdom which the God of heaven
will set up. According to verse 44, this is a kingdom which will never be destroyed, will never be |eft to other people, shall
destroy and break in pieces the preceding kingdom, and will stand forever. There is general agreement among all classes of
expositors that the kingdom which shall not be destroyed is indeed the kingdom of God. Having agreed on this important
point, however, expositors are widely divided concerning the nature of the kingdom, the nature of the destruction of the
preceding empires, and the time element which is provided.

In general, expositors may be divided into premillennial and amillennia interpretation, with the postmillennia view being
included as a variation of amillennialism. According to both amillenarians and some postmillenarians, the kingdom of God
which is here mentioned is that which was introduced by Christ at His first coming. This, of course, presupposes the
destruction of the image by the church in succeeding centuries. Thisview is confidently offered asiif it were supported by
history. Leupold, for instance, while conceding that there were many factors in the destruction of Rome, states, “All students
of history are ready to grant that the Christian Church was able to salvage out of the wreckage of the Roman Empire all
elements that were worth conserving. But it isjust as true that the Christian Church broke the power of pagan Rome. The
disintegrating and corrupt empire crumbled through decay from within as well as through the impact of the sound morals
and the healthy life of Christianity that condemned lascivious Rome... Christianity was in a sense God' s judgment upon

sinful Rome.” L/

The principal difficulty isthat as a matter of fact Christianity was not the decisive force that broke the Roman Empire. The
main reason was its internal decay and the political conditions which surrounded it. Further, the decay of the Roman Empire
extended for more than a thousand years after the first coming of Christ. In other words, the time factor was greater than the
period from Nebuchadnezzar to Christ. To have such along period of time described in the symbolism of a stone striking the
feet of the image and the chaff being swept away by wind ssmply does not correspond to the facts of history. In view of the
very accurate portrayal of preceding history by the image, it is a reasonable and natural conclusion that the feet stage of the
image including destruction by the stoneis still future and unfulfilled. There is certainly no evidence, nineteen hundred
years after Christ, that the kingdom of God has conquered the entire world.

Not only isthere no scriptura evidence whatever that the first coming of Christ caused the downfall of Gentile world power
which is still very much with us today, but express prophecies relating to the second advent of Christ picture just such a
devastating defeat of Gentile power. Revelation 19:11-21, which all agree is a picture of the second coming of Christ, is



expressly the time when Jesus Christ assumes command as King of kings and Lord of lords. It is declared that at that time
“He should smite the nations: and he shall rule them with arod of iron” (Rev 19:15). If it were not necessary to make
Daniel’ simage conform somehow to the amillennial and postmillennial concept of the gradual conquering of the world by
the gospel, no one would ever have dreamed that the smiting by the stone of Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream described along
process now more than nineteen hundred years underway and still far from completion.

Y oung states extensively some of his objections to considering the destruction of the image as being fulfilled at the second

coming of Christ. He objects that this interpretation “makes too much of the symbolism.” 188 He objects that Daniel 2 does

not state that there are ten toes on the image although he admits that Daniel 7:24-27 speaks of ten kings as being the last

stage of Gentile power. He further holds that the image is smitten on the feet, not on the toes 1% Such minor criti cisms, of

course, are irrelevant to the main question, because the feet and the toes are obviously all part of the same period. Thefact is
that hisinterpretation does not give any reasonable explanation of the catastrophic character of the stone smiting the image.

The only rule on which prophetic interpretation can be judged is whether the interpretation corresponds to the fulfillment.
Nothing is more evident after nineteen hundred years of Christianity than that the stone, if it reflects the church or the
spiritual kingdom which Christ formed at His first coming, is not in any sense of the term occupying the center of the stage
in which Gentile power has been destroyed. As a matter of fact, in the twentieth century the church has been an ebbing tide
in the affairs of the world; and there has been no progress whatever in the church’s gaining control of the world politically.
If the image represents the political power of the Gentiles, it is very much still standing.

Accordingly, the interpretation is much preferred that the expression “in the days of these kings® refersto the kings who rule
during the last generation of Gentile power. Whileit istrue that thisis not specifically related to the toes of theimage, in the
nature of the case the destruction will come for the last generation of rulers. Inasmuch as other passages speak specifically of
ten kingsin the end times (Dan 7:24; Rev 17:12), it is not unreasonable to hold that thisis areference to the final state of the
kingdom and the final rulers.

The description of the stone as being cut out “ of the mountain without hands’ has sometimes been referred to Mount Zion
specificaly, but it is better to consider this as a symbolic picture of political sovereignty. The stoneis part and parcel of the
sovereignty of God of which it is an effective expression. The symbolism clearly makes this originate in God rather than in
men. The effect isthat the fifth kingdom, the kingdom of God, replaces completely all vestiges of the preceding kingdoms,
which prophecy can only be fulfilled in any literal sense by areign of Christ over the earth. The fact is that the amillennial
interpretation, attempting to find fulfillment of the destruction of the image in history, does not provide a reasonable
explanation of this passage. Only the premillennia position, which assigns this event as coinciding with the second advent
of Christ, gives literal fulfillment to the symbolism involved in the destruction of the image.

In concluding hisinterpretation, Daniel reaffirms the absolute certainty of the fulfillment of the dream, stating again that its
interpretation comes from God, that the dream is certain, and the interpretation thereof sure. Taken as awhole, it assures the
ultimate rule of God over the earth to be fulfilled, not only in the millennial kingdom but in the continued display of the
sovereignty of God in the new heaven and the new earth.

Nebuchadnezzar Worships and Promotes Daniel

2:46-49 Then the king Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face, and worshipped Daniel, and commanded that they should offer an
oblation and sweet odours unto him. The king answered unto Daniel, and said, Of atruth it is, that your God is a God of
gods, and a Lord of kings, and arevealer of secrets, seeing thou couldest reveal this secret. 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. Then Daniel requested of the king, and he set Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-
nego, over the affairs of the province of Babylon: but Daniel sat in the gate of the king.

Nebuchadnezzar, overwhelmed by the tremendous significance of the image and the demonstration that Daniel’ s God was



greater than any god whom he worshiped, fell upon his face and worshiped Daniel, commanding an oblation and sweet
odors be offered to him. Critics have lost no time criticizing Daniel for accepting this as equating him with deity. It is quite
clear, however, from the resulting conversation of the king with Daniel, that Nebuchadnezzar merely regarded Daniel asa
worthy priest or representative of his God and was honoring him in this category. Thisis brought out in the king’ s statement
to Daniel, “Of atruthit is, that your God is a God of gods, and a Lord of kings, and arevealer of secrets, seeing thou
couldest reveal this secret.” In other words, even the king understood that Daniel was the ambassador and representative of
God but not deity himself. It is probably for this reason that Daniel permitted the king to do what he did. In any case, it
hardly would have been proper for Daniel under these circumstances to have interrupted the king with a protest.

An interesting parallel isfound in Josephus, recording the instance where Alexander the Great bowed before the high priest
of the Jews. When Parmenion, one of his generals, asked him why, when ordinarily all men would prostrate themselves
before Alexander the Great, he had prostrated himself before the high priest of the Jews, Alexander replied, “It was not

before him that | prostrated myself, but the God of whom he has the honour to be high priest.” 170 |1 view of the previous
statements of Daniel repeated several times and Nebuchadnezzar’ s own statement of verse 47, the record |eaves no doubt
that Daniel was not claiming deity or any of the powers of deity. It is clear that Nebuchadnezzar did not worship Daniel

again.

In the process of offering worship to Daniel’s God, Nebuchadnezzar actually pays a great tribute to the God of Daniél. It is
most significant that he does not even mention his own gods which had failed to produce a suitable revelation, except in the
statement that Daniel’s God is“a God of gods,” that is, Daniel’s God is supreme over any other gods commonly worshiped
in a polytheistic system. Although Nebuchadnezzar was short of true faith in Daniel’s God at this point in hislife, the
evidence that Daniel’s God could reveal a secret and may indeed have been the author of his dream impressed
Nebuchadnezzar with the fact that no other god could be greater.

In keeping with the king' s desire to honor Daniel and also according to his promise, Daniel is now exalted and immediately
becomes a great man. Many valuable gifts are given to him, and he isinstaled in the exalted position of ruler over the whole
province of Babylon aswell as chief of the governors over the wise men. Although critics reprobate this position as
objectionable for a Jew, no doubt Daniel found away to avoid involvement in the usual practices of divination, heathen
rites, and other things that might normally fall to this office. As 'Y oung points out, however, if Daniel had lived in the second
century during a period of strict legalism among the Jews, it would be doubtful that Daniel would have been pictured as

receiving such honors from a heathen ki ng.171

Having been thus signally honored by the king, Daniel, in fairness to his three companions who had joined him in prayer
that the secret might be revealed, requested that they too might have a position of power and influence in the province of
Babylon. Apparently, although Daniel had great authority, it did not include appointing such officials without the king's
permission. Granting Daniel’ s request, the king appointed Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego to positions of trust in the
government of the province of Babylon. Daniel himself apparently had a position of honor “in the gate of the king,” by
which is meant that he served in the court itself. Thus Daniel, the obscure Jewish captive who could have been lost to history
like many othersif he had compromised in chapter 1, is now exalted to a place of great honor and power. Like Joseph in
Egypt, he was destined to play an important part in the subsequent history of his generation.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 3

The Golden Image Of Nebuchadnezzar

The account of the golden image which was erected on the plain of Dura records Nebuchadnezzar’ s reaction to the
revelation of chapter 2 in which he was symbolized by the head of gold. The astounding courage and deliverance of Daniel’s
companions, who refused to worship the image, has inspired the people of God in similar times of trial. The chapter asa

whole, however, is often regarded as merely providing historical insight into the characteristics of this period. Works

devoted to study of the prophecies of Daniel often omit consideration of chapter 3 entirely asdo S. P. Tregel lest’ and

Robert D. Culver.}™ Others, such as Geoffrey R. King, interpret the chapter as not only history but parable and prophecy.174
The introduction of the golden image of Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 3 immediately following Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream of
the great image depicting Gentile times, even if its parabolic implications are ignored, obviously is intended to convey not
only spiritual truth in general, but characteristics of the times of the Gentiles. Its study, accordingly, not only provides
spiritual insights but contributes to the overall presentation of prophecy in Daniel.

The Image of Gold

3:1-7 Nebuchadnezzar the king made an image of gold, whose height was threescore cubits, and the breadth thereof six
cubits: he set it up in the plain of Dura, in the province of Babylon. Then Nebuchadnezzar the king sent to gather together
the princes, the governors, and the captains, the judges, the treasurers, the counsellors, the sheriffs, and all the rulers of the
provinces, to come to the dedication of the image which Nebuchadnezzar the king had set up. Then the princes, the
governors, and captains, the judges, the treasurers, the counsellors, the sheriffs, and all the rulers of the provinces, were
gathered together unto the dedication of the image that Nebuchadnezzar the king had set up; and they stood before the image
that Nebuchadnezzar had set up. Then an herald cried aloud, To you it is commanded, O people, nations, and languages, that
at what time ye hear the sound of the cornet, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, dulcimer, and all kinds of musick, ye fall down
and worship the golden image that Nebuchadnezzar the king hath set up: And whoso falleth not down and worshippeth shall
the same hour be cast into the midst of a burning fiery furnace. Therefore at that time, when all the people heard the sound
of the cornet, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, and all kinds of musick, all the people, the nations, and the languages, fell down
and worshipped the golden image that Nebuchadnezzar the king had set up.

The erection of the golden image by Nebuchadnezzar is clearly subsequent to the events of chapter 2 since Daniel 3:12,
referring to the appointment of Daniel’s companions over the affairs of the province of Babylon, and Daniel 3:30 imply that
the event was subsequent to Daniel 2:49. The exact date of the erection of the image, however, is debated. The Septuagint
and Theodotion connect the event with the destruction of Jerusalem, which, according to 2 Kings 25:8-10 and Jeremiah
52:12, places this event in the nineteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar. There is no certainty, however, that there is arelationship
between the destruction of Jerusalem and the erection of the image, although the general narrative and the fact that Daniel
apparently is away would imply considerable passage of time. It may well be, however, that twenty years el apsed between

chapter 2 and chapter 31P

The image of gold is described as being sixty cubits (90 ft.) high and six cubits (9 ft.) broad, a very impressive sight erected
in the plain of Dura. The Hebrew word for image implies, as Leupold says, “An image in the very broadest sense,” probably

in human form although the proportions are far too narrow for a normal figure.176 Scripture does not solve this problem, but

most commentators agree that images of thiskind in antiquity frequently varied from ordinary human proportions. The



image may have been on a pedestal with only the upper part of the image resembling human form. The obvious intent was to
impress by the size of the image rather than by its particular features. Leupold cites numerous ancient images such as that of
Zeusin atemple at Babylon; the golden images on the top of the Belus temple, one of which was forty cubits high; and the

Colossus at Rhodes which was seventy cubits hi gh.177 While an image of this size was unusual, it was by no means unique;
and there is no reason to question the historical accuracy of its dimensions.

Although Nebuchadnezzar had tremendous wealth and could conceivably have erected thisimage of solid gold, it is
probable that it was made of wood overlaid with gold as was customary. Montgomery observes, “Its construction of gold has
also given rise to extensive argument, with charge of absurdity on one side, e. g., JDMich [J. D. Michaelis], with defence
based on the fabulous riches of the East on the other. But Herodotus' statements about the golden idols in Babylon afford
sufficient background. (Cf. Pliny’s account of an al-gold image of Anaitis, which was looted by Antony, Hist, nat., xxxiii,
24.) The gold consisted in overlaid plates, for which we possess not only abundant Classical evidence ... but also that of the

Bible.” 1" The* golden altar” (Ex 39:38) was actually wood overlaid with gold (Ex 37:25-26). Idols overlaid with gold are
mentioned in Isaiah 40:19 and Isaiah 41:7. Jeremiah describes the same process (Jer 10:3-9). The appearance of the image,
however, was much the same as if it were solid gold.

The use of the golden metal for the image may have been derived from Nebuchadnezzar’ s previous experience with the
image of chapter 2 where Daniel informed him that he, Nebuchadnezzar, was the head of gold. Although Nebuchadnezzar
did not do this intentionally, the dimensions of six cubits wide and sixty cubits high introduces the number six which is
prominent in the Bible as the number of man (cf. Rev 13:18). The intended significance of the image from

Nebuchadnezzar’ s point of view is, however, debatable. It may have been in honor of the god of Babylon, either Bel or
Marduk, but in this case it would have been natural to mention the name of the god. Nebuchadnezzar may have regarded the
image as representing himself as the embodiment of divine power, and the worship of the image would then be a recognition
of his personal power. In view of his pride as dealt with in chapter 4, this becomes a plausible explanation.

The image was set up “in the plain of Dura, in the province of Babylon.” The expression Dura, as Leupold states, “isa
rather common name in M esopotamia, being a name that is applicable to any place which is enclosed by awall,” and a

number of locations bear thistitle as Keil points out.}”® Both Keil and Y oung mention two possible locations which seem to
be eliminated by being too far from Babylon. As Y oung states, “ 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 Durais 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.” 180

The consensus of conservative scholarship is that the most probable location is a mound located six miles southeast of

Babylon consisting of alarge square of brick construction which would have ideally served as a base for such an image as

Nebuchadnezzar erected. Montgomery earlier had come to the same conclusion based on the findings of Oppert181 Its

proximity to Babylon would make it convenient and yet its location in avalley plain would make its height impressive. The
fact that a specific name is given to the location, which implies an intimate knowledge of Babylon in the sixth century B.C.,
as Young points out, “isin reality an evidence of genuinenessin that it seems to presuppose some knowledge of Babylonian

geography.” %

The image having been erected, Nebuchadnezzar, according to the Scripture record, gathered the principal officials of his
empire for its dedication. Asthere are paralelsin similar situations in the ancient world, such as Sargon’ s feast upon the

completion of apalace erected at Dur Sharruki n,183 scholars, both liberal and conservative, have agreed that this ceremony
isin keeping with the times. Such adisplay of officials was on the one hand a gratifying demonstration of the power of
Nebuchadnezzar’ s empire and on the other hand was significant as recognizing the deities who in their thinking were
responsible for their victories. The worship of the image was intended to be an expression of political solidarity and loyalty
to Nebuchadnezzar rather than an intended act of religious persecution. It wasin effect a saluting of the flag, although,
because of the interrelationship of religious with national loyalties, it may also have had religious connotation.



Thelist of the officials gathered for the event has occasioned comment because some of them are Persian rather than
Babylonian terms. The speculation as to why Persian terms should be used is much ado about nothing. 1t would be natural
for Daniel, who may have written or at least edited this passage after the Persian government had come to power, to bring
the various offices up-to-date by using current expressions. The fact that Daniel was so familiar with these offices is another
evidence that he lived in the sixth century B.C.. The official titles used in Daniel 3:2-3 help to date the book in the sixth

century and refute the second century date given by the critics. The Septuagint versions (Old Greek and The~odotion)184 are
hopelessly inexact and are merely guesswork in their rendering of ‘drgzr, “counsellor”; gdbr, “treasurer”; dtbr, “law-
officer”; t(y)pt, “magistrate, police chief.” Kitchen points out,

If the first important Greek trandation of Daniel was made some time within c. 100 BC-AD 100, roughly speaking, and the
translator could not (or took no trouble to) reproduce the proper meanings of these terms, then one conclusion imposes itself:
their meaning was already lost and forgotten or, at least, drastically changed long before he set to work. Now if Daniel (in
particular, the Aramaic chapters 2-7) was wholly a product of c. 165 BC, then a century or so in a continuous tradition is
surely embarrassingly inadequate as a sufficient interval for that 1oss (or change) of meaning to occur, by Near Eastern
standards. Therefore, it is desirable on this ground to seek the original of such verses (and hence of the narratives of which
they are an integral part) much earlier than this date, preferably within memory of the Persian rule—i. e. ¢. 539 (max.) to c.

280 BC (alowing about fifty years' lapse from the fall of Persiato Ma(:edon).185

The exact functions of each office are not given, but seven classes of officials are designated. The official titles and their
modern meanings are as follows:

KV Aramaic (singular form) Meaning

princes dathashdarpan satrap

governors sygan prefect

captains peha, governor

judges aatdarga,zar counsellor
treasurers gyda, bar treasurer
counsellors dyta, bar law official, judge
sheriffs tipta,y magistrate

Keil probably gives the best explanation of the various terms. The princes are administrators, guardians or watchers, and the
chief representatives of the king, corresponding to the Greek expression satrap. The governors were commanders or military
chiefs. The captains seemed to refer to presidents or governors of civil government. The judges were counsellors of the
government or chief arbitrators. The treasurers were superintendents of the public treasury. The counsellors were lawyers or
guardians of the law. The sheriffs were judges in a stricter sense of the term, that is, magistrates who gave ajust sentence.

Therulerswere lesser officials who were governors of the provinces subordinate to the chief governor.186 Thelist of
officers stated in verse 2 is repeated in verse 3 and some of them are repeated in verse 27. They had been summoned by
messengers sent by Nebuchadnezzar to participate in thisimportant event.

According to verse 3, they were assembled before the image awaiting the call to universal worship signalled by the cry of
the herald. The word for herald ( ka, ro, z), because it closely resembles the Greek word ke, rux, introduces the interesting
problem of Greek wordsin Daniel. Severa of theinstrumentslisted in verse 5 also seem to be of Greek origin. This has
been claimed as confirmation that Daniel wrote during the period of Greek dominance of Western Asia.

Archer and others have challenged whether these words are actually Greek words, pointing out that karoz (herald, classified

as a Greek word by Brown, Driver, and Briggs Lexicon, has in recent works like Koehler-Baumgartner’ s Hebrew Lexicon

been traced to the old Persian khrausa, meaning “caller.” 187



Conservative hiblical scholarship has fully answered the objection of critics which would tend to reflect upon the accuracy

and historicity of the book of Daniel 188 Robert Dick Wilson, for instance, has pointed out that the argument actually
boomerangs as, if Daniel was written in a Greek period, there would be many more Greek words than the few that occur

here and there.®° The fact isthat there is nothi ng strange about some amount of Greek influence in Babylonian culturein

view of the contacts between them and the Greeks. Greek traders were common in Egypt and western Asia from the seventh

century B.C. onward.*® The Greek mercenaries, who served as soldiers for various countries, are found more than one

hundred years before Daniel, as for instance in the Assyrian army of Esarhaddon (682 b.c.) and even in the Babylonian army
of Nebuchadnezzar. ™! Not only did the Greeks affect the Semitic world but also influences of Assyria and Babylonia
appear in the Greek language as well 1902

Recent studies on the musical instruments mentioned in Daniel 3 conducted by T. C. Mitchell and R. Joyce have given

support to the authenticity of these instruments in the sixth century b.c.*3 Further studies by Y amauchi support the

conclusion that Greek words in Daniel are not to be unexpected and in fact refer to the interchange of culturesin the ancient

worl d.194

Not much help is given by attempting to find synonyms for these instruments as actually we do not have any information as
to their precise character. T. C. Mitchell and R. Joyce provide atable for al six instruments with their corresponding
trandations in nine different translations. Actually, none of the alternate terms improve much on that which is provided in
Daniel 3:5 and repeated in verses 7, 10, and 15. These instruments probably provided as full an orchestra as could be
arranged in Babylon.

The cornet was obviously a horn instrument, the word coming originally from the horn of a beast which was sometimes used
to make amusical instrument. The flute was probably made of reeds with a sound similar to afife. The harp was some sort
of astringed instrument. The sackbut may have been a triangular board to which strings were attached. The psaltery,

sometimes also considered a harp, was another stringed instrument with twenty strings. The dulcimer is awind instrument.

To these were added other instruments described as “all kinds of music.” 3

At the sound of the music, all those gathered were to “fall down and worship the golden image,” that is, they were to fall
prostrate to the ground and do homage. This has been taken by some to prove that the image was a deity or idol. But Kell
and others are probably correct that they were simply recognizing a symbol of the power of the empire which included

recognition of heathen gods but was not the specific object of their homage.196 AsKaelil putsit, “A refusal to yield homage to
the gods of the kingdom, they regarded as an act of hostility against the kingdom and its monarch, while every one might at
the same time honour his own national god. This acknowledgment, that the gods of the kingdom were the more powerful,
every heathen could grant; and thus, Nebuchadnezzar demanded nothing in areligious point of view which every one of his

subjects could not yield. To him, therefore, the refusal of the Jews could not but appear as opposition to the greatness of his

kingdom.” 197 There is, therefore, no direct parallel between this and the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes which liberals

cite as the background for this story in Daniel. Antiochus was attempting to destroy the Jewish religion, but this was not
Nebuchadnezzar’ s objective. A fair analysis of the situation in Daniel 3 isthat the issue was more political than religious,
but it was obnoxious religiously to Daniel’ s three companions.

The herald made plain that anyone who did not obey the command to fall down and worship would be cast immediately into
the burning fiery furnace. Montgomery suggests that the furnace “ must have been similar to our common lime-kiln, with a
perpendicul ar shaft from the top and an opening at the bottom for extracting the fused lime; cf. illustration of such an
Oriental tannur or ta, bu, n in Benzinger, Hebr. Archaologie, 65, and Haupt’s description, AJSL 23, 245. Hav. notes
Chardin’s remarks on the existence of similar ovensin Persiafor execution of criminals (Voyage en Perse, ed. Langles, 6, c.

18, end, p. 303).” 1%
which permitted the king to see what was happening inside the furnace.

This would explain both the way in which the victims were put into the furnace and the circumstances
199



The expression the same hour hasin it the thought of “immediately” but cannot be pushed to the extent of concluding that
the furnace was aready burning. The threat of being executed by being burned alive was sufficient to cause the entire group
to fall down and worship when the music sounded. Apparently, the only exceptions were the three companions of Danidl. It
Is useless to speculate how this related to Daniel himself. Either Daniel considered this a political act which did not violate
his conscience, or Daniel did not worship and his high office prevented his enemies from accusing him, or more probably,
Daniel for some reason was absent. The stage was now set for the trial of the three faithful Jews.

Daniel’s Companions Accused by the Chaldeans

3:8-12 Wherefore at that time certain Chaldeans came near, and accused the Jews. They spake and said to the king
Nebuchadnezzar, O king, live for ever. Thou, O king, hast made a decree, that every man that shall hear the sound of the
cornet, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, and dulcimer, and all kinds of musick, shall fall down and worship the golden image:
And whoso falleth not down and worshippeth, that he should be cast into the midst of a burning fiery furnace. There are
certain Jews whom thou hast set over the affairs of the province of Babylon, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego; these men,
O king, have not regarded thee: they serve not thy gods, nor worship the golden image which thou hast set up.

Although the historic account previously given by Daniel does not include that Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego had not
bowed down to the golden image, the Chaldeans, who were the court astrologers, approach the king and bring their
accusation. Undoubtedly there was resentment against these Jews who had been placed by Nebuchadnezzar in charge of the
province of Babylon because they were of another race and of a captive people. It was quite clear to the Chaldeans also that
the Jews did not worship the gods of Babylon and were actually a foreign e ement in the government. They saw in the fact
that the Jews had not worshiped the image an occasion to bring accusation against them. The expression accused isa
tranglation of an Aramaic expression common to Semitic languages which literally means, “they ate their pieces,” hence, to
devour piecemeal. This connotes slander or malicious accusation which devours the accused piece by piece.

The Chaldeans approached the king with the customary courtesies addressing Nebuchadnezzar, “O king, live for ever.” They
remind the king of the details of his decree and the penalty for disobedience. With the stage thus set for the accusation, the
Chaldeans make three charges against Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego. First, they show no regard for the king. Second,
they do not serve the gods of the king. Third, they do not worship the golden image which Nebuchadnezzar had set up.

The form of the accusation is amost a rebuke to the king himself. It is clear that the Chal deans had deep-seated resentment
against the Jews and felt the king had made a serious mistake in trusting these foreigners with such high offices. They
remind the king that these men are Jews, different in race and culture from the Babylonians. The king had set them over the
affairs of the province of Babylon, the most important province in the empire and the key to political security for the entire
realm. The personal loyalty of such officers should be beyond question; but, as the Chaldeans point out, Shadrach, Meshach,
and Abed-nego had not shown any regard for the king himself.

The second accusation that they do not serve Nebuchadnezzar’ s gods is more than merely areligious difference. The whole
concept of political loyalty, of which the worship of the image was an expression, is bound up in the idea that
Nebuchadnezzar’ s gods have favored him and given him victory. To challenge Nebuchadnezzar’ s gods, therefore, isto
challenge Nebuchadnezzar himself and to raise a question as to the political integrity of the three men accused. As proof of
their suspicions, they charge Daniel’ s three companions with not worshiping the golden image. The arguments were
calculated to arouse the anger of Nebuchadnezzar and to bring about the downfall of these three men with the possibility that
the Chaldeans themselves might be given greater authority in political affairs.

Daniel’s Companions Refuse to Worship the Image

3:13-18 Then Nebuchadnezzar in his rage and fury commanded to bring Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego. Then they
brought these men before the king. Nebuchadnezzar spake and said unto them, Isit true, O Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-
nego, do not ye serve my gods, nor worship the golden image which | have set up? Now if ye be ready that at what time ye



hear the sound of the cornet, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, and dulcimer, and al kinds of musick, ye fall down and worship
the image which | have made; well: but if ye worship not, ye shall be cast the same hour into the midst of aburning fiery
furnace; and who is that God that shall deliver you out of my hands? Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, answered and said
to the king, O Nebuchadnezzar, we are not careful to answer thee in this matter. If it be so, our God whom we serve is able
to deliver us from the burning fiery furnace, and he will deliver us out of thine hand, O king. But if not, be it known unto
thee, O king, that we will not serve thy gods, nor worship the golden image which thou hast set up.

The argument and accusation of the Chaldeans had a telling effect upon Nebuchadnezzar, who regarded the disobedience of
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego not only athreat to his political security but aso a personal affront. However, in view
of the fact that they probably had held their offices for some years and had evidently been efficient in the conduct of their
duties, Nebuchadnezzar in spite of his anger gave them a second chance which lesser men might not have been offered.
Highly enraged, he commanded to bring the men before him. He asked them two questions: first, “Do not ye serve my
gods?’ and second, “Do not ye... worship the golden image which | have set up?’ The fact that he distinguished between
serving his gods and worshiping the image, though they are interrelated, seems to confirm the idea that the worship is
primarily political, although the fact that they do not worship his gods is a condemning circumstance. He gives them the
opportunity to obey the command to worship, restating in full the description of the music and the obligation to fall down
and worship. He makes clear the aternative that they “shall be cast the same hour into the midst of aburning fiery furnace.”
The repetition of the entire edict no doubt was done with aflourish; and, although he was probably well aware of the
jealousy of the Chaldeans and took this into account, he makes it clear that there is no alternative but to worship the image.

The question Nebuchadnezzar asked in verse 14, trandated “Isit true” in the King James Version and Revised Standard

Version, istranglated “Isit of purpose?’ in the American Standard Version. Scholars differ on the proper reading here and

resulting trandlation, but Montgomery and Rosenthal support the King James Version trandation, “Isit true.” 200

It is an amazing fact that Nebuchadnezzar adds the challenging question, “Who is that God that shall deliver you out of my
hands?’ He is quite conscious of the demonstration of the superiority of the God of the Hebrews over Babylonian gods in
interpreting his dream in chapter 2, but he cannot bring himself to believe that the God of the Jews would be able in these
circumstances to deliver these three men from his hand. The fact is that Nebuchadnezzar feels supreme in his power and
does not expect any god to interfere. Rabshakeh made the same arrogant and blasphemous claim when threatening King
Hezekiah (Is 36:13-20)—the claim to the possession of a human power so great that there is no divine power to which the
victim can turn for help.

The reply of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego to the king might ordinarily call for along discourse explaining why they
could not worship the image. They seem to recognize, however, that al thiswould be of no avail and that the issue is clearly
whether their God is able to deliver them or not. Accordingly, they confront the king with their confidence in God to such an
extent that they say, “we are not careful to answer thee in this matter.” Such an answer by itself might be considered
arrogant and disrespectful to the king; but coupled with the explanation, it is clear that they feel their caseisnot in their
hands anyway. The Aramaic word hashhin transated “careful,” may be considered a technical word for “need.” Hence, the

statement may be trandated, “there is no need for us to answer thee in this matter.” %% A further difficulty is occasioned by
the expression O Nebuchadnezzar which in the Massoretic isin the vocative. Y oung trans ates the entire sentence as
omitting whatever formal address they made with the record here ssmply saying that they “said to the king Nebuchadnezzar,

we have no need with respect to this matter to make defense before thee.” 202\ ontgomery holds that no discourtesy was
intended, “ The discourteous vocative of the Mass. pointing was not only impossible in etiquette but also in the spirit of the

writer.” 203

Although the full salutation to Nebuchadnezzar seems to have been omitted, Daniel givesthe gist of their reply and in so
doing answered the question raised by the king in verse 14 when he asked, “Isit true?” Actually there was no doubt about
what they had done, but their purpose in not conforming was in question. Was it really true that their purposein
nonconformity was to dishonor the gods of Babylon and to disobey Nebuchadnezzar. Their explanation leaves no question
asto the answer. They state positively that their God is able to deliver them from afiery furnace. The article should be



omitted before “burning fiery furnace” in verse 17, with the resultant meaning that He could deliver them from any fiery
furnace, not just the oneimmediately at hand. They not only affirm that their God is able but that He will deliver them.

The three men, however, also face the alternative that God might not deliver them. The expression, “But if not,” should be
understood as referring to the deliverance not to the ability of God. They take into consideration that sometimesitisnot in
the purpose of God to deliver faithful ones from martyrdom. Even if God does not deliver them, however, this will not
change their decision in which they refuse to worship the gods of Babylon as well as the golden image. Leupold aptly says,
“The quiet, modest, yet withal very positive attitude of faith that these three men display is one of the noblest examplesin
the Scriptures of faith fully resigned to the will of God. These men ask for no miracle; they expect none. Theirsis the faith

that says. ‘ Though He slay me, yet will | trust in Him,” Job 13:15.” 204
Daniel’s Companions Cast into the Furnace

3:19-23 Then was Nebuchadnezzar full of fury, and the form of his visage was changed against Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abed-nego: therefore he spake, and .commanded that they should heat the furnace one seven times more than it was wont to
be heated. And he commanded the most mighty men that were in his army to bind Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, and
to cast them into the burning fiery furnace. Then these men were bound in their coats, their hosen, and their hats, and their
other garments, and were cast into the midst of the burning fiery furnace. Therefore because the king’s commandment was
urgent, and the furnace exceeding hot, the flame of the fire slew those men that took up Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego.
And these three men, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, fell down bound into the midst of the burning fiery furnace.

The answer of the three men to Nebuchadnezzar left no doubt as to their determined purpose not to serve the gods of
Babylon and worship the image. After all, this was forbidden in Exodus 20:4-6. Nebuchadnezzar takes their determination
not only as proof of the full accusation made by the Chaldeans but also as evidence of disloyalty to him personally. His
anger knows no bounds as stated in the expression “full of fury” or “filled with anger.” He is as angry as he possibly could
be under any circumstance, his faceis distorted, his pride has been severely punctured, and he gives the foolish order to heat
the furnace seven times hotter than usual, asif this would increase the torment. Actually, a slow fire would have been far
more torture as Geoffrey King putsit, “And then he lost his temper! That is always the mark of alittle man. His furnace was
hot, but he himself got hotter! And when aman gets full of fury, he getsfull of folly. Thereis no fool on earth like aman
who haslost histemper. And Nebuchadnezzar did a stupid thing. He ought to have cooled the furnace seven times less if he

had wanted to hurt them; but instead of that in his fury he heated it seven times more.” 205

Instead of giving Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego another opportunity to refuse to bow before the image as
Nebuchadnezzar had originally proposed, he now immediately commands their execution. The strongest men in the army
are selected, who bind Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego as a preliminary to casting them in the burning fiery furnace. The
Scriptures relate that they are bound in their coats, hose, and hats as well as other garments. Normally criminals are stripped
before execution; but in view of the form of the execution and the haste of the whole operation, there was no particular point
in stripping off their clothes. This later becomes a further testimony to the delivering power of God.

While the men were prepared for execution, the furnace is heated until it is extremely hot. This would not necessarily take
very long, but it must have added a high note of tension to the entire situation as the multitude waited probably in dead
silence. When the furnace, reached its proper heat, the king demanded immediate execution of his orders. In casting the
three men into the furnace, the strong men who did it were killed by the flame which reached out to take their lives. Asthe
decree had indicated that they should be thrown into the midst of the furnace, so it was executed.

The Septuagint inserts the “ Prayer of Azariah” and the “ Song of the Three Y ouths’ with some additional explanation.
Conservative scholarship is agreed that thisis not part of the scriptural text, athough it is possible that these men, godly as
they were, might have expressed prayer in asimilar way if time permitted. Verse 23 of the text has also been challenged by

Charleswho claimsit is an interpolation and needless duplication of verse 21, and that part of the passage has been logt.2%®
Actually the narrative reads very well asit is, and the objections are without proper ground. Even in ordinary narrative



important facts are sometimes repeated more than once. Nebuchadnezzar had now accomplished his purpose, his decree had
been fulfilled, and he could leave to the furnace the task of consuming these men who had challenged his authority and his
gods.

The Miraculous Deliverance from the Furnace

3:24-27 Then Nebuchadnezzar the king was astonied, and rose up in haste, and spake, and said unto his counsellors, Did not
we cast three men bound into the midst of the fire? They answered and said unto the king, True, O king. He answered and
said, Lo, | seefour men loose, walking in the midst of the fire, and they have no hurt; and the form of the fourth is like the
Son of God. Then Nebuchadnezzar came near to the mouth of the burning fiery furnace, and spake, and said, Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abed-nego, ye servants of the most high God, come forth, and come hither. Then Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abed-nego, came forth of the midst of the fire. And the princes, governors, and captains, and the king’s counsellors, being
gathered together, saw these men, upon whose bodies the fire had no power, nor was an hair of their head singed, neither
were their coats changed, nor the smell of fire had passed on them.

Nebuchadnezzar apparently was seated in such away asto be able to observe the interior of the furnace from a safe distance.
What he saw, however, brought him to compl ete astonishment. He could not believe his eyes and in his excitement stood up
and asked his counsellors whether the three men had not been cast bound into the midst of the fire. The occasion of his
guestion was what he saw. Instead of three men, he saw four; instead of being bound, they were free; instead of writhing in
anguish in the flames, they were walking about in the fire and making no attempt to come out; further, it was quite apparent
that they were not hurt; most astounding of all, he had the impression that “the form of the fourth is like the Son of God.” It
Is probable that, at these pronouncements, Nebuchadnezzar’ s counsellors also rose to look into the furnace; and led by
Nebuchadnezzar, they came as close as they could to see the miraculous deliverance.

Most contemporary scholars tranglate the phrase the Son of God, as “a son of the gods.” Whileit is entirely possible that the
fourth person in the fiery furnace was indeed the Son of God, it would be doubtful whether Nebuchadnezzar would
comprehend this, unless he had prophetic insight. The Aramaic form elahin is plural and whenever used in the Aramaic
section of Daniel seemsto be aplural in number, as the singular is used when the true God is meant. The textual problem of

Daniel 6:20 where Darius refersto the true God is decided in favor of the singular by Kittel 207 rather than the plura. On the
basis of this consistent use, the trandation “a son of the gods’ is preferable and in keeping with Nebuchadnezzar’ s
comprehension at this point in his experience. The presence of afourth person in the furnace nevertheless added to
Nebuchadnezzar’ s astonishment at the miracle he was witnessing.

Addressing the three faithful men in the fiery furnace, Nebuchadnezzar said, “ Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, ye
servants of the most high God, come forth, and come hither.” It was immediately apparent to Nebuchadnezzar, as well as the
others who watched, that the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego was greater than the gods of Babylon. In using the
expression “the most high God,” Nebuchadnezzar was not disavowing his own deities but merely recognizing on the basis of
the tremendous miracle which had been performed that the God of Israel was higher, hence “the most high God.”

At the command of Nebuchadnezzar, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, who could not obey the king in the matter of
worshiping the image, do not hesitate to fulfill his command in thisinstance. The assembled multitude led by the king’s
most important officials acted as witnesses of the delivering power of God. Although obviously all the great throng could
not get close enough to see precisely what had happened, Scripture records that “the princes, governors, and captains, and
the king's counsellors’ witnessed the event. There could be little question that a mighty miracle had been performed. The
hair of the three Hebrews had not been singed, their garments in which they had been bound had not changed, and not even
the smell of fire was retained. Leupold translates coats as “ shoes’ which would be most remarkable as they had walked on

the hot ashes.®® The fire had damaged their garments in no way; only the ropes which bound them, the symbols of
Nebuchadnezzar’ s unbelief and wrath, were destroyed in the flames.

Just as the reign of Nebuchadnezzar is symbolic of the entire period of the times of the Gentiles, so the deliverance of
Daniel’ sthree companionsistypical of the deliverance of Israel during the period of Gentile domination. Particularly at the



end of the Gentile period Israel will bein fiery affliction, but as Isaiah prophesied, “But now thus saith the Lord that created
thee, O Jacob, and he that formed thee, O Israel, Fear not: for | have redeemed thee, | have called thee by thy name; thou art
mine. When thou passest through the waters, | will be with thee; and through the rivers, they shall not overflow thee: when
thou walkest through the fire, thou shalt not be burned; neither shall the flame kindle upon thee” (Is43:1-2).

The Decree of Nebuchadnezzar

3:28-30 Then Nebuchadnezzar spake, and said, Blessed be the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, who hath sent
his angel, and delivered his servants that trusted in him, and have changed the king’ s word, and yielded their bodies, that
they might not serve nor worship any god, except their own God. Therefore | make a decree, That every people, nation, and
language, which speak any thing amiss against the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, shall be cut in pieces, and
their houses shall be made a dunghill: because there is no other God that can deliver after this sort. Then the king promoted
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, in the province of Babylon.

Just as Nebuchadnezzar had acknowledged Daniel’s God at the conclusion of chapter 2, so here Nebuchadnezzar admitting
the power of the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego issues a decree in oriental style commemorating the event.
First, he recognizes the delivering power of their God “who hath sent his angel, and delivered his servants that trusted in
him.” That the heathen gods used messengers to accomplish their purpose was generally believed, and Nebuchadnezzar
analyzes the event in thisway. Although thereis no clear proof that the fourth person in the furnace with Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abed-nego was actually deity or an angel—as all we have is Nebuchadnezzar’ s conclusion on the basis of
what he saw—it may well be that the protector of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego was Christ Himself appearing in the
form of an angel. The expression the Son of God (3:25) is atrandation of the Aramaic bar &€la, hin, which means “adivine
being.” Nebuchadnezzar interpretsthisin verse 28 as amaldak, meaning, “an angel.” The alternative that God sent a mighty
angel to protect them is, of course, also plausible and in keeping with other Scripture.

Nebuchadnezzar not only recognizes the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego but now belatedly commends them for
thelir trust in God even though it resulted in changing his word. He recognizes the superior obligation of the men not to
worship any deity except their own. This was a remarkable admission for a king in Nebuchadnezzar’ s situation.

Having given this preamble, Nebuchadnezzar now makes his decree. In it, he does not deprecate his own gods but
recognizes the fact of the power of the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego. He calls upon al the peoplein hisrealm
not to say anything amiss concerning this God at the threat of being cut to pieces and their houses made a dunghill. That the
king has the power to do this was obviousto everyone. The basis of his decreeis the simple statement, “because there is no
other God that can deliver after thissort.” It is clear at this point that though Nebuchadnezzar is greatly impressed, he has
not yet been brought to the place where he iswilling to put histrust in the God of Isragl.

The chain of events which had brought about this miracle also consolidated the position of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-
nego as principal officialsin the province of Babylon. Whatever their former rank and authority, they are now promoted..
Although probably in the same office, they were relieved of any opposition and had the special favor of the king in what
they did.

As pointed out in an extended discussion by Leupold, the nature of thistrial and persecution was quite different from that of
Antiochus Epiphanes in the second century B.C.; and scholars who attempt to draw parallels to support the idea of a pseudo-
Daniel writing the book of Daniel in the second century have no real basisin fact. Nebuchadnezzar at |east respected the

God of Israel, something which was quite untrue in the case of Antiochus Epi phanes.209 Asrecorded in the Word of God, it
Is characteristic of Gentile times that there will be tensions between obedience to God and obedience to men. This will reach
its peak in the future great tribulation when once again the tension between obeying an earthly ruler and obeying God will
result in many martyrs.

Taken as awhole, chapter 3 isathrilling account of young men who remained true to God under severetrial. The common



excuses for moral and spiritual compromise, especially the blaming of contemporary influences, are contradicted by the
faithfulness of these men. In spite of separation from parents and of the corrupting influences of Babylonian religion,
political pressure, and immorality, they did not waver in their hour of testing. Critics are probably right that Daniel intended
this chapter to remind Israel of the evils of idolatry and the necessity of obeying God rather than men. But the main thrust of
the passage is not an invented moral story which actually never happened, as criticsinfer, but rather a display of a God who
isfaithful to His people even in captivity and is ever ready to deliver those who put their trust in Him. The contrast of the
God of Israel to the idols of Babylon is areminder that the god of this world, behind Gentile dominion, is doomed to
judgment at the hands of the sovereign God. Thisisillustrated in the fall of Babylon and of the succeeding empires of Medo-
Persia, Greece, and Rome. The downfall of these nations is a foreshadowing of the end of the times of the Gentiles when the
Lion of the tribe of Judah returnsto reign.

Chapter 3, the first of four chapters dealing with individuals, is an obvious preparation for chapter 4, which relates
Nebuchadnezzar’ s conversion. In the deliverance of the three faithful companions of Daniel, Nebuchadnezzar is confronted
by the superior power of God which can nullify Nebuchadnezzar’ s commandment to execute the three men. Thisisa
preparation for the lesson he wasto learn in chapter 4 that all of his power was delegated by God and could be withdrawn at
Hiswill. In this chapter we see for the last time Daniel’ s three companions, and no further reference is made to their
subsequent experiences.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 4

Nebuchadnezzar’s Pride And Punishment

This chapter which occupies such alarge portion of the book of Daniel is more than a profound story of how God can bring
a proud man low. Undoubtedly, it is the climax of Nebuchadnezzar’ s spiritual biography which began with his recognition
of the excellence of Daniel and his companions, continued with the interpretation of the dream of the image in chapter 2, and
was advanced further by his experience with Daniel’ s three companions.

In the background of this account is the obvious concern of Daniel the prophet for the man whom he had served for so many
years. Daniel, aman of prayer, undoubtedly prayed for Nebuchadnezzar and eagerly sought some evidence of God's
working in his heart. While the experience of Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 4 was not what Daniel had anticipated, the

outcome must have approximated Daniel’ s fondest hope. Although some like Leupold, after Calvin, “doubt whether the

king's experience led to his conversion,” 2104 may well be that this chapter brings Nebuchadnezzar to the place where he

puts histrust in the God of Daniel. Even merely as alesson in the spiritual progress of a man in the hands of God, this
chapter isaliterary gem.

In the light of Daniel’s revelation of the broad scope of Gentile power beginning in chapter 2, Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience
seems to take on the larger meaning of the humbling of Gentile power by God and the bringing of the world into submission
to Himself. In the light of other passages in the Bible speaking prophetically of Babylon and its ultimate overthrow, of
which Isaiah 13 and 14 may be taken as an example, it becomes clear that the contest between God and Nebuchadnezzar is a
broad illustration of God’ s dealings with the entire human race and especially the Gentile world in its creaturely pride and
failure to recognize the sovereignty of God. The theme of the chapter, as given by Daniel himself in the interpretation of the
king’'s dream, is God’ s dealings with Nebuchadnezzar “till thou know that the most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and
giveth it to whomsoever he will” (Dan 4:25). Not only is the sovereignty of God demonstrated, but the bankruptcy of
Babylonian wisdom forms another motif. It is obviously by design that this chapter precedes the downfall of Babylon itself
which follows in chapter 5. To push this to the extreme of making it a particular application to Antiochus Epiphanesin the
effort to support alate date of Daniel is, however, without justification. There is nothing whatever to link this passage to the
second century B.C. In fact, it is far more applicable to that fateful night in October 539 b.c. when Babylon fell as recorded
in Daniel 5.

The content of the chapter isin the form of a decree recording his dream, Daniel’ s interpretation, and Nebuchadnezzar’' s
subsequent experience. Whether written by Nebuchadnezzar himself, or more probably by one of his scribes at his dictation,
or possibly by Daniel himself at the king’ s direction, theinclusion of it here in Dani€l is by divine inspiration. Although
critics have imagined a series of incredible objections to accepting this chapter as authentic and reasonably accurate, the

narrative actually reads very sensibly and the objections seem trivial and unsupported.211 212

Those who reject chapter 4 of Daniel without exception assume that the account is not inspired of the Holy Spirit, that an
experience like Nebuchadnezzar’ s is essentially incredible, and that it is a myth rather than an authentic historical record.
Such objections obviously assume that higher criticism isright in declaring Daniel aforgery of the second century B.C. This
conclusion is now subject to question not only because of the fallacious reasoning which supportsit, but because it is now
challenged by the documentary evidence in the Qumran text of Daniel, which on the basis of the critics' own criteriawould
require Daniel to be much older than the second century b.c. (see Introduction). Conservative scholarship has united in
declaring this chapter a genuine portion of the Word of God, equally inspired with other sections of Daniel.



Introduction of Nebuchadnezzar’s Proclamation

4:1-3 Nebuchadnezzar the king, unto al people, nations, and languages, that dwell in all the earth; Peace be multiplied unto
you. | thought it good to shew the signs and wonders that the high God hath wrought toward me. How great are his signs!
and how mighty are hiswonders! his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and his dominion is from generation to generation.

Although it is clear that the opening verses are an introduction to the decree of Nebuchadnezzar, various versions differ in
their versification, with the Massoretic beginning the decree at the close of chapter 3. The Septuagint rendering of chapter 4
also differs considerably from the Hebrew-Aramaic text, used for the King James Version translation. Charles summarizes
the differences in these words,

In the Massoretic text, which is followed by Theodotion, the Vulgate, and the Peshitto, the entire narrativeis given in the
formof an edict or letter of Nebuchadnezzar to all his subjects. It begins with agreeting to ‘al the peoples, nations, and
languages that dwell in all the earth,” and proceeds to state the king' s desire to make known to them the signs and wonders

that the Most High had wrought upon him (1-3). He then recounts a dream which troubled him, and tells how he summoned

the magicians, Chaldeans, and soothsayers to make known itsi nterpretation.213

Charles then contrasts this with the Septuagint,

Turning now to the LXX we observe first of all that there is nothing in it corresponding to the first three versesin the
Massoretic, which transform the next thirty-four verses into an edict. The chapter begins simply, in the LXX, with the
words: ‘ And in the eighteenth year of his reign Nebuchadnezzar said: | Nebuchadnezzar was at rest in mine house': then
follows in the same narrative form the next thirty-three verses. At their close comes the edict asaresult of theking's
spiritual and psychical experiences, in which are embodied very many of the phrasesiniv.1-3. A close study of the texts and

versions has forced me to the conclusion that the older order of the text is preserved in the LXX and not in the Aramaic. The

complete evidence for this conclusion will be found in my larger Commentary.214

Although liberal critics generally unitein alow view of this chapter, not only assigning it to a pseudo-Daniel of the second
century but finding the text itself suspect, there is insufficient evidence in favor of the Greek translation of the Septuagint.

Even Montgomery, who does not regard this as authentic Scripture, rejects the view that the Septuagint is the older text than

the present Aramaic text, although he considers the Aramaic also arevision of an earlier text.?™® There is actual ly little

justification for all these variations of unbelief. The chapter on the face of it is credible, albeit arecord of supernatural
revelation. Generally, those who accept the sixth century date for Daniel aso accept this chapter more or less asit is.

The first verse of chapter 4 isthe natural form for such a decree, beginning with the name of the sender, the people to whom
itis sent, and ageneral greeting. That it should be sent “unto all people, nations, and languages, that dwell in all the earth” is
not out of keeping with the extensive character of Nebuchadnezzar’ s empire, although he was well aware of the fact that all
of the earth’ s geography was not under his power. It is similar to the extensive decree of Daniel 3:29 which is addressed to
“every people, nation, and language.” Montgomery is obviously prejudiced in his judgment, “As an edict the document is

historically absurd; it has no similar in the history of royal conversions nor in ancient imperial edicts.” 216 Thefolly of this
kind of objection is evident in that if Montgomery had found one example in any other literature his criticism would become
invalid, but he feels perfectly free to ignore the parallels in chapter 3 and chapter 6 of Dani€l. In this case, asis so often true,
the critics argue from alleged silence in the records, although admittedly we possess only fragments of ancient literature.
This chapter is no more difficult to believe than any other unusual divine revelation.

Although the benediction, “Peace be multiplied unto you,” is strikingly similar to some of Paul’ s greetingsin his epistles, it
was a common form of expression in the ancient world. A greeting very much like 4:1 isfound in Daniel 6:25 where Darius
wrote a similar decree with almost the same wording. It is possible that Daniel himself affected the form even if he did not
writeit asin both places heisin aposition of high authority, and the edictsin both cases may have been issued under his



particular direction. The decree in any case actually begins with the word peace as that which preceded it was the address.

Nebuchadnezzar then sets the stage for the presentation of his experience by declaring that it was his judgment that the
amazing signs and wonders wrought in his life by “the high God” were of such unusual significance that he should share
them with his entire realm. The expression signs and wonders is a familiar idiom of Scripture occurring, as Leupold notes, in
many passages (Deu 6:22; 7:19; 13:1, 2; 26:8; Neh 9:10; 1s 8:18, etc.). Because it is so biblical, it has led to questions by
higher critics; but actually thereis agreat deal of similarity between Babylonian psalms and biblical psalms, and there is

nothing technical about this phrase.217 The expression “the high God” is another evidence that Nebuchadnezzar regards the

God of Israel as exalted; but it isnot in itself proof that he is a monotheist, trusting only in the true God.

Nebuchadnezzar’ s exclamation of the greatness of God and His signs and wonders is quite accurate and in keeping with his
experience. The signswrought in his life were indeed great, and God' s wonders were indeed mighty. His conclusion that the
kingdom is an everlasting kingdom extending from generation to generation is alogical one based on his experience and
reveals God in atruelight (cf. Ps 145:13).

Wise Men Unable to Interpret Dream

4:4-7 | Nebuchadnezzar was at rest in mine house, and flourishing in my palace: | saw a dream which made me afraid, and
the thoughts upon my bed and the visions of my head troubled me. Therefore made | a decreeto bring in all the wise men of
Babylon before me, that they might make known unto me the interpretation of the dream. Then came in the magicians, the
astrologers, the Chaldeans, and the soothsayers: and | told the dream before them; but they did not make known unto me the
interpretation thereof.

Nebuchadnezzar’ s account of his experience describes his secure and flourishing situation in his palace prior to the dream.

In his early reign he was active in military conquest. Now his vast domains had been made secure, and Nebuchadnezzar was
fulfilling his heart’ s desire by making Babylon one of the most fabulous cities of the ancient world. He was already enjoying
his beautiful palace; and at the time of the dream itself he wasin bed in his house asindicated in verses 5 and 10. In
describing himself as “flourishing in my palace” he used a word meaning “to be green” such as the growth of green leaves
on atree, an evident anticipation of the dream which followed. In this context of security and prosperity surrounded by the
monuments of his wealth and power, Nebuchadnezzar had a dream which made him afraid. The sequence in verse 5 that he
“saw adream” and had “thoughts upon my bed” aswell as “visions of my head” seemsto imply that the dream came first,
and then upon awakening from the dream which was also a vision his thoughts troubled him. The expression made me afraid
is actually much stronger in the original and indicates extreme terror or fright.

As he contemplated the meaning of his experience, he issued a decree to bring all the wise men of Babylon before him to
make known its interpretation. Asillustrated in chapter 2 this was a standard procedure, and the wise men of Babylon were
supposed to be able to interpret mystical experiences. Upon being told the dream, the wise men, described here in their
various categories, as also in Daniel 2:2, did not make known to the king the interpretation. It seems that they not only did

not make known the interpretation but were unable to do so, as L eupold trand ates this expression, “but they could not make

known to me the interpretation.” 218 Even though the dream was adverse and might present a problem in telling

Nebuchadnezzar, they probably would have made some attempt to explain it to him, if they had understood it.

Daniel Told the King’s Dream

4:8-18 But at the last Daniel came in before me, whose name was Belteshazzar, according to the name of my god, and in
whom is the spirit of the holy gods: and before him | told the dream, saying, O Belteshazzar, master of the magicians,
because | know that the spirit of the holy godsisin thee, and no secret troubleth thee, tell me the visions of my dream that |
have seen, and the interpretation thereof. Thus were the visions of mine head in my bed; | saw, and behold atree in the midst
of the earth, and the height thereof was great. The tree grew, and was strong, and the height thereof reached unto heaven,

and the sight thereof to the end of all the earth: the |eaves thereof were fair, and the fruit thereof much, and in it was meat for



all: the beasts of the field had shadow under it, and the fowls of the heaven dwelt in the boughs thereof, and all flesh was fed
of it. I saw in the visions of my head upon my bed, and, behold, a watcher and an holy one came down from heaven; he
cried aloud, and said thus, Hew down the tree, and cut off his branches, shake off hisleaves, and scatter hisfruit: let the
beasts get away from under it, and the fowls from his branches: nevertheless |eave the stump of hisroots in the earth, even
with aband of iron and brass, in the tender grass of the field; and let it be wet with the dew of heaven, and let his portion be
with the beasts in the grass of the earth: let his heart be changed from man’s, and let a beast’ s heart be given unto him; and
let seven times pass over him. This matter is by the decree of the watchers, and the demand by the word of the holy ones: to
the intent that the living may know that the most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whomsoever he will,
and setteth up over it the basest of men. This dream | king Nebuchadnezzar have seen. Now thou, O Belteshazzar, declare
the interpretation thereof, forasmuch as all the wise men of my kingdom are not able to make known unto me the
interpretation: but thou art able; for the spirit of the holy godsisin thee. For some unexplained reason Daniel was not with
the other wise men when the king told his dream. Coming in late, he was immediately addressed personally by
Nebuchadnezzar in attempt to have his dream interpreted. Questions have been raised why verse 8 not only calls him Daniel
but adds the expression “whose name was Belteshazzar.” In view of the fact that thisis part of arecord where Dani€l is
prominent, why the double name?

The answer, however, is quite ssmple. This decree was going throughout the kingdom where most people would know
Daniel by his Babylonian name, Belteshazzar. The king, in recognition of the fact that Daniel’s God is the interpreter of his
dream, calls Daniel by his Hebrew name, the last syllable of which refersto Elohim, the God of Israel. Nebuchadnezzar
explains that his name Belteshazzar was given “according to the name of my god,” that is, the god Bel. The double nameis
not unnatural in view of the context and the explanation.

Of Danidl itissaid “in whom is the spirit of the holy gods.” It is debatable whether godsis singular or plural, asit could be
trandated either way. Y oung, with awealth of evidence from Montgomery, considersit asingular noun and thus a

recognition by the king “that the God of Dan. was different from his own gods.” 219 This distinction is borne out by the

adjective “holy” (4:8, 18; 5:11). The philological evidence supports the singular, although Leupold agrees with Driver that
the noun and its adjective are plural and areflection of the king’s polythei sm.2? Driver notes, “ The same expression occurs
in the Phoenician inscription of Eshmunazar, king of Sidon (3—4 cent. B.C.), lines9 and 22.” 221 The word holy, according

to Y oung, refersto gods who are divine, rather than specifically having moral purity.222 The ultimate judgment of the
expression depends on how well Nebuchadnezzar comprehended the nature of Daniel’s God. He obviously had high respect
for the God of Daniel and may have had atrue faith in the God of Israel. Nebuchadnezzar, having justified his singling out
Daniel of all the wise men, now recordsin his decree his conversation with Daniel which includes a restatement of his
dream.

Daniel, addressed by his heathen name, is further described as the “ master of the magicians.” This was intended by
Nebuchadnezzar to be a compliment in recognition of the genius of Daniel. Having already spoken of hisintimate contact
with God and the indwelling of the Spirit of God in him, he refers to Daniel’ s thorough knowledge of the whole field of

Babylonian astrology and religion. Leupold suggests that magicians should be trandated “ scholars’ to give the true meaning

and avoid the implication of mere magic.223

Nebuchadnezzar, on the basis of his previous experience, restates that the Spirit of God isin Daniel and that secrets do not
trouble him, that is, he is able to declare their meaning. Of interest is the statement concerning the prince of Tyrus, “Behold,
thou art wiser than Daniel; there is no secret that they can hide from thee” (Eze 28:3). This statement, which the critics work
hard to explain, asit confirms a sixth century Daniel, also supports the idea that Daniel’ s fame had spread far and wide. By
the expression, “tell me the visions of my dream,” Nebuchadnezzar obviously meant that Daniel should interpret the dream

which the king was now to relate. Verses 10-12 have been regarded as in poetic form if some alteration of the text were

permitted, and verses 14-17 are considered free verse a so, but with no metrical evenness.??* Most conservatives ignore this

as requiring too much alteration of the text to conform to the poetic pattern. The ideas are poetic, if the form is not.

In his vision, Nebuchadnezzar saw atree apparently standing somewhat by itself and dominating the view because of its



great height. Porteous notes that Bentzen “refers to a building inscription of Nebuchadnezzar in which Babylon is compared

to a spreading tree.” 225 The use of treesin the Bible for symbolic purposes as well asin extrascriptural narrativesis found
frequently (cf. 2 Ki 14:9; Ps 1:3; 37:35; 52:8; 92:12; Eze 17). An obvious parallel to Nebuchadnezzar’s dream isrecorded in
Ezekiel 31, where the Assyrian as well as the Egyptian Pharaoh are compared to a cedar of Lebanon. Y oung states, “Among
the commentators Haevernick particularly has illustrated the fondness with which the Orientals depicted the rise and fall of

human power by means of the symbol of atree.” 226 |y extrabiblical literature, there is the account of Astyagesthe Mede
who had a dream in which avine grew out of the womb of Mandane his daughter and subsequently covered all Asia.
Herodotus interpreted this as referring to Cyrus. Another famousiillustration is that of Xerxes, who in a dream was crowned
with a branch of an olive tree which extended over the world. According to Haevernick, there are similar allusionsin Arabic

and Turkish sources. %’ Nebuchadnezzar probably anticipated that the tree represented himself, and this added to his

concern.

As Nebuchadnezzar described his dream, the tree was pictured as growing, becoming very strong and very high until it was
visible al over the earth, obviously exceeding the possibilities of any ordinary tree. Abundant foliage characterized the tree,
and it bore much fruit so that it provided for both beast and fowl and “all flesh fed of it.” This obviously included all beasts
and fowls. Whether or not it was intended to apply literaly to men is open to question, but symbolically it included mankind
as under the rule of Nebuchadnezzar.

As Nebuchadnezzar observed the scene, an actor appears in the form of “awatcher and an holy one” who is described as
coming “down from heaven.” This expression has generated a great deal of comment, especially by libera critics who

consider this a vestige of polytheism. Even Kell says, “The conception... isnot biblical, but Babylonian heathen.” %% In the
religion of the Babylonians, it was customary to recognize “council deities’ who were charged with the special task of
watching over the world. The question raised on this passage is whether Nebuchadnezzar uses this heathen concept.

In his detailed note on the subject of watchers, Montgomery refers to the considerable role played by the “watchers’ in the
intertestamental literature and to a possible occurrence in the Zadokite fragment. He quotes Meinhold as drawing attention
in this connection to “the eyes of the Cherubs,” in Ezekiel 1:18, and “*the seven, which are the eyes of the Lord, which run
to and fro through the whole earth,” Zech. 4:10,” and goes on to trace the still closer parallel with “‘the Watchers'” ( sho

»Mmyri,m) and “‘the Remembrancers of the Lord’” ( hammazkiri, m &eth-Y ahweh) of Isaiah 62:6.2%

In the light of the full revelation of the Word of God, the most natural conclusion is that this person described as “awatcher
and an holy one” isan angel sent from God even though the word angel is not used. That angels are watchers, or better
translated “vigilant, making a sleepless watch,” is not foreign to the concept of angelsin Scripture. The expressions
“watchers’ and “the holy ones” are mentioned in verse 17 by the messenger himself. Nebuchadnezzar seems to use the term
in its heathen connotation as he understood it. He probably would not have understood what was meant by using the term
angel in this connection, athough he used angel himself in 3:28. The extended discussion of Keil on this point does not

clarify the issue too much but probably says all that can be said, even though his conclusions are not entirely satisfactory.230

The heavenly messenger cries aoud, literally cries “with might.” To the unnamed listeners, he calls for the tree to be cut
down, its branches cut off, its leaves to be shaken off, and its fruit to be scattered. The beasts under it and the fowlsin its
branches were instructed to get away. The record does not say that the command is carried out, but thisisimplied.

