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I INTRODUCTION

The Book of Daniel attracted galaxies of readers from all times, because of its
majestic themes and impressive apocalyptic language. Containing simple but great
stories for children.— and not only for them — with intriguing prophecies for the wise, it
is appropriate for all people to study. its claims are so challenging that both
conservative and historical-critical scholars wrestle with them, so that different schools
of interpretation developed in time. For Jew and for Christian, its study is a promising
task. Philelogists and linguists try to better understand its language and literary
composition. Historians and even politicians have been equally stirred by its -assertions.

Thus it is no wonder to have one more dissertation on the prophecies of Daniel.

This studly is an exegetical attempt to understand Daniel 7 — 9 and especially to
do significant research concetning the intimate relationship between them, that which
was claimed by a long series of expositors throughout centuries and a few still claim it
today. This study is far from being exhaustive, and might even be seen unsatisfying. |
want to say, from the beginning, that my first concern was to do significant
investigation in the Aramaic and Hebrew of Daniel, enriching my exegesis with
structural, historical and theclogical concerns, within the limits of the classical
Christian paradigm.

Proceeding to such a pretentious study, | had understandably to face the need of
a critical introduction to Daniel, where | keep on defending the authenticity of the
boak, because | am nat satisfied with the sceptical or critically nepative stance of some
schools of theology. This might be seen as insolence, in view of the fact that | do not
present a complete image of the new paradigm, which 1 am fighting with. However,

considering the unusual difficulty of this task, the limited scope of the dissertation, and



the philosophical-psychological character of the problem, i decided to postpone a

complete approach of the critical presentation, maybe for a higher degree.

i | do not keep myself cold, as a congealed academic mastodon, dealing only
with neutral and inoffensive data, this is not for lack of sympathy toward the “a-
‘f/

theological” camp. In fact, there are so many things to learn even from the purest

atheist scholar.

Beyond the defensive attitude, regarding the historicity of Daniel, my exegesis,
linguistic, contextual and historical becomes inevitably offensive. The “cartoonistic”
manner of the apocalyptic writer to describe the brightest world powers, as they have
been revealed to him, is in itself offensive, { apologise, from the beginning, if an Iranian,
a Greek or a citizen of the modern Rome wouid be so touched by the visionary
symbols of Daniel and their necessary interpretation. | simply cannot avoid calling even
the Church to the divine Judgement as it results from the Daniel’s prophecy. The true
Christian love has its inherent hatred against injustice, cruelty and lie. There are also
many positive things to say about all “beasts” and “horns” of Daniel’s circus, but |

restricted my exegesis to the negative stance required by the sacred author,

| tried to concentrate my own research, combined with results borrowed from
scores of different theologians, as indicated in notes and bibliography. I also inserted

many cross-references to help the reader make important connections.

My study starts with an introductory chapter dealing with general data on the
book of Daniel: authorship, language, structure etc,, in order to establish the
approximate frame for theological reflection and a minimum basis to build my own

study.

The historicai-critical school is presented briefly and occasionally in this study. |
did not deal at farge with its claims and resuits, but this was not to disregard the
importance of this modern trend. My first care was to exhibit, as critically as [ can my
personal analysis of some crucial paints. While my position is that of a decided believer

in the authenticity of Daniel's life and prophetic authority, as it was always believed, |



sincerely appreciate any critical position, as much as it is constructive within a

reasonable approach to this ever challenging literary product.



1 GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

il.1 The authorship and date of the Book of Daniel

For many scholars, the matter is settled. As an apocalyptic book, Daniel is a
composite redaction built probably from legends which appeared in the Jewish
Diaspora during the 4" and the 3 centuries BC (chs. 1-6), up to a date, say 164 BC,
(jusi before the death of the Seleucid king Antiochos {V Epiphanes) when some wise
Jew(s} in Palestine completed it with the prophetic chapters 7-12. Sc it has an
apocryphal character and its predictive claims cannot be supported. lts predictive
language is actually history up to c. 165 BC, then political guess (vaticinia ex eventt)
up lo the Jewish messianic utopia of the end, with God's judgement and final
restoration of the jewish kingdom. The two critical approaches to the Book of Daniel

may be outlined as in the following sketch:
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The author uses a character from the
past (Daniel) and looks through his
eyes at the future, actually o a recent
history and o his present.
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The authior, Dantel himself, receives
supernaivral revelations of the future
to the End, in a visionary, symbolistic
manner, according to the intention of
God who inspired him..

The first view is suggested by some selcctive observations. Nevertheless, the
actual basis of this critical position is the philosophical bias, or a kind of intuition
stemmed from prejudice, in ahsolute disagreement with the major historical and
theological assertions of the book itself. In any human endeavour, the psychological

motivations are strongest. Thus, it is very important to consider also the objections and



studies made by the other side - conservative scholars who supported the authentic and
prophetic character of the book. With the risk of being misunderstood as a merely
religious, apologetic exposition, my study is a modest but earnest attempt to explore the
heart of Daniel and its connections, within the conservative theological frame, showing

especially my linguistic and theological operating house.

Both philosophical approaches to the prophecies of Daniel have their clusters of
variants. There are basically four hermeneutic systems (preterist, historicist, futurist and
idealist)' for the Book of Daniel, as well as for the Revelation of John (the NT’s
apocalypse). While the futurist system is now in vogue among fundamentalist exegetes,
who are usually dispensationalists, the historicist {(named also ‘cld Protestant’) system
dominated the second millennium of the Christian Era down to the middle of the 19"
century, being now represented by a few scholars only. The idealist {or spiritual)
system and various “atheological” approaches that have only in common the
impotence of accepting the premise of total authenticity, with very low degrees of trust,

if any, in the book'’s claims for divine inspiration.

The first rationalistic theologian avant fa féttre, who made efforts to interpret
Daniel’s book as vaticinia ex eventu, written by an anonymous Jew after the
persecution caused by Antiochus IV, was the anti-Christian philosopher Porphyry of
Tyre (c. 233-304}, a Neaoplatanic sophist. In modern times, the Porphyrian efforts have
been resumed by Johann Semler {d. 1791) and Wilhelm Corrodi {d. 1793),% this labour
being continued up to date by the rationalistic, naturalistic stance of most of the

academic works on this topic.

The fundamental problem of any approach to the Bible is a matter of psychology,
a matter of choice, so that many brilliant scholars are quite “fundamentalist” to their
philosophical premises, as very well summarised Lester Grabbe, speaking about the
critical attitude on the Ezra-Nehemiah historical sequence:

Those who support the traditional sequence see the biblical order as fundamental and accept it

as long as it cannot be clearly contradicted. They argue that because no decisive evidence has
been found against that order, it should be accepted. The others start with a different



premise, namely that there is no reason to give credence io the biblical order, because there
is too much uncertainty about the growth of the tradition. Therefore, the dating is determined
by considering various arguments pro amd con. Although if is accepted that some of these may
be decisive, there is still the matter of the cumulative effect. Thus one’s ultimate position is
heavily determined by how much weight it gives to the bihlical picture, and eévaluation of
other arguments will be greatly influenced by this starting poiat. (Underlines mine)’

The negative criticism is from itself more influential, like any other thing of this
kind in the world. Thus, | thought, is wiser for me to be not so eager to embrace a view
which, not only has its specific faults, measured by its own standard, but even more, it
is explosive for the faith, | don’t think | could keep my trust in Bible and God, or in
whatever, if | find Biblical prophets as literary farsors. it is a sad thing to loose one’s
faith. It is a deep human crisis, the tension between totalitarian exigences of the critique
and one’s need of certainties beyond any fine suspicion. To know well both views and
ponder them in equal measure is only a critical exercise, which results in assertions like

that of Goldingay:

The other main [or fundamentalist] view is that if we abide by a betief in the inspiration of
Scripture, we must see the climax of the visions as referring 10 the Roman period; they look
forward wo the first coming of Cheist, and beyond that to his second coming,.

I find neither of these views entirely satisfactory. First, both general and specific
considerations suggests that these visions focus historically on the Maccabean crisis.”

il.i.a Paradigm shifts in theological studies

Professor Izak Spangenberg from UNISA (Pretoria) showed in a recent article’
how Biblical studies have been affected by general philosophical trends in the history
of culture. Citing H. Kiing, [. Robertson, W. S, Vorster, B. C. Lategan and others,
Spangenberg not only reviews previous attempts of periodization in the development of
systematic theology, but also offers for consideration a clearer presentation of the
paradigm shifts.® According to his analysis, there are three successive paradigms, and
the movement from one to another, which took place by a revolutionary change each
time, is named paradigm shift. The three paradigms are, 1.The "Word-of-Cod”
Paradigm (pre-critical), from the Reformation (16 century), 2. Fhe Historical-Critical

Faracfigm (critical), after the Cantesian reyolution (1 7" century); and 3. The New



Literary Criticism Paradigm (post-critical), since c. 1970. These paradigm shifts have
been marked often by successive crises (e.g. that one caused by the Copernican
revolution, that one caused by the Cartesian revolution and that one caused by the
modern historiographic approach, which caused together the paradigm shift from the
Reformed to the historical critical paradigms). Within the literary criticism paradigm

some shifts in focus took place: from authorto textto reader.

The old Word-of-God paradigm was not simply replaced, but it lost the general
control. The next one, the historical-critical paradigm, also was not replaced; it was
eclipsed by the literary criticism paradigm. These paradigm shifts reflect not only the
influence of the principal trends in philosophy and culture, so that they are not just a
change of fashion, or a snobbish cultural adaptation, but they have deeper
psychological and spiritual roots. Concerning the periodization in pre-critical, critical
and post-critical, one might understand them as wncritical (fideistic), over-critical
(rationalistic), and a-critical {subjectivistic), with each paradigm shift being an

exaggerate reaction to the previous paradigm.

The first important paradigm shift in theological studies {ed an increasing number
of Bible scholars to adopt the historical-critical method with its humanist-scientific
brightness. Scholars who are still believers, sons of the Word-of-God paradigm, though
actually striving to be critical and incorporating as much as acceptable from the
historical-critical ways, are not considered scholars anymore, by many of their
historical-critical colleagues. Lester Grabbe, for :éxample, shows himself very upset with
the conservative or fundamentalist high-educated apologetes and it is unacceptable for
him to calt them scholars.® On the other hand, | must recognise that fundamentalist
apologetics, even when wrapped in much scholarship has also its sins and it should ...
repent. As the righteous sufferer said: *Will you speak falsely in God's benefit...?"(Jb
13:7)

10



Lester Grabbe even imagines that a fair treatment of all evidence may lead to
conservative results. He means that the scholar must not be concerned with results, but

with his / her ethics and methodology. This is a fine statement:

There may be, and frequently are, different ways of weighing a set of data. Two careful and
sincere scholars can in certain cases come to radically different conclusions, but the ideal is
that all follow the evidence wherever it leads. The evidence may lead to conservative results,
and it is no denial of the scholarly method to come to conservative conclusions if one has fully
considered all the data and arguments.”

Further Grabbe points out to the fact that “fundamentalists” also exhibit a
sceptical frame of mind, though their scepticism is unidirectional, “it is a/ways directed
against any chatlenge to the credibility of the biblical text.”’” While this objection may
be accurate in a good measure, | wonder if these highly neutral and objective scholars
have a totally different frame of mind. It is known that scores of conservative students
and scholars “converted” to unbelieving or half-believing scholarship {as Grabbe
himself confessed to be an ex-fundamentalist), while the reverse process is still
invisible. These facts indicate that conservative believers are less fundamentalists than
most unbelieving critics with their dogmata. While it is true that conservative critique
“is always done within agreed limits,” in spite of some disagreements between these
people of the old paradigm, it is also visible that the scepticist critique has its limits: it

cannot admit God's supernatural revelation; therefore, any helpful evidence for the

faith is shunned and reinterpreted.

There is no such thing as “neutral investigation”. The best scholars make only
faint attempts to put on the wrong shoes — of the other side. No sincere believer is
willing to leave completely his faith for a while to do a neutral investigation,
“whatever” it leads, and no unbelieving scholar is ready to give a better chance to the
claims of the text itself, when supernatural features are involved. But things might be
more complicated. Some feel that they must guard themselves against the wrong
literature. The believer wants to betray not his faith. The unbeliever needs no evidence
that leaves some room for the faith {just full demonstrations!). Grabbe wants “that

nli

writers should make clear their religious presuppositions instead of hiding them,””" as if
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the question “who said{” were as important as “what said?’. And, if conservative
writers are said to have abused some expressions like: *higher critics,” “liberal
scholars” and the like'?, Grabbe himself abuses the term “fundamentalist” when he
thinks that all conservative scholarship, which he directs his sometimes sound criticism,
halds a uniform opinion that “there can be no infringement of the inerrancy of the Bible
in its original.””> For example, the Seventh-day Adventist theologians, the only
“fundamentalist” scholars that Grabbe selected to refer by their confessional name,™ do

not hold to the inerrancy of the Bible in any of its stages {from the author’s pen to the

last translation).

..[The Biblical] revelations were embodied in human language with all its Iimitations and
imperfections, yet they remained God's tesimony.... The Bible ‘is not God’s mode of thought
and expression. Men will often say such an expression is not like God., But God has not put
Himself in words, in logic, in rhetoric, on trial in the Bible, The writers of the Bible were
God’s penmen, not His pen.’15

I1.1.b Regarding the inspiration of the Scriptures

Not a complete treatment of the controversial theology of inspiration, this is

rather an intreductive declaration to help the reader understand my hermeneutic and

exepesis.

Fundamentally, | accept the claim of the canonical Scriptures to have been
divinely inspired. This inspiration is not understood as a literalist God-breathing of a
sacred text by itself. | totally agree with the quotation above, that the authors were
inspired not their words. In other words, the divine inspiration consists in their
supernatural revelations fthrough miraculous visions, dreams, auditions, and
promptings from the Haly Spirit), conveyed to them, by a condescending God, in
humanly intelligible language. The mind of the sacred author is thus filied with the
divine message, which he or she would deliver under the same inspiration, in the

proper time, and in the proper language. “Proper” is here, according to God's purpose.

The Scripture was given us for practical puropses only. Therefore, we should not

seek in its text what God did not intend to convey. To simplify, the message is inspired,
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not the language. The “Word” is from God, not the words. The human author is totally
free, under inspiration, to choose his own language. In fact, the sacred author has no
other language at the disposal, but his own. The human being participate in the
delivery of the message with all that the language involves: personal education, cultural
impress and different secondary sources of information, which subordinates to the

divine message he / she received.

In this human aspect of the prophet's activity, thete might be plenty of
imperfection and possibly errors {in details due to the sources used, to the cultural
milieu of his / her time, to his failing memory, etc. We may add to these, an unknown
number of examples of deficient transmission of the text (with some proven errors,
interpalations, mistaken translations, et al.). All these aspects are a sufficient proof

against any idea of innerancy. This study is a good illustration of the fact.

Reminding that the Bible was given us for practical purposes, we are safe in
accepting its divine message, and free to treat the words as they are, giving each of
them what it deserves. However, | cannot feel safe and free to treat as error: an
inconfortable message, some still unconfirmed data, or any affirmation which is beyond

my present knowledge or reason.

II.1.c The case of Daniel

Exegetical commentaries on Daniel reflect also the general cultural-philosophical
developments. The bias to “believe and live” was replaced by the bias to “doubt and
flout.” The ancient Porphyrian criticism was revived and it is still in vogue, despite all
modern discoveries that seem to render justice to the old reading of Daniel. The already
mentioned article of Lester Grabbe mentions some important objections of the

rationalistic critique. But there are many others to mention and evaluate.

2.1.31 The challenge of supernaturalism

Presence of supernatural claims in the stories and in the apocalyptic chapters of

the book (miracles and predictions), that are impossible according to the naturalist,
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unifermitarian principle, is the main stumbling block for the rationalistic critique of
Daniel and of all Biblical revelation. However, the negation of supematural claims of
the book, both miracles’ stories and prophecies is neither scientific method by itsel,

nor a scientific result, but a philosophical position and a psychological matter.

The principal claims of the book are, in short, that in spite of all simulacra’®
shaped by the human mind, there IS a true God, whose Pravidence is in charge with all
nations and ages.”” He alane knows the future and may disclose its secrets to human
beings. He cares about His people; He honours his loyal subjects, and sometimes saves
them by miraculous interventions’. He also carrects some of the rebels, expecting to
make of their story an object lessan for both contemporaries and posterity. His
judgements visit His people”, and then extend to His prominent adversaries””, to
correct if possible, or to punish?. While His justice and kingdom are partially revealed
in history, they will ultimately fall upon history in an all-satisfactory manner.*? He fixed
some limits in time for His peaple’s expectations.” His praphetic revelations are true®’,
and they extend to the end of the human history”, when His grace and justice will
bring the long expected, divine kingdom. The revelation must be sealed and preserved
up to the end time, and the true understanding of its longest period determined comes
only when history closes to its end, after a thoraugh investigation of the book.” If
someone cannot give any chance to this message to be divinely revealed, that is not a

scientific problem.
[.11.a.1 Daniel, a fictitious hero?

So far, there is no evidence for the historicity of the suppased hero and author
Daniel. This is true, but it is only an argument e sifentio. The book of Daniel itself gives
no less information about Daniel, than of Nebuchadnezzar or of Cyrus the Great. But
one should admit that such a fiction must have been written by a person who knew

Babylon and its history better than the classic Greek historians. Just review the story:

Daniel was an adolescent hostage taken to Babylon in 605 BC, from the social

elite of Jerusalem {(ch. 1). After finishing three years of higher education (which some

14



would call brainwashing!} at the imperial court, the named Belit-shar-utsur was
appointed in a special service for the king {c. 603 BC)., After becoming famous as
prophetic dreams” interpreter, he was advanced as head of all sages of the Babylonian
court (2:48-49), at some time about 600-580 BC and he seems to have held this
honourable position even in 539 BC, though being totally ignored by the Babylonian
king Belshazzar (Dan 5:10-16}. After the Medo-Persian conquest of Babylon, Daniel is
even advanced as a high vizier of the Iranian Empire, for a short time (6:1). The year c.
535 BC is the Jast date recorded by him, and he must have been c. B6 years old - if he
had been a “child” in 605 (1:4), and fitted however to occupy a public position after
only three years. He was given one supernatural dream (c. 600 BC), experienced one
face to face encounter with a celestial being {c. 539 BCJ, and three supernatural visions

{c. 553, 550 and 535 BC) which he wrote down as he was instructed.

Even if archaeology is so far silent and classical historiography knows nothing
more about Daniei than about Belshazzar, we shbuld not hurry to draw a capital
inference e silentio. Moreover, it is not a complete silence, if we are willing to accept
other Biblical evidence. Prophet Ezekiel — his contemporary, according to biblical data
- refers to Daniel as 1o an already famous man of God, standing alone against the
popular tide of his day {like Noah and Job: Ez 14:20), and as a top mode! of wisdom {Ez
28:3}, whom God ironically compared the prince of Tyre. The spelling "%37 (instead
of 55";3} found in Ezekiel, is not a real problem, because we encounter variants of
spelling in a lot of Hebrew names.*’” The probable dates of these oracles of Ezekiel are,
551 BC (Ez 8:1) and 586 BC (Ez 24:1}. That means quite short but sufficient time for

Daniel to have become famous among his people in the Babylonian Diaspora.

