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Prolegomena

There are so many commentaries on Daniel that it is valid to ask why
we need another one. What does this commentary contribute and how
is it differentiated from other works on Daniel? After two millennia of
exegesis, is another commentary necessary? Since Porphyry1 exegetes
have been forced into a priori positions regarding the dating of Daniel –
by either adopting an early date coinciding with Babylonian
provenance, a “real Daniel” and historical accuracy, or by adopting a
late date coinciding with Maccabean provenance, “pseudonymity” and
fiction (or at the very least ex eventu prophecy). The book of Daniel has
become the arena where conservative and liberal views encounter each
other with the unfortunate consequence that many commentaries
become either an exercise in apologetics/harmonisation or extreme
criticism.
This commentary has sought to break free from the constraints of the
conservative/liberal approaches and to avoid apologetics as far as
possible - the problem is viewed from different perspectives, not only
from that of a Jew enduring Babylonian captivity, but also from a postexilic Maccabean viewpoint and from the vantage point of first century
Christianity/Judaism. The methodologies that have proved most
effective in achieving these goals are those of canonical hermeneutics
In the Prologue of his commentary (P. 491) (617-618) Jerome (c. 347
– 420 AD) states; “Porphyry (a 3rd century Neo-Platonist philosopher)
wrote his twelfth book against the prophecy of Daniel, (A) denying
that it was composed by the person to whom it is ascribed in its title,
but rather by some individual living in Judaea at the time of the
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”. Jerome, Commentary on Daniel, (Translated by Gleason L.
Archer, Jr., Baker Book House, Grand Rapids: Michigan, 1958).
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/pearse/morefathers/files/jerome_daniel_02
_text.htm [cited August 2010]
1
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and canonical intertextuality. 2 The Prolegomena is intended to
function as both an introduction and an overview to the commentary
that follows – idea’s that will be discussed in detail in the individual
chapters, are painted here with large brush strokes to give the reader an
impression of the book. The danger is that the big picture will be
overwhelmed by the detail. Of more concern is obscuration of the big
picture by a failure to recognise “apocalyptic moments”.
Under “apocalyptic moments” we understand the temporal in-breaking
of divine sovereignty in the processes of history. This is not to deny
that God is always, and has always, exercised sovereignty over his
creation, but rather that at specific moments divine intervention is
openly manifest in events that transform the course of history. These
salvic acts are earth shattering events that confront human pride and
confound human wisdom – they declare the grace and demonstrate the
glory of an ever loving Father who will not be mocked. These
“apocalyptic moments” are not isolated events but form patterns, the
same way that throwing stones in a pond will create ripples – the
Passover deliverance from Egypt pointed forward to a greater Passover
deliverance – Christ the “First Fruits”. The crucifixion points forward
to an even greater deliverance. All these events together constitute the
“Day of the Lord”, thus each historical event takes on significance
beyond the mere temporal and spatial confines of the continuum of
history.
They are “eschatological markers”, snap-shots of the
consummation of history – the in-breaking of the kingdom of God in
the middle of history! Thus the veil of history is briefly drawn aside
and we are allowed a view of the end – an assurance that whatever
seems permanent is actually transient. The hiddenness of God is
Jordan Scheetz offers a helpful overview on the concepts of
intertextuality and canon criticism in the field of biblical studies. His
dissertation combines an examination of the theories of intertextuality
(Julia Kristeva), canon criticism (Brevard Childs, James Sanders), innerbiblical exegesis (Michael Fishbane), intratextuality (George Lindbeck),
and kanonische intertextuelle Lektüre (Georg Steins) and its application
to Daniel. Jordan Scheetz, The concept of canonical intertextuality and
the Book of Daniel, (Dissertation, Universität Wien. EvangelischTheologische Fakultät, Betreuer In: Loader, James Alfred,2009)
2
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revealed in an act of deliverance and judgement that anticipates the
end- an “apocalyptic moment”. The book of Daniel (God is Judge)
contains a sequence of such moments and care must be taken not to
confuse the “already” with the “not-yet” aspect of the visions, as the
visions all have supra-historical significance. The temporal “here and
now” is morphed in the prophecy with the “end” in anticipation of the
final consummation. The accusation of prophetic failure is in actuality
a failure of interpretation (the wise will understand) due to neglecting
the diachronic nature of apocalyptic literature.
The destruction of the image in Daniel 2 is an example of a prophecy
that had a first century fulfilment in an “apocalyptic moment” with the
crucifixion and resurrection of Christ. This is equalled by the first
century fulfilment of the Seventy Prophecy in Daniel 9 that anticipated
the destruction of the Second Temple. Elements within Second
Temple Judaism expected the end of the 490 year prophecy to
culminate with a final desolation and the revelation of the Messiah.
Jesus also employed Daniel 9 to warn of the imminent destruction of
Jerusalem and the sanctuary. Despite the importance of first century
realizations, both prophecies are not exhausted, but await
eschatological consummation.
Daniel ch.7 is not completely parallel with Daniel ch.2 – it forms a
prophetic digression, together with Daniel ch.8, which is fulfilled in the
events of the Antiochene crisis. The persecutions and sacrilege
perpetrated by the “little horn” (Antiochus Epiphanes) are another
“apocalyptic moment” that reveals the in-breaking of divine
sovereignty in the judgement of human affairs. Once again the
prophecy is not exhausted by events of the second century BC. The
judgement of Antiochus is depicted in eschatological terms and
significantly the “apocalyptic moment” described in Daniel ch.7 is
encountered in the NT with the Pauline description of the Man of Sin
and Johannine imagery of a composite seven-headed-ten-horned beast
in Revelation. This is not simply a recycling of familiar apocalyptic
imagery by the NT writers but an indication that the prophecies of
Daniel have significance beyond their initial fulfilments.
The book of Daniel cannot be interpreted in isolation. The
eschatological consummation of the prophecies can only be fully
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understood with help of the prophecy delivered by Jesus Christ – the
book of Revelation. Unfortunately the book of Revelation suffers from
the same interpretive malaise as Daniel – a failure to differentiate the
“apocalyptic moment” from the continuum of history that it
punctuates. A failure to recognise that both prophecies are concerned
with the Jewish nation combined with a failure to correctly
contextualise and therefore understand the initial fulfilment of the
prophecies.
Daniel defies easy classification as chs.1-6 are court tales and chs.7-12
are visions, the first six chapters are dominated by the third person
narrative style and the last six chapters are chiefly in a first person style.
This indicates a book that has two distinct components, however, a
facile division into two halves, with each part coming from a different
era is prevented by the bilingualism of the book, with Daniel ch.1 and
chs.8-12 written in Hebrew and Daniel ch. 2 and ch.7 written in
Aramaic. Daniel ch.7, which is pivotal to the “second half” of the
Book, is clearly linked with Daniel ch.2 (by language and theme).
Moreover, Daniel chs.1-12 is unified by intertextual use of Isaiah.
Therefore, the arrangement of Daniel into court tales and visions is
purely thematic and this is demonstrated by the unusual chronological
arrangement of the Book - with chs.1-5 commencing in the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar and ending in the reign of Cyrus and chs.6-12
commencing in the reign of Darius and also ending in the reign of
Cyrus.
The temple is the focal point of this exposition. A similar position is
adopted by Lebram, leading Collins to remark that, “Lebram’s main
argument is that the temple also plays a central role in Daniel and that
the disruption of the cult is the author’s primary concern. He [Lebram]
also argues that the periodization of history and the cosmic scope of
the book are priestly characteristics….Collins adds,…..It is not
apparent, however, that Daniel’s visions are dominated by the temple
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to the degree that Lebram claims. The great vision in ch.7 does not
refer to it explicitly.”3
While it is true that we do not have explicit reference to the temple in
ch. 7, Fletcher-Louis has proposed that the cultic setting of ch.7 is the
Day of Atonement, where the priest enters the sanctuary in a cloud of
incense – this has implications for “one like a son of man” entering
into the divine presence.4 When this observation is added to
Antiochus’ attempt to alter the cultic festivals5 (which are templecentric) and when this is placed in the wider context of the desecration
of the sanctuary in chs. 8-9 the conclusion becomes inescapable that
the temple and its liturgy are central elements to Daniel, with an
eschatological Jubilee Day of Atonement anticipated in order, “To
make reconciliation for iniquity” (Dan 9:24).
Even the court tales are related to the temple with the “temple vessels”
forming an “inclusio” (Dan 1:2; 5:23) on the Babylonian unit. The “ten
days” of trial experienced by Daniel (Dan 1:12) and his companions are
reminiscent of the “ten days of awe” proceeding the Day of
Atonement- considered by the Jews to be the most important temple
feast. This was a time of probation before the “books” (cf. Dan 7:10)
were opened. Moreover, this exegesis will seek to demonstrate that the
subtext of the court tales is the destruction of the temple – the burning
of the temple (cf. fiery trial in ch.3), the punishment of national pride
in the ‘house’ (cf. Nebuchadnezzar’s pride and subsequent madness in
ch.4) and the removal and restoration of the ‘daily’ (continual sacrifice)
in the temple (cf. Daniel punished for his continual service and
restored in ch.6). Daniel’s enigmatic time periods are not Maccabean
J. J. Collins, Daniel: with an introduction to apocalyptic literature,
(Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing,1984),37 referring to J.C.H. Lebram,
The background of Jewish Apocalyptic (London: Athlone Press,1978)
3

Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, “The High Priest as Divine Mediator in
the Hebrew Bible: Dan 7:13 as a Test Case”, (SBL Seminary Paper:
Oxford, England, 1997), 163
4

5

To change the times and law (Dan. 7:25)
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revisions of the ‘end’ but draw on intervals between the fast that
commemorates the destruction of the temple on the ninth of Ab and
important Jewish feast days that celebrate deliverance or atonement
some three-and-a-half years later.
From the perspective of the Golah (exilic community) the return under
Cyrus was only partially successful and was influenced by elements that
were agitating for an early return (cf. Jer.28:3). The seventy years of
Jeremiah are determined from the destruction of the temple (not
calculated from the beginning of the exile) and terminate in the reign of
Darius Hystaspis (Darius the Mede), who allowed the building of the
temple during the ministry of Zechariah and Haggai in the Persian
period, ensuring the temple was completed seventy years after it had
been destroyed (cf. Zech 1:12; 7:5). For this reason the Danielic
narrative skips the conquest of Babylon by Cyrus and proceeds directly
to the conquest of Babylon under Darius. This should not surprise us
because the history that Daniel presents is selective (as it is in the NeoBabylonian era) and subordinate to his theology, which is concerned
with the temple.
The importance of Darius to the restoration process is indicated by the
codification of the number sixty-two in the omen given in ch.5 to
Belshazzar as well as the ‘age’ of Darius (Dan 6:1) and the reuse of
‘sixty-two’ in the ‘Seventy prophecy’ (Dan 9:24-27). The cipher is
relevant because Nebuchadnezzar deported (581/2) the last contingent
of exiles (Jer. 52.30)…… sixty-two years prior to Darius Hystaspsis
taking power (520/1).
The restoration under Cyrus did not live up to the questionable
expectations imposed on the Isaiah prophecy concerning the ‘anointed’
(Isa 45:1) - it proved to be a disappointment as the temple was not
built during the reign of Cyrus.6 Commenting on the notion of delay
Gabriele Boccaccini states, “In its present form, the edict of Cyrus as
preserved in Hebrew (Ezra 1:1-4) or Aramaic (6:1-5) by the tradition of
Ezra is essentially a forgery or, more likely, a sort of free adaptation
elucidating the implications of Cyrus’ general decree for the Jewish
people”. Gabriele Boccaccini, Roots of Rabbinic Judaism: an
6
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in the context of the ‘Maccabean’ time periods of ch.12, Gabriele
Boccaccini states; “It is time to give back the notion of the delay of the
end to New Testament theology, from where it comes and to which it
properly belongs.”7 This is certainly true of the enigmatic time periods
(1260/1290/1335) of ch.12, which are not Maccabean ‘updates’ or
revisions of a delayed end. However, the motif of delay is central to the
‘Seventy Prophecy’8 as it is made clear to Daniel that final restoration
would not occur after Jeremiah’s 70 years, but would extend until the
completion of further desolations lasting a total of 490 years. Initial
indications suggest that the core of the book of Daniel was formulated
in the Persian era (from earlier material) to explain the supposed failure
of Jeremiah’s prophecy which was expected to be realized in the reign
of Cyrus.
The distance between the Persian and the Greek eras is bridged by the
dramas personae—the ‘princes’ (angels) of the nations that direct the
power-play of the kingdoms. Moreover, the 21 year interval between
the different conquests of Babylon (by Cyrus and Darius) is supported
by the angelic explanation of a 21 day delay (Dan 10:13). Significantly,
this 21 year delay in the Persian period, explained to Daniel at the
commencement of Cyrus’ reign, is used to introduce the turbulent
inter-testament struggles between the Ptolemaic and Seleucid dynasties
culminating in the great tribulation of ch.12. Therefore the concept of
postponement also informs the Hellenistic era and is attributed to the
concealed manipulations of the ‘princes’ of the nations…… for
centuries the kings of the north and south persisted to use the ‘glorious
land’ as a stage for their struggles, thus extending the ‘desolations’
beyond Jeremiah’s original seventy years and leading to further
desecrations of the temple.
intellectual history, from Ezekiel to Daniel, (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2002), 50
7

Gabriele Boccaccini, Roots,199

Daniel 9:19 - “O Lord, hear! O Lord, forgive! O Lord, listen and act!
Do not delay for Your own sake, my God, for Your city and Your
people are called by Your name.”
8
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The re-dedication of the temple by the Maccabees 420 years9 after the
destruction by Nebuchadnezzar was almost certainly regarded by the
Hasmoneans as a partial realization of Daniel’s Persian era “Seventy
Prophecy”. No doubt the next seventy years were expected to usher in
the end of Daniel’s 490 years. The Maccabees legitimized the rededication of the temple by elevating the nascent Persian era version
of Hanukkah10 to a national festival. However, the Hasmonean era did
not usher in the end of the 490 years - instead it saw the rise of Roman
power and ultimately the destruction of the Second Temple in AD 70.
Rabbinical Judaism adapted the prophecy by compressing the period
between the destruction of the first (586 BC) and second temples (AD
70) in the Seder Olam chronicle (a Jewish calendar ca. 160 AD), to a
mere 490 years thus effectively revising history by omitting 166 years
from the Persian era. With the removal of the temple cult in AD 70
attention was refocused on the codification of the oral traditions know
as the Mishna and the conclusion of the “Torah era” but this is hardly
a satisfactory realization of a prophecy that signified the in-breaking of
God’s rule on earth and promised, “To bring in everlasting
righteousness, To seal up vision and prophecy, And to anoint the Most
Holy” (Dan 9:24b).

The 420 year interval is a factor of 6x70 years, or of 2x210 years – the
former indicating that only one ‘seventy’ remained until the great Day
of Atonement and the latter finding correspondence with the 21 day
delay of Dan. 10:13.
9

The embryonic form of the ‘Feast of Lights’ (Hanukkah) originated
during the ministry of Haggai/Zechariah, (Hag 2:19, cf.v.10) with the
visionary symbol of lamps (Zech 4:2, 14) associated with the dedication
of the post-exilic temple during the reign of Darius. The Maccabees
were not averse to employing other Persian era feasts in order to
further their cause. For example, Nicanor was defeated........ “on the
thirteenth day of the twelfth month - which is called Adar in the Syrian
language - the day before Mordecai’s day [Purim] and from that time
the city has been in the possession of the Hebrews”. (2 Macc 15:3637). Notably the defeat of Nicanor occurred at Adasa which is very
similar to the Jewish name for Esther - Hadasah (Est. 2:7).
10
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Daniel also influences the eschatological narrative of the NT. The Loci
Citati Vel Allegati Ex Vetere Testamento lists 203 different references to
the book of Daniel in the New Testament.11 Most importantly the
Gospel trial narratives are influenced by Daniel, with Jesus and his
servant Stephen accused of attempting to destroy the temple and
change the customs (like Antiochus Epiphanes) provoking a Danielic
response to the high priest and the Sanhedrin indicating that Christ
himself (cf. “one like a son of man”), would act as their judge.
Significantly, the Lukan birth narratives are influenced by Daniel and
by the restoration prophets (Zechariah/Haggai). Calculations indicate
that Luke has the birth of John the Baptist occur during the feast of
Hanukkah (Hag 2:19, cf.v.10).12 Luke intertextually links Daniel with
the annunciation narratives of John and Jesus and this coincides with
the commencement of the last 70 years of Daniel’s 490 year prophecy.
John and Jesus function as the two ‘lights’13 of Zechariah’s prophecy.
Jordan Scheetz (2009:132) offers the following overview based on
Nestle-Aland; “From these 203 examples only 12 are listed as quotes.
All of the quotes are found in Gospels, are from the mouth of Jesus
(with the exception of Revelation 1:7), and are from only five verses in
the book of Daniel (3:6; 7:13; 9:27; 11:31; 12:11). From Daniel 3:6
there are two quotes (Mt 13:42, 50). From Daniel 7:13 there are six
quotes (Mt 24:30; 26:64; Mk 13:26; 14:62; Lk 21:27; Rev 1:7). From
Daniel 9:27 there is one quote (Mt 24:15). From Daniel 11:31 there are
two quotes (Mt 24:15; Mk 13:14). From Daniel 12:11 there is one
quote (Mk 13:14)”. Nestle-Aland, Novum Testamentum Graece, 27th ed.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993), 796-798.
11

12

This is discussed in Chapter 17: The Last Seventy

The two ‘lights’ of the Fourth Gospel are celestial (sun and moon),
fitting the creation language of the Prologue. However the typology
also draws on Hanukkah (Feast of Lights), which essentially
demythologizes the winter solstice. The Fourth Evangelist also adopts
Hanukkah (Dedication) as backdrop for the charge of blasphemy (John
10:22, 33cf.5:18) levelled at Christ, echoing the Maccabean death bed
confession of Antiochus Epiphanes (2 Macc.9:12). Although the birth
of the Baptist occurred during Hanukkah he was not the Messiah; “He
13
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Luke understands the birth of Christ as the dedication of a new temple
and is followed in this by the Fourth Evangelist, who has Jesus define
himself as the divine dwelling place - “Destroy this temple, and in three
days I will raise it up”. (John 2:19) The Gospel depictions of Christ and
his church are analogous with that of a temple (cf. “anoint the Most
Holy” in Dan. 9:24b) where the Father is worshipped in Spirit and
Truth (John 4:23). In order for the new temple to be validated the
old temple had to be removed. The Olivet prophecy completes the
Synoptic treatment of the Danielic temple topos with warnings of the
coming destruction of the sanctuary. Later NT writings, such as the
epistle to the Hebrews (that focuses on the status of the temple), also
warn of coming wrath. Therefore, the three-and-one-half year
Roman war that destroyed the Second Temple was understood by early
Christians as a partial realization of Daniel/Olivet that confirmed the
New Covenant and highlighted the New Sanctuary (Christ and his
church) as the true Temple.
The eschatological three-and-one-half year “martyr-witnessing” of
Revelation 11 also alludes to the Book of Daniel and to the restoration
prophets (Zechariah/Haggai). Commencing with the instruction to,
“Rise and measure the temple of God, the altar, and those who
worship there”. (Rev 11:1) Revelation 11 alludes to Persian era feasts;
the nascent Hanukkah (lamps, v. 4) and Purim (gifts, v.10) and to the
dedication of the temple at the fully developed Hanukkah of the
Maccabean era, where Rev.11:19 echoes the eschatological vision of
the Ark of the Covenant described in Maccabees (2 Macc.2:1-12). 14
The theme of Rev.11 is the dedication of a temple15 and an altar16
was the burning and shining lamp, and you were willing for a time
to rejoice in his light”. (John 5:35) “He himself was not the light; he
came only as a witness to the light”. (John 1:8)
2 Maccabees, when exhorting the readers to celebrate Hanukkah,
recounts how the ark was hidden by Jeremiah only to be revealed in an
eschatological vision: “Then the Lord will disclose these things, and the
glory of the Lord (i.e. the ark) will be seen in the cloud…”
14

Revelation 11 has many allusions to Psalm 30 (cf. The Psalm title: A
Song at the dedication of the house of David) and the 1260 days or 42
15

17

which is analogous with the measuring of worshipers as the
Apocalypse concludes with an eschatological city-temple, the “New
Jerusalem” in which the absence of a temple structure is
conspicuous - “But I saw no temple in it, for the Lord God Almighty
and the Lamb are its temple”. (Rev 21:22) Despite prolific Temple
imagery/liturgy occurring in the Apocalypse the impact has been
marginal on interpretive approaches and the topos is barely noted in
commentaries. Recently this neglect has been addressed (1997/1999)
by studies from Brigg17 and Spatafora(s),18 who investigate the use of
Temple imagery in apocryphal and OT sources and the subsequent
development of the Temple theme in the Apocalypse. The common
feature shared by these recent works is recognition of the importance
of temple imagery/liturgy in the Apocalypse, particularly the
importance of the Day of Atonement, a feature also noted by H. A.
months of the Book of Revelation find correspondence with Daniel’s
time periods (cf. the weight of the dedicatory gifts for the tabernacle
in Numbers 7 (2x1260 shekels) and the 42 generations between
Abraham and Christ enumerated in Matthew 1:17).
The altar is central to the temple in Rev 11. In Ezekiel’s temple the
altar also formed the architectural centre not the Holy of Holies.
Stevenson suggests: “This focus on the Altar expresses the
understanding that societal and cosmic well-being needs more than the
presence of YHWH, there is also need for a means of cleansing the
society and the cosmos from the effects of impurity” D. L. Stevenson,
The Vision of Transformation: The Territorial Rhetoric of Ezekiel 4048, (SBLDS 154; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996),40-41
16

Robert A. Brigg, Jewish Temple Imagery in the Book of Revelation,
(Studies in Biblical Literature, Vol 10: Peter Lang Publishing,1999)
17

Spatafora(s) observes that, “All other studies and commentaries
appear to analyse the individual recurrences, but they fail to see a
relationship between them”. Andrew Spatafora and Andrea Spatafora,
From the ‘Temple of God’ to God as the Temple: A Biblical
Theological Study of the Temple in the Book of Revelation,(Pontificia
Univ. Gregoriana:Italy,1997),7-9
18
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Whittaker.19 Therefore, Daniel, the Gospels and especially Revelation
are umbilically linked by temple thematic – they all long for the
restoration of true worship which encompasses the renewal of
creation, the cleansing from impurity and the dwelling of Yahweh
amongst his people.

H.A. Whittaker, Revelation: A Biblical Approach, (Lichfield: Staffs,
1973), 104-5
19

19

Chapter 1

The structure of Daniel
The book of Daniel has two distinct parts: a series of six narratives
(chapters one to six) and four apocalyptic visions (chapters seven to
twelve). The book is also divided by language with the introduction
(1:1 to 2:4a) written in Hebrew, followed by an Aramaic portion (2:4b
to 7:28) with the last section (chapter 8-12) written in Hebrew. The fact
that the division by language does not coincide with the division by
genre is considered perplexing.1 The narratives take the form of court
stories which focus on trials involving Daniel and his friends (chapters
one, three and six), and interpretation of royal dreams and visions by
Daniel (chapters two, four and five). In the second part of the book,
Daniel recounts his reception of dreams, visions and angelic
interpretations in the first person. A schematic overview of the internal
chronology that is encountered in the book of Daniel highlights the
discontinuities between the different units:
Daniel 1:1 In the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah,
Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came to Jerusalem and besieged it.2
Daniel 1:21 Thus Daniel continued until the first year of King Cyrus.

1

One would expect, for example, chapter 7 which belongs with the
apocalyptic visions of chapters 8-12, to also be in written in the
Hebrew language.
This suggests that Daniel underwent a training period of three years
that began with the reign of Nebuchadnezzar; however this is thought
to be incompatible with the chronological setting of chapter 2 which is
dated to Nebuchadnezzar’s second year. Alternatively, the authenticity
of the reading has been questioned as Papyrus 967 has the 12th year
instead of the 2nd year but this is most certainly a gloss. See Chapter 2:
The Chronology of Daniel 1:1-2 and 2:1
2

Ch.1: The Structure of Daniel

Daniel 2:1 Now in the second year of Nebuchadnezzar's reign,
Nebuchadnezzar had dreams; and his spirit was so troubled that his
sleep left him.
Daniel 3:1 Nebuchadnezzar the king made an image of gold, whose
height was sixty cubits and its width six cubits. He set it up in the plain
of Dura, in the province of Babylon.
Daniel 4:1 Nebuchadnezzar the king, to all peoples, nations, and
languages that dwell in all the earth: Peace be multiplied to you.
Daniel 5:1 Belshazzar the king made a great feast for a thousand of his
lords, and drank wine in the presence of the thousand.
Daniel 5:31 And Darius the Mede received the kingdom, being about
sixty-two years old.
Daniel 6:1 It pleased Darius to set over the kingdom one hundred and
twenty satraps, to be over the whole kingdom.
Daniel 6:28 So this Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius and in the
reign of Cyrus the Persian.
Daniel 7:1 In the first year of Belshazzar king of Babylon, Daniel had a
dream and visions of his head while on his bed. Then he wrote down
the dream, telling the main facts.
Daniel 8:1 In the third year of the reign of King Belshazzar a vision
appeared to me -- to me, Daniel -- after the one that appeared to me
the first time.
Daniel 9:1 In the first year of Darius the son of Ahasuerus, of the
lineage of the Medes, who was made king over the realm of the
Chaldeans -Daniel 10:1 In the third year of Cyrus king of Persia a message was
revealed to Daniel, whose name was called Belteshazzar.3
Daniel 11:1 Also in the first year of Darius the Mede, I, even I, stood up
to confirm and strengthen him.
If the chronological data is arranged in units delineated by the different
kings then a chiasmic grouping of chapters emerges (see the diagram
below). The schematic overview is demarcated by the first and last
mention of a king. For example the first unit NC is Nebuchadnezzar
in Dan1:1 until the first mention of Cyrus in Dan 1:21. The units are as
This seemingly contradicts Dan 1:21 where the career of Daniel
continues until the first year of Cyrus. The OG provides the alternative
reading “first year” for Dan 10.1.
3
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follows: NB, (Nebuchadnezzar-Belshazzar) DC, (Darius-Cyrus) BD,
(Belshazzar-Darius), CD (Cyrus-Darius). What becomes clear from
the schematic overview is that literary and theological considerations
take precedence over chronology. The chronology is not progressive
and sequential but is subordinated to the literary structure of the book.
Note the parallelism of themes. This chiasmic grouping of chapters
having the same themes has important implications when it comes to
the chapters containing prophecies (for example the 4 Empires). The
recurrent theme of the temple and the linking function of the number
62 which is codified in the omen to Belshazzar, in the “age” of Darius
and in the Seventy Prophecy, will be discussed anon. See the diagram
on the Chiasmic Structure of Daniel on the next page.
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The Chiasmic Structure of Daniel
NC
A. Demise of Judah-----Temple vessels removed
Chapter 1
B. Trial by Diet
Hebrew from
1.1 to 2.4a
C. Vision of 4 Empires (Neb’s image)
B. Trial by fire-----Temple burned
A. Demise of Babylon ---Vessels defiled

NB
Chapter 2-5
From 2.4a to
7.28 in Aramaic

62
DC
Chapter 6
Aramaic

BD
Chapter 7-9
From 8.1-12.13
in Hebrew

CD
Chapter 1012
Hebrew

B. Trial of Daniel in Persia------ 62
(Lion’s den)---Temple restored

C. Vision of 4 Empires
(Wild Beasts- chapter 7)
A. Demise of Persia rise of Greece
(Sacrificial beasts- chapter 8)
B. Trial of God’s people in the land-----62
(Little horn and 70x7 Prophecy: End of 70
years of exile (?) But 490 years of
desolations-------Temple desecrated

C. Vision of Hierophant
(21 year delay in restoration explained)
A. Demise of eschatological protagonist
(Destroyed in the land of Israel)
B. Trial of Gods people ----------True Temple revealed
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Chiastic or concentric structure is a common feature of ancient
Hebrew poetry and literature. The proposed structure has its focal
point in chapter 6. In the proposed schema the C-B-A grouping in the
first half of the book inverts to a C-A-B grouping in the latter half of
the book (see below). Whereas the emphasis in the first half of the
book is on the trial of God’s people followed by the demise of the
persecutor the emphasis in the second half falls firstly on the demise of
the world powers followed by a description of the trials – this is
presumably done to encourage God’s people by highlighting the
temporary nature of the world powers. Below is a comparison of the
proposed structure (C-B-A) with that of Lenglet (boxed) – note
Lenglet’s lack of correspondence with chapter 1.

A
B

Chapter 1- Exile and the questions it raises: story
Chapter 2- A vision of four empires
Chapter 3- A trial of faithfulness and a marvellous
deliverance

C
B
A

Chapter 4- An omen interpreted and a king
challenged and chastised
Chapter 5- An omen interpreted and a king
challenged and deposed

B

Chapter 6- A trial of faithfulness
and a marvellous deliverance

C
A
B
A

Chapter 7- A vision of four empires

C

B
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The chiastic structure of chapters 2 - 7, originally identified by A.
Lenglet in 1972,4 is widely accepted by scholars; Lenglet noted that
chs.2-7 form a chiastic structure in which 2 and 7 are related by the
four-kingdom schema, 3 and 6 are tales of deliverance, and 4 and 5
offer critiques of the kings. Gooding traced a structure that balances
chapters 1-5 with 6-12, 5 however, Collins remarks that, “the argument
of Gooding, that the book should be divided at 6:1, fits neither the
formal nor the linguistic data”.6 William H. Shea suggests that the book
of Daniel was composed as a double chiasm, but his proposal is also
not generally accepted in scholarship.7 On the other hand, John Collins
argues that chapter 7 is an interlocking device which unifies chapters 16 with the four visions of 7-12.8 The judgement scene in chapter 7
anticipates the end of the book where it is expanded in Dan 11:36-12:4;
the book which God opens is only mentioned in Dan 7:10 and Dan
12:1. Paul Raabe9 identifies Dan 9:24-27 as the midpoint of chapters 7-

A.D. Lenglet, “La structure litteraire de Daniel 2-7,”Biblica 53
(1972):169-190
4

David W. Gooding, “The Literary Structure of the Book of Daniel
and its Implications,” Tyndale Bulletin, 32: 1981, 43-79.
5

J. J. Collins, Daniel,(Forms of the Old Testament Literature, Ed.,
Rolf, P. Knierim, Gene , M. Tucker: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company,1984),28
6

William H. Shea, “The Prophecy of Daniel 9:24-27”, in The Seventy
Weeks, Leviticus, and the Nature of Prophecy,(ed. F. Holbrook, Daniel
and Revelation Committee Series, Vol. 3, Review and Herald
Publishing Association,1986)
7

J. J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel, Harvard
Semitic Monograph 16, (Missoula, Montana :Scholars Press, 1977),1119
8

P. Raabe, “The Structure of Daniel”: Evangelical Theological Society:
36th National Conference, 1984, Moody Bible Institute, Chicago,
9
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12 with similar motif’s to Dan 11:36-12:4. He also detects a significant
chiasm in the middle of chapters 2-7 where the usual order of
kingdom/dominion10 is reversed in 4:34 - this produces a symmetrical
pyramidal structure:
2

-- Kingdom of God
4-5

7

--

Kingdom of God

-- Antichrist, Kingdom of God
9:24-27
11:36-12:4

-- Antichrist, Kingdom of God
-- Antichrist, Kingdom of God

(Publisher: Theological Research Exchange Network, Portland:
Oregon,1984:1-8) http://www.tren.com [cited Sept 2008]
For convenience we list the following primary references to kingdom,
dominion and everlasting:
10

2:44-- a kingdom which shall never be destroyed....shall stand forever
4:3-- everlasting kingdom, and His dominion....
4:34-- everlasting dominion, and His kingdom.....
5:21--rules in the kingdom of men, and appoints over it whomever He
chooses
6:26--kingdom...not be destroyed...dominion...endure to the end
7:14--everlasting dominion…….
7:18--saints...receive kingdom...posses….forever and ever
7:27--everlasting kingdom…..
9:24--everlasting righteousness……
12:2 --saints...everlasting life....everlasting contempt…
12:3 --saints...shine as the stars forever and ever…
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Conclusion
Although nuances in the structure may be debated it is undeniable that
literary and theological considerations take precedence over
chronology. This has important implications for the way that the book
of Daniel presents history.
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Chapter 2

Trial by Diet
Scholarship generally respects the genre created by Lee Humphreys
and John J. Collins in classifying Daniel 1-6 as “court tales”1–
recognizing the subcategories of “conflict stories” (how courtiers
survive in the midst of jealousies; chapters 3 and 6) and “contest
stories” (how courtiers sometimes excelled in contests with their peers;
chapters 2, 4, 5). While comparison with similar A.N.E. literature is
useful the narrow focus on the literary characteristics of individual
stories is in danger of losing connections with the larger narrative
context.
Daniel 1 introduces the characters and therefore sets the scene for the
“court tales” that follow in the next six chapters – it is a mistake to
regard Daniel 1-6 as somehow unrelated to the “apocalyptic” material
in Daniel 7-12 (whether or not one regards Daniel as a composite work
with a history of development).

1

John J. Collins, “The Court-Tales in Daniel and the Development of
Apocalyptic,” Journal of Biblical Literature 94 (1975): 218–34; W. Lee
Humphreys, “A Life-Style for Diaspora: a Study of the Tales of Esther
and Daniel,” Journal of Biblical Literature 92 (1973): 211–23; Susan
Niditch and Robert Doran, “The Success Story of the Wise Courtier: a
Formal Approach,” Journal of Biblical Literature 96 (1977): 179–93. Hans
Peter Müller, “Märchen, Legende Und Enderwartung: Zum
Verständnis Des Buches Daniel,” Vetus Testamentum 26 (1976): 77–98;
Lawrence M. Wills, “The Jew in the Court of the Foreign King:
Ancient Jewish Court Legends”, (HDR 26; Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1990), 10-11; and Lawrence M. Wills, “The Jewish Novel in
the Ancient World”, (Myth and Poetics; Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1995).

Ch.2 (Dan.1): Trial by Diet

Daniel and his friends

Daniel and his friends were young men of royal descent when they
were exiled to the court of Nebuchadnezzar. They were probably about
12-13 years old and therefore “sons of the law” (bar-mitzvah). The
prophet Isaiah warned Hezekiah that some of his sons would become
eunuchs in the palace of the king of Babylon (Isa 39:7) and therefore
some commentaries suggest that Daniel and his protégés were
castrated before they were put into the care of the chief eunuch.
Others highlight that the young men were “without blemish” (Dan 1:4)
and this probably rules out castration which would exclude them from
the congregation of the Lord (cf. Deut 23:1).

Trial by Diet

Daniel’s refusal of the king’s fare has been much discussed in the
commentaries and the reasons usually offered for their refusal are cultic
purity2 or asceticism.3 However, neither reason adequately explains
Daniel’s stance, or the wider implications of his choice. The royal wine
was not ritually unclean and Daniel most certainly could have chosen
food from the royal menu that was acceptable.4
Although cultic purity forms an important element in Daniel’s refusal
to eat royal fare it is not the central reason for his actions. Textual
markers indicate that at the heart of his refusal is loyalty to the
covenant relationship established at Sinai. Daniel 1:9 informs us that,
The food was unclean according to Jewish law or not properly
slaughtered (i.e., not blooded or strangled) or because the food was
first dedicated to the Babylonian gods.
2

Josephus attributes the decision to Daniel’s desire “to live austerely”
and specifies abstinence from meat.
3

Even if the food was initially dedicated to idols before being
distributed for consumption this need not have raised undue
objections as the example of Naaman the Syrian demonstrates in his
request not to be condemned when he is forced to accompany the king
during worship (2 Kings 5:18).
4
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“God had brought Daniel into the favour and goodwill of the chief of
the eunuchs”. It is clear that the chief of the eunuchs is acting as God’s
agent, in other words the eunuch is an instrument and his attitude
towards Daniel (favour and goodwill) reflects the divine attitude
towards Daniel.5 The Hebrew phrase, ~ymxrlw dsxl (favour and
goodwill) is a relational phrase that describes God’s covenant love
towards his people. In this phrase covenant faithfulness and mercy, dsx
(Heºsed) is combined with tender love, ~xr (raHámîm). The Hebrew
rhm is derived from the Hebrew for womb where tender care for the
unborn infant occurs and stands metaphorically for compassion and
tender love. So Daniel who is later addressed as “greatly beloved”
(Dan. 9:23; 10:11, 19) is now a recipient of tender love and mercy from
God via his agent “the chief eunuch” demonstrating that divine
covenant faithfulness towards his people has not been extinguished by
the exile.
The next point of interest is the emphasis on Israelite heritage
(“children of Israel”, v.3) before Judean descent (“sons of Judah”, v.6)
indicating that the tribe of Judah is a subset of the larger covenant
community “Israel”. The key to the story is the ratification of the
covenant relationship with Israel which is described in Exodus 24.
In Exodus 24 the nobles of Israel eat and drink with God and the
covenant is ratified when the people are sprinkled with the blood of
the sacrifices made by the young men. Daniel 1 has numerous
intertextual links with this narrative, particularly with the Septuagint
version where the Greek evpile,ktwn (Dan. 1:3) usually translated as
nobles6 is used for the first time in Exodus 24:11. Similarly the phrase,

Another example of this is Neh 1:11, where God gives a person
raHámîm in the sight of another (more powerful) person; “I pray, and
grant him (thy servant Nehemiah) mercy (raHámîm) in the sight of this
man (the king).”
5

Literally the Greek means ‘chosen ones’ the Hebrew employs two
different words in these passages both translated as ‘nobles’ in the NKJ
but whereas the Hebrew of Ex 24:11 is related to a legume that implies
6
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“the children of Israel” is employed in Ex. 24:11 and Dan. 1:3.
Whereas the young men of Israel offered sacrifices (Ex. 24:5) the
young men of Daniel have no blemish (Dan. 1:4) metaphorically
indicating that they are the sacrifice. The trials of the young men in the
following chapters amply demonstrate their willingness to self-sacrifice
when their covenant faith is threatened.
And Daniel purposed in his heart, that he
would not defile himself with the king’s
table, nor with the wine of his drink: and he
intreated the chief of the eunuchs that he
might not defile himself (Dan 1:8 LXE).
Daniel was determined not to defile himself. The Hebrew verb for
defile or pollute lg (g’l) occurs eleven times in the OT.7 Richard E.
Averbeck notes that, “The LXX uses several different roots to render
this term in the OT, but the most common is alisgō, pollute. The root
occurs only 1x in the NT (as a nom. alisgēma) in the Jerusalem Council
letter to the Gentile believers in the churches, instructing them to,
among other things, “abstain from food polluted by idols” (Acts
15:20).8 The nobles of Israel shared a covenant meal with God and had
“table fellowship” with Him9. The “table” of the Lord is idiomatic for
the sacrificial altar of the Lord and the term table is found in
conjunction with pollute (defile) four times10 in the Greek versions.11
separation, the Hebrew translated ‘nobles’ in Dan 1:3 is of Persian
origin.
7

Or twelve times depending on how one reads Job 3:5a

8

Richard E. Averbeck , (NIDOTTE, vol 1), 794-5

The Hebrew uses the plural Elohim – indicating that Exodus 24 has
fellowship with angels in mind including the one who bore the Yahweh
name.
9

10

Sir 40:39 LXT – pollutes/table (avlisgh,sei/tra,pezan), Mal 1:7, 12 LXT
- polluted/table (hvlisghme,nh/tra,peza), Dan 1:8 LXT - defile/banquet
(avlisghqh//dei,pnw|), Dan 1:8 OG - defile/table (avlisghqh//tra,peza)
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Sirach 40:29 (RSV) could almost be a commentary on Daniel 1:8;
“When a man looks to the table of another, his existence cannot be
considered as life. He pollutes himself with another man’s food, but a
man who is intelligent and well instructed guards against that. The
service of the young men had been prepared by divine instruction (Dan
1:17) and the issue is not simply one of cultic purity (although that is
also in play) but of dependence on another man’s table. The Israelites
were already in table fellowship with Yahweh. They had been sprinkled
12 with the blood of the covenant and Daniel did not want to be
dependent on the table of the king otherwise “his existence cannot be
considered as life.” (cf. Deut 30:19 “choose life, that both you and your
descendants may live”)
There were limits to the exiles desire to assimilate – they may well have
appropriated the learning and culture of Babylon (to a certain extent)
and achieved appointment to high office but the faithful refused to
fully integrate in the knowledge that they were still in covenant

The defilement of the altar by Antiochus and rejection of the
covenant by many Hellenized Jews no doubt influenced the translation.
11

The meaning of the chief eunuch’s name Ashpenaz is given as “I will
make prominent the sprinkled” (BibleWorks for Windows release
1998/2000 look up facility on H828 using Thayer’s Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament and “BDB” (Brown-Driver-Brigg’s
Hebrew Definitions) but the etymology is obscure and still debated.
According to Gesenius it derives from a cognate of the Persian for
horse and the Sanskrit for nose (meaning horse’s nose). Some
Lexicon’s do not regard Ashpenaz as a proper name, but rather a
general term for “innkeeper” from the Old Persian ašpinja, however,
the ancient versions along with most English versions understand the
term to be a name (See J. J. Collins, Daniel, Hermeneia, 127, n. 9 and
p.134).
12
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relationship with Yahweh and not dependant on man’s table.13 The
vessels of Yahweh may well have been in Nebuchadnezzar’s possession
and the covenant people of Israel/Judah his captives but Yahweh was
sovereign and the children of Israel still his subjects.
It is suggested that the ten day period of Daniel’s trial is not randomly
chosen but is based on the “days of awe” the ten day period between
the Jewish New Year and the Day of Atonement. This was regarded a
time of probation during which the fate of the righteous and the
wicked were sealed. At the end of the period the “books” were opened
and judgement occurred on the great Day of Atonement. As Daniel is
concerned with eschatological Atonement (cf. Dan 9:24) and with the
opening of the books (cf. Dan 7:10) it is reasonable to assume that the
ten day trial reflects this significant period – in other words the exilic
community was on probation until the great day of judgement –
reflected in the meaning of Daniel’s name; God is (my) judge.
The names of Daniel’s friends reflect ongoing divine care – despite
divine judgement; Yahweh is gracious (Hananiah) and helps (Azariah)14
his people – in the words of Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 3:29), there is no
other God who can deliver like this” (Mishael).15 Despite the
Babylonian penchant for renaming captives, 16 the exiles were still
citizens of the kingdom of heaven.

Presumably this is meant to contrast with Jehoiachin who was
restored to the table of the king of Babylon after languishing in prison
for 37 years (Jer 52:31-34) meanwhile Daniel would still be eating pulse
and drinking water (prison food?).
13

The grace (favour) and help that God bestows on the exiles is
demonstrated through the attitude of the chief eunuch who acts as a
proxy or agent of the divine will.
14

Mishael (who is what God is?) is a similar form to the name of the
angel Michael (who is like God?)
15

See the article by T. Gaston, “Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-Nego”
in The Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation,(eds., A.
16
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New Testament use of Daniel 1

Many of the themes in Daniel 1 are echoed in Acts chapter 6. The
chapter commences with concerns about the diet of the Greek widows
(serving tables, v.2) and progresses to describe the Spirit that animated
Stephen in terms similar to Daniel.17 Finally the description of Daniel’s
countenance is reminiscent of Stephen’s visage.18 The narrative in Acts
seeks to emphasise that Stephen refused the “table” of Judaism19
because (like Daniel) he preferred the table of the Lord:
“We have an altar from which those who
serve the tabernacle have no right to eat”
(Heb 13:10).

The Chronology of Daniel 1:1-2 and 2:1
In the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim
king of Judah, Nebuchadnezzar king of
Perry and P. Wyns Annual 2008, Willow Publications,2008),178-185
online@ http://christadelphian-ejbi.org [cited April 2010]
Acts 6:10; “They were not able to resist the wisdom and the Spirit by
which he (Stephen) spoke”; compare, Dan 1:20; “And in all matters of
wisdom and understanding about which the king examined them, he
found them ten times better than all the magicians and astrologers who
were in all his realm”, and Dan 4:18; “the Spirit of the Holy God is in
you”.
17

Dan 1:15; “And at the end of ten days their features appeared better
and fatter in flesh than all the young men who ate the portion of the
king’s delicacies”. Acts 6:15; “And all who sat in the council, looking
steadfastly at him, saw his face as the face of an angel”.
18

Compare Smyrna who had “tribulation ten days” brought on by
those “who say they are Jews and are not, but are a synagogue of Satan”
(Rev 2:8-11).
19
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Babylon came to Jerusalem and besieged it.
2. And the Lord gave Jehoiakim king of
Judah into his hand, with some of the
articles of the house of God, which he
carried into the land of Shinar to the house
of his god; and he brought the articles into
the treasure house of his god. (Daniel 1:1-2)
Now
in
the
second
year
of
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, Nebuchadnezzar
had dreams; and his spirit was so troubled
that his sleep left him. (Dan 2:1)
From the very first verse the book of Daniel challenges the reader with
interpretive problems. According to Porteous, “the very first statement
in chapter 1 can be shown to be inaccurate.”20 Although it is
acknowledged that Daniel often subordinates history to theology the
charge of inaccuracy is unwarranted.
Many of the perceived chronological and interpretive problems are
caused by insufficient appreciation of oriental material – from biblical
sources and from extra-biblical sources (which for some reason are
often considered more reliable). For example the year of a king’s reign
can be counted from the New Year before his accession, from the
accession itself, or from the next New Year.21 The problem is further
complicated by the existence of two New Year’s one in Nisan and one
in Tishri. Are events dated from the civil or the religious New Year?
The question is still debated with Clines recently arguing for a New
Year in Nisan (March-April)22 and the eminent Israeli historian A.
N. Porteous, Daniel, A Commentary, Old Testament Library,
(London, 1965), 25
20

The fall of Jerusalem is dated in Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year
(Jer 52:29) or in his nineteenth (2 Kings 25:8; Jer 52:12)
21

D.Clines in the Australian Journal of Biblical Archaeology 2 (1972),934; Journal of Biblical Literature 93 (1974), 22-40
22
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Malamat opting for the autumn month of Tishri (SeptemberOctober).23 Thus it is conceivable that an event dated to the third year
of Jehoiakim in one source can be equivalent to the fourth or even the
fifth year of Jehoiakim in another source. It is also possible that a
prophetic book contains material from two different sources
containing two different dating systems.

The critical problem can be summarised as
follows:

Nebuchadnezzar only became king in the fourth year (not third) of
Jehoiakim (Jer. 25:1). His accession occurred after defeating Pharaoh
Necho at the battle of Carchemish (Jer. 46:2) in 605 BC which decided
the fate of Judea - formerly a province under Egyptian vassalage. At
the time of the battle of Carchemish Nebuchadnezzar was crown
prince (not king) and shortly after the battle Nebuchadnezzar’s father,
Nabopolassar, died necessitating that he travel post haste to Babylon in
order to be crowned leaving no time for a siege of Jerusalem. The
Babylonian records do not record a siege of Jerusalem in 605 BC nor
do they record the deportation of Jehoiakim to Babylon. The problem
is compounded by a reference to the fifth year of Jehoiakim in
Jeremiah (Jer. 36:9), who is still seemingly independent of Babylon a
year after the battle of Carchemish. The critical view is that the
deportation of Jehoiakim to Babylon (Jehoiakim died in Judea) was
confused with the later siege and deportation of Jehoiachin24 and that
A. Malamat, “The Twilight of Judah: In the Egyptian-Babylonian
Maelstrom,” in Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 28, Congress Volume:
Edinburgh, 1974 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 124 and n. 2.
23

The “Jerusalem Chronicle”(ABC 5) records the following on the
Reverse of the cuneiform tablet; 11'. In the seventh year (598/597),
the month of Kislîmu, the king of Akkad mustered his troops, marched
to the Hatti-land, 12'. and besieged the city of Judah and on the second
day of the month of Addaru he seized the city and captured the king
(Jehoiachin). The date in 2 Kings 24:12 (the eighth year of
Nebuchadnezzar) is contradicted by this chronicle and in Jeremiah (Jer.
52:28), which both state that it was the seventh year. See Appendix 1
Chapter 2: : The Jerusalem Chronicle
24

Ch.2 (Dan.1): Trial by Diet

the three year submission of Jehoiakim to Nebuchadnezzar and
subsequent raids described in 2 Kings 24:1-2 has been confused with a
siege at the beginning of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (for Daniel this
becomes a siege in the “third” year of Jehoiakim). Thus the first
capture of Jerusalem was ante-dated to the third year of Jehoiakim and
the author of Daniel either mistakenly confused or deliberately
manipulated his sources in 2 Chron. 36:6-7 and 2 Kings 24:1-2. To this
critics add the “problem” of Daniel 2:1 dated to the second year of
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign - this does not fit comfortably with the three
year training period normally required for royal service (Dan. 1:5,18) or
with the context of chapter 1 where Daniel is introduced to
Nebuchadnezzar, whereas in chapter 2 Daniel is unknown to
Nebuchadnezzar.

Proposed solutions:

Firstly, neither biblical nor extra biblical sources require that Jehoiakim
was actually taken to Babylon. Careful reading of Daniel 1:1-2 shows
that although (some of) the temple vessels were carried to Babylon this
does not necessarily include Jehoiakim himself.25 Secondly, a
discrepancy
of
one
year
between
different
sources
(Jeremiah/Kings/Daniel) can hardly be considered an objection, as the

The actual “exile” of Jehoiakim occurred some 3 years later when he
rebelled against Nebuchadnezzar but even then the facts are obscure
for 2 Chron. 36:6 suggests that he did not reach Babylon; the record
states that Nebuchadnezzar “bound him in fetters to carry him to
Babylon” in the LXX version of the parallel account in 2 Chron. 36:8 a
comment is added, “he was buried in the garden of ‘Uzza”, this is
where possibly the two worst kings, Manasseh (2 Kgs. 21:18) and
Amon (21:26) were buried. This seems to contradict Jeremiah who
predicted that he would receive “the burial of an ass” with his body
exposed to the elements (Jer. 22:19; 36:30). One can speculate that
when he died en-route to Babylon his body was cast by the wayside,
until the remains were gathered by relatives and interned some time
later.
25
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third/fourth year of Jehoiakim can easily refer to the same year.26 The
same can be said of the chronological contradiction between Daniel
1:5, 18 and 2:1, for although Daniel received three years training but
was presented to Nebuchadnezzar after two years the periods in
question may be the same. Driver observes, “If parts of years are
counted as full units, and if the reign of Nebuchadnezzar is post-dated
in the Babylonian fashion so that the “first year” is not the accession
year but the following one, then the data of chaps. 1 and 2 may be
compatible.”27 So the “contradictions” are able to be reconciled, but
only if the first year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign is the year in which
Jerusalem surrendered – but this is considered implausible by the
critics. The denouements in Dan.1:18-20 and 2:45-49 would then refer
to the same events. Nebuchadnezzar’s dream would then be
synchronous with Jehoiakim burning Jeremiah’s scroll, contrasting the
unfaithfulness of the Judean king with Nebuchadnezzars recognition of
Yahweh’s sovereignty.
However, we would expect Nebuchadnezzar to consolidate his
position as soon as possible after defeating Egypt. The battle of
Carchemish changed the balance of power in Syria-Palestine and
Nebuchadnezzar would seek to dominate the region as soon as he was
crowned. Although extra-biblical sources do not specifically mention a
siege of Jerusalem in Nebuchadnezzar’s first year the Jerusalem
Chronicle does mention several aggressive incursions into the region
during the reign of Jehoiakim:

See, Thiele of the University of Chicago on this point: “605 -3rd year
of Jehoiakim- Nebuchadnezzar at Jerusalem -Daniel 1:1”, (Thiele,
Edwin R., The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, page 183; cf. also
pp. 182 on the date of his reign, and p. 186. Jehoiachin of Judah (r.
598-597) was taken into captivity in the 8th year of Nebuchadnezzar
according to 2 Kings 24:12; Thiele dates this event accordingly to 597
BC. These dates are not generally disputed.
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Samuel Driver, The Book of Daniel,(The Cambridge Bible for
Schools and Colleges: Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1900),17
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11. and on 1 Ululu (7 September) he sat on the royal
throne in Babylon. 12. In the accession year
Nebuchadnezzar went back again to the Hatti-land and
until the month of Šabatu (January/February) 13.
marched unopposed through the Hatti-land; in the month
of Šabatu he took the heavy tribute of the Hatti-territory
to Babylon. (Obverse of the Cuneiform tablet)
Both the neo-Assyrian and the later neo-Babylonian historical records
consider Phoenicia, Philistia, and Syria-Palestine as part of Hatti, the
regional name formerly used to denote only Anatolia and northern
Syria. The third book of Berossus’ Babylonian history28 also suggests that
Nebuchadnezzar settled the fate of Judea immediately after the battle
of Carchemish.
“When his father Nabopolassar heard that the satrap
appointed over Egypt and the districts of Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia had revolted from him, being no longer himself
able to endure hardships, he placed a part of his force in
charge of his son Nebuchadnezzar, who was in his prime,
and sent him out against this satrap. Then
Nebuchadnezzar engaged the rebel, defeated him in a
pitched battle and brought the country which was under
the other’s rule into his own realm. As it happened, his
father Nabopolassar fell ill about this time in the city of
Babylon and departed this life after a reign of twenty-one
years. Being informed, not long after, of his father’s
death, Nebuchadnezzar settled the affairs of Egypt and
the other countries and also gave orders to some of his
friends to conduct to Babylon the captives taken among
the Jews, Phoenicians, Syrians and peoples of Egypt with
the bulk of his force and the rest of the booty, while he
himself, with a small escort, pushed across the desert to
Babylon. There he found the government administered by
Berossus’ own account is lost, but it was summarized by the Jewish
historian Flavius Josephus in his Against Apion 1.133-39 and in his
Jewish Antiquities 10.11.1
28
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the Chaldeans and the throne preserved from him by the
ablest man among them; and on becoming master of his
father’s entire realm, he gave orders to allot the captives,
when they came, settlements in the most suitable districts
of Babylonia.”
Berossus’ account leads F.F. Bruce to the conclusion that
Nebuchadnezzar pursued Necho to the border of Egypt. Bruce states;
“In view of the fact that Jehoiakim was Necho’s vassal and that Judah
was practically an appendage of the Egyptian Empire, it would be
surprising if Judah were not one of “the other countries” whose affairs
Nebuchadnezzar “settled” before going back to Babylon. Daniel and
his companions would then be among the “captives taken among the
Jews” whom Nebuchadnezzar ordered his friends to conduct to
Babylon by the normal route while he himself hastened home by a
short cut”. 29 Jehoiakim reigned for a total of eleven years, as far as can
be ascertained the facts suggest the following:
Jehoiakim
Vassalage to

Vassalage to

Unsettled

EGYPT

BABYLON

Independence

609-605

605-602

602-598

4 Years

3 Years

4 Years

B.C. 609-598=11 years
The burning of Jeremiah’s scroll occurred in the 5th year of Jehoiakim
and this would be equivalent to the second year of Nebuchadnezzar
(Dan. 2:1). At this time Jehoiakim was not independent but was a
vassal under Babylon. He was obviously contemplating rebellion and
the scroll was a warning that Nebuchadnezzar would destroy the city if
such a course of action was followed. After 3 years vassalage under
F.F. Bruce, “Daniel’s First Verse,” The Bible Student ns 21.2 (April
1950: 70-78),74
29
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Babylon Jehoiakim rebelled and suffered an unsettled independence
during which he was attacked by Babylonian allies (2 Kings 24:1-5)
until Nebuchadnezzar himself quelled the rebellion. He was replaced
by Jehoiachin who was deported to Babylon after approximately 3
months.
4 th of Jehoiakim
(Jer. 46:2)
3rd of Jehoiakim
(Dan. 1:1)
1 st year of
Nebuchadnezzar
5th of Jehoiakim
(Jer. 36:9)
2 nd or 3 rd year of
Nebuchadnezzar

609 accession of Jehoiakim

605 Battle of Carchemish
Siege - Daniel deported

604 Jeremiah’s scroll
burned
602 Jehoiakim rebels
After three years
597/8 death of Jehoiakim
accession of Jehoiachin
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Jehoiakim was replaced by Jehoiachin who reigned for less than three
months before he was deported to Babylon.

JOSIAH

JEHOAHAZ
BC 610

JEHOIAKIM
BC 609-598

JEHOIACHIN
BC 598
ZEDEKIAH
BC 597-586
The period of Babylonian servitude in question - from 605 BC until
Cyrus in 536 BC is 70 years.30 Within these “seventy” Judah’s captivity
worked itself out in three stages with Daniel taken during Jehoiakim’s
reign and Ezekiel during Jehoiachin’s short reign until the Monarchy
finally ended with the burning of the temple in BC 586.

The period in question is not exactly 70 years (this is discussed in
Chapter 16: The Seventy Prophecy)
30
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Thus the first chapter of Daniel sets the initial limits of Daniel’s
career based on the seventy years of Jeremiah’s prophecy31 – from the
third year of Jehoakim (1:1) until the first year of Cyrus (1:21) – but the
edict of Cyrus did not result in the anticipated restoration and this
required Daniel “to come out of retirement” some 21 years after
Cyrus at the commencement of the reign of Darius Hystapsis (Darius
the Mede).
Historical records in Kings/Chronicles together with Jeremiah are
employed by Daniel to answer the question of prophetic failure. Why
was the temple cult not restored by Cyrus? Interestingly, the Cyrus
edict of 2 Chron. 36:22-23 does not appear in the book of Kings, the
Chronicler parallels Ezra but the Chronicler’s version of the edict is
only half as long as Ezra 1:2-4. Although the Chronicler closely
parallels Ezra 1:2-3a, it has no correspondent for Ezra 1:3b-4.
R. Pratt observes; “It should also be noted that the Chronicler omitted
Jehoiachin’s release from prison in Babylon (2 Kgs 25:27-29). This
scene is the last segment of the book of Kings and was probably
intended to inspire hope in the readers of that book for release from
exile through the Davidic line. The Chronicler, however, shifted
attention away from Jehoiachin’s release because he wrote after this
event had been eclipsed by the Cyrus edict (see 2 Chron 36:22-23).”32
The hope of a revitalised Davidic monarchy awakened by the
restoration of Jehoiachin in Kings and Jeremiah did not emerge, but
neither did renewed focus on the hope of a restoration promised by
the Cyrus edict in Chronicles/Ezra. Daniel was written to address this
problem of “prophetic failure” which was really a failure of prophetic
Jeremiah 29:10 – Daniel and his young companions are among the
first exiles, they are the elite, the good figs of Jer. 24
31

Pratt, Richard L. Jr., The Reunited Kingdom, part 17 (2 Chronicles
29:1–36:23) in IIIM Magazine Online, Volume 2, Number 39,
September 25 to October 1, 2000),601 [cited August 2010] @
http://www.thirdmill.org/newfiles/ric_pratt/OT.Pratt.2Chr.36.210.pdf
32
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interpretation. The promised restoration at the end of Jeremiah’s
period of seventy years had petered out in disappointment (the
restoration and rebuilding of the temple was initiated by Darius 21
years after the Cyrus edict). The burning of the temple by
Nebuchadnezzar in BC 586 was the defacto end of the Monarchy but
captives were still being deported to Babylon some 4/5 years after that
traumatic event. The last deportation occurred 62 years before Darius
appeared on the scene.

Appendix 1 Chapter 2: The Jerusalem Chronicle
The translation is from http://www.livius.org [cited Jan. 2010] adapted
from A.K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (1975) and JeanJacques Glassner, Mesopotamian Chronicles (Atlanta, 2004).
Obverse
1. In the twenty-first year [605/604] the king of Akkad [Nabopolassar]
stayed in his own land, Nebuchadnezzar his eldest son, the crownprince,
2. mustered the Babylonian army and took command of his troops; he
marched to Karchemiš which is on the bank of the Euphrates,
3. and crossed the river to go against the Egyptian army which lay in
Karchemiš.
4. They fought with each other and the Egyptian army withdrew before
him.
5. He accomplished their defeat and beat them to non-existence. As
for the rest of the Egyptian army
6. which had escaped from the defeat so quickly that no weapon had
reached them, in the district of Hamath
7. the Babylonian troops overtook and defeated them so that not a
single man escaped to his own country.
8. At that time Nebuchadnezzar conquered the whole area of Hamath.
9. For twenty-one years Nabopolassar had been king of Babylon,
10. when on 8 Abu [15 August 605] he went to his destiny; in the
month of Ululu Nebuchadnezzar returned to Babylon
11. and on 1 Ululu [7 September] he sat on the royal throne in Babylon.
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12. In the accession year Nebuchadnezzar went back again to the
Hatti-land and until the month of Šabatu
13. marched unopposed through the Hatti-land; in the month of
Šabatu he took the heavy tribute of the Hatti-territory to Babylon.
14. In the month of Nisannu he took the hands of Bêl and the son of
Bêl and celebrated the Akitu festival.
15. In the first year of Nebuchadnezzar [604/603]in the month of
Simanu he mustered his army
16. and went to the Hatti-territory, he marched about unopposed in the
Hatti-territory until the month of Kislîmu.
17. All the kings of the Hatti-land came before him and he received
their heavy tribute.
18. He marched to the city of Aškelon and captured it in the month of
Kislîmu.
19. He captured its king and plundered it and carried off spoil from it.
20. He turned the city into a mound and heaps of ruins and then in the
month of Šabatu he marched back to Babylon.
21. In the second year [603/602] in the month of Ajaru the king of
Akkad gathered together a powerful army and marched to the land of
Hatti.
22. ...] he threw down, great siege-towers he [...
23. ...] from the month of Ajaru until the mon[th of ...] he marched
about unopposed in the land of Hatti.
About four lines missing
Reverse
Several lines missing
1'. In the third year [602/601] the king of Akkad left and
2'. in the month of [...] on the thirteenth day, [the king's brother]
Nabû-šuma-lišir [...]
3'. The king of Akkad mustered his troops and marched to the Hattiland.
4'. and brought back much spoils from the Hatti-land into Akkad.
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5'. In the fourth year [601/600] the king of Akkad mustered his army
and marched to the Hatti-land. In the Hatti-land they marched
unopposed.
6'. In the month of Kislîmu he took the lead of his army and marched
to Egypt. The king of Egypt heard it and mustered his army.
7'. In open battle they smote the breast of each other and inflicted
great havoc on each other. The king of Akkad turned back with his
troops and returned to Babylon.
8'. In the fifth year [600/599] the king of Akkad stayed in his own
land and gathered together his chariots and horses in great numbers.
9'. In the sixth year [599/598] in the month of Kislîmu the king of
Akkad mustered his army and marched to the Hatti-land. From the
Hatti-land he sent out his companies,
10'. and scouring the desert they took much plunder from the Arabs,
their possessions, animals and gods. In the month of Addaru the king
returned to his own land.
11'. In the seventh year [598/597], the month of Kislîmu, the king of
Akkad mustered his troops, marched to the Hatti-land,
12'. and besieged the city of Judah and on the second day of the month
of Addaru he seized the city and captured the king [Jehoiachin]
13'. He appointed there a king of his own choice [Zedekiah], received
its heavy tribute and sent to Babylon.
14'. In the eight year [597/596], the month of Tebetu the king of
Akkad marched to the Hatti-land as far as Karchemiš [...
15'. ...] in the month of Šabatu the king returned to his own land.
16'. In the ninth year [596/595], the month of [...] the king of Akkad
and his troops marched along the bank of the Tigris [...]
17'. the king of Elam [...]
18'. the king of Akkad [...]
19'. which is on the bank of the Tigris he pitched his camp. While
there was still a distance of one day’s march between them,
20'. the king of Elam was afraid and, panic falling on him, he returned
to his own land.
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21'. In the tenth year [595/594] the king of Akkad was in his own
land; from the month of Kislîmu to the month of Tebetu there was
rebellion in Akkad.
22'. With arms he slew many of his own army. His own hand captured
his enemy.
23'. In the month of [...] he marched to the Hatti-land, where kings and
[...]-officials
24. came before him and he received their heavy tribute and then
returned to Babylon.
25. In the eleventh year [594/593] in the month of Kislîmu, the king
of Akkad mustered his troops and marched to the Hatti-land.
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Chapter 3

Nebuchadnezzar
The narratives that feature Nebuchadnezzar as the main
protagonist are usually treated as separate incidents belonging to
the genre of court tales reflecting either contest or conflict
motifs. Usually the historiography is examined and the text
undergoes form and structural analysis with theology coming a
poor second.
Questions of historiography and textual development (important
as they are) detract from understanding the final canonical form
and the theological intent of the author/redactor. The theology
of chapters 2-4 can only be understood when placed in the
context of the cataclysmic events that ended Judean
independence. Within that scenario the role of Nebuchadnezzar
is pivotal in introducing an era of Gentile domination that would
last (with brief intervals of independence) until the final
dispersion of the Jewish nation by Rome. The concluding
speeches of Nebuchadnezzar in chapters 2-4 are midrashic
portrayals of Isaiah’s theology1 that progressively examine the
temple holocaust and the exile in terms of divine foreknowledge,
divine punishment and divine sovereignty.

Nebuchadnezzar’s doxologies

The three doxologies of Nebuchadnezzar and his subsequent actions
are recorded in Dan. 2:46-49, Dan. 3:28-30 and Dan. 4:34-37.
46. Then King Nebuchadnezzar fell on his
face, prostrate before Daniel, and
commanded that they should present an
1

See Chapter 24: Intertextual use of Iasiah
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offering and incense to him. 47. The king
answered Daniel, and said, “Truly your God
is the God of gods, the Lord of kings, and a
revealer of secrets, since you could reveal
this secret.” 48. Then the king promoted
Daniel and gave him many great gifts; and
he made him ruler over the whole province
of Babylon, and chief administrator over all
the wise men of Babylon. 49. Also Daniel
petitioned 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. (Dan. 2:46-49)
In the first of these passages Nebuchadnezzar prostates himself before
Daniel and actually worships Daniel! This has troubled Jewish and
Christian interpreters alike, especially as Daniel does not object to the
veneration offered by Nebuchadnezzar. Some interpreters understand
the phrase “the king answered Daniel” (v.47) as presupposing
unrecorded objections by Daniel but the phrase is probably nothing
more than an aramaism indicating that the king’s response (his worship
and his statement) was a spontaneous act. The worship of Daniel is to
be understood in the light of Isaiah 49:23;
“Kings shall be your foster fathers, And
their queens your nursing mothers; They
shall bow down to you with their faces to the
earth, And lick up the dust of your feet.
Then you will know that I am the LORD,
For they shall not be ashamed who wait for
Me”.
Other Isaiah passages (cf. Isa. 49:23; 60:14) repeat the same theme but
it is in Isaiah 45 that we encounter the twin motifs found in Daniel of
‘proxy’ worship and divine foreknowledge. By ‘proxy’ worship is
understood the worship of God through means of his appointed agent
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– this can be the king or the nation (cf. Isa. 49:3)2 – or the messiah
through whom God receives and accepts worship. Isaiah 45 speaks of
the Lord’s anointed (usually understood as Cyrus but actually
Hezekiah)3 who is a functional type of the messiah (Emmanuelle –
God with us); “And they shall bow down to you. They will make
supplication to you, saying, ‘Surely God is in you, and there is no other;
There is no other God.’” (Isa. 45:14 cf. 45:23-24). The same chapter
emphasizes the foreknowledge of God; “Who has declared this from
ancient time? Who has told it from that time? Have not I, the LORD?
And there is no other God besides Me.”(Isa. 45:21) It is God who
“declares the end from the beginning” (Isa. 46:10; 48:5-7) not the
enchanters and astrologers of Babylon (Isa. 47:12-13). Similarly it is
God who is the “revealer of secrets” (Dan. 2:47)4 and Daniel who acts
as a proxy by accepting the worship due only to God.
The dream-omnia of Daniel 2 is not given to Nebuchadnezzar in order
to satisfy royal curiosity but rather to reassure the recently deported
Judean captives that the era of Gentile domination over Israel5 that
would follow was foreordained by God. Moreover, the era of
oppression would conclude with the in-breaking of divine sovereignty
in the form of the Messiah (the stone cf. Isa. 8:14) who as the true

Isaiah constantly switches between a corporate understanding of the
servant (i.e., the nation) and an individual conception of the servant
(i.e., the king).
2

See, chapter 8: The Cyrus Problem, where it is propoposed that Cyrus
Xrk (Isa. 45:1) is a revocalisation of carpenter/worker Xrx (cf. Isa.
44:13).
3

The “revealer of secrets” is the meaning of the name ZaphnathPaaneah given to Joseph by Pharaoh in Genesis 41:45 - the similarities
with the court tale in Daniel 2 has not escaped exegetes.
4

The Jewish nation was a territorial possession of all the Empires
described in Daniel 2. The chapter only has relevance to Gentile
domination of Israel and is not a continuous unfolding of secular
history written in advance.
5
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Israel would be vindicated and accept the worship offered to God. In
this sense Daniel acts as a type of the messiah.

The second doxology in Daniel 3:28-30:
28. Nebuchadnezzar spoke, saying, “Blessed
be the God of Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abed-Nego, who sent His Angel and
delivered His servants who trusted in Him,
and they have frustrated the king’s word,
and yielded their bodies, that they should
not serve nor worship any god except their
own God! 29. Therefore I make a decree
that any people, nation, or language which
speaks anything amiss against the God of
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-Nego shall be
cut in pieces, and their houses shall be made
an ash heap; because there is no other God
who can deliver like this.” 30. Then the king
promoted Shadrach, Meshach, and AbedNego in the province of Babylon. (Dan.
3:28-30)
This doxology has many interesting points that can only be fully
appreciated in context of Daniel 3 (the fiery furnace). For now the
observation must suffice that the punishment threatened for
disobeying the “God of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-Nego” is that
the offenders be cut in pieces and their houses made an ash heap –
which is effectively the punishment that Nebuchadnezzar meted out to
the Jews when he burnt their temple and city and deported them. The
land covenant made with Abraham in Genesis 15 was ratified by
passing between the cut pieces of the sacrifices and Jeremiah implicitly
refers to this in Jer. 7:33 when he warns of the carcases of the people
becoming “meat for the birds….with no one to frighten (the vultures)
away” (cf. Gen 15:11) – the context of Jeremiah 7 is the belief that the
temple was inviolate and Jeremiah warns against the proverbial saying;
“Do not trust in these lying words, saying, ‘The temple of the LORD,
the temple of the LORD, the temple of the LORD are these’ ”(Jer.
7:4). The conviction was that nothing could happen to them because
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God had placed his temple in Jerusalem (had he not saved the city in
Hezekiah’s day?). The temple had become a den of thieves (Jer. 7:11 cf.
Matt. 21:13) and was no longer fit for worship of Yahweh, “therefore I
will do to the house which is called by My name, in which you trust,
and to this place which I gave to you and your fathers, as I have done
to Shiloh”(Jer.7:14). First century Judaism faced the same crisis when
Jesus warned; “Behold, your house shall be left to you, desolate.”
(Matt. 23:38) It was no longer Yahweh’s house but their house and
Ezekiel clearly saw the glory of God depart from the temple and leave
the city (Ezek. 9:3; 10:19; 11:23). This ‘speech’ of Nebuchadnezzar
emphasizes God’s ability to save even when he punishes – so
unfaithful Jews see their house burnt but a faithful remnant is saved
out of the ‘fire’. The intention here is not so much to teach
Nebuchadnezzar a lesson but rather to reassure the exilic community –
those who blaspheme (speak amiss) about God will be punished –
ironically the ones who spoke amiss were the ones who believed that
God would not punish them because the temple was in their midst.

The third doxology in Daniel 4:34-37:
34. And at the end of the time I,
Nebuchadnezzar, lifted my eyes to heaven,
and my understanding returned to me; and I
blessed the Most High and praised and
honored Him who lives forever: For His
dominion is an everlasting dominion, And
His kingdom is from generation to
generation. 35. All the inhabitants of the
earth are reputed as nothing; He does
according to His will in the army of heaven
and among the inhabitants of the earth. No
one can restrain His hand or say to Him,
“What have You done?” 36. At the same
time my reason returned to me, and for the
glory of my kingdom, my honor and
splendor returned to me. My counselors and
nobles resorted to me, I was restored to my
kingdom, and excellent majesty was added
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to me. 37. Now I, Nebuchadnezzar, praise
and extol and honor the King of heaven, all
of whose works are truth, and His ways
justice. And those who walk in pride He is
able to put down. (Dan. 4:34-37)
Nebuchadnezzar’s doxology is concerned with divine sovereignty and
the judgement of human pride. The deification of human power is at
the root of empire building and also at the root of Adam’s fall and
Israel’s debasement. Although Daniel 4 is concerned with the
humbling and restoration of a Gentile king the subtext is the humbling
and restoration of Israel. The blessing of the Most High by
Nebuchadnezzar is similar to the blessing of the Most High by
Melchizedek, “And blessed be God Most High, who has delivered your
enemies into your (Abram’s) hand” (Gen 14:20) and Nebuchadnezzar’s
observation “All the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as
nothing”(v.35), once again reflects Isaiah’s prophecies, “All nations
before Him are as nothing, And they are counted by Him less than
nothing and worthless”(Isa. 40:17), and also the divine reassurance
given to Judea; “Those who war against you shall be as nothing, as a
nonexistent thing”(Isa. 41:12).
The punishment of Nebuchadnezzar that lasted “seven times” parallels
the warning to punish Israel “seven times” for disobedience (Lev.
26:18). God threatened to break the pride of their power by making
their heavens like iron and their earth like bronze (Lev. 26:19 cf., the
stump bound with bronze and iron in Dan. 4:15) and by sending wild
beasts among them (Lev. 26:22 cf., Nebuchadnezzar changing into a
beast in Dan. 4:33). However, those who walk in pride He is able to
put down (Dan. 4:37);
And that I also have walked contrary to them
and have brought them into the land of their
enemies; if their uncircumcised hearts are
humbled, and they accept their guilt -- then I
will remember My covenant with Jacob, and
My covenant with Isaac and My covenant
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with Abraham I will remember; I will
remember the land. (Lev. 26:41-42)

Christian use of the doxology

Christian use of Nebuchadnezzar’s doxology in Dan. 4:34-37 is largely
unrecognized. The Lord’s Prayer reflects terminology found in the
doxology (v.35); “He does according to His will in the army of heaven
and among the inhabitants of the earth” (cf. Matt. 6:10) and in (v.36);
“Him who lives forever: For His dominion is an everlasting dominion,
and His kingdom is from generation to generation” (cf. Matt. 6:13).
The trial narrative before Pilate also contains allusions to the doxology,
with the gentile Pilate reversing the sentiment expressed by
Nebuchadnezzar;
Daniel 4
John 18
35. No one can restrain His 35. Pilate answered, “Am I a
hand or say to Him, “What Jew? Your own nation and the
have You done?”
chief priests have delivered You
to me. What have you done?”
34. His dominion is an
everlasting dominion, And His
kingdom is from generation to
generation.

36. Jesus answered, “My
kingdom is not of this world. If
My kingdom were of this world,
My servants would fight, so that
I should not be delivered to the
Jews; but now My kingdom is
not from here.”

37. Now I, Nebuchadnezzar,
praise and extol and honor the
King of heaven, all of whose
works are truth, and His ways
justice.

37. Pilate therefore said to Him,
“Are You a king then?” Jesus
answered, “You say rightly that I
am a king. For this cause I was
born, and for this cause I have
come into the world, that I
should bear witness to the truth.
Everyone who is of the truth
hears My voice.”

Ch.3: Nebuchadnezzar

Conclusion

Nebuchadnezzar’s doxologies are concerned with divine
foreknowledge, divine punishment and divine sovereignty. The exilic
community shared all these concerns and the doxologies reflect the
theological questions that were raised by the cataclysmic events of the
burning of the temple – was this in God’s foreknowledge? Was God
still sovereign? Would he restore the Jews?
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Chapter 4

The Parallel Visions
It is usually taken for granted that the visions of Daniel 2 and 7 are
parallel visions. Interpretive issues surrounding the “parallel” visions
are further complicated by two different approaches – the critical view
understands the fourth kingdom to represent Grecian kingdoms and
the traditional view understands the fourth kingdom to represent the
Roman Empire.

The critical view (4th kingdom is Grecian)

Any approach to interpreting Daniel’s image in chapter 2 will inevitably
be coloured by exegetical presuppositions concerning the authorship
and dating of the book. If one believes Daniel to be a late
pseudographic Maccabean production then the fourth kingdom will be
the Greek Empire with the fractured feet equated with political
alliances formed between the rival Ptolemaic and Seleucid kingdoms
described in Daniel 11.
This is the accepted view in critical scholarship which equates the
fourth kingdom of Daniel 2 and the fourth beast of Daniel 7 with the
Syrian Greek (Seleucid) Empire and the “little horn” of chapter 7 and 8
with the persecuting power of Antiochus Epiphanes. According to the
critical view the author of Daniel recorded his historic “visions” at the
commencement of the Antiochene persecution. He fully expected
deliverance and anticipated divine intervention in the form of the
kingdom. Of course the eschaton did not arrive in BC 164/5 nor did
the expected resurrection occur (Dan.12:1-3).
The critical understanding discounts the possibility of predictive
prophecy and believes Daniel to be a prophecy ex eventu (prophecy after
the event). Accordingly the author was accurate in his descriptions of
the Greek period in which he lived (sic) but wrong in his predictions
concerning the fate of the persecutor (Antiochus) and inauguration of
the expected eschaton. Presumably the author was martyred shortly
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before Antiochus died and this explains why he got the details wrong
(sic).

The traditional view (the 4th kingdom is Roman)

The alternative approach to Daniel 2 is also underpinned by certain
exegetical presuppositions – namely an early 6th century date and
authorship by the exiled Daniel. The traditional interpretation accepts
the possibility of predictive prophecy and supernatural phenomena. In
this approach the fourth kingdom of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 are both
identified with the Roman Empire.
Early Jewish and Christian interpreters also favoured the Roman view1,
but as Walton2 remarks; “While the unanimity [in identifying the fourth
empire as Rome] is startling and even impressive we must remember
that these works all date to the Roman period. They therefore do not
necessarily reflect an attempt at discerning the intentions of the book
In the Apoc. Bar. 39:1-8 (see, R.H. Charles, The Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 2. 501). In
2 Esd. 12:10-12, where the vision of an eagle rising from the sea is
described as Rome and is equated with the fourth kingdom of Daniel;
“the eagle you saw rising from the sea represents the fourth kingdom
in the vision seen by your brother Daniel. But he was not given the
interpretation which I am now giving you or have given you”.
According to Goldingay this confirms that the interpretation is “a
novel one unknown to Daniel” (J. Goldingay, Daniel, Word Biblical
Commentary [Vol.30], (ed., D. Hubbard, G. Barker, J. Watts R .Martin,
Nelson Reference& Electronic, 1989),175. Josephus explicitly states,
“Daniel also wrote concerning the Roman government, and that our
country should be made desolate by them.”(Ant. 10.11.7) R. Johanan
in the Talmud (b. Seb. 20; b. Abod. Zar. 2b) and typical usage of Edom
as a rabbinic designation for Rome, where in Lev. Rab. 13:5 the four
rivers of Eden are likened to the four empires designated as Babylon,
Media, Greece and Edom (i.e. Rome cf. Gen. Rab. 99).
1

John H. Walton, The Four Kingdoms of Daniel, (Journal of the
Evangelical Theological Society, 29.1, 1986: 25-36), 27
2
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of Daniel but could just as easily represent reinterpretation of data to
suit what was perceived as historical reality”
The Western Roman Empire fell in 476 AD and the Eastern Roman
Empire fell in 1453. Protestant interpreters often identify the Holy
Roman Empire and sometimes the European Union as a continuation
of the Western Roman Empire, equating it with the fourth Beast (and
the ten toes stage of Dan.2) and the papacy with the “little horn” of
Daniel 7-8.

Towards a new paradigm

It is apparent that both the liberal and traditional interpretations have
certain limitations. The fourth beast of Daniel is described but it is not
explicitly identified; it is therefore left to the reader to interpret the
vision (let the reader understand). The reader participates in the
prophecy by applying their own understanding of scripture and history
to the text, unfortunately this also includes exegetical biases as well as
cultural and social influences. The following a priori parameters guide
the proposed paradigm:
1. The book of Daniel is not pseudonymous but was written by
the Jewish exile Daniel who lived into the reign of Darius
Hystaspis. The prophecies were written before the Antiochene
persecution (although this does not rule out later redaction and
finalization).
2. The prophecy must have some application to the Roman
Empire as it is applied by Christ to the destruction of
Jerusalem and is also employed in Revelation in the context of
Roman persecution (although it is an oversimplification to see
the Roman Empire as the full eschatological realization).
3. The prophecy must have some application to the Syrian
Greek (Seleucid) Empire as the “removal of the daily”
(sacrifice) in Daniel 8 and the “changing of the times and
laws” in Daniel 7 coupled with the description of the rival
Diadochi in Daniel 11 point to the Antiochene crisis.
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Traditional
(Roman)

Critical
(Greek)

Proposed

1.Gold/Lion

Babylon
(Dan.2&7)

Babylon
(Dan.2&7)

Babylon
(Dan.2&7)

2.Silver/Bear

Medo-Persia
(Dan.2&7)

Media
(Dan.2&7)

Medo-Persia
(Dan.2&7)

3.Brass/Leopard

Greek
(Dan.2&7)

Persia
(Dan.2&7)

Greek
(Dan.2)

3 (a) 4th Beast

Roman
(Dan.2&7)

4.Iron

Roman
(Dan.2, 7-8)

Greek
Syrian
(Dan.7-8)
Greek
(Dan.2)

Greek
Syrian
(Dan.7-8)
Roman
(Dan.2)

5.Feet

Holy Roman
(Dan.2, 7-8)

Greek
Syrian
(Dan.7-8)

First Century
+ End time
(Dan.2)

The traditional view is irrelevant to the concerns of the Babylonian
exiles regarding the reinstitution of temple worship and the land of
Israel. The critical view, on the other hand, addresses the question of
the cult but has no relevance beyond the second century. The
following interpretation fuses traditional and critical understandings in
a hybrid interpretation. Boutflower attempted harmonizing the critical
and traditional views by distinguishing the little horn of Daniel 8
(which he understands as Antiochus Epiphanes) from the little horn of
Daniel 7.3 However, Boutflower’s proposal lacks plausibility and his
“Fundamentally these two powers are quite different. The little horn
of chap. vii. is a fresh power springing up among already existing
powers, and in some way different from them, able ere long to uproot
three of them and to take their place. The little horn of chap. viii. , on
the other hand, is described as a horn springing out of a horn, i.e. it
3

59

distinction is artificial as the visions are complimentary and are both
dated to the reign of Belteshazzar. Rather than seeking a disjunction
between the vision of the “little horn” of Daniel 7 and 8, a break
between the visions of Daniel 2 and 7 is more plausible. The proposed
paradigm understands the fourth kingdom of Daniel 2 as Roman
(traditional view) and the fourth beast of Daniel 7 and 8 as Seleucid
(critical view). In other words, although both visions (in Daniel 2 and
7) have the same departure point (Babylon) they do not run completely
parallel.

Schematic overview of the new paradigm
Daniel 2

Daniel 7

Daniel 8

Empire

1

Gold

Lion

Babylonian

2

Silver

Bear (3 ribs)

3

Brass

MedoPersian
Grecian

Ram
(2 horns)
Leopard
Goat with 1
(4 heads/4 wings)
horn
followed by
4 horns
3a Fourth Beast
Little horn
(Iron teeth/brass (among 10
claws/10 horns – horns)
Little horn uproots
three)

Greek
Syrian
(Antiochus
Epiphanes)

4

Iron

Roman

5

Iron/clay

First
Century +
End Time

represents, not a fresh power, nor a different kind of power, but a
fresh development of an already existing power”. Boutflower
understands the “little horn” of Daniel 7 as the temporal power of the
Papacy. C. Boutflower, In and Around the Book of Daniel, (The Macmillan
Co, London, New York and Toronto, 1923),15
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Notes on the schema:
1.
The first beast (lion) and the head of gold are virtually
unanimously interpreted as Babylon. Exegetic divergence emerges with
the second beast/metal.
2.
Radical interpreters identify the bear (silver) with Media and
traditional interpreters with the composite kingdom of Medo-Persia.
Daniel itself supports the traditional understanding as the ramkingdom has, “two horns” which are the “kings of Media and Persia”
with, “one [horn] higher than the other and the higher coming up last”
(Dan. 8:3,20). The second horn (Persia) is longer and arises last as it
reflects the uneven relationship within the Medo-Persian entity. The
bear is depicted as lopsided with three ribs in its mouth. The bear’s
stance depicts the uneven relationship between Median and Persian
power4 and agrees with the depiction of the ram with disproportionate
horns. The Median king Cyaxerxes conquered Armenia and united the
Aryan kingdoms for the destruction of Nineveh. Together with
Babylon, Media terminated the Assyrian Empire ca 625 BC (cf. Jos.
Antiq. 10.5.1). These same kingdoms (Ararat, Minni and Ashkenhaz)5
Medieval Jewish commentators such as Rashi and Pseudo-Saadia
understand the raising up on one side as the division of the MedoPersian Empire between the Medes under Darius, who ruled first, and
the Persians. Similarly, Hartman and DiLella take the “one side” as a
reference to the “only Median king know to the author, ‘Darius the
Mede’”. Hartman, Louis F., and Alexander A. DiLella, The Book of
Daniel, (AB 23; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1978),212-213
4

In the Targum to Jer. 50:27, Ararat, Mini, and Ashkenaz are
paraphrased by Kurdistan, Armenia, and Adiabene. They are the
peoples of the Ararat mountain ranges and the areas centred round
Lake Van and north of Lake Urumiah. They were buffer states on the
frontier of the Assyrian Empire. Boutflower (1923:13) comments that
the kingdoms of Jer. 50:27 have “thus some claim to be regarded as
three ribs of the carcase of the old Assyrian lion, which the voracious
Medo-Persian bear finds himself not quite able to gulp down (Dan.
5:5)”.
5
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are described as uniting with the “kings of the Medes” by Jeremiah
(Jer.51:27-29) for the destruction of Babylon. Radical criticism
asserts that this did not occur in the time of Daniel as it was Persia that
destroyed Babylon (not Media) and that Darius the Mede in Daniel is a
fictional figure introduced to validate the expectations of the Jeremiah
prophecy, namely that Babylon would be destroyed by Media (in the
same manner as Nineveh had been some 87 years previously).
However, Media, as an inferior partner (one side lower than the other),
did partake in the destruction of Babylon, together with the three ribs
that had been picked clean (Ararat, Minni and Ashkenhaz) it was
instructed to stuff more meat into its mouth, “arise, devour much
flesh”. In the year 550 BC the Persians whose country lay south and
south east of Media, successfully rebelled under Cyrus king of Anshan
(who was supposedly the great-grandson of Cyaxerxes). Media was
therefore incorporated into Achaemenid Persian hegemony as an
inferior co-ruler (this is reflected by Dan. 8:3, 20 – “kings of Media and
Persia”).
3.
Although the third kingdom would “rule over the whole
earth”, (Dan. 2:39), the expression is not to be regarded as universal
but as a technical term for the nation of Israel (note that the kingdom
of God also filled the “whole earth” – Dan. 2:35). Daniel was only
interested in the relationship of human empires to the future of Israel.
The identification of the goat with Greece is unambiguous in Dan.
8:21-22 where we are informed that the “notable horn” (Dan. 8: 5) is
the “first king” (Alexander) and that his empire would break into four.
This is not in dispute and is generally accepted by critics and
traditionalists alike. However, critical interpreters understand the
fourth terrible beast (not the third Leopard beast) of Daniel 7 as the
Greek empire. Critical interpretations understand the third beast of
Daniel 7 as Persia (the four heads being four prominent kings); 6
traditional interpreters identify the Leopard as Greece and the four
heads with the kingdoms into which the Empire fragmented after the

The only Persian kings known in the Bible are Cyrus, Ahasuerus
(Xerxes), Artaxerxes, and “Darius the Mede” (of course there was
more than one Ahasuerus and more than one Artaxerxes).
6
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death of Alexander.7 Can the Leopard be more readily identified with
Greece (i.e. does it parallel the Goat kingdom with four horns), than
with Persia? An indication that the Leopard is Greece of the traditional
view may well be found in the description that it is the only beast of
which it is said that sovereignty was given to it (Dan. 7:6). Universal
rule is also predicated of the third metallic kingdom in Dan. 2:39.
Josephus has Alexander state that he had a dream when he was at Dios
in Macedonia in which he was encouraged by the God of the Jews not
to delay in his conquest of Asia as his domination of Persia was
foreordained. Josephus even has the high priest point out the passages
in Daniel that spoke of Grecian conquest.8 Our proposed schema

“The Successors” (Diadochi) of Alexander ensued before the
Hellenistic world settled into four stable power blocks: the Ptolemaic
kingdom of Egypt, the Seleucid Empire in the east, the kingdom of
Pergamon in Asia minor, and Macedon. In the process, both Alexander
IV and Philip III were murdered.
7

Antiq.11.8.5; John S. Evans observes that, “Lendering contends that
most of the account [in Josephus] rings true because of details like the
following:(1)the Samaritans are allowed to build their own temple,
which is a plausible punishment for the Jew’s refusal to provide
assistance to Alexander’s army;(2) Alexander grants no privileges to the
Jews that they did not already have under the Persian kings;(3) “the
idea that Alexander had a vision in which the God of the Jews played
an important role is just too incredible to be invented” because
“everyone knew that Alexander claimed to be the son of the Egyptian
god Ammon”; and (4) Alexander’s demand for auxiliaries and his
willingness to allow the Jews to have the same position under him that
they had under the Persians “matches the demand made by Alexander
to Darius that he would address him as the master of the Persian
possessions.” Evans remarks that despite Lendering’s positive
evaluation of the credibility of Josephus’ account he nevertheless
adopts a dating of 165 BC for Daniel. Evans concludes; “Yet we can
be reasonably certain that Josephus, a first-century AD Jew who was
born shortly after the ministry of Christ, did not invent the story about
Alexander’s visit to Jerusalem out of the blue and that the Jews of his
day accepted the truthfulness of this story and believed in the Book of
8
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follows the traditional interpretation in equating the brass of chapter 2,
the four headed leopard of chapter 7 and the four horned goat of
chapter 8, with the Greek Empire and the kingdoms into which it
subsequently fragmented. It differs from the traditional view in
understanding the fourth beast of chapter 7 as a digression on the
Greek Empire. Only two of the four goat-horns were of interest to the
future of Israel – the Seleucid and Ptolemaic dynasties (kings of the
north and south), with particular concentration on the Syrian Greek
(Seleucid) dynasty that persecuted the nation. At this point the
proposed schema is essentially in agreement with the critical view in
identifying the fourth beast with the Syrian Greek empire and the little
horn with Antiochus Epiphanes – where this schema differs from both
the traditional and liberal view is that the fourth beast of chapter 7
does not parallel the fourth metal of the image in chapter 2. The fourth
beast is unique in that it is the only beast – that also has metal. The
fourth beast has elements of the fourth metal (iron teeth) and it also
has elements of the previous metal (brass claws). It is obviously
intended that the reader identifies the fourth beast with the metallic
image-empires of chapter 2, which is why the hybrid monster has
metallic appendages – but the correlation is deliberately unspecific,
precluding complete identification with either one or the other empire
of chapter 2 but containing elements of both. Therefore the brass
(Greek) empire of chapter 2 includes the split into four (Greek)
empires in chapter 7 (Leopard with four heads) and chapter 8 (Goat
with four horns) and subsequently focuses attention on the Syrian
Greek empire (fourth beast) and the Antiochene protagonist (Little
horn) of chapter 7 and 8.
4.
The iron empire in the image of Dan.2 follows the traditional
view in being Roman. Rome could not defeat Parthia, which remained
independent. Babylonia, Media and Persia all remained outside the
Roman Empire. Under the proposed schema the fourth metal of
Daniel 2 (Rome) is not analogous with the fourth beast of Daniel 7
(Greek Syrian).

Daniel’s prophetic character.” John S. Evans, The Prophecies of Daniel
2,(Xulon Press, 2008),40-41
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5.
The last stage of the image in Daniel 2 does not depict an
empire but rather a fractured alliance that lacks cohesion. The idea is
one of division – a loose alliance (or co-existence?) that will not hold
together just as the mixture of iron and clay cannot cling together –it
has no tensile strength and is so weak that it will disintegrate at the
slightest challenge. This alliance contains elements of the previous
Roman Empire (the iron) but is not fully Roman. Such elements may
include Israel and Syria (Roman protectorates) but also elements of
Euphrates clay (such as Parthia).9 The traditional view regards the
iron/clay mixture as the remains of the Holy Roman Empire but an
interpretation that disregards the context of the Middle East with Israel
at the epicentre is hardly plausible. Daniel’s only interest was the fate of
his people and the reinstitution of temple worship. Most critical
commentaries understand the iron/clay mixture as a reference to one
or the other of the interdynastic marriages of the Ptolemies and the
Seleucids, the first being that of Antiochus II to Bernice in 252 BC the
second being that of Ptolemy Epiphanes to Cleopatra, daughter of
Antiochus III, in 193-192 BC. They correlate these unions with the
marriages mentioned in Dan. 11:6, 7. It is very probable that the
author wishes the reader to recognise a link – but the link is purely
thematic and typical. By that we mean that the motif of exogamy,
“mingling with the seed of men” (Dan. 2:43) or intermarriage between
The first century situation is instructive and perhaps typical. After the
destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 the Jews had two focal points; the
Exilarch in Parthian controlled Babylon and the Sanhedrin in Roman
controlled Palestine. The Parthians, perhaps earlier contented to allow
local Jewry to receive instruction from Jerusalem, certainly took
advantage of the change in Palestinian politics and the anti-Roman turn
in Jewish world opinion, to establish local control of Jewry under close
supervision. In the next century Jews were the most loyal supporters of
the Parthian cause against Trajan, Septimus, Serverus and Alexander
Severus. In Palestine, circles of Jewish Messianists (the Bar Kochba
revolt) were prepared to cooperate with the Parthians against Rome.
The Bar Kochba revolt (second Jewish war, 132-135 AD) marked three
and a half years of Jewish independence from Rome until the final
destruction and dispersal of Judea. So ended the alliance between the
formerly iron state of Israel and the Parthian clay.
9
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the “sons of God and daughters of men”, is a recurrent OT motif
found in Genesis (Gen. 6:2), repeated by Solomon (1 Kgs. 11:1) and
also by the returning exiles in the time of Ezra-Nehemiah (Ezra 10:2).
It continued to be a problem in the Maccabean era, when covenants
were made with gentiles. Thus exogamy establishes a conventional
narrative pattern that describes Jewish-gentile relations. The
eschatological vision of Daniel 2 consummates the end of human
history (Dan. 2:44); in contrast the Seleucid Empire of Daniel 7 was
not destroyed by the stone, nor did the end of that empire see the inbreaking of the universal rule of God or the resurrection (cf. Dan.
12:1-3). However, the destruction of the image had a first century
fulfilment - the stone cut without hands (a euphemism for the
supernatural origins of the Messiah) marked the in-breaking of divine
sovereignty and the crucifixion and the resurrection (of Christ the first
fruits cf. Dan. 12:1-3; Matt. 27;52-53) was not only a judgment on sin,
but also a judgement on the deification of human power
(institutionalized religion, imperialism, etc) and it resulted in the
grinding and dispersal of Israel, like chaff to the four winds. The
resurrection of Christ and judgement of Israel in the first century is
typical of the final resurrection and judgement - - the first century
Christ-event (stone of Dan. 2:45) is an “apocalyptic moment”.10 The
rapid growth of Christianity was the commencement of a process that
removed one mountain (the temple mount cast into the sea cf. Matt.
21:21; 43-44) to replace it with the mountain of God (Dan. 2:35).
“You watched while a stone was cut out without hands,
which struck the image on its feet of iron and clay, and
broke them in pieces. Then the iron, the clay, the bronze,
the silver, and the gold were crushed together, and
became like chaff from the summer threshing floors; the
wind carried them away so that no trace of them was

The resurrection of Christ was an eschatological event; “And the
graves were opened; and many bodies of the saints who had fallen
asleep were raised; and coming out of the graves after His resurrection,
they went into the holy city and appeared to many” (Matt. 27:52-53).
10
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found. And the stone that struck the image became a
great mountain and filled the whole earth.” (Dan. 2:34-35)
“If you say to this mountain, ‘Be removed and be cast
into the sea,’ it will be done” (Matt. 21:21)
“Therefore I say to you, the kingdom of God will be
taken from you and given to a nation bearing the fruits of
it. And whoever falls on this stone will be broken; but
on whomever it falls, it will grind him to powder”
(Matt. 21; 43-44).
Israel emerged from the wilderness of the Babylonian exile (cf. Ezek.
20:35) and compromised herself with the surrounding nations (in the
Maccabean era and with first century Rome). John saw the reemergence of a composite beast (Rev. 17:3) that draws on imagery
from Daniel 7. The first century concluded with another exile of the
Jews in the “wilderness of the people”. The destruction of the image in
Daniel 2 has an “already/not yet” realization in the first century and at
the Second Advent. The proportionality of the image fits a first century
setting; understanding the legs as a continuous expression of Roman
rule (in its different aspects) would extend them from 65BC to the
present – making the legs nearly four times longer than the body
section – a strange image indeed! Many of the Danielic prophecies
have either a dual fulfilment or are discontinuous (or contain both
elements); this will become apparent when Daniel 9 is examined.