Special instructions, however, are given regarding the stump; and these indicate that the tree will be revived later. The stump
isto be bound with a band of iron and brass. The purpose of thisis not clear unlessin some way it helps preserve it.
However, in real life, such aband would not prevent the stump from rotting; and it is probable here that it is symbolic of the
madness which would afflict Nebuchadnezzar and hold him symbolically, if not in reality, in chains. The stump isto be
surrounded by the tender grass of the field, to be wet with the dew of heaven, and to have its portion with the beasts of the
earth. It seems evident that the description goes beyond the symbol of a stump to the actua fulfillment in Nebuchadnezzar’s
experience. This becomes more clear in verse 16 where the person in view is given abeast’ s heart instead of a man’s heart.
This, of course, has no relationship to the characteristics of the stump. The prophecy is concluded with the expression, “let



seven times pass over him.” This may refer to seven years or merely to along period of time. Probably the most common
interpretation isto consider it seven years as in the Septuagint. It is certain that the period is specific and not more than
seven years.

The messenger then concludes that his decree proceeds from “the watchers’ and from “the holy ones.” The purpose is that
people living in the world may recognize the true God described as “the most High” and acknowledge Him as the true ruler
of men, who has the power to place “the basest of men” over earthly kingdoms. That God can set up in a position of power
the lowliest of men isacommon truth of Scripture (see 1 Sa2:7-8; Job 5:11; Ps 113:7-8; Lk 1:52; and the story of Joseph).
This statement is adirect confrontation of Nebuchadnezzar’ s pride in his own attainments and power.

The major problem of verse 17 is the reference to the watchers and the holy ones who seem to originate the decree. If these
are understood as agencies of God, who actually is the source, the problem is alleviated. The verse itself calls our attention
to the fact that God as “the most High” is the ultimate sovereign and certainly does not imply that the messengers are in any
sense independent of God. The problems created by this text, therefore, are greatly overdrawn by those who see thisin
conflict with the scriptural doctrine of God.

In concluding his statement concerning the dream, Nebuchadnezzar appeals to Daniel to provide the interpretation. He
explains to Daniel that the wise men of Babylon were not able to do this, but he expresses confidence in Daniel, “for the
spirit of the holy godsisin thee’ (cf. 4:8). The stage is now set for Daniel’ s interpretation.

Daniel Interprets the Dream

4:19-27 Then Daniel, whose name was Belteshazzar, was astonied for one hour, and his thoughts troubled him. The king
spake, and said, Belteshazzar, let not the dream, or the interpretation thereof, trouble thee. Belteshazzar answered and said,
My lord, the dream be to them that hate thee, and the interpretation thereof to thine enemies. The tree that thou sawest,
which grew, and was strong, whose height reached unto the heaven, and the sight thereof to all the earth; whose leaves were
fair, and the fruit thereof much, and in it was meat for all; under which the beasts of the field dwelt, and upon whose
branches the fowls of the heaven had their habitation: it is thou, O king, that art grown and become strong: for thy greatness
is grown, and reacheth unto heaven, and thy dominion to the end of the earth. And whereas the king saw a watcher and an
holy one coming down from heaven, and saying, Hew the tree down, and destroy it; yet leave the stump of the roots thereof
in the earth, even with a band of iron and brass, in the tender grass of the field; and let it be wet with the dew of heaven, and
let his portion be with the beasts of the field, till seven times pass over him; thisis the interpretation, O king, and thisisthe
decree of the most High, which is come upon my lord the king: That they shall drive thee from men, and thy dwelling shall
be with the beasts of the field, and they shall make thee to eat grass as oxen, and they shall wet thee with the dew of heaven,
and seven times shall pass over thee, till thou know that the most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to
whomsoever he will. And whereas they commanded to |eave the stump of the tree roots; thy kingdom shall be sure unto
thee, after that thou shalt have known that the heavens do rule. Wherefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable unto thee,
and break off thy sins by righteousness, and thine iniquities by showing mercy to the poor; if it may be alengthening of thy
tranquillity.

Keil summarizes the situation facing Daniel with these words, “As Daniel at once understood the interpretation of the
dream, he was for a moment so astonished 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 aweighty judgment from

God.” %! No doubt, Daniel was not only troubled by the content of the dream but by the need to tell Nebuchadnezzar the
interpretation in an appropriate way.

Verse 19 introduces both names of Daniel again, the Hebrew name in recognition that he is acting as a servant of the God of
Israel and his Babylonian name by which he was known officially. Daniel’ s consternation at the interpretation of the dream
isindicated in that he “was astonied for one hour,” to be understood as being in a state of perplexity for a period of time. An

accurate translation would be “was stricken dumb for awhile” (ASV), or “was perplexed for amoment.” 232 The Revised



Standard Version trandation, “for along time,” is probably inaccurate. Probably afull sixty minutes would have been too
long for him to have remained silent in these circumstances.

Nebuchadnezzar comes to his rescue in this situation and urges him not to let the dream trouble him. The comment reflects
his respect for Daniel as a person aswell as an interpreter of the dream, and indirectly thisis an assurance that Daniel
himself need not fear the king regardless of what he reveals.

With this encouragement, Daniel replies with typical oriental courtesy that the dream be to them that hate Nebuchadnezzar
and the interpretation to his enemies. Leupold believes that there is an ethical objection to Daniel’ s sinking to mere flattery
in this case and avoiding the real import of the dream. He interprets the statement as meaning that the dream would please

theking's enemies. 2> It would seem more natural , however, to have the expression refer to Daniel’ s wishes in the matter. It
Is hard to see how the expression in any sense would be flattery. Daniel had a high regard for Nebuchadnezzar and
undoubtedly wished the interpretation of the dream could be otherwise than it was.

Having begun his interpretation, he now describes Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream in detail, restating what the king had already
told him. With the facts of the dream before him, he then proceeds to the interpretation in verse 22. Daniel immediately
identifies the tree as representing Nebuchadnezzar. Just like the tree in the dream, the king had grown and become strong,
had grown great and reached unto heaven with his dominion to the end of the earth. After recapitulating the announced
destruction of the tree and the other details which the king already had recited, Daniel proceeds to the detailed interpretation
inverse 24. It is significant that he mentions here, “thisis the decree of the most High,” which is Dani€el’ s interpretation of
the expression in verse 17 “the decree of the watchers, and the demand by the word of the holy ones.” Although
Nebuchadnezzar’ s description did not immediately specify divine agency, it is clear that thisis the interpretation according
to Daniel in verse 24.

The meaning of the tree being cut down and the attendant circumstances is then defined. Nebuchadnezzar is to be driven
from ordinary association with men and will dwell with the beasts of the field. In this condition he will eat grass as the ox
and suffer the dew of heaven until he understands that God gives to men the power to rule as He wills. The interpretation of
the stump with its bands of iron and brass is that Nebuchadnezzar will retain control of his kingdom and that it will be
restored to him after he comes back to his senses. To have had his mind restored without the kingdom would have been a
hollow victory. In spite of his pride, Nebuchadnezzar was to know the graciousness of God to him.

The expression, that the heavens do rule, is of particular interest for it is the only timein the Old Testament where the word
heaven is substituted for God. This usage became prominent in later literature asin 1 Maccabees and in the New Testament
in Matthew where the term kingdom of heaven is similar to kingdom of God. Daniel, in using the expression the heavens do
rule, is not accepting the Babylonian deification of heavenly bodies, as he makes clear in 4:25 that “the most High” isa
person. Heis probably only contrasting divine or heavenly rule to earthly rule such as Nebuchadnezzar exercised, with the
implication that Nebuchadnezzar’ s sovereignty was much less than that of “the heavens.”

With the interpretation of the dream now clearly presented to Nebuchadnezzar, Daniel, as a prophet of God, gives aword of
solemn exhortation to the king. With utmost courtesy, he urges the king to replace his sins with righteousness and his
iniquities with showing mercy to the poor, if perchance God would lengthen the period of his tranquillity. Nebuchadnezzar
undoubtedly had been morally wicked and cruel to those whom he ruled. His concern had been to build a magnificent city as
amonument to his name rather than to alleviating the suffering of the poor. All of thiswas quite clear to Daniel asit wasto
God, and the exhortation is faithfully reproduced in this decree going to Nebuchadnezzar’ s entire realm.

This passage has created some controversy because of a mistranslation in the VVulgate which reads in trandlation, “ Cancel thy
sins by deeds of charity and thine iniquities by deeds of kindness to the poor.” This, of course, is not what is recorded in the
book of Daniel. Nebuchadnezzar is not promised forgiveness on the ground of good works or alms to the poor; but rather the
issueisthat, if heisawise and benevolent king, he would aleviate the necessity of God’ s intervening with immediate

judgment because of Nebuchadnezzar’s pri de



The Dream Fulfilled

4:28-33 All this came upon the king Nebuchadnezzar. At the end of twelve months he walked in the palace of the kingdom
of Babylon. The king spake, and said, Is not this great Babylon, that | have built for the house of the kingdom by the might
of my power, and for the honour of my majesty? While the word was in the king’s mouth, there fell avoice from heaven,
saying, O king Nebuchadnezzar, to thee it is spoken; The kingdom is departed from thee. And they shall drive thee from
men, and thy dwelling shall be with the beasts of the field: they shall make thee to eat grass as oxen, and seven times shall
pass over thee, until thou know that the most High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whomsoever he will. The
same hour was the thing fulfilled upon Nebuchadnezzar: and he was driven from men, and did eat grass as oxen, and his
body was wet with the dew of heaven, till his hairs were grown like eagles’ feathers, and his nails like birds’ claws.

Although fulfillment of the dream was not immediate, the decree sumsit up concisely, “All this came upon king
Nebuchadnezzar.” Twelve months later as he walked in the palace in Babylon, one of his crowning architectural triumphs,
and looked out upon the great city of Babylon, his pride reached a new peak as he asked the question “Is not this great
Babylon, that | have built for the house of the kingdom by the might of my power, and for the honour of my majesty?’ From
the flat roof of the palace, he undoubtedly had a great perspective. This statement contradicts any notion of some critics that
he was not actually in Babylon at that time. Everything points to the contrary. What he surveyed was indeed impressive.

There are frequent mentions of the great buildings of Babylon in ancient literature. >

Montgomery finds this description of Nebuchadnezzar precisely fitting the historical context: “ The setting of the scene and
the king’ s self-complaisance in his glorious Babylon are strikingly true to history. Every student of Babyloniarecalls these
proud words in reading Neb.’s own records of his creation of the new Babylon; for instance (Grotefend Cylinder, KB iii, 2,
p. 39): ‘ Then built | the palace the seat of my royalty ( e kallu mu, sCEa, b sCEarru, ti, a), the bond of the race of men, the
dwelling of joy and rejoicing’; and (East IndiaHouse Inscr., vii, 34, KB ib., p. 25): In Babylon, my dear city, which | love
was the palace, the house of wonder of the people, the bond of the land, the brilliant place, the abode of majesty in Babylon.’
The very language of the story is reminiscent of the Akkadian. The glory of Babylon, ‘that great city’ (Rev. 18), remained
long to conjure the imagination of raconteurs. For the city’ s grandeur as revealed to the eye of the archaeologist we may
refer to R. Koldewey, Das wieder erstehende Babylon, 1913 (Eng. tr. Excavations at Babylon, 1915), with its revelation of

Neb.’s palace, the temples, etc.” 236

The building of Babylon was one of Nebuchadnezzar’ s principal occupations. Inscriptions for about fifty building projects
have been found, usually made of brick and sometimes of stone. Among the wonders of Nebuchadnezzar’ s creation were the
gardens of Semiramis, the famous “hanging gardens’ regarded as one of the Seven Wonders of the World. The gardens were
planted on top of a building and served both to beautify and to keep the building cool from the heat of summer. They
probably were in view of Nebuchadnezzar’ s palace. Although his palaces which he constructed were al in Babylon, there
were numerous temples built in other cities. The city of Babylon itself, however, was regarded as the symbol of his power
and majesty; and he spared no expense or effort to make it the most beautiful city of the world. If the construction of a great
city, magnificent in size, architecture, parks, and armaments, was a proper basis for pride, Nebuchadnezzar was justified.
What he had forgotten was that none of this would be possible apart from God' s sovereign will.

No sooner were the words expressing his pride out of his mouth than he heard a voice from heaven, “O king
Nebuchadnezzar, to thee it is spoken; The kingdom is departed from thee.” The voice goes on to state how Nebuchadnezzar
will be driven from men and fulfill the prophecy of living the life of a beast until the proper time had been fulfilled and he
was willing to recognize the most high God. His transition from sanity to insanity was immediate, and so was the reaction as
he was driven from the palace to begin his period of trial. Added in verse 33 is that which had not been previously mentioned
—that his hair would grow like the feathers of an eagle, completely neglected and matted, and his nails would grow like
birds' claws. How quickly God can reduce a man at the acme of power and majesty to the level of abeast. The brilliant mind
of Nebuchadnezzar, like the kingdom which he ruled, was his only by the sovereign will of God.

Scripture draws aveil over most of the details of Nebuchadnezzar’s period of trial. It is probable that Nebuchadnezzar was



kept in the palace gardens away from abuse by common peopl e 23 Although given no care, he was protected; and in his
absence his counsellors, possibly led by Daniel himself, continued to operate the kingdom efficiently. Although Scripture
does not tell us, it is reasonable to assume that Daniel himself had much to do with the kind treatment and protection of
Nebuchadnezzar. He, no doubt, informed the counsellors of what the outcome of the dream would be and that
Nebuchadnezzar would return to sanity. In this, God must have inclined the hearts of Nebuchadnezzar’ s counsellorsto
cooperate, quite in contrast to what is often the case in ancient governments when at the slightest sign of weakness rulers
were cruelly murdered. Nebuchadnezzar seems to have been highly respected as a brilliant king by those who worked with
him, and this helped set the stage for his recovery.

Although hisinsanity was supernaturally imposed, it is not to be regarded as much different in its result from what might be
expected if it had been produced by natural causes. The form of insanity in which men think of themselves as beasts and

imitate the behavior of a beast is not without precedent. Keil designates the malady as insania zoanthropi ca. 238239

Young in histreatment of this designates the disease as Boanthropy, i.e., he thought himself to be an ox, and cites Pusey as
having collected considerable data on the subject. A person in this stage of insanity in hisinner consciousness remains
somewhat unchanged, but his outer behavior isirrational. Y oung states, “Pusey adduces the remarkable case of Pere Surin,
who believed himself to be possessed, yet maintained communion with God. It istrue to fact, then, that Neb., although under

the influence of this strange malady, could lift up his eyes unto heaven.” 240

by God was supernaturally relieved at the proper time.

In any case, the malady supernaturally imposed

Raymond Harrison recites a personal experience with a modern case similar to that of Nebuchadnezzar, which he observed
in aBritish mental institution in 1946. Harrison writes,

A great many doctors spend an entire, busy professional career without once encountering an instance of the kind of
monomania described in the book of Daniel. The present writer, therefore, considers himself particularly fortunate to have
actually observed aclinical case of boanthropy in a British mental institution in 1946. The patient was in his early 20's, who
reportedly had been hospitalized for about five years. His symptoms were well-devel oped on admission, and diagnosis was
immediate and conclusive. He was of average height and weight with good physique, and was in excellent bodily health. His
mental symptoms included pronounced anti-social tendencies, and because of this he spent the entire day from dawn to dusk
outdoors, in the grounds of the institution ... His daily routine consisted of wandering around the magnificent lawns with
which the otherwise dingy hospital situation was graced, and it was his custom to pluck up and eat handfuls of the grass as
he went along. On observation he was seen to discriminate carefully between grass and weeds, and on inquiry from the
attendant the writer was told the diet of this patient consisted exclusively of grass from hospital lawns. He never ate
ingtitutional food with the other inmates, and his only drink was water... The writer was able to examine him cursorily, and
the only physical abnormality noted consisted of alengthening of the hair and a coarse, thickened condition of the finger-
nails. Without institutional care, the patient would have manifested precisely the same physical conditions as those
mentioned in Daniel 4:33... From the foregoing it seems evident that the author of the fourth chapter of Daniel was

describing accurately an attestable, if rather rare, mental afflicti on. 24

The experience of Nebuchadnezzar has been compared by liberal criticsto the “Prayer of Nabonidus,” in Cave IV Document
of the Qumran literature. The prayer isintroduced as, “ The words of the prayer which Nabonidus, King of Assyria and
Babylon, the great king, prayed...” The prayer describes Nabonidus as being afflicted with a*“ dread disease by the decree of
the Most High God,” which required his segregation at the Arabian oasis of Teimafor a period of seven years. An unnamed
Jewish seer is said to have advised Nabonidus to repent and give glory to God instead of the idols he formerly worshiped.
Because of the parallelism between this account and that of Nebuchadnezzar, liberal scholars who consider the book of
Daniel aswritten in the second century have concluded that the account of Nabonidus is the origina account, and that what
we have in Daniel 4 isatradition about it which substituted the name of Nebuchadnezzar for that of Nabonidus. As Frank

M. Cross has expressed it,

Thereis every reason to believe that the new document [the Prayer of Nabonidus] preserves a more primitive form of the



tale [Daniel 4]. It iswell known that Nabonidus gave over the regency of hisrealm to his son Belshazzar in order to spend
long periods of time in Teima; while Nebuchadnezzar, to judge from extrabiblical data, did not give up histhrone.
Moreover, in the following legend of Belshazzar’ s feast, the substitution of Nebuchadnezzar for Nabonidus as the father of
Belshazzar (Dan. 5:2) is most suggestive. Evidently in an older stage of tradition, the cycle included the stories of

Nebuchadnezzar (cf. Dan. 1-3), Nabonidus (Dan. 4), and Belshazzar (Dan. 5).242

Conservative scholars, who recognize the genuineness of the book of Daniel as a sixth century b.c. writing, see no conflict in
accepting both Daniel 4 asit iswritten and the “ Prayer of Nabonidus’ as having some elements of truth, although
apocryphal. In fact, as the discussion of Daniel 5 brings out, the fact that Nabonidus lived at Teimafor extended periods,
well attested in tradition, gives a plausible explanation as to why Belshazzar was in charge in Babylon in Daniel 5. It is not
necessary to impugn the record of Daniel in order to recognize the uninspired story relating to Nabonidus.

Nebuchadnezzar's Restoration

4:34-37 And at the end of the days | Nebuchadnezzar lifted up mine eyes unto heaven, and mine understanding returned
unto me, and | blessed the most High, and | praised and honoured him that liveth for ever, whose dominion is an everlasting
dominion, and his kingdom is from generation to generation: And all the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as nothing: and
he doeth according to hiswill in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of the earth: and none can stay his hand, or
say unto him, What doest thou? At the same time my reason returned unto me; and for the glory of my kingdom, mine
honour and brightness returned unto me; and my counsellors and my lords sought unto me; and | was established in my
kingdom, and excellent majesty was added unto me. Now | Nebuchadnezzar praise and extol and honour the King of
heaven, all whose works are truth, and his ways judgment: and those that walk in pride he is able to abase.

Although the previous narrative had been couched in the third person, Nebuchadnezzar now returnsto first person narrative.
He records how he lifted up his eyesto heaven and his understanding returned. Whether this was simultaneous or causal is
not stated, but looking to the heavens possibly was the first step in his recognition of the God of heaven and gaining sane
perspective on the total situation. Nebuchadnezzar’ s immediate reaction was to express praise to God, whom he recognizes
as “the most High.” What effect this had on his belief in other deitiesis not stated, but it at least opens the door to the
possibility that Nebuchadnezzar had placed true faith in the God of Isradl.

In praising and honoring God, he attributes to Him the quality of living forever, of having an everlasting dominion, and of
directing a kingdom which is from generation to generation. These qualities of eternity and sovereignty are far greater than
those attributed to Babylonian deities. Because of His sovereignty, God can consider al the inhabitants of the earth as
nothing. He is able to do as He wills whether in heaven or in earth, and no one can stay his hand or ask, “What doest thou?’
Even as these words of praise were uttered to God, his reason returned to him. No doubt his counsallors had maintained
some sort of awatch upon him, and upon the sudden change the report was given. They immediately sought his return to his
former position of honor. Apparently the transition was almost immediate, and Nebuchadnezzar was once more established
in hiskingdom. It isin thisrole that he is able to issue the decree and make the public confession that is involved.

Nebuchadnezzar concludes with praise and worship for the “King of heaven,” whom he describes in conclusion, “all whose
works are truth, and his ways judgment: and those that walk in pride heis able to abase.” Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience
brings the obvious spiritual lesson that even the greatest of earthly sovereignsis completely subject to the sovereign power
of God. Montgomery summarizes the chapter concisely, “Neb. holds his fief from Him who is King in heaven and in the

kingdom of man.” 243

The debate as to whether Nebuchadnezzar was actually saved in a spiritual sense remains unsettled. Such worthies as

Calvin, Hengstenberg, Pusey, and Kelil believe the evidence is insuffici ent.2* As Y oung and others point out, however,
there is considerable evidence of Nebuchadnezzar’ s spiritual progress of which chapter 4 isthe climax (cf. 2:47; 3:28; 4:34-
35). There can be little question that he acknowledges Daniel’ s God as the omnipotent eternal sovereign of the universe
(4:34, 35, 37). Hisissuance of a decree somewhat humiliating to his pride and an abject recognition of the power of God



whom he identifies as “King of heaven” (4:37) would give us some basis for believing that Nebuchadnezzar had atrue
conversion. Inasmuch asin all ages some men are saved without gaining completely the perspective of faith or being
entirely correct in the content of their beliefs, it is entirely possible that Nebuchadnezzar will be numbered among the saints.

In chapter 4 Nebuchadnezzar reaches a new spiritual perspicacity. Prior to his experience of insanity, his confessions were
those of a pagan whose polytheism permitted the addition of new gods, asillustrated in Daniel 2:47 and 3:28-29. Now
Nebuchadnezzar apparently worships the King of heaven only. For this reason, his autobiography is truly remarkable and
reflects the fruitfulness of Daniel’ s influence upon him and probably of Daniel’s daily prayers for him. Certainly God is no
respecter of persons and can save the high and mighty in thisworld as well as the lowly.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 5

Belshazzar’s Feast And The Fall Of Babylon

Almost seventy years have passed since the events of chapter 1 of Daniel. Nebuchadnezzar himself had died in 562 B.C.
Daniel does not record hisimmediate successors, and extrabiblical literature is somewhat confused. A plausible account of
Berosus, in histhird book, found in afragment preserved by Josephus summarizes the history between Nebuchadnezzar’' s
death in 562 B.C. and the fall of Babylon 539 B.C.

According to Berosus, Nebuchadnezzar died after areign of 43 years and was followed by his son Evil-Merodach. Because
his rule was arbitrary and licentious, he was assassinated by Neriglisar after he had reigned only two years. The next four
years Neriglisar occupied the throne. At his death his son Laborosoarchod, who was only a child, reigned for nine months
until a conspiracy resulted in his being beaten to death. The conspirators appointed Nabonidus, one of their number, who
reigned for seventeen years before being defeated by Cyrus the Persian. Nabonidus fleeing Babylon went to Borsippa but
was forced to surrender to Cyrus. Nabonidus was alowed to live in Carmania until the time of his death, but he was not

allowed to cometo Babylonia,245

The account of Berosus preserved by Josephus is supported by other evidence such as the short fragment of Abydenus

preserved by Eusebi us. 24

Until the discovery of the Nabonidus Cylinder, no mention of Belshazzar, whom Daniel declares to be king of Babylon, had
been found in extrabiblical literature. Critics of the authenticity and historicity of Daniel accordingly were free to question
whether any such person as Belshazzar existed. Since the publication of Raymond Dougherty’ s scholarly research .on
Nabonidus and Belshazzar, based on the Nabonidus Cylinder and other sources, there is no ground for questioning the
genera historicity of Belshazzar; and only the details of the scriptural account unverified by extrabiblical sources can be

challenged by the criti s M ontgomery states that the story is “unhistorical” but “ nevertheless contains indubitable

reminiscences of actual history.”248

On the other hand, such a careful scholar as Edward J. Y oung states, “ The identity of Belshazzar has long caused difficulty
to commentators. Some have denied his historicity... The king's name, however, has now appeared upon the cuneiform

documents, so that there can be no question as to his historicity. Thisisthefirst point at which this ch. exhibitsits

remarkable accuracy.” 29 The controversy over Belshazzar, because of the extensive investigation and great variety of

findings, has become one of the most complicated problems in the entire book, but the problem itself is comparatively
simple. Was Belshazzar actually king of Babylon and was he murdered on the night that Babylon was conquered?

A solution of the problem has depended largely on the premises of the scholars dealing with it. Those critical of the
authenticity and accuracy of Daniel, especially those zeal ous to prove second-century authorship, proceed on the premise
that Daniel must bein error until heis proved otherwise. Here the discussion islost in amaze of conflicting factsin
extrabiblical literature concerning which the critics themselves are not agreed. Although such ancient records are notoriously
inaccurate and at best are fragmentary, the argument of the critics was that Bel shazzar never existed because his name did
not appear in any of the ancient records. This omission, however, was later remedied, as mentioned above, by the discovery
of the name of Bel-shar-usur (Belshazzar) on cylindersin which heis called the son of Nabonidus. Critics, having to recede
from their former position that no such person existed, have since centered their attack on the fact that the word king does



not occur in connection with Belshazzar on any extant Babylonian records. 2> The establishment of Nabonidus as the father

of Belshazzar, or at least his stepfather, nullifies most of the critical objections, although Rowley in an extensive discussion

maintains stoutly that to call Belshazzar aking “must still be pronounced a grave historical error.” 251

Since Rowley, however, even liberal scholars have tended to accept the explanation that Belshazzar acted as a regent under
his father, Nabonidus. Norman Porteous, for instance, writes, “ On the other hand it is known that Bel shazzar was a historical
person, the son of the last Babylonian king Nabonidus, who acted as regent of Babylon for several years beforeitsfall, while

his father was absent at the oasis of Teimain Arabia.”>>? Thiswould begin Belshazzar’ s regency about 553 B.C., when
Nabonidus went to Teima. Not only the record in Daniel but also the external evidence is now sufficient to support the
conclusion that Belshazzar’ s coregency is almost beyond question. Thisis another illustration of how critical objections

based on lack of external evidence are frequently overthrown when the evidence is uncovered. >3

Additional evidence that Nabonidus was away from Babylon on the night of Daniel 5 is given in the fragment from Berosus,
previoudly cited, which indicates that Nabonidus had |eft Babylon only to be vanquished in battle and flee to Borsippa. This
would involve the premise that Nabonidus, although usually living at Teima, had returned to Babylon for avisit just prior to
the siege of Babylon, had gone out to battle before Babylon was actually surrounded, and then was defeated, thereby
permitting the Persians to besiege Babylon itself. Under these circumstances, Belshazzar would indeed be king of Babylon
in the absence of hisfather. Problems of his relationship will be considered at the proper place in the exposition, including
the possibility that Belshazzar’ s mother was a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar and thus in the royal line, whereas Nabonidus
was not. There are actually so many plausible possibilitiesin Daniel’ s account, supported by the evidence cited, that the

storm of objections can hardly be taken seriously.254
Belshazzar’'s Feast in Honor of the Gods of Babylon

5:1-4 Belshazzar the king made a great feast to a thousand of his lords, and drank wine before the thousand. Belshazzar,
whiles he tasted the wine, commanded to bring the golden and silver vessels which his father Nebuchadnezzar had taken out
of the temple which was in Jerusalem; that the king, and his princes, his wives, and his concubines, might drink therein.
Then they brought the golden vessels that were taken out of the temple of the house of God which was at Jerusalem; and the
king, and his princes, his wives, and his concubines, drank in them. They drank wine, and praised the gods of gold, and of
silver, of brass, of iron, of wood, and of stone.

About seventy years had elapsed since the capture of Jerusalem recorded in Daniel 1. In the interpretation of theimagein
chapter 2, Daniel had predicted to Nebuchadnezzar, “ After thee shall arise another kingdom inferior to thee” (Dan 2:39).
Now, in chapter 5, this prophecy is about to be fulfilled. Nebuchadnezzar’ s humiliating experience in chapter 4 had been
followed by his death in 562 b.c. Approximately twenty-three years elapsed between chapter 4 and chapter 5. In this period,
anumber of monarchs had succeeded Nebuchadnezzar. According to Berosus, Nebuchadnezzar was succeeded by his son,
Evil-Merodach, also known as Amel-Marduk, who was killed in 560 b.c. He was followed by Neriglissar, also spelled
Nergal-shar-usur, a son-in-law of Nebuchadnezzar who died in 556 b.c. of natural causes. He was succeeded by

L aborosoarchad, also known as L abashi-Marduk, a grandson of Nebuchadnezzar, who was assassinated after less than a
year. Nabonidus assumed the throne in 556 b.c. and reigned until 539 b.c. when conquered by the Medes. Belshazzar is best
identified as his son, whose mother was either awife or a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar and thereby strengthened the claim of
Nabonidus to the throne. This explains why Belshazzar in the lineal descent from Nebuchadnezzar was honored as a coruler
under Nabonidus. Although there are alternative explanations and some dates vary, this succession of kings and
identification of characters seems to have reasonable justification. Most expositors disagree with Keil, who identifies

Belshazzar with Evil-Merodach, preferring the identification of a son of Nabonidus, based on later evidence not available to

Keil 2> The identifications of Leupold are more satisfactory.256

In the quarter of a century which elapsed between chapter 4 and chapter 5, the further revelations given to Daniel in chapters
7 and 8 occurred. Chapter 7 was reveaed to Daniel “in thefirst year of Belshazzar, king of Babylon” (Dan 7:1) and the



vision of the ram and he-goat in chapter 8 occurred “in the third year of the reign of King Belshazzar” (Dan 8:1). The
information embodied in these two visions, insofar as Daniel understood it, therefore was known to Daniel before the event
of chapter 5 which chronologically came after chapters 7 and 8. If Belshazzar began hisreign in 553 b.c, when Nabonidus
went to Teima, the visions of chapters 7 and 8 actually occurred about twelve years before the events of chapter 5.

Verse 1 of chapter 5 introduces the fact that Belshazzar as king of Babylon had made a great feast to which a thousand of his
lords had been invited with their wives. That such alarge feast should be held by a monarch like Belshazzar isnot at all
strange. Leupold cites the ancient historian Ktesias to the effect that Persian monarchs frequently were known to dine daily

with 15,000 peopl e2®" M. E. 50:Mallowan mentions the great feast that Ashusnasirpal 11 gave to 69,574 guests when he
dedicated his new capital city of Calah (Nimrud) in 879 b.c.2>®

Although the size of the banquet is not amazing, the situation was most unusual. If the setting can be reconstructed,
Nabonidus previously had gone forth from Babylon to fight the Medes and the Persians and had already been captured. The
whole surrounding territory of the city of Babylon and the related provinces already had been conquered. Only Babylon with
its massive walls and fortifications remained intact. Possibly to reassert their faith in their Babylonian gods and to bolster
their own courage, this feast in the form of afestival had been ordered. The storehouses of Babylon were still abundant with
food and wine, and there is evidence that there was plenty of both at this feast. The expression “drunk wine before the
thousand” indicates that Belshazzar was probably on a platform at a higher level than other guests and led them in drinking
toaststo their deities. Under the stimulus of wine, the thought occurred to Belshazzar to bring in the gold and silver vessels
taken from the temple in Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar almost seventy years before. The implication in the clause “whiles
he tasted the wine” is that Belshazzar in his right mind probably would not have committed this sacrilegious act.

Drinking bouts such as characterized Babylon were also common among other peoples, such as the Persians. Athenaeus
guotes Heracleides of Cumae, the author of Persian History, in describing in detail the custom of drinking to excess after

dinner. > Thel uxury of both the drinking and the eating is aso illustrated in Athenaeus in describing dinners among the
Persians of high station as follows: “For one thousand animals are dlaughtered daily for the king; these comprise horses,
camels, oxen, asses, deer, and most of the smaller animals; many birds also are consumed, including Arabian ostriches—and

the creature islarge—geese, and cocks.” 260

Much has been made of the reference of Belshazzar’ s relationship to Nebuchadnezzar, who is described as “his father” in

verse 2; and even Keil isinfluenced by this to consider Belshazzar aliteral son of Nebuchadnezzar. 2%

impossible, of course, for as Leupold shows,262 Nabonidus could have married awidow of Nebuchadnezzar who had a son
by Nebuchadnezzar who then could be adopted by Nabonidus by way of strengthening his own hold upon the throne. As
Nabonidus assumed the throne in 556 B.C., only six years after the death of Nebuchadnezzar, and Belshazzar was probably
at least ateenager when Nebuchadnezzar died—if he was old enough to be coregent with Nabonidusin 553 B.C.— it is
possible that he was a genuine son of Nebuchadnezzar and that his mother, after Nebuchadnezzar’ s death, was married to
Nabonidus. This, however, is conjecture; and probably it is more natural to consider Belshazzar a son of Nabonidus himself.

Thisisnot entirely

Although the precise identity of Belshazzar may continue to be debated, available facts support accepting Daniel’s
designation of Belshazzar as king. The reference to father may be construed as “ grandfather.” As Pusey states, “Neither in
Hebrew, nor in Chaldee, isthere any-word for ‘grandfather,” ‘grandson.” Forefathers are called ‘fathers' or ‘fathers' fathers.’

But asingle grandfather, or forefather, is never called ‘father’ s father’ but always ‘father’ only.” 263

The sacred vessel s taken from Jerusalem had apparently been kept in storage without sacrilegious use from
Nebuchadnezzar’ s day until the occasion of this feast. Now these holy vessels are distributed among the crowd and used as
vessels from which to drink wine. Verse 2 cites that “the king, and his princes, hiswives, and his concubines’ drink from
them; and this fact is restated in the actual act in verse 3 where only the golden vessels are mentioned. The Revised Standard
Version, following the Vulgate, addsin verse 3 “and silver vessels.” This act of sacrilege was an intentioned religious
gesture in praise of the gods of Babylon mentioned in descending order of importance as “gods of gold, and of silver, of



brass, of iron, of wood, and of stone.” That Belshazzar well knew the blasphemous character of his act is evident from
Daniel 5:13, 22. He knew Daniel and knew the history of Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience with God’ s chastening. Some have
found, in the six materials mentioned, atypical reference to “the number of the world amenable to judgment because of its

hostility to God.”2%*
of the gods of brass, iron, wood, and stone, as if there were two classes of deities. This distinction is supported by Keil.

In the original, the gods of gold and silver are separated by the conjunction “and,” not true of the listing
265

Their pridein their deities may have been bolstered by the magnificence of the city of Babylon itself, interpreted as an
evidence of the power of their gods. Herodotus gives a glowing account of Babylon as a monument to the genius of
Nebuchadnezzar and undoubtedly a source of much pride to all the Babylonians. According to Herodotus, Babylon was
about fourteen miles square, with great outer walls 87 feet thick and 350 feet high, with a hundred great bronze gatesin the
walls. A system of inner and outer walls with a water moat between the walls made the city very secure. So broad and strong
were the walls that chariots four abreast could parade around its top. Herodotus pictures hundreds of towers at appropriate

intervals reaching another 100 feet into the air above the top of the wall 2%

Modern interpreters view Herodotus' figures as greatly exaggerated, with the real dimensions only about one-fourth of what
Herodotus claimed. The outer wall seems to have been only seventeen milesin circumference, instead of about fifty-six as

Herodotus claimed, with much fewer towers and gates; and probably even the towers were not more than 100 feet tall.

While the dimensions may be questioned, the magnificence of the city was not seriously exaggerated.267

The great Euphrates River flowed through the middle of the city in a general north-south direction and was bordered by
walls on each side to protect the city from attack from the river. Within these walls were beautiful avenues, parks, and
palaces. Many of the streets were lined with buildings three and four stories high. Among these buildings were the Temple
of Bel, an eight-story structure, and the magnificent palace of the king, actually a complex of buildings, which have now
been excavated. A great bridge spanned the Euphrates River, connecting the eastern section and the western or new section
of the city. The bridge was later supplemented by a tunnel mentioned by Diodorus. The famed “hanging gardens’ of
Babylon were large enough to support trees.

Although Babylon has been only partially excavated with but a small part of the original city recovered, the system of
mounds which mark the city today more or less indicate its boundaries. Archeological research is complicated by a change
in the course of the Euphrates River and a higher water level, but more than 10,000 inscribed texts have been discovered.

In many respects, Babylon was the most fabulous city of the ancient world both for the beauty of its architecture and for the
safety of its huge walls and fortifications. It was hard for the Babylonians to believe that even the Medes and the Persians
who had surrounded their beloved city could possibly breach the fortifications or exhaust their supplies which were intended
to be ample for a siege of many years. Their confidence in their gods was bolstered by their confidence in their city.

The Handwriting on the Wall 5:5-9

In the same hour came forth fingers of aman’s hand, and wrote over against the candlestick upon the plaister of the wall of
the king’s palace: and the king saw the part of the hand that wrote. Then the king’ s countenance was changed, and his
thoughts troubled him, so that the joints of hisloins were loosed, and his knees smote one against another. The king cried
aloud to bring in the astrologers, the Chaldeans, and the soothsayers. And the king spake, and said to the wise men of
Babylon, Whosoever shall read this writing, and shew me the interpretation thereof, shall be clothed with scarlet, and have a
chain of gold about his neck, and shall be the third ruler in the kingdom. Then came in al the king’s wise men; but they
could not read the writing, nor make known to the king the interpretation thereof. Then was king Belshazzar greatly
troubled, and his countenance was changed in him, and his lords were astonied.

While the feast was in progress with its drinking of wine and shouting of praises to the gods of Babylon, suddenly there
appeared the fingers of a man’s hand which wrote on the plastered wall of the palace. With only the fingers of the hand
visible and producing writing upon the wall, the spectacle immediately attracted attention.



In the ruins of Nebuchadnezzar’ s palace archeol ogists have uncovered alarge throne room 56 feet wide and 173 feet long
which probably was the scene of this banquet. Midway in the long wall opposite the entrance there was a niche in front of
which the king may well have been seated. Interestingly, the wall behind the niche was covered with white plaster as

described by Daniel, which would make an excellent background for such awriting.268

If the scene can be reconstructed, it is probable that the banquet was illuminated by torches which not only produced smoke
but fitful light that would only partially illuminate the great hall. As the writing according to Daniel was written “over
against the candlestick upon the plaister of the wall of the king’s palace,” it may have appeared in an area of greater
illumination than the rest of the room and thus also have attracted more attention.

The effect upon the king and his associates was immediate. According to Daniel, his countenance changed, that is, changed
color and became pale. His thin courage, bolstered by wine drunk from vessels which Nebuchadnezzar had plundered and
were seemingly a symbol of the power of the gods of Babylon, now deserted him. He was instead filled with terror to the
point that “the joints of hisloins were loosed, and his knees smote one against another.” In his excitement, he no longer
could sit down but hardly had the strength to stand. Probably before the babble of conversation in the banquet room had
subsided, the king began to cry aloud “to bring in the astrologers, the Chaldeans, and the soothsayers.” Only three classes of
wise men are mentioned, but it is doubtful whether any class was intentionally omitted as verse 8 refersto “all theking's
wise men.” The astrologers were actually the magicians; the Chaldeans were a broad class of scholars and learned men in
the lore of the Babylonians; and the soothsayers corresponded more closely to the modern concept of astrologers, although
they may have also practiced sorcery. It is possible in the decline of the Babylonian Empire that the number of the wise men
was far more limited at this point in history than it was under Nebuchadnezzar’ sreign. In any event, there is no proof for the
suggestion discussed by Keil that the classification of wise men mentioned purposely excluded Daniel. As Keil points out,

the king was ready to listen to anyone who could interpret the writi ng.269

As soon as a suitable number of the wise men had assembled, the king addressed them offering the reward that, if one of
them could read the writing and show the interpretation, he would be clothed with scarlet and have a chain of gold about his
neck and become third ruler in the kingdom. To be clothed in scarlet and to wear a chain of gold about the neck were special
tokens of the king’s favor and certainly would have been coveted by any of the wise men.

Much speculation has arisen concerning the expression that he offered them the position of being “the third ruler in the
kingdom.” There is some question as to whether the Aramaic indicates specifically “the third ruler.” The ordinal numeral
would be tyli, ta,y (asin Dan 2:39) whereas the Aramaic here is actually talti,. Scholars are not agreed as to the precise
meaning of thisterm, but the suggestion is made that it may be atitle for an office of honor which did not necessarily
correspond precisely to the meaning of the word. As Keil expressesit, “It isnot quite certain what the princely situation is
which was promised to the interpreter of the writing... That it is not the ordinale of the number third, is, since Havernick,

o200 However, recent scholarship has tended to confirm the translation “the third ruler.” Franz
271

now generally acknowledged.
Rosenthal, for instance, confidently tranglates the term “one-third (ruler), triumvir.

In spite of the problem in the word, it is probable that the offer of honor was that of being the third ruler. Belshazzar under
Nabonidus was considered the second ruler, and the position of athird ruler would be the highest that he could offer.
Belshazzar was evidently in no mood to bargain but was terrified and desperately desired to know the meaning of the
writing.

The large reward that was offered, however, was to no avail, for the wise men who assembled could not read the writing nor

interpret it. Thisimplies atwofold difficulty. Some have claimed that the text does not plainly indicate the language.

Charles, for instance, suggests that the writing was in unfamiliar ideograms.272 This, however, is mere conjecture. The

probability isthat the writing was in Aramaic and therefore not entirely unknown to the wise men.

In any case Daniel read the writing as Aramaic, and the suggestion of punsin the language (see later discussion) depends



upon the Aramaic. The difficulty of the wise men in reading the writing may have been that it was written in Aramaic script
without the vowels being supplied; but if written in cuneiform, the vowels would have been included. Daniel does not
explain the difficulty in reading the writing on the wall, but the problem apparently was not that it was a strange language
but rather what the words signified prophetically. For further discussion, see exposition of Daniel 5:25-27.

The inability of the wise men to decipher the writing only increased the concern of Belshazzar. Perhaps the full force of his
wickedness in using the vessels taken from the temple in Jerusalem had begun to dawn upon him, or the fears suppressed
concerning the presence of the armies which surrounded Babylon may have now emerged. His concern was shared by the
entire assembly.

Belshazzar’ s predicament is another illustration of the insecurity and powerlessness of the rulers of this world when
confronted by the power and wisdom of God. How God holds in derision the rulers of the world who take counsel against
Him (Ps 2:1-4)! Like Nebuchadnezzar before him, Belshazzar was soon to experience divine judgment but without the

happy ending.
Daniel Suggested as the Interpreter

5:10-12 Now the queen by reason of the words of the king and his lords came into the banquet house: and the queen spake
and said, O king live for ever: let not thy thoughts trouble thee, nor let thy countenance be changed. There isaman in thy
kingdom, in whom is the spirit of the holy gods; and in the days of thy father light and understanding and wisdom, like the
wisdom of the gods, was found in him; whom the king Nebuchadnezzar thy father, the king, | say, thy father, made master
of the magicians, astrologers, Chaldeans, and soothsayers; Forasmuch as an excellent spirit, and knowledge, and
understanding, interpreting of dreams, and shewing of hard sentences, and dissolving of doubts, were found in the same
Daniel, whom the king named Belteshazzar: now let Daniel be called, and he will show the interpretation.

The crisis produced by the inability of the wise men to interpret the handwriting on the wall is met by the entrance of one
described as “the queen.” Much speculation surrounds the identity of this person asit is related to the larger question of

Belshazzar’ s lineage. Keil and Leupold both consider her to be awife of Nebuchadnezzar and the mother of Belshazzar.
Asthe wives of the lords and the king himself had earlier been declared to be at the banquet (v. 3) one who had the role of
“queen” would most probably be Belshazzar’ s mother. She had not attended the banguet. This would be understandable if
she was elderly and the widow of Nebuchadnezzar. If she were the wife of Nabonidus who was in captivity she probably
would not have desired to come alone. Hearing the unusual clamor at the banquet and learning of the distress of her son,
because of her position she was able to enter the banquet hall freely and speak to the king. Her addressiis courteous, “O
king, live for ever,” but directly to the point. Like a mother, she told her son in effect to pull himself together because there
must be some solution to his problem. As one holding her position was normally highly regarded and treated with respect,
she could speak out in away that no other could do. Honoring of parents was characteristic of the Israglites (Ex 20:12; 1 Ki
2:13-20; 2 Ki 24:12-15). The same was true in the Gentile world, and the dowager queen was able to enter the banquet hall
without an invitation.
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Montgomery, opposing the idea that the queen is Belshazzar’ s wife, comments, “Also the lady’ s masterful appearance on

the scene betokens rather the queen-mother than the consort.” 214 Jeffery, likewise, writes, “...she speaks to him of hisfather

in away that suggests a mother speaking to a son rather than awife to a husband.” 215

The solution to the problem which the queen suggested was that they invite Daniel the prophet, who had been discovered as
aman of wisdom by Nebuchadnezzar, to interpret the writing. The queen uses the very words which presumably she had
heard Nebuchadnezzar express (Dan 4:8, 9, 18). According to the queen, Daniel had “the spirit of the holy gods.” In the time
of Nebuchadnezzar, to whom she refers as “thy father,” Daniel had been found to have the wisdom of gods and possessing
“light,” that is, enlightenment, “understanding” or insight, and in general wisdom comparable to the wisdom of the gods. So
great was his genius that Nebuchadnezzar had made him “master” or chief of hiswise men, which in itself was a remarkable
position for one who was not a Chaldean; and this honor placed upon him testified to the confidence of Nebuchadnezzar in



Daniel’s ahilities. The reference to Nebuchadnezzar as the father of Belshazzar, as previously indicated, should probably be
either grandfather or greatgrandfather as the same term would be used for any of these designations. It does imply, however,
that Belshazzar was in descent from Nebuchadnezzar.

Daniel’s excellent qualities manifested themselvesin “an excellent spirit,” unusual knowledge and understanding, and the
ability to interpret dreams, difficult sentences, and “dissolving of doubts,” that is, solutions to problems. The word for
doubts ( qityri,n) is actualy knots, joints, difficult problems. Daniel had not been assembled with the other wise men
because he probably was in semiretirement and was no longer chief of the wise men. The queen urged, however, that now he
be brought in to solve the present problem.

Daniel Called Before the King

5:13-16 Then was Daniel brought in before the king. And the king spake and said unto Daniel, Art thou that Daniel, which
art of the children of the captivity of Judah, whom the king my father brought out of Jewry? | have even heard of thee, that
the spirit of the godsisin thee, and that light and understanding and excellent wisdom is found in thee. And now the wise
men, the astrologers, have been brought in before me, that they should read this writing, and make known unto me the
interpretation thereof: but they could not show the interpretation of the thing: And | have heard of thee, that thou canst make
interpretations, and dissolve doubts: now if thou canst read the writing, and make known to me the interpretation thereof,
thou shalt be clothed with scarlet, and have a chain of gold about thy neck, and shalt be the third ruler in the kingdom.

When Daniel was brought before the king, he addressed a natural question to reassure himself of the identity of Daniel. It
seems clear that Belshazzar knew something of Daniel, for hisform of addressin verse 13 goes beyond the information
supplied by his mother. He knew for instance that Daniel was of the captivity of Judah and that he was one of the captives
which Nebuchadnezzar had brought out of Jerusalem. It may well be that because of awareness of his ancestry and religious
convictions that Daniel had been demoted by Belshazzar himself. Now Belshazzar was all too eager to have the gifts of this
man exercised to interpret the writing. Belshazzar goes on in verse 14 to repeat what his mother had said concerning
Daniel’ s wisdom.

Belshazzar informs Daniel of the inability of al the wise men either to read or to interpret the writing. Belshazzar then offers
Daniel the same promise he made to the others of being clothed with scarlet and having a chain of gold and the privilege of
being “the third ruler in the kingdom,” that is, the triumvir. Asin the previous instancesin Daniel 2 and 4, the wisdom of the
world is demonstrated to be totally unable to solve its magjor problems and to understand either the present or the future.
Daniel as the prophet of God is the channel through which divine revelation would come, and Belshazzar in his extremity
was willing to listen.

Too often the world, like Belshazzar, is not willing to seek the wisdom of God until its own bankruptcy becomes evident.
Then help is sought too late, asin the case of Belshazzar, and the cumulative sin and unbelief which precipitated the crisisin
the first place becomes the occasion of downfall.

The situation before Belshazzar had all the elements of a great drama. Here was Daniel, an old man well in his eighties, with
the marks of godly living evident in his bearing—in sharp contrast to the wine-flushed faces of the crowd. In the midst of
this atmosphere of consternation, apprehension, and fear, Daniel’ s countenance alone reflected the deep peace of God
founded on confidence in God and His divine revelation.

Daniel’s Rebuke of Belshazzar

5:17-23 Then Daniel answered and said before the king, Let thy gifts be to thyself, and give thy rewards to another; yet |

will read the writing unto the king, and make known to him the interpretation. O thou king, the most high God gave
Nebuchadnezzar thy father a kingdom, and majesty, and glory, and honour: And for the majesty that he gave him, all people,
nations, and languages, trembled and feared before him: whom he would he slew; and whom he would he kept alive; and
whom he would he set up; and whom he would he put down. But when his heart was lifted up, and his mind hardened in



pride, he was deposed from his kingly throne, and they took his glory from him: And he was driven from the sons of men;
and his heart was made like the beasts, and his dwelling was with the wild asses: they fed him with grass like oxen, and his
body was wet with the dew of heaven; till he knew that the most high God ruled in the kingdom of men, and that he
appointeth over it whomsoever he will. And thou his son, O Belshazzar, hast not humbled thine heart, though thou knewest
al this: But hast lifted up thyself against the Lord of heaven; and they have brought the vessels of his house before thee, and
thou, and thy lords, thy wives, and thy concubines, have drunk wine in them; and thou hast praised the gods of silver, and
gold, of brass, iron, wood, and stone, which see not, nor hear, nor know: and the God in whose hand thy breath is, and
whose are all thy ways, hast thou not glorified:

Daniel’ sreply to the king is properly called a sermon, and as King says, “What a great sermon it is!” 278 Daniel begins by
disavowing any interest in the gifts or rewards which the king offered. This was not prompted by disrespect nor by the
evident fact that they would be short-lived. What Daniel is saying is that he will give an unprejudiced interpretation with no
attempt to seek favor from the king. He promises both to read and to make known the interpretation.

In addressing the king, Daniel does not begin with aformal salutation as he does for instance in connection with Dariusin
Daniel 6:21 where he says, “O king, live for ever.” No doubt Daniel holds Belshazzar in contempt for his desecration of the
sacred vessels. However, the narration here must be considered in the form of a condensation; and probably Daniel
addressed the king in aformal way. A paralel isfound in Daniel 2:27, where Daniel addresses Nebuchadnezzar without
formal greeting, and in Daniel 4:19, where Daniel repliesto Nebuchadnezzar simply with the expression, “My lord.” This
was hardly atime in any case for Daniel to greet Belshazzar with such an expression as he gave to Darius, “ O king, live for
ever,” when as a matter of fact, Belshazzar’ s hours were numbered. Instead, in verse 18 he recognizes him as king but then
immediately delivers his prophetic message of condemnation.

Daniel first reminds Belshazzar that God gave Nebuchadnezzar his great kingdom and the honor that went with it. Daniel
describes graphically in verse 19 how Nebuchadnezzar was feared and had absolute authority of life and death over his
people and, accordingly, was an absolute sovereign. As Y oung points out, however, the very character of this absolute

authority delegated to Nebuchadnezzar by God aso made Nebuchadnezzar responsibl e2"" Thisis demonstrated and
supported by Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience of insanity in Daniel 4 when, as Daniel expressesit, “he was deposed from his
kingly throne, and they took his glory from him.” Daniel then itemizesin detail the characteristics of Nebuchadnezzar’' s
insanity, how he lived with the wild beasts, ate grass like the ox, and was wet with the dew of heaven. All of this proved that
God was greater than Nebuchadnezzar and held him responsible for his authority. Only when Nebuchadnezzar was properly
humbled did God restore him to his” glory and kingdom.

These facts are pertinent to Belshazzar’ s situation as they were well known by everyone as Daniel expressesit in verse 22,
“And thou his son, O Belshazzar, hast not humbled thine heart, though thou knewest al this.” The contrast between the
supreme power of Nebuchadnezzar and the very limited power of Belshazzar is also evident. Belshazzar was not even the
first ruler in the kingdom and was humiliated by the fact that Babylon was besieged and had already lost its power over the
provinces surrounding the city.

Belshazzar’ s situation and his knowledge of Nebuchadnezzar’ s humbling made all the more blasphemous his taking of the
vessels captured in Jerusalem from the house of the Lord and using them to drink wine in praising the gods of Babylon.
With what eloquent scorn Daniel declares that Belshazzar, his lords, wives and concubines had drunk wine from these
sacred vessels and had “praised gods of silver, and gold, of brass, iron, wood, and stone, which see not, nor hear, nor know:

and the God in whose hand thy breath is, and whose are all thy ways, hast thou not glorified.” 2’8

Although the Scriptures do not state so expressly, it is probable that the message of Daniel to the king was heard by the
entire company. It would have been quite improper for the entire company to keep on talking, especially in these dramatic
circumstances, when Daniel was reporting to the king. They would naturally want to hear what he had to say. One can well
imagine the tense moment as these ringing words reached every ear in the vast hail in the deathlike silence that greeted
Daniel’ s prophetic utterance. Here was a man who did not fear man and feared only God. Daniel spoke in measured tones
the condemnation of that which was blasphemous in the sight of the holy God. There was, however, nothing insolent or



discourteous in Daniel’ s address to the king; and the charges were stated in afactual and objective way. In any case, the king
was in no position to dispute with Daniel, even though Daniel’ s words brought even greater fear and apprehension to his
heart.

Daniel’s Interpretation of the Writing

5:24-28 Then was the part of the hand sent from him; and this writing was written. And thisis the writing that was written,
MENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN. Thisisthe interpretation of the thing: MENE; God hath numbered thy kingdom, and
finished it. TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting. PERES; Thy kingdom is divided, and given to
the Medes and Persians.

In beginning his explanation of the handwriting on the wall, Daniél first of al reads the writing; and for the first time, the
words are introduced into the text of this chapter. Tranditerated into English, they are given as“MENE, MENE, TEKEL,
UPHARSIN.” There has been aimost endless critical discussion asto what the meaning of thisinscription is, and the

interpretation is complicated by a number of factors.2"® In the book of Daniel the words are given in Aramaic, but some

have questioned this. 2% I it was written in Aramaic scri pt, however, only the consonants may have appeared. If in
cuneiform, the vowels would be included. Whilein ordinary discourse the lack of vowels could normally be supplied rather
eadly, in a cryptic statement such as this the addition of vowelsis a problem. The inscription on the wall may have appeared
like this, “MN’ MN’ TQL UPRSN.” The order of the lettersin the Aramaic, of course, would be the reverse of this, that is,
from right to left.
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Y oung suggests, after some of the rabbis, that the characters may have been written vertically,” ™ and in that case in the

Aramaic order they would have appeared as follows:
PTMM

RQNN

SL"’

If, in addition to the complications of the Aramaic, a language which was known, some unfamiliar form of their characters
was used, it would indeed have required divine revelation to give a suitable explanation and interpretation, and may account
for the difficulty in reading the writing.

Because of the variety of words that could be identified merely by the consonants, another suggestion has been made.
MENE could be considered equivalent to the maneh of Ezekiel 45:12; Ezra 2:69. TEQEL could be considered as
representing the Hebrew shekel. PERES could be read as PERAS, or a half-maneh, although this identification is
guestionable. Under this interpretation, the writing would read, “A maneh, a marieh, a shekel, and a half-maneh.” Having
arrived at this conclusion, however, it still remains to be determined what it means. Y oung in his discussion on this point

gives J. Dymeley Pri nce®® the credit for the suggestion that the maneh refers to Nebuchadnezzar, the shekel (of much less
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value) to Belshazzar, and the half-minas refers to the Medes and the Persians.” ™ Daniel’ s explanation, however, is far more
cogent and reasonable, and does not give any indication that the words mean other than he indicates.

The word MENE means “numbered,” and Daniel interprets thisin verse 26 as indicating “ God hath numbered thy kingdom,
and finished it.” It isin keeping with the idea that man’s days are numbered, and the repetition of the word twice is probably
for emphasis. Like the other words, it is a passive participle.

TEQEL means “weighed,” with the thought that Belshazzar has been put into the balances and found wanting, that is, short
of true weight.



PERES means “divided,” and is merely another form for UPHARSIN asin verse 25 having the u, which is equivaent to the
English and, with PHARSIN being the plural of PERES. L eupold suggests that PHARSIN could be understood by changing

the vowels to be * Persians’ 2+ and mi ght have a double meaning as indicated by Daniel’ s explanation “ given to the Medes
and Persians.” A pun may be intended on this third word. Having been interpreted to mean “divided,” it is aso understood
as areference to the Aramaic word for Persian, thereby hinting a Persian victory over Babylon.

The interpretation of Dani€l is clear and much more satisfactory than the alternatives offered by some expositors. Belshazzar
is made to understand that Babylon will be given to the Medes and the Persians. Even while Daniel was interpreting the
writing on the wall, the prophecy was being fulfilled as the Medes and the Persians poured into the city.

Daniel’s Reward and the Prophecy Fulfilled

5:29-31 Then commanded Belshazzar, and they clothed Daniel with scarlet, and put a chain of gold about his neck, and
made a proclamation concerning him, that he should be the third ruler in the kingdom. In that night was Belshazzar the king
of the Chaldeans slain. And Darius the Median took the kingdom, being about threescore and two years old.

The drama of the writing on the wall and its interpretation is now brought to its fulfillment as Belshazzar keeps his promise.
Danidl is clothed with scarlet, a chain of gold put about his neck, and a proclamation issued that he should be the third ruler
in the kingdom. All of these honors, however, were short-lived and useless, as Daniel well knew, and typical of the honors
of thisworld. In itsrise to power the Babylonian Empire had conquered Jerusalem, taken its inhabitants into captivity,
looted its beautiful temple, and completely destroyed the city. Y et this empire was to have asits last official act the honoring
of one of these captives who by divine revelation predicted not only the downfall of Babylon but the course of the times of
the Gentiles until the Son of man should come from heaven. Man may have the first word, but God will have the last word.

Herodotus gives an interesting account of the circumstances surrounding the capture of Babylon:

“Cyrus... then advanced against Babylon. But the Babylonians, having taken the field, awaited his coming; and when he had
advanced near the city, the Babylonians gave battle, and, being defeated, were shut up in the city. But as they had been long
aware of the restless spirit of Cyrus, and saw that he attacked all nations alike, they had laid up provisions for many years,
and therefore were under no apprehensions about a siege. On the other hand, Cyrus found himself in difficulty, since much
time had elapsed, and his affairs were not at all advanced. Whether, therefore, someone el se made the suggestion to himin
his perplexity, or whether he himself devised the plan, he had recourse to the following stratagem. Having stationed the bulk
of hisarmy near the passage of the river where it enters Babylon, and again having stationed another division beyond the
city, where the river makes its exit, he gave order to hisforces to enter the city as soon as they should see the stream
fordable. Having stationed his forces and given these directions, he himself marched away with the ineffective part of his
army; and having come to the lake, Cyrus did the same with respect to the river and the lake as the queen of the Babylonians
had done; for having diverted the river, by means of a canal, into the lake, which was before a swamp, he made the ancient
channel fordable by the sinking of the river. When this took place, the Persians who were appointed to that purpose close to
the stream of the river, which had now subsided to about the middle of a man’s thigh, entered Babylon by this passage. If,
however, the Babylonians had been aware of it beforehand, or had known what Cyrus was about, they would not have
suffered the Persians to enter the city, but would have utterly destroyed them; for, having shut all the little gates that |ead to
the river, and mounting the walls that extend along the banks of the river, they would have caught them asin a net; whereas
the Persians came upon them by surprise. It isrelated by the people who inhabited this city, that, by reason of its great
extent, when they who were at the extremities were taken, those of the Babylonians who inhabited the centre knew nothing
of the capture (for it happened to be afestival); but they were dancing at the time, and enjoying themselves, till they

received certain information of the truth. And thus Babylon was taken for the first time.” 285

Keil discusses at length both Herodotus' account and that of Xenophon in his Cyropaedia, which is similar, and summarizes
the arguments of Kranichfeld discounting these records. Discoveries since Keil tend to support Herodotus and X enophon,



although not accounting for Darius the Mede. The battle probably took place much as Herodotus records it, 280

Prophecy anticipating the fall of Babylon isfound in both Isaiah and Jeremiah, written many years before. Isaiah and
Jeremiah had prophesied that Babylon would fall to the Medes on just such anight of revelry as Daniel records (Is 13:17-22;
21:1-10; Jer 51:33-58). Some of these prophecies may have their ultimate fulfillment in the future (Rev 17-18). More
specifically of the invasion of the Medes, Isaiah writes, “Go up, O Elam: besiege, O Media’ (Is 21:2), and continues, after
describing their dismay, “My heart panted, fearfulness affrighted me: the night of my pleasure hath he turned into fear unto
me. Prepare the table, watch in the watchtower, eat, drink: arise, ye princes, and anoint the shield” (Is 21:4-5). Finally, the
tidings come, “Babylon isfalen, isfalen; and all the graven images of her gods he hath broken unto the ground” (Is 21:9).
Jeremiah is explicit, “And | will make drunk her princes, and her wise men, her captains, and her rulers, and her mighty
men: and they shall sleep a perpetual sleep, and not wake, saith the King, whose name is the Lord of hosts. Thus saith the
Lord of hosts; The broad walls of Babylon shall be utterly broken, and her high gates shall be burned with fire” (Jer 51:57-
58).

The account of Cyrus, himself, of the fall of Babylon has now been recovered in an inscription on aclay barrel:

Marduk, the great lord, a protector of his people/worshipers, beheld with pleasure his (i.e., Cyrus') good deeds and his
upright mind (lit.: heart) (and therefore) ordered him to march against his city Babylon... He made him set out on the road to
Babylon... going at hisside like areal friend. His widespread troops—their number, like that of the water of ariver, could
not be established—strolled along, their weapons packed away. Without any battle, he made him enter his town Babylon,...
sparing Babylon... any calamity. He delivered into his (1:e., Cyrus’) hands Nabonidus, the king who did not worship him (i.

e., Marduk).8’

Daniel himself records with graphic smplicity the fulfillment of his prophecy in the words, “In that night was Belshazzar
the king of the Chaldeans slain.” The concluding verse of the chapter in English versification records how Darius the
Median became ruler of Babylon at the age of 62 years. The identity of this conqueror, unknown outside the Bible by this
name, has touched off endless controversy and discussion which will be considered in the next chapter.