The link to king Daniel/Danel from The Tale of Ag'hat which some scholars
suggest is highly artificial and the two Daniels are rather contrasting than similar. For
example, the Ugaritic Daniel is a king, while the Jewish Daniel is a prisoner become
court official. The Ugaritic Daniel had a wife and a son, while the Jewish Daniel is

single and might have been even a eunuch {cf. 2Ki 20:18 and Josephus, Antiquities, X,

15



x:1}. The Ugaritic Daniel is a usual lover of drinks, while the Jewish Daniel is sober and
temperate. The Ugaritic Daniel is a warrior, while the Jewish Daniel is a pacifist sage.
The Ugaritic Daniel is a worshipper to a lot of gods and goudesses, while the Jewish
Daniel knows no other divinity but Yahweh and avoids every share in the idolatrous
eating. ™

The name “Daniel” itself, besides its use for the illustrious sage, might be a

traditional name in some collateral Davidic families.?
1.a.2 Canonical or socio-literary apocalyptic?

Since Daniel is an apocalyptic book, therefore it was decreed that it must belong
to the late, jewish apocalyptic literature. However, the apaocalyptic literature is a
technical phrase, still disputed. The adjective apocalyptic comes from the Greek name
for revelation | Revelation — emokaduyne — the last book of the New Testament. We
need to distinguish between the canonical apocalyptic {i.e. Daniel in TNK- and
Revelation, in the NTP’, which shares the Bibfical theology and ethics, and non-

canonical apocalyptic, which is better to be classified as apocryphal apocalyptic,

As to the canonicity of the book, we might add that Daniel is designated as
prophet by the Qumrin texts (4QFlor), by the NT {Mt 24:15), and by Josephus who says
that Daniel “was one of the greatest prophets”... “He did not only prophecy of future
events, as did the other prophets, but he also determined the time of their
accomplishment” and that...

...by the accomplishment of them, he procured the belief of their truth and the opinion of 2

sort of divimity for himself, among the muititude.[...] all these things did this man leave in

writing, as God has showed them to him, insomuch that such as read his prophecies, and sce
how they have been fulfilled, would wonder at the honour wherewith God honoured Daniel;
and may thence discover how the Epicureans are in an error, who cast providence out of
human life, and do not believe that God takes care of the affairs of the world, nor that the

universe is governed and continued in being by that blessed and immeortal nature”{Josephus,
Antiquities, X, x1.7).

Though in the LXX, Theodotion and Syriac, fanie/ is listed with the great

prophets (and this position is generally understood as pre-Christian), in the Hebrew

16



canon it is placed within Kethubim, between the historical post-exilic books of Esther
and £zra. It was demanstrated that Danie/ once belonged to Aebiim even in the
Hebrew canon,* and it appears that it was moved to Kethubim in the 2™ century AD.
Among the motives for this move are listed, a). the presence of the Aramaic as in Ezra,
b}. the fact that it wasn’t written in Palestine, ¢). the Messianic applications of Daniel’s
prophecies, made by the Christians, dj. a fear concerning the prediction of the
successive fall of the world empires, e). it contains much historical material as do the
books Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah and 1-2 Chronicles, where it is placed, f). the fact that
Daniel is not named a prophet in the OT, but a sage, and his revelations have much in

common with the wisdom literature **

The study of the apocalyptic as a literary genre is a recent preoccupation. There
are some feeble attempts to distinguish between some supposed social-movement
named apocalyptic and the literary genre. But nobody seems o be interested in a
serious research to answer the question, why Jews preserved only the book of Daniel in
their canon, and rejected other apocalypses? The same question should be extended to
the comparison of Dan/ef with the whole non-canonical Jewish lilerature of the 3 to

1% centuries BC.

This is especially a challenge as some now canonical books were once
disfavoured by some Jewish rabbis before the Jamnian synod, and some Apocrypha and
[Deuterocanonic writings got into the Alexandrine canon, even bringing to Danjeflthree
pious additions, ohviously inferiar. All these favour a more conservative approach to
the criteria of canonisation. As it is known, the non-canonical apocalypses (Enoch,
Baruch, Ezra, e. a.} share pseudonymity and the vaticinia ex eventu type of “prophecy”.
The contemporary Jewish authorities and posterity rejected them as fake. in such
conditions, how could slip the Book of Daniel in the canon, if it was a pseudonymous
apocalypse written in the 2™ century BC? How its author(s) succeeded to impose his /

#

their work as canonical, while other books, more “Jewish” in their mentality, were

rejecied? There must have been a strong traditional knowledge of Danje/s historicity
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and prophetic character to be included, while the books of judith, Ben Sirach,

Maccabees, Jubilees, Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs, e. a., failed to get in.

Josephus’ statement, fittingly expresses the best conclusion we can draw, if it is

understood as representing the Jewish traditional sentiments:

From Artaxerxcs (the successor of Xerxes) until our time everything has been recorded, but
has not been deemead worthy of like credit with what preceded, because the exact succession of
the prophets ceased. But what faith we have placed in our own writings is evident by our
conduct; for though so long a time has now passed, no one has dared to add anything to them,
or to take anything from them, or to alter anything in them (Against Apion, 1, 8).

Norman Gottwald says the Book of Daniel is the last written canonical book.™
According to this hermeneutic, Danvef reflects sociological-historical realities as much
as other bizarre, apocalyptic literature.®® Attempting to draw its socio-historical
scenario, he links it with the theme of the suffering servant from lsaiah 53, seeing,
behind the literary data, a conflict between some Jews supporting the Babylonian
hegemony and the pro-Persian jews who would have been active in favour of Cyrus.*
Then Daniel/ became a piece of propaganda for Jewish resistance, “veiled as if written
by a Jew in Neo-Babylonian captivity”, though written much later (according to the
historical-critical school), “but may include older traditions of some historical value”,*
for example, “narratives about Jews serving foreign government.... it is even likely that
he [Danjel’s writer] drew upon and elaborated oral sagas about faithful Jews in
Babylonian (Persian? Ptolemaic?) Exile in order to counse! patience under persecution

in his own Hellenistic Seleucid age” (p. 97).

Gottwald attempted to define the apocalyptic genre as “a type of revelatory
literature with a narrative framework in which a revelation about end-time judgement
and salvation and / or about the heavenly realms is given to a human being by an
otherworldly messenger”.*” He lists a corpus of approximately 14 Jewish “apocalypses”
dated between ca. 250 B.CE. (1 Enoch 72-82) and 150 C.E. (3 Baruch). The authors of
such wisdom-prophetic® genre are identified as “alienated prophets or as disillusioned
wise men”. Gottwald questions the alleged influence of Persian Zoroastrian eschatology

because the dating of its eschatological texts is more problematic than the dating of the
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Jewish texts and because the Zoroastrian ethical dualism seems to have a totally

different character.’”

Gottwald is well aware of the fact that his definition for the apocalyptic literature
is debatable. And he is also conscious of the need some feel to distinguish the “'true’
apocalyptic writings... from those that have merely been affected by the literary
mannerism or isolated ideas”.*® He sees that “the heart of the apocalyptic thought is a
radically new summing and evaluation of history as having run its course” (ibid.). This
is indeed, very striking in many apocalypses (especially in the canonical ones), but this
feeling might be so strong because of the “cartacnistic”** manner itself, while the same
thinking is more diffused in other non-apocalyptic biblical literature {e.g. in some
classic Prophets and all through the New Testament writings). In fact, Gottwald refers to

some parts from Isaiah, Fzekiel and Zechariah, as “proto-apocalyptic”.*?

Gottwald sees the roots of the apocalyptic communities of the Hellenistic era, in
the cultural, political and religious conflicts and interchange between Jews and Gentiles
in the Dispersion and in Palestine. While in the Persian and Hellenistic Dispersion
some Jews rose to “power and influence as government officials”,* the Jews in their
own country were subject to the Hellenistic politics and culture, and Torah was
threatened with disappearance. The effects of this socio-cultural struggle perpetuated
through the Hashmonean times, as a tension between the Jewish and the Greco-Roman
world.

In the apocalyptic movement these conflicts came to expression as a radical option far the

Jewish God and his righteous rule in which all the universal and individualistic impulses of Lhe

ime were ‘stood on their head,” negated by and transformed into the kingdom of God as the
end point of history. (ibid.)

However, Gottwald expresses his doubts concerning to the traditional criticist
hypothesis {that the producers of Danie/ were the Hasidic “party”). He thinks “this is a
reasonable hypothesis, but unfortunately we know very little about the origins or
membership of the Hasidim” (ibid.). Then Gottwald flits in a few lines with the

suggestion that the producers of Danje/ “may have included Jews from the Dispersion
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who return to Palestine during the Maccabean crisis”. (p. 589) Finally he discusses what
seems to be his personal option {the theory of the “relative deprivation”}, a sociological-
anthropological hypothesis inspired from modem studies on cults and milienarian
movements, comparing the Danielic group with the apocalypticist members of the
Dead Sea sect. He slill recognises that even this last apgroach is not yet fully
documented, and Lester Grabbe indicated that the theory of the “relative deprivation”

could easily fead to circular reasoning, so it cannot be a safe explanation.*

This uncertainty in the attempt to identify the real social group behind Danje/ is
not Gottwald’s particularity: that is the feeling one gets from reading or just perusing
writings that fall in the same category. One thesis is more elegant than other, but all are
stitl assumptions. And as Philip Davies from the University of Sheffield tells it,
“especially at a time when methodologicai obfuscation often parades as intellectual
sophistication, methods are lo be judged by their results and not their elegance”. Then
he offers his own elegant thesis. Including many good literary observations that could
well take their proper place in an old-paradigm, integrating view, he tries to
substantiate the assumption that the redacting group behind Danie/ were a “fallen elite”
of scribes in search of political power, by holding secrets, mysteries.** {Cood job! They
may have looked like a Masonic lodge!} His last reference to the ambiguous place
occupied by the Temple in Danie/ should have lead to the suspicion that Daniel’s
author lived indeed in a time when the Temple and the City lay in ruins, with their
restoration to be expected. The total absence of Jerusalem (except as a ruined city) and
of the Temple (except as a robbed and democlished house, further to be restorex,
polluted, or ruined as the visions show} are rather good indications toward the real

author living in the first years of the Persian Empire.

Gottwald isn't sure whether the supposed group behind Danie/ were “alienated
prophets or... disillusioned wise men” or even “priests disaffected from the Jerusalem

cult”, as the Dead Sea scrolls suggest for some apocalyptic writings, because
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apocalyptic literature have been produced both in Palestine and in Dispersion. And
because. ..
...it is questionable whether apocalyplic circles were ever closed homogenous groups of
prophets, wise men, or priests... The extreme sociopolitical conditions of the time would have

tended to trigger realignments of traditional lines of thought and new coalitions of people
working for particular interests.*®

For John Collins¥, the Danielic mas&i/im “were another contemporary group,
distinct but yet related in some ways” with the group that produced fubilees and Enoch,
a movement connected with the Qumrin sect. While the revelations in [anie/ are
mainly eschatological, the primary interest of the redacting group was not necessarily
eschatological, says Collins®™. Then he speaks about those “wise men” as expecting a
kind of restoration that seems not clear, because in chapter 7 they envisaged a national

restoration and in chap. 12 an eschatological individualist one.

As for me, | think that this sharp distinction between national and individualistic,
between “deuteronamic” and “apocalyptic” in Daniel is like a controversy between
Sadducees and Pharisees that is to be cancelled, allowing communication and
cantinuity when someone is willing to read the lines from the text's own perspective.
Then is easy to see that in Daniel 7 we have a lot more than a national restoration,
indeed a universal one (see v. 14 and 27) and in the same time it is less than national,
because it does not explicitly invalve israel as a nation, but the mysterious “Son of
Man” with His “saints of the Most High” {v. 13-14.18), which “the backs open in the
judgement” {v. 10) identified as such. This picture does not preclude an individual
restoration, including immortality through bodily resurrection, as the final chapter says

{12:2.13})

Coancluding, 1t is better to view the apocalyptic genre as developed in time, in
later centuries, having Daniel and other OT scriptures as literary and / or thematic
model. Heaton put it right to the point: “Daniel has suffered the misfortune of being

classed with his second-rate imitators.”#
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.1.a.3 Historical inaccuracies?

There are some alleged historical inaccuracies in Dan/el. For example, Lester
Grabbe still disputes against the king Belshazzar of Daniel. The sceptic critics, in fact,
negated with all their “neutrality” even the historical existence of Belshazzar, until
some cuneiform inscriptions came to light in this century. The historicity of Belshazzar,
the last king of Babylon, according to Daniet 5:30, 7:1, 8:1, is undoubtedly confirmed

by madern archaeology.™

Today we know that Belshazzar (Bel-shar-utsur) was associated with his father
Nabonidus in oaths. According to Dougherty, “From the time of Hammurabi it was the
custom of Babylonians to swear by the gods and the reigning king.””' From a cuneiform
cylinder recording a prayer of Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon, today we know that
Belshazzar was the eldest son of Nabonidus and that the father was concerned about
the low piety of his son.”> We also know from cuneiform sources that the father king
Nabonidus was absent long time from Babylon® and that before his departure he gave

royal authority to his son Belshazzar.

A cuneiform text states that Nabonidus empowered Belshazzar with “the kingship” in the third
year of his reign. All accessible cuneiform documents capabie of throwing light upon the
situation indicate that Belshazzar occupicd this high position until the fourteenth year of
Nabonidus® reign and the probability is that he functioned as co-regent until the end of the
raagil. There is no room {or doubt that Belshazzar ruled in the kingdom next to Nabonidus. The
writer of the fifth chapter of Daniel comports with cuneiform data in picturing the chief
character of his narrative as having enjoyed kingly djgnity.54

in spite of his epochal discovery, which attested the historical accuracy of at
least Daniel 5, the subtle mind of some hypercritics is not satisfied. It is true that
Belshazzar was entrusted with the kingship f(sharrutu) admits Grabbe, and that
Nabonidus was away in Tema, “Certainly, it is true that Belshazzar was regent during
this time, or at least part of it. But it is also a fact that he is never called king in any of
the extant texts, and to be regent is not lo be king.”* But Belshazzar was practically the
king of Babylon, and Daniel was not concerned to insert subtle and unhelpful
information in his obviously moralising account. “Of course, this is possible”, adds the

critic, “though it does not say much for the precision of knowledge alleged for Daniel
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5, since the Babylonian scribes never made that mistake.”*® it means that Grabbe and
some of his colleagues need to understand that the Bible is precise only for practical
purposes and when a fundamentalist expects from the Bible a higher degree of
precisior; than its authors intended, he / she is likely to be disappointed and become an
“ex-fundamentalist,” perhaps even an unbeliever. Daniel didn’t intend to be so fine and
precise, because he didn’t write a royal chronicle. Neither intended he to be complete
on the subject, nor the cuneifarm records we possess are complete. For the believing
critic, the evidence is satisfactory, while the unbelieving one has always to wait for

mare precise evidence.

The fact that Belshazzar in called “king” in Daniel should not disturb even the
sharpest critics, because it is not the single case of such “imprecision” in ancient
records. In the Tell Fakhriyah inscription, the governor Hadyis'i is called shaknu
{governar} in the Assyrian text, but m/k (king) in the Aramaic. This is not casual.

Hadyis'i is suspected by Millard to have been of Aramaean royal descent.”

There is, nevertheiess, a problem about the death of Belshazzar. Lester Grabbe
suspects this prince must have died before the year 545 B.C.E, since all archaeological
sources, including the Nabonidus Chronicle, cease to mention him after this date. He is

not mentioned in the events of the seventeenth year,

..and therefore was cenlainly nor killed in that year. Remember that no important event is
missing from the chronicle; the deaths of the queen mother and some imporiant governors
are recorded. It is inconceivable that Belshazzar’s death would have been omitted excepl
by a grave scribal lupse. In the present state of our knowtedge it is much more credible
that Dan 5:30 is wrong.™ (underlines mine)

Thus the clay tablets are stili silent about Belshazzar's death. However, the
presence of Belshazzar in Daniel, in the historical part as in the prophetic one, is in
itself a strong argument in favour of the earlier date of the book, because it points out to

a date well before an intimate knowledge of the 6™-century conditions was lost.

The seeming contradiction in the dates of the first Babylonian conquest of

Jerusalem (the 3" year of Jehoiakim, according to Daniel 1:1; or the 4" year of
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Jehoiakim, according to Jr 25:1), was fully explained on the basis of using different
calendar and regnal numbering systems — Babylonian and Jewish respectively.” This
seeming discrepancy should be seen rather as a mark of authenticity. But the prablem is
more serious than this apparent discrepancy. Grabbe opposes Wiseman’s assertion that
the historical evidence of Daniel 1:1-2 would be difficult: “There is nothing ‘difficult
and uncertain’ about the passage; it just happens to be wrong, It is ‘difficult and

uncertain’ only if one tries to maintain that it is historical, as is evident from the

260

contorted explanations offered in defence of it. Grabbe funther indicates that we

have plenty of historical information from that period and that all evidence is against
the date recorded in Daniel 1:1-2. Even the Biblical evidences, notes the critic, do not
support the affirmation of Daniel 1. He explains the presence of this statement in
Daniel as a misreading of 2Ch 36:6-7° — by the actual, late author, obviously. Why
misreading? There is even more Biblical evidence to be corroborated and this evidence

cannot be ignored without a reasonable explanation:

NRS Daniel 1:1, In the third year {605 BCE] of the reign of King Jehoiakim of Judah, King
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylen came to Jerusaiem and besieged it. 2 The Lord let King Jehoiakim
of Judah falt into his power, as well as some of the vessels of the howse of God. These he
brought to the land of Shinar, and placed the vessels in the treasury of his gods.