The Fourth kingdom of chapter 2 and chapter 7

Although the iron kingdom and the terrible beast share similarities,
closer examination reveals important differences. The emphasis in
Daniel 2 is strength (iron) that degenerates into division and instability
(iron/clay). In Daniel 7 the emphasis is on the unique character
(diverse from all kingdoms) of the terrible beast, in particular his
ruthlessness (stamp the residue/tread down/break in pieces the earth)
which culminates in the persecutions of the little horn. The fourth
kingdom is different to all the others because of its aggressive stance
towards the Jews, particularly against their religion. Such anti-Semitism
could not be attributed to Nebuchadnezzar (even though he destroyed
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the temple), certainly not against the Persians or even the Romans.11
The business end of the beast in Daniel 7 has Roman (iron teeth) and
Greek (brass claws) characteristics. It is suggested that the instruments
of aggression represent the Greek Syrian king Antiochus Epiphanes,
who spent fifteen years of his life as a hostage in Rome (1 Macc. 1:10)
– the ‘teeth’ and ‘claws’ of the terrible beast are therefore synonymous
with the ‘little horn’ – who was a product of Rome and Greece and
who epitomized the aggressive, destructive, anti-Semitic aspect of the
persecuting power. The ‘little horn’ stands against the ‘Prince of
Princes’ (Michael) and is broken without hand (Dan. 8:25); his demise
is supernatural. There are three accounts of the death of Antiochus in
Maccabees (1 Macc.6:1-17; 2 Macc.1:14-16; 2 Macc.9:1-29). Although
there are significant differences in the accounts they agree that he was
not killed during his failed attempt to rob the temple at Elymais but
died shortly afterwards. Perhaps the most pertinent account to Daniel
is found in 2 Macc.9:1-29; “Thus he who had just been thinking that he
could command the waves of the sea, in his superhuman arrogance,
and imagining that he could weigh the high mountains in a balance,
was brought down to earth and carried in a litter, making the power of
God manifest to all. And so the ungodly man’s body swarmed with
worms, and while he was still living in anguish and pain, his flesh
rotted away, and because of his stench the whole army felt revulsion at
his decay. Because of his intolerable stench no one was able to carry
the man who a little while before had thought that he could touch the
stars of heaven. Then it was that, broken in spirit, he began to lose
much of his arrogance and to come to his senses under the scourge of
God, for he was tortured with pain every moment. And when he could
not endure his own stench, he uttered these words: “It is right to be
subject to God, and no mortal should think that he is equal to God” (2
Macc.9:8-12). Echoes from Isaiah 9 confirm the Greek Syrian origins
of the ‘little horn’ ---

Paradoxically the Roman emperor Nero persecuted the Christians
and had the characteristics of the little horn.
11
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Daniel 8

Isaiah 9

“Shall destroy (corrupt)
wonderfully”
(Dan.8:24)

“His name shall be wonderful
counsellor”
(Isa. 9:6)

“By peace destroy (corrupt)
many” (Dan.8:25)

“Prince of peace” (Isa. 9:6)

“And his power shall be
mighty” (Dan.8:24)

“Mighty God” (Isa. 9:6)

The context in Isaiah is Assyrian aggression (and the promise of the
Messiah) during the reigns of Ahaz and Hezekiah. It is fitting that the
Assyrian monarch Sennacherib is employed as a template for the
(Greek) Syrian Antiochus. The same hubris and aggression towards
God is displayed (cf. Isaiah 14) 12 by both protagonists. Antiochus
Epiphanes is contrasted with the messianic attributes found in Isaiah 9
- - he becomes the antithesis of messiah, the anti-Christ of the OT.
The intertextual echoes and allusions between Daniel 8 and Assyria in
Isaiah are appropriate for the ‘little horn’, the Greek-Syrian enemy,
Antiochus. For the Danielic author the Greek-Syrian corruption of the
priesthood and desecration of the Sanctuary (under Antiochus) was a
The oracle in Isaiah 14 is not taken up against the Babylonian
monarch (Isa 14:4) but against the Assyrian monarch (Isa.14:25)
probably about the time (c.735-715BC) that the Judean king Ahaz died
(cf. Isa.14:25). The Assyrian monarch Tiglath-pileser III claimed the
title “King of Babylon” in 728 BC as well as his successor, Shalmaneser
V (726-722 BC), and still later in 709 BC Sargon II claimed the title.
Esarhaddon made Ashurbanipal king of Assyria and his other son king
of Babylon. The oracle is directed at Assyria and is appropriate to
Sennacherib who attacked the Temple Mount (cf. Isa.14:13) during the
reign of Hezekiah and was later assassinated by his sons in his place of
worship (2 Kings 19:36-37 cf. Isa.14:18-20 or, is this Sargon whose
body was not found when he was killed in battle in 705?).
12
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repeat of earlier abuses, when Judea was a client state of Assyria under
Ahaz (2Kgs. 16:10-16).
Daniel 8 (Syrian Antiochus)
10. And it grew up to the host
of heaven; and it cast down some
of the host and some of the stars
to the ground, and trampled
them.
11. He even exalted himself as
high as the Prince of the host;
and by him the daily sacrifices
were taken away, and the place
of His sanctuary was cast down.

Isaiah 14 (Assyrian King)
13. For you have said in your
heart: ‘I will ascend into heaven,
I will exalt my throne above the
stars of God; I will also sit on
the mount of the congregation
On the farthest sides of the
north’.
14. I will ascend above the
heights of the clouds, I will be
like the Most High.

Comparison of the fourth beast and the fourth kingdom
The destruction of the fourth beast does not result in the establishment
of the eschaton for although the other three beasts are deprived of
their dominion, they have their lives prolonged for a season and a
time (Dan. 7:12) implying that their dominion (particularly over Israel)
will be temporarily restored at some future point (cf. Rev.13:1-2). A
series of contacts and contrasts exits between the fourth kingdom
(Dan.2) and the fourth beast/little horn (Dan.7-8):
Daniel 2
Iron (fourth kingdom)

Daniel 7-8

Iron teeth and brass claws
(fourth beast)
Whole image destroyed
Fourth Beast destroyed - others
allowed to live for a time
Destroyed by a stone
Prince of the Host; Prince of
Princes (Michael); One like a
son of man
Stone cut without hand
Enemy broken without hand
Heavenly kingdom set up in the The time came that the people
days of those kings
of the saints possessed the
kingdom
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In Daniel 2 the whole image is destroyed (including the fourth
kingdom) and completely obliterated (no prolonging of life for a
season) and replaced with God’s sovereignty. The phrase; “cut without
hand” (Dan. 2:34) and “broken without hand” (Dan. 8:25) are not
analogous as the former refers to the supernatural origins of the stone
and the latter to the supernatural intervention that destroys the little
horn. Only God has the prerogative to change “times and seasons”
(Dan, 2:21) but the little horn seeks to change “times and laws” (Dan.
7:25). Once again these expressions are not synonymous, the former
referring to divine providence (God sets up and removes kings) the
latter to attempts by Antiochus to corrupt the festal calendar and the
Law of Moses by removing the daily sacrifice and desecrating the
Sanctuary. Similarly, the phrase; “And the kingdom….shall be given to
the people of the saints of the Most High” (Dan. 7:27), is not
necessarily comparable with the kingdom that the God of heaven sets
up (Dan. 2:44). The “kingdom” of Dan. 7:27 (although the passage is
eschatological) is in the first instance the “pleasant land” of Dan. 8:9 –
the land of Israel which was subject to the persecutions of the little
horn (Antiochus Epiphanes).

The kingdom of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7
It is an oversimplification to understand the establishment of the
kingdom in Daniel 2 as only occurring at the end of the historical
continuum. It is far more than a particular moment at the “End of
Days”, for the in-breaking of divine sovereignty often occurs in the
middle of history as it did with the “already/not yet” fulfilment of the
ministry of Christ. The promise that the kingdom/reign of
God/heaven will come/is near/has arrived is key to redemptive
history. The first century glimpsed an outworking of the destruction of
human power - universal history underwent universal judgment on the
cross. That is not to say that the kingdom of God in its fullness has
already been established as that is patently untrue, it is a recognition of
apocalyptic thought patterns that make the present time subservient to
the “End of Days”, that rest on the tension between present reality and
future fulfilment- that allow historical events to take on meaning
beyond their temporal significance.
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This is particularly true of Daniel 7 where the end of time arrives in the
middle of history. The destruction of the Greek Syrian Empire under
the “little horn” Antiochus was such an apocalyptic moment. Robert
Hamerton-Kelly observes;
“This identification of the centre of history with the end,
is the identification of a spatial with a temporal concept,
“here and now” with “then and there.” For most of us
the promise of “then and there” is enough. Time attests
our human frailty with respect to the appropriation of
reality. We must, because of that frailty, be content to
receive reality in “coffee spoonfuls” as TS Eliot puts it,
dribs and drabs from time to time, because we cannot
bear too much. We are time bound and reality comes to
us along the trajectory of that bondage. Ultimately when
the timeline ends, we go “face to face” (1 Corinthians
13:12), but in the mean time we, like the old time
“remittance man”, receive our periodic allowance. The
mystic, or revelator, or prophet, on the other hand, has
episodes of direct contact with the really real, and is thus
able to keep the rest of us informed and encouraged. The
Incarnation [we would argue for manifestation P.W.] of
God as the authentically human gives us all a glimpse of
the real, enables us to anticipate and enjoy, and therefore
is the apocalyptic event par excellence, the end of history.
Since it has occurred in the midst of time, it has the
proleptic status, of the “already but not yet,” already in
substance but not yet in durance”.13
The in-breaking of the apocalyptic moment was referred to by Jesus
during his trial when, in response to his accusers, he alluded to Dan.
7:13 (in Matt. 26:64); “Hereafter shall ye see the Son of Man….” This
is understood by H.A. Whittaker as referring to a spiritual and mental
Robert Hamerton-Kelly, Politics and Apocalypse: An Introductory
Essay [cited March 2009]
13

http://www.hamerton-kelly.com/talks/politics_and_apocalypse_intro.html
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grasp of truth concerning Jesus.14 The little horn of Daniel 7 also forms
the basis for the description of the Beast in Revelation 13. Moreover,
in Revelation 12 we read of a battle between Michael and a dragon with
seven heads and ten horns. The ten horns obviously derive from the
fourth beast of Daniel 7. Michael fights the dragon, although in the
following passage the credit for the victory is given to the followers of
Christ. The conflict vision in Revelation 12 is influenced by the
antithesis of the “one like a son of man” and demonstrates at least a
functional analogy between the archangel Michael and the figure in
Daniel’s vision. Imagery from Daniel 7 is constantly re-employed by
the Johannine Apocalypse because it had a dual reference; it was
relevant to the first century and to the “End of Days.” The in-breaking
of the kingdom was therefore seen in the time of Antiochus, seen in
the first century at the trial/crucifixion/resurrection of Christ, and seen
at the destruction of Jerusalem in 70. However, none of these
apocalyptic “moments” exhausted the visions which still await their
final consummation at the return of Christ.

Conclusions

The visions in Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 do not run completely parallel.
Whereas the Fourth kingdom of Daniel 2 is Roman, the Fourth beast
of Daniel 7 is the Greek Syrian Empire under the Seleucid dynasty.
Antiochus Epiphanes is the “little horn” of chapter 7 and 8. The image
of Daniel 2 had an “already/not yet” realization in the first century, but
can only reach true fulfilment at the second advent (with Israel back in
the land) this conclusion is reinforced by the reuse of similar imagery in
Revelation. Although the destruction of the “little horn” occurred in
168 BC, the event has eschatological, one might say supra-historical
overtones - - the “little horn” functions as a type of the anti-Christ.
Only in this sense do the two events (destruction of the
image/judgement of the fourth beast/little horn) have parallels, for

Whittaker notes that a similar formula (shall ye see) is used in John
1:51 and in John14:7. However, this does not rule out the possibility
that his accusers actually saw a vision of the risen Christ coming in
judgment when Jerusalem was destroyed in 70. H.A. Whittaker, Studies
in the Gospels,(Biblia,1989),742
14
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although the events are spatially and temporally different, in essence
they are a singular apocalyptic episode.

Note on Nebuchadnezzar’s image
Although it was Nebuchadnezzar who deported the exiles and burnt
the Temple the Neo-Babylonian period commenced with Naboplassar
in c.626 and ended with the Persian capture of Babylon by Cyrus in
c.539 a secondary Medo-Persian phase (but very important from the
perspective of the Jewish exiles) began with the capture of Babylon by
Darius Hystaspis (Darius the Mede) in c.521. The Medo-Persian period
during which Judea was annexed as a Persian province lasted until the
conquest of Persia by Alexander in c. 333 after which Greek influence
was felt. After Alexander’s death Judea became the battle ground of the
successors of Alexander’s Greek empire. Judea was annexed to Egypt
by Ptolemy Soter in c.320 and later annexed to Syria by Antiochus the
Great at the battle of Paneas but he over reached his ambitions when
he invaded Greece and was forced to withdraw from Asia Minor when
he was defeated by the Romans at the battle of Magnesia in c.189. The
Greek period of Judean domination continued until the arrival of
Antiochus Epiphanes c.175 that provoked the Maccabean rebellion in
c.165. Greek influence was still felt despite brief independence and in c.
63 Pompey captured Jerusalem and Judea became a Roman
protectorate. This was briefly interrupted by a Parthian incursion in
c.40 when Jerusalem was captured and the Maccabee Antigonus was
placed on the throne. However, the Roman senate appointed Herod as
king and he retook Jerusalem in c.37. Sometimes there is a decisive
battle that marks the transition from one Empire to the next but the
transition is often more complex.
Ignoring the Hasmonean period and treating the successors of
Alexander as belonging to the Greek period of foreign domination we
can surmise that (as far as the vision is concerned) that the NeoBabylonian period lasted (626-539) 87 years, the Medo-Persian (539333) 206 years, the Greek (333-165) 168 years and the Roman
domination of Judea lasted (63+70) 133 years (or 198 years as the Bar
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Kochba revolt is regarded as the last Roman intervention). This
conforms roughly to the proportions of a human figure with headchest-thighs- legs dimensions forming an approximate ratio of 1-2-22.5 leading to the conclusion that a first century fulfilment was
expected not one in the distant future. The full realization of the vision
was interrupted by the Diaspora and could only be concluded when the
Jews returned (which has recently occurred).
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Chapter 5

The Fiery Furnace
The narrative in Daniel 3 poses a number of questions – firstly, Daniel
is absent without explanation – the story is only concerned with his
three companions. Secondly, the ritual significance of the image is left
unexplained. Lastly, the response of the three companions to
Nebuchadnezzar allows for the possibility that God would not save
them.
Nebuchadnezzar’s image is made of gold and is sixty cubits high and
six cubits wide. The base of the image is obviously circular with the
width representing the diameter of the circle – this gives us a cylindrical
‘image’ which has the form of a tower or stele.1 It is therefore unlikely
that the image represents any human form. At the basis of the
measurements is the Babylonian Sexagesimal system with a numerical
Robert Hayward commenting on the Oniad temple at Leontopolis
notes that tower (compare the tower of Babel) is often used in a
synecdochal fashion for temple; “Compelled by this statement, Onias is
given a tract of land, a hundred and eighty furlongs distant from
Memphis, where he erects a fortress and builds a temple sixty cubits
[emphasis mine] in height, made out of huge stones. In contrast to his
earlier statement (1.33), Josephus here declares that the temple
resembles a tower and is unlike the sanctuary in Jerusalem. The templetower image appears to have been part of the common parlance of the
day, used to represent the temple in Jerusalem symbolically. In his
description of the temple at Leontopolis, Josephus also states that the
height of the tower was sixty cubits [emphasis mine] (J.W. 7.427), and
that this temple was “smaller and poorer” than the one in Jerusalem
(Ant. 13.72). Sixty cubits, however, are the exact dimensions given for
the restored temple in Jerusalem (Ezra 6:3; 1 Esd 6:24, Ant. 11.99;
15.385; J.W. 5.215)”. See Robert Hayward, “The Jewish Temple at
Leontopolis: A Reconsideration,” JJS 33 (1982): 429-43, 431-32,433
1
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base of sixty.2 The volume of the cylinder is 1696 cubic cubits and the
surface area is 1188 square cubits (1134) 3 it is therefore unlikely that it
was solid gold but probably overlaid with gold.4 One can speculate
that the gold was booty from Solomon’s temple and the emphasis on
gold and the number six is certainly a poignant commentary on the
demise of the splendour of the Davidic dynasty.5 The temple of
Ezekiel’s vision employs the same proportions for the posts as
Nebuchadnezzar’s does for his image (Ezek 40:14; 41:1)6 - the choice
of the same dimensions is probably deliberate. The fact that the image
is left undefined 7 indicates that the ritual aspect is relatively
unimportant - the image is only of import in that it is used as a litmus
Babylonian influence is still felt in the measuring of angles,
geographic coordinates, and time.
2

The Babylonians calculated the circumference of a circle as three
times the diameter (3 x 6=18). The area of a circle was calculated as
one twelfth of the squared circumference (1/12 x 182=27). The
surface area of the cylinder (using Babylonian formulae) was therefore
the area of both end circles (27 square cubits) plus the area of the side
(60x18=1080) giving 1134 square cubits (27+27+1080). This is close to
the modern calculation of 1188 square cubits. Of course the end that
stood on the ground would not require coating with gold making the
total available surface 1159 square cubits (modern calculation)
requiring 290 talents of gold (see footnote below).
3

The Most Holy Place (a perfect square with sides of 20 cubits) with a
total surface area of 2400 square cubits required 600 talents of gold to
overlay the interior (2 Chron. 3:8).
4

The weight of gold that came to Solomon yearly was 666 talents of
gold (1 Kings 10:14)
5

Although the cubit measure in Ezekiel is the ‘long cubit’ (Ezek. 40:5)
the proportions are the same as Daniel’s image
6

We are not informed that it is an image of Marduk or a likeness of
Nebuchadnezzar, etc…
7
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test for loyalty to the king. This may explain the absence of Daniel
whose loyalty was above question and who was continuously in the
king’s presence while his companions were elsewhere busy with
administrative tasks.

The loyalty test

We might ask what events prompted Nebuchadnezzar to impose such
an extreme test of loyalty. The date given for the loyalty test in the
LXX is the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar. This is significant
because the temple was burned in the eighteenth regnal year (586/7).
Critics believe that this is simply a gloss and that the LXX version has
borrowed from Jer. 52:29 in order to provide a plausible reason for the
ceremony, namely, pledging loyalty to Nebuchadnezzar but other
intertextual connections with Jeremiah place the fiery furnace incident
firmly within this period.
Jeremiah 29:21-23 reports the ‘roasting’ of two false prophets in
Babylon. Paul-Alain Beaulieu8 believes that an actual incident is being
reported; “We have seen that several Babylonian sources of the first
millennium chronicle the burning of individuals upon royal command
for crimes of rebellion and sacrilege. Therefore the probability of a
Babylonian setting for the redaction or editing of these chapters [Jer.
27-30] must be seriously considered. This is further supported by the
fact, recently pointed out by Jack Lundbom,9 that, oddly, Jer. 29:22
uses the root hlq (“to burn, roast”) to refer to the execution of the
condemned prophets, rather than @dX, [cf. Gen. 38:24] which is the
verb that normally refers to the burning of individuals in the Bible. The
use of hlq here derives in all probability from Babylonian usage. The

Paul-Alain Beaulieu, The Babylonian Background of the Motif of the
Fiery Furnace in Daniel 3(JBL 128, no. 2 (2009): 273–290),289
8

9

(Ibid, p. 289, fn 49) - Lundbom, Jeremiah 21–36, 358
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usual verbs referring to burning as death penalty in cuneiform sources
are qalû, which is the cognate verb of hlq, and less frequently qamû 10”.
Moreover, Beaulieu notes that, “Jeremiah 27–29 has long been
recognized as a distinct unit within the book. The three chapters
display a number of peculiarities, including shorter spellings of
Yahwistic names, the frequent use of titles with personal names, and
the spelling of the name Nebuchadnezzar with an n rather than the
more accurate r found in the rest of the book.11 The spelling with n is
in fact the more common one in the Bible and the only one attested in
the book of Daniel.12 Yet this is not a sufficient reason to assume an
influence of Jeremiah 27–29 on Daniel. More suggestive in this regard
could be the fact that the short spelling of the name Jeremiah (hymry

(Ibid, p. 289, fn 50) -See Carroll, Jeremiah, 554: there may have been
wordplays on qlh, “to roast,” qll, “to curse,” and the family name of the
false prophet Ahab, bēn-qōlāyāh, “son of Kolayah.” This, however, does
not reduce the probability that Jer. 29:21–23 refers to an actual event.
10

(Ibid, p. 289, fn 48)
Adriaan van Selms, “The Name
Nebuchadnezzar,” in Travels in the World of the Old Testament:
Studies Presented to M. A. Beek on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday
(ed. M. S. H. G. Heerma van Voss; SSN 16; Assen: Van Gorcum,
1974), 223–29.
11

According to BibleWorks the form of Nebuchadnezzar (with an n)
occurs some 60 times - 2 Kgs. 24:1, 10f; 25:1, 8, 22; 1 Chr. 6:15; 2 Chr.
36:6f, 10, 13; Ezr. 1:7; 2:1; 5:12, 14; 6:5;Neh. 7:6; Est. 2:6; Jer. 27:6, 8,
20; 28:3, 11, 14; 29:1, 3; 34:1; 39:5; Dan. 1:1, 18; 2:1, 28, 46; 3:1ff, 5, 7,
9, 13f, 16, 19, 24, 26, 28; 4:1, 4, 18, 28, 31, 33f, 37; 5:2, 11, 18 (note the
exclusive use in Daniel and Jeremiah 27-29). The form
Nebuchadrezzar (with an r) occurs some 31 times - Jer. 21:2, 7; 22:25;
24:1; 25:1, 9; 29:21; 32:1, 28; 35:11; 37:1; 39:1, 11; 43:10; 44:30; 46:2,
13, 26; 49:28, 30; 50:17; 51:34; 52:4, 12, 28ff; Ezek. 26:7; 29:18f; 30:10
[P.W.].
12
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instead of whymry)13, which characterizes Jeremiah 27–29, occurs
elsewhere only in Daniel 9 and Ezra 1”.
This data establishes intertextual connections between the “letter” that
Jeremiah sent from Jerusalem to the Babylonian captives (Jer.29:1) and
the book of Daniel (cf. Dan. 9:2) and this requires us to closely
examine the historical context in the years shortly prior to the burning
of the temple in 586/7 BC. The book of Jeremiah (and Ezekiel) point
to a deeply divided community with Jeremiah regarded as a Babylonian
sympathiser and collaborator by certain elements.
Jeremiah urged a policy of continued submission to Nebuchadnezzar
which he symbolised by wearing a wooden yoke in the market place in
Jerusalem. The temple-affiliated prophet Hananiah encouraged by
those in Babylon like Shemaiah (Jer. 29:24-27), prophesied against
Jeremiah:
This is what the Lord Almighty, the God of
Israel, says: “I will break the yoke of the king
of Babylon. Within two years I will bring
back to this place all the articles of the
Lord’s house that Nebuchadnezzar king of
Babylon removed from here and took to
Babylon” ( Jer.28:2-3).

According to Bibleworks the shorter form yirmüyâ occurs 14
times - 1 Chr. 12:11; Ezr. 1:1; Neh. 10:3; 12:1; Jer. 27:1; 28:5f, 10ff, 15;
29:1; Dan. 9:2 with 121 occurrences of the longer form yirmüyäºhû -2
Ki. 23:31; 24:18; 1 Chr. 12:14; 2 Chr. 35:25; 36:12, 21f; Jer. 1:1, 11; 7:1;
11:1; 14:1; 18:1, 18; 19:14; 20:1ff; 21:1, 3; 24:3; 25:1f, 13; 26:7ff, 12, 20,
24; 29:29f; 30:1; 32:1, 6, 26; 33:1, 19, 23; 34:1, 6, 8, 12; 35:1, 3, 12, 18;
36:1, 4f, 8, 10, 26f, 32; 37:2f, 6, 12ff, 21; 38:1, 6f, 10ff, 19f, 24, 27f;
39:11, 14f; 40:1, 6; 42:2, 4f, 7; 43:1f, 6, 8; 44:1, 15, 20, 24; 45:1; 46:1, 13;
47:1; 49:34; 50:1; 51:59ff, 64; 52:1 [P.W.].
13
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Hananiah broke the yoke from Jeremiah’s shoulders in a show of
contempt for Yahweh’s word. Jeremiah urged a policy of nonresistance to the Babylonians and even wrote those who had been
taken into exile instructing them to pray for the Babylonian king and
settle permanently into life there (Jer.29:7). Nebuchadnezzar required
an oath of fealty from Zedekiah (Mattaniah), which he made in the
name of Yahweh (2 Chronicles 36:13). Unfortunately Zedekiah was a
vacillating leader, easily swayed by the false prophets who encouraged
rebellion. The false prophets no doubt pointed to the rescue of
Jerusalem during the Assyrian crisis, but Zedekiah was no Hezekiah
(the suffering servant of Isaiah). Isaiah had predicted that Hezekiah’s
wealth and his sons would be carried off to Babylon but the false
prophets probably argued that the prophecy had already been fulfilled
in the first deportation – indeed they were predicting the imminent
release of the captives and encouraging rebellion against
Nebuchadnezzar. Therefore Nebuchadnezzar faced a growing crisis
with Tyre, Egypt, and perhaps Ammon (hence some of the oracles in
Ezekiel against these nations) supporting Judah’s rebellion.
The context of Daniel 3 is therefore one of imminent rebellion against
Nebuchadnezzar. The group of exiles in Babylon is not homogeneous
– there are those like Daniel and Ezekiel who support Jeremiah and
seek the peace of Babylon. There are those false prophets who agitate
for an early return and preach rebellion. There are also those (perhaps
the vast majority) who are undecided. Then there is the remaining
population in Judea with equally split loyalties - Jeremiah’s warnings
ringing in their ears while the false prophets mount a concerted
campaign to discredit him. With letters and recriminations flying to and
fro between Jerusalem and Babylon and rebellion fermenting it is no
wonder that Nebuchadnezzar devised a loyalty test. He had already
‘roasted’ two false prophets in the fire but this obviously did not halt
the contagion, so now a more targeted approach was adopted;
Nebuchadnezzar invited several suspect authorities (from the countries
fomenting rebellion?) to participate in a ceremony that would
demonstrate loyalty to the king.
Nebuchadnezzar anticipated the rebellion and sent his army to Judah in
order to crush it. By early 588, only Jerusalem and the fortresses at
Lachish and Azekah still resisted the Babylonian onslaught. By
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summer, those fortresses fell and Jerusalem itself was placed under
siege. In the summer of 588 Pharaoh Hophra sent an army to relieve
the siege of Jerusalem, forcing the Babylonians to disengage. This short
respite was greeted with widespread jubilation by the citizens of
Jerusalem (cf. Jeremiah’s warning in Jer. 37:6-10) who saw this as
divine deliverance of the city. But the Babylonians easily routed the
Egyptian troops and recommenced the siege, which ended with the
destruction of the city and the burning of the temple.
The ceremony
For the above reasons this chapter is placed in the period immediately
prior to the fall of Jerusalem, with the fate of the city still undecided
and the loyalty of some of the citizens of the neo-Babylonian Empire
in question. The loyalty test has bizarre, even comical aspects, with the
music probably sounding like a cacophony of squeaks and squawks and
the command to fall down at the sound a bit like a game of musicalchairs with the last man standing cast into the fire. Many
commentators suspect this amusement is a literary device ridiculing
oriental despotism but comical aspects are just as likely attributed to an
attempt at flushing out the miscreants by humiliating them.14
The lack of Akkadian terms in the list of functionaries is notable, as is
the predominance of words of Persian origin. Added to this is the use
of Greek terms for some of the musical instruments. On this basis
many liberal exegetes argue for a Maccabean date for the chapter but
rather than a second-century date the combination of Persian and
Greek terms indicate that the material was finalized during the reign of
Darius Hystaspis in the Persian period (when Daniel was nearly 100
years old).

Porteous (Daniel, 58) remarks; “It has been suggested that the
sounding of musical instruments as a prelude to an act of worship may
be intended as a blasphemous parody of the blaring trumpets on the
Jewish New Year’s Day. The martyrs were thus expected on this view
to take part in a kind of black mass or witches Sabbath”
14
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Three in the fire

Nebuchadnezzar’s reaction to the refusal of the three companions to
worship his image confirms the reading that has been proposed;
“But if you do not worship, you shall be cast immediately
into the midst of a burning fiery furnace. And who is the
god who will deliver you from my hands?” (Dan.3:15)
This echoes the challenge of Sennacherib at the hand of his emissary
Rabshakeh;
“Who among all the gods of the lands have delivered
their countries from my hand, that the LORD should
deliver Jerusalem from my hand?”(2 Kings 18:35)
He also wrote letters to revile the LORD God of Israel,
and to speak against Him, saying, “As the gods of the
nations of other lands have not delivered their people
from my hand, so the God of Hezekiah will not deliver
His people from my hand.” (2 Chron. 32:17)
Jerusalem had been saved from the hand of the Assyrians during the
reign of Hezekiah. In the mind of the people the city was inviolate
because of God’s presence in the temple and this was expressed as a
proverbial saying in Jeremiah’s day; “The temple of the LORD, the
temple of the LORD, the temple of the LORD are these”. (Jer. 7:4)
The divine response to this overconfidence is found in Jer.7:20 –
“Therefore thus says the Lord GOD: “Behold, My anger and My fury
will be poured out on this place -- on man and on beast, on the trees of
the field and on the fruit of the ground. And it will burn and not be
quenched.”
Therefore the fate of the three companions is analogous with the
impending fate of Jerusalem – “He has cut off in fierce anger every
horn of Israel; He has drawn back His right hand from before the
enemy. He has blazed against Jacob like a flaming fire devouring all
around”(Lam. 2:3) and; “The LORD has fulfilled His fury, He has
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poured out His fierce anger. He kindled a fire in Zion, and it has
devoured its foundations”. (Lam.4:11) It is in this light that the
response of the three companions must be understood;
“If that is the case, our God whom we serve is able to
deliver us from the burning fiery furnace, and He will
deliver us from your hand, O king. But if not, let it be
known to you, O king, that we do not serve your gods,
nor will we worship the gold image which you have set
up.” (Dan.3:17-18)
Towner remarks, “It is interesting to note the degree to which more
recent translations have read the straightforward Aramaic text in such a
way as to emphasise the uncertainty and ambiguity of the lads’ reply.
Following the ancient versions, the King James Version obfuscated the
answer by translating “If it be so, our God whom we serve, is able to
deliver us…..but if not….” The Revised Standard Version maintains
this translation in the text –never clarifying to what the inserted word
“so” is referring – but offers a clearer but theologically more daring
alternative in the margin. Today’s English Version (like JB and
Lacocque) goes all the way with the daring alternative and offers, “If
the God whom we serve is able to save us….then he will. But even if
he doesn’t….” (This is exactly what the Aramaic says.)”15
Therefore the companions seriously consider the possibility of divine
inaction –perhaps God will intervene but even if he does not intervene
they will not worship Nebuchadnezzar’s image or his idols. Attitudes
held by the three companions reflect the attitudes held by many of the
Gola (exilic community) – they did not know whether God would
chose to save Jerusalem or not (which prophets to believe?) but
whatever the outcome they would remain steadfast and would resist
full integration. They would remain loyal to Nebuchadnezzar but
would not worship his image or his gods.

W. Sibley Towner, Daniel,(John Knox Press; Louisville, 1933 reprint
1984),52
15
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Four in the Fire

The three companions were cast into the furnace when to
Nebuchadnezzar’s astonishment they were joined by a fourth figure
“like the Son of God”:
“Look!” he answered, “I see four men loose, walking in
the midst of the fire; and they are not hurt, and the form
of the fourth is like the Son of God.” (Dan. 3:25)
The “Son of God” (NKJ) is translated more precisely as “a son of the
gods” (RSV/NIB/JPS/YLT),16 this figure is equated with an Angel in
the doxology of Dan. 3:28 (God.....sent His Angel) and is a member of
the divine council (cf. Job1:6; 2:1), perhaps this is the Angel of the
presence known as the Holy one of Israel;
So the Light of Israel will be for a fire, And his Holy One
for a flame; It will burn and devour His thorns and his
briers in one day...... And it shall come to pass in that day
That the remnant of Israel, And such as have escaped of
the house of Jacob, Will never again depend on him who
defeated them, But will depend on the LORD, the Holy
One of Israel, in truth.(Isa.10:17,20)
Although the four “men” were in the midst of the fire, they were not
hurt – the fact that they were not consumed by the fire echoes the
appearance of the Angel of Yahweh in the burning bush;
And the Angel of the LORD appeared to him in a flame
of fire from the midst of a bush. So he looked, and
behold, the bush was burning with fire, but the bush was
not consumed. (Ex. 3:2)
Moses received his commission and the burning bush revelation
heralded the deliverance of the nation from Egyptian bondage. God is
16

The Aramaic bar-´élähîn is here equivalent to the Hebrew bünê

´élöhîm
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described as a “consuming fire” (Deut. 4:24; 9:3), Isaiah sums up the
dilemma during Hezekiah’s reign as follows:
The sinners in Zion are afraid; Fearfulness has seized the
hypocrites: “Who among us shall dwell with the
devouring fire? Who among us shall dwell with
everlasting burnings?” (Isa. 33:14)
Fire can either destroy or purify, usually the process of refining is
destructive – the sinners in Zion were literally destroyed by fire – God
did not save them –“For I have set My face against this city for
adversity and not for good,” says the LORD. “It shall be given into the
hand of the king of Babylon, and he shall burn it with fire.” (Jer. 21:10)
However, repentant sinners in Babylon were refined through the fire of
exile, “Therefore thus says the LORD of hosts: “Behold, I will refine
them and try them; for how shall I deal with the daughter of My
people?” (Jer. 9:7) This is similar to the refining process during the
Assyrian crisis except on that occasion the city was spared, “Behold, I
have refined you, but not as silver; I have tested you in the furnace of
affliction”. (Isa.48:10)
In the concluding doxology (Dan. 3:28-30) Nebuchadnezzar threatens
to punish anyone who speaks “amiss” against the God of Israel by
cutting them in pieces, and burning their houses. The LXX and Th use
the Greek blasfhmh,sh| (blasphemy) for “speak amiss” a reference to
the taunts of Sennacherib during the Assyrian crisis but the Greek used
there (2 Kings 19:3) 17 is evlegmou/ which refers to refutation of error (cf.
speak amiss), however the Modern Greek Bible also employs
blasphemy and the MT, hcan is translated by the NKJ as blasphemy in
Kings and in the parallel passage in Isaiah and Tobit (S) 1:18 referring
to the same incident employs, blasfhmiw/n (blasphemies). On that
occasion the reproach/error/blasphemy perpetrated by Sennacherib
was that Yahweh was not able to deliver the inhabitants of Jerusalem
and the temple. Ironically the contemporaries of Daniel and Jeremiah
And they said to him, “Thus says Hezekiah: ‘This day is a day of
trouble, and rebuke, and blasphemy….’ (2 Kings 19:3 cf. Isa.37:3)
17
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who “spoke amiss” (blasphemed, spoke error etc) were the ones who
believed that God would not punish them because the temple was in
their midst. Daniel’s companions acknowledged that although God was
capable of saving them (i.e., Jerusalem) he might not (because of the
nation’s sinfulness), unlike the false prophets (who declared imminent
deliverance); the three friends did not “speak amiss”.
The threat to burn the houses of the blasphemers was carried out when
Nebuchadnezzar burnt the city (cf. Jer. 34:2) and the “cutting in
pieces” of the blasphemers is an allusion to the reversal of the landcovenant (Gen 15:10) which had been dishonoured when the Jewish
rulers “passed between the pieces” (Jer.34:18-19) and then
subsequently reneged on the promise to liberate their fellow Hebrews
at the Jubilee. The land covenant had heralded the release of the
Hebrew slaves from Egyptian bondage (Gen.15:13-14; Jer.34:13)18 and
the rulers had imitated the same ritual but then given back-word, now
Yahweh would do the same – the land-covenant would be put in
abeyance – the mutilated bodies of the covenant breakers would lie
exposed to the vultures (Jer. 34:20 cf. Gen 15:11) as a consequence of
the Babylonian onslaught.

Apocryphal additions

The Protestant translations of Daniel (such as NKJ etc) contain no
apocryphal additions but some of the Catholic translations (such as the
Jerusalem Bible) contain the “Prayer of Azariah” (Abednego) and “The
Song of the Three Young Men” these versions follow the Septuagint
(LXX). The Greek version places the two Psalms between verses 23
and 24 of chapter 3. There is general consensus among scholarship that
the two Psalms are second century Maccabean additions that were not
present in the Aramaic originals that the Greek translators worked
The covenant referred to in Jer. 34:13 is the Sinai covenant which
included the Jubilee laws that regulated restoration of property rights
and liberation from slavery (indentured labour). The covenant of
Genesis 15 established the property right of the whole nation (that
descendants of Abram would inherit the land) and the liberty from
(Egyptian) bondage of the whole nation. Therefore the Jubilee law is a
“subset” of the Genesis land-covenant.
18
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from and this is confirmed by their absence from the Qumran Daniel
text 1QDb.
These psalms, although late apocryphal additions, are important in so
far that they demonstrate that the Septuagint translators were not
averse to including more recent material because they recognised
similarities between the Antiochene crisis (concerning the temple) and
the Babylonian crisis (also concerning the temple) - for example, the
charge of blasphemy levelled at Sennacherib (2 Kings 19:3; Isa.37:3;
Tobit (S) 1:18) and at those who “speak amiss” (Dan.3:28) was also
directed at Antiochus (and his collaborators) were the word blasphemy
is employed with greater frequency than anywhere else in the biblical
and extra-biblical material (1 Macc. 2:6; 2 Macc. 8:4; 10:35; 15:24). The
late apocryphal psalms are therefore collective psalms of lament and
penitence, recognising the right of God to punish his people and the
need for atonement in the absence of any temple service.

Conclusion

Even if the LXX dating of Daniel 3 to the eighteenth year of
Nebuchadnezzar is a gloss, the intertextual connections between
Jeremiah and Daniel place this incident immediately prior to the
burning of the temple. The story reflects the crisis brought on by the
impending fall of Jerusalem – would God allow the temple and city to
be burnt? Would the Gola survive the “fire” of exile? How would
God deliver them? This is not just the story of three young men
enduring a trial by fire but the story of a nation enduring a crisis of
faith.
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Chapter 6

The Insanity of the King
Daniel 4 can be summed up by Psalm 66:7; “He rules by His power
forever; His eyes observe the nations; do not let the rebellious exalt
themselves”. The themes of Psalm 66:7 encapsulate Daniel 4 - God’s
rule (Dan. 4:3, 25), observing the nations (cf. ‘watcher’, Dan. 4:23)
and pride (Dan. 4:37) are all key elements of Daniel chapter 4. The
LXX version of Psalm 66 is entitled “A Song of Resurrection” with the
context being the Passover deliverance of Hezekiah and the nation.1
After his deliverance, Hezekiah prided himself in the wealth and glory
of his kingdom and paraded it before the Babylonian envoys, but the
prophet Isaiah warned Hezekiah that his “sons” and his wealth would
be carried off to Babylon (Isa. 39:1-8). In Daniel 4 we find these “sons
of Hezekiah” in exile and the wealth and glory of Judah used to
beautify and glorify Babylon – specifically the “royal dwelling” (Dan.
4:30 cf. ‘house’, v.4), essentially this was achieved by robbing and
burning God’s house.2 Although Nebuchadnezzar is not blamed for his
actions in this respect (he was acting as God’s instrument of
punishment) he “exalted himself” as such his hubris mirrors that of
Hezekiah and his “resurrection” from a state of bestiality echoes
Hezekiah’s resurrection from mortal illness. Daniel 4 is shot through
with echoes from the Psalter and even commences with
Nebuchadnezzar reciting Psalm 145:133 in Dan 4:3; “His wonders! His
kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and His dominion is from
generation to generation”. The rabbi’s state “Had not an angel come
and struck him [Nebuchadnezzar] upon his mouth he would have
The rebellious in Psalm 66 is a reference to Sennacherib and his
envoy Rabshakeh – in Isaiah 14 Sennacherib is styled the “king of
Babylon”(v.4), “Lucifer”(v.12) and “the Assyrian” (v.25) and he is
condemned and judged for his hubris.
1

Once again the LXX places this chapter in the 18th year of
Nebuchadnezzar – when God’s ‘house’ was destroyed.
2

3

Was he familiar with the Psalms because of Daniel?
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eclipsed all the songs and praises uttered by David in the Book of
Psalms”.4 The use of Psalm 145 is not limited to the opening hymn of
praise5 but is alluded to throughout the narrative;
Psalm 145
v. 11 They shall speak of the
glory (LXX do,xa) of Your
kingdom, And talk of Your
power
v. 13 Your kingdom is an
everlasting kingdom, And Your
dominion endures throughout all
generations.
v. 15-16 The eyes of all look
expectantly to You, And You
give them their food in due
season. You open Your hand
And satisfy the desire of every
living thing.
v. 19 He will fulfill the desire of
those who fear Him; He also
will hear their cry and save
them.

Daniel 4
v. 30 The king spoke, saying, “Is
not this great Babylon, that I have
built for a royal dwelling by my
mighty power and for the honor
of my majesty?” (LXX do,xa)
v. 3 How great are His signs, And
how mighty His wonders! His
kingdom is an everlasting
kingdom, And His dominion is
from generation to generation.
v. 12 Its leaves were lovely, Its fruit
abundant, And in it was food for
all. The beasts of the field found
shade under it, The birds of the
heavens dwelt in its branches,
And all flesh was fed from it.
v. 34 …I, Nebuchadnezzar, lifted
my eyes to heaven, and my
understanding returned to me;
and I blessed the Most High.....

Nebuchadnezzar’s boast that he had built Babylon “by mighty power”
(v.30) is reminiscent of the “mighty power” of Psalm 106:8, and the
4

b.Sanhedrin 92b

The prefatory hymn of praise (vv.1-3) is a doublet of the hymn in
vv.34-35. The LXX moved it to the end of chapter 4 and placed it
alongside vv.34-35. Theod-Daniel reinstated it to its position in the
Aramaic text. The English versions reflect the positioning of the MT
(Aramaic text) at the beginning and end of the narrative where the
hymn functions as an inclusio.
5
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honour and glory of which the king boasted (v.30) is transformed into
an “ox that eats grass”(v.33) also echoing Psalm 106 (v.20); “Thus they
(Israel) changed their glory into the image of an ox that eats grass” – a
reference to the golden-calf (ox) apostasy of Exodus 32. The parallel
between the apostasy of the golden calf and the illness of
Nebuchadnezzar is not immediately obvious. The nation of Israel
exchanged their glory (God) for an image of an ox-calf that eats grass
and Nebuchadnezzar (who boasted of his glory) was transformed into
an ox that eats grass.
The sin of Israel was apostasy and the sin of Nebuchadnezzar was
pride. That the apostasy of Israel is in mind cannot be doubted as
Nebuchadnezzar is exhorted to “break off” (qrp) from his sins (Dan.
4:27) and the Hebrew equivalent of the Aramaic “break off” is also
used in Exodus 32:24 for the gold jewellery fashioned by Aaron into
the image of an ox-calf.6 When Nebuchadnezzar recovers, most of the
English versions (following the MT, wyz) express this as regaining his
brightness or splendour, but the Greek Theo-Dan (4:36) describes his
recovery as regaining “his form” (morfh,), which is virtually
synonymous with ‘likeness’ and with ‘image’.7
The correlation between Nebuchadnezzar and the image of the golden
ox-calf incident is the substitution of God with a false image – in the
case of Israel God was replaced with a literal calf image.
Nebuchadnezzar substituted God by deifying human power. Thus the
deification of human power and the creation of a false image are both
viewed as idolatry. Humanity (Adam) was originally created in the
image of God and lost that image when grasping for divine power.
6

“And I said to them, ‘Whoever has any gold, let them break it off’
(qrp). So they gave it to me, and I cast it into the fire, and this calf
came out.”
In the NT Philippians 2:7 uses the word ‘form’ (morfh,) and ‘likeness”
(o`moi,wma) in the same verse and Rom. 1:23 uses ‘likeness’ (o`moi,wma)
and ‘image’ (eivkw,n) in the same verse.
7
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Nebuchadnezzar regained his “form” (image) and his glory was
returned when he acknowledged the sovereignty of God (God rules).

God Rules

Both the Jewish nation and the foreign king had to learn the lesson of
divine sovereignty, in fact, with the re-naming of Jacob to Israel (God
rules)8 the posterity of Jacob were impressed with a permanent
reminder of divine sovereignty. Now it was the turn of the gentiles to
learn the limits of human power - “That the Most High rules in the
kingdom of men, Gives it to whomever He will, And sets over it the
lowest of men.”(Dan. 4:17)
The title ‘Most High’ is appropriate in the mouth of a gentile king and
implies that he regarded the God of Israel as preeminent within a
pantheon of gods – without necessarily engaging monotheism. More
unusually Nebuchadnezzar refers to God as ‘King of Heaven’ (v.37)
and Daniel’s reference to God’s rule in v.26 as ‘Heaven rules’.
Porteous remarks, “It should be noted that here for the first time, and
for the only time in the Old Testament, the word ‘heaven’ is
substituted for God, a usage which is found frequently in later
literature, inter-testamental and Rabbinic, and the New Testament”.9
Goldingay has noted that no other chapter of the OT uses heaven as
often and also notes that it is used in antithesis with earth.10 Heaven
See P. Wyns, Jacob’s New Name (The Christadelphian eJournal of
Biblical Interpretation, eds., A. Perry and P. Wyns, Willow
Publications, 2008),95-100 and Allen P Ross, Studies in the Life of
Jacob, Part 2: Jacob at the Jabbok, Israel at Peniel (Bibliotheca Sacra
137, 1980), 223-40
8

9

Norman Porteous, Daniel, (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1965),79

John E. Goldingay, Daniel, Word Biblical Commentary [Vol.30],
(Eds., D. Hubbard, G. Barker, J. Watts R .Martin, Nelson Reference&
Electronic, 1989), 85
10
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occurs twelve times and earth ten times in Daniel 4.11 Nor does any
other chapter of the OT use as often the related title Most High.12
However, 1 Kings 8 also uses Heaven twelve times13 once in the phrase
“Heaven of Heavens” (v.27) and eight times in the phrase “hear in
Heaven”14 it is also juxtaposed five times with the “earth”.15 The text
in Kings is concerned with the dedication of Solomon’s temple and an
appeal to hear prayer. What is unusual is the recognition of the
limitations of the temple, for although the prayer is directed at the
temple it is heard in heaven which is God’s dwelling place. The
significance of the linkage with Daniel 4 is not immediately obvious
but it is suggested that the subtext is the burning of the temple by
Nebuchadnezzar – the LXX dates Daniel 4 (like Daniel 3) to the
burning of the temple in the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar. If
this is correct (and not a gloss) then it chimes well with the elevation of
the kings ‘house’ at the expense of God’s house. Particularly interesting
is the anticipation of captivity (1 Kings 8:46-50) and the appeal that if
the people repented God would still hear them in his dwelling place
(heaven), and the request in v.43a;
Hear in heaven Your dwelling place, and do
according to all for which the foreigner calls
to You, that all peoples of the earth may
know Your name and fear You.....(1 Kings
8:43)

Heaven 4:13,15,21,23(2x),25,26,31,33,34,35,37, Earth 4:1, 10, 11,
15(2x), 20, 22,23, 35(2x)
11

12

Most High 4:2,17,24,25,32,34

13

1 Kings 8:22,23,27,30,32,34,36,39,43,45,49,54

14

1 Kings 8:30,32,34,36,39,43,45,49

15

1Kings 8:23,27,43,53,60
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And at the end of the time I,
Nebuchadnezzar, lifted my eyes to heaven,
and my understanding returned to me; and I
blessed the Most High and praised and
honored Him who lives forever: For His
dominion is an everlasting dominion, And
His kingdom is from generation to
generation. (Dan 4:34)

Driven from men
Nebuchadnezzar was “driven from men” (Dan. 4:33) which mirrors
the fate of Cain, “You have driven me out this day” (Gen. 4:14) and
the “seven times” of insanity echoes the sevenfold punishment of Gen
4:15. Cain is driven away from the divine presence in Eden and this
fulfils the typology of the Scapegoat (the nation bearing its sin) released
in the wilderness (Lev. 16:10).16 Here we find that the fate of Israel
merges with that of Nebuchadnezzar;
O Lord, righteousness belongs to You, but to
us shame of face, as it is this day -- to the
men of Judah, to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem and all Israel, those near and
those far off in all the countries to which
You have driven them, because of the
unfaithfulness which they have committed
against You. (Dan. 9:7)
The subtext of Daniel 4 is the punishment of Israel. The ox-faced
cherubim (cf. Ezek. 1:10; 1 Kgs.7:25, 44) on the Ark of the Covenant
represented Israel. The grass eating ox was a domesticated animal, a
The OG is even more explicit in linking the punishment of
Nebuchadnezzar with the sending away of the Scapegoat on the Day
of Atonement; “They will lead you away to prison and dispatch you to
a desolate place”. (Dan 4:22 OG) The reference to “imprisonment” is
probably based on the punishment of Azazel in 1 Enoch 10:4.
16
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beast of burden (Israel under the law), but, “Jeshurun (the upright one)
grew fat and kicked”. (Deut. 33:15)
The deification of human power is at the root of empire building and
also at the root of Adam’s fall and Israel’s debasement. Although
Daniel 4 is concerned with the humbling and restoration of a gentile
king the subtext is the humbling and restoration of Israel. The blessing
of the Most High by Nebuchadnezzar is similar to the blessing of the
Most High by Melchizedek, “And blessed be God Most High, who has
delivered your enemies into your (Abram’s) hand” (Gen. 14:20) and
Nebuchadnezzar’s observation “All the inhabitants of the earth are
reputed as nothing”(v.35), once again reflects Isaiah’s prophecies, “All
nations before Him are as nothing, And they are counted by Him less
than nothing and worthless”(Isa. 40:17), and also the divine
reassurance given to Judea; “Those who war against you shall be as
nothing, as a nonexistent thing”(Isa. 41:12).
The humbling of Nebuchadnezzar, who boasted of his “mighty
power”, lasted “seven times” and parallels the warning to punish Israel
“seven times” for disobedience (Lev. 26:18). God threatened to break
the pride of their power (Israel’s power) by making their heavens like
iron and their earth like bronze (Lev. 26:19 cf., the stump bound with
bronze and iron – Dan. 4:15)17 and by sending wild beasts among them
(Lev. 26:22 cf., Nebuchadnezzar changing into a wild beast Dan. 4:33).
However, those who walk in pride He is able to put down (Dan. 4:37);
And that I also have walked contrary to them
and have brought them into the land of their
enemies; if their uncircumcised hearts are
humbled, and they accept their guilt -- then I
Does the binding refer to the tree or the man? Does the switch in
metaphor from tree to man reflect the stitching together of two
separate stories? This verse has caused difficulties for many interpreters
(See the Appendix at end of chapter six). We note that Zedekiah
(Jer.52:11) was bound with bronze chains and deported to Babylon,
and the nation of Israel is depicted as a stump (Isa. 6:13 cf. Job 14:8-9).
It is suggested here that the symbols are a midrash on the fate of Israel.
17
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will remember My covenant with Jacob, and
My covenant with Isaac and My covenant
with Abraham I will remember; I will
remember the land. (Lev. 26:41-42)

The warning

Daniel warned Nebuchadnezzar to repent in order to avert disaster;
Therefore, O king, let my advice be
acceptable to you; break off your sins by
being righteous, and your iniquities by
showing mercy to the poor. Perhaps there
may be a lengthening of your prosperity.
(Dan 4:27 NKJ)
The LXE/LXX translates this as -“atone for thy sins by alms” and the
JPS translates with, “break off thy sins by almsgiving”. Many Christian
commentators have difficulty with the advice to practice meritorious
works in order to avoid disaster but (apart from the fact that there is
nothing wrong with good works) it is only in later centuries that
“righteousness” became virtually synonymous with “alms-giving”. So
the NKJ translation (righteous) is the more natural reading for the time
period and this is directed at the poor. This is relevant because
although the prominent (including royalty) had been taken into
captivity, the poor had been left in the land;
But Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard
left in the land of Judah the poor people,
who had nothing, and gave them vineyards
and fields at the same time.(Jer. 39:10)
But Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard
left some of the poor of the land as
vinedressers and farmers. (Jer.52:16)
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The warning is however, not directed solely at Nebuchadnezzar who
boasted of his royal residence, but also at the kings of Judah;
“Woe to him who builds his house by
unrighteousness And his chambers by
injustice, Who uses his neighbor’s service
without wages And gives him nothing for
his work, Who says, ‘I will build myself a
wide house with spacious chambers, And
cut out windows for it, paneling it with cedar
And painting it with vermilion’. “Shall you
reign because you enclose yourself in cedar?
Did not your father eat and drink, and do
justice and righteousness? Then it was well
with him. He judged the cause of the poor
and needy; then it was well. Was not this
knowing Me?” says the LORD. “Yet your
eyes and your heart are for nothing but your
covetousness, for shedding innocent blood,
and practicing oppression and violence”.
(Jer.22:13-17)
In other words, Nebuchadnezzar is told to practice what the rulers of
Judah had neglected – righteousness and mercy to the poor.

The Historicity of Daniel 4

There can be no doubt that Daniel 4 contains midrashic elements 18
interwoven in the narrative and that Nebuchadnezzar’s fall from grace

Besides the Psalms see the book of Job- “For God may speak in one
way, or in another, yet man does not perceive it. In a dream, in a vision
of the night, when deep sleep falls upon men, while slumbering on
their beds, Then He opens the ears of men, and seals their instruction.
In order to turn man from his deed, and conceal pride from man, He
keeps back his soul from the pit, and his life from perishing by the
sword” (Job 33:14-18).
18
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is parabolic of Israel’s fall, however, this does not negate the
fundamental historicity of the text.
The versions of Daniel 4 in the MT and the OG are so different that
scholars have struggled to explain the inter relationship -- to this
problem we might add the “Prayer of Nabonidus” from Qumran that
bears many similarities with the Daniel 4 narrative. However, the
different versions do not show signs of literary dependency or
chronological development. This is the difficulty for anyone claiming
the “prayer” as a direct source - it exists as an independent document
from roughly the same period as Dan 4. 19 Then there is the Greek
writer Megasthenes (c. 300BC) which places Nebuchadnezzar on his
palace roof where he announces under inspiration the coming fall of
Babylon, or there is a cuneiform fragment that possibly refers to a
mental disorder20, or the “Babylonian Job”, a Babylonian poem that
treats of a mysterious affliction which overtook a righteous man of
Babylon, and has been compared with the book of Job as it has many
of the same motif’s as Daniel 4.
Matthias Henze comes to the conclusion that the relationship between
the “Prayer of Nabonidus”, the versions and Daniel 4 is not one of
mutual dependency but is indirect and collateral and suggests a
synoptic model rather than a linear development; “The synoptic model
has the advantage of overcoming the disabling premise that the
versions ought to be mutually dependent, still predominant assumption

When discussing D.N. Freedman’s theory (BASOR 145, pp.31ff.)
that the underlying story was originally about Nabonidus (the last
Babylonian king), which was substituted with ‘Nebuchadnezzar’ during
the transmission of the story to Palestine and subsequently the original
‘forgotten’ - Porteous (Daniel, 70) remarks; “…is a little difficult to
understand, since in the same article Freedman tells of a document
containing a prayer of Nabonidus which has been discovered in
Qumran!”
19
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Grayson, Texts, 87-92; cf. Hasel, AUSS 19[1981] 41-42
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in the field. It also avoids judgment about textual priority, while
acknowledging textual affinities”21
Despite midrashic elements the text is also aware of Babylonian
mythology and reverses the Mesopotamian primordial tradition in
which primitive man attains culture and civilization. Henze remarks;
“The derogation of the wilderness is retained in Dan. 4, and the esteem
for the city propelled to an extreme in Nebuchadnezzar’s self-laudation
immediately prior to his animalization, “Is not this great Babylon which
I have built as a royal house by the might of my power for the glory of
my majesty”(Dan. 4:27)?” The metamorphosis of the protagonist,
however, is reversed in the biblical account. It is no longer Enkidu, the
man in a state of nature, who gradually turns into the fully civilized
counterpart of King Gilgamesh; now it is King Nebuchadnezzar
himself who is transformed into an animal. The blatant sarcasm in the
biblical narrative of using a central piece of Babylonian mythology to
ridicule the most awe-inspiring of all heathen monarchs, King
Nebuchadnezzar, by having him turn into an animal could hardly be
put in stronger terms”22
The Babylonian provenance of Daniel 1-6 is generally recognised in
scholarship, particularly after the case made by Montgomery, who
noted that almost all the Akkadian and Persian words appear in these
chapters and that “their sumptuous barbaric scenery is obviously not
that of Palestine”(Daniel, 90). For example, while the tree imagery is
reminiscent of Ezek. 31:3-14 and Ezek. 17:1-10, its counterpart is
found in a building inscription of Nebuchadnezzar from Wadi Brisa,
which says of Babylon, “Under its everlasting shadow I have gathered
all the peoples in peace” 23 and of his famous palace Nebuchadnezzar
Matthias Henze, The Madness of King Nebuchadnezzar; The
Ancient Near Eastern Origins and Early History of Interpretation of
Daniel 4,(Brill,1999),203
21

22

Ibid, 205-6

Stephen Langdon, Building Inscriptions of the Neo-Babylonian
Empire Part 1; Nabopolasar and Nebuchadnezzar B. Col. VIII,
(Paris:Leroux,1905),171-72
23
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records in an inscription; “….a palace as the seat of my royal authority,
a building for the admiration of my people, a place of union for the
land”. 24
Daniel 4:17 describes God as giving kingdoms, “to whomsoever He
will, and setteth up over it the basest of men”. An inscription made by
Nabopolassar, the father of Nebuchadnezzar, describes himself as “in
my littleness, the son of a nobody,”…[…]...“me, the insignificant, who
among men was not visible,”… “I, the weak, the feeble ”…. etc.25
Boutflower observes, “This is the [very] kind of knowledge --the lowly
origin of Babylon’s greatest king--which succeeding generations soon
must have forgotten, and therefore it constitutes strong evidence for
the historical accuracy of Daniel.”26

Conclusion

The Babylonian background of this chapter (both literary and
historical) is undeniable but so is the midrashic element. The story
informs us not only of the punishment of a heathen king by mental
illness but also of the punishment of the Jewish nation who had
collectively gone insane – both the foreigner and the Jew needed to
learn that God/Most High rules in the kingdom of men. The nation
would undergo seventy times seven desolations before recovering.

Appendix chapter 6

Eight major commentaries on Daniel describe the metal binding of the
stump as follows:

Stephen Langdon, Die neubabylonische Königsinschriften, (Leipzig:
Hinrichs,1912), 136(no.15,col.7.36-37)
24

Josh McDowell, Daniel in the Critics’ Den, (Campus Crusade,
1973),12-13
25

26

Charles Boutflower, In and Around the Book of Daniel, (1923),91
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Buchanan: “Koch saw the importance of the art drawn in Khorsabad
of a sacred tree made with golden leaves and metal bands around the
drunk. At the tree’s top is a sun disk with wings and an art form of
Assurbanipal II within the disk. The disk was a sign of the deity
surrounding the king. Mendenhall has shown that the winged sun disk
indicated the manifestation, glory, power, and dignity of gods like
Horus, Re, Zeus, Ahura Mazda, and Baal Shamem. It often provided a
frame for the king himself, as has been done here, to show that the
king functioned with the authority of the deity.” 27
Charles: “With a band of iron and brass. The meaning is somewhat
obscure. A hope of restoration remained since the stump was left in
the ground, but the band of iron and brass seems to be ‘a figure of
speech for the stern and crushing sentence under which the king is to
live’ (Bevan), so long as his punishment was to last. The words refer to
the king only, as the next verse shows.”28
Collins: (Hermeneia, 1993:226-227) “in a fetter of iron and bronze: This
line is extremely problematic. The basic problem arises from the
switch from tree imagery to beast imagery. How the fetter of iron and
bronze relates to either imagery is unclear. One line of interpretation
assumes that the iron and bronze is applied to the stump of the tree (so
NSRV). Attempts to provide an explanation for this procedure,
however, have been unsatisfactory. The older suggestion of van
Lengerke that the reference is to ‘the bands of iron put round a tree to
prevent it from cracking’ has been rejected because there is no
evidence of such a custom in the ancient world. There is some
evidence of a Mesopotamian custom of putting metal bands on trees.
Remnants of a tree with bronze rings or bands were unearthed at
Khorsabad, at the entrance to the temple of Shamash. Bands of metal
are shown around the trunk of a tree on cylinder seals and slabs from
G. W. Buchanan, The Book of Daniel (Mellen Biblical Commentary,
OT Series,25: Lewiston, N.Y.,1999),117
27

R.H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of
Daniel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1929),92
28
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the palace of Ahurnasirpal at Nimrud. The god Asshur hovers over
the tree, which has been taken to represent the tree of life. An
inscription of Nebuchadnezzar II also refers to coating cedars with
bronze, but here the reference is to beams rather than trees. The
relevance of this evidence to Daniel, however, is very questionable,
especially since Daniel speaks of a root (`qr) rather than a stump. In
short, the application of a bond or fetter to the root of a tree that has
been cut down is unintelligible. Another line of interpretation assumes
that here ‘the image passes to the reality: the king is to be bound with
metal fetters’ [Hartman and DiLella, 176]. This view can claim support
from the OG v. 14a: “It was imprisoned and was bound by them with
bronze fetters and manacles”. The imagery of the Greek text is also
confused: a tree eats grass with the beasts and is then imprisoned...The
Greek does not mention a fetter in the initial description of the dream
in v. 12, but the introduction of fetters in v. 14 suggests that there was
such a reference in the Vorlage...The passage remains obscure, however,
and it is likely that something has been lost from the original text”.
Goldingay: (Word, 1989:89)“Their message describes someone being
reduced to animal-like existence; restraint by a metal ring is more likely
part of that description -- Jerome compares it with the chaining of
madmen -- than an aspect of tree culture, whether designed to keep the
tree from disintegrating altogether or to keep it from branching anew”.
Gowan: “The dream of a great tree that reached to the heavens,
providing shelter and food for all living things, is based on the myth of
the cosmic tree, one of the most common of all religious symbols ... A
rather full description of the world tree appears in Ezek 31, where it is
put to a new use by the prophet ... Ezekiel seems to acknowledge the
real power and wealth of the pharaoh, but then he has the cosmic tree
cut down, something that has no parallel in Near Eastern mythology ...
The band around the stump is not explained. It has been suggested
that it really refers to the binding of the king in his madness, but that is
unlikely, since nothing is said of binding him in the fulfilment, when he
roams the fields with the animals (vv. 23, 32-33). The many depictions
of sacred trees in Assyrian art are highly schematic, so it is hard to tell
how they are decorated, but the excavation of the Shamash temple at
Khorsabad found a tree trunk with two skilfully embossed bronze
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bands around it (Loud 1936, 104). This verse may thus be a passing
reference to such sacred trees.” 29
Hartman and DiLella: “For the stump of the tree left in the ground
(4:12), compare the ‘stump’ of David’s dynastic tree in Isa 11:1, and the
‘oak whose stump remains when its leaves have fallen’ in Isa 4:13.
There is no reason to think that the ancients actually clamped a metal
band around the stump of a chopped-down tree, as if to keep it from
splitting; here the image passes to the reality: the king is to be bound
with metal fetters.” 30
Lacocque: “Nebuchadnezzar’s tree is cut down but not eliminated. It
serves as a witness to God’s universal domination. It remains a stump
(v. 12), ‘bound with iron and bronze.’ A. Bentzen emphasizes that it is
not so much a question of guaranteeing the perpetuity of the tottering
tree as to promise the prolongation of Nebuchadnezzar’s kingship...We
mentioned above the importance, in this respect, of the circle of iron
or of the bronze chains around the amputated trunk.
Nebuchadnezzar’s throne is maintained. For Bevan (p. 91), it is ‘a
figure of speech for the stern and crushing sentence under which the
king is to lie’. Similarly for Jerome it is a sort of strait jacket, while for
Rashi it is what assures the stability of the throne.” 31
Montgomery: “The significance of this metal clamp has given rise to
many interpretations, the most common one of which since Jer. is that
all madmen are bound, and so, e.g., Heng., Klief., Knab., VLeng.,
proposed the rationalistic idea that the bond was to keep the tree from
splitting, which would be satisfactory if there were evidence that such a
practice was followed in ancient arboriculture. Pr. thinks that it figures
Donald E. Gowan, Daniel,(Abingdon Old Testament Commentaries,
2nd ed.2001),75-76,78
29

A. A. DiLella, and L. F. Hartman, The Book of Daniel, (AB 23; New
York: Doubleday, 1978),176
30

André Lacocque, The book of Daniel, (trans. David Pellauer,
Atlanta: John Knox Press,1979),78,80
31
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in general Neb.’s confinement. Others find in it an allegorical meaning,
e.g., Rosen., Hitz., Keil, Bev. It is best to follow Ra., with Mar., Cha.,
Torrey, to the effect of the symbolism that Neb. should not be
removed, with which cf. v. 23. The text further reads that he should be
left in a bond of iron and brass in the grass of the field, which might then
mean, exposed to the elements, in parallelism with the following clause,
let him be wet with the dew of heaven.”32
Henze: (1999: 83-85, 90) “Finally, a third detail in the description of
the tree is noteworthy. In both versions of Dan 4, the MT and the Old
Greek, we find mention of some sort of fetters wrapped around the
root (`qr) of the tree. Unfortunately, the text is problematic at this
point, adding to the obscurity of the image. The fetters are part of
Nebuchadnezzar’s initial dream report only, and they are not
mentioned again in Daniel’s subsequent interpretation of the dream or
in its actual fulfilment at the end of the chapter. In the MT, the fetters
are part of the watcher’s command to cut down the tree and to scatter
the animals who seek shelter beneath it...The text is problematic in part
because of the abrupt change of metaphors from tree to
Nebuchadnezzar. Whereas v. 11 ends with the tree imagery, ‘Let the
beasts flee from beneath it, the birds from its branches,’ v. 13 begins
with a direct report of Nebuchadnezzar’s punishment, ‘Let his heart be
changed’. The shift from one metaphor to the other must therefore
occur either in, or right after, v. 12....As the story unfolds, however, we
learn of Nebuchadnezzar’s actual punishment, ‘His body was drenched
with the dew of heaven’ (v. 30). In light of this later reference, it seems
plausible to assume that the prediction in v. 12b, ‘let him be drenched
with the dew of heaven,’ marks the first reference to Nebuchadnezzar
himself. The shift in metaphors would then occur in the middle of v.
12, and the command to wrap fetters of iron and bronze around the
stump would be the last reference to the tree. In the Old Greek, the
fetters are not only mentioned in the initial dream report in v. 12, but
occur only a little later in the story, i.e. as part of Nebuchadnezzar’s
nocturnal vision, just before he awakens, in v. 14. Here, the imagery is

James A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel, (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 233
32
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even more obscure in that the distinction between the symbol and that
which is symbolized is given up entirely...
“The obscurity of the image has invited numerous interpretations.
Ancient interpreters display a tendency to interpret this line
metaphorically. Jerome, for example, remarks laconically with respect
to the band of iron and bronze that ‘all madmen are bound with
chains’. His reading appears to be influenced by the earlier comments
found in Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Commentary on Daniel...According to
another explanation, the bands in the biblical vision stand for shackles
put on an animal to restrain its movement while it is being led to the
pasture. This reading finds support from the Old Greek, which pairs
the image of the fetters with the imprisonment motif. It does not work
as well with the MT, however, since there the chains are applied to the
tree, not an animal. Alternatively, some scholars find in the iron bands
a means to protect the root from cracking and to ensure the tree’s
survival. This explication is more convincing in that it acknowledges
that the fetters are wrapped around the tree and not around the animal
(i.e., the transformed monarch). There is no evidence, however, that
such a practice was ever in use in ancient arboriculture.
“We are on more solid ground when we turn our attention to ancient
Mesopotamian art in search for an explanation for the bound tree in
Dan 4. The alabaster mural relief from the palace of Assurnasirpal II
at Nimrud we have examined above is composed around the ‘tree of
life.’ The trees seen on the relief are bound with heavy (metal?) bands.
The tree in the centre of the scene on the wall right behind the
enthroned monarch has two of these bands, while another tree on the
walls of the throne-room has four bands at symmetric intervals up the
shaft. Similarly, an impressive row of palm trees, adorned with four
rings each, appears on the colour-glazed brick facade of
Nebuchadnezzar’s throne-room in his palace at Babylon. The frontal
facade of the room shows a frieze of lions pacing along on a band
decorated with rosettes. Above the lions appears a long row of
stylized, slender palm trees, each crowned by three pairs of volute
capitals and a sun-like flower. The trees are decorated with four green
and yellow rings, in each case wrapped around the tree-trunks. While
there can be little doubt that the trees are symbols of life and royal
might, the symbolism of the rings is less obvious. Koch has observed
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that the tree in Dan 4 is stripped of its foliage and branches before it is
banded with fetters. Unlike the standardized ‘tree of life’ which is in
full bloom and provides the land with both shelter and nourishment,
the tree in Dan 4 is badly pruned and entirely bare, if not ruined before
the chains are applied. Koch continues to suggest an intriguing
explanation: the only archaeological evidence for such a tree without
foliage and branches, and yet adorned with rings, are the staves borne
by Nabonidus. The two stele from Harran (H2.A and H2.B) as well as
a third stele, also from Teima and dating to the time of Nabonidus
(#90837), show the monarch holding an unusually long sceptre. The
staff is not entirely straight but slightly crooked, like a naturally grown
tree. On one stele (#90837) Koch even finds signs of branches that
were cut off. What makes these staffs so interesting is the fact that
they are adorned with rings, as Gadd explains: “...These rings were no
doubt of metal, and so was the ferule which tipped the staff at the
bottom...” The parallel between the tree in Dan 4 and the staves
carried by Nabonidus is striking indeed. In support of Koch’s
argument, additional evidence can be drawn from the ornaments which
appear on the stelae together with the monarchs.” 33
Henze discusses further examples from Assyria - Sidney Smith gave a
description of the Assyrian New Year’s festival along these lines: “At
the New Year festival in Assyria a ceremony took place in the gardens
of Nabu’s temple, which was probably concerned with a bare treetrunk. Old fillets of green leaves placed on the trunk were removed,
for fresh ones to be placed there, metal bands called ‘yokes’ were cut
off, also perhaps for fresh ones to be put on, and on top of the trunk
was set, at least in one case, a golden dish” (Sidney Smith, “Notes on
‘The Assyrian Tree,’” Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies, IV (19261928), pp. 69-76. And then there were the metal bands discovered at
Dur-Sharrukin, the fortress of Sargon II at Khorsabad, of which Loud
wrote: “Unlike the ‘tree’ at the Sin temple, which was entirely encased
The bibliographic reference for Koch’s German article where images
of the relief’s by Assurnasirpal II and Nabonidus can be found: Koch,
K. 1993. “Gottes Herrschaft uber das Reich des Menschen: Daniel 4
im Licht neuer Funde,” The Book of Daniel in the Light of New Findings
(ed. by A. S. van der Woulde),104-106
33
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in bronze, this ‘tree’ was adorned with bronze rings or bands extending
around its circumference and overlapping at their joints. Within the
distance uncovered we find two of them, each 0.70 wide, separated
from each other by a slightly narrower interval” (Gordon Loud,
Khorsabad. Part 1 (Oriental Institute Publications, 38), 1936, pp. 104105. In conclusion, Henze noted that the parallels are imperfect, as in
Daniel the tree itself was cut down before the bands or fetters were
applied, and the bands represent the tree’s fertility in Assyrian
ceremony whereas its purpose is unclear in the biblical text. Since the
text itself is unclear and no use is made of the fetters in the
interpretation, the meaning of the fetters was possibly already lost to
the biblical author himself”.
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Chapter 7

Babylon Falls
The story of Daniel began at the point where the nationhood of Judea
ended - with the removal of the temple vessels to Babylon (Dan. 1:2).
The story of Babylon ends some seventy years later, when sacrilege is
committed with those same temple vessels (Dan. 5:2). That the story
is intended to be understood this way is reinforced by the relationship
between Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar, who is styled as his ‘son’.1
The ‘father’ removes the vessels and the ‘son’ desecrates them and
both events herald the end of a nation – poetic justice. The intervening
Babylonian kings are of no interest to the author of Daniel as they are
mere set pieces on the stage of history – Daniel’s story seeks to map
the limitations of human power in relation to divine power, for God
will not be mocked by either Jew or Gentile.
Surprisingly, after this incident the ‘vessels’ are no longer mentioned in
the book of Daniel. As the fortunes of restoration is so closely
associated with the return of the temple vessels one would expect that
the reversal of exilic fortunes and the restoration of the temple under
Cyrus would be celebrated (or at least mentioned) in the book of
Daniel as it is in Ezra:
King Cyrus also brought out the articles of the house of
the LORD, which Nebuchadnezzar had taken from
Jerusalem and put in the temple of his gods (Ezra 1:7).
However, the restoration under Cyrus was a disappointment and the
momentum to restore the temple was lost.
Thus the work of the house of God which is at Jerusalem
ceased, and it was discontinued until the second year of
the reign of Darius king of Persia (Ezra 4:24).
For the historicity of this claim see the Appendix at the end of this
chapter.
1
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According to Josephus it was Darius Hystaspis who returned the
temple vessels and did “all that Cyrus intended to do before him,
relating to the restoration of the temple” (Antiq.11.3.8 cf. 1 Esdras
4: 4.42-57 probably Josephus’ source).
It is for this reason that the intervening ‘liberation’ by Cyrus is
completely ignored by the author of Daniel. The fall of Babylon under
Cyrus was a red herring and of no import to those who awaited the
restoration of the temple. From the perspective of faithful exiles like
Daniel it was a mere distraction with every indication that it was
manipulated by the same group who from the very beginning of the
exile had agitated for an early return.2 For this group the Isaiah
prophecy was their proof text (Isa. 45:1) for demonstrating that it was
the divine intention for Cyrus to lead the restoration and rebuilding of
the temple. However, this runs counter the Scriptures own record,
because Darius is recorded as the restorer – one might have expected
to find the name of ‘Darius’ in Isaiah 45:1 instead of Cyrus if this
prophecy was actually concerned with identifying the foreign king who
actually rebuilt the temple and restored the exiles. There is definitely
something suspect about the final form of the Isaiah prophecy which
so clearly mentions Cyrus by name and this is reinforced by Ezra’s
complete neglect to mention the Isaiah prophecy with reference to the
return;
Now in the first year of Cyrus king of Persia, that the
word of the LORD by the mouth of Jeremiah might be
fulfilled, the LORD stirred up the spirit of Cyrus king of
Persia, so that he made a proclamation throughout all his
kingdom, and also put it in writing, saying (Ezra 1:1).
The failure by Ezra to mention Isaiah’s prophecy in this context is
conspicuous by its absence - perhaps Ezra could not stomach a foreign

Jeremiah 28:3 Within two full years I will bring back to this place all
the vessels of the LORD’s house, that Nebuchadnezzar king of
Babylon took away from this place and carried to Babylon.
2
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king (however well intentioned) being referred to as the Lord’s
‘anointed’ when he was at best a Zoroastrian and at worst an idolater.
Daniel’s history is therefore not inaccurate, it is deliberately selective.
Daniel skips over the liberation by Cyrus and proceeds directly to the
liberation of Babylon under Darius which occurred sixty-two years
after the last deportation with the completion of the temple occurring
seventy years after it had been destroyed. The significance of the
number sixty-two is highlighted by the fact that it is codified into the
riddle of the hand writing on the wall and the ‘age’ of Darius.3

Drunken feast

The prophet Jeremiah portrayed Babylon as “a golden cup in the
Lord’s hand, that made all the earth drunk” (Jer.51:7) and now she
would fall through her own inebriation;
“In their excitement I will prepare their feasts; I will make
them drunk, that they may rejoice, and sleep a perpetual
sleep and not awake”, says the LORD……. “And I will
make drunk her princes and wise men, her governors, her
deputies, and her mighty men. And they shall sleep a
perpetual sleep and not awake”, says the King, Whose
name is the LORD of hosts. (Jer.51:39, 57)
The drunken revelry of Babylon is reminiscent of the ‘drunkards of
Ephraim’ during the Assyrian crisis (Isa. 28:1)4 – on that occasion a
faithful remnant was preserved. In this instance the faithful (like
Daniel) prospered even though the regime changed.
The sacrilege, idolatry and desecration that Belshazzar practiced is
inexcusable in the light of the experience of his ‘father’
3

See Chapter 9: The Darius Problem for an explanation of the riddle.

Isaiah is once again employed in a midrashic fashion - see Chapter 24:
Intertextuality in Daniel and Isaiah for a comparison of Daniel 5 with
Isaiah
4
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Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 5:19-22), similarly, the sacrilege, idolatry and
desecration that Israel and Judah practiced5 was inexcusable in the light
of the experience of their ‘father’ Abraham – the Jews were deported
back to the land of their father, 6 where they were taught never to
practice idolatry again.

Conclusion

Progress toward redemption is not without interruptions or delays –
men often attempt to force God’s hand; “And from the days of John
the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven suffers violence, and
the violent take it by force” (Matt 11:12). However, God has his own
time table (as Daniel will soon learn) and there were many more years
of desolations (besides the seventy) to come before redemption was at
hand. There would also be many more delays and distractions (like the
Maccabean revolt) where men attempt to force their own interpretation
on how events should progress. Finally, the promised anointed
appeared on the scene, but even then disobedience and unfaithfulness
caused the prophetic programme to be interrupted.

Appendix Chapter Seven
From the Babylonian records it is known that Belshazzar was the son
of Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon. The book of Daniel presents
Belshazzar as the Babylonian king at the time of the empire’s conquest
and as the son of Nebuchadnezzar. According to the sceptics the
Ezekiel 8:16 So He brought me into the inner court of the LORD’s
house; and there, at the door of the temple of the LORD, between the
porch and the altar, were about twenty-five men with their backs toward
the temple of the LORD and their faces toward the east, and they were
worshiping the sun toward the east….. Ezekiel 14:6 “Therefore say to
the house of Israel, ‘Thus says the Lord GOD: Repent, turn away from
your idols, and turn your faces away from all your abominations’”.
5

Joshua 24:2 And Joshua said to all the people, “Thus says the LORD
God of Israel: ‘Your fathers, including Terah, the father of Abraham and
the father of Nahor, dwelt on the other side of the River in old times;
and they served other gods’”.
6
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problem is compounded because Nabonidus himself was not a
descendant of Nebuchadnezzar but a usurper. Hamner writes:
“Belshazzar is represented as the son of Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 5:11),
although he was the son of Nabodinus. He was heir to the throne and
may have acted as regent in his father’s absence, but he was never
actually a King despite Dan 5:1-30; 8:1”.7 Driver adds; “Belshazzar is
represented as king of Babylon; and Nebuchadnezzar is spoken of
throughout (chap. 5:2, 11, 13, 18 and 22) as his father. In point of fact
Nabodinus was the last King of Babylon; he was a usurper, not related
to Nebuchadnezzar, and one Belsharuzer is mentioned as his son.
Belsharuzur’s standing title is the ‘king’s son,’ something like the
‘crown prince.’ ” 8
To answer these objections the reader is referred to the apologetic
provided by David Conklin9 Archer replies to the objections: “This
argument, however, overlooks the fact that by ancient usage the term
son often referred to a successor in the same office whether or not
there was a blood relationship. Thus in the Egyptian story, ‘King
Cheops and the Magicians (preserved in the papyrus Westcar from the
Hyksos Period), Prince Khephren came to pass in the time of thy
father, King Neb-ka.” Actually Neb-ka belonged to the Third Dynasty,
a full century before the time of Khufu of the Fourth Dynasty. In
Assyria a similar practice was reflected in the Black Obelisk of

Raymond Hamner, The Book of Daniel,(Cambridge Bible
Commentary, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1976),4
7

S. R. Driver, Introduction to the Old Testament,(New York: Charles
Scribers Sons, 1956),498
8

David Conklin, Evidences Relating to the Date of the Book of
Daniel,(2004): online [cited June 2010] @
http://www.tektonics.org/guest/danielblast.html
9

Ch.7 (Dan.5): Babylon Falls

Shalmaneser III, which refers to King Jehu (the exterminator of the
whole dynasty of Omri) as ‘the son of Omri.’ ”10

Archer, Gleason, A Survey of the
Introduction,(Chicago: Moody Press, 1974), 391-2
10
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Chapter 8

The Cyrus Problem
None of the court tales is set during the reign of Cyrus and although he
is mentioned three times in Daniel (Dan.1:21; 6:28; 10:1) his name only
functions as a chronological marker. Darius the Mede is often
proposed as the missing Cyrus but why would Daniel (who was
obviously familiar with Cyrus and with the Cyrus prophecy of Isa.45:1
and 44:28)1 refer to him as ‘Darius the Mede’2 instead of ‘Cyrus king of
Persia’ (cf. Dan.10:1)? Darius the Mede is depicted as the ‘King’ able
to approve and enact the ‘law of the Medes and Persians’ (Dan.
6:8,12,15) which then becomes statutorily binding for everyone in the
realm (including the king himself). A subordinate (governor) might
well propose a new law but only a monarch with absolute power could
approve such a draconian decree. Any proposal that regards ‘Darius
the Mede’ as an agent, or substitute for Cyrus fails to meet the criteria
that the story requires (regardless whether the story is historical or not),
namely that the monarch who has absolute power is powerless to alter
his own words!
In Dan. 10:1 the name of Cyrus functions as an introduction to a 21
day delay (Dan. 10:13). It is proposed that this equates to the 21 year
delay in the release of the captives – the difference between the
conquest of Babylon by Cyrus and the conquest of Babylon and
commencement of temple building under Darius Hystaspis, which
occurred 21 years later.3
Daniel’s retirement in the first year of Cyrus (Dan. 1:21) proved to be
premature because the temple was not built under Cyrus. Instead
For Daniel’s familiarity with Isaiah see chapter 24: Intertextuality in
Daniel and Isaiah
1

The identity of Darius the Mede is examined in the next chapter (The
Darius Problem).
2

3

See chapter 19: The Great Delay
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Daniel receives a vision in the third year of Cyrus about a twenty one
year delay (Dan. 10:1) that serves to introduce an even longer period of
desolation (Daniel 11). Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius and in
the reign of Cyrus the Persian (Dan. 6:28) but it is only in the reign of
Darius that Daniel is metaphorically “resurrected” from the Lion’s den.
The fate of Daniel in the Lion’s den mirrors the fate of the exiles (also
facing envy and opposition) who find their hope of restoration
frustrated under Cyrus but revived under Darius. The name of Cyrus is
therefore strategically positioned by the redactor to emphasise
frustrated hope.
The discrepancy between what Cyrus was supposed to do and what he
actually accomplished is noted by the Jewish historian Flavius Josephus
who attempts to harmonise the accounts. According to Josephus it was
Darius Hystaspis who returned the temple vessels and did “all that
Cyrus intended to do before him, relating to the restoration of the temple”
(Antiq.11.3.8; Josephus probably used 1 Esdras 4: 4.42-57 as his
source) thus contradicting his earlier statement that “Cyrus also sent
back to them the vessels of God which king Nebuchadnezzar had
pillaged out of the temple, and carried to Babylon.” (Antiq.11.1.2).
Cyrus’s restoration did not apparently amount to anything more than a
decree that got “lost” 4 in the Persian archives (Ezra 5:17; Ezra 6:1-3)
and a return of some of the vessels with nowhere to house them.
Surely the temple would be constructed before the vessels were
returned?
The crux interpretum is of course the prophecy in Isaiah 45:1 and 44:28
which depicts Cyrus as Yahweh’s “anointed” a term reserved for the
Davidide and employed in typological fashion for the messiah;

Erich Gruen states; “The very fact that the decree (albeit in much
altered form) had to be read out once more, thirty years after its issue,
only reminded the audience how valueless it had been”. Erich Gruen,
Persia through the Jewish Looking-Glass, Jewish Perspectives on
Hellenistic Rulers, (eds. T. Rajak, S. Pearce, J. Aitken and J. Dines,
University of California Press,2007,53-75),61
4
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“Thus says the LORD to His anointed, To Cyrus, whose
right hand I have held -- To subdue nations before him
And loose the armor of kings, To open before him the
double doors, So that the gates will not be shut.”
(Isa.45:1)
Cyrus becomes the builder of Jerusalem, the “shepherd” (cf. David) of
the people and the one who lays the foundation of the temple:
Who says of Cyrus, “He is My shepherd, And he shall
perform all My pleasure, Saying to Jerusalem, “You shall
be built,” And to the temple, “Your foundation shall be
laid.” (Isa.44:28)
If the prophecy in Isaiah is taken at face value then all that can be said
is that Cyrus failed and the prophecy failed. Cyrus did not rebuild
Jerusalem and the foundation stone was not laid until the reign of
Darius. 5 For the prophecy to be historically accurate Isaiah 45:1 and
44:28 should name Darius as the “anointed”.6 Commenting on Cyrus’
proclamation in Ezra 1:1-5 Erich Gruen sums up the anomaly as
follows: “To begin, the discrepancy between Cyrus’ pronouncements
on the one hand and his failure to implement them on the other stands
5

See the Appendix 1 Chapter 8: Laying the Foundation Stone

Goldingay and Payne find the substitution of Cyrus with Darius in
Isaiah 45:1 (suggested by Kratz) as “…..inherently implausible… Kratz
believes that the specific references to Cyrus belong to a late layer of
the material and constitute a coded reference to Darius. It is easier to
believe that a prophet who said Cyrus would mean Cyrus and that a
prophet who meant Darius would say Darius.” John Goldingay, David
Payne, Isaiah 40-55 Volume I: A Critical and Exegetical Commentary,
(T&T Clark International London: New York, 2006), 7 commenting
on R. G. Kratz, Kyros im Deuterojesaja Buch, FAT I, Tübingen 1991. Of
course it is a Reductio ad absurdum to suggest that Darius is really
meant………but that is what accurate fulfilment of the prophecy
would require in the unlikely event that a Persian ruler is intended.
6
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out starkly. The king’s pious pronouncements about building the
Temple, exhorting subjects to supply the means for construction, and
restoring the sacred objects once pilfered by Nebuchadnezzar proved
to be quite empty. When Darius came to the throne nearly two decades
later, no Temple existed”7. Torrey goes so far as to argue that all
references to Cyrus in Isaiah should be removed as they are later
additions.8 Although other scholars accept the name of Cyrus as
original to Isaiah, the title “anointed” is interpreted as a simple
commissioning to perform the office of a king and does not confer
messianic status.9 Exegetical conclusions are influenced by the
assignment of Isaiah 40-55 to Deutero-Isaiah, a prophet who supposedly
wrote during the Babylonian captivity. For this reason many exegetes
assert that references to Cyrus are central to the theory of history
presented in the Book of Isaiah.10 Even for exegetes that accept the
7

Ibid, Gruen,60-61

Charles C. Torrey, The Second Isaiah (New York: Scribner's, 1928) 3–
52; idem, “Isaiah 41,” HTR 44 (1951) 121–36; James D. Smart, History
and Theology in Second Isaiah: A Commentary on Isaiah 35, 40–66
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964) 115–34; Jurgen van Oorschot, Von
Babel zum Zion (New York: de Gruyter, 1993) 88.
8

Christopher R. North, The Second Isaiah (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964)
150; Roger N. Whybray, Isaiah 40–66 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975)
104; Karl Elliger, Jesaja 40,1–45,7 (BKAT XI/1; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1978) 492; John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 34–66 (WBC
25; Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1987) 156; Antti Laato, The Servant of
YHWH and Cyrus: A Reinterpretation of the Exilic Messianic Programme in
Isaiah 40–55 (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1992); idem, A Star is
Rising: The Historical Development of the Old Testament Royal Theology and the
Rise of the Jewish Messianic Expectations (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997)
173–85; Hugh G. M. Williamson, “The Messianic Texts in Isaiah 139,” in King and Messiah in Israel and the Ancient Near East (ed. J. Day;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) 238–70; Brevard S. Childs,
Isaiah (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2000) 353–54.
10 Claus Westermann, Isaiah 40–66 (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster,
1969) 10, 159; Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology (trans. D. M. G.
Stalker; 2 vols.; United Kingdom: Oliver and Boyd, 1965) 2:238–62;
9
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centrality of Cyrus to Deutero-Isaiah as the promised “redeemer” it is
thought necessary to qualify the “anointing” as a temporary office
because it is unacceptable that an unconverted pagan king is
understood as the “Messiah”.11 Thus the name of Cyrus creates a
hermeneutical circle – the prophecies are late because they name Cyrus
as the “anointed” and because Cyrus is the “anointed” Deutero-Isaiah is
differentiated from earlier material. Others regard the anointing of
Cyrus as the end of the Davidic monarchy – Cyrus acts as a kind of
proxy for the Davidides.12
It is of course true that the term “servant” is employed to describe
foreign rulers such as Nebuchadnezzar (Jer. 25:9; 27:6), but in those
texts “servant” is employed in the context of an agent of divine wrath
(cf. Isa.10:15) never in a redemptive capacity as Yahweh’s “anointed”.
For Lisbeth Fried the “Servant songs” are paralleled by the “Cyrus
John L. McKenzie, Second Isaiah (AB; Garden City: Doubleday, 1968)
lxvi; Antoon Schoors, I Am God Your Saviour: A Form-Critical Study of the
Main Genres in Is. XL–LV (VTSup 24; Leiden: Brill, 1973) 270;
Rheinhard G. Kratz, Kyros im Deuterojesaja-Buch (Tübingen: Mohr, 1991)
15–17; Peter D. Miscall, Isaiah (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1993) 110; Rainer Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old
Testament Period (trans. J. Bowden; 2 vols.; OTL; Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 1994) 2:414; John N. Oswalt, The Book of
Isaiah 40–66 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998) 197.
Westermann, Deutero-Isaiah, 160–61; Joseph Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 40–
55 (AB; New York: Doubleday, 2002) 248–49.
11

See for example-Westermann, Deutero-Isaiah, 160–61; Watts, Isaiah
34–66, 156. For Klaus Baltzer in his “Deutero-Isaiah: A Commentary on
Isaiah 40–55”, (trans. Margaret Kohl, ed. Peter Machinist, Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2001). Cyrus becomes the new David albeit in a limited
capacity, however Lisbeth S. Fried suggests that the Deutero-Isaianic
writer wrote as a contemporary of Cyrus, and that he wrote to
legitimize him as the Davidic monarch, heir to the Davidic throne.
Lisbeth S. Fried, “Cyrus the Messiah? The Historical Background to Isaiah
45:1”, (HTR, Cambridge University Press, 2002) 95:4:373-393
12
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songs”13 the “Suffering Servant” (presumably Israel or the Davidide?)
is rejected and replaced by a foreign king as the victorious servant? If
this is the case we have a definitive break with the Davidic covenant
which for Christians translates into a break with the Davidide typifying
the Messiah. It is doubtful that the Apostle Paul (or any first century
Christian) would have understood these passages as denoting the
transfer of Messianic hope from the Davidide (if only in type or as a
temporary arrangement) to a pagan foreign ruler.
The Persian rulers are depicted in Daniel and the Apocrypha at best as
buffoons that are easily manipulated and at worst as intransigent
(although not necessarily despotic) hardly a flattering portrait. As
Gruen notes; “…why should the Jewish composers of Deutero-Isaiah
and of Ezra-Nehemiah have presented a picture that underscored
Jewish debt to a Gentile ruler and dependence upon a foreign power?
Grateful Jews huddling under the protection of the powerful prince do
not convey the most uplifting image”.14
Daniel depicts the foreign powers as beasts. The Medo-Persian Empire
is one of four beasts and Cyrus the “anointed” is not even accorded
the same distinction as Alexander, who is styled as a “notable horn”.
Cyrus the “anointed” is nothing more than another foreign ruler in the
progression of oppressive beast kingdoms. Daniel’s vision focuses on
the “one like a son of man” not on Cyrus. When Daniel prays for
restoration he refers to the Book of Jeremiah and not to the Isaiah
prophecy. Would it not be more natural for Daniel to ask that God
bless the endeavour of his “anointed” Cyrus (who had recently
captured Babylon) in restoring the fortunes of Jerusalem? If Daniel
survived into the reign of Cyrus as the text indicates then why was it
necessary for Daniel to pray for the restoration of the temple two
decades later in the first year of Darius? If Darius and Cyrus are
Fried lists Isaiah 41:1-4;41:25,26;44:24-28;45:1-8,9-13;46:8-11;48:1416a. Lisbeth S. Fried, The priest and the great king: temple-palace
relations in the Persian Empire, (Biblical and Judaic Studies.Vol.10,
Eisenbrauns: Winona Lake, Indiana, 2004), 179-180
13

14

Ibid, Gruen,54
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actually the same person (as some suggest) then Daniel’s prayer went
unanswered as Cyrus did not build Jerusalem or the temple. Why
would Daniel employ two different names for the same person and
refer to one as a Mede and the other as a Persian?

Critical Studies in the Psalms and Isaiah

If Isaiah is read intertextually in combination with many of the Psalms
a coherent picture emerges. The “anointed” and the “Suffering
Servant” are the same person15 and this precludes Cyrus. The dating
and unity of Isaiah (let alone the Psalter) requires a book in its own
right and can only receive superficial treatment here – it is not the
intention to examine the subject in any depth, merely to set out a
position that allows for an alternative explanation to accepting Cyrus as
the anointed. In order to achieve this it is necessary to question certain
source-critical methodologies that prevent correct historic
contextualization. In his critical essay on Isaiah, J. Clinton McCann,
(Jr.) sums up the situation as follows: “Perhaps as much as or more
than any other Old Testament book, the book of Isaiah and its recent
history of interpretation demonstrate the profound shift that has
occurred in academic biblical studies. Thirty years ago, it was highly
unusual (although not impossible) to find a scholarly voice that was
ready to defend the unity of the book of Isaiah. Rather, it was an
“assured result” of biblical criticism that there were three “Isaiahs,”
each of which derived from a different prophetic figure, as well as from
a different historical, geographical, and socio-political situation--eighthcentury First Isaiah of Jerusalem (chapters 1-39), sixth-century Isaiah
of Babylon (chapters 40-55), and sixth- or fifth-century Isaiah of the
Restoration (chapters 56-66). Furthermore, it was frequently concluded
that each of these sections of the book of Isaiah constituted, in
essence, its own separate “book,” which could and even should be
The “Suffering Servant” is described here as an individual even
though Isaiah alternates between collective and individual terminology.
The “Suffering Servant” of Isaiah 53 is the individual representative of
the corporate “servant” (my servant Jacob cf. Isa.41:8; 44:1, 2, 21), as
such the experiences of the Davadide exemplifies the sufferings of the
nation.
15

Ch.8: The Cyrus Problem

interpreted without reference to the others. Definitive evidence in this
regard is the appearance in 2001 of Brevard Childs’s critical
commentary on the entire book of Isaiah, reversing the long-standing
practice of commenting separately on the alleged three “Isaiahs” (see
also Watts 1985 and 1987). Other recent commentaries continue to
reflect past practice, but their authors recognize and comment upon
the problematic nature of their task (see Tucker; Seitz 1993 and
2001)”.16
In his article on the unity of Isaiah Professor George L. Robinson
commences with a quote from A.B. Davidson: “For about twenty-five
centuries no one dreamt of doubting that Isaiah the son of Amoz was
the author of every part of the book that goes under his name; and
those who still maintain the unity of authorship are accustomed to
point, with satisfaction, to the unanimity of the Christian Church on
the matter, till a few German scholars arose, about a century ago, and
called in question the unity of this book.” 17 Robinson laments the
current state of critical studies and notes that even Deutero-Isaiah has
undergone further dissection; he remarks that “the present state of the
Isaiah question is, to say the least, complex, if not chaotic.”
J. W. Thirtle is enumerated by Robinson amongst those who argue for
the textual integrity of Isaiah 18 and although Robinson himself also

J. Clinton McCann, Jr. “The book of Isaiah-Theses and HypothesesCritical Essay” (Biblical Theology Bulletin, 2003,1-12), pg.1:
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0LAL/is_3_33/ai_107759377/
[cited April 2009]
16

Robinson George L. One Isaiah, in The Fundamentals: A Testimony
to the Truth [12 Vols.], (eds. R. A. Torrey, A. C. Dixon 1910-1915):
quoting, Dr. A. A.B. Davidson, Old Testament Prophecy, (ed., J.A.
Patterson, Edinburgh: & T Clark, 1905), 244; online [cited July 2007]
@
http://www.xmission.com/~fidelis/volume1/chapter12/robinson.ph
p
18 Ibid, Robinson: “On the other hand, there are those who still defend
the unity of Isaiah’s book, e. g., Strachey (1874), Naegelsbach (1877),
17
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argues for the unity of Isaiah and identifies the Cyrus prophecies as the
crux of the problem he discounts the solution offered by Thirtle: “Dr.
W. H. Cobb, in the “Journal of Biblical Literature and Exegesis”, 1901
(p. 79), pleads for a “shrinkage of Cyrus”, because Cyrus figures only in
chapters 40-48, and is then dismissed. Dr. Thirtle in his volume
entitled, “Old Testament Problems” (pp. 244-264), argues that the
name “Cyrus” is a mere appellative, being originally not Koresh
(Cyrus), but Horesh (workman, artificer, image-breaker), and that
chapter 44:27, 28 is therefore a gloss. But in opposition to these views
the present writer [i.e. W. H. Cobb] prefers to write Cyrus large, and to
allow frankly that he is the subject of prediction; for, the very point of
the author’s argument is, that he is predicting events which Jehovah
alone is capable of foretelling or bringing to pass; in other words, that
prescience is the proof of Jehovah’s deity.” In contrast with Cobb’s
assessment this commentary contends that the contribution by Thirtle
has been grossly undervalued; particularly as Thirtle’s critical analysis
presents a working hypothesis that resolves many other Old Testament
problems. His solution has wide ranging implications, not only for
Isaiah, but for much of the Old Testament including the Psalms.19

The Psalter
Recent advances in inner-biblical exegesis have developed a canonical
understanding of the Psalter, viewing the Psalm cycles as cohesive
Bredenkamp (1887), Douglas (1895), W. H. Cobb (1883-1908), W. H.
Green (1892), Vos (1898-99), Thirtle (1907) and Margoliouth (1910)”
In the Preface J. W. Thirtle states; “If my views, as here unfolded, are
well grounded, then one conclusion arrived at is that none of the
psalms can be really late; and from that point there follows another –
namely, the question of the formation of Old Testament Canon.
..Again, as to the Book of Isaiah, if the positions here contended for
are allowed, then not only is the substantial unity of that book
demonstrated, but a supremely important section of Old Testament
prophecy comes under the influence of relations that have so far been
disregarded.” James William Thirtle, Old Testament Problems, Critical
Studies in the Psalms and Isaiah, (Morgan & Scott LD., 1907).
19
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units, whatever redactional process they may have undergone. R. Cole,
for example, provides evidence for the canonical organization of the
psalms and finds cohesive links that create a consistent and coherent
dialogue throughout. Book III of the Psalms (Psalms 73-89) is
characterised by continual laments by a righteous individual on behalf
of and in concert with the nation, according to Cole they spring from
the non-fulfilment of hopes raised in Psalm 72 at the end of Book II.
Divine answers give reasons for the continuing desolation but assure
the eventual establishment of a kingdom without specifying its time.
Book III ends as it began, asking how long God’s wrath will smoulder,
and in response Book IV opens with Psalm 90 contrasting human and
divine perspectives on time.20 Others, including B.S. Childs have
proposed a canonical reading of the Psalter; taken together with the
concatenation theories of C. Barth and P. Auffet, and the literary
analysis of C. Westerman, this suggests that the final form of the
Psalter underwent a specifically theological redaction. D. Mitchell takes
a further step when he hypothesises that the concerns of the redactors
were not historical but eschatological. Mitchell proposes a consistent
and thoroughgoing “eschatological programme” in which each
collection is a self-contained cycle, which can be read in sequence,
“narratively, which he links with an eschatological programme that he
has discovered in Zechariah 9-14.21 Some of Mitchell’s connections are
Cole observes; “To these final questions of Book III asking ‘how
long’ and ‘to whom?’ the promises to David are to be kept, the
opening Psalm 90 of Book IV responds. Centuries and even millennia
may appear to mortals as interminable lengths of time, but not in
God’s perspective. For the eternal God (v.2) a thousand years are like a
human yesterday or even a few hours of a night watch, and so the
promise to David has not been forgotten”. Robert L. Cole ,Shape and
Message of Book III: (Psalms 73-89), (JSOTSupS, Sheffield Academic
Press, 2000), 234
20

D. Mitchell discusses the Jewish interpretive tradition behind Psalm
89 in connection with Isaiah 53, Zechariah 9, and Psalm 88. David
Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter: An Eschatological Programme in the Book
of Psalms (JSOTSupS 252; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997),
253-8.
21
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tenuous, but no more so than theories that endeavour to reconstruct
“enthronement festivals.”
These fresh perspectives on the Psalter will help invigorate further
insights. Our working hypothesis is that Hezekiah is a key historical
figure in many of the Psalms and also that he (i.e., his scribes) is the
pre-exilic “redactor-of-first-order”, who arranged the collection
(including earlier Davidic material). Mitchell’s argument that the
concerns of the redactors were not historical but eschatological is a
largely artificial distinction as one does not preclude the other; history
can be read eschatologically and historical events often typify “end
time” events. The book of Sirach (48:17-25) specifically mentions
Hezekiah as “doing that which was pleasing to the Lord” (v.22) and
immediately adds that Isaiah, “…saw the last things……and revealed
what was to occur to the end of time, and the hidden things before
they come to pass” (vv.24-25). This demonstrates that the author of
Sirach believed that the historical events surrounding the reign of
Hezekiah were also eschatologically significant and that Isaiah saw
them.
Sanders work22 on the Qumran Psalter supports the view put forward
in this chapter that at the very least Psalm 1-89 was of early provenance
as it was understood as canonical by the Qumran community (we argue
for pre-exilic origins, even if the arrangement of Psalm 90 and onwards
were still fluid). The fact that Book 3 (Psalm 73-89) in the Qumran
Psalter has exactly the same arrangement in the Masoretic Text is
encouraging.