The long chapter devoted to this incident which brought the Babylonian Empire to its close is undoubtedly recorded in the
Word of God not only for its historic fulfillment of the prophecies relative to the Babylonian Empire but also as an
illustration of divine dealing with awicked world. The downfall of Babylon isin type the downfall of the unbelieving world.
In many respects, modern civilization is much like ancient Babylon, resplendent with its monuments of architectural
triumph, as secure as human hands and ingenuity could make it, and yet defenseless against the judgment of God at the
proper hour. Contemporary civilization is similar to ancient Babylon in that it has much to foster human pride but little to
provide human security. Much as Babylon fell on that sixteenth day of Tishri (Oc. 11 or 12) 539 B.C., asindicated in the

Nabonidus Chronicl e,288 so the world will be overtaken by disaster when the day of the Lord comes (1 Th 5:1-3). The
disaster of the world, however, does not overtake the child of God; Daniel survives the purge and emerges triumphant as one
of the presidents of the new kingdom in chapter 6.

245 The actual text of Berosusis as follows: “ After beginning the wall of which | have spoken, Nabuchodonosor fell sick and
died, after areign of forty-three years, and the realm passed to his son Evilmaraduch. This prince, whose government was
arbitrary and licentious, fell avictim to aplot, being assassinated by his sister’s husband, Neriglisar, after areign of two
years. On his death Neriglisar, his murderer, succeeded to the throne and reigned four years. His son, Laborosoardoch, a
mere boy, occupied it for nine months, when, owing to the depraved disposition which he showed, a conspiracy was formed
against him, and he was beaten to death by his friends. After his murder the conspirators held a meeting, and by common
consent conferred the kingdom upon Nabonnedus, a Babylonian and one of their gang. In his reign the walls of Babylon
abutting on the river were magnificently built with baked brick and bitumen. In the seventeenth year of hisreign Cyrus
advanced from Persiawith alarge army, and, after subjugating the rest of the kingdom, marched upon Babylonia. Apprised
of his coming, Nabonnedus led his army to meet him, fought and was defeated, whereupon he fled with afew followers and
shut himself up in the town of Borsippa. Cyrus took Babylon, and after giving orders to raze the outer walls of the city,



because it resented a very redoubtable and formidable appearance, proceeded to Borsippato esiege Nabonnedus. The latter
surrendering, without waiting for investment, was humanely treated by Cyrus, who dismissed him from Babylonia, but gave
him Car-maniafor his residence. There Nabonnedus spent the remainder of hislife, and there he died”” Flavius Josephus.
“Against Apion,” in Josephus 1:221-25. For discussion of Josephus' account, see Keil, pp. 164-71.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 6

Daniel In TheLions Den

The account of Daniel being cast into the lions' den is one of the most familiar stories of the Old Testament. The fact that
such an event should be given the same amount of space in Scripture as the panoramic view of world history recorded in
chapter 7 leads to the conclusion that, from God’ s viewpoint, this was an important event not only to Daniel but to all
students of Scripture.

From the standpoint of biblical scholarship, however, more attention has been directed to Darius the Mede, the king of
Babylon at this time, than to the events of the chapter itself. The reason for thisis that much of the critical unbelief in
relation to the book of Daniel is based on what is claimed to be a palpable historical error, for it is claimed that history
allows no room for such a person by this name. The alleged error is another important argument used to prove a second-
century date for Daniel at which the true facts of four hundred years before would be obscure. The problem has attracted
scholars who continue to write entire books discussing the questions involved.

H. H. Rowley, who has written one of the most important scholarly studies on this question, begins hiswork by saying, “The
references to Darius the Mede in the book of Daniel have long been recognized as providing the most serious historical

problem in the book.” 289 The problem to which he refersis that the book of Daniel states that Darius the Mede, at the age of
62, received the kingdom after the death of Belshazzar (Dan 5:31) and was “the son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of the Medes,
which was made king over the realm of the Chaldeans’ (Dan 9:1). In chapter 6 we learn that Darius organized “the whole
kingdom,” setting up one hundred and twenty princes and three presidents of which Daniel was the first. The Septuagint
trandates Daniel 6:28 to read that after the death of Darius, Cyrus the Persian king took control, implying a Median
kingdom under Darius which was followed by a Persian kingdom under Cyrus. Sources outside the Bible, however, clearly
indicate that thisis not the case.

AsD. J. Wiseman has itemized, basing his findings on the Nabonidus Chronicle, the actual events went something like

this. 2% Babylon was conquered by Ugbaru, the governor of Gutium, who led the army of Cyrus and entered the city of
Babylon on the night of Belshazzar’ s feast. Nabonidus, who was Belshazzar’ s father, had fled Babylon the day before only
to be captured and later die in exile. When Babylon fell to Ugbaru on October 11, 539 B.C., Cyrus himself had remained
with other troops at Opis, and not until eighteen days later, October 29, 539 B.C., did he actualy arrive in Babylon. A man
by the name of Gubaru was appointed by Cyrusto rule in Babylon. Eight days after the arrival of Cyrus, Ugbaru died. If this
precise history of the events following the fall of Babylon is correct, it is obvious that there is no room for Darius the Mede
to reign over Babylon. Although there are several explanations, three predominate.

First, the book of Daniel is here historically in error, and the writer has confused Darius the Mede with some other important
personage. One of the most important advocates of this explanation is H. H. Rowley, who successively discards

identification of Darius the Mede with Astyages, the last of the Median ki ngs;291 Cyaxares, the son of Astyage's;29
Gobryas, another form of the name Gubaru, or Ugbaru, who led the forces conquering Babylon;293 and Cambyses, a son of

Cyrus.294 Rowley offers rather thorough proof that none of these suggestions are valid and supports the conclusion that there
is no reliable evidence that a person named Darius the Mede ever lived, as only Daniel mentions him. Rowley suggests that
this ruler was so designated by the author of Daniel because of confusion with Darius the son of Hystaspes, who is
associated with alater fall of Babylonin 520 B.C. In aword, Rowley believes that Daniel’ s book is not reliable historically
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in its reference to Darius the Mede. This would also support the theory that Daniel the prophet of the sixth century B.C.
could not have written the book as he would have had accurate information.

Two explanations have been offered by conservative scholars. Both recognize Darius the Mede as an actual historical
character who fulfilled the role assigned him in Daniel 6.

One of these explanations, which is quite popular, is that Darius the Mede is the same as Gubaru, the governor appointed
over Babylon by Cyrus. Thisview is strongly supported by Robert Dick Wi 1son®*® and a host of others such as Friedrich

Delitzsch, C. H. H. Wright, Joseph D. Wilson, and W. F. AIbright.296 John C. Whitcomb, Jr. has attempted to revive this

view and answer Rowley.297 Whitcomb distinguishes Gubaru from Ugbaru, both of whom are called Gobryas in some

trangations of the Nabonidus Chronical. Whitcomb holds that Ugbaru, identified previously as the governor of Gutiumin
the Nabonidus Chronical, led the army of Cyrus into Babylon and died less than a month later. Gubaru, however, is
identified by Whitcomb as Darius the Mede, a king of Babylon under the authority of Cyrus. Although sources outside the
Bible do not call Gubaru a Median or king of Babylon, nor do they give his age, there is no real contradiction between the
secular records and that which Daniel states of Darius the Mede.

The third view, held by the conservative scholar, D. J. Wiseman, has simplicity in itsfavor. It clamsthat Dariusthe Mede is
another name of Cyrus the Persian. Thisis based upon atranglation of Daniel 6:28 which the Aramaic permitsto read

“Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius, even the reign of Cyrus the Persian.” 298 The fact that monarchs had more than one
name is common in ancient literature, and Wiseman's view offers another conservative explanation of this problemin
Daniel.

All who discuss the question of Darius the Mede must necessarily found their arguments on arelative scarcity of factual
material. Critics frequently appeal to silence as an argument in their favor, asif the absence of afact from our fragmentary
records is a conclusive point. Most Bible-believing Christians feel that, until there is overwhelming evidence to the contrary,
the Scripture record itself should be given more consideration than the fragmentary records outside the Bible or, specifically,
than the lack of record. K. A. Kitchen has summarized the inconclusive nature of this negative evidence, demonstrating that

it does not support the sweeping conclusion that Daniel isin error. 2 1t must be emphasized that there is no established fact
which contradicts a person by the name of Darius the Mede reigning over Babylon if Dariusis an aternate name for a
known ruler.

Daniel Exalted by Darius

6:1-3 It pleased Dariusto set over the kingdom an hundred and twenty princes, which should be over the whole kingdom,;
and over these three presidents; of whom Daniel was first: that the princes might give accounts unto them, and the king
should have no damage. Then this Daniel was preferred above the presidents and princes, because an excellent spirit wasin
him; and the king thought to set him over the whole realm.

With the successful conquest of Babylon and the surrounding territory, it now is appropriate for the new kingdom to
organize, both from the standpoint of law and order and from the benefit of taxation which this would allow. In such an
organization, it would not be unsuitable to use qualified men who had served previoudly in the Babylonian kingdom. The
conquerors did what they could to set up afriendly relationship with the people in their power; and although Belshazzar was

dain, hisfather, Nabonidus, lived for some years afterward. Even some of the gods of Babylon were honored by the

conquer OI‘S.300

The organization of the new kingdom is detailed in the opening verses of chapter 6. One hundred and twenty princes or
“satraps’ were appointed. Some have held that this figure is inaccurate. Montgomery, for instance, says, “The 120 satraps

(AV ‘princes’) is an exaggeration, or at least an inaccuracy. Her[odotus], iii, 89, records that Darius created 20 satrapies, and

9.” 301

that king’ s inscriptions give their numbers successively as 21, 23, 2 Montgomery goes on, however, to admit that there



were 127 provinces according to Esther 1:1 but still insists that Daniel isinaccurate. Montgomery also objects to the “three

presidents’ as being without parallel 392 The fact isthat the appointment of 120 officialsto rule such avast territory and of
three presidents to rule over them was not at al unreasonable. Whether or not there were precisely 120 subdivisions of his
territory is not indicated, but the need for this number of officials is obvious.

The point of introducing these factsin Daniel’ s narrative isto give the setting for Daniel’ s place of honor. Daniel himself
was named one of the three presidents who would coordinate the work of the 120 princes. Of them, it was required to give
financia accounts and protect the king’ s interest. In such a function, an honest and capable administrator familiar with the
territory and problems of taxation would undoubtedly be of immeasurable benefit to Darius. For this reason, Daniel,
according to verse 3, was preferred above the others and had such “an excellent spirit” that the king thought to put all of the
princes under him. All of this makes a great deal of sense and actually sets the stage for the supreme test of Daniel which
followed.

The Plot Against Daniel

6:4-5 Then the presidents and princes sought to find occasion against Daniel concerning the kingdom; but they could find
none occasion nor fault; forasmuch as he was faithful, neither was there any error or fault found in him. Then said these
men, We shall not find any occasion against this Daniel, except we find it against him concerning the law of his God.

The excellent services and integrity of Daniel soon became a barrier to the ambitions of the princes and presidents with
whom he was associated. Dani€l’ s integrity made impossible any corruption, and his favor with Darius aroused the jeal ousy
of hisfellow officials. It was only natural under these circumstances that these men, most of them probably much younger
than Daniel and anxious to get ahead, should try to find some means of disposing of Daniel. Daniel’ s faithfulness was such
that they could not put their finger on any error or fault in the execution of his office. Some other method must be found if
Daniel wasto be eliminated. The men themselves came to the conclusion that the only way they could trip up Daniel wasto
provide a conflict between official regulations and Daniel’ s conscience and observance of the law of God. Scriptures do not
reveal al the machinations which went on behind Daniel’ s back, but apparently there were numerous conferences and
finally aplot was formed.

The Conspirators Secure a Ban on Prayer

6:6-9 Then these presidents and princes assembled together to the king, and said thus unto him, King Darius, live for ever.
All the presidents of the kingdom, the governors, and the princes, the counsellors, and the captains, have consulted together
to establish aroyal statute, and to make a firm decree, that whosoever shall ask a petition of any God or man for thirty days,
save of thee, O king, he shall be cast into the den of lions. Now, O king, establish the decree, and sign the writing, that it be
not changed, according to the law of the Medes and Persians, which altereth not. Wherefore king Darius signed the writing
and the decree.

The conspirators, having conceived of a plan, lost no timein putting it into effect. In amajor appearance before the king,
they presented their request. Verse 6 seemsto indicate that they all were there, which was a most unusual occasion. Their
spokesman, after properly addressing King Darius, represented to him that al the presidents and other officials whom they
named in verse 7 had agreed on their petition. Some object to this account as being most improbable, if not impossible, but
stranger things have happened. Montgomery notes, “ Their ostensibly honorific pleathat the king sign a decree that none

should make request of god or man except of the king for thirty days appears to many commentators as absurd, and probably

for this reason [the LXX] omits the item.” 3% But even Montgomery adds, “But these stories are generally reasonable; the

terms of the request may be meant as a satiric hyperbole, cf. Jon. 3:8, where the Ninevite king orders both man and beast to
put on sackcloth. Behr.'s [Behrmann] position is an entirely sensible one that the implication of the story means a petition of
religion (not with Bev. [Bevan] any kind of request), and that this one king was to be regarded for the time being as the only

representative of Deity.” 304



Their petition to the king was to the effect that a decree should be issued that no one could present a petition to any god or
man for thirty days except to the king. The penalty for disobedience would be that they would be cast into the den of lions.
Under the psychological impact of these officials assembling in such force and presenting such an unusual petition designed
to honor Darius and recognize in him divine powers, Darius signed the writing and the decree; and it became alaw which
could not be changed. The book of Esther (1:19; 8:8) and Diodorus Siculus (17:30) also establish the fact that Medo-Persian
law stipulated that aroyal edict could not be revoked. The verb translated “sign” (rshm) in verses 8, 9, and 10 can be
understood to mean “to draw, to draw up, to inscribe, to write,” and hence “to draft,” which would be more comprehensive

than merely signing.305

As Y oung and others have pointed out, there is nothing unusual in ascribing to Persian kings worship such as would be
afforded the pagan gods. Y oung observes, “ The action of Darius was both foolish and wicked. What led him to yield to the

reguest of the ministers can only be conjectured, but probably he was greatly influenced by the claim of deity which many of

the Persian kings made.” 30 Styart justifies this situation in these words, “ Parsism did not indeed require men to regard the

king as agod 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' behavior, when he was importuned by his courtiers and nobles,

wears no special marks of improbability.” 307 The probability isthat Darius regarded this act as a pledge of loyalty to himself
and atoken of their desire to respect his authority to the utmost.

Daniel’s Faithfulness in Testing

6:10-11 Now when Daniel knew that the writing was signed, he went into his house; and his windows being open in his
chamber toward Jerusalem, he kneeled upon his knees three times a day, and prayed, and gave thanks before his God, as he
did aforetime. Then these men assembled, and found Daniel praying and making supplication before his God.

The remarkable faithfulness of Daniel in the face of this decree was similar to that of his three companions in chapter 3 as
they faced the fiery furnace. According to the record, although he knew that the writing was signed and that discovery and
execution were inevitable, he nevertheless went to his house where his windows were opened in the direction of Jerusalem,
which still lay in ruins. The punctuation of the Revised Standard Version of verse 10 is preferable to the American Standard
Version and follows the accentuation of the Massoretic text. It carries the implication that his windows were customarily
open toward Jerusalem—*he went to his house where he had windows in his upper chamber open toward Jerusalem.”

Then he knelt in keeping with his schedule of coming to God three times aday in prayer and thanksgiving. Daniel in his
prayer life followed the inspired instructions of Jeremiah addressed to the elders, priests, prophets, and all the people of the
captivity (Jer 29:1). Jeremiah had assured them, “Then shall ye call upon me, and ye shall go and pray unto me, and | will
hearken unto you. And ye shall seek me, and find me, when ye shall search for me with all your heart” (Jer 29:12).
According to Daniel 9:2, the book of Jeremiah was in Daniel’ s hands. The custom of praying toward the temple in Jerusalem
was adopted by Solomon (cf. 2 Ch 6:34-39) and continued until the new instruction given by Christ to the Samaritan woman
in John 4:20-24. Prayer thrice daily is mentioned in a Psalm of David (Ps 55:16-17). While Daniel’ s consistency of life and
testimony has been evident throughout the book of Daniel, here we learn the inner secret. In spite of the pressures of being a
busy executive with many demands upon histime, Daniel had retired to his house three times a day to offer his prayersfor
the peace of Jerusalem aswell asfor his personal needs. Thiswas not the act of a person courting martyrdom but the
continuation of afaithful ministry in prayer which had characterized hislong life. The scripture observes that he did this as
he had done before.

Of special interest are the details relating to his prayer life. The opening of the windows to Jerusalem was symbolic of his
hope that someday the children of Israel would be able to return to this city of God. Later in chapter 9, Daniel’ s effective
prayers were the prelude for the return under Zerubbabel. His posture in prayer is also indicative of his dependence upon
God as a suppliant. The fact that he did this three times a day, not simply morning and evening or once aday, is also most
enlightening. No doubt the thought also had crossed Daniel’s mind concerning having his windows open. Why could not he
pray in secret and thus avoid breaking the king’'s decree? To Daniel apparently this was subterfuge, and he did not swerve



whatever from his usual customs in prayer.

Of great significance is the fact that even his enemies anticipated that this would be Daniel’ s response. Quite confidently,
they assembled to witness his prayers and to have a basis for charging Daniel before the king. By prearrangement, they
gathered in a place where they could observe and hear him, according to verse 11. What a testimony Daniel had that even
his enemies knew he would be faithful to God although it would cost him hislife.

Daniel Accused Before Darius

6:12-15 Then they came near, and spake before the king concerning the king' s decree; Hast thou not signed a decree, that
every man that shall ask a petition of any God or man within thirty days, save of thee, O king, shall be cast into the den of
lions? The king answered and said, The thing istrue, according to the law of the Medes and Persians, which altereth not.
Then answered they and said before the king, That Daniel, which is of the children of the captivity of Judah, regardeth not
thee, O king, nor the decree that thou has signed, but maketh his petition three times a day. Then the king, when he heard
these words, was sore displeased with himself, and set his heart on Daniel to deliver him: and he laboured till the going
down of the sun to deliver him. Then these men assembled unto the king, and said unto the king, Know, O king, that the law
of the Medes and Persiansis, That no decree nor statute which the king establisheth may be changed.

The conspirators, with the evidence that Daniel had violated the decree, now crowded once again into the king’ s courtroom.
The punctuation and translation of verse 12, “concerning the king’s decree,” is better than the Revised Standard Version
rendering, “concerning the interdict, ‘O king!"” The Revised Standard Version is based on the theory that the king had to be
addressed at the beginning of the sentence. Probably what isrecorded in Scriptureis, in any case, an abbreviated summary
of the conversation. God in the King James Version should probably be rendered “god,” that is, any deity. They began by
asking the question whether the decree had been signed. The king assured them that it had been officially executed, and
“according to the law of the Medes and Persians, which altereth not” the decree was the law of the land. With this assurance,
they then proceeded to accuse Daniel, introducing him not as a president in an honored position, but as “of the children of
the captivity of Judah.” They accuse Daniel of disregarding the king and his decree, and doing so three times aday as he
offered prayer to his God.

Their confidence in making this accusation was probably bolstered by the justification for the decree in the first place. No
doubt the Scriptures do not record all the conversation between King Darius and the officials who had asked for the decree.
It is probable that they had justified the decree as a means by which all the peoples in the kingdom would be forced to
recognize Darius as their ruler and present their petitions to their deitiesin Darius name. There was little in this that would
be offensive to a pagan who worshiped many gods, and it could have been a useful device to ascertain any in the kingdom
who were still in a state of rebellion against the king.

Now that the trap was sprung on Daniel, however, the king immediately saw through the decree. Instead of being angry with
Daniel as Nebuchadnezzar had been with Daniel’ s companions in chapter 3, the king realized that he himself had made a
mistake and attempted in every legal way to find aloophole by which Daniel could be delivered. His labors, however, were
in vain. The officials once again assembling before the king at the evening of the day reminded the king that the law could
not be changed according to their customs and beliefs. As the representative of the gods, the king, having decreed, would
have to execute the decree. There was no way out but to issue the command that Daniel should be cast into the lions” den.

Daniel Cast into the Lions’ Den

6:16-17 Then the king commanded, and they brought Daniel, and cast him into the den of lions. Now the king spake and
said unto Daniel, Thy God whom thou servest continually, he will deliver thee. And a stone was brought, and laid upon the
mouth of the den; and the king sealed it with his own signet, and with the signet of hislords; that the purpose might not be
changed concerning Daniel.

In keeping with the decree which he had signed, Darius then issued the formal command to cast Daniel into thelions' den.



Prior to its execution, however, it is most remarkabl e that the king said to Daniel, “ Thy God whom thou servest continually,
he will deliver thee.” This may be trandated, “ Thy God whom thou servest continually, he must deliver thee.” Thisis more
accurate than the Revised Standard Version rendering, “May your God... deliver you.” The ideaisthat the king is saying, “I

have tried to save you but have failed. Now your God must save you.” 308 Opservablein this assurance of Dariusis the deep
impression that Daniel’ s personal piety and faithfulness to God had made upon the king and that this impression had brought
about Darius' own conviction that Daniel’s God would come to hisrescue in Daniel’ s extremity.

The decree, however, is executed. Daniel is cast into the den of lions and a stone is brought upon the mouth of the den sealed
with the king' s signet as atoken of execution and fulfillment of the decree. No human hand could interfere, not even that of
Darius himself.

Keil gives an interesting account of alions' den such as has been found in more modern times. Keil observes, “We have no
account by the ancients of the construction of lions' dens. Ge. Host, in hiswork on Fez and Morocco, p. 77, describes the
lions' dens as they have been found in Morocco. According to his account, they consist of alarge square cavern under the
earth, having a partition-wall in the middle of it, which is furnished with a door, which the keeper can open and close from
above. By throwing in food, they can entice the lions from one chamber into the other, and then, having shut the door, they
enter the vacant space for the purpose of cleaning it. The cavern is open above, its mouth being surrounded by awall of a

yard and a half high, over which one can look down into the den. This description agrees perfectly with that which is here

given in the text regarding the lions’ den.” 309 K el goes on to explain that there was a door in the wall surrounding the

cavern through which both the keepers and the lions could enter except when the stone was in place. This accounts for the
fact that Darius was able to converse freely with Daniel before the stone was removed from the door.

The King’s Lament for Daniel

6:18-20 Then the king went to his palace, and passed the night fasting: neither were instruments of musick brought before
him: and his sleep went from him. Then the king arose very early in the morning, and went in haste unto the den of lions.
And when he came to the den, he cried with alamentable voice unto Daniel: and the king spake and said to Daniel, O
Daniel, servant of the living God, is thy God, whom thou servest continually, able to deliver thee from the lions?

Quite in contrast to Nebuchadnezzar who showed no compassion for Daniel’ s three companions when they were cast into
the fiery furnace, Darius manifests unusual concern. Although he was accustomed to brutality and execution of criminals
and ordinarily did not give the matter a second thought, in this case there was something about Daniel that had involved the
king emotionally. While the king had stated to Daniel in verse 16, “ Thy God whom thou servest continually, he will deliver
thee,” it is quite clear that he did not have any real faith in Daniel’ s deliverance but only a remote superstition perhaps
arising out of stories which had come to him of the escape of Daniel’s companions earlier in Babylonian history aswell as
of other phenomenal deliverances of the people of Israel. In keeping with his grief for Daniel, the Scriptures record that the
king fasted, did not have the usual entertainment of music, and was unable to sleep. The expression instruments of music is

in doubt because the meaning of the word is uncertain. Rosenthal suggests as a translation the word tabl e,310 811 supported
by the Arabian translation and Rashi (commentary). The meaning would be tables on which to serve food. In the present
state of knowledge, the Revised Standard Version rendering “no diversions,” athough indefinite, is the best that can be
done. In any case it was most unusual for the king to spend a night in this fashion. Probably never beforein his entire life
had the king had such an experience.

Asthe day was dawning and in the dim light of early morning, the king went in haste unto the den of lions. Probably being
unable to see because of the early morning light and the shadows of the lions' den, the king called out to Daniel. The form of
addressis also most remarkable. He describes Daniel as the “ servant of the living God” and raises the question once again,
“isthy God, whom thou servest continually, able to deliver thee from the lions?’ That the king thought that there was a
possibility of it is substantiated by the fact that he came to the den of lions early in the morning and called Daniel. That he
had little actua faith, however, is shown in the “lamentable voice” in which he called Daniel. The Aramaic for “lamentable’
isaasfi, b, meaning “sad,” hence the Revised Standard Version reads “tone of anguish.” He feared that there would be



nothing but silence and the growl of the lions in response to his call.

Daniel’s Deliverance

6:21-23 Then said Daniel unto the king, O king, live for ever. My God hath sent his angel, and hath shut the lions' mouths,
that they have not hurt me: forasmuch as before him innocency was found in me; and also before thee, O king, have | done
no hurt. Then was the king exceeding glad for him, and commanded that they should take Daniel up out of the den. So
Daniel was taken up out of the den, and no manner of hurt was found upon him, because he believed in his God.

In response to the king’ s inquiry and to his astounded ears, the calm voice of Daniel arose from the lions' den with the usual
courteous greeting, “O king, live for ever.” Most people in Daniel’ s predicament would have immediately cried out for
deliverance from the lions. But Daniel, after his greeting, informs the king that the lions' mouths have been shut by an angel
sent by God so that the lions were not able to hurt him. Daniel attributes this not only to the power of God but to the fact that
Daniel was innocent of any crime either to God or to the king.

The Scriptures record that the king was overjoyed at the deliverance of his favorite counselor and immediately gave order
that Daniel should be taken up out of the den of lions. Although the Scriptures are not explicit, it may be that by thisis
meant that Daniel was lifted by means of ropes out of the den directly, without taking time to remove the stone with the
necessary prelude of enticing the lions to another part of the cavern first so that they would not escape. To the unbelieving
eyes of the king and his servants, Daniel was found to have no hurt whatever because of hisfaith in God (Heb 11:33). Just as
the flames had not been able even to bring the smell of fire upon Daniel’s companions in chapter 3, the lions were not
permitted to touch the prophet of God.

Daniel’s Enemies Destroyed

6:24 And the king commanded, and they brought those men which had accused Daniel, and they cast them into the den of
lions, them, their children, and their wives; and the lions had the mastery of them, and brake all their bonesin pieces or ever
they came at the bottom of the den.

The sad end of Daniel’s accusersis recorded as an act of divine justice upon the enemies of the prophet of God. According
to the Scriptures, Dani€l’ s accusers with their wives and children are cast into the lions' den and immediately devoured by
the lions. Such barbarity is common in the ancient world, and not without parallel even in God’ s divine judgment upon the
wicked as illustrated in the judgment of the Lord upon Dathan, Abiram, and Korah when they and their families were
swallowed up in an earthquake (Num 16). The punishment meted out conforms to the injunction about the treatment of false
witnesses in the law (Deu 19:16-21). This principle of lex talionisis also illustrated in the case of Haman (Est 7:9-10).

Some critics have pointed with ridicule to the impossibility of casting one hundred and twenty officials plus their wives and
children into onelions’ den. Montgomery, for instance, regards this “tragic denouement” as “indeed absurd,” as well asthe

entire story.312 The Septuagint, apparently in an effort to counter this criticism, makes the victims only the two men who

were presidents with Daniel, and, therefore, his principal accusers. ™ The Scri ptures themselves do not say that all the
princes and presidents were cast into the den of lions, but only those who accused Daniel, that is, the ringleaders. This
served notice on the rest, if they had any further inclination to plot against Daniel, that they too might experience the wrath
of the king as well as the judgment of God. The experience of the false accusers of Daniel is another illustration of God's
faithfulness to the basic Abrahamic Covenant where God promised to bless them who blessed Abraham’ s seed and to curse
him who curseth them (Gen 12:3).

The Decree of Darius

6:25-28 Then king Darius wrote unto all people, nations, and languages, that dwell in all the earth; Peace be multiplied unto
you. | make adecree, That in every dominion of my kingdom men tremble and fear before the God of Daniel: for heisthe



living God, and stedfast for ever, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed, and his dominion shall be even unto the
end. He delivereth and rescueth, and he worketh signs and wonders in heaven and in earth, who hath delivered Daniel from
the power of the lions. So this Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius, and in the reign of Cyrus the Persian.

Much as Nebuchadnezzar had done in chapter 3 and again in chapter 4, Darius issued a decree to be sent throughout his
entire domain calling on men everywhere to fear the God of Daniel. The inscription in which the decree is addressed to “all
people, nations, and languages, that dwell in al the earth” is quite similar to Daniel 4:1. It may be in both instances that
Daniel was the actual penman acting under command for the king, or it may be that the unknown penman is following the
usual form of letter writing. In both cases, the king took for granted that the world was at his feet, and he used extravagant
language including the entire world in his address. The expression “Peace be multiplied unto you” isidentical to that found
in Daniel 4:1, and almost reminds one of the letters of Paul in the New Testament.

The decree was short and to the point calling on men everywhere in the kingdom of Darius to “tremble and fear before the
God of Daniel.” Daniel’s God is described as the living God, One who is steadfast, whose kingdom shall not be destroyed
and whose dominion continues to the end. The Revised Standard Version rendering “enduring forever” is probably more
explicit than “stedfast for ever.” The point isthat in arapidly changing situation—that is, the Medo-Persians overcoming the
Babylonians—God does not change. Again, thisis remarkably similar to Daniel 4:3. In substantiation of this ascription of
sovereignty and power, God is described as One who is able to deliver and rescue, who is able to work signs and wonders
both in heaven and in earth, and who has confirmed this by delivering Daniel from the power of the lions. Verses 26-27 are
in the form of ahymn in the original. Once again throughout the world of Daniel’s day, the tidings were carried of the great
God who isliving, powerful, everlasting, and greater than the gods of the pagans.

The chapter closes with a brief historical note that Daniel continued to prosper in the reign of Darius and in the reign of
Cyrus the Persian. Here again critics have attempted to claim an inaccuracy. The probable explanation is, as has been
previously pointed out, that either Darius was a governor under Cyrus and later delivered the kingdom to him, possibly at his
death, or that Darius and Cyrus were the same person with the word and understood as meaning “even.”

Although the pointed claim of this chapter that God is able to accomplish miraclesin delivering His servants from death is
couched in such terms as to arouse the unbelief of those already predisposed to question the Scriptures, this chapter isa
profound illustration of how God cares for His people. Although historical and to be accepted in its literal portrayal of an
event, it isalso parabolic like chapter 3 and is a foreshadowing of the ultimate deliverance of the people of Israel from their
persecutors in the time of the great tribulation at the end of the times of the Gentiles. When the power of God isfinally
demonstrated at the second coming of Christ, the persecutors of Israel and the enemies of God will be judged and destroyed
much like the enemies of Daniel. Like Daniel, however, the people of God in persecution must remain true regardless of the
Ccost.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 7

Daniel’sVision Of Future World History

In the interpretation of biblical prophecy, the seventh chapter of Daniel occupies a unique place. As interpreted by
conservative expositors, the vision of Daniel provides the most comprehensive and detailed prophecy of future events to be
found anywhere in the Old Testament. Although its interpretation has varied widely, conservative scholars generaly are
agreed, with few exceptions, that Daniel traces the course of four great world empires, namely, Babylon, Medo-Persia,
Greece, and Rome, concluding in the climax of world history in the second coming of Jesus Christ and the inauguration of

the eternal kingdom of God, represented as afifth and final kingdom which isfrom heaven. 314

Interpreted in this way, the chapter forms a major outline of future events to which additional details are given later in the
book of Daniel and in the New Testament, especially in the Revelation. Such a panorama of future eventsis of great
importance to the student of prophecy, asit provides a broad outline to which all other prophetic events may be related.
Conservative interpreters are agreed that this is genuine prophecy, that it isfuturistic, that is, related to future events from
Daniel’ s point of view, and that its culmination isin the kingdom which Christ brings.

In the introduction to his discussion of “The Four World-kingdoms,” Keil has well summarized the issuesinvolved in
chapter 7. He writes,

There yet remains for our consideration the question, What are the historical world-kingdoms which are represented by
Nebuchadnezzar’ simage (ch. 2), and by Daniel’ s vision of four beasts rising up out of the sea? Almost all interpreters
understand that these two visions are to be interpreted in the same way. “ The four kingdoms or dynasties, which are
symbolized (ch. 2) by the different parts of the human image, from the head to the feet, are the same as those which were

symbolized by the four great beasts rising up out of the sea” 3P

Keil continues, “These four kingdoms, according to the interpretation commonly received in the church, are the Babylonian,
the Medo-Persian, the Macedo-Grecian, and the Roman. In thisinterpretation and opinion,” Luther observes, ‘all the world
are agreed, and history and fact abundantly establishit.” This opinion prevailed till about the end of the last century, for the
contrary opinion of individual earlier interpreters had found no favour. But from that time, when faith in the supernatural
origin and character of biblical prophecy was shaken by Deism and Rationalism, then as a consequence, with the rejection of
the genuineness of the book of Daniel the reference of the fourth kingdom to the Roman world-monarchy was aso

denied.” 36

Conservative scholarship has solid reasons for interpreting the fourth kingdom as Roman as well as considering the second
and third kingdoms as Medo-Persian and Grecian. As Kell has pointed out, supported by L uther, the prevailing opinion of
orthodoxy has aways held this position since the early church. Porphyry, the third century a.d. pagan antagonist of
Christianity who invented the idea of a pseudo-Daniel writing the book of Daniel in the second century B.C., did not find
Christian support until the rise of modern higher criticism. The whole attempt, therefore, to make the book of Daniel history
instead of prophecy, written in the second century and fulfilled by that date, has been considered untenable by orthodoxy.
Withit, the view that the fourth kingdom is Greece and not Rome has been also rejected by conservative scholars as
unsupported by the book of Daniel and contradicted by the New Testament as well as historic fulfillment.

Christ Himself in Matthew 24:15 predicted the abomination of desolation of Daniel 12:11 as future, not past. Prophecies of



the book of Revelation written late in the first century also anticipate as future the fulfillment of parallel propheciesin
Daniel. For example, Revelation 13 parallels the final stage of Daniel’s fourth empire. This could not, therefore, refer to
events fulfilled in the second century B.C. Daniel 9:26 prophesies that the Messiah will be cut off and the city of Jerusalem
destroyed, events which occurred in the Roman period. The author of 2 Esdras, who lived near the close of thefirst century a.
d., clearly identifies the fourth kingdom of Daniel’ s vision as the Roman Empire (2 Esd 12:11-12). To these arguments may
be added the details of the second, third and fourth empires throughout the book of Daniel, which harmonize precisely with
the Medo-Persian, Grecian, and Roman Empires. The alternate views of the critics can be held only if Daniel’ s prophecy be
considered in factual error in several places as the details of the prophecies do not really coincide with the critics' theories.
For these reasons, conservative scholars have held firmly to the traditional identification of the four empiresin chapter 7 of
Daniel asin chapter 2.

The conservative interpretation, however, has been confronted with a broadside of critical objection to the plausibility of
such detailed prophecy of future events. In general, critical objections are based on the premise that the book of Daniel isa
pious second-century forgery. Critics hold that the real author of Daniel lived in the time of the persecution of Antiochus
Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.), and that from the viewpoint of the second century B.C. he looked backward over the preceding
four centuries, organized history in a manner which was significant for him, and made this the basis for anticipating a climax
to the Maccabean persecution then under way. Accordingly, the pseudo-Daniel considered Antiochus as symbolic of the
wickedness of the powers of this world which the author believed were soon to be judged by God, who was to intervene and
replace the rule of tyranny under Antiochus by that of the saints of the Most High. This interpretation, of course, requires
interpretation of many statementsin Daniel as less than factual and actually not scriptural prophecy at all. Their point of
view asawholeis an expansion of the unbelief of Porphyry rather than a product of areverent, believing study of the
Scriptures.

Critics approach Daniel somewhat a priori, assuming that prediction of particular eventsin the future isincredible and,
therefore, requiring alate date for the book of Daniel so that it is history rather than prophecy. Thisis often denied, however,
by such scholarly writers as H. H. Rowley who states, “ The conclusions we have reached have not been born of a priori

disbelief in accurate prophecy, but of a posteriori demonstration that we have not accurate prophecy.” 317 Neverthel ess, itis
quite plain, as the critical view is unfolded, that the content of Daniel itself is quite offensive to the critical mind and that
broad statements are made that this or that fact in the book of Daniel is untrue either because of its nature or because thereis
no outside confirming evidence.

Although the multiplicity of variationsin interpretation of the entire book of Daniel, and in particular chapter 7, isall too
evident to any reader of the literature in the field, the critical view as defined by H. H. Rowley may be taken as
representative.

According to the critics, the four empires of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 are the empires of Babylon, Media, Persia, and Greece.
Although their arguments embody many details, their theory has two major supports. First, they find evidence that the
kingdom of Mediais represented as being in existence in the book of Daniel by the mention of Darius the Mede (5:31; 6:1,
6, 9, 25, 28). Actually, there was no Median Empire in power at the time of the fall of Babylon in 539 B.C., asit had already
been swallowed up by Persia by 550 b.c. Moreover, recent discoveries support the idea that Cyrus the Persian ruler himself

entered Babylon eighteen days after the fall of Babylon on the night of Belshazzar’ sfeast. 318

The alleged error in relation to Darius the Mede, however, puts ateaching in the book of Daniel which actually is not there.
The fact that Darius was a Median indicated his race, but it does not mean that the empire was Median. Chapter 6 of Daniel
isvery plain that the kingdom at that time over which Darius the Mede was reigning in Babylon was the kingdom of the
“Medes and Persians’ (vv. 8, 12, 15). In other words, the book of Daniel itself states clearly that this was a Medo-Persian
empire, not a Median empire at this point. The error isin the critics interpretation, not in what Daniel actually teaches.

The second critical argument is that the fourth empire is Greece—hence already history at the time the pseudo-Daniel wrote
the book in the second century. Thiswould require the second and third empires to be Media and Persia. The fact that
Daniel’s “prophecies’ of these empires does not fit the facts of history istaken as error on the part of the pseudo-Daniel. The



weakness of the critical approach here is unconsciously recognized in H. H. Rowley’ s discussion in which he puts most of

his weight on the attempt to identify the fourth kingdom as Greece.>'® While few works can claim more scholarshi p and
research than that of Rowley, the conservative interpreter of the book of Daniel finds that Rowley’ s interpretation tends to
emphasize extrascriptural sources, magnify minor points of obscurity and often ignores the plain statements of the book of
Daniel itself.

Montgomery adopts an interpretation even more extreme than Rowley. Montgomery not only attributes the book of Daniel
to a second-century author but takes the position that the first six chapters of Daniel were written by a different author and at
adifferent time from chapters 7 to 12. Montgomery states, “The criticism of the unity of the bk. began in the 17th cent, with
the observation of the distinction of languages, the Aram, and Heb.; Spinoza discovered two documents, cc. 1-7 and 8-12,

referring the latter to the undoubted authorship of Dan., and confessing ignorance asto the origin of the former.” 320 order

to support this, Montgomery holds that chapter 7 was originally written in Hebrew instead of Aramaic as we now have it. 3%
Montgomery confesses, however, “But acritical distinction on the basis of diversity of language is now generally denied.
The extreme positions taken respectively by the defenders and the impugners of the historicity of Dan. have induced the
great majority of critics to assign the bk. as awhole to either the 6th or the 2d cent., with asarule little or no discussion on

the part of the comm. of the possibility of composite origin; indeed most ignore the problem.” 322\ ontgomery goes beyond
the normal critical view of one pseudo-Daniel to the hypothesis that there were at least two pseudo-Daniels, both of whom
were second century writers who may have used some earlier sources.

Montgomery credits his view as being first advanced by Sir |saac Newton. Montgomery states, “ The distinction between the
Stories and the Visions was first made by Sir Isaac Newton: ‘ The bk. of Dan. is a collection of papers written at several
times. The six last chapters contain Prophecies written at several times by Dan. himself; the six first are a collection of

historical papers written by other authors'; and cc. 1. 5. 6 were written after his death.” 323

The final decision can only be made on which view offers the most plausible explanation of the text of Daniel. The inherent
congruity of the conservative interpretation of Daniel 7 as opposed to the critical theories will be considered under the
interpretation relating to each kingdom. If Daniel is genuine Scripture, of course, it tends to support the conservative
interpretation. If Daniel isaforgery, asthe critics assert, and its prophecy is actually history, the book of Daniel becomes
guite meaningless for most Bible expositors. Rowley presents the hollow claim that the critical view “which has been

adopted does not destroy faith but strengthensiit, in that it provides a reasonable ground for it.” 324 Actual ly Rowley is saying
that the choice is between faith in error and faith in the “true view,” that is, the critical interpretation.

Daniel’s First Vision: The Four Great Beasts

7:1-3 In thefirst year of Belshazzar king of Babylon Daniel had a dream and visions of his head upon his bed: then he wrote
the dream, and told the sum of the matters. Daniel spake and said, | saw in my vision by night, and, behold, the four winds
of the heaven strove upon the great sea. And four great beasts came up from the sea, diverse one from another.

In the opening verses of chapter 7, Daniel introduces his remarkable experience of having “adream and visions of his head
upon his bed” which occurred in the first year of Belshazzar king of Babylon. The year was probably 553 B.C., fourteen
years before the fall of Babylon. Nabonidus, the actual king of Babylon beginning in 556 B.C., had appointed Belshazzar as

his coregent in control of Babyloniaitself while Nabonidus conducted military maneuversin Arabia ®?® As Nebuchadnezzar
himself had died in 562 B.C., nine years before Belshazzar began to reign, it is clear that the event of chapter 7 occurred
chronologically between chapters 4 and 5 of Danidl.

In the mention of the specific time of the vision, Daniel is consciously and deliberately rooting the visions which he received
as occurring in the historical background of the sixth century b.c. The vision of chapter 8 is dated in Belshazzar’ s third year.

According to Daniel 9:1-2, Daniel discovered the prophecy of Jeremiah concerning the seventy years of captivity in the first

year of Darius the Mede and, later in the same chapter, had athird vision. The fourth vision of Daniel in chapters 10-12



occurred in the third year of Cyrus (10:1). In chapter 11, there is mention of an earlier activity of the angel in strengthening
Darius the Mede in hisfirst year, another historical event related to the prophetic portion of Daniel. All of these are
introduced so naturally and are so integral to the narrative that they support the sixth century date for the book of Daniel.

In the opening verse of chapter 7, Daniel speaks of his experience as a dream and a vision, apparently indicating that he had
avision in adream. Here, for the first timein the book of Daniel, avision is given directly to Daniel, and in verse 2, Daniel
is quoted in the first person, reciting his experience of the dream and its interpretation.

A great deal of discussion has been devoted to the significance of the seventh chapter in relationship to the book as awhole.
One point of view, held by conservative aswell as liberal interpreters, is that the book of Daniel divides into two halves with
the first six chapters providing a unit and the second six chapters providing a second unit. From the standpoint of world
history, this has much to commend itself; for the vision of Daniel in chapter 7 is at once a summary of what has been
revealed before, especialy in the vision of Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 2, and the outline of world history with which the last
half of Daniel is primarily concerned. In the first six chapters, generalities are revealed. In the last six chapters, specifics are
given, such as the detailed end of the times of the Gentiles and the relationship of Israel to world history, with specia
reference to the time of great tribulation.

From aliterary standpoint, there is good support for the obvious division of the book into the stories (1-6) and the visions (7-
12). Chapter 7, moreover, contains in semipoetic form amore explicit version of the expectations disclosed in chapter 2.
With the elucidation and prosaic details given in concluding chapters, the division of Daniel into two halvesisthe
conclusion of the majority of conservative scholars.

Another point of view argued strongly by Robert Culver is that the book of Daniel divides into three major divisions: (1)
introduction, Daniel 1; (2) the times of the Gentiles, presented in Aramaic, the common language of the Gentiles at that

time, Daniel 2-7; and (3) Israel in relation to the Gentiles, written in Hebrew, Daniel g-12.3%
327

Culver’s point of view, which

he credits to Auberlen,”™" has much to commend itself and is especially theologically discerning because it distinguishes the
two major programs of God in the Old Testament, namely, the program for the Gentiles and the program for Israel. In either
point of view, however, chapter 7 isa high point in revelation in the book of Daniel; and, in some sense, the material before
aswell asthe material which follows pivots upon the detailed revelation of this chapter.

Also to be noted in the introduction of chapter 7 is the sharp contrast between the vision given to Daniel and the vision given
to Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 2. On the one hand, in chapter 2, awicked and heathen king is used as a vehicle of divine
revelation which pictures world history as an imposing image in the form of aman. In chapter 7, the vision is given through
the godly prophet, Daniel, and world history is depicted as four horrible beasts, the last of which almost defies description.
In chapter 2, Daniel istheinterpreter. In chapter 7, an angdl isthe interpreter. Chapter 2 considers world history from man’'s
viewpoint as a glorious and imposing spectacle. Chapter 7 views world history from God'’ s standpoint in itsimmorality,
brutality, and depravity. In detail of prophecy, chapter 7 far exceeds chapter 2 and is in some sense the commentary on the
earlier revelation.

Critics have massed their severest criticism against the credibility of Daniel 7 and treated it amost contemptuously, but by
so doing they only reveal the artificia criteria by which they judge divine revelation. Conservative scholars, on the other
hand, have hailed chapter 7 as one of the great prophecies of the Bible and the key to the entire program of God from
Babylon to the second coming of Christ. Critics have suggested that the original form of this chapter was Hebrew and later it

was trandlated into Aramai c,328 but thereisreally no justification or documentary support for this apart from a premise that

Daniel itself isaforgery. From aliterary standpoint, it is only natural that the Aramaic section of Daniel, dealing as it does
with the Gentile world, should be in Aramaic, commonly used as the lingua franca of that time.

Beginning in verse 2, Daniel records what he calls “the sum of the matter” in verse 1, that is, the details of hisvision which
he declares he “saw” (see 7:7, 13; cf. “beheld,” 7:4, 6, 9, 11, 21). The words | saw and | beheld are the same verb in the
Aramaic ( h£a, ze, h hatwe, th) and can be translated, “as | was looking.” The verb consider in 7:8 is a different word. In



the vision, four winds are seen striving on a great sea. Symbolically, the sea may represent the mass of humanity, or the
nations of the world, asin Matthew 13:47 and Revelation 13:1 (cf. 1s 8:6-8; Jer 46:7-8; 47:2; Rev 17:1, 15). The seais
identified with the earth in 7:17 and is clearly symbolic. The turbulence of the sea may well represent the strife of Gentile

history (Is 17:12-13; 57:20; Jer 6:23).5%°

AsKelil states, “The great seais not the Mediterranean, ... for such ageographical reference isforeign to the context. It is
the ocean; and the storm on it represents the ‘tumults of the people,” commotions among the nations of the world,.. .

corresponding to the prophetic comparison found in Jer. 17:12, 46:7 f. * Since the beasts represent the forms of the world-

power, the sea must represent that out of which they arise, the whole heathen world’ (Hofmann).” 330

Kell continues, “ The winds of the heavens represent the heavenly powers and forces by which God sets the nations of the

” 331

world in motion. Keil also finds that the number four has the symbolic meaning of representing people from all four

corners of the earth, that is, all peoplesand all regions.332 The sea, however, is only a background to the vision which will

follow; and Daniel records that out of the sea came four great beasts, each differing from the other.

Commentators such as Leupol ¢33 agree with Keil that the major elements of the introduction to the vision, namely, the four

winds of heaven, the great sea, and the four great beasts indicate universality. It seems clear that the sea represents the
nations and the four great beasts represent the four great world empires which are given subsequent revelation. If thisisthe
case, what is the meaning of the four winds?

Although the Scriptures do not tell us, inasmuch as the wind striving with the world is a symbol of the sovereign power of
God striving with men (Gen 6:3; Jn 3:8), the prophetic meaning may be the sovereign power of God in conflict with sinful
man. God often used the wind as a means to attain His ends (Gen 8:1; Ex 10:13-19; 14:21; 15:10; Num 11:31; 1 Ki 18:45;
19:11). Compare Satan’ s use of wind in Job 1:19. Of more than 120 references in the Bible to wind (more than 90 in the O.
T. and about 30 in the N.T.), well over half are related to events and ideas which reflect the sovereignty and power of God.
In Daniel, wind is uniformly used to represent the sovereign power of God, which is the viewpoint of the book. The history
of the Gentilesisthe record of God striving with the nations and ultimately bringing them into subjection when Christ
returnsto reign (Ps 2).

The First Beast: Babylon

7:4 Thefirst was like alion, and had eagle swings: | beheld till the wings thereof were plucked, and it was lifted up from
the earth, and made stand upon the feet as a man, and a man’ s heart was given to it.

Daniel describesthefirst beast as being like alion but having the wings of an eagle.334 As Daniel beheld, or as Leupold puts

it, “kept looking” that is, looking intently,335 he saw the wings plucked from the beast, the beast lifted from the earth, made
to stand upon his feet asaman, and given aman’s heart, that is, aman’s mind or nature. Interpreters of the book of Daniel,
whether liberal or conservative, generally have agreed that chapter 7 isin some sense a recapitul ation of chapter 2 and
covers the same four empires. Likewise, there is agreement that the first empire represents the reign of Nebuchadnezzar or
the Neo-Babylonian Empire. Concerning this identification, Rowley comments, “Of this thereislittle dispute. In Dn 2:38 we
read that Daniel specifically informed Nebuchadnezzar: * Thou art the head of gold.” There is, therefore, no uncertainty that
in this chapter, the first kingdom is either the reign of Nebuchadnezzar or the Neo-Babylonian empire which he represents.

A few have adopted the former view, but most the |atter.” 3%

Rowley also finds that, apart from afew exceptions, scholars are agreed on the identification of the first kingdom of chapter
2 and chapter 7. One of the exceptions, according to Rowley, is Hitzig, who considered the first two empires of chapter 2

that of Nebuchadnezzar first, and Belshazzar second, but in chapter 7 identifies the first beast with Bel shazzar. >’ Rowley
also cites Eerdmans' view that the first beast of chapter 7 represents Egypt, and the viewpoint of Conring and Merx that the



first beast represents the Median Empire. He goes on to say, “But apart from a few such rare exceptions, there is complete

agreement that the Neo-Babylonian empireis again intended.” 338

339

There is more unanimity on the identification of the first
beast of chapter 7 than on any other point in this chapter.

The elements of the revelation are most significant. The beast is compared to alion with eagle’ swings. Thelionisa
common representation of royal power. Solomon, for instance, had twelve lions on either side of the steps leading up to his
throne (1 Ki 10:20; 2 Ch 9:19). Winged lions guarded the gates of the royal palaces of the Babylonians. The lion was indeed
the king of the beasts. In like manner, the eagle was the king of the birds of the air. In Ezekiel 17:3, 7, agreat eagleis used
asapicturefirst of Babylon and then of Egypt.

In spite of the power indicated in the symbolism of the lion with eagle’ swings, Daniel in his vision sees the wings plucked
and the lion made to stand upon his feet as a man, with aman’s heart given to it. Thisis most commonly interpreted as the
symbolic representation of Nebuchadnezzar’ s experience in chapter 4 when he was humbled before God and made to realize
that, even though he was a great ruler, he was only a man. His lion-like character, or royal power, was hisonly at God's
pleasure. The symbolism is accurate and corresponds to the historical facts. As Leupold states, “ This is undoubtedly an

alusion to the experience of Nebuchadnezzar which isrelated in detail in chapter four. The incident signifies that, as nearly

asit ispossible for abeast to become like a man, so nearly did Babylon lose its beastlike nature.” 34

Although Daniel in this vision does not dwell on the fall of Babylon, described in detail in chapter 5, the decline of Babylon
and the rise of The Medo-Persian Empire isimplied. Other prophets spoke at length on the fall of Babylon. From the
reference to the tower of Babel in Genesis 11, there is no biblical mention of Babylon until the major prophets, Isaiah,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel discuss Babylon’s future. Isaiah describes the fall of Babylon as similar to that of Sodom and
Gomorrah (Is 13:1-22), with particular mention of the Medesin Isaiah 13:17-19. A future destruction of Babylon at the
second coming of Christ seemsto be indicated in Isaiah 13:20-22 (cf. Rev 17). Another extended prophecy about Babylon is
found in Isaiah 47.

Jeremiah who witnessed the capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians refers to Babylon throughout his prophecy, of which
the most important sections are Jeremiah 25:11-14; 29:10; 50:1-51:62. The last three long chapters of Jeremiah are devoted
entirely to Babylon. Ezekiel, himself a captive, is occupied with Babylon (Eze 17:12-24), and predicts like Jeremiah
Babylon’s conquest of Egypt (Eze 29:18-20; 30:10-25; 32:1-32). Daniel, writing later, ties together these prophecies about
Babylon.

The Second Beast: Medo-Persia

7:5 And behold another beast, a second, like to abear, and it raised up itself on one side, and it had three ribs in the mouth of
it between the teeth of it: and they said thus unto it, Arise, devour much flesh.

The second beast of Daniel’svision is described as corresponding to a bear.3*! As Daniel observes, the bear raisesitself on
one side and Daniel notices three ribs in its mouth between its teeth. Daniel hears the instruction given to the bear to “Arise,
devour much flesh.”

In contrast to the unanimity of identifying the first beast with Babylon is the diversity of interpretation of the second beast.

Critics such as Montgomery,342 Rowley,g’43 and R. H. Charl&s,344 and practically all liberal higher critics, identify the
second beast as the Median Empire. Rowley cites almost overwhelming support for this identification which, according to
him, “is found in the Peshitta version of the book of Daniel, in Ephraem Syrus and in Cosmas Indicopleustes. It also stands

in the anonymous commentator whose work is published in Mai’ s Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio.” 345 Rowl ey notes
that this long-forgotten theory was revived in the eighteenth century. Among its modern adherents he lists an imposing
group of scholars, as follows: Eichhorn, deWette, Dereser, von Lengerke, Maurer, Bade, Hilgenfeld, Bleek, Westcott,
Davidson, Kamphausen, Kranichfeld, Graf, Delitzsch, Kuenen, Reuss and Vatke, whom Rowley designates as the ol der



scholars, and the more recent scholars, Schurer, Meinhold, Bevan, Behrmann, von Gall, Curtis, Buhl, Prince, Driver, Marti,
Bertholet, Steuernagel, Andrews, Haller, Baumgartner, Montgomery, Charles, Willet, Obbink, and Eissfeldt. 3%

Although conservative scholars are outnumbered, it is significant that most scholars attributing accuracy to the book of
Daniel regard the second kingdom as that of the Medo-Persians. Even Rowley admits that his view hangs upon the
identification of the fourth empire as that of Greece which, as already has been stated, depends first on the conclusion that
Daniel isaforgery, and second on the assumption that prophecy cannot be accurately given in detail concerning future
events.

The identification of the second kingdom as the Medo-Persian Empire, which even Rowley recognizes as “the traditional
identification,” is ably supported by one of the greatest Old Testament scholars of modern times, Robert Dick Wilson. His
entire work on Sudiesin the Book of Daniel methodically devastates the liberal point of view; and even though thiswork is
brushed aside impatiently by Rowley, no one has actually answered Wilson's arguments.

Recent discoveries have proved beyond question that the second empire was in fact the Medo-Persian Empire. The Persian
ruler Cyrus himself came to conquered Babylon in less than a month, and the myth of a separate Median empire at thistime
Is not supported by the facts. The liberal position has to hold that the vision of the second beast is afalse prophecy which
does not correspond to the facts of history. If Daniel’ srevelation istruly from God, it must correspond precisely to what
history itself records. In chapter 6 of Daniel, a combined kingdom of the Medes and Persians is mentioned repeatedly asin
verses 8, 12, and 15. These references alone should shut the mouth of the critic who wants to attribute to Daniel afallacious
and unhistorical kingdom of the Medes. Daniel’ s record corresponds to history, whereas the critics' view does not.

If Daniel’srevelation is true prophecy, what is the symbolism of the bear? Normally, this animal is not related to symbolism
in the Old Testament. The meaning seems to be that the second empire will be powerful like a bear, ferocious (Is 13:17-18),
but less majestic, less swift, and less glorious. The beast of Revelation 13 which gathers into its power the characteristics of

all previous beasts is said to have feet as a bear (Rev 13:2).

The bear pictured apparently lying down is described as raising itself up on one side. Such an action, of course, istypical of
an awkward animal like the bear. As Driver expressesit, “Inthe O. T. it is spoken of as being, next to the lion, the most

formidable beast of prey known in Palestine (1 Sam. 17:34; Am. 5:19; cf. 2 Ki. 2:24; Hos. 13:8); at the sametime, itis

inferior to the lion in strength and appearance, and is heavy and ungainly in its movements.” 347 Why, however, does the

beast raise itself on one side? Although the Scriptures do not answer directly, probably the best explanation isthat it
represented the one-sided union of the Persian and Median Empires. Persia at this time, although coming up last, was by far
the greater and more powerful and had absorbed the Medes. Thisis represented also in chapter 8 by the two horns of the ram
with the horn that comes up last being higher and greater. The ram with its unequal hornsisidentified as“ The kings of
Mediaand Persia’ (Dan 8:20). Thisinterpretation also helps to support the Medo-Persian character of the second empire and
istrue to the facts of history.

The bear is described as having three ribs in its mouth. Normally a bear lives mostly on fruits, vegetables, and roots, but will
eat flesh when hungry and attack other animals and men. Scripture does not tell us the meaning of the three ribs, and many
suggestions haye been offered. Probably the best isthat it refers to Media, Persia, and Babylon as representing the three

major components of the Medo-Babylonian Empire. Jerome offered this suggestion.348 An aternative view offered by

Young isthat it represents Babylon, Lydia, and Egypt.349 Y oung’ s objection to Jerome’ s viewpoint is that it would make the
bear devour itself.

The bear, however, is the symbol of government and military conquest and the ribs are the people subdued. The bear is
instructed to continue its conquest and to “ devour much flesh.” This apparently refers to the additional conquests of the
Medes and Persians in the years which followed the fall of Babylon. Y oung errs in making this command simply to devour
the three ribs already in the mouth of the bear. It would seem clear that the flesh is not the same as the ribs but refers to
further conquests. As Leupold expressesiit, “ The question arises whether the command, ‘ Arise, devour much flesh,” implies



that the flesh on the ribsisto be eaten, or whether, after substantial conquests have been made, further conquests are to be

attempted. The latter seems to be the more reasonable interpretation.” 30 Among the nations yet to be conquered were Lydia
and Egypt. Taken as awhole, the prophecy of the second beast accurately portrays the characteristics and history of the
Medo-Persian Empire which, although beginning in Daniel’ s day, continued for over 200 years until the time of Alexander
the Great, 336 B.C.

The Third Beast: Greece

7:6 After this| beheld, and lo another, like aleopard, which had upon the back of it four wings of afowl; the beast had also
four heads; and dominion was given to it.

Daniel in describing the vision next depicts a third beast differing from either of the two preceding animals. The third islike

aleopard, has four wings on its back, and has four heads. The third beast is commonly identified as the empire of Greece.®!
The only thing said about this beast is that dominion was given to it.

The expression “After this| beheld” hasin it the implication of intense scrutiny. The leopard in contrast to the lion, the first
beast, isless grand and majestic, but it is swifter and was much feared as an animal of prey in Old Testament times. The
swiftness of the leopard made it the standard of comparison in Habakkuk 1:8 where the horses of the Chaldeans are
described as swifter than leopards. Leopards characteristically would lie in wait for their prey (Jer 5:6; Ho 13:7) and then
pounce upon their victims with great speed and agility. Y oung prefers the trandation “ panther” instead of leopard, to

indicate aleopard of unusual size and power.352

The impression of great speed inherent in aleopard is further enhanced by the presence of four wings on its back. Although
these wings are not declared to be the wings of an eagle asin the case of thefirst beast, their presence emphasizes the
concept of speed. Of significance isthe mention that there were precisely four wings in keeping with the four heads of the
beast, whereas in the first beast the number of wingsisimplied to be only two, like an eagle.

The four heads obviously refer to intelligent direction of the beast and indicate, in contrast to the earlier beasts which had
only one head, that the third empire would have four governmental divisions with corresponding heads.

In their zeal to promote the idea that the third empireis Persia, liberal critics bring up many petty objections to equating the
third beast with Greece. On the face of it, however, the history of Greece under Alexander the Great corresponds precisely to
what is here described.

With the swiftness of aleopard, Alexander the Great conquered most of the civilized world all the way from Macedoniato
Africaand eastward to India. The lightning character of his conquests is without precedent in the ancient world, and thisis
fully in keeping with the image of speed embodied in the leopard itself and the four wings on its back.

It isawell established fact of history that Alexander had four principal successors. Calvin, after Jerome, considered these

Ptolemy, Seleucus, Philip, and Antigonus.353 Keil and most modern commentaries prefer to recognize the four kings who

emerge about twenty-two years after the death of Alexander after the overthrow of Antigonus at the battle of 1psus (301 B.
C.). These four kings and their reigns were, according to Keil, Lysimachus, who held Thrace and Bithynia; Cassander, who
held Macedonia and Greece; Seleucus, who controlled Syria, Babylonia, and territories as far east as India; and Ptolemy,

who controlled Egypt, Palestine, and Arabia Petrea >

In spite of the aptness of the interpretation of verse 6 which would identify the leopard as the kingdom of Alexander and the
four wings and four heads as its fourfold component parts which became evident after Alexander’ s death, other views have
been offered. The conservative scholar, Y oung, although agreeing that the third empire is Greece, takes the four heads as
representing the four corners of the earth; and, therefore, he denies that it refers to four Persian rulers (after Charles and



Bevan) or to the four successors of Alexander (after Jerome and Calvin) or to the geographical divisions of Alexander’s
conquests, namely, Greece, Western Asia, Egypt and Persia. Y oung states, “Here the four heads, representing the four

corners of the earth, symbolize ecumenicity of the kingdom.” 351 view of the transparent fact that Alexander did have four
generals who succeeded him and divided his empireinto four divisions, neither more nor less, it would seem that the
interpretation of the four wings and the four heads as referring to the divisions of the Grecian Empire with their rulersisthe
best interpretation. This would confirm the identification of the third beast as the Grecian Empire. As Leupold states, in
regard to the critics' identification of the second and third kingdoms as Media and Persia, “We are more firmly convinced
than ever that they [the four beasts] are Babylon, Persia, Greece, and Rome. The arguments advanced in support of Mediaas

being the second in both series are not convincing.” 3%6

The interpretation which takes the four horns as reference to the four subdivisions of Alexander’s kingdom is quite superior
to the interpretation of those who want to relate this to Persiain order to eliminate the prophetic element. The issue here, as
so often in the book of Daniel, iswhether Daniel can accurately foreshadow future events—in this instance, the. fourfold
division of the Grecian Empire several hundreds years before it occurred. The difficulty of the liberal criticsin interpreting
these prophecies is further evidence that they are operating on the wrong premises. The interpretation disputes of the first
three empires, however, are relatively insignificant in comparison to the interpretative problems of the fourth world empire
which was to extend to the end of human history as Daniel saw it and contains so many elements that by any stretch of the
Imagination cannot be conformed to history of the second century B.C. or earlier.