NRS 2 Chronicles 36:5.7. Jehoiakim was twenty-five years old when he began to raign; he
reigned eleven years in Jerusalem [609-598 BCE].....6. Against him [Jehoiakim] King
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came up, and bound him with fetiers to take him to Babylon. 7.
Nebuchadnezzar also carried some of the vessels of the house of the LORD to Babylon and
put them in his palace in Babylon,

NRS 2 Kings 24:1. In his days King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came up; Jehoiakirm
became his servant for three years...[c. 605-602?]; then he turned and tebelled against him.
NRS Jeremiah 25:1 The word that came to Jeremiah concerning all the people of Judah, in
the fourth year of King Jehoiakim son of Josiah of Judah (that was the first year of King
Nebuchadrezzar of Bahylon [605 BCE]), 2 which the prophet Jeremiah spoke o all the people
of Judah and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem: {....} 8§ Therefore thus says the LORD of hosts:
Because you have not obeyed my words, 9 1 am going to send for all the tribes of the north,
says the LORD, even for King Nebuchadrezzar of Bahylon, my servant {.....] 11 This whote
tand shall become a ruin and a waste, and these nations shall serve the king of Kabylon
seventy years [605-536 BCEL

This “wrong” date / event (605 B.C.} which Grabbe is so ready to abandon, is

confirmed by two Babylonian accounts: 1} a narrative by the historian Berosus {quoted
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in Josephus)® and 2) a segment of a hitherto unknown Babylonian chronicle® which
covers the entire reign of Nabopolassar and the first eleven years of his son

Nehuchadnezzar,

Berosus says that Nabopolassar ordered his son Nebuchadnezzar to subdue the
rebeilious zones, Egypt and Palestine. While Nebuchadnezzar was completing his
mission and still being in the west, he received notice of his father's death. Leaving the
prisoners — including some mentioned Jews (and believers has any right to suspect here
the presence of the young heroes of faniel too) — in charge of his generals, he rode
back to Babylon as fast as he could, on the shortest way. And the Babylonian chronicle
mentions the very day. In his father’'s 21% year (605 8.c.£J, Nebuchadnezzar crushed the
Egyptians at Carchemish, subdued Hatti-land {(Syria-Palestine); then, receiving word of
his father's death on Ab 8 {c. Aug. 15) he rode back to Babylon and ascended the

throne on Elut 1 (c. Sept. 7).

Nebuchadnezzar's building achievement (Dan 4:30/27) was long-time thought
to be an historical inaccuracy. Though today critics changed their mind abaut it, it is
wise to remind it, because it teaches us to be mare careful when we deal with the
Biblical record. Many of ancient historians {i.e. Herodotus, Clesias, Strabo, and Pliny)
often refer to Nebuchadnezzar, but they never speak of him as the builder of the new
Babylon, so that once it was thaught that the Nebuchadnezzar of Dianiel is quite
legendary.® But the modern excavations at Babylon, begun by Robert Koldewey in
1899 with titanic efforts, brought to light a lot of cuneiform inscriptions on clay tablets,
bricks et. al., attesting the Danielic recard. Thus the former “scientific” ohjection fell
with brio. Nebuchadnezzar indeed was the builder of the new Babylon, because the
old Babylon was severely destroyed by the Assyrians in 689 BC.*” Naw scholars —
believers or not — can read themselves the biblical boasting of Nebuchadnezzar, in

words like those on the Grotefend Cylinder:

Then huilt I [Nebuchadnezzar] the palace the seat of my royalty, the bond of the race of men,
the dwelling of joy and tejojcing.”
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The fortifications of Esagifa [Marduk’s temple] and Babylon I strengthened, and established
the reign of my name forever,™

There are millions of inscribed bricks witnessing for that Nebuchadnezzar whom
only the Book of Daniel knew for nearly 2500 years.” They cry out that Daniel was
right, while some critics were ill advised. Modern research indicates that even the
idolatrous worship ardered by Nebuchadnezzar, as it stands recorded in Daniel 3, is
not meaningless or legendary, but it was an ancient “loyalty oath”. Because of a revolt
that occurred in the king’s 10™ year {595/4 BC), such a loyalty oath taken by all
governmental representatives of all provinces is understandable. We may relate this

event to Zedekiah's visit to Babylon in 594/3 BC {see Jr 51:55-64)."!

The fabulous story of Nebuchadnezzar’s repentance (ch. 4) also cannot be
proved so far from historical records. Some maybe need to crop many acres of grass
themselves, like the illustrious king, in order to admit, not its very historicity, but at least
its possible historical character. Lester Grabbe is right in exposing the meagreness of
historical evidence bfought by conservative scholars like Harrison, Hasel et. al. And it
is actually complete silence from a strictly scientific point of view, so that Grabbe is
glad to join von Soden in his postulation that the author of Daniel 4 recorded a folk tale
inspired from The Prayer of Nabonidus, discovered at Qumran.”” The story has indeed
some parallels with Daniel 47 and the scenario proposed by Grabbe does make sense —
at first view, at least, if someone has no reason to give priority to the Bible record. But
why not suppose, for example, that The Prayer of Nabonidus is rather an echo of

Nebuchadnezzar's experience, rather than its source of inspivation?
P : P

Anyway, when one takes notice of the strong anti-Jewish spirit of not a few
officials of the ancient courts, how can we expect fair chronicles, prociaiming for
posterity the extraordinary successes of some Jews and unbelievable humiliations of the
“kings of kings“? The ancient historical records are not fess politically manipulated than

were communist handbooks of modern and contemporary history.

The historicity of Darius the Mede still awaits its confirmation. However, there is

much more to say, for the time, on behalf of this “Darius” than against him. The
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unusual precision of Danielic data regarding Darius the Mede™, some possible
historical room and even historical records, witness already for his historicity. At least
we should learn from the lesson about the historicity of Belshazzar, who wasa
historical figure, throughout the two millennia and a half before its scientific
confirmation. So why be so eager to get rid of the ald Darius? if only a literary
personage, he is practically unnecessary in the book. And all references to him have no

smell of literary creation.

The famous Assyriologist Wiseman quite convincingly contended for the
identification of “Darius the Mede” with “Cyrus the Persian,” because Cyrus was both
of Median as of Persian descent, and he ruled the united kingdom of Medes and
Persians. The statement in Daniel 6:28 can be read as an apposition.”” And it is
interesting that one of the old translators’ attempt to identify Darius {at least at a

pragmatic level), in Daniel 11:1 is to substitute his name with Cyrus {in LXX and 0).

Gerhard Hasel disagreed with Wiseman, following the studies of William H.
Shea. After rightly comparing Daniel 10:1 and 11:1, Hasel pointed to another
possibility. He showed that Cyrus didn’t assume the title “king of Babylon” for nearly a
year {actually 9 months) after the capture of the city in 539 B.C., thus being an
indication that someone else must have functioned as “king of Babylon” under the
vassalage of Cyrus during this time. This vassal king could be Gubaru/Ugbaru, the
general who conquered Babylen {not to be confused with the governor Gubaru). Then
Hasel showed that the title “king of the Medes” was still in use after Cyrus had
conquered Media. This Gubaru/Ugbaru died a year and three weeks after the fall of
Babylon. However, both Shea and Hasel recognize that we have no knowledge about
the parentage and ethnic origin of this congueror, neither was he called a “king,” or

designated as “Darius son of Ahasuerus”.”

Though Hasel rejects the possibility that Darius the Mede could have been a
regnal name for Cyaxares Ii, the last Median king, uncle and father-in-law of Cyrus as

mentioned by Xenophon {*whose historical accuracy has been seriousty undermined
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on the basis of cuneiform records”), I'm strongly inclined to accept Xenophon's basic
data, even though his Ciropaedia looks like a novel. Indeed, the first objective of
Xenophon was not the history per se but to offer a model of political philosophy.
Nevertheless, the skeieton of his work is pure history., He didn’t invent the principal
personages of this historical novel or the main facts. And the Median king Cyaxares 1,
the last Median king and nominal suzerain of Cyrus, is present everywhere in his book.
He couldn’t have been invented. According to Xenophon, Cyrus himself invited him to
reside in Babylon whenever he wanted, where Cyrus had prepared a palace for him.

Then Cyaxares gave him his daughter and all Media as a dowry.”

Thus Daryawesh {Darayavahush) of Daniel, who is not known by this name in
history, may be explained as a regnal name or as an Old Iranian title for this Cyaxares /f
(Khwakhshatra), as W. F. Albright has shown. His “father’s” name Ahashwerosh
{Khshayarshah — “the mighty man”),” might be a surname or a royal title for Cyaxares |,
the famous victor of Assyria. D. J. Wiseman takes it as an ancient Achaemenid royal
titte. Or the names Darius (Darayavahush) and Xerxes/Ahasuerus {(Khshayarshah),
could well be rayal titles like Caesar and Augustizs, In the Medieval Persian we found
the term dara with the meaning “king”.”” It is known that the Persian kings often took
new names at their accession. Anyway, as Kitchen pointed out, in Daniefl even the
speiling for Darius — W1 {specific to the 6™-5" centuries BC), instead of Ty
(specific to the late centuries), indicates an early date for the composition of the book.™

Some considered the second use of the term “Chaldeans” 02, "782 as a
professional Babylonian elite in Daniel, an anachronism for the 6" century BC. But
there are also later uses of the term with ethnic connotation, even to Strabo (d. AD 24)
who uses both connatations, just like Daniel.”” And the specialised, second use (which
some scholars fimit to later writings}, is already found in Herodotus {d. 425 BCP? where
it designates the priests of Bel. The term was found even in Assyrian records with ethnic
connotation, though the professianal connotation was not found so far prior to the

Fersian era. While the Babylonian records are still silent, Daniel uses the term with
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bath meanings, not just the “late” one. Thus the argument of the hypercritics is again

found to be an inference ex sifentio®
i1.a4 The Aramaic and the Hebrew of Danief

The most striking linguistic peculiarity of the book is its bitingual composition. As
it is known, the introductory chapter and the first verses of the second one are written
in Hebrew. Then, after the mention that “the Chaldeans answered the king - in Aramaic
- {Daniet 2:4a), not only is their reply rendered as natural in Aramaic, but the text
keeps on the Aramaic track down to the end of chapter 7, resuming afterward to
Hebrew for the chapters 8-12, Though some possible explanations were given to this
strange phenamenon, it is still a defiant reality for bath philological sides.* However,
we have the book of Fzra in the canon, with precisely the same problem. We cannot

explain this one without the other one. This apparent complication of the problem may

contribute to its solution.®

Though the linguistic research on Maniel cannot vet suppress the suspicions of
the antisupernaturalist critique, and for the time we have no striking and indubitable
scientific demonstration for an early date of composition, none of the signalled
difficulties precludes the acceptance of an earlier date, or force us to accept the 2™

century 8.C.E. thesis.

The Aramaic of Daniel proves to be Imperial Aramaic, a stage of linguistic
evolution down to 300 BC. indeed, 90 % of Daniel's Aramaic vocabulary is attested by

Aramaic texts dating from the 5" century or even earlier.? Says Kitchen:

It 18 equally obscurantist 1o exclude dogmatically a sixth-fifth (or fourth) century date on the
one hand, or to hold such a date as mechanically proven on the other, as far as the Aranuic is
concerned.”’

Moreover, the comparison with the late Aramaic Genesis Apocryphon and job
Targum, leads us to more certain stands in favour of an earlier date for the Aramaic of
Daniel, due to the research of Kutscher and others.*® A good Romanian academic book,

written in the communist-atheistic regime, containing a lot of ancient Near East texts
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translated and commented by Constantin Daniel and lon Acsan, reads {in my

translation):®
In the 7" century BC, the Aramaic language considerably extended its geographical area and
began ta be spoken not only by the majority of the Mesopotamian peopies, but even in Canaan,
in Palestine.[...] Aramaic texts from the 5™ cenry came to us, from Elephantine in the Upper
Egypt [...] They contain letters, official documents, Tansactional documents and lilerary texts
[...] In the Bible we encounter also — written in the same epoch, but some even earlier -,
excerpts edited in Aramaic (cf. Jr 10:11, Ezra 4:8 etc, 6:8 eic, 7:12 etc., as well as part of the
book of Daniel: 2:4 — 7:28). The Aramaic parts of the Book of Ezra contain official

documents of the Persian administration, edited in Aramaic. In the Book of Daniel are

rendered events from the imperial courts of Babylon and Persia, the 6" century BCE.
(Underfines mine)

However, not all scholars are so convinced 1o express such conclusion.

Extremely reserved, Peter Coxon says,

Again, it must be stated that the effort to identify Biblical Aramaic with the Official Aramaic
of the papyri has only the slightest bearing on the date [of] Daniel. Official Aramaic survived
in Jewish scribal tradition long after the demise of the languafgle as an international means of
communication. The Jo# Targum from Qumrein is a witness to this survival, Elsewhere it is
best represented in the Aramaic of the Old Testament. *°

Nevertheless, the same Coxon adds, “In the lexical field Biblical Aramaic
contains unmistakable traits of Official Aramaic. In his attempt to re-affirm the second

century of Daniel/ Rowley fails tc do them justice.””!

The Greek loanwords in Aramaic are usually emphasised as a proof for the late
origin. There are only three or four - just musical loan words borrowed together with
the designated objects: musical instruments and specifications. One wonders why so
few Greek words, comparatively, if the book was written in the 2™ century BC. The
terms thought to be of Greek origin are: Z1mp ~ kuBdpa or kibapig after an older
Greek form (zither / kind of lyre); X220 or 332 — aeufukn {trigon, triangular lyre with
4 strings) a foreign word {possible Aramaic) in Greek; 1 IR188 — Yarmipuov {kind of
triangular harp) and mIEmIS / "B — owdwric {1. harmony / orchestra; 2. in /ater
Greek: bagpipe} or it might be a Doric pronunciation for tluravor / thnevov
(tamhourine), or a noun in apposition to the preceding one. Mitchell and Joyce have

shown that the first two terms might be ioan words in both languages, borrowed frorn a
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third unidentified language.” The famous orientalist W. F. Albright demonstrated that
Greek culture penetrated the ancient Near East long before the Neo-Babylonian
period.” Kitchen aiso pointed to the penetration of Greek culture in the East even since
the 7" and 8" centuries B.C.E The rationalistic evidence is, in this instance, negative

evidence — that is no evidence.

The Persian loanwords amount to 19, designating specialised technical terms
and titles for administration, law and military, and specific cultural elements {clothes,
materials, etc.), * or even some ordinary words (such as zen — category; pithgam -
message; raz - secret; dath — law), all belonging to lexical categories that have in any
time the fastest circulation. And not to forget that alf these are Old Persian words, most
of them occurring in the history of the language not later than 300 BC.”* The Aramaic,
as the old lingua franca of the Middle East, Ibng time before the Chaldean Empire, and
in touch with different cultures and fanguages, could quickly assimilate neologisms,
such as these Persian and Greek terms, and naturally preserved some of them for iong
or short time.”” Some of the Persian loanwords were so old and outdated at the time of

the LXX translation, that they could not be properly understood.”

While comparisons with Official Aramaic texis from the Persian period proved to
be in favour of an early date for the Aramaic text of Daniel {c. 530 - 330 8.C.E}, the
recent studies of Zdravko Stefanovic who compared the Aramaic of Daniel (DA) with
Old Aramaic {OA, c. 900-700 B.C.£) texts are warthy of our highest considerations. To
quote one of the last sentences of his conclusion, “The text of DA in its present form

{including ch. 7) contains a significant amount of material similar to OA texts.””

The Hebrew of Danfelalso cannot prave the lateness of the book. W. |. Martin
has shown, against S. R. Driver, “There is nothing about the Hebrew of Daniel that
could be considered extraordinary for a bilingual or, perhaps in this case, a trilingual
speaker of the language in the sixth century BC.”'™ The historical-critical scholars now
take a more temperate, mainly defensive stand, as Koch cautiously noted, that in the

Hebrew of Daniel, “...nothing speaks against a date in the Maccabean time.”'” But
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Archer has shown that the Hebrew seclarian documents of Qumran, practically
contemporary with the supposed 2™ century authorls) of Daniel, have not so much in
common with the Hebrew of Danie/, and therefore, the Hebrew of Danjef must be
older.”® Understandably, Aramaic influenced the Hebrew of Daniel and Hebrew

influenced his Aramaic.

Modern studies on the Biblical Hebrew are under spectacular development. The
diachronic study of BH reached to some good results, but there is the so-called
minimalist school that makes scientific opposition. Even representative scholars of the
same school do not all agree in important points. The Hebrew of Daniel was not
thoroughly studied as Samuel-Kings and Chronicles or Ezekiel. Many opinions
concerning this book are based on philosophical or belief / unbelief patterns of thought,
than on a satisfactory study. For example, Frederick Cryer (Copenhagen) in an article
dealing with the Hebrew of Daniel'™ makes first an observation that the Hebrew of
Daniel was not seriously studied, in spite of the intense research made in the last time
in the field of Biblical Hebrew in general.™™ He is right in this assertion, but his first
interest in that article does not seem to be as much Daniel and his Hebrew. It is rather a
scholarly cry against the diachronic studies, and | could not find something concrete in
his article about the Hebrew of Daniel, in spite of his promising title. The strange
method of study proposed by Crier is to date the language of Daniel according to the
date the traditional historical-critical school gave to Daniel... “as Daniel is one of the
few books in the Old Testament for which problems of dating are not acute...”'® To
strengthen this belief, he gives two classical arguments: 1) Daniel refers back to the
works of Jeremiah (Dan 9:2) “as something that took place in the distant past”; and 2)
Daniel’s “numercus thinly-veiled allusions” that “lead us without fail towards the

middle of the second century s.ce”'*

But his arguments are hardly convincing. First, Daniel’s reference to Jeremiah has
no feeling of distant past. It only indicates that the writer and possible many other Jews

in that time, considered Jeremiah a genuine prophet (which, after all, it was easier to
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see in the Exile or afterwards, than before. It was no need to pass a lot of generations to

give Jeremiah such credit '

The second argument, which Cryer maintains, that the
author’s historical sight led him down to the Antiochus episode then stopped, is to be
thoroughly revised. Except of some features in chapter 8 and a good part of chapter 11,
no other Danielic account or prophecy suggests an intentional link with that dramatic
episode.'” To date the Hebrew of Daniel according to a merely phitosophical dating of

its authorship is not a scientific method. it rather should go viceversa, to date the book

according to its language in spite of Cryer’s allegation:
B guag p Yy g

Of course, no dates are assured: it is always possible that an original older Hebrew-language
Daniel has been revived and reworked by, among other things, the addition of the Aramaic
sections in the second century. The assumption, however, requires proof, while the clear signs
of second century dating are primary data; hence the assumption must be that the text is a
second-century text, until decisive evidence to the contrary should arise."”

It is hard to understand, if not for psychological reasons, why Cryer needs
decisive evidence only for an earlier date of Daniel, while he takes for granted the late
date (2" century B.C.t), before any decisive linguistic evidence. His study, with a so

promising title is not of much help.

Arguments from linguistic analysis are dilemmatic sometimes. Saenz-Badillos'"
says, “Aramaisms of themselves cannot be used as proof that a work is post-exilic...
Practically every biblical book in its present state has some trace of Aramaic, in

vocabulary, morphology, or syntax.”'!!

Aramaisms abound, says Saenz-Badillos,
especially in Esther, Qoheleth,'"” Song of Songs, Ezra, Job,"” Daniel, Nehemiah and

Chronicles.