James A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumrân Cave 11 (11QPsa):
Discoveries in the Judean Desert 4, (Oxford, 1965). See also; James A.
Sanders, The Dead Sea Psalms Scroll, (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1967). [This is a popular English translation of 11QPsa.]
Subsequent discussion surrounding the Psalms scrolls concerns four
central theses that were articulated by Sanders, and which constitute
what Peter Flint terms the “Qumran Psalms Hypothesis.” See, Peter
W. Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms : Studies on
the Texts of the Desert of Judah, 17, (Leiden, 1997), 135–241
22
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According to J.W. Thirtle it was Hezekiah, the great reforming Judean
king who functioned as a proto-type for the suffering servant of Isaiah
53. His illness and recovery coincided with Passover deliverance from
the Assyrian invasion. Hezekiah does not receive sufficient recognition
for his contribution to the Old Testament cannon, a deficiency that
Thirtle corrects: “He received letters from Sennacherib (2 Kings 19.14;
“Chron.32.17; Isa.37.14). Did he write nothing? Assuredly he was a
mighty patron of letters. At his right hand was Isaiah, whom we must
regard as a great author, and he had court officers that were equal to all
demands of a strenuous time (2 Kings 18.18; 19.2). Moreover, in a
book wherein we should hardly expect to trace his influence, we read
that certain Proverbs of Solomon were ‘copied out’ by ‘the men of
Hezekiah’ (Prov.25.1). Even though there is no reason to believe that
Jewish tradition hands on much that is reliable from so remote a
period, yet we may recall for what it is worth that the Talmudists
attribute to Hezekiah the redaction of Isaiah, Proverbs, the Song of
Solomon, and Ecclesiastes. Certainly it is but reasonable to suppose
that the king who ‘commanded the Levites to praise Jehovah in the
words of David, and of ‘Asaph the seer’ (2 Chron.29.30) would have
literary resources commensurate with such an undertaking –involving
selection and ‘copying out’ as well as original composition..” 23
Moreover, Thirtle points out that it was Hezekiah’s intention to
celebrate his deliverance with a selection of his own psalms: “The
Lord was ready to save me: therefore we will sing my songs to the
stringed instruments all the days of our life in the house of the Lord”
(Isa. 38:20). “As the promise through Isaiah [life extended by 15 years]
satisfied him on every point –“On the third day thou shalt go up unto
the house of the Lord” –was it not fitting that the life-purpose of the
king should have relation to the Temple?”24 Thirtle understands the 15
Thirtle, OT Problems, 25-26 (Thirtle quotes Bava Batra, 15a as his
Talmudic source). See the Babylonian Talmud, Bava Batra 14b-15a,
trans. Maurice Simon (London: Soncino Press, 1961). On this and
authorship in general see now Jed Wyrick, The Ascension of
Authorship: Attribution and Canon Formation in Jewish, Hellenistic
and Christian Traditions, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2004)
24 Thirtle, OT Problems, 22-23
23
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Songs of Degrees (Ps.120-134) as relating to the 15-year life extension
granted to Hezekiah –when the sundial regressed 10 degrees.
Significantly 10 of this group of 15 psalms are anonymous and were
probably composed by Hezekiah himself. There are of course other
proposals as to the origins of this group of psalms but none do justice
to the internal evidence or explain the content of the Songs of Degrees as
satisfyingly as Thirtle’s hypothesis does. More recently the work has
been progressed by H. A. Whittaker and G. Booker, who argue that the
Korah Psalms are understood to reflect the same background found in
Isaiah. 25

Resolving the Cyrus Problem in Isaiah

To suggest that Thirtle simply posits that the name “Cyrus” should be
treated as an appellative does not do justice to his proposal. He
presents a methodically researched position that demonstrates
intertextual correspondence between Isaiah 44-45 with earlier
‘Hezekiah’ prophecies; moreover, he provides the political motivation
behind the change and offers a plausible philology for the
transformation. Firstly Thirtle observes the unusual format of the
prophecy - Cyrus is spoken to in the present tense: “The passage is not
in the form of a prediction: it presents the king as being addressed, as
one then living and present to the prophet, just as plainly as ‘Jacob
my servant’ is employed with reference to the chosen people… 26 To
understand this as prophetic prolepsis will simply not do – God
(Isaiah) is speaking to ‘His anointed’, not to someone who is still 150200 years in the future. Thirtle also points out the parallelism between
44 and 45:

See, G. Booker in Psalms, (Vol., 1&2) and H.A. Whittaker in Hezekiah
the Great, (Maycock Whitehead Ltd., 1985) and Whittaker in his seminal
work on Isaiah (Biblia, 1988). The Sitz im Leben of the 15 Songs of Degrees
and the other Psalms can be found online [cited April 2009] @
http://christadelphianbooks.org/booker/psalms5/psabke14.html
25

26

Thirtle, OT Problems, 245
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Isaiah 44
Isaiah 45:1
Thus
saith
the Lord to his
11. The workmen vrx (ch-r-sh)
anointed, to Cyrus vrk
…shall be ashamed together
(k-r-sh)…27
20. Is there not a lie in my right Whose right hand I have held qzx
hand?
(ch-z-q)
Thirtle remarks that, “There is cohesion and cogency in the prophecy
as a whole, as compromising the two chapters. There is, however, not
allusion, but contrast as well. The ‘workman’ who makes idols has ‘a lie
in his right hand’ (44.20); the one whom the Lord addressed through
the prophet is subject to another influence – the Lord ‘holds his right
hand’ (45.1). 28 The contrast is between the workmen 29 who are
ashamed because their right hand trusts in a lie (idol) and the Lord’s
anointed whose right hand is strengthened by Yahweh. The Hebrew for
held or strengthened in Isa. 45:1 is a paronomasia on Hezekiah.30
Thirtle remarks on the absurdity of such language being applied to a
heathen king, particularly after Isaiah’s diatribe against idolaters: Cyrus
The change from vrx to vrk is a simple re-vocalisation. With the
addition of vowels and pointing the later Masorites rendered Cyrus as vr,AK (kôrêsh)
27

28

Thirtle, OT Problems, 253

Thirtle (OT Problems, 254 fn.) notes the other places in this part of
Isaiah in which vrx occurs in connection with the making of idols –
ch. 40.19,20 (‘workman’); 41.7 (‘carpenter’). See also 44.11 (‘workmen’).
He remarks that: “This same word has also been impressed into
significant service by translators of the New Testament into Hebrew
(including Franz Delitzsch and Isaac Salkinson), by being made to
stand for te,ktwn in Mark 6.3- ‘Is not this the Carpenter?’ (See also
Matt.13.55).
29

Strengthened or held: qzx is the root for Hezekiah: hyqzx,
“Strengthened of Yah”. The literary device of paromoeosis and
paronomasia is typical of the Hebrew writings.
30
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claimed to be a successor of the Babylonian kings, and acknowledged
the supremacy of Marduk, the Babylonian god, whose hand Cyrus held
at the New Year ceremony. The correspondences noted by Thirtle that
demonstrate continuity with earlier Hezekiah material are best
illustrated in tabular form:
Isaiah 45:1
His anointed
Whose right hand I have held
(qzx)
…that thou mayest know that I,
the LORD, which call thee by
thy name, am the God of
Israel. For Jacob my servant’s
sake, and Israel mine elect, I
have even called thee by thy
name: I have surnamed thee,
though thou hast not known
me. (vv.3b,4)
…they shall fall down unto thee,
they shall make supplication
unto thee, saying, Surely God is
in thee; and there is none else,
there is no God. (v.14)

Hezekiah
Hezekiah the anointed king
Hezekiah (hyqzx)
Hezekiah – a prototype of the
Messiah –named Immanuel
before he was even born (though
thou hast not known me) He was
the Prince of peace and the
Wonderful Counsellor (Isa.9:6,7) the
branch out of the root of Jesse
(Isa.11:1-5)
Immanuel (God with us)

Yahweh will “open the double doors” for the anointed, “so that the
gates will not be shut”....and will “break in pieces the gates of bronze
and cut the bars of iron.” (Isa.45:1b, 2b) The phrase occurs only in
Psalm 107, a Psalm that is intertextually linked with First Isaiah (1-39)
and with Deutro-Isaiah (40-55) because the Sitz im Leben is the reign of
Hezekiah: 31

For inter-textual links between Psalm 107/Isaiah and Psalm 107/Job,
see G. Booker, Psalm Studies (Austin, Texas: Booker Publications,
1988)
available
online
@
[cited
August
2010]
http://www.christadelphianbooks.org/booker/psalms5/psabke01.htm
l A. Perry presents a parabolic reading of Job which he regards as a
31
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Isaiah 38
Psalm 107
10. In the prime of my life I shall 18. Their soul abhorred all
go to the gates of Sheol
manner of food, and they drew
near to the gates of death.
2. Hezekiah prayed unto the 13. Then they cried out to the
Lord
LORD in their trouble.....
3. And Hezekiah wept bitterly
4-5. And the word of the LORD 20. He sent His word and healed
came to Isaiah, saying, Go and them, And delivered them from
tell Hezekiah, ‘Thus says the their destructions.
LORD, the God of David your
father: I have heard your prayer,
I have seen your tears; surely I
will add to your days fifteen
years’.
17. ...You have lovingly delivered 16. For He has broken the
my soul from the pit of gates of bronze, and cut the
corruption, For You have cast all bars of iron in two.
my sins behind Your back.
20. The LORD was ready to 15. Oh, that men would give
save me; Therefore we will sing thanks to the LORD for His
my
songs
with
stringed goodness,
And
for
His
instruments All the days of our wonderful works to the children
life, in the house of the LORD.
of men!
The individual suffering of Hezekiah has a collective dimension (They
cried out....Ps.107:10) as the king (the Suffering Servant) lay on his
deathbed the faithful remnant in the city fasted (Their soul abhorred all
manner of food and they drew near to the gates of death. Ps.107:18);
God heard the nation’s distress caused by the Assyrian siege which
coincidentally (sic) coincided with the mortal illness of their king. The
“breaking in pieces of the gates of bronze and the cutting of the bars
of iron” is a metaphor for the bonds of death. Hezekiah is resurrected
dramatization of Hezekiah’s situation. A. Perry, Job, (Willow
Publications, 2009).
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from his death bed and is called into the presence of the high priest
“call my servant to Eliakim the son of Hilkiah”32 were he is clothed with
priestly garments and receives a prophetic pronouncement about his
descendant, the Messiah, who will possess the “key of the house of
David”33 and is able to open the doors of death and “none shall shut”
(Isa.22:22 cf. Rev.3:7). Peripeteia is the motif of the chapter - a sudden
reversal of fortunes. Shebna had been planning to replace the Davidic
dynasty and had used the illness of Hezekiah and his childlessness as an
opportunity to curry favour with the Assyrians. Shebna had established
himself as a “nail in a sure place” but his nail would be removed in that
day (Isa. 22:25) and replaced with Hezekiah’s nail. Shebna built himself
an ornate tomb amongst the kings of Judah (1 Kings 2:10; 2 Chr.32:33)
betraying his dynastic aspirations. Instead Shebna would suffer an
ignominious death and Hezekiah who was at death’s door (with him
died the Davidic dynasty) would be raised. In that day, one “nail” would
be hammered home and another “nail” would be removed – a
complete reversal of fortunes. These prophecies have nothing to do
with Cyrus and the “gates” that Yahweh will break open have nothing
to do with the gates of Babylon; “....on this rock34 I will build My
Harry Whittaker (Isaiah, 249) notes the similarity between the
Hebrew phrasing in Isaiah 22:20; wüqäräº´tî lü`abDî lü´elyäqîm BenHilqiyyäºhû (call my servant Eliakim the son of Hilkiah) and 1 Kings
1:32 (qir´û-lî lücädôq), where the prepositional prefix l’ is also
repeated; “call to me Zadok the priest.” Whittaker proposes that Isaiah
22:20 should be understood in the same manner: “call my servant to
Eliakim the son of Hilkiah.”
32

This is royal language not priestly terminology, moreover the phrases
in Isaiah 22:21-23 are inter-textually linked with the Messianic
Emmanuelle (God with us) prophecy in 7:14 and 9:6-7 “government”/
“father” etc regarding the throne of David. Hezekiah acts as a proto-type
of the Messiah and in Isaiah 22 he is clad in priestly garments and
functions as a priest-king (Melchizedek) like his ancestor David.
33

The rock is a reference to Peter’s Messianic statement (You are the
Christ, the Son of the living God.) and not to Peter himself (a small
stone or pebble) and is therefore not a pronouncement on Apostolic
34
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church, and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it”
(Matt.16:18).

Political expediency

Gruen asks and answers the question, “How did Cyrus hit upon the
idea of liberating the Israelites and ordering the reconstruction of the
Temple?....He got it from reading the book of Isaiah (Josephu.AJ11.17). A strikingly similar idea may be found in the famous fiction of
Alexander the Great at the gates of Jerusalem”.35 Thirtle also relates
historical examples where prophetic writings were used to influence
Gentile authorities. The high-priest Jaddua won favour for the Jewish
people by meeting Alexander the Great as he approached Jerusalem
and showing him the Daniel prophecies.36 Similarly, Onias IV, the
high-priest (ca.150 B.C.) acquired permission from King Ptolemy and
his Queen Cleopatra to build a temple at Leontopolis in Egypt by
referring to Isa.19:19. In more recent times we might think of
political-Zionism whose justification for the possession of the land and
return of the Jews is often supported (by both Jews and Christians) by
prophetic passages. The British Diplomat Sir Charles Webster who
knew Chaim Weizman (the second great leader of the Zionist
movement) described his diplomacy in promoting the Zionist
programme as follows: “With unerring skill he adapted his arguments
to the special circumstances of each statesman. To the British and
Americans he could use biblical language and awake a deep emotional
undertone; to other nationalities he more often talked in terms of
interest. Mr Lloyd George was told that Palestine was a little
mountainous country not unlike Wales….” 37 We can therefore concur
succession. Shebna built a “habitation for himself in a rock” (Isa 22:16)
but unlike Peter, Shebna refused to accept Yahweh’s anointed as his
rock.
35
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Sir Charles Webster, ‘The Art and Practice of Diplomacy’, The
Listener, 28 February 1952
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with Thirtle’s statement: “That the Jews should have sought a political
favour by calling the attention of Gentile authorities to the things
written by the prophets of their nation, need not surprise us.”38 This
probably explains the striking parallelism between Isa. 44:28 and the
Cyrus cylinder where Cyrus is described as a shepherd:
Cyrus Cylinder 39
12 He [Marduk] took the hand of
Cyrus, king of the city of Anshan,
and called him by his name,
proclaiming him aloud for the
kingship over all of everything.
18 ...governors, bowed down
before him and kissed his feet…..

Isaiah
45:1 Thus says Yahweh to His
anointed, To Cyrus, whose right
hand I have held -- To subdue
nations before him And loose the
armor of kings…
45:23 …That to Me every knee
shall bow, Every tongue shall take
an oath.
44:28 Who says of Cyrus, ‘He is
My shepherd….’
44:28 ….saying to Jerusalem,
Thou shalt be built; and to the
temple, Thy foundation shall be
laid.

13. …he [Cyrus] shepherded in
justice and righteousness
31…the sanctuaries across the
river Tigris - whose shrines had
earlier become dilapidated, 32.the
gods who lived therein, and made
permanent sanctuaries for them. I
collected together all of their
people and returned them to their
settlements….
15 ….like a friend and companion, 41:8 ….The descendants
he walked at his side
Abraham My friend.

38
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Museum)
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The similarity in language between the Cyrus Cylinder and Isaiah can
be partially explained by a shared milieu and shared oriental motifs. For
example, many oriental rulers are depicted as shepherds. The royal staff
or, sceptre is a common accessory for kings in the Ancient Near East
and was itself a form of shepherd’s rod. It became a symbol of
protection, power and authority. Even in Egypt, a divine symbol of
kingship was the shepherd’s crook.40 The founding legends about
Cyrus’ shepherd status are political propaganda and are historically
worthless apart from what they tell us about Medo-Persian power
relationships.41 Nevertheless, if shared vocabulary and generic motifs
are discounted, the resemblance between the Cyrus Cylinder and Isaiah
is striking. Critical scholars will draw the conclusion that this is proof
that Deutro-Isaiah was a contemporary of Cyrus – but what prevents
Cyrus’ record being influenced by Isaiah? Isaiah is a thematically
complex literary development, making the direction of influence from
Isaiah to the cylinder more likely. One can imagine the Jews showing
Cyrus the prophecy written 150-200 years previously and suggesting
that he is the “workman” chosen by their God as liberator. The
similarity between ch-r-sh and K-r-sh eventually hardened into a direct
naming of Cyrus and this in turn influenced the monumental
John J. Davis, The Perfect Shepherd; Studies in the 23 Psalm,(Baker
House; Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1979),51
40

The founding legends relate the adoption of the new born Persian
Cyrus by a shepherd in order to avoid being murdered by his Median
grandfather king Astyages; another relates how Cyrus was abandoned
and suckled by a she wolf (cf. Romulus and Remus), yet another relates
how the young Cyrus who came from humble circumstances and was
“given” to the royal cupbearer, managed to reverse his family fortunes.
Pierre Briant remarks; “All these tales are intended primarily to exalt
the memory of a charismatic founder, marked from his birth by signs
of uncommon destiny. For this reason, it was piously passed on to
young Persians from generation to generation. Each of these various
versions places the origins of Cyrus in the context of relations between
the powerful Medes and their Persian vassals” Pierre Briant, From
Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the Persian Empire,(Histoire de
l’Empire perse (1996) trans. Eisenbrauns:USA,2002),16
41
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inscribers. It is likely that the Isaiah prophecy was known in
Babylonian scribal circles shortly after it was written because soon after
his recovery Hezekiah entertained a diplomatic envoy from Babylon
and he was so flattered that he showed them everything (Isaiah 39),
which probably included the prophecies concerning himself. Cyrus
demonstrated tolerance to many of his conquered people (as indicated
by the Cyrus Cylinder). Hence, the restoration of the Jewish exiles in
whatever limited form under Cyrus was not due to any particular
sympathy with monotheism, but was rather the polity of the monarch
towards all his conquered subjects. 42

Exilic (or post-exilic) passages?

Major critical objections to Thirtle’s approach are found in passages
such as Isaiah 44:26-28 and 45:13-14 that can be construed as
exilic/post-exilic references to the Babylonian captivity: “That
confirmeth the word of his servant, and performeth the counsel of his
messengers; that saith to Jerusalem, Thou shalt be inhabited; and to
the cities of Judah, Ye shall be built, and I will raise up the decayed
places thereof: That saith to the deep, Be dry, and I will dry up thy
rivers: That saith of Cyrus, He is 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”. (44: 26-28) Thirtle comments:
“The statement of v. 26: ‘That saith of Jerusalem, She shall be
inhabited; and of the cities of Judah, They shall be built and I will raise
up the waste places thereof’, unquestionably sustained the faithful in
the time of Hezekiah, when, with the Assyrian in the land, Jerusalem
was a prison-house rather than a place of habitation; and, as a result of
Sennacherib’s campaign, many cities of Judah were in ruins and were
places of desolation (cp. ch. 65.9). The two following verses, however,
came in as a gloss at the time of the Return: ‘That saith to the deep, Be
dry, and I will dry up thy rivers: that saith of Cyrus, he is my shepherd,
and shall perform all my pleasure: even saying of Jerusalem, She shall
be built; and to the Temple, Thy fountain shall be laid.’ In the time of
Isaiah, these verses could have no meaning; but the work undertaken
by Cyrus, a century and a half later, suggested them most naturally. The
42
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interpolation is, indeed, transparent. We have already read that
Jerusalem shall be ‘inhabited’, that the cities of Judah shall be ‘built.’
Now however, and obviously with reference to Cyrus, whose name is
anticipated from the following chapter, we read something different –
namely, that Jerusalem ‘shall be built’; while to the Temple it shall be
said, ‘Thy foundation shall be laid.’ The statements of the last verse do
not agree with those of v.26. But the Persian having been introduced in
ch. 45.1, we might well look for some such a leading recital of facts
pertinent to his day – the time of the Return.”43 Thirtle’s analysis may
well be correct, however, it is possible that interpretive glosses entered
the text at a later stage of transmission.44 For example, the Assyrian
invasion is described as a “flood” in the book of Isaiah, and Hezekiah
is described as a “sure foundation” – the rock that will not be moved
by the inundation:
Cyrus? - Isaiah 44
That saith to the
deep, Be dry, and I
will dry up thy rivers
(v.27)

Hezekiah-Isaiah 28
Behold, the Lord hath a mighty and strong
one, [= the Assyrians] which as a tempest
of hail and a destroying storm, as a flood of
mighty waters overflowing, shall cast
down to the earth with the hand. (v.2)
Thy foundation shall Therefore thus saith the Lord GOD,
be laid. (v.28)
Behold, I lay in Zion for a foundation a
stone, a tried stone, a precious corner
[stone], a sure foundation:[Hezekiah] he
that believeth shall not make haste. (v.16) 45
43
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In Synagogues when the Hebrew Bible was read, if the passage was
hard to understand or the “congregation” did not know sufficient
Hebrew, a member of the Synagogue would give a free translation or
paraphrase into the common language, Aramaic. Over time a number
of these were written down, and became a form of commentary
(Targum) on the Hebrew Bible.
44

Young’s Literal Translation renders the verse as follows (Isa.28: 16):
Therefore, thus said the Lord Jehovah: `Lo, I am laying a foundation in
Zion, A stone -- a tried stone, a corner stone precious, a settled
45
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The metaphor used in Isaiah ch. 28 is very similar to that of ch.44 the
depiction of the Assyrian invasion as a ‘flood’ and Hezekiah as a
‘foundation’ is very similar to 59:19: “So shall they fear the name of the
LORD from the west, and his glory from the rising of the sun. When
the enemy shall come in like a flood, the Spirit of the LORD shall lift
up a standard against him.” (Isa.59: 19) The ‘standard’ was of course
Hezekiah (who prefigured the ‘lifted up’ Messiah). Psalm 74, also a
Hezekiah psalm, says: “Thou didst cleave the fountain and the flood:
thou driedst up mighty rivers.” (Ps.74: 15)
In the Davidic covenant Yahweh had promised to build a house for
David (“The LORD declares to you that the LORD himself will
foundation, He who is believing doth not make haste. The phrase ‘He
who is believing doth not make haste’ (lo ya.khish) is rather unusual
but is probably intended as a word play on Lachish (la.khish) as the
transliterated verse demonstrates (note the paronomasia with la.khen):
la.khen ko a.mar (therefore thus saith the) a.do.nai (Lord) ye.he.vi
hin.ni yi.sad (Behold I lay) be.tsi.yon (in Zion) a.ven e.ven (stone,
stone) bo.khan (a tried) pi.nat (corner) yik.rat (a precious) mu.sad
(sure) mu.sad (foundation) ha.ma.a.min (he that believeth) lo (not)
ya.khish (haste). While Sennacherib personally supervised the siege of
Lachish, Jerusalem only merited the attention of his lieutenants (2
Cron.32: 9) – a sign of contempt. Lachish fell (cf. Micah 1:13 note the
emphasis on haste and compare Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz -- quick to the
plunder, swift to the spoil-- in Isa.8: 1,3) but Jerusalem did not fall in
the siege. Jerusalem survived because it had, ‘a [pi.nat] tried leader or
captain (not corner), a precious and sure foundation.’ The ‘tried
leader’ was the ‘suffering servant’ king Hezekiah, who became ‘a
precious and sure foundation’ to them that believed. In contrast, those
who did not believe in the sign of Messiah would perish; “If ye will not
believe, surely ye shall not be established.” (Isa.7: 9) Ahaz did not
believe, instead he replaced the temple altar with an Assyrian altar.
However, Ahaz could not remove the base –the threshing floor (“a
rock of offence” in Isa. 8: 14) – faithful Hezekiah, who did believe,
typified the foundation and consequently his dynasty was established.
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establish a house for you” —2 Sam.7: 11); but Hezekiah was about to
die childless, leaving the throne without a Davidide, thereby nullifying
the covenant. However, Hezekiah’s faithfulness and reliance on
Yahweh was rewarded by a miraculous deliverance on a personal and
national level. Hezekiah typified the faithful remnant both corporately
and corporally – his illness and suffering mirrored the national death
throes. Hezekiah recovered (on the third day) and was therefore able to
produce progeny; “Yet it was the LORD's will to crush him and cause
him to suffer, and though the LORD makes his life a guilt offering, he
will see his offspring and prolong his days, and the will of the
LORD will prosper in his hand.” (Isa.53: 10, NIV). Hezekiah’s choice
of the Solomonic psalm 127 for his Songs of Degrees collection is
explained by Hezekiah’s wonderful recovery which coincided with
national deliverance: “Unless the LORD builds the house, its builders
labour in vain. Unless the LORD watches over the city, the
watchmen stand guard in vain” (Ps.127: 1). If we apply these insights to
the text in question (Isa.44: 26-28) and omit the glosses, an original
reconstruction might look something like this:
“That confirmeth the word of his servant, and
performeth the counsel of his messengers; that saith to
the earth,46 thou shalt be inhabited; and to the cities of
Judah, ye shall be built, and I will raise up the decayed
places thereof: that saith to the deep, be dry, and I will dry
up thy rivers: That saith of my workman, He is my
shepherd, and shall perform all my pleasure: even saying,
thy house shalt be built; thy foundation shall be laid”.
(Isa.44: 26-28)
In this reconstruction “earth” substitutes Jerusalem. The “earth” is
often used as a metaphor for the land of Israel. Note the natural
parallelism that now exists between the earth and the deep. The waters
of the flood have now dried up and made the land habitable once
again: an illusion to Noah’s flood and the Genesis creation narrative.
Isaiah uses virtually the same metaphor in Isaiah 45:18: “For thus saith
the LORD that created the heavens; God himself that formed the
earth and made it; he hath established it, he created it not in vain, he
formed it to be inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else.”
46
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A comparison demonstrates that the transformation is minimal: “That
confirmeth the word of his servant, and performeth the counsel of his
messengers; that saith to Jerusalem, thou shalt be inhabited; and to
the cities of Judah, ye shall be built, and I will raise up the decayed
places thereof: that saith to the deep, be dry, and I will dry up thy
rivers: that saith of Cyrus, he is 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”. (Isa. 44: 26-28) If the verses are a
post-exilic gloss (as suggested by Thirtle) then it is relatively easy to see
how the text was adapted to suit the needs of the exiles – these glosses
were added as explanatory notes and slowly became incorporated in
the text. Herodotus has a dramatic account of how Cyrus captured the
city of Babylon. Herodotus states that at first it was unsuccessfully
besieged, but Cyrus then managed to force an entrance by diverting the
course of the Euphrates. Consequently the water-level dropped so low
that his men were able to wade along the river-bed and so into the city.
This would naturally suggest to the exilic reader, who was examining
the prophecy of Isaiah – and who was looking for a fulfilment of the
return prophesied by Jeremiah – that the ‘workman’ (ch-r-sh) was
actually Cyrus (k-r-sh) and that he would restore the exile to Jerusalem
– thus an interpretive gloss became embedded in the text. A similar
problem is encountered in Isaiah 45:13, 14 – do these “exilic” or “postexilic” references favour a Cyrus scenario?
“I have raised him up in righteousness, and I will direct all
his ways: he shall build my city, and he shall let go my
captives, not for price nor reward, saith the LORD of
hosts”.
“Thus saith the LORD, The labour of Egypt, and
merchandise of Ethiopia and of the Sabeans, men of
stature, shall come over unto thee, and they shall be thine:
they shall come after thee; in chains they shall come over,
and they shall fall down unto thee…” (Isa. 45:13, 14)
The phrase ‘he shall build my city’ is surely a reference to Cyrus? If
that is the case then the prophecy was not fulfilled by Cyrus, for the
city was still in ruins in the second year of Darius (Hag.1:1, 9); in fact
Nehemiah found the city still in ruins in the twentieth year of
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Artaxerxes. We know that Hezekiah performed defensive work on the
water supply of the city (Isa. 22:9-11; 2 Chron.32: 2-7) celebrated in
Isaiah 12 as ‘the wells of salvation.’ The reference to the release of
captives is also applicable to the Assyrian invasion in the time of
Hezekiah. Sennacherib took away from Judea no less than 200,000
captives, and settled some of them (probably most of them) in Babylon
(Taylor Prism; cp. Mic. 4:10), which he had recently captured and in
fact depopulated, a process begun by his predecessors (2 Kings 17:24).
The return of the captivity was anticipated by Isaiah (7:3) who gave his
son the long, multi-syllable name She’ar yashuv (which means “a
remnant will return”). The prisoners of war (who were in the process
of deportation) were sent home by the Assyrians and escaped when
their army was destroyed overnight. These captives included people
from the surrounding nations who were amongst those to pay tribute
to Hezekiah. He was exalted in the eyes of the nations: “Many gifts
unto the Lord to Jerusalem, and presents to Hezekiah king of Judah: so
that he (Yahweh?) was magnified in the sight of all nations from
thenceforth” (2 Chron.32:23).47 The verses in question have an obvious
Messianic application – Yahweh....raised up (awakened-out of death?)
him in victory (JPS), all his ways are right (LXX Can this be said of
Cyrus?): he shall build my city (cf. the New Jerusalem in Revelation),
and he shall let go my captives (Isa.45:13)....“those who for their
iniquities have sold themselves” (Isa. 50:1). This is redemption “not for
price or reward” (Isa.45:13), as judged by human captors and slavetraders; “Ye have sold yourselves for nought, and ye shall be redeemed
without money” (Isa.52:3). The price was paid by the “suffering
servant” and that servant was not pre-figured by Cyrus.
There is often no need to resort to the solution of exilic or post-exilic
authorship in order to explain difficult Isaiah passages as they
complement the Sitz im Leben found during Hezekiah’s reign.
However, some references almost demand an exilic or post-exilic
application: “Thy holy cities are become a wilderness, Zion is become a
Many of Isaiah’s prophecies have this common theme: The nations
bring tribute to Israel (18:7; 23:18; 60:5ff; 61:6) because Yahweh has
exalted Israel (49:7; 60:10; 61:9); and this demonstrates that he is the
true God (40:5; 44:3-5; 48:20; 49:7; 52:10; 59:17; 61:9).
47
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wilderness, Jerusalem a desolation. Our holy and our beautiful
house, where our fathers praised thee, is burned up with fire: and
all our pleasant things are laid waste.”(Isa.64:10, 11)
Thirtle believes this to be a blatant example of interpolation: “The
cities of Judah having been destroyed, and the Assyrian being at the
walls of Jerusalem, Isaiah might well use the language of v.10: ‘Thy holy
cities are become a wilderness, Zion is become a wilderness, Jerusalem
a desolation.’ Also he might conclude his prayer with v.12: ‘Wilt thou
refrain thyself for these things, O Lord? Wilt thou hold thy peace, and
afflict us very sore?’ Not so as to v. 11: ‘Our holy and our beautiful
house, where our fathers praised thee, is burned with fire; and all our
pleasant things are laid waste.’ This obviously belongs to a later age.
And we can easily understand as the time for the Return approached,
that such a chapter as this would be used as a prayer by mourning
exiles; and then the terms of v.11 would be quite seasonable. The verse
cannot, however, be by Isaiah. It bears evidence of some such
‘adaptation’ as we have found in the Psalter, but not so easily to be
justified.”48 Bullinger believes Isa.64:10-11 to be an example of
prophetic prolepsis 49 but perhaps the explanation is even simpler – the
passage expresses the intention of the enemy, but was never fulfilled.
The passage finds a parallel in psalm 74 (attributed by Thirtle to the
Hezekiah period): They said in their heart, Let us destroy them
together: They have burned up all the synagogues of God in the
land. (Ps.74:8) The word ‘synagogues’ (mô’ ēd) is misleading – the LXX
has “let us abolish the feasts of the Lord” –the cultic use always
associates the word mô’ ēd with religious festivals. The same word is
translated congregations in v.4 of the psalm; “Thine enemies roar in
the midst of thy congregations (mô’ ēd)” Again, the LXX has “And they
that hate thee have boasted in the midst of thy feasts” Several allusions
in Isaiah show that the siege of Jerusalem took place at Passover
(26:20, 21; 30:29; 31:5; 33:19, 20). Moreover, the roaring [lion] and the
axe that function metaphorically for the enemy in this psalm (74: 4, 5)
are also used by Isaiah as symbols of Assyria (5:29; 10:15). It seems
from vv.6, 7 that some sort of destruction was wrought in the
48
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Sanctuary –or is this merely the language of malevolent intent? It has
been suggested that the Assyrians had a garrison in Jerusalem (tolerated
by the pro-Assyrian Ahaz) and that they caused damage when they
were expelled by Hezekiah. We are left then with the choice (for
passages such as Isa.64:10, 11) of a gloss (Thirtle) a prophetic prolepsis
(Bullinger) or either an expression of intent or a partial fulfilment
(HAW/Booker).

Argumentum ex silento?

It might be objected that Cyrus is referred to in sympathetic terms by
Ezra: “Now in the first year of Cyrus king of Persia, that the word of
the Lord by the mouth of the prophet Jeremiah might be fulfilled,
the Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus king of Persia, that he made a
proclamation throughout all his kingdom, and put it also in writing,
saying, Thus saith Cyrus king of Persia, the Lord God of heaven hath
given me all the kingdoms of the earth; and he hath charged me to
build him an house at Jerusalem, which is in Judah.” (Ezra 1:1-2)
Gruen comments; “It is not easy to accept this text as the genuine
article. The composition in Hebrew immediately makes it suspect. The
language of the Persian Empire was Aramaic. And an open
proclamation to the entire realm that the Jewish god had vouchedsafe
Cyrus all the kingdoms of the world can hardly be imagined”.50 It is
however, not necessary to regard the proclamation as inauthentic, but
simply as a paraphrase of the sort of policy that is already found on the
Cyrus Cylinder. This was Cyrus’ general policy and he did allow some
of the Jews to return – the problem is that neither the temple nor the
city was rebuilt!
Thirtle says very little about this passage but remarks: “Meantime, it is
necessary to observe that no such language as is found in Isa.44.28,
45.1-4 is used in any other of the Hebrew writings in regard to Cyrus.
We meet the name in 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Daniel, and the style is
sometimes ‘the king of Persia’, at another time ‘the king of Babylon,’
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yet again, baldly, ‘Cyrus the Persian’ or ‘the king.’ 51 Ezra does not
apply any of the magnificent epithets found in Isa.44-45 to Cyrus (‘the
Lord’s anointed’, ‘His shepherd’, the one ‘strengthened’, ‘called by
name’ etc). But more importantly the prophecy of Jeremiah is
referred to and not the prophecy of Isaiah. If Isaiah speaks so
powerfully (in messianic terms) of the divine purpose embodied in
Cyrus, then why does Ezra (or anyone else) neglect to mention it? It is
conspicuous by its absence. The Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus is hardly
the equivalent of ‘I have called thee by thy name…’ Although this is an
argument by omission (argumentum ex silento) it provides circumstantial
evidence that Cyrus was not in the original text of Isaiah. This supports
Thirtle’s suggestion that the word Cyrus in Isaiah 45:1 was originally an
alternative reading that was adopted for political reasons and that it
slowly hardened into a textual variant that was uniformly accepted and
incorporated. It is obvious that although a reading of Isaiah 45:1 may
have been presented to Cyrus as corroborative evidence that he was
the king chosen to release the Jews after seventy years exile (as spoken
by Jeremiah the prophet); even at the later period of Ezra it had not yet
solidified into the textual form that we now have. Cyrus was known for
his religious tolerance towards all his conquered peoples and his
treatment of the Jews was not exceptional. Cyrus claimed to be the
agent of Marduk, the god who had been shamefully wronged by
Nabonidus, when he conquered Babylon (this was an attempt to
ingratiate himself with the local population for Nabonidus had been
absent in Arabia for much of his reign and had neglected his religious
duties, including the New Year Festival in Babylon). John Curtis
comments; “In matters of religion Cyrus does seem to have been
remarkably tolerant. About his own beliefs we can say little: he may
have been an early follower of the prophet Zoroaster, or he may have
supported the ‘daivas’, the old Iranian gods of war and strife rejected
by Zoroaster. The evidence is inconclusive. In any event, he does not
seem to have forced his own views on any of his subject peoples, but
of course this religious tolerance may well have been dictated by
political expediency. For it seems to have been the hallmark of Cyrus’s

Thirtle, OT Problems, 247 footnote reference to Cyrus: 2
Chron.36.22,23;Ezra1.1-8;3.7;4.3-5;5.13-17;6.3-14;Dan 1.21;6.28;10.1.
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rule to observe local customs wherever he went, to preserve local
institutions if possible and in general to avoid creating disruption.” 52
Moreover, the prediction of the return of the exiles under Cyrus is
again conspicuous by its absence in Isaiah’s reprimand to Hezekiah:
“Of thy sons that shall issue from thee, which thou shalt beget, shall
they (the Babylonians) take away; and they shall be eunuchs in the
palace of the king of Babylon” (2 Chron.33:11-13). He did not,
however, add that they would be released by ‘the Lord’s anointed
Cyrus.’ Even Jeremiah (Jer.26:18), when reminding the people of the
destruction of Zion prophesied by Micah the Morashite (a
contemporary of Isaiah) does not mention Cyrus.

The “Suffering Servant”

Perhaps the strongest argument against reading Cyrus in Isaiah 45 is
the “Suffering Servant” prophecy of Isaiah 53 that finds its original
fulfilment in the life of Hezekiah. It is the New Testament hymn in
Philippians that connects the motif of the “Suffering Servant” of Isaiah
53 with the Cyrus prophecy of Isaiah 45, by citing Isaiah 45:23; “That
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth; and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Father.” (Philip.2:10, 11) We might well ask who it was that functioned
as a messianic prototype. Was it Cyrus the pagan king and idol
worshipper, or, Hezekiah the faithful descendant of David – the man
who embodied the covenant promises and rose from his sickbed on
the third day – the man who carried the burden of the nation that he
attempted to reform – the man who was delivered at Passover
(together with the nation) –the man whose birth was prophesied by
Isaiah –the man whose name was Immanuel? Hezekiah was the
mediator; the “Suffering Servant” who acted on behalf of the faithful
remnant (Jacob who was also Yahweh’s servant....Israel whom I have
chosen: 44:1) and who also acted as God’s agent (Immanuel –God with
us –named by God 45:4 cf. 7:14) to the faithful remnant. Thus
Hezekiah represented both parties –Yahweh to the people and the people
John Curtis, Cyrus the Great, 100 Great Lives of Antiquity, (ed., John
Canning, Guild Publishing London, 1985), 97-98.
52
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to Yahweh. Thirtle comments: “The New Testament application of
these great words is by no means called in question by the immediate
(or initial) interpretation. Holy Scripture continually shows its
distinctive vitality and inspiration in the fact that its statements are
capable of applications that are far-reaching beyond anything suggested
by their primary purpose. All the same, it is important to observe the
immediate reference, even in forms which are of the deepest
significance when viewed in their relation to the larger unfolding of the
Divine plan.” 53 Who then functioned in an archetypical messianic role
– Hezekiah or Cyrus?

Conclusion

The “anointed” in Isaiah 45:1 is the same person as the “Suffering
Servant” and that person is Hezekiah who functions as a proto-type for
the Messiah. Jesus Christ is the temple builder par excellence. Cyrus is not
Yahweh’s anointed. Cyrus did not rebuild the temple. The temple was
rebuilt by Zerubbabel and Joshua, who were both anointed with the
Spirit. The temple was completed during the reign of Darius. As a
temple builder Cyrus holds no relevance for Daniel and therefore
Daniel skips directly from the conquest of Babylon by Cyrus’ to
Darius, who also conquered Babylon and “did all that Cyrus intended
to do”(Josephus).

Appendix 1 Chapter 8: Laying the Foundation
Stone
There are different accounts of the laying of the foundation stone:
Consider now from this day forward, from the twentyfourth day of the ninth month, from the day that the
foundation of the LORD’s temple was laid -- consider
it..... Speak to Zerubbabel, governor of Judah.... ‘In that
day’, says the LORD of hosts, ‘I will take you, Zerubbabel
My servant...’ (Hag. 2:18-23)

53

Thirtle, OT Problems, 249
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The hands of Zerubbabel have laid the foundation of this
house (Zech.4:9)
And when the builders laid the foundation of the temple
of Yahweh...(Ezra 3:10)
And all the people shouted with a great shout when they
praised Yahweh, because the foundation of the house of
Yahweh was laid. (Ezra 3:11)
Then the same Sheshbazzar came and laid the foundation
of the house of God which is in Jerusalem; but from that
time even until now it has been under construction, and it
is not finished.(Ezra 5:16)
The relationship between Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel is unclear. Ezra
does not relate any information about Sheshbazzar apart from calling
him “the prince of Judah” (Ezra 1:8) and “governor” (Ezra 5:14)
although he led back the first return with the temple vessels (Ezra 1:11)
no ancestry is recorded, moreover, he is not recorded alongside
Zerubbabel in the list of returnees in chapter 2. It is probable that
Zerubbabel and Joshua led a second group of returned exiles some
time later and Zerubbabel replaced Sheshbazzar (who had died?) as the
governor.
Peterson54 points out that the root ysd is used to describe the
foundation in Hag.2:18, Ezra 3:6, 10, 11 and Zech 4:9 and is
differentiated from Ezra 5:16 which derives from a Sumerian loanword
and concludes that, “There is little reason to think, on the basis of Ezra
5:16, that Shezbazzar was actually involved in the actual laying of the
foundation stone or the attendant ceremonies”. Apparently the
foundation ceremony is a dedication ceremony similar to the
Babylonian kalû ritual used to rededicate destroyed sanctuaries and this
could occur at a later stage: “All these texts focus on one important
ceremonial event, the foundation stone ceremony. In this regard it is
David L. Petersen, Haggai and Zechariah 1-8: A
Commentary,(Westminster Press, Philadelphia: Pennsylvania, 1984),89
54
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important to differentiate between labor on the foundation of the
footings of the temple and the ceremonial desposition of the temple’s
foundation stone. There is, of course, evidence that Sheshbazzar had
undertaken some preliminary work on the clearing of rubble and early
work on the foundations of the temple”.55
Although the history in Ezra is confusing the prophecies of Haggai and
Zechariah are unambiguous in denoting Zerubbabel as the layer of the
foundation stone. Together with the high priest Joshua they reestablished Temple worship during the reign of Darius.

55

Ibid, Peterson,88
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Chapter 9

The Darius Problem
Daniel is often charged with historical inaccuracy but this is caused by
a failure to recognise that the author subordinates history to theology.
He does this in order to emphasize the central concerns of the exilic
community. To achieve this, the author has deliberately “schematized”
his history. A good example of his schematic historical approach is the
account of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom that begins with
Nebuchadnezzar and ends with Belshazzar. The former sovereign
destroyed the temple and deported the Judeans (including Daniel) the
latter committed sacrilege with the temple vessels that Nebuchadnezzar
had plundered.
Thus Neo-Babylonian history begins and ends with the temple. That
the temple is central to Danielic theology is often overlooked. The
erecting of Nebuchadnezzar’s “image of gold” which he compels the
friends of Daniel to worship is a good example. The date given for
this incident in the LXX is the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar.
This is significant because the temple was burned in the eighteenth
regnal year (586/7). Critics believe that this is simply a gloss and that
the LXX version has borrowed from Jer. 52.29 in order to provide a
plausible reason for the ceremony, namely, pledging loyalty to
Nebuchadnezzar. However, the strange dimensions of the image,
which are disproportionate to any human form is probably a reflection
of temple measurements found in the Ezekiel oracle (cf. Ezk.40:14;
41:1) and also in Ezra (6:3). Similarly, Nebuchadnezzar’s pride in the
“house of the kingdom” (Dan.4:30) would remind the exiles of the
destruction of God’s house. Therefore the elevation of the Babylonian
god and the Babylonian house came at the expense of Yahweh’s house.
The centrality of the temple is also encountered in later chapters;
anxiety over removal of the ‘daily’ (Dan.8:11) and concern for the
sanctuary (Dan.9:17) demonstrate the importance of the temple motif
to Danielic theology.

147

The Neo-Babylonian Empire is therefore delineated by the first and
last sovereigns, who both have negative links with the temple. The
intervening kings are not mentioned (Evilmerodach, Neriglissar,
Labashimarduk and Nabodinus) 1 as they hold no interest for the
Danielic author. Scholars have noted a similar tendency in
contemporary Akkadian “prophetic” literature which compresses or
presents selective chronologies.2 There are no stories of Daniel in the
royal court of Evilmerodach, Neriglissar, Labashimarduk, Nabodinus
or Cyrus. Danielic history is not inaccurate - it is selective and
subordinated to his theology. The fact that Belshazzar was a co-regent
or temporary ruler of Babylon rather than the “king”, or whether or
not, he was a direct descendant (son) of Nebuchadnezzar misses the
point that, for the Jews, he was the last de facto representative of the
Neo-Babylonian Empire.
The next king that we encounter in the narrative is “Darius the
Mede”.3 The narrative indicates that the Neo-Babylonian kingdom
See Appendix 1 chapter 9: Ancient Near Eastern King-list as
derived from “Ptolemy’s Canon”
1

“Needless to say, the interpretation is problematic because of the
jump (11. 10-11) from Tiglath-Pilesar III to Nebuchadnezzar
without any appropriate indication of the time gap involved”.
Hermann Hunger and Stephen A. Kaufman, A New Akkadian
Prophecy Text, (JSTOR, American Oriental Society Vol. 95, No. 3 (Jul.
- Sep., 1975), pp. 371-375), 374
2

Ida Fröhlich, sums up the varying positions as follows – “He is a
problematic figure. Opinions differ about him. On Darius see
Waterman 1940:53-61; Torrey 1946:1-15; Galling 1954:19. For an
overview of the various opinions and attempts at interpretation from
the Middle Ages until today see Koch 1980: 191-93. In the more recent
literature, Rowley (1935:54) considers him to be a ‘fictitious creation’
which confused and distorted the traditions relating to Darius
Hystaspis and Cyrus; Delcor (1971:133) also considers it likely that the
figure of ‘Darius the Mede’ is prefigured by Gubaru, whom we know
from the end of the reign of Nabuna’id, and who was later appointed
governor of Gutium by Cyrus. Gutium was identified with the territory
3

Ch.9: The Darius Problem

passed directly into his hands rather than into the hands of Cyrus.
Collins states; “In Daniel 6 Belshazzar is said to have been succeeded
by “Darius the Mede”. In fact the king who overthrew the Babylonian
kingdom was Cyrus the Persian. There was a later Persian Monarch
named Darius, but history knows of no “Darius the Mede”.4 Critical
scholarship understands “Darius the Mede” as a composite figure –
“Darius the Mede”, mentioned only in Dan. 5:31 and 9:1, is
understood by most scholars to be a composite created by the author
of the book of Daniel because, they argue, texts like Isaiah 13:17 and
21:2, as well as Jeremiah 51:11, had looked forward to a Median

of the Medes. Kratz (1991:17), based on the chronological system of
Dan.1-6, sees him as the figure representing the Median period, a ruler
between Nebuchadnezzar and Cyrus (Dan.6:29). For an opposite view
see Grabbe 1998.” Ida Fröhlich, Time and Times and Half a Time,
Historical Consciousness in the Jewish Literature of the Persian and Hellenistic
Eras, (JSP Supplements, Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 46-47.
Norman Porteous states: “Every attempt to prove that there actually
was such a monarch has failed. Astyages, the last king of the Median
Empire, will not fit. He had been conquered by Cyrus in 549 B. C.
Nor will Cyaxares II, the supposed uncle of Cyrus, suit any better. He
is no more than an invention of Xenophon’s. Gobryas, the renegade
Babylonian who became a general of Cyrus, may have acted as
governor of Babylon but was certainly never king. The successor of the
historical Nabonidus was the historical Cyrus and there never was a
Darius between them. But there was a Darius, Darius Hystaspis, who
captured Babylon after the death of Cambyses in 520 B. C. and the
tradition of this capture and the name of the conqueror, with which
may have been associated some memory of his achievements, may
have been attached to the apocryphal figure. There are thus actual
historical reminiscences as possible ingredients in the story, but we are
for all that once more in the realm of legend” Norman Porteous,
Daniel, (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1965), 83-84. See Appendix
5 Chapter 9: Responses to the problem of Darius the Mede
4

John J. Collins, Daniel, 1-2 Maccabees, (Michael Glazier INC,1981),13
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capture of Babylon.5 Accordingly we are left with either regarding
“Darius the Mede” as a figment of the writers imagination (Porteous)
or, we are dependent on unsatisfactory apologetic arguments to explain
the historical anomalies. However, as already noted, Danielic
chronology is schematic and subordinated to his theology; Daniel is
disinterested in the conquest by Cyrus as it did not result in the
anticipated restoration of the temple. The restoration of the temple
occurred under Darius Hystaspis; therefore the author skips the
intervening kings (Cyrus, Cambyses and Bardiya6) and proceeds directly
to Darius Hystaspis, which he designates as “Darius the Mede”.

“Darius the Mede” as Darius Hystaspis

Cyrus the Persian, who figures so prominently in the Isaiah oracles and
in the book of Ezra is barely mentioned in Daniel – Cyrus only
functions as a structural marker.7 There are no stories set during his
J. M. Cook summarizes the scholarly position in his article on Darius
in The Oxford Dictionary Companion to the Bible,(ed., Bruce M.
Metzger, Michael D. Coogan, Oxford University Press, New York:
Oxford,1993),153
5

Bardiya (Bardia) is also known as Smerdis whose position was
usurped by an imposter, a magian priest known as Gaumâta
6

The mention of Darius and Cyrus (DC) at this juncture forms a
structural marker which begins with Nebuchadnezzar-Cyrus (NC).
Darius is mentioned first in order to achieve structural balance.
NC
NB
DC
BD
CD
Colless proposes that Dan. 6:28 should be read as a ‘Waw Explicaitvium’
(“Darius even [that is] Cyrus” rather than “Darius and Cyrus”) thus
demonstrating that Darius was an alternative appellative for Cyrus.
Colless draws an analogy with 1 Chron. 5:26 and also points to the
alternative appellations given to Daniel’s friends. Brian E. Colles,
“Cyrus the Persian as Darius the Mede in the Book of Daniel”, JSOT
7
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reign. Collins observes that, “throughout the book of Daniel, the
release of the Jewish exiles in the first year of Cyrus is ignored”. 8
The lack of interest in Cyrus that we encounter in Daniel is mirrored in
the post-exilic literature and has even lead some scholars to conclude
that the original Cyrus edict did not exist; “The fact that Haggai and
Zechariah 1-8 do not refer to any earlier rebuilding attempt nor
castigate the people for long-term neglect of the temple may be
significant for interpreting the Cyrus edicts in Ezra 1-6 - Galling
concludes that this means that the main repatriation took place close to
the rebuilding under Darius (on the basis that only the Aramaic edict is
authentic); Torrey thinks that this means that Cyrus issued no edict at
all. Regardless of one’s position on the authenticity of the Cyrus edicts,
had these prophets accepted the view, and indeed had the popular
perception been, that the demise of the Babylonian empire and the
edict(s) of Cyrus marked a new day for the Judeans, which included the
return of Yahweh to Jerusalem/Zion and the rebuilding of the
Jerusalem temple, it is impossible that they could have neglected to
address the issue of why Yahweh’s will was thwarted. The fact that
these prophets see no need to explain the delay must mean that there
was no perception that one existed. From this perspective there is no

56, (1992):113-126. However, the latter example is introduced with a
clear explanatory note “To them the chief of the eunuchs gave
names.”(Dan. 1:7) J. Collins (Hermeneia 1993:272) states that, “the
balance between 6:29 and 1:21 supports the view that this point once
marked the end of Daniel”. Our suggestion is that Daniel came out of
“retirement” during the reign of Darius after witnessing the
disappointing attempt at restoration under Cyrus. The OG version
misunderstood this and has Cyrus succeeding Darius: “King Darius
was gathered to his fathers and Cyrus the Persian succeeded to his
kingdom”.
John J.Collins, Daniel, Hermeneia: A Critical and Historical Commentary on
the Bible,(Augsburg Fortress Press, Minneapolis,1993), 372
8
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need to speak of a “delay” in rebuilding, apart from a brief, recent one
considered by Haggai”.9
Although we hesitate to deny the existence of the Cyrus edict, it is
evident that it had a limited effect and was eventually “lost” in the
Persian archives 10 this in itself reflects that there was a problem with
the anticipated restoration. Moreover, it is untrue that Daniel was
unaware of any delay, for he has no problem interpreting the dreams of
foreign sovereigns, but is at a loss at understanding his own
scriptures! Daniel himself requires the help of an angelic interpreter
when he sought to determine the reason for the delay of the expected
restoration prophesied by Jeremiah.
Daniel’s concern reflects the wider concerns of the exilic community,
who understood the aborted attempt at restoration under Cyrus as a
prophetic failure. However, the failure was caused by faulty
interpretation not by prophetic break down – the terminus a quo was
not 605 (start of the exile), but 586/587 (destruction of the temple).
The interpretive period stretched from the fall of the Jerusalem temple
to the completion of the temple exactly 70 years after it had been
destroyed. It was finished in the sixth year of Darius Hystaspis (515/6).
This is contemporary with Zechariah’s night visions (519/520), and
with the revelation he received two years later, in which “these seventy
years” are again mentioned (Zech. 7:5).
Despite the magnificent oracle in Isaiah, Cyrus was not the promised
“anointed one” who would restore the fortunes of Zion. The two
“sons of oil” or anointed ones were Joshua (the priest) and Zerubbabel
(the governor) who were appointed during the reign of Darius
Hystaspis; “The hands of Zerubbabel have laid the foundation of this
temple; His hands shall also finish it. Then you will know that the
LORD of hosts has sent Me to you” (Zech.4:9). Instead of the
Peter Ross Bedford,Temple Restoration in the Early Achaemenid Judah
(Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, Brill Academic
Publishers, The Netherlands: Leiden, 2001), 162
9

10

It was not found at Babylon, but at Achmetha (Ezra 6:2)
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restoration occurring under Cyrus (538/9), it happened some 21 years
later during the reign of Darius Hystaspis (520/1). It is here that the
book of Daniel comes to our rescue, for although reference to a Cyrus
restoration is lacking, the Danielic author does note the 21 year delay.

The 21 year delay in restoration
“In those days I, Daniel, was mourning three full weeks. I
ate no pleasant food, no meat or wine came into my
mouth, nor did I anoint myself at all, till three whole
weeks were fulfilled.” (Dan. 10: 3-4)
The state of mourning that Daniel induced in the third (OG first) year
of Cyrus is not related to the “Day of Atonement” for it ended with
the vision that he received on the 24th day of the first month – the
Passover month. In other words Daniel was mourning during the
Passover – the feast that celebrated the exodus of the nation from the
Egyptian exile. Daniel’s attitude reflected the attitude of the exilic
community; they were in a state of mourning for three weeks – 21
days………because the restoration (that they expected under Cyrus)
had been delayed 21 years until Darius Hystaspis;
“Then he said to me, “Do not fear, Daniel, for from the
first day that you set your heart to understand, and to
humble yourself before your God, your words were
heard; and I have come because of your words. But the
prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood me twenty-one
days; and behold, Michael, one of the chief princes, came
to help me, for I had been left alone there with the kings
of Persia………………Then he said, Do you know why
I have come to you? And now I must return to fight with
the prince of Persia; and when I have gone forth, indeed
the prince of Greece will come”(Dan. 10:12-13,20).
The explanation reveals to Daniel the behind the scene actions of the
“angels of the nations” as understood by the Septuagint (LXX), “When
the Most High divided the nations, when he separated the sons of
Adam, he set the bounds of the nations according to the number of the
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angels of God” (Deut. 32:8). Interestingly, the name Michael (Who is
like God) is derivative (a personification?) of the poetic statement in
the Song of the Sea; “Who is like You, O LORD, among the gods? Who
is like You, glorious in holiness, Fearful in praises, doing wonders?”
(Ex. 15:11) The Egyptian experience becomes paradigmatic for the
Babylonian exiles in their hope for a “New Exodus”. It may seem that
human resistance is preventing (delaying) the realization of the
prophecy, but God is at work in the affairs of the nations. The same
angel – Michael 11 is encountered in “heavenly warfare” in Zechariah
3:1 (which we believe to be contemporary with Daniel), where Michael
functions as a defendant in a legal dispute against the prosecutor Satan,
who accused the exilic priesthood (Joshua) of being unfit for office.
The charge is that the Babylonian exile had contaminated the priests
and made them ceremonially unclean and therefore unfit to represent
the people in the temple rituals.
The first verse of Daniel 11 confirms that we are dealing with the
same “Darius the Mede” (which we have identified as Darius
Hystaspis), although this is treated as a “gloss” by some
commentators,12 the evidence presented in the Dead Sea Scrolls makes
that assumption no longer valid. 13 Therefore the 21 year delay begins
Although Michael is not named in Zechariah he was understood to
be the defendant. This is reflected in Jewish midrash and in the New
Testament: Jude 1:9 “Yet Michael the archangel, in contending with
the devil, when he disputed about the body of Moses, dared not bring
against him a reviling accusation, but said, “The Lord rebuke you!”
11

Norman Porteous (1965:155) states; “Most commentators agree that
the words ‘and as for me, in the first year of Darius the Mede’ are a
gloss added by someone who did not realize that chapters 10 and 11
are continuous. The heading involves a quite unnatural leap back in
time”.
12

Collins observes (1993:376); “The argument that this half-verse is a
gloss, introduced by analogy with the beginning of the other chapters,
is undermined by 4QDanc, because this verse does not begin a new
unit in the scroll. The date serves to identify the speaker with Gabriel
(cf.9.1)”.
13
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in the first year of Cyrus (Dan. 10:1) and ends according to Dan.11:1
in the first year of Darius Hystaspis (our Darius the Mede). According
to the MT the vision occurred in the third year of Cyrus, but the OG
has the variant “first year”, this is usually taken as a harmonisation
with Daniel 1:21, where we are informed that Daniel’s career endured
until the first year of King Cyrus. If our identification of “Darius the
Mede” with Darius Hystaspis is correct, then Daniels career was
extended by an extra 21 years! He came out of retirement because the
restoration had been delayed! This would make an actual Daniel
(assuming he was about 12 or 13 years old and responsible under the
law and therefore fit for royal instruction, when deported to Babylon)
about the same age as Abraham when he was circumcised (99 years old
in Gen 17.1). This is significant as Yahweh’s land covenant was about
to be renewed with the exilic community (cf. Josh. 5.7).

The succession age of Darius the Mede

The reference to 62 years in Dan.6:1 (or 5:31 in some versions) is
usually understood as a statement of Darius’ age at the time of his
succession to the kingdom. However, the Greek Theodotion version
of Daniel 6:1 reads literally: Darius the Mede- took-with the result thatkingdom-being-year-sixty-two.14

Daniel (TH) 6:1 kai. Darei/oj o` Mh/doj pare,laben th.n
basilei,an w'n evtw/n e`xh,konta du,o The Aramaic version employs bar
(Kebar) corresponding with the Hebrew ben, expressing the Hebraism,
“son of” literally, “son of” – year - sixty-two. Elsewhere the Hebrew
equivalent is virtually always (e.g. Gen.41.46; Lev.27.5; 2 Kgs.8.26;
Jer.52.1) interpreted as a statement of age, however, in Dan. 7:1 the
Aramaic (Kebar) is translated, “like the son of [man]”. Note the
doublet Mede/Mede in the Aramaic of Dan.6:1: ‘vw<y"’r>dw' > (u.driush)
and.Darius ¿ay"dm' 'À Îha'êd'm'(Ð (mdi.a mda.e) Mede.the Mede.the lBeÞq (qbl) hereceived at'_Wkl.m (mlkuth.a) kingdom-the rb:ïK;. (k.br) as-son-of !ynIßv.
(shnin) years !yTiîvi (shthin) sixty !yTe(r>tw; > (u.thrthin) and-two
14 LXT
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The chronological data of Herodotus imply that Darius Hystaspis was
about twenty-eight years old when he succeeded to the throne; Cestias
makes him eight years older.15 However, in Daniel we are informed
that “Darius the Mede” is 62 years old. It is however, unlikely that
Darius Hystaspis was 62 when he “took” the kingdom; previously he
held the position of an officer in the “Ten Thousand Immortals” the
elite Persian troops under Cyrus’ son Cambyses – a position normally
reserved for a younger man. This upsets our identification of “Darius
the Mede” with Darius Hystaspis, alternatively, the 62 years may refer
to something other than his succession age. Charles Boutflower, who
identifies Darius with Cambyses (son of Cyrus and co-regent), is forced
to argue that a corruption in the MSS led to reading 62 instead of 12 in
Hebrew notation.16 Hebert Owen observes that, “Dr Charles in his
Commentary on the Book of Daniel (p. 148), marks the words “being
about threescore and two years old” as corrupt. He says: “As far back
as the eleventh century of our age these words have been a serious
difficulty to Jewish scholars (Rashi, etc.), since they imply that the
father of Darius must have been a contemporary of Nebuchadnezzar
when he plundered the temple. Besides, the mention of the exact age
of Darius is without parallel in the rest of the book. Further, these
words do not appear in the LXX, which instead reads “Full of days and
glorious in old age”. 17
According to Lister and Galling the number 62 is also associated with
the omen seen by Belshazzar and is linked with the weight names
discovered by Clermont-Ganneau (Journal Asiatique) in 1886.
Clermont-Ganneau made the suggestion that the inscription in Dan.
5:25-28 actually contained a string of weight names, viz. mēne, tekel and
pēres with the meaning mina, shekel and half-mina, the last named word
15

Cook, The Persian Empire,(Schocken,1987),55

Charles Boutflower, In and Around the Book of Daniel,(Macmillan
co.,: London, New York,Toronto,1923), 156
16

Herbert Owen, “The Enigma of Darius the Mede: a Way to its Final
Solution,” (Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute 74
(1942): 72-98, 76
17
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being documented in the Mishna and other Jewish writings. It also
appears from the Talmud, Ta ’anith 21b that a man who was twice as
good as his father could be jokingly described as ‘a mina son of a halfmina’, the half –mina being represented by perās! 18 Lister and Galling
suggest that if the mina in the latter is the 600g mina compromising 60
shekels (not the more usual Palestinian 500g mina compromising 50
shekels), then a mina, a shekel and (two) halves (of a shekel) come to
62 shekels.19 Therefore the omen, where the third word also puns on
the Aramaic for “Persian”, codifies the number 62. The number is
relevant because Nebuchadnezzar deported the last contingent of
exiles in 581/2 (Jer. 52:30) - 62 years prior to Darius Hystaspis
taking power (520/1).20 Daniel (and the exiles) were certainly
concerned with the “number of the years” specified by Jeremiah (Dan.
9:2). The last Jews were deported in the 23rd year of Nebuchadnezzar
(581/2);
“In the twenty-third year of Nebuchadnezzar,
Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard carried away
captive of the Jews seven hundred and forty-five persons.

18

Porteous,82

Brewer also posits a connection with 62 – he suggests that the
“fingers” (plural) scratched cuneiform into the wall (which required
translation into Aramaic and interpretation by Daniel): “This last week
is divided into two periods of 3 1/2 years (Dn.9:27). The reason for this
division is not clear in the text, but one reason may be that the third
possible numerical interpretation of ‘| | | +’ is ‘60,1,1, l/2’, i.e. 62 l/2. A
period of sixty-two weeks is therefore placed immediately before the
first half week. This not only leaves a period of seven weeks, but also
provides a reason for dividing the last week into halves, thereby
providing a link with chapter 7”. David Instone Brewer, Mene Mene
Teqel Uparsin: Daniel 5:25 in Cuneiform,(Tyndale Bulletin 42.2 (Nov.
1991): 310-316,315
19

See Appendix 4 Chapter 9: Chronology of the Exile and
Restoration
20
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All the persons were four thousand six hundred”. (Jer. 52:
30)
Martin Kessler believes that this verse constituted the original ending
of Jeremiah; “The very last part of Jeremiah (52:31-34) concerning the
favouring of Jehoiachin was, in my opinion, borrowed from the book
of Kings at a later stage and added to the book of Jeremiah. This
means that the book originally ended with 52:30. Thus, an inclusion
was formed by the Babylonian exile mentioned both at the beginning
and ending of the book [of Jeremiah], emphasising the central place of
the deportations of Judahites in the book”.21 The assassination of
Gedaliah which caused the last deportation in 581/2 left Judah devoid
of aristocracy, leaving only the poorest in the land behind and
completed the period that began with the destruction of the temple. It
was considered important enough to be commemorated with a fast
(Tzom Gedaliah) referred to in Zechariah 8:19 as “The Fast of the
Seventh”. If Kessler is correct then it is significant that the book of
Jeremiah ends with the last deportation of the Judahites to Babylon
(581/2) and “Darius the Mede” (Darius Hystaspis) commences his
reign 62 years after this date (520/1) with the release of the captives,
culminating in the fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy 70 years after the
destruction of the temple (586/7).
Cambyses (who was Darius’ predecessor), had his brother Bardiya
murdered in order to secure the throne, however, during his absence
campaigning in Egypt (which he conquered in 525) the throne was
usurped by Pathizithes and Gaumâta, (who were Median brothers but
unrelated to Cambyses) who belonged to the cultic class often referred
to as the “magi”. They ruled for seven months. Cambyses died (was
murdered or committed suicide?) on the way to Babylon. As Cambyses
had no son, his 28 year old commander Darius (who was also related
to Cyrus through a different branch of the family) put down the
rebellion in Babylon and took the throne.

Martin Kessler, Reading The Book Of Jeremiah: A Search For
Coherencey, (Eisenbrauns, 2004), 7-8
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Henry Sayce observes, “The name Darius and the slaughter of the
Chaldean king (Belshazzar) go together. They are alike derived from
that unwritten history which in the East of to-day is still made by the
people, and which blends together in a single picture the manifold
events and personages of the past. It is a history which has no
perspective, though it is based on actual facts; the accurate calculations
of the chronologer have no meaning for it, and the events of a century
are crowded into a few years, This is the kind of history which the
Jewish mind in the age of the Talmud loved to adapt to moral and
religious purposes. This kind of history thus becomes as it were a
parable, and under the name of Haggadah serves to illustrate the
teaching of the Law”.22
Although Sayce is partially correct in his assessment, this is not simply
a case of conflation or confusion on the part of the author, for, as we
observed earlier, Danielic chronology is deliberately schematic and
subordinated to his theology. The writer is aware of the 21 year delay
(and therefore also aware of the intermediate monarchs.....Cyrus,
Cambyses and Bardiya) but he shows no interest in the intervening
kings. The two events (overthrow of Babylon by Cyrus/restoration of
Judah by Darius) are compressed into one event by the Danielic
author, as though the 21 intervening years had not occurred. Is the
author of Daniel justified in compressing these two separate events?
From a Judean perspective it is most certainly defensible, for Darius
Hystaspis also overthrew Babylon in order to gain power! Thus the
embryonic process of restoration that commenced with the conquest
of Babylon and removal of Belshazzar by Cyrus was only completed 21
years later with the overthrow of Babylon by Darius Hystaspis.
Babylon would henceforth no longer exert a malign influence on the
policy of restoration.
Ida Fröhlich (1996:46-7) observes that, “The statement about ‘the 62year-old Darius, the Mede- in all probability the result of a later
editorial insertion -signals the end of an era, and at the same time serves
to foreshadow the story of ch.6 which takes place in the Persian
22Archibald

Henry Sayce, The 'Higher Criticism' and the Verdict of the
Monuments, (Kessinger Publishing, LLC, 2004),529
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period, during the reign of Darius”. She points to the division of the
year-weeks into: 7+62+1 in Dan 9.25 and concludes; “This much is
certain, that the strange insertion does not belong to the narrative of
Daniel 5, but has a structural function from the point of view of the
entire book. It provides a bridge to the ‘Persian’ section. Daniel 6, and
at the same time the number evokes the timetable of the contemporary
world historical system”.
Recent work done by Jan-Wim Wesselius on the structure of Daniel
tends to support the restoration under Darius Hystaspis as the period
in question. In particular he notes the similarity in structure between
Daniel and Ezra; “Similar features include: a break in the middle
between six episodes and four; a comparable distribution of Hebrew
and Aramaic parts; and the use of Aramaic to link effectively the two
halves, with five Aramaic documents before and one after the
separation between the two parts”. 23 Wesselius argues that the literary
form of Daniel is dependent on Ezra – this explains the discontinuities
(such as the different languages) in the form, which he characterizes as
a “dossier”. Wesselius notes (2002: 303-4); “Of the additional
agreements between Daniel and Ezra only a few are worth mentioning
here in that they throw light on unusual or intertextual features of the
first book. For example, the dimensions of Nebuchadnezzar’s golden
statue in Daniel 3 – six by sixty cubits, which have amazed ancient and
modern exegetes alike- look suspiciously like the dimensions of the
Second Temple (sixty by sixty cubits according to Ezra 6:3), the
foundations of which are laid in the parallel Ezra 3. Thus
Nebuchadnezzar’s object of veneration is intertextually linked and
contrasted with the place where faithful Jews like Daniel and his
companions would pray after the Captivity, which would not have been
possible had the statute featured more realistic dimensions such as
12x60 cubits or 6x30 cubits. In both Ezra and Nehemiah the
confession of guilt in chapter 9 is pronounced after a period of
mourning at the time of the hx'n>mi, the evening sacrifice in the Temple,
which makes the association between the two closer. Finally, the
Jan-Wim Wesselius, The writing of Daniel in The Book of Daniel,
Composition and Reception, Vol.2, (eds., J.J. Collins and P.W. Flint,
Boston: Leiden, Brill,2002),299
23
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corresponding documents in Ezra 5:7-17 and Daniel 4 are the only
ones to narrate the main action in a letter, from Nebuchadnezzar to all
nations of the world in Daniel and from Tattenai to king Darius in
Ezra 9”. If Jan-Wim Wesselius’ observations and conclusions are
correct, they provide further evidence for identifying “Darius the
Mede” with the period of Darius Hystaspis.

Darius Hystaspis and 490 days

The identification of “Darius the Mede” with Darius Hystaspis makes
him (and Daniel) contemporary with the prophets Haggai and
Zechariah. In Zechariah’s days there were stated fasts in the 4th, 5th,
7th, and 10th months (Zech.8:19), to commemorate the commencement
of the siege of Jerusalem in the 10th month (2 Kgs.25:1), its capture in
the 4th month (2 Kgs.25:3, 4; Jer.52:6, 7), the destruction of the temple
in the 5th month (2 Kgs.25:8, 9), and the murder of Gedaliah and the
Jews that were with him in the 7th month (v.25). According to Danielic
chronology the “Seventy prophecy” (Dan.9:25) was received in the first
year of “Darius the Mede” (Dan.9:1). If our identification with Darius
Hystaspis is correct and if Daniel’s fast was on the ninth day of the fifth
month (which commemorates the destruction of the temple), then the
prophecy was initiated 490 days 24 (cf.70x7) later during the second year
of Darius Hystaspis (Hag.2:10);
“On the twenty-fourth day of the ninth month, in the
second year of Darius, the word of the LORD came by
Haggai the prophet, saying.......From this day I will bless
you. And again the word of the LORD came to Haggai on
the twenty-fourth day of the month, saying, Speak to
A period of 490 days separates the fast that commemorates the
destruction of the temple from the feast that celebrates the
rededication (Hanukkah) of the temple. The calculations are based on
the Jewish Lunar Calendar (see Appendix 2 Chapter 9.) which has
355 days in a “perfect year”, counting “perfect” months - from the
ninth day of the fifth month (Ab) in the first year until the twenty fifth
day of ninth month (Chislev) in the second year.
24
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Zerubbabel, governor of Judah ................ and will make
you like a signet ring; for I have chosen you,’ says the
LORD of hosts” (Hag.2:10,19-23).
The very next day, the twenty-fifth day of the ninth month (Chislev)
is celebrated by the Jews as the Feast of Lights or Hanukkah. The
prophecy of Zechariah with the theme of the two lamp stands is
central to the theme of “lights” and the feast is also intimately linked
with the Maccabean rededication of the temple. 490 days is a symbolic
representation of Jubilee restoration and points to the return and
rebuilding of the temple under Joshua and Zerubbabel (the two lamp
stands) during the reign of Darius Hystaspis. Moreover, the vision that
Daniel received in the third year (OG-first year?) of Cyrus in Dan.10.4
on the twenty fourth day of the first month culminates 21 years and
500 days later in the second year of Darius on the twenty-fourth day of
the sixth month, when the rebuilding of the temple commences (Ezra
4:24; Hag.1:15; 2:18).25 This is significant as it is a matter of debate
amongst the rabbis whether the Jubilee period is 49 years or 50 years
(inclusive reckoning)26 - - thus both eventualities (i.e. 490/500) are
covered! All the circumstantial evidence reinforces the identification of
“Darius the Mede” mentioned in Daniel 6:1(5:31); 9:1 and 10:4 with
Darius Hystaspis. Moreover, the “seventy” prophecy of Daniel chapter

It has been assumed that both dates employ the festal calendar but
the calculation can vary depending on whether the first month is
Nissan (using the festal calendar) or Tishri (using the civil calendar). If
one of these dates employs the festal calendar while the other employs
the civil calendar there would be exactly 21 years between the vision
and the commencement of building.
25

This conflict of interpretation over the correct length of the jubilee
period is one that continues to divide scholars and theologians to this
day, just as it divided rabbis in earlier times. See, for example, Talmud
tractates Rosh Hashanah 9a; Arakin 12b; and Abodah Zarah 9b. See also,
Paula Gooder, The Pentateuch: A Story of Beginnings,
(London:Continuum,2000),97
26
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nine takes on a new significance in that it has an initial realization in
the time of Zechariah/Haggai.

Other considerations in identifying Darius

Darius Hystaspis is predominately known for his organisational abilities
and administrative skills which helped to consolidate his expansive
empire. This fits the portrayal of “Darius the Mede” in Dan.6, where
we are informed that he appointed satrapies to ensure the smooth
running of his realm. According to Herodotus 3.89, “he proceeded to
establish twenty governments of the kind which the Persians call
satrapies, assigning to each its governor, and fixing the tribute which
was to be paid him by the several nations.” Daniel has a figure of 120
satrapies, but the Old Greek (OG) version has 127, which corresponds
with the number of provinces in Esther 1.1; 8.9 and 1 Esdr.3.2. The
discrepancy with Herodotus’ account is probably due to the flexibility
of the word “satrap” which was also used for lesser officials by the
Greek historians (Xenophon, Diodorus), and the Aramaic word for
governors of areas smaller than satrapies.27
An objection that is often voiced is that Darius Hystaspis was Persian
rather than Median and that the kingdom itself was Persian rather than
Medo-Persian as suggested by Daniel. H. Sayce (2004:529), who states,
“More serious is the styling of Darius as a Mede. For both Cyrus and
Darius Hystaspis were certainly Persians. But if our author [of Daniel]
supposed that Darius preceded Cyrus, this further mistake would
naturally follow. For he might well know that Cyrus established the
Persian empire, and the knowledge that there had been a Median
empire earlier than the Persian would lead him to call Darius a Mede”.
On his tomb Darius proclaimed himself, “a Persian the son of a
Persian, an Aryan of Aryan stock”. Darius Hystaspis was a kinsman of
Cyrus. Darius recorded that, “Eight of my family have been kings
before me. I am the ninth. In two branches we have been kings”.28
27

J.M. Cook, The Persian Empire, (Schocken,1987),77

28

See Appendix 3 Chapter 9: The Lineage of Darius Hystaspis
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According to Herodotus, Cyrus was the offspring of a union between a
Persian noble called Cambyses and Mandane, a daughter of the Median
king Astyages. J.M. Cook observes that, “under Cyrus the Medes were
to some extent co-rulers of the empire; in fact for several centuries the
outside world continued to apply the name “Mede” to the imperial
power (see e.g. Esther 1.3).29 But after Darius usurped the throne the
Medes rose unsuccessfully in revolt (522-521 BCE) and lost such
privileged status as they had enjoyed”. This would explain Darius’
emphasis on his Persian lineage. The “Darius the Mede” of Daniel
becomes the “Darius the Persian” of Nehemiah (12:22)30 reflecting the
diminished influence of the Medes in the coalition. The book of
Daniel portrays just such an unequal coalition, “the two horns were
high; but one was higher than the other, and the higher one came up
last” (Dan.8.3)……….. “The ram which you saw, having the two
horns -- they are the kings of Media and Persia” (Dan.8.20).
The final objection with identifying “Darius the Mede” with Darius
Hystaspis is the description of him as the “son of Ahasuerus” in
Dan.9.1. The OG version has him as the son of Xerxes when he was in
actual fact the father of Xerxes. One work around employed by
conservative apologists is to regard “Ahasuerus” (Hero among rulers)

J. M Cook, Darius in The Oxford Dictionary Companion to the
Bible, (ed., Bruce M. Metzger, Michael David Coogan, Oxford
University Press, USA, annotated edition, 1993),507. H. Sayce
(2004:529) comments, “From the reign of Darius onwards the Medes
were not only fused with the Persians but were even named before
them. Indeed in the earlier Greek writers, the name of Persian is
entirely supplanted by that of Mede”.
29

Defenders of “Darius the Persian” in Nehemiah 12:22 as Darius
Hystaspis include Albright (“The Date and Personality of the
Chronicler”, JBL 40, 1921, p.113) and Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah, .AB
14.Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965, p.198-99). Moreover, the
administrative requirement for a priestly register is precisely the sort of
detail that we would expect to find during the reign of Darius
Hystaspis.
30
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as an appellative or title 31 of the Median king Cyaxares, father of
Astyages (who was father-in-law of Cyrus).32 It may be that Darius
Hystaspis is being identified as the ancestor of the original Median
conqueror of Nineveh from 612 BC (a transliteration of the Akkadian
U-ak-sa-tar). However, the existence of variants, with the OG having
Xerxes receiving the kingdom in Dan.5:30 (in Pap.967), suggests that
we are dealing with editorial clarification of the doublet in Dan.
5:31/6:1............ ha'êd'm ay"d'm [mädäyä´ mä|dä´â] (the Mede, the Mede
or the Mede of Medes?)33. We should then probably regard Dan.9:1 as
The name in the Persepolitan arrow-headed inscriptions is Kshershe.
Xerxes is explained by Herodotus as meaning “martial”; the modern
title “shah” comes from ksahya, “a king”, which forms the latter part
of the name; the former part is akin to shir, a lion. The Semitic
Ahashverosh equates to the Persian Khshayarsha, a common title of
many Medo-Persian kings.
31

See Appendix 3 Chapter 9: The Lineage of Darius Hystaspis.
Josephus says that he was the son of Astyages, but was known to the
Greeks by another name. (Jos.Antiq.10.11.4). The Westminster Bible
Dictionary adds, Perhaps, then, he was Cyaxerxes, son and successor of
Astyages and father and maternal uncle of Cyrus (Xenophon,
Cyropaedia i. 5, 2; viii.5, 17-20). The Westminster Dictionary of the
Bible, by John D. Davis, revised and rewritten by Henry Snyder
Gehman, (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1944), 130. Cyaxares
II was said to be a king of the Medes whose reign is described by the
Greek historian Xenephon. However, many scholars debate whether
such a king ever actually existed as he is not mentioned at all in the
history of Heredotus, or in the very different history of Ctesias.
According to Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, Cyaxares II followed king
Astyages to the throne of the Mede Empire, and was also brother of
Mandane, Cyrus the Great’s mother. However, see Porteous (ibid, note
1), who responds: “Nor will Cyaxares II, the supposed uncle of Cyrus,
suit any better. He is no more than an invention of Xenophon’s”.
32

Rather than an emphatic for emphasis possibly nothing more than
Kethib-Qere variants of Mede; at certain places the Masoretes
preserved a tradition that differed from the ‘consonantal text.’ Since
33
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originally reading the same as Dan. 5:31/6:1 without any reference to
Xerxes or Ahasuerus but simply reading “Darius the Mede.”

Conclusion

All the lines of evidence point towards indentifying “Darius the Mede”
with Darius Hystaspis (Darius the Great), who was contemporary with
Zechariah and Haggai. The awaited restoration predicted by Jeremiah
did not occur during the reign of Cyrus (who is largely ignored) but
was delayed 21 years until the reign of Darius. The structure of Daniel
bears similarities with Ezra and the “age” of Darius also provides a
linking function with the Persian restoration.
Similarities also link the reigns of Cyrus and Darius, who both
conquered Babylon and commanded the Persian army that captured
the city. Daniel’s reference to Darius organising the empire by
appointing satraps and administrators fits the historical recollection of
Darius Hystaspis as he is known to history as the Persian king par
excellence who professionalised the empire’s bureaucracy and organised
it into satrapies and tax districts. Finally, as Josephus noted, Darius was
an important figure in Jewish history, remembered as a king associated
with Cyrus (cf. Ezra 1-6) who permitted the repatriated exiles to return
the temple vessels and rebuild their temple.
For Daniel history is employed as a theological medium that functions
to highlight exilic concerns, namely, rebuilding the temple and Jewish

the ‘consonantal text’ was considered sacred and inviolable, the
Masoretes added the traditional reading in the margin, and placed the
vowels of the traditional reading, together with a mark calling attention
to the note, on the ‘consonantal text’. The ‘consonantal text’ is called
‘kethib’, ‘written’. The Masoretic addition of vowel points and marginal
letters is called ‘qri’ or ‘qere’. The double mention of Mede (Md Md)
may also carry poetic resonance with the double Mene (Mn Mn) in
Dan. 5:25.
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restoration.34 As such history is viewed from a unique Jewish/divine
perspective; Danielic history is therefore selective and subordinate to
his theology. That Daniel’s history is selective should not surprise us,
as only four Persian kings35 are named in the Bible: Cyrus, Darius,
Xerxes and Artaxerxes (Ezra 4:5-7; Dan.11.2). Selectivity is of course
not the same as inaccuracy; nevertheless, we should not regard
Scripture as a divine history book. Jerome commented that, “the Spirit
of prophecy was not concerned about preserving historical detail but in
summarizing only the most important matters”.

Appendix 1 Chapter 9: Ancient Near Eastern Kinglist as derived from “Ptolemy’s Canon”
BABYLONIAN
Ruler
Reign BCE
Nebuchadrezzar II 43
605562
Evilmerodach
2
562560
Neriglissar
4
560556
Labashimarduk
0.25
556
Nabodinus

17

556539

Ruler
Cyrus II

PERSIAN
Reign
9

Cambyses II

8

Bardiya
(Smerdis)
Darius I
(Hystaspis)
Artaxerxes

0.5
36
21

BCE
539530
530522
522
522486
486465

Note: Belshazzar is contemporary with Nabodinus

34Besides

the restoration of the temple (a central theme) we have other
exilic themes such as persecution and Jewish engagement with wider
gentile society.
Of course, there was more than one king named Darius and more
than one named Artaxerxes
35
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Appendix 2 Chapter 9: The Jewish calendar
MONTH
1. ABIB or Apr
NISAN
Ex.23:15;
Neh.2:1;
Jos. Antiq. i.3,
3; iii. 10, 5.
30 days.

2.ZIVor IYAR
I Kings 6:1,
37; Jos. Antiq.
viii. 3, 1. 29
days

May

3. SIVAN
Esth.8:9.

Jun

30 days

FESTIVAL
1. New Moon*
14.Passover in the
evening,
the
beginning of the
15th
day
(Ex.
12:18,19; 13:3-10),
introducing;
15-21. Feast of
unleavened bread
(Lev.23:6)
16. Sheaf of first
fruits of the harvest
presented (Lev.
23:10-14;
cf.Josh.5:11; Jos.
Antiq. iii. 10, 5).
14. Passover for
those who could
not keep the regular
one (Num. 9:10, 11)

SEASON
Latter or spring
rains. Flax harvest
at Jerhico
(Josh.2:6)
Jordan at flood
(Josh.3:15;IChron.
12:15;
Ecclus.24:26)
Barley harvest in
Sharon, wheat in
the Jordan valley.
Pods on the carob
tree. Dry season
starts – n. w.
winds

6. Pentecost, or
feast of weeks or of
harvest, day of first
fruits. Loaves as
first fruits of
gathered harvest
presented.
(Ex.23:16, 19; 34:22;
Lev.23:15-21;
Num.28:26;
Deut.16:9, 10)

Apples on
seacoast.
Early figs general.
Oleander in
bloom.
Almonds ripe.
Intense heat (Jos.
War iii.7,32)
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Barley harvest in
uplands (Ruth
1:22)
Wheat in lowlands.

4.
TAMMUZ
29 days

Jul

5. AB
Aug
Jos. Antiq. iv.
4, 7.
30 days
6.ELUL
Sep
Neh.6:15
29 days

9. Fast day –
destruction of
Temple.

7.ETHANIM Oct
or TISHRI
I Kings 8:2;
Jos. Antiq. viii.
4,1.

1. Memorial of
trumpet- blowing
(Num. 29:1). Jewish
New Year (Rosh
Hashana)

30 days

10. Day of
Atonement or Yom
Kippur (Lev.16:2931).
15-21. Feast of
ingathering or
Tabernacles. First
fruits of wine and
oil (Ex.23:16;
Lev.23:34;
Deut.16:13)
22.Solemn
Assembly
(Lev.23:36;
Num.29:35; Neh.8:
18; cf. John7:37)

Wheat harvest in
high mountains.
First grapes ripe.
Heat increases.
Olives in lowlands.

Dates and summer
figs. Vintage
general (cf. Lev.
25:5; Num.13:23)
Pomegranates ripe.
Season changing
to winter (Jos.
Antiq. iii. 10, 4) or
rainy season, with
prevailing w. s.w.
wind. Former or
early rains.
Pistachio nuts ripe.
Plowing.
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8.BUL or
Nov
MARHESHV
AN
I Kings. 6:38;
Jos. Antiq. i. 3,
3.
29 days (in
regular or
defective year)
30 days (in
perfect year)
9.CHISLEV
Dec
Zech.7:1;cf.
Jos.Antiq. xii.
5,4; 7,6
29 days (in a
defective year)
30 days (in a
perfect year)
10.TEBETH
Jan
Esth. 2:16; Jos.
Antiq. xi. 5, 4.
29 days

Olives gathered in
n. Galilee.

25. Feast of
dedication
(I Macc.4: 52; John
10:22)

Rainfall increases
(cf. Ezra 10:9, 13).

11.SHEBAT
Feb
Zech. 1:7; I
Macc. 16:14.
30 days
12.ADAR
Mar
Esth. 3:7;
Jos. Antiq. iv.
8,49.
29 days; 30 in
leap year.

Winter figs on
trees.

14, 15. Feast of
Purim
(Esth. 9:21-28)
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Hail: snow on
higher hills and
occasionally at
Jerusalem. In
lowlands grain
fields and pastures
green, wild flowers
abundant.
Almond trees in
blossom.
Appearance of
blossom, or
perhaps of young
fruit (fig)
Carob tree,
Oranges, lemons
ripe. Storax and
pomegranates
showing flowers.
Barley at Jericho.

13.VEADAR
Intercalary
month in leap
years.
29 days

* In every month the new moon falls on the 1st. day of the month.
Defective year = 353 or 354 days. Perfect year = 355 days. Leap year =
385 days.

Appendix 3 Chapter 9: The Lineage of Darius
Hystaspis
A comparison of the Behistun inscription and the Cyrus Cylinder
demonstrates that Darius the Great and Cyrus the Great shared a
common ancestor in Teispes: Inscription on top of the Behistun
relief, to the left of the flying figure of Ahuramazda: I am Darius, the
great king, king of kings, king in Persia, king of all nations, the son of
Hystaspes, the grandson of Arasmes, the Achaemenid. King Darius
says: My father is Hystaspes. The father of Hystaspes is Arsames. The
father of Arsames is Ariaramnes. The father of Ariaramnes is Teispes.
The father of Teispes is Achaemenes. King Darius says: That is why we
are called Achaemenids; from antiquity we have been noble; from
antiquity has our dynasty been royal. King Darius says: Eight of my
dynasty were kings before me; I am the ninth. Nine in
succession, in two lines, we have been kings. Cyrus Cylinder: He
son of Cambyses, great king, king of Anšan, grandson of Cyrus, great
king, king of Anšan, descendant of Teispes, great king, king of Anšan
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(1) Archamenes

(2) Teispes

Astyages
the last
Median
king
dethroned
in 550 BC
by Cyrus
the Great

(7) Ariaramenes =
(Ariyaramnes/
Arkyaramnes)
Cyaxares?

(8) Arsames =
Astyages?
Hystaspses

Marries Aryenis
sister of the
Lydian king
Croesus
Career of Daniel in the Persian
period commences with Cyrus
II and terminates in the reign of
Darius the Great
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(3) Cyrus I

(4) Cambyses I

Marries Mandane d
of Arsames?
(5) Cyrus II the Great
(6) Cambyses II
The
imposter
Smerdis/
Gaumâta
removed
from the
throne Babylonian
revolt
quelled
(9) Darius Hystaspis
(Darius the Great)

(10) Xerxes

In the Companion Bible (Appendix 57) Bullinger argues that Arsames
and Cambyses are actually different names (or appellatives) for the
same person. He also enumerates Hystaspes the father of Darius
Hystaspis as the eighth king and remarks that “when Darius (Hyst.)
says “in two lines we have been kings”, he must refer to the Lydian and
Medo-Persian lines”.
Bullinger’s apologetic is contrived; Hystaspes the father36 of Darius the
Great (Hystaspis) was never a king. The last Median king was Arsames
the grandfather of Darius the Great, the father of Darius was the satrap
(provincial governor) of Parthia but was never a king. It is true that the
royal Lydian line was related to the Median line by marriage. This
occurred when the great-grandfather of Darius (Cyaxares) signed a
peace treaty with the Lydians, (585 BC) with whom he had been
fighting for five years. A diplomatic marriage was arranged to celebrate
the treaty: Aryenis, a sister of the Lydian king Croesus, was married to
the Median crown prince Arsames (Astyages) the grandfather of
Darius. However, the Lydian connection can hardly have been of
consequence to Darius who was seeking to establish a legitimate claim
on the Persian throne that he had seized, especially as other Persian
nobles had stronger claims. Jona Lendering37 comments; “In the first

He is mentioned in the founding inscription (known as DSf) from
the royal palace which Darius built at Susa after 520: King Darius says:
“Ahuramazda, the greatest of the gods created me, made me king,
bestowed upon me this kingdom, great, possessed of good horses,
possessed of good men. By the favor of Ahuramazda my father
Hystaspes and Arsames my grandfather were both living when
Ahuramazda made me king in this earth”.
36

The information for reconstructing the lineage of Darius the Great is
culled from “Livius” by Jona Lendering – who quotes the following
sources for the translation of the Behistun inscription: L.W. King and
R.C. Thompson (The sculptures and inscription of Darius the Great on the rock
of Behistûn in Persia, 1907 London). Translation of the Cyrus Cylinder is
a modified version of Mordechai Cogan’s, which was published in
W.H. Hallo and K.L. Younger, The Context of Scripture. Vol. II:
37
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place, he had to ally himself to the house of Cyrus and Cambyses. To
be fair, he was related to these men, but from a distance: he and
Cambyses had the same great-great-grandfather. No doubt, there were
other Persian aristocrats who were closer related to Cambyses and
Cyrus. Darius married three times to improve his position”.38 It is
against this background that we have to assess Darius’ claim to be
Persian: “I am Darius the Great King, King of Kings, King of
countries containing all kinds of men, King in this great earth far and
wide, son of Hystaspes, an Achaemenian, a Persian, son of a Persian,
an Aryan, having Aryan lineage”.39 Another reason for Darius’
reluctance to admit his Median heritage may be due to the rebellion by
the Magian (Gaumâta) who was a Mede. Jona Lendering notes that the
Magians were considered to be Medes from a brief remark in
Herodotus’ Histories that the Magians were a Median tribe (1.101).
Little is known of Darius’s mother, but she may have been Persian. We
already have an example of inter-dynastic marriage when the Persian
king Cambyses married Mandane, the daughter of the Median king
Arsames. Thus, when Darius states that “in two lines we have been
kings”, he must refer to the Median and Persian lines. The Medes
Monumental Inscriptions from the Biblical World (2003, Leiden and Boston),
now adapted to Schaudig’s edition with the help of Bert van der Spek
and Mr. M. Stolper.
Website by Jona Lendering, Livius: Articles on Ancient History [online
cited May 2009]
Behistun inscription: http://www.livius.org/bebm/behistun/behistun-minor.html#DBa
Cyrus Cylinder: http://www.livius.org/ctcz/cyrus_I/cyrus_cylinder2.html
The Magians: http://www.livius.org/maamam/magians/magians.html
Darius: http://www.livius.org/da-dd/darius/darius_i_0.html
He married two daughters of Cyrus and the daughter of the “real”
Smerdis/Bardiya (brother of Cambyses).
38

39

Darius The Great’s Inscription at Naqshe Rostam
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and Persians had common ancestry. However, Darius chose to stress
his Persian heritage and ignore his Median origins. The Medes were of
greater antiquity than the Persians and the Madai are even mentioned
in Gen 10:2 among the sons of Japheth (no Persians mentioned). So
the author of Daniel was most certainly correct in designating Darius
as a Mede despite Darius’ protestations to the opposite.