The Fourth Beast: Rome

7:7-8 After this| saw in the night visions, and behold afourth beast, dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly; and it had
great iron teeth: it devoured and brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with the feet of it: and it was diverse from all the
beasts that were before it; and it had ten horns. | considered the horns, and, behold, there came up among them another little
horn, before whom there were three of the first horns plucked up by the roots: and, behold, in this horn were eyes like the
eyes of man, and a mouth speaking great things.

The crucia issue in the interpretation of the entire book of Daniel, and especially of chapter 7, isthe identification of the
fourth beast. On this point, liberal critics generally insist that the fourth beast is Greece or the kingdom of Alexander the
Great. Conservative scholars with few exceptions generally identify the fourth beast as Rome.

The dominion of Rome, beginning with the occupation of Sicily in 241 B.C. asaresult of victory in the first Punic conflict,
rapidly made the Mediterranean Sea a Roman lake by the beginning of the second century B.C. Spain was conquered first,
and then Carthage at the battle of Zamain North Africain 202 B.C. Beginning by subjugating the area north of Italy, Rome
then moved east, conquering Macedonia, Greece, and Asia Minor. The Roman general Pompey swept into Jerusalem in 63
B.C. after destroying remnants of the Seleucid Empire (Syria). During following decades, Rome extended control to
southern Britain, France, Belgium, Switzerland, and Germany west of the Rhine River. The Roman Empire continued to
grow gradually for four centuries or more (reaching its height in a.d. 117), in contrast to the sudden rise of the other empires
which preceded it. It likewise declined slowly, beginning in the third century. The decline became obviousin the fifth
century a.d., with the Romans leaving Britain in a.d. 407 and suffering a sack of Rome in 410 by the Visigoths. It was not
until a.d. 1453 that the last Roman or Byzantine ruler was killed in battle and Mohammed Il conquered Constantinople. The
guestion facing the exposition is whether Daniel is here describing the Roman empire, clearly the greatest of all empires of
history. The interpreter of the book of Daniel isforced to make a decision as the evaluation of the supporting evidence, the

theological implications, and the resulting prophetic program depend almost entirely on this quastion.357

On this issue the question of whether the book of Daniel is a genuine sixth-century writing or a second-century forgery is
determinative. Rowley objects strenuously to the accusation that the liberal view—that the fourth kingdom is Greece—stems
from prejudice, and he attempts to turn the argument against the conservative as unfairly accusing the liberal. Rowley quotes
CharlesH. H. Wright as follows, “Wright imports prejudice into the question by saying: ‘the real objections of the modern
school to the old “Roman” interpretation arise from a determination to get rid at all costs of the predictive element in



prophecy, and to reduce the prophecies of the Scripture, Old and New, to the position of being only guesses of ancient seers,
or vaticinia post eventa.” That the Greek view commanded so long and respectable an array of names among its supporters,
prior to the establishment of the modern schooal, is a sufficient refutation of this unworthy remark. That since the
establishment of the critical school, the Greek view has continued to be held by scholars of unimpeachable orthodoxy, is

ample proof that the case for that view rests on afar more substantial basis than prejudice.” 38

It is probably fair to say that liberals are not conscious of their prejudice in this matter, but Rowley himself gives the matter
away in his later discussion. After describing the bewildering variety of views, both in support of. the Roman and of the
Greek empire interpretations, Rowley states,

Within the circle of those who hold the Greek view, therefore, there is wide divergence on this point, and while up to the
time of Antiochus Epiphanes, their reading of history and of the visions run concurrently, and they may be considered
together, the only form of the Greek view which is here claimed to fit the prophecies is that which locates the composition of
these chapters, at any rate in the form in which they now stand before us, in the Maccabean Age. On this view, the author
was a man who was moved of the spirit of God to encourage his fellows to resist the attack of Antiochus Epiphanes upon the
religion and culture of hisrace, and who rightly perceives that the victory must lie with them, if they were to be loyal unto

their God, but whose message was coloured with the Messianic hopes that were not to be fulfil e,

In other words, Rowley himself says that the only sensible support for the Greek interpretation is that the book of Daniel isa
second-century production.

In addition to making this major admission that identification of the fourth empire as Grecian depends on the thesis that the
book of Daniel isaforgery of the second century, Rowley completely fails to support the Grecian empire interpretation by
any consensus among its followers, and his discussion is a hopel ess maze of alternating views which he either rgjects or
accepts often as mere matters of opinion.

While the diversity of interpretation isindeed confusing to any expositor of this portion of Scripture, if the book of Daniel is
a sixth-century writing, and therefore genuine Scripture, it follows, even as Rowley indirectly admits, that the Roman view
is more consistent than the Greek empire interpretation. Thisis especialy true among those following pre-millennial
interpretation. The Roman view is supported in the exegesis of the passage which follows, which endeavors to demonstrate
that the prophecies of Daniel are best explained by identifying the fourth kingdom as the Roman Empire.

Daniel describes the fourth beast in verse 7 as a fascinating spectacle upon which he fixed his eyes. The fourth beast is
described as “dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly.” This description is supported by its great iron teeth which
distinguished it from any known animal. As Daniel watched, the beast was observed to devour and break in pieces and
stamp the residue of the preceding kingdoms. Dani€l is explicit that the beast is quite different from any of the beasts which
were beforeiit.

The description of the beast to this point more obviously corresponds to the Roman Empire than that of the empire of
Alexander the Great. Alexander conquered by the rapidity of his troop movements and seldom crushed the people whom he
conquered. By contrast, the Roman empire was ruthless in its destruction of civilizations and peoples, killing captives by the
thousands and selling them into slavery by the hundreds of thousands. This hardly is descriptive of either Alexander or the
four divisions of his empire which followed. As Leupold states, referring to the iron teeth, “ That must surely signify a
singularly voracious, cruel, and even vindictive world power. Rome could never get enough of conquest. Rivalslike
Carthage just had to be broken: Carthago delenda est. Rome had no interest in raising the conquered nations to any high

level of development. AH her designs were imperial; let the nations be crushed and stamped underfoot.” 360 The description
of Daniel 7:7 clearly is more appropriate for the empire of Rome than for the Macedonian kingdom or any of its derived
divisions.

Probably the most decisive argument in favor of interpreting the fourth empire as Roman is the fact, mentioned in earlier



discussion, that the New Testament seems to follow this interpretation. Christ, in His reference to the “abomination of

desolation” (Mt 24:15) clearly pictures the desecration of the temple, here prophesied as a future event. Evenif Young is

wrong in identifying this with the destruction of the temple in a.d. 70%Y and the view is followed that it represents a still

future event signalling the start of the great tribulation, in either case, it is Roman not Grecian, as the Grecian view would
reguire fulfillment in the second century B.C. The New Testament also seems to employ the symbolism of Dani€l in the

book of Revelation, presented as future even after the destruction of the templ e.3%2 These New Testament allusions to Daniel

which require the fourth empire to be Roman (cf. also Dan 9:26) make unnecessary the tangled explanation of Rowley and

others attempting to find an explanation of the ten horns or at least seven of them in the Seleucid ki ngs.363

The interpretation identifying this as Rome immediately has a major problem in that there is no real correspondence to the
Roman Empire historically in the phrase, “and it had ten horns.” This and the succeeding matter has no correspondence
either to the history of Greece or to the history of Rome. The interpretation of the vision later in the chapter only servesto
emphasize this problem.

Interpreters of this chapter who agree that it is Roman divide three ways in their explanation of how thisrelatesto the
Roman Empire. Amillennial scholars like Y oung and Leupold tend to spiritualize both the number ten and the number three,
and thus escape the necessity of finding any literal fulfillment. Both of them find literal fulfillment impossible because there

are no ten kings reigning simultaneously in the Roman period.364 Y oung, however, considers fulfillment in the Roman
Empire in the past, and no further fulfillment is neceﬁsqary.365 Leupold finds ultimate fulfillment at the second coming of

Christ, rather than in past history.366 Pre-millennialists offer athird view, providing literal fulfillment: ten actual kingdoms
will exist simultaneously in the future consummation.

In verse 8, as Daniel continued to gaze intently upon the vision, he saw another little horn emerging from the head of the
beast, and in the process, uprooting three of the first horns, that is, three of the ten horns previously described. The little horn
is described as having eyes like the eyes of a man and a mouth speaking great things.

If there were no commentary upon this passage and the interpreter was left to find its meaning simply on what the text states,
it would be a reasonable conclusion that the little horn is a man, and that, therefore, the ten horns which precede were also
men who were rulersin relationship to the fourth kingdom. The fact that the horn has eyes and a mouth identifies the human
characteristics.

Commentators have been quick to note that in chapter 8 there is also alittle horn which conservative expositors have
identified with Antiochus Epiphanes. This has been taken as evidence that the little horn of Daniel 7 is also from the Grecian
or Maccabean period in its latter stages. Further consideration is given to thisin chapter 8. It must be observed, however,
that the little horn of chapter 8 comes out of an entirely different context than the little horn of chapter 7. Although both
horns are described as “little,” the horn of chapter 7 is not said to grow like the horn in chapter 8, although in the end he
becomes a greater power than the little horn of chapter 8. To assume that the two horns are one and the same because both
are little hornsis to decide a matter on assumed similarities without regard for the contradictions. Archer, in an excellent
discussion, states,

There can be no question that the little horn in chapter 8 pointsto aruler of the Greek empire, that is, Antiochus Epiphanes.
The critics, therefore, assume that since the same term is used, the little horn in chapter 7 must refer to the same individual.
This, however, can hardly be the case, since the four-winged leopard of chapter 7 clearly corresponds to the four-horned
goat of chapter 8; that is, both represent the Greek empire which divided into four after Alexander’s death. The only

reasonable deduction to draw is that there are two little horns involved in the symbolic visions of Daniel. One of them

emerged from the third empire, and the other isto emerge from the fourth.3”

It is aso true that the Aramaic word for horn in chapter 7 is different from the Hebrew word for horn in chapter 8. However,
this may be accounted for on the basis of the difference in language and does not in itself determine the interpretation.



The Vision of the Ancient of Days

7:9-10 | beheld till the thrones were cast down, and the Ancient of days did sit, whose garment was white as snow, and the
hair of his head like the pure wool: his throne was like the fiery flame, and his wheels as burning fire. A fiery stream issued
and came forth from before him: thousand thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before
him: the judgment was set, and the books were opened.

No system of biblical interpretation can claim to be adequate unlessit provides a satisfactory interpretation of the conclusion
of the vision. Three major facts stand out in verses 9-14. First, in verses 9 and 10, Daniel has avision of heaven at the time
of final judgment on the nations. Second, in verses 11 and 12, the little horn representing the last ruler of the times of the
Gentiles is destroyed and with it his empire. Third, the fifth kingdom, the kingdom of the son of man who comes with the
clouds of heaven is brought in, beginning the everlasting dominion of God. It is obvious that all three factors combine to
make clear that thisis asummary conclusion which is catastrophic in nature and introducing aradical change. The critical
explanation of the fourth empire as belonging to Alexander has no reasonable explanation of any one of these three factors,
let alone an explanation of al of them. If thisis genuine prophecy, it belongs to a future consummation which was not
realized by the Greek Empire nor by the Roman Empire as far as recorded history is concerned.

Inverse 9, Daniel seesthronesin heaven on which the Ancient of daysis seated. The expression in the King James Version
that “the thrones were cast down,” is better interpreted as “the thrones were placed.” Thisis the establishment not the
destruction of athrone in heaven. The scene as a whole corresponds to what John saw and recorded in Revelation 4-5. The
Ancient of days seemsto correspond to God the Father, as distinct from God the Son who isintroduced in Daniel 7:13 as
Son of man.

A. C. Gaebelein, basing his argument on John 5:22, declares, “ The Ancient of Days isthe Lord Jesus Christ,” and finds

confirmation in Revelation 1:12-14.3% To support this, he divides chapter 7 into four separate visions instead of one vision
asit isgeneraly taken. However, if in the same chapter the Ancient of daysis clearly God the Father in Danidl 7:13, it is
futile to argue from other passages in the same chapter that the Ancient of days is Jesus Christ. The expression “ Ancient of
days’ isused of God only in this chapter where thetitleis repeated in verse 13 and 22. His garments are said to be white as
snow and His hair as pure wool. The emphasis is on purity rather than on age, although it also may imply that God is eternal.

The Ancient of daysis described as sitting upon a throne, one of many, as indicated in the contrast between the plural early
in verse 9 and the singular in the latter part of verse 9. Who sits on the thrones first mentioned is not indicated, but this may
either refer to angelic authority or the Second and Third Persons of the Trinity may be intended. The major characteristic of
the throneisthat it is aburning flame (like is not in the original Aramaic), and the wheels of the throne, whatever their
meaning, are also burning (cf. Eze 1:13-21). The glory of God, pictured as afiery flame, is a common representation in
Scripture. The fireis asymbol of judgment and is associated with theophaniesin the Old Testament. In Psalm 97 it is
revealed that “righteousness and judgment are the habitation [“foundation,” RSV] of histhrone” (v. 2), and “A fire goeth
before him, and burneth up his enemies round about” (v. 3). In the glorified revelation of Jesus Christ a similar description
of God isgiven, “His head and his hairs are white like wool, as white as snow; and his eyes were as aflame of fire; and his
feet like unto fine brass, asif they burned in afurnace” (Rev 1:14-15; cf. Ex 3:2; Deu 4:24; 1 Ti 6:16; Heb 12:29). That
Christ as the Son of man should have asimilar glory to the Ancient of daysis no contradiction, astheir glory is the same
even though their persons are distinguished in Daniel 7.

In this scene of blazing glory, innumerable saints and angels (cf. Deu 33:2) are pictured as ministering to God, in number ten
thousand times ten thousand. In the glorious presence of God, the books are opened and the judgment is set. It is apparent
that thisis the hour of final decision as far as the nations of the world are concerned. Daniel does not enlarge on the concept
of “the books.” Theimplication is, however, from Revelation 20:12, that thisis arecord of the works of men (cf. Is65:6 for
record of evil deeds, and Mai 3:16 for remembrance of good deeds). As Leupold statesit, “In them are written, not names,

but deeds of men, arecord of their ungodly acts, on the basis of which they will be judged.” 369



In Matthew 25:31-46, there is a corresponding judgment which chronologically may be considered to follow the one here
pictured. In Daniel, the judgment isin heaven and relates to the little horn and the beast. In Matthew, the judgment follows
the second coming of Christ pictured in Daniel 7:13-14 and extends the original judgment upon the beast to the entire world.
Even without any emendation or explanation from other texts of the Bible, it is clear that thisis at the end of the interadvent
age and the end of the times of the Gentiles. It, therefore, demands a fulfillment which is yet future, and it is futile to attempt
to find anything in history that provides a reasonable fulfillment of this passage.

The Destruction of the Beast

7:11-12 | beheld then because of the voice of the great words which the horn spake: | beheld even till the beast was dain,
and his body destroyed, and given to the burning flame. As concerning the rest of the beasts, they had their dominion taken
away: yet their lives were prolonged for a season and time.

As Danidl kept looking intently upon the vision that was before him, the scene shifted once again to earth. Y oung, after

Montgomery and Keil, holds that because of should be translated “from the time of.” 370 Their point is that the vision of
heaven immediately followed the arrogant words of the little horn. Asthe prophet listened to the great words uttered by the
little horn of verse 8, he saw the beast destroyed and given to burning flame. This passage is another illustration of how
quickly God can dispose of the mightiest of men, and how men in their wickedness are ultimately brought to divine
judgment. Critics maintain that the beast here is the Seleucid power in general and the mouth is Antiochus Epiphanes, killed
in battlein 164 B.C. But the kingdom of God from heaven did not follow the downfall of Antiochus. Although the
Maccabean revolt was followed by the independent Jewish kingdom, and the Roman conquest was not until a century later
in 63 B.C., the ultimate beneficiary of Antiochus was Rome. The destruction of the beast, however, does not fit the historic
Roman Empire which took centuriesto lose al its strength. Thisis a sudden act of divine judgment in which the major ruler
iskilled and his government destroyed. This passage is an obvious parallel to Revelation 19:20 where the beast and the false
prophet are cast alive into the lake of fire burning with brimstone at the time of the second coming of Christ.

Verse 12 has been a stumbling block, especially to the liberal critics such as Rowley, who have great difficulty in
understanding how the rest of the beasts have their lives prolonged even though their dominion is taken away. If the earlier
beasts are empires which were succeeded by the fourth beast, how can they be prolonged after the fourth beast? As Rowley
statesit, “ Further, we are told that when the fourth beast was destroyed, the other beasts were spared for atime, though
denied any dominion. But how can it be maintained that at any time contemplated by the various forms of this interpretation

Babylon, Medo-Persia, and Greece enjoyed a measured existence that was denied to Rome?”’ 311

The point is that the destruction of the fourth beast here described refers to atime yet future in connection with the second
advent of Christ. Montgomery suggests that the expression a season and a time are semantic equivalents (cf. Dan 2:21; Acts

1:7) and denote “afixed fate” 32 What verse 12 is saying is that the Babylonian, Medo-Persian, and Grecian empires were
to some extent continued in their successors; that is, Gentile power shifted as to rulership but continued more or lessin the
same pattern: By contrast, at the second coming of Christ the fourth beast is completely destroyed, and atotally different
kingdom which is from heaven succeeds the fourth empire. The destruction of the first three beasts is not stated directly in
this chapter. Evidently the first three continue to survive in another form in the kingdom which replaces them. Hence, “ They
had their dominion taken away: yet their lives were prolonged for a season and time.” Thisis borne out by the image of
chapter 2, as Driver states, “the entire image remains intact until the stone falls upon the feet (representing the fourth and last

kingdom), when the whole of it breaks up together.” 813

When Medo-Persiafollowed Babylon, the dominion of Babylon was taken away, but in some sense the lives of the
participants were prolonged. The same is true when Greece succeeded Medo-Persia and when Rome succeeded Greece. But
the end of the fourth beast isto be dramatic, cataclysmic, and final. Both the rulers and the people involved are to be
destroyed. This interpretation agrees with Revelation 19:19-20, which records the beast as destroyed and its ruler cast in the
lake of fire at the second coming of Christ, and is confirmed by Matthew 25:31-46, the judgment of the nations at the return
of Christ.



The Fifth Kingdom of the Son of Man from Heaven

7:13-14 | saw in the night visions, and, behold, one like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the
Ancient of days, and they brought him near before him. And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that
all people, nations, and languages, should serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away,
and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.

The climax of the vision is now seen by Daniel. Again, it is heaven rather than earth that isin view. Verse 13 follows verse
10 chronologically. Verses 11-12 are explanatory and do not advance the narrative. Porteous correctly notes, “The

interposition, however, of vv. 11 and 12 is necessary to express the author’s meaning.” 374 One described as “like the Son of
man,” in obvious contrast with the beasts and the little horn, comes before the throne of the Ancient of days, attended by the
clouds of heaven. The phrase they brought him near before him can be better translated, “he was brought before him.” The
purpose of this heavenly presentation is indicated in verse 14 where the Son of man is given “dominion, and glory, and a
kingdom.” This kingdom would be a worldwide kingdom involving “all people, nations, and languages.” In contrast to the
preceding kingdoms, it would be an everlasting kingdom which shall not pass away and be destroyed. This kingdom is
obviously the expression of divine sovereignty dealing dramatically with the human situation in a way which introduces the
eternal state where God is manifestly supreme in His government of the universe.

Conservative scholars are agreed that the Son of man is a picture of the Lord Jesus Christ rather than an angelic agency. The
description of Him as being worthy of ruling all nationsis obviously in keeping with many passages in the Bible referring to
the millennial rule of Jesus Christ, as for instance, Psalm 2:6-9 and Isaiah 11. Like the scene in Revelation 4-5, Christ is
portrayed as a separate person from God the Father. The expression that He is attended by “clouds of heaven” implies His
deity (1 Th 4:17). A parallel appearsin Revelation 1:7, which states, “Behold, he cometh with clouds,” in fulfillment of Acts
1 wherein His ascension He was received by a cloud (Ac 1:9) and the angels say that he will “come in like manner asye
have seen him go into heaven” (Ac 1:11). Clouds in Scripture are frequently characteristic of revelation of deity (Ex 13:21-
22;19:9, 16; 1 Ki 8:10-11; 1s 19:1; Jer 4:13; Eze 10:4; Mt 24:30; 26:64; Mk 13:26). The liberal scholar, Driver, interprets

the clouds as meaning “ superhuman majesty and state.” 375

Driver, however, objects to the phrase the Son of man which probably should be better translated “a son of man.” 376 The

Aramaic does not have the definite article. Driver does not like the concept that thisis aformal title. He claims that it merely

implies humanity.377 Although there is some linguistic support for the concept that thisis merely a human being in
appearance, the frequent introduction of this term in the New Testament referring to Jesus Christ is the divine commentary
on the phrase (cf. Mt 8:20; 9:6; 10:23; 11:19; 12:8, 32, 40; 13:37, 41, 16:13, 27, 28; 17:9, 12, 22, etc.)

Obviously, the expression the Son of man should be interpreted by the context. In verse 13, He is presented as being near the
Ancient of days, and in verse 14 given dominion over al peoples and nations. This could not be an angel, nor could it be the
body of saints, as it corresponds clearly to other Scriptures which predict that Christ will rule over al nations (Ps 72:11; Rev
19:15-16). Only Christ will come with clouds of heaven, and be the King of kings and Lord of lords over al nations
throughout eternity. Inasmuch as all the nations which survive His purging judgment and come under His dominion are
saints, it would be tautology to make the Son of man the personification of the saints. Keil states on this point,

With all other interpreters, we must accordingly firmly maintain that he who appears with the clouds of heaven comes from
heaven to earth and is a personal existence, and is brought before God, who judges the world, that he may receive dominion,
majesty, and a kingdom. But in thewords“ asa man” it is hot meant that he was only a man. He that comes with the clouds

of heaven may, as Kranichfeld rightly observes, “be regarded, according to the current representations, as the God of |srael

coming on the clouds, while yet he who appears takes the outward form of a man.” 378

Y oung observes that some expositors regard the Son of man as representing the people of Isragl. Y oung states, “ This view

has been adopted by along line of expositors of which M [Montgomery] is one of the latest representatives.” 319 As Y oung



goes on to point out, however, the earliest interpretation regarded this as Messianic and referring to Christ, and this
interpretation is confirmed by the fact that Jesus Christ took the title Himself in the New Testament. &

In the statements of verse 14, it should also be apparent that Daniel is given revelation in addition to what he could see
visually in the vision. While the vision could portray the Son of man receiving authority, the purpose of this act would have
to be revealed: that His domain would be over all people, and that His kingdom would be everlasting and not subject to
destruction. At every point the kingdom from heaven isin contrast, superior, and a final answer to the preceding kingdoms
of the four great world empires.

In the futuristic interpretation of the prophecy of Daniel beginning with the phrase “it had ten horns’ in verse 7 and
continuing through verse 14 as prophecy yet to be fulfilled, a question naturally arises why Daniel has not included in his
prophetic scheme the events of the age between the first and second advents of Christ.

In the main, commentators have had three options. first, like the liberal scholars, they could deny literal fulfillment and even
claim that Daniel was in error; second, they could find these prophecies symbolically fulfilled in church history—this has
been the viewpoint in part of postmillennialism and amillennialism; third, they could find these prophecies to be distinctly
future and not at al fulfilled by the first coming of Christ, the decline of the Roman Empire, or that which is historic. The
third view, which is the futuristic interpretation, is the only one which provides the possibility of literal fulfillment of this
prophecy.

Although it has been fondly projected and enthusiastically supported that the church is the fifth kingdom, that the coming of
the Son of man is His first coming to the earth, and that the church is responsible for the decline of the Roman Empire,
nothing is stranger to church history than thisinterpretation. It is questionable whether the Roman Empire had any serious
opposition from the Christian church or that the growing power of the church contributed in a major way to its downfall.
Edward Gibbon in his classic work on the Roman Empire enumerates “four principal causes of the ruin of Rome, which
continued to operate in a period of more than athousand years: 1. The injuries of time and nature. 2. The hostile attacks of

the barbarians and Christians. 3. The use and abuse of the materials. And, 4. The domestic quarrels of the Romans.” 381

While undoubtedly the presence of the church in growing power in the declining Roman Empire was a factor in its history,

and Gibbon includes, “the rise, establishment, and sects of Christianity” 382 in adetailed list of factors contributi ng to the

decline and fall of the Roman Empire, it is quite clear to everyone that the church was not the major factor and in no ways
can be identified as a sudden and catastrophic cause for the fall of the Roman Empire. Although the church dominated
Europe during the Middle Ages, its power began to be disrupted by the Protestant Reformation at the very time that the
Roman Empire was gasping its last in the fifteenth century. Although the power and influence of the Roman Catholic church
is recognized by everyone, it does not fulfill the prophecy of Daniel 7:23, that the fourth kingdom “ shall devour the whole
earth, and shall tread it down, and break it in pieces.” Thiswould require figurative interpretation of prophecy far beyond
any correspondence to the facts of either prophecy or history.

Far better is the interpretation which does honor to the text and justifies belief in its accuracy as prophetic revelation. This
point of view, which is quite common in the Old Testament, is that the present church age is not included in the Old
Testament prophetic foreviews. The first and second comings of Christ are frequently spoken of in the same breath, as for
instance in Isaiah 61:1-2, which Christ expounded in Luke 4:18-19. Significantly, Christ quoted only the portion dealing
with Hisfirst coming and stopped in the middle of a sentence because the last part of the sentence related to His second
advent, separated from the first coming by more than nineteen hundred years. In asimilar way, in his prophetic vision,
Daniel takes human history up to the first coming of Christ when the Roman Empire wasin sway, and then leaps to the end
of the age when, in fulfillment of prophecy, the fourth empire will be revived and suffer its fatal judgment at the hands of
Christ at His second coming to the earth. This interpretation, though not without its problems, allows an accurate and
detailed interpretation of this prophecy and is genuinely predictive.

Even Leupold, who may be classified as a conservative amillenarian, states,



Why does the sequence of historical kingdoms in this vision extend no farther than the Roman whereas we know that many
developments came after the Roman Empire and have continued to come before the judgment? We can venture only
opinions under this head, opinions that we believe are reasonable and conform with the situation asiit is outlined. One
suggestion to be borne in mind is the fact that the prophets, barring the conclusion of chapter 9 in Daniel, never see the
interval of time lying between the first and second coming of Christ. In the matter of history, therefore, Daniel does not see

beyond Christ’s days in the flesh and perhaps the persecution as it came upon the early church. %3

If Daniel 7 had concluded with verse 14, it is probable, with the help of the book of Revelation and other scripture passages,
that a reasonable explanation could be made of the text. In view of the complexity and importance of the prophecy, the
chapter continues, however, to give the reader adivinely inspired interpretation. It should be borne in mind that when a
symbol isinterpreted, while the symbol is obviously parabolic and figurative, the interpretation should be taken literally.
Accordingly, the explanation can be taken as a factual exegesis of the truth involved in the vision.

The Interpretation of the Four Beasts

7:15-18 | Daniel was grieved in my spirit in the midst of my body, and the visions of my head troubled me. | came near unto
one of them that stood by, and asked him the truth of all this. So he told me, and made me know the interpretation of the
things. These great beasts, which are four, are four kings, which shall arise out of the earth. But the saints of the most High
shall take the kingdom, and possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever.

Having recited in detail the main features of the vision, Daniel now proceeds to give his own reaction and the interpretation
given him in answer to his question. Having such avision in the midst of the night must have been aterrifying experience,
asitisobviousto Daniel that he had seen a panorama of tremendous events to come. Like Nebuchadnezzar in chapter 2,
Daniel, although a prophet, is troubled by hislack of understanding of the vision. He was grieved in his spirit and troubled
by the visions of his head.

By being “grieved”’ Daniel indicates his distress; by “spirit” he refers to hiswhole personality. The expression in the midst of
my body, literally “in the midst of the sheath,” compares the soul in the body to a sword in its sheath. Although the
expression is peculiar, it is not without parallel as Keil states, “The figure here used, ‘in the sheath’ (E.V. ‘in the midst of

my body’), by which the body is likened to a sheath for the soul, which as a sword in its sheath is concealed by it, is found

also in Job 27:8, and in the writing of the rabbis (cf. Buxt. Lex. talm. s. v.). It isused also by Pliny, 7:52.” 384

385

Writers like Driver and Montgomery™ - find some difficulty with this, but in the main agree with Keil. The Septuagint

changes the text to read, “on this account,” 380 put thisis not really necessary. Daniel is merely summarizing his extreme
concern, affecting spirit and body, and caused by the “visions of my head” (cf. Dan 7:1).

In verse 16, Daniel becomes an actor in the scene by addressing a question to one who stands by, generally considered to be
an angel. When Daniel inquired concerning what truth was being revealed by this vision, the interpreter made known the
meaning of hisvision. Although this aspect of the vision increases the critical questions of those who do not accept Daniel

as a sixth-century prophetic book, because Daniel could not himself interpret the vision, there is nothing unusual about this
situation. A similar account is found in Genesis 28 when God speaks to Jacob on the occasion of hisvision. In Exodus 3,
God speaks to Moses out of the burning bush. Conversation with people seen in visions occurs in Ezekiel’ s vision of the
new temple (Eze 40-48), in the visions of Zechariah (Zec 1-6). Almost exact parallels can be found in the book of

Revelation where frequently John in the experience of avision is given the interpretation of what he saw. Revelation 20
involves not only the vision but its God-given interpretation. In Revelation 21:9, one of the seven angels explains to John the
new Jerusalem. Daniel has the same experience of avision plusits explanation in Daniel 8, Daniel 10, and Daniel 12. Thisis
not an abnormal situation.

The interpreter of Daniel’ svision first of al gives ageneral interpretation in verses 17 and 18. In the verses which follow in
answer to Daniel’ s question, more details are given. The summary statement in verse 17 is that the great beasts represent



four kings which shall arise out of the earth. Liberal scholars have criticized the fact that the verse states twice that the beasts
were four, and Charles states, “ The words *which are four’ are omitted by the Septuagint. They are certainly unnecessary;

for the seer knows perfectly well the number of the kingdoms.” 387 The repetition of the number, however, isto make clear
that the four beasts, each individually, represent aking. The “four kings’ obviously refer to four kingdoms, as the beasts
represent both a king and a kingdom.

Criticism has also been directed at the statement “shall arise out of the earth,” asif this were a conflict with the four beasts
coming out of the sea (Dan 7:3). Charles, for instance, says, “...the words ‘ shall arise out of the earth’ are certainly corrupt.
According to 7:3, they arise out of the sea: cf. Rev. 13:1, 4, Ezra11:1.” Charles goes on to say, “By a careful study of the

LXX and Theod. we arrive at the following text: ‘ These great beasts are four kingdoms, which shall be destroyed from the

earth.’” 3% What Charles does not take into consideration is that the sea represents symbolically the nations covering the

earth, and what is symbolic in Daniel 7:3 isliteral in Daniel 7:17.

In verse 18, the interpreter states that “the saints of the most High” shall take and possess the kingdom forever. Although
there has been considerable discussion as to the reference of “the saints,” it would seem to include the saved of al ages as
well as the holy angels which may be described as “the holy ones” (cf. Dan 7:21, 22, 25, 27; 8:24; 12:7; cf. Ps 16:3; 34:9;

Jude 14). In The Wars of the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, the faithful Jews have celestial warriors mingled with

them in their ranks.389

The expression in verse 18 that the saints “ shall take the kingdom” can also be trandlated “receive the kingdom” asin most

390

revised versions and in Young's trandlation.”™ However, Montgomery prefersto trandate it, “ shall take over the

sovereignty,” 39 whichiis probably the preferred meaning in Daniel 5:31. The thought is, as Y oung expressesit, “ They are

not to establish or found the kingdom by their own power,” 392 and yet it is more than merely a passive reception. Thisis
implied in the statement that “ Darius the Median took the kingdom” (5:31), meaning that he took aggressive steps to
establish his control over the kingdom. Daniel 7:18 goes on to emphasi ze that the saints possess the kingdom forever,
contrasting the everlasting character of the fifth kingdom to the preceding kingdoms, which in due time passed away.

The reference to “the most high,” from the Aramaic Elyonin, isatrangation of a plura noun which could mean “high ones”
or “high places.” Young is correct, however, in identifying this as God, with the plural expressing majesty. The expression is
repeated in Daniel 7:22, 25, 27. The expression although similar should not be confused with the “heavenlies’ of Ephesians
2:6 referring to the peculiar position of saintsin the present age which refersto place or position, not to God Himself. The
kingdom possessed by saints of the most High, while eternal in its characteristics and sovereignty, may without difficulty
include the millennia kingdom and the eternal rule of God which follows.

Daniel Requests Interpretation of the Fourth Beast

7:19-22 Then | would know the truth of the fourth beast, which was diverse from all the others, exceeding dreadful, whose
teeth were of iron, and his nails of brass; which devoured, brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with his feet; and of the
ten horns that were in his head, and of the other which came up, and before whom three fell; even of that horn that had eyes,
and a mouth that spake very great things, whose look was more stout than his fellows. | beheld, and the same horn made war
with the saints, and prevailed against them; Until the Ancient of days came, and judgment was given to the saints of the
most High; and the time came that the saints possessed the kingdom.

In asking the question concerning the fourth beast, Daniel gives arecapitulation of the particulars which were of immediate
concern to him, especially those which distinguished the fourth beast from those which preceded. After the end is introduced
in verse 18, when the saints receive the kingdom forever after the destruction of the fourth beast, in verse 19 attention again
focuses on the conflict leading up to this and the items requiring explanation. Among these were aspects of the vision
described as “exceeding dreadful,” that is, items which produced fear, such as the teeth of iron, the nails of bronze (KJV,
“brass’), the stamping of the other beasts, the ten horns, the other horn which came up later, the three horns which fell, and



the horn which had eyes and a mouth speaking great things and which looked stronger than the other horns. Daniel also adds
particulars not previously indicated in hisrecital of the vision, that the nails were of bronze, that the little horn was stronger
than the other horns, that the little horn made war with the saints and prevailed against them (cf. Rev 11:7; 13:7), and that
judgment was given to the saints of the most High.

The fact that Danidl is raising questions about the fourth empire rather than the preceding ones has been taken by critical
scholars as another proof of the late date for Daniel. They argue that if Daniel actualy lived in the sixth century B.C., as
conservative scholars maintain, he would have also been very curious about the first three beasts. Montgomery, for instance,
states, “ The seer’ s contemporary interest is revealed by his inquisitiveness concerning the last beast and the judgment which

hitherto had been hid in figures.” 3%

Thereisreally no justification, however, for this argument as the vision given to Daniel obviously emphasized the fourth
beast. Whereas only three verses are given to the first three beasts, the remaining twenty-one verses of the chapter concern
the fourth beast and his era; and Daniel, in hisrecital of the vision, uses eight verses to describe the details. If thisis genuine
prophecy, it is also true that Daniel is being guided providentialy to that which isimportant from God’ s standpoint. Even
from a human standpoint, the end of the ages with the triumph of the saints would be a matter of primary concern to Danidl.
The argument of the criticsis dissipated by their own premise that even the fourth kingdom was already history at the time a
second-century writer recorded it, and in that case Daniel’ s curiosity would have to be faked in seeking the interpretation of
history rather than a prophetic vision. There is no indication whatever in the text that Daniel thought the fourth beast already
had been fulfilled in history.

The expression “judgment was given to the saints of the most High” in verse 22 probably means that judgment was given on

their behalf or executed for them, rather than to make the saints judges themsel ves > AsKeil states, “...not to be rendered,
as Hengstenberg thinks (Beitr i. p. 274), by referenceto 1 Cor. 6:2: ‘to the saints of the Most High the judgment is given,’ i.
e. the function of the judge. Thisinterpretation is opposed to the context, according to which it is God Himself who executes
judgment, and by that judgment justice is done to the people of God, i.e. they are delivered from the unrighteous oppression

of the beast, and receive the kingdom.”395 The reference to “the Ancient of days” isto God asin verses9 and 13, and is
identical to “the most High” asin verses 18, 25, and 27. Asin the preceding revelation of the vision, the destruction of the
fourth beast and the inauguration of the fifth kingdom from heaven is described as the time when the saints will possess the
kingdom, a clear factor pointing to the end of the age and the second coming of Jesus Christ.

The Interpretation of the Vision of the Fourth Beast

7:23-25 Thus he said, The fourth beast shall be the fourth kingdom upon earth, which shall be diverse from all kingdoms,
and shall devour the whole earth, and shall tread it down, and break it in pieces. And the ten horns out of this kingdom are
ten kings that shall arise: and another shall rise after them; and he shall be diverse from the first, and he shall subdue three
kings. And he shall speak great words against the most High, and shall wear out the saints of the most High, and think to
change times and laws: and they shall be given into his hand until atime and times and the dividing of time.

The interpreter of the vision states plainly in verse 23 that the fourth beast represents the fourth kingdom, an earthly
kingdom which will be different from the preceding kingdoms and will devour the whole earth, that is, be worldwide in its
sway. In the process, it will tread down and break in pieces the preceding kingdoms. By so much, the interpretation
eliminates the idea that the fifth kingdom refers to the rule of God in the new heavens and the new earth (Rev 21 and 22) or
that it is merely a spiritual kingdom which gradually gains sway by persuasion, such as the kingdom of God in the earth at
the present time. By its terminology the interpretation of verses 23-27 demands that, for the fifth kingdom to overcome the
fourth, the fifth must be basically a sovereign and political kingdom, whatever its spiritual characteristics. By so much, it
also demands that this be a future fulfillment, inasmuch as nothing in history corresponds to this.

The ten horns of the vision in verse 24 are declared to be ten kings that shall arise. They clearly are smultaneousin their
reign because three of them are disrupted by the little horn which is another ruler, but not given the title of king here. He



also will be different from the first, that is, from the ten horns, and shall subdue three of them.

The endless explanation of critical scholars attempting to find these ten kings in the history of the Grecian Empire or to find
them later in Rome, by their very disagreement among themselves demonstrate the impossibility of satisfactorily explaining
this verse as past history. If the ten kings are in power at the end of the age, which also seems to be supported by the ten
kings of Revelation 13:1; 17:12, it follows that they must be still future. The fact that they appear in the book of Revelation,
written long after the fall of the Grecian Empire, plainly relates them to the Roman Empireinitsfinal stage.

Just as there is special emphasis upon the fourth beast in the vision, so in the prophetic interpretation particular attention is
given to the little horn, the outstanding personage at the end of the age, who will be destroyed with the inauguration of the
kingdom from heaven. He is described as a blasphemer who “shall speak great words against the most High” and asa

persecutor of the saints who “shall wear out the saints of the most High.” He will also attempt to “ change times and laws,”

that is, to change times of religious observances and religious traditions such as characterize those who worship God. Critics

relate this to Antiochus Epi phanas.396 While Antiochus may foreshadow the activities of the little horn of Daniel 7, the

complete fulfillment will be much more severe and extensive.

The duration of the power of the little horn over the saints and the world is described as continuing “until atime and times
and the dividing of times.” This expression, also found in Daniel 12:7, isincorrectly identified with “the times of the
Gentiles” in Luke 21:24 by Montgomery. As Montgomery points out, however, the normal, traditional explanation is that
the expression means three and one-half years. As Montgomery states it, “ Essaying an exact interpretation, ‘time’ may be
interpreted as ‘year’ after the usual interpretation at 4:13 (g.v.). The traditional, and by far the most common, understanding
of ‘times isasof adual; theword is pointed asapl., but the Aram, later having lost the dual, the tendency of M [Massoretic
text] istoignoreit in BAram... Accordingly, one plus two plus one-half equals three and one-half years. Thetermis

identical with the half-year week of 9:27 [which] equals three and one-half years.” 397 Although this expression might be
difficult if it were not for other Scriptures (cf. Dan 4:25 where times equals years), the meaning seems clearly to refer to the
last three and one-half years preceding the second advent of Christ, which will bring in the final form of the kingdom of God
on earth. The three and one-half year computation is confirmed by the forty-two months, or three and one-half years, in
Revelation 11:2 and 13:5, and the 1260 days of Revelation 11:3. Daniel also refersto 1290 daysin 12:11 and 1335 daysin
12:12 which apparently includes the establishment of the fifth kingdom as well as the destruction of the beast. All of these
considerations lend support to the futuristic interpretation of thisfinal period of world history.

The Destruction of the Fourth Empire and the Establishment of the Everlasting Kingdom

7:26-28 But the judgment shall sit, and they shall take away his dominion, to consume and to destroy it unto the end. And
the kingdom and dominion, and the greatness of the kingdom under the whole heaven, shall be given to the people of the
saints of the most High, whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him. Hitherto is
the end of the matter. Asfor me Daniel, my cogitations much troubled me, and my countenance changed in me: but | kept
the matter in my heart.

As Danidl has previously indicated, the interpreter now confirms the significance of the vision as describing judgment upon
the fourth beast and its ruler, the taking away of his power to rule, and how heis destroyed in the end, that is, either at the
end or destroyed eternally. At the destruction of the fourth empire, the kingdom then becomes the possession of “the people
of the saints of the most High.” This does not mean that God will not rule, as verse 14 plainly states that dominionis given
to the Son of man, but it does indicate that the kingdom will be for the benefit and the welfare of the saintsin contrast to
thelr previous experience of persecution. In contrast to the preceding kingdoms, which terminated abruptly by God's
judgment, the final kingdom will be an everlasting kingdom, and in it all powers and peoples will serve and obey God.

Daniel then pens a postscript to the interpretation of the vision, “Hitherto is the end of the matter,” or as Montgomery

trandatesit, “ At this point the end of the word.” 3% Daniel expresses again how his thoughts troubled him, his countenance

changed, but he kept the matter in his heart, that is, did not reveal it to others. The thought of the expression, my



countenance changed in me, is probably what Montgomery indicates, “and my color changed.” 3% Thus ends one of the

great chapters of the Bible which conservative scholarship recognizes as a panoramic view of future events revealed to
Daniel in the sixth century B.C.

The very early suggestion that the fourth empire was Greece, attributed to the Sbylline Oracles (Book iii, line 397) which
appeared shortly after the Maccabean period in the second century B.C., is cited by Rowley as evidence of early

interpretation that the fourth empire was Greece. *®

of the fourth empire as Greece before the rise of the modern critical school. ™ Nevertheless, it is true that, until the rise of
modern critical interpretation, the majority view was that the fourth kingdom is Rome. Thereisreally nothing in chapter 7 of
Daniel to alter the conclusion that the fourth empire is Rome, that its final state has not yet been fulfilled, and that itisa
genuine prophetic revelation of God’s program for human history. In a modern world, when attention is again being riveted
upon the Middle East, and Isragl is once again back in the land, these items become of more than academic interest, because
they are the key to the present movement of history in anticipation of that which lies ahead.

Rowley also cites a number of other writers who support interpretation
401
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 8

TheVision Of The Ram And The Goat

Two important factors mark Daniel 8 as the beginning of a new section. First, beginning with this chapter, the language
returns to Hebrew instead of the Aramaic used by Daniel from 2:4 through 7:28. Second, the change of languageisin
keeping with the change in thought introduced by this chapter. From here to the end of Daniel, the prophecy, even though it
concerns the Gentiles, is occupied with human history asit relatesto Israel. Therefore, although many expositors divide the
book of Daniel into two halves (1-6 and 7-12), there are also good reasons for dividing Daniel into three sections (1, 2-7, 8-

12402

Thefirst of Daniel’s own visions recorded in Daniel 7 is abroad summary of the times of the Gentiles, with emphasis on the
climactic events culminating in the second coming of Christ to the earth. Beginning in chapter 8, Daniel’ s second vision
concerns the empires of Persiaand Greece as they relate to Israel. Under Persian government, Israglites went back to rebuild
their land and their city, Jerusalem. Under Grecian domination, in particular under Antiochus Epiphanes, the city and the
temple were again desolated. Daniel 9 presents Israel’ s history from the time of Ezra and Nehemiah to the inauguration of
the kingdom from heaven at the second coming of Christ immediately preceded by the time of great trouble for Isragl.
Chapters 10-11 reveal the events relating the Persian and Greek Empires to Israel, with emphasis on the Gentile oppression
of Israel. Thefinal section, 11:36—12:13, deals with the end of the age, the period of the revived Roman Empire, and the
deliverance of Isradl. It isfitting that the last five chapters of Daniel should be written in Hebrew, the language of Israel.

The Vision at Shushan

8:1-2 In the third year of the reign of king Belshazzar a vision appeared unto me, even unto me Daniel, after that which
appeared unto me at the first. And | saw in avision; and it came to pass, when | saw, that | was at Shushan in the palace,
which isin the province of Elam; and | saw inavision, and | was by the river of Ulai.

The second vision of Daniel occurred, according to verse 1, “in the third year of the reign of king Belshazzar,” in other
words, about two years after the vision of chapter 7. Because it took place in the reign of Belshazzar, it is clear that both
chapter 7 and 8 chronologically occur before chapter 5, the night of Belshazzar’ s feast. Before archeological discoveries
confirmed the historical character of Belshazzar, it was common for critical expositors to conclude that the events of chapter
8 occurred immediately before chapter 5. Some recent expositors also follow this interpretation, athough there is no ground
for it. For instance, A. C. Gaebelein states, “1t was the year when the feast of blasphemy was held and Babylon fell. Then

God took Hisfaithful servant aside and revealed to him new things concerning the future.”*% Edward Y oung assumes
without evidence the same chronology, stating, “At any rate, this vision occurred shortly before the events of the fatal night

of ch. 5”4 Zockler also places this chapter “ shortly before the end of this king [Belshazzar].” 405

On the basis of The Babylonian Chronicle, it is now known that Nabonidus began his reign in 556 b.c, and apparently
Belshazzar became co-regent three years later, 553 b.c, when Nabonidus took residence at Teima, as brought out in chapter
5. Belshazzar previously had served in other royal capacities beginning 560 b.c. Accordingly, if the vision of chapter 7
occurred in 553 b.c, the vision of chapter 8 occurred in 551 b.c, or twelve years before Belshazzar’ s feast in chapter 5. There
IS, therefore, no support for placing Daniel 8 near the downfall of Babylon as was the customary chronology before The
Babylonian Chronicle was discovered. A. L. Oppenheim points out that Belshazzar was officially recognized as coregent
while a so the crown prince. He cites two legal documents dated in the twelfth and thirteenth vears of Nabonidus, the king,



and Bel-shar-usur, a variation of Belshazzar, the crown prince, for which there is no parallel in cuneiform literature. "% This
confirms beyond question both the role of Belshazzar as coregent and the dating of this vision before 539 b.c, the date of
Belshazzar’ s death, and indicates the probability of the year 551 b.c as the date of the vision as the sixth year of Nabonidus
aswell asthe third year of Belshazzar.

The vision of chapter 8 is somewhat different in character from that of chapter 7, asit apparently did not occur in a dream or
inanight vision. As Young correctly says, “This vision was not adream vision like that of ch. 7797 Keil saysinasimilar

way, “But not in adream as that was, but while he was awake.” *%® Danidl is careful to disti nguish not only the character of
the vision but its time by adding “after that which appeared unto me at thefirst,” that is, the vision of chapter 7.

Although this much is clear, expositors have differed widely asto whether Daniel was in the palace at Shushan in the
province of Elam, by the river Ulai (as 5:2 indicates) or was transported there in vision and actually was in Babylon at the
time. Ancient Susa (called Shushan in the King James Version), about 150 miles north of the present head of the Persian
Gulf, was situated midway between Ecbatana and Persepolio, and later became one of the main residences of the Persian

kings. According to Josephus, Daniel was actually in Elam.*® Keil notes that Bertholdt and Rosenmuller interpret Daniel as

stating that heis actually in Shushan (Susa). He also notes that Bertholdt uses this to substantiate a charge of error against

the pseudo-Daniel 40

Most expositors, whether liberal or conservative, understand Daniel 8 to teach that Daniel was actually in Babylon and in
vision only was transported to Shushan. Montgomery cites the overwhelming weight of scholarship on this point that Daniel

was there only in vision, which is supported by the Syriac version and the Vulgate, and held by John Calvin and many

411

contemporary writers. "~ Ezekiel also was transported in vision, presumably (Eze 8:3; 40:1 ff.).

The question as to whether Babylon at this time controlled ancient Susa is debated but is beside the point; in any case, in the
vision Dani€l is projected forward into the prophetic future of the Persian and Grecian Empires.

The probability is that Babylon did not control this city or area at this time, and this perhaps accounts for Daniel’s
astonishment as he contemplated the vision to find that he wasin this place rather than at Babylon. The expression Shushan
the palace reoccurs in historical sections dealing with the Persian Empire (Neh 1:1; Est 1:2, 5; 2:3, 5). By the palaceis
probably meant the king’ s residence, which was more in the form of a castle or fortress than merely aluxurious building.
Shushan the palace, nevertheless, was destined in the Persian Empire to become the capital rather than Babylon. Thiswas
unknown at the time that this vision was given to Daniel, although Susa had served as the capital of the Elamitesin
antiquity; and conservative scholars find a genuine prophetic prediction in this reference to Susa.

Daniel findsit necessary to definein particular the location of this city, something a second-century pseudo-Daniel would

not have had to do. Some critics have attempted to prove that Daniel was in error because Elam was probably not a province

of Babylon at that time; however, Daniel does not literally say that it was. "2 Daniel also mentions that he was by “the river

of Ulal.” In regard to this stream near ancient Susa, Montgomery states, “The Ulai can best be identified with an artificial

canal which connected the rivers Choastes and Coprates and ran close by Susa.” 413

In aword, Daniel finds himself projected in vision to atown little known at that time and unsuspected for future grandeur,
but yet destined to be the important capital of Persia, the home of Esther, and the city from which Nehemiah came to
Jerusalem. Beginning in 1884, the site of ancient Susa, then alarge mound, has been explored and has divulged many
archeological treasures. The code of Hammurabi was found there in 1901. The famous palace referred to by Daniel, Esther

and Nehemiah was begun by Darius | and enlarged by later kings. Remains of its magnificence can still be seen near the

modern village of Shush.* This unusual setting described in detail by Daniel in the opening verses of the eighth chapter

now becomes the stage on which a great drama s portrayed in symbol describing the conquests of the second and third
empires.



The Ram with the Two Horns

8:3-4 Then I lifted up mine eyes, and saw, and, behold, there stood before the river aram which had two horns: and the two
horns were high; but one was higher than the other, and the higher came up last. | saw the ram pushing westward, and
northward, and southward; so that no beasts might stand before him, neither was there any that could deliver out of his hand,;
but he did according to hiswill, and became great.

Daniel, in hisvision, sees aram with two horns which are unequal, one higher than the other, and the higher one growing
out of theram last. As Daniel watches, he sees the ram pushing westward, northward, and southward; but no mention is
made of pushing toward the east. No other beast is found to stand before the ram nor was anyone, whether man or beast,
ableto deliver from his power. As Daniel summarizesit, the ram does according to his will and becomes grezt.

Theinterpretation is provided in Daniel 8:20 that the ram is Medo-Persia, with the two horns representing its major kings.
The fact that the ram represents both the Median and Persian Empires in their combined states rather than as separate
empires is another important proof that the critics are wrong. The critics attempt to prove, on the basis of the reference to
Darius the Mede, that Daniel erroneously taught two empires, first a Median and then a Persian. This, of course, is
contradicted by history; and critics use this in attempt to prove Daniel in error. The critics, however, attribute to Daniel what
he does not teach; and the problem is their own faulty interpretation. As'Young putsit, “Neither here or elsewhere does Dan.

conceive of an independently existing Median empire.” 415
Persians which proved irresistible for amost two hundred years, until Alexander the Great came on the scene.

Historicaly, it was the combination of the Medes and the
416

The portrayal of the two horns representing the two major aspects of the Medo-Persian Empire, that is, the Medes and the
Persians, is very accurate, as the Persians coming up last and represented by the higher horn were also the more prominent
and powerful. The directions which represent the conquests of the ram include all except east. Although Persiadid expand to
the east, its principal movement was to the west, north and south. It is the accuracy of this portrayal, rather than any alleged
inaccuracy, which is embarrassing to the critic who does not want to accept a sixth-century Daniel who wrote genuine
prophecy.

In regard to the use of aram to represent that great empire, Keil observes, “In the Bundehesch the guardian spirit of the
Persian kingdom appears under the form of aram with clean feet and sharp-pointed horns, and... the Persian king, when he

stood at the head of his army, bore, instead of the diadem, the head of aram.”*!” The references to beasts, as Keil states,

“represent kingdoms and nations.” 418

Not only are both the ram and the goat mentioned in the Old Testament as symbols of power, but Cumont has noted that
different lands were assigned to the signs of the Zodiac according to astronomical geography. In thisview, Persiais thought
of as under the zodiacal sign of Aries, the “ram,” and Greece as sharing with Syria, the principal territory of the Seleucid
monarchy, the zodiacal sign of Capricorn, the “goat.” The word Capricorn is derived from the Latin, caper, a goat and

cornu, a horn.419 Taken as awhole, as Driver states, “ The verse describes the irresistible advances of the Persian arms,
especially in the direction of Palestine, Asia Minor, and Egypt, with particular allusion to the conquests of Cyrus and

Cambyses.” 420

The He Goat from the West

8:5-7 And as | was considering, behold, an he goat came from the west on the face of the whole earth, and touched not the
ground: and the goat had a notable horn between his eyes. And he came to the ram that had two horns, which | had seen
standing before the river, and ran unto him in the fury of his power. And | saw him come close unto the ram, and he was
moved with choler against him, and smote the ram, and brake his two horns: and there was no power in the ram to stand
before him, but he cast him down to the ground, and stamped upon him: and there was none that could deliver the ram out of
his hand.



Interpreters of Daniel 8 are generally agreed that the he goat or literally, “buck of the goats,” 421 represents the king of
Greece, and more particularly the single important horn between its eyes, as also stated in Daniel 8:21, is“the first king,”
that is, Alexander the Great. All the facts about this goat and his activities obviously anticipate the dynamic role of
Alexander. Like Alexander, the he goat comes “from the west on the face of the whole earth,” that is, his conquests
beginning in Greece move east and cover the entire territory. The implication in the vision, where it states that the he goat
“touched not the ground,” is the impression of tremendous speed, which characterized the conquest of Alexander. The
unusua horn, one large horn instead of the normal two, symbolically represents the single leadership provided by Alexander.

As Danidl considers, the he goat attacks the ram. The ram isidentified with the one seen earlier in the vision as standing
before the river. An unusual feature of the attack by the he goat isthat it is accomplished “in the fury of his power.” There
was considerable feeling based upon the historical background in which the Persians had attacked Greece earlier in history.
Now it wastime for Greek retaliation against the Persians. The goat accordingly “moved with choler against him,” that is,
“in great anger,” and butting the ram, breaks the ram’ stwo horns. This symbolically refersto the disintegration of the Medo-
Persian Empire with the result that the ram had no power to stand before the he goat. The contest ends with the he goat
casting the ram to the ground and stamping upon it.

All of this, of course, was fulfilled dramatically in history. The forces of Alexander first met and defeated the Persians at the
Granicus River in AsiaMinor in May 334 B.C., which was the beginning of the complete conquest of the entire Persian
Empire. A year and a half later a battle occurred at Issus (November 333 b.c.) near the northeastern tip of the Mediterranean

Sea. The power of Persiawas finally broken at Gaugamela near Nineveh in October 331 b.c.*?

There is no discrepancy between history, which records a series of battles, and Daniel’ s representation that the Persian

Empire fell with one blow. Daniel is obviously describing the result rather than the details. " That the prophecy is accurate,
insofar as it goes, most expositors concede. Here again, the correspondence of the prophecy to later history is so accurate
that liberal critics attempt to make it history instead of prophecy.

The divine view of Greece is less complimentary than that of secular historians. Tarn gives high praise of Alexander, for
instance: “He [Alexander] was one of the supreme fertilizing forcesin history. He lifted the civilized world out of one
groove and set it in another; he started a new epoch; nothing could again be asit had been... Particularism was replaced by
the idea of the ‘inhabited world,” the common possession of civilized men... Greek culture, heretofore practically confined
to Greeks, spread throughout the world; and for the use of its inhabitants, in place of the many dialects of Greece, there grew

up the form of Greek known as the koine, the ‘ common speech.’” 424
of all this appearsin the book of Daniel 2425

Porteous comments on Tarn’s praise, “Not a glimmer
God'sview is different from man’'s.

The Great Horn Broken

8:8 Therefore the he goat waxed very great: and when he was strong, the great horn was broken; and for it came up four
notable ones toward the four winds of heaven.

As Daniel contemplatesin his vision the triumph of the he goat, an unexpected devel opment takes place. The great horn
between the eyes of the he goat is broken just when the he goat has reached the pinnacle of its strength. Out of this grows
four notable horns described as being “toward the four winds of heaven.” Expositors, both liberal and conservative, have
interpreted this verse as representing the untimely death of Alexander and the division of his empire into four major
sections. Alexander, who had conquered more of the world than any previous ruler, was not able to conquer himself. Partly
due to a strenuous exertion, his dissipated life, and araging fever, Alexander died in a drunken debauch at Babylon, not yet
thirty-three years of age. His death |eft a great conquest without an effective single leader, and it took about twenty years for
the empire to be successfully divided.



Practically all commentators, however, recognize the four horns as symbolic of the four kingdoms of the Diadochi which
emerged as follows: (1) Cassander assumed rule over Macedonia and Greece; (2) Lysimacus took control of Thrace,

Bithynia, and most of AsiaMinor; (3) Seleucus took Syria and the lands to the east including Babylonia; (4) Ptolemy

established rule over Egypt and possibly Palestine and Arabia Petraea. *?° A fifth contender for political power, Antigonus,

was soon defeated. Thus, with remarkable accuracy, Daniel in his prophetic vision predicts that the empire of Alexander was
divided into four divisions, not three or less or five or more.

The Emergence of the Little Horn

8:9-10 And out of one of them came forth alittle horn, which waxed exceeding great, toward the south, and toward the east,
and toward the pleasant land. And it waxed great, even to the host of heaven; and it cast down some of the host and of the
starsto the ground, and stamped upon them.

While there is comparatively little disagreement as to the identity of the ram and the he goat, practically al the controversy
over thisvision has centered on the meaning of the little horn described in verses 9 and 10. According to Daniel’ s account,
the little horn emerges from one of the four notable horns mentioned in verse 8. The horn, small in the beginning, grows
“exceeding great” in three directions: toward the south, toward the east and toward the pleasant land. The implication is that
the point of referenceis Syria, that “the south” is equal to Egypt, and “the east,” in the direction of ancient Medo-Persia or
Armenia, and “the pleasant land,” or “glorious land” referring to Palestine or Canaan, which lay between Syria and Egypt.
The original for “pleasant land” actually means “beauty,” with the word for *land” supplied from Daniel 11 (cf. Dan 11:16,
41, 45; Jer 3:19; Eze 20:6, 15; Mai 3:12). Actually, the meaning here may be Jerusalem in particular rather than the land in
general.

These conquests, of course, are confirmed in the history of Syria, especialy under Antiochus Epiphanes, the eighth king in
the Syrian dynasty who reigned 175-164 B.C. (1 Mace 1:10; 6:16). In hislifetime, he conducted military expeditionsin
relation to all of these areas. Montgomery considers the expression “toward the pleasant land” as agloss “which is absurd

when aligned with the given points of the compass, in which the book is remarkably accurate.” 427 Thereisno justification
for this deletion from the text, however, as from Daniel’ s viewpoint in this whole section, the important question is how the
times of the Gentilesrelate to Israel. The land of Israel indeed became the battle ground between Syria and Egypt, and the
setting of some of Antiochus Epiphanes’ most significant blasphemous acts against God. According to 1 Maccabees 1:20,
Revised Standard Version, Antiochus first invaded Egypt and then Jerusalem: “after subduing Egypt, Antiochus returned in
the one hundred and forty-third year. He went up against Israel and came to Jerusalem with a strong force.”

Asaresult of his military conquests, the little horn, representing Antiochus Epiphanes, is said to grow great “even to the

host of heaven.” He s pictured as casting some of the host and of the stars to the ground and stamping upon them. This

difficult prophecy has aroused many technical discussions as that of Montgomery which extends over several pag&s.428 If

the mythological explanations such as identifying stars with heathen gods or the seven planetsis discarded and thisis
considered genuine prophecy, probably the best explanation is that this prophecy relates to the persecution and destruction
of the people of God with its defiance of the angelic hosts who are their protectors, including the power of God Himself. As
Leupold says, “ That stars should signify God's holy peopleis not strange when one considers as a background the words
that were spoken to Abraham concerning the numerical increase of the people of God, Gen. 15:5; 22:17. To thismay be
added Dan. 12:3, where a starlike glory is held out to those who “turn many to righteousness.” Compare also Matt. 13:43. If
the world calls those men and women stars who excel in one or another department of human activity, why should not a

similar statement be still more appropriate with reference to God' s people?’ 429 Leupold considers the host and the starsin
apposition, that is, “the host even the stars.” That Antiochus blasphemed God and heavenly power as well as persecuted the
people of Israel, the people of God, isall too evident from history. Even Driver states, “ The stars are intended to symbolize

the faithful Israglites: cf. Enoch 46:7.”*%°

The Desolation of the Sanctuary



8:11-14 Y ea, he magnified himself even to the prince of the host, and by him the daily sacrifice was taken away, and the
place of his sanctuary was cast down. And an host was given him against the daily sacrifice by reason of transgression, and
it cast down the truth to the ground; and it practised, and prospered. Then | heard one saint speaking, and another saint said
unto that certain saint which spake, How long shall be the vision concerning the daily sacrifice, and the transgression of
desolation, to give both the sanctuary and the host to be trodden under foot? And he said unto me, Unto two thousand and
three hundred days, then shall the sanctuary be cleansed.