Concerning the Hebrew of Daniel, Sdenz-Badillos mentions first an already old

opinion''* that the Hebrew sections of Daniel represent a translation from Aramaic. He
express some doubts on it, and adds: “Whatever the case, in their present form, these
sections display an attempt to imitate BH.”'"> No hope for the possibility that the book
is authentic. If signs of earliness occur, they must be interpreted as attempts to imitate

Early Biblical Hebrew...
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We cannot negate, in principle, late redactions of the book, but there is sufficient
evidence that old features {(vocabulary, grammar and spelling) still remained in place.
The Hebrew of Daniel contains some Persian words {apadana — pa/ace, fratama —
noblernen, patibaga - a king’s portion, dat — /aw}, but no Greek term. ' There are
some Aramaic loanwords and syntactical influence, some features specific to Late
Biblical Hebrew. But the basic texture of Danel's language is nothing else than a
Standard Hebrew modified, in the exilic context, in conditions of multilinguism
(especially under Aramaic stress), with stylistic traits of a single author, having a literary
structure that links together not only the Hebrew chapters, but also the Aramaic

chapters,

To consider seriously the language of Daniel, we have to pay more atiention to
the proper names it uses. For example, P. R. Berger interprets Shadrach, Meshach and
Abednego from Babylonian onomastics.””” The same could be said about the
Babylonian names of Daniel (Belteshazzar), of king Balthasar (Belshazzar) and of king
Nebuchadnezzar, who are real Babylonian names and could not be found or invented
centuries later. The name Belteshazzar ‘.;ERL_’:?I;?; {distinct from nggﬁ?; f"'P.;:?._E’R‘?;) is
probably from Bel-balatshu-utsur (“May Bel protect his life”), while Belshazzar, is from
Bel-shar-utsur (“May Bel protect the king”). The name of Nebuchadnezzar, Nabu-
kudurri-utsur (“May Nabu protect the crown”}, which is spelled =8R77232) /
T3RTT272) by Fzekiel, retains both principal spellings (with 1 / 1) in Jeremiah:
TER7T72722 and IER1T12), while in 2 Kings, 2 Chronicles, and Esther is preferred the
form 238172121, Ezra spells it 713M272) or "¥72121 while Nehemiah and Daniel
prefer the last spelling: 9817272) (except Dan 1:1 where it is spelled 738372121}, These
variants of spelling probably have no bearing on the date of Daniel.

NBUR  Ashp®naz (Dan 1:3 ) and P Aryokh (Oan 2:14), are not historically
identified, but these names are attested, so they prove to be genuine and could not be
invented in the 2" century BC, neither were then common. The first one appears in the

Aramaic incantation texts from Nippur as Asfpenaz, and is probably attested in

cuneiform records as Ashpazanda.lw The name Arioch has been found in the
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cuneiform texts from Mari on the Fuphrates in the form of Arriwuk, the fifth son of Zim-

Lim, king of Mari in the 18th century 8.c.'"”

.1.a5 The alleged disunity of the book

in spite of all attempts to see Daniel as a composite work, denying its unity by
indications of mulitiple authorship and / ar a late date of redaction, the book is stiil able

to defend itself, when it is judged from a favourable angle, on presumptio innccentiae.

insightful scholars have pointed to the chiastic literary structure of the Aramaic
part, indicating that at least chapters 2-7 most certainly form a unity. A. Lenglet, Arthur

Ferch, and especially William Shea demonsirated chiastic structures spanning the

whole Aramaic section, and some of its chapters taken separately.'*

The chiastic structure of chapters 2-7
A Vision of world history (ch. 2)

B. Deliverance from the fiery furnace (ch. 1)
C. Judgement upon a Gentile king {ch. 4)
C1 Judgement upon a Gentile king (ch. 5}

B1. Deliverance from the lion's den (ch. 6)

Al. Vision of world history (ch. 7)

The following diagram represents an attempt to draw the literary structure of the

whole Book of Daniel, accarding to William Shea.'**

D
King Messiak is
rejected and killed
C. King's prophecy, 4 King's prophecy, 5 C1 C2. King’s prophecy: King’s prophecy: C3
Nebuchadnezzar Belshazzar decree to restore decres (0 destroy
9:25 9:27
B. Trial: Trial, B1 B2.Trial: Trial: B3
IMAGE, 3 LIONS, 6 Prayer and fast Prayer and fast
for restoralion . for restoration
YA 10A
Gnd's People God's People
A Kingdoms’ Kingdoms’ A1 A2, Kingdom’s Kingdoms A
prophecy; prophecy: Prophecy
MAN, 2 prophecy; BEASTS, 8 MEN, 11;12A
BEASTS. 7
Aramaic section Hebrew section

Historical prologue, 1

Prophetic epilogue, 128
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The analysis made by William Shea is the most impressive and convincing,
Different efements in chs. 2 — 9 require the introductory chapter 1. But the Hebrew
part, though not is claimed to display the same chiastic structure, is naturally connected
to the Aramaic part. For example, the vision in chapter 8 is in obvious chronological
and thematic relationship to that in chapter 7, which in turn is another view of the same
events sketched by the apocalyptic dream in chapter 2. Elements of chapter 9 are
strongly related to chs. 1 and 6, and it is also related to chapter 8, as this dissertation
attempts to prove. The last prophecy {chs. 10-12} recommends itself as a new vision
about the same things portrayed in chapter 8, which is recognised by all scholars, and

essential elements in chapter 12 are based on the vision recorded in chapter 7.

There is an apparently chronological, successive order in both historical and
prophetic parts that supersedes the division made by the linguistic criterion. Even the
theological lesson is gradually developed.'®® Chapters 1-6 are dated from the first year
of the Babylonian king to the first year of the Median conqueror. Chapters 2-4 give no
other chranological hint, but their logically successive order - the narrative of one
chapter presupposing the previous one.  Chapters 7-12 are also arranged
chronologically, starting with the 1% year of Belshazzar and ending with the 3" year of

Cyrus the Great.

There are some stylistic peculiarities through the book, such as a predisposition
to list and repeat: several classes of wise men, royal officers and instruments of the
Babylonian orchestra.'” The characteristic phrase “people, nations, and languages”

bridges chapters 3-7.'%

We might add here the progressive enfargement of the prophecy in the prophetic
chapters in the book. The dream in chapter 2 is a sketch, then comes the vision in
chapter 7, with some details about the same future kingdoms and about God's
judgement. The vision in chapter 8 is more complex and explained partially in chapter

& with the time elements disclosed in the next chapter. Finally, the vision in chs.10-12
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is the richest, the most full of revelations, with the largest predictive text of the book,

with still more clues about prophetic-apocalyptic time.

The juxtaposition of first- and third-person speech in Daniel is not a proof of
double authorship. This feature is present in other ancient works, even in such official

texts as that on Cyrus’ Cylinder.'®

A comparison of Daniel 7:1-2, 8:1 and 10:1-2
suggests that the author of the visions (¥, Daniel”} was also the author of the accounts
{*he, [Daniel]”). The same manner is observed in the letter of Nebuchadnezzar (“1”, in
Dan 4:1-18, “HE” in v. 19-33, and again “1”, in v. 34-37) and in many other biblical

books.t%”

As it was shown abaove, it is obvious that not all chapters were written in the
same time, but | find it logically acceptable that the author linked these somehow
independent accounts himself, leaving nothing essential for later redactors to do.” As
for the prophetic chapters, the words of Sir Isaac Newton fit best: “The Prophecies of
Daniel are all of them related to one another, as if they werc but several parts of one

general prophecy.”'*

.1.a.6 Why not beyond Antiochus?

The main injustice that historical critics do to the Book of Daniel is their
contention that the authors) of Danjef did not have information at all beyond the year
165 BC. This is an interesting finding drawn from circular reasoning. There are actually
two ways to prove from Daniel’s predictions that they are neither spurious, nor

shortsighted:

First, after a close examination of the prophecies showing most evidence of
Antiochus stary (chs. 8 and especially 11}, there is much to say that the author was not
a contemporary of Antiochus.”®® This Luciferic king was grotesquely depicted to
become a prophetic type of the late Antichrist (the “little harn” of ch. 7)."*! impaortant
details of prophecy do not suggest at all a vaticinium post eventum. The failure of the

supposed Pseudo-Daniel to mention Judas Maccabaeus and the name of Rome is
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actually strange, if this vates post eventumn tried to convince his contemporary jews that

then present crisis was divinely predicted and it was leading to Israel’s victory.

And why “invent” scenarios as that in Daniel 11:36-45, which must have
happened in short time, only to disappoint fellow believers? Why predict the fall of
myriads in Israel, while oid adversaries like Edom, Moab and Ammon (all but ruins in
the 2™ century B.CE!) had to escape {11:41)}7 These words are especially significant
when we consider the hatred manifested by Edom and Ammaon against the Jews {1Mac
5:1-8), with the total absence of Moab in the time of Antiochus. Why predict the
complete conquest of Egypt plus Libya and Ethiopia (42-43), while the Roman contro}
over Egypt was already established (11:29-30)? Why describe Antiochus as an apostate
from the gads of his ancestors (11:37)7 Why not having elephants for battle in chapter
11, as those times required and 1 Maccabees records, but only horses and ships
{11:4017 "% And finally, why not find a single Greek loanword in these chapters (8 and
1152

Moreover, the prophetic eye, passing inconsiderately by some details important
for the Jewish history and theology of the 2™ century 8.CE, looks far beyond the
Hellenistic era, into the messianic eschaton, the “time of the End”. Despite the critics’
aliegation that the end foreseen in Daniel is not the end of this world, the theological
position of the book is crystal clear. It is the moment when the celestial kingdom
invades our world {ch. 2). It is introduced by God's judgement leading to the
enthronement of the veritable Man (ch. 7). It is the tlime of God's wrath, of vindication
of His throne {ch. 8). It is the time of Prince Michael’s raise, bringing justice,
resurrection and rewards for many — including the old prophet Daniel — followed by
eternal splendour of the righteous wise, and eternal shame of the wicked {ch. 12). '**

Daes this eschatological scenario

Second, there are three prophecies in the book {chs. 2, 7, and 9), where poor
Antiochus has no place at all, if we dare to take them seriously, trying not to force them

say exactly the same thing as those in which Antiochus is in view. In Daniel 2 and 7,

38



the prospective prediction begins with Babylon, and counts three more world empires,
the fourth one being more complex in structure and surviving up to the end. ** If
someone is ready to believe in an omniscient God who reveals the future, this last
empire is Rome (the “Babylon” of the NT: 1P 5:13, comp. Rv 17:5.18), as the most
Jewish and Fvangelical scholars easily saw until the last century of this era.” This study
is an attempt to vindicate the ofd paradigm exegesis on the fourth Danielic beast-
kingdom, to review the evidence that it is the imperial Pagano-Christian Rome with its
successional Pagano-Christian states that secured its universality and “eternity.”'* To
avoid this impossible, (read, discomforting) conclusion, different scholars made heroic
efforts to prove the short-sighted, preterist view that must stop within the days of
Antiochus. Thus one plays with the first three symhols of warld empires, either by
cutting asunder the dual Medo-Persian Empire, or by separating the Seleucids’ empire
from that of Alexander, to keep the number of the four empires - only to end the whole

matter within the days of Antiochus.

But these attempts to rule out the classic view, — which was upheld since the
Jewish and Christian antiquity, until it evolved to a standard Protestant position, — left
Danie/ hermeneutically and exegetically in an inconceivable situation. And | am not
concerned primarily with the Faith, but even with the spoilt Reason, which is now

forced to beat about the bush.”™’

My understanding, which is to be detailed at the proper places, is overtly
conservative Christian and may be roughly represented by the following diagram of

Joyce G. Baldwin:'**

Chapter 2 Chapter 7 Chapter 8 Interpretation
Gold Lion Babylon (2:38)
Silver Bear Ram Medo-Persia (8:20)
Broure Leopard He-goat Greece (8:21)

Iron / clay Indescribable beast (Rome)
Supernatural stone  Heavenly court God’s kingdom

2.1.32 Animportant theofogical objection

Lester Grabbe raised an objection to the possibility of foreknowledge and

prediction, because these entail the idea of complete predestination. He wrote:
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The concept of accurate detailed predictions actually brings up a theological problem which [
have yet to sce discussed in fundamentalist writings: the question of free choice. The idea of
complete determinism is repugnant to most of us. Perhaps one can argue for an overall divine
control of history and/or the universe white allowing individual freedom, but a detailed
prophecy such as Daniel 11 would render free choice impossible. Only if the Prolemics and
Seleucids were niere puppets in the hand of God could such a prophecy be made. The religious
views of some might see no problem with this, but most fundamentalists would face a conflict
with their own theological presuppositions if they were to think through the implications of
their statements about prophecy.

To imagine complete foreknowledge in God's mind, together with complete free
choice from the human subjects, is admittedly not an easy task. And Grabbe is right
that conservative writings do not deal in a visible manner with this aspect. | have to say
something in principle, concerning such kind of problems. They always occur at the
limit of our human mind, which cannot grasp, in the same time, God’s omnipotence
and love, foreknowledge and freedom. If someone chooses to reject actual detailed
prophecy, because he cannot harmonise this phenomenon with his idea of personal
freedom, he might as well reject God’s existence too, because it is covered by the very

things that discover it.

The author of Daniel, whoever he was, didn’t see any problem in these detailed
prophecies. The concepts of God's complete control and foreknowledge, one hand,
and humans’ complete freedom of choice, on the other hand, are attested practically by
all OT writers, They imply, they assert, but never they try to explain. Before expose to
Daniel that detailed long prophecy in chapter 11, the heavenly messenger says that all
that knowledge is not his own natural or acquired ability, but he just reveals “what is
writien in the Book of Truth” {0an 10:21a, 11:2). No creature has such natural ability to
know and tell detailed events, long time before they occur, if not by scientific prospect
where possible, so that ne wonder that angels cannot know more of the future but what

was revealed to them.™” This reality, however, must not be interpreted in terms of
determinism,

Angels also determine some top events in this world,""" but God only knows and

reveals the future,""? even determines its favourable aspects and has an overall contral

of future as of present. But even when God “hardens” such and such heart, or “incites”
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someone to do anything wrong, this is not seen as a personal volitional manipulation,
but as an absolute control that, however, respects personal freedom.™ Otherwise, the
whole theology of moral accountability, sacrificial atonement and judgement, that fill

the TNK and even the book of Daniel would be worse than nonsensical.

Someone may object to such hard language in the Bible, which may easily lead
someone to understand God as a puppets-driver. But this is not a “heavenly”, “inspired”
language. It is the best cultural means that Hebrew authors could find in their cultural-
linguistic endowment, to express the sovereignty and the overall control of de, in
order to avoid ditheism. Moreover, they balanced such absolutist expressions with
others expressing human freedom and accountability. Their hard language may contain
yet deeper thoughts. Nowhere the Bible teaches absolute human freedom. Even the
moral freedom is in a special sense limited and determined. (Neither science is more
convincing at this point). Outside of moral consciousness and knowledge, there is no
maral freedom, and consequently no accountability. With the coming of Law, the sin
comes, ** thus in a special way God makes people sinners by simply revealing His will
to them. Bu this equation has two unknown quantities: the same reasoning is true about

the right choice and righteousness, as about sinning.

Our moral freedom is real and makes us wholly accountable, but morally we
have not more than two choices. To reject the right, that is the will of God {even
unwritten, received by tradition or by reason)'®® means to choose wrong and accept
{consciously or not) to be under the controlling power of one’s own fallen nature
{which is responsive to the malefic spiritual agencies). Human freedom means that
individuals have to choose between a willing, love “slavery” to God, and a natural
stavery to self and sin. The first one means freedom, because one is always able and
free to chose “liberation” from God, whereas the second one is only illusion of absolute
liberty, since even the moral ability to chose anything but sin is affected. We are only

theoretically equal and free, and this is not our worse problem. God evaluates us
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through His infinite grace and by our responsiveness when His Word and His Spirit

search our conscience.

The human freedom and accountability are in the highest sense revealed in the
classic prophecy, which is usually a conditional prophecy.'* God foretold that
Ninneveh will in 40 days be destroyed, but it did not happen then."” When God
revealed by prophecy a detail, such as the name of the reformer king josiah, it
happened {1K 13:2); but His prophecy about the peaceful end of the same Josiah was
deflected by the king's own choice outside God’s will, while he may be trusted God’s
favourable prophecy.'*® There are many conditional aspects of prophecy, which did not
happen and their time passed. Especially some favourable, optimistic prophecies
concerning israel and other ancient people didn't happen, while the pessimistic ones

usually occurred, though with some delay.'

While we have no explicit statement before each prophecy, to know if it is
conditional or not, we may interpret them in the light of divine covenant stipulations.
Apoc;aiyptic prophecy (I mean, biblical apocalyptic) however, seems to be different. Its
intentional covered language (with its discreet, reserved angelic explanations), its
universal scope and final reach, suggest and prove foreknowledge. If conditional
prophecy challenges the human faith and faithfulness, inciting to action, through the
plainest language, apocalyptic challenges especially our trust and patience, and so
much study, wisdom and insight. Nevertheless, no ene could decide a priori that in an
apocalyptic book like Daniel is no conditional prophecy. That of Nebuchadnezzar in
chapter 4 is certainly conditional, because he could avoid its fulfilment.””® The

prophecies in chapters 2, 7, 8, 9 have nothing to do with personal predetermination. In

some reasonable limits, one may choose to be a “saint of the Most High” or part of a

heast.

What about chapter 11, which is selected by Grabbe to indicate complete
determinism? it means just the fact that God knew long time before those Seleucids and

Ptolemies were born, their future actions, simply because God is not only immanent in
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history, leading it toward His purposes, but He is also transcendent, outside the time
flow, since He is eternal, seeing the future as precisely as He sees the present in all
spatial minuteness. This fact did not affect in some occult way, the aititude of different
Hetlenistic personages involved in that prophecy. Supposing that they had read the
prediction and believed, they could personaily choose to avoid a wrong involvement.
Anyway, God loves people more than numbers or His own predictions. If a prophecy is
not fulfilled, it might be conditional, and not foresightful. And there are so many

prophecies that God would fike to see them unfulfilted.

The tension betwean God's foreknowledge and human freedom is paradoxical as
there many other Biblical {or even scientific) truth. Biblical revelations feed our faith by
a lot of opposite truths. if someone wants to get rid of the Book, he or she must find
however a better excuse. Grabbe says, in fact, that detailed and long-time prediction is
not possible, but having been indicated Daniel 11, he objects that such a detailed
prophecy would infringe human freedom. | wonder how a prophecy must tell and what
fanguage and specifications should it use to force a sceptical “theclosaur” to accept it,

at least as a working hypothesis.

1.2 Historical setting of Daniel, according to itseif

Whereas the Porphyrian thesis requires an adequate historical setting, that is the
lewish crisis under Antiochus in the 2™ century 8.CE., the book itself requires a pM
century B.CE. setting. Scholars who support the compesite nature of the book, with
some old stories collected and embellished, then some false predictions and religio-
political perspectives added to answer the acute contemporary crisis, they must answer
themselves, in a proper manner, some questions. Why have young Jews tackling with
the Babylonian learning, in a time when learning a pagan language as Greek, equated
to growing pigs! If Nebuchadnezzar is a literary shadow of the hated Antiochus
Epiphanes, how could the contemporary Pseudo-Daniel make him repent, then keep

his throne as a converted king? If Pseudo-Daniel was a Hasid, however sage and

43



moderate, how could he be so indifferent or reserved concerning the extraordinary

exploits of Judas Maccabaeus, the most famous Jew among his contemporaries?