Appendix 4 Chapter 9: Chronology of the Exile and
Restoration
Reference

Ruler and Events

2 Kgs.23.31
2 Kgs.23.36
Jer.25.1;46-.2
Jos. Ant.x.6,1

Jehoahaz king 3
mos.
Jehoiakim (II)
608-597
He and Necho
subjugated by
Nebuchadnezzar
9th month public
fast
Jeremiah’s roll
burned
Two years after
the defeat of
Egypt
Nebuchadnezzar
dreams.

Jer.36.9
Jos. Ant.x.10,3
Dan 2.1
2 Kgs.24.1

Having paid
tribute to Neb.3
years., rebels
Jehoiakim dead
before surrender
of Jerusalem

Year
of
reign
1
4

BC
608
605

Ruler and Events

Battle of
Carchemish (605)
Nebuchadnezzar

(605-562)

5

604

6

603

7

602

11

3rd or 2nd year of
Nebuchadnezzar

4th year
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2 Kgs.24.8-12
2 Chron.36.10
Jer.52.28
2 Kgs.24.18
Jer.51.59

2 Kgs.25.1

Jehoiachin, 3
months
Goes captive to
Babylon
Towards close of
year
Zedekiah (11)
597-586
Visits Baylon
Jerusalem
besieged

1
4

9

597

8th or 7th year

594

Psamtik
(Psammetichus)
II, king of
Egypt,593-588

ca.
588

Apries
(Hophra), king
of Egypt,588-569

Jer.32.1

10

587

18th or 17th of

2 Kgs.25.8,9
Temple burned
Jer.52.12-16,29 in 5th month
Jos. Ant.x.8,5
Jos. Apion 1.21

11

586

19th (or 18th) of

Ezek.33.21
Jer.44.30
Jer.52.30
Jos. Ant.x.9,7

News reaches Ezekiel
Hophra, i.e., Apries
mentioned.
Captives carried to
Babylon 5th year after
destruction of
Jerusalem=23rd Neb.

Nebuchadnezzar:

Zedekiah
captured, taken to
camp of
Nebuchadnezzar
at Riblah, where
he was blinded;
deported to
Babylon.
(Ezek.12.13)

582
581
568
562
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Nebuchadnezzar

23rd year of

Nebuchadnezzar
Nebuchadnezzar

invades Egypt in
37th year of his
reign
Evil-merodach

(Amel-Marduk)

2 Kgs.25.27

2Chron.36.2223
Ezra 3.8

37th year of Jehoiachin’s
captivity

561
539

Rebuilding of Temple
authorized
Rebuilding begun in 2d
month having remained
waste 49 years 9 months

538

Jos. Apion 1.21
Judea under Persian Rule Ezra
1.8,11;5:14-16 Sheshbazzar (Zerubbabel?)
leads back 42,300 Jews to Jerusalem
Foundation of the Temple laid, but the
work is soon interrupted

537

Westminster Bible Dictionary (1944), 108-9

2nd year

537

529
Decree of Darius and return of Zerubbabel
(?); cf. I Esdras 3.13 to 5.3
Haggai and Zechariah exhort people to
resume work on the Temple
Temple completed in the 12th month of 6th
year in the early spring

Cyrus takes
Babylon
1st year

521

515

Cambyses, 529522
Darius
Hystaspis, 521486

177

Appendix 5 Chapter 9: Responses to the problem of
Darius the Mede40
Against the argument that no ruler of this name is recorded elsewhere,
some writers have attempted to identify him with other figures of the
period. Among writers maintaining an early date for the Book of Daniel,
there are several interpretations of the identity of Darius the Mede.








On the difficulty of ascertaining the correct view, H.H. Rowley
states: “The references to Darius the Mede in the book of
Daniel have long been recognized as providing the most
serious historical problems in the book.” 41 His view concludes
that Darius is just another name for Cyrus the Great, who
captured Babylon on October 15, 539 BC.
Another view, promoted by John Whitcomb (though first
proposed by E. Babelon in 1883) in his 1959 book, Darius the
Mede says that Darius is another name for the historical figure
of Gubaru (sometimes spelled as Ugbaru).
The third view (also that of Syncellus) sees Darius as another
name for Astyages, the last Mede king who was ultimately
deposed by Cyrus. Josephus makes Darius the son of
Astyages, and uncle of Cyrus.
Several scholars in the past (including Calvin, Ussher and John
Gill) as well as in more recent times (e.g. Keil and Delitzsch42)
have thus attempted to identify ‘Darius the Mede’ with

This appendix is cited in full (including footnotes) from Wikipedia
[cited online 22 May 2009]
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Book_of_Daniel
40

H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede and the Four World Empires in the Book of
Daniel, (University of Wales Press,1959)
41

42
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Cyaxares II, who is mentioned as having the same
relationships by Xenophon43
“Darius the Mede” as Cyrus the Great: Unlike Gubaru or Astyages,
Cyrus the Great of Persia was the king who took over the Babylonian
Empire. Cyrus was also married to a Mede, and had a Median
mother.44 An analysis of variant early texts, particularly the Septuagint,
reveals that the names “Darius” ( דריושDRYWS in Hebrew) and
“Cyrus” ( כורשKWRS) are reversed in 11:1, and may have been
miscopied elsewhere. The appellation “Mede” (Heb.  מדיMDY) may
have been used as an ethnic term to apply to Persians as well, who
were of the same race.45 In addition, Dan. 6:28, “So Daniel prospered
during the reign of Darius and the reign of Cyrus the Persian,” could
also be translated, “So Daniel prospered during the reign of Darius,
that is, the reign of Cyrus the Persian.” Furthermore, kings commonly
took dual titles and Nabonidus, Cyrus’ cousin, referred to Cyrus as “the
king of the Medes.” 46
“Darius the Mede” as Gubaru/Ugbaru: Gubaru was the governor
of Gutium, who actually led Cyrus’s army that captured Babylon in the
month of Tashritu in the 17th year.47 Two weeks later Cyrus made his
triumphal entry into Babylon and a week after that Gubaru died. It is
possible that Cyrus would have rewarded Gubaru with a regional
Much of the information on Cyaxares II is related in Xenophon’s
Cyropaedia 1.4,7, iii.3, 20, viii.5, 19, causing many other scholars to
suppose he is the Darius described by Josephus; however the omission
of Cyaxares II by Herodotus and Ctesias has caused other scholars (eg.
Blum, Fred P. Miller) to question his existence.
43

Stephen R. Miller, Daniel (New American Commentary, 18; Nashville:
Broadman and Holman, 1994), 149.
44

45

e.g., as stated in Hippolytus’ Diamerismos, §204, among other places.

Stephen R. Miller, Daniel (New American Commentary, 18; Nashville:
Broadman and Holman, 1994), 149.
46

47

According to the Nabonidus Chronicle.
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governorship for capturing the capital of the Babylonian Empire and
virtually ending the war. Furthermore, under the first translation of
Dan. 6:28, Darius ruled during the reign of Cyrus, and Dan. 5:31 states
that Darius the Mede “received the kingdom” of the Chaldeans.
Complicating this view is the question of whether or not Gubaru and
Ugbaru are two different people, or simply variant spellings of the
same name. Also, verse 1 of “Bel and the Dragon” (chapter 14 in
Greek Daniel) references Astyages the Mede, who was indeed the last
king before Cyrus; but nearly the same verse is added in the Greek
LXX after the end of chapter 6, only reading “Darius” in place of
“Astyages”. (LXX Dan. 14:1 and Dan 6:29)
“Darius the Mede” as king of the Medes: Talmudic and midrashic
sources describe Darius the Mede as the uncle and father-in-law of
Cyrus the Great, to whom Cyrus owed fealty. After Darius’s death,
Cyrus took the throne. According to Yossipon, the Ahasuerus in the
book of Esther was the son of Darius the Mede. The Midrash
Tanchuma describes the fall of Babylon as described in Daniel and
adds to the narrative Darius taking Vashti, the daughter of Belshazzar,
as a wife for his son Ahasuerus.
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Chapter 10

The Lion’s Den
It is generally recognised that Daniel’s trial in the lion’s den has many
parallels with the fiery trial of chapter 3. However, the differences
between the stories is instructive – the first trial contains situational
midrash reflecting the burning of the temple which occurred shortly
after the Babylonian exile commenced, the second trial contains
situational midrash that reflects the tensions during the later Persian
period, when members of the Gola had risen to positions of
administrative influence. The fiery trial concerned Daniel’s friends
without specifying the whereabouts of Daniel himself. Although the
three friends acknowledged God’s ability to save them from the
furnace they recognised that it was within the divine prerogative not to
rescue them, nevertheless, this did not compromise their faith (Dan.
3:17-18). Only Daniel (minus friends) is at the forefront of the second
trial and he never doubts the successful outcome of the trial; in
contrast with Nebuchadnezzar (during the fiery trial), who expressed
rage, Darius is sympathetic but doubtful of a favourable outcome. 1
Whereas the first trial reflects religious coercion (forced to worship the
image), the second trial reflects religious proscription (banned from
petitioning). The first trial highlights the deification of human power
and the second trial the deification of human wisdom (expressed as
immutable laws). Both trials reflect the different stages and the
different challenges facing pious Jews who were unwilling to
compromise their faith during the Babylonian and Persian periods.
The author of Hebrews refers to the fiery trial and the Lion’s den in
Heb.11:33-34 where he associates it with the military exploits of the
Maccabees and their followers. Heaton believes that this anticipates the
Goldingay (Word,132) comments; “Darius, in turn uses a form of the
verb that leaves open whether God must, will, may, or can rescue
Daniel. Like other ambiguities in Daniel, the unclarity over whether
Darius offers a challenge to God, or a statement of faith, or a wistful
hope, functions to invite the hearer to decide what he or she would
mean in a situation of this kind.”
1
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critical view – but even Rowely admits that the sympathetic portrayal
of Darius bears no resemblance to Antiochus Epiphanes.2 Daniel 6 is
most certainly set in the Persian period and like Esther refers to the
division of the empire into satrapies (Esther 1:1) and to the
immutability of Persian laws (Esther 1:19; 8:8). Moreover, central to
Esther is the motif of peripety, a dramatic series of reversals. It reflects
the experience of Diaspora Jews; many of whom rose to prominence in
the Persian court and for reasons of professional envy faced
discrimination (not necessarily religious persecution). The narrative
typifies the kind of resistance to restoration that the Jews encountered
during the Persian period until the reign of the sympathetic Darius
(Ezra 4:5) and the reversal of national fortunes inspired by the
Nehemiah-Ezra mission.
The trial of Daniel 6 does find some correspondence with the
Antiochene crisis of Daniel 8 and although Darius does not function as
a cipher for Antiochus the unity of Daniel across the Hebrew/Aramaic
sections is enhanced by intertextual links. Here we think in particular
of the removal of the “daily” or continual sacrifice (dymt; tāmīd) in
Daniel 8:12-13. Johan Lust notes parallels between the daily sacrifice
and the cultic behaviour of Daniel described as continual service.3
Rowely maintained that “a point can be found for every story in the
first half of the book in the setting of the Maccabean age.” However,
Daniel 1-6 does not allude to national persecution but individual trials
motivated by envy or refusal to assimilate. In 1-6 pagan monarchs
praise and recognise the supremacy of the God of Israel, contrasting
with the blasphemy of the little horn (Antiochus). See E.W. Heaton,
The Book of Daniel,(Torch Bible Commentary; London: SCM
Press,1956),17-18 and H. H. Rowley, The Unity of the Book of Daniel,
in idem The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on the Old
Testament , (2nd ed.; Oxford: Blackwell, 1965), 249-260
2

3Lust

notes; “In the Aramaic sections one finds a related adverb in the
descriptions of Daniel’s cultic behaviour. The word in question
arydtb, occurs in the story about Daniel in the lion’s den, in 6:17 and
21. It is used with the prefix b and refers to Daniel’s “continuous” or
“daily” service of his God. The Greek versions render this term by the
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Besides the parallels between continual service (6: 16, 20) and continual
sacrifice (8:12), reference is made to the “law/vision” being “true”
(6:12; 8:26) and casting into the lion’s den (6:24) finds symbolic
resonance with the death of the nation when the sanctuary is cast down
(8:11).

Prayer

Despite the injunction against petitioning, Daniel continued his usual
practice of praying thrice daily (continual service), “with his windows
open toward Jerusalem” (Dan. 6.10). Although the temple was
destroyed, Daniel still prayed in the direction of Jerusalem4 reflecting
knowledge of Solomon’s plea at the dedication of the temple to hear
them in heaven if they “pray toward this place and confess thy
name” (1 Kings 8:35) and specifically vv.46-50 which speaks of praying
to God when they are in captivity –“in the land of their enemies, which
led them away captive, and pray unto thee toward their land” (v.48).
Thus the importance of the temple is highlighted even though it no
longer exists!

Resurrection
Daniel 6 is unique in that it stands as a metaphor for the resurrection
and as such anticipates the resurrection of Dan 12:1-3. It is significant
that Darius acknowledges Daniel as the servant of the living God
(Dan 6:20) a title that confounds most exegetes. The reference is to

adverb evndelecw/j. The same adverb, as well as the substantive
evndelecismo,j, are used elsewhere in the Bible to translate the Hebrew
word dymt.” Johan Lust, Cult and Sacrifice in Daniel the Tamid and the
Abomination of Desolation, in idem The Book of Daniel: Composition
and Reception, Vol.,2, (ed., J.J. Collins, P.W. Flint, Brill,
Boston:Leiden,2002, 671-688),672,fn.,4
At least since Mishnaic times (AD200), Jews faced the Temple Mount
in Jerusalem while praying. The Mishnah speaks about this in Berakhot
chapter 4, Mishnahs 5 and 6. Originally, the Muslim direction for
prayer (the Qiblah) was also toward Jerusalem.
4
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temple imagery; Yahweh’s glory rests on the mercy seat between the
Cherubim – (cf. the living creatures Ezek 1:5-10).
The Cherubim (living creatures) formed part of the mercy-seat
covering on the Ark of the Covenant. The Ark functioned as a
“resurrection-box” as it contained the tokens of new life. The title
“living God” is therefore associated with resurrection. Jesus states that,
“God is not the God of the dead, but of the living” (Matt 22:32).

The Law of the Medes and Persians

The text mentions two laws; the law of Daniel’s God (Dan.6:5) and the
“law of the Medes and Persians, which does not alter” (Dan.6:8).
Unlike Darius, who was held hostage and made to look foolish by his
“immutable law”, God is able to transcend his own laws – even the
“immutable law of sin and death.” God is able to fulfil his purpose and
regenerate his creation without either compromising his law or being
held hostage by it. The lion functions in many of the Psalms as a
metaphor for death – specifically significant is Psalm 22:21; “Save me
from the lion’s mouth: for thou hast heard me from the horns of the
unicorns”. (KJV)5 Psalm 22 was recited by Christ when he hung on the
cross6 and exegetes, such as Goldingay, have noted connecting motif’s
with the synoptic accounts; “He [Jesus], too, is the victim of conspiracy
and betrayal from people whose position is threatened by him and who
seek occasion to manipulate higher authorities into executing him,
professing that they have no king but Caesar. They, too, will eventually
pay for their hostility, along with their children.7 He, too, is arrested at
The term translated “unicorns” is uncertain – sometimes rendered
“ox” or “wild-ox” – it suggests the horns of an altar (to which the
sacrificial victim was bound)
5

See “It is finished” H.A. Whittaker, Studies in the Gospels, (Biblia,
1989), 234-5: available online (cited August 2010) @
http://www.christadelphianbooks.org/haw/sitg/index.html
6

The MSS has a total of 122 men with their wives and children put to
death but the LXX only the two co-presidents. Scholars are forced to
choose if the tradition process was influenced by the law of elaboration
or that of rectification.
7
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his customary place of prayer. These higher authorities, too, find no
fault in him and labour to free him, but are reminded that the law
forbids it. He, too, has to rely on God to deliver him as the tomb is
sealed. Indeed he actually dies, and injury can be found on him after he
comes back from the dead: more extraordinary is it, then, that very
early, at sunrise, he, too, is discovered to be alive after all”.8 The
resurrection account in Revelation 11 echoes Daniel 6:
Daniel 6
Continual service (v.16,20)
An excellent spirit was in him
(v.3)
They have not hurt me (v.22)
Daniel cast into the lion’s den
(v.16)
Command to lift Daniel out the
pit (v.23)
For He is the living God, And
steadfast forever; His kingdom is
the one which shall not be
destroyed, And His dominion
shall endure to the end.(v.26)

Revelation 11
1260 days witnessing (v.3)
I will give power (v.3)

He works signs and wonders In
heaven and on earth….. (v.27)

Now a great sign appeared in
heaven: a woman clothed with
the sun...(12:1)

If any man hurt them (v.51)
Witnesses murdered (v.7)
Command to “Come up here”
(v.12)
“The kingdoms of this world
have become the kingdoms of our
Lord and of His Christ, and He
shall reign forever and ever!”
(v.15)

Conclusion
Temple worship informs the background of ch.6; prayer is directed
towards Jerusalem and Yahweh is the “living God” who dwells
between the cherubim. Daniel is entrapped by his faithfulness to
continual service (mirroring the “daily” in the temple). The removal of
Daniel equates with the removal of the “daily” and Daniel’s restoration
by God parallels the rebuilding of the temple and “resurrection” of the
John Goldingay, Word, 136, See Towner who also draws out the
parallels between the passion of Christ and that of Daniel. W. Sibley
Towner, Daniel, (John Knox Press, Louisville 1984 [1933]), 82-85.
8
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nation under Darius Hystaspis. Daniel’s rescue is more than the
account of individual liberation from death. It is situational Midrash on
restoration and reversal of national fortunes - - but it is also a story
about the vindication of Daniel’s “living God”, whose glory is manifest
in “living creatures”, finding ultimate expression in the resurrection of
Christ and his saints. Daniel envisages a last-days ministry “turning
many to righteousness” (Dan. 12:3), when the “prince of this world”
(like Darius) will be forced to acknowledge the supremacy and
sovereignty of the “living God” who is even able to reverse the
consequences of sin - - the immutable law of death.
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Chapter 11

One like a Son of Man
In many respects Daniel 7 is pivotal not only to the book of Daniel but
also for the NT, as it forms the basis of much of the apocalyptic
imagery in the book of Revelation and also introduces the concept of
“the son of man”, a focal point in Christology – indeed Jesus is asked
the specific question, “Who is this son of man?” in John 12:34 and
during his trial Jesus references Dan. 7:13 (in Matt. 26:64). The charge
against Jesus is that he had come to destroy the temple and this is the
same context as Daniel chapters 7-8 where the blasphemous “little
horn” exalts himself and seeks to desecrate the temple and to, “change
times and laws” (Dan. 7:25 cf. Acts 6:14; “for we have heard him
[Stephen] say that this Jesus of Nazareth will destroy this place and
change the customs which Moses delivered to us”).

The Temple

Once again it is the temple that features large in Daniel chapters 7-8.
The anti-Christ figure is modelled on Antiochus Epiphanes whose
desecration of the temple and claim to divinity was tantamount to
entering heaven itself and “casting down some of the host and of the
stars to the ground” – of course the Ancient of Days could not allow
such a blatant challenge to his authority and judgement was bound to
follow.
Unfortunately scholarship has focused its energies on relating the
background of the chapter either to Ugaritic or Babylonian creation
mythology, which has proved a distraction.1 It is true that Daniel 7
shares much of the same metaphors and imagery as its ANE
neighbours (as one would expect)2 but the imagery is not that of the
1

See Appendix 1 Chapter 11: Summary of the SM debate

Fletcher-Louis comments; “So, whilst the ancient Near Eastern
mythological material provides data which are indisputably in the
background of Daniel 7, there is a significant gap between that
background and the text’s foreground”. Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis,
2
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imposition of order on the chaotic creation or of Baal riding his rain
clouds but rather that of Jewish temple worship, particularly that
associated with the Day of Atonement and Daniel’s expectation of a
eschatological Jubilee Atonement “to finish the transgression, and
to make an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity” (Dan.
9:24). Fletcher-Louis (1997:180,181) believes that the cultic setting of
Daniel 8 and 9 has implications for the setting of the “one like a son of
man” in Daniel 7; “It is not insignificant that there [Daniel 9:24] the
interpretation of Jer. 25:11-12; 29:10 is given an interpretation in terms
of ten Jubilees (490 years). The echoes of an eschatological Day of
Atonement that this interpretation might sound chime in very well with
the vision in Dan 7:9-14 if that too envisages a similar eschatological
festival”.3
The “one like a son of man” surrounded by “clouds” who approaches
the Ancient of Days is then analogous with the high priest who enters
the Most Holy place surrounded by clouds of incense. In Daniel the
“one like a son of man” enters the heavenly sanctuary and we are
presented with an image similar to that of John in Revelation who sees
a throne surrounded by twenty four seats (Rev. 4:1-4 cf. Dan. 7:8 plural
thrones). There can be no doubt that the principal “throne” that is
“The High Priest as Divine Mediator in the Hebrew Bible: Dan 7:13 as
a Test Case”, (SBL Seminary Paper: Oxford, England, 1997), 163
Extra-biblical literature also emphasises the cultic setting of the Day
of Atonement. The Qumran Melchizedek text (11 QMelch) also
describes the day of Judgement in terms of an eschatological Day of
Atonement at the end of the tenth Jubilee. The text combines allusions
to Psalm 82.1, (where the `elohim are judged); Isa 61:1-2 (‘proclaim
liberty’); Isa 52:7 (‘Your God reigns’) with a conflation of the anointed
one of Dan. 9:25 and the Spirit of Isa. 61:1 to achieve the ‘anointed of
the Spirit.’ The priestly and cultic background of 1 Enoch is also
increasingly recognised, particularly the role of the Day of Atonement
ritual in the “Watchers Cycle” where scholarship understands the story
of the “Fallen angels” as a mythological satire against the Samaritan
schismatic’s - who (joined by some of the Jerusalem priests) established
their own priesthood and form of worship.
3
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both on fire and running on flaming wheels (Dan. 7:9) in a description
similar to Ezek. 1:15-21 (the merkabah chariot-throne)4 is depicted in
the earthly temple by the Ark of the Covenant on which the shekinah
glory resided. André Lacocque explicitly states; “The vision of chapter
7 has the temple as framework........the imagery is Ezekiel’s, in
particular that of Ezekiel 8-11 which describes God’s presence in the
Temple...”5
Fletcher-Louis’ (1997:186) concludes, “that Dan 7:9-4 describes the
eschatological Day of Atonement (perhaps a Jubilee) when the true
high priest will come to the Ancient of Days surrounded by clouds of
incense. In this very specific context it is worth noting ample evidence
that on this day the high priest was angelomorphic. So, for example, in
a tradition shared by Philo and the rabbis “~da lk wabb dcwm lhab
hyhy al”(Lev 16:17) is interpreted to mean that there is no mortal
man in the holy of holies on the high priest’s entry because the latter is
actually an angel at this point (De Somnis 1:216-7).6 Jacob Milgrom has
now concluded that it was the original of the biblical text for the high
priest’s simple attire to symbolise an angelic identity pertinent to his
access to the heavenly assembly”.7

Judgement
“….the judgement was set, and the books were opened” (Dan 7:10)
This is supported by iconographic evidence from a third century
synagogue at Capernaum were a piece of decorated frieze pictures the
Ark with wheels. Yahweh is therefore depicted on his Ark-throne in
the heavenly temple.
4

André Lacocque, The book of Daniel,(Atlanta: John Knox
Press),124-5
5

Lev.Rab.21:12. Philo: Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres 84; De Somnis 2:18889; 2:231.
6

7

Leviticus, 1016.
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The ten days (known as the ‘Ten Days of Repentance’ or ‘Days of
Awe’) commencing with the Jewish New Year (Rosh Hashanah) and
ending with the Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur) form the
background to Daniel 7. Rosh Hashanah represents either analogically
or literally the creation of the World, or Universe and according to
the Mishnah, Rosh Hashanah was also the Day of Judgment. In the
Talmud tractate on Rosh Hashanah 8 it states that three books of account
are opened on Rosh Hashanah, wherein the fate of the wicked, the
righteous, and those of an intermediate class are recorded. The names
of the righteous are immediately inscribed in the book of life, and they
are sealed “to live.” The middle class are allowed a respite of ten days,
until Yom Kippur, to repent and become righteous; the wicked are
blotted out of the book of the living.

Creation in Daniel 7

To an extent scholars are correct in detecting the theme of creation in
Daniel 7 but in contrast with other ancient near eastern traditions
Daniel 7 has been thoroughly demythologized. The Jewish New Year
was the day that the world was created and Psalm 8 features largely9
as background to Daniel 7:
What is man that You are mindful of him,
And the son of man that You visit him?
For You have made him a little lower than
the angels, And You have crowned him with
glory and honor. You have made him to
have dominion over the works of Your

8

Rosh-ha-Shana 16b

Interestingly, the subsequent Psalm highlights the judgement of the
nations: “For You have maintained my right and my cause; You sat on
the throne judging in righteousness. You have rebuked the nations,
You have destroyed the wicked; You have blotted out their name
forever and ever”. (Ps 9:4-5)
9
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hands; You have put all things under his
feet (Psalm 8:4-6)10
The “son of man” has “all things put under his feet” including the
“beasts of the field” (v.7). This has obvious connections with Daniel’s
“one like a son of man” who receives authority from the Ancient of
Days to exercise dominion over the beast-empires. The “one like a son
of man” is accorded the same agency status as Adam, who was created
in the divine image with the commission to exercise sovereignty. How
does this adamic imagery compliment the priestly/temple imagery that
has already been identified? It is the analogy between Adam in Eden
and Israel at Sinai11 that forms the basis of the twined themes of
priestly election and adamic agency. Parallels between Exodus 39-40
and Genesis 1:31-2:3 have long been recognized.12 In Genesis, Eden
Green argues that the Psalm is, “not referring to humanity in general
– at least not primarily – but to Israel’s king, David, the New Human,
who was the individualization and representation of all that the New
Humanity, Israel, was meant to be. Read from this perspective, I would
define Psalm 8 as a royal psalm – like Psalms 2 and 110– and therefore
also a song of re-creation.”(p.4) Green suggest that the background
should be read against the defeat of Goliath (see also G. Booker, Psalm
Studies (Austin, Texas: Booker Publications, 1988) online [cited Feb.
2010] @ www.christadelphianbooks.org/booker/psalms1/index.html)
where the narrative in 1 Sam 17:36-37 “encourages readers to make
mental links between the wild beasts and Israel’s Gentile enemies”(p.6).
Douglas J. Green, Psalm 8: What Is Israel’s King that You Remember
Him? (Westminster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, 2003),4,6
online
@ www.wts.edu/uploads/pdf/articles/psalm8-green.pdf
[cited Feb. 2010]
10

Compare the description of the theophany at Sinai in Deut 33:2 with
Dan 7:10
11

Nehama Leibowitz discusses Abranavel’s and Rashi’s comments on
the parallels. She also states that Martin Buber discovered seven
correspondences between the creation and tabernacle accounts. See
her Studies in Shemot: Part Two, trans. Aryeh Newman (Jerusalem:
12
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functions as the tabernacle/temple with Adam given a Law and a
Sabbath. At Sinai the nation of Israel receives a Law and a command to
keep Sabbath thus becoming a priestly/kingly nation (mamleºket
Köhánîm), elected as God’s son to mediate the divine will to the
seventy nations enumerated in Genesis 10.
“‘And you shall be to Me a kingdom of
priests and a holy nation.’ These are the
words which you shall speak to the children
of Israel” (Ex. 19:6).
The trial narrative in the NT is set against this background. Jesus is
brought before the judgement seat of the high priest and the Sanhedrin
(seventy), who traced their authority back to the seventy elders (judges)
at Sinai. The Sanhedrin were the legitimate authorities but they had
failed (like Adam) in their commission to be mamleºket Köhánîm, and
now not only did they questioned the legitimacy of Yahweh’s anointed,
but they accused Jesus of acting like Antiochus Epiphanes by plotting
the destruction of the temple and making himself equal to God (John
10:33).13 This explains why Jesus referenced Dan. 7:13 – he was
World Zionist Association, 1983), 479. See also Moshe Weinfeld,
“Sabbath, Temple and the Enthronement of the Lord-the Problem of
the Sitz im Leben of Gen. 1: 1-2:3,” in Melanges bibliques et
orientauxen l’honneur de M. Henri Gazelles, ed. A Caquot and M.
Delcor (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1981), 501-12
The charge of blasphemy levelled at Christ has Dedication
(Hanukkah) as background (John 10:22) the Feast celebrated (among
other things) the rededication of the temple after the desecrations
committed by Antiochus Epiphanes. James F. McGrath observes that
over one third of all the occurrences of blasphemy are found in the
book of Maccabees. Further, in 2 Maccabees 9.12 which describes
Antiochus on his deathbed, Antiochus is depicted as repenting and
asserting that “no mortal should think that he is equal to God”, a
phrase which is not unlike the accusation here, “You, although you are
a human being, make yourself God” (see also John 5.18 where it is
equality to God that is specifically mentioned). It thus seems highly
13
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warning the Sanhedrin that he would return as the eschatological judge –
the elected king/priest coming in clouds/incense from the heavenly
Sanctuary in order to pass judgement (Daniel – God is judge) on them.

Corporate representation
C.H. Dodd has given voice to the corporate interpretation; Dunn is
largely in accord, perceiving that “one like a son of man” is identical
with the “saints of the Most High”14 concluding that the man-like figure
represents the people of Israel, just as the beast-like figures represent the
enemies of Israel. With regard to the New Testament individualizing
interpretation Dodd says, “The New Testament use of the title “Son of
Man” for Christ results from the individuation of this corporate
conception.” 15
Although the context of the “son of man” in Daniel 7 seems to
demand corporate interpretation there is fluidity between corporate
and individual conceptualization. J. Dunn argues; “It is certainly true
that Dan.7 itself interprets the four beasts as ‘four kings’ (Dan 7.17),
but this was not unnatural where ‘king’ was a widely recognised
metonymy for ‘kingdom’ (cf. Dan 2.44; 8.21f.).”16 However, against
plausible to suggest that John does intend his readers to recall
something of the overtones and significance of this feast and of the
scriptural texts that recount its origins”. “You are gods, And all of you
are children of the Most High” (Ps.82:6). James F. McGrath, John’s
Apologetic Christology: Legitimation and Development in Johannine Christology,
(Cambridge University Press, 2001),120-121
James D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry
into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation, (London: SCM Press,
1989), 68-69., Dunn adds, “Indeed the author seems to take some
pains to bring this out: no less than three times he states that what the
vision describes as the triumph of the ‘son of man’ is in fact the
triumph of ‘the saints of the Most High’ (7.17f., 21f., 26f.).
14

15

C.H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, (London, 1952), 118

16

Op. cit., pp.69
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this we must place Daniel’s statement to Nebuchadnezzar – “Thou art
this head of gold” (Dan. 2:38). This opens up the prospect of
representation; the individual (in this case Nebuchadnezzar)
represented Babylon and embodied all the characteristics of the empire
in his person – as a consequence the individual was literally changed
into a beast (Dan. 4:30-37).17 Certain individuals in Israel had a
representative role – for example the anointed high priest on the Day
of Atonement. Similarly, the Suffering Servant in Isaiah (Hezekiah)
represented in his person the idealized corporate identity that the
nation (as Yahweh’s servant, cf. Isa. 41:8) should have manifested.

The Beasts of Daniel and the Apocalypse

It is not within the scope of this commentary to engage in an
exposition of the Apocalypse however it is impossible to understand
the full implications of Daniel’s visions without investigating their NT
development. Unfortunately, a priori assumptions surrounding the late
dating of the Apocalypse ensure that it has no relevance for the Jewish
nation.18 Here is not the place to present the case for an early dating
(pre-70 AD) of the Apocalypse but simply to state the position that
internal evidence demands an early date (before the destruction of the
temple) and to refer the reader to the relevant literature.19 The

The first visionary beast of Daniel 7 is anticipated by the literal
transformation of Nebuchadnezzar into a beast in Daniel 4:33. The
winged-lion of Daniel 7:4 is “given a man’s heart” demonstrating that
for the Jews Nebuchadnezzar was the heart-beat of the neo-Babylonian
empire. The Babylonian empire is depicted here as a beast rather than
a splendid head of gold.
17

Liberal scholarship also assigns a late date to Daniel, a position
rejected by conservative scholars – yet these same scholars often accept
a late date for the Apocalypse.
18

Carefully weighed inner-biblical evidence is always to be prefered to
uncorroborated external patristic evidence. For early dating of the
Apocalypse see: John A.T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament
(London: SCM Press, 1976) and Kenneth I Gentry Jr., Before
19
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problems surrounding the interpretation of the beast-empires of Daniel
7 are due to the perception that Daniel 7 and Daniel 2 are parallel
visions but even towards the end of the first century AD it was realised
that equating the fourth beast of Daniel 7 with the Roman Empire was
an innovation. In the apocryphal book 2 Esdras (also known as 4 Ezra)
a beast-vision (influenced by Daniel) is found depicting the Roman
Empire as an eagle:
“The eagle which you saw coming up from
the sea is the fourth kingdom which
appeared to your brother Daniel. But it was
not explained to him as I now explain or
have explained to you.”(2 Esdras 12:11-12
RSV)
Ernest Lucas comments, “the explicit reinterpretation of the fourth
beast as the Roman Empire in 2 Esdras (also known as 4 Ezra)12:1112, from a Jewish author writing about the same time as
Josephus….indicates that at that time this was a new interpretation that
was only then beginning to replace an earlier one.” 20
Daniel 7 and Daniel 2 are not strictly parallel – the visions complement
each other until the third metal/beast (Greek Empire) – at the point
where Daniel 2 continues with the Roman Empire, Daniel 7 digresses
Jerusalem Fell: Dating the Book of Revelation, (Atlanta: American
Vision, 1998). See also my series of articles in the eJournal regarding
the relationship between the Fourth Gospel (4G), Hebrews and
Revelation where it is proposed that Hebrews (and the 4G) were
written to the Jews at Ephesus and that Hebrews shows awareness of
the Revelation warning to Ephesus, thus arguing that Revelation has
priority over Hebrews and that both were composed before AD 70. P.
Wyns, The Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation: Annual
2009, (eds., P. Wyns, A. Perry, Willow Publications,2009),56-69,141147,154-163 Online [cited Sept 2010] @ http://www.christadelphianejbi.org
20

Ernst Lucas, Daniel,77
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on the Syrian-Greek Empire focusing on the Antiochene crisis.
Therefore the dream-visions of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 have a different
terminus. Whereas the vision of Daniel 7 terminates in the second
century BC during the Antiochene crisis the vision of Daniel 2
terminates with the judgements on Rome and Jerusalem in the first
century AD.21
This does not imply that either vision was completed by the second
century Antiochene crisis or by the historical events of the first century
AD. The vision of Daniel 2 is a process whereby the stone “becomes a
great mountain that fills the whole earth” (Dan. 2:35) and Daniel 7
informs us that the first three beasts have “their lives prolonged for a
season and a time” (Dan. 7:12). The beasts that have their lives
prolonged reappear in the Apocalypse.22 Therefore both visions are
“apocalyptic moments” or “already/not yet” realisations of the
eschatological in-breaking of God’s sovereignty that will only attain
completion at the Second Advent.
The Apocalypse commences with the words; “The revelation of Jesus
Christ, which God gave to him to show his servants what must soon
take place” (Rev 1:1a). G.K. Beale has noted23 that the formula
Rome was severely judged in AD 69 (the year of the four Emperors)
and Jerusalem in AD 70. The storming and the burning of the Capitol
by the foreign mercenaries of Vitellius, and the subsequent capture and
sacking of Rome by the infuriated Flavian army under Mucianus and
Antonius Primus is described by the ancient Roman Historian Tacitus
and also by Josephus. Tacitus notes that, “Lamentation was heard from
every quarter, and Rome was filled with cries of despair and the
horrors of a city taken by storm.” Tacitus, The Histories,83 and
Josephus, Wars 4.11.4
21

22

The beast of Rev13:2 has leopard/bear/lion characteristics

G. K. Beale, The Book of Revelation: A Commentary of the Greek
Text, The New International Greek Testament Commentary, ed. I.
Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner,(Grand Rapids,
Michigan:Eerdmans,1998),153-4,1130
23
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translated in Revelation 1:1 (and also 4:1 and 22:6) as “what
must….take place” is found in only one other place in the Bible,
namely in Greek versions of Daniel 2, where it occurs in verses 28, 29
and 45:
[…..]….he showed . . . what things must take place in the latter days
(Dan 2:28 LXX)
[…..]…to show . . . …what things must take place quickly (Rev 1:1)
According to Beale, the verbs translated “show” are “semantic
equivalents,” both used to describe the “role of the prophets in
revealing what God has ‘shown’ them.” The important matter to note
is the change from the expression “in the latter days” to “quickly,”
which “appears to indicate that fulfilment has begun (that it is being
fulfilled) or will begin in the near future. Simply put, John understands
Daniel’s reference to a distant time as referring to his own era and he
updates the text accordingly. What Daniel expected to occur in the
distant ‘latter days’ -- the defeat of cosmic evil and the ushering in of
the divine kingdom -- John expects to begin ‘quickly,’ in his own
generation, if it has not already begun to happen.”
Therefore the Apocalypse in 1:1a anticipates (via Daniel) an imminent
fulfilment in the first century. This is reinforced by Rev 1:7; “Behold,
He is coming with clouds “an allusion to Daniel 7:13, followed by a
description of the “Son of man” in Danielic terms in Rev1:13-17 (cf.
Dan 7:9; 10:6). Significantly Jesus warned the judges at his trial that
they, “…will see the Son of Man…coming on the clouds of heaven”
(Matt. 26:64) indicating that they would personally experience his
coming in judgement. All of the allusions to Daniel in the first chapter
of the Apocalypse point to an imminent first century fulfilment of
Daniel’s prophecies. This of course agrees with Jesus’ other use of
Daniel in the Olivet Prophecy regarding the destruction of Jerusalem
and the temple. The conclusion is inescapable that the prophecy of
Daniel/Revelation had at least a partial fulfilment in the first
century in the same manner as the Olivet Prophecy.
The Apocalyptic “beasts” that appear in their various roles in
Revelation chs. 12-17 share the same genetic make-up as they all have
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seven heads and ten horns. This is a composite creature that has the
totality of heads of the beasts-empires of the vision in Daniel 7
together with the ten horns of the last (fourth) beast of Dan 7:20. As
such the ‘beast’ represent the totality of the ‘kingdom of men’(Dan.
4:32) with each temporal appearance differentiated by the number of
crowns – seven crowns (Rev. 12:3), ten crowns (Rev. 13:1) and finally
no crowns (Rev. 17:3).24 The seven-headed monster of the Apocalypse,
which is the composite of Daniel’s beasts, is reincarnated as an eighth
(head) - the angel clearly intends John to understand that although the
first century incarnation of the monster was the seven headed dragon
of Rev. 12:3 this did not represent its last manifestation, indeed it could
not, for it had transferred its authority and power to the last monster
(13: 2).
The motif of ‘war in heaven’ in Rev. 12:7-9 is an allusion to Dan. 8:11
and Dan. 12:1-3 where the ‘prince of the host’ is the archangel Michael
(who is like God?). The background in Daniel is the Maccabean crisis
which saw collaboration between a corrupt priesthood and Antiochus
Epiphanes, who styled himself as ‘god manifest’. The attempt at selfexaltation combined with forcefully changing Jewish temple worship
(cf. Dan. 7:25) is equivalent to ‘war in heaven’ (cf. “And it grew up to
the host of heaven; and it cast down some of the host and some of the
stars to the ground, and trampled them”- Dan 8:10). The first century
AD saw emerging cooperation between imperialistic and religious
powers in a manner similar to the second century BC. The accusation
brought against Christ of seeking equivalency with God was thrown
out of the earthly and heavenly courts by means of the crucifixion (cf.
John 12:31; Rev. 12:3). Christ’s victory anticipates the eschatological
resurrection (Matt. 27:52-53 cf. Dan. 12:2). Finally, the ‘image of the
beast’ which must be worshipped on pain of death (Rev. 13:15) recalls
The ‘seven crowns’ are the seven contemporary authority figures
enumerated by Luke (3:1-2) that sets the scene for the birth of the
‘man child’ (Christ) – a cooperation between an imperialistic power
(Rome) and a corrupt religious power (Judaism). Towards 65 AD the
corporate counterpart of the ‘man child’ (the church) is persecuted by
the sixth successive Roman Emperor (Nero) who is to be followed by
a seventh (Rev. 17:8) future protagonist.
24
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Nebuchadnezzar’s image (Dan. 3:6) and is partially realized in the
worship that the Roman Emperor’s demanded. 25

Conclusion

Daniel 7 offers a glimpse into the “heavenly sanctuary” where “one like
a son of man”, surrounded by incense clouds, approaches the throne–
this is the great “eschatological” Day of Atonement when the heavenly
priest/son of man emerges from the heavenly temple with the
authority to exercise dominion over human affairs and judge the world.
The visions of Daniel 2 and Daniel 7 do not run completely parallel –
Daniel 7 ends with the second century BC Antiochene crisis and
Daniel 2 with the first century BC Roman crisis, both involving the
temple. However, both of these events are “already/not yet”
manifestations that are not completely fulfilled by the historical events
of their time. The book of Revelation makes it clear that although the
first century saw the fulfilment of much of Daniel’s prophecies the
final manifestation and defeat of the antichrist must wait until the end.
The “one like a son of man” in the vision of Dan.7 represents faithful
Israel, whose corporate destiny is realized in Jesus Christ.

Appendix 1 Chapter 11: Summary of the SM debate
The history of interpreting the SM in Dan. 7:13 can be broadly divided
into two camps - the older view represented predominately by
Germanic OT scholarship (Gunkel, with more recent developments
In AD 39, the half mad tyrant Gaius Caligula ordered his governor
Petronius to place his statue in the Jerusalem temple, this catastrophe
was only averted by the death of Caligula. (See, Jos.Antiq. 18.8.1-9; for
the horror of the alarm this raised amongst the Jews cf. Philo, Leg. ad.
Gaium, 184-348). Emperor worship was often used to test loyalty. First
century Christians understood Nero as the embodiment of the beast,
this is apparent from the manuscript change of 666 to 616 (Rev. 13:18),
undoubtedly meant to better reflect Nero’s name. However, Nero (like
Antiochus Epiphanes before him) is only a type of the antichrist, who
is to be revealed at the very end, as the Parousia will coincide with the
outbreak of persecution.
25
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by; J. J. Collins, J. A. Emerton, J. Day, D. Bryan, Rowland) and in the
1970’s and 1980’s a view represented by English-speaking NT
scholarship (Manson, Moule, Caird, Dunn, Wright). The German view
traces the background to Mesopotamian and Canaanite traditions - the
“Chaoskampf” (literally, chaotic battle) of creation mythology. The
defeat of the sea monster by Baal (known as the ‘rider on the clouds’),
the pantheon surrounding El (known as the ‘Father of years’), etc., bear
similarities with the SM vision in Daniel 7. In this scenario the “one
like a son of man” takes up the role of the divine warrior Baal. The
mechanism for mediating this mythological pattern is unclear but an
annual New Year enthronement festival has been hypothesized. In the
ritual drama of the annual festival, the king combats the forces of
chaos and after ritual humiliation involving his death and resurrection
finally defeats them and is enthroned on the divine mountain. Many of
the Psalms are thought to have an annual enthronement festival as
their cultic setting but such reconstructions are speculative.26
A specific Sitz im Leben for each Psalm is preferable to the generic
“cultic setting” suggested (such as an Annual New Year festival) by
modern scholarship. It is of course indisputable that Psalms written to
commemorate a particular historic occasion were adapted for liturgical
purposes in the cult, but the primary historical setting (however
difficult to determine) should not be neglected for speculative cultic
reconstructions. D.J. Clines observes; “It has become a commonplace
of Psalm criticism that not only the Psalm Gattungen, as Gunkel
maintained, but also the individual psalms themselves are of cultic
origin. The large majority of scholars in our period have, following
Mowinckel’s Psalmenstudien, looked for a cultic situation to which each
psalm may be assigned, but the question has remained open whether
there may not be some psalms that were not composed for a cultic
purpose. Stamm remarked in his survey that it would be ‘a task for
future research to determine more exactly the scope and peculiarity of
both groups [sc. cultic and non-cultic psalms] and to distinguish them
from one another’, yet comparatively little fundamental research has
been forthcoming on this topic”. D.J. Clines , Psalm Research since 1955:
The Psalms and the Cult, (published in: On the Way to the Postmodern:
Old Testament Essays 1967-1998, Volume 2; JSOTSup, 292; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 639-64
26
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According to the history of religions view it is through such
syncretising mechanisms that the Canaanite El with his accompanying
pantheon is transformed into the High God and his angels; thus
German scholarship assumed that Dan. 7:13, the Similitudes, 4 Ezra 13
and one or two other texts speak of a heavenly angelic man. Hebrew
religion did not develop in vacuo and undoubtedly drew on common
metaphors and language, but shared cultural backgrounds do not imply
wholesale adaption of polytheistic theologies. Fletcher-Louis
comments; “So, whilst the ancient Near Eastern mythological material
provides data which are indisputably in the background of Daniel 7,
there is a significant gap between that background and the text’s
foreground”.27

English-speaking scholarship

In contrast English-speaking scholarship understands the Danielic SM
as purely representative of a righteous Israel. J. Dunn observes;
“First, the ‘one like a son of man’ is identical with the
‘saints of the Most High’. Indeed the author seems to take
some pains to bring this out: no less than three times he
states that what the vision described as the triumph of the
‘son of man’ is in fact the triumph of ‘the saints of the
Most High’ (7.17f., 21f., 26f.). We may note particularly
how closely the wording of 7.14., 26f., and how vision
and interpretation seem to be intermingled in 7.17f.and
21f., with ‘the saints of the Most High’ taking the place of
the ‘son of man’ over against the beasts. Second, the ‘one
like a son of man’ is one of five figures in a vision set
over against four other visionary figures. They are
depicted like beasts (‘like a lion’, ‘like a bear’, ‘like a
leopard’). The fifth is depicted ‘like a man’ – ‘son of man’
as is well known simply denoting a human being (cf. e.g.
Ps.8.4). The conclusion seems clear enough: the man like
Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, “The High Priest as Divine Mediator in
the Hebrew Bible: Dan 7:13 as a Test Case”, (SBL Seminary Paper:
Oxford, England, 1997), 163
27
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figure represents the people of Israel, just as the beast-like
figures represent the enemies of Israel – not surprisingly a
very prejudiced presentation on Israel’s behalf”.28
The view of the SM as a symbol rather than an angelic referent gained
prominence when it was realised that the Similitudes (with their
evidence for a Jewish apocalyptic SM) were not part of the Qumran
Enochic corpus.29 In a recent offshoot from the English “school” (B.
Lindars and M. Casey both following G. Vermes’ lead) suggest that the
NT “Son of Man” logion, at least at the level of the historical Jesus
reflects a form of self-referential circumlocution (“I”, or “someone like
me” etc.).

Summary
The interpretive framework surrounding the ‘one like a son of man’
(human being) is therefore delineated by the Germanic (predominately
OT) ‘school’ which identifies the SM with the pious Jews (the usual
view), with angels (Noth, Coppens-Dequeker), with the archangel
Michael (Collins), and with others; and by the English-speaking
J.D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making, (SCM Press, London: Second
edition, 1989),68-69
28

J. Goldingay comments as follows on the Similitudes; “The Parables
are uninstanced at Qumran, and current opinion regards them as
belonging to the Roman period. Their most interesting parallel to
Daniel (more likely suggesting dependence on Daniel than on a
common source) is their taking up the humanlike figure and the one
advanced in days of 7:13. “That Son of Man” (1Enoch) 46-48, alongside
the “head of days” with hair white like wool; see also chaps.62; 69),
God’s elect and righteous one, is eventually identified with Enoch
(71.14). Thus Daniel 7 is one of the texts that is used to interpret the
significance of Enoch and his translation, reported with such
tantalizing brevity in Gen 5; and it leads to or justifies a belief in
Enoch’s functioning as eschatological judge”. J. Goldingay,
Daniel,(Word Biblical Commentary, ed., D.A. Hubbard, G.W. Barker,
J.D.W. Watts, R.P. Martin; Nelson Reference & Electronic, 1989),
Intro, xxviii
29
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(predominately NT) ‘school’ that understands the SM as a
representative symbol (Dodd, Dunn, etc) within its own immediate
literary context and the wider religio-political situation of the
Antiochene crisis (Casey, Ferch).
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Chapter 12

Antiochus
Previously, the visions of Daniel 2 and 7 were compared and the
conclusion was reached that the visions were not completely parallel.
Whereas the vision in Daniel 2 reaches to “the end” the vision presented
in Daniel 7 reaches until “an end.” 1 Despite this the vision of Daniel 7
(and Daniel 8) has typological, supra-historical relevance which is
readily recognised and employed in New Testament eschatology.
Schematically the relationship between Dan 2, 7 and 8 can be
presented as follows:
Babylon
Gold/Lion

Medo-Persia
Silver/Bear
Ram-2 horns
Greek
Brass/Leopard- 4
heads + Goat- 4
horns

Roman-Iron
Iron and Clay

Digression
Dan 7:8; 19-28
Dan 8:9-14; 23-26
Greek Syrian
Fourth Beast
Little Horn

Typological
Significance

Dan. 8:7 states that, “the vision is for the end time” but parallelism
with Hab. 2:3 suggest the sense of “appointed time” – the end of
something is anticipated (i.e. the end of wrath) but not necessarily the
end of history or the introduction of the kingdom. This will be
discussed anon.
1
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The “Little Horn” of Daniel 7 and 8 portrays an “apocalyptic moment”
and as such has significance beyond its historical context. In the same
sense the stone grinding the image to powder in Daniel 2 has an
“already/not yet” realization in the resurrection of Christ (cf. Dan.
12:1-3; Matt. 27: 52-53) and the destruction of the Second Temple (cf.
Dan. 2:34-35; Matt. 21:21; 43-44) – the universal judgement of sin at
the crucifixion is already the beginning of the in-breaking of divine
sovereignty – but not yet the fullness. The stone will grow into a
mountain that fills the whole earth. In a similar fashion the “Little
Horn” that describes the persecutions instigated by Antiochus
Epiphanes reaches beyond the spatial and temporal confines of history
to become the eschatological figure par excellance - the Pauline “man of
sin” and the Johannine anti-Christ.
This chapter will argue for the unity of Daniel 7 and 8 and demonstrate
that the “Little Horn” of Daniel 7 is the same as the “Little Horn” of
Daniel 8. The “Little Horn” will be identified with Antiochus
Epiphanes and the relevance of this proposal to New Testament
eschatology will be examined. However, the following caveat must be
added – acceptance of the critical view (that the “Little Horn” is
Antiochus) does not imply acceptance of a late date for Daniel, nor
does it imply acceptance of ex eventu prophecy, nor does it invalidate (as
we have demonstrated) the traditional view regarding the image of
Daniel 2 (that Rome is the fourth kingdom). To express it positively,
this exegesis understands that Daniel was written early, before the
persecutions of Antiochus and that the book correctly foretells future
events. The exegesis is analysed under the following sub headings;




The unity of Daniel 7 and 8
Antiochus Epiphanes as the “Little Horn”
Objections to Antiochus Epiphanes considered

The unity of Daniel 7 and 8

In his commentary on Daniel 8, the critical scholar Porteous states
that, “There is general agreement about this identification even among
those who refuse to see any reference to Antiochus Epiphanes in
chapter 7. Antiochus will feature again very prominently in chapter 11,
which will reflect the fact that for the writer the two successor states
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which affected most closely the fortunes of the Jewish people were
those of Syria under the Seleucid kings, of whom Antiochus Epiphanes
was one, and of Egypt under the Ptolomies”.2 It is also relevant to
note that despite his critical leanings Porteous rejects the view that
chapters 8-12 (written in Hebrew) are from a different hand than
chapters 1-7; “All this suggested to many commentators that chapters 8
to 12 are from the pen of a different writer from the author of the
Aramaic chapters may be due to the writer’s being more at home in
Aramaic than in Hebrew……….To offset the differences between the
two main parts of the book, apart from the fact that chapter 7 belongs
arguably to both, there are certain curious historical
assumptions……….which bind the book together. This argument, of
course, can be met by an elaborate theory of interpolations, but the
burden of proof seems to rest on those who deny unity of authorship,
which provides the most natural hypothesis to account for the
phenomena”.3
Whatever the opinions of liberal or conservative scholars the visions of
both chapter 7 and 8 occurred during the reign of Belshazzar,
suggesting continuity, particularly when coupled with the introductory
formula; “a vision appeared unto me, even unto me Daniel, after that
which appeared unto me at the first” (Dan. 8:1). Despite a setting
during the reign of Belshazzar (in Babylon) the visionary experience is
transferred to the Persian city of Susa in the province of Elam,4 thus
2

Porteous, Daniel, 124

3

Ibid, 121

Jeffery notes that as Daniel gets up after a few days’ indisposition and
gets on with his work in the king’s service, this proves that he had been
in Babylon all the time and that his presence in Susa was purely
visionary. Although the district of Elam came under Babylonian
control in the time of Nebuchadnezzar the chapter presupposes the
status of Susa in the Persian period. It had been destroyed by
Ashurbanipal and was rebuilt by Darius I in 521 BC. In Jewish eyes
Susa was the seat of Persian power (Neh. 1:1; Esther 1:2). A. Jeffery
(IB),1956,483
4
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acknowledging the importance of Darius (cf. Dan. 9:1) who would
overthrow Babylon 21 years later and restore the fortunes of the
captivity. The vision is not so much concerned with the demise of
Persian power and the rise of Greek dominance but rather with the
consequences of imperial power struggles for the land and people of
Israel. In the vision it is thus taken for granted that the captivity has
already returned to the land and re-established worship. The
narrative no longer focuses on the struggle between the super-powers
but concentrates on a much narrower horizon; the development of one
of the Greek kingdoms into a persecutor – this is not a “notable horn”
(Dan. 8:5) like Alexander the Great, who for all his faults was respected
in the ancient world, even by the Jews. No, this was a “little horn” – a
king who got too big for his britches. The descriptive term “little horn”
also reinforces continuity between the visions of chapter 7 and 8 (Dan.
7:8; 8:9) making it highly unlikely that different characters are in view.

Antiochus Epiphanes as the “Little Horn”

Daniel 8 commences with the prophet receiving a vision in the third
year of King Belshazzar – however, curiously, he is not in Babylon but
in Susa. Susa was regarded by the Jews as the seat of the Persian
Empire (Neh. 1:1; Esther 1:2) and had been rebuilt by Darius
Hystaspis (Darius the Great our Darius the Mede) as a fortified city in
521BC. It seems that Daniel’s presence in Susa was a case of visionary
transportation corresponding with the prophet Ezekiel’s visionary
experience (Ezek. 1:1). Although set in the reign of Belshazzar the
deliberate transposition of the vision to Susa points beyond the
Babylonian Empire and even beyond Medo-Persia to the emergence of
the Seleucid Empire.
There is general consensus on the interpretation of the vision with the
Ram representing Persia (Medo-Persia)5 and the he-goat representing
Greece. Persia was thought of as under the control of the zodiacal sign
Note the emphasis on the unequal height of the ram horns (Dan. 8:3)
denoting the composite and unequal nature of the Medo-Persian
relationship, although they are one entity the parts remain
distinguishable.
5
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of Aires6 (Ram) and Greece, together with the subsequent GreekSyrian offshoot, shared the zodiacal sign of Capricorn (Goat). This is
fitting as Antiochus Epiphanes desecration of the Sanctuary is depicted
as an attack against the “host” (stars). The sanctuary, like the tabernacle
before it symbolized the in-dwelling presence of God (shekina) and
therefore it is appropriate to depict the earthly assault against the
sanctuary in cosmic terms – the nations were, after all, administered by
an angelic host – and the “little horn” (like Sennacherib before him)
exalts himself to “heaven” in order to challenge God himself. In
actuality the assault by Antiochus Epiphanes (god manifest) should be
understood as a declaration of “holy war” in the same way that the
refusal by Pharaoh (a “god”) to release Israel resulted in a contest
between the ‘gods’ of Egypt and Yahweh the God of Israel.
The prelude of the vision that introduces Antiochus is to an extent
self-interpreting and painted with large brush strokes – the he-goat
with the “notable horn” (Dan. 8:5) is obviously Alexander the Great
succeeded by “four notable ones”(Dan. 8:8) another obvious reference
to the four kingdoms into which Alexander’s Empire split.7 The vision
then focuses on the desecrations caused by the “little horn” (Antiochus
Epiphanes), which has already been introduced in Daniel 7:
Daniel 7:25-27 (JPS):8
25. And he shall speak words against the
Most High, and shall wear out the saints of
the Most High; and he shall think to change
the seasons and the law; and they shall be
The name Ulay (Dan. 8:2) is similar to the Hebrew word for ram; on
the battle march the Persians carried a gold ram’s head (according to
fourth century A.D. Ammianus Marcellinus 10.1)
6

“The Successors” (Diadochi) of Alexander ensued before the
Hellenistic world settled into four stable power blocks: the Ptolemaic
kingdom of Egypt, the Seleucid Empire in the east, the kingdom of
Pergamon in Asia minor, and Macedon.
7

The translation offered here is from the Jewish Publication Society
OT (1917)
8

Ch.12: Antiochus

given into his hand until a time and times
and half a time. 26. But the judgment shall
sit, and his dominions shall be taken away,
to be consumed and to be destroy unto the
end. 27. And the kingdom and the
dominion, and the greatness of the
kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall be
given to the people of the saints of the Most
High; their kingdom is an everlasting
kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and
obey them.
Daniel 8:9-14(JPS):
9. And out of one of them came forth a little
horn, which waxed exceeding great, toward
the south, and toward the east, and toward
the beauteous land.
10. And it waxed great, even to the host of
heaven; and some of the host and of the
stars it cast down to the ground, and
trampled upon them. 11. Yea, it magnified
itself, even to the prince of the host; and
from him the continual burnt-offering was
taken away, and the place of his sanctuary
was cast down.
12. And the host was given over to it
together with the continual burnt-offering
through transgression; and it cast down
truth to the ground, and it wrought, and
prospered. 13. Then I heard a holy one
speaking; and another holy one said unto
that certain one who spoke: ‘How long shall
be the vision concerning the continual
burnt-offering, and the transgression that
causes appalment, to give both the sanctuary
and the host to be trampled under foot?’
14. And he said unto me: ‘Unto two
thousand and three hundred evenings and
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mornings; then shall the sanctuary be
victorious.’
This series of events starts with the casting down of the host and is
followed by the taking away of the daily and finally the casting
down of the sanctuary. The Jews themselves understood this to be
the fulfilment of the prophecy, as recorded by Josephus:
‘(272) Daniel wrote that he saw these visions
in the plain of Susa; and he hath informed
us that God interpreted the appearance of
this vision after the following manner:—He
said that the ram signified the kingdoms
of the Medes and Persians, and the
horns those kings that were to reign in
them; and that the last horn signified the
last king and that he should exceed all the
kings in riches and glory; (273) that the hegoat signified that one should come and
reign from the Greeks, who should twice
fight with the Persian, and overcome him in
battle, and should receive his entire
dominion;
(274) that by the great horn which sprang
out of the forehead of the he-goat was
meant the first king; and that the springing
up of four horns upon its falling off, and the
conversion of every one of them to the four
quarters of the earth, signified the
successors that should arise after the
death of the first king, and the partition of
the kingdom among them, and that they
should be neither his children nor of his
kindred that should reign over the habitable
earth for many years; (275) and that from
among them there should arise a certain
king that should overcome our nation
and their laws, and should take away our
political government, and should spoil
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the temple, and forbid the sacrifices to
be offered for three years’ time.(276) And
indeed it so came to pass, that our nation
suffered these things under Antiochus
Epiphanes, according to Daniel’s vision,
and what he wrote many years before they
came to pass.’
Flavius Josephus, ‘Antiquities’, book 10, chapter
10, section 4
Though the casting down of the Jewish host took place at this time, it
was not until another two years that Antiochus would commit
sacrilege:

Casting Down of the Sanctuary
1 Maccabees 1:

20. And after that Antiochus had smitten
Egypt, he returned again in the hundred
forty and third year, and went up against
Israel and Jerusalem with a great multitude,
21. And entered proudly into the
sanctuary, and took away the golden
altar, and the candlestick of light, and all
the vessels thereof, 22. And the table of
the showbread, and the pouring vessels,
and the vials, and the censers of gold, and
the veil, and the crown, and the golden
ornaments that were before the temple, all
which he pulled off.
This was part of Antiochus’ attempts to Hellenize the Jews - he was
determined to take away their identity by taking away their religion. But
this was not enough. Bereft of the temple furnishings, the Jews
continued to make their sacrifices and offerings. Whilst this continued,
Antiochus’ attempts to eradicate the Jewish identify could not succeed.
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Taking Away of the Daily

The next step was obvious - the forcible prevention of the Temple
services:
1 Maccabees 1:
29. And after two years fully expired {the
year is now the 145th year} the king sent
his chief collector of tribute unto the cities
of Juda, who came unto Jerusalem with a
great multitude…44. For the king had sent
letters by messengers unto Jerusalem and
the cities of Juda that they should follow the
strange laws of the land, 45. And forbid
burnt offerings, and sacrifice, and drink
offerings, in the temple; and that they
should profane the Sabbaths and festival
days:
This was the taking away of the daily which had been prophesied by
Daniel. Josephus bears witness that this was indeed the time that the
daily was taken away:
‘Now it came to pass after two years in the
hundred and forty-fifth year, on the
twenty-fifth day of that month which is
by us called Chasleu, and by the
Macedonians Apelleus, in the hundred and
fifty-third olympiad, that the king came up
to Jerusalem, and, pretending peace, he got
possession of the city by treachery…He also
emptied it of its secret treasures, and left
nothing at all remaining; and by this means
cast the Jews into great lamentation, for he
forbade them to offer those daily
sacrifices which they used to offer to
God, according to the law.’
Flavius Josephus, ‘Antiquities’, book 12, chapter 7,
section 4
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1 Maccabees 1 has the abomination set up on the altar ten days before
the removal of the daily sacrifice, although it is inconceivable that the
Jews would have continued the daily sacrifice for a further 10 days on
the ritually impure altar.
1 Maccabees 1:
54. On the 15th day of the 9th month of
the 145th year [of the kingdom of the
Greeks] king Antiochus set up the
abominable idol of desolation upon the altar
of God.

Casting Down of the Host

The casting down of the host commenced with Antiochus’ suppression
of the Jewish opposition to his rule, and his corruption of the
priesthood. The predecessor of Antiochus Epiphanes (Antiochus III)
had permitted the Jews considerable autonomy, under the leadership of
the high priest. For years there had been two parties among the Jews,
the Hasideans (supporting the traditional Jewish customs under the
high priest) and a group of radicals who wished to introduce Greek
customs.
1 Maccabees 1:
11. In those days went there out of Israel
wicked men, who persuaded many, saying,
Let us go and make a covenant with the
heathen that are round about us: for since
we departed from them we have had much
sorrow. 12. So this device pleased them well.
13. Then certain of the people were so
forward herein, that they went to the king,
who gave them licence to do after the
ordinances of the heathen: 14. Whereupon
they built a place of exercise at Jerusalem
according to the customs of the heathen: 15.
And made themselves uncircumcised, and
forsook the holy covenant, and joined
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themselves to the heathen, and were sold to
do mischief.
In the year 172 BC (Seleucidae 141), certain of the Hasideans had
protested against the Greek customs introduced, and insisted that the
priesthood was corrupt (this was no idle charge, since the current
priest, a Hellenized Jew called Jason, had bought the priesthood from
Antiochus). In response, Antiochus suppressed the Jewish opposition,
and appointed Melenaus (another Hellenized Jew), as high priest. In
return, Melenaus permitted Antiochus to enter Jerusalem and plunder
the temple. Syrian soldiers crushed resistance, breaking down houses
and city walls. It was the casting down of the Jewish host - both the
priesthood and the military power of the Jews. Jewish history dates the
beginning of the Antiochene persecution from this time.

Cleansing the Sanctuary

(The Feast of Lights or, Hanukkah on the 25th day of the 9th month)
The news was reported to Antiochus:
1 Maccabees 6:
5. Then some one came to him in Persia and
reported that the armies which had gone
into the land of Judah had been routed; 6.
That Lysias had gone first with a strong
force, but had turned and fled before the
Jews; that the Jews had grown strong from
the arms, supplies, and abundant spoils
which they had taken from the armies they
had cut down; (RSV)
In that same year, the daily sacrifice was restored, the abomination of
desolation taken down, and the sanctuary cleansed:
1 Maccabees 6:
7. That they had torn down the
abomination which he had erected upon
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the altar in Jerusalem; and that they had
surrounded the sanctuary with high walls as
before, and also Beth-zur, his city. (RSV)
1 Maccabees 4:
52. Early in the morning on the twentyfifth day of the ninth month, which is the
month of Chislev, in the one hundred and
forty-eighth year, 53. they rose and offered
sacrifice, as the law directs, on the new altar
of burnt offering which they had built. 54.
At the very season and on the very day that
the Gentiles had profaned it, it was
dedicated with songs and harps and lutes
and cymbals. (RSV)
Josephus records each element of the fulfilled prophecy - the host no
longer underfoot but victorious, the restoration of the daily sacrifice,
and the cleansing of the sanctuary:
‘When, therefore, the generals of
Antiochus’s armies had been beaten so
often, Judas assembled the people together,
and told them, that after these many
victories which God had given them, they
ought to go up to Jerusalem, and purify
the temple, and offer the appointed
sacrifices…
…so he chose out some of his soldiers, and
gave them order to fight against those
guards that were in the citadel, until he
should have purified the temple. When
therefore he had carefully purged it, and
had brought in new vessels, the candlestick,
the table, and the altar, which were made of
gold, he hung up the veils at the gates, and
added doors to them. So on the five and
twentieth day of the month Casleu,
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which the Macedonians call Apelleus,
they lighted the lamps that were on the
candlestick, and offered incense upon the
altar, and laid the loaves upon the table, and
offered burnt offerings upon the new
altar.’
Flavius Josephus, ‘Antiquities’, book 12, chapter 7,
section 6
The “daily” or continual sacrifice (dymt; tāmīd) was offered twice a
day. Therefore 2,300 sacrifices were omitted. For a period of 1,150
days the evening and morning offerings were unable to be made;
And he said unto me: ‘Unto two thousand
and three hundred evenings and mornings;
then shall the sanctuary be victorious.’ (Dan.
8:14)9

The key dates are:

143: Antiochus enters Jerusalem, takes away the Temple furniture
145: (15th Chislev) - Abomination is set up.
145: (25th Chislev) - Antiochus forbids the sacrifices, taking away
the daily
148: (25th Chislev) - daily sacrifice restored, and the sanctuary is
cleansed, ending the 2,300 evenings and mornings

First and Second Maccabees employ Seleucid dating - under the
Seleucid system of dating, a fixed year became the basis for continuous
dating for the first time in the Middle East. After the death of
The translation offered here is from the Jewish Publication Society
OT (1917): the Greek and Latin versions mistakenly read 2,300 days
and this followed by many translations including the KJV and NKJ.
9
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Alexander his generals divided his empire, and the area of Syria and
eastward eventually fell to Seleucus Nikator. The year chosen was the
year of entry of Seleucus into Babylon, 311 BC according to the
Mesopotamian reckoning and 312 BC according to the Syrians.10 This
date becomes year one of the Seleucid era. Before this time, dating had
been only according to the regnal years of the ruling monarch (e.g.,
“fourth year of Darius”). Bickerman notes, “[T]hat after Alexander’s
conquest of the Persian Empire, the Macedonian calendar came to be
widely used by the Greeks in the East, though in Egypt it was
supplanted by the Egyptian year at the end of the 3rd century BC. The
Seleucids, from the beginning, adapted the Macedonian year to the
Babylonian 19-year cycle………In the classical age and later, the
months, named after festivals of the city, began in principle with the
New Moon. The lunar year of 12 months and about 354 days was to be
matched with the solar year by inserting an extra month every other
year. The Macedonians used this system as late as the 3rd century
BC….After the conquest of Jerusalem (587 BC), the Babylonians
introduced their cyclic calendar and the reckoning of their regnal years
from Nisanu 1, about the spring equinox. The Jews now had a finite
calendar year with a New Year’s Day, and they adopted the Babylonian
month names, which they continue to use. From 587 BC until AD 70,
the Jewish civil year was Babylonian, except for the period of
Alexander the Great and the Ptolemies (332–200 BC), when the
Macedonian calendar was used”. 11
The Babylonians based their calendar on observation of the crescent
moon. The Babylonians finally systematized a strictly lunar calendar
with a 19 year cycle and the distribution of intercalary months to
synchronize with the seasons (e.g., with the solar year). Luckenbill 12
The Syrian Greeks began their new year in the fall, and his year 1 is
dated from the prior fall on Dios 1, 312 BC.
10

E. J. Bickerman, Calendars, (Encyclopaedia Britannica, EnWiki.NET
online@ (cited Dec. 2009) http://www.enwiki.net/wiki/eb/817/
11

D. D. Luckenbill, The Babylonian Calendar,(The University of
Chicago Press,1918),140
12
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comments; “Before the eighth century B.C. the intercalation of a
thirteenth month did not follow any recognized astronomical principle,
but beginning with the era of Nabonassar (February 26, 747 B.C.) the
year was so arranged that the first of Nisan always followed the
equinox (vernal). By the sixth century we find the cycle of nineteen
years of 235 months. Of these, twelve were common years and seven
embolismic years. The nineteen-year cycle was perfected little by little,
and beginning with 367 B.C. the order of the embolismic years in the
cycle was fixed. The years 3,6,8,11,14, and 19 had a second Adar, the
year 17 a second Ulul”. Goldingay (Word, 310) observes, “[T]hat
various calendars were in use in the seer’s day.13 The Babylonians used
a lunar calendar that produced a year of 354 days, the Essenes a solar
calendar of 364 days, the Hellenistic regimes a luni-solar one of 360
days; in each case the calendar was corrected to the true length of the
solar year-just over 365 days- by intercalating months. Evidence of
familiarity with all three calendars has been found in the O.T......They
[the periods in Daniel] most straightforwardly fit the luni-solar calendar
(e.g., Beckwith, RevQ 10 [1979-81] 377-8], but they can be understood
in the light of other systems”.
The sanctuary was rededicated and the daily sacrifice restored on
Hanukkah (Seleucid 148), which, according to 1 Macc 4:54 was on the
same day that it was profaned three years earlier in Seleucid 145. This
would make the interval when the “daily” was absent 10 days less than
the 1,150 days of Daniel, however, 1 Macc 1:54 seems to correct for
this deficiency by dating the installation of the abomination on the altar
10 days prior to the cessation of the daily. It is unlikely that sacrifices
were offered on the altar once it was defiled by the “abomination”.
If we assume that we are dealing with a 360 day year of exactly 30
days14, then this would equate with a period of 1,150 days:
Of course this is only true if Daniel was written after the Greek
conquest of the Middle East – if it was written earlier in the Persian
period (during the reign of Darius) then a form of the
Babylonian/Jewish calendar would have been employed.
13

This is indicated by Dan. 7:25 “time and times and half a time”
which is repeated in Dan. 12:7 and equates with 1,260 days if a 360 day
year is employed. The meaning of “time, times, and half a time” is
14
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From 9-15-145
to the end of
145 in an
intercalary year

Year
146

(15+30+30+30+30) + 360 +

Year 147
(Intercalary)

390 +

From the start of
year 148 to
9-25-148

{(30x8) +25 = 265}

Total = 1,150 days
If the profanation of the temple occurred on Hanukkah (Seleucid 145)
during an intercalary year and was followed by a further two intercalary
years, then the rededication of the temple in the fourth (regular) year
would be 1,150 days later on Hanukkah (Seleucid 148). However, if,
Seleucid 148 was also an intercalary year then the 1,260 days would
terminate in the feast of Purim15 and the 1,290 days in Passover. This
quite clearly three and one-half years. According to Archer, “The word
for ‘times’ may originally have been intended as a dual (mo’adayim, ‘two
years’)”. Archer, Gleason L., Jr., Daniel: The Expositor’s Bible
Commentary, volume 7, (ed., F. E. Gaebelein & R. P. Polcyn. Grand
Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 155
From 9-15-145 to Purim in Seleucid 148 (13-15-148 intercalary =360
+15) = 1,260 days. In the case of a leap year, Purim takes place in the
13th month, Adar II, while a minor holiday, Purim Katan, (Little
Purim) takes place in the twelfth month Adar I. The little-known, yet
important holiday of Purim Katan takes place seven times in the course
of the 19-year cycle. Purim is celebrated on the 14th and 15th of the
month. The Purim feast dates are systemized as follows: 13 Adar (II in
leap years) - Fast of Esther – on 11 Adar when the 13th falls on
Shabbat - (Fast Day) 14 Adar (II in leap years) – Purim; 14 Adar I
(does not exist in non-leap years) - Purim Katan; 15 Adar (II in leap
15
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seems to confirm that at the very least chapter 8 of Daniel is of later
provenance and therefore composed during the Greek era. However,
closer consideration raises a number of problems. Firstly, it is unlikely
that a period of four years would coincide with three intercalary years –
because once the order of the embolismic years in the cycle was fixed it
was only possible to have two such years in a period of four years.
Secondly, we would expect a Maccabean era author to employ a 354
day Jewish/Macedonian/Babylonian year and not a 360 day year with
months of exactly 30 days. A year of 360 days (12x30) belongs to an
earlier era in the development of the Babylonian calendar. The
Babylonian year apparently consisted originally of 12 months of 30
days, but sometimes made use of sightings of the crescent moon to
name the beginning of a month. Under Nabonassar (747-734 BC), a
fixed-length month of 30 days was used. The Babylonians finally
systematized a strictly lunar calendar which began with the first visible
crescent moon around 500 BC.
When reviewing Goldstein’s work on 1 Maccabees Saldarini
comments; “1 and 2 Maccabees contain a host of historical problems
and contradictions caused by obscurity of dates, biases of authors, gaps
in essential information and the diverse literary forms of the
documents. Goldstein’s method is based on two assumptions (a) that
propogandic historians (the authors of 1 and 2 Maccabees/Jason of
Cyrene) lie only when it is to their advantage and only when there is a
small danger of being exposed; (b) that the author of 2 Maccabees
(hereafter understood to include Jason of Cyrene) and Josephus, too,
knew and were attempting to verify in detail the prophecies of Daniel
in their accounts of the revolt......Conflicts in dating are shown to result
years) - Shushan Purim - celebration of Purim in walled cities existing
during the time of Joshua the post-exilic high priest. Interestingly,
Purim is closely associated with the Maccabee victory known as Yom
Nicanor on 13 Adar 161 B.C., when the Maccabees defeated the
Syrian General Nicanor in a battle fought four years after the
Maccabee’s liberation of Judea and the cleansing and dedication of the
temple of Hanukkah. The 1,260 and 1,335 days also link the feasts of
Purim and Hanukkah with the date when Nehemiah completed the
wall of Jerusalem (Neh. 6:15).
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from one or another ancient author’s attempt to arrange events
sequentially which were already chronologically obscure to him”.16
The history in Maccabees is tendentious and influenced by Daniel. This
exegesis proposes that the Jewish Festal calendar17 forms the basis of
the time periods in Daniel and these periods formed a convenient
framework for the Maccabean histories. Although the Maccabees
institutionalized the feast of Hanukkah (lights) it was not originally a
Maccabean feast as it is already anticipated by the prophet Haggai
(Hag. 2:19) and parallels the restoration of temple worship symbolised
by the visionary experience of ‘lights’ by the prophet Zechariah (Zech.
4:11-14). Therefore the embryonic form of Hanukkah would have
been known by Daniel if he was alive during the reign of Darius
Hystaspis, making him a contemporary of the prophets Haggai and
Zechariah. If this is correct the possibility exits of a 1,150 day interval
between Hanukkah in year one and Hanukkah in year four. 18
Moreover, the 1,150 days is already the interval between the fast that
commemorates the destruction of the temple in year one and the Day
of Atonement in year four of the Jewish calendar.

A. Goldstein, I Maccabees: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary, (Garden City: Doubleday, 1976) reviewed by
Anthony J. Saldarini in the Journal of Biblical Literature, (Vol., 97, No.
2, pub. The Society of Biblical Literature, Jun., 1978), 288-289
16

17

See chapter 14: Time Periods in Daniel

This is counted from the day before Hanukkah (Hag. 2:19) and is
only possible if three of the four years are embolismic years
(118+385+385+262 – see Appendix 2 Chapter 9: The calendar for
the Jewish year). Until the fifth century B.C. the calendar was fully
observational, but beginning about 499 B.C. the months began to be
regulated by a luni-solar cycle of 19 years. The order of the embolismic
years in the cycle was not yet fixed in the Persian period and it is
therefore possible that consecutive embolismic years were sometimes
used if the seasons were late.
18
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Objections to Antiochus Epiphanes considered
1. Antiochus was not a horn. A horn of a beast is never taken
for a single person, but signifies a new kingdom. The “four
horns” of the He-goat were “four kingdoms” (Daniel 8:22).
Answer: The “notable horn” of Dan. 8:5 is clearly Alexander
the Great, indicating that “horns” can denote individuals.
Nevertheless it is possible that individuals represent nations
such as the lion who represents the kingdom of Babylon and
the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 7:4). The little
“horn”speaks and has a “stout” (i.e. arrogant) look (Dan. 7:8,
11, 25), characteristics that indicate that we are dealing with a
particular individual rather than a kingdom.
2.

Antiochus did not rise after “ten kings” (Dan. 7:6). It is
impossible to find three kings whom Antiochus plucked up.
(Dan. 7:8, 24). Answer: Although no consensus exists as to
whether Alexander should be included as the first king or on
the identity of the last two or three kings, the majority view is
that the first seven kings are from the Seleucid dynasty
(Seleucus I, Antiochus I, Antiochus II, Seleucus II, Seleucus
III, Antiochus III, Seleucus IV), for the remaining “three” that
are “uprooted” the most reasonable hypotheses supposes
kings or claimants to the throne whom Epiphanes supplanted.
When Antiochus III died, Epiphanes was only fourth in line
for the throne, being preceded by his brother Seleucus IV and
the latter’s sons, Antiochus and Demetrius.19 Seleucus was
murdered by Heliodorus, and Demetrius was taken to Rome
as a hostage. Although evidence can only be found for
Epiphanes murdering the young Antiochus his unconventional
rise to power suggests that he had a hand in neutralising or
outmanoeuvring the rightful claimants.

Plöger also identifies the three uprooted horns with Seleucus IV and
his sons but excludes Alexander and makes up the number ten by
including Antiochus Hierax, brother of Seleucus II. Otto Plöger, Das
Buch Daniel, (KAT 18; Gütersloh:Mohn,1965),116-117
19
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3. Antiochus did not “wax exceeding great”. Antiochus was
weak and was tributary to the Romans. Antiochus certainly did
not wax “exceeding great towards the south” (Dan. 8:9). His
march to the “south” to Egypt was stopped by the mere word
of an unarmed Roman ambassador. When Antiochus said he
would think about the Roman’s demand the Roman drew a
circle in the sand around Antiochus and told him he could do
his thinking within the circle. Antiochus turned and retreated.
He was forced out of Egypt by an unarmed representative of
Rome. He was later routed by the Jews. To apply this
prophecy of a world power a super power which waxed
“exceeding great towards the south” to this cruel but weak
creature appears to be the height of folly and is advanced
merely to avoid or explain away this divine prophecy. His push
to the east resulted in his death. He certainly did not wax
“exceeding great” in that direction. Answer: The description
of the “little horn” builds to an inevitable climax in vv.9-10; he
waxes “exceeding great” to the south/east/pleasant
land/host/prince of the host. The “greatness” of the “little
horn” is not so much his military or political achievements but
his swaggering arrogance (magnified himself v.11) and pride
(whose look was more stout than his fellows, v.20). While it is
true that in 168 Roman pressure forced Antiochus to retire
from Alexandria in Egypt – previously, during what is known
as the Sixth Syrian War (170-168): Ptolemy VI Philometor,
who was too young to rule, attacked the Seleucid Empire.
Antiochus IV built a navy (against the terms of the Peace of
Apamea) and conquered Cyprus and large parts of Egypt and
presented himself as protector of Ptolemy VI against his
relatives Ptolemy VIII Euergetes Physcon and Cleopatra II. In
165 Antiochus campaigned to the east and captured Artaxias
the capital of Armenia. Antiochus IV Epiphanes also started a
Greek colonizing policy in Babylon.20 Although Antiochus

The Babylonian Chronicle concerning the Greek Community in
Babylon (“Greek Community Chronicle”; BCHP 14) is one of the
historiographical texts from ancient Babylonia. It is important because
20
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was not a super-power he was an important regional power
particularly from a Jewish perspective. Antiochus’ expansion to
the south obviously exercised Jewish minds and is recorded in
chapter 11. Antiochus was aggressive, intolerant and arrogant
and above all he interfered in Jewish religious affairs.
Antiochus IV Epiphanes assumed divine epithets, which no
other Hellenistic king had done, such as Theos Epiphanes
(God Manifest) and after his defeat of Egypt, Nikephoros
(Bearer of Victory). But his often eccentric behaviour,
capricious actions and even insanity led some of his
contemporaries to call him Epimanes (The Mad One), a word
play on his title Epiphanes.

An End not the End
The judgement scenes in Daniel 7 and 8 are often understood as
depicting the end of history. However, caution is required as the vision
is proleptic. The assault that Antiochus launched against the temple is
couched in symbolic language; “some of the host and of the stars it
cast down to the ground” and the response is a theophany – a coming
in judgement, an end to wrath not the end of history.
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. (Dan. 8:19)
The Old Greek version reads; “it remains for the hour of the time of
fulfilment” and the Vulgate “for the time has its end” and the Syriac,
“at the time of the end”. Goldingay (1989:199,fn.19.b-b) offers the
translation – “at a set moment an end will come”, Goldingay notes
that the English Versions, the MT accents and the Greek translation as
published in Ralph’s Septuaginta take as a construct “it will be for the
time of the end” parallel to #qe (qëc) “end” t[e (`ët) “time” in v.17.
But that clause has !Az*x'h, (heHäzôn) “vision” as subject, this clause
it mentions how the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes settled
Greeks in Babylon.

Ch.12: Antiochus

would lack an equivalent which is supplied for the Theodotion.21
Daniel 8:17 does indeed refer to “the time of the end”22 but in this case
Daniel echoes Hab 2:3 bZE+k;y> al{åw> #QEßl; x;peîy"w> d[eêAMl; ‘!Azx' dA[Ü yKi
which the RSV translates as “For still the vision awaits its time; it
hastens to the end, it will not lie”.
However, Collins23 notes that, “a strong case can be made for reading
dw[ [still] as d[ “witness” and taking xpy as “testify.”24 The notion of
testimony is compatible with the allusion in Daniel, although the
reading dw[ is confirmed at Dan 11:35. The passage from Habakkuk is
cited at Qumran, 1QpHab 7:5-6: “For there is yet (dw[) a vision
concerning the appointed time. It testifies (xypy) to the end (#ql) and
it will not deceive.25 The interpretation given by the pesher is “that the
last time (!wdxah #qh) will be prolonged and will be greater than
anything of which the prophets speak.” The pesher qualifies #q by
!wdxah, an indication that #q in itself does not necessarily connote a
final ending”.
21

kairou/ pe,raj h` o[rasij (the vision is yet for an appointed time)

Daniel 8:17 So he came near where I stood, and when he came I
was afraid and fell on my face; but he said to me, “Understand, son of
man, that the vision refers to the time of the end.”
22

John J. Collins, Daniel: Hermeneia, A Critical and Historical
Commentary on the Bible, (Fortress Press: Minneapolis, 1993), 337
including footnotes.
23

Biblical Hebrew x;WP, “breathe”: but the root appears in Ugaritic in
the sense of “testify” (Dahood, Psalms, 2.169). See J. Gerald Janzen
(“Habakkuk 2:2-4,” HTR 73[1980]53-78), who translates “For the
vision is a witness to a rendezvous, a testifier to the end – it does not
lie.” (Hermeneia,337 fn.87)
24

See Horgan, Pesharim, 38, Williams H. Brownlee (The Midrash Pesher
of Habakkuk [SBLMS 24: Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979]114-15
translates “at the end it will speak.” (Hermeneia,337 fn.88)
25
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The difference can be schematically represented as follows:

Critical View

Dan 7-9

Dan 7-8

Antiochene
Crisis

Antiochene
Crisis
Eschatalogical
Crisis

Proposed
View
Dan 9

Roman
Crisis

Conclusion
The “little horn” of Daniel 7 is the same as the “little horn” of Daniel 8
– in both instances the “little horn” represents Antiochus Epiphanes.
However, as Antiochus Epiphanes becomes a caricature of arrogance,
deceit and religious persecution he functions as an archetypical villain –
one who depicts the eschatological enemy. Daniel 9 spans 490 years of
desolations and therefore has relevance to the Antiochene crisis and the
Roman crisis with both events typifying the eschatological crisis.
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Chapter 13

The Daily and the Abomination
The “abomination” of Dan. 9:27 is usually linked with the removal of
the “daily” or continual sacrifice (dymt; tāmīd) of Daniel 8:12-13.
Although the interpretation of the phrase “abomination of desolation”
is still debated in scholarly circles (some of the proposals will be
examined anon) all suggestions rest on the historical context of the
Antiochene crisis. The earliest extra-biblical interpretation of the
phrase “abomination of desolation” (or desolating sacrilege) is found in
1 Macc. 1:54 where it references the disruption of the daily sacrifice by
Antiochus Epiphanes. However, the Antiochene crisis did not exhaust
the interpretation of the “abomination” as the phrase was applied by
Christ as a sign of the imminent destruction of Jerusalem.
The critical view interprets Daniel chs.7-9 against the background of
the Antiochene crisis. Daniel chs.7-8 can be treated as a unit as both
visions are dated to Belshazzar’s reign and Daniel 8:1 references the
previous vision in Daniel ch.7 - moreover both visions focus on the
devastations wrought by the “little horn”. However, the case for
regarding Daniel ch.9 as belonging together with Daniel ch.7-8 is
considerably weaker. It is often assumed that disruption of the daily
sacrifice (Dan. 8:9-14) and the introduction of the “abomination of
desolation” (Dan. 9:27) are linked and this is encouraged by a number
of parallels between both prophecies. This is further supported by the
fact that chapters 8 and 9 employ Jeremiah’s writings, thus
demonstrating inner biblical correspondence. Nevertheless, similar
language does not necessarily imply that the same event is being
described – if different events share similar subject matter they will
naturally share similar vocabulary and echo the same prophetic texts
(such as Jeremiah).
The exegesis presented here proposes a disjunction between chapters
7-8 and chapter 9. Similar to the critical view, the crisis in Daniel ch.7-8
is identified with the Antiochene desecration of the temple. In contrast
with the critical view the Seventy Prophecy of Daniel 9 is understood
as anticipating the first century Roman crisis and destruction of the
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temple.1 Despite the Antiochene desecration and the Roman
destruction occurring some 235 years apart, the parallels between the
prophecies of chapters 7-8 with chapter 9 can be explained by the
focus of both prophecies on the disruption of the cult. The similarities
between the two prophecies probably encouraged the additions that we
find in the various translations (here we think particularly of the OG)
which attempt to identify Daniel 9 with the Antiochene crisis.
While the influence of Jeremiah on the prophecy of Daniel 9 is
generally recognised the same cannot be said for Daniel 8. The Seer
was “astonished (šmm) at the vision (of chapter 8), but none
understood it” (RV “but there was none to make it understood”).
Daniel was ‘astonished’– the prophet Jeremiah uses the same word2 to
describe the apostasy of the people: “My people hath changed their
glory for that which doth not profit (idols). Be astonished, (šmm) O
ye heavens, at this, and be horribly afraid, be ye very desolate, saith the
Lord. For my people have committed two evils; they have forsaken me
the fountain of living waters, and hewed them out cisterns, broken
cisterns that can hold no water” (Jer.2:12,13 KJV). “And it shall come
to pass at that day, saith the Lord, that the heart of the king shall
perish, and the heart of the princes; and the priests shall be
astonished, (šmm) and the prophets shall wonder. Then said I, Ah
Lord God! Surely thou hast greatly deceived this people and Jerusalem,
saying, Ye shall have peace; (cf. by peace shall he destroy many,
Dan.8:25) whereas the sword reacheth unto the soul” (Jer.4:9, 10 KJV).
“…to make their land desolate, and a perpetual hissing; every one that
passeth thereby shall be astonished, (šmm) and wag his head”
(Jer.18:16 KJV). The Seer declares (Dan. 8:27) that “None
The Seventy Prophecy is only partially fulfilled by the events of AD
70. The reader is referred to chapters 16, 17 and 18 for the exegesis of
this complex prophecy.
1

2

The verb šmm (~mev') occurs ca. 28x in the OT denoting the sense of
revulsion or astonishment when confronted with the results of divine
judgment and/or desolation (the source of the sense of revulsion or
awe often marked by the preposition ‘l as in Daniel 8:27.
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understood it” (the vision) – The same word3 is employed by
Jeremiah: “And I will make Jerusalem heaps, and a den of dragons, and
I will make the cities of Judah desolate without inhabitant. Who is the
wise man, that may understand this? and who is he to whom the
mouth of the Lord hath spoken, that he may declare it, for what the
land perisheth and is burned up like a wilderness, so that none passeth
through? And the Lord said, because they have forsaken my law…”
(Jer.9:11-13 KJV). Daniel who was wiser than all the ‘wise’ men of
Babylon understood – “none of the wicked shall understand; but
the wise shall understand” (Dan.12:10).
The verb šmm (~mev') which denotes the astonishment or desolation
(horror) brought on by the vision (Dan. 8:27) is in some way related to
the term that describes the desolation of chapter 9 (of course this does
not mean that chapter 8 is describing the same incident as chapter 9).
Significantly, when prophesying the seventy year captivity Jeremiah4
echoes Leviticus; “I will bring the land to desolation (šmm), and your
enemies who dwell in it shall be astonished (šmm) at it” (Lev. 26:32).
In Daniel šmm occurs 4x in reference to the happeša šömëm, the
desolating rebellion (Dan. 8:13); or šiqqûc šömëm, the desolating
abomination (Dan. 12:11; me šömëm in 9:27; 11:31).
Johan Lust5 discusses the construction in Dan. 9:27 and admits that the
Hebrew is grammatically difficult and the LXX probably reflects the
The verb Byn (!yB) occurs 22x in Daniel. In the vision accounts it
becomes a technical word for understanding visions. Dan. 1:4, 17; 8:5,
16f, 21, 23, 27; 9:2, 22f; 10:1, 11f, 14; 11:30, 33, 37, 45; 12:8, 10; Jer.
2:10; 4:22; 7:5; 9:11, 16; 23:20; 25:16, 27; 30:24; 34:18f; 39:4; 48:45;
49:7; 52:7.
3

And this whole land shall be a desolation and astonishment (šmm),
and these nations shall serve the king of Babylon seventy years. (Jer
25:11)
4

Johan Lust, Cult and Sacrifice in Daniel the Tamid and the Abomination of
Desolation, in idem The Book of Daniel: Composition and Reception,
5
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Hebrew status constructus. The difficulty of the expression accounts for
the different renditions in the translations which are often interpretive
paraphrases. Is it abomination of desolation or abomination of the desolator or
the abomination that causes desolation i.e., the desolating abomination?

What is the abomination?
According to the critical view the removal of the daily sacrifice in
chapter 8 and the setting up of the abomination of desolation in
chapter 9 describe the same events. The liberal view attributes both of
these desecrations to Antiochus Epiphanes and regards the term
abomination of desolation as a dysphemism.6 Following this
proposal the vowels for “heavens”(šämëm) were re-pointed to
šömëm, “desolating” to form a derogatory pun on the divine epithet
Ba‘al šämëm, Lord of the heavens, this being the Hebrew equivalent
for the Greek idol of Zeus Olympios, to whom Antiochus dedicated
the temple (2 Macc. 6:2). Replacing Ba‘al, Lord, with šiqqûc,
abomination (or haPPeša, rebellion). It is not an unknown practice for
the Jews to alter names in this fashion7 and it is possible that this
reflects the bias of Maccabean era copyists, but was this the intent of
the original author?

Vol.,2, (ed., J.J. Collins, P.W. Flint, Brill, Boston:Leiden,2002, 671688),685
Dysphemism is the substitution of a harsh, disparaging, or unpleasant
expression for a more neutral one. Dysphemy is related to
“blasphemy,” but is less focused in scope, and therefore not directly
synonymous.
6

The name of Merib-Baal (Baal is my advocate) was changed to
Mephibosheth (exterminating the idol). Interestingly, Johan Lust
(2002:676) notes that if Böšet was known as a dyphemism for
Baal…….one might expect to find the term as a substitute for Ba‘al in
a contemptuous deformation of the Phoenician deity Baal-samem,
rather than finding only its vowels in a deformation of ~mv (šämëm).
7
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In his well argued article Johan Lust examines the various scholarly
proposals for the ‘abomination’ including the case for a statute or the
introduction of an astral cult based on a meteorite (idol). Lust
concludes that there is no good reason to interpret the phrase as a
contemptuous deformation of Baal [i.e. as a dysphemism] as in several
other passages the term stands for pagan gods, without being a
deformation of their name. Lust suggests that it refers to heathen
sacrifices; “The relevant texts in Daniel as well as in 1 Maccabees and
Josephus suggest that the “abomination” is a sacrifice replacing the
Tamid [daily sacrifice], or the altar upon which this sacrifice was
offered. Daniel and perhaps Josephus when he does not follow 1
Maccabees, seems to plead in favour of the first view, and 1 Maccabees
in favour of the second”.8
Although Johan Lust’s conclusion that the ‘abomination’ is somehow
linked to the sacrifice and/or the altar is plausible it does not
automatically follow that the Antiochene desecration of the altar was
the inspiration for the prophecy. According to liberal scholarship the
prophecy was composed just before, or during the Antiochene crisis,
which accounts for the historical accuracy but also explains why
Daniel’s time periods are (sic) slightly out. In this view the author
expected that the persecution would soon end and wrote ‘resistance
literature’ in the guise of a pseudographic apocalypse – the ‘end’ was
anticipated but still fuzzy – which is why the prophecy graduates from
historical realism to optimistic idealism.
The ‘abomination of desolation’ and removal of the ‘daily’ is not
inspired by Antiochus’ actions but by the actions of Manasseh. In
Jeremiah 15:4 the prophet records that God; “.....will hand them over
to trouble, to all kingdoms of the earth, because of Manasseh the
son of Hezekiah, king of Judah, for what he did in Jerusalem”.
The desolation and exile that Jeremiah predicts is therefore a direct
consequence of Manasseh’s behaviour. Manasseh was twelve years old
when he ascended to the throne after the premature death of his father
Hezekiah. His policy was reactionary and he deliberately sabotaged the
reformation that his father had set in motion. One can speculate that
his actions were motivated by resentment and anger directed at
8

Idem, (2002: 687)
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Yahweh. His name (which probably does not reflect his ascension
name) means “forgetting my father’s house” and is a negative
assessment of his reign. Amongst other things Manasseh deliberately
subverted the cult by erecting altars in the temple courts (2 Kings
21:5) and installing an idol (2 Kings 21:7) he also polluted Jerusalem
with innocent blood (according to rabbinic legend he had Isaiah
murdered). Manasseh’s reign ends with repentance and restoration.
Manasseh is typical of those who reject Yahweh and commit apostasy.
During the Ezra-Nehemiah reformation a corrupt priest also called
(renamed) Manasseh was expelled from the Jerusalem priesthood. He
founded a rival priesthood and Samaritan temple on Mt Gerizim.
Although Antiochus was an external aggressor a corrupt Jewish elite
(including elements of the priesthood) supported his policy of enforced
Hellenism. While recognising that Daniel chs. 7-8 (not Daniel ch. 9)
has an application to the Antiochene crisis the theory that the prophecy
was inspired by that crisis is rejected.