Up to Daniel 8:11, it isnot difficult to find fulfillment of the vision in the history of the Medo-Persian, Alexandrian, and
post-Alexandrian periods. Beginning with verse 11, however, expositors have differed widely as to whether the main import
of the passage refers to Antiochus Epiphanes, with complete fulfillment in his lifetime, or whether the passage either
primarily or secondarily refers also to the end of the age, that is, the period of great tribulation preceding the second coming
of Jesus Christ. The divergence of interpretation is so wide as to be confusing to the student of Daniel. As Montgomery

states, verses 11 and 12 “constitute ... the most difficult short passage of the bk.” 43l

If the many divergent views can be simplified, they fall into three general classifications. First, the critical view that Daniel
was a second-century forgery written by a pseudo-Daniel regards this prophecy as simply history written after the fact and
completely fulfilled in Antiochus Epiphanes. This, of course, has been rejected by the great mgjority of conservative
scholars. Second, the view that thisis genuine sixth-century B.C. prophecy, but completely fulfilled historically in

Antiochus Epiphanes. Edward J. Y oung is strongly in favor of this interpretati on**? and speaksin general for many
amillenarians who are conservative interpreters. Third, the view that the prophecy is genuine prediction fulfilled historically
in the second century B.C., but typical and anticipatory of the final conflict between God and Gentile rulers at the time of the
persecution of Israel prior to the second advent of Christ. The third view sometimes confuses the prophetic and typical
interpretations or attempts to find dual fulfillment literally of both aspects of the prophecy. The ultimate decision must rest
not simply on verses 11 through 14 but on the interpretation of the prophecy given in verses 20-26.

According to verse 11, the little horn, fulfilled in Antiochus Epiphanes historically, magnifies himself even to the prince of
the host. By thisis meant that he exalted himself up to the point of claiming divine honor, as brought out in his name
Epiphanes which refers to glorious manifestation such as belonged to God. His pretentions are similar to the little horn of
Daniel 7:8, 20. Antiochus, however, obviously also directed blasphemous opposition against God Himself and to this extent
magnified himself against God as well as reaching toward the glory and honor belonging to God.

As a specific illustration and supreme act manifesting this attitude, it is stated that he took away the daily offerings and
desecrated the sanctuary. “By him,” in verse 11, isliteraly, “from him,” that is, from God. By this is meant that Antiochus

stopped the morning and evening sacrifices, taking away from God what were daily tokens of Israel’s worshi p.433 The
expression daily sacrifices, from the Hebrew tamid, which means “ constant,” applies to the daily offerings (cf. Ex 29:38 ff.;
Num 28:3 ff.). Y oung, accordingly, feels that it should not be restricted to the morning and evening sacrifices, but that it

included all the offerings customarily offered in the temple services™*

Thisis brought out in 1 Maccabees 1:44-49, referring to the command of Antiochus Epiphanes to depart from the worship of
the law of Moses, “And the king sent |etters by messengers to Jerusalem and the cities of Judah; he directed them to follow
customs strange to the land, to forbid burnt offerings and sacrifices and drink offerings in the sanctuary, to profane Sabbaths
and feasts, to defile the sanctuary and the priests, to build altars in sacred precincts and shrines for idols, to sacrifice swine
and unclean animals, and to leave their sons uncircumcised. They were to make themselves abominable by everything
unclean and profane, so that they should forget the law and change all the ordinances. And whoever does not obey the
command of the king shall die” (RSV).

Although it is not necessary to take the expression “the place of his sanctuary was cast down” as meaning destruction by
Antiochus of the templeitself, it is of interest that in 1 Maccabees 4:42 ff., in connection with the cleansing of the sanctuary,
they literally tore down the altar and built a new one, “they aso rebuilt the sanctuary and the interior of the temple, and
consecrated the courts’ (1 Mace 4:48). As 'Y oung comments, “ Apparently Antiochus did not actually tear down the temple,



although eventually he desecrated it to such a point that it was hardly fit for use.” #°

The obvious parallel between the cessation of the daily sacrifice by Antiochus Epiphanes and that anticipated in Daniel 9:27,
which occurs three and one-half years before the second coming of Christ, has led some expositors to find here evidence for
reference to the end of the age and not simply to Antiochus. Asfar as this prophecy is concerned, however, it did have
complete fulfillment in Antiochus.

Verse 12 isarecapitulation of Antiochus Epiphanes’ activities against God. The statement that an host was given him
apparently refersto the fact that the people of Israel were under his power with divine permission. The phrase against the
daily sacrifice can be trandated “with the daily sacrifice,” that is, the daily sacrifices were also in his power and he was able
to substitute a heathen worship. The phrase by reason of transgression should be understood as an extension of this, that is,
the daily sacrifices are given in his power in order to permit him to transgress against God. The result is that Antiochus “ cast
down the truth to the ground,” that is, the truth of the law of Moses, practiced his activities, and seemingly prospered.
Although the trandlation of thisverseisvery difficult, conservative scholars generally interpret it to mean that the people of
Israel aong with their worship are given over to the power of Antiochus Epiphanes with the resulting transgression and
blasphemy against God. The extent of departure from the law isindicated in 1 Maccabees 1:44-49 Revised Standard Version.

Having described the nefarious activities of Antiochus Epiphanes, Daniel now records a conversation between two “ saints’
or “holy ones,” apparently angels, concerning the duration of the desecration of the sanctuary. The question is“How long
shall be the vision concerning the daily sacrifice, and the transgression of desolation, to give both the sanctuary and the host
to be trodden underfoot?’

The answer given in verse 14 has touched off almost endless exegetical controversy. Danidl isinformed that the answer to
theriddle is“Unto two thousand and three hundred days; then shall the sanctuary be cleansed.” The answer is said to be
given “unto me,” that is, to Daniel rather than to the other angel. Obviously these angels are brought in for Daniel’ s benefit
and the result is that Daniel hears the answer. The interpretation and fulfillment of this passage is to some extent the crux of
this entire chapter.

The Seventh Day Adventists understood that the two thousand and three hundred days referred to years which, on the basis

of their interpretation, were to culminate in the year 1844 with the second coming of Christ.*® The year-day theory for all
practical purposes was excluded by the fact that Christ did not come in 1844 in any real fulfillment of the anticipation of this
interpretation.

If the twenty-three hundred days are to be considered as days, instead of years, two basic aternatives are offered. Many have
taken this as twenty-three hundred twenty-four hour days. Because the days are related to the cessation of the evening and
morning sacrifices, another theory was that the phrase actually referred to eleven hundred and fifty days, that is, twenty-

three hundred evenings and mornings as set forth by Ephraim of Syriaand Hi ppolytus.437

Obvioudly, the interpretation of this difficult time period is determined largely by the expositor’s desire to find fulfillment
either in history or in paralel prophecies concerning the future. Generally, expositors even of differing schools of
eschatological interpretation follow the idea that these are twenty-three hundred literal days. The concept that the period in
view is eleven hundred and fifty days also is taken by some to coincide with the three and one-half years of the great
tribulation predicted in Daniel 9:27 and elsewhere, even though there is a discrepancy of over one hundred days.

Kell, in his discussion extending over nine pages, concludes,

A Hebrew reader could not possibly understand the period of 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. Still less, in the designation of time,
‘till 2300 evening-mornings,’” could ‘ evening-mornings be understood of the evening and morning sacrifices, and the words
be regarded as meaning that till 1150 evening sacrifices and 1150 morning sacrifices are discontinued. We must therefore



take the words as they are, i.e., understand them as 2300 whole datys.438

Keil supports this by numerous arguments including the fact, “when the Hebrews wished to express separately day and
night, the component parts of aday of aweek, then the number of both is expressed. They say, e.g., forty days and forty

nights (Gen. 7:4, 12; Ex. 24:18; 1 Kings 19:8), and three days and three nights (Jonah 2:1; Matt. 12:40), but not eighty or six

days-and-nights, when they wish to speak of forty or three full days.” 439

If they are literally twenty-three hundred days, what is the fulfillment? The attempts to relate this to the last seven years of
the Gentile period referred to in Daniel 9:27 have confused rather than helped the interpretation. Twenty-three hundred days
isless than seven years of 360 days, and the half figure of eleven hundred and fifty daysis short of the three and one-half
years of the great tribulation. Exegetically, a safe course to follow isto find fulfillment in Antiochus Epiphanes, and then
proceed to consider what eschatological or unfilled prophecy may be involved.

Innumerabl e explanations have been attempted to make the twenty-three hundred days coincide with the history of
Antiochus Epiphanes. The terminus ad quem of the twenty-three hundred days is taken by most expositors as 164 B.C. when
Antiochus Epiphanes died during amilitary campaign in Media. This permitted the purging of the sanctuary and the return
to Jewish worship. Figuring from this date backward twenty-three hundred days would fix the beginning time at 171 b.c. In
that year, Onias I11, the legitimate high priest, was murdered and a pseudo line of priests assumed power. Thiswould give
adequate fulfillment in time for the twenty-three hundred days to elapse at the time of the death of Antiochus. The actual
desecration of the temple, however, did not occur until December 25, 167 B.C. when the sacrifices in the temple were
forcibly caused to cease and a Greek altar erected in the temple. The actual desecration of the temple lasted only about three
years. During this period, Antiochus issued coins with the title “ Epiphanes,” which claimed that he manifested divine honors

and which showed him as beardless and wearing a di adem.**

Taking all the evidence into consideration, the best conclusion is that the twenty-three hundred days of Daniel are fulfilled in
the period from 171 b.c. and culminated in the death of Antiochus Epiphanesin 164 b.c. The period when the sacrifices
ceased was the latter part of thislonger period. Although the evidence available today does not offer fulfillment to the
precise day, the twenty-three hundred days, obviously around number, isrelatively accurate in defining the period when the
Jewish religion began to erode under the persecution of Antiochus, and the period as a whole concluded with his death.

The alternate theories produce more problems than they solve. Considering the days as year-days has provided no
fulfillment. Using the figure of eleven hundred and fifty days only creates more problems as it does not fit precisely any
scheme of events and has adubious’ basis. By far the simplest and most honoring to the Scriptures is the solution that the
twenty-three hundred days date from 171 b.c. to 164 b.c. This prophecy may safely be said now to have been fulfilled and
does not have any further eschatological significance in the sense of anticipating a future fulfillment. Asfar as Daniel 8:1-14
Is concerned, there is no adequate reason for considering it in any other light than that of fulfilled prophecy from the
standpoint of the twentieth century. It is adequately explained in the history of the Medo-Persian and Greek empires, and
specifically, in the activities of Antiochus Epiphanes.

Vision Interpreted in Relation to the Time of the End

8:15-19 And it came to pass, when |, even | Daniel, had seen the vision, and sought for the meaning, then, behold, there
stood before me as the appearance of aman. And | heard a man’ s voice between the banks of Ulai, which called, and said,
Gabriel, make this man to understand the vision. So he came near where | stood: and when he came, | was afraid, and fell
upon my face: but he said unto me, Understand, O son of man: for at the time of the end shall be the vision. Now as he was
speaking with me, | “was in a deep sleep on my face toward the ground: but he touched me, and set me upright. And he said,
Behold, I will make thee know what shall be in the last end of the indignation: for at the time appointed the end shall be.

With the entire vision recorded and, to some extent, already interpreted, Daniel now enters into active participation in the
vision and, asin chapter 7, sought an interpretation. According to verse 15, Daniel “sought for the meaning”; and in



response to his desire, a personage stood before him described “ as the appearance of aman,” but obviously an angel. In
verse 16, the angel Gabriel is mentioned specifically, and aman’s voice is addressed to Gabriel to instruct Daniel in
understanding the vision. The man’s voice may be that of Michael the Archangel or even the voice of God, but it is not

identified in the text. Calvin believes that the man speaking is Chrigt.** Y oung points out that the word for man in verse 15

isga, ber, similar in sound to Gabriel and denoting strength or power.442 To thisis added €, the word for God, to form the
name Gabriel.

Of interest isthe fact that thisis the first mention in the Bible of a holy angel by name. Gabridl is again mentioned in Daniel
9:21 and in Luke 1:19, 26, where he is the messenger to Zacharias, announcing the future birth of John the Baptist, and to
the virgin Mary, announcing the coming birth of Jesus Christ. The only other angel in Scripture named, aside from Satan, is
Michael, mentioned in Daniel 10:13, 21; 12:1, and in the New Testament in Jude 9 and Revelation 12:7. The restraint of

Scripture in naming angelsisin contrast to prolific nomenclature of angelsin apocalyptic literature outside the Bibl e

Because of the whole context of the vision, the powerful presence of Gabriel, and the mysterious voice which may be the
voice of Deity, Daniel is afraid, actually panic-stricken, and falls on hisface. The situation is not much different from that of
John the apostle in Revelation 1 at the tremendous vision of the glorified Christ. The words of Gabriel are reassuring, and he
instructs Daniel, using the title son of man, and for the first time in the entire chapter indicates that “the time of the end” isin
question in relation to the vision.

Although Daniel apparently had been awake in the earlier part of the vision, we now learn that, as Gabriel was speaking,
Daniel had fallen into a deep sleep with his face toward the ground. Montgomery transates | wasin a deep sleep as*“|

swooned.” ** In any event, it isnot anatural sleep but the result of hisfear described in verse 17. Asin the case of Ezekiel

(Eze 1:28-2:2), Daniel isaroused: as stated in verse 18, Gabriel “touched me, and set me upright.” Porteous suggests that the

expression, set me upright (v. 18), “probably means ‘ made me stand up where | was.” Daniel is keeping his distance.” 4B 1n

verse 19, Gabriel then begins a further explanation of what he introduced in verse 17 concerning the time of the end, making
clear hisintention to let Daniel know “what shall be in the last end of the indignation: for at the time appointed the end shall
be.” In the verses which follow, details of interpretation of the vision are given.

The expression, the indignation, judging by the context (cf. Dan 11:36, where it occurs again) here seems to refer to God's
anger against Israel. Asin the days of Isaiah, when God used Assyria as His chastening rod (Is 10:5, 25), God in His
indignation was using for His corrective purposes the tyranny of Antiochus and “lawless men” (cf. 1 Macc 1:11-15) who
carried out Antiochus' orders. In any case, the point is that God is permitting the persecution as a chastening of Israel in this
Instance.

Because of the introduction of the term the time of the end (Dan 8:17, 19) and the additional expression in verse 19 of “in the
last end of the indignation,” many scholars find in this chapter reference to the ultimate consummation of Gentile times at
the second advent of Christ. Although an adequate fulfillment can be found of the prophecy through verse 14 in the history
of the centuries before Christ, how can these references to the time of the end be understood? The entire matter is
complicated by references which clearly relate to the end of the Gentile period in Daniel 9:27 and by the extended passage
Daniel 11:35 ff., where again the time of the end is mentioned, with additional referencesin chapter 12. The expositor has
numerous options, each of which has some support from reputable scholarship.

Although agreat deal of variation isfound in details of interpretation, four major views emerge: 1) the historical view that
al of Daniel 8 has been fulfilled; (2) the futuristic view, the ideathat it is entirely future; (3) the view based upon the
principle of dua fulfillment of prophecy, that Daniel 8 isintentionally a prophetic reference both to Antiochus Epiphanes,
now fulfilled, and to the end of the age and the final world ruler who persecutes Israel before the second advent; (4) the view
that the passage is prophecy, historically fulfilled but intentionally typical of similar events and personages at the end of the

age.

Premillenarians who emphasize historical fulfillment in this chapter invariably agree to typical anticipation. The historical



view is supported largely by liberal critics and amillenarians. S. R. Driver, representing liberal criticism, states, for instance,
“Inch. 8 thereisa‘little horn,” which is admitted on all hands to represent Antiochus Epiphanes, and whose impious

character and doings (8:10-12, 25) arein all essentials identical with those attributed to the ‘little horn’ in ch. 7 (7:8 end 20,
21, 25): as Delitzsch remarks, it is extremely difficult to think that where the description is so similar, two entirely different

persons, living in widely different periods of the world’ s history should be intended.” 446

Driver, identifying the fourth empire of Daniel 7 as the Greek Empire, asliberal critics do in contrast to most conservative
expositors, finds the two little horns identical. In keeping with this, he defines the time of the end as meaning from Daniel’s
standpoint “the period of Antiochus's persecution, together with the short interval consisting of a few months, which
followed before his death (xi. 35, 40), that being, in the view of the author, the *end’ of the present condition of things, and
the divine kingdom (7:14, 18, 22, 27, 12:2, 3) being established immediately afterwards.” Driver goes on, “ This sense of
‘end’ is based probably upon the use of theword in Am. 8:2, Ez. 7:2, *an end is come, the end is come upon the four corners
of theland,” 3, 6: cf. aso ‘in the time of the iniquity of theend,” Ez. 21:25, 29, 35:5; and Hab. 2:3, * For the vision is yet for

the appointed-time [has reference to the time of its destined fulfillment], and it hasteth toward the end.”” a4t

Conservative amillenarians as represented by Edward J. Y oung, distinguish between the little horns of chapter 7 and chapter
8. In summarizing his view of the identity of the fourth empire, Y oung writes, “A comparison of the horns of ch. 8 and the
little horn of ch. 7 makesit 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.”
In aword, Y oung finds chapter 8 completely fulfilled in history. The principal difficulty with the purely historical view is
that it provides no satisfactory explanation of the expression the time of the end, the other references in the book of Daniel
which use it as the end of the time of the Gentiles, and certain details that are given in the interpretation of the vision.

448

A second view, in sharp contrast to the historical interpretation, is that which takes the reference to the little horn of chapter
8 as being the same as the little horn of chapter 7 but considers the entire prophecy to be subject to future fulfillment. It is
like the liberal critical view in identifying the two horns, but unlike the liberal critical view in relating it to the Roman
Empire in the future and not to the Greek Empire of the past. Although only afew writers have taken this position, G. H.
Pember takes as “the first clue to the interpretation” the premise: “ The vision is no prophecy of Antiochus Epiphanes: the

Little Horn isafar more terrible persecutor, who will arisein the last days.” 449

Tregelles argues for the same conclusions, stating, “Further, the four divided kingdoms which formed themselves out of the
empire of Alexander were one by one incorporated within the Roman empire, but it is out of one of these kingdoms that the

horn of this chapter springs, henceit is clear that he belongs to the Roman earth. Thus the person spoken of in the two

chapters are found within the same territorial limits.” 450 Tregelles goes on to compare the similarities between the little horn

of chapter 7 and the little horn of chapter 8 as well as a description of the final world ruler in Daniel 11:36-45. Tregelles

concludes, “The conclusion from all this appears to be inevitable, that the horn of chapter 7 and chapter 8 are one and the

same person.” 451

The majority of premillennial expositors, however, have not followed this view because the Roman Empireis not clearly in
view in chapter 8, and, as a matter of fact, there are anumber of contradictions. Although the territory involved in the
various world empires is often the same, this does not prove that the events are the same or the personages are the same; and
thisisthe crux of the matter which Tregellesignores. Pusey, for instance, points out, “In the Grecian empire, the little horns
issues, not from the empire itself, but from one of its four-fold divisions... Antiochus Epiphanes came out of one of the four
kingdoms of Alexander’s successors, and that kingdom existed in him, as the fourth horn issued in the little horn. But in the
fourth empire, the horn proceeds, not out of any one horn, but out of the body of the empire itself. It came up among them

[the horns], wholly distinct from them, and destroyed three of them. Such a marked difference in a symbol, otherwise so

alike, must be intended to involve a difference in the fact represented.” 452

While there are obvious similarities between the two little horns of chapter 7 and chapter 8, the differences are important. If



the fourth kingdom represented by Daniel 7 is Rome, then obviously the third kingdom represented by the goat in chapter 8
is not Rome. Their characteristics are much different as they arise from different beasts, their horns differ in number, and the
end result is different. The Messianic kingdom according to Daniel 7 was going to be erected after the final world empire.
Thisis not true of the period following the he goat in chapter 8. The familiar rule that similarities do not prove identity is
applicable here. Two men or events may be alike in many respects but are distinguished by one definite dissimilarity. In this
case, there are many factors which contrast the two chapters and their contents.

In view of the problems of a purely historical fulfillment on the one hand or a purely futuristic fulfillment on the other, many
expositors have been intrigued with the possibility of adual fulfillment, that is, that a prophecy fulfilled in part in the past is
aforeshadowing of afuture event which will completely fulfill the passage. Variations exist in this approach with some
taking the entire passage as having dual fufillment, and others taking Daniel 8:1-14 as historically fulfilled and Daniel 8:15-
17 as having dua fulfillment. This latter view was popularized by the Scofield Reference Bible. Both the 1917 and the 1967
edition interpret chapter 8 as being fulfilled historically in Antiochus, but prophetically, beginning with verse 17, as being

fulfilled at the end of the age with the second advent.*

Many premillennial writers follow thisinterpretation. Louis T. Talbot, for instance, writes “When the vision recorded here
was given to Daniel, al of it had to do with then prophetic events, whereas we today can look back and see that everything
in verses 1-22 refers to men and empires that have come and gone. We read about them in the pages of secular history. But
verses 23-27 of the chapter before us have to do with ‘a king of fierce countenance’ who shall appear ‘in the latter time' (v.
23); and heis none other than the Antichrist who isto come. Again, while verses 1-22 have to do with history, yet the men
of whom they speak were shadows of that coming ‘man of sin,” who is more fully described in the closing verses of the

chapter.” 454 Talbot varies from the pattern somewhat by finding typical fulfillment in verses 1-22 and futuristic fulfillment
in verses 23-26. Strictly speaking, this does not conform to any of the divisions indicated here, but illustrates that the
passage gives prophecy in two different senses.

A number of other expositors find chapter 8 dealing with both Antiochus Epiphanes and the future world ruler. Among them
are William Kelly,*° Nathaniel West,™®® and Joseph A. Seiss®’

Thisview is ably summarized by J. Dwight Pentecost. Pentecost gives a most illuminating overall view of chapters 7
through 12 in the following statement: “The key to understanding chapters 7 through 12 of Daniel’ s prophecy isto
understand that Dani€l is focusing his attention on this one great ruler and his kingdom which will arise in the end time. And
while Daniel may use historical reference and refer to events which to us may be fulfilled, Dani€l is thinking of them only to
give us more details about this final form of Gentile world power and its ruler who will reign on the earth. In Daniel chapter
8, we have another reference to this one. Daniel describes a king who is going to conquer the Medo-Persian Empire. Thisis
an historical event that took place several centuries after Daniel lived. There was an individual that came out of the Grecian
Empire who was a great enemy of the nation Israel. We know him as Antiochus Epiphanes. Antiochus Epiphanes was a
ruler who sought to show his contempt for Palestine, the Jews, and the Jewish religion by going to the temple in Jerusalem
with a sow which he slaughtered and put its blood upon the altar. This man was known as one who desolated, or ‘the
desolator.” But this passage in Daniel 8 is speaking not only of Antiochusin his desolation and his desecration of the
Temple; it islooking forward to the great desolator who would come, the one who is called ‘the little horn’ in Daniel 7. In

Daniel 8:23 we read of this one and his ministry.” 458

Pentecost summarizes the facts from Daniel 8:23-25 as a description of the beast in that (1) heisto appear in the latter times
of Israel’ s history (Dan 8:23); (2) through alliance with other nations, he achieves worldwide influence (Dan 8:24); (3) a
peace program helps hisrise to power (Dan 8:25); (4) heis extremely intelligent and persuasive (Dan 8:23); (5) heis
characterized by Satanic control (Dan 8:24); (6) heisagreat adversary against Israel and the prince of princes (Dan 8:24-

25); (7) adirect judgment from God terminates his rule (Dan 8:25).459

It may be concluded that many premillennia expositors find a dual fulfillment in Daniel 8: some of them achieve thisby a
division of thefirst part of the chapter as historically fulfilled and the last part prophetically future; some regard the whole



chapter as having, in some sense, adual fulfillment historically as well as in the future; but most of them find the futuristic
elements emphasized, especially in the interpretation of the vision.

A variation of the view that the last part of the chapter is specifically futuristic is found in the interpretation which has much
to commend itself. This variation regards the entire chapter as historically fulfilled in Antiochus, but to varying degrees
foreshadowing typically the future world ruler who would dominate the situation at the end of the times of the Gentiles. In
any case, the passage intentionally goes beyond Antiochus to provide prophetic foreshadowing of the final Gentile ruler.

The Intebpretatton of the Ram and the Rough Goat

8:20-22 The ram which thou sawest having two horns are the kings of Media and Persia. And the rough goat is the king of
Grecia: and the great horn that is between his eyesisthefirst king. Now that being broken, whereas four stood up for it, four
kingdoms shall stand up out of the nation, but not in his power.

The interpretation of the ram and he goat vision as given in verses 20-21 makes explicit what has been assumed in preceding
exegesis. Most significant is the fact that Media and Persia are regarded as one empire, refuting the liberal notion that Daniel
taught the empire of Media was separate from Persia, which liberals use to justify the exegesis that the second and third
empires of Daniel 7 were Media and Persia. All agree that history does not support this, and the liberal interpretation
assumes that Daniel was in error. Here the matter is made clear by Daniel himself, and it is evident that the critics are guilty
of attributing to Daniel something he did not teach. The he goat described as “rough” or shaggy, although called “the king of
Grecia,” is an obvious reference to the kingdom as awhole, as the great horn between its eyesisidentified as the first king.
Practically everyone agrees that thisis Alexander the Great.

The four kingdoms represented by the four horns which replaced the great horn that was broken are identified as four
kingdoms arising from the he goat nation. They are described as not having the power of the great horn. Aside from
expositors pressed to relate this to the Roman empire, where there is no reasonable parallel, the four kingdoms are obviously
the four generals of Alexander who partitioned his empire as previously noted. Most expositors agree that verses 20-22 have
been fulfilled completely in history in connection with the Medo-Persian and Greek empires and the four divisions following
Alexander the Great. The exegetical problems arise in the passage which follows.

The Latter Time of the Kingdom

8:23-26 And in the latter time of their kingdom, when the transgressors are come to the full, aking of fierce countenance,
and understanding dark sentences, shall stand up. And his power shall be mighty, but not by his own power: and he shall
destroy wonderfully, and shall prosper, and practise, and shall destroy the mighty and the holy people. And through his
policy aso he shall cause craft to prosper in his hand; and he shall magnify himself in his heart, and by peace shall destroy
many: he shall also stand up against the Prince of princes; but he shall be broken without hand. And the vision of the
evening and the morning which was told is true: wherefore shut thou up the vision; for it shall be for many days.

In this section of Daniel 8, an individual is pictured prophetically who is said to have the following characteristics: (1) he
will appear “in the latter time of their kingdom,” that is, of the four kingdoms of verse 22; (2) he will appear “when the
transgressors are come to the full”; (3) he will be “aking of fierce countenance, and understanding dark sentences,” that is,
having a strong or bold countenance and able to interpret riddles, a mark of intelligence (1 Ki 10:1); (4) he shall have great
power but his power shall be derived from another (either God, Satan, Alexander the Great); (5) he shall accomplish great
exploits including destroying Israel, the mighty and holy people; (6) by his policies “he shall cause craft to prosper in his
hand,” always busy hatching plots (1 Macc 1:16-51), that is, wickedness shall be on the increase; (7) he shall exalt himself,
as did Antiochus Epiphanes; (8) by means of afalse peace, he shall destroy many people; (9) he shall oppose “the Prince of
princes’; (10) in the end “he shall be broken without hand” (Antiochus died of afoul disease), that is, his power shall be
destroyed without human intervention. Finally, Dani€l is cautioned that the total vision istrue, but the understanding of it
shall be delayed for many days aswell asits fulfillment.



A careful scrutiny of these many points will justify the conclusion that it is possible to explain all of these elements as
fulfilled historically in Antiochus Epiphanes. Most of the factors are obvious and the principal difficulty is occasioned by the
expression in the latter time of their kingdom and in the statement he shall stand up against the Prince of princes. Antiochus
Epiphanes, of course, did arise in the latter time of the Syrian kingdom. However, the use of other terms such astheend in
verses 17 and 19, and the last end of the indignation in verse 19 are difficult to harmonize with Antiochus Epiphanes.

It is also objected, as expressed by W. C. Stevens, “ The time of Antiochus was in the former time of those kingdoms. His
day was not even in the latter time of the old Grecian Empire; for he came to his end more than one hundred years before the

Grecian Empire ended. The simple solution is that those four kingdoms are to have ‘alatter time’; i.e.,, they are to be again

represented territorially as four kingdoms in the last days at the Times of the Gentiles.” 460

occursin referencesin Daniel 9:26; 11:6, 27, 35, 40, 45; 12:4, 6, 9, 13.

The expression the end frequently

Another problem is the statement that the king “shall also stand up against the Prince of princes.” H. A. Ironside expresses a
common viewpoint that the “Prince of princes can be none other than the Messiah; consequently, these words were not

fulfilled in the life and death of Antiochus.”#%* However, this objection is not unanswerable, because opposition to God, to
Israel, and to the Messianic hope in general, which characterized blasphemers of the Old Testament, can well be interpreted
as standing up against “the Prince of princes.” After all, Christ existed in Old Testament times as God and as the Angel of
Jehovah and as the defender of Israel.

Taken as awhole, the principal problem of the passage when interpreted as prophecy fulfilled completely in Antiochusisthe
alusionsto the end of the age. These are hard to understand as relating to Antiochusin view of the larger picture of Daniel 7
which concludes with the second advent of Christ. It isfor this reason, as well as for the many detailsin the passage, that
many expositors believe the interpretation goes beyond the vision. If the vision itself of the little horn can be fulfilled in
Antiochus Epiphanes, the interpretation given by the angel seemsto go beyond Antiochus to the final world ruler.

Some premillennial interpreters, however, convinced of the futuristic character of the interpretation of the vision, identify
the personage here as a different future character than the little horn of Daniel 7. Thelittle horn of Daniel 7 isidentified asa
Roman and a future world dictator, whereas the little horn of Daniel 8 inits futuristic interpretation is understood by them to

refer to the king of the north in Daniel 11:6-15, who is also identified with “the Assyrian” (Mic 5:5-6).462 Contemporary
expositors, however, generally interpret these references to Assyriain other prophetic passages as either already fulfilled in
the previousinvasion of the Holy Land by Assyria or adescription of Assyriain the millennial kingdom. These passages
then do not become relevant to Daniel 8.

It may be concluded that this difficult passage apparently goes beyond that which is historically fulfilled in Antiochus
Epiphanes to foreshadow a future personage often identified as the world ruler of the end time. In many respects this ruler
carries on a persecution of Isragl and desecration of the temple similar to what was accomplished historically by Antiochus.
This interpretation of the vision may be regarded as an illustration of double fulfillment of prophecy or, using Antiochus as a
type, the interpretation may go on to reveal additional facts which go beyond the type in describing the ultimate king who
will oppose Israel in the last days. He indeed will be “broken without hand” at the time of the second advent of Jesus Christ.

In concluding the interpretation, Gabriel makes plain that the vision will not become immediately understandable to Daniel
and that its fulfillment will occupy many days.

Effect on Daniel

8:27 And | Daniel fainted, and was sick certain days; afterward | rose up, and did the king’ s business; and | was astonished
at the vision, but none understood it.

As aresult of the tremendous vision given to Daniel and his exhaustion because of it, Daniel records that he fainted and was
sick for days thereafter. Upon his recovery, he was able to resume his conduct of the king’s business. Jeffrey notes that



Daniel by hisimmediate resumption of hiswork in the king’'s service proves that he had been in Babylon all the time, and
that his presence in Susawas purely visionary.463

The dramatic character of the vision and its tremendous implications, although not understandable to Daniel, remained in his
mind. But he could find none that could give him the complete interpretation. It is obvious that the intent of the vision was to
record the prophecy for the benefit of future generations rather than for Daniel himself. Unlike the previous instances where
Daniel was the interpreter of divine revelation, here Daniel becomes the recorder of it without understanding all that he
wrote or experienced.

The emphasis of the eighth chapter of Daniel ison prophecy asit relatesto Israel; and for this reason, the little hornis given
prominence both in the vision and in the interpretation. The times of the Gentiles, although not entirely a period of
persecution of Israel, often resulted in great trial to them. Of the four great world empires anticipated by Daniel, only the
Persian empire was relatively kind to the Jew. As Christ Himself indicated in Luke 21:24, the times of the Gentilesis
characterized by the treading down of Jerusalem, and the subjugation and persecution of the people of Israel.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 9

The Prophecy Of The Seventy Weeks

The third vision of Daniel the prophet, following the two preceding visions of chapters 7 and 8, concerns the program of
God for Israel culminating in the coming of their Messiah to the earth to reign. Although other major prophets received
detailed information concerning the nations and God’ s program for salvation, Daniel alone was given the comprehensive
program for both the Gentiles, as revealed to Daniel in preceding chapters, and for Israel, asrecorded in Daniel 9:24-27.
Because of the comprehensive and structural nature of Daniel’s prophecies, both for the Gentiles and for Isragl, the study of
Daniel, and especially this chapter, is the key to understanding the prophetic Scriptures. Of the four major programs revealed
in the Bible—for the angels, the Gentiles, Israel, and the church, Daniel had the privilege of being the channel of revelation
for the second and third of these programsin the Old Testament.

This chapter begins with Jeremiah’ s prophecy of seventy years of the desolations of Jerusalem and is advanced by the
intercessory prayer of Daniel. The chapter concludes with the third vision of Daniel, given through the agency of the angel
Gabriel, which provides one of the most important keys to understanding the Scriptures as awhole. In many respects, thisis
the high point of the book of Daniel. Although previously Gentile history and prophecy recorded in Daniel was related to the
people of Isragl, the ninth chapter specifically takes up prophecy asit applies to the chosen people.

The Seventy Years of the Desolations of Jerusalem

9:1-2 In thefirst year of Darius the son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of the Medes, which was made king over the realm of the
Chaldeans; In thefirst year of hisreign | Daniel understood by books the number of the years, whereof the word of the Lord
came to Jeremiah the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years in the desolations of Jerusalem.

According to the opening verse of chapter 9, the third vision of Daniel occurred “In the first year of Darius the son of
Ahasuerus, of the seed of the Medes.” In other words, the events of Belshazzar’ s feast in chapter 5 occurred between the
visions of chapters 8 and 9. It is not clear where chapter 6 fitsinto this order of events, but it also may well have occurred in
thefirst year of the reign of Darius, either immediately before or immediately after the events of chapter 9. If Daniel’s
experience at Belshazzar’ s feast as well as his deliverance from the lions had already been experienced, these significant
evidences of the sovereignty and power of God may well have constituted a divine preparation for the tremendous revel ation
now about to unfold.

The immediate occasion of this chapter, however, was the discovery by Daniel in the prophecy of Jeremiah that the
desolations of Jerusalem would be fulfilled in seventy years. The expression by books may be understood to mean “in
books.” Jeremiah the prophet, in addition to his oral prophetic announcements, had written his prophecies in the closing days
of Jerusalem before its destruction at the hand of the Babylonians. Although the first record of Jeremiah had been destroyed
(Jer 36:23), Jeremiah rewrote it, acting on instructions from the Lord (Jer 36:28). Jeremiah himself had been taken captive
by Jews rebelling against Nebuchadnezzar and had been carried off to Egypt against hiswill to be buried in astrange land in
anameless grave, but the timeless Scriptures which he wrote found their way across desert and mountain to far away
Babylon and fell into the hands of Daniel. How long Daniel had been in possession of these propheciesis not known, but the
implication isthat Daniel had now come into the full comprehension of Jeremiah’s prediction and realized that the seventy
years prophesied had about run their course. The time of the vision recorded in Daniel 9 was 538 B.C., about 67 years after
Jerusalem had first been captured and Daniel carried off to Babylon (605 B.C.).



Jeremiah had prophesied, “ This whole land shall be a desolation, and an astonishment; and these nations shall serve the king
of Babylon seventy years. And it shall come to pass, when seventy years are accomplished, that | will punish the king of
Babylon, and that nation, saith the Lord, for their iniquity, and the land of the Chaldeans, and will make it perpetual
desolations” (Jer 25:11-12). Later, Jeremiah added to this prophecy, “For thus saith the Lord, that after seventy years be
accomplished at Babylon | will visit you, and perform my good word toward you, in causing you to return to this place. For
I know the thoughts that | think toward you, saith the Lord, thoughts of peace, and not of evil, to give you an expected end.
Then shall ye call upon me, and ye shall go and pray unto me, and | will hearken unto you. And ye shall seek me, and find
me, when ye shall search for me with all your heart. And | will be found of you, saith the Lord: and | will turn away your
captivity, and | will gather you from al the nations and from al the places whither | have driven you, saith the Lord; and |
will bring you again into the place whence | caused you to be carried away captive’ (Jer 29:10-14).

On the basis of these remarkable prophecies, Daniel was encouraged to pray for the restoration of Jerusalem and the
regathering of the people of Isragl. Daniel, athough too old and probably too infirm to return to Jerusalem himself, lived
long enough to see the first expedition of pilgrims return. This occurred in “the first year of Cyrusking of Persia’ (Ezral:1),
and Daniel lived at least until “the third year of Cyrusking of Persia” (Dan 10:1) and probably some years longer.

As brought out in the earlier discussion of chapter 6 relative to Darius the Mede, Darius had been appointed by Cyrus as
king of Babylon. The assertion of Daniel 9:1 that Darius “was made king over the realm of the Chaldeans,” indicates that he
was invested with the kingship by some higher authority. This well agrees with the supposition that he Was installed as
viceroy in Babylonia by Cyrusthe Great. This appointment is confirmed by the verb “was made king” (Hebrew homlak)
which does not seem a proper reference to Cyrus himself. In this connection, it is of interest that in the Behistun Inscription,
Darius | refersto his father, Hystaspes, as having been made king in asimilar way.

In studying Daniel 9:2, with its reference to “the desolations of Jerusalem,” Sir Robert Anderson distinguishes the duration
of the captivity from the duration of the desolations of Jerusalem. Anderson states, “ The failure to distinguish between the
several judgments of the Servitude, the Captivity and the Desolations, is afruitful source of error in the study of Daniel and

the historical books of Scripture.” 464

Anderson goes on to explain that Israel’ s servitude and captivity began much earlier than the destruction of the temple.
Although Anderson’ s dates are not according to current archeological findings (606 b.c. instead of 605 for the captivity, 589
b.c. instead of 586 for the desolation of the temple, and his date for the decree of Cyrus 536 B.C. instead of 538), in general,
his approach to the fulfillment of Jeremiah’s prophecy isworthy of consideration. As previously discussed in the exposition
of chapter 1, the captivity probably began in the fall of 605 B.C. at which time afew, such as Daniel and his companions
and other of the royal children, were carried off to Babylon as hostages. The major deportation did not take place until about

seven years later. According to Donald J. Wiseman, the exact date of the first major deportation was March 16, 597 b.c, after

the fall of Jerusalem following a brief revolt against Babylonian rule. About 60,000 were carried away at that time.*®®

Jerusalem itself was finally destroyed in 586 b.c,466 and this, according to Anderson, began the desolations of Jerusalem, the

specific prophecy of Jeremiah 25:11, a'so mentioned in 2 Chronicles 36:21 and in Daniel 9:2.

The precise prophecy of Jeremiah 25:11-12 predicts that the king of Babylon would be punished at the end of seventy years.
Jeremiah 29:10 predicted the return to the land after seventy years. For these reasons, it is doubtful whether Anderson’s
evaluation of Daniel 9:2 asreferring to the destruction of the templeitself is valid. The judgment on Babylon and the return
to the land of course took place about twenty years before the temple itself was rebuilt and was approximately seventy years
after captivity beginning in 605 b.c. Probably the best interpretation, accordingly, isto consider the expression the
desolations of Jerusalem, in Daniel 9:2, asreferring to the period 605 B.C. to 539 B.C. for the judgment on Babylon, and the
date of 538 b.c for the return to the land.

This definition of the expression the desolations of Jerusalem (Dan 9:2) is supported by the word for “desolations’ ( hEorbo
,1) which isaplural apparently including the environs of Jerusalem. The same expression istranslated “all her waste places’



inIsaiah 51:3 (cf. 52:9). Actually the destruction of territory formerly under Jerusalem control even predated the 605 date
for Jerusalem’ sfall.

Although it is preferred to consider Daniel 9:2 as the period 605 b.c.-539 b.c, Anderson may be right in distinguishing as he
does the period of Israel’ s captivity from the period of Jerusalem’ s destruction. Zechariah 1:12, referring to God's
destruction of the cities of Judah for three score years and ten, may extend to the time when the temple was rebuilt. Thisis
brought out in Zechariah 1:16 where it is stated, “ Therefore thus saith the Lord; | am returned to Jerusalem with mercies. my
house shall be built in it, saith the Lord of hosts, and aline shall be stretched forth upon Jerusalem.” It is most significant
that the return took place approximately seventy years after the capture of Jerusalem in 605 b.c, and the restoration of the
temple (515 b.c) took place approximately seventy years after the destruction of the temple (586 b.c), the latter period being
about twenty years later than the former. In both cases, however, the fulfillment does not have the meticulous accuracy of
falling on the very day, as Anderson attempts to prove. It seems to be an approximate number as one would expect by a
round number of seventy. Hence, the period between 605 b.c and 538 b.c would be approximately sixty-seven years; and the
rededication of the temple in March of 515 b.c, would be |ess than seventy-one years from the destruction of the templein
August of 586 b.c

What isintended, accordingly, in the statement in Daniel 9:2 isthat Daniel realized that the time was approaching when the
children of Israel could return. The seventy years of the captivity were about ended. Once the children of Isragl were back in
the land, they were providentially hindered in fulfilling the rebuilding of the temple until seventy years after the destruction
of the temple had also elapsed.

Severa principles emerge from Daniel’ s reference to Jeremiah’ s prophecy. First, Daniel took the seventy years literally and
believed that there would be literal fulfillment. Even though Daniel was fully acquainted with the symbolic form of
revelation which God sometimes used to portray panoramic prophetic events, hisinterpretation of Jeremiah was literal and
he expected God to fulfill Hisword.

Second, Daniel realized that the Word of God would be fulfilled only on the basis of prayer, and this occasioned his fervent
plea as recorded in this chapter. On the one hand, Daniel recognized the certainty of divine purposes and the sovereignty of
God which will surely fulfill the prophetic word. On the other hand, he recognized human agency, the necessity of faith and
prayer, and the urgency to respond to human responsibility asit relates to the divine program. His custom of praying three
times a day with his windows open to Jerusalem still in desolation revealed his own heart for the things of God and his
concern for the city of Jerusalem.

Third, he recognized the need for confession of sin as a prelude to restoration. With this rich background of the prophetic
program revealed through Jeremiah, Daniel’s own prayer life, and his concern for the city of Jerusalem as the religious
center of the nation of Israel, Daniel approaches the task of expressing his confession and intercession to the God of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

Because Daniel, for the first time, used the word Lord or Jehovah in Daniel 9:2, repeating the expression in verses 4, 10, 13,
14, and 20, critics have used this as an argument against the authenticity of this passage and the prayer which fol lows. %’

Daniel’s Preparation for Prayer

9:3-4 And | set my face unto the Lord God, to seek by prayer and supplications, with fasting, and sackcloth, and ashes: And
| prayed unto the Lord my God, and made my confession, and said, O Lord, the great and dreadful God, keeping the
covenant and mercy to them that love him, and to them that keep his commandments.

Encouraged by his understanding of God’ sintention to restore Jerusalem, Daniel now seeks to make adequate preparation to
present his confessions and petitions to the Lord. Every possible element of preparation isincluded. First, he declares, “1 set
my face unto the Lord God.” Thiswas aformal beginning in which Daniel turns away from other things to concentrate on
his prayer to the Lord. It implies faith, devotion, and worship. His activity in prayer has a specific end expressed by the word



to seek. It anticipates that he hopes to find ground for an answer to his prayers. The attitude of mind and steadfastness of
purpose indicated is now supplemented by prayer and supplications, that is, prayer in general and petition specifically. This
Is accompanied by every known auxiliary aid to prayer: namely, fasting, that he might not be diverted from prayer by food;
sackcloth, a putting aside of ordinary garmentsin favor of rough cloth speaking of abject need; and ashes, the traditional
symbol of grief and humility. In aword, Daniel left nothing undone that might possibly make his prayer more effective or
more persuasive. While God honors the briefest of prayers, as the experience of Nehemiah 2:4 indicates, effective prayer
requires faith in the Word of God, proper attitude of mind and heart, privacy, and unhurried confession and petition.

Daniel’ s humility, reverence, and earnestness are the hallmarks of effective prayer. In beginning his prayer to the Lord,
Daniel relies upon the fact that the majesty of God' s person and the greatness of His power are manifested especially in His
fulfilling His covenant promises and manifesting mercy to those who love Him and keep His commandments. As Nelson
Glueck has brought out in his study of the word “mercy” (hesed), the word con-note’ s not only forgiveness but loyalty in

keeping His covenant with Israel 488 This loyalty of God to His covenant is contrasted with the inexcusable disloyalty of the
people of Israel. In beginning his prayer, Daniel thusis assured of the greatness of God and the goodness of God. His
problem is that the children of Israel have sinned, broken their covenant, and have made themselves liable to the divine
judgment which the faithfulness of God must inflict according to His promises.

Daniel’s Prayer of Confession

9:5-14 We have sinned, and have committed iniquity, and have done wickedly, and have rebelled, even by departing from
thy precepts and from thy judgments: Neither have we hearkened unto thy servants the prophets, which spake in thy nameto
our kings, our princes, and our fathers, and to all the people of the land. O Lord, righteousness belongeth unto thee, but unto
us confusion of faces, as at this day; to the men of Judah, and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and unto all Israel, that are
near, and that are far off, through all the countries whither thou hast driven them, because of their trespass that they have
trespassed against thee. O Lord, to us belongeth confusion of face, to our kings, to our princes, and to our fathers, because
we have sinned against thee. To the Lord our God belong mercies and forgivenesses, though we have rebelled against him;
neither have we obeyed the voice of the Lord our God, to walk in hislaws, which he set before us by his servants the
prophets. Y ea, all Israel have transgressed thy law, even by departing, that they might not obey thy voice; therefore the curse
is poured upon us, and the oath that is written in the law of Moses the servant of God, because we have sinned against him.
And he hath confirmed his words, which he spake against us, and against our judges that judged us, by bringing upon us a
great evil: for under the whole heaven hath not been done as hath been done upon Jerusalem. Asit is written in the law of
Moses, al this evil is come upon us. yet made we not our prayer before the Lord our God, that we might turn from our
iniquities, and understand thy truth. Therefore hath the Lord watched upon the evil, and brought it upon us: for the Lord our
God isrighteousin al hisworks which he doeth: for we obeyed not his voice.

Having reminded himself of God’ s covenant and mercy, Daniel begins his prayer of confession. Daniel himself is one of the
few major characters of the Old Testament to whom some sin is not ascribed. He is dealing not with his personal sins, but
with hisidentification with the sin of the nation and the collective responsibility which Daniel shares both in promises of
blessing and warnings of divine judgment. Daniel does not spare himself or his people in his confession. As John Calvin
points out in his exposition, there is a fourfold description of the extent of their sin: first, they have sinned (Heb. h£a, tEa
»anu,), meaning a serious crime or offense; second, they have committed iniquity, that is, “acted unjustly”; third, they have

done wickedly, or “conducted themselves wickedly”; and fourth, sinning in this way, they have rebelled even by departing

from thy precepts, that is, “become, rebellious and declined from the statutes and commandments of God.” 469 \ oses Stuart

notes, “The climactic construction of the sentence is palpable. To turn back from obedience to the divine statutes, in the
frame of mind which belongs to rebels, is the consummation of wickedness, and so Daniel rightly considersit. The variety

of verbs employed here, indicates the design of the speaker to confess, all sin of every kind in its full extent.” 470

The heinousness of their sinisamplified in verse 6 by the fact that they have disregarded the prophets which God sent to
them. This disrespect and disobedience to the prophets characterized al classes of Isragl, including their kings, their princes,
other leaders referred to as “our fathers,” and finally “all the people of the land.” Even in such times of revival as during the
reign of Hezekiah when the king’' s messengers went throughout the land calling people to the Passover at Jerusalem, the



Scriptures record that many “laughed them to scorn, and mocked them” (2 Ch 30:10). The disregard of the Word of God in
Israel’ s departure from the precepts and judgments as mentioned in verse 5 as well as the disregard of the prophets, “isthe

beginning of al moral disorders,” as Leupold expresses it 471

In verses 7-8, Daniel contrasts the righteousness of God and the confusion of face belonging to Israel. God has been
righteous in His judgments upon Israel, and in no way does Israel’ s distress reflect upon the attributes of God adversely. By
contrast, Israel’ s confusion or shame of face which had made them the object of scorn of the nations was their just desert for
rebellion against God. Daniel itemizes those who are especially concerned: first, the men of Judah and the inhabitants of
Jerusalem, that is, the kingdom of Judah which was carried into captivity by the Babylonians, and second, “all Israel, that are
near, and that are far off,” that is, aso the ten tribes of the kingdom of Israel which were carried off by the Assyriansin 721
B.C. The scattering of the children of Israel “through al the countries which thou hast driven them,” was not occasioned by
one sin, but by generation after generation of failure to obey the Law or to give heed to the prophets.

In verse 8, those who are ashamed are itemized according to classes of society, that is, “our kings,” “our princes,” and “our
fathers.” The judgment of God did not spare any class but was according to their sins and their rebellion. In this passage, as
in Daniel’s earlier confession, he does not mince words but refers to Isragl’ s trespasses and their sins with no attempt to
excuse them.

Frederick A. Tatford summarizes Daniel 9:5-8 in these words, “ There was no tautology in the prolific accumulation of
expressions he used: it was rather that he sought to express by every possible word the enormity of the guilt and contumacy
of himself and his people. They had sinned in wandering from the right, they had dealt perversely in their wilful impiety,
they had done wickedly in their sheer infidelity, they had rebelled in deliberate refractoriness, they had turned aside from the
Divine commandments and ordinances. Their cup of iniquity was full. Their guilt was accentuated by the fact that prophets
had been sent to them with the Divine message and they had refused to listen. All were implicated—rulers, leaders (the term
‘fathers' being used, of course, in ametaphorical rather than in aliteral sense), and the people. God was perfectly just, but a
shameful countenance betrayed their own guilt. Nor was the confusion of face limited to Judah and Jerusalem: it was true of
all Israglites throughout the world. Indeed, their scattering was in punishment for their own unfaithfulness to God. Daniel

associated himself completely with his people in acknowledging their wrong-doing and freely confessed that their

shamefacedness was due to perfectly justified corrections. they had sinned against God.” arz

Having contrasted the righteousness of God to the sins of Israel, Daniel now turnsin verse 9 to the contrast of the mercies
and forgiveness of God as compared to the sin of Israel. The word mercies hereis adifferent word than in Daniel 9:4 and is
correctly translated. Although God is a God of righteousness, He is also a God of mercy. It is on this ground, of course, that
Daniel is basing his petition. In doing so, he turns from addressing God directly in the second person to speaking of God in
the third person, asif to state atruth for all who will hear, atheological fact now being introduced as the basis for the

remainder of the prayer. As Stuart observes, “The plur. form of these nouns [*mercies and forgivenesses’] denotes intensity

in the manifestation, or the continued and extended exercise of these qualities or attributes.” 473

Over against the reminder of the merices and forgivenesses of God, Daniel now plunges into recital of the extent of Israel’s
sininverses 10-11. Again, Daniel restates the facts that Israel has not obeyed the voice of the Lord their God. They have not
walked according to His laws as proclaimed to them by the Lord’ s servants, the prophets. The word translated “laws’ in
verse 10 means literally, “instructions” (cf. 1s 1:10 ff.). The rebellion was not on the part of afew but “al Israel have
transgressed thy law, even by departing.” Because of their persistent failure and rebellion against God, the prophesied curse
pronounced upon Israel as “written in the law of Moses the servant of God” was applied.

In Deuteronomy 28, for instance, the conditions of blessing and cursing are set forth before Isragl in detail. If they obeyed,
they would have every blessing, temporal and spiritual, from God. If they disobeyed, God would destroy them and scatter
them over the earth. Moses had made perfectly clear that Israel’ s situation would indeed be desperate if they disobeyed the
Lord God. Most of Deuteronomy 28 is devoted to itemizing these curses, concluding with the prophetic warning of the
world-wide dispersion of Israel (Deu 28:63-65) and the resultant uncertainty of life and future which would characterize
individual Israelites.



How sad are Moses words: “And it shall come to pass, that as the Lord rejoiced over you to do you good, and to multiply
you; so the Lord will rejoice over you to destroy you, and to bring you to nought; and you shall be plucked from off the land
whither thou goest to possessit. And the Lord shall scatter thee among al people, from the one end of the earth even unto
the other; and there thou shalt serve other gods, which neither thou nor thy fathers have known, even wood and stone. And
among these nations shalt thou find no ease, neither shall the sole of thy foot have rest: but the Lord shall give thee there a
trembling heart, and failing of eyes, and sorrow of mind: And thy life shall hang in doubt before thee; and thou shalt fear day
and night, and shalt have none assurance of thy life: In the morning thou shalt say, Would God it were even! and at even
thou shalt say, Would God it were morning! for the fear of thine heart wherewith thou shalt fear, and for the sight of thine
eyes which thou shalt see” (Deu 28:63-67). It was to such passages and similar warnings of God to which Daniel referred.

G. E. Mendenhall has shown that the Mosaic covenant in its form has a close parallel in certain suzerainty treaties (i.e.,
treaties between the Great King and his vassals) of the Hittite Empire. Sanctions are typically supplied in these treaties by a
series of blessings and cursings as also illustrated in Leviticus 26:14-39 and Deuteronomy 27-28. Such warnings are
witnessed by heaven and earth (cf. Deu 4:26 and Is 1:2) and in their form are similar to many passagesin the Old

Testament.474

In verses 12-14, Daniel itemizes the evil which God had brought upon them as aresult of their sin. In thus bringing
judgment upon Israel, He had “ confirmed his words, which he spake against us, and against our judges that judged us’ (cf. Is
1:10-31; Mic 3). Above al, the other terrible judgment was that of the destruction of Jerusalem itself which was the final
blow to Israel’ s pride and security.

Adding to all their earlier sins, Isragl in their extremity did not turn to the Lord in prayer: “yet made we not our prayer
before the Lord our God, that we might turn from our iniquities, and understand thy truth.” Even in the midst of the terrible
manifestation of the righteous judgment of God, there was no revival, no turning to God; rulers and people alike persisted in
their evil ways. What Danidl is saying isthat God had no aternative, even though He was a God of mercy; for when mercy
Is spurned, judgment is inevitable. Daniel, accordingly, concludesin verse 14, “Therefore hath the Lord watched upon the
evil, and brought it upon us: for the Lord our God is righteousin all his works which he doeth: for we obeyed not his voice.”
Porteous notes that the word watched, which can also be translated “keep ready” or “vigilant,” is the same word Jeremiah
uses when he tells how God was watchful over Hisword to perform it (Jer 1:12; cf. 31:28; 44:27). Jehovah was being
faithful in keeping His word both in blessings and in cursings, which must have encouraged Daniel in anticipating the end of

the capti vity.475
Daniel’s Petition for Forgiveness and Restoration

9:15-19 And now, O Lord our God, that hast brought thy people forth out of the land of Egypt with a mighty hand, and hast
gotten thee renown, as at this day; we have sinned, we have done wickedly. O Lord, according to all thy righteousness, |
beseech thee, let thine anger and thy fury be turned away from thy city Jerusalem, thy holy mountain: because for our sins,
and for the iniquities of our fathers, Jerusalem and thy people are become areproach to all that are about us. Now therefore,
O our God, hear the prayer of thy servant, and his supplications, and cause thy face to shine upon thy sanctuary that is
desolate, for the Lord’ s sake. O my God, incline thine ear, and hear; open thine eyes, and behold our desolations, and the
city which is called by thy name: for we do not present our supplications before thee for our righteousnesses, but for thy
great mercies. O Lord, hear; O Lord, forgive; O Lord, hearken and do; defer not, for thine own sake, O my God: for thy city
and thy people are called by thy name.

In his progression of thought, having laid fully the groundwork by confession of sin and recognition of the righteousness and
mercies of God, Daniel now turnsto the burden of his prayer—that God would, in keeping with His righteousness and
according to His mercies, forgive and restore the people of Isragl. In presenting his petition, Daniel first of all appealsto the
revelation of the power and forgiveness of God in delivering the people of Isragl from Egypt. In doing so, God had not only
manifested His forgiveness but His power, and had gained “renown” among the nations for the demonstration of His mighty



power. The deliverance of the people of Israel from Egypt is, in many respects, the Old Testament standard illustration of
the power of God and His ability to deliver His people. By contrast in the New Testament, the resurrection of Jesus Christ is
God'’ s standard of power (Eph 1:19-20). In the future millennial reign of Christ, the standard of power will be the
regathering of Israel and their restoration to the land (Jer 16:14-15). The three dispersions of Israel from the land and their
regathering are among the more important demonstrations of power in relation to Israel. God had alowed them to go into
Egypt and delivered them in the Exodus. He had punished them by the captives, but now Daniel is pleading with Him to
restore His people to their land and their city. The future final regathering of Israel in relation to the millennia kingdom will
be the final act fulfilling Amos 9:11-15, when Israel will be regathered never to be dispersed again. In both the dispersions
and the regatherings, God’ s righteousness, power, and mercies are evident.

Having introduced the thought of God’ s deliverance of Israel from the land of Egypt, Daniel is once again overwhelmed by
the wickedness of Isragl which seems to block the way for the restoration. He injects, “We have sinned, we have done
wickedly”—his theme song up to this point in the prayer—»but, nevertheless, proceeds to his petition for Isragl’ s forgiveness
and restoration.

Stuart summarizes verse 15 in these words, “Here commences the supplication of the speaker; at least, thisaddressis
preparatory to it. The argument stands thus: ‘O God, who in times past hast wrought wonderful deliverances for thy people,
and thereby acquired a glorious name —repeat thy wondrous doings, and add to the glory which thou hast already acquired!
Asthou didst bring us out of exile in Egypt, so bring us out of exilein Babylon.”—a name, as at the present time, i.e. such a
name, glory, honor, asis attributed to thee even now.—We have sinned etc., the deep sensation of penitence forces from the

speaker the repetition of confession.” 476

In making his petition in verses 15-19, Daniel addresses God only as Adonai and Elohim and no longer uses the term

Jehovah as he did in verses 4-14. Strangely, most commentators have ignored this significant change in address*”’
Montgomery goes so far asto insert the word Jehovah in his trandlation, athough he calls attention in his critical apparatus

to the actual Hebrew.*® The explanation seems to be that in using the word Adonai, Dani€l is recognizing God’ s absolute
sovereignty over him as Lord.

In presenting his petition specifically, Daniel significantly appeals again to the righteousness of the Lord in verse 16.
Although anticipating that the hope of the restoration of Isragl depended on the mercies of God, Daniel recognized,
nevertheless, that it must be “according to all thy righteousness.” Here isimplied the whole system of reconciliation to God
by sacrifice, supremely fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Daniel recognizes that somehow there is no contradiction between the
righteousness of God and His mercies and forgiveness. It is aso true that the same Scriptures which predict God' s judgment
upon Israel also predict their restoration, and it would be in keeping with the veracity of God as a covenant-keeping God not
only to inflict judgment but to bring in the promised restoration. In verse 16 asin verse 15, in beginning his petition, Daniel
argues on the ground that the children of Israel are “thy people” and that his petition has to do with the restoration of
Jerusalem which is “thy city,” and “thy holy mountain.” The appeal isto the fact that restoration will not only be an act of
mercy but also that which will bring honor and glory to God and a testimony to the nations before whom Israel now is“a
reproach.” As Y oung expressesit, “The prayer isatragic confession of guilt. Jerusalem should have been the mount unto
which all nations would flow, and Israel should have been alight unto the Gentiles, but because of the people' s sins,

Jerusalem and Israel had become areproach.” 479

With his petition now grounded on the fact that an answer would be to the glory of God, Daniel now adds one further item,
namely, that the sanctuary itself, the place where God met man in sacrifice, was in desolation and that the whole sacrificial
system had fallen into disuse because of the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple. Accordingly, in verse 17, he beseeches
God to “ hear the prayer of thy servant, and his supplications’ and, in answer to Daniel’ s petition, to “ cause thy face to shine
upon thy sanctuary that is desolate, for the Lord’ s sake.” Ultimately, it was not simply the restoration of Israel which Daniel
sought, nor the restoration of Jerusalem or even of the temple, but specifically the sanctuary with its altars of sacrifice and its
holy of holies.



The eloquence of Daniel’s prayer now reaches its crescendo. How it must have delighted the ears of God to have heard His
devoted servant present His petitions. How it must have moved the heart of God to have heard Daniel say, “O my God,
incline thine ear, and hear; open thine eyes, and behold our desolations, and the city which is called by thy name: for we do
not present our supplications before thee for our righteousnesses, but for thy great mercies.” If prayer to God can be called
persuasive, Daniel’s prayer certainly merits this description. Daniel in hisholy life, his careful preparation in approaching
God, his uncompromising confession of sin, and his appeal to God’ s holy character as the One who is both righteous and
merciful, illustrates the kind of prayer that God delights to answer. Daniel, led by the Spirit of God, had expressed precisely
the prayer that God wanted to hear and wanted to answer.

In closing his prayer, Daniel once again beseeches God to hear, to forgive, to do, to defer not, all for God’ s own sake, for
God's city Jerusalem, for God' s people Israel, who are called by the name of the Lord. As Tat-ford has well said, “ The

prayer is one of the most remarkable in the pages of Holy Writ.” 480

Although no other portion of the Bible breathes with more pure devotion or has greater spiritual content than this prayer of
Daniel, it has been attacked without mercy by the higher critics, of which Charlesis an illustration. Acting on the premise
that the book of Daniel as awhole is a second-century forgery and not written by Daniel the prophet in the sixth century B.

C., exception is taken by the critics to this section of Daniel as a particular proof that the book of Daniel as awhole could
481

482

not have been written by Daniel the prophet. Charles has seven arguments against accepting this passage as genuine.
L eupold representing conservative scholars summarizes the seven arguments of Charles and refutes them adequately.