N. K. Cottwald**! observes the tension between the supposed Hasidic identity of
the group who produced Danie/ and the quite pacifist stance taken by the book, “since
Judas Maccabee’s contribution is catled only ‘a little help’ (11:34) and the great image
is brought down [...] ‘with no human hand’ (2:45Y". In Danie/, nothing is said about
sword, and so much is said about word. Gottwald attempted a timid contention for a
more combative stance, pointing to Daniel 11:32 (NRS): “.. but the people who are
loyal to their God shall stand firm and take action”. The literary context, however, does
not allow us understand that “action” as a violent, military or even a political one. It
must be some action proper to the wise, as is further indicated: “the wise among the
people shall give understanding to many” - v.33, shall “fead many to righteousness” -
12:3. They have to enlighten and guide the people as the celestial bodies do, so as to

shine like sun and stars in God's eternal kingdom.**

The 6™ century B.CE historical setting is much better represented in Daniel,
therefore it must be emphasised, such as do the proper claims of the book. All the
stories and visionary experiences of Daniel occur in the Babylonian Exile (Captivity},
which - if begun with the first Babylonian blow on Jerusalem (605 8.C.E), until the
decree of repatriation given by Cyrus (between 539-537 B.C.E.) — roughly spans 70 years,
according to the prediction of Jeremiah {25:11-12}.

The following table sets ithe stories and prophecies of Daniel in their historical
(Biblical and secular) context. While the chronological aspect might have some
problems, the table is helpful for practical purpose: to give us a synoptic view of the
hisiorical setting of Dan/el. Understandably, a deeper historical study is necessary to
better perceive some historical connections that have their bearing on the book of
Daniel. But whatever such study weuld exhibit, it must show the chronelegical and

prophetic links with the other contemporary — ar close to that time ~ prophets.
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Tentative chronology of the historical setting of Danie/

2Chr 36:11-21
Jer 52:1-4.29,

besiege Jerusalem, New wave of
prisoners. Jeremiah imprisoned.

30:20-20 against Amnon, Tyre,
Sidon and Egypt. Mention of Daniel

of Tyre begins.

BCE Events in Judea Events in Chaldea Relevant evenis in other
places
627609 In Lhe time of king Josiah, Propher King Nabopolassar of
Habakkicde abow Judoh ard Chaldea, Bubylon (625-603) shakes off
Propher Zephanioh about Juda, the Assyrian yoke and in
Philistia, Moab, Ammon, Ethiupia, alliance with Media defeats
Assyriv et. al. The first prophecies of Assyrin (612-603).
teremiah (1-20).,
0% iehoiakim is king. Prophecies of
Jeremioh against Jehoiakim (27-28)
03 Jerugalem besieged; Jeremiak’s Jews prisoners selected for the Nebuchadnezzar, son of
Ban 1:1 prophecies against Jehoiakim (22, imperial court to be educated. Nabopolassar, defcals at
Jr 25:1-12 25.26). Defeat of Jehoiakim. Yahweh's | Among them, the teen-apers Danicl, }Carchemish the Assyro-
treasure objects carried to the temple of  {Hanoeniab, Mishael and Azarial;,  [Egypiian coalition.
Marduk, first wave of prisoners / The righteous Daniel inspires his
hostages from aristocracy. Beginning of |friends to be faitbful to the Jewish
the 70 years of caplivity, Tarah,
¢, 602 The young Jews' graduaton. Dream
Tran 1.5, 2:1 about the humanlike image and the
stone. Daniel becomes head of the
Babylonian sages; and his friends
governors io the district of Babylos.
601 Tehotakim became vassal to
2 Ki 24:4-7 Nebuchadnezzar,
598557 Because of Jehoiakim’s rebellion, Among prisoners Jews, Hrekiel the
2 Chr 34:5-10, {Nebuchadnezzar comes again; Jehoiakim |priest, is aken near the channel
Ter 27:18-22, lcaptured; new wave of prisoners; part of |[Naru Kabari, by Nippur.
Jer 5128, the Temple’s reasure brought to the
Jex 34:18-19,  imperial palace, New Jewish king
Jehoiakin is dethroped after three months
and token to Babylon with all his famity.
MNebuchadnezzar puts Zedekiah in his
place — vassa). Loyalty vath of Jewish
leadership. Prophecy of Jeremioh about
Jews (29-31} -
393 Zedekiah goss to Babylon, called to
Ter 51:59, lovalty oath, The golden image test.
Dan 3. The three young officials Jewy
gaved from the flery furnace.
Frekiel prophesies against
Jerusaler: (chs. 1-7).
32587 Jereminh’s prophecies abowt Jerusalemn, |New prophecies of Kpekiel against
Egypr and Babwvlon (27:12.22; 18} Jerusalem (che. §-24). Daniel
mentioned among the most
righteous men of their tme.
388587 Fedekiah rebels. Chaldeans come to Prophecies of Bzekiel 25-28 and  [Rabylonian expeditions

wewvard Egypt. The long siege

Pharaoh Hophra (Apriesland Jews (44)

37:11-21, 39:1 1 Prophecies for Zedekioh et gl (32-35.37) as the most famous sage {28:3)
386 Siege resumed. Jerusalem conquered, Ezekiel 31 prophesies agoinst
2 Ki 24:20, Zrdekiah prisoner, his song killed. Lgypr,
25:1-21, Zedekialy blinded then kifled. temple and
Jer 39:2-14,  leity utterly destrayed. Judea becomes 2
525817, Babylonian province.
2 Ki 25:25-26  Lamentorions,
Jer 4043 Gedalish appainted governor under
Chaldean domination, Gedaliab killed by
Jews in short time. The Jews flee to
Egvpt, taking Jerepiiah with them.
585 Jevemiah's prophecies in Egypt against  |New prophecy of Ezekiel against

Epyot (ch. 32}
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382 New convoy of prisoners from

Jer 5230 IJerusalem.

374 ‘Tvre subjected afler 13
years of Chaldean siege.

between Nebuchadnezzar's madness and

S74-5047 remwry.m Dan 4

5732 Fzekiel's great prophecies of

restoration {chs. 40-48).
571 Prophecy of Ezekiel (29:78-21,
. 30:{-197) against Egypr.

S63-s61 Judea is largely End of Nebuchadnozzar's reign. His

son, Awil-Marduk iz king.
Dominance of Marduk’s clergy in
nolitics, e
560 JTehoiakin liberated from prison and
7 Ki25:27-30, dEPOPU | Elted; cared by Awil-Marduk.
Jer 52:31-34
Y King Nergal-shar-utsur.
3367 555 King Nabu-nahid. Politicoreligious
conflicts with the priests of Marduk.

c. 553 part ol the Jews King (coregent) Bel-shar-ulsur, Reval residence of Nabu-
Vision in Dagiel 7 about world nahid in Tema.
Ipowers and divine Judzement. .

. B3l The vision in Dantel % atiacks
againgt Sanctuary until 230

deported to Babylon, svening-mornings end. Daniel
erplexed and sick.

c. 380 King Cyrus, Persian vassal
and relaied to the Median
dynasty takes ascension over

. part of them fled in Egypt, Medes,

547 Lydia, defeated by Cyrus,
becomes Medo-Persian
province. Cyrus s “king of
the lands™,

339 ' ; Babyion falls under the Medo-

Dan § and a disorganised remnant, Persians (entered through the

Buphrate’s bed, partially drained by
the allics, ghﬂe the city wag s N agu—miiid defeated is taken
3 , : feasting). Bel-shar-utsur Killed. ™ o Carmania.
39538 unimportant for Babylonians, (e SeAe Soms  aares T7
Ughbaru?} is made "king of
Babtylon™. Medo-Persian Empire
still in Judea. arganised. Daniel, supreme vizer.
jHis study and prayer in favour of
the divine promised restoration. The
great messianic revelation in Daniel
9.
G 5%7 End of the 70 vears of captivity. Cyrus, “king of Babylon, king of
Chr 36:32-23 the lands™. Decree concerning
Jewish repatriation and rebuilding
the Temple. Prophecies of Isaiah,
Jferemiah, bzekiel etc. reach a
modest fulftlment (fs 14:1-23, 44:28
— 4&:22; 60 Jer:50.51 Ez 36-48).

P—— -

c. 536 The first caravans of repatriated Jows

Fza 12 arrive at Jerusalem, onder the Jewish

Ezra 3:1.7 prince Sheshbazzar {Zerubbabel ). The

altar is restored so that bummed offerings
could be brought for the feasts of the 7%
month,

¢ 535 Prince Zerubabel and High Priest Jeshua [Daniel on Tigris's banks. Prayer

Ezra 3:4-13  Jlead the Temple's rebuilding. and fast. Vision of chapters 10-12,

Ezz 4:1-5a Samaritans’ proposal to Joisn is rejected.

They retaliate. Insigues through the
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Persian counsellors o stop the Jews”

work. .
530-5297 The work of rebuilding Iakd aside until  [Dreath of Daniel in the land of exile, E3ath of Cyrus in obscure
Ezra 4:5b, 519 B, anknown date, Circumsiances,

Thus, from Daniefs data, attested in part by modern archaeological and
philological discoveries, not to mention the New Testament, all historical and prophetic
chapters of the book stand best in the context of the Babylonian Captivity followed by |
God’s judgement on Babylon, the advent of Cyrus the Great {(seen by lsaiah as a

157)

messianic type 7'} and the liberation and restoration of God’s people.

1.3 The author’s intent and the first readers

To be consistent with my premise laid above, Daniel’s first addressees were the
Jews in Babylonian captivity. Because Ezekiel who lived probably by Nippur refers
Daniel twice, and because the writings of Jeremiah and Ezekiel show that refations
between the Jews in Palestine and those in captivity didn’t cease, we may safely say
that Daniel wrote for the encouragement of all Jews. His message is basically in
agreement with those of Jeremiah {(whom he cites in ch. 9:1-2) and Ezekiel, who
prophesied against Babylon, while condemning the Jewish apostasy / idolatry, then
predicting the restoration in 70 years. in the first chapter, all but four captives taken to
the palace remain faithful to the laws of the Creator. In chapter 3, all officials present
(including Jews, probably Zedekiah and his chamberlain Seraiah, see Jer 51:59) are
found with soiled neses. In chapter 4, the arrogant Babylonian king repents after a time
of 7 seasans” (years) of divine judgement, then is restored, as an object lessen, not
only for his successors like Belshazzar, but also for the Jews, who because of their
apostasy had to suffer a divine punishment of 7 decades of captivity, then to be
restored, after their repentance. In both cases, idolatry is not seen as the main cause,
but the sinning life in general, and particularly the oppressive attitude toward the fellow

humans, the repeated rejection of divine warnings, and pride. '**

Besides encouraging his contemporary Jews to repent, to be faithful to their God,
by worshipping Him only, to pray and be ready for the day of their deliverance,

Daniel’s main prophetic thrust makes us understand that the future generations of
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Yahweh's people are also in view of the author, with even greater emphasis. The “saints
of the Most High” had to experience heavier troubles in the future generations. The
spirit of Babylon will not die. In the subsequent empires it even will increase.
Therefore, Danje/ would comfort and encourage them to be faithful, no matter the
consequences, because it is God's plan to purify and exalt His people, to make Himself
known, to finally bring His righteous judgement and His eternal divine-human kingdom

to replace suddenly, and “not by human hand,” the beastty-human kingdoms.

If we take Daniel by word, his main interest in writing down the testimany of his
experiences and visions, was to have this prophecy preserved, even sealed, up to the
latter days. Thus while he couldn’t understand the actual lapse until the “time of the
end,” he was well aware of his mission to write and make circuiate his revelations with
a special message for “the saints,” reaching our times and beyond. Consequently, his
book was extensively used as more as the time passed, and now it is among the most

used and abused books of the TNK.

1.4  The general structure of the book
Scholars like William Shea, Arthur Ferch, Jacques Doukhan and others studied in
depth the literary structure of Daniel, according o form and content.'® My
understanding is basically the same as theirs, so that | prepared a diagram that makes

use of their conclusions and partially of their schemata.

Roughly, the book of Daniel is made up by 6 narrative (story} chapters and 6
prophelic {apocalyptic chapters). Most of the narrative chaplers a written in Aranﬂak
2:4b - 7:28, and the rest is Hebrew, like the first chapter. Thus the linguistic division do
not exactly corresponds to the content. Nor the classic division in “hislorical” and
“prophetic” is absolute, because the first apocalyptic revelation is found in the section
of the stories (ch. 2) and narrative elements form the framework of each prophetic-
apocalyptic revelation. Unlike a lot of Biblical books, the chapters of Daniel are not

arbitrary divisions, except chs.10-12 that actually form a unit. Thus the book has 10
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natural chapters, most of them rigorously dated and all arranged in strict chronological

ordet within the narrative and apocalyptic sections respectively:

ch. HISTORICAL (NARRATIVE) CHAPTERS ch. PROPHETIC (APOCALYPTIC) CHAPTERS
1 ¥ of Jehoiakim / Nebuchadnezzar’s accession 605 BCE

2 2™ year of Nebuchadnezzar c.603nce| 7 I of Belshazzar ¢ 553 BCE

3 undated, but obviously subsequent (2:49, 3:12) 8 % of Belshazzar c. 551 BCE

4 undated, but implied as subsequent (4:34-37) ® 1" of Darius the Mede ¢. 538 BCE

5 the night of the fall of Babylon 539 peE| 10-12 3" of Cyrus the Persian ¢ 535 BCE

6 1% of Darius the Mede ¢. 538 BCE

While the first narrative chapter stands as a prologue for the whole book, chs.
2-7 form a chiasmus embracing the Aramaic sectian. Chapters 2 and 7 parallel by their
basic apocalyptic revelations in the book, both presenting the theme of the four earthly
kingdoms followed by God’s messianic kingdom. Chapters 3 and 6 paraliel by the
theme of trial at the Babylon’s court {the fiery furnace and the lions den), and chapter 4
and 5 parailel in the chiasmus’ centre with their related thematic: a disciplinary,
salvational judgement on the first king of Babylon, the enemy of Jews, and a punitive,
final judgment on the last king of Babylon. Both are punished for their self-exaltation,
the last being considered guiltier because of the knowledge of his predecessor’s

experience.

Then follow the four Hebrew chapters in a chronological and logic succession.
The vision of chapter 8 refers explicitly to the preceding one described in chapter 7 (see
Daniel 8:1), moreover it has the same theme and obvious comman elements. The
prayer and supernaturai encounter of chapter 9 is linked chronolagically and
thematically to the narratives of chapters 1:1-2 and 6:10, and the prophetic revelation
of Daniel 9:24-27 is a resuming of Gabriel's visionary explanatons of chapter 8. The
great vision of chapters 10-12 is another explanation of the apocalypse of Daniel 8 and

some elements in chapter2 refer back to the vision of chapter 7,
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The two halves of the book are strongly related, the first one preparing the reader
for the second one. Gottwald rightly sees the narrative first six chapters of the Book of
Daniel “as necessary forerunners” to the apocalyplic visions of chapters 7-12, and he
points out that the apocalyptic scenario is repeated through the book “in differing ways

in a... spiral technique called ‘recapitulation’*.*?






Il AN EXEGESIS OF DANIEL 7

1.1 The place of the first vision of Daniel

Arthur Ferch recognised the central position of this chapter in the book of

Daniel. It interlocks the two blocks of material ~ Aramaic and Hebrew — through its

connection with the historical section by language and symmeitry, and with the visions

of chs. 8 - 12 by chronological sequence and conlent, as it is seen in the previous

schema.'®

li.1.a The literary structure of Daniel 7

The entire narrative of this chapter is thoroughly structured. And it is still

necessary to do more in depth study of its structure, not only to notice the unity of the

chapter, but also to understand better its message.

Projogue Resh millin v. 1
AThe first three heasts v. 2-6
B. The fourth beast v.7
= C. The little horn v. 8
% D. The Judgment flery scene v. 9-10
5 C’. The little hom v. 11a
é’i B'. The fourth beast v. 11b
Al The first three beasts v. 12
The representative MAN is led before the Court
and receives supreme, universat and eternal kingdom., v, 13-14
a. Preliminary reaction v, 13
b. Initial request of explanation v, 10
5 c. Initial explanation v.17-18
é b'. Second request of explanation (detailed: 4™ beast, 10 v. 19-22
'-g homs, litlle hom, saints, conflict, Judgrment, kingdom).
= ¢!, Second explanation (detailed: 4™ beast, 10 borns, litde v, 23-27
horn, saints, conflict, Judgment, kingdom)
Epitogue:a' Final reaction. Sopha’ di miltha'. v. 28



lI.1.b Linguistic analysis

Some Aramaic terms and expressions will now be considered, in order to find

the safest fuel for the exegetical démarche,

Daniel 7 :1

5;; ']'7?: "H.L’R'?:“J T nwaab. The same syntactic pattern as in Hebrew
chapters: 1:1, 8:1, %1, 10:1. R '[*%r; URY Comp. MR 37708 (Ps 113:160),
contrasting with 127 =0 {Ec 12:13). These idioms, rendered differently by
lexicographers and translatars, should be further studied. They seemingly mean more
than “beginning” and, respectively, “end” of “things”} and, according to LXX, kepuirie
Adywy (“the capital / fundamental / principal / summary of the words”).'** However, we
should note that Theodotion neglected completely this phrase, followed by modern
transiations like NRS. Thus, it is possible to understand the expression, as the parallel

structure of the verse seems to indicate, like the table below attempts to make evident.

TR oS
B 732wn oy Ausd nm moatn Sxm A
B! e o s a0z wibn pz Al

If this structure, so specific to the Biblical literature, intends to give the same
meaning for UK in the paralle! lines, then we should understand ‘;";5{: WR= as identical
in meaning with X157 A’ though taking the form of B-B': he told things that passed
through his head. This is only a supposition, not yet convincing, considering the usual

syntax.

Daniel 7:2

R [5x17) Ny “Daniel spoke and said”. A common formula used
approximately 100 times in Biblical Hebrew (Gn 18:27, Zec 6:5). This phrase,
however, does not appear in the old translations (LXX, 8, VUL), thus appearing to be a

scribal error (MY instead of MR / an addition of &Y, cf. O).

T LT M/ was looking...and behold. {comp. with Heb. 73T RIRY in

Daniel 8:3, Ez 2:9, Zec 5:1 et al.) The phrase P M7 is used ten times in Daniel in
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the first person (4:7.10, 7:2.4.6.7.9. 11.13.21). and twice in the second person
{2:31.34). In v. 8 15R) instead of TR, R:‘;“_L{"m; M2 fn my vision in the might (Dan
7:7.13, 219, comp. Heb. Jb 4:13, 20:8, 33:15, 1s 29:7, Mi 3:6).