Conclusion

The removal of the “daily” sacrifice (Dan. 8:12-13) and the
“abomination” (Dan. 9:27) are separate incidents that share a common
motif – desecration of the Sanctuary and deliberate provocation of
Yahweh by sacrilegious behaviour. It is fitting that the visions of
Daniel chs. 7-8 are dated to Belshazzar’s reign because he committed
sacrilege with the temple vessels.
Leviticus warned that disobedience would result in enforced Sabbath
rest for the land - the subsequent desolation (šmm) of the land would
even astonish (šmm) Israel’s enemies. In Jeremiah the enforced
Sabbath rest becomes 70 years of captivity - the heavens and the
prophets are astonished (šmm) by the apostasy and the resulting
destruction of the temple by the Babylonians. Daniel is also
desolated/astonished/horrified (šmm) by the visions of Daniel chs.7-8
because the visions depict a further desecration of the temple (the
Antiochene crisis), after the return from the 70 year captivity. But
even the desolating rebellion (hppš šmm) of Dan. 8:13, for all its
eschatological significance, is not “the end” but only a snapshot (an
apocalyptic moment) in a much longer period of desolations lasting
490 years (7x70) which climaxes in Daniel 9:26-27 with the appearance
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of a desolating abomination (me šmm) and another destruction of
the Sanctuary. However, even the Roman siege, removal of the daily
and burning of the Second Temple in 70 AD did not completely fulfil
the Seventy Prophecy of Daniel 9. Therefore, Daniel 8 should be
understood as a digression on the Greek period. It is nevertheless an
important digression establishing significant typological patterns that
are assimilated in NT eschatology.
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Chapter 14

Time Periods in Daniel
Daniel mentions the following time periods:
7:25

- Saints persecuted until a time and times and the dividing of
time (1,260 days=3½ years)

8:14

- 2,300 evenings and mornings before the sanctuary is
cleansed (1,150 days)

9:27

- Covenant confirmed for one week but sacrifice ceases in
the midst of the week (3½ years)

12:7
12:11

- Time, times and a half (power of the holy people scattered)
- 1,290 days from the removal of the daily and setting up of
the abomination

12:13 - Blessing for those who reach the 1,335 days
The exegetical approach that one adopts determines the interpretation
of the enigmatic time periods encountered in Daniel. The critical view
understands the periods as applicable to the Antiochene persecution.
However, this is problematic because the period lasted slightly less than
the anticipated 3½ years. This has led to the hypothesis that the book
of Daniel was written during the Antiochene crisis and was already in
circulation before the end of the persecution – simply stated, the
author got the anticipated end wrong and the differing periods
represent “updates” to account for the postponement of the eschaton.
Porteous1 sums up this position as follows; “The angel gives the
answer of 7.25, i.e. ‘a time, two times, and half a time’, and confirms it
with a mighty oath. A slight emendation (given by Bevan, pp. 205-6)
would give the translation ‘when the power of the oppressor of the
holy people comes to an end’, and this would probably refer to the
1

Daniel, 172
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passing of Antiochus as the sign that will be given of the coming of the
end…..As an alternative to the view taken above in the comment on
7.25 it may be suggested that the periods of 1,290 days and 1,335 days,
which are usually interpreted as successive corrections of the 1,150
days of 8.14, when the end did not come at the time originally expected
but faith rose above disappointment (so Gunkel and others), might be
regarded as marking successive stages in the events leading up to the
final climax. There is, it must be confessed, in seeing how urgent
corrections, such as these would be, could have been added to the
book that had just been issued, even though in a limited number of
copies. This would apply even to the broadsheet theory suggested
above. Of course it remains possible, though in the present writer’s
view improbable, that vv. 11 and 12 are not from the pen of the author
of the Book of Daniel at all but are glosses of some later scribe who
wished to adjust the number of days to the known facts of history. We
do not have enough data to check up on this”.
Conservative interpreters often regard the time periods as referring to
the future revelation of the “man of sin” or to the in-breaking of the
eschaton. An example of an “end time” application is the kind of
approach proposed by Seventh Day Adventist interpreters, who
understand the 2,300 evenings and mornings as 2,300 days, which are
then equated with 2,300 years. They believe that Jesus did not enter the
holiest in heaven until 1844 AD some 2,300 years after Cyrus issued his
decree to rebuild the temple. The validity of this approach is
questionable as the time period of 2,300 evenings and mornings2
concerns the “daily” (tāmīd). The tāmīd was offered every evening and
morning – twice daily and therefore the period is most certainly 1,150
days. This period is shorter than the 1,260 days of Dan. 7:25 but is
close to the actual period of the profanation of the sanctuary recorded
in I Macc.1:54, 59 and 4:52, 59 that lasted three years. Therefore the
dates find a rough correspondence with the historical facts – the
problem is that the both the desecration and restoration of the temple
and the nation occurred in stages and it is difficult to know precisely
when the days commence and terminate, although the purification at

The Greek and Latin versions mistakenly read twenty-three hundred
days.
2
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Hanukkah is certainly one termination and the death of Antiochus
another.
It is proposed that the time periods have a symbolic significance
beyond their initial historical fulfilment during the Antiochene crisis.
The time periods reflect the number of days in the Jewish Festal
Calendar reckoned from the destruction of the temple on the 9th of Ab.
The differing numbers are accounted for by the leap year cycles. The
Hebrew Calendar is a lunisolar calendar. It is a complex system, where
a year can have any of six different numbers of days in it (353, 354,
355, 383, 384, or 385) and referred to as ‘deficient, regular or complete’
and ‘common (350s) or embolismic (380s)’. On average a leap year
(383/4/5) would need to be added every three years in order for the
calendar to synchronise with the harvest seasons; in practice this meant
that sometimes no leap years were added during the three years and at
other times two leap years may have been added almost consecutively
in order to balance a calendar based on observation rather than
calculation. The table below calculates the number of days from the
destruction of the temple (9th of Ab) until a prominent feast day,
allowing for different combinations of deficient, regular and leap years:
Year
1
Days from
the 9th
of Ab
to the end
of the year
226
258
(leap year)
258
(leap year)
258
(leap year)
258
(leap year)

Year
2

Year
3

Year
4

354
355

383
385

385

Total

Feast

187
262

1,150
1,260

Atonement
Hanukkah

385

262

1,290

Hanukkah

353

384

340

1,335

Purim

354

354

355

1,335

Passover
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Year
5

14

It is surely not coincidental that from the destruction of the temple to
the feasts of Purim and Passover covers a period of 1,335 days – as
both feasts celebrate deliverance. Moreover, Hanukkah can be
calculated by two different methods delivering a period of either 1,260
or 1,290 days. That the number 1,260 is associated with the dedication
of the temple is reflected by the total weight of the vessels brought in
Numbers chapter 7 at the dedication of the tabernacle, which is 2,520
shekels (2 x 1,260). The number 1,260 is also associated with
measuring (dedicating) the temple in Revelation (11:1-3) and the feast
of Purim is also alluded to in Rev. 11:10.
Campbell produces the following relevant remark; “A persecutor of the
Jews in Russia asked a Jew what he thought the outcome would be if
the wave of persecutions continued. The Jew answered, ‘The result will
be a feast! Pharaoh tried to destroy the Jews, but the result was the
Passover. Haman attempted to destroy the Jews, but the result was the
Feast of Purim. Antiochus Epiphanes tried to destroy the Jews, but the
result was the Feast of Dedication’.” 3

Conclusion

Although the time periods in Daniel reflect the historical reality of the
Antiochene crisis they look beyond the particular and assume suprahistorical significance – they are not merely temporal markers but
symbolic eschatological signifiers of the restoration – permanently
commemorated in the Jewish Festal Calendar. The destruction of the
temple (on the 9th of Ab) and the precursor to Hanukkah (see Hag.
2:18), Passover, Atonement and possibly Purim were already known to
Daniel4 and therefore it is unnecessary to suppose that the time periods
of Daniel originated centuries later during the Antiochene crisis. This
exegesis proposes that the reverse is true, namely, that the time periods
of Daniel were already established and generally accepted when the
Antiochene crisis erupted. The Maccabees rededicated the temple on
Donald K. Campbell, Daniel: Decoder of Dreams,(Wheaton:
Scripture Press Publications, Victor Books, 1977),96
3

This exegesis proposes that Daniel was composed during the reign of
Darius the Great, when Daniel was an old man with final redaction in
the 2nd century.
4
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Hanukkah, a feast that was anticipated by the prophet Haggai, a feast
that Daniel used as the terminus for his 1,260 day period. Daniel
focuses on the fast that commemorates the destruction of the temple
as a fixed starting point for all his eschatological patterns – all of which
terminate in prominent feasts that indicate restoration and deliverance.
In some ways it became a self fulfilling prophecy for the Maccabees
would naturally understand their resistance to Antiochus as following
the predetermined eschatological pattern established by Daniel’s
prophecies. However, the fact that the time periods are based on festal
intervals indicates that they have significance beyond any specific
historical incident. Daniel looked for a three-and-a-half-year period
of tribulation at the end of time that represented the desecration and
restoration of God’s sanctuary. That sanctuary is not necessarily a
literal temple, and the fact that it found a fulfilment in the Antiochene
crisis does not exhaust the interpretation.

Ch.14: Time Periods in Daniel

Chapter 15

The Little Horn in N.T. Eschatology
The portrayal of the ungodly protagonist in N.T. eschatology is drawn
from the “little horn” of Daniel chs.7 and 8, which functions as an
archetype. A simple comparison establishes the connection:
Daniel 8
“Magnified himself to the
prince of the host and took
away the daily and the place of
his sanctuary was cast down”
(v.11).

2 Thessalonians 2
“Exalteth himself above all that is
called God, or that is worshipped;
so that he as God sitteth in the
temple of God, shewing himself
forth that he is God” (v.4).

“Cast truth down to the
ground” (v.12).

“That they might be damned who
believed not the truth” (v.12).

“His power shall be mighty but
not by his own power” (v.24).

“Whose coming is after the
working of Satan with all power
and signs and lying wonders”
(v.9).

“Shall magnify himself, and by
peace he shall destroy (corrupt)
many” (v.25).

“God sendeth them a strong
delusion, that they should believe
a lie” (v.11).

The actions of Antiochus Epiphanes (god manifest) form the basis for
the Pauline “man of sin” his desecration of the temple, banning of the
Torah (truth) and corruption of the priesthood are therefore typical.
Truth, should be understood as a technical term referring to the
covenant promises made to the patriarchs (concerning the Messiah, cf.
Micah 7:20). Jesus was the fulfilment of those promises and the
Fourth Gospel has Jesus state: “I am the truth, the way, and the life”
(John 14:6). The Pauline “man of sin” presents himself as the
embodiment of the truth – in other words he proclaims himself the
Messiah (God Manifest).
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The eschatological pattern is established – collaboration between a
foreign imperial power and a Jewish elite (a corrupt priesthood). The
invasion of Judea by Sennacherib during the reign of Hezekiah (the
“Suffering Servant”) should be understood against a similar
background - collaboration with the enemy and betrayal of the mortally
ill monarch. Isaiah compares the pride of the Assyrian monarch to
Lucifer (= day star = Venus), the son of the morning, (the Assyrian
god Ishtar) who exalts his throne above the stars of God (Isa. 14:.14
cf. Dan. 8:10-11). Sennacherib “ruled the nations in anger, with a
persecution that none restraineth” (Isa. 14:6 RV). In contrast, at the
time of writing Thessalonians (ca. 52 AD), Paul could say, “….there is
one that restraineth now until he be taken out the way” (2
Thess.2:7).1 As far as Paul was concerned the eschatological pattern
established by the OT was (although restrained) already at work (2
Thess 2:7) in the first century. This can be seen in the crucifixion and
trial of Christ which required collaboration between imperial Rome and
the Jewish Sanhedrin. However, Paul has a particular individual in
mind (the man of sin) who leads many astray by proclaiming his
messianic credentials and establishing himself in the temple (church?).2
Something is presently (ca. AD 52) restraining him - you know what
is restraining [katechon; present participle], that he may be revealed in
his own time (2Thessalonians 2.6). The similarity of qui claudit (Latin
rendering of katechon) and Claudius has led many to conclude that Paul
cryptically referred to Claudius Caesar by this allusion. The restraining
power of Claudius was taken out of the way when he was poisoned by
Nero’s mother, Agrippina. Nero then came to the throne and was
revealed as the “man of sin”. F.W. Farrar, The Life and Work of St.
Paul, Excursus XIX, (1879, Cassell and Co. ed), 727; Darkness and
Dawn (1891), 73, 74; .Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., Perilous Times (1999,
CMP), 104-106.
1

The Man of Sin is able to access God’s Temple (2:4). The epistles do
not mention the destruction of the Second Temple in AD 70 by the
armies of Titus, so it would appear that the temple Paul refers to was
still in existence at the time of writing. The fact that Paul never
mentions the destruction of the Second Temple can only lead us to
conclude that Paul wrote 2 Thessalonians prior to AD 70. Therefore
the Man of Sin Paul speaks of must have had access to the temple in
2
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The restraining factor in the first century was the Holy Spirit, which
aided preaching and prevented the inroads of Judaists, who were intent
on subverting the early church. The warning in Thessalonians is
repeated with more urgency in the book of Revelation and once again
it echoes Daniel 8:
Daniel 8

Revelation

“And it waxed great, even to the
host of heaven: and it cast down
some of the host and of the stars
to the ground and stamped upon
them” (v.10).

“And his tail drew the third part
of the stars of heaven and did
cast them to the earth” (12:4).

“Yea he magnified himself even
to the prince of the host” (v.12).3

“And there was war in heaven:
Michael and his angels fought
against the dragon” (12:7).

“Cast truth to the ground” (v.12).

“Did cast them to the earth”
(12:4).

“How long shall be the vision”
(v.13).4

“There should be time no
longer” (10:6).

“The sanctuary and the host to be “Shall they tread underfoot
trodden underfoot” (v.13).
forty and two months” (11:2).

some form, alternatively, Paul is employing the “Temple” as a
metaphor for the Church (cf. 1 Cor.3:16). In light of the opposition
that Paul experienced this is more likely.
The prince of the host is the archangel Michael who was especially
committed to directing the affairs of Israel (See, Dan. 12:1; 10: 13, 21;
Josh.5:14; Ex.23:20).
3

How long? This is the question implicitly implied in Revelation 11:13
– a tenth part of the city fell, compare Isaiah 6:11-13
4

241

“Removal of the daily” (v.13).

“Death of the witnesses” (11:7).

“I was in a deep sleep, my face
toward the ground: but he
touched me and set me upright”
(v.18).
“A king of fierce countenance….
shall stand up” (v.23).

“The spirit of life from God
entered into them, and they
stood upon their feet” (11:11).

“And his power shall be mighty,
but not by his own power” (v.24).

“And he exerciseth all the
power of the first beast before
him” (13:12).

“Shall cause craft to prosper….
shall corrupt many” (v.25).

“He deceiveth them that dwell
on the earth by the means of
those miracles” (13:14).

“Shall magnify himself in his
heart” (v.25).

Who is like the Beast? (13:4).5

“Another beast coming up out
of the earth” (13:11).

Various candidates6 suggest themselves for the first century “man of
sin”, but none have all the characteristics. Nero persecuted the saints
and thought of himself as divine, furthermore evidence presents itself
that his choice of Christians as a scapegoat was influenced by his
mistress who was a convert to Judaism.7 Nero fits the pattern
established by Antiochus of a persecuting imperial power. Another first
century candidate (this time religious rather than imperial) is Bar
5

Compare – Michael: “who is like God?”

The “man of sin” is variously identified with Caligula, Nero, John of
Giscala and the eschatological Antichrist.
6

Josephus (Antiq. 20.8.11) recounts how Poppea pleaded with Nero on
behalf of Ismael the high priest and Helcias the temple treasurer, who
were held hostage at Nero’s court, in order to force the Jews to
demolish a wall that blocked Herod Agrippa’s view of the Temple
precinct.
7
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Kochba, who liberated Jerusalem (for nearly three and a half years) and
was supported in his messianic aspirations and popular rebellion
against Rome by the Rabbi’s of his day.8 This was the last rebellion
against Rome and put the seal on any Jewish notions of independence.
In the final analysis any first century realization of the “man of sin” is
partial (already/not yet) and still awaits the full revelation of the
Antichrist at the end. The “man of sin” has a definite “Jewish flavour”
as he deceives those who did not have a love of the truth (covenant
promises) and who believe the lie (the lie that the serpent told Adam,
i.e. that man can be God).

I have come in My Father’s name, and you do not receive Me; if
another comes in his own name, him you will receive. (John 5:43)
8
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Chapter 16

The Seventy Prophecy
Montgomery states that “the history of the exegesis of the 70 weeks is
the Dismal Swamp of O.T. criticism”.1 This chapter will attempt to
establish terra firma by draining the “Dismal Swamp”. Admittedly,
Daniel 9 poses unique textual and critical challenges but none as great
as the burden of preconceptions and a priori assumptions that exegetes
impose on the prophecy. Critical scholars apply the prophecy to the
desecrations caused by Antiochus Epiphanes, Christian dispensational
interpreters apply the prophecy to Christ and Jewish scholars ancient
and modern apply the prophecy to Antiochus or the Roman Empire
(or sometimes to both). The exegesis presented here operates under
the hypothesis that Daniel is of early provenance - a sixth century
writing, although this does not preclude later editorialising and
finalisation of the structure. Therefore an immediate application to the
exilic return in the Persian period is sought. However, the strength of
evidence also points to an intermediate fulfilment during the
Antiochene persecutions and finally, the importance of the prophecy in
first century Judaism and to the N.T. indicates a longer term fulfilment.
In order to do justice to the prophecy it is therefore necessary to adopt
a multivalent approach that allows the prophecy to speak in each era.
The prophecy was flexible enough to offer hope to the Babylonian
exiles, encouragement to the Maccabean resistance and vindication to
first century Christians. The common thread linking each era (and each
interpretation) is the temple. Concern for the temple is a central motif
to Daniel as it symbolized God’s in-dwelling presence and therefore
ensured that the restoration was complete.

A Fresh look at the Seventy Prophecy
Daniel’s temple theology is crucial to any interpretive investigation.
Jesus Christ does not apply the prophecy to his crucifixion but to the
destruction of the temple:
Montgomery, Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Edinburgh: T &
T Clark, 1927), 400–01
1
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Olivet Prophecy
Matt 24:3 Tell us, when shall
these things be? and what shall be
the sign of thy coming, and of the
end of the world?
Matt 24:6 And ye shall hear of
wars...these things must come to
pass, but the end is not yet.
Matt 24:15 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)
Lk 21:20 And when ye shall see
Jerusalem compassed with armies,
then know that the desolation
thereof is nigh.
Lk 21:24 Jerusalem shall be
trodden down of the Gentiles,
until the times of the Gentiles be
fulfilled.
Matt 24:21 For then shall be great
tribulation, such as was not since
the beginning of the world to this
time, no, nor ever shall be.
Matt 24:30 And then shall appear
the sign of the Son of man in
heaven…..and they shall see the
Son of man coming in the clouds
of heaven with power and great
glory.
Lk 21:27And then shall they see
the Son of man coming in a cloud
with power and great glory.

Daniel
Dan 12:8 And I heard, but I
understood not: then said I, O my
Lord, what shall be the end of
these things? (cf. Dan 12:6)
Dan 9:26 And unto the end of
the
war
desolations
are
determined.
Dan 9:27 And for the
overspreading of abominations he
shall make it desolate

Dan 12:7 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.
Dan 12:1 And there shall be a
time of trouble, such as never was
since there was a nation even to
that same time……
Dan 7:13 I saw in the night
visions, and, behold, one like the
Son of man came with the clouds
of heaven……..
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The Olivet prophecy mentions “Daniel the prophet” and includes a
partial citation of Daniel 9:27 in Matthew 24:15 and is shot through
with echoes and allusions to the book of Daniel. The prophecy was
given as a response to a question about the temple, a question which
in some way is linked with the end of the age:
“Then Jesus went out and departed from the temple, and
His disciples came up to show Him the buildings of the
temple. And Jesus said to them, ‘Do you not see all these
things? Assuredly, I say to you, not one stone shall be left
here upon another, that shall not be thrown down’.”
(Matthew 24:1, 2)
In place of Matthew and Mark’s vivid apocalyptic imagery of the
‘abomination of desolation’, Luke 21:9 substitutes a factual account of
‘Jerusalem surrounded by armies’, its inhabitants ‘fallen by the edge of
the sword’. For Jesus and for early Jewish interpreters like Josephus the
prophecy found a fulfilment in the destruction of the temple by the
Romans.2 Jewish commentators such as Rashi and Metzudos, held that
the 490 years ended with the destruction of the temple.

Josephus was careful to mask his interpretation, Adler comments:
“Sensing the obvious political overtones, Josephus carefully avoided
any overt reference to an interpretation of Daniel that he knew looked
forward to the ‘good things’ of Daniel’s vision: that is, the inauguration
of the eternal kingdom of God and the crushing of Rome, the kingdom
of Iron”. (213) On Josephus’ allusion to Dan 9:26 in Ant 10.276 Adler
says; “The passage, Delphic in its double-edged ambiguity, could also
be read to mean that Rome would be laid waste by the Jews”.(216) The
destruction of the temple became the terminus of early Jewish
interpretations; “It is clear from the testimony of both Josephus and
the Jewish chronicle Seder Olam that the process of updating and
reinterpreting Daniel’s vision persisted up to the destruction of the
temple in 70”. (209) William Adler, The Jewish apocalyptic heritage in
early Christianity, (eds. James C. VanderKam, William Adler: Van
Gorcum & Company B.V.; Netherlands,1996)
2
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However, Jesus’ interpretation did not end with the destruction of the
temple it ends with his return, also described in Danielic terms, “the
Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven” (Dan. 7:13). Jesus
becomes the replacement for the temple (Rev. 21:20) and forms, with
his “fellow servants” the eschatological New Jerusalem (Rev. 21:2).
This will be investigated in more depth anon, for now we work with
the hypothesis that the Seventy Prophecy is about the temple (and by
inference the city that housed the temple). Jerusalem features
prominently throughout this chapter of Daniel, being mentioned a total
of six times (9:2, 7, 12, 16 [bis], 25) with specific attention drawn to its
destruction, its period of desolation, and its reconstruction. Even
though the Seventy Prophecy has important Christological implications
it is not to be dated to the crucifixion – that is a red herring that has
distracted many Christian interpreters.
Although this chapter proposes a “theological interpretation” centred
on the temple the chronological element cannot be ignored. However,
it is the contention of this interpretation that the periodization of the
heptads (i.e. into 7 and 62) is secondary and forms a distraction to the
original intent of the Seventy Prophecy. The exegesis begins with a reexamination of the prophecy in its simplest form, namely Seventy
Sevens.

Seven days or Seven years?

When Jesus is asked by Peter how many times he should forgive his
brother when he sins against him (Peter suggests seven times) – Jesus
replies that he should forgive, not seven times, but seventy times
seven.3 Jesus is clearly alluding to Daniel’s Seventy Prophecy. In other
words Jesus is saying; you will keep forgiving your brother until, “an
end is made to transgression and iniquity and everlasting righteousness
Matthew 18:21-22. Some translations have seventy-seven times
instead of seventy times sevens. See L&N 60.74 and 60.77 for the
two possible translations of the phrase. The translation as seventyseven is probably influenced by the Lamech poem; “If Cain is to be
avenged seven times as much, then Lamech seventy-seven times!”
(Gen. 4:24).
3
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is brought in.” (Dan.9:24) In other words, “You must keep forgiving
your brother (as many times as is necessary) until God’s kingdom (as
promised to Daniel) is established on earth”. In its simplest form the
chronological reference of the prophecy is found within the seventy
sevens framework. This leaves us with two questions, firstly; what do
the “sevens” represent (days/months/years etc) and secondly; why
“seventy” of them? Answering the second question first, the seventy is
connected with the 70 years of exile prophesied by Jeremiah; “To fulfil
the word of the Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the land had
enjoyed her Sabbaths: for as long as she lay desolate she kept Sabbath,
to fulfil seventy years”. (2 Chron.36: 21)
The 70-year exile is therefore punishment for missing the “Sabbaths” - the length of the exile was determined by the amount of Sabbaths
that had been neglected as specified in Leviticus: “Then shall the land
enjoy her Sabbaths, as long as it lieth desolate, and ye be in your
enemies land; even then shall the land rest and enjoy her Sabbaths”.
(Lev.24:34) The “Sabbaths” here are Sabbath years or Jubilee years.
Every six years the land was meant to lie fallow for a year – effectively
meaning no harvest for over two years. On the forty-ninth year the
great Jubilee was celebrated with the restoration of land rights and
liberation of captives. So every six years a “Sabbath” year or for every
forty-two years a cumulative seven “Sabbath” years (42+7=49); this
means that for a period of 490 years the Jews had neglected correct
Sabbath keeping for 70 years. The 490 years of Sabbath violations was
corrected by the 70 year exile during which period the land obtained its
Sabbath rest.
Biblical chronology is largely schematized, for example the figure 430
also reoccurs in the divine history of Israel and Judah: Ezekiel lies on
his side 390 days for Israel and 40 days for the sins of Judah
(390+40=430). The apostle Paul informs us that there were 430 years
(Gal.3:17) between Abraham and the Exodus (till the building of the
Temple?).4 Biblical numbers often carry specific symbolic meanings
These periods sometimes overlap because they are counted from
different starting dates, compare 1 Kgs.6:1 = 480 years; Acts 13:19, 20
= 450 years.
4
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the Danielic numbers of 1260 and 1290 are factors of three times 420
and three times 430. Interestingly the 1260 days is expressed as 42
months in Revelation 11:6 – of immense symbolic significance.5 The
subject of Biblical Chronology (and numerology) is fraught with
difficulties (more on this anon), for now the conclusion stands that the
“seventy” unit in the prophecy are periods of seventy years – like the
seventy year exile predicted by Jeremiah.6 Having established the
meaning of the “seventy” as periods of seventy years – what do the
“sevens” symbolize? The normal biblical usage of shavua’ is “week” (of
days), as is attested by every appearance of the noun by itself in Tanach
(Genesis 29:27, 28; Exodus 34:22; Leviticus 12:5; Numbers 28:26;
Deuteronomy 16:9 (2x), 10, 16; II Chronicles 8:13; Jeremiah 5:24;
Ezekiel 45:21).
The Hebrew is expressed as ~y[ib.vi (shib`iym), seventy; [;Wbv' (shavua’),
sevens. Whitcomb suggests that the “sevens” represent nothing more
than a unit of seven, he suggests that on the basis of analogous
Hebrew usage that shavua’ may be compared to asor, usually translated
“ten days,” but in Psalm 33:2; 92:4 [English, verse 3]; 144:9 must be
translated “ten strings” or “ten-stringed instrument.” This indicates
that asor means literally a “decad” or “unit of ten,” and that the
distinction in numerical measure must be derived from the context. In
like manner, shavua’ literally means a “heptad”, or “unit of seven,” and
has no intrinsic reference to time periods of any sort. Support for this
may be seen in three appearances of shavua’ with yamim (“days”), the
addition indicating that shavua’ alone was not sufficient to show that a
42 campsites in the wilderness (Numbers 33); 42 generations between
Abraham and Christ (Matt.1:17; 3x14=42); at the dedication of the
tabernacle (Num.7), each tribe brought instruments weighing 210
shekels (210x12=2520 shekels = 2x1260 shekels), denoting two time
periods of 1260; Elijah’s drought for 3½ years = 1260 days =
42months (Lk.4:25, compare Rev.11:6)
5

The apocryphal “Epistle of Jeremiah” (1:1) speaks of the Babylonian
captivity lasting “up to seven generations.” A generation is unspecific
but perhaps we should think here of seven periods (of seventy? i.e. the
captivity lasts until the “Great Jubilee 490 years later?)
6
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period of seven days was meant (cf. Ezekiel 45:21; Daniel 10:2, 3). The
fact that two of these three combinations occur in Daniel 10,
immediately following the “Seventy Weeks Prophecy”, may be a signal
to the reader that a different sense of shavua’ is now intended.7 The
“seven” might then refer to “sevens of days” (a week) or “sevens of
years” – this allows the prophecy flexibility. This flexibility has already
been employed to demonstrate an initial application to Daniel’s time
490 days after he received the vision on the day before Hanukah.
However, this does not preclude a longer term fulfilment 490 years
later.

Interim Conclusions

The following statements will be put to the test and will guide the
remainder of the exegesis:







The prophecy is concerned with the temple
The “seven” is a flexible unit of periods of seven
The division of the heptads into 62 and 7 is secondary
The simplest form of the prophecy is 70 units of seven
The longer term fulfilment is 490 years (70 x 7)
The seventieth “Jubilee” marks significant events

The good word

“For thus says the LORD: After seventy
years are completed at Babylon, I will visit
you and perform My good word toward you,
and cause you to return to this place”. (Jer.
29:10)

John C. Whitcomb, “Daniel’s Great Seventy-Weeks Prophecy: An
Exegetical Insight,” Grace Theological Journal 2:2 (Fall, 1981): 259263. Culled from Footnote 16 by Dr. Randall Price, The Prophetic
Postponement in the Prophecy of Daniel 9:27 (part 1-3, Prophecy
Ministries,1999: cited online June 2009);
http://www.according2prophecy.org/11colleague.html
7

Ch.16 (Dan.9): The Seventy Prophecy

Daniel refers to “the word of the Lord that came to Jeremiah” (Dan.
9:2). As a prominent member of the exilic community Daniel was
aware of the letters that Jeremiah had sent to the community.
Encouraged by false prophets the exilic community (Golah) expected
an early return. P. Diamond observes; “The promise of a return from
exile in seventy years ([Jer.]29:10-14), coupled with the admonition
(vv.4-7) to settle into a normal life in Babylon, suggests that Jeremiah’s
prophetic opponents have been agitating for an imminent return akin
to similar themes heralded already in chs.27-28 by Jeremiah’s
opponents. The point of prophetic dispute is the timetable for
restoration, which importantly carries implications for legitimate claim
to “Israel” and the fate of the currently splintered reality of the
community in Judah and in Babylon.8
In such a situation it is easy to imagine the opponents of Jeremiah
applying a novel reading to the prophecy of Isaiah in order to
demonstrate that Cyrus was the “anointed” who would release the
captives. Apparently they also distorted Jeremiah’s own prophecies, as
noted by Diamond (2003:587); “Now this is not the first time that
Jeremiah has announced a return for the Babylonian Golah (cf. 24:47), nor the note of the seventy-year time period for Babylonian
imperial rule (cf. 25:11-12). But it is left to the exchanges in chs.27-29
to explicitly tie the two together in an effort to prevent the hope of an
imminent fulfilment of Jeremiah’s vision in 24:1-10 (27:7 [three
generations]; 29:10). No wonder, ironically, that survivors in Babylon
or in Jerusalem might have seen no contradiction between Jeremiah's
vision (24:4-7) and the announcements of a foreshortened timetable by
Jeremiah’s prophetic opponents!”
The “word” that goes forth is therefore the “good word” vouchedsafe
initially to Jeremiah, it is not related to any decree or command (Dan.
9:23) issued by a Persian monarch – the realization of the prophecy
only occurred when the “word” went forth to angelic administrators

A. R. Pete Diamond, “Jeremiah” in Eerdmans Commentary on the
Bible,(ed., James D. G. Dunn, ed., John W. Rogerson; Wm. B.
Eerdmans,2003),587
8
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(‘princes’ cf. Dan.10:13) in the time of Darius. Ronald Pierce9
comments on the misleading translation in Dan. 9:23; “Inasmuch as
the term used in each of these references is the common rb'D' (“word”)
and not hW"ïc;m (“command”), as many English versions imply,10 there is
no need to read into the passage the meaning of a “royal decree” issued
by a Persian ruler”.11

The Prayer
Scholars give consideration to such things as whether the prayer is
secondary – was the prayer added to the prophecy at a later stage (or
vice versa)? The literary character of the prayer is different from
Daniel as it is much smoother and free of Aramaisms. It is of course
possible that Daniel was reciting a traditional exilic prayer which he
then incorporated into his composition. Jones and Gilbert12 advance
evidence that establishes the authenticity of the prayer. The Seventy
Prophecy (Dan. 9:20-27) contains several allusions to the prayer;
lykXhl (understand) in vv. 13 and 22; forms of return (bwX) and
consider (lkX) occur in vv. 13 and 25; a form of desolate (~mX)
occurs in v. 17, in connection with the desolation of the temple, and
again in v. 27 (compare “desolations” in v. 18) in v. 11 an oath (h[bX)
is poured ($tt) out on the Jews, whereas in v. 24 the weeks (~y[bX)
Cited including footnotes see, Ronald W. Pierce, “Spiritual Failure,
Postponement, And Daniel 9,” (Trinity Journal 10.2,1989: 211–
222),213
9

This rendering is sustained by the KJV, NKJV, NASV, and NIV, in
contrast to the RSV which translates “word.”
10

See Feinberg, “Exegetical” 191-95; G. L. Archer, “Daniel,” EBC 7
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1985) 114. Although it is possible to
render rbD by “command/decree,” it is highly unusual and therefore
should not be done unless warranted by the context.
11

B. W. Jones, “The Prayer in Daniel ix, ”VT 18 (1968) 488-93; “La
Prière de Daniel,” 290-92
12
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are decreed ($txn), and in v. 27 the end is poured out ($tt); both
prayer and framework refer to Jerusalem, which is otherwise only
mentioned in Dan. 1:1; the word “supplications,” (~ynwnxt) appears in
Daniel only in chap.9 but in both prayer and framework (9:3,17,18,23);
words of the root ajx “sin,” appear in the prayer and again in vv. 20
and 24 but otherwise only in 4:24 in Daniel. In light of these
correspondences Collins concludes that “although the prayer was not
composed for the present context, it was included purposely by the
author of Daniel 9 and was not a secondary addition”13 The prayer is
integral to the prophecy and was not added as window dressing – this
makes it more likely that the prophecy is of early provenance.

Which version of the “Seventy Weeks”?

Before an exegesis can be undertaken we must turn to the vexed
problem of the different versions. The Old Greek (OG) version of the
book of Daniel is the original (ca.150 BC) version in the Greek
translation known as the Septuagint (LXX) but was replaced in the
Septuagint14 by Theodotion’s (Th) Greek version. The Theodotion is a
second century retranslation of the OG that was adopted by the early
Church (for reasons unknown). Whether he was revising the
Septuagint (OG), or was working from Hebrew manuscripts that
represented a parallel tradition that has not survived, is debated.
However, as first century NT citations from Daniel reflect knowledge
of both the OG and the second century Th version, it is therefore
apparent that the Th was at least proceeded by a proto-Th (the Th has
therefore a complex developmental history). The Th became the main
Greek text that Origen relied upon in his Hexapla translation. The
much later (ca.1000 AD) Masoretic text (MT) is a Hebrew text that has
been punctuated and vowel pointed for pronunciation (the original

John J. Collins, Daniel: Hermeneia, (Fortress Press, Minneapolis,
1993),348
13

The Septuagint Daniel (OG) survived in only a few MSS., including
the Chigi codex, Codex Chisianus, and Papyrus 967
14
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Hebrew carried no vowels or punctuation).15 A comparison of the MT
with the recently discovered Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS) that are dated
much earlier (ca. 168 BC- 68 AD) has established that the MT is a
reliable transmission (at least from the era of the DSS onwards)
although Daniel poses unique challenges.16 With respect to the text of
Daniel, all eight scrolls reveal no major disagreements against the MT
even the bilingual nature (Hebrew/Aramaic) is confirmed by the
manuscripts. Dr. Emanuel Tov of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem
and one of the editors working on the DSS writes: “Of similar

The Masoretic accents, called ta’mim (“meanings,” literally “taste”),
are written signs designed to preserve the oral tradition of
accentuation, which originally could not be introduced into the written
text of the Bible itself (since it would be considered an addition to the
sacred text), but later were incorporated into the text when it was
transmitted in the form of a codex (a copy of the Bible not in scroll
form), between the sixth to the ninth centuries A.D. The accents are
helpful as musical notations (which indicated logical pauses), for
punctuation, and as interpretive commentary, cf. further Aron Dotan,
“Masorah,” Encyclopedia Judaica 16:1402-1482.
15

John Goldingay offers a consensus view of the Hebrew text, “To
the Jewish scholarship of the first millennium A.D, we owe the
preservation and standardization of the Hebrew Bible, the
consonantal text over the first five centuries, the pointing over the
succeeding five. Generally this scribal work was concerned to preserve
one standard text of the Bible, but a distinctive feature with regard to
Daniel is the number of alternative readings retained. These appear in
margins of extant manuscripts as the Masora (tradition) and are
reproduced in the BHS: almost any verse, at least in the Aramaic
chapters, provides examples. Some represent expansions or
abbreviations of the text; most are matters of spelling, pronunciation or
morphology, though even these reflect an instinct to keep the text upto-date and readable. It is a priori likely that this instinct will also
have affected matters of more substance in the text, for example,
in the incorporation of explanatory glosses”. J. E. Goldingay, Daniel
(London: Nelson, 1989), xxxii.
16
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importance are the new data about the context of the biblical scrolls,
since different texts are recognizable. Some texts reflect precisely the
consonantal framework of the medieval MT. Others reflect the basic
framework of the MT, although their spelling is different. Still others
differ in many details from the MT, while agreeing with the Septuagint
or Samaritan Pentateuch. Some texts do not agree with any previously
known text at all, and should be considered independent textual
traditions. Thus, the textual picture presented by the Qumran scrolls
represents a textual variety that was probably typical for the period.” 17
In the 8 copies of Daniel that we have in the DSS, none include the
“Seventy Prophecy” of Daniel chapter 9 (although 4QDane does
include an abbreviated, fragmentary text of the Prayer of Daniel).
Scholars often explain the differences between the OG and the MT as
misreading (“mechanical” errors) by the translator of the OG when
working from the original Hebrew/Aramaic. However, the possibility
exists that the translator was working from an original that differed
from the MT. Grabbe notes; “The earliest [Jewish] interpretation [of
Daniel] was the Greek translation of the book. Some of the
differences between the Hebrew and Aramaic text of the MT and the
earliest Greek version can be explained by textual development. While
the extent of interpretation in the LXX [OG] version needs further
exploration, a number of recent studies have emphasized the
interpretative aspects of the so-called “Theodotion” version”.18
Jeansonne19 concludes that the OG does however preserve indications
Emanuel Tov, Dead Sea Scrolls in The Oxford Companion to the
Bible, (eds. Bruce Metzger and Michael Coogan, Oxford University
Press, New York,Oxford:1993:159-160),160
17

Lester L. Grabbe, “A Dan(iel) for all seasons: for whom was Daniel
important?”, in The Book of Daniel: Composition and Reception, Vol.
1, (eds. John Joseph Collins, Peter W. Flint, Cameron VanEpps; Brill
Academic Publishers,2002: 229-246),236
18

S.P. Jeansonne,“The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 7-12”
(CBQMS 19; Washington, DC:1998) See also, T. McLay, The OG and
Th Versions of Daniel (SBLSCS 43,Atlanta Scholars Press, 1996)
19
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that the MT is not identical to the Hebrew text that was available to the
translator of the OG in the second century B.C.
The OG of Daniel 9 may have been working from a much older
Hebrew original, or it may contain transmission errors or perhaps it is a
freer paraphrase reflecting the bias of the translator – however, we
cannot know with any certainty that the MT gives a more accurate
rendering of the “Seventy Prophecy.”
The OG and Th provide many textual variants on the MT. For
example, in the Seventy Weeks prophecy, the presence of the athnah
accent in Dan. 9:25 causes problems. In Hebrew there are two types of
accents and they act as punctuation marks. The strong accents serve as
stops (periods), colons, and semicolons. One of these accents is called
the ‘athnach. The function of the ‘athnach is to mark the first half of a
verse and serves as a strong break within a sentence. The Hebrew text
contains an ‘athnach under the Hebrew word for seven, which in
the text closes the first period of sevens. Thus, in Hebrew, the
accent makes a separation between the two periods of weeks.
Translations (e.g. RSV) following the Hebrew MT accents take the
‘athnach into account and adopt a disjunction, with a messiah
appearing after the initial 7 weeks. (7 weeks........ then after 62
weeks). However, the KJV is influenced by Th which does not
reflect such an accent, and has ―until the Messiah shall come after 69
weeks (7 weeks and 62 weeks).
Eugene Nida observes that at times, translators purposely and
consciously attempted to change a message in order to make it
conform to his own ... religious predilections. According to Nida,
“These are particularly evident when a translator feels inclined to
improve on the original, correct apparent errors, or defend a
personal preference by slanting his choice of words”.20 Translators
often employ Hebrew dictionaries and grammar written in English.
Thus, the structure of the English language is bound to be an
influence in any translation, regardless of the translator’s wish to
Eugene Nida, Toward a Science of Translation, (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1964), 155
20
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avoid linguistic contamination (p. 148). Nida notes that one basic
requirement for a translator is that s/he must have empathy for the
original author. The words which translators must employ to
translate a text are already set out for them by the original
author. Using this empathetic spirit, translators must be like the
original author; translators must not try to improve or to excel
the original author. Nida wrote that the translator must exert
every effort to reduce to a minimum any intrusion of himself
which is not in harmony with the intent of the original author and
message (p. 154). Ronald W. Pierce 21 provides a literal translation of
the MT Pointing of Daniel 9:25; in order to give the reader a more
direct sense of the Hebrew text Pierce produces a wooden-literal
translation avoiding lower/upper case distinctions. Disjunctive accents
weaker than the rebia are represented only by a carriage return.
And you are to know and understand
from the going forth of a word to restore and to build Jerusalem
until an anointed one who is a ruler, [zaqeph qaton]
there shall be seven weeks; [‘athnach]
… and for sixty-two weeks [rebia]
it shall be restored and built street and moat, [zaqeph qaton]
even in distressful times.
The RSV renders the text closer to the MT than do the KJV, NKJV,
NASV, and NIV.22 Therefore in the MT a differentiation is made
between two “anointed” ones, the first coming 7 “weeks” after the
“word” to rebuild Jerusalem and the next anointed appearing after a
further 62 “weeks” of turmoil. The MT speaks of two anointed ones
and two princes. In other words, in order to obtain a Christological
interpretation of this passage, the MT must be emended. The readers
of most English translations are unaware of this translatorial judgment
Ronald W. Pierce, “Spiritual Failure, Postponement, And Daniel 9,”
Trinity Journal 10.2 (Fall 1989): 211–222
21

NKJV: Until Messiah the Prince, There shall be seven weeks and sixtytwo weeks. RSV: to the coming of an anointed one, a prince, there
shall be seven weeks. Then for sixty-two weeks…
22
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(bias?) as many versions do not annotate the alternative reading.23 Of
course, one cannot assume that the MT punctuation is correct - we can
speculate that it is a polemicizing reading against Christianity – in turn
the Greek Th version may have been introduced into the early church
in order to counter the early Hebrew reading that later became
established in the MT – we simply do not know. The OG version
may throw more light on the issue. On the anomalies between the OG
version and the MT Fitzmyer comments; “In the MT, the crucial part
The Net Bible sets a good example with the following footnote:
“The accents in the MT indicate disjunction at this point, which would
make it difficult, if not impossible, to identify the “anointed
one/prince” of this verse as messianic. The reference in v. 25 to the
sixty-two weeks as a unit favors the MT accentuation, not the
traditional translation. If one follows the MT accentuation, one may
translate “From the going forth of the message to restore and rebuild
Jerusalem until an anointed one, a prince arrives, there will be a period
of seven weeks. During a period of sixty-two weeks it will again be
built, with plaza and moat, but in distressful times.” The present
translation follows a traditional reading of the passage that deviates
from the MT accentuation”. Net Bible [cited June 2009] online @
http://net.bible.org/verse.php?book=Dan&chapter=9&verse=25. It
is interesting to note that the earliest editions of the KJV (1611–1785)
follow the MT punctuation and place a semi-colon after the “seven
weeks,” thus separating the numerals. However, in 1785 an annotated
edition appeared which retained the MT punctuation in its text, but
added an explanatory note suggesting that “a colon should be placed at
the end of this sentence,” that is, after the “seven weeks and sixty-two
weeks,” which in the opinion of the editor was, “wrong placed in the
middle of it in our English Bibles (Ostervald, et al., The Holy
Bible…with Annotations (London: Harrison, 1785) ad loc) and the
telling assertion that the prophecy is then “justly allowed to be one of
the noblest…in the Old Testament, as it is one of the strongest proofs
against the Jews, in favour of Christianity … since it determines the
very time Christ was to come into the world, enter into his ministry,
and be cut off for the sins of the people.” Thirteen years later in 1798
the suggested emendation began to appear in the text of the KJV,
although no longer with an explanatory note.
23
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of the Hebrew of v.25 reads….rbd

acm-!m lkXtw [dtw h[bX
~y[bX dygn xyXm-d[ ~lXwry twgblw byXhl, “you [sing.] are to
know and to understand (this): From the going forth of a word to
rebuild Jerusalem up until an Anointed One, a Prince, (there shall be)
seven weeks...” This becomes in the LXX [i.e. the OG], καὶ γνώσῃ
καὶ διανοηθήσῃ καὶ εὐφρανθήσῃ καὶ εὑρήσεις προστάγματα
ἀποκριθῆναι καὶ οἰκοδομήσεις Ιερουσαλημ πόλιν κυρίῳ “you will
know and understand and be gladdened, and you will discover (the)
ordinances to reply, and you will build Jerusalem as a city for the
Lord.” Such a version has misunderstood the preposition d[, “up
until,” as the noun ry[, “city,” not only confusing the daleth with a resh,
but interpreting dygn xyXm as a title for God, as κυρίῳ is substituted.
The change of what should be the infinitive οἰκοδομῆσαι to
οἰκοδομήσεις, “you will build,” makes God address Daniel as the one
who is to rebuild Jerusalem’s Temple. It has thus eliminated all
mention of an Anointed One and substitutes for it “as a city for the
Lord.” Obviously, this version manifests no “messianic”
development”.24 The versions of Daniel 9:25-26 read:
MT Daniel 9:25: 25 “Know therefore and discern, that from the going
forth of the word to restore and to build Jerusalem unto one anointed,
a prince, shall be seven weeks; and for threescore and two weeks, it
shall be built again, with broad place and moat, but in troublous times.
(26) And after the threescore and two weeks shall an anointed one be
cut off, and be no more; and the people of a prince that shall come
shall destroy the city and the sanctuary; but his end shall be with a
flood; and unto the end of the war desolations are determined”.
OG Daniel 9:25: 26 “You will know and understand and be gladdened,
and you will discover (the) ordinances to reply, and you will build
Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The One who is to come, ( Wm. B. Eerdmans,
2007),66
24

25

Jewish Publication Society OT (1917)

26

Translation taken from Fitzmyer (2007:66-67)
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Jerusalem as a city for the Lord.” (26) And after seventy-seven and
sixty-two [weeks?],27 (the) anointing will be withdrawn, and it will be no
more. A kingdom of Gentiles will destroy the city and the holy (place)
together with the Anointed One. Then will come the end of it/him
with wrath; and up until the time of the end from war war will be
made”.28
Th Daniel 9:25: 29 “And thou shalt know and understand, that from
the going forth of the command for the answer and for the building of
Jerusalem until Christ the prince there shall be seven weeks, and sixty27Many

scholars believe that the translator has misread “weeks” for
“seventy” and therefore believe that the initial seven ([bX) was
produced by dittography with the following (~y[bX). However, Bruce
attaches significance to the OG total of 139 (i.e. 7+70+62, the 139
years of the Seleucid calendar being equivalent to 172 BC [Bruce, “The
Earliest OT Interpretation,” 37–52]). Bogaert finds two distinct
fulfilments of Jeremiah’s prophecy [Bogaert, “Relecture,” 215–16] and
argues that an accidental mistake would not have been repeated in v.
27.
9:25 καὶ γνώσῃ καὶ διανοηθήσῃ καὶ εὐφρανθήσῃ καὶ
εὑρήσεις προστάγματα ἀποκριθῆναι καὶ οἰκοδομήσεις Ιερουσαλημ
πόλιν κυρίῳ (26) καὶ μετὰ ἑπτὰ καὶ ἑβδομήκοντα καὶ ἑξήκοντα δύο
ἀποσταθήσεται χρῖσμα καὶ οὐκ ἔσται καὶ βασιλεία ἐθνῶν φθερεῖ τὴν
πόλιν καὶ τὸ ἅγιον μετὰ τοῦ χριστοῦ καὶ ἥξει ἡ συντέλεια αὐτοῦ μετ’
ὀργῆς καὶ ἕως καιροῦ συντελείας ἀπὸ πολέμου πολεμηθήσεται
28 OGDan

Fitzmyer (2007:67) comments, “So an abstraction has been substituted
for a personal Anointed One in what appears to be a corruptly
transmitted Greek text”. For an assessment and discussion of the
issues see, Grabbe, The Seventy Weeks Prophecy (Daniel 9:24-27) in
Early Jewish Interpretation, in C.A. Carson and S. Talmon (eds.), The
Quest for Context and Meaning: Studies in Biblical Intertextuality in
Honor of James A, Sanders, (BIS 28;Leiden:Brill,1997:595-611), 598-99
29

LXX English Translation (Brenton)
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two weeks; and then the time shall return, and the street shall be built,
and the wall, and the times shall be exhausted. {1) Or, sevens} (26)
And after the sixty-two weeks, the anointed one shall be destroyed, and
there is no judgment in him: and he shall destroy the city and the
sanctuary with the prince that is coming: they shall be cut off with a
flood, and to the end of the war which is rapidly completed he shall
appoint the city to desolations”. {1) Gr. anointing}” 30

Strange numbers- diverse computations

A comparison between the versions (translations/interpretations)
shows the differences clearly:
OG:

7+70+62 =139

MT:

7 (x7=49) //‘athnach //62(x7=434) +1(x7)* = 490

Th:

7 (x7=49) + 62 (x7=434) + 1(x7)* = 490
* The last “seven” is divided in half (3.5+3.5)

Discussion

The MT discourages a single Messianic interpretation by delimiting the
first seven weeks from the subsequent 62; the Th, on the other hand,
encourages interpreters to assume that the 69 weeks formed a single
block of time and that vv. 25 and 26 referred to the same anointed one
(the Latin Vulgate, the Syriac text and the other Greek versions follow
Daniel (TH) 9:25 kai. gnw,sh| kai. sunh,seij avpo. evxo,dou lo,gou tou/
avpokriqh/nai kai. tou/ oivkodomh/sai Ierousalhm e[wj cristou/
h`goume,nou e`bdoma,dej e`pta. kai. e`bdoma,dej e`xh,konta du,o kai.
evpistre,yei kai. oivkodomhqh,setai platei/a kai. tei/coj kai.
evkkenwqh,sontai oi` kairoi, 9:26 kai. meta. ta.j e`bdoma,daj ta.j
e`xh,konta du,o evxoleqreuqh,setai cri/sma kai. kri,ma ouvk e;stin evn
auvtw/| kai. th.n po,lin kai. to. a[gion diafqerei/ su.n tw/| h`goume,nw| tw/|
evrcome,nw| kai. evkkoph,sontai evn kataklusmw/| kai. e[wj te,louj pole,mou
suntetmhme,nou ta,xei avfanismoi/j
30
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the same route). The OG translation was most likely influenced by the
Antiochene crisis and the total of 139 was intended to indicate “year
139” in the Seleucid calendar31 which equates to 172/3 BC and
coincides with Antiochus Epiphanes32 who at about this time refounded Babylon as a Greek colony and paid his first visit to
Jerusalem. Why not express it simply as 139? Obviously the translator
was working from an original and wished to preserve the 7 and 62
figures and felt that these figures were too important and well known
to ignore so he simply “reinterpreted” them. Adler sums up the
translation succinctly when he states that, “In general, it may be said
that the lexical choices of the OG reveal an orientation that is historical
and retrospective, focusing far more on the cessation and Maccabean
restoration of sacerdotal functions than on the coming of the
eschatological age or a future ‘anointed one’. This perspective is sharply
at variance with the later development”.33

The Seleucid calendar was an enormous success which swept Asia; it
was the first attempt on a comprehensive scale to reckon time from an
Era, a fixed event (in this case Seleucus’ return to Babylon in October
312 BC), instead of by regnal years of kings or by annual magistracies
in cities. The Macedonian or Syrian form of the calendar, began 1 Dios
(October) 312; Babylonia had a form suited to her New Year’s Day 1
Nisan (March-April) 311. As the Macedonian months were lunar
months, any system of lunar months could be fitted to the calendar;
Babylonia, Judea, and Osrhoene used the Babylonian months.
Condensed from W. W. Tarn, The Greeks in Bactria &
India,(Cambridge University Publisher Archive, 1905),64
31

From this period I Maccabees 4:52 notes 25 Kislev 148 as a
‘domestic’ date based on the Jewish version of the Seleucid count
(which adhered to the Babylonian one) for the purification of the
temple after the desecrations perpetrated by Antiochus Epiphanes.
32

William Adler, The Jewish apocalyptic heritage in early
Christianity,(eds. James C. VanderKam, William Adler: Van Gorcum &
Company B.V.; Netherlands,1996),208
33
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Interestingly, unlike the MT and Th, the OG version has no mention
of the “age” of Darius being 62. The OG was therefore a deliberate
reinterpretation that attempted to disassociate the prophecy from
having any application to Darius, or for that matter to Cyrus (7x7). If
the 139 does indeed represent a “fixed date” (in the Seleucid calendar)
then the OG version of the prophecy does not require a terminus a quo
(start date). Although reuse of 7 and 62 by the OG translator indicates
that the figures were established in the framework of the prophecy at
an earlier period (before the Antiochene crisis) it is not necessarily
evidence that the 7 and 62 are original to the prophecy as received by
Daniel.

Alternative Translation vv. 25-26:
Montgomery, commenting on the proclivity for textual emendation
repeats the scholar’s dictum that, “the more the difficulties in
understanding an important passage… accumulate, the less we are
permitted to make an attempt at overcoming them by mere alteration
of the text. In such cases the text has been transmitted with especial
care.”34 This is obviously true, but the passage in question has already
undergone considerable alterations, reinterpretation and harmonization
as witnessed by the different versions. This may well make it
impossible to reconstruct an “original” and we are therefore forced to
make a choice among the versions, the usual outcome being the MT
(employing Th punctuation); but even then the verses in question
contain hapax legomenon (sole occurrences) and difficult syntax that
demand interpretive judgments. The alternative translation offered here
is a compilation based on the versions, with the choices influenced by
theology rather than by language or syntax. As such it cannot escape
the criticism of subjectivity but unfortunately the versions are also to
an extent tendentious, with the unpointed, unpunctuated MT probably
the closest to the original. The MT followed by the Th will form the
bedrock of the translation (paraphrase) offered here - the main
divergence being the treatment of the 7 and 62, which are regarded as
glosses added to explain the two competing dates for the return of the
exile (see the paragraph below the translation on the following page).
J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel, (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark, 1927), 377
34
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Translation

v.25a) Th: And you will know and understand, that from the going
forth of the word for the answer [to your prayer] to restore [the
remnant]35 and [re]build Jerusalem MT: until an anointed, a prince36
shall be {7 and 62}37 sevens. Parenthesis -{v.25b) Th: And the
[remnant] shall return 38 MT: and the broad [place/street] 39 and the
wall 40 shall be built in troublous41 times… Syriac: to complete the
time. [finish transgression and bring sins to completion]42}
35

The Ellipses has been supplied

This might be one person - “anointed prince” [Th: Christ the prince]
or two people – most probably two….Joshua and Zerubbabel. Collins
specifies “anointed leader”, Daniel, 346, 55–56; also Seow, Daniel, 148.
We should note that the phrase  חישׁמ דיגנis technically not attributive,
but rather a phrase containing two nouns ( חישׁמand  )דיגנin apposition
(literally ‘an anointed one, a leader’). An English attributive phrase,
though, conveys the sense in translation.
36

37

Here we treat the {7 and 62} as secondary

The Ellipses has been supplied: Th has supplied time [time shall
return]
38

MT has “It (probably Jerusalem) will be restored and raised.” One of
the difficulties of this verse is that after the introduction, only two
finite verbs occur: It is not quite clear what would be built (Th: “wall”
Vulgate: “walls” Syriac: “streets” OG: “width and length” in v.27)
NIV: “streets and trench” RSV: “squares and moat” NAS: “plaza and
moat” NEB: “streets and conduits” JB: “squares and ramparts” K JV:
“street and wall”
39

The word for “wall”  ץרוחis a hapax legomenon (sole occurrence). The
exact translation is debated. Extra-biblical sources have, therefore,
been brought to bear upon the translation. The closest cognate comes
from the Copper Scroll (3Q15) where the twenty-sixth cache is
described with reference to ץירחה לש מלש, which appears to be a
reference to ‘Solomon’s Canal’; see Wise, Abegg and Cook, The Dead
40
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v. 26a) MT: And after {62}43 sevens the anointed will be cut off Th:
even though there is no judgment against him.44

Competing chronological schemes?
The initial “anointed” referenced in Daniel is often thought to be
Cyrus, Ronald Pierce sums up the position as follows; “The first period
of seven weeks quite literally represents the forty-nine years which
elapsed from the going forth of the word of Jeremiah to restore and
build Jerusalem (605 BC) to the appearance of Cyrus the Persian in 556
BC, the year before his revolt against his Median overlord, Astyages.
According to the prophecy of Isaiah (44:24–45:7) this ruler was
YHWH’s “anointed one” (x;yvim') to effect the return of the repentant
remnant to Judah, along with the rebuilding of the city of Jerusalem

Sea Scrolls: A New Translation (San Francisco: Harper San Francisco,
2005), 194. It seems, therefore, to refer to a man-made construction
which specifically held or conveyed water.
41Troublous,

hq'Wc is a hapax legomenon ( or hapleg)

The Ellipses has been supplied by combining the OG with phrases
from v. 24
42

43

Here we treat {62} as secondary

The Theodotion explicates: He will have no judgement (i.e., grounds
for condemnation, possibly = wl !wa !ya ) Collins (1993:356)
comments; “The MT wl !yaw is a notorious crux. The OG reads or
treats this as equivalent to wnnya (so also Rashi). Theodotion’s
interpretation, “there is no judgement against him,” has found some
modern followers”. One of these is Porteous; “although there is
nothing against him judicially.” Some prefer to understand the words
of the MT as meaning ‘vicariously’, lit., ‘and not for himself’, but this
seems highly unlikely. (142-3) See also, Montgomery, 381 and Declor
Mathais, Le Livre de Daniel (SB; Paris: Gabalda, 1971)
44
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and its temple. The connection between the person and the prediction
is simply too clear to be missed”.45

Cyrus 7 times sevens scheme:
605
Daniel’s
captivity

556
Cyrus

539
Restoration

49 years

536
End of
Captivity

70 years
Pierce himself admits that the 536 is somewhat arbitrary as the
supposed date for the end of the captivity; “Although each of these
sections focuses the reader’s attention on the seventy years of exile, it is
important to note that those years (i.e., 605–536 BC) are not fulfilled
exactly, in that the return is permitted by Cyrus in his first year (539
BC) and actually occurs shortly thereafter. In other words, the seventy
years are generally symbolic of the period of the captivity, but cannot
be calculated precisely with regard to their fulfilment”.46 Another
important “seven weeks” or 49 year period (Dan. 9:25) is found
between the destruction of the temple (586/7) and the authorization
granted by Cyrus at the conquest of Babylon in 537/8 (cf. Ezra 3.8;
Chron.36.22, 23; Jos. Apion 1.21 implying that building began in the
second month having remained waste 49 years 9 months). However,
we know from Zechariah-Haggai that building only began in earnest
some 64 years later and was finalized 70 years after the temple had
been destroyed. Despite elements among the Golah agitating for a

Ronald W. Pierce, “Spiritual Failure, Postponement, And Daniel 9,”(
Trinity Journal 10.2 ; 1989: 211–222), 216,217
45

46

Ibid
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speedy building programme and an early resettlement, this was contrary
to the divine will and their efforts were frustrated until Darius’ reign.

Darius “62” (of the sevens) scheme:
Temple 1
Destroyed

Last
Deportation

Darius
conquers
Babylon

Temple 2
Built

70 years

586/7

581/2

520/1

515/6

62 years

The hypothesis proposed here is that the 49 (7x7) and the 62 figures
were both originally associated with the fall of Babylon. Babylon fell
49 years after the destruction of the temple by Nebuchadnezzar
(586/7), when Cyrus captured the city (538/9). Babylon also fell again
62 years after the last captives were deported by Nebuchadnezzar
(581/2), when Babylon was again captured by Darius (520/1). The
suggestion is that these two figures reflect the tensions that existed
within the exilic community (Golah) during the Persian period. From
the book of Jeremiah we learn that some of the exiles were already
(during Jeremiah’s lifetime) agitating for an early return and were
interpreting Jeremiah’s prophecy to establish the argument, even
though Jeremiah himself indicated that the exile would be of longer
duration. So these two periods, have two different terminus a quo
(587/582) and two different terminus ad quem (538/520). Those who
argued for an early return47 obtained authority to send some priests and
The false prophet Hananiah represented the faction in Judea that
agitated for an early return: “Within two full years I will bring back to
47
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temple vessels back to the land at the commencement of Cyrus’ reign –
however, nothing came of this early forced attempt at restoration48 and
it probably proved to be counterproductive with the priests
intermarrying natives (this definitely occurred later on in the time of
Ezra) – one can imagine that this aborted attempt would discourage
any further attempts to return. Restoration proper only occurred when
Joshua the priest and Zerubbabel the governor were authorised to
return by Darius but even here we detect tensions within the Golah
when Joshua is accused of ritual uncleanness caused by the exile and
therefore “unfit” for the office of high priest (cf. Zech ch.3).49
this place all the vessels of the LORD’s house, that Nebuchadnezzar
king of Babylon took away from this place and carried to Babylon”.
(Jer. 28:3) Although the false prophet died because of his rebellion (v.
17) he no doubt represented the opinion of many of the Judeans (in
the land) and many who were already in captivity.
Elements were aggressively pushing for restoration as early as
Jeremiah’s ministry; “Also I spoke to the priests and to all this people,
saying, “Thus says the LORD: ‘Do not listen to the words of your
prophets who prophesy to you, saying, “Behold, the vessels of the
LORD’s house will now shortly be brought back from Babylon”; for
they prophesy a lie to you”. (Jer. 27:16)
48

In Zechariah, Yahweh justifies Joshua and “purifies him” –indicating
that problems existed with the exilic priesthood, though not necessarily
with the personal righteousness (or otherwise) of Joshua. 4Q390 a
Qumran scroll probably written just before the Hasmonean revolt
reflects disapproval of the priests throughout the Second Temple
period as they “forget law, festival, Sabbath, and covenant”. Just as the
“Seventy Prophecy” of Daniel ch. 9 is an “update” of Jeremiah’s
seventy years (in effect extending it) so this scroll seems to be a further
(sectarian) “update”. Eshel notes that; “The beginning of Fragment 1
implies that the misbehaviour of the priest during the Second Temple
period is not surprising, since even during the “seventy years”
mentioned in line 2, that is, the Babylonian Exile, the priests did not
“walk in God’s ways.” The account reflects the idea that after the
destruction of the First Temple the leadership of the people of Israel,
previously entrusted to the house of David, fell into the hands of
49
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Therefore, tensions existed in the Golah between advocates for an
early return and those who hoped for a later return, between true
prophets and false prophets, between those who had become
established in Babylon50 and did not want to return at all and between
those who had the faith to leave Babylon and “come out of her.”
Tensions also existed with those who had previously returned and
made alliances with the surrounding peoples; finally tensions existed
with the surrounding people themselves who saw the returning Jews as
a threat. The prophecy reflects these tensions by using two different
dates calculated from two different starting points reflecting two
different kings who both destroyed Babylon and who both released
captives.

Prophetic Postponement in the Persian era
“O Lord, hear! O Lord, forgive! O Lord,
listen and act! Do not delay for Your own
sake, my God, for Your city and Your
people are called by Your name.” (Dan.
9:19)

The “Seventy Prophecy” should not be isolated from the other visions.
Daniel refers to “the man Gabriel, whom I had seen in the vision at
the beginning” (Dan. 9:21) and Gabriel responds with; “At the
beginning of your supplications the word went forth” (Dan. 9:23).
Goldingay (1989:256) comments, “There has been disagreement over
which figure in which previous vision is alluded to here. If hlxtb
priests who sinned by continuing to lead the exiles in Babylon in the
same sinful way as when they were in the land”. Hanan Eshel, The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State,(Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2008),24
This is the essence of the prophecy in Zechariah ch. 5, “wickedness,”
became established in Babylon. The Second Temple (built under
Darius) would again be destroyed (this occurred in AD 70) and temple
worship was replaced by Rabbinical religion promulgated by the
Babylonian “schools” and the Babylonian Talmud. This process was
the natural culmination of what had begun during the exile.
50
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means “previously,” it is natural to take the vision to be that of chapter
8, where Gabriel first specifically appears (v 16). If hlxtb means
“original,” the vision must be that of chap. 7; chap. 9 then identifies
the unnamed interpreter as Gabriel, who regularly fulfils this role (Day,
Conflict, 171-2; but on hlxtb, see n. 8:1.d). Zevit (VT 28 [1978] 490)
implies that this cannot be, on the grounds that the interpreter appears
outside the vision in chap 7; but the interpreter, while outside the
symbolic vision, is within the interpretative vision, as Zevit grants
Gabriel is in 8:15-18”. There are obvious parallels with the previous
vision:
Dan. 8 (vision)
v.24) He will become very strong
but not by his own power (NIV)
v.24) He will cause astounding
destruction

Dan. 9:27 (Seventy Prophecy)
He will strengthen a covenant
with many for one ‘seven’
War will continue to the end,
and desolations have been
decreed
v.24) He will destroy the mighty Will destroy the city and the
men and the Holy people
sanctuary
v.12) Because of rebellion the He will put an end to sacrifice
host [of the saints] and the daily and offering
sacrifice were given over to it
Both chapters 8 and 9 make use of Jeremiah’s prophecy demonstrating
inner biblical correspondence – ch.9 helps clarify the previous vision.
However, the previous vision in ch. 8 is not chronologically sequential
with ch.9. The Seventy Prophecy was received in the first year of
Darius, chronologically this follows the vision received in the third
(OG: first) year of Cyrus in 10:1. Daniel 10 should therefore be
regarded as a parenthesis that has been placed out of chronological
sequence in order to achieve structural balance. Therefore, the vision
of ch. 10 (Cyrus) occurs in the interval between ch. 8 (Belshazzar) and
ch.9 (Darius). In other words Daniel is being informed in ch.10 that
the expected restoration at the commencement of Cyrus’ reign was
frustrated by a 21 year delay (21 days in 10:13) until the reign of
Darius.
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Daniel’s (chronologically) previous vision in ch. 10 indicates a 21 year
delay and coincides with Darius’ succession to the throne which
occurred 21 years later in a Jubilee year.51 The Jubilee year pointed
forward to the imminent release of the captives and restoration of the
land. Instead Daniel is informed that complete restoration would have
to wait until the “Great Jubilee/Day of Atonement”………. a further
10 Jubilees (490 years) of waiting! A central motif to the “Seventy
prophecy” (and the book of Daniel) is the sanctuary, 52 the expectation
that restoration would occur under Cyrus resulted in a faulty
computation - the terminus a quo was not 605 (start of the exile), but
586/587 (destruction of the temple). The temple was built 70 years
after it was destroyed, a period contemporary with Zechariah’s night
visions, in which “these seventy years” are again mentioned (Zech. 7:5).
Having failed to experience a meaningful restoration under Cyrus,
Daniel appeals (again?) to the prophecy of Jeremiah in the first year of
Darius to seek clarification for the “number of the years” (i.e., the
seventy years) that Jerusalem and the sanctuary would remain desolate
(Dan. 9:2). Sixty-two years had passed since the last captives had been
deported from the land – surely the time of release was about to be
accomplished?53 At the very least the prophecy had a partial fulfilment
Margaret Barker reasons; “Reckoning from Ezekiel’s Jubilee vision in
572BCE gives another Jubilee year in 522BCE, a possible date for
Zerubbabel and Joshua’s coming to Jerusalem and attempting to reestablish worship there. There were also forty nine year Jubilees in
473BCE and 424BCE. One possible date for Ezra’s return to
Jerusalem is 428BCE, and it could well have been the Jubilee in
424BCE that prompted both this return and the covenant renewal
when all ‘foreign’ wives were abandoned (Ezra 10)”. Margaret Barker,
1999 The Time is Fulfilled. Jesus and the Jubilee SJT 53.1 (2000), 2232(24)
51

“Anoint the/a most Holy” (Dan.9:24)…. “...destroy the city and the
sanctuary.” (Dan.9:26)
52

The motif of prophetic postponement can be found in other
prophetic literature from the same period: “For I am the LORD. I
speak, and the word which I speak will come to pass; it will no more be
53
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in the Persian era. It has already been demonstrated that in all
probability the prophecy was initiated 490 days (70x7) after Daniel
received the prophecy - commencing on Hanukkah during the second
year of Darius Hystaspis as the restoration was blessed from that day
onwards (Hag.2:10).

Seven periods of Seventy years

The word of blessing went forth 490 days after Daniel received the
Seventy Prophecy – the restoration project was blessed from
Hanukah onwards during the prophetic careers of Haggai and
Zechariah. Bedford states that Haggai and Zechariah can be securely
dated to the early years of Darius I (Hystaspis).54 The temple was
completed in the twelfth month of the sixth year of Darius I (515/6) –
seventy years after it had been destroyed (586/7).
v.25a) Th: And you will know and understand, that from the going
forth of the word for the answer [to your prayer] to restore [the
remnant] and [re]build Jerusalem MT: until an anointed, a prince shall
be {7 and 62} sevens.
The ambiguity of the phrase; “until an anointed, a prince shall be {7
and 62} sevens” –allows multiple applications in the Persian era; (1)
Sheshbazzar, who is given the title (‘the prince of Judah’) in Ezra 1:8
and (‘governor’ or ‘commissar’) in Ezra 5:14. It was into his custody
that the temple paraphernalia were delivered in c. 539 BC; and (2)
Zerubbabel and Joshua ben-Jozadaq, both of whom were
acknowledged leaders of the post-exilic community in Jerusalem during
the reign of Darius I and who are described with messianic overtones
in Zech.4:14. The {7 and 62} also allows a dual application, firstly to
Sheshbazzar and a deferred application to Zerubbabel and Joshua. If
the {7 and 62} is indeed a secondary clarification it allows for a further
postponed; for in your days, O rebellious house, I will say the word
and perform it,” says the Lord GOD.’ ”(Ezek. 12:25)
Peter Ross Bedford, Temple Restoration in the Early Achaemenid Judah
(Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, Brill Academic
Publishers, The Netherlands: Leiden, 2001),32
54
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application to an anointed (messiah) prince after an indeterminate
period of sevens.
The alternative translation offered in this chapter treats the next clause
concerning the rebuilding of Jerusalem in “troublous” times (v.25b) as
a parenthesis. This will be examined separately, for now we turn
directly to v. 26b which continues the theme of the “anointed”;
v.26b) “And after {62} sevens the anointed will be cut off
even though there is no judgment against him”.
Here we understand a primary realization (this leaves the prophecy still
open) in the failed attempt to exclude Joshua ben-Jozadaq from the
office of high priest with the charge that he was ritually unclean.
Joshua, the anointed priest, was “cut off” until his position was
justified by God through the prophet Zechariah (this probably
occurred in the first year of Darius – year “62” in the “sevens”, 62
years after the last captives were taken from Jerusalem):
“Then he showed me Joshua the high priest standing before the Angel
of the LORD, and Satan standing at his right hand to oppose him. And
the LORD said to Satan, “The LORD rebuke you, Satan! The LORD
who has chosen Jerusalem rebuke you! Is this not a brand plucked
from the fire?” Now Joshua was clothed with filthy garments, and was
standing before the Angel. Then He answered and spoke to those who
stood before Him, saying, “Take away the filthy garments from him.”
And to him He said, “See, I have removed your iniquity from you, and
I will clothe you with rich robes.” (Zech. 3:1-4)
Elements within the Golah resented the choice of Joshua as high priest
– the prophet Zechariah relates a vision wherein Yahweh answers the
charge by justifying Joshua. The prophecy is indeed flexible enough to
allow a further application to the corruption of the priestly office
during the Antiochene crisis, including the assassination (“cutting off”)
of the high priest Onias. Ultimately, the prophecy speaks of a
messianic fulfilment where the legitimacy of another priest called
Joshua (Jesus) is questioned during a trial (kangaroo-court) that results
in him being “cut-off” even though “there is no judgement against
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him” - Pilate said to them, “You take Him and crucify Him, for I find
no fault in Him.” (John 19:6)

The Nehemiah restoration

Our attention now turns to the parenthesis - usually regarded as the
restoration in the Ezra-Nehemiah period.
v.25b) And the [remnant] shall return MT: and the broad
[place/street] and the wall shall be built in troublous times… Syriac: to
complete the time. [finish transgression and bring sins to completion]
The Ezra-Nehemiah chronology is fraught with difficulties (It is
sometimes contested that Ezra and Nehemiah were contemporaries dating Ezra’s ministry is controversial) and is widely debated in
scholarly circles, fortunately the date for the Nehemiah restoration is
not in dispute. Leslie McFall notes; “Scholarly opinion since the turn of
the century has accepted the immovability of Nehemiah. He has
become the fixed point in the discussion”.55 The date 444/445 BC is
therefore our “fixed” point which finds consensus agreement across all
parties. In his commentary on Ezra-Nehemiah, Joseph Blenkinsopp
notes that, “the author may be looking forward to the completion of
the temple in 516/15, almost exactly seventy years after the destruction
of the First Temple in 586 (cf. Zech.1:12; 7:5; perhaps also Hag.1:2);
and it may not be pure coincidence that Nehemiah arrived to
complete the rebuilding program exactly seventy years later, in 445.”56
This confirms our proposal that in its simplest terms the prophecy
consists of “seventy” year periods. The other driver of our
hermeneutic approach is the centrality of the temple – but the
E. W. Hamrick noted that “all critics are agreed that his
[Nehemiah’s] journey to Jerusalem in the 20th year of Artaxerxes is
an authentic historical event” in “A New Study of the Ezra
Problem” [Ph.D. Diss.: Duke University, 1951]; Leslie McFall, Was
Nehemiah Contemporary with Ezra in 458 BC? (Westminster Theological
Journal, Vol. 53, 1991, 263-293), 263
55

56Joseph

Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah, (Westminster/John Knox
Press, U.S., 1998),75
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restoration undertaken by Nehemiah has seemingly little to do with the
temple but rather emphasizes the rebuilding of the wall. Surprisingly
the word “wall” is not even in the MT.
Temple 2
Built

Temple 1
Destroyed

70 years

70 years
586/7

Nehemiah

515/6

444/5

Nehemiah and the wall
Verse 25b contains two hapleg’s, which adds to the interpreter’s
difficulty. One of them is the word Härûc (#Wrêx') which literally means
“cut,” “sharp,” “determine” or “decision” (nom. in Joel 3:14[4:14]).
Except for the solitary instance in Daniel 9:25 it is never translated
“wall” but significantly, the root Hrc is used in two other places in
Daniel 9 in an usual, though secondary meaning of determine (or
decree). In verse 26 we are told that the desolations of Jerusalem had
previously been determined, a thought which is repeated in verse 27.
The basic idea is that of an execution of a judgment which had
previously been decreed or decided by God. Why, then, is the word
translated “wall” in this solitary instance? It seems that the building of
the wall by Nehemiah after the captivity influenced the translation. The
Theodotion translates Härûc (#Wrêx') with teichos (tei/coj) which clearly
means “wall” in Greek. And Jerome’s Latin Vulgate picked up on the
Greek translation by rendering the word muri (“walls”) transforming
the singular to a plural in order to better fit the work of Nehemiah.
Are the translators of the versions justified in their choice of the word
“wall”? It is quite clear that the verse speaks of substantial
reconstruction as the other word connected with this period in the MT
is bxor> (rechob) translated “street” but literally meaning “broad” as in an
open space (or square?). This word is also associated with the EzraNehemiah restoration (cf. Neh. 8:1; 8:16 also Esther 4:6, 9, 11);
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“So all the men of Judah and Benjamin gathered at
Jerusalem within three days. It was the ninth month, on
the twentieth of the month; and all the people sat in the
open square of the house of God, trembling because of
this matter and because of heavy rain”. (Ezra 10:9)
In Ezra 10:9 the phrase is literally; in-square-of-house-of-Elohim - denoting
the temple courtyard – elsewhere it refers an open place in a city (plaza,
square etc). Therefore the translation of Härûc with “wall” (instead of
decree/determine) fits the historical context of Ezra-Nehemiah. Emile
Nicole observes that “Daniel’s use of the term clearly stems from
Isaiah: “Though your people, O Israel, be like sand by the sea, only a
remnant will return. Destruction has been decreed (kälâ
wüneHéräcâ) upon the whole land” (Isa. 10:22-23). The stereotyped
pair derived from Hrc, determine, and klH, complete or destroy forms a
hendiadys in Isaiah (10:22-23; 28:22) and Daniel (9:27; 11:36), as in the
NJPSV translation of Isa. 10:22-23; “destruction is decreed….a decree
of destruction” (NJPSV; cf. J.D.W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33, WBC, 1985,
152)”57
The enigmatic verse, which speaks of the building of the wall in
“troublous” (distressful/constrained) times, is therefore an intentional
echo of the Hrc in vv. 26 and 27 (and that of v. 24, although a
different word for determine is employed) and the “time” element
echoes the completion (constraining) of sin and finish of transgression
mentioned in v. 24. This suggests that the building of the wall has
eschatological significance and is in some way linked with the “sealing
of the vision and the prophecy” in v. 24. This exegesis proposes that v.
25b is a parenthesis with an initial application to the Ezra-Nehemiah
restoration and a further application to the eschatological “New
Jerusalem” (this will be examined later). The relevant text is in
Nehemiah is 6:15;

57

Emile Nicole, NIDOTTE Vol I., 286,287
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“So the wall was finished on the twenty-fifth day of Elul, in fiftytwo days”.
Completion of the wall occurred in 444/5 BC, or seventy years after
the second temple was built, moreover, the twenty–fifth day of Elul
is a date that resonates with eschatological significance when placed
alongside Daniel’s strange computations. Employing the Jewish Lunar
Calendar58 it emerges that 1260 days after the completion of the “wall”
takes us to the feast of Purim, moreover an additional 1335 days ends
the evening before the “day of blessing” (cf. Hag 2:19; “from this day
will I bless you” compare, Dan 12:12; “Blessed is he who waits, and
comes to the 1335 days”), which day is itself the precursor to the
rededication of the temple celebrated by Hanukah.59 Schematically this
can be represented as follows:
Wall
Finished

1260

1335
Purim

Hanukkah

The feast of Purim is central to the book of Esther which presents the
story of an unsuccessful attempt to kill Persian era Jews. One of the
purposes of the book is to describe the origin of the festival of Purim.
A central motif of Esther is that of peripety, a dramatic series of
reversals. It reflects the experience of diaspora Jews, many of whom
rose to prominence in the Persian court and who for reasons of envy
were persecuted. Towner remarks; “The same kind of story in this
same form is told of Joseph in Genesis 39-41, of Esther and the Jews
58

See, Appendix 2 Chapter 9: The calendar for the Jewish year

The period from 25th of Elul (completion of the wall) is calculated as
follows: (182 + 385[intercalary year] + 355 + 336) = 1260 days
(inclusive) to “Nicanor Day” 13th Adar. Purim is celebrated on the 14th
and 15th Adar. From the 14th Adar onwards: (14 + 354 + 354 +354 +
260) = 1335 days, day 1336 is the “day of blessing” (Hag. 2:19) day
1337 is the commencement of Hanukkah – the feast of lights
commemorating the rededication of the Temple.
59
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in the court of Ahasuerus, and of course of the three men in the fiery
furnace of Daniel 3.” 60
However, the Purim festival has significance beyond the Babylonian
exile – even after they returned to the land the Jews still considered
themselves in “exile”, existing under Gentile domination until the
Seventy Prophecy inaugurated the messianic age. Both Purim and
Hanukkah feature prominently in the accounts of the Maccabee
revolt.61 Nicanor was defeated.... “on the thirteenth day of the
twelfth month - which is called Adar in the Syrian language - the day
before Mordecai’s day [Purim] and from that time the city has been
in the possession of the Hebrews”. (2 Macc. 15:36-37). Notably the
defeat of Nicanor occurred at Adasa which is very similar to the
“Jewish name” for Esther - Hadasah (Esther 2:7).62
60

W. Sibley Towner, Daniel, (John Knox Press, Louisville,1933),79

Under Judas the Temple that had been profaned by Antiochus
Epiphanes was rededicated at Hanukkah. This closed the first period of
the Maccabean revolt. However, the citadel (Acra) remained in the
hands of the Syrian garrison; with them, probably, were also the Jewish
traitors led by Alcimus. Some two years later, taking advantage of the
political vacuum Judas besieged the Acra. The Syrian general Nicanor
was appointed to resolve the problem. The accounts of 1 and 2
Maccabees differ, as Nicanor was a Syrian general under Antiochus
Epiphanes and after his death (possibly another Nicanor?) was general
to Demetrius Soter. In any case, Nicanor, who was known for his
deadly hatred of the Jews was sent to pacify the Jews and slay Judas (2
Macc. 14:12; 1 Macc. 7:26). Nicanor retired to Jerusalem, insulted the
priests and threatened the destruction of the temple unless they
delivered up Judas. Judas encamped against him at Adasa. The battle
that ensued was desperate, and ended in a glorious victory for the Jews;
Nicanor fell, and his troops to the number of 9,000 were put to flight
(1 Macc. 7: 39-50; Antiq. 12.10.5; 2 Macc. 15; 1-36). Judas appointed
the 13th of Adar, the day of the victory (161 BC), as a feast-day, and it
still has a place in the calendar of special days (“Megillat Ta’anit”).
61

The Greek for the location Adasa is Adasa - the LXX version does
not mention the Greek alternative to Esther’s Hebrew name, Hadasah
62
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An intertextual approach sets Daniel firmly in the Persian era as a
contemporary of the prophets Haggai/Zechariah, but it seems that the
Maccabee’s deliberately reinterpreted the “days” in Daniel and the “day
of blessing” in Haggai in order to legitimize their revolt and introduce
the festival of Light’s (Hanukkah). Hayes and Mandell remark that,
“Judas [Maccabee] is depicted as the “successor” to Nehemiah, who, it
was argued, had restored the original fire upon the rebuilt Jerusalem
altar and founded a library housing the sacred books.”63 Bergren notes;
“Namely, the letter [2 Maccabees] exhorts the Egyptian Jews to
observe the aforementioned “festival of fire given when Nehemiah,
who built the Temple and the altar, offered sacrifices” (1:18) and goes
on to identify Nehemiah as the one who dedicated the altar of the
Second Temple (1:19-36). This is, of course, in obvious contradiction
to other accounts of the origins of the Second Temple, which credit
Zerubbabel and Jeshua, or Sheshbazzar, with its building and
dedication. Furthermore, the elaborate story of how Nehemiah
obtained hidden sacred petroleum and initiated the cultus is
unparalleled in other early sources. The question is, where did all of
this material come from?” 64 After rejecting the later-known practice of
Jewish exegetes to identify Nehemiah with Zerubbabel (see b. Sanh.
38a), Bergen offers two reasons for the anomaly (1); to associate Judas
Maccabaeus with Nehemiah (2); to legitimize the Second Temple
which unlike the first had not been visited with divine fire (cf. 2 Chr
7:1-3; Lev 9:24). Of course this would also help with the introduction
of a “new feast” (Hanukkah) in order to rededicate the temple. The
letter is then predominately pro-Judas, Hasmonean propaganda.

(hS'd;h]), but instead calls her the “daughter of Aminadab.” The
Modern Greek version renders Hadasah as VAdassa,
John Haralson Hayes, Sara Mandell, The Jewish people in classical
antiquity: from Alexander to Bar Kochba, (Westminster John Knox
Press, USA, 1998), 74
63

Michael E. Stone, Theodore A. Bergren, Figures Outside the
Bible,(Trinity Press International, USA,1998),357
64
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Finally, we ask the question, “How is the restoration of the wall by
Nehemiah connected with the temple?” (Concern for the temple is
one of the “key drivers” that we have identified). It is clear that, in
spite of the assertion in 2 Maccabees, Nehemiah did not build the
temple. However, Lisbeth Fried notes that, “For the redactor [of EzraNehemiah] there is no discrepancy; the city and the temple are one”
(Eskenazi: 1988). The confusion is apparent even in Nehemiah’s
memoir—Nehemiah’s dedication of the city wall seems to include a
dedication of the temple (Neh. 12:31-44); “Then I brought the leaders
of Judah up onto the wall and appointed two great companies that
gave thanks and went in procession. One went to the right on the wall
to the Dung Gate. ... The other company of those who gave thanks
went to the left, and I followed them with half of the people on the
wall. .. . and they came to a halt at the Gate of the Guard. So both
companies of those who gave thanks stood in the house of God.. .. On
that day men were appointed over the chambers for the stores”. Fried
stresses the close association between the wall and the temple; “Those
that gave thanks during the dedication of the wall continued around
the wall until they stood in the temple, the House of God (Neh.12:40).
The temple appears to be part of the wall. Further, it was only then,
after the wall-dedication ceremony, that men were appointed over the
temple chambers and storerooms (12:44). It is no wonder that the
redactor of Ezra 1-6, who surely had Nehemiah’s memoir in front of
him (Williamson 1977, 1983, 1985), assumed that the accusations to
the king that delayed building the city wall also delayed the completion
of the temple”. 65
The association of the “wall” with the “temple” is also apparent in
other exilic writings (Ezek. 40:5; 43:12), where the city is “holy” and de
facto the whole city becomes Yahweh’s dwelling place (cf. Zech. 14:20,
21). The “wall” has obvious eschatological significance which is
explored in the NT: “Also she had a great and high wall with twelve
Lisbeth S. Fried, The cam ha’ares in Ezra 4:4 and Persian Imperial
Administration, (University of Michigan; Winona Lake, Indiana:
Eisenbrauns, 2006),135, Fried cites Tamara C Eskenazi, The Structure
of Ezra-Nehemiah and the Integrity of the Book, (JBL 107:4, 1988,
641-656)
65
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gates, and twelve angels at the gates, and names written on them, which
are the names of the twelve tribes of the children of Israel” (Rev.
21:14-21) – the Gospel writers, particularly Matthew, understood the
building of the “wall” by Nehemiah as typifying the crucifixion as
demonstrated in the following table:
Nehemiah
Christ
“At that time I had not set up Possess the gates of his enemies,
the doors on the gates” (6:1).
hell
and
death
(Rev.1:18;
Gen.22:17).
Asked four times to come Asked four times to come down
down off the wall… “I am off the cross (Mtt.27:41-43).
doing a great work, so that I
cannot come down” (6:3).
Accused of wanting to be king Crucified as king of the Jews
of the Jews (6:6).
(Mtt.27:37).
“Their
hands
shall
be His hands strengthened for the
weakened from the work, that it cross.
be not done. Now, therefore, “And there appeared an angel
O God, strengthen my hands” from heaven strengthening him”
(6:9).
(Lk.22:43 – Gethsemane).
“And I said, should such a man “Thinkest thou that I cannot now
as I flee? And who is there, that pray to my Father, and he shall
being as I am, would go into the presently give me more than
Temple to save his life? I will twelve legions of angels? But how
not go in” (6:11).
then shall the Scriptures be
fulfilled, that thus it must be?”
(Mtt.26:53,54).
“For they perceived that this “Truly this was the Son of God”
work was wrought of our God” (Mtt.27:54).
(6:16).
In conclusion, verse 25b concerning the “wall”– is a parenthesis with
an initial application to the Ezra-Nehemiah mission (70 years after
completion of the temple under Darius). The completion of the wall is
an aspect of temple restoration that transforms Jerusalem into a holy
temple-city. However, Dan.9:24-27, is not limited to the return under
Zerubbabel/Joshua or, to the Ezra-Nehemiah mission, as the prophecy
was employed after the Antiochene desecration as Hasmonean
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propaganda for rededicating the temple. Furthermore, the completion
of the “wall” by Nehemiah is engaged by the NT writers, who interpret
the death and resurrection of Jesus parabolically as the construction of
a new temple-city - - “New Jerusalem”, built using the glorified saints
as stones and Jesus Christ as the temple. Schematically the prophecy
(so far) can be represented as follows:

586/7

515/6

Temple 1
Destroyed

4 x70

70

70

445/6

164/5

Temple 2
Built
Wall
Built

Temple 2
Rededicated
Haggai 2:19
Temple
building
blessed
24 Chislev

Hanukkah
‘Lights’
25 Chislev

To this point the Seventy Prophecy supplies us with 6x70 leaving a
single 70 remaining. If the next 70 is sequential to 164/5 the terminus
ad quem of the prophecy would be 94/95 BC a date that holds no
relevance. This is obviously a problem that requires us to re-evaluate
our exegesis. This will be done in the next section.

Ch.16 (Dan.9): The Seventy Prophecy

Chapter 17

The Last Seventy
So far the a priori drivers of the interpretation in the previous chapter
are twofold; (1) that in its simplest form the prophecy has a
periodization of 70 years; (2) that the temple forms the central thematic
of the prophecy. These assumptions have proved remarkably robust as
the six periods of 70 years that have been identified culminate in the
Maccabean rededication of the temple. Unfortunately, after this point
the prophecy looses relevancy because the culmination of the last 70
years of the prophecy (the seventh seventy) does not correspond to any
significant event.
In this section we propose to reverse the process – first, identify the
last 70 years, then explain why they do not follow on directly from the
Hasmonean era. Is it possible to identify the “Last Seventy” without
succumbing to complete subjectivity? It is possible, but only if we
accept the interpretation given by Jesus Christ – namely that the
prophecy of Daniel had an application to the destruction of the temple
(and Jerusalem) in the first century (AD 70).1 The interpretation
offered by Christ finds remarkable early support in Josephus and also
in later Rabbinic literature such as the Seder Olam. However, the
Jewish war and destruction of the temple (and Jerusalem) did not see
the complete fulfilment of the “Last Seventy”, for the prophecy
delineates a final seven years that are subdivided in two periods of 3½
years.
The suggestion is that the terminus a quo of the last 70 years is the birth
of John the Baptist and the birth of Christ in BC 3/4/5 (Jesus replaced
the temple) and the terminus ad quem is the period that commences 70
years later (AD 66) with the start of the First Jewish War, culminating
in the 3 ½ year campaign by Vespasian which ended with the
destruction of the temple in AD 70. This leaves a final 3 ½ year
period unfulfilled. However, such an interpretation would require an
See the comparison table between the Olivet Prophecy and Daniel in
the previous chapter
1
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arbitrary “gap” of some 160 years during the Hasmonean era.
Interestingly, if the Rabbi’s had not compressed Persian period
chronology the Jewish calendar would have faced a similar problem –
when compared with conventional dating the Jewish calendar is also
“missing” roughly the same period of 160 years. According to the
chronology offered by Seder Olam the Second Temple flourished for
420 years and was, successively, under the control of the Persians for
34 years, the Greeks for 180 years, Hasmonean rule for 103 years and
under the Herodian dynasty for 103 years. The Seder Olam compresses
the time between the destruction of the first and second temples into a
490 year period (instead of 657 years).2 Whereas conventional dating
measures the Persian period as lasting 207 years, Jewish dating has a
mere 52 3 years. So our proposed interpretation has roughly a 160/1
year “gap” and Jewish chronology has a 167 year compression. This is
in excess of 140 years (2 periods of seventy) and indicates that a
different terminus a quo should be sought for the prophecy – a later
starting point in the time of Nehemiah. This requires us to revise
the interpretation proposed in the previous chapter and to explain the
anomaly. The only way the 7x70 prophecy can terminate in a period of
70 years starting with the birth of Christ and ending with the removal
of the temple is if the prophecy commences in 423/4/5 BC – then
6x70=420 years culminates with the last “seventy” commencing with
the births of John the Baptist and Jesus Christ in 3/4/5 BC.
The following exegesis will build on the observations of the previous
chapter and will attempt to explain why the arrival of the messiah
diverged from the expected outcome. All things being equal the
messiah should have arrived 70 years after the Maccabean dedication
The Seder Olam Rabbah is a Jewish chronicle (ca. 160 BC) that dates
events from creation which is year zero. The first temple is destroyed
in 3338 AM [Anno Mundi] (423/4 BC instead of 586/7 BC) and
rebuilt 70 years later in 3408 the second temple is destroyed 420 years
later in 3828 AM. This means that the period between the destruction
of both temples in the Seder Olam is exactly 490 years; the Persian era
was compressed in order to achieve this.
2

Is this figure derived (legitimized) by Nehemiah building the wall of
Jerusalem during the Persian period in a mere 52 days?
3
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of the temple (164/5) placing the messiah in 94/5 BC. Obviously this
did not occur and it wreaked havoc with Jewish chronology (and with
the exegesis proposed in the previous chapter). This section will
address those questions and demonstrate that Jesus was the
replacement for the temple. Schematically the chronological problem
can be expressed as follows:
Temple 1destroyed
Temple 2 built

70
70

Nehemiah

586/7
515/6
444/5
423/4/5
1st70

70

Seder Olam

Temple 1
destroyed
in 3338 AM
70
3408 AM

70
70

2nd70

70

3rd70

70

4th70

70

5th70

70

6th70

70

6th70
164/5
Hanukkah

Birth of
Christ
Temple 2
Destroyed

BC 3/4/5
AD 66
AD 70

7th70
3½

70
3828 AM

3338 - 3828 = 490 years
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The year of the destruction of the second temple is alternatively given
in different Jewish sources as being between 68 AD and 70 AD. 4 In
the above schema, the “Last Seventy” proceeds from the births of
John the Baptist the forerunner and Christ (who is the new
temple) to the commencement of the First Jewish War seventy years
later in approximately AD 66½ leaving the final seven years of the
prophecy. Those final seven years are subdivided in two periods of 3½
years – the first 3½ years commences with the campaign by Vespasian
culminating in the destruction of the Second Temple- leaving the
remaining 3½ years unfulfilled. The following is proposed:
1. The last 70 years of Daniel’s prophecy relates the destruction
of the Second Temple
2. Jesus replaces the temple
3. Propose the range of 423-425 BC as the “new” starting date of
the ‘Seventy Prophecy’
The last 70 and the destruction of the Second Temple
When Jesus spoke about the destruction of the temple and the
downfall of Jerusalem in the Olivet prophecy it was to the book of
Daniel that he turned and particularly to the “Seventy Prophecy” of
Daniel ch. 9. The expectation was current in first century Judaism that
the fulfilment of the “Seventy Prophecy” was at hand. William Adler
states; “It is clear from the testimony of both Josephus and the Jewish
chronicle Seder Olam that the process of updating and reinterpreting
Daniel’s vision persisted up to the destruction of the temple in 70”. 5
Josephus alludes to Daniel ch. 9 in Ant. 10.276 but he is deliberately
cautious with his interpretation, his high wire balancing act was
See e.g., Frank Edgar in Talmudic and Rabbinical Chronology and
History of the Missing Years, (Rabbi Y. Reisman, “The Jewish
Observer,” January 1994), 16-19. Secular history dates it to 70 AD.
4

William Adler, The Jewish apocalyptic heritage in early
Christianity(eds. James C. VanderKam, William Adler:Van Gorcum &
Company B.V.; Netherlands,1996),209
5
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necessary in order not to offend his Roman patrons while at the same
time being careful not to alienate his Jewish audience. Adler comments;
“Josephus fails to demonstrate how Daniel’s 70 weeks terminated with
the Roman conquest. He “conveniently omits” the destruction of the
desolator foretold in v 27, readers not familiar with Daniel 9 might
even have inferred from him that Daniel foretold the triumph of
Rome……..The passage [Ant. 10.276], Delphic in its double-edged
ambiguity, could also be read to mean that Rome would be laid waste
by the Jews”.6 Despite Josephus’ sensitivity it is obvious that Daniel
ch.9 had an important fulfilment in the destruction of Jerusalem and
Josephus certainly alludes to Dan. 9: 24-27 in Jos.War 6.5.4 when he
states; “Thus the Jews, after the demolition of Antonia [the fortress
near the temple], reduced the temple to a square, although they had it
recorded in their oracles that the city and the sanctuary would be taken
when the temple should become four-square”.
The Seder Olam Rabbah also has Daniel’s prophecy culminate in the
destruction of the Second Temple. As the Seder Olam Rabbah was
produced ca. AD 160 it is open to the charge of revisionism; - that the
Jewish sages re-interpreted the 490 years of Daniel’s prophecy to fit the
interval between the destruction of the First and Second Temple and
constructed their chronicle accordingly. From a Jewish perspective the
destruction of the Second Temple was meant to herald the end of the
490 year “exile” under foreign domination (whether Babylonian,
Persian, Greek or Roman) with the appearance of the Messiah.7
Shortly after the destruction of the Second Temple, 8 the pretender Bar
Kochba breathed new life into Messianic expectations but the failure to
remove the yoke of foreign domination necessitated yet another reevaluation of the prophecy. In the magazine Hakirah, the trio Epstein,
Dickman and Wilamowsky state that, “this dispute over how to
interpret the destruction of the Temple continued on for well over a
6

Ibid,216

Even though they had returned to the land they still considered
themselves in “exile”
7

8

52 years later according to Jewish Chronology (henceforth JC)
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century and was only settled with the passing of time and the
continued worsening of hardships.” 9 According to the Jewish sages
the “Torah” era was to last 2,000 years before the appearance of the
Messiah, however, with the (in Jewish eyes) non-appearance of the
Messiah and the removal of the temple cult attention was refocused on
the Law. The codification of the oral traditions, known as the Mishna
or the “Oral Torah” was completed only 120 years (Jewish
Chronology) after the destruction of the Second Temple. In order to
accord the Mishna canonical legitimacy it was completed exactly within
the 2,000 years of the “Torah era” but this is only true if those 2,000
years are reckoned from Abraham10 (rather than Sinai); “By associating
the Mishna with the ending of the 2,000 years of Torah the Chachamim
were thus trying to say that it was only natural that such a period
should end in a work of unprecedented nature. To do this they had to
start the Torah period considerably earlier than the more natural
starting point of Sinai. To get the system to work the solution was thus
to start the count from Avraham [Abraham] and eliminate 166 years
of Persian history dating back to the very earliest period of the 2nd
Temple that was over 400 years in the past.”11 Although rabbinic
chronology in the Seder Olam is a post-70 reinterpretation of Daniel’s
490 years the culmination of the prophecy is placed in AD 70 and this
is supported by early pre-70 apocryphal writings (also influenced by
Daniel?) that expect a first century culmination.12 Suffice to say that
Sheldon Epstein, Bernard Dickman and Yonah Wilamowsky, “A
Y2K Solution to the Chronology Problem” in Hakirah, The Flatbush
Journal of Jewish Law and Thought [online journal],(Volume
3,2006,67-115),111fn.63
article
available
online
@
http://www.hakirah.org/epstein.pdf [cited June 2009]
9

The Torah era is reckoned from the birth of Abraham (1948 AM) to
the completion of the Mishna (3948 AM) exactly 2,000 years later.
According to this chronology Abraham received the following
approval at age 52; “...because Abraham obeyed My voice and kept My
charge, My commandments, My statutes, and My laws.” (Gen. 26:5)
10

11

Ibid, Hakirah, 82

12

See Appendix 1 Chapter 17: Apocryphal Eschatology
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there was a general messianic expectation in first century Judaism that
can be largely attributed to the influence of Dan. 9:24-27, which told of
the final destruction of the sanctuary heralding the end of gentile
dominance and therefore the end of the 490 years of desolation before
the inauguration of the messianic age.
In conclusion, the destruction of the Second Temple as a sign of the
“end” was anticipated in the first century and messianic fervour
probably encouraged rash behaviour during the First Jewish War – as a
way of forcing God’s hand in sending the Messiah (similar to Christian
fundamentalists who support building a Jewish temple on the Dome of
the Rock as they believe that this will hasten Armageddon and the
rapture).