Montgomery has summarized the objections of the critics. Although making preliminary concessions that the prayer “isa
liturgical gem in form and expression, and excelsin literary character the more verbose types found in Ezr. and Neh.,” he
holds “the prayer is of the liturgical type which existed since the Deuteronomic age represented by Solomon’s Prayer, 1 Ki.

8, the prayers of Jer., Jer. 26.32.44, and the prayersin Ezr.-Neh., Ezr. 9, Neh. 1.9.” Montgomery goes on to say, “By far the

largest part of this prayer consists of language found in those other compositions.” 483

Not al the higher critics, however, accept the explanation that Daniel 9:2-19 is an interpolation not originally in the book.
These complicated arguments have been summarized both for and against by Montgomery. He states,

Von Gall, Einheitlichkeit, 123-126, has developed the thesis that Dan.’s prayer is an interpolation, although the rest of his
work contends for the practical integrity of the canonical books. Heisfollowed by Mar., Cha. [Marti’s Commentary, and
Charleg]. It is patent, as these scholars argue, that the theme of the prayer does not correspond to the context, which would
seem to require a prayer for illumination, cf. 2:20 ff., and not a liturgical confession bearing on the national catastrophe.
Further, Dan.’ s prayer for immediate redemption isin contrast to the recognition of the far distance of that event, 8:26 and
end of thischap. It is pointed out that 5:4a repeats 5:3 and especially that 5:20 is ajoint with the main narrative, which is
resumed in 5:21; thiswould explain the repetition: “whiles | was speaking and praying and confessing” “whiles | was
speaking in prayer.” The present writer agrees with Kamp. [Kamphausen] in finding these arguments inconclusive. The
second-century author may well have himself inserted such a prayer in his book for the encouragement of the faithful, even
asthe calculation of the times was intended for their heartening... For an elaborate study of the Prayer, defending its

authenticity and also arguing for its dependence on the Chronicler, 10 Bayer, Daniel-studien, Part 1984

The critics' argument is based on the false premise that Jeremiah’s seventy years and the seventy weeks of Daniel 9:24-27
are the same. Because Daniel distinguishes these two periods, it is argued that the material is an interpolation. It isthe critics
who are wrong, not Daniel. The aleged copying from a common source on the part of Daniel, Nehemiah, and Baruch is
better explained by the fact that Daniel was written first (sixth century B.C., not second century) and that Nehemiah and
Baruch had Daniel before them. Again, it isthe critics' theories which are the basis of their argument, and the theories are in
error. The critics of Daniel argue in acircle; assuming a second century date for Daniel, they then criticize Daniel for not
harmonizing with their erroneous premises. The unity and beauty of this passage isits own defense.

The Coming of the Angel Gabriel



9:20-23 And whiles | was speaking, and praying, and confessing my sin and the sin of my people Israel, and presenting my
supplication before the Lord my God for the holy mountain of my God; yea, whiles | was speaking in prayer, even the man
Gabriel, whom | had seen in the vision at the beginning, being caused to fly swiftly, touched me about the time of the
evening oblation. And he informed me, and talked with me, and said, O Daniel, | am now come forth to give thee skill and
understanding. At the beginning of thy supplications the commandment came forth, and I am come to shew thee; for thou art
greatly beloved: therefore understand the matter, and consider the vision.

While Daniel was offering his petition to the Lord, the answer was already on the way by means of the heavenly messenger,
the angel Gabriel. Daniel impliesin verse 20 that the angel was sent at the very beginning of his prayer. As Daniel expresses
it, it was accomplished “whiles | was speaking, and praying, and confessing my sin and the sin of my people Israel, and
presenting my supplication before the Lord my God for the holy mountain of my God.” According to verse 21, Gabriel
touched Daniel about the time of the evening oblation. It is obvious that the prayer of Daniel recorded hereisonly a
summary of the actual oral prayer which probably was lengthy and culminated at the time of the evening sacrifice.

The reference to “the man Gabriel” is not adenial that he isan angel, but serves to identify him with the vision of Daniel

8:15-16. The term man (Heb. aish) is aso used in the sense of aservant.®® As brought out in chapter 8, thereisan
Interesting play upon the thought here. Leupold notes: “The term ‘Gabriel’ means ‘man of God,” but with this difference: the

first root, gebher, means ‘man’ as the strong one, and the second root, ‘el, means the ‘ Strong God.’” 488 | other words, the
expression the man Gabriel could be trandlated “the servant, the strong one of the strong God.” In addition to the
identification by the name itself, Daniel adds, “whom | had seen in the vision at the beginning,” that is, in chapter 8. Gabriel,
according to Daniel, “being caused to fly swiftly,” arrived at the time of the evening oblation. The Hebrew for being caused
to fly swiftly is difficult, as all commentators note, but this seems to be the best possible translation. The thought is that God
directed Gabriel to go immediately to Daniel at the beginning of his petition. Although he flew swiftly, he did not arrive
until the end of Daniel’s prayer.

It is atouching observation that he arrived at the time of the evening oblation. There, of course, had been no evening
oblation for half a century since the destruction of the templein 586 B.C.; but in Daniel’ s youth, he had seen the smoke rise
from the temple site in the afternoon sky with its reminder that God accepts a sinful people on the basis of a sacrifice offered
on their behalf. This sacrifice usually began about 3 p.m., and consisted of a perfect yearling lamb offered as a whole burnt
offering accompanied by meal and drink offerings, which typified the future sacrifice of Jesus Christ upon the cross as the
spotless Lamb of God (Heb 9:14). Daniel does not speak specifically of the sacrifice but only of “the evening oblation,” that
is, the meal offering and the drink offering. The time of one, of course, was the time of the other. Asthe time of the evening
sacrifice was also a stated time for prayer, Daniel was encouraged also to pray. As God in a sense met the spiritual need of
His people at the time of the sacrifice and oblation, so Gabriel was sent by God to meet Daniel’s special need at thistime
and remind him of the mercies of God.

Upon arrival, Gabriel talks with Daniel and states that the purpose of his coming is “to give thee skill in understanding.”
Although Daniel’ s prayer was not directed to his own need of understanding God’ s dealings with the people of Isradl, thisis
the underlying assumption of his entire prayer. God, in aword, wants to assure Daniel of His unswerving purpose to fulfill
all His commitments to Israel, including their ultimate restoration. In verse 23, Gabriel confirms what isimplied in verse 20
that he was given instructions to go to Daniel early in Daniel’s prayer. The commandment apparently came from God
Himself, although conceivably he might have been sent by Michael the Archangel. Because of the magnitude of the
revelation which follows, however, it is better to ascribe it to God Himself. According to Gabriel’ s own statement, he had
come to show Daniel what was necessary to understand the entire matter of Israel’ s program, and specifically, to consider
the vision of the seventy weeks described in the verses which follow. Gabriel bears witness to the special relationship which
Daniel had to the Lord in that he was one “ greatly beloved,” in many spiritual and moral characteristics like the Apostle
John, the disciple whom Jesus loved (Jn 13:23). The long preamble of twenty-three verses leading up to the great revelation
of the seventy weeksis, initself, atestimony to the importance of thisrevelation. The stage is now set for Gabriel to reveal
to Daniel God' s purposes for Isragl, culminating in the second coming of Christ to establish His kingdom on the earth.



The Revelation of the Seventy Sevens of Israel

9:24 Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and upon thy holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make an end
of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal up the vision and
prophecy, and to anoint the most Holy.

In the concluding four verses of Daniel 9, one of the most important prophecies of the Old Testament is contained. The
prophecy as awholeis presented in verse 24. The first sixty-nine sevensis described in verse 25. The events between the
sixty-ninth seventh and the seventieth seventh are detailed in verse 26. The final period of the seventieth seventh is
described in verse 27.

Although many divergent interpretations have been advanced in explanation of this prophecy, they may first be divided into
two magjor divisions, namely, the Christological and the non-Christological views.

The non-Christological approach may be subdivided into the liberal critical view and the conservative amillennial view.
Libera critics, assuming that Daniel is aforgery written in the second century B.C., find in this chapter that the pseudo-
Daniel confuses the seventy years of Israel’ s captivity with the seventy sevens of Gabriel’ s vision. As Montgomery
summarizes the matter in the introduction to chapter 9, “Dan., having learned from the Sacred Books of Jer.’s prophecy of
the doom of seventy years' desolation for the Holy City, aterm that was now naturally drawing to an end (1.2), sets himself
to pray for the forgiveness of his people’s sin and the promised deliverance (3-19). The angel Gabriel appears to him (20-
21), and interprets the years as year-weeks, with detail of the distant future and of the crowning epoch of the divine purpose

(22-27).” B n aword, Montgomery is saying that thisis not prophecy at al but is presented by the pseudo-Daniel asif it
were. Whatever fulfillment thereis, isafulfillment in history already accomplished at the time this Scripture was written. In

his extended note on the interpretation of the seventy weeks, Montgomery in general attempts to support the idea that the

details of the prophecy are to alarge extent fulfilled in the life and persecutions of Antiochus Epi phanas.488

Montgomery states,

In his summary,

The history of the exegesis of the 70 Weeks is the Dismal Swamp of O. T. criticism. The difficulties that beset any
“rationalistic” treatment of the figures are great enough, but the critics on this side of the fence do not agree among
themselves; but the trackless wilderness of assumptions and theories and efforts to obtain an exact chronology fitting into
the history of Salvation, after these 2,000 years of infinitely varied interpretations, would seem to preclude any use of the 70
Weeks for the determination of a definite prophetic chronology. As we have seen, the early Jewish and Christian exegesis
cameto interpret that datum eschatologically and found it fulfilled in the fall of Jerusalem; only slowly did the theme of
prophecy of the Advent of Christ impressitself upon the Church, along with the survival, however, of other earlier themes.
The early Church rested no claims upon the alleged prophecy, but rather remarkably ignored it in atheological atmosphere
surcharged with Messianism. The great Catholic chronographers naturally attacked the subject with scientific zeal, but their

efforts as well as those of al subsequent chronographers (including the great Scalinger and Sir Isaac Newton) have failed.*®®

In other words, Montgomery, for all of his scholarship and knowledge of the history of interpretation, ends up with no
reasonable interpretation at all.

Some conservative scholars have done no better, however, asillustrated in the commentary of Edward Y oung. Although
treating the Scriptures with reverence, he finds no satisfactory conclusion for the seventy sevens of the prophecy and leaves

it more or less like Montgomery without a satisfactory explanati on. 490

The conservative interpretation of Daniel 9:24-27 usually regards the time units as years. The decision is, however, by no
means unanimous. Some amillenarians, like Y oung, who have trouble with fitting thisinto their system of eschatology
consider this an indefinite period of time. Actually, the passage does not say “years’; and because it isindefinite, they
consider the question somewhat open. Further, as Y oung points out, the word sevensis in the masculine plural instead of the
usual feminine plural. No clear explanation is given except that Y oung feels “it was for the deliberate purpose of calling



attention to the fact that the word sevens is employed in an unusual sense.” 491

Most commentators agree that the time unit is not days. Further, the fact that there were seventy years of captivity, discussed
earlier in the chapter, would seem to imply that years were also herein view. The interpretation of years at least is preferable

to days as Y oung comments, “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.” 492 Y oung finally concludes after

some discussion that Keil and Kliefoth are correct when they hold that the word sevens does not necessarily mean year-
weeks, but “an intentionally indefinite designation of a period of time measured by the number seven, which chronol ogical

duration must be determined on other grounds.” 493

With this point of view, Leupold, an amillenarian, also agrees: “ Since the week of creation, ‘seven’ has always been the
mark of divine work in the symbolism of numbers. * Seventy’ contains seven multiplied by ten, which, being around
number, signifies perfection, completion. Therefore, ‘ seventy heptads —7x7x10—is the period in which the divine work of

greatest moment is brought to perfection. There is nothing fantastic or unusual about this to the interpreter who has seen how

frequently the symbolism of numbers plays a significant part in the Scriptures.” 494

Some amillenarians, however, use aliteral year time unit for the first sixty-nine weeks but an indefinite period for the last
seven years, asin the case of Philip Mauro (see pp. 232-37). In view of the precision of the seventy years of the captivity,
however, mentioned in the same chapter, the context indicates the probability of a more literal intention in the revelation.

To be added to the non-Christological interpretation of Young isthat of orthodox Jewry which concludes that the period
ends with the destruction of Jerusalem in a.d. 70. This, of course, aso does not give an adequate explanation of the text.

The overwhelming consensus of scholarship, however, agrees that the time unit should be considered years. It is normal for
lexicographical authorities in the field of Hebrew to define the time unit as “ period of seven (days, years),” and “ heptad,

weeks.”495

Otto Zockler, Professor of Theology in the University of Greifswald in Prussiain the 19th century, argued at length from the
internal evidences within Daniel that the Hebrew term translated “week” denotes a period of seven years.

This cannot possibly denote seventy weeksin the ordinary sense, or 490 days, for the number has an obvious relation to the
seventy years of Jeremiah, 5:2, and the brief limit of 490 daysis not suited to serve as a mystical paraphrase of the period of
three and a half years. Moreover, according to the descriptions in chapters 7 and 8, the three and a half years were
throughout a period of suffering and oppression, while in 5:25 et seg. the latter and more extended subdivision (amounting
to sixty-two weeks) of the seventy weeks is characterized as being comparatively free from sufferings. Finally, the three and
a half years evidently reappear in 5:27, in the form of the “half-week” during which the sacrifices and oblations were to
cease, etc.: and this undeniable identity of the small fraction at the end of the seventy weeks with the three and a half years

of tribulation, heretofore described, removes it beyond the reason of doubt that the seventy weeks are to be regarded as

seventy weeks of years, and therefore as an amplification of the seventy years of Jeremi ah. 4%

In view of the great variety of opinions which find no Christological fulfillment at all in this passage, the interpreter
necessarily must approach the Christological interpretation with some caution. Here again, however, diversity of opinion is
found even though there is general agreement that the prophecy somehow relates to the Messiah of Isragl. Christological
interpretations divide again into two major categories. All Christological interpretations tend to interpret the first sixty-nine
sevens as literal. The division comes on the interpretation of the seventieth seven. Amillenarians generally regard the
seventieth seven as following immediately after the sixty-ninth seven and, therefore, is already fulfilled in history. The other
point of view regards the seventieth seven as separated from the earlier sequence of years and scheduled for fulfillment in
the future in the seven years preceding the second advent of Christ. Although many minor variations can be found, the
principal question in the Christological interpretation of this text concerns the nature of fulfillment of the last seven years.



In the Christological interpretation of Daniel 9:24-27, it is generally assumed that the time unitsindicated are years. The
English word “weeks’ is misleading as the Hebrew is actually the plural of the word for seven, without specifying whether it
is days, months, or years. The only system of interpretation, however, that gives any literal meaning to this prophecy isto
regard the time units as prophetic years of 360 days each according to the Jewish custom of having years of 360 days with

an occasional extra month inserted to correct the calendar as needed. The seventy times seven is, therefore, 490 years with
the beginning at the time of “the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem” found in verse 25 and the culmination 490
years later in verse 27. Before detailing the events to be found in the first 483 years (sixty-nine times seven), the events
between the sixty-ninth seven and the seventieth seven, and the final seven years, Daniel givesthe overall picture in verse
24. Careful attention must be given to the precise character of this important foundational prophecy.

The prophetic period of time in question is declared to be “determined.” This involves the assumption of a comprehensive
plan of God in which future events are rendered certain and conceived of as a part of an overall plan which is being executed
by God.

A very important aspect of the prophecy given at the start is that the period of time in question relates to “thy people” and
“thy holy city.” Even in ruins, Jerusalem remains the city set apart in the heart of God (cf. 9:20) and Daniel shared thislove
for the city which is central in God's program for His kingdom both in the past and the future. Unlike the prophecies of
Daniel 2, 7, and 8, which primarily related to the Gentiles, this chapter is specifically God’ s program for the people of Israel,
as Daniel would obvioudly interpret it. To make this equivalent to the church composed of both Jews and Gentilesisto read
into the passage something foreign to the whole thinking of Daniel. The church as such has no relation to the city nor to the
promises given specifically to Israel relating to their restoration and repossession of the land.

Once it has been established that the prophecy relates to the people of Israel and the holy city Jerusalem, six important
purposes of God are clearly discerned in verse 24: (1) “to finish the transgression”; (2) “to make an end of sins’; (3) “to
make reconciliation for iniquity”; (4) “to bring in everlasting righteousness’; (5) “to seal up the vision and prophecy” ; and
(6) “to anoint the most Holy.”

These six items, to be completed in the seventy sevens of Daniel 9:24, are comprehensive in nature. Some expositors, like
Y oung, attempt to find three negative results, namely, “to finish the transgression,” “to make an end of sins,” and “to make
reconciliation for iniquity.” By contrast, the positive accomplishments would be “to bring in everlasting righteousness,” “to
seal up the vision and prophecy,” and “to anoint the most Holy.” This obviously is an arbitrary division, because “to make

reconciliation for iniquity” is a positive rather than a negative act and, on the contrary, “to seal up the vision and prophecy”

is probably negative instead of positive.497

The preferable approach is to take each on its own merits.

The first three, however, do deal with sin named in three ways:. “the transgression,” “sins,” and “iniquity.” Although a great
variety of interpretations are possible, as the text itself does not explain the terminology, the general idea can be ascertained.
In the period of the seventy sevens, first will be a program to finish the transgression. The expression to finish is derived
from the piel verb form of the root ka,la, meaning “to finish” in the sense of bringing to an end. The most obvious meaning
isthat Israel’ s course of apostasy and sin and wandering over the face of the earth will be brought to completion within the
seventy sevens. The restoration of Israel which Daniel sought in his prayer will ultimately have its fulfillment in this concept.

The second aspect of the program, “to make an end of sins,” may be taken either in the sense of taking away sins or bringing

sinto find judgment.498 Dueto avariation in textual reading, another possibility isto trandate it “to sea up sin.” 4%

Kell tranglates this aspect, “to seal up sin,” and states, “The figure of the sealing stands here in connection with the shutting
up in prison. Cf. ch.6:18, the king for greater security sealed up the den into which Daniel was cast. Thus also God seals the
hand of man that it cannot move, Job 37:7, and the stars that cannot give light, Job 9:7... The sins are here described as

sealed, because they are altogether removed out of the sight of God.” 500

The final explanation may include all of these items because the eschatological conclusion of Israel’s history does indeed



bring an end to their previous transgressions, brings their sin into judgment, and also introduces the element of forgiveness.

The third aspect of the program, “to make reconciliation for iniquity,” seemsto be arather clear picture of the Cross of
Christ in which Christ reconciled Israel aswell asthe world to Himself (2 Co 5:19). Asfar asthe Old Testament revelation
of reconciliation is concerned, lexicographers and theol ogians have understood the Hebrew word kippe, r when used in
relation to sin to mean to “cover,” to “wipe out,” to “ make... as harmless, non-existent, or inoperative, to annul (so far as

God's notice or regard is concerned), to withdraw from God’ s sight, with the attached ideas of reinstating in His favour,

freeing from sin, and restoring to holiness.” S01

While the basic provision for reconciliation was made at the cross, the actual application of it is again associated with the
second advent of Christ asfar as Israel is concerned, and an eschatological explanation is possible for this phase as well as
an historic fulfillment.

George N. H. Petersrelates Christ’ s sacrifice to the kingdom specificaly:

Following the Word step by step, it will be found that the sacrifice forms an eternal basis for the Kingdom itself. For it
constitutes the Theocratic King a Saviour who now saves from sin without violation or lessening of the law, He having died
“the just for the unjust,” and even qualifies Him as such aKing, so that in virtue of His obedience unto death He is given
authority over all enemies, and to restore al things... The sacrifice affects the restoration of the Jewish nation; but when the
happy time comes that they shall ook upon Him whom they have pierced, faith in that sacrifice shall also in them bring
forth the peaceable fruits of righteousness. The allegiance of the nations, and all of the Millennial and New Jerusalem
descriptions are realized as resultants flowing from ‘this sacrifice being duly appreciated and gratefully, yeajoyfully,
acknowledged. It is out of the inexhaustible fountain from whence the abundant mercies of God flow to a world redeemed

by it.202

The fourth aspect of the program is “to bring in everlasting righteousness.” Thereisasensein which thisalsois
accomplished by Christ in Hisfirst coming in that He provided a righteous ground for God'’ s justification of the sinner. The
many Messianic passages, however, which view righteousness as being applied to the earth at the time of the second coming
of Christ may be the ultimate explanation. Jeremiah, for instance, stated, “Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, that | will
raise unto David a righteous Branch, and a King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth.
In his days, Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely: and thisis his name whereby he shall be called, THE LORD
OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS’ (Jer 23:5-6). The righteous character of the Messianic kingdom is pictured in Isaiah 11:2-5 (cf. Is
53:11; Jer 33:15-18).

The fifth aspect of the program, “to seal up the vision and prophecy,” is probably best understood to mean the termination of
unusual direct revelation by means of vision and oral prophecy. The expression to seal up indicates that no moreisto be
added and that what has been predicted will receive divine confirmation and recognition in the form of actua fulfillment.

Once a letter is sealed, its contents areirreversible (cf. 6:8). Y oung applies this only to the Old Testament prophet,503 but it
is preferable to include in it the cessation of the New Testament prophetic gift seen both in oral prophecy and in the writing
of the Scriptures. If the seventieth week is still eschatological, it would allow room for this interpretation which Y oung,
attempting to interpret the entire prophecy as fulfilled, could not allow.

The sixth aspect of the prophecy, “to anoint the most Holy,” has been referred to the dedication of the temple built by
Zerubbabel, to the sanctification of the altar previously desecrated by Antiochus (1 Macc 4:52-56), and even to the new

Jerusalem (Rev 21:1—27).504 Y oung suggests that it refers to Christ Himself as anointed by the Spirit.505 Keil and Leupold

prefer to refer it to the new holy of holiesin the new Jerusalem (Rev 21:I-3).506 A. C. Gaebelein, expressing a premillennial
view, believes the phrase “has nothing whatever to do with Him [Christ], but it is the anointing of the Holy of Holiesin

another temple, which will stand in the midst of Jerusalem,” that is, the millennial temple.>®’



Thereisreally no ground for dogmatism here asthere is a possibility that any of these views might be correct. The
interpretation of Keil and Leupold that it refersto the holy of holiesin the New Jerusalem has much to commend itself. On
the other hand, the other items all seem to be fulfilled before the second advent and the seventieth week itself concludes at
that time. If fulfillment is necessary before the second advent, it would probably rule out Keil, Leupold, and Gaebelein,
although millennial fulfillment could be regarded as a part of the second advent. On the other hand, the six items are not in
chronological order and it would not violate the text seriously to have this prophecy fulfilled at any timein relation to the
consummation. If complete fulfillment is found in Antiochus Epiphanes as libera critics conclude or in the first coming of
Christ as characterizes amillenarians like Y oung, this reduces the perspective. If the final seven yearsis still eschatologically
future, it broadens the possibility of fulfillment to the second advent of Christ and events related to it such as the millennial
temple. Amillenarians like Leupold, who hold to an indefinite period of time, can extend the final fulfillment to the eternal
state.

The Fulfillment of the Sixty-nine Sevens

9:25 Know therefore and understand, that from the going forth of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem unto
the Messiah the Prince shall be seven weeks, and threescore and two weeks: the street shall be built again, and the wall, even
in troublous times.

At the outset of the revelation of the details of the seventy sevens, Daniel is exhorted to know and understand the main facts
of the prophecy (cf. Dan 9:22). Calvin understands it as a statement of fact, “ Thou shalt know and understand,” instead of an

exhortation.”® It is questionable, however, whether Daniel actually understood it. Some of the later aspects of the prophecy
of Daniel are clearly not understood by Daniel (Dan 12:8), although the general assurance of God’ s divine purpose must
have comforted Daniel. It is preferable to consider it an exhortation. The history of the interpretation of these versesis
confirmation of the fact that this prophecy is difficult and requires spiritual discernment.

The key to the interpretation of the entire passage is found in the phrase “from the going forth of the commandment to
restore and to build Jerusalem.” The question of the terminus a quo, the date on which the seventy sevens begin, is
obviously most important both in interpreting the prophecy and in finding suitable fulfillment. The date isidentified as being
the one in which a commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem isissued.

Asthe history of the interpretation of this verse illustrates, a number of interpretations are theoretically possible. Y oung
considers the expression the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem to be “the going forth of aword to restore and
to build Jerusalem,” that is, “This phrase has reference to the issuance of the word, not from a Persian ruler but from

God.”>® Y oung goes on to point out that the expression the commandment, which he insistsis better translated “a

word” (Heb. da,ba,r; cf. 2 Ch 30:5) isalso found in Daniel 9:23 for aword from God. Y oung argues, “It seems difficult,

therefore to assume that here, two w. later, another subject should be introduced without some mention of the fact.” 510

Of course, it israther obvious that another subject has been introduced in verse 24 and the two commandments are quite
different—that of verse 23 having to do with Gabriel being sent to Daniel and verse 25 having to do with the rebuilding of
Jerusalem. Y oung, however, finds that the word of the Lord referred to here in verse 25 is that given to Jeremiah concerning
the return of the children of Isragl from the captivity, as quoted in Daniel 9:2. This, of course, completely confuses two
entirely different prophecies, one having to do with the captivity and the return to Jerusalem, the other having to do with
Israel’ s future after their return. Y oung himself admits, however, that this explanation simply does not satisfy the passage as
the word of the Lord did not go forth in 586 B.C. when Jerusalem was destroyed. As Y oung states, “However, it is perfectly

clear that in 586 b.c, no word went forth to restore and to build Jerusalem.” ®11 The same objection can be placed against the
date 605 B.C., the beginning of the times of the Gentiles.

Most expositors, however, recognize that the word or commandment mentioned here is a commandment of men even though
it may reflect the will of God and be in keeping with the prophetic word. There are at |east four decrees concerning the
rebuilding of Jerusalem recorded in Scripture: (1) the decree of Cyrusto rebuild the temple (2 Ch 36:22-23; Ezra 1:1-4; 6:1-



5); (2) the, decree of Darius confirming the decree of Cyrus (Ezra 6:6-12); (3) the decree of Artaxerxes (Ezra 7:11-26); (4)
the decree of Artaxerxes given to Nehemiah authorizing the rebuilding of the city (Neh 2:1-8).

All agree that there was a decree to rebuild the temple, given by Cyrus approximately 538 B.C. The question is whether this
decree also authorized the rebuilding’ of the city. The precise wording of the three decrees as recorded in 2 Chronicles 36
and in Ezra seems to deal only with the temple, and the rebuilding of the city was not fulfilled until the time of Nehemiah
where the decree recorded in Nehemiah 2:1-8 clearly refersto the city as awhole.

Implication has been drawn from Ezra 4:12-21 that the city walls were rebuilt at that time and that the reference to “awall in
Judah” in Ezra 9:9 signifies completion. Thereis no evidence that rebuilding the wall was authorized in 457 B.C. A careful
examination of these passages will not prove with any clarity that the wall was ever completed or even begun. The
accusations of Isragl’s enemies were largely false, as the evidence indicates explicitly only that they were building atemple.
The extent of the ruins of Jerusalem and»of the wall twelve years later, indicated in Nehemiah, are such that the best

interpretation is to refer them to the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.C. Any date earlier than 445 B.C. for rebuilding the

wall is based on insufficient e\/idence.512

The amillennial interpretation of this passage, however, has been to consider the decree of Cyrusin 538 B.C. as the decree to
rebuild the city and the wall. Although it is granted that 2 Chronicles and Ezra do not authorize the rebuilding of the city,
reference is made to the prophecy of Isaiah 44:28 and 45:13, remarkable prophecies given concerning Cyrus one hundred
and fifty years before he came on the scene. According to Isaiah 44:28, God “saith of Cyrus, Heis my shepherd, and shall
perform all my pleasure: even saying to Jerusalem, Thou shalt be built; and to the temple, Thy foundation shall be laid.”
Additional prophecies are given concerning Cyrusin Isaiah 45:1-4. Although Cyrusis not specifically mentioned, some
have taken Isaiah 45:13 as another reference to him, “1 have raised him up in righteousness, and | will direct all hisways: he
shall build my city, and he shall let go my captives, not for price nor reward, saith the Lord of hosts.” Y oung finds
confirmation of thisin the statement in Ezra 4:12, where the enemies of Isragl accuse the Jews of “building the rebellious
and the bad city, and have set up the walls thereof, and joined the foundations.” There is also an obscure reference to the fact
that God “has given them mercy, to give usawall in Judah and Jerusalem.” This latter reference, however, seemsto refer to
the templeitself. Y oung, accordingly, concludes, “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. Thereis no doubt

whatever but that the people thus understood the decree (cf. Haggai 1:2-4).” 513

Y oung, however, completely misses the point of Haggai’ s prophecy. It istrue that the children of Israel had built houses, but
apparently they were not in Jerusalem. To let the temple of God lie waste while they lived in comfortable homes was an
offense to God; and, therefore, Haggai exhorts them to build the temple. The question whether Jerusalem was rebuilt is
answered in the graphic description of Nehemiah, which Y oung does not mention, which pictures the city in utter ruins (Neh
2:12-15). He describes the walls as broken down, the gates consumed with fire, and the streets so full of debris that his beast
which carried him could not get through. In his challenge to the children of Israel, Nehemiah says, “Y e see the distress that
we are in, how Jerusalem lieth waste, and the gates thereof are burned with fire: come, and let us build up the wall of
Jerusalem, that we be no more areproach” (Neh 2:17). Further, in Nehemiah 11, the expedient is resorted to of casting lots
so that one in ten would have to move to Jerusalem and build a house there (Neh 11:1).

It israther evident, when al the evidenceisin, that Jerusalem was not rebuilt in the sixth century b.c. although the
rebuilding of the temple was indeed the first step toward the jestoration of Israel and isthat whichisin view in the
prophecies relating to Cyrus and is made explicit in 2 Chronicles 36:22-23 and Ezra 1:1-4. It is most significant that none of
the propheciesin 2 Chronicles or Ezra mention the city but only the temple. Accordingly, the best explanation is that the
decree relating to the rebuilding of the city itself isthat given to Nehemiah in 445 b.c, about ninety years after the first
captives returned and started the building of the temple.

Many of the older commentators, such as Dereser, Havernick, Weigl, interpret the reference to the commandment as
indicating the royal edict of Artaxerxes Longimanus, who reigned over Persia 465-425 B.C., and who not only commanded



the rebuilding of Jerusalem in 445 b.c. but earlier had commissioned Ezrato return to Jerusalem in 457 b.c. (Ezra 7:11-

26).514 The date 445 b.c. is based on the reference in Nehemiah 2:1 ff. stating that the decree went forth in the twentieth year
of Artaxerxes Longimanus. As his reign began in 465 b.c, twenty years later would be 445 b.c. Most scholars, whether
conservative or liberal, accordingly, accept the 445 b.c. date for Nehemiah’s decree.

Although Y oung argues his case well, the ultimate decision to some extent has to be determined by the fulfillment of the
prophecy as awhole. Young's explanation beginning it with the decree of Cyrusin 538 B.C. does not permit any reasonably
literal interpretation of this prophecy. The 483 years which would then begin in 538 b.c, anticipated in the sixty-nine times
seven years, would end in the middle of the first century b.c. when there was no significant event whatever to mark its close.
In order to make his explanation plausible, Y oung has to assume that the years are not literal, the interpretation is not exact,
and as a matter of fact, the first sixty-nine times seven years would be an indefinite period of time, actually much longer

than the period specified. Although enthusiastically espoused, as Y oung points out, by “ Calvin, Kliefoth, Keil, and lately

» 9515 516

Mauro also, it makes impossible any exact fulfillment.

In verse 25, Daniel isintroduced to two periods of time which are immediately consecutive, first a period of seven sevens, or
forty-nine years, and then a period of sixty-two sevens, or four hundred and thirty-four years. Thereis no indication clearly

given asto the reason for distinguishing between the two periods except that he adds “the streets shall be built again, and the
wall, even in troublesome times.”

The word trandlated “wall” {harm) is not the normal word for wall (homd). The root haras means “to cut, sharpen, decide.”
The nominal form harm, found only here, is rendered by ancient interpreters as “walls.” Most modern |exicographers render
it “ditch,” or “moat.” Zockler comments, “It was not to be a wretched, confused, and scattered, as well as defenceless mass

of houses, but was to be arranged in streets, and to be surrounded with afortified (wall and) ditch.”>Y

The first forty-nine-year period does not fit Y oung’s explanation as the period between the decree of Cyrus (538 b.c. ) and
the decree of Darius (520 b.c. ), obviously was not forty-nine years. The best explanation seemsto be that beginning with
Nehemiah’s decree and the building of the wall, it took awhole generation to clear out all the debris in Jerusalem and restore
it asathriving city. This might well be the fulfillment of the forty-nine years. The specific reference to streets again
addresses our attention to Nehemiah' s situation where the streets were covered with debris and needed to be rebuilt. That
this was accomplished in troublesome times is fully documented by the book of Nehemiah itself. Although the precise
fulfillment is not amajor item and only the barest of details are given, the important point seems to be the question of when
the sixty-nine sevens actually end. If the terminus a quo is 445 B.C., the date of Nehemiah's decree, what is the terminus ad
quern?

Sir Robert Anderson has made a detailed study of a possible chronology for this period beginning with the well-established
date of 445 B.C. when Nehemiah's decree was issued and culminating in a.d. 32 on the very day of Christ’s triumphal entry
into Jerusalem shortly before His crucifixion. Sir Robert Anderson specifies that the seventy sevens began on the first Nisan,
March 14, 445 b.c. and ended on April 6, ad. 32, the tenth Nisan. The complicated computation is based upon prophetic

years of 360 days totaling 173,880 days. This would be exactly 483 years according to biblical chronol ogy.518 Alva

McClain concurs with Anderson.519

That Sir Robert Anderson isright in building upon a 360-day year seems to be attested by the Scriptures. It is customary for
the Jews to have twelve months of 360 days each and then to insert a thirteenth month occasionally when necessary to
correct the calendar. The use of the 360-day year is confirmed by the forty-two months of the great tribulation (Rev 11:2;
13:5) being equated with 1,260 days (Rev 12:6; 11:3). The conclusions reached by Anderson, however, are quite

complicated in their argument and impossible to restate si mply.520 While the details of Anderson’s arguments may be
debated, the plausibility of aliteral interpretation, which begins the period in 445 B.C. and culminates just before the death
of Christ, makesthis view very attractive.



The principal difficulty is Anderson’s conclusion that the death of Christ occurred a.d. 32. Generally speaking, while there
has been uncertainty as to the precise year of the death of Christ based upon present evidence, most New Testament
chronologers move it one or two years earlier, and plausible attempts have been made to adjust Anderson’s chronology to a.

d. 30.%%! There has been atendency, however, in recent New Testament chronology to consider the possibility of alater date
for the death of Christ, and no one today is able dogmatically to declare that Sir Robert Anderson’s computations are
impossible. Accordingly, the best explanation of the time when the sixty-nine sevens ended is that it occurred shortly before
the death of Christ anticipated in Daniel 9:26 as following the sixty-ninth seven. Practically all expositors agree that the
death of Christ occurred after the sixty-ninth seven.

Prophesied Events After the Sixty-ninth Seven

9:26 And after threescore and two weeks shall Messiah be cut off, but not for himself: and the people of the prince that shall
come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary; and the end thereof shall be with aflood, and unto the end of the war
desolations are determined.

In summarizing the period of the sixty-nine sevens, the statement is made in verse 25 that the period will be “unto the
Messiah the Prince.” Most conservative expositors have interpreted this as a reference to Jesus Christ. Montgomery,
however, has another explanation: “*Messiah’ is epithet of king, of priest (cf. 2 Mac. 1:10), of prophet; and in a spiritual
sense of patriarch (Ps. 105:15), and even of Cyrus, who is‘My Anointed,’ Is. 45:1... The second term ‘prince,” qualifying
thefirst, is used of various officers of rank: as a chief among officias, esp. in the temple personnel, e.g. 11:22 of the high
priest, g.v.; of nobles or princes, e.g., Job 29:10, 31:37; then of royalty, appearing as an early title for theking in Isradl, e.g.,
1 Sa. 9:16, and also of foreign kings. Hence both terms are ambiguous, and their combination does not assist identification,
for which three candidates have been proposed: Cyrus, the * Anointed’ of Is. 45:1; Zerubbabel, the acclaimed Messiah of the

Restoration; and his contemporary, the high priest Joshua b. Josedek.” 522

It is obvious that Montgomery is straining to prove a non-Christological interpretation. By far the majority of scholars who
accept Daniel as a genuine book find the reference in verse 25 to Jesus Christ. As Y oung expressesit, “ The old evangelical
interpretation is that which alone satisfies the requirements of the case. The *anointed one’ is Jesus Christ, who was cut off

by His death upon the Cross of Calvary.” 523 I this | nterpretation of verse 25 is correct, it provides the key to verse 26 which
states that after “threescore and two weeks,” that is, the 7 plus 62 sevens, or after the end of the sixty-ninth seven, the
Messiah shall be “cut off.” The verb rendered “to cut off” has the meaning, “to destroy, to kill,” for example, in Genesis
9:11; Deuteronomy 20:20; Jeremiah 11:19; Psalm 37:9.

The natural interpretation of verse 26 isthat it refers to the death of Jesus Christ upon the cross. Asthisrelatesto the
chronology of the prophecy, it makes plain that the Messiah will be living at the end of the sixty-ninth seventh and will be
cut off, or die, soon after the end of it.

The prominence of the Messiah in Old Testament prophecy and the mention of Him in both verses 25 and 26 make the
cutting off of the Messiah one of the important events in the prophetic unfoldment of God’ s plan for Israel and the world.
How tragic that, when the promised King came, He was “cut off.” The adulation of the crowd at the triumphal entry and the
devotion of those who had been touched by His previous ministry were all to no avail. The unbelief of Israel and the
calloused indifference of religious leaders when confronted with the claims of Christ combined with the hardness of heart of
Gentile rulers to make this the greatest of tragedies. Christ was indeed not only “cut off” from man and from life, but in His
cry on the cross indicated that He was forsaken of God. The plaintive cry “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?’
reveals not only the awfulness of separation from God but points also to the answer—the redemptive purpose. Although the
additional explanation but not for himself is probably best trandlated, “ There is nothing for him,” it is nevertheless true that
He died for others. Nothing that rightly belonged to Him as Messiah the Prince was given to Him at that time. He had not
come into His full reward nor the exercise of Hisregal authority. He was the sacrificial lamb of God sent to take away the
sins of the world. Outwardly it appeared that evil had triumphed.



Although evangelical expositors have been agreed that the reference is to Jesus Christ, adivision has occurred as to whether
the event here described comes in the seventieth seventh described in the next verse, or whether it occursin an interim or
parenthetical period between the sixty-ninth seventh and the seventieth seventh. Two theories have emerged, namely, the
continuous fulfillment theory which holds that the seventieth seven immediately follows the sixty-ninth, and the gap or
parenthesis theory which holds that there is a period of time between the sixty-ninth seven and the seventieth seven. If
fulfillment is continuous, then the seventieth week is already history. If thereis agap, thereis a possibility that the
seventieth week is still future. On this point, agreat deal of discussion has emerged.

In the interpretation of this passage and the decision on the question of the continuous fulfillment versus the gap theory, the
fulfillment of the prophecy again comes to our rescue. The center part of verse 26 states “the people of the prince that shall
come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary.” Historically the destruction of Jerusalem occurred in a.d. 70 amost forty

years after the death of Christ. Although some expositors, like Young,524 hold that the sacrifices are caused to cease by
Christ in His death which they consider fulfilled in the middle of the last seven years, it is clear that this does not provide in
any way for the fulfillment of an event thirty-eight years or more after the end of the sixty-ninth seven. Y oung and others
who follow the continuous fulfillment theory are left without any explanation adequate for interposing an event as occurring
after the sixty-ninth seven by some thirty-eight years—which, in their thinking, would actually occur after the seventieth
week. In aword, their theory does not provide any normal or literal interpretation of the text and its chronology.

The intervention of two events after the sixty-ninth seven which in their historic fulfillment occupied almost forty years
makes necessary a gap between the sixty-ninth seven and the beginning of the seventieth seven of at-least this length of
time. Those referred to as “the people of the prince that shall come” are obviously the Roman people and in no sense do
these people belong to Messiah the Prince. Hence it follows that there are two princes: (1) the Messiah of verses 25 and 26,
and (2) “the prince that shall come” who is related to the Roman people. That a second prince is required who is Roman in
character and destructive to the Jewish peopleis confirmed in verse 27 (see following exegesis), which the New Testament
declaresto be fulfilled in relation to the second coming of Christ (Mt 24:15).

The closing portion of verse 26, although not entirely clear, indicates that the destruction of the city will be like the
destruction of aflood and that desolations are sovereignly determined along with war until the end. Because of the reference
to “the end” twicein verse 26, it would be contextually possible to refer this to the end of the age and to a future destruction
of Jerusalem. According to Revelation 11:2, “The holy city shall they tread under foot forty and two months “ probably
refersto the great tribulation just before the second advent. However, there is no complete destruction of Jerusalem at the
end of the age as Zechariah 14:1-3 indicates that the city isin existence although overtaken by war at the very moment that
Christ comes back in power and glory. Accordingly, it is probably better to consider all of verse 26 fulfilled historicaly.

The same expression of an overflowing flood is used to denote warlike hosts who annihilate their enemiesin Daniel 11:10,
22, 26, 40 and in Isaiah 8:8. This seems to be a general reference to the fact that from the time of the destruction of the city
of Jerusalem, trouble, war, and desolation will be the normal experience of the people of Israel and will end only at “the
consummation” mentioned in verse 27, that is, the end of the seventieth seven. History has certainly corroborated this
prophecy, for not only was Jerusalem destroyed but the entire civilization of the Jews in Palestine ceased to exist soon after
the end of the sixty-ninth seven, and that desolation continued until recent times. The prophesied events of verse 26, like
those of verse 25, aready have been fulfilled and constitute clear evidence of the accuracy of the prophetic word. The
prophecy of verse 25 dealing as it does with the restoration of Jerusalem at the beginning of the seventy sevens, the sixty-
two sevens which follow the first seven sevens culminate in the Messiah, and the prediction that the Messiah shall be cut off
and Jerusalem destroyed gives the high pointsin Isragl’ s history and provides the key to understanding this difficult
prophecy. In contrast to the rather clear fulfillment of verses 25-26, verse 27 is an enigma as far as history is concerned; and
only futuristic interpretation allows any literal fulfillment.

The Seventieth Seven

9:27 And he shall confirm the covenant with many for one week: and in the midst of the week he shall cause the sacrifice
and the oblation to cease, and for the overspreading of abominations he shall make it desolate, even until the consummation,



and that determined shall be poured upon the desol ate.

Although difference of opinion has been observed in the interpretation of Daniel 9:24-26, in the main the question has been
whether fulfillment was non-Christological asliberals hold or Christological as most conservative expositors view the
passage. Among conservatives, the magjor division has been between amillennial and premillennial interpretations. The
divergence of interpretation comes to a head, however, in verse 27. Here the choiceis clearly between literal fulfillment,
which requires a futuristic interpretation with a gap between the sixty-ninth and seventieth week, or several other options
which admittedly do not provide any clear fulfillment of verse 27.

In opposition to the futuristic interpretation, at least four other views have been advanced: (1) the liberal view that the
seventieth seven isfulfilled in events following the Maccabean persecution just as the preceding sixty-nine sevens were; (2)
the view of Jewish scholars that the seventieth week is fulfilled in the destruction of Jerusalem in a.d. 70; (3) the view that

the seventieth week of Daniel is an indefinite period beginning with Christ but extending to the end, often held by

amillenarians such as Y oung and Leupold;525 (4) that the seventieth seven is seven literal years beginning with the public

ministry of Christ and ending about three and a half years after His death.>%®

Each of the four views which claim fulfillment largely in the past have their supporting arguments, sometimes presented at
length. But they have one common failure, which isthe Achilles’ heel of their interpretation: none of them provides literal
fulfillment of the prophecy. The first view, the Maccabean fulfillment, is built on the premise that Daniel isaforgery and
prophecy isimpossible. The second and third views explain away problems by spiritualization and have no specific
chronology. The numerical system of the seventy sevens becomes merely symbolic. The fourth view, that of Philip Mauro,
finds literal fulfillment of the first sixty-nine and one-half sevens, but no fulfillment of the climax.

Even Leupold, an amillenarian who considers the seventy sevens as extending to the second coming of Christ (third view),
objects to the historic fulfillment of the seventy sevens. He writes, “All they have left for the last week and the
consummation of the seventy year-weeks is an unimportant date seven years after Christ’ s death, when something so
unimportant happened that the commentators are at aloss as to what they should point to. That interpretation runs out into
sand. No one has yet advanced a halfway satisfactory answer as to why such atermination of glorious work should be

selected to close at the computation.” 527

L eupold comes close to the premillennial interpretation as he identifies “the prince that shall come” of verse 26 with the one
wHo is related to the covenant in verse 27. He states, “The person under consideration as making the covenant is...the

Antichrist.”>%® Keil, after alengthy discussion, presents the same view as Leupold; that is, the one making the covenant is
the Antichrist. Keil concludes, “ Therefore the thought isthis: That [an] ungodly prince shall impose on the mass of the

people a strong covenant that they should follow him and give themselves to him as their God.”>%

The determination of the antecedent of he in verse 27 is the key to the interpretation of the passage. If the normal rule be
followed that the antecedent is the nearest preceding possibility, it would go back to the prince that shall come of verse 26.
Thisisthe normal premillennial interpretation which postulates that the reference is to a future prince who may be identified

with the Antichrist who will appear at the end of the interadvent age just before the second coming of Christ. This

interpretation is also followed by amillenarians such as Keil and Leupold, as well as by Zockler.>®

A number of other interpretations, however, have been advanced. Montgomery believes that the reference is to Antiochus
Epiphanes, in keeping with his interpretation that the prophecy was fulfilled in the second century b.c. He states, “ The

historical background of the sentence so interpreted is clear: the clever diplomacy whereby Ant. made his bargain with the
worldly majority, at least of the aristocracy, in Jerusalem. It may be noted that the Jewish comm., Ra. [Rashi], Aez. [Aben

Ezra], Jeph. [Jephet], do not hesitate to interpret the covenant as of the treaty between the Jews and the Romans.” 53l
Montgomery, accordingly, identifies the he of verse 25 as the prince that shall come of verse 26.



A second view isthat he refersto Christ. Thisis supported by Young532 and Philip Mauro. Mauro states, “If we take the
pronoun ‘He' asrelating to ‘the Messiah’ mentioned in the preceding verse, then we find in the New Testament Scriptures a
perfect fulfillment of the passage, and a fulfillment, moreover, which is set forth in the most conspicuous way. That pronoun
must, in our opinion, be taken as referring to Christ, because (a) the prophecy is al about Christ, and thisis the climax of it;

(b) Titus did not make any covenant with the Jews; (c) there is not aword in Scripture about any future ‘prince’ making a

covenant with them.” =L

Mauro, of course, begs the question, for thisis the only passage on the seventy sevens of Isragl. The question being debated
iswhether or not verse 27 deals with Christ; and to state dogmatically that “the prophecy is al about Christ” is precisely the
matter in question. Nor is it unthinkable that a future ruler would make a covenant with Isragl.

A third view has been suggested by Keil, who worded the sentence to read, “One week shall confirm the covenant to

many.” 534 Keil citesin support not only Theodotion, but Havernick, Hengstenberg, Auberlen, C. von Lengerke, and Hitzig.

Kell states, “But this poetic mode of expression is only admissible where the subject treated of in the statement of the

speaker comes after the action ... The confirming of the covenant is not the work of time, but the deed of a definite

person.” 53 This trandation does not seem to have found favor with contemporary expositors.

The difficulty with all these interpretations, as has been pointed out previously, isthat thereis no seven-year period marked
off in any clear way in history which has fulfilled the last unit of seven of Daniel’ s prophecy. Those who identify he as

Christ differ asto whether Christ actually confirmed the new covenant of Jeremiah 31:31-37 as Philip Mauro explains it,536

or as Young interprets it, a reconfirmation of a covenant already in existence, “He shall cause to prevail a covenant for the

many.” 537

Ultimately, the question facing every expositor is what interpretation gives the most natural and intelligent exposition of the
text. If it is not necessary to consider this literal prophecy, and the time units are not literal, a variety of interpretation
immediately becomes possible. If the expositor desires to follow the text meticulously, however, thereisreally no
alternative but to declare the entire seventieth seven future, for there has been no seven-year period fulfilling the events of
prophecy, however labored the interpretation. Thisis usually conceded by those who make the last seven years an indefinite
period which allows for still future interpretation.

In summary, it may be concluded that Antiochus Epiphanes does not satisfy the passage for anyone who acceptsit as
Scripture. Christ does not satisfy the description of verse 27 because there is no seven-year period related to Christ which
provides fulfillment for the entire passage. Under these circumstances, the normal antecedent of heis the prince that shall
come, who is not to be identified with Titus but rather with a future enemy of the people of Israel who will bring them into
the great tribulation anticipated as still future in the book of Revelation, which was written at least sixty years after the death
of Christ and twenty years after the destruction of Jerusalem.

The precise prophecy of verse 27 indicates that the personage in view enters into a covenant relationship with many,
literally, “with the many,” (cf. many, literally, “the many,” Dan 11:39; 12:2). Thisis aclear reference to unbelieving Jews
who will enter into alliance with the prince that shall come. That they are Jews isindicated by thy peoplein verse 24. If the
preceding chronology is understood to involve literal years, this should also be a seven-year period. In aword, the prophecy
isthat there will be afuture compact or covenant between a political ruler designated as the prince that shall comein verse
26 with the representatives of the Jewish people. Such an aliance will obviously be an unholy relationship and ultimately to
the detriment of the people of Israel, however promising it may be at its inception.

According to the prophecy, in the middle of the seven-year period the one who confirms the covenant “shall cause the
sacrifice and oblation to cease,” that is, all the bloody and non-bloody sacrifices. This could not refer to Jesus Christ at His

death on the cross as Philip Mauro insi sts,538 because, as a matter of fact, the sacrifices did not cease until a.d. 70, some
forty years later. The sacrifices were not stopped by Christ but by the Roman soldiers who destroyed the temple.



Contemplated in this prophecy is ayet future event following the type of the desecration of the temple by Antiochus
Epiphanes but beginning the great tribulation of which Christ spoke in Matthew 24:15-26, obviously future from Christ’s
point of view, and, therefore, not the desecration by Antiochus in the second century B.C.

According to the prophecy of Christ, there will be a clear-cut event referred to as the abomination of desolation similar to
the language of 9:27, which will occur in the period just preceding the second advent. Christ said, “When ye therefore shall
see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy place, (whoso readeth, let him
understand:) then let them which be in Judea flee into the mountains: ... For then shall be great tribulation, such as was not
since the beginning of the world to thistime, no, nor ever shall be” (Mt 24:15-16, 21). The fulfillment of this prophecy
necessarily involves the reactivation of the Mosaic sacrificial system in atemple in Judea. The present occupation of
Jerusalem by Israel may be a preparatory step to the re-establishment of the Mosaic system of sacrifices. Obviously,
sacrifices cannot be stopped and a temple cannot be desecrated unless both are in operation.

The last part of verse 27 seems to describe the desecration of the temple in the words “for the overspreading of abominations
he shall make it desolate, even until the consummation, and that determined shall be poured upon the desolate.” The
expression the overspreading of abominations is better translated “ upon the wing of abominations,” or as Leupold suggests,

“upon the wing of abominableidols.” 539 The Hebrew is rendered “abomination of desolation” in 1 Maccabees 1:54,
Matthew 24.15; Mark 13:14 and is supported by the most ancient trandlations including the Septuagint, Theodotion, and the
Vulgate. The identification of the expression in Daniel 9:27 with these other references as well as Daniel 11:31 and 12:11
make the meaning here clear. Many fantastic explanations have been given of the use of the word wing. Kelil after Kliefoth
takes the wing as reference “‘to idolatry with its abominations, because that shall be the power which lifts upward the

destroyer and desolator, carries him, and moves with him over the earth to lay waste’ (Klief.).” 540 Y oung gives a preferable
view after disposing of many other suggestions when he states, “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

wing of the temple (Matt. 4.5; Luke 4:8) is the summit of the templeitself.” o4l

The word abomination used by Christ in Matthew 24:15 may be an alusion to Antiochus in Daniel 11:31, but in Daniel
12:11, it clearly refers to the future stopping of the daily sacrifices, forty-two months before the second advent of Christ. The
1,290 days, actually forty-three months, seem to extend beyond the second advent to the beginning of the millennial
kingdom. That which Antiochus did in a small way in the second century B.C. will become a worldwide persecution of
Israel and a stopping of their sacrificesin the future great tribulation. According to Revelation 13, the future world ruler of
the time of the great tribulation will not only take to himself absolute political power but will demand the worship of the
entire world, will blaspheme the true God, and persecute the saints (Rev 13:4-7). His period of great power will terminate at
the second advent of Christ. Like the desolation of Daniel 9:27, which is going to continue until the consummation, the
desolation according to this passage will continue until the consummation pictured dramatically in Revelation 19 when the
beast and the false prophet are cast into the lake of fire. Thiswill be the terminus ad quern of the seventy sevens of Daniel
and coincides with the second advent of Jesus Christ to the earth.

In summary, it may be concluded that Daniel’ s great prophecy of the seventy sevens comprehends the total history of Israel
from the time of Nehemiah in 445 B.C. until the second coming of Jesus Christ. In the first period of seven sevens, the city
and the streets are rebuilt. In the second period of sixty-two sevens which follows, the Messiah appears and is living at the
conclusion of the period. In the parenthesis between the sixty-ninth seven and the seventieth seven, at least two major events
take place: the cutting off of the Messiah (the death of Christ) and the destruction of Jerusalem in a.d. 70. Actually, the
whole present age intervenes.

The final period of seven years begins with the introduction of a covenant relationship between the future “ prince that shall
come” and “the many,” the people of Israel. This covenant is observed for the first half of the future seven-year period; then
the special liberties and protections granted Israel are taken away; and | srael becomes persecuted in their time of great
tribulation. The beginning of the last three and one-half years of the seventy sevens of Daniel is marked by the desecration
of the future temple, the stopping of the sacrifices, and the desolation of the Jewish religion. It is this period referred to by
Christ asthe great tribulation in Matthew 24:15-26.



The culmination of the entire prophecy of the seventy weeks is the second advent of Jesus Christ which closes the seventieth
seventh of Israel aswell as the times of the Gentiles pictured in Daniel’ s prophecies of the four great world empires. For
most of the period, the two great lines of prophecy relating to the Gentiles and Israel run concurrently, and both end with the
same major event—the second advent of Jesus Christ, when oppressed Israel is delivered and the oppressor, the Gentile, is
judged. With Israel today back in the land, the fulfillment of these prophecies may not be too long distant.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 10

The Vision Of The Glory Of God

The final three chapters of the book of Daniel record an extensive revelation of the prophetic future which is without parallel
anywhere elsein Scripture, As Leupold has expressed it, “Thereis hardly anything in the Bible that is just like these
chapters, especially like chapter 11. The word, the vision, and minute prediction are combined in a manner that is found

nowhere else in the Scriptures.” ®42 The entire content of chapter 10, for instance, isintroductory, indicating the extensive
character of the prophecy to follow. The introduction actually extends through the first verse of chapter 11. The next section,
11:2-12:4, isdivided into two major divisions. Thefirst, 11:2-35, deals with the immediate future, from Darius to Antiochus;
and the second, 11:36-12:4, with the far future, the end times just before the second advent of Christ. A final message and
revelation is given to Daniel in 12:5-13. The last three chapters constitute the fourth vision of Daniel which gathers together
the significant threads of prophecy, especially as they relate to the Holy Land and to the people of Israel.

The Setting of Daniel’s Fourth Vision

10:1 In the third year of Cyrus king of Persia athing was revealed unto Daniel, whose name was called Belteshazzar; and
the thing was true, but the time appointed was long: and he understood the thing, and had understanding of the vision.

Almost every detail of the first verse of this chapter has been subject to debate in commentaries. The date of the vision, “In
the third year of Cyrus king of Persia” (536 B.C.), has been attacked as a discrepancy as compared with Daniel 1:21 where
Daniel is said to have “continued even unto the first year of king Cyrus.” Aswas noted in the exposition of chapter 1, Daniel
1:21 does not say that Daniel died or terminated his career in the first year of king Cyrus but that he continued until this
important event which introduced the kingdom of the Medes and the Persians. Although the Septuagint changes tne

statement in Daniel 10:1 to “thefirst year,” thisis a needless harmonizati on.>*

Critical objection has also been leveled at the expression Cyrus king of Persia. Montgomery, with many liberal critics,
holds, “ The designation of Cyrus as ‘king of Persia was not contemporary usage; the Pers. king was entitled ‘the king,” ‘the
great king,” ‘king of kings,” or after his conquest of the Babylonian empire ‘king of Babel,” ‘king of the lands’; Dr. [Driver],

Int., 345 f. Cyrus was ‘the Persian king' only later ace. to Hellenistic use.”>* Although scholars agree that Cyrus was not
normally called by the simple designation “king of Persia’ under ordinary circumstances until later, at least one

contemporary usage of the term has been found.>* And, after all, why should not Cyrus be called “king of Persia’ even if it
was not the ordinary way of referring to him? Y oung states flatly, “ This designation of Cyrus was contemporary usage

(despite M [Montgomery] ).”546 After all, why should the scriptural designation have to conform precisely to ancient usage?
The statement is quite clear and pinpoints the time of the vision.

It wasin thisthird year of Cyrusking of Persia, late in Daniel’ s career, about seventy-two years after he had been carried
away as ayouth to Babylon, that “athing,” better translated, “aword,” that is, arevelation, was revealed to Daniel. By way
of identification, his Babylonian name Belteshazzar, is given, to make clear that he is the same Daniel who was so named by
Nebuchadnezzar seventy years before.

The general nature of the revelation is described in the verses which follow. Daniel first affirms that the “thing” or word was
true, as might be expected of arevelation from God. The second fact concerning the prophecy as trandated in the King



James Version is that “the time appointed was long.” This exceedingly difficult expression has called for considerable

comment. The Hebrew here, sa,ba, ga,do,, has been variously trandated “great warfare” P47 or « agreat task” 548 or, more
549

freely, “involved great suffering. Theimplication isthat the period in view is along and strenuous one involving great
conflict and trouble for the people of God.

In contrast to the previous visions, Daniel states that “ he understood the thing, and had understanding of the vision.” The
previous visions had left questions in Daniel’s mind which were not fully resolved, athough he had faithfully recorded what
he had seen and heard. It is doubtful whether Daniel completely understood all the vision which followed, but at least he
comprehended its general characteristics and was not |eft in a state of perplexity, for instance, asindicated in Daniel 8:27
where he was physically sick as aresult of the extensive vision given to him. The introductory statement is sufficient,
however, to aert the reader that a tremendous revelation is about to be presented.

Daniel’s Preparation for the Vision 10:2-3

In those days | Daniel was mourning three full weeks. | ate no pleasant bread, neither came flesh nor wine in my mouth,
neither did | anoint myself at al, till three whole weeks were fulfilled.

In preparation for the great revelation to follow, Daniel spent three weeks in mourning during which he did not eat the
dainties of the king’ s table, abstained from flesh and wine, and aso did not anoint himself at all. Pleasant bread isliterally,
“bread of pleasures, of desires,” in contrast to bread of affliction (Deu 16:3), that is, the unleavened bread which was eaten
during the Passover. During this period, Daniel apparently partook of basic nourishment and water but followed a meager
diet. What was the occasion of this experience of self-inflicted fasting?

The duration of the period is obviously three weeks composed of days in contrast to the seventy “weeks’ of Daniel 9:24-27.
Although Leupold resists the idea that the Hebrew expression here, literaly, “three weeks of days,” is used in contrast to
Daniel 9, that may be precisely the point; that is, Daniel wants to make clear that normal days arein view in this prophecy.

Practically everyone agrees that twenty-one daysis the resulting sense> In any case, the three weeks included the normal
week for the Passover season, as can be learned by comparison with Daniel 10:4: Passover occurred in the first month, the
fourteenth day, and was followed by seven days in which unleavened bread was eaten.

The occasion for Dani€l’ s fasting probably was his concern for the pilgrims who had returned to Jerusalem two years before,
anticipated in his prayer in Daniel 9. Asthe book of Ezra makes plain, the children of Isragl had encountered great difficulty
in getting settled in the land. Although the atar had been set up and the foundation of the temple laid (Ezra 3), the work had
been suspended because of opposition by the people of the land (Ezra 4:1-5, 24). All of thiswas a great concern to Daniel,

for his primary purpose in encouraging the expedition had been the restoration of the temple as well as the city of Jerusalem.

Humanly speaking, there was ground for anxiety. But Daniel did not understand that the seventy years of the captivity which
expired with the return of the exilesin Ezra 1 did not fulfill the seventy years of the desolation of Jerusalem and the temple.
Thisrequired an additional twenty years (the difference between 605 B.C., the first deportation of the Jews, and 586 B.C.,
the date of the destruction of Jerusalem). From God’ s point of view, things were moving exactly on schedule. In a sense, the
vision which followed was areply to Daniel’ s questions concerning God'’ s purposes for the future of Israel in relation to the
Gentiles. These purposes involved a far more extensive program than that fulfilled in the book of Ezra and Nehemiah. While
the saints of God may justly be concerned over what seemsto be a defeat of God' s purpose, the suffering saint should never
forget the majesty of the sovereignty of God which ultimately proves “that al things work together for good to them that
love God” (Ro 8:28). From the divine viewpoint, while we should pray, we should be delivered from anxiety—as Paul

stated many years later (Phil 4:6-7). The period of fasting, however, constituted a divine preparation for the revelation. No
doubt, abstinence from all but absolutely necessary food and drink, and the omission of anointing oil—indicative of his grief
for the affliction of Israel (Amos 6:6; 2 Sa 14:2)—helped to ready Daniel for his great experience.

Daniel’s Glorious Vision of God



10:4-6 And in the four and twentieth day of the first month, as | was by the side of the great river, which is Hiddekel; then |
lifted up mine eyes, and looked, and behold a certain man clothed in linen, whose loins were girded with fine gold of Uphaz:
his body also was like the beryl, and his face as the appearance of lightning; and his eyes as lamps of fire, and his arms and
his feet like in colour to polished brass, and the voice of hiswords like the voice of a multitude.