R T VIR the four winds of heavenr - see on Daniel 8:8, 11:4. The
expression points to a universal hurricane. This metaphor of the wind was already used

for the destructive force of the war,'®

a motif further developed in the NT Revelation
(7:1-3). 1R “butting” has the same root as in Daniel 8:4, 11:40. It is an old military
image {Dt 33:17, 1Ki 22:11, Ps 44 6). K27 Hi‘;j‘? Comp. Heb. Nu 34:6, Ez 48:28, the

Creat Sea = The Mediterranean. The Targum gives the same phrase as the Aramaic of

Daniel.'*

Daniel 7:3

12037 10 YA and four great beasts (living creatures)...— comp. Ez 15,
While the four living creatures of Ezekiel are connected with Lthe throne of Yahweb,
they share with the beasts of Daniel the numeral four, which is a consecrated symbol of
the universal. it is a possible correspondence, a mirror image of Ezekiel's imagistic, as
in the NT Revelation are found four living creatures (cherubs), corresponding in some
way with the four hurses (Rev 4:6-7, 6:1-8). R ];?'?p came out of the sea —the verb

is used in the Aramaic of Daniel {2:29, 7:3.6.20) and of Ezra {4:12}).

Danist 7:4

me T PR TTTIRE MR the first one, was like a lion and it had wings
of eagle. The combination lion-eagle, is seen in Ez 1:10, 10:14, and in the prophetic
imagery describing the Babylonian invasion {Jer 4:7.13, 48:40, Lam 4:19, Hab 1:8, Ez
17:3.12), as it was also a common Babylonian decorative and mythological element. It
stresses both swiftness and strength, like in 25 1:23. =83 W™ W until its wings
have been plucked / until it has lost its wings? See how the passive (Niph©al} stem of
this root in Hebrew means to Joose (hairk Leviticus 13:40-41. BUTRTIR n?*m;l and it

was fifted up from the ground. See the same verb in Daniel 4:31, and in Is 63:9 used
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beside X1 /it PP WIRD 1?‘?::!'53_31: and made fo stand on two feet like a human

being — comp. 2Ki 13:21, 1Ch 28:2, 2Ch 3:13, Ez 2:1, 37:10, Zec 14:12.

Ao T U :;':?‘51 and a human heart (mind} was given to it {comp. Ps 104:15,
fs 13:7, 25 15:6, Cn 8:21), i.e. human intelligenée, feeling or state of spirit {15 17:32).
In a context of changing human mind to animal mind and viceversa, see Daniel

4:16.34, Ez 11:19, where the experience of Nebuchadnezzar is related.

Daniel 7:5

mun the second one? TRT ressembling to, fike (cf. Sot 2:9, Gn 1:26 in
Hebrew). 37 bear (like in Hebrew, Pr 17:12, Lam 3:10). mnz1 ‘r[r“‘gr;;f{.?b] raised up on
one side, that is, half raised, not fully raised. ]‘;7?3; ribs Comp. Hebrew 58 (Gn 2:22
et al.). A% TR 120 lit. and so saying they to it {and it was been said like this). See
Daniei 3:4, 4:28, 11:21, for the use of the plural impersonal or in the third person, to
express a passive. XY 173 "?;_g "MP rafse and eat much flesh. Bears are not
especially carnivorous. Yet this one is more carnivorous than the lion described above

as having been received a human heart,

Daniet 7:6

TRID Jike a Jeopard [ panther (Jer 13:23, Hab 1:8), a symbol of agility / swiftness.
mayby MW Y2 B T and it had four wings of bird on its back. A
double number of wings, in comparison with the first beast, to further emphasise

swiftness.

TUR™ NYIINY and four heads (See Cn 2:10 and g 9:34). In Hebrew, the similar
expression DWURT LA means, four divisions (a. branches of a single river, b.
military companies | divisions, parted from a principal army), which fits very well this
political symbol. The natural meaning of a polycephalous monster is an entity
characterised by disunity, having four command centres, instead of one (Pr 28:2). These

four heads correspand abviously to the Macedonian four horns of the next vision (Dan
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B:4.20-21}, and to the four divisions of the Macedonian Empire from the last oracle

(Dan 11:3-4). 1% 27 109U and dominion was given to it

Daniel 7:7

NP (= Heb. ") extraordinary Daniel 2:31, 8:9, Ec 2:15. R2PDY (pN) strong
Ezra 4:20, Daniel 2:40, 3:33, 4:8. "J0"RY (2R) awfw/ {the same root: Hab 1:7, Sol 6:4).
:‘T?"Ej terrible, dreadful Daniel 2:31, 4:2, 5:19, 6:27, 7:19 ( = Heb. 5t Job 32:61.
Py nhon 12727 7t ate and tore much. A9 5];‘:-,'»;1""’,' 1 and it had jron teeth (cf. v.
19.23). The same words are employed in chapter 2 {..77P...... xRz pm R51D) to
refer the fourth world kingdom (Dan 2:40}, the iron-kingdom. 7027 nj‘;:!j;\ RIRW and
it trampled underfoot the remains, the remnant (cf. v. 19.23). This verb is present in
Hebrew too: ©87 = 027 Ez 32:2, 34:18.19, a root used in Daniel 8:7.10.13. m3un
different, from a root (UMWY change alted used extensively in Daniel: (2:9.21,
3:19.28, 4:13, 5:6.9.10, 6:9.16.18, 7:19.23.24.25. 28). A% =gy 1P and it had 10
horns. This (v. 20.24) is the only occurrence in TNK of a ten-horned animal. The
meaning cf multiple horns coming up from one head is suggested by the next vision in
chapter 8. The two horns of the ram-kingdom stand for the two allied forces and
dynasties of Media and Persia (8:20), while the four horns of the goat-kingdom
symbolise four kingdoms inheriting the empire of Alexander (8:22). In all cases, the ten
horns, are not described as raising one after another, but they are always described as a

group, and therefore, meant to be undersiood as conhtemporary.

Daniel 7:8

Y M 1P another horn, a little (small, young) one. This is the single horn
described while rising among the other horns: 1312 MPe cf. v. 20.24, that is while
they continue to exist. RUIR "W2  /ike human eyes — possibly suggesting partial
judgment as in Job 10:5, or simply in comparison to the other horns, which appear to

be blind, this is the only one seeing and speaking. In spite of its physical smallness, it
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has some controlling power over them. 12727 5501 DB and a mouth speaking great

words (Dan 7:11.20) that is words against the Most High (v. 25).

Daniel 7:9

M7 RN {cf. LXX and @ : érédnoav) thrones were set (arranged), though the
usual meaning of the verb R17 /707 is throw, cast. 2m TR1 PR and an Ancient of
days sat. Besides Daniel 7:9.13.22, the Aramaic P s found only in the post-exilic
Hebrew: 1Ch 4:22. The plural thrones implies the expectance of a court, a jury (see v,

11d, cf. Job 1:1, Ps 82:1, Is 24:23, Dan 4:17, Rev 4:4).

Rk J?Ij:n m’.}u? His garments were white as snow, RR] TRY2 UKD W and
His hair was clean like wool. P27 ™1 012331 ™7 238 MO His throne was
fire flames; its wheels were burning fire. The description of the majestic chariot-throne
has some similarities with that of Ez 1:16-28, 10:1.3-22, The noun ™, is used

extensively in 3:6:11.15.17.20-27.

Daniel 7:10

TRIRTYR PRN TN SN 2 a stream of fire flowed out issuing from His
presence. ANURYN D'fg:?hj f-'|‘7N a thousand of thousands (one milfion) beings were
serving Him. W21 TR 1137 127 and a myriad of myriads stood before Hin -
attending Him {as NRS renders), or waiting for their particular sentence! The first
variant is supported by the parallelism of the lines, and the second is supported by a
late use in apocalyptic. See Rev 20:11-20 that seems to be built on Daniel’s vision.

These later buildings, however, do not necessarily interpret the basic vision; they might

often use an old phrasing or imagery to build their own scenes.

Nt W7 the “judgment” sat down must mean only the court sat in judgiment
(NRS, 1EP i tribunale sedette, EIN Das Gericht nahm Platz). This translation explains
also the presence of more than one throne. LXX and @ confirm this understanding:
kpLtpLov ékabloelv) = fthe/ court sat.  The root T3 /117 is present in Hebrew too™®*

and even the name of Daniel is based on it.



NS R0 and certain books were opened. Books opened to investigation
during the judgement are usual in Biblical apocalyptic (Rev 20:12). Comp. Daniel 12:1,
g2 lclieyigho Kl}?;gfl“b; everyone who will be found written in the book. This is an old
prophetic theme {Is 4:3, Ex 32:32, Ps 69:29, 139:16, Jer 17:13}, further enriched in the
Persian period, on the basis of the cultural experience {Ezra 2:62, Ne 7:64, Est 2:23,
6:2, Mal 3:16-18). The NT further builds on this theme: Phil 4:3, Rev 3:5, 5:1-5, 13:8,
17:8, 20:12.15, 21:27, 22:19. The reference to names that are found wriiten in “the”
book (Dan 12:1), implies investigation of cases. As a result of this judgment, God’s
enemies are destroyed and “the people of saints of the Most High,” through their
Representative, receive the eternal kingdom {because the judgment was given for them:

Daniel 7:22.26-27).

Daniet 7:11

AYoRn NP T RDANT XYM SRR because of the sound of those great
words that the horn was speaking. The prophef’s attention is drawn especially to this
arrogant horn, which is the main actor on the one side of the scene. The writer
emphasises here that the wicked horn didn’t yield up with the beginning of the
Judgmernit, but he kept on calling out its “great words,” that is high claims and godlike
orders. XAPM NDR ™1 W AT MTRER NTpY> N2 ARy 29 / fooked tilf the
beast was killed and its body was destroyed and given to burning of fire. This could
happen only as a result of the Judge’s verdict. The interesting fact is that the little horn is

not judged alone. The beast is punished for all its harns and sins, Daniel uses here as a

hapéxﬁg a different word for fire, X&X, which seems to be an Hebraism.

Daniel 7:12

]‘mqr;'?fg’ T ROVN WU the remaining beasts were also deprived of their
power (dominance, tulel, The dastiny of the first three beasts is different. They are only
stripped out of their power, 1115 Ny ma A28 but their life continues under

God’s providence, 1701 ™Y for a specific time respectively. In contrast, the fourth
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beast, being the last ane, is deposed and executed at once. The apparent simultaneous
life of the four beasts should be compared to the metal-kingdoms of chapter 2, where
the future history is envisioned not only as successive powers, but also as ages of the

same entity. Finally, they are all broken together (2:35.45).

Daniel 7: 13

NI "UYaY YWY and behold with the clouds of heaven. The cloud is
associated in the Jewish thought with the divine covered Presence: Ex 14:19 {the Angel

of Yahweh}, the chariot of Yahweh (Ps 104:3, 1s 19:1).

MI TR UM 32 The phrase WIR 72 - later, Un3 / XU3 / NT Peshitta
RYIRT 7773 corresponds to Heb, DT 12 = son of Adam / human being, synonym to
R and TAR (Dan 8:17, Nu 23:19, Dt 32:8, especially in the poelic books and in

Ezekiel). It is found also in Old Aramaic texts {The Sefire Inscriptions (1 16).'"

WT2TPN NIMIPY AR R 2RETTR and He was brought (lit. they brought
Him near) before Him {the Ancient of Days). Worthy of natice, the Hebrew expression
-0 PN} come near to is used also for a royal audience in a 5" century B.CE.

Aramaic papyrus: N3P IR0 B1P presented you before Sennacherib.'”’

Daniel 7:14

1z pn by M A% and was given Him power, glory and kingdom. This
mysterious Being like a “son of man” must certainly be the expected Messiah, because
He receives kingdom from God. N:J'.?L}" NUTAR NP '7'::'5 and all peaples, nations and
fanguages is a specific idiom in the Aramaic of Daniel: 3:4.7.31, 5:19, 6:26. Applied to
the cosmic scene of this vision, it certainly means the universal kingdom of Messiah.
Py A% they will worship Him applies exclusively to Messiah as Divine Person,
because this is exactly the term used for cuftus, worship or divine service in Biblical

Aramaic {Fzra 7:19.24, Dan 3:12,14.17.18.28, 6:17.21, 7:14.27).'

T3 N5 aby subw Ay His is an eternal dominion, which shall not pass

away. This doxology emphasises again the messianic and divine nature of this “like a
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son of man” who shares God’s glory (Dan 3:33, 4:3 et al.). '7;{11:‘15 N'?""] ?Iljﬂ:'??;ﬂ
Daniel 2:24. Thus the kingdom established thraugh this Representative Man, is clearly
identified with the kingdom of God.

Daniel 7:15

T BM2BR my spirit was grieved (troubled). See Daniel 2:1.3 (M7 ayerm? and
my spirit was disturbed), comp. 8:27. The insistance on 587 TR cf. 7:28, is seen
also in Daniel 8:1.15, 9:2, 10:2.7, 12:5. 11T #8032 within the body? The second term,
is considered by some to be a Persian loan word {meaning sheatf. According to BDBG
(1102, § 5086) is an “expression at best strange”. it is safe and sound to consider it a
corruption from 137 13 /193 on account of this"” LXX renders it by &v toltolg in
{during) these [things]'” followed by VUL (in his = in these). 1573 “0RT "M and

the visions of my head afarmed me Daniel 4:2.

Daniel 7:16

NWNPR AR DATR [ came near to one of those who were standing. The
only beings described as standing there, are those “myriad of myriads” from v.10,
probable understood as angels {cf. Rev 5:11, 7:1}. TI;’{"?.:J"T’{J MITRUAR R8N and'/
asked him the truth about all these things. See also v.19. The prophet is also eager to
have more insight, and grasp more truth concerning the things shown to him. 82"?

fruth (Dan. 2:8.45, 3:24, 6:13), corresponds to MR (Dan 8:12.26, 9:13, 10:1.21, 11:2).

T N:’i??; WEY and the meaning (interpretation) of the things to show me.
Daniel 2:4-7.9,16.24-26.30.36, 4:3.4.6.15.16.21, 5:7.8.12.15-17.26. See Hebh. Ec 8:1
S37 SWe ¥, where SUR s, probably, an Aramaism. Instead, we find in Biblical
Hebrew a term from the same Semitic root, having I for W, which is specific to the
Aramaic: PR fo interpret (dreams) Gn 40:8.16.22, 41:8.12.13.15, and 1708

interpretation {Gn 40:12.18). The Aramaic term became a technical one in the later

apocalyptic. Among the most known writings found at Qumran, there is a Pesher
pocatyp B g

Habaggiqg.
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Daniel 7:17

RYTIRTM Pyt ]‘_315?; TR frnean] four kings that shall rise on the earth. Four
“kings,” is a half-disclosed pesher, since the angefus interpres further indicates, for
example, that the fourth beast-king is a “kingdom” (v. 23). The same device is used in
the first dream, where the golden head of the image is interpreted as a king

(Nebuchadnezzar), and then all the successive powers are called kingdoms {Dan

2:37.39-41.44).

Daniel 7:18

]’;ﬁ"i?s__} R KIT'HD??; '[15;‘?‘1 but the saints of the Most High shall receive the
kingdom. This is also a half explanation. At first view, it seems to identify the celestial
human-like Being with “the saints of the Most High”. In reality, this is only a summary
explanation, and it reveals that the “Son of Man” is to be understood as a
Representative. He is one of the saints, but not just a certain one. He is One who stands
for all of them, representing, including, and “recapitulating” them. He receives the
kingdom not for Himself only, but for all those He represents (v. 27).""!

Rmby oy T ’SpTIw RMOGD 1IOMM and they shall hold the kingdom

forever, for everlasting eternities cf. v. 27a.,12:3.13.

Daniel 7:19

RO29 &l:lj‘n"?.‘.; x;gz? 28 1MIR Then / wanted to know the truth about the
fourth beast. 77 n?ﬂn’[ '[1.‘[?;"[?; ™Y NI that was different from all others,
extraordinary terrifying. U™ 77D 5?__'}’-.::"'—! MY teeth of iron and claws of

bronze. The last feature is not mentioned in the principal description (v. 7)

Daniel 7:20

A0 32 AN and its sight ook greater than the other ones. This is an
addition to the first description, where the smallness of this horn was mentioned only.
There is no contradiction. This horn is seen in its dynamic development. Before being

great, it was, seemingly, a little one, certain time, in comparison with its feliows (as it is
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said about the little horn of ch. 8:9). Or, it is possible to understand this horn-“king” as
being small in size {temporal power) and great in its different authority, influence and

claims, if we consider that it only has eyes and mouth to maintain “universal” control. .

Daniel 7:21

]ﬁz‘l‘; n‘;;:q TPTRTOY 3P T72Y made war with the saints and prevailed on
them. cf. the Hebrew phrase op mansn 1wy (Gn 14:2, 20:12.20, 1Ki 12:21, 1Ch
5:10.19, 2Ch 11:1). The Aramaic term 372 is also found in Hebrew writings, possibly
a loan-word: Job 38:23, Ps 55;19.22, 68:31, 78:9, 144:1, Ec 9:18, Zec 14:3. This theme
of a succeeding war against the saints appears also in Daniel 8:24-25, 12:7e, and is

present in Rev 11:7, 13:7.

Daniel 7:22

R PR ORDT W wntil the Ancient of days came, “L“"'E"‘) 2T NPT
]";‘I"?.%; and the verdict was given in favour of the saints of the Most High (LXX kal =fv

kplaww €wke towg” and He gave the judgment {justice) to {for) the..., © kal t kplun

}J 72

€bwker dylowg = and He gave the judgment (verdict, power to judge)'”, to the saints...

Y3 BDBG (1088) agrecs with the translation: judgment was given in favour of... The

plural 1"115Y s quite unusual in Aramaic. Arthur Ferch says:

Grammaiically, this unusual Aramaic natne for God has been explained as a double plural or
as an imitation of the Hebrew O TON. Examples for a singular associated with the Hebrew
plural B 5R (“God”) are common and frequenlly interpreted as pluralis excellentiae or
majestatis. According t0 Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar the Aramaic ]"31‘532 belongs o this
same class and can therefore be construed with a singular sutfix.!™

Concerning its theological meaning, the Hebrew ]‘I‘?;? upper, superior;
highness, excelfence; hence, The Supreme (God), must be studied in the literary
contexts. It appears in poetic Hebrew texts only {especially in Psalms), and its first
occurrences are related to non-Hebrew, goy people.'™ This name’ appears as the
Supreme God, another name for Yahweh, in contexts of polytheism, universal

{supreme) kingdom, and nations. Therefore it is also the best choice in Daniel 7.
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en R and the appointed time came. BDBG (p.1091) indicates the
meaning appointed time for this place. In all these visions, references to appointed,
measured time occur. TP NGAN Rpﬁj?m and the saints took possession of the
kingdom, comp. Daniel 11:21 m:‘;rg P, Since the saints take possession of the
(universal) kingdom, this must be related to their receiving the judgment (or having

right judgment made for them).

Daniel 7:23

RUII RN RWI7 5D NOWIY RNPT the fourth beast is the fourth
kingdom to be on the earth. RIJ];'??;'L/;'V; RN " which shall be different from all
kingdoms. MPAM MM RYWTOD SONM it shall devour all the earth, and shall

thresh it and shatter (tear) it.