Jesus replaces the Temple

The Christology of the NT makes it quite clear that Jesus replaces the
temple, this is particularly true of the 4G, where Jesus states; “Destroy
this temple, and in three days I will raise it up” (John 2:19). The
Evangelist deliberately adds by way of explanation; “But He was
speaking of the temple of His body.” (John 2:21) This clarification
seems almost superfluous until we realise that the charge of threatening
to destroy the temple was brought against Jesus during his trial. The
Jews are portrayed by the Evangelist as reacting with incredulity in v.
20; “It has taken forty-six years to build this temple, and will you raise
it up in three days?” Although this provides an important chronological
marker in the 4G13 it is treated symbolically by Augustine, (In Joh.10.12)
who notes that the Greek letters of ‘Adam’ had the numerical value of
46 and suggests that it was applied to Jesus’ age for this reason.

13It

probably fits the Passover of 28 AD, although, as Robinson admits
the chronology cannot be pressed to hard as there is always the
possibility of a year’s difference in computing. At this point the temple
had been under construction for 46 years from, according to Josephus,
the “eighteenth year of his [Herod’s] reign” which is 20-19BC, see
J.A.T. Robinson, The Priority of John, (London: SCM Press, 1985),130 fn
18 and 19
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Robinson dismisses a symbolic reading14 but it is the contention of this
exegesis that the “46 year” age of the temple cannot be seen in
isolation of the statement about Jesus’ age in John 8:57; “You are not
yet fifty years old, and have you seen Abraham?” Exegetes treat this
age reference in a number of ways and it is often regarded as indicating
premature aging (Jesus was about 30 years old at the commencement
of his ministry) brought on by stress (this may well accurately reflect
the people’s perception of his age), however, it is suggested that the
Evangelist is deliberately drawing a parallel between the 46 year old
temple at Jesus first Passover visit and the “not yet 50” year old temple
three-and-one-half (?) years later - in other words the Evangelist is
highlighting that Jesus is the new temple. It is not beyond the scope of
the Evangelist’s complex theology that a contrast is being made
between “Adam” and Christ or, more likely in the context of John ch.8
between “Adam” who like the Jews believed the lie of the serpent (cf.
John 8:44) and faithful “Abraham” who “saw” Jesus’ day (i.e. the
revelation of the “new temple”, inaugurated by Jesus’ sacrifice on Mt.
Moriah cf. John 8:56).
The charges brought against Jesus and Stephen at their trials draws on
the “Seventy Prophecy” found in Dan. 9:24-27 and this explains why
Jesus answered his accusers by conflating Zechariah 12:12 with Daniel
7:13; “Then the sign of the Son of Man will appear in heaven, and then
all the tribes of the earth will mourn, and they will see the Son of Man
coming on the clouds of heaven with power and great glory”. (Matt.
24:30). Jesus would return as the vindicated “Son of Man” described in
Daniel, and in a reversal of roles, would judge the Sanhedrin. The
chief accusation against both Jesus and Stephen was that they desired
to destroy the temple and sought to change the traditions and laws
associated with Judaism (Matt.26:60-65; Acts 6:13-15). In effect Jesus
was accused of acting like Antiochus Epiphanes (god manifest) who
functioned in first century Judaism as the archetypical enemy,
committing blasphemy and sacrilege; “And shall intend to change times
and law” (Dan. 7:25 cf. Acts 6:14; “For we have heard him say that this
Jesus of Nazareth will destroy this place and change the customs which
“This bears no relation to the plain sense of the text”, so J.A.T
Robinson, Ibid,131
14
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Moses delivered to us.”). It is not coincidental that in the 4G the Feast
of Dedication (Hanukkah) forms the background to the charge of
blasphemy brought against Jesus (John 10:22), as this feast
commemorated the rededication and cleansing of the temple after the
defilement perpetrated by Antiochus. The book of Daniel encouraged
a first century apocalyptic worldview that expected the imminent
destruction of the temple followed by the realization of the messianic
age - the provocative sayings made by Jesus concerning the temple (of
his body) should be placed in this context.
It will be proposed that the last seventy years of Daniel’s prophecy
commenced with the birth of John the Baptist and evidence will be
presented to demonstrate that this occurred during the ‘Feast of
Lights.’ The Feast of Dedication or ‘Lights’ (Hanukkah) is intimately
linked with the Hasmonean rededication of the Temple and with the
original reception of the restoration prophecy by Daniel and the day of
“blessing” by Haggai. The temple is therefore the focus of the
prophecy. Another key element in the restoration is prayer, for it is
confessional prayer in the case of Daniel and Nehemiah that receives
a positive response. The same elements are encountered in the Lucan
annunciation narratives as a response to the prayer of Zacharias.
The Lucan narrative makes it apparent that Zacharias was praying for a
son. However, his motives were not selfish, for the response of the
angel indicated that his son would, “go before the Lord in the power
and spirit of Elijah” (Lk. 1:17), suggesting that his prayer was not
simply a personal request but also a plea on behalf of the people for
deliverance. Zacharias’ wife Elisabeth was barren and they were both
old – they represented the law and priesthood which could not bring
salvation. Zacharias knew this. Moreover, John the Baptist, who was an
Aaronic priest by birth, was raised as a Nazarite (Lk.1:15). The cult of
the Nazarite was instituted in imitation of the Aaronic priesthood –
why would an Aaronic priest be raised as a Nazarite? It is obviously
meant as a statement – a greater priest is coming.
The priests were divided into 24 groups or divisions (1 Chronicles
10:7-18), of which Zacharias’ “division of Abijah” is eighth in the
rotation. Priests and their families would live in Jerusalem or in various
nearby villages, but when their division was called up for duty for a
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week, twice each year, the priests would come to Jerusalem to work in
the temple. Each day about 50 priests would have been on duty, with
perhaps 300 on duty during a given week. Zacharias was “chosen by
lot” to go inside the temple and burn incense on the Altar of Incense
in the Holy Place. It is considered a great honour. Since there were a
large number of priests, no priest was allowed to serve as the
officiating priest more than once in his lifetime. We are informed that
the “the whole multitude of the people were in prayer outside” (Luke
1:10). Can we conclude from this that the “whole multitude” would
only have been gathered at one of the three required feasts, at
Passover, Pentecost or the Feast of Tabernacles? The Greek word
employed here is plethos; sometimes, “assembly” is used to translate
plh/qoj the term usually implies in English a specific or particular
group of people. However, this could simply be a large group gathered
outside, which would not be unusual, especially for the afternoon
offering. Such sacrifices, which included the burning of incense, would
have occurred in the holy place according to the Mishna (m. Tamid 1.2;
3.1; 5-7). So this does not necessarily mean that he was serving on an
important feast day.15
There are two arguments that militate against Zacharias serving on a
feast day. Firstly, if he served on a feast day we would expect it to be
mentioned by Luke, secondly, if it was an important feast day we
would expect the high priest himself to officiate,16 perhaps with the
help of assistants.17 However, Zacharias entered by himself, probably
Contra John Chrysostom followed by Kenneth Doig who suggests
the Feast of Tabernacles in 6 BC although he admits that, “such dating
is attractive, but not free of uncertainties”. Kenneth F. Doig, New
Testament Chronology, (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1990).
15

See Tamid; Strack and Billerback II, 71-75; Schurer, II: 1, 284-297 in
I. Howard Marshall, Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text, (New
International Greek Testament Commentary, Eerdmans, 1978),54
16

Joachim Jeremias refers to M. Tam. v.5; vi.2; vii.2 for the first
assistant, and to M. Tam. vi.3; vii.2 for the second assistant. Joachim
Jeremias, Jerusalem in the time of Jesus an investigation into economic
17
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leaving the other priests outside. The proposed chronology has
Zacharias serving in the first week of Nissan and John the Baptist
being born during the Feast of Lights.18 John the Baptist was the
forerunner – he prepared the way for the new temple – Jesus Christ;
“He came as a witness to testify concerning that light…..he himself
was not the light; he came only as a witness to the light” (John 1: 68).19 Jesus explicitly says; “John was a lamp that burned and gave
light, and you chose for a time to enjoy his light.” (John 5:35). The
dating of John’s birth during “‘Lights” obviously has implications for
the dating of Christ’s birth20 which accordingly is dated in the vicinity
of the Feast of Weeks (Pentecost) 21 marking his presentation at the
Temple as an offering of the “first-fruits” of the Spirit. Pentecost was
traditionally associated by the Jews with law (the word) giving at Sinai
but now the word had become flesh. The annunciation of the
Messiah’s birth occurred “In the sixth month”, (Luke 1:26) usually
understood as referring to the sixth month of Elisabeth’s pregnancy
(Luke 1:36) but it is suggested that a more natural understanding would
be the “sixth month of the year” (Elul). As it happens it makes no
difference to the suggested chronology as the sixth month of
Elisabeth’s pregnancy coincides with the sixth month of the year.
and social conditions during the New Testament,(Fortress Press,
1969),201,fn178
18

See Appendix 2 Chapter 17: The Priestly Courses

The lights of the Fourth Gospel reference celestial bodies (i.e. the
sun and moon) in keeping with the creation motif in the Prologue but
this does not preclude allusions to Hanukkah (‘Lights”) which is a
demythologised form of the winter solstice. In pagan religion this date
(25 Dec) is associated with the death/resurrection of the sun.
19

20

See Appendix 3 Chapter 17: Dating the Birth of Christ

Incidentally along with crucifixion dates Clement records May 20th as
one of the possible dates for the birth of Christ in Stromata, or
Miscellanies 1:21:140, 144-46. May 20 in 3 BC of the Gregorian
calendar falls on Pentecost (Sivan 6 in 3758 AM).
21
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The formulaic expression, “which shall be fulfilled in their season”
(Lk.1:20) is used in reference to prophetic utterances. In the first
instance it references the prophetic pronouncement made by the angel
(“my words”) that Zacharias would have a son. However, the
implication is that it includes far more than the immediate prediction
of the Baptist’s birth – it is a reference to Daniel; “How long will it be
before these astonishing things are fulfilled” (Dan.12:6). Gabriel is the
angel of answered prayer (Lk. 1:26, 30, 13; 22:43, 44; Dan. 9:21; 10:12;
6:11, 22; Acts 10:30, 31; Jer. 32:16,18—Gabriel means God’s Mighty
One). Centuries before, Gabriel had been sent “in swift flight” to
Daniel (Daniel 9:21). God has specifically sent him to tell the Good
News to Zacharias.22 Gabriel is named twice in the Book of Daniel
(8:16 and 9:21). Six months after the annunciation to Zacharias,
Gabriel is sent once more to announce Jesus’ birth to Mary;
“Greetings, you who are highly favoured” (Lk.1:26). Daniel is
addressed in virtually the same way when he receives the “Seventy
Prophecy” from Gabriel; “I have come to tell you, for you are highly
esteemed” (Dan. 9:23).
The Lucan annunciation narrative employs the title ‘Highest’ (hupsistos)
for God (Luke 1:32, 35, 76). The Old Testament equivalent of the
Greek hupsistos is the Hebrew El Elyon, which is used in a similar
fashion. Use of the equivalent Aramaic form `illay is prolific in the
book of Daniel (Dan.3:26; 4:17, 24, 25, 32, 34; 5:21; 7:18, 22, 25, 27),
more so than (the equivalent El Elyon) in any other Scripture. It is
usually employed in the context of opposition, or hostility.23 The
Note the time is the “evening sacrifice” this would be about the
same time as Zacharias’ incense offering.
22

El Elyon: Gen.14 (v.v.18,19,20,22) context- enemies (tsâr)[v.20];
Num.24:16; context-foreign and enemies (tsâr)[v.8]; Deut.32:8-context:
foreign (Gentile nations) and enemy (tsâr) [v.42]; Ps.7:17-context:
enemies(tsârar)[v.4,6](’ôyêb)[v.5];Ps.9:2-context: enemies (’ôyêb)[v.3,6];
Ps.18:3-context: enemies (’ôyêb)[v.3,17,37,40,48]; Ps.21:7-context:
enemies (’ôyêb) [v.8]; Ps.46:4 –context: the heathen raging [v.4]; Ps.47:2context: subjugation of Gentile nations [v.3]; Ps.50:14 –context: a call
for deliverance (enemies implied) [v.15]; Ps.57:2-context: a cry for
23
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phrase ‘sons of the Most High’ is found in the Septuagint of Daniel ch.3
the singular form ‘son of the Most High’ has now been attested in
Aramaic in 4Q 243 (4Q ps Dan Aa ) 2:1.24 The title is also used to
describe Christ as the son of God (Son of the Most High ) in the
annunciation of his birth (Lk.1:32) in the relation to inheriting the
throne of David (cf. Ps 89:4 - where the same title is employed in the
context of the Davidic covenant facing opposition). The power (Holy
Spirit) of the Most High would “overshadow” Mary (Lk.1:35) in the
same way that it “brooded or hovered” upon the face of the waters in
the beginning (Gen.1:2), describing the defeat of primeval chaos and
the victory of light over darkness. The Greek word translated
“overshadow” (evpiskia,zw) appears nowhere else in the Bible except in
the Greek translation of Exodus 40:34-35 where it refers to the
presence of God covering the mercy seat of the Ark of the Covenant.
Luke builds a parallel between the Ark of the Covenant’s journey into
Jerusalem 25 and Mary’s visit to her cousin Elizabeth:

deliverance (enemies implied)[v.3]; Ps.73:11-context: wisdom Psalm
contemplating fate of the wicked; Ps.77:10- context: song in the night
[v.6= Passover only feast celebrated at night] deliverance from the
enemy (implied) by Moses [v.20]; Ps.78:17,35,36 – context: covenant
song celebrating deliverance from the enemy (’ôyêb) [v.53] (tsâr)
[v.42,61,66]; Ps.82:6-context:deliverance from the wicked [v.4]
inheriting the (Gentile) nations; Ps.83:18-context:enemies (’ôyêb) [v.2];
Ps.87:5- context: lists the Gentile nations opposing Zion [v.4];
Ps.89:27-context:enemies (’ôyêb) [v.10,22,42,51]; Ps.91:1,9-context:
divine protection from the enemy (implied); Ps.97:9 –context: enemies
(’ôyêb) [v.3]; Ps.107:11-context: enemy (tsâr) [v.2]; Isa.14:14 –context:
king of Babylon; Jer.3:35,38 context-enemies (’ôyêb) [v.46,52].
A. Fitzmyer, ‘The Contribution of Qumran Aramaic to the Study of the New
Testament’, NTS 20, 1973-1974, 382-407, especially 391-394; there are
several parallels of language between this text and Luke 1:32-35.
24

So it was, whenever the ark set out, that Moses said: “Rise up, O
LORD! Let Your enemies be scattered, And let those who hate You
flee before You.” (Num 10:35) Compare; Luke 1:71; That we should
be saved from our enemies And from the hand of all who hate us.
25
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When David brought the
Ark of
the Covenant into
Jerusalem;
– He leaped and danced before
the Ark.
(2 Samuel 6:14-16)
David says;
“How can the Ark of the Lord
come to me?” (2 Samuel 6:9)

When Mary went to visit her
cousin Elizabeth;

– The Ark remained in the
house of Obed-Edom the
Gittite for three months before
being carried into Jerusalem.
(2 Samuel 6:11)

– Mary remained with Elizabeth
about three months and then
returned home. ( Luke 1:56)

– Elizabeth’s baby leaped in her
womb.
(Luke 1:41)
Elizabeth says;
“How does it happen…that the
mother of my Lord comes to
me?” (Luke 1:43)

Luke records that Elizabeth “cried out in a loud voice” Luke 1:41-42.
The word translated “cried out”(avnefw,nhsen) appears nowhere else in
the New Testament but occurs several times in the Greek translation
of the Old Testament, but only and always in connection with the Ark
of the Covenant. Virtually all the terms in Daniel 9:2426 can be found
as allusions or echoes in Luke’s annunciation narratives but we think
here in particular of the phrase “to anoint the Most Holy”27 with Mary
Luke 1:74; Being delivered from the hand of our enemies, Might serve
Him without fear.
Daniel 9:24; “Seventy weeks are determined For your people and
for your holy city, To finish the transgression, To make an end of sins,
To make reconciliation or iniquity (Lk. 1:77- for remission of their
sins), To bring in everlasting righteousness (Lk. 1:33- and of his
kingdom there shall be no end cf. Dan 2:44;4:34), To seal up vision and
prophecy (Lk. 1:20- which are fulfilled in their season), And to anoint
the Most Holy (Lk. 1:35 –the Holy Spirit shall come upon thee)”.
26

Randall Price notes; “To anoint the Holy of Holies.” Rabbinic
interpretation refers this to the Third Temple, since Tosefta Sotah 13:2
27
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functioning typologically as the “Most Holy (place)” containing the
“Ark of the Covenant” (Christ). In turn the ark contained within,
under the protective cover of the mercy seat, the tokens of new life28 –
the Ark was a “resurrection box.” Therefore Christ represents the very
heart of the New Temple – the divine throne – the Ark of the
Covenant.
The title “Most High” is also employed to describe John the Baptist as
the “prophet of the Most High” (Lk.1:76), with reference to the
Abrahamic covenant (v.73) and deliverance from their enemies (v.71,
74), paradoxically it is used in Luke 6:35 by Christ in the context of
loving your enemy. In Luke 8:28, (// Mk. 5:7) the title has been
adopted from the tradition utilised by Mark in order to express the
sovereign majesty of Jesus over against the demon possessed (here the
unclean spirit is the enemy). We encounter the name again in Lukan
record of Stephen’s defence in Acts 7:48. Stephen chooses the
predominately gentile title hupsistos to emphasise that divine revelation
records that the Second Temple had not been anointed. This goal is
specifically related to the consecration of the chamber which housed
the Ark of the Covenant, whose presence sanctified the Temple by
virtue the Shekinah (the Divine Presence). Since neither of these were
present in the Second Temple, according to Yoma 21b, rabbinic
tradition held that the Ark will be revealed by the Messianic king, who
will also build the Third Temple (cf. Zechariah 6:12). In the Dead Sea
document known as the Temple Scroll it was held that when the
legitimate Third Temple is consecrated the Ark of the Covenant will
again be present (11Q19 7:10-12). A similar view may be implied in
Ezekiel 43:1-7 (cf. Jeremiah 3:16-17). J. Randall Price, Seventy Weeks
of Daniel in Dispensational Interpretation, page 7 [cited Aug. 2010]
online @ http://www.worldofthebible.com
Hebrews 9:4 which had the golden censer and the ark of the
covenant overlaid on all sides with gold, in which were the golden pot
that had the manna, Aaron’s rod that budded, and the tablets of the
covenant. The manna was the incorruptible manna of the Sabbath; the
rod was a dead rod that budded; the tablets of the covenant were the
new ones written after the first tablets were destroyed.
28
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was not limited to the temple (or to the Jews), for God had appeared
to the patriarchs outside the land in gentile territory 29 The temple was
in fact superfluous (v.47) for the “Most High” dwells in temples
made without hands (v.49). It is fitting therefore that Stephen uses
the gentile title for God, first employed by the gentile priest
Melchizedek, who blessed the progenitor of the Jewish nation at the
very place where the temple currently stood. In Acts 16:17 the title
“Most High” is again employed by a gentile woman possessed with the
spirit of Python (=serpent; the archetypical enemy cf. Gen.3:15), who
uses hupsistos when addressing Paul, the apostle to the gentiles as
“servants of the Most High God.” The last N.T. occurrence is
appropriately from Heb. 7:1 quoting Gen.14:18-20.
To sum up so far- it is the same angel messenger (Gabriel) who
employs the same titles (Most High, Highest) as the Danielic prophecy,
a title that speaks of hostility and opposition towards God and his
people. Gabriel indicates that the annunciation concerned the
fulfilment of his words to Daniel. We also have reason to believe that
the birth of John the Baptist occurred during Hanukkah. Another
temple was about to be dedicated to God – this time one made
“without hands”. The Hanukkah miracle of the ‘Lamp’ was about to be
repeated – this time in the person of John the Baptist – but he was not
that Light. It is during this last “Seventy” that the greatest opposition
towards God and his saints would erupt. Therefore the angel Gabriel
announces the establishment of a New Temple (Jesus) which is
heralded by the birth of John on the feast of “Lights” paralleling the
prophetic work by Haggai/Zechariah, who also function as “lamps”
when pronouncing the “day of blessing” that proceeds the restoration
of the Second Temple (also announced by Gabriel to Daniel 490 days
before the Darius restoration). The Second Temple., that was
destroyed 490 years after the First Temple (according to the Jewish
calendar), is about to be replaced by Christ – the true dwelling place of
the Shekinah.

Abraham in Mesopotamia vv.2,4; Joseph in Egypt v.9; patriarchs
buried in Samaria in a Hittite grave v.16; Moses raised by Pharaoh’s
daughter v.21; welcomed in Midian v.29; theophany at Sinai v.30;
wonders in Egypt, the red sea and wilderness ; v.36
29

Ch.17 (Dan.9): The Last Seventy

A “new” starting date – 423/4/5 BC

According to the Jewish calendar the First Temple was destroyed in
3338 AM (423/4 BC), which is historically incorrect. Possible reasons
for the anomaly have already been discussed but the date itself is
interesting because the subtraction of 420 years (6x70) terminates in
the birth of John the Baptist and Christ. Thus working from the
Jewish Chronicle Seder Olam we are correct in stating that 420 years
after the destruction of the Second Temple the New Temple (Jesus)
was announced and 70 years after his birth (again using Seder Olam) the
“old temple” was destroyed. It is certainly paradoxical that in
attempting to legitimize the codification of the oral law the sages’
manipulation of the calendar actually legitimized Christ as the
replacement for the Second Temple – and the replacement of oral law.
The Word became flesh! Hear ye him! The “Hasmonean route”
(culminating in Hanukkah of 164/5 BC) is a dead end or is perhaps
more accurately described as a red herring. The pragmatic nationalism
of the Hasmonean dynasty of priest-kings was no substitute for the
covenant that promised a Davidic Messiah. The same nationalist
fervour devoid of covenant faith would lead to the destruction of the
nation in AD 70 and is unfortunately also characteristic of modern
Israel. Therefore the “Hasmonean route” did not lead to the
revelation of the Messiah – but it did establish Hanukkah as a
permanent feast that celebrated the rededication of the temple. It was
no doubt, a politically astute move to consolidate power by associating
the Hasmonean dynasty with Haggai/Zechariah’s temple restoration by
institutionalizing the day after Haggai’s “day of blessing” and
associating the two “lamps” of Zechariah’s vision with the “miracle” of
lights at the rededication of the temple in 164/5 BC.
Disregarding the “fit” achieved by the Seder Olam chronicle is there any
way that restarting (resetting?) Daniel’s “Seventy Prophecy” from the
proximity of 423/4 BC can be justified? It has already been noted that
the Cyrus restoration was a failure and that the anticipated restoration
was delayed by 21 years until the reign of Darius I – is it possible to
regard the initial mission by Nehemiah in 444/5 in a similar fashion –
as only achieving completion 21 years later (423/4) under Darius II?
The symmetry between the two situations is striking with both
restorations experiencing a 21 year delay until a “Darius” comes to
power.
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On the period in question Grabbe observes the following; “The
dedication ceremony is preceded by a further genealogical list [in Neh.
12; 1-26?]...........The priests and the Levites are supposedly those who
came in the time of Joshua and Zerubbabel, but the genealogy is
carried down to a later time in the Persian period. The exact cut off
point is unclear. According to 12:26, the list comes down to the time of
Ezra and Nehemiah, but this looks somewhat artificial. One or both of
these names is likely to have been added to the text. Neh 12:22
mentions the rule of “Darius the Persian,” who is unlikely to be Darius
I (522-331 BC). Darius II (424-404 BC) and Darius III (338-331 BC)
are also candidates. The book of Nehemiah does not appear to know
of more than one Artaxerxes and only two kings by the name of
Darius. This suggests that the Darius of v.22 was Darius II”.30 Fried
supports a similar view; “To the redactor [of Ezra-Nehemiah], the
Darius under whom work on the temple is completed can only be
Darius II, not Darius I; that is, he can only be the Darius who reigned
after Xerxes and after Artaxerxes. The redactor provides the correct
order of the kings in his list of those who give permission for the work
to go ahead: Cyrus, Darius (I), Artaxerxes, and Darius (II; Ezra 6:1516). Darius I is presumably included based on the writings of Haggai
and Zechariah, while Artaxerxes is included because he finally relented
and ordered Asaph to give Nehemiah wood to build the gate of the
temple fortress (Neh 2:8).The letters to and from the Achaemenid
kings Xerxes and Artaxerxes that are enclosed between the resumptive
clauses are meant to explain exactly how the satrapal officials, the (cam
ha’ares, prevented the Jews from building the temple and city from the
time of Cyrus up until the time of Darius)”.31

Lester L. Grabbe, “Nehemiah” in Eerdmans Commentary on the
Bible, (eds. James D. G. Dunn, John William Rogerson, Wm. B.
Eerdmans, Grand Rapids:Michigan,2003), 326-327
30

Lisbeth S. Fried, The cam ha’ares in Ezra 4:4 and Persian Imperial
Administration, (University of Michigan; Winona Lake, Indiana:
Eisenbrauns, 2006),136
31
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What occurred in 423/4 BC under the reign of Darius II that
effectively restarts the 490 years? Did anything significant occur that
can be regarded as the end of the restoration period after the false
starts of Cyrus, Darius I and Nehemiah’s (444/5 BC) first mission?
The Bible names Sheshbazzar (Ezra 5:14), Zerubbabel (Hag. 1:1), and
Nehemiah (Neh. 5:14) as governors of Judah, but little is known about
the following period; “At this point, [the end of Nehemiah’s term as
governor] our primary sources come to an end. For the last century of
Persian rule we have only tatters of information which is extremely
difficult to contextualise historically.”32 It is generally accepted that
Nehemiah went to Jerusalem and built the wall in 444/5 and that after
governing Judah for 12 years he returned to the royal court in Susa in
432/3. After a few years, ca. 430 BC he asked for a further leave of
absence (Neh. 13:6), and returning to Jerusalem, seems to have
governed it for the rest of his life.
The book of Nehemiah ends abruptly without telling the reader what
happened to either Nehemiah or Ezra. However, if we turn to external
epigraphic sources we find that the next governor was Bagavahya or
Bagôhî. André Lemaire notes that, “Bagavahya/ Bagôhî, governor of
Yehud (pht yhwd),” is attested in the Aramaic petition of Yedoniah and
his colleagues in Elephantine papyrus (Cowely 30), written in November
407 B.C.E (Cowley 1923:108-19; Grelot 1972:no.102, 1; Porten and
Hugh G.M. Williamson, “Studies in Persian period history and
historiography”, (J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck), 2004), 44. On page 81
Williamson adds that, “The paucity of our knowledge of the period
forbids dogmatism”. Joseph Blenkinsopp observes that, “As far as
Judaism is concerned, this [the Period from Artaxerxes II in 404 to the
first year of the Seleucid era in 312] could be described as the lost
century. There is hardly a single biblical text that can be located with
certainty in this century. Josephus, our principal source external to the
Bible, is not well informed on the Persian period, and he makes
matters worse by a tendency to conflate the three rulers named
Artaxerxes and the three named Darius, thus drastically telescoping the
two centuries of Persian rule”. Joseph Blenkinsopp, “The
Development of Jewish Sectarianism from Nehemiah to the Hasidim”
in Judah and the Judeans in the fourth century B.C.E.,(eds., Oded
Lipschitz, Gary N. Knoppers, Rainer Albertz, Eisenbrauns, 2007), 385
32
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Yardeni 1986:68-71, A4.7, 1) as well as in the reply memorandum
(Cowley 32, 1). These references indicate that he may still have been
governor of Yehud/Judah in the early fourth century B.C.E.
Identification of this name with the Bagoses of Josephus, Ant. 11.297301 is more uncertain and is still a subject of discussion (e.g.,
Williamson 1998: 163; 2004: 22, 74-89)”.33 In the same correspondence
(AP 30) 34 reference is made to, a Jehohanan who is the high priest.
Eliashib was high priest at least from the time of Ezra’s arrival (458
BC)35 through the time of Nehemiah (445 BC Neh. 3:1, 20). Eliashib’s

André Lemaire, “Administration in Fourth-Century B.C.E. Judah in
Light of Epigraphy and Numismatics” in Judah and the Judeans in the
fourth century B.C.E.,(eds., Oded Lipschitz, Gary N. Knoppers, Rainer
Albertz, Eisenbrauns, 2007), 54
33

A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1923), 108-19. The papyrus gives the date of its composition as
in the 17th year of Darius II.
34

The date for Ezra’s arrival is contested and has led to the theory that
while Nehemiah’s patron was Artaxerxes I (465-424 BC), Ezra arrived
in Jerusalem in 398 BC during the reign of Artaxerxes II (405-359 BC).
Blenkinsopp accepts the traditional dating of the arrival of Ezra in
Jerusalem in 458 BCE as does Williamson, who marshals evidence
from Achaemenid policy, details in the biblical text, and broader
considerations of biblical evidence. This study regards Ezra-Nehemiah
as being in some way contemporaries. Brown notes that, “With
virtually one voice scholars acknowledge that the Biblical text presents
Ezra as preceding Nehemiah and makes Ezra and Nehemiah
contemporaries during the latter’s governorship. Nehemiah’s arrival in
445 BC during the reign of Artaxerxes I constitutes perhaps the only
other point of agreement in this long-standing debate. Past this point
consensus disappears, even among critics. Among the many objections
raised to the Biblical text’s presentation, three issues surface repeatedly
as being the most problematic: (1) the apparent lack of cooperation
between Ezra and Nehemiah; (2) the thirteen-year gap between Ezra’s
arrival and his reading of the law; and (3) the generational distance
between the high priests associated with each reformer”. Gottwald
35
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son Joiada succeeded him (Neh. 12:22). Upon Joiada’s death,
Jehohanan, Eliashib’s other son, assumed the high priesthood (Neh.
12:22) and was still high priest around 408-410 B.C., according to the
Elephantine correspondence. The correspondence was also sent to
Sanballat’s sons. Eliashib was still high priest 13 years after Ezra –
when Nehemiah arrived in 445, if Eliashib retired (or died) soon after,
then his eldest son Joiada would have served and his other son
Jehohanan could have been have been a young man at Ezra’s arrival
and the high priest 50-60 years later. It is plausible that Nehemiah
governed until 423/4 and was then replaced (or died?) by Bagôhî
shortly after Darius II came to power. Nehemiah would then have
served the full reign of Artaxerxes – a period of 42 years (during which
he twice served as governor of Judah), making him between 60-70
years old by 423/4.
When Nehemiah returned to Jerusalem for a second term as governor,
he found that commercial interests superseded Sabbath discipline, that
compromise with the surrounding gentile (enemies) was common, that
greed had caused neglect in payment of the stipend to the priests and
Levites, and therefore their numbers and usefulness were reduced, and
that some combination of indiscipline and foolishness had allowed the
protagonists Tobiah and Sanballat admittance to the temple and to the
highest councils of power. It is difficult to conceive that the situation in
Nehemiah 13 at the very end of the book of Nehemiah deteriorated so
quickly after the renewal of covenant faithfulness described in
states; “the chronological order of the missions of Nehemiah and Ezra,
and the substantive interconnection of their work, is a baffling, at
present unresolvable, historical problem.” Norman K. Gottwald, “The
Hebrew Bible: A Socio-Literary Introduction”, (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1987), 434-5. For a fuller discussion of the temporal ordering in Ezra
see, A. Philip Brown II, “A Literary and Theological Analysis of the
Book of Ezra”, (Seminary and Graduate School of Religion, 2002) @
http://bible.org/series/literary-and-theological-analysis-book-ezra
[cited Aug. 2009] Joseph Blenkinsopp, Ezra -Nehemiah: a
commentary, (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988), 44; H.G.M
Williamson,. Ezra and Nehemiah, Old Testament Guides, (Sheffield:
JSOT Press for the Society for Old Testament Study, 1987),65
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Nehemiah 9-10. It seems that the author has arranged the material
thematically rather than chronologically36 but much uncertainty
surrounds the issue, which is still vigorously debated in scholarship.

Arataxerxes I
Ezra
First
Term of
Nehemiah

Eliashib
High Priest

465/6
457/8
444/5
432/3
c.430

Second
term of
Nehemiah

Joiada

Darius II

423/4

Bagôhî
Governor
of Judah

407/8

Jehohanan

Most scholars ascribe Nehemiah 13:4-31 to the Nehemiah Memoir; “a
nearly contemporary source that was written not later than
approximately 25 years after the events it reports”. Rainer Albertz
notes that, “the report on Nehemiah’s cultic and ritual reforms in Neh

Brown believes that a similar arrangement occurs in Ezra, when
explaining the mixed order of the kings mentioned in Ezra 6:14 he
states; “Ezra’s use of anachrony signals that thematic development is
again overriding chronological presentation”. (Ibid, Philip Brown II
Chapter 1Temporal Ordering In Ezra: Part I)
36
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13:4-31, dated to his second stay in Judah (v.6), is totally set apart”.37
Suffice to say that with the different arrangement of the EzraNehemiah material in the Greek 1 Esdras and the Jewish
understanding of Ezra-Nehemiah as a single unified work, together
with the ongoing debate in scholarship over the chronology of the era,
the question is far from settled. It is however difficult to regard the
Ezra-Nehemiah era of restoration ending on such a sour note as
described in the last chapter of Nehemiah – particularly as divine
providence had reversed all external opposition and the restoration
under Ezra-Nehemiah had finally achieved the fullness of the blessing
promised in Haggai 2;18-23. The proposal put forward here is that the
restoration period was only finalised with the renewal of the covenant
described in Nehemiah chapters 9-10 38 and that this occurred in 423/4
at the very end of Nehemiah’s ministry. Eskenazi observes that, “the
people’s prayer in Neh. 9:6-37 has been recognized rightly as the

“It is highly probable that the editor of Ezra-Nehemiah used an
older source, written by Nehemiah himself or by an intimate friend
from his immediate circle. The existence of this older source is widely
accepted (Mowinckel 1923; 278-22; Rudolph 1949: xxiv; Kellermann
1967:4-56; Williamson 1985: xxiv-xxviii; Gunneweg 1987:176-80;
Blenkinsopp 1988:46-47; Karrer 2001:128-213)”. Rainer Albertz,
“Purity Strategies and Political Interests in the Policy of Nehemiah” in
Confronting the past: archaeological and historical essays on ancient
Israel in Honor of William G. Dever (eds. Seymour Gitin, J.
Edward,Wright, J. P. Dessel,Eisenbrauns,2006,199-206),199- 200
37

Williamson concludes that the prayer has been transposed to this
location, somewhat awkwardly. He identifies the awkwardness as
follows: The “bearing of the people is markedly different. In chap. 8
they appear to be ignorant of the procedures of even the most
important of all the national festivals. Here, however, they need no
instruction, but gather spontaneously – and yet quite correctly – for a
day of mourning and confession.” H. G. M. Williamson, Ezra,
Nehemiah. Word Biblical Commentary 16 (Waco, TX: Word, 1985),
309.
38
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theological centre piece of Ezra-Nehemiah.” 39 Notably, scholars
frequently group Nehemiah 9 together with Daniel 9.40
Nehemiah chapter 9 relates the renewing of the Abrahamic covenant.
Eskenazi recognizes this; “This history emphasizes “inheritance” Sinai
is mentioned (9:13-14) but without reference to the covenant because
the Abrahamic covenant suffices and is still intact” ………….
“Today,” says the prayer in vss. 32 ff, Israel is again standing
vulnerable, facing a “sea” of foreigners who threaten to destroy it. Like
“our ancestors”, the prayer says, we cry to you (see also Neh. 9:4 which
uses the same verb to describe the communal gathering). Like
Abraham, and in sharp contrast to all the previous generations for
whom you did so much, we are faithful. How is our faithfulness
demonstrated? With the pledge that follows in chapter 10. Abraham
was faithful, !man . We are faithful, we sign a pledge – hnma” 41
This date (423/4 BC) is then to be considered the real date of “entry”
into the land – the date of covenant renewal. The Abrahamic covenant
Tamara Cohn Eskenazi, Nehemiah 9-10: Structure and Significance,
Journal of Hebrew Scriptures - Volume 3: Article 9 (2001); §1.1 @
http://www.arts.ualberta.ca/JHS/abstracts-articles.html [cited August
2009]
39

40Ibid,

Eskenazi, §1.8 “In a most helpful appendix, Boda charts the
numerous designations that scholars have used to classify Nehemiah 9
and the various texts with which they group Nehemiah 9. It can be
noted as a result that the vast majority of studies group Nehemiah 9
with Daniel 9 and Ezra 9. Among the 44 studies that Boda lists, 36
group it with both Daniel 9 and Ezra 9 and another six with either
Daniel 9 or Ezra 9. In addition, nine groups also include Psalm 106
with Nehemiah 9”.
41

Ibid, Eskenazi, §3.3 and §2.18 - Eskenazi adds a reference to Gilbert
in a footnote, “Le place de la loi dans la priere de Nehemie 9”, M.
Carrez, J. Dore, and P. Grelot, ed., De la Torah au Messie. Paris:
Desclee (1981), 307-316
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lies at the basis of the Deuteronomic account of entry into the land 42
and also informs the background of the Lukan birth narratives.
Interestingly, Nehemiah 9:7 specifically mentions the naming of
Abraham, which occurred when Abraham was 99 years old43 - the
same period of 99 years had elapsed between the recommencing of the
work on the temple44 under Zechariah/Haggai and renewal of the
Abrahamic covenant in Nehemiah 9 (if our date of 423/4 BC is
correct). The annunciation narratives in Luke (420 years after the
renewal of the Abrahamic covenant in Nehemiah 9) are shot through
with allusions, echoes and references to the Abrahamic covenant as
well as echoes of Nehemiah 9 as the table on the following page
demonstrates.

42

See Appendix 4 Chapter 17: The Abrahamic Covenant

Genesis 17:1 When Abram was ninety-nine years old, the LORD
appeared to Abram and said to him, “I am Almighty God; walk before
Me and be blameless”.... No longer shall your name be called Abram,
but your name shall be Abraham; for I have made you a father of many
nations (v.5).
43

In the second year of Darius (Ezra 4:24) – c. 522/523 to c.423/4 is
99 years
44
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Luke 1
Luke 1:6…..walking in all the
commandments and ordinances
of the Lord blameless.45
Luke 1:18…“How shall I know
this?”
Luke 1:7. But they had no child,
because Elizabeth was barren
Luke 1:25 ….He looked on me,
to take away my reproach
among people
Luke 1:37. “For with God
nothing will be impossible.”
Luke 1:72. To perform the
mercy promised to our fathers
And to remember His holy
covenant…..
Luke 1:73. The oath which He
swore to our father Abraham:
Elizabeth=God is an oath
Zacharias=Yah has
remembered
John=Yah has been gracious
Luke 1:71, 74. To grant us that
we, Being delivered from the
hand of our enemies....

Abrahamic Covenant
Gen.17:1 …..“I am Almighty
God; walk before Me and be
blameless”.
Gen.15:8 ….how shall I know
that I will inherit it?”
Gen. 11:30. But Sarai was barren;
she had no child
Neh.2:17…“Come and let us
build the wall of Jerusalem, that
we may no longer be a
reproach.”46
Gen.18:14. “Is anything too hard
for the LORD?”
Psa. 106:45. And for their sake
He remembered His covenant,
And relented according to the
multitude of His mercies.
Neh.9:7-8. You are the LORD
God, Who chose Abram, And
brought him out of Ur of the
Chaldeans, And gave him the
name Abraham…You found his
heart faithful before You, And
made a covenant with him… You
have performed Your words, For
You are righteous.
Neh.9:27.Therefore You
delivered them into the hand of
their enemies……

The word ‘blameless’ (amemptos) is the same word used in the LXX to
describe faithful Abraham who believed God’s promise regarding the
Messiah.
45

The MT subscription to Ezra-Nehemiah notes that its sign is
“Yahweh, remember the reproach of your servants”
46
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At long last, in the face of mounting external opposition and internal
disobedience (causing delay in the divine programme) the temple, city,
people and covenant relationship had been restored. The date that is
proposed (423/4 BC) for renewal of the Abrahamic covenant in
Nehemiah ch. 9 signifies the end of the Babylonian exile – the date
when the Abrahamic covenant was renewed. It is from the Nehemiah
covenant renewal that Daniel’s prophecy re-commences thus realizing
a fulfilment of the Abrahamic covenant 420 years (6x70) later with the
birth of Christ in 3/4 BC. Henceforth, Jesus Christ becomes the
divine dwelling place, anticipating the removal of the Second Temple,
which occurred 70 years later.

Appendix 1 Chapter 17: Apocryphal Eschatology
Source
and Date
‘Animal
Apocalypse’
1 En. 89.5990.19
(c. 160 BC)
A. Mos.10:11
(c.48 BC)

Pseudo-Philo
19:14-15
(c.70-100 AD)

2 Esdras
14:10-12 [4
Ezra]

Passage

Calculation?

Reign of the seventy
shepherds for…12
reigns, 23 reigns,23
reigns and 12 reigns

(12+23+23+12=70)
Each ‘reign’ 7 years =490
years

From the death of
Moses…. “to the
advent of Messiah
there will be 250
times”.

Death of Moses + 250
times. Each ‘time’=7
years
2500+(250x7=1750)
=4250

“And Moses
said…shew me what
measure of time hath
passed by and what
remaineth… For 4½
have passed by, and
2½ remain”.
“For the world hath
lost his youth, and the
times begin to wax

4.5 passed+2.5
remain=7.0 Total
70x45=3150
70x25=1750
Total =4900
9.5+2.5=12.0
Units of 354 ?(based on
lunar years)=

309

(c.100 AD ,but
supposedly 30
years after the
destruction of
the First
Temple, 2
Esd.3:1)

old. For the world is
divided into twelve
parts, and the ten
parts of it are gone
already, and half of a
tenth part: And there
remaineth that which
is after the half of the
tenth part”.

3363+885=4248
Temple 1 destroyed 3338
according to the Seder
Olam.

‘Animal Apocalypse’ (c.160BC):
The Shepherds are understood by the author as the guardian-angels of
the nations corresponding to the “princes” of the nations in Dan
10:13, 20f; 12:1; cp Deut 32:8 LXX, and they are 70 in number because
the nations of the world are 70 in number in Genesis 10. The “reigns”
are divided into periods of 12, 23, 23 and12. In 1 Enoch 90:6-9 the
author informs of a partial awakening of the “lambs” and the murder
of “one of these lambs” and the subsequent development of a “great
horn” on one of the sheep. These references are usually taken to refer
to the murder of the high priest Onias III and the rise of Judas
Maccabee. As the first period culminates in the building of the temple
(515/6) the starting point is usually sought some 84 years earlier (12x7);
however none of the periods exactly match known historical events.
Daniel C. Olson47 suggests 520 BCE as the terminus a quo (the period of
the second empire) thus allowing the intervening 490 years (84 + 162
+ 161 + 84) cover the period between the Exile and the Eschaton.
Whatever the intention of this chronological scheme we note that there
is approximately 160 years between the defeat of Persia by Greece at
the battle of Marathon and the visit of Alexander to Jerusalem and a
similar approximation of a 160 year interval between the death of
Alexander and the death of Antiochus Epiphanes; the final 12 year
“reign” was still unknown territory from the author’s perspective.
Leaving aside specific interpretations of the “Animal Apocalypse” one
Daniel C. Olson, “Historical Chronology after the Exile according to
1 Enoch 89-90”, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha, Vol. 15,
No. 1, 63-74 (2005)
47
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is left with the impression that the author expected the “end” anywhere
from 100 BC onwards.

The Assumption of Moses (c.48 BC)
Moses’ death occurred in 2500 AM (according to the Assumption of
Moses) making the advent of the Messiah 4250 AM (assuming the
“times” represent 7 year periods). If the date 4250 AM represents a
continuation of Maccabean chronology, which according to
Murtonen48 had the Maccabean rededication of the temple occur in the
“highly significant”, 4000 AM (164/5 BC) then 4250 AM represents 85
AD, barely 15 years after the destruction of the temple.

Northcote summarises as follows; “In the 1950’s Aimo Murtonen
(1954:137) argued that the MT chronology could not have attained its
final form earlier than 164/5 BCE – the date of the Maccabean’s
rededication of the Second Temple. He based his argument on the
finding that, if the MT chronology was extended beyond the
Babylonian exile period-using ancient Near eastern king lists that were
likely known to Jews in the Maccabean era – it yields the highly
significant date of AM 4000 for the Maccabean rededication of the
temple........It should be noted, however, that the synchronization of
the MT’s date of AM 4000 with the date of the Second Temple
rededication in 164/5 BCE is not an exact match, because the year AM
4000 actually falls on 161 BCE (if AM 3575 is calculated as
Nebuchadnezzar’s eighteenth year) or 162 BCE (if AM 3575 is
calculated as Nebuchadnezzar’s nineteenth year). However, the Old
Testament chronology is flexible enough to allow the addition of two
or three years. For example two or three years can be added for Shem’s
age at the birth of his firstborn- a calculation that, as noted earlier,
Jepsen believed was made in the progenitor chronology”. Jeremy
Northcote, “The Schematic Development of Old Testament
Chronography: Towards an Integrated Model”,[JSOT 29.1(2004)336]:8-9; A. Murtonen, “On the Chronology of the Old Testament”, ST
8(1954):133-37
48
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Pseudo-Philo (c.70-100 AD)

The next text also poses difficulties and any interpretation can only be
speculative. The solution proposed here yields 3150 AM for the “death
of Moses” which is close to the “Saros”49 chronology dating proposed
for the Exodus (3100 AM) and assumes that Moses died 40 odd years
later (3140 AM?). The “Saros” chronology has the Second Temple
completed in 4080 AM (conventional date 515/6 BC) which would
equate the end of the 4900 period with 305 AD. However, if the post
Second Temple period is 160/167 years shorter than conventional
chronology (similar to Jewish Seder Olam chronology) this delivers a
date of approximately 140 AD or 70 years after the destruction of the
Second Temple (approximately the time of the false messiah Bar
Kochba).

2 Esdras (c.100 AD)
The book is supposedly written 30 years after the destruction of the
First Temple (cf. 2 Esd.3:1). If the calculation is based on units derived
from a 354 day lunar cycle,50 the 9.5 parts are dated to 3363 AM which
is 25 years after the destruction of the first temple, dated by Seder Olam
Saros is a term for the number 360 used to describe a geometric
circle in Babylonian mathematics and therefore possibly representing
the idea of historical circularity to the exilic Jews. The “Saros”
chronology is a hypothetical pre-LXX/SP chronological tradition
suggested by Northcote (2004:13-14) and marked by the expansion of
the post-diluvian generations by 600 years by adding 100 years to each
generation (except Cainan); this addition was later preserved in both
the LXX and SP chronologies.
49

The use of a 354 lunar cycle also occurs in the chronology
encountered in Jubilees (for example the flood is dated in 1062 or
3x354) even though the book of Jubilees condemns use of the lunar
calendar (Jub. 6:32-38) and also has “solar” dating (birth of Jacob in
364) indicating that the lunar chronology was a later modification. See
Jeremy Hughes, “Secrets of the Times: Myth and History in Biblical
Chronology”,(JSOTSup,66; Sheffield: JSOT press,1990),23
50
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to 3338 AM. Considering the Seder Olam is of later provenance than
Esdras this is a remarkably close agreement. If this approach is correct
we terminate in 4248 AM a date similar to the A. Moses calculations.

Conclusion Appendix 1
All resolutions of apocryphal eschatological calculations are of
necessity speculative because the writers are deliberately ambiguous,
leaving their chronological units undefined. This allows both the
author and the reader a certain amount of flexibility in updating the
apocryphal “prophecies” to ensure that they remain current (just
change the unit in order to achieve a different date). Added to this
difficulty are the different chronological schema’s – when does one
date the death of Moses? Is it in 3140 (Saros), 2488 (Seder Olam), 2500
(A.Mos.), 2450 (Jubilees), 3859 (LXX), 2795(Samaritan Pentateuch),
2540(MT)?
The intent of this investigation is not to establish any definitive
“eschatological dates” (an impossible task), or to harmonise the
eschatological dates, merely to demonstrate that the early apocryphal
writings pre-70 AD all had messianic expectations that terminated in
the first century when Christ appeared and when the Second Temple
was destroyed - as Daniel had predicted. When this did not occur (as
expected by first century Judaism), the chronological data was realigned
in the Seder Olam chronicle (completed c.160BC/3920AM) by
compressing the interval between the destruction of the two temples
into a period of 490 years (deleting 166 years mainly in the Persian
period) not necessarily because of the importance placed by Daniel on
the 490 period, which ends with the destruction of the sanctuary, but in
order to shift the focus away from the “Messianic era” back to the
“Torah era” by having the Mishna completed in 3948 AM51, which is
both within the limits of the “Torah era” and also still within the limits
suggested by the apocryphal books for the “end”(4250/4248 AM)52,
This is the date given by  דבארand others. Rav Shereira Gaon says it
was 3978 AM.
51

According to Seder Olam this is a date only 8 years prior to the
completion of the Babylonian Talmud and, as we have seen, for
52
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thus placing the advent of the Messiah still in the future. In later
rabbinic literature any discussion concerning the Messiah’s delay before
4000 was considered premature. Thus for those writing pre-70 AD a
date of 4250/4248 AM was still acceptable for the appearance of the
messiah, but for authors post 70 AD, or more probably post 132-136
AD53 (the revolt instigated by the messianic pretender Bar Kochba), it
was necessary to realign priorities and adjust the dating schema’s
(without compromising earlier predictions). The Bar Kochba revolt
supported by Rabbi Akiva reactivated the cult and resulted in more
than three years of liberty for Jerusalem, but the revolt was ruthlessly
crushed by Rome and should therefore probably be regarded as the last
Jewish attempt to force a messianic interpretation on Daniel 9:24-27.

Appendix 2 Chapter 17: The Priestly Courses

The following data find general acceptance and form the basis of the
table below: From the time of King David, there were 24 courses of
priests assigned to the Temple, and the course of Abijah was the 8th
course as a permanent assignment. Each course of priests served for 7
days (1 Chronicles 9:25), twice a year. Their week long service at the
Temple began and ended on the Sabbath (2 Chronicles 23:8); the
priests passed responsibility at midday on the Sabbath (Against Apion
2:8). Three times a year all Israel was required to appear before the
Lord at the Temple, and during those three weeks, all priests from all
courses served at the Temple. The three times were the Feast of
Unleavened Bread, the Feast of Weeks (Pentecost), and the Feast of
Tabernacles [Succoth] (Deut 16:16). The basis of the schema is the
Jewish lunisolar calendar which was used by the Jerusalem priests
(Qumran had a solar based calendar).

anyone following Maccabean or MT chronology, it is a date slightly
after the destruction of the Second Temple.
This is the conventional historical dating; for the Bar Kokhba Revolt
in 136 AD see W. Eck, ‘The Bar Kokhba Revolt: The Roman Point of
View’, JRS 89 (1999), 87-88. The Seder Olam chronicle dates the revolt
to 3880 AM (the equivalent of 120 AD).
53
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The following is debated; (1) Do the courses continue year on year or
did they start a fresh cycle each year? (2) If a new cycle commences
each year, does it start in Nissan or Tishri? (3) All the priests served
during the required feasts of Passover, Pentecost and the Feast of
Tabernacles (Mishna, Sukkah 55b). Was the normal cycle interrupted
by the services at the Major feasts?
We note the following; (1) Judas Maccabeus belonged to the course of
Jehoiarib and this was the first course to serve. Scholars suspect that
the list in Chronicles was adjusted at the rededication of the Temple in
164/5 BC to reflect the importance of the Hasmonean dynasty of
priest-kings and that it was probably not the original order of service in
David’s time. Even if a later adjustment occurred (sic) in the era of
Judas Maccabaeus it would make no difference to our table as the
priests would have served the same rota since the 160’s BC; (2) Any
schema that assumes unbroken priestly service with the courses
continuously following each other regardless of the New Year (whether
Tishri or Nissan is chosen) is bound to fail as there were numerous
interruptions; Hezekiah reinstituted the Passover he also “appointed
the divisions of the priests and the Levites to their divisions” (2 Chron.
31:2). The priestly service was again interrupted by Antiochus
Epiphanies (which required the rededication in 164/5 BC) and after
Alcimus a sacerdotal black hole exits from 159-152 BC; (3) “To fix the
calendar by observation involves wide fluctuations, and in practice the
decision that a particular year would be a Leap-Year must have been
even less predictable than the decision that a particular day would be
the new moon” 54 (4) Months were always numbered from the
Ecclesiastical New Year in Nisan, even though the Civil New Year in
Judah began in Tishri. Edwin Thiele has concluded that ancient
Kingdom of Israel counted years using the Ecclesiastical New Year,
while the Kingdom of Judah counted years using the Civil New Year. 55
Roger T. Beckwith, Calendar and Chronology, Jewish and Christian:
Biblical, Intertestamental and Patristic Studies,(Brill Academic
Publishers, 2001),79
54

Edwin Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, (1st
ed.; New York: Macmillan, 1951; 2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1965; 3rd ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan/Kregel, 1983).
55
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The use of a number instead of the month name in Scripture may have
come about because Babylonian month names were adopted after the
time of Solomon, and at least one such name, Tammuz, referred to a
heathen deity. The Hebrew Calendar is a lunisolar calendar. It is a
complex system, where a year can have any of six different numbers of
days in it (353, 354, 355, 383, 384, or 385) and referred to as ‘deficient,
regular or complete’ and ‘common (350s) or embolismic (380s)’.
Hanukkah begins Chislev 25, and continues for a total of eight days.
The large Table below (preceded by a smaller Overview Table) is based
on the work done by Roger Beckwith (2001:77-90) with the numbers
in the narrow column in the large Table representing the Sabbath dates
when the courses changed over. Although it is not necessarily always
the case Beckwith alternates the length of the months between 29 and
30 days respectively and this is close enough for illustrative purposes,
particularly as the new moon was determined by observation. A leap
year has been included as they occurred on average every two to three
years. Beckwith’s argument concerning the courses commencing in
Tishri (the Civil New Year) has been accepted, with the first course
(Jehoiarib) commencing on the closest Sabbath to 1 Tishri to ensure
that Jehoiarib was always in service on the first of the Civil New Year.
However, the first month of the year referred to in Exodus 12:2 is
Nissan; “This month shall be to you the beginning of months”. This is
referred to as the Ecclesiastical New Year, which means that the Civil
New Year, Rosh Hashanah, actually begins in the seventh month of
the ecclesiastical year. Therefore, the weeks of the year have been
counted from Nissan as this marked the commencement of the festal
calendar (Ecclesiastical New Year). Beckwith bases his schema on the
saying by Rabbi Jose which establishes a fixed reference point - namely
that the course of Jehoiarib was serving on the 8th of Ab when the
Second Temple was destroyed.56 This fixed reference point allows us

“Good things come to pass on an auspicious day, and bad things on
an unlucky day. It is reported that the day on which the First Temple
was destroyed was the eve of the ninth of Ab, a Sunday, and in the year
following the Sabbatical year, and the Mishmar of the family of
Jehoiarib were on duty and the Levites were chanting the Psalms
standing on their Duchan (platform). And what Psalm did they recite? 56
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to work out which course was serving at Tishri. On the three great
feasts (Passover, Tabernacles and Pentecost) all the courses served
together and it can be seen from the schema that this did not interrupt
the cycle - priests from the other courses joined the scheduled course
to help serve on the Feast days. Therefore, all priests served five weeks
a year; during the two weeks their course served at the Temple, and
during the three weeks when all the priestly courses were present. They
served four times if their course coincided with one of the three feasts,
and six if they began and ended a year with a thirteen month leap year.
The calculation of leap year’s for the period 10BC-AD10 is present in
certain schemes but cannot be established with any certainty. During
Temple times and through the Tannaitic period (70AD-200AD), the
Hebrew calendar was observational, with the beginning of each month
determined by the high court (Sanhedrin) based on the testimony of
witnesses who had observed a new crescent moon. Periodically, the
court ordered an extra month added to keep Passover in the spring,
again based on observation of natural events. Whether or not an
embolismic month (thirteenth month known as second Adar or
Veadar) was announced after the “last month” (Adar) depended on
whether “the barley was ripe” and was done in order to keep the
seasons in tune with the calendar – especially important for feasts that
celebrate the ingathering of harvests. After the temple was destroyed
and the Sanhedrin disbanded the Jews eventually took to calculating
(using the 19-year lunar cycle known as the Metonic cycle) when an
intercalary month should be inserted in the year. As such calculations
were not employed pre -70 nothing can be inferred for the period that
concerns us. The necessity for a leap year in our table has simply been
determined by the information in Luke combined with rabbinical
testimony. In order to achieve a “fit” a leap year must be included and
as they occurred every 2 or 3 years– but which year was actually a leap
year (3BC, 4BC, 5BC etc) is not possible to determine.

[The Psalm] containing the verse, ‘And He hath brought upon them
their own iniquity, and will cut them off in their own evil.’ And hardly
had they time to say, ‘The Lord our God will cut them off,’ when the
heathens came and captured them. The same thing too happened in
the Second Temple.” (Ta’anith 29a)
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Following the tables determined below the annunciation of John’s
birth occurred during the course of Abijah (Yah is a Father) in the first
week of the month Nissan and his birth occurs 38 weeks later in
Chislev during the Feast of Lights (Hanukkah). The annunciation of
Jesus’ birth occurs six months later in Elul (we have chosen the second
week); if the birth also took place in the 38th week then the
presentation at the Temple (8 days later) would occur at Pentecost (the
Feast of weeks) marking Jesus as the “First Fruits” (of the Spirit). The
age difference between John and Jesus is then about 21-22 weeks
(about five and a half months). Surprisingly a 38 week gestation period
(which fits both pregnancies) means that conception occurred
immediately. A normal pregnancy is 40 weeks (counting from the last
menstrual cycle) but artificial fertilisation and implantation results
in 38 weeks from conception to birth! In the case of Zacharias, he
went home straightaway, as soon as the days of his ministration were
accomplished (Lk. 1:23) - this does not necessarily mean that he served
for the complete week. To all intents and purposes he had suffered
some sort of minor stroke which left him deaf and dumb, no doubt he
went home post haste to the nearby hill country (Lk. 1:39) and
Elisabeth (the barren woman) conceived immediately (miraculously) in
her old age by one who was deaf and dumb. With divine help the Law
and the covenants could still produce offspring to a nation that had
become barren, deaf and dumb – but henceforth they would hear the
voice of one crying in the wilderness – make the way straight for the
messiah! A simplified overview table is provided on the next page
followed by a more extensive outworking of the same table.
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Table 1 – Priestly courses simplified overview
Civil New Year (Leap Year)
7 Tishri- Course of Jehoiarib
8
9
10
11
12 Course of Jehoiarib
13 Veadar -Intercalary month
Ecclesiastical New Year (–Year 2)
1 Nissan - Course of Abijah; Annunciation of John
2
3
4
5 Ab - Course of Jehoiarib serving at
Destruction of 2nd Temple (fixed point Ta’anith
29a)
6 Elul - Annunciation of Jesus
Civil New Year
7 Tishri - Course of Jehoiarib
8
9 Chislev (Hannukah) – Birth of John
10
11
12
Ecclesiastical New Year (–Year 3)
1 Nissan
2 Iyar - Birth of Jesus
3 Sivan 6 - Pentecost
4
5
6
Civil New Year
7 Tishri - Course of Jehoiarib

319

Table 2 – Priestly courses full overview
Priestly Courses serving in the Temple
Week 26

(Elul)

27

1. Jehoiarib

Civil New Year (Leap Year)
Tishri
Week 27

5

2. Jedaiah

Week 28

12

3. Harim

(15-21)
Week 29

19

4. Seorim

Week 30

26

5.Malchijah

Succoth

Marheshvan
Week 31

3

6. Mijamin

Week 32

10

7. Hakkoz

Week 33

17

8. Abijah

Week 34

24

9. Jeshua

Chislev
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Week 35

1

10.Shechaniah

Week 36

8

11.Eliashib

Week 37

15

12. Jakim

Week 38

22

13. Huppah

Week 39

29

14. Jeshebeab

Week 40

7

15. Bilgah

Week 41

14

16. Immer

Week 42

21

17. Hezir

Week 43

28

18. Happizzez

Week 44

6

19. Pethahiah

Week 45

13

20. Jehezkel

Week 46

20

21. Jachin

Week 47

27

22. Gamul

4

23. Delaiah

Hanukkah
25

Tebeth

Shebat

Adar
Week 48
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Week 49

11

24. Maaziah

Week 50

18

1. Jehoiarib

Week 51

25

2. Jedaiah

Week 52

2

3. Harim

Week 53

9

4. Seorim

Week 54

16

5. Malchijah

Week 55

23

6. Mijamin

Week 56

29

7. Hakkoz

Veadar
Intercalary

Ecclesiastical New Year (–Year 2)
Nissan
Week 1

7

8.Abijah

Week2

14

9. Jeshua

(14-21 )
Week 3

21

10. Shechaniah

Week 4

28

11. Eliashib

Passover

Iyar
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Annunciation
of
John’s birth

Week 5

6

12. Jakim

Week 6

13

13. Huppah

Week 7

20

14. Jeshebeab

Week 8

27

15. Bilgah

Week 9

4

16. Immer

(6 Sivan)
Week 10

11

17. Hezir

Week 11

18

18. Happizzez

Week 12

25

19. Pethahiah

Week 13

3

20. Jehezkel

Week 14

10

21. Jachin

Week 15

17

22. Gamul

Week 16

24

23. Delaiah

1

24. Maaziah

Sivan
Feast of
Weeks

Tammuz

Ab
Week 17
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Week 18

8

1. Jehoiarib

Fixed Point
Ta’anith 29a
Destruction of
temple

Week 19

15

2. Jedaiah

Week 20

22

3. Harim

Week 21

29

4. Seorim

Week 22

7

5.Malchijah

Week 23

14

6. Mijamin

Week 24

21

7. Hakkoz

(1)
Annunciation
of Jesus’ birth
(2)

Week 25

28

1. Jehoiarib

(3)

Elul

Civil New Year
Tishri
Week 26

5

2. Jedaiah

(4)

Week 27

6

2. Jedaiah

(5)

Week 28

13

3. Harim

(6)

(15-21)
Week 29

20

4. Seorim

(7)

Succoth
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Week 30

27

5. Malchijah

(8)

Marheshvan
Week 31

4

6. Mijamin

(9)

Week 32

11

7. Hakkoz

(10)

Week 33

18

8. Abijah

(11)

Week 34

25

9. Jeshua

(12)

Week 35

2

10. Shechaniah

(13)

Week 36

9

11. Eliashib

(14)

Week 37

16

12. Jakim

(15)

Week 38

23

13. Huppah

25
Week 39

(16) Birth of
John

30

14. Jeshebeab

(17)

Week 40

7

15. Bilgah

(18)

Week 41

14

16. Immer

(19)

Week 42

21

17. Hezir

(20)

Chislev

Hanukkah

Tebeth
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Week 43

28

18. Happizzez

(21)

Week 44

6

19. Pethahiah

(22)

Week 45

13

20. Jehezkel

(23)

Week 46

20

21. Jachin

(24)

Week 47

27

22. Gamul

(25)

Week 48

4

23. Delaiah

(26)

Week 49

11

24. Maaziah

(27)

Week 50

18

1. Jehoiarib

(28)

Week 51

25

2. Jedaiah

(29)

Shebat

Adar

Ecclesiastical New Year (-Year 3)
Nissan
Week 1

3

3. Harim

(30)

Week2

10

4. Seorim

(31)

(14-21 )
Week 3

17

5.Malchijah

(32)

Passover
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Week 4

24

6. Mijamin

(33)

Week 5

1

7. Hakkoz

(34)

Week 6

8

8. Abijah

(35)

Week 7

15

9. Jeshua

(36)

Week 8

22

10. Shechaniah

(37)

Week 9

29

11. Eliashib

(38) Birth of
Jesus

Week 10

7

12. Jakim

6 Sivan
Week 11

14

13. Huppah

Week 12

21

14. Jeshebeab

Week 13

28

15. Bilgah

Week 14

5

16. Immer

Week 15

12

17. Hezir

Week 16

19

18. Happizzez

Iyar

Sivan
Feast of
Weeks

Tammuz
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Week 17

26

19. Pethahiah

Week 18

4

20. Jehezkel

Week 19

11

21. Jachin

Week 20

18

22. Gamul

Week 21

25

23. Delaiah

Week 22

2

24. Maaziah

Week 23

9

1. Jehoiarib

Week 24

16

2. Jedaiah

Week 25

23

3. Harim

Week 26

29

1. Jehoiarib

Ab

Elul

Civil New Year
Tishri
Week 27

6

2. Jedaiah
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Appendix 3 Chapter 17: Dating the Birth of Christ
The year 0 is not normally included in the count of years in the
transition from BC dates to AD dates (Since Bede, historians have not
counted with a year zero). Different ways of counting; (1) The interval
is 8 years; (2) From 5BC to 5AD is 9 years; (3) Inclusive reckoning is
10 years. Depending on inclusive reckoning and the accounting of part
years, dates between 3BC and 5BC can all deliver a period of 70 years
in relation to the Jewish War. (Example: 5BC to AD 5: -5, -4, -3, -2, -1,
+1, +2, +3, +4, +5) Determining the death of Herod the Great is
crucial to determining the birth date of Christ. In Matthews’s gospel
Herod is responsible for the slaughter of the innocents causing the
flight of the holy family to Egypt. If this is historical (some scholars
believe that it is Midrash) then Christ was born some time before the
death of Herod. The Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels sums up as
follows; “Most scholars are still persuaded by the work of E. Schürer
(cf. Bernegger, Hoehner) that Josephus is correct about the time of
Herod’s accession and the length of his reign. This would place the
death of Herod at about 3 B.C. However, Josephus also tells us that an
eclipse of the moon occurred shortly before Herod’s death (Ant.
17.167), and in view of the fact that this is the only time that Josephus
mentions this sort of phenomenon, it is improbable that he fabricated
this piece of information. There were no such eclipses in 3 B.C., but
there was one on March 12/13, 4 B.C. He also informs us that
Passover was celebrated shortly after Herod’s death (Ant. 17.213;
J.W.2.10). In 4 B.C. the first day of Passover would have been on April
11, 4 B.C. and presumably the discrepancy of one year is accounted for
by the inclusive reckoning of regnal years. This means that Jesus was
born sometime before March of 4 B.C.” Herod died between a lunar
eclipse observed from Jericho and close to a Passover. The dates for
Passover between 11BC and 6 AD are as follows (the first day of
Passover is always the 15th of Nisan (starting the evening of the 14th
of Nisan).
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Lunar eclipses visible from Jerusalem from 9BC to 1 BC: 57
Date
June 3rd
November 28th
November 18th
March 23rd
September 15th
March 13th
July 17th
January 9th

Year
9 BC
9 BC
8 BC
5 BC
5 BC
4 BC
2 BC
1 BC

Type of eclipse
Total
Total
Partial, 43%
Total
Total
Partial, 35%
Partial, 81%
Total

The date of 15 Nissan in the period 11 BC-10AD

Hebrew Year

Date of 15 Nisan

Gregorian Year

3750

Mar 27

11 BC

3751

Apr 16

10 BC

3752

Apr 4

9 BC

3753

Mar 25

8 BC

3754

Apr 12

7 BC

3755

Apr 1

6 BC

3756

Mar 21

5 BC

57The

date of Passover 11BC – 10AD
http://www.astrosurf.com/comets/cometas/Star/Passover.html
online [cited August 2009] Table supplied by Susan Stolovy, an
astronomer at Steward Observatory (Tucson, USA), based on data
from http://www.uwm.edu/cgi-bin/corre/calendar
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3757

Apr 10

4 BC

3758

Mar 29

3 BC

3759

Mar 18

2 BC

3760

Apr 6

1 BC

3761

Mar 27

1 AD

3762

Apr 14

2 AD

3763

Apr 3

3 AD

3764

Mar 23

4 AD

3765

Apr 12

5 AD

3766

Apr 1

6 AD

3767

Mar 20

7 AD

3768

Apr 8

8 AD

3769

Mar 28

9 AD

3770

Apr 15

10 AD

A range of 6-4 BC is therefore generally accepted as the birth range
for Christ, based on the conclusion that Herod died at the end of
March or early April in 4 BC, although this has been questioned by
some scholars 58 who argue that Herod could have died as late as 1 BC
Steinmann, Andrew, “When Did Herod the Great Reign?”, Novum
Testamentum, Volume 51, Number 1, 2009 , pp. 1-29(29); Ormond
Edwards, “Herodian Chronology,” Palestine Exploration Quarterly
114 (1982) 29-42; W.E. Filmer, “Chronology of the Reign of Herod the
Great,” Journal of Theological Studies ns 17 (1966) 283-298; Paul
Keresztes, Imperial Rome and the Christians: From Herod the Great
to About 200 A.D. (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1989)
1-43; Ernest L. Martin, “The Nativity and Herod’s Death,” in Chronos,
58
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placing the birth of Christ in the range 3-1 BC. However, evidence that
all three of Herod’s successors—his sons Archelaus, Antipas, and
Philip—dated their reigns from about 4 BC leads most scholars to
reject a 1 BC date for Herod’s death. A minority of scholars present
strong counter arguments in favour of 1 BC. Concerning the redating
of Herod’s death, the relevant paragraphs from the book by Jack
Finegan are reproduced below: 59
§514. Proceeding now to look in greater detail at the last months and
days of the life of Herod the Great, we remember (our §504) that
Josephus tells us (Ant. 17.167) that an eclipse of the moon took place
shortly before Herod died, and (War 2.10; Ant. 17.213) that the Jewish
Passover came not long after his death. If the death of Herod is placed
in 4 B.C. the eclipse in question can be identified with a partial lunar
eclipse on Mar 12/13, allowing twenty-nine days until the Passover on
Apr 11 (so e.g., Schürer/Vermes/Millar, our §504). Or if the death of
Herod is placed in 5 B.C. the eclipse can be identified with a total lunar
eclipse on Sept 15/16, allowing some seven months until Passover on
Apr 17, 5 B.C. (so Barnes, Bernegger, our §505). If the death of Herod
was in 1 B.C.-the year we are now exploring as probable for the death
of Herod-the relevant eclipse of the moon was a total eclipse on the
night of Jan 9/10, and the full paschal moon of Nisan 14 was on Apr
8, twelve and a half weeks later.
§515. In the last period of Herod’s life, between the eclipse shortly
before he died and the Passover soon after his death, Josephus (Ant.
17.156-191) narrates many events. These are the following: (1) on the
night of the eclipse Herod had two rabbis burned alive for involvement
in the destruction of his golden eagle at the temple gate; (2) with his
Kairos, Christos: Nativity and Chronological Studies Presented to Jack
Finegan, ed. Jerry Vardaman and Edwin M. Yamauchi (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 1989) 85-92.
Handbook of Biblical Chronology: Principles of Time Reckoning in
the Ancient World and Problems of Chronology in the Bible,
(Hendrickson Publishers; Rev Sub edition, 1998).
59
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health worsening he travelled from Jericho to the hot baths of
Callirrhoe near the northeast end of the Dead Sea; (3) when numerous
baths and additional immersion in a vat of warm oil failed to bring
relief he returned to Jericho; (4) at Jericho, knowing that death was
near and being well aware that most of the Jewish people hated him, he
sent officers into all areas of his kingdom to bring prominent Jewish
elders to Jericho where he had them shut up in the hippodrome with
instructions that upon his demise they be executed, so that there would
be mourning throughout the nation at the time of his death; (5)
receiving a letter from Augustus allowing him to either exile or execute
his son Antipater, Herod sent his bodyguards to do the latter; (6) he
then altered his will and designated Archelaus to have Judea, Samaria,
and Idumea; Antipas to be tetrarch of Galilee and Perea; and Philip to
be tetrarch of Gaulanitis and related regions; and (7) on the fifth day
after having Antipater killed, he died. It is plain that it would have been
difficult for all this to transpire within the twenty-nine days between
the eclipse of Mar 12/13 and the Passover of Apr 11 in the year 4 B.C.
The seven months in 5 B.C. would of course be more than sufficient,
but that date is not otherwise strongly supported. In 1 B.C. the time
would be adequate and not excessive, and this fact is an additional
reason for preferring the 1 B.C. date for the death of Herod the Great.
§516. The matter of the reigns of Herod's three sons and successors is
also relevant to the question of the date of Herod's death, and has
usually been taken as the major reason for accepting 4 B.C. as the
correct date, on which basis the three rulers are usually listed as
Archelaus, 4 B.C.–A.D. 6; Antipas, 4 B.C.–A.D. 39; Philip, 4 B.C.–
A.D. 34. As for the end point of each reign, the references or
evidences seem plain: Herod Archelaus, ruler of Judea, Samaria, and
Idumea, was banished in A.D. 6 in the tenth year of his reign (Dio 55,
27, 6; Ant. 17.342). Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Perea, lost
his tetrarchy during the second year of the emperor Gaius (38/39) and
had reigned according to the evidence of coins for forty-three years
(Ant. 18.252). Herod Philip, tetrarch of Gaulanitis and related regions,
died in the twentieth year of Tiberius, A.D. 33/34, after a reign of
thirty-seven ears (Ant. 18.106). Calculating backward from these
points, all seem to have' begun to reign in 5 or 4 B.C.
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§517. Filmer however, considers that this kind of evidence can be
misleading because coregency and antedating were common. As he
points out, in the case of the kings of Israel and Judah there were
several occasions when a king appointed a son as coregent and the
son’s reign overlapped the father’s by several years, thus the reign
could appear longer than it actually was. In the time after Alexander
the Great we have seen specific examples of the antedating of reigns in
the cases of Ptolemy I Soter I of Egypt and Seleucus I Nicator I in
Babylon (§192), and there were other examples in the Hellenistic and
early Roman period. On an occasion when Herod was testifying to the
Roman general and governor of Syria, Quintilius Varus, about his son
Antipater, he spoke of him “to whom I have in a manner yielded up
my royal authority while I am alive,” and in his reply Antipater said that
he had no reason to conspire against his father since “I was a king
already . . . you proclaimed me king in your lifetime” (War 1.624, 625,
631-632). See below (§654) for antedating in the reign of Herod
Agrippa II. Similar antedating could, therefore, easily have been
practiced in the reigns of Herod Archelaus and Herod Antipas. In
regard to Herod Philip there is now specific evidence (§518).
§518. As cited just above (§516), the currently known text of
Josephus’s Ant. 18.106 states that Philip died in the twentieth year of
Tiberius (A.D. 33/34; for the regnal years of Tiberius see Tables 151ff.,
especially 158, 167) after ruling for thirty-seven years. This points to
Philip’s accession at the death of Herod in 4 B.C. (4 years B.C. + 33
years A.D. = 37 years). But Filmer suspected that a figure had dropped
out and that the text should probably read the twenty-second, rather
than the twentieth, year of Tiberius (A.D. 35/36). Barnes rejected this
reading as “comparatively ill-attested,” although he agreed with Filmer
that it was a pivotal point of the debate. In fact, however, already in the
nineteenth century Florian Riess reported that the Franciscan monk
Molkenbuhr claimed to have seen a 1517 Parisian copy of Josephus
and an 1841 Venetian copy in each of which the text read “the twentysecond year of Tiberius.” The antiquity of this reading has now been
abundantly confirmed. In 1995 David W Bever reported to the Society
for Biblical Literature his personal examination in the British Museum
of forty-six editions of Josephus’s Antiquities published before 1700
among which twenty-seven texts all but three published before 1544,
read “twenty- second year of Tiberius,” while not a single edition
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published prior to 1544 read “twentieth year of Tiberius.” Likewise in
the Library of Congress five more editions read the “twenty-second
year,” while none prior to 1544 records the “twentieth year.” It was
also found that the oldest versions of the text give variant lengths of
reign for Philip of 32 and 36 years. But if we still allow for a full thirtyseven-year reign, then “the twenty-second year of Tiberius” (A.D.
35/36) points to 1 B.C. (1 year B.C. + 36 years A.D. = 37 years) as the
year of death of Herod. This is therefore the date which is accepted in
the present book. Accordingly, if the birth of Jesus was two years or
less before the death of Herod in 1 B.C., the date of the birth was in 3
or 2 B.C., presumably precisely in the period 3/2 B.C., so consistently
attested by the most credible early church fathers (see above Table
139). Furthermore, we have seen evidence for a time of Jesus’ birth in
the mid-winter (Beckwith, our §473), therefore mid-winter in 3/2 B.C.
appears the likely date of the birth of Jesus.
Finally, it should be noted that that the Herod who caused the holy
family to flee and who slaughtered the innocents may have been Herod
Archelaus (not Herod the Great cf. Matt. 2:22), the successor and son
of Herod the Great in 4 BC (or in 1 BC?) his whose tyrannical reign
ended in AD 6 when Rome banished him to Vienne in Gaul where he
possibly died (or was assassinated?) soon afterwards as nothing is know
about him after this point..
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Appendix 4 Chapter 17: Abrahamic covenant
Genesis
Deuteronomy 29-33
……..to be a God unto thee, ….he may be unto thee a God,
and to thy seed after thee as he hath said unto thee, and as
(17:7).
he hath sworn unto thy fathers,
to Abraham, to Isaac, and to
Jacob (29:13).
This is my covenant, which ye Neither with you only do I make
shall keep, between me and this covenant and this oath…
you and thy seed after thee and also with him that is not
(17:9-10).
here with us this day
(29:14-15).
Yhwh –Jireh [YAH will be The secret things belong unto
revealed] (22:14). Walk before the LORD our God: but those
me, and be thou perfect (17:1). things which are revealed
Because Abraham obeyed My belong unto us and to our
voice and kept My charge children for ever, that we may do
(26:4-5).
all the words of this law
(29:29).
That in blessing I will bless And the LORD thy God will
thee, and in multiplying I will ……and multiply thee above
multiply (22:17).
thy fathers (30:5).
And ye shall circumcise the And the LORD thy God will
flesh (17:11).
circumcise thine heart (30:6).
And I will bless them that bless And the LORD thy God will put
thee, and curse him that all these curses ……(30:7).
curseth thee…… (12:3).
Moses neglected to circumcise his own son before entering Egypt and
the wilderness generation had neglected to circumcise their sons in
preparation for entering the Promised Land. Before entering the land
the Abrahamic covenant of circumcision was ratified. Evidently the
practice had lapsed during the wilderness wanderings.
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Chapter 18

The final seven
Although the proposed hypothesis regards the simplest form of the
chronology in Dan.9:24-27 as a periodization of heptads (with any
further structuring being secondary), it is clear that the prophecy does
delineate a final seven years. Therefore the prophecy consists of
“Seventy Sevens” (70 x 7 years) with significant events occurring at
many of the seventieth “Jubilees” culminating in a final “week” (unit of
seven) or seven year period. The final “week” is divided in half, with
Daniel placing particular emphasis on a 1,260 day period (3½ years) at
the very end (cf. Dan 12:7). The NKJV renders the text as follows:
Daniel 9:26 And after the sixty-two weeks Messiah shall
be cut off, but not for Himself; And the people of the
prince who is to come Shall destroy the city and the
sanctuary. The end of it shall be with a flood, And till the
end of the war desolations are determined.
Daniel 9:27 Then he shall confirm a covenant with many
for one week; But in the middle of the week He shall
bring an end to sacrifice and offering. And on the wing of
abominations shall be one who makes desolate, Even
until the consummation, which is determined, Is poured
out on the desolate.
The following alternative has already been suggested for 26a (see
previous for footnotes):
v. 26a) MT: And after {62} sevens an/the anointed will
be cut off Th: even though there is no judgment against
him.
The reading offered here speaks of the abrupt removal of the anointed
after an indeterminate period of sevens – the cutting off was
groundless, for, “there is nothing against him judicially” (Porteous).
The problem that exercises interpreters is whether to regard the
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anointed in v. 26a as the same anointed as v. 25a. It has already been
noted in a previous discussion that whereas the MT discourages a
single Messianic interpretation the Th, on the other hand, encourages
interpreters to assume a single block of time and that vv. 25 and 26
referred to the same anointed one (the Latin Vulgate, the Syriac text
and the other Greek versions follow the same route). To add to the
problem it should be noted that the text is deliberately allusive – is it
an anointed or, a anointed, or the anointed, or the anointing (OG),
or Christ (Vulgate)? Arguments have been put forward for each of
these choices. Although Goldingay (1989:262) notes that nouns in
Daniel are commonly anarthrous1 Collins (1993:346) opts for “the
anointed one” in his translation.
The text is deliberately allusive and interpreters should respect the
ambiguity2 as this divinely created “space” allows the prophecy
flexibility – a “multivalency” that permits multiple applications; to the
return under “an anointed” (Joshua) to the removal of “a anointed”
(Onias) during the Antiochene crisis, but also to the trial, conviction
and “cutting off” of the anointed one (Christ) after an indeterminate
period of “sevens”. The rejection of each anointed priest reaches a
divinely ordained climax in the rejection of the Messiah (Greek
Christ=anointed).
It is however, a mistake to regard the prophecy as having the
crucifixion as focal point (as all important as that event is) – for the
focus is the Sanctuary. Jesus Christ and his saints form the new
Goldingay gives the following examples: a vision, a prophet, a most
sacred place [v. 24]; a word, an anointed, a leader, a square, a moat
[v.25]; an anointed, a leader, a people [v. 26]; a covenant, a wing, an
abomination, a conclusion, a desolate one [v.27]
1

Goldingay (1993:267-8) observes that, “the passage [Dan. 9:24-27]
refers to the Antiochene crisis. Yet its allusiveness justifies
reapplication of the passage…..There is another aspect to the
significance of Gabriel’s allusiveness. It accompanies an inclination to
speak in the words of Scripture reapplied. Daniel is doing with Isaiah
what subsequent exegetes do with Daniel”.
2
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temple. Therefore, this interpretation follows the lead offered by Christ
himself, who regarded Daniel as referring to the desolation of
Jerusalem and the destruction of the Second Temple. In this context
the cessation of the sacrificial system (Dan. 9:27) refers to the
cataclysmic events that ended the dispensation of the Law – the
removal of the Second Temple.
Of course, the removal of the Second Temple and institutionalized
worship is not unrelated to the sacrifice of Christ – but here is the rub the removal of an alternative form of worship and the removal of the
Jewish people and all their institutions from Palestine provided
Christians with confirmation that they had a “better covenant” that
would suffer no competition. Jesus is the place where the Father is
worshipped in Spirit and Truth, it was no longer necessary to have a
temple “made with hands” when a temple had been provided by the
Holy Spirit.

The Last “Week”

At first glance the last “week” described in verses 26-27 seems to
describe a singular event, namely, the destruction of the city (of
Jerusalem) and the sanctuary. The additional information provided in v.
27 informs that at the beginning of the “week” a (the) covenant is
confirmed (strengthened) and that in the middle of the “week”
rebellion, corruption and desolation cause an end to temple sacrifice.
These conditions prevail until the end of the “week” until the desolator
is punished. The NKJV indicates that the person who confirms the
covenant in v. 27 is the same “prince who is to come” that destroys the
city in the previous verse. The translation offered by Collins (1993:346)
displays the same bias, no doubt influenced by the Antiochene crisis,
but Goldingay (1989:226) offers a neutral translation:
v. 26b) A leader to come will devastate a people, and its
end will come with a flood.
v. 27) A covenant will prevail for the multitude for one
seven; “in the middle of the seven sacrifice and offering
will cease, and upon a wing will be a desolating
abomination: until a conclusion decreed overwhelms a
desolate one”.
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The seven year period is clearly delineated by two periods of 3½ years.
The first 3½ years is identified by Christ in the Olivet prophecy with
the destruction of Jerusalem and the removal of the Second Temple.
Establishing the accuracy of Christ’s interpretation is simply a matter
of historical verification – the reader is referred to the account of the
3½ year campaign waged by Vespasian.3 The desolation of the temple
was not necessarily caused by the Roman incineration of the temple
(which could be considered a cleansing act), but by the Jews themselves
who polluted and desecrated the temple during their rebellion, so much
so that Josephus (Jos. War 6.2.1) comments; “And who is there that
does not know what the writings of the ancient prophets contain in
them, - and particularly that oracle which is just now going to be
fulfilled upon this miserable city? For they foretold that this city should
be then taken when somebody shall begin the slaughter of his own
countrymen. And are not both the city and the entire temple now full
of the dead bodies of your countrymen? It is God, therefore, it is God
himself who is bringing on this fire, to purge that city and temple by
means of the Romans, and is going to pluck up this city, which is full
of your pollutions”.
Josephus (Jos. War
6.4.5) also comments on the remarkable
coincidence [sic] that has the Romans destroying the temple on the
same day as Nebuchadnezzar centuries previously (the Romans
probably chose the same day as a propitious date on which to fire the
temple); “And now the fatal day was come, according to the revolution
of ages: it was the tenth day of the month Ab, upon which it was
formerly burnt by the king of Babylon; although these flames took
their rise from the Jews themselves, and were occasioned by them…” 4
Interestingly, the NIB translates Christ’s warning in Matt. 24:15 as
follows; “So when you see standing in the holy place ‘the
abomination that causes desolation’, {Daniel 9:27; 11:31; 12:11}
3

See Appendix 1 Chapter 18: Chronology of the Jewish War, 66-70

Josephus is careful to blame the Jews rather than the Romans for
burning the temple – probably because he did not want to alienate his
patrons
4
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spoken of through the prophet Daniel--let the reader understand…”
In the NIB the causal link between abomination and subsequent
desolation is emphasised. The root cause of the desolation is rebellion
whether or not it resulted in the setting up of an “abomination” (idol).
Similarly, the term used in Dan. 8:13 by Gabriel (to describe the
Antiochene crisis) is “desolating rebellion” rather than “desolating
abomination.” Klein suggests that the numerical value of abomination
(#Quvi=490) determined the preference in Dan. 9:27 for “desolating
abomination” over “desolating rebellion”.5 The Romans fulfilled the
prophecy literally by erecting and offering to their ensigns on the
captured temple mount (Jos. War 6.6.1) but the city and the temple had
been desecrated by the Jews themselves long before the final Roman
desolation occurred. The conclusion so far is that in accordance with
Daniel and with Christ’s interpretation – the city and the Second
Temple were destroyed at the end of a horrific 3½ year campaign.6

The Final 3½ years
This leaves us to explain the final 3½ years and the “covenant” that
spans the entire seven year period. Is the “covenant” a reference to
a divinely ordained covenant or to an agreement between two human
parties? History knows of no covenant reached between the Jews and
the Romans during the revolt. The critical view understands the
“covenant” in v. 27 as a reference to an alliance between Epiphanes
and the Hellenizing Jews; “Let us go and make a covenant with the
Gentiles round about us”. (1 Macc. 1:11) The half-week in this
interpretation corresponds to the three and a half years (“a time, times,
and a half time”) of Dan. 7:25. The allusiveness of the prophecy allows
the possibility of an application to the Antiochene crisis and although
negative associations with the desecration of the temple lead many
scholars to accept this view, this exegesis regards the Antiochene crisis
as a typical realization – with the desecration of the temple and

5

G. Klein, “Uber das Buch Daniel”, (Leiden: Brill,1904,239-241),240

This does not preclude earlier applications of Daniel to the
Antiochene crisis, which in many ways typified the crisis in 70
6

341

removal of the daily holding as it were supra-historical, eschatological
significance.
In the context of Daniel’s prayer a reference is made to the “God who
keeps covenant”7 suggesting a link with the covenant that is
“strengthened” in v. 27. The key phrase in Dan. 9:27 (“He shall
confirm [strengthen] a covenant”) echoes the earlier statement by
Daniel in 9:12 (“He has confirmed His words”) which speaks of God
confirming his prophetic word to Jeremiah [Dan. 9:2 cf. Jer. 25:11] by
bringing destruction against Jerusalem. In both cases the destruction of
Jerusalem (and by extension the sanctuary) are connected with
confirming both his “word” and his “covenant”.
However,
“covenant” and “word” are not analogous8 despite parallels in the
contextual setting (destruction of Jerusalem in 586 and in 70). The
“covenant” that the Daniel prophecy anticipates must be the “new
covenant” also spoken of by Jeremiah the prophet (Jer. 31:31). The
“new covenant” was established between Christ and his disciples at the
last supper and received confirmation by God in the resurrection
event. Nevertheless, in a national sense the “new covenant” was only
Daniel 9:4 And I prayed to the LORD my God, and made
confession, and said, “O Lord, great and awesome God, who keeps
His covenant and mercy with those who love Him, and with those who
keep His commandments”.
7

The Greek Th of Dan. 9:12 (kai. e;sthsen tou.j lo,gouj auvtou/)
employs the accusative masculine plural of logos (word) coupled with
indicative aorist active 3rd person singular for establish (e;sthsen) form
of the verb histemi (i[sthmi), which is equivalent to the Hebrew dabar
(rb'D)- being confirmed, or established quwm (~Wq). However, the OG
employs command, or ordinance (prosta,gmata) in 9:12; kai. e;sthsen
h`mi/n ta. prosta,gmata. The Th and OG of 9:27 are the same (kai.
dunamw,sei diaqh,khn) with reference to strengthening (cf. the Pauline
expression in Col 1:11 [duna,mei dunamou,menoi] strengthened with all
might) the covenant (the accusative feminine singular form of diathēkē
[diaqh,kh]). The Hebrew equivalent is from the prime root gâbar (rb;G)';
to be strong and beriyth (tyrIB.); covenant.
8
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“confirmed” (strengthened) when the “old covenant” was swept away
with the destruction of the Second Temple. The opportunity for
animal sacrifice had been completely removed; from henceforth it was
only possible to worship God through Christ. This is the essence of the
argument in Hebrews (c. AD 67) - Jesus the mediator of the “new
covenant” warns the Jews “from heaven” that the Second Temple
(symbol of the old covenant) would be completely removed
(Heb.12:24-27).9 The “new covenant” required a “new temple” where
God is worshipped in Spirit and Truth.
The “strong (firm) covenant” relates to both of the half-week periods.
This exegesis proposes that the first 3½ years ended with the
destruction of the Second Temple and dispersal of the Jews. By its
very nature the prophecy was in abeyance until the Jews returned to the
land. This means that the prophecy was interrupted for a period of at
least 2,000 years until the return of the diaspora. The last 3½ years is
therefore still in the future and is extensively described in Revelation as
the 1,260 day period of witnessing. Sometimes the objection is raised
that the prophecy does not allow for postponement, however, the
prophecy has already encountered delays during the reigns of Cyrus
and Darius, moreover, as noted by Price; “…both conservative and
critical scholarship have agreed that Gabriel’s revelation to Daniel
announced an extension of the seventy years of Jeremiah’s prophecy to
seventy weeks of years. At the outset let us notice that this extension of
the seventy years is itself an example of prophetic postponement, a fact

See also 2 Peter 1:19; “And so we have the prophetic word
confirmed (bebaio,teron), which you do well to heed as a light that
shines in a dark place, until the day dawns and the morning star rises
in your hearts”(NKJV). Note the context of 2 Peter (3:11) is the
removal of the old dispensation; “Therefore, since all these things will
be dissolved” (i.e. all Jewish institutions including the temple). The only
place where an analogous term “morning star” (day-star) occurs is in
the book of Revelation (2:28; 22:16) suggesting that the prophetic word
that Peter has in mind is the one issued by Jesus himself – of course
this would require a pre-70 date for Revelation.
9
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often overlooked by opponents.”10 As in the past, spiritual failure leads
to postponement (cf. Num 14:34). Israel failed to recognize and accept
their Messiah, therefore, the nation was removed in AD 70 after 3½
years of war. The prophetic interruption continues until the last 3½
years of witnessing commences and the nation will only achieve
ultimate restoration when repentance is displayed towards the Messiah.

The New Temple

This section of the exegesis will explore the last half-week of Daniel’s
prophecy and clarify the “seven year covenant” that spans both halfweeks and is interrupted in the middle by a diaspora lasting
approximately 2,000 years. From the very beginning the focus of the
exegesis presented here has been on the centrality of the temple motif
– in particular, temple desecration features as an eschatological motif
in Daniel. A number of interpreters have suggested that the temple is
the hinge on which Daniel’s view of history turns.11 Recent studies in
Revelation have recognised the importance of the theme of the temple
as an organizing principle for the spatial and temporal aspects of the
apocalyptic visions in the book of Revelation.12 Danielic thematic
“Classical dispensational interpretation has always recognized that
the New Testament revelation of two phases to the messianic advent
has necessitated an interruption in the fulfilment of the restoration
program unconditionally guaranteed to national Israel (Jeremiah 31:3137)..” Dr. Randall Price, The Prophetic Postponement in the Prophecy
of Daniel 9:27 (part 1-3, Prophecy Ministries,1999: cited online June
2009); http://www.according2prophecy.org/11colleague.html
10

Annie Jaubert, La Notion d’Alliance dans le Judaisme. Patristica
Sorbonensia 6 (Paris: Seuil, 1963), pp. 82-85; Robert Hanhart,
“Kriterien Geschichtlicher Warheit in der Makkabäerzeit,” Drei
Studien zum Judentum in Theologische Existenz Heute 140 (Müchen:
Kaiser, 1967), 14.
11

John Ben-Daniel and Gloria Ben-Daniel provide references to
Robert Briggs and A. Spatafora and A. Spatafora in a footnote relating
to the Temple motif in Revelation. A. and A. Spatafora observe that,
“All other studies and commentaries appear to analyse the individual
12
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continues in the book of Revelation with the dedication of a new
temple which occurs during the final 3½ years:
And there was given to me a reed like a
staff, saying, “Rise, and measure the
temple of God, and the altar, and them that
worship in it. And the court which is
without the temple cast (e;kbale) out, and
measure it not; because it has been given up
to the nations, and the holy city shall they
tread under foot forty-two months”. (Rev.
11:1-2 DBY)
Bauckham observes; “This curious use of e;kbale has never been
explained, because its source in Daniel has not been recognised. The
whole phrase is John’s translation of the last three words of Daniel
8.11: Av*D'q.mi !Akïm. %l:ßv.huw> ((literally: ‘and the place of his sanctuary was
cast down/out’). John has taken the unique phrase Av*D'q.mi !Akïm, which
uses the rare (!Akïm), to mean the court belonging to (i.e. outside) the
temple building. %l:ßv would mean ‘to cast down, to overthrow’ if it
recurrences, but they fail to see a relationship between them”—A.
Spatafora and A. Spatafora, From the ‘Temple of God’ to God as the Temple:
A Biblical Theological Study of the Temple in the Book of Revelation (Rome:
Loyola Press, 1997), 7-9. Following an investigation of background
sources, both these works confirm the importance of the Temple
theme in the Apocalypse...... Margaret Baker also provides a wealth of
information on the subject in her recent book (The Revelation of Jesus
Christ). John Ben-Daniel and Gloria Ben-Daniel, The Apocalypse in the
Light of the Temple: A New Approach to the Book of Revelation,
(Beit Yochanan, 2003), 6-fn.9 [cited August 2010] @
http://www.newtorah.org/the%20book.html. Whittaker also notes the
importance of Day of Atonement Liturgy to the trumpet section of
Revelation. H. A. Whittaker, Revelation: A Biblical Approach, (Lichfield:
Biblia, 1973), 104-105. R. A. Brigg, Jewish Temple Imagery in the Book of
Revelation, (Studies in Biblical Literature; Vol. 10; New York: Peter Lang
Publishing, 1999)
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referred to the temple itself, but can hardly mean this if, as John
supposes, it refers to the court of the temple. However, ‘to cast out’
(evkba,llw) is an appropriate translation, because John assumes that the
reason it has been ‘cast out’ is that the pagan nations have defiled it.
They have removed the burnt offering (Daniel 8.11; 11.31; 12.11) and
erected the idolatrous ‘transgression that makes desolate’ (11.31; 12.11),
presumably in place of the altar of burnt-offering”.13 Critical scholars
suspect that the trampling by the nations in Rev. 11:1-2 and the
witnessing in Rev. 11:3-14 are derived from different sources and
therefore regard the two episodes as unrelated. However, Antoninus
Siew notes that John employs a paratactic construction that results in a
parallelism between vv.2 and 3:
Verse 2
A – Given (evdo,qh)the outer
court
B - To the nations (toi/j
e;qnesin)
C – They will trample the holy
city
(th.n
po,lin
th.n
a`gi,an
path,sousin)
D – 42 months

Verse 3
A’ – I will give (dw,sw)
B’ To my two witness (toi/j dusi.n
ma,rtusi,n mou)
C’ – They will prophesy [to and in
Jerusalem]
(profhteu,sousin)
D’ – 1,260 days

Structurally, this parallelism in the form of ABCDA’ B’C’D’ is
impressive.14 The analysis that Siew proposes supports our exegesis –
namely, that the witnessing and measuring are simultaneous events that
occur during gentile occupation of the land. Both the people and the
temple (including the altar) are measured but the outer court (know as
court of the Gentiles) is “cast out” indicating that we are not dealing
Richard Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy: Studies on the Book of
Revelation,(T&T Clark; Continuum Imprint, New York: London,
1993),270
13

14Antoninus

King Wai Siew, War Between the Two Beasts And the
Two Witnesses: A Chiastic Reading of Revelation 11.1-14.5, (T. & T.
Clark, London: New York,2005),106
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with a literal temple. Bauckham concludes that (similar to the
Antiochene crisis) the pagans have defiled the court, removed the
burnt offering and defiled the altar. However, it is the daily
witnessing (not the daily sacrifice) that is removed by murdering the
two witnesses; the witnessing is in fact the process by which the temple
(people) are measured and the altar is not defiled but “measured.”
Hanukkah (Feast of Lights or Dedication) features as a background
to temple restoration in Daniel, to the restoration under Haggai and
Zechariah, to the dedication of the temple and altar during the
Maccabean crisis15 and to the birth of John the Baptist. It should
therefore not surprise us to discover that “lamps” are associated with
the dedication of the new “Temple” in Revelation:
These are the two olive trees and the two
lampstands standing before the God of the
earth. (Rev. 11:4)
Psalm 30 has the superscription; “A Song at the dedication of the
house of David” and is read at Hanukkah:
Psalm 30

Revelation 11

(1a) A Song at the dedication of (1b) Rise and measure the temple
the house
of God, the altar, and those who
worship there
(11b) You have put off my (3b) They will prophesy........
sackcloth and clothed me with clothed in sackcloth
gladness
(3a) O LORD, You brought (12) And they heard a loud voice
my soul up from the grave
from heaven saying to them,
“Come up here”
(1b) And have not let my foes (10) And those who dwell on the
rejoice over me
earth will rejoice over them
(12b) O LORD my God, I will (17) We give You thanks, O Lord
give thanks to You forever
God Almighty
See, Appendix 2 Chapter 18: Revelation 11 and the Maccabean
crisis
15
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It is significant that Psalm 29 features as a background to the rainbow
angel of Revelation chapter 10 and the seven thunders (loud voices)
of Rev. 14.16 The theme of Psalm 29 is the seven-fold voice (thunder)
of Yahweh, who is enthroned on the storm clouds; “Yahweh sitteth
upon the flood” (v.10). Thus, allusions to Psalm 29 and Psalm 30 are
found throughout Revelation 10, 11 and 14. Daniel, Christ and
Josephus all employ the metaphor of a flood to describe the Roman
destruction in AD 70 and the term is also an appropriate description
for the eschatological destruction;
Daniel: “Shall destroy the city and the sanctuary. The
end of it shall be with a flood”. (Dan. 9:26)
Josephus: “……the city would either be swallowed up
by the ground opening upon them, or been overflowed
by water, or else been destroyed by such thunder as the
country of Sodom perished by….for by their madness it
was that all the people came to be destroyed”. (Jos. War
5.13.7)
Christ: “They ate, they drank, they married wives, they
were given in marriage, until the day that Noah entered
the ark, and the flood came and destroyed them all”. (Lk
17:27)
2 Pet.3: 5-7: “For this they willingly are ignorant of, that
by the word of God the heavens were of old, and the
earth standing out of the water and in the water: whereby
the world that then was, being overflowed with water,
perished: but the heavens and earth which are now, by the
Siew (2005: 185,186) proposes a micro-chiasm, with Rev.11.1-2 and
14.1-5 forming an inclusio for the literary unit of 11.1-14.5. He
understands the lexical terms ‘the temple of God’ and ‘the holy city’ in
11.1-2 as paralleling the phrase ‘Mount Zion’ in 14.1. To this we might
add that the seven thunders of Rev.10:4 are paralleled by the loud
voices of Rev.14 demonstrating cohesion in the literary unit.
16
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same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the
day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men.”
Rev 10.1: I saw still another mighty angel coming down
from heaven, clothed with a cloud. And a rainbow was on
his head, his face was like the sun, and his feet like pillars
of fire.
Rev 10.4: Now when the seven thunders uttered their
voices, I was about to write; but I heard a voice from
heaven saying to me, “Seal up the things which the seven
thunders uttered, and do not write them.”17

The “sealing up” of Rev.10:4 echoes the phrase, “to seal up the
vision and the prophecy” found in Dan. 9:24 and “shut up the words,
and seal the book” (Dan. 12:4) – taken together with the instruction
“write them not” indicates that the seven thunders of Revelation
remain unexplained (do not write down their meaning) rather than
unrecorded. There is little point in “sealing” something that is not
written down”. Revelation 14 records seven “loud voices” (thunders)
that announce judgements. “The thunder of his power who can
understand?”(Job 26: 14); rabbinic tradition comments as follows:
“When thunder goes forth in his full force, no creature can understand
it. It is not written none understands, but who can understand? The
intelligent ones they know his hints and thoughts”.(Gen. Rab. 12:1 –
trans., Epstein, Babylonian Talmud)
17
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The apocalyptic imagery of Dan. 9, 10 and 12 informs the background
to Rev. 10 and 11:
Revelation
10:1. A mighty angel.