According to verse 4, the time of the vision was the twenty-fourth day of the first month, that is, April or the month Abib
(Ex 23:15), known later in the Old Testament as Nisan (Neh 2:1). Scripture does not reveal when the twenty-one days of
mourning began, but it seems clear that they had concluded by the twenty-fourth day of the month. The new year was

normally begun with afestival of two days celebrating the advent of the new moon (1 Sa 20:18-19, 34),551 and it was of

course unsuitable for him to fast while that joyous festival continued. Daniel probably had observed the Passover on the

fourteenth day and the Feast of Unleavened Bread which followed from the fifteenth day to the twenty-first. If the vision
cameto Daniel immediately after his twenty-one days of mourning, his fast must have begun immediately after the new

moon celebration, concluding just before the vision was given to him.

The place of the vision is declared to be “by the side of the great river, which is Hiddekel.” Here we learn for the first time
that Daniel did not accompany the pilgrims who returned to Jerusalem, although thisisimplied in the earlier verses of
chapter 10. Libera scholars attempt to turn thisinto an argument against the historicity of Daniel, assuming that he would
automatically return to his native land as soon as permitted. As Y oung points out, however, if Daniel was merely afictitious
character, an ideal created by awriter in the Maccabean period, it would have been far more natural to have pictured him

returning triumphantly to his native land. Y oung concludes, “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.” %52 The obvious explanation of Daniel’ sfailure

to return is that he was quite old, probably eighty-five years of age, and, according to chapter 6, had been given a prominent
place in the government and was not free to |eave as were the others. Probably he could do Israel more good by remaining at
his post than by accompanying them in the limitations of his age to Palestine.

The statement that the vision occurred by Hiddekel, or the river Tigris, has aso been subject to criticism on two counts.
First, the question has been raised whether this should be considered a literal and geographic statement or part of the vision.
In Daniel 8, Daniel’ svision “was by theriver of Ulai,” but the context makes plain that he is only there in vision not in
reality. In chapter 10, however, the context and narrative makes plain that he is actually by the Tigris River, as the following
verses relate how the men who were with him but did not see the vision fled. Liberal scholars like Montgomery, however,
consider the reference to “the great river” a contradiction with the specification “Hiddekel” or the Tigris River, asthe
Euphrates River isnormally called “the great river.” Montgomery, accordingly, regards this “as an early gloss” in the text,

with the only aternative that “ otherwise we must attribute a solecism or gross error to the writer.” %3 The Syriac version
substitutes “ Euphrates,” for “Hiddekel.” All of this, however, is quite arbitrary as there is no reason why the Tigris should
not also be called agreat river; and if that expression uniformly referred to the Euphrates, it would be all the more strange

for acopyist to insert, “Hiddekel.” Conservative scholars generally agree that the river isthe Tigris.554 The probability is
that Daniel had come to this geographic area in connection with his duties as a chief administrator of the government. No
great amount of travel need be assumed here because just above Babylon the Euphrates and Tigris are only about thirty-five
miles apart.

In this situation, Daniel records that he had a vision of a glorious man. Daniel describes the man as clothed in linen, hisloins
girded with fine gold, his body having an appearance of beryl, or chrysolite. His face had the appearance of lightning, his
eyes as flaming torches, his arms and feet like polished brass, and his voice sounded like the words of a multitude. All
commentators agree that the personage was not a man, but either a glorious angel or atheophany, that is, an appearance of
God Himself.

Leupold, after considerable discussion, concludes that the personage is a mighty angel on the fact that he requires the help of

Michael, mentioned in verse 13, which would not be true of deity. If an angel, it may have been Gabriel, who appeared to

Daniel in chapter 8. However, Leupold prefers to identify him with an unknown angel of equal stature with Michael 5



Y oung notes that Hengstenberg identified him as Michael and that the Jews considered the figure an angel 56

Although thereis room for debate even among conservative scholars, the evidence seems more in favor of considering thisa
theophany. In this case, the man of 10:5-6 is to be distinguished from the angel of 10:10-14 as well as Michagl mentioned in
10:13. Although mighty angels are frequently difficult to distinguish from God Himself, asin other visions such asthosein
Ezekiel and Revelation, the similarity between the man described in 10:5-6 and the glorified Christ in Revelation 1:13-15
has led conservative expositors such as Y oung and Keil to consider the man a genuine theophany or an appearance of Christ

asthe Angel of Jehovah.>>’

The description of Daniel attributes to the man in the vision a glorious appearance. The linen was probably the fine white
linen which characterized garments of the priests (cf. Ex 28:39-43). In other instances, linen forms the clothing of heavenly
visitors (cf. Eze 9:2-3, 11; 10:2, 6-7). The angels at the tomb of Christ are described as having long white garments of
brilliant character without specifying that they are linen (Mk 16:5; Lk 24:4; Jn 20:12; cf. Ac 1:10). The girdle was probably
also linen embroidered with fine gold. The reference to the “fine gold of Uphaz,” has only one other similar referencein the
Bible (Jer 10:9), and it is not clear whether Uphaz is geographic or poetic. No clear identification has ever been made,
although some have equated Uphaz with Ophir (Is 13:12) on the basis that this word is substituted for Uphaz in a Syriac

version of Jeremiah 10:9.>%® It is sufficient to consider the girdle as being embroidered with fine gold of unusual quality.
The appearance of the body as a jewel called “beryl” from the Hebrew tarshish is translated “chrysolite” in the Septuagint
and is considered by Driver as atopaz. He states, “the topaz of the moderns—a flashing stone, described by Pliny as‘a

transparent stone with arefulgence like that of gold.”” %9 The same stone seems to be mentioned in Exodus 28:20 and

Ezekiel 1:16; 10:9. It is called tarshi, sh asif originating in Spain.>® Porteous identifies it as the yellow jasper.®! The
impression given to Daniel was that the entire body of the man in the vision was like a gigantic transparent jewel reflecting
the glory of the rest of the vision.

The description of the face illumined as it were by lightning, with eyes as flaming torches, is quite similar to the reference to
Christ in Revelation 1:14-16. The polished brass of the arms and feet is similar to the “feet like unto fine brass’ of Christ
(Rev 1:15). And the lightning compares to the countenance of Christ likened to the sunin brilliance in Revelation 1:16, also
to similar referencesin Ezekiel 1:13-14. Accompanying the visual image of glory was the mighty sound of the voice of a

multitude, apparently not words which could be understood, but giving the impression of great power (cf. Rev 1:15). As

Driver expressesit, “ An impressive, but inarticulate, sound seems to be what the comparison is intended to suggest.”562 The

total impression upon Daniel, described in the verses which follow, must have been tremendous and similar to that of John
the apostle when he saw the glorified Christ (Rev 1:17).

Effect of the Vision on Daniel

10:7-9 And | Daniel alone saw the vision: for the men that were with me saw not the vision; but a great quaking fell upon
them, so that they fled to hide themselves. Therefore | was left alone, and saw this great vision, and there remained no
strength in me: for my comeliness was turned in me into corruption, and | retained no strength. Y et heard | the voice of his
words. and when | heard the voice of hiswords, then was | in adeep sleep on my face, and my face toward the ground.

The vision which Daniel saw was apparent only to him and not to the men who accompanied him. The situation was
somewhat similar to that of the men who accompanied Paul on the road to Damascus (Ac 9:7; 22:9), except that here the
men saw and heard nothing but apparently sensed something which gave them great fear. When those who accompani ed
Daniel fled to hide themselves, Daniel was |eft alone as he statesin verse 8. The failure of the men to see the vision,

however, can hardly be attributed simply to their lack of spiritual perception as Leupold suggasts.s63 Undoubtedly, Daniel
alone of the group was spiritually qualified to receive avision, but the choice of the recipient of the vision was made by
divine will and those who accompanied Daniel were not allowed to see the vision which was intended for Daniel only.



The fact that the men did not see the vision and fled makes clear that thisis an actual event which occurred near the Tigris
River and that Daniel is not there merely in vision. Those who accompanied Daniel were not part of the vision itself, and
their departure opened the way for Daniel’ s further experience alone.

The sight of the vision affected Daniel physically, robbing him of normal physical strength; and his normal appearance of
health, described as “my comeliness,” was affected in away similar to the appearance of Christ in Isaiah 52:14, the Hebrew
of corruption (Dan 10:8) and marred (Is 52:14) coming from the same root.

Although apparently rendered immobile by hislack of strength, Daniel was still able to hear “the voice of hiswords’; but
this only increased his incapacity, and he fell in a swoon with his face toward the ground (cf. Ex 19:16-22). Daniel’s
experience illustrates the difficulty of mortal, sinful man, even a prophet like Daniel, of encountering the glory of God, in
relation to which the holiest of men come short (Ro 3:23). It was in this posture of weakness and semiconsciousness that
Daniel wasto be strengthened to receive additional revelation.

Daniel’s Strength Restored by an Angel

10:10-11 And, behold, an hand touched me, which set me upon my knees and upon the palms of my hands. And he said unto
me, O Daniel, aman greatly beloved, understand the words that | speak unto thee, and stand upright: for unto thee am | now
sent. And when he had spoken this word unto me, | stood trembling.

In verse 10, Daniel records that in his extremity a hand touched him, raising him sufficiently so that now he was resting on
his hands and knees. If the original vision was a theophany or an appearance of God, it is evident that thisis another
personage, probably an angel. It is said that the angel “set me upon my knees,” literally trandlated, “shook me up upon my
knees.” The action was much like arousing one from sleep.

The angel addresses Daniel and gives him thetitle, “aman greatly beloved.” Although God loves the entire world so much
that He provided His Son as its Savior, certain individuals, because of their special relationship to God, are the objects of
unusua divine love. David, in spite of his sins, was sought of the Lord as “a man after hisown heart” (1 Sa13:14; Ac
13:22); and John the apostle was “ one of his disciples, whom Jesus loved” (Jn 13:23). As aparent loves all of his children
but may love one or more in a special way, so the heart of God responds to those who love Him most.

The angel then exhorts Daniel to understand his message and to stand upright to receive it, for this was the purpose of the
angel’s coming to Daniel. Upon this exhortation, Daniel is able to stand upright although trembling. The message of the
angel naturally tended to reassure Daniel that God’ s purpose in giving him the vision was gracious and loving, and Daniel
had nothing to fear.

The Purpose of the Angel’s Visit

10:12-14 Then said he unto me, Fear not, Daniel: for from the first day that thou didst set thine heart to understand, and to
chasten thyself before thy God, thy words were heard, and | am come for thy words. But the prince of the kingdom of Persia
withstood me one and twenty days:. but, o, Michael, one of the chief princes, came to help me; and | remained there with the
kings of Persia. Now | am come to make thee understand what shall befall thy people in the latter days: for yet the vision is
for many days.

Daniel isfurther encouraged by the exhortation, “Fear not, Daniel.” To allay the fears of Daniel still further, the angel
informs him that from the very beginning of hisintercession, three weeks before, God had undertaken to answer his prayers
and send the angelic messenger to him. What a reassurance it is that when one comes to God as Daniel did, setting his heart
to understand and chastening himself before God, one may expect Daniel’ s experience of the response of God that his words
were heard and the messenger dispatched. The delay is explained in verse 13 as being occasioned by the opposition of “the
prince of the kingdom of Persid’ who “withstood me one and twenty days.” This*“prince” is not the king of the kingdom of
Persia but rather the angelic leader of Persia, afallen angel under the direction of Satan, in contrast to the angelic prince



Michael who leads and protects Israel. That the angel described as “the prince” of Persiais awicked angel is clear from the
fact that his opposition to the angelic messenger to Daniel is given as the reason for the delay of twenty-one days.

All during the period of Daniel’ s fasting and prayer, a spiritual conflict was underway. This was resolved by the coming of
Michael described as “one of the chief princes’ (cf. Dan 10:21; 12:1; Jude 9; Rev 12:7). Michael seems to be the most
powerful of the holy angels, and with his assistance the messenger to Daniel isreleased to fulfill his mission. The statement /
remained there with the kings of Persia may be translated, “1 was |eft there with the kings of Persia,” meaning, that having
been delivered from the prince of Persia, the angelic messenger was permitted to go on his way. unattended.

Driver suggests that the phrase and | remained there actually means “1 was superfluous there,” inasmuch as Michael, who
was more powerful, had relieved him. The Hebrew word trandated “I remained” (ndtarti, from yatar) does not properly
signify “to remain behind” but “to remain over, to be superfluous.” Driver says of Daniel 10:13, “ | was left over there

beside the kings (i.e., | had nothing more to do).”>%*

Zockler refutes Calvin and others who understand the conflict of the angel as being with an earthly king rather than an
angelic being. Calvin says, “1f we weigh these words too judiciously, we shall readily conclude, that the angel fought rather

against the king of the Persians than for him.” %65 76ckler supports the idea that thisis angelic warfare on the basis of the

following considerations:

(2) in chap, xi.5, where [sar] is unquestionably employed in the latter sense, the connection is entirely different from the
character of the present passage, where the [ hassa, ri, m] which immediately follows obviously denotes angelic princes; (2)
the Persian kings, on the other hand, are termed [ malke, pa,ra,s] at the end of the verse; (3) the idea of an angel’s conflict
with a human king seems very inappropriate; (4) the angel Michael was Isragl’s ‘prince,’ i.e., guardian angel, according to
5:21; chap, 12:I; and corresponding to this, the prince of Persiawho is here noticed, and the prince of Graecia mentioned in
5:20, were, without doubt, the angels of Persia and Javan respectively; (5) the idea of guardian angels over entire realms,
whether friendly or hostile in their disposition toward the theocracy, is attested by various Old-Test, parallels, particularly by
Isa 24:21...; Isa. 46:2; Jer. 46:25; 49:3 (where the gods of the heathen nations take the place of the guardian angels); Deut.
32:8; and Psa. 96:4, 70; also Bar. 4:7 and Ecclus. 17:17...—to say nothing of New-Test, passages, such as 1 Cor. 8:5; 10:20

S seq.566

Although the entire subject of the unseen struggle between the holy angels and the fallen angelsis not clearly revealed in the
Scriptures, from the rare glimpses which are afforded, asin thisinstance, it is plain that behind the political and social
conditions of the world there is angelic influence—good on the part of the holy angels, evil on the part of the angels under
satanic control. Thisis the struggle to which Paul referred in Ephesians 6:10-18.

Keil interprets the expression, “I remained there with the kings of Persia,” as meaning that a victory of major character was
won against the demonic forces which had previously controlled the kingdom of Persia, and the subsequent result was that
the kingdom of Persia now would become the object of divine direction through angelic ministry. He understands the plural
of “kings of Persia’ to indicate all the kings of Persiawhich followed. Keil states, “ The plural denotes, that by the
subjugation of the demon of the Persian kingdom, hisinfluence not merely over Cyrus, but over al the following kings of
Persia, was brought to an end, so that the whole of the Persian kings became accessible to the influence of the spirit

proceeding from God and in advancing the welfare of Isragl.” 567
Leupold summarizes the correct interpretation in these words,

Bad angels, called demons in the New Testament, are, without a doubt, referred to here. In the course of time, these demonic
powers gained avery strong influence over certain nations and the government of these nations. They became the
controlling power. They used whatever resources they could muster to hamper God’ s work and to thwart His purposes... We
get arare glimpse behind the scene of world history. There are spiritual forces at work that are far in excess of what men



who disregard revelation would suppose. They struggle behind the struggles that are written on the pages of history.568

The fact that the angelic messenger needed the help of Michael, however, refutes Y oung’ s interpretation that the speaker is

the Angel of Jehovah or the Lord Himself.>%° While even an important angel might need the help of Michadl, it is hardly
acceptable that Christ in the Old Testament, prior to the incarnation, would need angelic help to gain avictory over afalen
angel. The circumstances seem to indicate that this must be an angel, not a theophany, and, therefore, be distinguished from
the theophany of 10:5-6.

The angelic messenger now explains to Daniel that his purpose in coming isto make Daniel understand what would befall
“thy people,” that is, Israel, “in the latter days.” The angel explains that much time isinvolved in the vision.

The expression in the latter days is an important chronological term related to the prophetic program which is unfolded in
the book of Daniel. As previously considered in the exposition of Daniel 2:28, this phrase is seen to refer to the entire

history of Israel beginning as early as the predictions of Jacob who declared to his sons “that which shall befall you in the
last days’ (Gen 49:1) and extending and climaxing in the second coming of Jesus Christ to the earth. The latter days view
the entire history of Israel as culminating in the climax of the second advent and the establishment of the earthly kingdom.

Daniel’s concern for his people, which probably occasioned his three weeks' fast and prayer, is now to be somewhat
relieved by a specific revelation in addition to that already given in Daniel 9:24-27. The particulars of the vision include the
experiences of Israel in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes and culminate in the great tribulation just before the second advent.
Although Daniel probably did not understand the details, he could be reassured that God had a plan which ended in the
ultimate victory of divine power. Although the prophecies made clear that there were powerful forces at work against Isradl,
which would inflict upon them much suffering and loss, in the end the power of God would triumph and Israel would be
exalted as a nation.

Daniel Again Strengthened by the Angel

10:15-17 And when he had spoken such words unto me, | set my face toward the ground, and | became dumb. And, behold,
one like the similitude of the sons of men touched my lips: then | opened my mouth, and spake, and said unto him that stood
before me, O my lord, by the vision my sorrows are turned upon me, and | have retained no strength. For how can the
servant of this my lord talk with this my lord? for as for me, straightway there remained no strength in me, neither is there
breath left in me.

Daniel’ s weakness once again overwhelms him. Speechless, he turns his face to the ground. Calvin, refuting the notion that
Daniel hereisrepenting his prophetic office, states, “By becoming prostrate on the ground, he manifested his reverence, and

by becoming dumb, displayed his astonishment.” >’® Whether or not Daniel actually fell to the ground is not clearly stated in
verse 15, but the effect may well be what Calvin intimates.

Once again Daniel experiences strengthening from God. Whether or not the personage described as “one like the similitude
of the sons of men” is atheophany, that is, Christ asthe Angel of Jehovah, or is another angel is not clear. Probably it is
another angelic messenger. Upon being strengthened and having his ability to speak restored, Daniel again confesses his
weakness and lack of strength. His sorrows, or.pains, as well as his weakness had returned with the additional vision. Daniel
goes on to explain that he has difficulty in talking because he lacks both strength and breath. Montgomery suggests that

breath should be “ spirit.”571 But Dani€l’ s problem was physical rather than lack of spirit. All of this made it difficult for
Daniel as expressed in his statement, “How can the servant of thismy lord talk with this my lord?’ As Charlesinterpretsit,

“The sense then is Tiow can so mean a servant of my lord talk with so great a one as my lord?” 572 Daniel wasin great
difficulty in carrying on normal conversation with the angelic messenger.

Daniel Strengthened for the Third Time



10:18-19 Then there came again and touched me one like the appearance of a man, and he strengthened me, arid said, O man
greatly beloved, fear not: peace be unto thee, be strong, yea, be strong. And when he had spoken unto me, | was
strengthened, and said, Let my lord speak; for thou hast strengthened me.

For the third time in this chapter, Daniel is strengthened supernaturally by one who comes and touches him. Leupold

believes that the same angel mentioned in verse 10 and following is the one who strengthens Daniel in each instance.
However, in view of the plurality of angelic ministry, there is no special reason why Daniel should not have the ministry of
more than one angel. The description of verse 16, as well as the description of verse 18, would be unnecessary if only one
angel was involved. The context of verses 18 and 19, however, seems to link this angel as the one who addressed Daniel in
verses 11-12.

573

The angel again exhorts Daniel with the reassuring salutation, “O man greatly beloved,” to not be afraid, to receive peace
from God, and to be strong. Daniel was then strengthened and was able to say, “Let my lord speak; for thou hast
strengthened me.”

The detail given to this experience of Daniel leaves the impression that the revelation to follow must be of tremendous
character, asindeed it is. The triple strengthening of Daniel in this agonizing experience has sometimes been compared to

that of the Lord’ s temptation in the Garden of Gethsemane (Mt 26:39-44; Mk 14:35-41; Lk 22:39—44).574 In both cases, an
angel isthe source of strength (Lk 22:43). Thisisthe last timein this vision where Daniel requires additional strength to be
administered by the angel.

The Angelic Revelation Introduced

10:20-21 Then said he, Knowest thou wherefore | come unto thee? and now will | return to fight with the prince of Persia:
and when | am gone forth, lo, the prince of Grecia shall come. But | will show thee that which is noted in the scripture of
truth: and there is none that holdeth with me in these things, but Michael your prince.

The stage now having been set for the great revelation to follow, the angel poses the question once again, “Knowest thou
wherefore | come unto thee?’ Critics have found fault with these concluding verses of chapter 10 as needlessly repetitious

and confusi ng.575 Montgomery is sure that the text here is faulty. Such criticism, however, does not take into consideration
Daniel’sweak and confused state. It would be quite natural after Daniel’ s experience of swooning and being unable to
speak, now to consider the purpose of the angelic message. The angel reveals that he is obligated to return to “fight with the
prince of Persia” and by implication, later with “the prince of Grecia.” This also has been assailed as unnecessary, due to the
previous victory; but the implication is that there is constant warfare in spiritual victory, and this would require the further
attention of the angel. The mention of both Persia and Greece also directs our attention to the second and third major
empires which areinvolved in the prophecies of Daniel 11:1-35. From this we can learn that, behind the many details of
prophecy relating to the history of this period, there is the unseen struggle between angelic forces that the will of God may
be accomplished.

An unusual phraseisfound in verse 21, the scripture of truth. Thisterm isliterally “the writing of truth” ( keta,b aetmet), a
reference to God' s record of truth in general, of which the Bibleis one expression. The factsto be revealed are already in
God's record and are now to become part of the Holy Scriptures. The plan of God is obviously greater than that which is
revealed in the Bible itself.

Verse 21 isintroduced by “But” ( aaba, ) which is a strong adversative particle which serves to introduce the antidote to the
fearsfor the theocracy cited in verse 20. The angelic conflict, great though it is, is subject to “the writing of truth,” translated
“the book of truth” in most modern English versions. Zéckler comments, “Properly, ‘in abook of truth,’ i.e., in aDivine
document upon which ‘the yet unrevealed (Deut. 32:34) fortunes of nations (Rev. 5:1) aswell as of individuals (Psa. 139:60)
in the future are entered’ (Hitzig). Cf. the books of judgment in chap. 7:10 and also the term [ aetmet] in chap. 11:2, which



briefly comprehends the contents of the book of truth.” 576

Concerning the “writing of truth,” Jeffrey notes, “In the Talmud (Rosh-ha-Shana 16 b) we read how on New Y ears Day the
books were opened and fates recorded. These tablets in the book are frequently mentioned in Jubilees and the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs, and in the Prayer of Joseph preserved in Origen, Philocalia 23, 15 we read, ‘For | have read in the

tablets of heaven all that shall befall you and your sons.”” 577 The soverei gnty of God reflected in His plan revealed in the
Scripturesis Daniel’ s assurance in this hour of uncertainty and need. To this basis for faith, the angelic messenger refers.

In regard to the coming revelation and the spiritual struggle it records, the angelic messenger has been given unusual
responsibility which is exceeded only by Michael, described as “your prince.” Daniel in thisway is reminded of the specia
angelic ministry which God had provided him all through life and especialy in this present period of detailed divine
revelation. The entire experience of Dani€l in this chapter is on the one hand areminder of human weakness and
insufficiency, and on the other, of divine enablement which will strengthen Daniel for his responsible task of recording this
great revelation. The fact that an entire chapter is devoted to this preparation makes clear that the revelation to follow is
important in the consummation of God' s purposes in the world.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 11

World History From DariusTo The Time Of The End

The long introduction of chapter 10 to the fourth and final vision given to Daniel isfollowed in chapter 11 by the revelation
of important events beginning with Darius the Mede (539 b.c.) and extending to the last Gentile ruler in the time of the end.
Chapter 11 naturally divides into two major sections. The first, verses 1-35, describes the mgjor rulers of the Persian Empire
and then givesin great detail some of the major events of the third empire following Alexander the Great, concluding with
Antiochus Epiphanes (175-164 b.c. ). The entire period from the death of Antiochus Epiphanesto the time of theend is
skipped over with no reference to events of the present church age, and the second section, verses 36-45, deals with the last
Gentile ruler who will be in power when Christ comesin His second advent. Thisis followed in chapter 12 by further
prophecy of the last 1335 days, a period including the great tribulation, the second advent, and the beginning of the fifth or
millennial kingdom. Probably no other portion of Scripture presents more minute prophecy than Daniel 11:1-35, and this has
prompted the sharpest attack of critics seeking to discredit this prophetic portion.

Interestingly enough, it was the eleventh chapter of Daniel with its detailed prophecy of about two hundred years of history
that prompted the heathen philosopher Porphyry (third century a.d. ) to attack the book of Daniel as aforgery. In his study,
Porphyry established the fact that history corresponded closely to the prophetic revelation of Daniel 11:1-35, and the
correspondence was so precise that he was persuaded that no one could have prophesied these events in the future.
Accordingly, he solved the problem by taking the position that the book of Daniel was written after the events occurred, that
is, it was written in the second century B.C. This attack prompted Jerome to defend the book of Daniel and to issue his own
commentary, which for over one thousand years thereafter was considered the standard commentary on the book of Daniel.
As Wilbur Smith has said, “ The most important single work produced by the Church Fathers on any of the prophetic
writings of the Old Testament, commenting upon the original Hebrew text, and showing a complete mastery of all the

literature of the Church on the subjects touched upon to the time of composition, is without question St. Jerome’s

Commentary on the Book of Daniel.” 578

The controversy between Jerome and Porphyry has characterized discussion of the book of Daniel ever since, as has been
noted in earlier discussion. Here, however, the lines are clearly drawn as the prophecy is detailed and specific, and
fulfillment has already occurred. Daniel 11:1-35 is either the most precise and accurate prophecy of the future, fully
demonstrating its divine inspiration, or as Porphyry claimed, it is a dishonest attempt to present history as if prophesied
centuries earlier. Modern critics of Daniel have not gone much beyond the basic premise of Porphyry, namely, that such

detailed prophecy isimpossible, and, therefore, absurd and incredibl e>"

Farrar, expressing the critics' point of view in amodern setting, introduces his chapter on Daniel 11 with this summary:

If this chapter were indeed the utterance of a prophet in the Babylonian Exile, nearly four hundred years before the events—
events of which many are of small comparative importance in the world' s history—which are here so enigmatically and yet
so minutely depicted, the revelation would be the most unique and perplexing in the whole Scriptures. It would represent a
sudden and total departure from every method of God'’ s providence and of God’s manifestations of His will to the mind of

the prophets. It would stand absolutely and abnormally alone as an abandonment of the limitations of all else which has ever

been foretold.580



Leupold observes that Farrar’s criticism was answered long before he made it by Hengstenberg and others who cite
numerous passages in the Bible of detailed prophecy which at least support the idea that prophecy can be detailed and

specifi c.58

A case in point is the whole subject of Messianic prophecy which predicted the coming of Christ with hundreds of details.
The Median conquest of Babylon as aresult of the drying up of the Euphrates River and the Babylonian drunken feast is
anticipated in detail in Jeremiah 50-51 (note especially 50:38; 51:32, 36, 39, 57). Other illustrations include Isaiah 13:17-18;
21:1-10. In asimilar way, prophecies concerning Syria, Phoenicia, Tyre, Gaza, Askelon, Ashdod, and the Phihstines are
given in Zechariah 9:1-8. Actually, however, proof texts are not needed, as the issue is a clear-cut question as to whether
God is omniscient about the future. If He s, revelation may be just as detailed as God elects to make it; and detailed
prophecy becomes no more difficult or incredible than broad predictions.

Kell attempts to mediate between the skeptic and the position that thisis detailed prophecy by distinguishing between
prediction of details and prophecy in general. Accordingly, he considers it unimportant whether the details of the prophecy
precisely correspond to history as only the genera fact that world kingdoms will not endure and in the end the people of
God will be delivered constitutes the burden of this passage. Kell states,

Accordingly, the revelation has this as its object, to show how the heathen world-kingdoms shall not attain to an enduring
stability, and by their persecution of the people of God shall only accomplish their purification, and bring on the end, in
which, through their destruction, the people of God shall be delivered from all oppression and be transfigured. In order to
reveal thisto him (that it must be carried forward to completion by severe tribulation), it was not necessary that he should
receive a complete account of the different events which would take place in the heathen world-power in the course of time,
nor have it especially made prominent that their enmity shall first come to a completed manifestation under the last king

who should arise out of the fourth world-kingdom.>®?

In making this concession to the critics, Keil concedes far more than the record requires. If the text is properly interpreted,
the alleged historical errors fade; and Daniel’ s record stands accurate and complete, although not without problems of
interpretation such as are true in any prophetic utterance. The expositor of this portion of Scripture has no convenient
compromise between the two diverse views. Either thisis genuine prophecy or it is not. The fact that it corresponds so
closely to history should be, instead of abasisfor criticism, a marvelous confirmation that prophecy properly understood is
just as accurate as history. As has been previously pointed out, the attack on the prophecies of Daniel always fall short. The
fulfillment of the complete revelation anticipates a situation yet future and could not be considered history even from the
point of view of an alleged second-century Daniel.

In attempting the difficult exegesis of this portion, the general principle should be observed that prophecy, asfar asit goes,
Is accurate, but that prophecy is selective. The revelation does not contain all the history of the period nor name all the
rulers. It is not always possible to determine why some facts are included and others excluded. But the total picture of
struggle and turmoil which characterized the period of the third empire is portrayed by special reference to Antiochus
Epiphanes, who is given more space than any other ruler in this chapter because of the relevance of his activities to the
people of Isragl.

Four Important Kings of Medo-Persia

11:1-2 Also | in the first year of Darius the Mede, even |, stood to confirm and to strengthen him. And now will | show thee
the truth. Behold, there shall stand up yet three kings in Persia; and the fourth shall be far richer than they all: and by his
strength through his riches he shall stir up all against the realm of Grecia.

The opening verse of chapter 11 is often considered the closing verse of chapter 10. Init, the angel, seen in 10:18, declares
his support to confirm and strengthen Darius the Mede from the very beginning of hisreign in Babylon. The statement that
the angel “stood” in verse 1 is probably used in sensu bellico s. militari, that is, standing asin amilitary conflict against the



enemy, asin 10:13. His stand is usually taken as being in support of Darius the Mede, “to confirm and strengthen him,” but
it is possible that “him” refers not to Darius the Mede—for the angel must fight against the prince of Persia (10:13)—but to
Michael, the prince of Israel, on whose side he contends (10:21). In the first year of Darius the Mede when the world power
passed from the Babylonian to the Medo-Persian, the angel stood by Michael, the guardian of Israel, until he succeeded in
turning the new kingdom from hostility to favor toward Israel. The story of chapter 6 demonstrates that efforts were made in
thefirst year of Darius to make him hostile toward Israel. But God sent His angel on that occasion and shut the lions
mouths (Dan 6:22). The miraculous deliverance by the angel caused Darius the Mede to reverse his policies to favor Israel
(6:24-27). The beginning of the second great empire with the fall of Babylon in chapter 5 was, then, more than a military
conquest or triumph of the armies of the Medes and Persians. It was a new chapter in the divine drama of angelic warfare
behind the scenes, and the change was by divine appointment.

The survey of history provided in the opening verses of chapter 11 fixes the prophecy as dealing with a period later than
Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream but coinciding with the prophecy of chapter 8 of the ram and he goat. Porteous expressesit this

way:

The survey of history begins at adlightly later point than in Nebuchadnezzar’ s dream (ch. 2) and in Daniel’ s vision of the
beasts (ch. 7), but at the same point asin Daniel’ s vision of the ram and the he-goat (ch. 8). In fact, we are now given the
amplification in detail of that vision, the various kings appearing in propria persona and no longer disguised as horns of

heraldic beasts. Like Macbeth in the witches' cave, Daniel is supposedly permitted to see king after king appearing on the

stage of history, strutting out his part and making way for his successor. 8

With the passing of the Babylonian Empire, the natural question arose concerning the future of the Medo-Persian Empire.
Concerning this, the angel announces, “And now will | show thee the truth,” that is, the truth of what will come to passin
the future (cf. “the scripture of truth,” 10:21). Daniel isinformed that there will be three kingsin Persiato be followed by a
fourth far richer and greater than the others, who shall use his strength and riches to “ stir up all against the realm of Grecia.”
The identity of these four kings has, of course, been disputed; and Montgomery uses the many different combinations and

explanations as an evidence of the incredibility of this prophecy.584

The most natural explanation, however, is that the four kings are the first four Persian rulersin addition to Darius the Mede,
the point being that later Persian rulers were unimportant and in a state of decline. Assuming that all four kings are still
future, Darius the Mede and Cyrus, known as Cyrus |1 (550-530 b.c), are probably excluded. Note that the prophecy states,
“Behold, there shall stand up yet three kingsin Persia’ or, asthe New Berkeley Version translates, “three more kings shall
arisein Persia,” that is, in the future. The prophecy came to Daniel in the third year of Cyrus (10:1). The four kings would
then be Cambyses (529-522 b.c, not mentioned in the Old Testament), Pseudo-Smerdis (522-521 B.C.), Darius | Hystaspes
(521-486 b.c, Ezra 5, 6), and Xerxes| (486-465 b.c, Ezra 4.6). This identification has the advantage of taking Persian kings
in order, climaxing with Xerxes | who led the great expedition against Greece. X erxes represents, on the one hand, the acme
in the development of Persian power, and, on the other hand, the beginning of its dissolution. Another conservative
interpretation eliminates Pseudo-Smerdis, who reigned only briefly, and adds after Xerxes |, Artaxerxes| (465-424 b.c, Ezra
7:11-26) asthe fourth ruler. However, according to the prophecy, the fourth ruler is the one who contends against Greece,
which was not true of Artaxerxes|.

According to Daniel, the climax of Persian rulers came with Xerxes | who in secular history used his great riches and a
period of some four years to gather a great army amounting to hundreds of thousands, one of the largest armiesin the
ancient world. The expedition which he launched in 480 b.c against Greece was disastrous, however, and Xerxes never
recovered. The Ahasuerus of Esther 1 may be identified with Xerxes |, and the ill-fated expedition against Greece may have
occurred between chapters 1 and 2 of Esther. Details on the Persian Empire are not given here because these are covered
adequately in the books of Ezra, Nehe-miah, and Esther, insofar as they related to the people of Israel and the plan of God,
and these records are supplemented by the prophetical books Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. The revelation turns
immediately to details of the third empire not given elsewhere in the Word of God.

The Rise and Fall of Alexander the Great



11:3-4 And amighty king shall stand up, that shall rule with great dominion, and do according to hiswill. And when he
shall stand up, his kingdom shall be broken, and shall be divided toward the four winds of heaven; and not to his posterity,
nor according to his dominion which he ruled: for his kingdom shall be plucked up, even for others beside those.

One of the by-products of the attack on Greece by Xerxes| isthat he incurred the undying hatred of Greece. Montgomery
and some critics believe thisis the ultimate meaning of “he shall stir up all” in verse 2. Montgomery trandlatesit, “*and he
will stir up al, namely (?) the kingdom of Greece,”” and comments, “But the point is not that he made war against Greece
(asfar as Asiawas concerned, Persiaremained mistress, n.b., the Peace of Callias 449 B.C.), but rather that the world was

aroused against the king.” 585 Although there may be question whether this trandation isjustified, the facts are that
Alexander the Great in conguering the Persian Empire was repaying Xerxes |. Alexander the Great was indeed “a mighty

king” which Leupold translates “a hero-king” %86 and the remaini ng description fits Alexander the Great perfectly. He indeed
had great dominion and was absolute ruler who did “according to hiswill.”

As previously revealed, in Daniel 8:8, Alexander died prematurely. The expression in verse 4, when he shall stand up, may
be translated “while he was growing strong,” that is, while still ascending in power. Another rendering, perhaps more
normal Hebrew, is“and as soon as he shall have stood up,” indicating the brief duration of Alexander’sreign. The word
stood has the same military connotation as in the preceding verses.

The angel predictsto Daniel that his kingdom shall be broken and divided to the four winds of heaven. Thiswas fulfilled
literally in that his kingdom was shattered after his death and not only divided to the four winds, but divided among his four
generals. Alexander’ s empire was not given to his posterity. Hercules, the son of Alexander at the time of his death, whose
mother was Barsina, was murdered by Polysperchon. Y oung Alexander, born posthumously of Roxana, was murdered in
310 b.c. The empire of Alexander the Great, after it fell into the hands of his four generals, did not preserve the glory and
power it had in Alexander’ s day. The strong central rule which had characterized it passed with the death of Alexander. This
event, recorded in Dani€l’ s prophecy written about 539 B.C., was fulfilled when Alexander died in 323 B.C.

Ptolemy | Soter and Seleucus | Nicator

11:5 And the king of the south shall be strong, and one of his princes; and he shall be strong above him, and have dominion;
his dominion shall be a great dominion.

Beginning in verse 5, the struggle between the various kings of the south, that is Egypt, and the kings of the north, that is
Syria, begin and are traced by Daniel in this prophecy to the time of Antiochus 1V Epiphanes (175-164 b.c), a period of
about 150 years. In verse 8, the king of the south isidentified as Egypt, and the Septuagint transl ates south as “ Egypt”
throughout this passage. Syriais not mentioned by name, as at the time of Daniel’ s writing, no such nation existed and such
areference would be confusing. In tracing the struggles between Egypt and Syria, the prophecy is selective and not all the
rulers are mentioned, but usually the identification is clear.

The king of the south in verse 5 is probably Ptolemy | Soter (323-285 b.c). The one.referred to as ‘lie shall be strong above
him” isthe king of Syria, Seleucus | Nicator (312-281 b.c. ). These rulers took the title of king in 306 b.c. Seleucus had fled
from Antigonus of Babylon and was temporarily associated with Ptolemy 1. They combined their strength and defeated
Antigonus, thus paving the way for Seleucus to gain control of the entire areafrom Asia Minor to India; and in time, he
became stronger than Ptolemy who ruled Egypt. Hence the Scripture says that Seleucus “shall be strong above him
[Ptolemy] and have dominion; his dominion shall be a great dominion.” Thisis qualified by the statement in the preceding
verse, “not according to his dominion which he ruled.” The emergence of Ptolemy as ruler of Egypt and Seleucus as ruler of
Syria and surrounding territory laid the basis for these two lines of rulersin their respective countries and also set up a
situation where they became rivals. The king of the south was aso strong, as verse 5 indicates. The expression one of his
princes probably refers to Seleucus described in the clause which follows. A possible translation is “and one of his princes

shall be stronger than he.” 8’



Marriage of the Daughter of Egypt to the King of Syria

11:6 And in the end of years they shall join themselves together; for the king’ s daughter of the south shall come to the king
of the north to make an agreement: but she shall not retain the power of the arm; neither shall he stand, nor his arm: but she
shall be given up, and they that brought her, and he that begat her, and he that strengthened her in these times.

The expression in the end of years means “ after alapse of several years’ (cf. 2 Ch 18:2; Dan 11:8, 13). In the passage of
time, it was natural that there would be intermarriage for political reasons between Egypt and Syria, and such is pictured in
verse 6. The participants were the king of the south, Ptolemy Il Philadel phus (285-246 b.c.) and his daughter, Berenice, who
was married to Antiochus |1 Theos (261-246 b.c.) about 252 b.c. Passed over without mention is Antiochus | Soter (281-261
b.c. ). The marriage was consummated at the demand of Ptolemy Philadel phus who required Antiochus to divorce his own
wife, Laodiceia (or Laodice), in order to facilitate this marriage. His intent was to provide a basis of agreement, literally, “to
make a straightening” between the two nations. As verse 6 indicates, however, the union was not successful in that “she
shall not retain the power of the arm,” that is, physical or political power, and neither of the male participants prospered. As
it was indicated: “neither shall he stand, nor his arm; but she shall be given up, and they that brought her, and he that begat
her, and he that strengthened her in these times.” “He that strengthened her,” means, “he that obtained her in marriage.”
Within afew years of the marriage, Ptolemy died; and Antiochus then took back hiswife, Laodiceia. To gain revenge,
however, Laodiceia murdered her husband as well as his Egyptian wife, Berenice, and the infant son of Antiochus and
Berenice. The reference to “ he that begat her” is, of course, to Ptolemy 11 whose death precipitated the murders which
followed.

Ptolemy Euergetes and Seleucus Callinicus

11:7-9 But out of abranch of her roots shall one stand up in his estate, which shall come with an army, and shall enter into
the fortress of the king of the north, and shall deal against them, and shall prevail: and shall also carry captivesinto Egypt
their gods, with their princes, and with their precious vessels of silver and of gold; and he shall continue more years than the
king of the north. So the king of the south shall come into his kingdom, and shall return into his own land.

Subsequent to the events of verse 6, anew king of Egypt known as Ptolemy |11 Euergetes (246-221 B.C.) succeeded in
prevailing militarily over the king of the north, Seleucus Callinicus (247-226 b.c. ); and, as the prophecy indicates, he
entered “into the fortress of the king of the north,” carried into Egypt princes as hostages, some of their idols, and their
precious vessels of silver and gold. The expression out of a branch of her roots, literally, “the sprouting of her roots,”
signifies lineage, the immediate ancestry of Berenice. The person referred to is consequently the son of her parents, her own
brother, Ptolemy |11 Euergetes, the successor of Ptolemy Philadelphus.

The Hebrew word transglated “princes’ (11:8) can be rendered “molten images,” and the transportation of the idols indicates

the total subjugation of the northern kingdom (cf. I1s 46:1-2; Jer 48:7; 49:3; Hos 10:5).588 In commemoration of his deed,
Ptolemy Euergetes erected the monument Marmor Adulitanum, which boasts that he subjugated Mesopotamia, Persia,
Susiana, Media, and all the countries as far as Bactria. The expression shall continue more years than the king of the north is
best understood as meaning, “he shall refrain some years from the king of the north” (ASV), that is, “refrain from attacking
the king of the north” (RSV).

Verse nineis probably better rendered “ And he shall come into the realm of the king of the south, but he shall return into his
own land” (ASV, aso RSV). The actor isthe king of the north, just mentioned in the previous verse, rather than the king of
the south.

Jerome, in his commentary, provides this description of the conquest by Ptolemy Euergetes:

He came up with agreat army and advanced into the province of the king of the North, that is Seleucus Callinicus, who
together with his mother Laodice was ruling in Syria, and abused them, and not only did he seize Syria, but also took Cilicia



and the remoter regions beyond the Euphrates and nearly all of Asiaaswell. And then, when he heard that a rebellion was
afoot in Egypt, he ravaged the kingdom of Seleucus and carried off as booty forty thousand talents of silver, and al'so
precious vessels and images of the gods to the amount of two and a half thousand. Among them were the same images
which Cambyses had brought to Persia at the time when he conquered Egypt. The Egyptian people were indeed devoted to
idolatry, for when he had brought back their gods to them after so many years, they called him Euergetes (Benefactor). And
he himself retained possession of Syria, but he handed over Ciliciato hisfriend, Antiochus, that he might govern it, and the

provinces beyond the Euphrates he handed over to Xanthippus, another general 589

The precise accuracy of the prophecy written by Daniel three hundred years before it happened has occasioned the attack of
the critics, but actually its accuracy is a support for the accuracy of scriptural prophecy as awhole.

Verse 9 astranglated in the King James Version seems to imply that the king of the south returnsto his own land. A better
translation, however, would indicate that he, Seleucus Callinicus, is the subject of the verb shall come into his kingdom and
refers to the fact that Seleucus severa years after the Egyptian invasion was able to mount a return attack on Egypt about

240 b.c. Seleucus, however, was defeated completely and was forced to “return into his own land.” 590 This, of course, was
only the beginning of the seesaw battle between the two nations. The inclusion of this background material leads up to the
important point, which is the burden of the prophecy in verses 10-19—the ascendancy of Syriaover Egypt and the return of
the Holy Land to Syrian control. This set the stage for the persecutions of Israel under Antiochus Epiphanes, which isthe
major concern of verses 21-35 of this prophecy.

The Struggle Between Seleucus and Antiochus lll the Great Against Ptolemy Philopator

11:10-19 But his sons shall be stirred up, and shall assemble a multitude of great forces: and one shall certainly come, and
overflow, and pass through: then shall he return, and be stirred up, even to hisfortress. And the king of the south shall be
moved with choler, and shall come forth and fight with him, even with the king of the north: and he shall set forth a great
multitude; but the multitude shall be given into his hand. And when he hath taken away the multitude, his heart shall be
lifted up; and he shall cast down many ten thousands: but he shall not be strengthened by it. For the king of the north shall
return, and shall set forth a multitude greater than the former, and shall certainly come after certain years with a great army
and with much riches. And in those times there shall many stand up against the king of the south: also the robbers of thy
people shall exalt themselves to establish the vision; but they shall fall. So the king of the north shall come, and cast up a
mount, and take the most fenced cities: and the arms of the south shall not withstand, neither his chosen people, neither shall
there be any strength to withstand. But he that cometh against him shall do according to his own will, and none shall stand
before him: and he shall stand in the glorious land, which by his hand shall be consumed. He shall also set his face to enter
with the strength of his whole kingdom, and upright ones with him; thus shall he do: and he shall give him the daughter of
women, corrupting her: but she shall not stand on his side, neither be for him. After this shall he turn his face unto the isles,
and shall take many: but a prince for his own behalf shall cause the reproach offered by him to cease; without his own
reproach he shall causeit to turn upon him. Then he shall turn his face toward the fort of his own land: but he shall stumble
and fall, and not be found.

Although Seleucus Callinicus was unsuccessful in his attack on Egypt, his successors described as “his sons’ proved to be
more successful. Seleucus 111 (226-223 B.C.) came to an untimely end, having perished in battle in Asia Minor, but the task
was ably carried on by Antiochus 111 the Great (223-187 B.C.). Because of the passing of Seleucus, the plural of the first part
of verse 10 is changed to the singular. Antiochus the Great was able to mount several campaigns against Egypt; and largely
because of the indolence of the Egyptian ruler, Ptolemy Philopator (221-203 b.c.), he restored to Syriathe territory asfar
south as Gaza.

The approach of the armies this near Egypt proper aroused the Egyptian ruler, who assembled alarge army to combat
Antiochus (11:11). In 217 b.c, Antiochus met the Egyptian army at the Palestinian border at Raphia. The Egyptian army was

directed by Ptolemy accompanied by his sister-wife, Arsi noe.>®! There were about 70,000 soldiers on each side. The battle
resulted in a complete victory for Egypt (11:11-12); and as Jerome comments, “Antiochus lost his entire army and was



almost captured as he fled to the desert.” %92 The prophecy was fulfilled that the multitude of the Syrians was given into the

hand of the Egyptians. However, a peace had to be arranged because Antiochus had managed to escape. As verse 12

indicates, the Egyptian monarch was too indolent to pursue his advantage; and athough the battle was disastrous for the

Syrians, it tended to bring peace between the two nations, at |east temporarily.593

Meanwhile, Antiochus turned his attention to conguests in the east, in which he was quite successful, gathering strength and
wealth. In the period 212-204 b.c. he advanced east to the borders of Indiaand as far north as the Caspian. Ptolemy
Philopator and his queen died mysteriously in 203 b.c. and were succeeded by their infant son, Ptolemy V Epiphanes.

In 201 B.C., Antiochus managed to assemble another great army and again began a series of attacks on Egypt, as described
in verse 13-16. The expression the robbers of thy people (11:14) refers to persons who violate law and justice; hence, they
are “robbers,” or “men of violence” (RSV). As Zockler says, “The oracle refers to the league against Egypt, into which a

large number of Jews entered with Antiochus the Great, and to their participation in his warlike operations against that

country, e.g., in his attacks on the garrison which the Egyptian general Scopas had left in the citadel of Jerusalem.” 594

Zockler comments: “The theocratic writer sternly condemns this partial revolt to the Syrians as a criminal course or as

common robbery, because of the many benefits conferred on the Jewish state by the earlier Ptolemies.” 59

The reference to establish the vision is probably a prophecy of the afflictions of the Jews under Antiochus Epiphanes already
recorded in Daniel 8 and 9. These troubles appropriately can be regarded as a consequence of the revolt of the Egyptians
against Syria. Encouraged by the rising power of Rome which threatened Syria, Egypt fought back. The Egyptian armiesled
by Scopas were defeated at Paneas, near the headwaters of the Jordan River. Antiochus |11 subsequently forced Scopasto
surrender at Sidon, referred to as “the most fenced cities,” literally “acity of fortifications,” which the Seleucid king
captured in 199-198 b.c. Thisvictory resulted in the Syrian occupation of all Palestine as far south as Gaza. The allusion to
“the arms at the south shall not stand” is to the unsuccessful attempt by three Egyptian |eaders, Eropas, Menacles, and
Damoyenus to rescue the besieged Scopas from Sidon. Threatened by Rome, however, Antiochus effected a diplomatic
settlement with Egypt by marrying his daughter Cleopatra to the young king, Ptolemy V Epiphanesin 192 b.c. In so doing,
he fulfilled the prophecy “he shall give him the daughter of women, corrupting her: but she shall not stand on his side,

neither be for him.” The expression corrupting her may mean “to ruin the Iand,”596 that is, Antiochus the Great purposed by
this betrothal of hisyoung daughter to the seven-year old Ptolemy to ruin his former opponent and present ally. As 'Y oung
states, “In this stratagem, however, Antiochus fails, because Cleopatra constantly sides with her husband over against her

father.”597

In this series of events, the prophecies of verses 13-17 are accurately fulfilled. Antiochus the Great beginsto suffer reverses,
however, asindicated in verse 18, where “prince for his own behalf refers to the Roman consul Lucius Scipio Asiaticus,

who, as Young expressesiit, “brought about the defeat of Antiochus.” 5% The reference to “the reproach offered by him,”

refersto Antiochus' scornful treatment of the Roman ambassadors at a meeting in Lysimachia, when he said

contemptuously, “Asiadid not concern them, the Romans, and he was not subject to their orders.” 59

This defeat came about in the following manner. Having successfully sustained his conquest against Egypt by defeating
Scopas, Antiochus then turned his attention to the threat from the west and attempted to equal the conquests of Alexander
the Great by conquering Greece. In this he was notably unsuccessful, being defeated in 191 B.C. at Thermopylae north of
Athens and again in 189 b.c. at Magnesia on the Maeander River southeast of Ephesus by soldiers of Rome and Pergamum
under the leadership of the Roman general Scipio. Thisfulfilled the prophecies of verses 18 and 19, and from an historic

viewpoint, was important in removing from Europe the’ control by Asiatic governments. This paved the way for Roman

expansion |ater 8P

Antiochus the Great, who could have gone down in history as one of the great conquerors of the ancient world if he had
been content to leave Greece alone, instead fulfilled the prophecy of verse 19 in that he had to return to his own land,
defeated and broken. He was killed trying to plunder atemple in Elam. From the standpoint of the history of Israel, thiswas



important because Antiochus the Great was followed by Seleucus 1V Philopator (187-175 b.c), who in turn was succeeded
by Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-164 b.c), the notorious persecutor of the Jews described in detail in Daniel 11:21-35. In
these prophecies, properly interpreted, is an accurate prophetic picture of this period, which would be remarkable even if it
was history. As prophecy, it bears the unmistakable imprint of divine inspiration.

Seleucus Philopator, the Raiser of Taxes

11:20 Then shall stand up in his estate araiser of taxesin the glory of the kingdom: but within few days he shall be
destroyed, neither in anger, nor in battle.

The Seleucid king ruling between the times of Antiochus the Great and Antiochus Epiphanes, Seleucus 1V Philopator, is
mentioned here for his oppression by taxation of the people of Isragl. Because of the rising power of Rome, he was forced to

pay tribute to the Romans of athousand talents annual Iy.601 In order to raise this large amount of money, Seleucus had to
tax al the lands under his domain, including specia taxes from the Jews secured by atax collector named Heliodorus (2

Mac 3:7) who took treasures from the temple at Jerusal em.%%? As Zockler points out, “ Soon after Heliodorus was dispatched
to plunder the temple, Seleucus Philopator was suddenly and mysteriously removed. This explains the statement, ‘within a

few days he shall be destroyed’ (11:20), possibly by poison administered to him by the same Heliodorus.” ®® This set the
stage for the terrible persecutions by Antiochus Epiphanes which followed.

The Rise of Antiochus IV Epiphanes

11:21-23 And in his estate shall stand up avile person, to whom they shall not give the honour of the kingdom: but he shall
come in peaceably, and obtain the kingdom by flatteries. And with the arms of aflood shall they be overflown from before
him, and shall be broken; yea, also the prince of the covenant. And after the league made with him he shall work deceitfully:
for he shall come up, and shall become strong with asmall people.

Beginning with verse 21, amajor section of this chapter is devoted to a comparatively obscure Syrian ruler who was on the
throne from 175 to 164 B.C., previously alluded to asthe “little horn” (Dan 8:9-14, 23-25). He reigned in the days of the
decline of the Syrian power and the rise of Rome to the west, and only his death in 164 B.C. prevented his humiliation by
Rome. From the standpoint of Scripture and the revelation by the angel to Daniel, this was the most important feature of the
entire third empire. The reasons for the prominence of Antiochus IV Epiphanes were his desecration of the Jewish temple
and altar, and his bitter persecution of the Jewish people. Asistrue of the entire section beginning with chapter 8, Gentile
dominion is viewed primarily from its relationship to the progress of the Jewish nation. By comparison with Seleucus IV
Philopator, his predecessor, heis described as “avile person.” The title Epiphanes, meaning “glorious,” was atitle which
Antiochus gave himself, in keeping with his desire to be regarded as god. The description here given is God' s viewpoint of
him because of hisimmoral life, persecution, and hatred of the people of God. His life was characterized by intrigue,
expediency, and lust for power in which honor was always secondary.

The expression to whom they shall not give the honour of the kingdom has reference to the fact that he seized the throne
rather than obtaining it honorably. At the time his predecessor died, there were several possible candidates for the throne.
Probably the most legitimate ruler would have been Demetrius, the young son of his brother Seleucus 1V, who at the time
was being held in Rome as a hostage by the Romans. There was aso a younger son of Seleucus 1V, aso by name of
Antiochus, who was still ababy in Syria. Antiochus 1V, the brother of Seleucus 1V, wasin Athens at the time of his

brother’ s death. There he received word that his brother Seleucus had been murdered by Heliodorus, as prophesied in Daniel
11:20, “he shall be destroyed, neither in anger, nor in battle.” Montgomery describesthisas dying “ ‘with hisbootson,” a

disgrace to aking; cf. Saul’s death.” 604

Posing as the guardian of young Antiochus who wasin Syria, Antiochus IV Epiphanes proceeded to Antioch where by
various intrigues, referred to in verse 21 as “he shall come in peaceably, and obtain the kingdom by flatteries,” he secured
the throne. Meanwhile, young Antiochus was murdered by Andronicus, whom Antiochus 1V then put to death, although itis



possible that Antiochus himself had laid the whole plot. Heliodorus, who had murdered Seleucus 1V, was not able to secure
the throne and disappeared. Antiochus IV was therefore secure on his throne and began an active life of military conquest
and intrigue in his struggle for power against both Egypt and Rome.

Verse 22 speaks of military activity including several campaigns against Egypt. The prophecy does not attempt to be
specific but describesin general how armies on various occasions were destroyed as by aflood and “ shall be broken.” The

reference to “the arms of aflood” may refer to military forces rather than a natural flood.®% In other words, he shall be
victorious over his enemies. The forces which he overwhelmed include, as Zockler states, “in part the troops of Heliodorus,

whom Antiochus routed with the assistance of his Pergamenian allies, and in part the Egyptian forces which sought to

deprive him of Coele-Syria soon after his accession to the throne.” 696 \\hen Antiochus learned that the Egyptians were

about to attack him, he invaded Egypt in 170 B.C. and defeated the Egyptians in a battle which occurred between Mt. Casius

and Pelusium, an area on the southeast sea coast of the Mediterranean Sea halfway between Gaza and the Nile del ta%" The
battle areais today called Ras Baron.

The reference to the “prince of the covenant” prophesies the murder of the high priest Onias, which was ordered by
Antiochusin 172 B.C., and indicates the troublesome times of hisreign. The high priest bore the title “ prince of the
covenant” because he was de facto the head of the theocracy at that time. In 11:28 and 11:32 the “covenant” is used for the
Jewish state.

Verse 23 described his various leagues with other nations, especially with Egypt which involved considerable intrigue and
deceit. At the time, there was a contest for power between two of Antiochus’ nephews, Ptolemy Philometor and Ptolemy
Euergetes for control of Egypt. Antiochus supported Ptolemy Philometor, but only for his own gain. Out of it, Antiochus
became stronger himself.

Antiochus’ Growth in Power

11:24-26 He shall enter peaceably even upon the fattest places of the province; and he shall do that which his fathers have
not done, nor hisfathers' fathers; he shall scatter among them the prey, and spoil, and riches. yea, and he shall forecast his
devices against the strong holds, even for atime. And he shall stir up his power and his courage against the king of the south
with agreat army; and the king of the south shall be stirred up to battle with avery great and mighty army; but he shall not
stand: for they shall forecast devices against him. Y ea, they that feed of the portion of his meat shall destroy him, and his
army shall overflow: and many shall fall down dain.

Always active to enlarge his kingdom, either by military devices or intrigue, Antiochus, according to verse 24, like his
fathers, robbed the richest places of the country under his control. The prediction He shall enter peaceably means that he
attacked the enemy “in atime of security” or “peace,” when the enemy did not expect him. Unlike his father, Antiochus IV
did not use his wealth secured in this way for persona advantage so much asto buy favor with others and to secure their
cooperation. The expression he shall scatter among them the prey, and spoil, and riches indicates this distribution of the
wealth he had secured. According to 1 Maccabees 3:30, “He feared that he might not have such funds as he had before for
his expenses and for the gifts which he used to give more lavishly than preceding kings’ (RSV).

Among his military maneuvers were several expeditions against Egypt which are indicated in verse 25. Which of the severd
expeditions this represents is of no importance, as this prophecy is simply describing in general the characteristics of the
reign of Antiochus 4:The outcome of the battle was that the king of Egypt was defeated as indicated in the statement but he
shall not stand, referring to the king of the south. Even those who should have supported him conspired against him as
revealed in verse 26. The result was that, generally speaking, Antiochus was victorious over the Egyptians.

The Wickedness of Antiochus

11:27-28 And both these kings' hearts shall be to do mischief, and they shall speak lies at one table; but it shall not prosper:



for yet the end shall be at the time appointed. Then shall he return into his land with great riches; and his heart shall be
against the holy covenant; and he shall do exploits, and return to his own land.

The struggle between Syriaand Egypt, however, led to various agreements which did not prosper. Neither the rulers of
Egypt nor Syriawere honorable in their agreements as indicated in verse 27, “they shall speak lies at one table; but it shall
not prosper.” Asthe last part of verse 27 makes clear, in spite of al hisintrigue, Antiochus was fulfilling prophecy on
schedule.

Antiochus, returning from Egypt with great riches, began to manifest his hatred against the people of Israel and his

covetousness in relation to the wealth of the temple. Thisisindicated in the statement, His heart shall be against the holy

covenant. 608

Antiochus Opposed by Rome Persecutes the Jews

11:29-31 At the time appointed he shall return, and come toward the south; but it shall not be as the former, or as the latter.
For the ships of Chittim shall come against him: therefore he shall be grieved, and return, and have indignation against the
holy covenant: so shall he do; he shall even return, and have intelligence with them that forsake the holy covenant. And arms
shall stand on his part, and they shall pollute the sanctuary of strength, and shall take away the daily sacrifice, and they shall
place the abomination that maketh desolate.

In another expedition against Egypt, “at the time appointed,” that is, by God, he managed to capture Ptolemy Philometor but

was finally forced to evacuate Egypt because he failed to take the city of Alexandria.®® His success was not as great asin
former expeditions, as stated, “It shall not be as the former, or asthe latter.” Still another invasion of Egypt occurred about
168 B.C. Here, however, he was met near Alexandria by a Roman consul, Gaius Popillius Laenas, who summarily
demanded that he leave Egypt at the pain of being attacked by Rome. The Roman consul is reported to have drawn acircle
about the king and told him that his decision had to be reached before he stepped out of the circle. Rather than risk awar
with Rome, Antiochus, although greatly displeased, withdrew from Egypt immediately and conceded Egypt to Roman
power. Prophetically, thisisindicated in verse 30 by the statement for the ships of Chittim shall come against him, usually
taken as a symbolic representation of Roman power which came from the west past Chittim (also spelled Kittim), a
reference to the island of Cyprus which was to the west of his kingdom. The fleet of Laenas sailed to Egypt after the Roman
victory over Perseus of Macedon near Pydna south of Thessalonica (June 22, 168 B.C.). In the Septuagint, the expression
the ships of Chittimistrandated “the Romans,” giving the sense if not the exact trandation.

Disgruntled by his defeat in Egypt at the hands of Rome, Antiochus Epiphanes seems to have vented his wrath upon the
Jewish people as intimated in verse 30 in the expression, “ have indignation against the holy covenant.” The history of the
period isgiven in 1 and 2 Maccabees. The added statement and have intelligence with them that for sake the holy covenant
indicates his affiliation with those who sided with Antiochus, who became his favorites and proteges (cf. 1 Mac 2:18; 2 Mac
6:1).

In the process of his opposition to the Jews, Antiochus polluted the holy altar in the temple by offering a sow upon the altar
and forbidding the continuance of the daily sacrifices (cf. 1 Mac 1:44-54). He also issued orders that the Jews should cease
their worship and erected in the holy place an idol, probably the image of Zeus Olympius. This represents placing “the
abomination that maketh desolate,” mentioned in verse 31 to which Christ referred in Matthew 24:15. The parallel prophecy
in Daniel 8:23-25 covers the same series of incidents.

This desecration of the temple, in opposition to the Jewish faith, precipitated the Maccabean revolt which was cruelly
suppressed by Antiochus with tens of thousands of Israglites perishing. The entire series of incidents, however, including the
persecution of Israel, the desecration of their temple, and the stopping of the daily sacrifice, although fulfilled historicaly in
Antiochus' persecution of Isragl, is also prophetic of the future persecution of Israel which will result in the great tribulation.
The reference in Matthew 24:15 where Christ is describing the beginning of the great tribulation is linked to the desecration



of the temple by Antiochus as being similar in kind. Antiochus thus becomes a type of the future man of sin and his
activities foreshadow the ultimate blasphemous persecution of Israel and the desecration of their temple.

The Resulting Persecutions of Israel

11:32-35 And such as do wickedly against the covenant shall he corrupt by flatteries: but the people that do know their God
shall be strong, and do exploits. And they that understand among the people shall instruct many: yet they shall fall by the
sword, and by flame, by captivity, and by spoil, many days. Now when they shall fall, they shall be holpen with alittle help:
but many shall cleave to them with flatteries. And some of them of understanding shall fall, to try them, and to purge, and to
make them white, even to the time of the end: because it is yet for atime appointed.