Daniel 7:24

R 1obr My amshn M Py NTRY “the 10 horns [fmean that] from
that kingdom shall arise 10 kings. These words of themselves permit a successive
arising of the ten kings, as does the text in 11:2-3. But the rising of the eleventh horn,
and uprooting of three from the previous ten horns, indicates a simultaneous tenfold,
divided kingdom. In this entire chapter, the ten homs / ten kings are mentioned as a
compact group, and there is no indication of their being successive. If the author
intended a succession of kings, he could and must have find a clear way of express his
thought. Moreover, if we continue to parallel this vision with the royal dream of chapter
2, like most commentators do, we may observe that the iron and iron-clay kingdom
(corresponding to the fourth beast of ch. 7), has iron-clay ften] toes (2:41.42), which
stand also for kings (2:44a),'7 And al! these are mentioned in a context of division

(internal and external), which is there emphasised.

PR 0P 100 and another one shall rise after them, RETRTID NI RN
and he shall be different from the previous. Since Daniel, in order to describe the

distinction of the little horn, uses the same words used to indicate the distinction of the
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fourth beast in comparison to the previous ones, it seems that the fittle king / kingdom is
different in power, fierceness, et al., not necessarily in nature. 55\@?3‘3 ]"_3??; r:n‘:m and
three kings shall he put down (overthrow). The uprooting from v. 8 and 20 is here
interpreted as bringing low, putting down, humble. The same verb used in 4:34,

5:19.22.

Daniel 7:25

Doy jow Tw% 1m3 and words comparable to (against?) the Most High will he
speak. These words should not be understood as being overtly against God, since they
are called great (imposing) words (v. 8.11.20). The expression T35 seems to be softer
than the words used about Belshazzar's blasphemy: mR™DNT ®MBUR™M ‘7391: and
against {abovel the lord of Heaven you exalted yourself. Origen’s Hexapla quotes
Symmachus’ translation: “et sermones quasi Deus loguitur” and words like God will he
speak”” ®5av Py WRY and he shall constantly harass the saints of the Most
High. That which was described as making war in v. 21, is here called %2 harass
constantly, wear away, wear cut’” Something like long guerrilla warfare or as hunting

{chase) until the victim loses all power.

=30 and he will {hope?). This is a hapax in Biblical Aramaic. It is used in
Hebrew with a different spelfing (13%) to mean wait, hope,'”” or inspect, examine."™
LXX has mpocéetetar he will expect to, while @ has Umavonocer he will suspect to. VUL
renders it by putabit quod possit (“he shall consider / calculate that he is able to..”}.
Origen’s Hexapla gives confidet {“he will boldly trust, presume”).** In the Modemn
Hebrew, the term is used to mean to think, have insight express opinions, aspire,
hope, tend,'™ It is easy to abserve that the old translations do not so precisely agree
on this point. The pragmatic meaning of the term in this place seems to escape.
Anyway, it must have a dynamic within such meanings: expect — suspect — inspect -
prospect, or tend - intend - attend - pretend. The peculiar king shall aspire and
conspire; he will devise patiently an ambitious project. The angelus inferpres does not

stress the king's activity or success in this area, but only his insolent aspiration, his
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bold project. This does not exclude his success, but it appears that he is never satisfied

with what he won, and he aspires to an absolute result.

I 'l ?'I‘T‘;U.JS:ILJ ta change times and /law. See chapter 2:21, where similar
words are employed RN RIW KW NI He changes the seasons and the
times, referring to Cod who revealed to Daniel the dream of the king {containing
exactly this message: God is Sovereign over all changes in the political and religious
world, and finally He shall triumph}. In the next line we have the clear meaning of this
expression: ‘["‘;‘;?; Y23 ]‘:b;?_: YR He deposes kings and set up kings. The
expression RIMYT W27 in the first line may be understood also in comparison with
that in Daniel 7:12b: 70 Y™ for a seasan and a time), that points out to God's
supervision over the life and historical piace of all nations. The same thought may be
implied in 2:9 (RIPYY K1Y 71 W 4/ the time will change). The implication on Daniel
7:25 might be that the peculiar king aspires to have the supreme control in potitics,
deposing and setting up kings. However, if this expression has not this meaning in
itself, but it is derived from its context, then it might have in 2:9 and 7:25 respectively

different applications.

* M7 law, order, command, rule, custom, regulation is employed only in
Aramaic and as a loan word in the Hebrew of the book of Esther.'™ According to all
sources {see BDBG), the term is of Persian origin. Its official nature let it enter easily
and early in the Imperial Aramaic. What kind of law did the bold king hope to
change? If we preserve a political meaning for the expression change times, then the
simple addition and /aw would be naturally related to the political understanding of
the first term. But if we consider the anarthrous presence of both "1 "2 times and
/aw, and the critical seriousness the author puts on this bold aspiration of the king, it is
possible to understand this idiom as a hendiadys referring to the Divine Law with its

appointed times, as practically all exegetes understood.

't times, is also of Persian origin (zarvan ~ time, age),'™ but imported early

through Akkadian agency, and BDBC indicates the meaning “(festival) seasons” in this
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context, and Holladay (404} has holy timefs], feast{s]. This plan of the peculiar king
must be understood in the context of his warfare against God's saints, because the
phrase and he will hope to change (holy) times and law is a parenthesis. After this
assertion, the speaker resumes to his prediction about the conflict between the

arrogant king and the saints,

sovereignty on the destiny of His people. The same idiom is used about the defeat of
Jehoiakim in Daniel 1:2. He permits persecutions to purify individuals and groups (see
chapters 11:34.35, 12:10}, but any time of treuble is measured and limited. Ged only
is in control over times.

1T 19BN YT YW unti/ 1 <time,” 2 “times” and half a “time” (a period of
3.5 appointed times) = "8 oW G (Heb. Dan 12:7). In both places we
should read as dual the noun P1p / zrwin.'* This is obviously an encrypted
formula. The term WY appainted time, period, term, sacred season, must have been
used sometimes for year {because of the time lapse between seasons?).'™® The same
use of the Aramaic term is employed in Daniel 4:13.20.22.29, where LXX has erta

€ = seven years, for those “7 times” (7378 Nwaw).

Daniel 7:26

e nm‘:m AR R bt the court shall sit and his dominion shall be taken
away. See on v. 10d. 12. Unlike the preceding powers, this king looses, after its

Judgment, both power and existence, facing an utterly and complete destruction:

RBIOTT NN TIUDS to be destroyed fhis dominion] and finally perish.

Daniel 7:27

RUGSD AINR A1SR T RMaTY RS amdUN and the kingdom, dominion
and greatness of the kingdoms under the whole sky... The text is clear in recurring to
the theme of the universal kingdom. This is the fundamental Messianic theme. 2¥% fo

the people... The whole thing that is given to the representative Man in v.14, is actually
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given to the “saints of the Most High”. The judgment seltles forever the matter of the

universal empire and of what laws should be considered first and foremost.

D'?!g m:'?r_: nm:';r_: his kingdom fshall bej an everlasting kingdom. Opinions
vary concerning the referent of the pronominal suffix of the word AmS'm Ais kingdom.
Whose kingdom? Of the holy people? Or of the Most High? NRS prefers the people,
and this may not be refuted on simple grammatical criteria, because the closest referent
appears to be (at feast for our European grammar and logicl), the peaple of the Mast
High. However, in view of the religious use of the term W92 they shall worship (see
on v.14) - and a parallel doxology in Daniel 6:26 Whose kingdom shall never be
destroyed, and dominion has no end, ~ we might remain ta the old translations of ®
and VUL.'" The next phrase confirms that this was the intention of the speaker:
PEBRLY NoeY 732 vy S5 and all dominions (powers) will worship (serve) and

obey Him.

Daniel 7:28

ROOA™T KBTS 27w ' lit. Aitherto, [where comes] the end of the word
(account). Or, it's over — The end of the account. The setting of this phrase helps us
understand its meaning better. The writer passes from the account of his dream, to the
effects the experience brought on him. Thus the phrase must mean something like: This
is all that 've seen and heard, so that | stop here iy account. It is possible to better
understand "R T'on WK from v. te., as announcing the beginning of the account.

WSt e RUL my thoughts troubled me much . comp. Daniel 4:16,
5:6.10. *?s_; 7RG " See Daniel 5:6.9.10. 1Y complexion, brightness, is “perhaps
loan-word from Assyrian zimu, chiefly of countenance.'® Nl ‘.;'.‘.5‘;:‘1 le?m This
mention helps us understand the deep theological and psychological connections
between the apocalyptic experiences and their accounts in the book. Luke in NT uses

the Greek © rendition of this phrase about Mary, the Mother of Jesus.!™
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I1l.2 Daniel 7 — Historical and theological perspectives

lll.2.a The historical-critical approach

Since actual prediction, as a supernatural phenomenon cannot be accepted from
a pure rationalist point of view, the vision of Daniel 7 was interpreted by
representatives bf the modern scepticist school in agreement with their views about the
date and authorship of Daniel. First they emphasised an exclusive application of chs. 8-
12 to the Maccabean crisis, then they let it reflect on the first prophecies (those in chs.
2 and 7). The device is quite simple: the little horn in chapter 8 is seemingly Antiochus,
so that the little horn in chapter 7 must be the same king.'*' The rest is understandable.
To help the little horn of Daniel 7 mean Antiochus, one must only sacrifice the 2" or
the 3 beast-kingdom, that is to divide the Medo-Persian Empire, or the Greek
{Macedonian) Empire in two subsequent kingdoms. As Rowley has shown, the

following schema is the most agreed on today in the high criticist circles:'”

1. The eagle-winged, humanised lion Babylonian Empire

2. The very carnivorous bear Median Empire

3. The four-winged, four-headed leopard Persian Empire

4. The indescribable, different beast ~ Greek (Macedonian) Empire

While the 11", little horn of the fourth beast is established to be Antiochus (since
this was postulated), there is no certain list of ten horns as kings who preceded

Antiochus. Says Desmond Ford in his commentary:

It is contended that the Syrian Kings are represented by the horns, and the various
enumeration’s are offered in support. We would not quarrel with the contrasting lists, for the
traditional interpretation has these aiso. The significant point is that none of the lists actually
presents us with ten kings but usually offers us aspirants to the throne to make up the number.
Ptolemy IV and Demetrius Soter are in this category. The three plucked up are usually
submitted as being Heliodorus, Demefrius, and Seleucus Philopator. However, Antiochus
certainly did not uproot the first of these. 193

Concerning the idea of splitting the Medo-Persian Empire in two successive

Empires, in order to help the Macedonian Empire advance as the fourth beast, it is as
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unhelpful as the scheme of Porphyry who chose to divide the Macedonian Empire for
the same purpose.’® The history has no knowledge of a separate, Median kingdom
between the Babylonian and the Persian kingdom. The Iranian universal rule was a
dual Empire. The Median phase of it was parallel with the Babylonian Empire. When
Cyrus conquered Babylon, there was a Medo-Persian coalition under his orders, or
under both the mysterious Darius the Mede and Cyrus the Persian -~ to respect the data
mentioned by the author of Daniel In short time after the conquest of Babylon, the
Achaemenid dynast Cyrus was the only ruler and he is named the Persian. The vision
certainly enlists subsequent powers who oppressed in some way God’'s people and any
scheme that would introduce a separate Median kingdam between the Babylonian and
the Persian kingdoms is at least strange. Ernest Lucas is conscious of the problem when
he says:
The sequence simply reflects the historical reality experienced by a Jew living in Babylonia or
Judaea. If what is intended is the sequence: Babylonian, Median, Persian, Macedonian, the
inclusion of the Median Empire is odd since the Medes never gained control of Babylonia or
Judaea. {...] With regard 1o this point it must suffice here to say that the imagery of the ram in
chapter 8 indicates an accurate knowledge of the relationship of the Median and Persian

Empires which should make one cautious about suggesting that in chapter 2 [and 7, addition
mine] the author evidences only imperfect knowledge of the Median Empire. e

While Lucas further Iries to find an original way within the same rationalistic
scheme, making distinction between a Median and a Persian empire, as it was
experienced by Israelite exiles who lived in Assyria and then came under the Median

4] N . - + s
power,'” he finally reaches this interesting conclusion:

If Daniel 2 and 7 are ‘unmistakably’ dependent on Persian sources, which themselves seem
dependent on Zurvanite ideas, then these visions cannot be dated earlier than the fourth century
BC. If, however, our conclusions are valid, there is no compelling evidence of Persian
influence on either the Sibylline Oracles or Danicl. Hence this particutar reason for favouring a
later date has no basis.'”’

in Sibylline Oracle 4 is found the earliest variant of lhis modern scheme and the
four empires are the Assyrian, Median, Persian and Macedonian. Flusser'” suggests that
this sibylline tradition must have arisen in sorme Assyrian-Median place were Israelite

exiles were living, and that the supposed late author of Daniel replaced Assyria by
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Babylon. However, there is a known fact, 4 Fsdra 12:12 expiicitly interprets the fourth
beast of Daniel 7 as the Roman Empire, and Josephus' identifies the third one as the

Macedonian, with the fourth one as Rome.

To make clear that the Macedonian Empire is not the best candidate to match the
features of the fourth beast, and ten Syrian Hellenistic kings cannot be found before
Antiochus 1V, 1 will list the whole royal succession after Alexander the Great to
Antiochus Epiphanes, in the Seleucid kingdom. Antiochus IV cannot be the 11" no

matter how much time we spend in finding a richer ancestral descent.””

1 Seleukos I Nikator 312-281 BCE
2 Antiochos I Soter 281-261 BCE
3 Antiochos Il Theos 261-246 BCE
4 Selenkos IT Kailinikos 246-226 BCE
5 Seleukos Il Soter 226-223 BCE
6  Antiochos III Megas 223-187 BCE
7 Seleukos IV Philopator 187-175 BCE

8 Antiochos IV Epiphanes  175-164 BCE

With some excess of benevolence, one might add before Seleukos | {the founder
of the dynasty), Alexander the Great (333-323 scr), but the 11" place is still not
available for Epiphanes. If we further add the imperial regents who succeeded between
Alexander and Seleukos 1, then we have Perdikkas (323-321 B.CE), Antipatros {321-
316 B.Ct), Polyperchon {316 B.C.E), Antigonos {315-312 B.CL), and so there are too
many horns. But even if we find the ideal number, we must have three horns-kings
plucked off by or before Antiochus. And as Desmond Ford is quoted above, these three
are only two, for the time. But there is more to say about these horn-kings. The
visionary picture offers no suggestion that these were successive kings. The ten horns
form the distinctive crown of the monster untii an eleventh cne comes up and
establishes a new order among them. it is helpful to observe all details that the author
gives. The heast itself is described as the most powerful and cruel, which is not true
about any phase of the Seleucid Empire before Antiochus. The 5eleucids were not

worse than Plolemies or Antigonids. And if the vision is written in the 2™ century BCE,
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why have two Iranian empires (the Median and the Persian), and say nothing about the

Ptolemaic Empire?

Whoever maintains the classic critical interpretation must give a fair account, not
only for some details with the fourth beast, but for all details the author mentioned
about the second and third beasts. How the Mede bear was seen to have three ribs in
its mouth? What three important “ribs” of the ancient world did it keep in its mouth?
And what about the four leopard heads / divisions of the third beast, if one identifies it
with the Persian Empire? | must recognise that the scepticist scheme exposed above, is
not too “rationalistic;” it is only antisupernaturalist and its only strength consists in
obstinately avoiding Rome in Daniel, since prophecy with such long perspective is

generally believed as not possible.

lll.2.b Interpreting the vision of Daniel 7
l.1.a.7 Historical survey

The interpretation proposed in the following pages is an old paradigm approach,
in the line of the old jewish and Christian historicist exegeses, especially as they
became standard in the Protestant and old Evangelical tradition. The basic
understanding of the identity of the four beasts, with the fourth being identified with
Rome, is classical from the first centuries of Christianity. The apostle Paul in 2
Thesalonians 2:5-8 referred in a covered manner to the imperial Rome as the
providential obstacle still in the way of Antichrist (the little horn). The Revelation of
John reflects the same understanding and builds further on it (Rv 17:12.16-17). This
remained the understanding of the Old Church, as it is seen in the writings of Pseudo-
Barnabas (2" cent.}, Justin Martyr (2" cent.), Irenaeus (3rd cent.), Tertullianus (3rd
cent.}, Hippolytus (3rd cent.), Eusebius (4th cent.}, Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386}, Jerome
(d. 420}, Chrysostom (d. 407), Theodoret (d. 457). Jerome even identified in his time the

ten horns, the Barbarian powers invading and beginning to settle within the empire.
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The only commentator that took the fourth beast as Hellenistic Syria and the little horn

as Antiochus Epiphanes was, as expected, the pagan philosopher Porphyry.”!

Jewish scholars had, basically, the same understanding. L. E. Froom cites 30
Rabbis and Jewish scholars, from Josephus (1 cent.) to Manasseh ben Israel (Holland,
d. 1657) who were concerned with the interpretation of Daniel, using the year-day time
scale. Many of them identified the fourth kingdom with Rome, some of them including
the Christian phase. Don Isaac Abrabanel (1437-1508), a high official at the court of

kings Ferdinand and Isabel of Spain wrote about his conviction that the little horn of

Daniel 7 is the rule of the Pope.?”

Throughout centuries in the Middle Ages, the equation Rome = the fourth beast,
and the 10 horns = the divisions of the empire, was maintained by commentators like
“Sargis d’Aberga” (7" century), Beatus de Liebana (8" cent.), Beda the Venerable (8"
cent.}, Berengaud (g™ cent.), Petrus Commestor (1 2" cent.) et al. The first one who used
the time scale 7 day = 7 year for the 3 2 times (1260 days) was Joachim of Floris
(d.1202.) followed by Arnold of Villanova {d. c. 1313), Pierre Jean d’Olivi (d. 1298)**
and their interpretation further became standard within the dissenting movements (i.e.
Wyclifites — Lollards, Hussites — Waldenses et. al.)**. The first one who is documentary
attested to have identified the little horn with the pontifical institution was Archbishop
Eberhard Il of Salzburg, in an address to the Council of Regensburg (1240).*® In time,
this became also the position of the Reformation and of all Protestant bodies. The first
one who identified the exact time of the 1260 days / years of the little horn’s
domination of terror, more than a century before its sudden lowering, was the English

theologian Drew Cressener (1689).2%

3.2.2.1  Paralleling the prophecies of Daniel 7 and 8

The writer of Daniel was very precise as one may see in the following
comparative table, despite the blurred vision of Porphyry and of his spiritual

posterity.””” An analytical comparison of the two visions is beneficent for both,
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Wild Beasts, chapter 7 Domestic animals, chapter §

Historical identity

1. eagle-winged LION,
receives human hean and
hum:im stand

Babyionian Empire of
Nebuchaduezzar (503-539 BCE)

2. carnivorous BEAR two-homed powerful ram

before rising (o attack

it stood on one side (inactive) its secod horn grew higher

than the first one

with 3 ribs in its mouth butting in 3 directions

Median & Persian Empire of Cyrus,
550-330 BcE. (Dan 8:20)

Especially addict to wars willi the
predominance of the Persian dynasty
(after 550 BCE).