Daniel

10:5 and 12:7. A man clothed in
linen.
10: 2. Right foot on the sea, left 12:7. Standing on the waters of
foot on the land.
the river.
10: 1. Face like the sun.
10:6. Face like lightning.
10: 1. Feet as pillars of fire.
10:6. Feet like polished brass.
10: 2. Open book in his hand.
10:21. “I will show thee that
which is noted in the Scripture of
truth (the heavenly prototype).”
10:3. Voice as a lion...
10:6. Voice like a multitude.
seven thunders
10: 5. Lifts right hand to 12:7. Lifts both hands to heaven.
heaven. (the left hand holds the
book)
10:6. Swears by him that liveth 12:7. Swears by him that liveth
for ever.
for ever.
10: 7. Mystery of God to be 9:24 - finish transgression
finished as declared to the 12:7. “All these things shall be
prophet.
finished.”
11: 2. Temple court “cast out”, 9:26,27 – abomination
given to Gentiles.
8:11. Sanctuary cast down
12:11. Daily sacrifice taken away,
abomination set up.
11:2. Holy city trodden under 12:7. Power of the holy people
foot.
scattered.
11:2. 42 months.
9:27 – “half-week”
11.3 1260 days
12:7. Time, times and a half
(cf.7:25)
11:18. The time of the dead that 12:2. Many that sleep awake, to
they should be judged.
everlasting life or to contempt.
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The Flood and the Rainbow

So far our exegesis has identified the first half-week as the 3½ year
“flood” that destroyed the temple in AD 70 and the second half-week
as another 3½ year period characterised by trampling of the outer
temple court (court of the Gentiles) while the inner sanctum is
“measured” through the medium of the “daily” witnessing. It is during
this seven year period (interrupted by the 2,000 year diaspora) that the
covenant is confirmed (strengthened). Earlier it was indicated that the
covenant was the “new covenant” spoken of by Jeremiah and
established by Christ. The covenant is strengthened when Christ sends
his Revelation to his servant John; “to show those things which must
shortly come to pass” (Rev.1:1). The first half-week of Daniel
culminated in the destruction of the Second Temple – Christ had
warned the Jews in the Olivet Prophecy but now he also warned them
from heaven about imminent destruction; “For the great day of his
wrath is come; and who shall be able to stand?” (Rev.6:17) Despite
the flood of destruction God would be merciful:
“In the midst of the years, In the midst of
the years make it known; in wrath
remember mercy.” (Hab.3: 2)
The mercy that God displays toward the nation is represented by the
rainbow angel:
“And it shall come to pass, when I bring a
cloud over the earth, that the bow shall be
seen in the cloud: and I will remember my
covenant, which is between me and you
and every living creature of all flesh. And the
bow shall be in the cloud; and I will look
upon it, that I may remember the everlasting
covenant between God and every living
creature of all flesh that is upon the earth.”
(Gen.9: 14-16)
I saw still another mighty angel coming
down from heaven, clothed with a cloud.
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And a rainbow was on his head, his face was
like the sun, and his feet like pillars of fire.
He had a little book open in his hand. And
he set his right foot on the sea and his
left foot on the land, and cried with a loud
voice, as when a lion roars. When he cried
out, seven thunders uttered their voices.
Now when the seven thunders uttered their
voices, I was about to write; but I heard a
voice from heaven saying to me, “Seal up
the things which the seven thunders uttered,
and do not write them.” The angel whom I
saw standing on the sea and on the land
raised up his hand to heaven and swore by
Him who lives forever and ever, who
created heaven and the things that are in it,
the earth and the things that are in it, and
the sea and the things that are in it, that
there should be delay no longer, but in the
days of the sounding of the seventh angel,
when he is about to sound, the mystery of
God would be finished, as He declared to
His servants the prophets. (Rev. 1:7)
The mighty angel has the rainbow sign of covenant mercy over his
head.18 Daniel specifically enquired; “How long shall the fulfilment of
these wonders be?” (Dan. 12:6) and was told that, “when the power of
the holy people has been completely shattered, all these things shall be
finished.” (Dan. 12:7) John is informed that there would be no more
delay the mystery of God would be finished. Significantly, the mighty
angel describes divine omnipotence by citing from the covenant

“Thy bow was made quite bare surely thou didst bend thy bow at
seven thunders” (Hab.3: 9). The LXX has seven sceptres i.e., seven
thunders. The reconstruction suggested here is from J. Ziegler (ed.)
Duodecim Prophetae, 270 see also John Day (VT 29 [1979]:143-51)
18
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renewal found in Nehemiah 9:6.19 In Revelation, God is the witness,
not the subject of the oath and the source of the gesture is clearly Dan.
12: 7, even though in that passage the angel lifts both hands. In Deut.
32: 40 (LXX) and Rev.10: 5 alone, however, is the right hand raised as a
gesture accompanying an oath. In the important passage in Deut.32:
40, the first line of verse 40 can be constructed as the second part of
v.39, i.e., “and no one can deliver from my hand, for I lift up my hand
to heaven. I swear: as I live forever…” The Deuteronomic passage
(32:39-43) speaks of the divine ability to “kill and make alive” and
render recompense to enemies but ends with the consoling words;
“And will be merciful 20 unto this land, and to his people”.
The circumlocution mighty or strong (ivscuro.n) angel alludes to
Gabriel (laeyrIb.G), the strong (mighty) one of God who was sent to
Daniel (Dan. 9:21) and who spoke to him of the strong (firm) covenant
(Dan. 9:27). Gabriel’s name is derived from the prime root gâbar (to be
strong). Hamilton observes that, “It is not certain whether the noun
geber is derived from the verb gābar, “to be strong superior”, or the verb
is derived from the noun” and notes that the phrase blessed (or
cursed) is the man (geber) occurs frequently in wisdom statements.21
This is significant because the mighty angel has his his right foot on
the sea and his left foot on the land indicating disfavour with Israel.
The noun gebîr (rybiG)> occurs only in Isaac’s word of blessing – a
blessing of domination; “Let peoples serve you, and nations bow down
to you. Be master (rybiG)> over your brethren, and let your mother’s
You alone are the LORD; You have made heaven, The heaven of
heavens, with all their host, The earth and everything on it… (Neh.9:6).
The renewal of the Abrahamic covenant in Nehemiah ch.9 is linked
with the commencement of the heptads and the birth of Christ.
19

KJV/DRA; will be merciful NKJV ; provide atonement JPS; make
expiation RSV; makes expiation YLT; hath pardoned
20

Victor P. Hamilton, NIDOTTE vol 1, 816-7. See also, H. Kosmala,
“The Term geber in the Old Testament and in the Scrolls, “SVT 17,
1969, 159-69.
21
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sons bow down to you. Cursed be everyone who curses you, and
blessed be those who bless you!” (Gen. 37:29). Christ would be master
(i.e. be strong) over his brethren and the gospel blessing would be
extended to the gentiles. Although the second half-week will realize
another destruction of Jerusalem God will show mercy and confirm his
covenant for the last time by sending his two witnesses to measure up a
new temple.

Conclusion

After delay during the reign of Cyrus and further delay during the
prophetic ministries of Zechariah and Haggai (in the reign of Darius) –
and after the false start of Nehemiah’s first mission – the prophetic
clock started ticking anew at the end of Nehemiah’s second mission
(423/4 BC)22 – this is when all the elements were in place; temple,
city and renewal of the Abrahamic covenant. The following 420
years takes us to the birth of Christ, who is the replacement for the
temple, a further 70 years sees the start of the Jewish war and 3½ years
later the Second Temple is removed as predicted in Daniel and referred
to by Christ in the Olivet prophecy. However, before the destruction
of the Second Temple in AD 70 the Lord Jesus sent a comforting
message to his servants and a last warning to the Jewish nation – the
book of Revelation. The Jewish nation did not heed the warning from
heaven and therefore no more delay was allowed; the “new covenant”
was confirmed by removing the “old covenant.” However, the
prophecy does not end at this point – it faces yet another, longer delay;
a period of more than 2,000 years. John is informed that the last 3½
years (the second half-week of Daniel) will see the measuring of those
who worship in the temple (i.e. those who are in Christ, who is the
Temple of God).

Not discounting the historical distraction of a typical fulfilment in
the Maccabean crisis. 2 Macc.1.18 et seq., which although legendary
probably preserves historical material when it relates the miraculous
relighting of the altar-fire by Nehemiah on the twenty-fifth of Kislev,
and which appears to be given as the reason for the selection of the
same date for the rededication of the altar by Judas Maccabeus.
22
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The prophecy could only achieve realization with a national Jewish
presence in the land, which is a relatively recent event. It occurs during
a final period of desolation and foreign domination. But in wrath God
will remember mercy. He sends two witnesses clothed in sackcloth
because of the desolations caused by national spiritual blindness. The
witnessing ministry mirrors the ministry of the Lord Jesus Christ and is
the final confirmation of the “new covenant” before the establishment
of the kingdom. The temple of God is now complete and the Seventy
Prophecy fulfilled:
Then I, John, saw the holy city, New
Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from
God, prepared as a bride adorned for her
husband. And I heard a loud voice from
heaven saying, “Behold, the tabernacle of
God is with men, and He will dwell with
them, and they shall be His people. God
Himself will be with them and be their God”.
(Rev. 21:2-3)
Of course, before the revelation of the New Jerusalem the witnesses
are murdered by the beast and the last plagues are poured out on the
anti-Christ.23 Nevertheless, the Spirit witnessing in the last half-week of
Daniel’s prophecy stands as the final confirmation of the “new
covenant”.

Appendix 1 Chapter 18: Chronology of the Jewish
War, 66-70
The Jewish historian Flavius Josephus offers a consistent chronology
of the Jewish War that started in 66 and culminated in the destruction
Siew (2005:122) concludes; “We have demonstrated that the
sounding of the seventh angel’s trumpet (11.15a) consists of the seven
last bowls of plagues described in Rev.15-16 and as such is not to be
equated with the kingdom announcement in 11.15b-18. In summary
Rev. 11 depicts the events that will unfold within the last three and a
half years (11.1-13) leading to the establishment of God’s kingdom on
earth (11.15-19)”.
23
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of the temple in 70. However, there is a problem. He uses the
Macedonian names for the months, but does not say what he means.
There are three possibilities:
1. He uses the normal Macedonian calendar,
which we can corroborate with the calendar
of Tyre or Antioch;
2. He uses Macedonian names for the Julian
months of the Roman calendar (e.g.,
1Panemus = 1 July);
3. He uses the Babylonian-Judaean lunar
calendar (e.g., Artemisius = Iyar).
At first sight, it seems that Josephus used all systems but preferred the
Roman one (which suggests that he had access to a Roman military
source), except for the period before the legions arrived in Judaea and
for Jewish liturgical dates. This looks like a plausible solution, but is in
fact too simple, because it implies that the killing of the emperor
Vitellius (20 December 69) was recorded by the Romans before it
actually happened. See the following comparison table from Barbara
Levick, Vespasian (1999 London), 40-42; with some some modifications
made by Jona Lendering (with commentary) online [cited Aug. 2009]
http://www.livius.org/ja-jn/jewish_wars/chrono66.html
Preferred
dates bold - certain dates underlined - religious festivals italics.

Reference

Date

Tyre

Roman Jewish

Event

66
15
Beginning of
Mayrebellion
12 Jun

JW, 2.284

Artemisius

19 May
May
-18 Jun

JW, 2.315

16 Artemisius

3 Jun

16
May

JW, 2.430

15 Lous

3 Sep

15 Aug 27 Aug Antonia
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31
May

Unrest in
Jerusalem

attacked
JW, 2.440

6 Gorpaeus

24 Sep

6 Sep

15 Sep

Palace
besieged

Festival of

20-28 Tabernacles;
Sep
Cestius in
Lydda

JW, 2.515

15-23 Tishri

JW, 2.528

30
XII Fulminata
16 Nov 20 Oct 9 Nov
Hyperberetaeus
attacks

JW, 2.555

8 Dius

25 Nov 8 Nov

15
Nov

XII Fulminata
defeated

21
May

Roman
advanceguard at
Jotapata

67
JW, 3.142

17 Artemisius

4 Jun

17
May

id.

21 Artemisius

8 Jun

21
May

24
May

Josephus at
Jotapata

JW, 3.145

22 Artemisius

9 Jun

22
May

25
May

Vespasian
arrives at
Jotapata

JW, 3.282

20 Daesius

6 Jul

20 Jun 21 Jun

JW, 3.306

25 Daesius

13 Jul

25 Jun 26 Jun Fall of Japha

JW, 3.315

28 Daesius

15 Jul

27 Jun 28 Jun

Fall of
Gerizim

JW, 3.316

1 Panemus

20 Jul

1 Jul

Fall of
Jotapata

JW, 3.409

4 Panemus

23 July

4 July 5 Jul

Vespasian at
Ptolemais

JW, 3.542

8 Gorpaeus

26 Sep

8 Sep 6 Sep

Fall of
Tarichaeae

9 Nov

23 Oct 21 Oct Fall of

JW, 4.69, 83 23

2 Jul

Roman attack
repulsed
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Hyperberetaeus

Gamala

68
Fall of
Gadara

JW, 4.413

4 Dystrus

21 Mar

4 Mar 26 Feb

JW, 4.449

2 Daesius

20 Jun

2 Jun

24
May

Vespasian at
Corea

JW, 4.450

3 Daesius

21 Jun

3 Jun

25
May

Vespasian at
Jericho

JW, 4.550

5 Daesius

23 Jun

5 Jun

Vespasian
13 Jun invades
Judaea

JW, 4.577

Xanthicus

18 Apr
Apr
18 May

12
Simon in
Apr-10
Jerusalem
May

Tac., Hist.
2.79

-

-

-

JW, 4.654

3 Apellaeus

20 Dec 3 Dec 8 Dec

69

3 Jul

Vespasian
proclaimed
emperor
Death of
Vitellius

70
JW, 5.99

14 Xanthicus

1 May

Passover;

14 Apr 14 Apr John enters
temple
Titus
encamps
14 Apr 14 Apr
against
Psephinus

JW, 5.133,
567

14 Xanthicus

1 May

JW, 5.302

7 Artemisius

25 May 7 May 7 May

JW, 5.466

12 Artemisius

30 May

12
May

12
May

Siege works
building

id.

29 Artemisius

15 Jun

29

29

Works
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First wall
taken

May

May

finished

JW, 6.22

1 Panemus

20 Jul

1 July 28 Jun Jewish rally

JW, 6.67

3 Panemus

22 Jul

3 July 30 Jun

Antonia
attacked

JW, 6.68

5 Panemus

24 Jul

5 July 2 Jul

Antonia falls

JW, 6.94

17 Panemus

5 Aug

17 Jul 14 Jul

End of daily
sacrifice

JW, 6.166

24 Panemus

12 Aug

24 Jul 21 Jul

Romans fire
portico

JW, 6.177

27 Panemus

15 Aug

27 Jul 24 Jul

Western
portico burns

JW, 6.220

8 Lous

27 Aug

8 Aug 4 Aug

Earthworks
complete

JW, 6.236

9 Lous

28 Aug

9 Aug 5 Aug

Roman
council of war

JW, 6.250

10 Lous

29 Aug

10
Aug

6 Aug Temple burns

JW, 6.374

20 Lous

8 Sep

20
Aug

16 Aug

JW, 6.392

7 Gorpaeus

25 Sep

7 Sep 1 Sep

Upper city
attacked

JW, 6.407

8 Gorpaeus

26 Sep

8 Sep 2 Sep

Fall of
Jerusalem

15 Xanthicus

3 May

15 Apr

Siege of
upper city

74*
JW, 7.401

31
Mar

Fall of
Masada

* Flavius Josephus does not mention the year in which Masada fell.
Most scholars have assumed 73, but archaeologists have discovered
coins of that year on top of the rock. Therefore 74 is more plausible,
although 73 cannot be ruled out.
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Appendix 2 Chapter 18: Revelation 11 and the
Maccabean crisis

The Maccabean crisis is also helpful for understanding aspects of
Revelation 11 and Revelation 14. Following Siew’s proposed microchiasm, he notes (2005:186 fn.14), “that the word-pair, ‘temple-Mount
Zion’ is used constantly in 1 Maccabees. The mention of ‘Mount Zion’
together with the ‘temple’ or ‘sanctuary’ appears in 1 Macc.4.36-40 as
follows; ‘[v. 36] Then Judas and his brothers said, ‘See our enemies are
crushed; let us go up to cleanse the sanctuary and dedicate it’ [v.37]
So all the army assembled and went up to Mount Zion [v.38]. There
they saw the sanctuary desolate, the altar profaned, and the gates
burned. In the courts they saw bushes spring up as in a thicket, or as
on one of the mountains. They saw also the chambers of the priests in
ruins [v.39]. Then they tore their clothes and mourned with great
lamentation; they sprinkled themselves with ashes [v. 40] and fell face
down on the ground. And when the signal was given with the
trumpets, they cried out to Heaven.” The connections with Revelation
11 are obvious and Siew notes that the Maccabean army ascending
Mount Zion to cleanse the temple parallels the Lamb and the 144,000
on Mount Zion in Rev. 14:1. When exhorting the readers to celebrate
Hanukkah, Second Maccabees (2:16) recounts how the ark was hidden
by Jeremiah only to be revealed in an eschatological vision: “Then the
Lord will disclose these things, and the glory of the Lord will be
seen in the cloud, just as it appeared in the time of Moses and when
Solomon prayed that the Place might be gloriously sanctified. It is also
related how Solomon in his wisdom offered a sacrifice at the
dedication and the completion of the temple.” (2 Macc.2:8-9)
Revelation 11 concludes with a vision of the ark; “Then the temple of
God was opened in heaven, and the ark of His covenant was seen in
His temple. And there were lightnings, noises, thunderings, an
earthquake, and great hail”. (Rev.11:19)
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Chapter 19

The Great Delay
Daniel chs. 10-12 are considered a literary unit by most commentators
and Daniel chapter 10 is usually regarded as introductory. There are
numerous curiosities in this chapter which remain unanswered by most
commentaries. Firstly, although it is set during the reign of Cyrus no
mention is made of any edict allowing the Jews to return to their land.
Secondly, the vision is received after a period of fasting but this
occurred during the month of Passover leading Collins to remark,
“Daniel apparently fasted through Passover, but the author does not
appear to notice this implication of the dating”.1 Lastly, why does this
chapter contain a “behind the scenes” glimpse of angelic activity as an
explanation for the three week delay (the period of Daniel’s fast)
between the sending out of the angel and his coming to Daniel with
the revelation?

Cyrus

Daniel’s career lasted until the first year of King Cyrus (Dan. 1:21) and
this seems to contradict the reception of a revelation in the ‘third year’
of Cyrus (Dan. 10:1). Leaving aside the fact that the OG renders this as
‘first year’ (which is possibly a harmonisation with Dan. 1:21) there is
no reason why Daniel could not have received a revelation after his
official career had ended. The ‘third year’ of Cyrus (536BC) is seventy
years after the “third year of the reign of Jehoiakim” (Dan. 1:1) and this
obviously raised the expectation that the seventy year captivity had
ended and would result in complete restoration including the
rebuilding of the temple. This did not occur and Cyrus’ edict proved
such a disappointment that it is not even mentioned in Daniel.
Interestingly, Cyrus is styled ‘King of Persia’ which many
commentators regard as a late description from the Hellenistic era,2
1

Hermeneia, 373

So Towner, “Cyrus is never actually called “King of Persia” in the
ancient records after his conquest of Babylon in 539 B.C…..so we
must conclude, as we have so often done before, that the chronological
2
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however, both the Chronicler and Ezra employ the same title (2 Chron.
36:22; Ezra 1:1)3 and the emphasis on ‘Persia’ is obviously meant to
contrast with ‘Mede’ in the title ‘Darius the Mede’ of Dan. 11:1. This
presents great difficulties for interpreters who need to explain a
conquest of Babylon by ‘Darius the Mede’ at the same time that Cyrus
was conquering Babylon. Usually this is resolved by regarding ‘Darius
the Mede’ as an appellative for Cyrus or as a subordinate empowered
to act on his behalf.
These explanations are unsatisfactory and the solution is to be sought
in the fact that conquest of Babylon by Cyrus did not live up to
expectations. Instead the conquest of Babylon by Darius Hystaspis
(our Darius the Mede) which occurred sixty two years after
Nebuchadnezzar’s last deportation, did live up to expectations, for it saw
the rebuilding of the temple seventy years after it had been destroyed.
This was seen as a legitimate fulfilment of Jeremiah’s seventy year
prophecy and his prediction that the Medes would overthrow Babylon.
It is for this reason that Darius Hystaspis (who had both Persian and
Median ancestry) is styled ‘Darius the Mede’ to differentiate him from
Cyrus ‘King of Persia’. The 21 day delay between the commencement
of Daniel’s fast and the reception of the revelation represents the 21
year delay in the fulfilment of the prophecy, which did not occur under
Cyrus but 21 years later under Darius.

Fasting during Passover

The 21 year delay in the Exodus from Babylonian captivity is
emphasised by the unusual feature of fasting during Passover. 4 The
framework provided for the Book of Daniel has only a loose
connection to the actual course of history and shows precisely the kind
of imprecise command of details that we might expect from a writer
who lived more than three hundred and fifty years after the dates being
used”. W. Silbey Towner, Daniel,(John Knox Press: Louisville,1933
reprint 1984),149
3

The Nabonidus Chronicle 2:15 (ANET,306) uses the same title

Daniel is in “mourning” which is a synonym for fasting (cf. Matt.
9:14-15) and is described in v.12 as “humbling oneself”
4
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fast is highly inappropriate for a feast that is meant to commemorate
deliverance and more fitting for the Day of Atonement. The
inconsistency is deliberate and Montgomery5 has noted that Daniel’s
statement that he “ate no pleasant bread” (v.3), finds a parallel in the
“bread of affliction.” At the Passover the Israelites were bidden to eat
unleavened bread the “bread of affliction” (Deut. 16:3). The Passover
commemorated deliverance from the bitter servitude of Egypt – by
comparison the Babylonian exile was mild, however the realization that
sinfulness had separated the nation from their God and that the
restoration under Cyrus had not materialised, left Daniel unable to
celebrate Passover in the usual manner.6 This explains the “deathresurrection” sequence that is found in vv.9-11, particularly; “…I was
in a deep sleep on my face” which is reminiscent of the “deep sleep
that fell upon Abram” in Gen. 15:12. Significantly this also occurred
on the Passover7 in the context of the unconditional covenant
concerning the land (v.7) and the prediction (vv.13-14) that his
descendants would suffer in a “strange land” (Egypt). On that occasion
the ‘death’ of Abram signified that the promise would be fulfilled after
Abram’s death and that personal enjoyment of the covenant could only
occur after the resurrection. This puts to rest the charge that
resurrection is a late (post-exilic) development that is first introduced in
the book of Daniel, as the idea of resurrection is implicit in the Genesis
covenant. Daniel understands the implications of resurrection in the

James A. Montgomery, A critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel, (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark,1927),406
5

This anticipates the persecutions of Antiochus who “turned into
mourning” the feasts of Israel as he made it impossible to observe
them properly (1 Macc. 1:39, 45).
6

Exodus 12:41 makes it clear that deliverance occurred four hundred
and thirty years later on the selfsame day marking the revelation to
Abram as the Passover day (night). In Gal 3:17 Paul has the interval
between the covenant and the law as 430 years and in Seder’ Olam the
430 years are reckoned from the covenant of Genesis 15 to the
Exodus. Therefore the 400 years of Gen. 15:13 references the period
of affliction not the total interval between promise and fulfilment.
7
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context of the covenant relationship and the theme is carefully
developed, first with the story of Daniel in the lion’s den, then with his
reaction to the revelation and finally it is made explicit at the end of the
book.

The Exodus
Goldingay (1989:285) observes that Dan. 10-12 is “situational midrash
rather than expository midrash. Its starting point is more the problems
raised by present experience, which the interpreter seeks to address by
means of Scripture, than problems raised by the text in its own right”.
It is certainly true that the influence of Isaiah is encountered in a
chapter that has midrashic elements on Isaiah 40-41 as the following
table makes clear:
Daniel 10
Isaiah 40-41
Michael (laeky' m) = “Who is like “To whom then will you liken
God? Or what likeness will you
God?” (10:13,21)
compare to Him?” (40:18).
“… As for me, no strength
“He gives power to the weak,
remains in me now, nor is any And to those who have no might
breath left in me”. (10:17 cf. He increases strength” (40:29).
10:8). Then again, the one having
the likeness of a man touched me
and strengthened me” (10:18).
“…And now I must return to “…. Those who contended
fight with the prince of Persia” with you. Those who war
(10:20).
against you Shall be as nothing,
As a nonexistent thing” (41:12).
And he said, “O man greatly For I, the LORD your God,
beloved, fear not! Peace be to will hold your right hand,
you; be strong, yes, be Saying to you, ‘Fear not, I will
strong!”(10:19).
help you’ (41:13).
“But I will tell you what is noted “Let them bring forth and show
in the Scripture of Truth” us what will happen… declare
(10:21).
to us things to come” (41:22).
This challenges interpreters to ask why the revelation in Dan. 10 is
framed around Isa. 40-41, particularly, why the first mention of the

Ch.19 (Dan.10): The Great Delay

archangel Michael in the O.T. occurs in the book of Daniel (10:13, 21;
12:1). The name of the archangel Michael poses the question; “Who is
like God?” significantly, the same rhetorical question is asked in the
Song of the Sea that celebrates the Exodus from Egypt;
“Who is like You, O LORD, among the
gods? Who is like You, glorious in holiness,
Fearful in praises, doing wonders?” (Ex.
15:11)
Isa. 40-41 is shot through with allusions and echoes that recount the
Passover Exodus from Egypt 8 and this reinforces the importance of
the text to the Passover setting of Daniel 10. Deutero-Isaiah (chapters
40-55) is usually attributed to a post-exilic author but along with A.
Perry and H.A. Whittaker we follow an eighth century reading; “Our
counter claim is that the echoes illustrate how Isaiah’s rhetoric is
directed against the Babylonian envoys and Merodach-Baladan. Isaiah’s
argument is that Yahweh is the one true God and the one who has
chosen his Servant (Hezekiah). Since ―the Servant of ―the deity is a
common motif for the Near Eastern king, Isaiah’s argument requires a
pre-exilic context of interpretation.” 9
This places the context of Isaiah 40-41 during the reign of Hezekiah,
when the Assyrian King Sennacherib insolently challenged the God of
Fear not…be not dismayed (Isa. 41:10) was spoken to Israel at the
Red Sea (Ex.14:13), and when they stood on the borders of the Land
of Promise. “I am with you” (41:10) alludes to the assurance given to
Moses (Ex. 4:12) “I will uphold you with My righteous right hand.”
(41:10) echoes Moses having his arms supported in the battle against
Amalek (Ex. 17:12) and, “they that contend with you” (Isa. 41:12) will
perish (Pharaoh’s army Ex. 14:3); the promise of water (Isa. 41:17, 18)
alludes to the smitten rock in the wilderness (Ex. 17:6).
8

Andrew Perry, “Babylonian Echoes in Isaiah 40-48”, (The
Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation; Volume 4 No., 1,
Jan 2010), 37-45 online @ http://www.christadelphian-ejbi.org [cited
online 07/03/2010]
9
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Israel (See Isaiah ch.14; 2 Kings 18:22,30,32-35; 19:4,10-13,16-19,2224,27,28,34,37). All the nations before him are as nothing….less than
nothing and vanity (Isa. 40:17). God has not forgotten, neither is he
deaf nor is he tired (Isa. 40:28). Significantly, the deliverance of
Jerusalem from the hand of Assyria occurred at Passover.10
Commenting on Isa.41:2511 H. A. Whittaker 12 (who reads “call on my
name” as “called by my name”) observes: “The most likely explanation
is that this recalls the work of the angel of the Lord. Michael, the great
prince who stands up for the children of God’s people, was at work for
Jehovah: “I have raised up (the Assyrian) from the north (Isa. 10:2832), and he is come; from the rising of the sun he is called by my Name
(mi-cha-El; cp. Ex.23:20, 21). “This was the work of the angel of the
Lord before it came to pass (Isa. 8:7; 10:6, 7). Sennacherib was “a
ravenous bird from the east” (Isa 46:11). But the rebuking of the
invaders pride was also assigned to the same angel: “He shall come
upon princes (Assyrian s’ganim) as upon mortar, and as the potter
treadeth the clay.” This was also declared beforehand and was duly
fulfilled: “The angel of the Lord went forth, and smote in the camp of
the Assyrians” (Isa. 37:36).

Conclusion
Daniel 10 alludes to, or echoes texts that have the Exodus and
Passover deliverance as basis – the covenant made with Abraham on
the Passover, the Passover deliverance of Israel from Egypt and the
salvation of Judea during the reign of Hezekiah, which also occurred at
H. A. Whittaker, Isaiah, (Biblia, 1988 reprint 2000), 52-53. See also P.
Wyns, The Passover deliverance in 701 in the Christadelphian eJournal of
Biblical interpretation (eds. A. Perry, P. Wyns, T.Gaston, J.Adey, D.
Burke, 2011,vol.5no.1, 2011), 50-61 [cited Jan 2011] @
http://www.christadelphian-ejbi.org
10

Isaiah 41:25 - “I have raised up one from the north, And he shall
come; From the rising of the sun he shall call on My name; And he
shall come against princes as though mortar, As the potter treads clay”.
11

12Ibid,369
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Passover. However, Daniel fasts 21 days through the feast because the
promised deliverance under Cyrus did not materialise, instead it
occurred 21 years later under Darius Hystaspis (Darius the Mede). The
revelation vouchedsafe to Daniel is by way of reassurance and offers
him a glimpse into the machinations of the angels of the nations and
the cosmic resistance that caused the 21 year delay. Nevertheless,
Yahweh does not weary in upholding his covenant love – Jeremiah’s
‘seventy’ prophecy was fulfilled after all, only not in the way that the
exiles expected. Therefore the 21 year postponement in the reign of
Cyrus functions as an introduction to a much, much, longer delay and
further desolations in the Greek era. Even so, it would be many years
after the death of Daniel (and Abraham) before the Passover
deliverance wrought by the Messiah (which accorded a foretaste of the
resurrection in the first century) and even longer still (more than 2,000
years) before the faithful awake to everlasting life (Dan.12:2) and the
full realization of the unconditional covenant made with Abraham on
that distant Passover.
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Chapter 20

The Kings of the North and the South
Daniel 11 is recognised as posing unique exegetical challenges. J. A.
Montgomery correctly judged the eleventh chapter of Daniel as, “the
greatest stumbling-block to the ‘traditionalist’ interpretation of the
book”.1 T. Gaston2 observes, “The difficulty presented by the chapter
is not so much the accuracy of its predictions but its focus. The
consensus of the majority of scholars, critical and conservative, is that
larger part of this chapter refers to the Hellenistic age, and more
specifically, those events leading up to the Maccabean crisis. This
difficulty is not lost on conservative commentators.” 3 Generally, there
seems to be agreement with relating Dan. 11:2-35 to the Seleucid and
Ptolemaic Empires culminating in the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes.4
J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel, (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 59.
1

I am indebted to Tom Gaston for an excellent overview of the
problem, T. Gaston, Daniel 11 in The Christadelphian eJournal of
Biblical Interpretation, (eds., A. Perry, P. Wyns: Willow
Publications,2008, 295-312),295
2

T. Gaston (2008:295) cites H.A. Whittaker: “This prophecy presents a
problem the like of which occurs nowhere else in the Bible. In its detail
it is too exact, too specific – and apparently too pointless. Verses 3-39,
and possibly to the end of the chapter, read for all the world like a
history written in the language of prophecy. For a short and otherwise
unimportant period in Bible history, it deals with the inter-relations of
the kings of the south (the Ptolemies of Egypt) and the kings of the
north (the Seleucids of Syria), with only very slight mention of the
consequent sufferings of the attenuated Judean state.” H. A. Whittaker,
Visions in Daniel (Cannock: Biblia, 1991), 24.
3

P. L. Tan, The Interpretation of Prophecy, (Rockville: Assurance
Publishers, 1974), 323; J. F. Walvoord, Daniel: The Key to Prophetic
Revelation, (Chicago: Moody Press, 1974), 252; J. G. Baldwin, Daniel:
4
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Conservative scholars such as J. G. Baldwin believe that the details,
though accurate, are not so precise as to require “that the prophecy
must have been written after the event.”5 Daniel 11 poses distinct
challenges as the chronology of the Maccabean revolt is confused (in
the primary sources)6 and the Hebrew in this chapter is exceptionally
poor7 which is compounded by the Greek translators who tended to
exaggerate the link between earlier prophecies and the Antiochene
crisis.8 Although no variant manuscripts exist that do not witness to the

An Introduction and Commentary, (Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press,
1978), 43
Joyce G. Baldwin, Daniel: An Introduction and Commentary,
(Downers Grove, Ill., 1978), 43
5

A. Ferch offers the following summary, “Indeed, events during this
period which still remain a matter of controversy among historians
include the cause of the religious persecution of the Jews, the precise
time of Jason’s rebellion, the date of Antiochus’ death, and the
matter of whether there was one campaign or whether there were
two campaigns of Antiochus against Jerusalem”. Ferch adds the
following footnote (fn.10); “Baldwin, (Daniel, 41) though herself
recognizing the role of Antiochus in Dan 11, observes that “given a
thorough knowledge of the ancient historians of the period. . . a
commentary on the chapter can become a maze of information
which bewilders the reader. . . . not all the events in Daniel 11
fit into the evidence culled from other sources…we ought not to
exaggerate the extent to which the Daniel narrative fits into known
history of the period.” Arthur J. Ferch, The Book of Daniel and the
“Maccabean Thesis”, (Andrews University Seminary Studies, Summer
1983, Vol. 21, No. 2 : Andrews University Press, 129-141),133
6

See R.H. Charles, A critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book
of Daniel, (Oxford: Clarendon,1929),269-9
7

Evidence of this is found in the OG translation of the ‘seventy
prophecy’ which converges on “year 139” in the Seleucid calendar.
8
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present form of Daniel 119 the DSS are minimally pre-150 and the
history of transmission before this point is unknown.

The unique character of Daniel 11

Daniel 11 has unique characteristics that demonstrate discontinuity with
the other visions. After the introductory statement (v.2a) follows a
virtual repeat of the Ram and Goat vision in Dan. 11:2b-4. The next
section demonstrates an Egyptian Bias (Dan.11:5-19) followed by the rise
of Antiochus Epiphanes (Dan. 11:20-30a) which may be based upon a
non-Jewish historical source and a section with a Judeo-centric (Daniel
11:30b-35) orientation, closing with what many scholars regard as an
eschatological prophecy (Dan. 11:36-45).

Discontinuity

Daniel 11 is in the form of a direct speech without any interruption to
record the reactions of Daniel (cf. Dan. 10:2, 7, 11, 15, 19; 12:5, 8), it
has no dramas personae enacting the drama (cf. the angelic ‘princes’ in
Dan. 10:12-14; 10:20-11:1) nor is there an angelus interpreter to cause
Daniel to understand (cf. Dan.10:14).

The Ram and Goat vision (Dan 11:2b-4)

Chapter 11 commences with a short introduction that presents the
struggles between Persia and Greece, culminating with the notable
career of Alexander and the division of his empire by the four Diadochi
and eventually “for others besides those” (v.4b). The introduction is
therefore effectively a summary of the Ram and the Goat vision of
chapter eight. However, whereas the immediate focus of the vision in
ch.8 is on the desecration of the sanctuary by Antiochus Epiphanes
(Dan. 8:9-14) it is left until Dan. 11:20-30a before the main protagonist
is encountered. The intervening fourteen verses (Dan. 11:5-19) have
the composition of a historical account rather than a prophecy.

The Dead Sea Scrolls witness to vv. 1-2, 11-39: 4QDana, 4QDanc,
pap6qDan. Old Greek versions of Daniel contain Daniel 11 in its
present form with variants.
9
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Egyptian Bias (Daniel 11:5-19)

The events recorded in Daniel 11:5-19 have an Egyptian bias reflected
in the fact that they omit damaging references to Egyptian intervention
in Judea such as the capture of Jerusalem by Ptolemy I Soter.10 In fact
the events are more pertinent to the power play between Egypt and
Syria with references to Judea only incidental to foreign dynastic
struggles. While v. 5 informs us about the reign and dominion of
Ptolemy I (‘King of the South’), the accession and career of Seleucus I
Nicator and his son Antiochus I Soter are entirely omitted.11 Although
Egypt is only mentioned explicitly in v.8 of the MT (rather than ‘the
south’) the OG does so several times. Jennifer Dines argues that the
LXX is decidedly more pro-Ptolemaic than the MT (which already
leans in this direction).12 A. McCrystall13 believes that the LXX
Discussing Wright’s interpolation thesis T. Gaston (2008:300)
comments on the omission of the capture of Jerusalem (in Dan. 11:5
noted by Wright), Gaston observes; “Josephus records that, after the
division of Alexander’s empire, Jerusalem was captured by means of
“deceit and treachery” (c. 320 B.C.E.). Ptolemy I Soter entered the city
on the Sabbath day on the pretence of offering a sacrifice and the
citizens of Jerusalem allowed him entry unawares. Josephus also
records that ―he “reigned over it in a cruel manner”. (Josephus,
Antiquities of the Jews XII.1.4, (trans., H. St. J. Thackeray et al; 10
vols; Loeb Classical Library; Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1926-1965). Though this event was probably incidental to the fortunes
of the Didachoi, the capture and subsequent treatment of Jerusalem by
Ptolemy I must have been of particular significance to the Jewish
people. The fact that this event is omitted, while the marriage-alliance
between Berenice (daughter of Ptolemy II) and Antiochus II is
included, indicates a particularly partiality in the text. C. H. H. Wright,
Daniel and His Prophecies (London: Williams and Norgate, 1906),249
10

11

Wright, Ibid, 249.

Jennifer Dines (p.207). Dines adds; “Attitudes toward the Ptolemies
are less clear, but, except for 11.12 (Ptolemy IV’s possible hubris) and
11.27 (Ptolemy VI’s “lies”), there are no negative judgements, while
11.7, with its echoes of Isaiah 11.1, suggests stronger approval than has
12
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translator wanted to emphasise the importance of the Ptolemies and
P.-M. Bogaert14 also finds evidence for pro-Ptolemaic partisanship.
Jennifer Dines discusses the intertextual use by the Greek translators of
Amos 9.11 LXX in Dan 11.14 and among other options suggests that
this refers to Onias/and or his sons (all important generals in the
Ptolemaic army) and their building of the Leontopolis temple in Egypt
or, alternatively, to the Maccabean leaders who rededicated the
Jerusalem temple.15 T. Gaston (2008:61) comments, “Even if this
aggressor [i.e. of vv.21-30a] is identified with Antiochus Epiphanes, the
relevance of vv. 5-20 is questionable; comparison with Daniel 8
indicates that the level of detail in these verses is far greater than that
required to set the scene. Rather this section almost has the feel of
prophetic showboating”. The Greek version is in some respects a
reinterpretation of the Hebrew version. A.van der Kooij says, “One
has to take into account the possibility that LXX Daniel alludes to

sometimes been recognized, for instance, by Collins (1993:380). Collins
does, however, suggest positive bias in 11.17 (Cleopatra) and 26 (the
shifting of blame to Ptolemy VI’s advisers). More generally, it can be
observed that the context for Jewish history is the wider struggle
between the superpowers, Egypt and Syria. Not that these are
described evenly: a motif throughout is the unsuccessful attempt by
“the north” to invade “the South” (Collins 1993:378), perhaps
indicating the author’s conviction that Egypt should prevail. Jennifer
Dines, “The king’s Good Servant? Loyalty, Subversion, and Greek
Daniel” in Jewish Perspectives on Hellenistic Rulers, (eds. Tessa Rajak,
Sarah Pearce, James Aitken, Jennifer Dines, University of California
Press, Berkeley: Los Angeles: London,2007, 205-224),207,209-210
A. McCrystall, “Studies in the Old Greek Translation of Daniel”,
DPhil thesis, University of Oxford”(1980),322
13

P.-M. Bogaert,“Septante et versions grecques” in Supplément au
Dictionnaire de la Bible, vol.12,fasc.68,(eds. L.Pirot, A.Robert, and
H.Cazelles, Letouzey & Ané:Paris, 1993, 536-693),648
14

15

Dines, Ibid, 220-221
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other events than the Hebrew text does, or that LXX Daniel presents a
different view of the same event”.16

The rise of Antiochus Epiphanes (Daniel 11:21-30a)

This section commences with Seleucus IV Philopator (187-175 BC)
and Heliodorus who attempted to collect tribute by despoiling the
Jerusalem temple (2 Macc. 3) and the rise of Antiochus IV Epiphanes
who usurped the throne (v.21) and had the high priest in Jerusalem,
Onias III murdered (v.22) and made an alliance with Pergamum
allowing him to gain power with a small military force (v.23) he was
rapacious and prodigal (v.24) and invaded Egypt for the first time in
BC 170 causing the young Egyptian king Ptolemy VI Philometor to
flee (vv.25,26) and conducted duplicitous negotiations (v.27) he
robbed the Jerusalem temple (Macc. 1:20 cf.2 Macc. 5:11-21) on his
return from Egypt (v.28) he attempted to invade Egypt again in BC
168 (v.29) but was warned to leave by Rome (v.30a).

Judeo-centric (Daniel 11:30b-35)

On his return from Egypt Antiochus vented his frustration on Judea
and on the advice of Jewish renegades who had forsaken the covenant
(v.30b), he sent (BC 168-167) the “Mysarch” (Mysian commander) to
Jerusalem with an army of 22,000 men (2 Macc. 5.24) and built the
Akra overlooking the temple (1Macc.1:31-33), which was a fortified
citadel occupied by foreign Seleucid troops (1 Macc. 3.45; 14.36) and
pro-Seleucid Jews (1 Macc.1.34; cf. 6.21-24) the temple in Jerusalem
was made into a sanctuary of Olympian Zeus (2 Macc. 6.1 f) - “The
abomination of desolation” (Dan. 9.27; 11.31; 12.11; 1 Macc. 1.54)
(v.31), offers were made by the captain of the king to Mattathias (1
Macc. 2:18) but they responded with active resistance and revolt (v.32),

A. van der Kooij, “A Case of Reinterpretation in the Old Greek of
Daniel 11” in Tradition and Re-interpretation in Jewish and Early
Christian Literature: Essays in Honour of Jurgen C.H. Lebram, (Studia
Post-Biblica 36, eds. J.W. van Henten, H.J. de Jonge, P.T. van Rooden,
and J.W. Wesselius, Leiden: Brill,1986, 72-80),74
16
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however the wise (wise like Daniel?)17 offered passive resistance and
endured like the suffering servant of Isaiah (v. 33), when the “wise”
are persecuted they receive little help from anyone (even from the
Maccabean resistance) and any support is insincere (v.34) but their
martyrdom is a trial of their faith (v.35). See Appendix at the end of
the chapter for a historical summary.

Is Daniel 11:36-45 an Eschatological prophecy?

The majority of scholars believe that the final verses of the chapter
(Dan. 11:36-45) do not correspond to the historical events of
Antiochus IV’s death. Modern scholarship usually marks the transition
from ex eventu prophecy to real (and supposed erroneous) prediction at
v. 40 (commencing with the phrase “At the time of the end”). Six
different views18 on the problem of interpreting vv. 36-45 exist:
(1) All ten verses are a historical account of the reign of
Antiochus IV.19
(2) Vv. 36-39 comprises an historical account of
Antiochus and vv. 40-45 is a prophecy of the latter
part of his reign.20
Goldingay (Word,1989:303) comments, “The terms the discerning and
the multitude hint at the idea that the calling of the servant of Yahweh
described in Isa 52:13-53:12 is being fulfilled here, not only by the
leadership but by the people as a whole who suffer (Brownlee, BASOR
132[1953]12-13)”.
17

The first five views are culled from the article by M. Mercer, “The
Benefactions of Antiochus IV Epiphanes and Dan 11:37-38 An
Exegetical Note” TMSJ 12/1, (2001): 89-93. See also Mercer’s
dissertation, “An Historical, exegetical, and Theological Study of
Daniel 11:2b–12:4” (ThD diss., Dallas Theological Seminary, 1987),
184-203. Two other articles have discussed the passage: J. P. Tanner,
“Daniel’s ‘King of the North’: Do We Owe Russia an Apology?” JETS
35 (1992): 315-28, and G. M. Harton, “An Interpretation of Daniel
11:36-45” Grace Theological Journal 4 (1983): 205-31.
18

19

Jerome, Commentary on Daniel, 11.24.
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(3) Vv. 36-45 was historically fulfilled by Antiochus and vv.
40-45 is a summary of his entire reign.21
(4) Vv. 36-45 refers both to Antiochus and a future king.22
(5) Vv. 36-45 were not fulfilled by Antiochus, but will be
fulfilled by a future king.23
(6) Vv. 36-45 refer to the rise of Roman power24

R. A. Anderson, Signs and Wonders: A Commentary on the Book of Daniel
(ITC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 142; A. A. Bevan, A Short
Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Cambridge: Cambridge University,
1892), 198; R. H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel (Oxford: Clarendon,1929), lxxv, 317-18; S. R. Driver, The
Book of Daniel, (Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges; Cambridge:
University Press, 1936), lxv-lxvi; L. F. Hartman and A. A. DiLella, The
Book of Daniel (AB 23; New York: Doubleday, 1978), 276, 294, 303; J.
E. Goldingay, Daniel, (WBC; Dallas: Nelson, 1989), 305; J. A.
Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel
(ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 464-66, 470; and N. W.
Porteous, Daniel: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster,
1979), 169 -70.
20

A. Barnes, Notes on the Old Testament: Critical, Explanatory, and Practical,
The Book of the Prophet Daniel, (2 vols; London: Knight & Hawkes),
2:246-47; E. W. Faulstich, History, Harmony,& Daniel: A New
Computerized Evaluation (Spencer: Chronology, 1988) 134, 148; and H.
A. Whittaker, Visions in Daniel (Cannock: Biblia, 1994), 24-26.
21

R. Jamieson, A. R. Fausset, and D. Brown, eds., A Commentary
Critical, Experimental, and Practical on the Old and New Testaments, (6 vols;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1945), 4:450-51.
22

Jerome 11:36; E. J. Young, The Prophecy of Daniel: A Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1949), 311-12; John F. Walvoord, Daniel:
The Key to Prophetic Interpretation, (Chicago: Moody, 1971), 270-73; Leon
Wood, A Commentary on Daniel (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1973),
304-5.
23
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Assessment of the six views
View 1
Verses 40-45 cannot be correlated in the same way as vv. 21-39 with
actual chronological historical events during the reign of Antiochus.
There was no further campaigning against Egypt by Antiochus after
BC 168. John Granger Cook remarks that, “It is clear that modern
scholarship’s view of the break in historical accuracy at Dan. 11:40-45
(not fulfilled during the time of the Maccabees) was not Porphyry’s
break. He saw that text as being historically accurate. Any real
prophecies in Daniel are lies for Porphyry....”25
View 2
Goldingay (1989:304) understands vv.21-39 as continuous.
Commenting on the transition from vv.21-35 to vv.36-39; “The
reference has been taken to be to Antichrist, but the paragraph begins
resumptively (not even “the northern king”) and there is no hint that
the subject might be different from that in vv.21-35”.
View 3
Of these five views, the third requires further elaboration. One way in
which vv. 40-45 can be seen as a summary of Antiochus’ reign is set
out on the following page.

Robert J.M. Gurney, “A Note on Daniel 11: 40-45,” TSF Bulletin 47
(1967): 10-12; John M. Oakes, Daniel: Prophet to the Nations,(Great
Commission Illustrated Books:USA,2000),197-200
24

John Granger Cook, The Interpretation of the Old Testament in GrecoRoman Paganism,(Paul Mohr Verlag,2004),199
25
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vv.
40

Antiochus and Daniel vv.40-45
Same King of the North and King of the South.
Chariots and horsemen and many ships. Echoes description of
Antiochus’s invasion of Egypt (1 Macc. 1.17).

41

The glorious land. Threatened by the Romans, Antiochus
broke off his Egyptian campaign and took it out of the
Jews instead.
Many people (not, countries) were overthrown.
Edom, Moab, Ammon escape, because these joined in hostility
to Israel.

42

Egypt did not escape.

43

Precious things of Egypt. Plenty of plunder in Egyptian cities
before the retreat (1 Macc.1.19).

44

Tidings of defeats suffered by his army operating against
Maccabees (2 Macc. 9.3).
Great fury (2 Macc. 9.4).

45

Tabernacles of his palace. Ancient city of David re-fortified as
Syrian headquarters for a long time.
Come to his end. Antiochus hoped to restore his fortunes with
a great campaign in Persia, but it failed and he went mad;
with no respite from his malady, he died.

However, Goldingay (1989:305), comments: “…the phrase “at the time
of the end” (contrast v. 35) seems to preclude our taking the verses as a
résumé of Antiochus’s career as a whole”.
View 4
If vv.40-45 has no historical connection with Antiochus then it is
difficult to understand how the complete section vv. 36-45 can have an
application to both Antiochus and the Antichrist.
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View 5
The section vv.36-45 consists of two distinct parts with vv.36-39
continuing the flow of the preceding narrative (resumptively so
Goldingay) with vv.40-45 commencing a new section with, “And at the
time of the end” - - moreover, vv.40-45 uses distinct phraseology and
mythic configuration. (The use of mythic pattern in vv. 40-45 will be
examined anon.)
View 6
To the five different views of vv.36-45, we may add interpretations that
understand these verses as describing the rise of Roman power.
Robert Gurney suggests that Dan. 11:40-45 refers to Crassus’s26 failed
campaign against the Parthians in the east (54BC) in which Crassus met
his death, with further reference to the territories of the Nabataean
Arabs (Edom, Moab and Amon) that eluded conquest by Pompey,
who captured Jerusalem instead (63BC).
J. Oakes suggests that Dan. 11:37-45 concerns Julius Caesar’s adopted
grandson Octavius (later called Augustus Caesar) who launched the
naval battle at Actium (31BC) where he defeated Marc Antony and his
ally Cleopatra queen of Egypt, thus gaining dominion over Egypt,
Libya, Nubia and Palestine (but not Amon, Edom and Moab which
remained independent until Trajan). Caesar Augustus dispatched his
armies to the east to counter threats from the Parthians. Oakes
understands the reference to “his end” (v.45) as a reassurance to
believers that the Roman Empire would also come to an end rather
than a prophecy concerning the personal demise of Augustus.27

Crassus, Pompey and Julius Caesar were the members of the first
triumvirate. Before the campaign he took over the province of Syria
and pillaged it very thoroughly, also plundering the treasures of the
temple in Jerusalem. Robert J.M. Gurney, “A Note on Daniel 11: 4045,” TSF Bulletin 47 (1967): 10-12.
26

John M. Oakes, Daniel: Prophet to the Nations,(Great Commission
Illustrated Books:USA,2000),197-200
27
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In both of these interpretations (view 6) of the final verses of ch. 11,
Rome replaces Syria as the “king of the north”. Oakes’ interpretation
finds a reasonable fit but the explanation for the demise of the
protagonist is contrived and the point where the referent changes from
Syria to Rome in v.37 is forced. However, the introduction of Rome
onto the scene with the person of Caesar Augustus (63 BC – AD 14)
has merit in so far as it was during his reign that Christ was born – in
our view this period is important because the birth of Christ heralds
the dedication of a ‘new temple’ and commences the last seventy years
of Daniel’s 490 Prophecy.

The relationship of vv.36-39 to vv. 40-45
36.Then the king shall do according to his
own will: he shall exalt and magnify himself
above every god, shall speak blasphemies
against the God of gods, and shall prosper
till the wrath has been accomplished; for
what has been determined shall be done.37.
He shall regard neither the God of his
fathers nor the desire of women, nor regard
any god; for he shall exalt himself above
them all.38.But in their place he shall honor a
god of fortresses; and a god which his
fathers did not know he shall honor with
gold and silver, with precious stones and
pleasant things.39.Thus he shall act against
the strongest fortresses with a foreign god,
which he shall acknowledge, and advance its
glory; and he shall cause them to rule over
many, and divide the land for gain.
If vv.36-39 ‘resumptively’ continue the preceding narrative in vv.3035b, (which is the natural way to read the text) then the verses that
follow present a character analysis of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Many
of the terms such as “desire of women” and “god of fortresses” are
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ambiguous28 but a picture emerges of an irreligious king willing to
sacrifice anything and everything on the altar of political expediency in
C. F. Keil comments: “The exalting of himself above all on the part
of the king is further described. “He shall not regard the gods of his
fathers,” i.e. shall cast aside the worship of the gods transmitted to him
from his fathers. This again does not accord with Antiochus
Epiphanes, regarding whom it is true that history records that he
wished to suppress the worship practiced by the Jews, but it knows
nothing of attempts made by him to destroy the gods and the worship
of other nations. The words which follow,  חמדת לע,נשיםthe old
interpreters understood of the love of women, or conjugal love; the
modern, after the example of J. D. Michaelis and Gesenius, on the
contrary, understand them of the goddess Anaïtis or Mylitta, the
Assyrian Venus, and refer them specially to the spoiling of the temple
of this goddess in Elymaïs (1 Macc. vi. 1, cf. Macc.1. 13). Ewald finally
would understand by the expression “the desire of women” the Syrian
deity Tammuz-Adonis. The connection requires us to think on a deity,
because these words are placed between two expressions which refer to
the gods. But the connection is not altogether decisive; rather the כל על
in the clause at the end of the verse denotes that the subject spoken of
is not merely the king’s raising himself above the gods, but also above
other objects of pious veneration. A verbal proof that נשים חמדת
denotes the Anaïtis or Adonis as the favorite deity of women has not
been adduced. For these words, desiderium mulierum, denote not that
which women desire, but that which women possess which is desirable;
cf. under 1 Sam. ix. 20. But it is impossible that this can be Anaïtis or
Adonis, but it is a possession or precious treasure of women. This
desirable possession of women is without doubt love; so that, C. B.
Michaelis has remarked, the expression is not materially different from
נשים אהבת, the love of women, 2 Sam. i. 26. The thought: “he shall not
regard the desire of women, or the love of women,” agrees perfectly
with the connection. After it has been said in the first clause: he shall
set himself free from all religious reverence transmitted from his
fathers, from all piety toward the gods in which he had been trained, it
is then added in the second clause: not merely so, but generally from all
piety toward men and God, for all the tender affections of the love of
men and God. The “love of women” is named as an example from the
sphere of human piety, as that affection of human love and attachment
28
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the exercise of raw power. Montgomery considered the title “god of
fortresses” as “entirely obscure” and the Greek Theodotion and Latin
Vulgate treat it as a divine name (dues Maozim),29 however, forms of the
word “fortress” (mä|`uzzîm) are found throughout the MT of Daniel
11(vv.1, 7, 10, 19, 31, 38, 39) of which the mention in vv.38-39 is the
climax. Antiochus stationed a Seleucid garrison in the city, this fortress
is the Acra; “And they built the city of David with a great and strong
wall, and with strong towers, and made it a fortress [Greek: Acra] for
them: And they placed there a sinful nation, wicked men, and they
fortified themselves therein: and they stored up armour, and victuals,
and gathered together the spoils of Jerusalem; And laid them up there:
and they became a great snare. And this was a place to lie in wait
against the sanctuary, and an evil devil in Israel”. (1 Macc. 1:35–38).
Although the actual location of the Acra is still disputed with proposals
for it being situated north/south/west of the temple it was built
(according to Josephus) in a high place overlooking the temple
enclosure.30 If the location was indeed north of the temple as argued by
for which even the most selfish and savage of men feel some
sensibility. Along with this he shall set himself free from  כל,אלוהfrom
all piety or reverence toward God or toward that which is divine
(Klief). This thought is then established by the last clause: “for he shall
magnify himself above all.” To כל עלwe may not add  ;אלוהfor this
clause not only presents the reason for the foregoing clause, אלהי כל על
 לא אבתיו,יביןbut for both of the foregoing clauses. Hitzig and Kliefoth
are right in their interpretation: “above everything, or all, gods and
men,” he shall magnify himself, raise himself up in arrogance”., Carl
Friedrich Keil, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, (Trans. M.
G.Easton. Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament. N.p.; reprint
ed., Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., n.d.),464-5
See the article on “God of Fortresses” in DDD by M J Mulder.
Dictionary of deities and demons in the Bible, K. van der Toorn, Bob
Becking, Pieter Willem van der Horst, (Brill &Wm. B. Eerdmans,
Leiden: Michigan, 2nd edition, 1999), 369-370
29

30

Antiq.12.5.4
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Koen Decoster then it would place the Acra in the vicinity of the later
Antonia which stood north of the Temple and also dominated the
temple.31 This would assimilate the actions of Antiochus to the mythic
pattern of Isaiah 14:13, “For you have said in your heart: ‘I will ascend
into heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God; I will also
sit on the mount of the congregation on the farthest sides of the
north’”. The “god of fortresses” or “stronghold god” was probably
Zeus, worshipped as Ba’al Šamem by the Syrian garrison. “Thus he will
play no heed to the god of his fathers” (v.37), Goldingay comments
(1989:304); “Antiochus replaced Apollo by Zeus as the god of the
Seleucid dynasty, apparently again for political reasons: it provided
religious support for the irregularity involved in his accession”. In
conclusion, the description in vv.36-39 best fits what is known of
Antiochus IV Epiphanes (“god manifest”) in his exercise of raw
power, his hubris, his political and religious expediency and his
challenge to Yahweh.

Discussion

Are interpreters justified in understanding a shift in perspective from
Syria to Rome? S.R. Driver believed that a change of subject is
unsound exegetical practice,32 but the narrative introduces Rome as
early as Daniel 11:28-30, where Antiochus Epiphanes second campaign
against Egypt in 168 BC was frustrated by a Roman envoy;
For ships of Kittim shall come against him,
and he shall be cowed, and he shall return,
Koen Decoster, “Flavius Josephus and the Seleucid Acra in
Jerusalem”, (ZDPV: Weisbaden, Germany: O. Harrassowitz,1989), 70–
84
31

“It is contrary to all sound principles of exegesis to suppose that, in a
continuous description, with no indication whatever of a change of
subject, part should refer to one person and part to another, and “the
king” (Dan. 11:36) should be a different king from the one whose
doings are described in verses 21-35”. (S.R. Driver, Commentary on
Daniel, Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges), 193
32
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and have indignation against the holy
covenant, and shall do his pleasure; and he
shall return, and have regard unto them that
forsake the holy covenant (Dan. 11:30 JPS).
The ‘ships of the Kittîm’ are recognised by the Septuagint version as
‘Roman’33. The name Kittîm has various designations in extra-biblical
literature. It can refer to a location on the island of Cyprus, or more
generally to the island itself, or it can be an inclusive term to refer to
parts of the Mediterranean world that lay west of the Middle East.
According to Josephus (Ant 1.6.1), the Hebrew uses the name “for all
islands and most maritime countries” and in 1 Maccabees Alexander is
said to have come from the land of Kittîm (1:1) and Perseus, king of
Macedonia, is called “king of Kittîm”(8:5). The Qumran pĕŝārîm contain
several references where the term is used to describe the Romans34.
The War Scroll also refers to the Kittîm.
Hanan Eshel 35 remarks; “We may conclude that we have seen that the
Kittim were identified as the hellenistic kingdoms in 1 Maccabees,
4Q247, the War Scroll, and Pesher Isaiah A……..When the pesher [on

kai. h[xousi ~Rwmai/oi (Roman) kai. evxw,sousin auvto.n kai.
evmbrimh,sontai (Dan. 11: 30 LXX). “And the galleys and the Romans
shall come upon him, and he shall be struck, and shall return.....”(Dan.
11:30 DRA) “Ships of the western coastlands {Hebrew of Kittim} will
oppose him....” (Dan.11:30; NIB/NIV/NLT).
33

G.J. Brooke, The Kittim in the Qumran Pesharim, in Images of Empire, ed.,
L. Alexander JSOT Sup 122 (Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), 135-59.
34

Hanan Eshel, The Kittim in the War Scroll and in the Pesharim, in,
Historical Perspectives: From the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light
of the Dead Sea Scrolls Proceedings of the Fourth International
Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature, 27-31 January, 1999, (Eds. David Goodblatt,
Avital Pinnick, Daniel R. Schwartz, Brill,2001,29-45),41
35
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Isaiah 10:28-34] 36 was composed in the first quarter of the first century
BCE (between the years 100 and 75 BCE), people still identified the
Kittim as the hellenistic kingdoms, which would be destroyed by Israel
(4Q161 8-10 iii 7)”. However, the War Scroll references are disputed37
and the extra-biblical evidence suggests that the original term was
flexible enough to apply to the Romans (particularly in their exercise of
naval power), or that the semantic range of the term was expanded to
include the Romans.
40. At the time of the end the king of the
South shall attack him; and the king of the
North shall come against him like a
whirlwind, with chariots, horsemen, and
with many ships; and he shall enter the
countries, overwhelm them, and pass
through. 41. He shall also enter the Glorious
Land, and many countries shall be
overthrown; but these shall escape from his
hand: Edom, Moab, and the prominent
people of Ammon. 42. He shall stretch out
his hand against the countries, and the land
of Egypt shall not escape. 43. He shall have
power over the treasures of gold and silver,
and over all the precious things of Egypt;
also the Libyans and Ethiopians shall follow at
his heels. (Dan. 11:40-43)

J.D. Amusin suggested identifying the events mentioned in this
pesher on Isaiah 10 as relating to Ptolemy Lathyrus’ campaign against
Alexander Jannaeus. J.D. Amusin, The Reflection of Historical Events of the
First Century B.C. in Qumran Commentaries, (4Q161; 4Q169; 4Q166),
HUCA 48 (1977):123-34.
36

1QpHab 2:12,14;3:4,9;4:10;4 QpIsaa 3:7,9,12;4QpNahum 1:3;
1QM1:2,4,6; etc. See Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 22-26. The War
Scroll refers to kittîm of Asshur and Egypt probably denoting both the
Seleucids and Ptolemies.
37
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It is therefore possible that the vv. 40-43 (beginning with, “And at the
time of the end”) introduces the exercise of Roman power under
Augustus Caesar (63 BC –AD 14). The conquest of Egypt provided
immense land rents to finance the Roman Empire. The highly
productive agricultural land also yielded enormous revenues that were
available to Augustus and his successors to pay for public works and
military expeditions, as well as bread and circuses for the population of
Rome.38
The drive for imperial expansionism is accorded divine sanction by
Virgil’s Jupiter, who in Book 1 of the Aeneid promises Rome imperium
sine fine, “sovereignty without limit”.39 Virgil also attributes to a
legendary ancestor of Augustus the words: tu regere imperio populos,
Romane, memento—“Roman, remember by your strength to rule the
Earth’s peoples!”40 Octavius bore the honorific title Augustus (“the
revered one”) and was deified, he styled himself (Eck 2003:50) as,
Imperator Caesar divi filius, “Commander Caesar son of the deified one”.
This ‘son of god’ represented the deification of human power and
similar to Nebuchadnezzar and Antiochus before him, the deification
of raw power challenged the sovereignty of the God of Israel, “who
rules in the kingdom of men”.
44. But news from the east and the north
shall trouble him; therefore he shall go out
with great fury to destroy and annihilate
many. 45. And he shall plant the tents of his
palace between the seas and the glorious
Matthew Bunson, Encyclopedia of the Roman Empire,(Facts on File Inc:
New York, 1994),144
38

Werner Eck, “The Age of Augustus”,(Blackwell Publishing: Oxford,
2003,translated by Deborah Lucas Schneider; new material by Sarolta
A. Takács),95
39

Walter Eder, “Augustus and the Power of Tradition,” in The
Cambridge Companion to the Age of Augustus, (Cambridge Companions to
the Ancient World, ed. Karl Galinsky, 13–32. Cambridge, MA; New
York: Cambridge University Press,2005),30
40
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holy mountain; yet he shall come to his end,
and no one will help him. (Dan. 11:44-45)
Although there is a theological and historical warrant to apply the
events of vv. 40-43 to Augustus, the same cannot be said of vv.44-45
as they find no, or little, application to either Augustus or Antiochus.
The complete section (vv.40-45) including the last two verses, form a
complex mythic pattern that should (could) have had a realization in
the first century - the advancement of Roman power (Augustus), the
birth of Christ (the ‘new temple’) and the destruction of the ‘old
temple’ in AD70 should have heralded the return of Christ and the
establishment of the eschaton.

Mythic Patterns in vv.40-45
In a mutually reinforcing cycle, historical events become ensconced in
mythology, which in turn become the basis for further re-interpretation
of other historical events (even though the historical setting is
different) giving rise to mythic patterns. For example, mythic tradition
is put into service in Dan. 8:10-11, where Antiochus is modelled on
ancient near eastern mythic traditions of Isaiah 14:12-15, where the
Assyrian king Sennacherib is compared to the Daystar of Canaanite
myth, who claims to ascend above all the stars but is brought low for
his pride. M. Nobile detects the mythic patterns of divine theophany,
Chaoskampf or Combat Myth and the establishment of a divine temple
in Ezekiel chs. 38-39.41 The mythic pattern in Ezekiel chs. 38-39 is
employed in Daniel 11:40-45:
northern invader
allies: Ethiopia and Libya
horsemen and chariots
gathering spoils
destroyed on the mountains of Israel

Ezek. 38-39
38:6, 15; 39:2,
38:5
38:4; 39:20
38:13; 39:10
38:21; 39:4;

Dan 11
11:40
11:43
11:40
11:43
11:45

M. Nobile, “Bezichung zwischen EZ 32,17-32 und der GogPerikope (Ez 38-39) im Lichte der Endredaktion,” BETL LXXIV
(1986),225-229
41
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Adam Van Der Woude42 remarks; “That the “Assyrian,” looked upon
as the eschatological enemy and assimilated to a mythic pattern, would
meet his fate in the Holy Land (Isa. 14:25) received confirmation from
Ezekiel 38-39 where Gog is said to fall on the mountains of Israel.
These considerations unmistakably lead to the conclusion that the
picture drawn in Dan. 11:40-45 is primarily inspired by Holy Scripture,
taken as “canonical literature” in the sense of God-given prediction (cf.
Dan. 9:2). Similarly, when speaking of the War scroll, Hartman says; “Per
se, it is possible that the author could have associated the Daniel texts
with the calamities under Antiochus. But instead he uses the time of
Antiochus as a kind of transparency, through which he projects his
eschatological picture”. 43
This “eschatological picture” echoes Isaiah 41 where the nation is
consoled with the promise of Yahweh’s help in the form of deliverance
from the north-east (north /east?). In Daniel, the enemy responds to
this news with “great fury” (v.44) but perishes on the mountains of Israel
without anyone coming to his assistance as the following table
demonstrates:

A. S. van der Woude proposes that the prediction in 11:40-45 was
not mere guesswork, but based upon contemporary rumours of a
future Egyptian campaign and upon the eschatological framework
provided by the OT prophets (63-73). Adam S. Van der Woude,
Prophetic Prediction, Political Prognostication, and Firm Belief Reflections on
Daniel 11:40-12:3 in The Quest for Context and Meaning: Studies in
Biblical Intertextuality in Honor of James A. Sanders, ed., Craig A.
Evans and Shemaryahu Talmon, Biblical Interpretation Series 28,
(Leiden, Brill Academic Publishers, 1997),66
42

43

Lars Hartman, Text-Centered New Testament Studies: Text-Theoretical
Essays on Early Jewish and Early Christian Literature,(J.C.B. Mohr, P.
Siebeck,1997),112
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Isaiah 41 (JPS)
v.25) “I have raised up one
from the north, And he shall
come; From the rising of the
sun he shall call on My name;
And he shall come against
princes as though mortar, As the
potter treads clay”.

Daniel 11:44-45 (JPS)
v.44) But tidings out of the
east and out of the north
shall affright him; and he
shall go forth with great fury
to destroy and utterly to take
away many.

v.27) A harbinger unto Zion
will I give….a messenger of
good tidings.
v.10) Fear thou not… yea, I
help thee
v.13)… ‘Fear not, I help thee.’
v.14) Fear not…. I help thee

v.45) And he shall plant the
tents of his palace between
the seas and the beauteous
holy mountain; and he shall
come to his end, and none
shall help him.

Eschatological opposition is also a motif in Psalm 2:1 (“Why do the
nations rage, and the people plot a vain thing?”), Revelation chs. 11-12
assimilates the same mythic pattern by combining Psalm 2 44 with
Daniel - - “the devil having great wrath” (Rev.12:12 cf. “great fury” in
Dan. 11:44) and “war in heaven” with Michael in Rev. 12:7 (cf. Dan.
8:10-11; 12:1-3).
The enigmatic ships of Kittîm are mentioned in Num. 24:24 as afflicting
Asshur and Eber, forming the basis of the allusion in Dan. 11:29. The
prophet Baalim informs us in the parable taken up against Amalek that,
“his end shall come to destruction” (Num. 24:20 JPS) which echoes
Dan. 11:45, “he shall come to his end” (JPS). In Rabbinic literature
Revelation 11-12 has echo’s and allusions to Psalm 2 - - Rev 11:15 cf.
Ps 2:6; Rev 11:1 cf. Ps 2:18; Rev11:18 cf. Ps 2:8; Rev12:15 cf. Ps 2:7,9;
Rev 12:2 cf. Ps 2:7; Rev 12:10 cf.Ps2:2; Rev 11:8 cf.Ps2:11-12
44
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Amalek becomes a cipher for Rome and this probably reflects first
century usage.45 In Numbers 24:24, Asshur is Assyria and Eber
represents the people from the “other side” (of the river Euphrates) 46
this was a fitting way47 for Daniel to allude to the Roman (Kittîm)
campaigns directed against the Syrian Antiochus and the transEuphrates Parthian Empire. First and early second century Judaism
interpreted the Baalim prophecy in the light of messianic opposition to
Rome and this is confirmed by the title that was appropriated by the
Messianic pretender Bar-Kochba (Son of a Star) who revolted against
Rome in ca. 132 BC ;
I see Him, but not now; I behold Him, but
not near; A Star (Kochba) shall come out of
On Amalek as a symbol of Rome in Rabbinic literature see Pesiqta deRab Kahana 3 and other sources cited by Ginzberg 6:25, n.147. See
Wilhelm Bacher, Die Agada der Tannaiten, vol.1 Strassburg: Trübner,
1903), 146. Amalek and Edom became symbols of Rome in Rabbinic
literature, “Because the LORD has sworn: the LORD will have war
with Amalek from generation to generation” (Ex. 17:16), the rabbi’s
understood the appearance of the Messiah as coinciding with the fall of
Amalek (Rome). See Louis H. Feldman “Remember Amalek!”
Vengeance, Zealotry, and Group Destruction in the Bible According to
Philo, Pseudo-Philo, and Josephus, (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College
Press, 2004), 80. Amelek is described as “the first of the nations”
(Num. 24:20), interestingly Octavius was also granted the title Princeps
alongside Augustus by the senate in 27 BC. Princeps, comes from the
Latin phrase primum caput, “the first head”, in the case of Augustus it
became an almost regnal title for a leader who was first in charge. See,
Eck (2003), 3,50, 149
45

Eber (Ever) is a descendant of Shem and Noah (Genesis 10:21-25),
and the ancestor of the Hebrew people. Ever translates from the
Hebrew as meaning ‘the other side’, and Ivri, meaning ‘Hebrew’,
denotes those who have come from ‘ever ha-nachar’ (‘from the other side
of the river’), i.e. from Charan, on the other side of the Euphrates, the
home of Abraham and Nachor. Eber is similar to Hebrew and denotes
all those who pass over from “the other side”
46

47

Gog is also mentioned in the LXX version of Num. 24:7
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Jacob; A Scepter shall rise out of Israel, and
batter the brow of Moab, And destroy all
the sons of tumult. (Num. 24:17)

Conclusion
Vv. 36-39 fits the character of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Vv. 40-45 is
in the form of a mythic pattern that could have been completely
realized in the first century, but because of national disobedience was
only partially realized (by the Romans) in vv.40-43. Augustus Caesar
gathered support in Syria (and was defacto “king of the north”) on his
way to engage Anthony and Cleopatra (“king of the south”) in his
conquest of Egypt. The LXX translators understood the importance of
the Romans in the eschatological picture and reinterpreted the MT
accordingly. The deification of human power is at the root of all sin
and is the causa sui of man’s (cf. Adam’s) downfall and the Caesars were
absolute in their pursuit of “sovereignty without limit”. It was during
the reign of Augusts that Christ was born. The introduction of Jesus
Christ at this juncture in history completes the partial realization of
Daniel’s prophecies - - of Jesus as the replacement of the temple - - of
Jesus as the resurrection. However, the eschatological realization still
awaits – the church as replacement of the temple - - the general
resurrection. This indicates that although the mythic pattern of vv.4045 has a Roman fulfilment, it is still open to a fresh realization “at the
time of the end”.
First century Judaism expected the introduction of the messianic age to
follow the destruction of the temple. First century Christianity
understood the destruction of the temple as heralding the return of
Christ, thus realizing Daniel’s 490 prophecy and also Daniel 11:4012:13. However, instead of a complete fulfilment, the first century
only saw a typical realization of Dan. 12:1-3 in the resurrection of
Christ. The evidence from Daniel and Revelation points to a prophecy
that could have been completely fulfilled in the first century but the
prophetic programme was interrupted still leaving a final three-andone-half year period unrealized.
Needless to say, the eschatological enemy that will realize the mythic
pattern of Dan. 11:40-45 is no longer Roman. It will be an enemy that
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accomplishes the terms of the prophecy by occupying the “glorious
land”. Despite the notion of historical determinism in Daniel it is
apparent that the visions are discontinuous and sometimes
polyvalent,48 displaying flexibility and an inter-active feedback
mechanism. By that we mean that the prophetic programme is
susceptible to delay in response to national disobedience. This is why
it is impossible to calculate the eschaton from Daniel’s 490 years, and it
also explains why the pre-glorified Christ answered, “But of that day
and hour no one knows, not even the angels of heaven, but My Father
only”(Matt. 24:36). The inter-action/parallelism between Daniel’s
visions can be schematically represented (see the schema on the next
page).

As noted earlier, Josephus understood Daniel as applying to
Antiochus and Rome.
48
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Appendix –Summary of historical events Dan11:4-39 the Wars of
succession: Alexander’s Empire split among four Diadochi
(Daniel 11:4)
Date
Egypt
Syria
323-285
Ptolemy I Soeter
312/11-280
Seleucus I
Nicator
First Syrian war (274-271) Daniel 11:5
Date
Egypt
Syria
285-246
Ptolemy II
Philadelphus
280-261
Antiochus I Soeter
Second Syrian war (260-253) Daniel 11:6
Date
Egypt
Syria
285-246
Ptolemy II Philadelphus
262-246
Antiochus II Theos
252
Bernice d. of Ptolemy
m. Antiochus II Theos
Third Syrian War (246-241) Daniel 11:7-9
Date
Egypt
Syria
246-221
Ptolemy III Euergetes I
246-226
Seleucus II Callinicus
Fourth Syrian War (219-217) Daniel 11:10-14
Date
Egypt
Syria
221-204
Ptolemy IV Philopator
226-223
Seleucus III Ceraunus
223-187
Antiochus III the
Great
Fifth Syrian War (202-195) Daniel 11:15-20
Date
221-203
203-181
193
187-175

Egypt
Ptolemy IV Philopator
Ptolemy V Epiphanes
Ptolemy m. Cleopatra d.
of Antiochus III

Syria

(end of Antiochus
III) Seleucus IV
Philopater
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Sixth Syrian War (170-168) Daniel 11:21-30
Date
Egypt
Syria
181-146
Ptolemy VI Philometor
Reigned jointly with
Ptolemy VII Euergetes
II
175-163
Antiochus IV
Epiphanes
Deposition and murder of the High Priest Onias III (Daniel
11:22)
Treaty with the apostate Jews (Daniel 11:30)
Desecration of the Temple (Daniel 11:31)
Persecution of the pious Jews (Daniel 11:33-35)
Maccabean Revolt (Daniel 11:32-35)
Character of Antiochus (Dan 11:36-39))
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Chapter 21

Dating Daniel
John J. Collins summarizes the position taken by critical scholarship as
follows:
“The issue is not whether a divinely inspired
prophet could have foretold the events
which took place under Antiochus
Epiphanes 400 years before. The question is
whether this possibility carries any
probability: is it the most satisfactory way to
explain what we find in Daniel? Modern
critical scholarship has held that it is not.”1
More than any other chapter, Daniel 11 seems to support the
assessment made by critical scholarship regarding a date of
composition during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The closing
verses of ch.11 were not fulfilled by Antiochus and therefore this
marks (according to critical scholarship) the transition from ex eventu
too “real” prophecy, allowing them to date the book with reasonable
precision to shortly after 168 BC (after the Roman intervention) and
before Antiochus IV’s death in Mesopotamia circa 164/165 BC. T.
Gaston sums up the problem as follows, “Why should a sixth century
Jew concern himself with such political minutiae? And how can an
inspired prophet make erroneous predictions? This chapter is the
strongest argument in favour of late pseudonymous authorship.” 2

John J. Collins, Daniel, First Maccabees, Second Maccabee, with an
Excursus on the Apocalyptic Genre (Wilmington: Michael Glazier,
1981), 11-12
1

T. Gaston, Daniel 11 in The Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical
Interpretation, (eds., A. Perry, P. Wyns: Willow Publications,2008,295312),311
2
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The importance of Daniel 11 to the dating debate

Exclusion of Daniel 11:5-39 from the evidence makes the case for a
Maccabean date increasingly improbable and would remove the
foundation of the critical case for a late-date. Essentially this is the
position adopted by the Rev. C. Wright who proposed that Daniel 11
in its present form is an interpolation, comparable with the later
Targums. T. Gaston (2008:295-6) sums up Wright’s position as
follows; “He theorizes that the original (Aramaic) was lost when holy
books were destroyed during the Maccabean crisis and so the ending
was replaced with the only extant copy, a (Hebrew) paraphrase.3 C.
Boutflower embraced Wright’s thesis4 and thus criticized those
C. H. H. Wright, Daniel and His Prophecies (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1906), 242ff Wright comments (p.278) on Daniel 11: 36-39 as
follows: “The text … does not contain any clear or distinct description
of Antiochus. It does not possess those marked features which might
well have been expected from a prophetic history written later than the
events described. There are phrases which lead us to regard the
prophecy as ‘touched up’ by a later parapharist.”
3

Boutflower discusses the work of C. H. H. Wright who examined this
phenomenon, he comments as follows: “The eleventh chapter of
Daniel is, then, in the first place, a translation from the original; and, in
the second place, it is a translation that has been added to by way of
interpolation; and this is due the form which it has come down to us.
What has happened to the Greek Septuagint translation has also
happened to the Hebrew translation of chapter 11; it has been added
to, and the nature of the additions resembles to some extent the
expository comments which we meet in the Hebrew Targums. The
writers of the Targums, or ancient Aramaic commentaries on the
Scriptures of the Old Testament, loved to introduce into Scripture
prophecies fulfillments, actual or supposed, in such a way that they
appear as parts of the original prophecy. In such paraphrases, writes
Dr. Wright, phrases of the original are retained, although often so
modified and obscured by expository comments that if we possessed
only the Targum it would be often impossible to restore the original
text.” C. Boutflower, In and Around the Book of Daniel (repr. Grand
Rapids: Kregel Publications, 1977; London: SPCK, 1923), 4-8.
4
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scholars who used Daniel 11 as the mould for the interpretation of
Daniel’s other visions.5 Montgomery, however, rejected Wright’s thesis
as “pure assumption.” 6 Since then Wright’s thesis has received little
consideration”.

Qumran and intertestamental evidence
The Qumran scrolls indicate a date for the final composition/redaction
of Daniel in the second century BC or possibly earlier7 – this could place
the final form of Daniel before the Maccabean revolt. The
quotation/allusion/echoing of Daniel by intertestamental literature is
another route that is sometimes employed to establish a date for
Daniel.8 This faces methodological challenges as it rests on the correct
dating of the “dependent” literature, the establishment of direction of
dependency (who is quoting who) and the exclusion of socio-linguistic
factors where authors from a similar milieu may share the same
language and themes without necessarily being aware of each other.
Using this method Beckwith suggests a range of 250-180 BC (before
the revolt) he concludes that: “The author of Tobit seems to know
Daniel 2 and some if not all of the chapters 7, 8, 9 and 12. The author
of the Book of Watchers seems to know Daniel 4, 7, 8 or 9, and 10 or
12, if not all of these. The author of Ecclesiasticus seems to know
Daniel 8 or 11–12, and probably both”.9 The examples that Beckwith

Boutflower proposes the Pseudepigrapha, rather than the Targums as
a better model for the interpolations in Daniel 11 (8)
5

J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Daniel (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1927), 60
6

For the dating of the DSS see; Appendix 1 Chapter 21: The DSS
evidence
7

For parallels between Danielic material and intertestamental literature
see; Appendix 2 Chapter 21: Intertestamental evidence
8

Roger Beckwith, “Early Traces of the Book of Daniel”, Tyndale
Bulletin 53.1 (2002) 75-82(82)
9
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produces are not very convincing but even here we note the absence
(with the exception perhaps of Ecclesiasticus?) of Daniel 11 in the
intertestamental literature.

Persian Era Daniel?
It has already been noted that the unique character of Dan.11:40-45 (in
the form of a mythic pattern) differentiates these verses from the rest
of the chapter, moreover, it is in these verses that the Hebraised form
of the Persian era word10 for palace (!d,Pa
, ;) is encountered (v.45). J.
Burke11 notes that, “…a number of the Persian words in Daniel were
of sufficient antiquity to be unknown to the translators of the LXX,
who mistranslated them completely. E. Pusey noted that a number of
these words were no longer used by the Maccabean era, and noted that
“several of them were misunderstood or not understood by Aramaic
translators”.12 D. Conklin observes that of the Persian words used in
Daniel, none are found in use by the Persians after 300 BC,13 and two
of these terms are found only in Aramaic of the 5th and 6th centuries

The Old Persian form apadāna is attested in the inscriptions of
Artaxerxes II. The Vulgate treats it as a proper noun – Apendo. R.G.
Kent, Old Persian: Grammar, Texts, Lexicon, (2nd ed.; American
Oriental Series vol.33; New Haven: Am. Oriental Society,1953),155
10

J. Burke, Linguistic Issues in Daniel in the Christadelphian The
Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation, (eds., A. Perry, P.
Wyns: Willow Publications,2008,122-127),123
11

E. B. Pusey, Daniel the Prophet (8th edition; Oxford: J. Perker and
Co, 1886),xlii, 38
12

W. D. Jeffcoat, “The Linguistic Argument for the Date of Daniel”,
4; available online in PDF format
http://www.apologeticspress.org/rr/reprints/Linguistic-Argumentfor-the-Dat.pdf [cited July 2010]
13
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BC.”14 Jan-Wim Wesselius has recently investigated similarities between
Daniel and the Persian era book of Ezra, particularly the use of
language for structuring both books.15 This supports the view
proposed here for an initial collection of the Danielic traditions in the
Persian era, during the reign of Darius Hystaspis, motivated by a need
to understand the delay (supposed failure) in the fulfilment of
Jeremiah’s prophecy (the restoration under Cyrus was disappointing
and the temple was not rebuilt). This allows for authorship by a “real”
exilic Daniel, who experienced the rise of Medo-Persian power and
lived into the reign of Darius.
Nevertheless, this still does not explain the excessive detail in
Dan.11:5-39, which is in effect an expansion of earlier, less detailed
prophecies concerning Antiochus.16 A number of scholars believe that
the main portion of Daniel 11 derives from another text, a historical
document that was rewritten into a prophetic format and embedded
within the Danielic material.17 L. L. Grabbe writes: It is unthinkable
that this [i.e. Daniel 11] is based on anything but a sophisticated
historical document (or documents) of some sort. 18
D. Conklin, “Evidences Relating to the Date of the Book of Daniel”,
Available online, www.tektonics.org/guest/danielblast.html [Cited July
2010]
14

Jan-Wim Wesselius, The writing of Daniel in The Book of Daniel,
Composition and Reception, Vol.2, (eds., J.J. Collins and P.W. Flint,
Boston: Leiden, Brill,2002),299
15

Virtually every verse of Daniel chapter 11 contains echoes of Daniel
chapter 8 (listed in Boutflower 224-5)
16

R. G. Kratz, affirms, “It is widely-held now that an older source was
incorporated into chapter 11” R. G. Kratz, “The Visions of Daniel” in
The Book of Daniel, (eds. J. J. Collins and P. W. Flint; 2 vols; Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 2001), 1:91-113 (108).
17

L. L. Grabbe, “A Dan(iel) For All Seasons: From Whom Was Daniel
Important?” in “The Visions of Daniel” in The Book of Daniel, (eds.
J. J.Collins and P. W. Flint; 2 vols; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2001), 1:229-246
18
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The canonization process

The problem is that Daniel was regarded in some sense as canonical in
the Qumran documents.19 If Daniel was composed during the revolt (as
critical scholarship supposes) this would mitigate against it gaining
canonical acceptance so quickly. The book of Daniel was placed among
the Writings (Kethubhim, Hagiographa) in the Palestinian Jewish Canon
– in the third division of the Old Testament books, and not among the
Latter Prophets as in the Greek Canon. The different status of Daniel
in the Hebrew and Septuagint Bibles is sometimes regarded as evidence
that Daniel was not accepted as authoritative prophecy, but this is a
false premise as the later Masoretic arrangement (ca. 5th-8th century
AD) does not necessarily reflect first century arrangements.20 The
(234). Compare J. J. Collins, Daniel: With an Introduction to
Apocalyptic Literature (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984) 100.
Daniel is said specifically to be a Prophet (this title is only given to
Ezekiel, Isaiah, Zechariah, Daniel, the eschatological Prophet ‘like unto
Moses’, Habakkuk, Jeremiah, Samuel. And David is said to write the
Psalms ‘by prophecy’ in 11QPs(a) 27:11).
19

So Driver (1901: xivii-xiviii) and more recently by Hamner (1976:1);
see also Louis Hartman and Alexander A. DiLella (1978:25), contra,
Whitcomb (1985:15-16), who, states; “First, Daniel was listed among
the prophets in the Septuagint translation (hence the position of our
English Bibles through the medium of the Vulgate). Second, Josephus
(first century A.D.) listed Daniel among the prophets. Third, Melito,
bishop of Sardis (A.D.70), did the same. Fourth, Origen (d. A.D. 254)
listed Daniel before Ezekiel and the twelve prophets. R. Laird Harris
thus argues not only for the full canonicity of the book of Daniel but
also its inclusion among the prophetic books in the most ancient
Hebrew collections”. John Whitcomb, John C, Daniel, (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1985). Archer (1974:388-9) suggests other reasons for
the Masoretic arrangement. Gleason Archer, A Survey of the Old
Testament Introduction, (Chicago: Moody Press, 1974). S.R. Driver,
The Book of Daniel, (The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges,
New York: Cambridge University Press, 1901), Raymond Hamner, The
20
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difficulty in dating Daniel is a reflection of the lack of consensus on the
canonization process.21
Any compositional or developmental theories on Daniel are by their
very nature linked with the dating of Daniel. If one believes Daniel to
be a late Maccabean production this will lead to theories that suppose a
gradual growth, such as argued by Hölscher.22 He proposed three
basic stages in the composition of the book: (1) chaps.1-6, third
century; (2) an enlarged Aramaic book, chaps. 1-7, third century; and
(3) the full chaps. 1-12 in the Maccabean era. Hölscher’s theory has
been adopted with various modifications by several scholars.23
Book of Daniel,(Cambridge Bible Commentary, New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1976) Louis Hartman and Alexander A. DiLella, (The
Book of Daniel, New York: Doubleday, 1978).
There is no consensus on when the cannon was finalized Freedman (also Davies); early post-exilic (VTSupp 9; IDBS), Koole;
during the Antiochene crisis (OTS 14[1965]), Vermes; (with the
exception of Daniel) in ca.200 (CHB 1, p.199), Leiman; in ca.150 (Sid
Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudic and
Midrashic Evidence [Hamden, Conn.: Archon, 1976],131), Lightstone;
in the Christian era (Lightstone, “The Formation of the Biblical Canon
in Late Antique Judaism” in Studies in Religion 8 [1979]) Moshe
Greenberg critiques the perception that canonization equates with the
fixing of the biblical text (Moshe Greenberg, “The Stabilization of the
Text of the Hebrew Bible, Reviewed in the Light of the Biblical
Materials from the Judean Desert,” JAOS 76 [1956]: 314) and Davies
speaks of “canonical processes” in plural and considers that canonizing
is open-ended (Philip R. Davies, Library of Ancient Israel. Louisville,
Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998:58).
21

Gustav Hölscher, “Die Entstehung des Buches Daniel,” ThStK 92
(1919) 113-138
22

“Modern scholars have argued that the first half of the book, dealing
with the experiences of Daniel at the Babylonian court, dates to the
third century B.C.E., while the remainder, describing the Maccabean
period and its aftermath in apocalyptic terms, dates to the reign of
23
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Evidence of interpolation in the Greek versions?