The continued opposition of Antiochus to the Jewish faith is prophesied in verse 32, indicating how he attempts to corrupt
them; but the strong reaction of the Jewish people isindicated in the expression but the people that do know their God shall
be strong, and do exploits. The resulting conflict, however, brought much harm on the people of Israel; and though it caused
to some extent a spiritual revival, many were killed, asindicated in verse 33. Some of the Jews succumbed to the flattery of
the king and defected from their fellow Jews as they revolted against Antiochus. It was atime of purging and separation of
the true from the false, of those who were courageous from those who were fainthearted.

Zdckler quotes Fuller to indicate the various processes used to purify the Jews, “Not only the pretended adherents to
Jehovah's party to separate themselves from His sincere followers, but the latter themselves, incited thereto by the example
of steadfastness and self-denial furnished by their martyrs, shall cast out from themselves everything that is impure; and they
shall succeed in gaining over all those who share their convictionsin their hearts, but have been hindered by fear and
timidity from avowing an open connection with them. In like manner, a Nicodemus and a Joseph of Arimathaea were
induced by the very death of Christ on the cross to confess their allegiance to him.—Thus Antiochus attempts to annihilate

the party among the Jews that is devoted to its God, but succeeds only in contributing to its purifying.” 610

The purging processisindicated in verse 35 to continue “to the time of the end.” It is clear from this reference that the
persecutions of Antiochus are not the time of the end, even though they foreshadow them. The mention of “the time of the
end” in verse 35 is notice, however, that from verse 36 on, the prophecy leaps the centuries that intervene to the last
generation prior to God’ s judgment of Gentile power and itsrulers. Beginning in verse 36, prophecy is unfolded that is as
yet unfulfilled.

The amazingly detailed prophecies of the first thirty-five verses of this chapter, containing as they do approximately one
hundred and thirty-five prophetic statements, all now fulfilled, constitute an impressive introduction to the events that are yet
future, beginning in verse 36. Critics who on the one hand assail this chapter as being so accurate that it could not possibly
be written before the event, and on the other hand attempt to find discrepancies which support their contention that the
pseudo-Daniel isapoor historian, actually are arguing on both sides of the question at the same time. The fact isthat thereis
no supported evidence which can contradict any statement made in these thirty-five verses. The contention that it cannot be
prophetic because of its accuracy involves assumptions which would undermine the entire prophetic Scriptures. From the
divine viewpoint, the accuracy of this prophetic word is supporting evidence that prophecy yet unfulfilled will have the same
precise fulfillment in the future. Thisis especially relevant to the futuristic aspect of thisvision of Daniel beginning in

Daniel 11:36.

The King of the End Time

11:36 And the king shall do according to hiswill; and he shall exalt himself, and magnify himself above every god, and
shall speak marvellous things against the God of gods, and shall prosper till the indignation be accomplished: for that that is
determined shall be done.

Beginning with verse 36, a sharp break in the prophecy may be observed, introduced by the expression the time of theend in



verse 35. Up to this point, the prophecy dealing with the Persian and Grecian Empires has been fulfilled minutely and with
amazing precision. Beginning with verse 36, however, an entirely different situation obtains. No commentator claims to find
precise fulfillment in the remainder of this chapter. Although Zockler and others attempt to relate Daniel 11:36-45 to
Antiochus, many students of Scripture have recognized from antiquity that another king must be in view. Ibn-Ezra, for
example, identified this king with Constantine the Great; Rashi and Calvin referred him to the Roman Empire as awhole;

and Jerome, Theodoret, and L uther, among others, identified him with the New Testament Antichrist.®!* In contrast to the
preceding section, there is no specific correspondence to history. Accordingly, scholars who regard this as genuine
Scripture, usually regard this section as future and unfulfilled.

AsE. B. Pusey has noted, “Even the Jewsin S. Jerome’ s time looked upon this prophecy as having still to receive its
fulfillment.” %% In reference to Daniel 11:36, Jerome comments,

“The Jews believe that this passage has reference to the Antichrist, alleging that after the small help of Julian aking is going
to rise up who shall do according to his own will and shall lift himself up against all that is called god, and shall speak
arrogant words against the God of gods. He shall act in such away asto sit in the Temple of God and shall make himself out
to be God, and hiswill shall be prospered until the wrath of God is fulfilled, for in him the consummation will take place.

We, too, understand this to refer to the Antichrist.” e

Earlier Jerome had pointed out that Antiochus was merely a foreshadowing of the Antichrist, “Just as the Savior had
Solomon and the other saints as types of His advent, so also we should believe that the Antichrist very properly had as atype

of himself the utterly wicked king, Antiochus, who persecuted the saints and defiled the Temple.” 614

Although many variations of interpretation exist, in general, interpretations of Daniel 11:36-45 fall into three major
categories: (1) that it isafurther historic or prophetic account fulfilled in Antiochus Epiphanes; (2) that it isfiction, that is,
the wishful thinking of the author which does not correspond to history precisely; (3) that it is genuine prophecy as yet
unfulfilled.

Liberal critics, following the thesis that Daniel was written by a second-century b.c. writer, amost uniformly hold that this

section was fulfilled in the life and death of Antiochus Epi phanes615 Even liberal scholars, however, agree that this section
is not nearly as accurate as the earlier portion. Although finding it an accurate forecast of Antiochus' death—in regarding
the passage as a prophecy of the king’s catastrophic end, as Montgomery holds—liberals a'so admit as Montgomery does,
“but it cannot, with those conservative theologians, be taken in any way as an exact prophecy of the actual events of hisruin.

The alleged final victorious war with Egypt, including the conquest of Cyrenaica and Ethiopia, in the face of the power of

Rome and the silence of secular history, is absolutely imaginary.” %16 |1y other words, even libera scholars, who find the

earlier section so remarkably accurate that they hold it as history rather than prophecy, admit a sharp difference in the latter
section beginning in verse 36 as not corresponding to history. Thisis the reason why conservative scholars have rejected the
historical interpretation and, with due regard to the inspiration of Scripture, expect afuture fulfillment.

The second possibility, that the passage isfiction, does not seem to have seriously attracted even the liberal scholar,
preferring as he does to identify it with Antiochus Epiphanes. Other competing interpretations, such as those that compare
the passage to Constantine the Great, Omar ibn El-K hattab, the Roman Empire (Calvin), the Pope of Rome, the Papal

system, or Herod the Great (Mauro), all cited by Y oung, are not generally considered live options todaty.617

Because of the completely unsatisfactory explanation of an historical fulfillment of verses 36-45 in contrast with the precise
fulfillment of the earlier portion, conservative expositors relate this passage to the climax of history culminating in the
second advent of Christ. This, of course, isin keeping with the total tenor of Daniel’ s prophecies which characteristically
have their climax in the end of the interadvent age and the triumph of the kingdom of heaven which the Son of man will
accomplish when He returns. The passage, therefore, isto be considered as contemporaneous with the climax of chapter 2,
the destruction of the image, and the destruction of the little horn of Daniel 7, a period described in the book of Revelation,



chapters 6-19. The king described in verses 36-39 of Daniel 11 and the events of the subsequent verses therefore have
nothing to do with the second century b.c, and are entirely future and unfulfilled.

Among conservative scholars, however, two differing identifications of the king of verse 36 are given. The common
identification is that offered by J. N. Darby that the king of Daniel 11:36 is none other than the Antichrist, who is an
unregenerate Jew living in Palestine at the end time but in league with the Roman world ruler. Darby, although not
emphasizing the racial background of this king, identifies him with the man of sin of 2 Thessalonians 2:3-10 and with the

false prophet of Revelation 13:11-18.5*8 A. C. Gaebdlein offers the same i nterpretation with more specific emphasis on the

Jewish character of thisruler as afalse Messiah acceptable to the Jewish peopl e The principa support for this point of
view isfound in the expression of verse 37 “neither shall he regard the God of his fathers,” which isidentified as the God of
Israel. Further, it is assumed that Jewish people will not accept even afalse Messiah unless he is Jewish in background. As
an apostate, he disregards his fathers' God, the hope of the Messiah, and instead honors the Roman world dictator as god.

A better identification of the king, the second identification, however, isto relate him to the Roman world ruler, the same
individual asthe little horn of Daniel 7 and the beast out of the sea of Revelation 13:1-10. Upon careful consideration, the
evidence in support of Darby’ sidentification is seen to be insufficient, and the second view is preferred.

According to verse 36, the king is an absolute ruler who “shall do according to hiswill.” If thisis the great tribulation, as
intimated in Daniel 12:1, when the Roman ruler isaworld ruler, it is difficult to contemplate any other ruler who could be
absolute in authority, especially in an area so close to the center of Roman power as Palestine. There can be only one king
who does absolutely according to hiswill in this period, and this must be the world ruler which according to Daniel 7:23
“shall devour the whole earth, and tread it down, and break it in pieces.” Although other rulers will be associated with him,
such as the ten horns of Revelation 17:12 and the false prophet of Revelation 13:11-18, none of these can be described as
absolute rulers.

Further evidence is found in the fact that he not only assumes complete political rule but also the role of God. According to
verse 36, “he shall exalt himself, and magnify himself above every god.” In his claim for deity, which he demands that all
recognize at the pain of death (Rev 13:15), he clearly asserts his supremacy over all others. To describe aruler in Palestine
during this time under these extravagant terms would be incongruous with the total situation. According to verse 36, he shall
also blaspheme against the true God and prosper for atime until he comesto his end.

Liberal interpreters cite this verse as evidence of identification of this passage with Antiochus Epiphanes, for it iswell
established that Antiochus claimed qualities belonging to God as manifested in the coins of his realm and in the title of
Epiphanes itself, which he considered as stating that he manifested the powers of God. Montgomery states, for instance, “but
Epiphanes took his godhead very seriously. He was the first to assume * Theos' on his coins, and the addition of

‘Manifest’ (practically ‘incarnate’) indicated his self-identification with Deity, he was not merely agod like his forebears.

The ever-increasing obsession of godhead appears from the sequence of his coins.” 620 The identification of this passage with
Antiochus, however, breaks down as the prophecy unfolds in succeeding verses. If thisisindeed the end time, just before the
second advent of Christ, the description of the king fits only one person, namely, the Roman who “shall prosper till the
indignation be accomplished,” that is, his blasphemous course be fulfilled.

The Final World Religion

11:37-39 Neither shall he regard the God of his fathers, nor the desire of women, nor regard any god: for he shall magnify
himself above al. But in his estate shall he honour the God of forces. and a god whom his fathers knew not shall he honour
with gold, and silver, and with precious stones, and pleasant things. Thus shall he do in the most strong holds with a strange
god, whom he shall acknowledge and increase with glory: and he shall cause them to rule over many, and shall divide the
land for gain.

One of the more important arguments supporting the conclusion that thisking isa Jew is found in the opening phrase of



verse 37, “neither shall he regard the God of hisfathers.” As Gaebelein states, “The King, Antichrist shall not regard the
God of hisfathers. Here his Jewish descent becomes evident. It is a Jewish phrase ‘the God of hisfathers’ and beside this, to

establish his fraudulent claim to be the King Messiah, he must be aJew.” %! Gaebelein and others upholding this view,
however, overlook a most decisive fact that the word for “God” hereis Elohim, aname for God in general, applying both to
the true God and to false gods. If the expression had been the usual one when referring to the God of Israel, the Jehovah of
his fathers, the identification would be unmistakable. Very frequently in Scripture, the God of Israel is described as Jehovah,
“the Lord God” of their fathers (cf. Ex 3:15-16; 4:5; Deu 1:11, 21; 4:1; 6:3; 12:1; 26:7; 29:25; Jos 18:3; Judg 2:12; 2 Ki
21:22; 1 Ch 29:20; 2 Ch 7:22; 11:16; 13:18; 15:12; 19:4; 20:6; 21:10; 24:24; 28:9; 29:5; 30:7, 19; 34:33; 36:15; Ezra 7:27;
8:28). Although Danidl uses “God (Elohim) of my fathers’ in Daniel 2:23 in view of this common usage elsewherein
Scripture, for Daniel to omit the word Jehovah or Lord, (KJV) in a passage where a specific name for the God of 1srael
would be necessary, becomes significant. The expression should be rendered “the gods of hisfathers,” that is, any god, as
most revisions trandateit.

In keeping with the blasphemous character of this king who magnifies himself above every god, he disregards whatever
deities his fathers worshiped; In keeping with the general word for god, Elohim, the expression, “ the gods of his fathers,”
becomes a general reference to any deities whether pagan or the true God.

In keeping with his disregard for former deities, he does not pay respect to what is called “the desire of women.” This

expression has been regarded as a reference to a specific pagan goddess such as Ewald’ sidentification with Tammuz-Adonis

which Montgomery states has “come to be generally adopted” since Bevan.%%2

Bevan in his discussion states, “* The Desire of women’ must, to judge by the context, be some object of women. Most
modern interpreters, following Ephraim Syrus, explain this as a reference to the goddess Nanaia, whose temple in Elymais
the king endeavoured to plunder shortly before his death. But to this view there are two objections. Firstly, the attack upon
the temple of Nanaia cannot have been heard of in Judaeatill the year 164 b.c. Secondly, there is no reason why Nanaia
should be designated as the Desire of women. Even if her worship was, as has been supposed, of a voluptuous character, this
would scarcely give rise to such an appellation. It appears, therefore, much more probable that Ewald isright in explaining
the Desire of women as Tammuz (Adonis), whose cult had been popular in Syriafrom time immemorial, especially amongst

women (Ezek. 8:14) s Others, like Y oung after Keil ,624 consider it the normal love or desire for women which is natural
to men, meaning that this king is inhuman in his disregard of women.

Although Daniel is not specific, a plausible explanation of this passage, in the light of Daniel’ s Jewish background, is that
this expression, the desire of women, is the natural desire of Jewish women to become the mother of the promised Messiah,
the seed of the woman promised in Genesis 3:15. The expression then becomes a symbol of the Messianic hope in general.
As Gaebelein expresses it, “ Still more interesting is the statement ‘ he shall not regard the desire of women.” The Lord Jesus
Christ isherein view. The word ‘desire’ isin the same construct form in Hebrew (hemdat) asin Haggai 2:7 and 1 Samuel
9:20, indicating that the noun following ‘desire’ is subjective not objective; hence it means “desired by women,” not adesire
for women. Pious Jewish women in Pre-messianic times had one great desire, they wanted to be mothers, with aview to
Him, who is the promised seed of the woman. His birth was desired by these godly mothers of Israel. This King then hates

God and hates His blessed Son, the Lord Jesus Christ.” 28

Although none of the explanations can be proved beyond question, as Daniel is not specific, it is quite clear that thisking
would be opposed to the Messianic hope; and from Daniel’ s point of view, this would be important. In other words, he
would disregard the gods of the past as well as the promised Son of God who isto come from heaven.

Although the blasphemous character of thisruler is evident, the prophecy continues that he shall not “regard any god: for he
shall magnify himself above all.” His blasphemy is twofold: that of rejection of the true God as well as all false gods, and
that of the assumption of deity to himself. Although Antiochus Epiphanes had some aspirations of being recognized as
having divine qualities, even the liberal scholars who attempt historic fulfillment in him in relation to this passage are
embarrassed by the sweeping statement that is made. There is no extrascriptural proof that Antiochus went this far, and the



futuristic interpretation makes far more sense.

Although ascribing deity to himself, the characteristics of histheology are explained in verse 38. In the place that God
occupies in other men’ s thinking, thisking is stated to “honour the God of forces,” or asit is better translated, “the god of
fortresses.” Thisgod is stated to be peculiarly different from the gods which his fathers knew, and the revelation continues,
“agod whom his fathers knew not shall he honour with gold, and silver, and with precious stones, and pleasant things.” Here
again, the liberal scholar is embarrassed by the extensive claim that is made which far exceeds anything true of Antiochus
Epiphanes. There was nothing unusual about his claimsto divine qualities which many previous rulers have shared, and his
confidence in armed might certainly was no different from that of other rulers. How then isthis“god of fortresses’ different
from any previous deities?

Those who, like Gaebelein, identify this king as an apostate Jew at the end of the age, are likewise embarrassed as “the god
of fortresses’ then has to be identified with the Roman world ruler. As Gaebelein states, “ The one whom he will honour is

none other than the first beast, the little horn.” 626 |t thisisi ntended, however, as an identification, it is a strange one and
quite different from any other identification of the Roman ruler in Scripture. The worship of a man as God has many
parallelsin history and would not be distinctive.

Although all expositors necessarily must use their judgment in determining the identification of this description, what will
be completely different about the world religion at the end time will be (1) the complete destruction of al previous religions
symbolized in Revelation 17:16 and (2) the worship of the world ruler without reference to any other divine power except
that of Satan. For this world ruler, already claiming to be God, to acknowledge something as supreme clearly indicates that
“the god of fortresses’ is not a person but the power to make war, symbolized in the word fortress. Examining al other
passages relating to the end time, it becomes evident that the sole confidence of the final world ruler isin military power,
personified as “the god of war,” or “god of fortresses.” In other words, he is a complete materialist in contrast to al previous
religions and all previous men who claimed divine qualities. Thisis blasphemy to the ultimate, the exaltation of human
power and attainment. He is Satan’ s masterpiece, a human being who is Satan’ s substitute for Jesus Christ, hence properly
identified as the Antichrist. His activities, in keeping with his complete materialism, are characterized by warfare and his
honoring those who honor him. Those cooperating are given subsidiary rule expressed in the phrase, “he shall cause them to
rule over many,” and he “shall divide the land for gain,” that is, shall reapportion territoriesin keeping with his desire for
conquest. As far as the record goes, Antiochus did not divide lands among those who defected to him, and nothing of this
sort isindicated in the passages which report his briberies (1 Mac 2:18; 3:30 ff.). Thiswould be an important omission in the
history of Antiochusif heisin view in this prophecy.

Taking the passage Daniel 11:36-39 asawhole, it is apparent that the revelation provides an incisive analysis of the
combination of materialism, militarism, and religion, all of which will be embodied in the final world ruler. The situation in
the last third of the twentieth century is rather amazing in the light of this revelation of the consummation of human history.
Already active in the world is the promotion of aworld church and aworld religion which will have its culmination first in
the symbolic harlot of Revelation 17, the earlier form of the world religion, and then will be replaced by the worship of this
king as the final form of world religion.

The rise of communism in our modern world, although often regarded as primarily a political movement, is actually a
practical extension of philosophic materialism which knows no deity, no supernatural God, and religioudly is similar to the
materialism of this final world ruler. When the twin forces of communism and world religion are combined in thisking, a
third force evident in the modern world also will come to its culmination, namely, the present trend toward world
government, of which the United Nations may be a foreshadowing. This portion of Daniel, in the light of contemporary
trends, becomes an illuminating prophetic commentary on the ultimate end of these present forces in the world which will
unite the political, religious, and materialistic philosophies of our day in one man who is Satan’ s nomination for king of
kings and lords of lords. The apex of this development will be reached in the last half of Daniel’ s seventieth week, the three
and a half years of the great tribulation, immediately preceding the second advent of Jesus Christ. However, hisworld
government is assailed by catastrophic judgments from God portrayed in Revelation 6-18, and the inherent difficulties of
ruling the entire globe come to their fruition in afinal world war of which the closing portion of Daniel 11 furnishes a



description.

The Final World War Erupts

11:40-43 And at the time of the end shall the king of the south push at him: and the king of the north shall come against him
like awhirlwind, with chariots, and with horsemen, and with many ships; and he shall enter into the countries, and shall
overflow and pass over. He shall enter also into the glorious land, and many countries shall be overthrown: but these shall
escape out of his hand, even Edom, and Moab, and the chief of the children of Ammon. He shall stretch forth his hand also
upon the countries: and the land of Egypt shall not escape. But he shall have power over the treasures of gold and of silver,
and over al the precious things of Egypt: and the Libyans and the Ethiopians shall be at his steps.

The time of the end introduced in verse 35 is again mentioned in the opening portion of verse 40 to make clear that the
military struggle hereisthat which will characterize the end of the age. The general nature and location of the warfareisaso
specified. The king mentioned in 11:36-39 is now attacked by “the king of the south” and “the king of the north.” Earlier in
this chapter, the king of the south is uniformly Egypt and refers to the warfare of the third and second centuries B.C. which
has already been fulfilled. Here the king of the south is clearly the leader of a political and military force that comes from
the south of the Holy Land, but the probability is that it involves much more than only Egypt and can be identified as the
African army. There is no mention whatever of such campaigns in the Maccabean books or by Livy, Polybius, and Appian.
No such warfare is described in history.

The king of the north, identified as Syriain the prophecies fulfilled in the second and third centuries B.C., is obviously more
than the small territory possessed by Syriaat that time and probably includes al the political and military force of the lands
to the north of the Holy Land; hence the term could include Russia as well as related countries.

A natura question isthe relation of this struggle to the battle described in Ezekiel 38-39, where a great military force
coming from the north attacks the land of Israel. The context in Ezekiel describes the time as a period of peace for Israel
(Eze 38:8, 11, 14), which probably is best identified as the first half of Daniel’ s seventieth week when Isragl isin covenant
relationship with the Roman ruler and protected from attack. This period of peaceis broken at the midpoint of the seventieth
week when the Roman ruler becomes aworld ruler, and the great tribulation begins with its persecution of Israel.

The chronology of Daniel 11:36-39 refers to the period of world rule, and, therefore, is later than Ezekiel 38 and 39. Hence,
it may be concluded that the battle described here, beginning with verse 40, is alater development, possibly several years
later than the battle described in Ezekidl. If a Russian force isinvolved in the phrase, “the king of the north,” it would
indicate that, in the period between the two battles, Russiais able to reassemble an army and once again participate in a
military way in this great war. In any event, this battle is quite different from that of Ezekiel as, according to the Ezekiel
prediction, the invader comes only from the north, whereasin this portion, the Holy Land isinvaded both from the north and
south, and later from the east.

In the light of the previous context, where the king is pictured as an absolute ruler, coinciding with other Scriptures picturing
aworld government at thistime (Dan 7:23; Rev 13:7), the war isin the nature of arebellion against his|eadership and
signifies the breaking up of the world government which previously had been in power. The initial nature of the battleis
quite clear.

A magjor exegetical problem isthe referencein verse 40 to “and he shall enter into the countries, and shall overflow and pass
over.” The question is whether “he” refers to the king of the south, the king of the north, or the former world ruler who is
defending his empire. In the light of the context which follows, it is preferable to take the “he” as referring to the king of
11:36, the world ruler.

The identification of the subject of the action of verse 41 and following as the king of 11:36 seems to be most in keeping
with the entire tenor of this passage which presents the last world ruler. Alternative suggestions have been made, which
would greatly alter the meaning of this passage. Among the views, several may be mentioned. The liberal interpretation is



that thisrefers to the historic struggles of Antiochus Epiphanes with Egypt; but any comparison of the predictions here with

actual events of the closing of the reign of Antiochus presents serious difficulties, and even the liberals have to accuse their

pseudo-Daniel of being guilty of historical inaccuraci es.5%7 Actualy, thereis no correspondence to history here.

If the futuristic interpretation is accepted, a number of options are possible. If the ruler of 11:36 is only aminor character
and not aworld ruler, it would open the way for regarding this war to be merely an intersectional conflict asH. A. Ironside

interprets it.5%8 |n this case, this entire passage does not refer to the world ruler. Another view is to identify the king of the
north as the Antichrist and the future world ruler. Thisisthe position of Edward Y oung, who states, “ The two opponents are

the Anti-christ and the king of the South, who begins the battle by pushing or butting (cf. 8:4) against his enemy.” %%

The best interpretation, however, is that the main actor, the king of 11:36, isto be identified with the final great world ruler.
L eupold supports this view and considers the entire section to indicate a defeat of the invading armies and the triumph of the
king until the end. Leupold writes, “The variety of the resources that are to be employed against the Antichrist indicate how
great his power must be at the latter end— * chariots, horsemen, and many ships.” But the Antichrist will not be slow to repel

the attack. He himself shall ‘comeinto these lands,’ that is, the lands of those who have assailed him, and ‘ shall sweep along

and pass through.’” 630 The major revelation here, therefore, is that the king of 11:36, although engaged in bitter struggle,

continues to dominate the situation until he comes to his end at the second coming of Jesus Christ.

His counterattack on those who have assailed him resultsin his entering into their countries, occupying “the glorious land,”
referring to the Holy Land and many other countries including Egypt. It appears, however, that he does not completely
restore the situation, asit is stated that Edom and Moab and the children of Ammon escape (11:41). His victory is such that
heis able to increase greatly his treasures of gold and silver and obtain precious things from Egypt. From this point on,
however, his authority is supported only insofar as his military campaigns are able to occupy various countries. His world
empire, apparently originating in a decree which at that time was not contested, no longer remains intact.

The Final Battles

11:44-45 But tidings out of the east and out of the north shall trouble him: therefore he shall go forth with great fury to
destroy, and utterly to make away many. And he shall plant the tabernacles of his palace between the seas in the glorious
holy mountain; yet he shall come to his end, and none shall help him.

To add to the difficulties encountered by the king, occasioned by the invasion from the north and the south, now word is
received of a gigantic army from the east and another invasion from the north. It is clear that the warfare extends over a
period of time and that more than one battle isinvolved. The tidings out of the east probably refer to the gigantic invasion
described in Revelation 9:13-21; cf. 16:12. Here, according to Revelation 9:16, an army of two hundred million men cross
the Euphrates and descend upon the Holy Land. Although such an army is staggering in its size and many commentators

consider the number symbolic rather than literal, in the present population explosion of Asia, an army of two hundred

631

million is no longer impossible. Red China aone claims to have a militia numbering two hundred million today. " Even if

this number be regarded as symbolic, it must certainly represent a gigantic army.

At the same time, another invasion is reported from the north. Against both of these invaders, the king launches
counterattacks which result in many perishing; and he succeeds in establishing his tent-pal ace “ between the seas in the
glorious holy mountain,” best understood as being a reference to Jerusalem situated between the Mediterranean Sea and the
Dead Sea. Actually, the struggle goes on without cessation right up to the day of the second advent of Christ as brought out
in Zechariah 14:1-4. Daniel does not dwell upon details in the climax of this struggle.

In spite of hisvictoriesin amilitary way, the last world ruler, according to Daniel, “shall come to his end, and none shall
help him.” The liberal interpretation relating this to Antiochus simply does not fit the passage, as Antiochus died in battle in
Media, and nothing significant immediately followed his death. If thisisindeed the time of the end and thisisthe final
world ruler of the times of the Gentiles, the best identification is to refer his doom to the second advent of Christ and the



destruction of the beast and the armies described in Revelation 19:17-21. According to that passage, the king and the false
prophet associated with him are cast alive into the lake of fire. The armies which had assembled to contend against each
other but had united in opposition to Christ in His second advent are destroyed. That the time of the second advent isin view
is brought out clearly in the next chapter where the time of the end is made definitely to include the great tribulation and the
resurrection of the dead described in Revelation 20:4-6.

Taken asawhole, Daniel 11:36-45 is a description of the closing days of the times of the Gentiles, specifically, the great
tribulation with its world ruler, world religion, and materialistic philosophy. In spite of its satanic support, the world
government fragmentizes into sectional disputes and a great world war which climaxes with the second advent of Christ.
This brings the time of the Gentiles to a close with the destruction of the wicked rulers who led it. Further details are added
in the next chapter.
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Daniel The Key To Prophetic Revelation

by John F. Walvoord

Chapter 12

The Time Of The End

The material described as the fourth vision of Daniel beginning in chapter 10 has its climax in the great tribulation and the
resurrection which follows, mentioned in the early verses of chapter 12. Thisis aso the high point in the book of Daniel
itself and the goal of Daniel’s prophecies relating both to the Gentiles and to Isradl. It is comparable to Revelation 19, the
high point of the last book of the Bible.

All commentators agree that the chapter division at this point is unfortunate as the narrative of chapter 11 naturally extends
through the first three verses of chapter 12. As Porteous expresses it,

Thefirst four verses of chapter 12 are the completion of the long section which began with chapter 10. They givein
remarkably brief compass and restrained language the writer’ s expectation of what the divinely appointed end would be like.
It would be climax of which Israel would be the centre, asis shown by the fact that Michagl, the patron angel of Isradl, isto
play the decisive part on God' s behalf. The great tribulation will come to ahead but Israel will escape, al thosein Isradl,
that is to say, whose names are written in the book of life (Ps. 69:29; Ex. 32:32; cf. the later passages Phil. 4:3; Rev. 3:5).

God aready knows His own. %%

Added to the previous revelation are the important disclosures (1) that the time of the end has a special relationship to “the
children of thy people,” that is, Isragl, (2) that Israel will experience at that time a special deliverance to be realized by those
in Israel who worship God, and (3) that the doctrine of resurrection which climaxes the time of the end is the specia hope of
those who are martyred.

The entire section from Daniel 11:36 to 12:3 constitutes a revelation of the major factors of the time of the end which may
be summarized as follows: (1) aworld ruler, (2) aworld religion, (3) aworld war, (4) atime of great tribulation for Israel,
(5) deliverance for the people of God at the end of the tribulation, (6) resurrection and judgment, and (7) reward of the
righteous. All of these factors are introduced in this section. Added elsewhere in the Scriptures are the additional facts that
thistime of the end begins with the breaking of the covenant by “the prince that shall come” (Dan 9:26-27); that the “time of
the end” will last for three and one-half years (Dan 7:25; 12:7; Rev 13:5); that the time of the end is the. same as the time of
Jacob’ s trouble and the great tribulation (Jer 30:7; Mt 24:21). Many additional details are supplied in Revelation 6-19.

The fact that the opening section of chapter 12 is obviously eschatologically future, constitutes a major embarrassment to
liberals who attempt to find Antiochus Epiphanesin 11:36-45. Chapter 12, which is naturally connected to the preceding
section, clearly does not refer to Antiochus Epiphanes but to the consummation of the ages and the resurrection and reward
of the saints. Nowhere does the attempt to make Daniel entirely history fail more miserably than here, as the detailed
exegesis of these verses demonstrates.

The Great Tribulation

12:1 And at that time shall Michael stand up, the great prince which standeth for the children of thy people: and there shall
be atime of trouble, such as never was since there was a nation even to that same time: and at that time thy people shall be
delivered, every one that shall be found written in the book.



The opening phrase of chapter 12, and at that time, makes clear that this passage is talking about the same period of time as
the previous context, that is, “the time of the end” (11:40). The action here in verse 1 is not subsequent to the preceding
events but coincides with them chronologically. Chapter 11 had dealt primarily with the political and religious aspects of the
time of the end. Chapter 12 relates this now to the people of Israel. Here is stated in clear terms that this is the time of
trouble for the people of Isragl, “such as never was since there was a nation even to that sasmetime.” To take the expression
the children of thy people in any other sense than that of Isragl isto ignore the uniform meaning of thy people throughout the
book of Daniel. The people involved are a nation, that is, the nation Isragl.

The unprecedented time of trouble here mentioned is a major theme of both the Old and New Testament. As early as
Deuteronomy 4:30, it was predicted that “in the latter days’ the children of Israel would be “in tribulation.” Jeremiah had
referred to it as “the time of Jacob’strouble,” in hislament, “Alas! for that day is great, so that noneislikeit: it iseven the
time of Jacob’ strouble, but he shall be saved out of it” (Jer 30:7).

Christ described the great tribulation as beginning with “the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the

prophet” (Mt 24:15), areference to the breaking of the covenant and desecration of the temple in Daniel 9:27. Christ’s
warning to the children of Israel at that time was that they should “flee into the mountains,” not taking time to secure clothes
or food. Christ graphically described the period in these words, “For then shall be great tribulation, such as was not since the
beginning of the world to thistime, no, nor ever shall be. And except those days should be shortened, there should no flesh
be saved: but for the elect’ s sake those days shall be shortened” (Mt 24:21-22).

This description of the time of the end confirms Daniel’ s revelation that the time of the end will be a period of trouble such
as the world has never known, trouble of such character that it would result in the extermination of the human raceif it were
not cut short by the consummation, the second coming of Jesus Christ. Thisis made clear from afurther study of Revelation
6-19, where the great catastrophies which overtake the world in the breaking of the seals, the blowing of the trumpets, and
the emptying of the vials of divine judgment decimate the world’s population. All of these Scriptures agree that there is no
precedent to this end-time trouble. Even liberal expositors find it impossible to harmonize Daniel 12:1 with the persecutions
of Antiochus Epiphanes in the second century B.C.

AsKeil has observed,

...the contents of ver. 1 do not agree with the period of persecution under Antiochus. That which is said regarding the
greatness of the persecution is much too strong for it... Though the oppression which Antiochus brought upon Isragl may
have been most severe, yet it could not be said of it without exaggeration, that it was such a tribulation as never had been
from the beginning of the world. Antiochus, it istrue, sought to outroot Judaism root and branch, but Pharaoh also wished to
do the same by his command to destroy all the Hebrew male children at their birth; and as Antiochus wished to make the
worship of the Grecian Zeus, so also Jezebel the worship of the Phoenician Hercules, in the place of the worship of Jehovah,

the national religionin |srael 833

Numerous other alusionsin Scripture to this period indicate that it isindeed atime of supreme trial for Isragl. Zechariah
13:8 declares of this period, “And it shall cometo pass, that in all the land, saith the Lord, two parts therein shall be cut off
and die; but the third shall be left therein.” Zechariah goes on to picture the refining process until the people of Israel
acknowledge the Lord astheir God. The very next verses describe the final struggle for Jerusalem and the second advent of
Christ which deliversIsragl. Thistime of troubleis paralléel to the warfare described in Daniel 11:40-45.

In thelir distress, the children of Israel are especially aided by Michael, the archangel (Jude 9). Asthe head of the holy
angels, Michael is given the special responsibility of protecting the children of Israel. Although Calvin preferred the

interpretation that Michael was the person of Christ,634 there isno justification for confusing Michael and Christ. Earlier in
Daniel itself, mention was made of Michael in Daniel 10:13-21, where Michael participated in the angelic warfare which
had prevented the messenger from reaching Daniel promptly. Michael was indeed a“ great prince” among the angels whose
activity is especially directed to the children of Israel in their time of great trouble.



Because of the purpose of God and the ministry of Michadl, it isrevealed to Daniel that “at that time thy people shall be
delivered, every one that shall be found written in the book.” This obviously refers to the end of the tribulation, at which
time some of the children of Israel, who by miraculous divine protection had been preserved, will be delivered from their
persecutors (Dan 7:18, 27). The repeated reference to “thy people,” twice in one verse, seems to limit this to the people of

Israel, rather than to all the saints as Y oung and Leupold interpret it, after Calvin.®® Thisisin keeping with the whole tenor
of Daniel which deals with Israel as Daniel’s people. The deliverance will not extend to all Israel in that unbelieving or
apostate Israel is excluded; and even here, it refers only to those actually living at the time of the return of Christ as many
others may be martyred. The prophecy assures, however, that in spite of satanic efforts to exterminate the people of Isragl, a
godly remnant will be ready to greet their Messiah when He returns (Zee 12:10; 13:8-9). The people of Israel who have
endured the times of the Gentiles ever since the days of Nebuchadnezzar will be delivered “at that time,” an expression
repeated twice in this verse.

The reference to “every one that shall be found written in the book” conveys the thought that those delivered have their
names inscribed in the book of life (Ex 32:32, 33; Ps69:28; Rev 13:8; 17:8; 20:15; 21:27). At the second coming of Christ,
not every individual Israeliteis spiritually prepared for His return, as Ezekiel 20:33-38 makes clear, describing the purging
out of therebelsin Israel at the time of the second advent. Although Israel as a nation will be delivered from their
persecutors (Ro 11:26), individual Israelites will still face the searching judgment of Christ asto their spiritual preparation to
enter the kingdom. For Jew as well as Gentile, the issue will be whether they have eterna life.

The Resurrections

12:2 And many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and
everlasting contempt.

Asaclimax to the time of tribulation described in the preceding context, verse 2 reveals that there will be aresurrection
from the dead. Both liberal and conservative expositors consider the main thrust of this passage the promise of ultimate bliss
for the righteous who suffer in the preceding period of tribulation. As Montgomery expresses, “The end of the godless tyrant

must have its positive foil in the bliss of the righteous; so the elder apocalypses concluded, e.g., Eze. 38:39, Jodl 4 (3).” 636
Bevan, who labors to connect this passage with Antiochus, nevertheless states,

Verse 2 introduces the resurrection of the dead. To what extent this belief existed among the Jews in pre-Maccabean times,
cannot here be discussed, but thisisin any case the earliest passage where the belief is unambiguously set forth. Here,
however, the resurrection is far from being universal; it includes “many,” not all, of the dead. That only Israglites are raised
is not expressly stated, but appears probable from the context... Those who awake are divided into two classes,

corresponding to the division in chap. 11:32.8%7

Montgomery gquotes Bevan with approval 538 Although Montgomery is right that the doctrine of resurrection is the hope of

saintsintrial, he and Bevan are wrong that thisis the earliest passage where this belief isrevealed clearly. It is clear that
Abraham had confidence in resurrection from the dead in offering Isaac (Gen 22:5; Heb 11:19). Job, who probably lived
before Moses, stated his faith in the well known passage, “For | know that my redeemer liveth, and that he shall stand at the
latter day upon the earth: And though after my skin worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall | see God” (Job 19:25-
26). Isaiah, who lived more than a century before Daniel, predicted that dead men would live again and that their bodies
should rise (Is 26:19). Hosea, a contemporary of Isaiah, predicted, “1 will ransom them from the power of the grave, | will
redeem them from death” (Ho 13:14). Even the resurrection of Christ is predicted in the words, “My flesh al'so shal rest in
hope. For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell; neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy One to see corruption” (Ps 16:9-10). Here
Daniel is not revealing something new but what has always been the hope of the saints. This, of course, is enlarged in the
New Testament with the added truth of the rapture of living saints.

Although both liberal and conservative scholars generally agree that resurrection isin view in this passage, because of the



wording of the prophecy, questions have risen concerning (1) the character of the event, (2) the time of the event, and (3) the
inclusion of the event. Interpretation of the passage has been affected by the general eschatological position of the
interpreter; normally premillenarians interpret the passage somewhat differently from amillenarians.

Strange to say, some premillenarians, although conservative in their general interpretation, have questioned whether this
passage actually teaches resurrection. A. C. Gaebelein, for instance, states flatly, “Physical resurrection is not taught in the

second verse of this chapter... We repeat, the passage has nothing to do with physical resurrection. Physical resurrection is

however used as afigure of the national revival of Israel in that day.” 839 Wwilliam Kelly takes precisely the same position

when he says, “ The verseis constantly applied to the resurrection of the body; and it is true that the Spirit founds the figure,
which is here used to foreshadow the revival of Israel, upon that resurrection. But it can be shewn that it has not the least

reference to a bodily resurrection, either of usor of Israel.” %40 Even H. A. Ironside concurs with this teachi ng stating, “The
second verse does not, | believe, speak of an actual physical resurrection, but rather of amoral and national one... It isthe

same kind of language that is used both in Isaiah 26:12-19 and Ezekiel 37...” 641

The motivation behind this interpretation is their zeal not only to support in general the premillennial interpretation of
Scripture and the restoration of the nation Israel at the second coming of Christ, but especially to harmonize this passage
with their teaching that Old Testament saints are raised at the time of the rapture of the church before the tribulation and
hence would not be raised here at alater time. Most contemporary premillenarians, who are also pretribulationists, believe
that this approach is unnecessary and actually misinterprets the passage.

Robert Culver, for instance, in commenting on Gaebelein states, “ The thing so utterly unacceptable about thisis that
Gaebelein adopts the very ‘spiritualizing’ or ‘symbolizing’ principle of interpretation which our opponents adopt—and that
in the midst of a passage where everything elseis esteemed (by Gaebelein and al Premillennialists) to be literal, not

figurative. He does with this passage precisely what the Postmillennialists and Amillennialists do with reference to afirst

resurrection in Revelation 20.”642

It is significant that expositors who spiritualize the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 interpret the first part of the verse as applying
to Israel’ s restoration, but they pass over the last part of the verse referring to those who awake to shame and everlasting
contempt. Certainly the wicked are literally raised from the dead for their final judgment (Rev 20:12-13), and the same verb
must mean resurrection for the righteous as well. The meaning of awake must be resurrection in both instances. It is not
necessary to press this passage out of its natural meaning in order to support premillennialism, and there is nothing in this
passage that contradicts pretribulationism either if understood normally. Nor does a proper understanding of this passage
contradict a national restoration of Israel at the second coming of Christ. Thisistaught in many other prophetic passages
also.

What is presented here is that those who have died will be raised from the dead to join those living in this period of
restoration. |sraelites who survive the tribulation and who are the objects of the divine deliverance prophesied in Romans
11:26 will be joined by the Old Testament saints who are raised from the dead. Thiswill occur after the great tribulation, at
the second coming of Christ. Actually, thereis no passage in Scripture which teaches that the Old Testament saints will be
raised at the time the church is raptured, that is, before the final tribulation. It is preferable, therefore, to consider their
resurrection as occurring at the same time as the restoration of the living nation with the result that resurrected Israel and
those still in their natural bodies who are delivered at the second coming of Christ will join hands and ministriesin
establishing Isragl in the land in the millennia kingdom which follows the second advent. Accordingly, the exegesis of this
passage which interprets it as revealing an actual resurrection at the time of the second coming of Christ is preferable. At the
same time, those who have died in the great tribulation just preceding will also be raised as taught in Revelation 20:4-6.

If thisis agenuine resurrection, what is the timing of the event? Here the distinction in interpretation arises from the
differing point of view of the amillennial and postmillennia interpretations. Amillenarians like L eupold and Edward Y oung,

with some qualification, consider this a general resurrection preceding the eternal state which follows % However, some
scholars not committed to premillennialism admit that thisis not a general resurrection. J. M. Fuller considers this “ not the



last and general resurrection, but a partial one which precedes that, and is confined to Daniel’ s nati on.” 4 Y oung, while

holding that the ultimate meaning is a general resurrection by implication, says, “...the Scripture at this point is not speaking

of ageneral resurrection...” 645

Premillenarians, however, believe that the hope of athousand-year kingdom on earth after the second coming of Christis
clearly taught in many Old Testament and New Testament passages and the resurrection of the wicked is placed at the close
of the millennium. How can the pre-millennial point of view be harmonized with this verse?

Some help is afforded in understanding Daniel 12:2 by appealing to more accurate translations. Actually the Hebrew seems
to separate sharply the two classes of resurrection. Tregelles following earlier Jewish commentators transated verse 2, “And
many from among the sleepers of the dust of the earth shall awake; these shall be unto everlasting life; but those the rest of

the sleepers, those who do not awake at this time, shall be unto shame and everlasting contempt.” 646 Robert Culver defends
this trandation by finding support in commentaries by Seiss, and Nathaniel West.

Thereis obviously no problem in the resurrection of the righteous at the second coming of Jesus Christ as premillenarians
and amillenarians generally agree on this point. By the beginning of the millennial kingdom, all the righteous dead already
have been raised. Pretribulationists believe that the church, the saints of the present age, are raised before the tribulation; and
if Old Testament saints are not raised before the tribulation, they will be raised after the tribulation, prior to the millennial
kingdom. Hence, there is no conflict with the statement of the righteous being raised at thistime.

The problem arises, however, in that the passage states that the resurrection will extend to “ some to shame and everlasting
contempt.” Here, premillenarians appeal to the clear distinction provided in Revelation 20 which states, after revealing the
resurrection of the righteous, “But the rest of the dead live not again until the thousand years were finished. Thisisthe first
resurrection” (v. 5). The resurrection of the wicked, the second resurrection, is revealed in Revelation 20:12-13. If the
resurrection of Revelation 20:5 and that of 20:12-13 are actual resurrections, fulfilling the prophecy of the resurrection of
Daniel 12, it makes very clear that there will be more than one resurrection. The confident assertion of amillenarians such as

Leupold that, “A dua resurrection is taught nowhere in the Scriptures’ 68 ajudgment which ignores obvious distinctions
in the Bible.

First of all, Jesus Christ rose from the dead, as even amillenarians agree. His resurrection is unquestionably separated in time
from the final resurrection. At the time of the resurrection of Christ, atoken resurrection of saints occurred as stated in
Matthew 27:52-53, “ And the graves were opened; and many bodies of the saints which slept arose, and came out of the
graves after his resurrection, and went into the holy city, and appeared unto many.” This also appears to be a genuine
resurrection. If the pretribulational position is correct, thereis also aresurrection of the church prior to the great tribulation.
In any event, anatural and normal interpretation of Revelation 20 would indicate that the resurrection of the righteous
occurred at the beginning of the thousand years and the resurrection of the wicked at the end of the thousand years (Rev
20:12-14). Only by spiritualizing this passage and making the first resurrection the new birth of the believer—rather
ridiculous in the context of Revelation 20:4 which speaks of martyred dead—can a genuine separation of the resurrection of
the righteous and the wicked be denied.

Accordingly, premillenarians consider the revelation to Daniel as a statement of fact that after the great tribulation and the
second coming of Christ many, of both the righteous and of the wicked, will be raised. It isnot at al unusual for the Old
Testament in prophecy to include events separated by a considerable span of time asif they concurred in immediate relation
to each other. The passing over of the entire present age—the period between the first and second advents of Christ—in such
passages as |saiah 61:1-2 isfamiliar to all expositors of the Old Testament. Here is another illustration. The righteous will be
raised according to thisinterpretation as areward for their faith and faithfulness, but the wicked who die are warned
concerning their final judgment. The setting off of the many who awake, into two classes by inference assumes that there
will be two resurrections with different destinies. Although this passage does not teach premillennialism expresdly, it is not
out of harmony with the premillennial interpretation.



In the understanding of this passage, a further difficulty arisesin the use of the term many. Here, expositors are divided as to
whether the word means precisely what it indicates, that is, “many, but not all,” or whether the word is here used in the sense
that all will be raised.

Leupold argues at some length that many means as a matter of fact in this passage “all.” He states, “There are also other
instances where ‘many* and ‘all’ are used interchangeably, the one emphasizing the fact that there are numerically many,

the other the fact that all are involved.”®% L eupold goes on to cite Matthew 20:28; 26:28; and Romans 5:15, 16 as casesin
. 650
point.

The fact is, however, that while in some cases all may also be “many,” it is aso true that in some cases many is not “all.”
Here, the precise expositor would prefer to let the text stand for itself, and the text does not say “all.” Although interpreting
many as “al” would be natural exegesis for amillenarians, it is of interest that Edward Y oung, also an amillenarian, does not
take this position. He says,

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, thisisforced 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 a thought that the salvation which isto occur at this
time will not be limited to those who are alive, but will extend also to those who lost their lives... 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.®!

Even Bevan states, as previously quoted, “Here, however, the resurrection is far from being universal; it includes ‘ many,’
not all, of the dead. That only Israelites are raised is not expressly stated, but appears probable from the context.” 62

From the standpoint of the pretribul ational interpretation of prophecy, which holds to aresurrection of the church before the
tribulation and therefore as preceding this resurrection, this passage can be taken quite literaly. As a matter of fact, if the
pretribul ationists are correct, there will be an extensive resurrection of the righteous at this point when Christ returns to
reign. Although it would be too much to say that this confirms pretribulationism,” it harmonizes with this interpretation
precisely. At the same time, Y oung is probably correct that the hope of resurrection is especially extended to the martyred
dead of the tribulation who are given special mention in Revelation 20:4.

The Reward of the Righteous

12:3 And they that be wise shall shine like the brightness of the firmament; and they that turn many to righteousness as the
starsfor ever and ever.

Following the resurrection of the righteous, their faithfulness in witness will be rewarded. It is significant that no mention is
made of the punishment of the wicked. Their resurrection will not occur until athousand years later, according to Revelation
20; and the final judgment at the great white throne will include the judgment of those who wickedly opposed Christ at His
second advent and who will be destroyed according to Revelation 19:17-21. The main point of Revelation 20 is that the
saints, whether living or dead, may look forward to a glorious reward at the conclusion of the great tribulation when Christ
returns.

From verse 2, it islearned that they will receive everlasting life. As Y oung states, “Thisis the first occurrence of this

expression in the OT.” ®53 | addition to receiving eterna life itself, those who are among the resurrection to everlasting life
will be rewarded by glorification. They are described as “wise” in that they were able to see through the unbelief and
wickedness of their generation and put their confidence in the unseen eternal values of their faith. They behaved themselves
wisely; that is, they were obedient to God. Because of this, their reward is that they will shine with the same glory as the
heavens and fulfill the same function to “declare the glory of God” (Ps 19:1). In anatural Hebrew parallelism, they are also



described as having turned “many to righteousness.” The lot of those who have influenced others to faith will aso beto
shine as the stars forever. In the background are the particul ar references to the fact that “they that understand among the
people shall instruct many” (Dan 11:33), fulfilled in the second century B.C., and reference to “them of understanding”
mentioned in Daniel 11:35, living in the same period. To limit this, however, to those in the reign of Antiochusis
unjustified, asthey areillustrations of faithful saintsin all ages.

Keil has summarized the teaching of this passage in these words: “ 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 thislife, have turned

many to righteousness, shall shine in the imperishable glory of heaven.” 654

The Conclusion of the Revelation

12:4 But thou, O Daniel, shut up the words, and seal the book, even to the time of the end: many shall run to and fro, and
knowledge shall be increased.

After experiencing the broad expanse of the revelation—beginning as it did with the kings of Persia, extending through the
Maccabean period, then leaping to the end of the age and the great tribulation, and including the resurrections and reward of
the righteous—Daniel is now instructed to “shut up the words, and seal the book.” In this statement, it is made plain that the
revelation, although enlightening and reassuring even to Daniel, was not intended primarily to interpret these eventsto him
alone. The prophecies thus revealed were to have primary application to those living in “the time of the end.” In fact, the
entire revelation, even the portions already fulfilled through Daniel 11:35, are designed to help those seeking to trust in the
Lord in their affliction at the climax of the age. It is significant that in the twentieth century, even though twenty-five
hundred years have elapsed, the prophecies of Daniel have never been more relevant to an attempt to understand the course
of history and impending future events.

The close of verse 4 with its statement, “many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased,” is difficult to
translate; and commentators have not been agreed as to its precise meaning. The familiar interpretation that this phrase refers
to increased travel in modern days certainly makes sense, as never in the history of the world has there been more travel.
However, in the context the search for knowledge seems to be the main idea. Montgomery interpretsit in the light of Amos
8:12, “ And they shall wander from seato 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.”®® John Calvin trandated it, “Many shall investigate, and knowledge shall increase.” %

Leupold interprets the verse to mean, “Many shall diligently peruse it, and knowledge shall be increased.” %57 |n the Hebrew
the word for “knowledge’ is haddadat, literally, “the knowledge,” that is, understanding of this long prophecy. Some
consider the sentence as referring to the eyes of areader running “to and fro” in reading the Word of God (cf. 2 Chr 16:9).
Whether or not physical wandering and travel isinvolved, the implication is that attempts to understand the truth will require
considerable effort.

Y oung agrees with Montgomery in finding the key in Amos 8:12 and states, “ The verb appears to describe avain travelling

about in order to discover knowledge.” 8 As Y oung goes on to explain, what the angel is saying to Dani€l is that for the

immediate future, attempts to understand these prophecies will be in vain, but in the time of the end, when these prophecies
will become especialy pertinent, additional understanding will be given. Accordingly, it is not too much to say that a
twentieth-century interpreter of Daniel may understand these prophecies with greater clarity and be able to relate them to
history in away that was impossible in the sixth century B.C. Thereis aso the intimation that the ceaseless search for
knowledge by men will often go unrewarded either because they do not look in the right place for it, or because their time
and circumstance does not justify their understanding of prophecy that does not immediately concern them. No doubt, those
living in the time of the end will have far greater understanding of these things than is possible today.

How Long Until the Time of the End



12:5-8 Then |, Daniel, looked and, behold, there stood other two, the one on this side of the bank of the river, and the other
on that side of the bank of the river. And one said to the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of the river, How
long shall it be to the end of these wonders? And | heard the man clothed in linen, which was upon the waters of theriver,
when he held up hisright hand and his left hand unto heaven, and sware by him that liveth for ever, that it shall be for a
time, times, and an half; and when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy people, all these things shall
be finished. And | heard, but | understood not: then said I, O my Lord, what shall be the end of these things?

At the conclusion of the vision Daniel, still observing the scene by the side of the river as in chapter 10, observes two
individuals, one on one side of the river and the other on the other. It may be assumed that the river is the Hiddekel (10:4),
that is, the Tigris, its more modern name. The individuals whom Daniel observes are probably angelic creatures, in keeping
with his experiencesin chapter 10. One of these asks the obvious question in the light of the great prophecies which have
just preceded, “How long shall it be to the end of these wonders?’ In verse 7, reference is made to “the man clothed in
linen,” apparently the same one described in verses 5 and 6 of chapter 10.

As Danidl observes, the man clothed in linen holds up his right hand and his left to heaven and swears by him that liveth for
ever,” no doubt areference to God, that the time factor involved in the time of the end is “for atime, times, and an half.”
Although the second angel does not participate in this revelation, it may be in keeping with the concept of two witnesses as
establishing a point (Deu 19:15; 31:28; 2 Co 13:1). The fact that the one making the statement rai ses both hands indicates
the solemnity of the oath. Ordinarily, only one hand was raised (Gen 14:22; Deu 32:40). The message is obviously delivered

on behalf of God and, to some extent, parallels the thought of Deuteronomy 32:40.%%°

Therevelation is further solemnized by the fact that the angel stands by the bank of the river, and the particular word for
river isthe word ordinarily used for the Nile River. As Y oung states, “There must be a reason for the choice of the word
trandated stream. As already indicated, it isthe 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

deliver His people.” 660

What is the meaning of the phrase a time, times, and an half. This expression, also occurring in Daniel 7:25, apparently
refers to the last period preceding the second coming of Christ which brings conclusion to the time of the end. Montgomery,

athough aliberal scholar, correctly stated the meaning when he wrote, “Here, 5:7, it isin the terms of 7:25, with the Heb.

equivalent of the Aram, there; i.e., three and a half years.” %11 other words, it isthe last half of the seven-year period of

Daniel 9:27 which culminates in the second advent. The expression time, is considered a single unit; times, as equivalent to
two units; and an half, a half unit. Adding these units amounts to three and one-half. Obviously, this expression would be
obscureif it were not for added light given in other passages and the further revelation given in this chapter. When the three
and a half years are fulfilled in them, as the prophecy states, “He shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the holy
people,” that is, it will be the period of terrible persecution of the people of Israel. The verb trandlated “ scatter” means “to

shatter,” allowing the tranglation, “when (they) finish shattering the hand (fig. for power) of the holy people.” %62 When the
persecution has run its course in God’ s time, and “all these things shall be finished,” the time of the end will be concluded.

Although Daniel heard the prophecy plainly, he states in verse 8 that he did not understand it. Daniel rephrases the origina
guestion asked by the angel in verse 6, and addresses the angel with the words, “O my Lord, what shall be the end of these
things?’ Danidl is stating his bewilderment in his effort to understand the revelations given concerning the consummation of
the time of the end.

The Concluding Explanation of the Angel

12:9-13 And he said, Go thy way, Daniel: for the words are closed up and sealed till the time of the end. Many shall be
purified, and made white, and tried; but the wicked shall do wickedly: and none of the wicked shall understand; but the wise



shall understand. And from the time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomination that maketh desolate
set up, there shall be a thousand two hundred and ninety days. Blessed is he that waiteth, and cometh to the thousand three
hundred and five and thirty days. But go thou thy way till the end be: for thou shalt rest, and stand in thy lot at the end of the

days.

Inverse 9, Daniel is once again informed that the revelation given to him will not be completely understood until the time of
the end. Daniel is not rebuked for his curiosity, asit is only natural to ask the questions which he raised. The primary
purpose of the revelation, however, was to inform those who would live in the time of the end. The confirming interpretation
of history and prophecy fulfilled would be necessary before the final prophecies could be understood.

However, in partial answer to Daniel’ s question, which concerned the purpose of the events revealed, the prophet is
informed in verse 10 that the time of the end will have atwofold result: first, it will result in the purification of the saints;
second, it will manifest the true character of the wickedness of the human heart. Likewise, understanding the events of the
time of the end will be possible for “the wise” who “shall understand,” but “none of the wicked shall understand.” The
understanding of prophecy peculiarly requires spiritual insight and the teaching of the Holy Spirit. Even though the
Scriptures describe in great detail the time of the end, it is obvious that the wicked will not avail themselves of thisdivine
revelation; but it will be a source of comfort and direction to those who are true believersin God. Divine revelation is often
given in such away that it is hid to the wicked even though it is understandable by those spiritually minded.

Inverses 11 and 12, two important revelations are given by way of clarification of the duration of the time of the end.
According to verse 11, a period of 1,290 days will elapse from the time that the daily sacrifice is taken away until the time of
the end is consummated. The time that the daily sacrifice is taken away is equated with “the abomination that maketh
desolate.” This expression originating in the revelation of Daniel 9:27 has reference to the stopping of sacrificesin the
middle of the seven-year period. The predicted event had its corresponding anticipation in the desolation of the temple by
Antiochus Epiphanes in the second century b.c. (Dan 8:11-14). That this event is future and not a reference to the historic
desecration by Antiochus is apparent from the prophecy of Christ in Matthew 24:15 where “the abomination of desolation,
spoken of by Daniel the prophet,” is given asasign of the great tribulation. From these passages, it is obvious that the last
three and a half years of the time of theend isin view.

Seiss summarizes this interpretation as follows,

Nor shall this state of things be only for afew days, weeks or months, but for full three and a half years. In not less than six
different places, and in almost as many different ways, is this declared in the prophecies, including both Testaments. It isfor
“atime and times and the dividing of time” (Dan. 7:25)—"1t shall be for atime, times, and ahaf” (12:7) — “the holy city
shall be tread underfoot forty and two months” (Rev. 11:2) — “the woman fled into the wilderness, a thousand two hundred
and threescore days’—for “atime, and times, and half atime’ (12:6, 14)—"and power was given him to continue forty and
two months’ (13:5). All these passages refer to one and the same period of oppression and trouble under the Antichrist, and
in each instance the measure is three and a half years, dating from the breaking of the league and the suspension of the daily
offering to the destruction of the monster by the revelation of Jesus Christ. Our Lord ministered on earth three and a half

years, and the Antichrist shall enact his Satanic ministry for the same length of time.®%®

The three and a half years of Daniel 9:27, however, are normally taken to be three and a half years or forty-two months of
thirty days each, following the custom of the Jews. Thiswould be only 1,260 days. The duration of the great tribulation as
forty-two months is confirmed by Revelation 11:2; 13:5, which is considered equivalent to the “time, times, and an half” of
Daniel 7:25 and 12:7. Why then are thirty days added to the 1,260 days? This question is further complicated by verse 12
which states that there is a special blessing for the one who attains to the 1,335 days. Thisis still another forty-five days
beyond the limit of verse 11.

Although Daniel does not explain these varying durations, it is obvious that the second coming of Christ and the
establishment of His millennial kingdom requires time. The 1,260 day period or precisely forty-two months of thirty days
each, can be regarded as culminating with the second advent itself. Thisisfollowed by several divine judgments such as the



judgment of the nations (Mt 25:31-46), and the regathering and judgment of Israel (Eze 20:34-38). These great judgments
beginning with the living on earth and purging out of unbelievers who have worshiped the beast, although handled quickly,
will require time. By the 1,335 days, or seventy-five days after the second advent, these great judgments will have been
accomplished and the millennial kingdom formally launched. Those who attain to this period are obviously those who have
been judged worthy to enter the kingdom. Hence, they are called * blessed.”

In any case, thereis no justification for the attempts to link this with Antiochus Epiphanes as Montgomery does.%®* Even

Zockler admits, “The troubled events of the Maccabean period, which might deserve notice as the points of the beginning

and the end of the historical equivalent of the three and a half years, do not present a satisfactory reason for such vacillating

predictions; for the exact period required cannot be found in that epoch, however its limits may be fixed.” 665 Here, as

throughout the book of Daniel, the expression the time of the end is the end of Gentile power, which obviously extends
beyond the present age to the second advent as anticipated in the prophecy of Christ in Matthew 24:15-31. The whole
approach of the liberal scholar attempting to treat Daniel as history and not prophecy, breaks down when the comprehensive
nature of Daniel’ s prophetic foreview is understood. The explanation of the additional time required to complete the transfer
from the time of the end to the time of the fifth kingdom no doubt did not help Daniel much. But in the light of New
Testament revelation, it provides the background for the transition from the great tribulation to the kingdom of peace and
righteousness on earth.

Anticipating that Daniel would not completely understand these additional revelations, the angel informs him, “But go thou
thy way till the end be.” The angel predicts that Daniel will “rest,” that is, die, and “stand in thy lot at the end of the days,”
that is, be resurrected in the resurrection of Daniel 12:2 and participate in the glorious triumph of Christ as the millennial
kingdom is inaugurated. Inasmuch as resurrected saints are declared to reign with Christ (e.g., Rev 5:10), it is conceivable
that Daniel, who reigned under Nebuchadnezzar and Darius the Mede, will be allocated a future executive responsibility in
the kingdom of Christ on earth for which his earthly experience could constitute a preparation.

This concluding revelation of Daniel’ s prophecy, acting as a capstone on all the preceding tremendous revelations,
establishes the book of Daniel as the greatest and most comprehensive prophetic revelation of the Old Testament. Its
counterpart in the New Testament in the book of Revelation provides the final word of God concerning the prophetic
program of the ages. In the light of world conditions today, which would seem to anticipate the fulfillment of Daniel’ s time
of the end, it is possible to understand Daniel today as never before in history. The hour may not be far distant when faithful
saintsin the midst of trial in the great tribulation will turn to these pages of Scripture and find in them the strength and
courage to remain true even though it mean a martyr’s death.

For Christians living in the age of grace and searching for understanding of these difficult days which may be bringing to a
close God' s purpose in His church, the book of Daniel, as never before, casts a broad light upon contemporary events
foreshadowing the consummeation which may not be far distant. If God is reviving His people Isragl politically, allowing the
church to drift into indifference and apostasy, and permitting the nations to move toward centralization of political power, it
may not be long before the time of the end will overtake the world. Many who look for the coming of the Lord anticipate
their removal from the earth’ s scene before the final days of the time of the Gentiles are fulfilled.

When the plan of God has run its full course, it will be evident then with even more clarity than at present that God has not
allowed aword to fall to the ground. As Christ said while on earth, “ Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in
no wise pass from the law, till al be fulfilled” (Mt 5:18).
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