Ellis argues that the canonical status of the book of Daniel does not
rule out further “elaboration” (i.e. ch.11:5-39), stating that the same
sort of elaboration was committed by the writers at Qumran and the
New Testament writers.24 T. Gaston (2008:308) asserts; “Ellis’
examples of textual elaboration are problematic. Whilst earlier scholars
viewed Old Greek versions of Daniel as elaborative, the growing
consensus is that the errors of translation in Old Greek versions of
Daniel are “mechanical” rather than apologetic or contrived.25 The
New Testament writers are not an analogous example because they
paraphrase the OT to satisfy the requirements of their own writings,
not (it must be assumed) with the intention of altering the received
text. Again, the Qumran texts are not analogous since, while the Dead
Sea Covenanters felt free to compose a plethora of para-Danielic
material, they did not take liberties with the book itself; their own
copies of the book are largely consistent with MT. Even Wright’s own
analogy with the later Jewish Targums betrays his purpose, since the
Targums were intentionally kept separate from the textual-transmission
of the sacred texts. If the book of Daniel were regarded as canonical, it
is difficult to imagine that any pious Jew would consent to the drastic
Antiochus IV Epiphanes, 167-163 B.C.E.” H. Schiffman, From Text to
Tradition: A History of Second Temple & Rabbinic Judaism (New
York: KTAV Publishing, 1991), 123. “The date of the origins of these
tales [Daniel 1-6] is open to surmise. A third or fourth century date
might be suggested, but there is nothing to preclude that some of the
material might be earlier, even going back to the events they describe.
The collection, however, would be much later.” David G. Meade,
Pseudonymity and Canon, (Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1986), 87-88.
E. E. Ellis, The Old Testament in Early Christianity: Canon and
Interpretation in the Light of Modern Research (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1991), 43-44
24

A. A. Di Lella, “The Textual History of Septuagint-Daniel and
Theodotion-Daniel” in The Book of Daniel (eds. J. J. Collins and P. W.
Flint; 2 vols; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2001), 2:591-2.
25
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interpolations hypothesized above. Even if the text were damaged it is
improbable that it should have been restored using a suspect text; the
few comparable examples we have suggest the lacuna would have been
preserved”.26
Some of these points are debatable, for example “mechanical”
variations include alterations that allow the “Seventy Prophecy” (Dan.
9:24-27) to total 139 in the OG version, indicating year 139 of the
Seleucid calendar – the same “Seventy Prophecy” is pointed in such a
way in the Hebrew MT to avoid any reference to Jesus Christ, which is
why Christian translations follow the alternative offered in the Greek
Theodotion. These are examples of “apologetic” and “contrived”
handling of the text where syntax and punctuation are employed
creatively in the service of the theology of the translator(s) - however,
in this case textual inventiveness is still within the parameters of a
common pool of precursor texts.
Minor variations in the OG are indeed “mechanical” (errors of
transmission) but other variations indicate that the translator was
working from a different Semitic original (Vorlage) and some of the
changes are glosses or harmonisations.27 Montgomery points out the
Comparison between MT and 4QSama indicate that a paragraph has
been omitted from the MT between I Samuel 10:27 & 11:1 in which
King Nahash is introduced. Rather than repair the lacuna, the
Masoretes preserved the text as extant even though it results in the
abrupt entry of Nahash into the text at 1 Sam 11:1. For a discussion of
the DSS and the text of the OT see A. Perry, “The Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Text of the Old Testament” in Which Translation (ed. S.
Green; Norwich: The Testimony, 2000), 37-54.
26

Goldingay summarises the situation as follows; “To the Jewish
scholarship of the first millennium A.D, we owe the preservation and
standardization of the Hebrew Bible, the consonantal text over the first
five centuries, the pointing over the succeeding five. Generally this
scribal work was concerned to preserve one standard text of the Bible,
but a distinctive feature with regard to Daniel is the number of
alternative readings retained. These appear in margins of extant
manuscripts as the Masora (tradition) and are reproduced in the BHS:
27
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difficulties: “…the presence of genuine glosses, both primary and
secondary, which may occur lines away from their proper
destination…and also of doublet translations”.28 The base text of
Theodotion is otherwise quite close to the MT, but the OG presents a
significantly different text, especially in chapters 4–6, which is more
like a paraphrase. Then there are the additions to the Greek versions;
“The Prayer of Azariah” and “The Song of the Three Young Men”
(Dan. 3:24-90 inserted between verses 23 and 24 which becomes v. 91),
Susanna and the Elders (before Daniel 1:1), a prologue in early Greek
manuscripts (chapter 13 in the Vulgate), Bel and the Dragon (after
Daniel 12:13 in Greek, an epilogue; chapter 14 in the Vulgate) all of
these are not found in the Hebrew MT. These additions are of a
different quality and often regarded as apocryphal in nature.
While it is true that a “pious Jew” would not consent to drastic
interpolations in sacred scripture the different versions of Daniel
indicate that the canonization process was still fluid during the
translation of the Greek versions. The charge of supplementing a text
is only valid once the text has been accepted as canonical. If the Book
of Daniel (in the final MT form) emerged from the pen of Daniel (for
argument’s sake in the first year of Cyrus’ “liberation” of the exile ca.
BC 538/9 about 375 years before the Maccabean revolt) and was
immediately accepted as canonical in BC 538 then the existence of
variations between the Hebrew and the Greek versions is inexplicable
(unless the Jews tampered with a text that was accepted as canonical,
which is very unlikely). The Qumran scrolls confirm that the medieval
MT is a faithful copy of an extant text in the second century BC but
that does not necessarily confirm that the MT is exactly the same as the
original text that left the pen of Daniel centuries before. Such a
almost any verse, at least in the Aramaic chapters, provides examples.
Some represent expansions or abbreviations of the text; most are
matters of spelling, pronunciation or morphology, though even these
reflect an instinct to keep the text up-to-date and readable. It is a priori
likely that this instinct will also have affected matters of more
substance in the text, for example, in the incorporation of explanatory
glosses”. J. E. Goldingay, Daniel (London: Nelson, 1989), xxxii.
28

Montgomery,Daniel,36
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conclusion assumes a linear, one-dimensional, view of the development
of the text but this is contradicted by the existence of Greek versions
translated from (presumably) different originals - this suggests a more
complex textual tradition.
The Greek versions cannot be simply dismissed in favour of the
Hebrew MT as traces of proto-Theodotion go back as far as the NT.
In fact The NT cites readings that come from OG-Dan as well as ThDan.29 H.A. Redpath conjectures that…“It is quite possible that there
may have been two versions of Daniel and of some other books30 - a
literal translation, and one which had more of a paraphrastic
commentary”.31

Interpolation of Dynastic prophecy?
Although Wright’s proposal of interpolated targumic material in 11:539 is no longer plausible it is possible that this section should be
regarded as a historical “parenthesis” along the lines of a Babylonian
Dynastic prophecy. W.W. Hallo noted striking parallels between
Akkadian prophecies and Daniel32 and A.K. Grayson identified five
compositions33 belonging to this genre and notes parallels with Daniel:
Alexander A. Di Lella, “The Textual History of Septuagint-Daniel and
Theodotion-Daniel” in The Book of Daniel, (eds. J. J. Collins and P. W.
Flint; 2 vols; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2001), 2:586-607 (592-3).
29

Other books of the OT occur in two Greek versions existing side by
side, e.g. in Judges and especially in the Books of Esdras
30

H.A. Redpath, A Dictionary of the Bible: Volume IV: (Part II:
Shimrath -- Zuzim), Volume 4 (ed. James Hastings, University Press of
the Pacific, Honolulu: Hawaii, 1898 reprint 2004), 866
31

32

W. W. Hallo,“Akkadian Apocalpses,” IEJ 16(1966)235

The Dynastic prophecy, Text A, the Uruk prophecy, the Marduk
prophetic speech, and the Shulgi prophetic speech. A.K. Grayson,
Babylonian Historical-Literary Texts III (Toronto: University Press,
1975) 13ff
33
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“…..the concept of the rise and fall of empires, which must have its
roots in the dynastic tradition of Mesopotamian chronography, is
mirrored by the similar concept in Daniel. Compare also the rubric
regarding secrecy at the end of the Dynastic prophecy with the
command to Daniel to keep the book sealed. But of prime significance
is the possibility that the Dynastic prophecy concludes, as suggested
both by internal evidence and on analogy with the prophecy in the
Sibylline oracles, with a real attempt to predict the downfall of
Hellenistic kings”.34
W. G. Lambert proposed that Daniel 11 parallels in style the genre of
Babylonian Dynastic prophecy35 and this has been generally accepted
by scholars.36 Of course, this does not mean that Dan. 11:5-39 comes
from the Neo-Babylonian era, but that it belongs to the same literary
genre, and employs similar phraseology.37 The texts that Lambert
investigates date as early as the 6-7th century B.C.38 but some are in all
probability also from the Hellenistic period.39 They present annalistic

34

Ibid,21

W. G. Lambert, The Background of Jewish Apocalyptic (London:
The Athlone Press, 1978).
35

36

e.g. Collins, 99; P. R. Davies 1985, 71-72; etc.

For instance, the phrases ―“a prince will arise and will exercise
kingship for 13 years”, ―“after him a king will arise and will not judge
the judgment of the land”, ―“after him a king will arise from Uruk”,
―“a rebel prince will arise”, find parallels in Daniel (Dan. 11:2, 3, 7, 20,
21; cf.9:26) Lambert, Jewish Apocalyptic, 9-13.
37

A. K. Grayson and W. G. Lambert, ― “Akkadian Prophecies” JCS
18 (1964): 7-30 (12-16); H. Hunger and S. A. Kaufman, ―“A New
Akkadian Prophecy Text” JAOS 95 (1975): 371-375.
38

A. K. Grayson, Babylonian Historical-Literary Texts, (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1975), 33.
39
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history in the future tense and in veiled language, effectively they are
quasi-prophecies.40 Lambert himself argues in favour of secondcentury date for the provenance of Daniel 11. On the suggestions that
Daniel employs the genre of quasi-prophecy for conveying actual
prophecy Collins rejoins; “…the burden of proof must fall on those
who wish to argue that Daniel is different from the other examples in
the genre”.41

Situational Midrash?

Goldingay (1989:285) considers Daniel 11 to be ‘situational midrash,’
elsewhere he distinguishes ‘expository midrash’ from ‘situational
midrash’ …“which focuses on particular questions of behaviour or
belief which have arisen in some later context and for which
illumination or justification is sought from Scripture. This may simply
amount to a writer’s instinctive use of biblical language (and thus at
least his adoption of broadly biblical parameters) as a means to
expressing his own concerns, beliefs or piety.”42 Goldingay supplies
the example of Chronicles as an exposition of Samuel-Kings and
Deuteronomy as an expansion of law that appears later in the Mishna.
He states; “The study and re-application of OT prophecy within the
OT is explicitly instanced in Dan. 9:24-27 and less explicitly elsewhere
in Daniel and other books: Apocalyptic has been described as an
exercise in inspired biblical interpretation.”43
Goldingay (Word, 1989:282) comments; “These texts for the most
part not actual prophecy but quasi-prophecy. They combine extensive
quasi-prophecy of events before the writer’s day with more limited
actual prophecy of events still to come. The formulae and the detail
compare with Daniel; so does the anti-Hellenistic nature of instances
from the later period”.
40

41

Collins, Daniel [FOTL] 34

John Goldingay, Approaches to Old Testament Interpretation,
(Clements Publishing: Toronto: Canada, 1981, rev ed. 2002),148
42

Goldingay, Approaches, 131-2; This allows God to continue to speak
during the “post-history” of a document.
43
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Boyarin defines midrash as a hermeneutic act, an intertextual coreading of biblical texts connected with redemption and revelation44
and identifies six techniques used by midrash to generate new readings.
Boyarin believes that midrash is not motivated by ideology or as a
polemical response, but the gapped quality of the text, combined
with co-citation, is enough to account for midrash.45
Midrash is essentially “re-contextualization” - in hermeneutics this is
the act of applying an interpretation of a past text to a new situation;
“The biblical writers (both Hebrew and New Testament) themselves
also recontextualized earlier texts.”46 It is generally recognised that the
NT writers “re-contextualized” earlier texts and employed midrashic
techniques but this was done under the guidance of the Spirit. Can the
same be said of Daniel 11:5-39, if it was written (presumably) at a much
later date than the original material?
In much of the extra-biblical material of this period the distinction
between scripture and commentary becomes blurred. Steven Fraade
notes; “In the course of comparing and contrasting the varied forms of
early scriptural interpretation, one distinction has become increasingly
important: between those writings which blur, if not efface, the
boundary line between received scripture and its interpretive retelling,
and those that maintain, even highlight, that line, so that interpretive
relation of the one to the other can be displayed and even contested”.47

D. Boyarin, Intertextuality and the Reading of Midrash,
(Bloomington, IN, Indiana University Press: 1990), 110, 114, 128
44

45

Ibid, 22, 39, 45

W. Randolph Tate, Interpreting the Bible: a handbook of terms and
methods,(Hendrickson Publishers, Inc, Peabody: Massachusetts,
2006),315
46

Steven D. Fraade, “Rewritten Bible and Rabbinic Midrash as
Commentary” in Current trends in the study of midrash, (ed. Carol Bakhos,
Brill NV, Leiden: The Netherlands,2006),60
47
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Geza Vermes coined the term ‘rewritten Bible’ for these narrative
texts48 and Fraade concedes that it is not self evident how this parabiblical material was regarded.49

Is Daniel 11:5-39 a Resistance text?
If we conjecture that at the beginning of the second century protoDaniel consisted of a number of well known visions and court tales
written in the Persian era by Daniel then the Maccabean revolt may
have provided the impetus to arrange the material into a “resistance
text”. Of course, we are in the realms of conjecture50 but it is certainly
possible that the persecution by Antiochus and his destruction of the
Torah encouraged the preservation of Danielic material and also
accelerated the canonization process delivering the final form that we
know as the Book of Daniel. It is certain that such important
documents would have been preserved in priestly circles and protoDaniel (describing a loose collection of Danielic material) was probably
kept in the Jerusalem temple. The consequence of the murder of the
high priest Onias III was the establishment of a rival Jewish temple (ca.

Geza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition: Haggadic Studies, (2d rev.ed.;
Leiden: Brill,1973),228-229
48

Ibid, 61 “.....how such ‘rewritten’ scripture were understood by their
‘authors’ or ‘audiences’ to relate to what came to be the Hebrew Bible;
for example, whether as interpretive complement or supplement, or as
revelatory replacement or successor. Stated differently, did such
‘rewritten’ texts share in or borrow from the authority of their
antecedent scriptures, or did they seek to supplant or upstage them?”
49

On compositional theories we would do well to reflect on the essays
of C. S. Lewis about the fallacies involved in these imaginary
composition histories. C. S. Lewis’s essay, “Modern Theology and
Biblical Criticism,” a paper Lewis originally read at Wescott House,
Cambridge, on May 11, 1959, can be found in a collection of his essays
entitled Christian Reflections, edited by Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1967; rpt. 1994).
50
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160-170 BC) in the territory of Heliopolis in the country of
Leontopolis in Egypt.51 This may account for the Egyptian bias of
Dan. 11:5-19 - the intertestamental period also saw the creation of the
Greek translation in the Egyptian city of Alexandria.52 Leo Seeligmann
suggests that, “Heliopolis was in effect a rescue-home through which
Palestinian traditions passed on their way to the Jewish centre at
Alexandria……One, might, in this case, regard the temple at
Heliopolis as an intermediary station through which the Palestinian
tradition and Biblical interpretation found their way to the Jewish
milieu in Alexandria, and, more particularly, to the Alexandrian
translation of Isaiah…” Accordingly, the temple at Heliopolis was
established during Onias III flight from Antiochus Epiphanes. If this is
correct then Isaiah 19:19 initially influenced the building of a Jewish
temple in Heliopolis during the Antiochus persecutions which in turn
influenced the “new” translation of Isaiah into Greek. Whether or not
we are in agreement with Seeligmann’s conclusions, it is apparent that
Isaiah was employed in Daniel as polemic against the Jerusalem based
Syrian party that supported Antiochus. The defeat of Assyria in the
time of Hezekiah was seen as a prophetically providential
foreshadowing of the demise of Antiochus and the Seleucid Empire.
Josephus’ account is confused at this point – It was probably Onias’
son who built the temple. Richard Gottheil and Samuel Krauss write;
“Ptolemy VI. Philometor was King of Egypt at that time. He probably
had not yet given up his claims to Cœle-Syria and Judea, and gladly
gave refuge to such a prominent personage of the neighbouring
country. Onias now requested the king and his sister and wife,
Cleopatra, to allow him to build a sanctuary in Egypt similar to the one
at Jerusalem, where he would employ Levites and priests of his own
race (ib. xiii. 3, § 1); and he referred to the prediction of the prophet
Isaiah (Isa. xix. 19) that a Jewish temple would be erected in Egypt
(“Ant.” l.c.)”. Richard Gottheil and Samuel Krauss, Leontopolis, Jewish
Encyclopedia,(12-vols. 1901-1906) [cited May 2008] online @
http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com
51

52See

Montgomery, Daniel, 38 and R. H. Pfeiffer, History of New
Testament Times, With an Introduction to the Apocrypha, (London: A.&C.
Black,1949),440
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Seeligmann examines the relationship of the Isaiah Septuagint
translation to that of the other books and concludes that the translation
of Isaiah into Greek is older than that of Daniel.53 The collection at
Qumran attests to a larger collection of quasi-Danielic and apocryphal
material, some of which found its way into the Septuagint version of
Daniel suggesting that the canonical process was still open at this stage.
The Wise
It is possible that the final shape of the book was the work of the ‘wise’
(Dan. 12:3, 10…“they that understand”; Dan. 11:33, 35) who were the
natural heirs and guardians of earlier Danielic traditions.54 Similar to
Daniel the “wise” (maskilim) did not believe in active resistance (unlike
the Maccabees) but in passive resistance and endurance, if necessary, to
the point of martyrdom– knowing that ultimate vindication would
come from God.
Scholarship generally recognises a connection
between the “wise” (maskilim) and the suffering servant of Isaiah 53:11
(cf. Dan. 12:3).55 The fact that Daniel chs.7-12 is not partisan to the
Isaac Leo Seeligm, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah & Cognate Studies,
(ed., Robert Hanhart and Hermann Spieckermann: publisher J.C.B.
Mohr, P. Siebeck, 2004),252,245,244
53

Perhaps this has analogies with the Apostles being the natural heirs
of ‘Jesus traditions’ which they employed freely under guidance of the
Spirit to produce the four Gospels. The Gospels all draw on a
common pool of traditions that are employed differently for
theological/didactic/polemical purposes in order to address the
concerns of specific communities. The Gospels differ not only in the
traditions they select but in the traditions that they deliberately omit –
and also in their structuring of those traditions (i.e., chronologically,
thematically… etc).
54

H. L. Ginsberg, “The Oldest Interpretation of the Suffering
Servant”, VT 3 (1953) 400-404 Martin Hengel comments;
“......Ginsberg therefore wants to see Daniel 11:33-12:10 as “the oldest
interpretation of the suffering servant,” a view Lacocque follows in his
Commentary (p.92)........ The resurrection from the “dust of the earth”
in Daniel 12:2 would correspond to the overcoming of the grave in
Isaiah 53:9” (p.98). Martin Hengel, Traces of Isaiah 53 in the book of
55
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Hasmonean cause speaks of the independence of the revelation. The
term maskilm is also employed in the para-biblical Daniel material.
Koch argues persuasively that the way in which the term Maskil is used
in Daniel 11-12 gives the impression that the term was “an established
term for the authors of Daniel [...] not their invention.”56 Charlotte
Hempel notes…“Both groups, though they emerged some time in the
second century BCE, lay claim to having ideological or historical (or
conceivably both) roots in the exile…”57
The term Maskil occurs in liturgical texts, especially in the superscription of a number of Psalms58 as well as its use in Chronicles with
reference to the cultic duties of the Levites. The interrogative - “How
Daniel in The Suffering Servant: Isaiah 53 in Jewish and Christian
Sources, (ed., Bernd Janowski and Peter Stuhlmacher, translation
Daniel P. Bailey Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2004, 90-98), 92, 98
K. Koch, “Stages in the Canonization of the Book of Daniel”, in
The Book of Daniel, (eds. J. J. Collins and P. W. Flint; 2 vols; Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 2001), 2:421-426(429)
56

On these “groups” (the writers of Daniel and the Qumran
covenanters) Hempel concludes (2006:156); “Whereas Matthias Henze
has stated rather eloquently that “The covenanters have made Daniel’s
language their own”, [Henze, Madness of King Nebuchadnezzar, p.
242] I have tried to suggest that, to some extent, it was their own. In
other words the overlap can just as well be accounted for by the shared
roots of these movements than by the influence of Daniel upon
Qumran. Charlotte Hempel, Maskil(im) and Rabbim: from Daniel to
Qumran. In: Biblical traditions in transmission,(Brill, Leiden ; Boston,
133-156, 2006),133 online: http://eprints.bham.ac.uk/291/ [cited July
2010] See there for further references on the social setting of the Book
of Daniel
57

Six are by David (32, 52, 53, 54, 55, and 142); three are by the sons
of Korah (42, 44, and 45); two are by Asaph (74 and 78), one is by
Heman the Ezrahite (88); one is by Ethan the Ezrahite (89).
58
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long” (cf. Dan. 12:6) is repeated in Psalm 74:9, 10 and 89:46. The first
of these contemplates the pollution (llx Ps. 74:7 cf. Dan. 11:26,31) of
the sanctuary/holy (Xdoq Ps. 74:3 cf. Dan. 11:28, 30,45) with stress on
the verb exalt (awb Ps. 74:5 cf. Dan. 11:6ff, 13, 15ff, 21, 24, 29f, 40f,
45) in the “midst of your meeting place” (d[wm Ps.74:4 cf. Dan.
11,27,29,35; 12:7) a word that denotes an appointed cultic
place/feast/season. The latter Psalm contemplates the failure of the
Davidic covenant and the finality of death (Ps. 89:46-48 cf. Dan. 12:13) a theme that is repeated in Psalm 88:10. Israel’s inability to keep
covenant (tyrb Ps. 78:37 cf. Dan. 11:22, 28, 30, (x2) 32) is the subject
of this historical Psalm. The Davidic Psalms highlight, confession and
forgiveness (Ps.32:5 cf. Dan. 9:3, 4), pride (Ps.52:1 cf. Dan. 11:36),
godlessness (Ps.53:1 cf. Dan. 11:36), vindication (Ps.54:1 cf. Dan. 7:26,
27), betrayal (Ps.55:5 cf. Dan. 11:32, 34), and appeal for deliverance
(Ps.142:6 cf. Dan. 12:1). The Korah Psalms highlight the taunts of the
enemy (Ps.42:3; 44:15, 17 cf. Dan. 7:25). The only Psalm that does not
fall within the same scope as the other Maskil Psalms is 45 – “A Song of
Loves”. These Psalms are earlier than Daniel and all of them are preexilic. One cannot exclude the possibility that the authors of the Maskil
Psalms are in some way related to the maskilm of Daniel.

Conclusions

The dating of Daniel should not be subjected to dogmatism as it is
prone to revision at the emergence of new evidence (such as the
recently acquired DSS) and new understandings. Developmental
theories are difficult to substantiate. The evidence that we have
considered points to an early, Persian era date for the court tales and
the visions, but the possibility of later redaction (updating of
orthography, structural finalization and addition of commentary)
during the Maccabean revolt cannot be ruled out. It is possible that
Daniel 11 incorporates historic material in the literary style of a
Dynastic prophecy. This may (or may not) be a parenthesis or
interpolation known as ‘situational midrash’. Even at the late stage of
the revolt we cannot rule out inspired biblical interpretation at the hand
of the maskilim who were (possibly) the guardians of Danielic
traditions.
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The question of the importance of Daniel 11 to the dating of the whole
book becomes a moot point if 11:40-45 finds at least a partial
fulfilment in the rise of Roman power in Coele-Syria (BC 63 - BC 31),
as the Qumran scrolls indicate that the Book of Daniel was already in
circulation before Roman intervention. This would mean, at the very
least, that the concluding verses (vv. 40-45) are “real” prophecy, even in
the unlikely event that vv.40-45 was written between 168-164/5 BC.
Finally, there is no doubt that the 490 year prophecy of Dan. 9:24-27
was in circulation long before the Antiochene crisis. Whatever date is
chosen for the commencement of the 490 year prophecy the
termination lies beyond the Hasmonean era, somewhere in the first
century. To this we may add the crude attempt of OG-Dan to force a
fulfilment of the 490 year prophecy in the Seleucid era. Therefore
Dan. 11:5-39 would represent an expansion or “filling in” of the details
of the prophecies in chs. 7-12 given centuries earlier, admittedly the
line between prophecy and commentary is blurred in 11:5-39 but this
need not be a problem if the commentary is considered inspired – in
the same way that re-interpretation of Scripture by the Apostles is
inspired.
The literary unity of Daniel is not in question and was accepted by
both conservative scholars (a six century date) and by critics (who
favoured a late Maccabean date) for much of the nineteenth century.59
The position adopted by this commentary is that Daniel represents a
literary unity - it represents the exilic period, with the first stage
Collins notes; “From the critical viewpoint, the influential
demonstration was that of F. Bleek in 1822. The unity of the book
came under attack again toward the end of the nineteenth century but
was reaffirmed by von Gall in 1895 and accepted in the commentaries
of Marti (with a few redactional additions), Bevan, and Driver, granted
that the author drew on traditional material. More recently, the unity of
Daniel has been maintained in the commentaries of Charles (1929),
Porteous (1965) and Ploeger (1965). The last full scale defence of this
position was that of Rowley”. J. J. Collins, Daniel, Hermeneia: A
Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible,(Augsburg Fortress
Press, Minneapolis,1993),27
59
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composed in the Persian era (early date) and the final form probably
emerging during the Antiochene crisis. The canonical position of
Daniel is among the prophets - it is the inspired word of God with an
application to the destruction of the temple in the time of Daniel, the
desecration of the temple by Antiochus, the revelation of Christ, who
is the new temple, and the destruction of the Second Temple by Rome.
All these instances are “apocalyptic moments”, which act as a
transparency through which the end is viewed - the final revelation of
the true temple.

Appendix 1 Chapter 21: The DSS evidence
Since 1947 finds of exceptional importance have been discovered in
caves near the ruined site of Qumran, just south of Jericho and near
the western shore of the Dead Sea. Texts were written on papyrus and
on animal skins – we now have the evidence of 175 manuscript copies
of books known in our Old Testament which range in date from ca.
225 BC to AD 50: only four of them are more or less complete. They
are not the only texts found at Qumran, but they include fragments of
all our biblical books except Esther. The Danielic fragments have been
tabulated by Flint as follows:60

Item

Manuscript

1
2
3

1QDan(a)
1QDan(b)
4QDan(a)

4

4QDan(b)

Number Content
Range
1Q71
1:10 to 2:6
1Q72
3:22-30
4Q112
1:16
to
11:16
4Q113
5:10
to
8:16

Date Copied
Herodian
Herodian
Mid-1st c. BCE
Ca. 20-50 CE

P.W. Flint, The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years, Vol. 2, (eds. Peter
W. Flint and James C. Vanderkam, Brill: 1999),53
60
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5

4QDan(c)

4Q114

6

4QDan(d)

4Q115

7

4QDan(e)

4Q116

8

Pap6QDan

6Q7

10:5
11:29

to Late 2nd c. BCE
(note: Ulrich, DJD
16)
3:23
to Ca. mid-1st c.
7:23?
BCE
9:12-17?
1st half of 2nd c.
BCE (but this is
presumably a typo;
it
is
dated
elsewhere to Late
2nd c.)
8:16? To Ca. 50 CE
11:38

Note that (5) 4QDan(c), and (7) 4QDan (e) represent partial texts
from the last half of the Book of Daniel, which were copied between
150 and 100 BC.
This places the writing of Daniel minimally pre-150, and, in light of the
dual textual tradition, “canonical prophetic status”, and pre-sectarian
origins, would support a date of origination much earlier than 165 BC.
Diffusion of the text – the copying and distribution of texts, the
evolution of variants and lastly the acceptance of the text as canonical
is a lengthy process. Internet apologist Glenn Miller61 believes that the
literary criticism of Daniel should be reassessed against the manuscript
discoveries at Qumran, where several copies of the work were found.
Glenn Miller, Christian Think Tank, “Was Daniel written after the
events he foretold?”(2000) online @ http://www.christianthinktank.com/qwhendan3a.html [cited July 2010] Miller argues that
scholars are inconsistent in their approach as the Qumran discoveries
initiated the re-dating of biblical literature (with the exception of
Daniel) previously thought to be Maccabean. Miller also analyses
allusions and references to Daniel in other pre –Maccabean texts and
argues from the canonical status that Daniel enjoyed at Qumran
(ca.150 BC) that it could not possibly have been written between BC
168-163.
61
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In addition, two fragments located in Cave 1 have proved on
examination to be related palaeographically to the large Isaiah scroll
(1QIsaa), dated by Millar Burrows about 100 B.C. All these documents,
of course, are copies from the Maccabean age or later, making it
necessary to remark, as Burrows has observed that, “the originals came
from a period several centuries in advance of the earliest date to which
these manuscripts and fragments can be assigned on any basis of
reckoning”.62

Appendix 2 Chapter 21: Intertestamental evidence
The following two tables note parallels between Danielic material and
intertestamental literature:63
62

M. Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Viking, 1955), 118

The tables are reproduced from the work by Glenn Miller, Christian
Think Tank, “Was Daniel written after the events he foretold?”(2000)
see there for further discussion - online @ http://www.christianthinktank.com/qwhendan3b.html [cited July 2010].
63
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Item Source

Date

Chapters Elements

1

ApZeph

100-70a

3,7,10

Susanna + Daniel’s friends;
“myriads”+, “molten feet”
[main impact: LXX]

2

1 Macc

134-104

2,11

Daniel’s friends, “abomination
of desolation”

3

2 Macc

160-135

7-11,12

Resurrection phrases (“clearly
intended”)

4

SibOr 3

170-160

2,7

“everlasting kingdom”, “iron
teeth”

5

Test.Lev

200-100

9

Seventy
weeks
temple pollution)

6

Test.Ben

200-100

12

Dual-resurrection

7

Ezek
Trad.

7

Throne-theophany,
regency

8

Sirach

9

1 Enoch pre-Macc, 3rd 4,7
BW (1-36) cent.

“watchers”, throne-theophany

10

Baruch

Many elements of Daniel’s
prayer

the 200-150
pre-Macc,
early 2nd

vice-

2,9,11-12 “time/appointed time”, “reveal
hidden things”, “bear your
name”

Pre-Macc,
9
End 3rd/early
2nd
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(weaker:

Item
1

2
3
4
5
6

7

8
9
10

1 Enoch
Lofty throne

Ezek
something
resembling
a
throne
(1.26),
‘high up’*
“I looked...”
“I saw...” (1.27)
Like crystal
like lapis lazuli in
appearance (1.26)*
Wheels
like [no wheels on the
shining sun
throne]
Voice
of [cherubim noise is
cherubim
only from wings,
no voices]
Streams of fire
[only the figure is
glowing]
from under the
throne
“Great Glory” a figure with the
on the throne
appearance of a
man (later called
‘the appearance of
the likeness of the
glory
of
the
LORD’)
Gown,
[Figure
itself
incandescent
glows, no detail
about clothing]
Gown, whiter [nothing
about
than snow
white, but ‘shining
rainbow’?]
Tens of
[only the four
millions before creatures below
Him
the throne]

Daniel
Thrones [no mention
of ‘height’]
“I kept looking...”
Throne is flames of
fire (not crystal?)
Wheels were blazing
fire*
[no
mention
of
cherubim]
River of fire flowing
from
under
the
throne*
“Ancient of Days” on
the throne*

[hair of head bright
white?]
Clothing, white AS
snow*
“thousands upon
thousands...etc.”*
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Chapter 22

The Great Tribulation
The struggle described in Daniel 12 is often understood in the context
of the Antiochene crisis. It is confidently assumed that it was written
just prior to the Maccabean liberation and that failure of the prediction
of the imminent resurrection necessitated recalculation of the “end”.
The calculations are all related to the “abomination of desolation”
(Dan. 12:11) and since this is understood as the desecration committed
by Antiochus (cf. Dan. 8:13) it is assumed that judgement, vindication
(cf. Dan. 7:13) and the resurrection would soon follow. However, this
approach neglects the partial application of Dan.11:40-45 to the
Roman Empire and the use of Daniel’s Prophecy by Christ (when
warning of the coming destruction of the Second Temple). The use of
Daniel by Christ was not simply a “re-interpretation” or “updating” of
the prophecy, for Daniel 11:40-45 is in the form of mythic pattern, and
that suggests repetitive themes.
All the figures in Daniel 12 approximate three-and-a-half years
(1,260/1,290/1,335) but liberal interpreters fail to offer an explanation
for the variances. Collins1 states, “it is not enough, however, to say that
this figure (i.e. 1,335) “is an attempt to make more precise the nature of
the three-and-a-half year period,” as if the author were doing multiple
calculations for their own sake.” Since Herman Gunkel in 1895, it has
become commonplace to talk of later additions that were inserted with
the intention of justifying the “delay of the end,” when the end did not
come at the time originally expected but faith rose above

1

Collins, Hermeneia,400-401
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disappointment.2 Collins agrees: “When one predicted number of days
had elapsed, a glossator revised the prediction with a higher number.”
Gabriele Boccaccini3 lists the following objections; “The hypothesis,
which is not supported by any ancient variants or versions, rests on the
presupposition that the figure of 1290 days must be a first attempt to
calculate the three and a half years, while it so obviously exceeds any
possible calculation by any known ancient calendar, solar or lunar. If
the issue was in fact the delay of the end, we must face the paradox of
a book that over a span of no more than three or four months was
updated not once but twice, the second time certainly less than 45 days
after the first updating, and yet left amazingly homogeneous literary
tradition in the history of its transmission. For Porteous, the case is
plagued with perplexities; “There is, it must be confessed, some
difficulty in seeing how urgent corrections, such as these would be,
could have been added to a book that had just been issued, even
though in a limited number of copies.”4 The glossator then was such a
bungler: contrary to all rules of decency and discretion that would have
required a correction by emendation, he did his best to make his
disappointment as manifest as possible to his readers. “That both vv.11
and 12 should be permitted to remain in the text is sufficient
commentary on this rather unadroit explanation.”5
Critical scholarship regards Daniel as a pseudonymous political
commentary written in 165 BC, which explains why it is accurate up to
Hermann Gunkel, Schöpfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit Eine
religions-geschichtliche Untersuchung über Gen 1 and Ap Joh 12
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1895),269
2

Gabriele Boccaccini, Roots of Rabbinic Judaism: an intellectual
history, from Ezekiel to Daniel,(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002),
199
3

4

Porteous,Daniel,172

Robert A. ., Signs and Wonders: A Commentary on the Book of
Daniel, ITC (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1984),153
5
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this point and also why the expected defeat of Antiochus did not occur
as predicted. If that was the case why was the prophecy not entirely
discredited? It was still held in high esteem in the Qumran literature
even though critical scholarship considers it erroneous. Referring to
the work of David Flusser (1981), Hanan Eshel observes that, “Flusser
argued that the author of the War Scroll was aware that the last part of
the vision found in Daniel 11 and 12 had not yet taken place. In other
words, the author of the War Scroll knew that Dan. 11:40-12:3 was an
unfulfilled prophecy. Thus he believed that its fulfilment would occur
in the near future” 6
Lars Hartman finds no evidence of the prophecy being discredited in
contemporary literature; “Maybe, with Daniel 12, they [contemporary
readers] expected the end to arrive at least within the 1,335 days,
maybe not -we do not know. But if they did, what happened after the
deadline passed? We do not know. Canon Charles assumed that the
readers became so disappointed that the Book of Daniel fell into
disrepute for a century or more. But on that point I think we can
correct the learned Canon Charles, for there is good evidence that
Daniel was in high esteem even some few years after the assumed
deadline, the proof being some texts from 1 Enoch and the Qumran
library”.7

First century Interpretation

Hartman makes the case for prophetic flexibility (1997: 113); “The
apocalyptic language in the Danielic timetables was open in such a way
Hanan Eshel, The Kittim in the War Scroll and in the Pesharim, (:29-45) in,
Historical Perspectives: From the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light
of the Dead Sea Scrolls Proceedings of the Fourth International
Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature, 27-31 January, 1999, (Edited by David
Goodblatt, Avital Pinnick and Daniel R. Schwartz, Brill, 2001), 34.
6

Lars Hartman, Text-Centered New Testament Studies: Text-Theoretical
Essays on Early Jewish and Early Christian Literature,(J.C.B. Mohr, P.
Siebeck,1997),111
7

Ch.22 (Dan.12): The Great Tribulation

that different people understood it in different ways”.8 This
commentary follows a similar line and proposes multiple
interpretations. Even in Qumran literature, in two of the other
pesharim the Kittim were identified with the Romans9, Josephus allows
a dual application to Rome and the Maccabees10 and most importantly
Christ applies Daniel to the Roman destruction of Jerusalem. The
prophecy is therefore multivalent with a historical application to the
Antiochene crisis, a typical application in the first century and an
eschatological application that is yet to unfold. The typical application
saw the beginning of the end of the “kingdom of men” with the death
and resurrection of Christ. The resurrection of Christ the first-fruits
heralded the deliverance of the “many of them that sleep in the dust of
the earth” (Dan. 12:2);
“And the graves were opened; and many
bodies of the saints who had fallen asleep
were raised; and coming out of the graves
after His resurrection, they went into the
holy city and appeared to many” (Matt.
27:52-53).

Hartman suggests three different ways: (a). War Scroll - suprahistoric/eschatological: (b). Josephus- non-eschatological/historic: (c).
The “wise men” (that Josephus refers to) - theoretical/informative.
8

G.J. Brooke, The Kittim in the Qumran Pesharim, in Images of Empire, ed.,
L. Alexander JSOT Sup 122 (Sheffield Academic Press,1991),135-59.
9

And indeed it so came to pass, that our nation suffered these things
under Antiochus Epiphanes, according to Daniel’s vision, and what he
wrote many years before they came to pass. In the very same manner
Daniel also wrote concerning the Roman government, and that our
country should be made desolate by them. (Antiq.10.11.7)
10
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It is significant that Matthew echoes Isaiah 26:1911 as Daniel 12:2
echoes the same text12; “Awake and shout for joy, dwellers in the dust
(rp[ ynkX...wcyqh)”. The Jews expected the 490 years of Daniel’s
prophecy to culminate sometime in the first century giving rise to
messianic fervour. For the NT writers the 490 prophecy was at least
partially fulfilled in the Christ event – the stone “cut without hands”
struck the feet of Nebuchadnezzar’s image, with the expectation that
the Second Advent would follow soon (Behold, I come quickly…Rev.
22:7). Resurrection in Daniel 12 occurs at the end of a period of
national tribulation in which Michael the “prince” features. The name
Michael (who is like God?) associates the tribulation with the Song of the
Sea (Exodus 15), a time of national resurrection from the land of graves
(Egypt). The importance of the resurrection event cannot be
understated; it is a transformative act of judgement that disrupts the
continuum of history and interrupts the deterministic view of history
that is otherwise presented by Daniel. Christaan Beker coins the term
“transvaluator” for the cross; “The cross negates and judges the worlds
of religion and culture: it contradicts wisdom (1 Cor.1:18); it crucifies
the law and the world (Gal.2:20; 6:14); it invites public hostility
(Phil.3:18); it is foolishness (1 Cor.1:14); a scandal to Jews and folly to
Gentiles (1 Cor.1:23; see Gal.5:11); and truly a manifestation of
weakness….By radically overturning the standards of the world – its
investment in glory, achievement, wisdom and religiosity – the cross
becomes the apocalyptic turning point of history, the transvaluator of
values, the beginning of the ontological renewal of creation that will
come to completion in God’s new age.”13 The cross and the
resurrection are acts of transformative judgement and as such represent
Isaiah 26:19 - Your dead shall live; Together with my dead body they
shall arise. Awake and sing, you who dwell in dust; for your dew is like
the dew of herbs, and the earth shall cast out the dead.
11

Collins links a number of citations from Daniel 12 with precursor
texts in Isaiah – these can be found in Chapter 24: Intertextuality in
Daniel and Isaiah
12

J. Christaan Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life
and Thought, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980), 206,209.
13
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the in-breaking of the eschatological age in the already/not-yet
format of an “apocalyptic moment” that awaits full realization at the
end. Jesus Christ is the forerunner in this process, he is the vindicated
“son of man”, who emerging from the heavenly sanctuary in/on
clouds/incense on the Jubilee Day of Atonement and as the true Israel
– fulfils the destiny of the nation in having dominion over the “beasts”.
Christ is the one par excellence, “who turns many to righteousness”, and
who shines… “Like the stars forever and ever” (Dan.12:3)…..“Thus
the heavens and the earth, and all the host of them, were
finished”(Gen. 2:1)....He (Jesus) said, “It is finished!” And bowing His
head, He gave up His spirit (John 19:30) ...“When the power of the
holy people has been completely shattered, all these things shall be
finished” (Dan. 12:7).

The Apocalypse and Daniel

The Apocalypse does not reuse Daniel for literary effect, nor does it
recycle Danielic imagery for stylistic reasons. The Apocalypse
understands first century events as (at least partially) fulfilling Daniel.
The great tribulation and the unsealing14 of Daniel’s prophecy occurred
in the first century with the three-and-one-half year Jewish war and the
The first Seal commenced at Passover at the resurrection and the last
Seal was completed 42 years later on the day after Passover
(Jos.Wars.10.9.1.) with the fall of the last fortress and suicide of the
Jewish defenders at Massada. The seals are all related to church history
recorded in Acts and to the secular history recorded in Josephus. The
conquering Gospel (Rev 6:2; Acts 9:15), Herodian Persecution (Rev
6:4; Acts 12:1-2), Claudian famine (Rev 6:5-6; Acts 11:28),
disintegration of the Jewish state (Rev 6:8 cf. Josephus,[Thackeray Loeb
edition] who reports assassins, robbers, a false prophet [253-70] and
the suppression of rebellions in this period [253,260,263,269f]), Nero
persecution (Rev 6:9-11;1 Pet 5:8 ‘slain under the altar’) and the Jewish
war concluding with the fall of Jerusalem and last fortress at Massada
(Rev 6:12-17)- six Seals, each lasting approximately seven years. See: P.
Wyns, “Re-dating Revelation: the case for an early date” in The
Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation, (eds. A. Perry, P.
Wyns, T. Gaston, Annual 2010),214-227
14
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destruction of the Second Temple. Henceforth, Jesus and his church
functioned as the Sanctuary.15 Because of national unfaithfulness
Daniel’s 490 Prophecy was interrupted leaving a final three-and-onehalf year period unfulfilled during which the “temple” is
measured.....“and those who worship there” (Rev. 11:1).
Daniel 12
v. 1 And there shall be a time of
trouble, Such as never was since
there was a nation,
v. 1 [...]....At that time Michael
shall stand up......
v. 2 And many of those who
sleep in the dust of the earth
shall awake, Some to everlasting
life, Some to shame and
everlasting contempt.

Revelation
7:14 [...]....These are the ones
who come out of the great
tribulation...
12:7 And war broke out in
heaven: Michael and his angels
fought with the dragon.....
11:18 And the time of the dead,
that they should be judged, And
that You should reward Your
servants the prophets and the
saints...

v. 3 Those who are wise shall 11:3 And I will give power to my
shine Like the brightness of the two witnesses, and they will
firmament, And those who turn prophesy one thousand two
Klaus Koch observes that, “Neither Mark nor Matthew (nor Q) had
the intention of connecting Jesus with world history and empires.
Nevertheless, they let Jesus refer primarily to Daniel with respect to the
final drama of the time of this world in the so-called Synoptic
Apocalypse, Jesus’ last great speech during his lifetime (Mark 13 and
parallels). [fn. 42 A. Yarbo Collins, “The Apocalyptic Rhetoric of Mark
13 in Historical Context,” BR 41(1996) 5-36.] Here he declares the
destruction of the Temple to be the outstanding sign of the end of
days. This prediction corresponds with some apocalyptic texts, where
the erection of a totally new holy of the holies (emphasis mine)
belonged to the time of fulfilment (Dan 9:24; 1 Enoch 90:28-29)”.
Klaus Koch, “Stages in the Canonization of the Book of Daniel” in
15

The Book of Daniel, Volume 2 Composition and Reception,
(eds., John Joseph Collins, Peter W. Flint Brill, 2001, 421-446), 440
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many to righteousness Like the hundred and sixty days, clothed
stars forever and ever.
in sackcloth.
v. 6 [...]....How long shall the 6:10 [...]....How long, O Lord,
fulfillment of these wonders be?" holy and true, until You
judge.......
v. 7 Then I heard the man 10:5-6 The angel whom I saw
clothed in linen, who was above standing on the sea and on the
the waters of the river, when he land raised up his hand to
held up his right hand and his heaven and swore by Him who
left hand to heaven, and swore lives forever and ever, who
by Him who lives forever,
created heaven and the things
that are in it, the earth and the
things that are in it, and the sea
and the things that are in it, that
there should be delay no longer
v. 7 [...]....when the power of the 10:7 [...]....but in the days of the
holy people has been completely sounding of the seventh angel,
shattered, all these things shall be when he is about to sound, the
finished.
mystery of God would be
finished, as He declared to His
servants the prophets.
v. 7b [...]....that it shall be for a
time, times, and half a time; and
when the power of the holy
people has been completely
shattered, all these things shall be
finished.

11:2 But leave out the court
which is outside the temple, and
do not measure it, for it has
been given to the Gentiles. And
they will tread the holy city
underfoot for forty-two months.

v. 9 [...]....Go your way, Daniel, 5:5 [...]....the Lion of the tribe of
for the words are closed up and Judah, the Root of David, has
sealed till the time of the end.
prevailed to open the scroll and
to loose its seven seals.
v. 12 Blessed is he who waits, 20:6 [...]....Blessed and holy is he
and comes to the one thousand who has part in the first
three hundred and thirty-five resurrection.
days.
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It seems that the witnessing mission of Rev. 11:3 is regarded as
“turning many to righteousness” (Dan.12:3), at the end, “many shall
run to and fro, and knowledge shall increase” (Dan. 12:4). This
indicates a period of prophetic revelation and is the opposite situation
of Amos 8:12; “They shall wander from sea to sea, and from north to
east; they shall run to and fro, seeking the word of the LORD, But
shall not find it.” During this period prophetic utterance is accessible.
The Seer has Hab.2:3 in mind; “For the vision is yet for an appointed
time; But at the end it will speak, and it will not lie. Though it tarries,
wait for it; because it will surely come, it will not tarry”. The term
“appointed time” (mow`ed) often carries the meaning of “set feast” and
is a term that is found throughout Daniel (8:19; 10:1; 11:27, 29, 35).
The association of “the end” with the Jewish Festal calendar is
important in the light of the discovery that 1,260/1,290/1,335 link with
Feasts celebrating deliverance, atonement, dedication and reversal of
fortunes. The Apocalypse understands the appearance of the mighty
angel of Rev.10 with uplifted hand and the sign of mercy (rainbow)
above his head as the realization of Dan.12:7, 8 – this is the appeal of
Habakkuk 3:2; “O LORD, I have heard your speech and was afraid; O
LORD, revive Your work in the midst of the years! In the midst of the
years make it known; in wrath remember mercy”. For Daniel the
“midst” of the years of wrath was the “middle of the week” (Dan. 9:27)
when the Sanctuary was desolated and offering ceased (this occurred in
AD 70). This event confirmed the New Covenant as Christ became the
only means of access to God. However, God will remember mercy “in
the midst of the years”, hence the rainbow angel. First century
Christians expected immediate action and anticipated the second half
of the “week “in their lifetime. This did not occur because of national
unfaithfulness and corruption of the church. Instead a “breach of
promise” was instigated until the “appointed time” when all things will
be brought to fruition: “After the number of the days in which ye
searched the land, even forty days, each day for a year, shall ye bear your
iniquities, even forty years, and ye shall know my breach of promise”
(Num.14:34). The same warning based on the same incident was
given to first century Jewish-Christians in the epistle to the Hebrews
(Heb. 4:3-8). The warning was not heeded - the Jewish nation was
swept away –the Jewish-Christian church was swept away- the
kingdom on earth did not materialise and Christianity became in
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essence a “Gentile religion”. Thus first century eschatological
expectations of Christians and Jews were frustrated - the prophetic
clock stopped ticking. All the prophecies could (should) have been
realized in the first century but they were not. The witnessing mission to
Israel at the “end” will correct this anomaly and “many will be turned
to righteousness”.

The enigmatic times of Daniel 12

It has been demonstrated in chapter 14 that the Jewish festal calendar
forms the basis of time periods in Daniel. The Feasts function as
symbolic markers that employ the destruction of the first temple as
their
departure
point
and
culminate
in
a
Feast
(Hanukkah/Atonement/Passover/Purim) and are not Maccabean
“updates” of the end. All the feast days (even proto-Hanukkah) were
known in the Persian era and it is therefore unnecessary to force them
into a Maccabean interpretation. There can be no doubt the Maccabees
found it politically expedient to use the proto- Hanukkah feast for the
re-dedication of the temple, thus lending legitimacy to their revolt, but
this does not imply that all the “times” in Daniel were inspired by the
Antiochene crisis. The fact that the “times” are all from the Persian
period and are linked to the festal calendar encourages the reader to
understand the times of Daniel in a supra-historical, allegorical sense.
Conclusion
The prophecy in Daniel 12 is multivalent and in some sense suprahistorical with applications to three different “end time” scenarios – it
is an oversimplification to limit the interpretation to the Antiochene
crisis. Although that crisis is an initial transparency through which the
Jews read the prophecies it is apparent that Daniel was not partisan to
the Maccabean cause – “Without any doubt,” writes Gerhard von Rad,
“the writer of Daniel sides with those who endure persecution rather
than those who take up arms against it, and in so doing he is only being
true to his own basic conviction that what must be will be. He is far
removed from the Maccabees and their policy of active resistance; their
large following is actually suspect in his eyes”.16 The prophecies
Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, (New York: Harper &
Row, 1965),2:315
16
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vouchedsafe to Daniel make it clear that God’s hand could not be
forced – either by attempting an early end to the exile under Cyrus, or
by establishing through armed resistance an independent Hasmonean
kingdom, nor by collaborating with the Romans in order to retain a
measure of independence, nor, for that matter, establishing a Zionist
state. Yahweh will build his own temple and establish his own kingdom
on earth when the time comes to perform his ‘good word’.17 This calls
for the patience and endurance of the saints of all ages who rest
assured in the knowledge that “God rules in the kingdoms of men”.

Zechariah 4:6 - So he answered and said to me: “This is the word of
the LORD to Zerubbabel: ‘Not by might nor by power, but by My
Spirit,’ Says the LORD of hosts”.
17
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Chapter 23

The post-exilic period
Hanson correctly observes that, “the religious life of the Jews in the
early postexilic period is incomprehensible if the effects of the
devastating events of the first decades of the sixth century B.C.E. are
not taken fully into account.”1 The Judeans believed themselves to be
invulnerable after the temple and city had survived the Assyrian
invasion during Hezekiah’s reign, they did not heed the warnings of
Jeremiah, nor the example of the devastation of the northern tribes, for
God dwelt in their midst – in the temple (Jer.7:4). The destruction of
the temple and exile had a profound effect on the Jews, Hanson
comments; “Who was now determining the destiny of the Jewish
people, now that they found themselves in a land in which Marduk
rather than Yahweh was worshiped as the supreme ruler of the
universe? Such questions threatened to undo the fabric of the religious
system that had enabled the Jews to cope with life in a viable way. They
describe the state of mind to which L. Festinger has attached the now
fashionable term cognitive dissonance. …[…]…Given this frontal
attack on cherished traditions of the past such as the divine election of
Israel and the special status of Zion, its Temple, and its Davidic king, it
was inevitable that tremendous strains would arise within the various
groups seeking to preserve the religious beliefs and values of the past.
And such strains would necessitate changes varying all the way from
minor adjustments, to major changes, to outright abandonment of
Yahwistic tradition in favor of other options” (e.g., Jer. 44:16-18).2

Paul D. Hanson, “Israelite Religion in the Early Postexilic Period” in
Ancient Israelite Religion, (eds. Patrick Miller, Paul Hanson, and S.
Dean McBride, Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987, 485-508).
1

2

Ibid, Hanson, 492

431

The Zadokites

The exile saw the Davidic monarchy demoted to the status of vassal
kings and saw tensions arise between the monarchy and the priesthood.
Judea became a hierocratic state ruled by priests and a wealthy
aristocracy. Scholars perceive a power shift in the relationship between
the monarchy and priesthood in texts such as Ezekiel chs.40-48 and
posit power struggles as the basis of Zechariah ch.3. Gabriele
Boccaccini states; “The earliest document in which we can read a claim
for Zadokite supremacy is Ezekiel 40-48, from the time of the
Babylonian exile. The text is clearly polemical and innovative. It neither
expresses a nostalgic view nor describes an actual situation; it is a
political and religious agenda for the future restoration of Israel. The
aim is to lay the foundations of a new order that in the eyes of its
opponents has to be profoundly different from that of pre-exilic
Judaism.”3 Ezekiel envisages the supremacy of the Zadokite priests
with both the Levites and the Davidide prince in subordinate roles.
Shemaryahu Talmon understands Zech. ch. 3 against a similar
background; “Some of Zechariah’s oracles make it fully apparent that
there soon developed a power struggle between the two men (Zech.
3:1-8). The contention was resolved through division of spheres of
competence: Zerubbabel was to take charge of the mundane affairs of
the res publica, including the rebuilding of the temple, and be in control
of its courts (3:6-8). This balanced arrangement differs fundamentally
from the priesthood vis-à-vis the kings in the period of the
monarchy.”4
However, these views are probably an oversimplification. J. Gordon
McConville believes that although Ezekiel is narrowly focused on the
Gabriele Boccaccini, Roots of Rabbinic Judaism: an intellectual
history, from Ezekiel to Daniel (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002),
43
3

Shemaryahu Talmon,“Exile” and “Restoration” in the conceptual
world of ancient Judaism in Restoration: Old Testament, Jewish, and
Christian perspectives,(ed. James M.Scott,Brill: Leiden,2001,107147),137
4
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pre-eminence of a particular priestly family5 the prophet is essentially
continuing the existent pre-exilic distinction between Levites and
Aaronites. McConville presents arguments that “demand that some
attempt be made to interpret Ezekiel in a way that does not depend
upon the concept of a Zadokite struggle for the control of Jerusalem”.6
In the same way the Zadokite superiority over the “prince” may be a
misreading of the situation. Daniel Block observes that, “Some have
recently recognised in the Ezekielian Torah a fundamentally
antimonarchic polemic. Whereas under the old order kings had built
temples, appointed cult officials, assigned ritual duties, and encroached
on sacred space with their private buildings (43:7-8), this ordinance
assigns the civil ruler a third rank-two or three rungs below deity.” 7
Block himself does not understand Ezekiel as antimonarchic but rather
as a redefinition of hierarchical structures with the “prince” still
retaining an exalted, albeit non-messianic role.
Zechariah ch. 3 records the investiture of the high priest Joshua and
the text in Zechariah 6:10-15, particularly v.13, suggests tensions
between the priesthood and monarchy (“…the counsel of peace shall
be between them both”). The passage is confusing because the MT has
the plural “crowns” placed on Joshua’s head, whereas in the Peshitta,
the Lucianic and the Targum have the singular “crown”. Lisbeth S.
Fried suggests that a simple revocalization would render the MT in the

“The division between priests and Levites is there or already wellknown (the priestly right having as matter of historical fact narrowed
from Aaronites in general to Zadokites in particular; cf. 1 Sa. 2:27-36; 1
Ki. 2:35).” J. Gordon McConville, Priests and Levites in Ezekiel: A
Crux in the Interpretation of Israel’s History, Tyndale Bulletin 34
(1983) 3-31.29
5

6

McConville, Ibid,25

Daniel Isaac Block ,The Book of Ezekiel: chapters 25-48, Volume
2,(Wm. B. Eerdmans publishing,1998), 743-744
7
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singular as well.8 The first crown is placed on the head of Joshua the
high priest and the second crown is kept in the temple as a reminder
(memorial) to the returned exiles (Helem, Tobijah, Jedaiah and Hen).
Some scholars propose that the spare crown was reserved for the
Messiah9, however, the ‘memorial’ of the crown probably served in the
same way as the incorruptible manna, Aaron’s rod that budded and the
rewritten copy of the Torah that were preserved in the Temple before
the captivity. They were all tokens of resurrection and renewal. The
spare priestly crown was a permanent reminder that after the cultic
contamination of the exile God had cleansed and renewed the
priesthood (Zech. 3:4-5). The vision of the two “sons of oil” in Zech.
ch. 4 serves as instruction to the anointed priest and anointed monarch
that restoration was a shared project invigorated by the Spirit. The
coronation in Zech. ch. 6 followed by the prophecy of the Branch is
only typologically relevant to Zerubbabel and is fully realized in the
Messiah. The LXX is probably clearer in this respect, for instead of the
MT - “he shall grow up out of his place” (v.12) the LXX has; “Behold
the man whose name is The Branch; and he shall spring up from his
stem (Zerubbabel’s stem), and build the house of the Lord”.
While the supremacy of the priesthood in the immediate aftermath of
the exile should not be exaggerated, it is undeniable that tensions
existed with the monarchy. The Babylonian exile had undermined the
position of the Davidides as independent kings (melek) – they became
vassal kings or ‘princes’ (nasi’) subject to Persian authority. The
experiment in Diarchism (governance by two rulers) ended. The polity
that eventually emerged was that of a temple state of the oligarchic, or
aristocratic, type, not that of monarchy.
Lisbeth S. Fried, The priest and the great king: temple-palace relations
in the Persian Empire: Biblical and Judaic Studies Vol 10,(Eisenbrauns,
Winona Lake:Indiana,2004),204
8

Now to you, O profane, wicked prince of Israel, whose day has come,
whose iniquity shall end, thus says the Lord GOD: “Remove the
turban, and take off the crown; nothing shall remain the same. Exalt
the humble, and humble the exalted. Overthrown, overthrown, I will
make it overthrown! It shall be no longer, Until He comes whose right
it is, and I will give it to Him.” (Ezek.21:25-26).
9
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Sectarianism

The main strands of Judaism that scholarship has identified are;
Sapiental, Zadokite and Enochic Judaism. The delineation of Judaism
into different strands and the search into origins is a complex field of
studies open to methodological abuses, particularly if textual evidence
is employed to obtain sociohistorical information. For example, if we
had the literature of the branch Davidian cult we might reach certain
generic conclusions regarding Christian messianic Apocalypticism that
are completely invalid for main stream Christianity. Care must be
exercised when employing theodicy to write social history, or in
extrapolating sociohistorical data from textual evidence. The
relationship between different sectarian movements is probably more
diffuse and complex than scholarship recognizes; for example, it is
inevitable that literary traditions crossed the boundaries of different
groups and influenced different streams of tradition in different ways.
Dogmatism in this field of scholarship is to be avoided but a simplified
working model might look something like this:
Preexilic

Zadokite

Sapiental

Hellenistic

Pharisees

Zealots

Enochic

Sadducees

Rabbis

Essenes

Qumran
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The three main streams of Judaism that have been identified are
Sapiental Judaism, Zadokite Judaism and Enochic Judaism. Sapiental
Judaism is concerned with theodicy, or a legitimating of the divine
purpose in the face of human suffering and evil. This is expressed in
Wisdom Literature such as the pre-exilic book of Job or post-exilic
Philonic literature. Zadokite theology permeates the Levitical laws on
purity and impurity but is predominately concerned with the
establishing of boundaries. This is particularly characteristic of Ezekiel
chs. 40-48 where geography and topography is used to delineate the
sacred and the profane. The Zadokites believed that the present world
was one of divine order that had developed from chaos. Enochic
Judaism on the other hand believed that the present world was a
corrupted one (caused by the sin of fallen angels) from what was
perfect in the beginning. Boccaccini understands Daniel as a third way
between Zadokite and Enochic Judaism, “In its very structure, the
book is an invitation to a journey that from the tenets of Zadokite
Judaism moves towards the principles of Enochic Judaism, to a land
midway, in a new, unexplored land between and beyond the two
traditions”.10
There is no doubt that contrasting theologies existed during this era
but whether we can speak of different strands of Judaism is debatable.
Lester L. Grabbe finds the concept of different kinds of Judaism
problematic and critiques the idea of a distinct “Zadokite” Judaism.11
The priests were not a sect and their concern was orthopraxis not
theological speculation besides which it is unlikely that the views held
by the group were homogenous. In the same way Enochic Judaism can
be challenged - the original purpose of the literature may have been
polemical rather than theological. Fletcher-Louis understands the story
of the “Fallen angels” as a mythological satire against the Samaritan
schismatic’s - who (joined by some of the Jerusalem priests) established

10

Ibid, Roots,172

Lester L. Grabbe, A history of the Jews and Judaism in the second
temple period: The coming of the Greeks: The early Hellenistic Period
(335-175 BCE) Vol.2, (T&T Clark, London: New York,2008),238-244
11
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their own priesthood and form of worship.12 The Seleucid era saw the
corruption of the priestly office13 which was purchased, the murder of
priests, the introduction of Hellenistic practices, the establishment of
an alternative temple in Egypt and a period of seven years referred to
as the Inter-Sacerdotium where there was no high priest, or possibly no
legitimate high priest.14 The innovative development in this period is
the institution of the synagogue which is probably concurrent with the
emergence of sectarian movements that opposed the corrupt priestly
establishment in Jerusalem. However, (as noted by Boccaccini15) for
Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, “The High Priest as Divine Mediator in
the Hebrew Bible: Dan 7:13 as a Test Case”, (SBL Seminary Paper:
Oxford, England, 1997),180
12

13

See Appendix 1 Chapter 23: Post Exilic Priestly List (515BC-36BC)

It has been argued that the founder of the Qumran community, the
Teacher of Righteousness (Moreh Zedek), was high priest (but not
necessarily the sole occupant) during the inter-sacerdotium and was
driven off by Jonathan. Stephen Hultgren speculates; “If we assume
that the appointment of Jonathan the Hasmonean, who is probably the
Wicked Priest of 1QpHab VIII, 8-13 (and perhaps also XI, 4-8), as
high priest in 152 BC was experienced as the usurpation of the high
priesthood from the legitimate Onaid high priest, then it is likely that
this Onaid high priest is to be identified with the Teacher of
Righteousness. This high priest found refuge in the covenant group
that had already boycotted the temple”. Elsewhere (p.305) Hultgren
notes, “In a parallel way, although at a much later date, rabbinic
tradition would trace the Sadducees back to the influence of a certain
Zadok, whom the rabbinic tradition viewed as a heretic for denying the
doctrine of the resurrection”. Stephen Hultgren, From the Damascus
Covenant to the Covenant of the Community: Literary, Historical, and
Theological Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls,(Brill, Leiden: The
Netherlands,2007),537
14

Boccaccini assumes a late Date for Daniel, nevertheless, he states
(Roots, 190); “What distinguishes Daniel from Dream Visions, too, is a
contrasting attitude toward the temple. In the eyes of Daniel, the cult
in the temple of Jerusalem is absolutely legitimate and no religious or
15
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Daniel the temple cult was still legitimate despite abuses and
corruption.

Sadducees

Of particular interest is the emergence of the Sadducees and Pharisees
who play such a prominent role in the NT. The theology of the
Pharisees was similar to that of early Christians, Paul was a Pharisee
and while the Lord reprimanded them for hypocrisy and unbelief they
were not reproved for wrong doctrine. The Sadducees (Zadokites?)
formed a small but influential party within the temple aristocracy. Their
descent from Zadok is debated. They denied the resurrection and had
reservations about angels/spirits (Matt.22:23-33; Acts 23:8; Jos.
Antiq.18.1.4; War 2.8.14). Similar to the Samaritans, they only accepted
the Pentateuch as authoritative which explains why Jesus used the
Pentateuch to argue the doctrine of the resurrection. The Sadducees
also rejected the notion of ‘fate’16 which should probably be
understood as historical determinism. These doctrines are fundamental
to the book of Daniel, especially historical determinism17 and the
resurrection.
political event seems to have tarnished this legitimacy, either the crisis
of the Zadokite priesthood, or the philo-Hellenistic politics of the high
priests Jason and Menelaus”.
The historian Flavius Josephus states; “Now for the Pharisees, they
say that some actions, but not all, are the work of Fate, and some of
them are in our own power, and that they are liable to Fate, but are not
caused by Fate. But the sect of the Essenes affirms that Fate governs
all things, and that nothing befalls men but what is according to its
determination. And for the Sadducees, they take away Fate, and say
that there is no such thing, and that the events of human affairs are not
at its disposal; but they suppose that all our actions are in our own
power, so that we are ourselves the causes of what is good, and receive
what is evil from our own folly”. (Antiq. 13.5.9)
16

The book of Daniel understands the times of history as fixed with
deliverance occurring at the end of 70 weeks of punishment. As
Boccaccini points out (Roots, 193); “Historical determinism makes the
individual powerless”. However, individual destiny is not necessarily
17
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Conclusion

The post-exilic situation which gave rise to sectarian groups such as the
Pharisees and Sadducees elucidates Jesus’ trial allusion to Daniel. The
accusation that he sought to destroy the temple was probably instigated
by the Pharisees (who accepted the prophecy of Daniel) in an attempt
to identify Christ with Antiochus or with the ruler who was predicted
to destroy the sanctuary at the end of the 70 weeks. On the other hand
the Sadducees rejected Daniel and any notion of historical determinism
or resurrection. Jesus’ reply (which alludes to Daniel 7:13 in
Matt.26:64) to his judges in the Sanhedrin highlighted the tensions that
existed between the Pharisees and Sadducees (a tactic later employed
by Paul in Acts 23:6) and answered the charges of blasphemy and
temple destruction, Jesus was no Antiochus – Jesus represented the
true Israel (the one like a son of man) whose destiny was to rule the
nations and judge the judges.

the same as collective destiny. The individual is free to choose and will
experience individual judgement or condemnation in the resurrection,
thus maintaining the fundamental freedom which forms the basis of
covenant theology.
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Appendix 1 Chapter 23: Post Exilic Priestly List (515BC-36BC)
Flavius Josephus lists the names of 14 post-exilic priests but the
accuracy is still a matter of scholarly debate.18 A provisional list is
provided below:
Joshua, son
Jehozadak19
Joiakim, son
Joshua
Eliashib, son
Joiakim
Joiada,
son
Eliashib
Johanan, son
Joiada
Jaddua, son
Johanan

After the Babylonian Exile
of
of
of
of

of
of

515490
490470
470433
A son married a daughter of 433Sanballat the Horonite for which he 410
was driven out of the Temple by
Nehemiah
410371
During the reign of Alexander the 371Great. Some have identified him as 320
Simeon the Just.

James C. VanderKam, “Jewish High Priests of the Persian Period: Is
the list complete?” In Priesthood and Cult in Ancient Israel, ed. Gary
A.
Anderson
and
Saul
M.
Olyan,
JSOTSup
125
(Sheffield:JSOT,1991),67-91;Menahem Mor, “The High Priests in
Judah in the Persian Period,” Bet Miqra 23 (1977):57-67(Hebrew);Frank
Moore Cross, “A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration,” JBL
94(1975):4-18;Alice Hun, Missing priests: the Zadokites in tradition
and history,(T&T Clark International, New York:London,2006)
18

The five descendants of Joshua are mentioned in Nehemiah, chapter
12, 10f. The chronology given above, based on Josephus, however is
not undisputed, with some alternatively placing Jaddua during the time
of Darius II and some supposing one more Johanan and one more
Jaddua in the following time, the latter Jaddua being a contemporary of
Alexander the Great.
19
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The Onaids
Onias I, son of
Jaddua
Simon I, son of
Onias
Eleazar, son of
Onias
Manasseh, son of
Jaddua
Onias II, son of
Simon
Simon II, son of
Onias
Onias III, son of murdered 170 BC
Simon
Jason, son of Simon
Menelaus

320280
280260
260245
245240
240218
218185
185175
175172
Onias IV, son of Onias III, fled to 172Egypt and built a Jewish Temple at 162
Leontopolis (closed in AD 66)

Alcimus

162159

Inter-Sacerdotium?
Hasmonean dynasty
Jonathan Apphus
Simeon Tassi

brother of Jonathan Apphus

John Hyrcanus I

son of Simeon Tassi

Aristobulus I

son of John Hyrcanus

Alexander Jannaeus
John Hyrcanus II
Aristobulus II
John Hyrcanus II

son of John Hyrcanus
son of Alexander Jannaeus
son of Alexander Jannaeus
restored

153143
142134
134104
104103
103-76
76-66
66-63
63-40
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Antigonus
Aristobulus III

son of Aristobulos II
40-37
Last of the Hasmoneans; paternal 36
grandson of Aristobulus II and
brother of Herod’s wife Mariamne
(second wife of Herod)
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Chapter 24

Intertextual use of Isaiah
Scholarship increasingly recognises intertextual correspondence
between Daniel and Isaiah; particularly the relationship between
prophecy (e.g. Isaiah) and apocalypse (e.g. Daniel). Ronald Hendel
observes that, “The reason for the identity of the categories of prophet
and apocalyptic seer is that the books of the Latter Prophets came to
be read in the post-exilic period in what we would call an eschatological
or apocalyptic manner. They were read as veiled or esoteric revelations
of divine mysteries, including the prediction of events that would occur
in the distant future, relative to the prophet, meaning in the reader’s
imminent future”.1 Daniel’s use of Isaiah is not accidental.2 The Seer
employs Isaiah because the pre-exilic fulfilment in the Assyrian
incursions is mirrored by the post-exilic Syrian persecutions
perpetrated during the Maccabean era. Not only does the enemy come
from the same geographical region (Assyria/Syria) but the enemy
(Sennacherib/Antiochus) shares the same characteristics; arrogantly
challenging the Holy one of Israel. Moreover, in both periods religious
and political integration was achieved by corrupting the sanctuary and
Ronald Hendel, Isaiah and the Transition from Prophecy to Apocalyptic, in
Birkat Shalom: Studies in the Bible, Ancient Near Eastern Literature,
and Postbiblical Judaism Presented to Shalom M. Paul on the Occasion
of His Seventieth Birthday,(eds., Cohen, Chaim, Victor Avigdor,
Hurowitz, Avi Hurvitz, Yochanan Muffs, Baruch J. Schwartz, and
Jeffrey Tigay,Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns,2008), 262-263
1

Hendel (2008:263) notes, “The textualization of prophecy and the
complexity of the prophetic books facilitated this interpretive shift.
The most striking case is the book of Isaiah, which presents the
prophet as seer of the distant future. If one thinks of the author of the
book of Isaiah (to take the most extreme example) as the prophet of
that name who lived in the days of Hezekiah, then one is bound to
conclude that he had an interest not only in eighth century Judah but in
the affairs of many nations down into the Persian or even the
Hellenistic period”.
2
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the priesthood; a policy common to both Assyria and Syria. Correct
understanding of the importance of intertextual correspondence
between Isaiah and Daniel is often hindered by defective
contextualisation of the original Isaiah prophecies. Furthermore, critical
scholarship tends to focus on intertextuality in Daniel chs.8-12 (which,
admittedly constitute the majority) and this seems to lend support to
the view that the Seer lived during the Maccabean persecution and saw
those events as the realisation of the ancient Isaiah prophecies.
However, intertextuality, echoes and allusions to Isaiah are also
encountered in earlier chapters.

Isaiah in Daniel 1-6 3

The book of Daniel contains allusions, echoes and Intertextual links
with Isaiah. Sometimes we can speak of “literary prophecy”4 combined
with midrashic elements. Daniel’s polemicizing against idolatry and
divination is similar to that of Isaiah. John Collins observes that Isaiah
scoffs at the claims of the wise men of the foreign nations to save by
means of divining and foretelling the future (Isa. 47:12-13; 44:25). This
failure is due to the fact that the idols of the nations have no power or
wisdom (Isa. 44:9-20); therefore they cannot do what Yahweh can do
(Isa. 40:12-15, 23-24). 5 The refusal to conform to Babylonian religious
See the comparison table: Daniel 1-6 and Isaiah at the end of the
chapter
3

Hendel remarks (2008:265); “Once it is a literary text, the prophetic
oracle is to some degree unmoored from its historical context, so that
prophecy relating to one set of historical circumstances came to be
adapted to apply to others. As the prophetic word becomes, at least
potentially, a ﬂoating signiﬁer, it can be reconceived in correlation with
other circumstances and other prophetic oracles: One scripture could
be interpreted with the aid of another scripture, and it was evidently
not long before scribal interpretation gave rise to harmonizations,
supplementations, and even more intricate literary connections”.
4

J. Collins, Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel, (Scholars Press, 1977),
45
5
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practices saw the captives emerge unscathed from the “fire” of
Babylonian exile (Dan. 3:27) in a story that contains midrashic
elements from Isa. 43:2. The arrogance of the Assyrian king in Isaiah
10 is not only characteristic of the “little horn” in the latter half of
Daniel, but is also typical of Nebuchadnezzar in the earlier chapters.
The characterization diverges because unlike the “little horn”,
Nebuchadnezzar acknowledges divine sovereignty when he is humbled
by God. Echoes from Isaiah 28 underpin the fall of Babylon; the
drunken feast of Belshazzar is reminiscent of the “drunkards of
Ephraim” and their pride and mockery reflects Belshazzar’s sacrilege
and pride. The “stone” of Isa. 28:16 is proleptic of the expected
eschatological intervention (Dan. 2:34), which was typified by the
supernatural defeat of Assyria in the time of Hezekiah. The
resurrection of the nation in the time of Hezekiah (Isa. 66:2) after the
near death experience of the Assyrian invasion finds parallels with the
emergence of Daniel from the lion’s den. Darius’ acknowledgement of
the God of Israel reflects gentile participation in the birth of a new
nation. The Jewish Diaspora would “declare my glory among the Gentiles”
(Isa 66:19).6 Interestingly, it is Darius who issues a decree to “tremble
(tre,montaj Dan (TH) 6:27) and fear before the God of Daniel” (cf. Isa 66:2,
5 LXX tre,monta). Darius, the gentile king, “mourns” for Daniel and
expresses “joy” at his deliverance and therefore by extension at the
deliverance of Jerusalem (cf. Isa 66:10). The God of Israel will not
shut 7 [the womb] at the moment of birth (Isa. 66:9), but He will shut
the lion’s mouth and deliver from the pit. The Assyrian lion had its
mouth stopped in the time of Hezekiah (cf. Isa. 38:13-18), so also the
Isaianic references to captives are supported by the Assyrian policy of
deporting conquered populations (one that was emulated by the
Babylonians) to newly acquired Assyrian territories; the Taylor Prism
has Sennacherib remove some 200,000 captives. Some prisoners were
no doubt released when the Assyrian army was destroyed outside
Jerusalem during the reign of Hezekiah. Others formed a Diaspora
among the gentiles until they were joined by Babylonian deportees
(such as Daniel) a hundred (plus) years later.
6

7

Isa 66:9 Hebrew, rc[ (close up); Daniel 6:22/23 Aramaic, rgs (shut);
Theodotion, evne,fraxen (block up).
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Babylonian lion (Dan. 7:4) with the consequence that the nation did
not perish in exile. The “son of man” vision is one of the most
enigmatic and therefore one of the most debated in the OT. Although
attempts have been made to link the victorious “son of man” with the
“suffering servant” of Isaiah they have generally proved to be
unsuccessful. However, it is the incorrect contextualization of the
“Servant Songs” (and their accompanying Psalms), that lies at the root
of the failure to understand the “son of man” vision in Daniel.

Isaiah and Daniel 8-12
In an earlier chapter, correspondence was noted between Daniel 8 and
the messianic oracle in Isaiah 9. The character of the protagonist in
Daniel 8 is the antithesis of messiah - the anti-Christ of the OT.
Daniel 8
v.24 “Shall destroy (corrupt)
wonderfully”
v.25 “By peace destroy (corrupt)
many”
v.24 “And his power shall be
mighty”

Isaiah 9
v.6 “His name shall be
wonderful counsellor”
v.6 “Prince of peace”
v.6 “Mighty God”

The context in Isaiah is Assyrian aggression which culminated in the
invasion by Sennacherib (cf. Isaiah ch. 14). It is fitting that the
Assyrian Sennacherib is employed as a template for the Syrian
Antiochus. For the Danielic author the Syrian corruption of the
priesthood and desecration of the Sanctuary (under Antiochus) was but
a repeat of earlier abuses encouraged by Assyria (2 Kgs. 16:10-16).
John Goldingay notes other links between Daniel ch.8 and Isaiah;
“The mythic language of Isa 14 is given precision by the more literal
laments in Isa 59:1-15; 63:7-64:11[12]. Here already truth has fallen in
the public squares and cannot be found (59:14-15 cf. Dan 8:12), and
God’s sanctuary is trampled down by Israel’s adversaries (63:15, 18 cf.
Dan 8:11, 13). In the context of these parallels, that between the three
occurrences of [Xp in Isa 59:12, 13 and the two in Dan 8:12, 13 may
not be coincidental; nor may that between the description of Jerusalem
as a desolation (hmmX) in Isa 64:9 [10] and mention of the desolating
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rebellion (~mX [Xph) in Dan 8:13. Isa 63:9 also pictures Israel looked
after by Yahweh’s personal aide, whose position may be analogous to
that of the leader of the army in Dan 8:11. Earlier, Isa 52:14; 53:12
provides terms (txX, ~ymwc[, ~ybr) that appear in Dan 8:24-25
(Brownlee, BASOR 132 [1953] 13)”. 8 The oracle in Daniel 9
continues the thematic, Goldingay (1989:232,233) observes that, “Isa
10:22-239 declares that hcrxnw hlk yk…:hqdc @jwX (“justice is in
full flood. Yes, an end which has been decreed [is the
Lord……bringing about….]”). Each word recurs in Dan 9:24-27; the
second phrase appears in the identical form in v 27, apparently
indicating that the consummation which is now effected is that of
which Isaiah spoke. The allusive rybgh (“[?]prevail”: see n.27.a) might
also have its background in the rwbg la “God the champion” of Isa
10:21 (Kline, Law and Prophets, 466-67). Brownlee (BASOR 132 [1953]
13-14) suggests links between Dan 9 and Isa 52:13-53:12. The most

John E. Goldingay, Daniel, (Word Biblical Commentary, ed., D.A.
Hubbard, G.W. Barker, J.D.W. Watts, R.P. Martin; Nelson Reference
& Electronic, 1989), 202-203
8

The influence of Isaiah on Daniel is not simply uni-directional.
According to Seeligmann the Greek translation of Daniel is older than
the Greek translation of Isaiah, in this case the reverse is true – the
translation of Isaiah into Greek was influenced by Daniel: “In the
famous passage containing Daniel’s announcement to Balthasar
concerning the end of the power of Babylon, the passage sunte,tmhtai
kai. suntete,lestai h` basilei,a sou – Dan. 5.27/28 – cannot, of
course, be reckoned to be a translation of $xwklm tsyrp, but only as a
consciously introduced quotation from Is. 10.22/23: lo,gon ga.r
suntelw/n kai. sunte,mnwn, o[ti lo,gon suntetmhme,non poih,sei o` qeo.j
evn th/| oivkoume,nh| o[lh|. The phrase suntelei/n kai. sunte,mnein in the
Isaiah text is based on the Hebrew words hcrxnw hlk; it is quoted as
such in Dan.9.27, but is translated differently in the Septuagint…” Isac
Leo Seeligmann, Septuagint Version of Isaiah & Cognate Studies, (eds.
Robert Hanhart, Hermann Spieckermann, J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck),
2004), 229
9
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plausible are in 52:14: ~mX, ~ybr, txX (1QIsaa xXm!)”. In his
commentary on Daniel, Collins’s links the following citations from
Daniel 12 with precursor texts in Isaiah:10
Dan 12:1
Isa 33:2
Dan 12:1
Isa 4:3
Dan 12:2
Isa 26:19
Dan 12:2
Isa 66:24
Dan 12:3

Isa 52:13
Isa 53:11
Dan 12:4
Isa 29:11

Isa 8:16

“It will be a time of trouble (hrc t[)”
“Be our salvation in a time of trouble (hrc t[)”
“At that time your people will be delivered, everyone who
is found written in the scroll (rpsb bwtk)”
“He who remains in Jerusalem will be called holy,
everyone who is written for life (~yyxl bwtk)”
“Many of those who sleep in the dusty earth will awake
(wcyqy rp[ tmda ynXy)”
“Awake and shout for joy, dwellers in the dust
(rp[ ynkX...wcyqh)”
“Some to reproach and everlasting disgrace (~lw[ !ward)”
“The corpses of the men who rebelled against me . . . will
be a disgrace to all ﬂesh (rXb lkl !ward)”
“The wise (~ylykXmh) will shine like the radiance of the
ﬁrmament, and those who make the many righteous
(~ybrh yqydcm) will be like stars forever”
“My servant will succeed/make wise (lykXy), he will be
exalted, lofty, and raised very high”
“My righteous servant will make the many righteous
(~ybrl... qydcy)”
“Keep the words secret and seal the scroll
(rpsh ~txw ~yrbdh ~ts)”
“The prophecy of all this has become for you like the
words of a sealed scroll (yrbd ~wtxh rpsh)”
“Bind up the testimony, seal the teaching (hrwt ~wtx) among
my disciples”

R. Hendel (2008:269,270) has culled (and translated) these references
from Collins commentary on Daniel: J. J. Collins, Daniel (Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993)
10
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Daniel P. Bailey notes that,11 “The language of ‘awakening’ from the
sleep of death in Daniel 12:2 is apparently borrowed directly from
Isaiah 26:19: ‘Awake (Wcyqi’h) and shout for joy, you dwellers in the
dust!’ (MT). But while this echo has been recognised by scholars both
ancient (Jerome)12 and modern,13 there remains a question about the
underlying text. As M. Hengel has rightly noted, the verbal parallel is
closer if we assume that the text of Isaiah 26:19 read by the author of
Daniel contained not the  imperative Wcyqi’h' preserved in the
MT, but the imperfect wcyqy attested in 1QIsaa”14

'

On the last visions in Daniel chapters 10-12 Goldingay (1989:284) adds
the following; “More generally, the vision takes up aspects of the Book
of Isaiah that may have seemed enigmatic in the light of events; the
seer seeks, receives, and relates illumination on what these texts now
signify. Thus he begins in 10:1 from Isa 40:1-11, with its key references
to conflict/servitude (v 2), to the reliability of God’s message (v 8), and
to something being revealed (v 5); and with the vision’s setting in the
reign of Cyrus, compare Isa 45:1 (Lacocque). In the body of the
revelation we can see the influence of earlier passages from Isaiah
concerning the Assyrians, upon which Dan 11 is an actualizing
commentary in the manner of the Qumran literature (Seeligmann,
VTSup 1[1953] 171). Allusions to armies flooding through the land (vv
10, 22, 26, 40) recall Isa 8:7-8. The characterisation of the last northern
11Daniel

P. Bailey, The Intertextual Relationship of Daniel 12:2 and
Isaiah 26:19:Evidence from Qumran and the Greek Versions, (Tyndale
Bulletin 51.2 (2000) 305-308),305
12Cf.

J.F.A. Sawyer, The Fifth Gospel: Isaiah in the History of
Christianity, (Cambridge: CUP, 1996), 186-87.
13E.g.

392.

J.J. Collins, Daniel, Hermeneia; (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993),

M. Hengel, ‘Zur Wirkungsgeschichte von Jes 53 in vorchristlicher
Zeit’, in Der leidende Gottesknecht: Jesaja 53 und seine Wirkungsgeschichte, ed.
B. Janowski and P. Stuhlmacher (FAT 14; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
1996), 60
14
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king (vv 36-37) recalls that of the Assyrian in Isaiah 10, especially vv 56, 12, 15 (cf.33:10), while the desolations that are determined (v 36)
reflect Isa 10:22-23, 25 (cf. 28:22). See also Isa 17:22 (cf. v 10), 30:18
(cf.12:12); 34:17(cf.11:39; 12:13). Phrases from servant passages in Isa
40-55 appear at several points. Clearest are allusions to Isa 52:13-53:12
in 12:1-4: the role of the wise (~ylykXmh, cf. Isa 52:13 lykXy); their
setting the multitude right (cf. 53:11); also perhaps their shinning like
stars (cf. 53:11 1QIsaa; Cavallin, SEA37-38 [1972-73] 51); and the
increase in… (“suffering” [see n.12:4b], cf. Isa 53:11; Allen, Vox
Evangelica 1 [1962] 28). See also 10:8, the seer’s face has been
disfigured (tyxXm, cf. Isa 52:14); 11:12 (aXn and ~wry, cf. Isa 52:13);
and 11:22, 28, 30, 32 for the use of “covenant” to refer to people (cf.
Isa 42:6; 49:8) (Brownlee, BASOR 132 [1953] 12).”

Conclusion

The line between prophecy and apocalypse is often blurred; the book
of Daniel did not appear ex-nihlo but from within a tradition that saw
the deliverance of Judah in the time of Hezekiah as an apocalyptic
eschatological event, in the same manner as the Passover deliverance
from Egypt became an archetype. The book of Isaiah exercised an
important influence on the composition of Daniel – interestingly, the
favour was returned when Isaiah was translated into Greek –
demonstrating a symbiotic link between the two books. From a critical
point of view it might be argued that Isaiah was employed because of
the geographical/political similarities between Assyria and Syria, thus
reinforcing a late Antiochene date for the book; but this cannot be
maintained in the light of the allusions and echoes from Isaiah that can
be detected in earlier chapters, as they refer to Nebuchadnezzar and
Belshazzar. This points towards unity of thought if not composition.
The influence of the book of Isaiah has important implications for
correctly understanding the “son of man” vision in Daniel chapter 7.
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Daniel 1-6 and Isaiah

Daniel 1

Isaiah

Dan 1:19-20 And the king
communed with them; and
among them all was found none
like Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael,
and Azariah: therefore stood they
before the king. And in all
matters of
wisdom [and]
understanding, that the king
enquired of them, he found them
ten times better than all the
magicians [and] astrologers that
[were] in all his realm.

Isa 47:12-13 Stand now with thine
enchantments, and with the
multitude of thy sorceries, wherein
thou hast laboured from thy
youth; if so be thou shalt be able
to profit, if so be thou mayest
prevail. Thou art wearied in the
multitude of thy counsels. Let
now
the
astrologers,
the
stargazers,
the
monthly
prognosticators, stand up, and
save thee from [these things] that
shall come upon thee
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Daniel 2

Isaiah

Dan 2:2 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.

Isa 47:12 Stand now with thine
enchantments, and with the
multitude of thy sorceries,
wherein thou hast laboured from
thy youth; if so be thou shalt be
able to profit, if so be thou
mayest prevail.

Dan 2:10 The Chaldeans
answered before the king, and
said, There is not a man upon the
earth that can shew the king's
matter: therefore there is no king,
lord, nor ruler, that asked such
things at any magician, or
astrologer, or Chaldean.

Isa 41:28 For I beheld, and there
was no man; even among them,
and there was no counsellor, that,
when I asked of them, could
answer a word

Dan 2:34 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.
Dan 2:35 Then was the iron, 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.

Ch.24: Intertextual use of Isaiah

Isa 28:16 Therefore thus saith the
Lord GOD, Behold, I lay in Zion
for a foundation a stone, a tried
stone, a precious corner [stone], a
sure foundation: he that believeth
shall not make haste.
Isa 41:15-16 Behold, I will make
thee a new sharp threshing
instrument having teeth: thou
shalt thresh the mountains, and
beat [them] small, and shalt make
the hills as chaff. Thou shalt fan
them, and the wind shall carry
them away, and the whirlwind
shall scatter them: and thou shalt
rejoice in the LORD, [and] shalt
glory in the Holy One of Israel.

Daniel 3

Isaiah

Dan 3:1 Nebuchadnezzar the king
made an image….

Isa 40:19-23 Polemic against
Idolatry

Dan 3:7 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.

Isa 44:17 And the residue
thereof he maketh a god, [even]
his graven image: he falleth down
unto it, and worshippeth [it], and
prayeth unto it, and saith, Deliver
me; for thou [art] my god.

Dan 3:15 Now if ye be ready that
at what time ye hear the sound of
the cornet, flute, harp, sackbut,
psaltery, and dulcimer, and all
kinds of musick, ye fall down and
worship the image which I have
made; [well]: but if ye worship not,
ye shall be cast the same hour into
the midst of a burning fiery
furnace; and who [is] that God that
shall deliver you out of my hands?
Dan 3:27 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.

Isa 36:20 Who [are they] among
all the gods of these lands, that
have delivered their land out of
my hand, that the LORD should
deliver Jerusalem out of my
hand? Isa 37:23 Whom hast
thou reproached and
blasphemed? and against whom
hast thou exalted [thy] voice, and
lifted up thine eyes on high?
[even] against the Holy One of
Israel.
Isa 43:2 When thou passest
through the waters, I [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.
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Daniel 4

Isaiah

Dan 4:3 How great [are] his signs!
and how mighty [are] his wonders!
his kingdom [is] an everlasting
kingdom, and his dominion [is]
from generation to generation.
Dan 4:4 I Nebuchadnezzar was at
rest in mine house, and flourishing
in my palace:

Isa 28:29 This also cometh forth
from the LORD of hosts,
[which] is wonderful in counsel,
[and] excellent in working.
Isa 47:7-8 ..Therefore hear now
this, [thou that art] given to
pleasures, that dwellest
carelessly, that sayest in thine
heart, I [am]..

Dan 4:11 The tree grew, and was
strong, and the height thereof
reached unto heaven, and the sight
thereof to the end of all the earth
Dan 4:30 The king spake, and said,
Is not this great Babylon, that I
have built for the house of the
kingdom by the might of my
power, and for the honour of my
majesty?
Dan 4:32 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.
Dan 4:35 And all the inhabitants of
the earth [are] reputed as nothing:
and he doeth according to his will
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?

Ch.24: Intertextual use of Isaiah

Isa 10:33 Behold, the Lord, the
LORD of hosts, shall lop the
bough with terror: and the high
ones of stature [shall be] hewn
down, and the haughty shall be
humbled.
Isa 10:8-12 … I will punish the
fruit of the stout heart of the
king of Assyria, and the glory of
his high looks.
Isa 37:20 Now therefore, O
LORD our God, save us from
his hand, that all the kingdoms
of the earth may know that thou
[art] the LORD, [even] thou
only.

Isa 43:13 Yea, before the day
[was] I [am] he; and [there is]
none that can deliver out of my
hand: I will work, and who shall
let it?

Daniel 5
Dan 5:4 They drank wine, and
praised the gods of gold, and of
silver, of brass, of iron, of wood,
and of stone.

Dan 5:20 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:
Dan 5:26-27 This is the
interpretation of the thing:
MENE; God hath numbered thy
kingdom, and finished it.
TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the
balances, and art found wanting.
Dan 5:29 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.
Dan 5:30 In that night was
Belshazzar the king of the
Chaldeans slain.

Isaiah
Isa 28:7 But they also have erred
through wine, and through strong
drink are out of the way….
Isa 42:8 I [am] the LORD: that
[is] my name: and my glory will I
not give to another, neither my
praise to graven images.
Isa 28:1 Woe to the crown of
pride, to the drunkards of
Ephraim, whose glorious beauty is
a fading flower, which are on the
head of the fat valleys of them
that are overcome with wine!
Isaiah 28:22 Now therefore be ye
not mockers, lest your bands be
made strong: for I have heard
from the Lord GOD of hosts a
consumption, even determined
upon the whole earth.

Isa 28:5 In that day shall the
LORD of hosts be for a crown of
glory, and for a diadem of beauty,
unto the residue of his people
Isa 28:2 Behold, the Lord hath a
mighty and strong one, which as a
tempest of hail and a destroying
storm, as a flood of mighty waters
overflowing, shall cast down to
the earth with the hand.
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Daniel 6

Isaiah

Dan 6:26 I make a decree, That
in every dominion of my kingdom
men tremble and fear before the
God of Daniel……..

Isa 66:2 ….but to this [man] will I
look, [even] to [him that is] poor
and of a contrite spirit, and
trembleth at my word.

Dan 6:18 Then the king went to
his palace, and passed the night
fasting …… Then was the king
exceeding glad for him, and he
commanded that Daniel should
be taken out of the den (Dan
6:23).

Isa 66:10 Rejoice ye with
Jerusalem, and be glad with her,
all ye that love her: rejoice for joy
with her, all ye that mourn for
her:

Dan 6:20 ......has your God,
whom you serve continually, been
able to deliver you from the lions?
Dan 6:22 My God sent His angel
and shut the lions’ mouths
Dan 6:24 And the king
commanded, and they brought
those men which had accused
Daniel, and they cast them into the
den of lions………….

Isa 66:8-9 ......Shall the earth be
made to bring forth in one day? or
shall a nation be born at once?
.......shall I cause to bring forth,
and shut [the womb?] saith thy
God.
Isa 38:13,17 I reckoned till
morning, that, as a lion, so will he
break all my bones: from day even
to night wilt thou make an end of
me….Behold, for peace I had
great bitterness: but thou hast in
love to my soul delivered it from
the pit of corruption……
Isa 66:24 And they shall go forth,
and look upon the carcases of the
men that have transgressed
against me…….

Ch.24: Intertextual use of Isaiah

Chapter 25

Final Conclusion
The ‘Seventy Prophecy’ is temple oriented and the expected
eschatological Atonement and anointing of the Most Holy at the end
of the age pre-supposes that there is a Sanctuary even after 490 years of
desolations. However, unlike Ezekiel, the book of Daniel does not
end with a vision of the temple but a description of a period of great
tribulation culminating in resurrection and judgement.
It is instructive to inquire why Ezekiel and Daniel have such different
endings. Many conservative scholars regard Ezekiel’s temple as an
eschatological temple that is yet to be built. Although it is not the
intention to offer a commentary on Ezekiel’s temple, the question that
has been posed merits a short digression. Commenting on the
disregard for topographic and historical realities as well as the
dimensions of the temple, Daniel Block remarks, “All in all Ezekiel’s
scheme appears highly contrived, casting doubt on any interpretation
that expects a literal fulfilment of his plan.” Block adds, “It seems best
to interpret [Ezekiel] chs. 40-48 ideationally. The issue for the prophet
is not physically geography but spiritual realities.” 1 Thomas Renz
concurs with his observation that, “A main feature of this new world is
that the sacred and the profane are clearly demarcated. This must also
be the reason for the two dimensional nature of the architectural plan
in the vision, which has given rise to the use of the term ‘blueprint.’2
Vertical measurements are not mentioned, because height is not

Daniel Isaac Block, The Book of Ezekiel: chapters 25-48, Volume
2,(Wm. B. Eerdmans publishing,1998),505,502
1

“The only vertical measurement included in the vision (in 40:5) shows
the qualitative change from holy to common. It is noteworthy that the
temple complex takes over the functions of a city (cf. 40:2)......”
Thomas Renz, The rhetorical function of the book of Ezekiel,(Brill,
Leiden: Boston,1999),123
2
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important in marking boundaries” 3…… Renz concludes that, “The
restructuring of space in the new society will make Israel ashamed of
her past iniquities which have necessitated the stricter regulations
concerning areas, boundaries and access to territory (43:10-12). The
vision is an intentional effort to control access to space and in this
sense “territorial rhetoric”.4
Other objections to a literal reading are that, “….the revelation is not
revealed to the king (as the temple builder), but to a prophet…” (Renz,
1999:122) and, “Nowhere is anyone commanded to build it. The man
with the measuring line takes Ezekiel on a tour of an existing structure
already made”. (Block, 1998:505) Moreover, as noted by Alexander, a
messianic interpretation [of Ezek. chs. 40-48] is excluded by the facts
that natural children are envisaged for the prince (Ezek 46:16) and,
even more important, that he must make a sin offering for himself
(45:22).5 Block (1998:505) presents the following summary; “Ezekiel’s
final vision presents a lofty spiritual ideal: Where God is, there is Zion.
Where God is, there is order and the fulfilment of all his promises.
Furthermore, where the presence of God is recognized, there is purity
and holiness. Ezekiel hereby lays the foundation for the Pauline
spiritualization of the temple. Under the new covenant even Gentiles’
communities may be transformed into the living temple of God (1
Cor.3:16-17). Moreover, through the indwelling presence of the Spirit
of God, individual Christians become temples, residences of deity (1
Cor. 6:19)”.
3

Thomas Renz,Ezekiel,122

Thomas Renz draws heavily on D. L. Stevenson’s work on “territorial
rhetoric”: “My thesis is that the Vision of Transformation is territorial
rhetoric produced in the context of the Babylonian exile to restructure
the society of Israel by asserting yhwh’s territorial claim as the only
King of Israel”. D. L. Stevenson, The Vision of Transformation: The
Territorial Rhetoric of Ezekiel 40-48, (SBLDS 154; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1996),3
4

Ralph H. Alexander, The Expositor’s Bible Commentary Vol. 6,(Grand
Rapids: Zondervan 1986),974
5

Ch.25: Conclusion

In this sense Daniel and Ezekiel end on the same note. The temple that
is envisioned is spiritualized. For Daniel the temple becomes a
resurrected community at the end of the age. Block notes that, “Closer
adherence to Ezekiel is evident in early Christian writings, most notably
Rev.21-22, which displays a series of important links with our texts.”6
Moreover, the ‘time of trouble’ of Daniel 12:1 corresponds with the
end of the “Seals” in Revelation 5-7, where we encounter, “…the ones
who come out of the great tribulation” (Rev. 7:14). The ‘great
tribulation’ is the three-and-one-half year Roman war that
precipitates the dispersion of the Jewish nation. The annunciation of a
new temple (the birth of Christ) opens the last seventy of Daniel’s 490
years and the removal of the Jewish temple closes the same period,
thus confirming the New Covenant. This parallel reading of
Revelation/Daniel understands both prophecies as discontinuous – for
although both prophecies were flexible enough to allow a complete
outworking in the first century,7 this was disallowed by the
unfaithfulness of the Jewish nation and corruption of the church by
Judaisers. The dispersion of the Jewish nation in AD 70 interrupted the
prophetic programme which could only recommence with the return
of the Diaspora from their prolonged exile. The ‘prophetic interruptus’ is
therefore to be sought in the space between the first century Seals and
last days Trumpets, which both conclude with a three-and-a-half year
tribulation, totalling the interrupted seven years of Daniel.

6

Block, Ezekiel, see page 505 for examples.

Early in the first century there was an expectation (even among the
apostles) that the return of Lord and the fulfilment of all the end time
prophecies was imminent; “For this we say to you by the word of the
Lord, that we who are alive and remain until the coming of the Lord
will by no means precede those who are asleep”. (1 Thess.4:15 see also
Matt. 10:23; Matt. 24:34; 1 Thess. 4:15; 2 Thess. 2:1-2). This indicates
that Daniel/Revelation allowed the possibility of a complete first
century outworking contingent on the faithfulness of the nation and
the church.
7
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The ‘great tribulation’ of the Seals also shows parallelisms with the
‘martyr-witnessing’ of the Trumpets.8 The Trumpets herald the
eschatological Day of Atonement at the end of the 490 years.9 Temple
liturgy and the Day of Atonement inform the background10 of the
Revelation 10;1–11;13 parallels 7;1-17 as both sections serve
functionally similar roles as a parentheses in the midst of their
accompanying series of judgments, they also both present a delay in
their respective series of judgments. Schussler Fiorenza, comments on
Revelation chapters 10–11, “they have the same structural function
within Revelation as the interlude of chapter 7” E. Schussler Fiorenza,
Revelation: Vision of a Just World, (Minneapolis, 1981), 74. See also:
P.E. Hughes, The Book of Revelation, (Pillar NT Commentaries;
Grand Rapids, 1990), 92.
8

The trumpet section is based on the liturgy of the Day of Atonement.
Trumpets were sounded at the commencement of the civil New Year
ten days before the Day of Atonement.
9

10

Despite prolific Temple imagery/liturgy occurring in the Apocalypse
the impact has been marginal on interpretive approaches and the topos
is barely noted in commentaries. Recently this neglect has been
addressed (1997/1999) by studies from Brigg and Spatafora(s), who
investigate the use of Temple imagery in apocryphal and OT sources
and the subsequent development of the Temple theme in the
Apocalypse. The common feature shared by these recent works is
recognition of the importance of temple imagery/liturgy in the
Apocalypse, particularly the importance of the Day of Atonement, a
feature also noted by H. A. Whittaker. Robert A. Brigg, Jewish Temple
Imagery in the Book of Revelation (Studies in Biblical Literature, Vol
10: Peter Lang Publishing, 1999); Spatafora(s) observes that, “All other
studies and commentaries appear to analyse the individual recurrences,
but they fail to see a relationship between them”. Andrew Spatafora
and Andrea Spatafora, From the ‘Temple of God’ to God as the
Temple: A Biblical Theological Study of the Temple in the Book of
Revelation,(Pontificia Univ. Gregoriana: Italy,1997),7-9; H.A.
Whittaker, Revelation: A Biblical Approach, (Lichfield: Staffs, 1973),
104-5

Ch.25: Conclusion

witnessing in Rev. 11, which is a parenthesis within the Trumpet
section. Three-and-a-half years of witnessing completes the second half
of Daniel’s last “week” and therefore it completes the 490 years by
introducing the Great Day of Atonement Jubilee that reveals the Son
of Man coming out of the cosmic sanctuary (cf. the high priest on the
Day of Atonement) with the clouds of heaven.
Then I, John, saw the holy city, New
Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from
God, prepared as a bride adorned for her
husband. (Rev.21:2)
But I saw no temple in it, for the Lord God
Almighty and the Lamb are its temple.
(Rev.21:22)
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