Conguers 3 great kingdoms: Lydia
(547), Babylon (539}, and Egvypt (525).

M flying LEOPARD swilt and powerful he-goat,

whose single horn broken

with 4 heads gives way 10 4 horns

Hellenlstic Empire of Alexander
(336-168/30 BCE) inaugurated by the
most rapid conquests known i the
ancient world (336-330).

After a meteoric rule of Alexander, 4
generals fought against a succession of
regents (323-306 BCE), entitled kings
(306 pCE) and fighting otze another till
280 ncE. The 4 kingdoms they founded
(in Egypt, Syria-Babylonia, Thrace-
Pergam and Macedonia) also fought
one another 1ill their end,

tittle horn, growing exceedingly,
issued from one of the 4 homs;

sharp, callous and fnsaleat,

great cxpiniis toward S and E,

exalting over God’s people.

thraws down emple and twuth,
trampies om sainks and temple, destroys
penceful people,

cxalis himself to God's Pricst, replaces

famid by abominarion, broken after 2300
days only,
im the time of the end

4. completely different
MONSTER

having a crown of 10 harns
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After the 3 4 years
(126041290 days) comes the
JUDGMENT
The Representaive MAN
recetves unaves sak Kingdom

Time of the end

Sanctuary cleansed/vindicated

Antiochus Epiphanes, Syrian
Hellenistic king, typical persecutor.

Neither 230 days (c. 6 years and 4
months) nor 1150 days (c. 3 years acd 2
montlis) fit the time of persecotion
under Anliochus.

This cannot be more than a historical
foreshadow,

Roman Empire of Cacsars and
Pontiffs (64 BcE- 476 [ 1453 cg), the
most powerful, lasiiig, fierce,
persecuting and composite.

Inherited by a crown of 10 states that
formed Europe (418-490 CE) and
Chrisendom.

Wilth the Empire’s division in 10 states,
and removal of 3 heretical states thag
troubled the political interests of
Papacy: Odoacer’s (492), Vandalic
{533) and Ostrogothic {536-539) a ligtle
Church State appeared in Rome (538),
rising in time to the highest nfluence
and power (1073-1303), and coforcing
its ideglogy by the fiercest persecutions
i alt history, tiroughout 1260 years of
holy terror thai ended in 1798,

‘)
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This parallel does make sense indeed. The symbols are often different for the
same historical reality, because the complexity of a certain historical reality cannot be
expressed by just one symbol in a simple way, and because the Divine Wisdom may

have wanted to emphasise certain aspects here and certain there, for didactical

purposes.

The eagle-lion beast is recognised practically by all, believing or unbelieving
critics, to be the Babylonian Empire of Nebuchadnezzar, After a period of swift and
powerful conguests that cover the reign of Nebuchadnezzar (605-562 &.C.EJ, Babylon
lost its wings forever. Between 562-539 it experienced only weakness, political unrest .
and great influence of the priesthood. The symbol of changing the heart has a commaon
language with the unusual experience of Nebuchadnezzar of chs. 4 and 5:18-22. While
a “heart” of beast {even a heart of lion) signifies animal instinct, insensitivity, the human
“heart,” (which in Hebrew, Aramaic and other Semitic languages stands for mind),
means sensitivity, intelligence, opposed to animal instinct (see Jb 34:10.34, Dan 4:13 |
Here the kingdom is identified with its king. For the historical accuracy of this
unexpected experience of Nebuchadnezzar, see chapter 1.1.a.3, p.22. These details
prove a real sympathy of the author for the Babylonian kingdom, as Jeremiah did

(51:9a): “We tried to heal Babylon, but she could not be healed.”

If the inteltigent lion is unguestionably identified with Babyion, the stupid and
unnatural bloodthirsty hear needs additional suppont to defend its historical identity.
And it is not a so difficult job, when we compare it with the Medo-Persian ram of
chapter 8. It appears immediately to be more relevant than any suggested rationalist
scheme. Similarly, the four-headed leopard become immediately relevant when
compared with the four-horned goat. In both chapters, the number 4 stands not only for
universality {allusion to the four directions of the compass), but actually four political

divisions.

Comparing the bear with the leopard in chapter 7, we may see that the two

political powers mentioned are quite different: the bear is powerful indeed, and this
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one is even unusually carnivorous, but it is also heavier, when compared with the other
one. The leopard is more agile and courageous; especially this one with wings on its
back. The same may be said about the ram and the male-goat of chapter 8. Both are
powerful in their time, but the goat is unusually rapid and bold. If these distinctions
have no relevance, then all apocalyptic has no relevance and should be left for linguists
only. But if someone meant to express by these symbols historical realities, then the
schema presented above is more relevant and convincing than any scepticist pesher

devised to stop Daniel say something beyond the Antiochus moment.

The same sequence of four empires is emphasised by comparing the vision of
chapter 7 with the royal dream of chapter 2. It is a parallel generally accepted, no -

matter the philosophical or theological arientation of the critic.

The metallic human idol and the stone, chapter 2 The wild beasts and History
the Man, chapter7
head (wisdom) gold I % eagle-winged Babvlon of Nebuchadnezzi,
% humanised lion wirld-wide dominion, fike Adam
5 g {Dan 2:37-38 ¢f. Gn 1:26-27)
thorax & {courage & silver 2 E 53 S camnivoreas hear Media & Persia of Cyrus, an
arms action) %ﬂ 4 g inferior phase of the universal empire
abdomen  {sensuality ) bronze 3 mg g four-headed leopard  Hellenistic Empire of Alexander ,
& thighs *g 2 E explicitly universal (Dan 2:39)
leps (movement, irom 4 E £ Be completely differeni  Roman Empire, superior 10 all in
Cxpansion) =] @ monster power: breaks all unto pieces, log
g irom teeth, ramples all underfoot.
3 {Dan 2:40, 7:7.18.23)
faet {stahility)  iron + State + Church combination under
burned clay the Roman Caesar-Ponfiffs
Constantine and Theadosius (313-
395 cg) 208
[10] woes iron + 10 horns Empire divided, Enrope inherits its
burned clay “iron-clay” politics with its inherent
divisive power. Divided in the
internal political stracture of each
one, the successional states are
Wemselves an external division.
Christendom remains divided, in
spite of all allemps 10 restore its oid,
theoretical unity
strenglh, 5 God's judgment and
etemty mountain the true HUMAN 9
stong Kingdom »
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One may immediately observe that while the paraliel between the apocalyptic
dreams of chapter 2 and 7 is obvious at first glance, they say not the same things about
the kingdoms they want to describe. In chapter 2 the stress falls an the divisive and
strange “alloy” of fron and fired clay, whereas in chapter 7 the arrogance, insolence
and persecutory power of the little horn are emphasised. In chapter 2, the Empire’s
external division s twice mentioned, which cannot be incidental (Rnpz3%1 X917 the
feet and the toes, Dan 2:41, Nj'?:j NY2SRY and the toes of the feef, Dan 2:42). Note
that 2 whole verses {2:42-43) refer to the toes. And again, this mention cannot be
casual, because the toes must be naturally 10 ften), — just like the horns of the fourth
beast of chapter 7 - though the number is not mentioned, an understandable omission,
since their number is not emphasised here {as well as arms, thighs, legs and feet
received not the numeral 2). That means that their precise numerical identification is
not intended here.”™ But their significance is certainly intended, since not only the [10}
toes are specifically mentioned, even twice, and is said of them to share in the fateful
iron-clay “unity” of the feet, but they are referred as “kings” {2:44a} just as the 10 horns
in chapter 7 are interpreted. This fact means that there is an unmistaken, intended
correspondence, between the iron-kingdom of chapter 2 and the monster with iron
long teeth of chapter 7. One has ten toes; the other has ten horns. And the Aramaic text
uses for both not only the term '71“%5 (iron, 2:33.41.42, 7:7.19}, but the adjective DR
strong (2:40.42, 7.7}, the verb PP, 270 {to break into pieces, 2:40, 7:7.19.23) and the
repeated use of “'7; or R'?'B aft(2:40, 7:7.23). These last two terms are used also for
GCod’s everlasting kingdom {Dan 2:35.44.45) and so this fourth kingdom seems to be
more than the previous ones opposed to God's purposes. It is civitas aeterna. It is
different from the previous beasts, as the author emphasises, and its horn is also
different. The kingdom of Antiochus is a poor shadow when compared with these

powerful symbols.

To review some details of these parallel visions, one must not pass by the strong

similarity between the bear with 3 ribs in its mouth and the ram of chapter 8:4 pushing
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in three directions: west, north and south. Whereas the imagery of chapter 8 describes
the actions against three main geographical areas, that of chapter 7 (/. e. the 3 ribs in
the bear’'s mouth) depicts those regions as already conquered and eaten up to the
bones. The correspondence between the leopard of chapter 7 and the goat of chapter §
is even more evident. The image of the four heads is in itself suggestive of
division/divisions within the same kingdom, and the number four, of which apocalyptic
meaning is borrowed from the image of “the four winds” {four directions of the
compass — / e. universal, world-wide scene) indicates an immense scale of this
division. Moreover, the expression itself, R P37 whose Hebrew equivaient
C'URY RY2TR is found in Genesisn 2:10 and Judges 9:34 with the meaning of four
divisions {a. branches of a single river; b, military companies | divisions, parted from a
principal armyj, fits very well this political symbol. The naturai meaning of a
polycephalous monster is an entity characterised by disunity, having four command
centres, instead of one {Pr 28:2). These four heads correspond obviously to the
Macedonian four horns of the next vision {Dan 8:4.20-21), and to the four divisions of
the Macedonian Empire from the last oracle {Dan 11:3-4). However, there are different
aspects emphasised respectively. in chapter 8, the four horns are seen dynamically in
rapid succession between the fall of the first conspicuous horn and the rise of the last
horn (the “little” one), since the Wisdom standing behind the author wanted basically
to show the extraordinary exploits of the last horn. But in chapter 7, this symbol of the
Hellenistic Empire is more static. It is emblematic for the kingdom through most of its
time. Alexander's or Antiochus’ individual rules are not represented, though they
identify with the beast in a special sense. But the imagery of the 4 heads describes more
fitting the conflict between the Hellenistic kingdcms while each of them longed for

restoring the empire’s unity under the “right” (i. e. its own) rule.
{.1.a.8 The ten horns (kings)

Regarding the fourth beast, it was shown above that not much of its details fit

the Antiochus story. Neither symbols as 10 homs, 3 horns, one little horn “among”

77



them, nor the prophetic time as the 3 % “times,” and its existence and rule up to the
time of the end. Admittedly, a Maccabean Jewish writer of chapter 7 may have
naturally thought of his time as the about the time of the end, but for this purpose it
would have been advisable for him to simply “move” the litile horn onto cne of the
faur heads of the leopard-like and get rid of those unhelpful ten or seven horns, be not
s0 precise {though cryptical) about its time of harassing the saints, and finally abandon

the hyperbolic and grotesque image of the fourth beast which could say nothing

credible in addition.

But the fourth beasl is present there, obviously after the Hellenistic four-headed
teopard, and it is described as having 10 horns, which angefus interpres indicates they
mean “10 kings.” At first hé summarily had interpreted the 4 beasts as 4 kings, and only
when asked for more precise and rich informaticn, disclosed his half-covered
explanation: “the fourth beast is a fourth kingdom” {Dan 7:23). Hence the preceding
beast-kings are also “kingdoms,” which all types of exegeles recognise. But what about
the 10 horns disclosed to be kings (v. 24)2 Are they individuals? In the next chapter
horns stand for dynasties / kingdoms (8:20.22} and also for individual kings. However,
these angelic explanations deserve a closer look. In 8:21, the goal is said to be "the
king of Yawan {Greek-Macedonians}” and the conspicuous horn — “the first king [of
Yawan}.” Thus a beast {here, the goat} means a “king,” but it is not an individual king,
because it is source and support for subsequent kings/kingdoms. Actually, the
conspicuous horn represent one king (Alexander the Great), but this is rather an
historical incidental reality, because the dynasty / kingdom founded and represented by
Alexander was broken with himself. The angel interprets the little homn of chapter 8 also
as a king. But it said about this Hellenistic king that he would last long time, up to the

time of the end (8:17.19.26}. So that again is not meant here just an individual.

From all these considerations, the probability that the 10 horns are intended 10
mean kingdoms, palitical powers (dynasties, states, national bodies) and not individual

kings, is the highest. The main difference between the symbol beast and the symbol
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horn is, a horn represents a successive, derived kingdom or a division (subsequent or

constituent part) of a principal kingdom. And kingdoms are commonly represented by

their individual kings.

In an attempt to apply this symbolism to the fourth beast, we may consider the
unity of the Roman Empire throughout centuries, up to the years 400 CE
approximately. The vision, however, is not so much concerned about the unitary phase
of this Empire. As with the Hellenistic leopard kingdom, which is seen with its 4 heads /
divisions, without any intermediate phase, the all-crushing monster kingdom appears
all at once with its 10 horns / kingdoms. At that time it was already a century aged
“Christianised” beast, though its beastly heart was not changed as with the first
Babylonian beast. While continuing to dream of and partially to hold to the idea of
imperial unity, especially through the Roman Catholic (Universal} Church, the worldiy
Christian Empire remained actually divided, from the 5" century on. If one tries to
count the Christian successional states, at least in Furope if not world-wide, the

arithmetic insufficiency of number 10 becomes obvious.

This number is often used figuratively or symbolically, meaning “much,” or
“many,” not very much, but a sufficient, convincing quantity (Dan 1:12.20).2* It also
evokes the apostate Israel (the 10 tribes}, separated from the Davidic kingdom. This
typology is especially significant when we compare some prominent kings of this
israelite, Northern Kingdom with the arrogant king (little horn} issued among them.
Jeroboam made bold changes in the divine cultus, priesthood and feasts, and enjoined
the worship to his golden calves, fashioned after the old model| of Aaron (1K 12:26-33}.
Later, King Ahab replaced completely Yahweh worship with Baal worship, and at the
suggestion of the “great and bloody prostitute queen” Jezebel *'* he launched a crusade
that lasted 3 % years,”* when faithful believers were hunled and kifled and prophets
like Flijah and other Creator worshippers survived by Cod's special care, hidden in

wild places or in pagan countries,””
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The number 10 should be taken arithmetically by counting the 10 “Roman”
succeeding kingdoms, because it is intended to say that until the political manoeuvres
of the little horn to receive sufficient political power to be seen as a little kingdom, and
overthrowing (at least in complicity) 3 of the first 10 kingdoms, history must prove the

existence of already 10 new states within the imperial fimites’”?. The following table is

relevant:*'*
LF]
, 5
Barbarian &5 g
B2 =:B3
Roman ©E TESZ
Christian ﬁ: 3 ©£8§ g 9] Historical destiny
; s - = ]
Kingdoms £o 8 < 3 o
s B
43

(]
D
Lh

1. VISIGOTHIC 380 A First Christian state in SPAIN, ancestor of all Spanish-speaking and

416 600 C  Portuguese-speaking counliries

2. SUEVI 406 c. 450  in NV SPAIN, since 6 century vassal to Visigoths.
418 C
3. BURGUNDI 406 417 A in EGAUL, since 613 vassal to Franks, then a French duchy.
413 517C
4. VANDALS 406 A in N AFRICA and ISLANDS, suppressed 534
442
5. FRANKS 418 First Catholic state in FRANCE, that converted the Germanic peoples
451 494 C by sword, ancestor of all French and German speaking countries
6. ALAMANNI 406 in RHAETIA, since 8® century vassal to Franks, ancestor of Alsace,
455 612K West Switzerland and Swabia.
7. ODOVACCAR 4354 in ITALY, suppressed 493
476 A
8. OSTROGOTHS 454 in PANNONIA and ITALY, suppressed between 535-554, Rome being
A .
484 conguered in 538,
9. ANGLO-SAXONS jg?) gggg in BRITAIN, one of the most powerful kingdoms, ancestor of all

664C English speaking countries.

10. LOMBARDI 488 500 A  inNITALY (LOMBARDY), conquered by Charlemagne (774) then an
545 600 C  Twalian duchy (Benevento).

Roughly speaking, throughout the 5" century {c 395-490) a flood of Barbarian
tribes devastated the Empire, fighting sometimes one another, and establishing
independent states whom the imperial authorities, or the Romance population explicitly
or (in a few cases) implicitly recognised. This process continued in the East and in
West, in a slower pass. But our count stops to number 10, with the year c. 490, because
immediately after the constitution of the first 10 kingdoms, three of them - notably

those that interfered with the Church’s political and ideological interests in ltaly, and
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were Arian theretic) instead of Orthodox (Catholic) — were utterly destroyed in the

following order:

1 Opovaccar’s Kingdom in Taly and Sicily 493 by the Osirogoths, sent by imperial
(Byzanline) authorities

2 Vanpapric Kingdom in N Adrica, Sicily et. al. 454 by imperial (Byzantine} forces under the
General Belisanus

3 OstrocoTHicC Kingdom iun ltaly and Pannonia 538 - 354 by imperial (Byiamim:) forces under the
General Narses

i.1.a9 The overseeing, superb horn

In parallel with this 3 destructive blows given to the troubling, heretic horns that
traubled Italy of the 5™ century, a different political power arose in the years 492-538. |
was a small state, yet one destined to have the greatest influence in the medieval
Europe and world-wide since that time, having unique claims, universal overseeing and
explicit authority, outwardly expressing its magisterial power to interpret and even

change divine laws (as Daniel 7:25d expresses it).**

The first important ecclesiastical and diplomatic success of this power was
evident under Leo | the Great {440-461), who established the dogma of the Petrine
primacy, triumphed through his orthodoxy over the Caljcedonian Synod and averted
Attila from sacking Rome. But with Celasius | {492-496), the obstinate bishopric
entered firmly in the political imperial and internaticnal affairs, boldly asserting for the
first time the famous medieval theery of the twe swords (the pontifical authority equals
the imperial one). He was also the first known to have been called ViIcAR OF CHRisT."
Then Symmachus (498-514) was the first one to affirm the immunity and jurisdiction of

H¥ the first one who witnessed (not

the pontiff over any human count (302-307),
inactively) the rise of Catholic French kingdom (508) the cornerstone of the future Haly
Roman Empire, the main support of the medieval Papacy. His political attitude and his
diplomatic-ecclesiastical agencies in West and East undermined the Ostrogothic king
Theodoric the Great, the Visigoth Allaric [l and the Emperor Anastasius 1.*" in his time
was founded the Vatican Palace (c.500}, and the first history of the popes (c. 495-515)

was compiled.
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Although the Roman Church owned, since the 4" century, large estates
{“Patrimonium Sancti Petri”), a great financial power and an increasing ecclesiastical
and diplomatic power, its pontifical government was still dependent politicaily on the
humiliating sceptre of the Arian kings. Besides the Arian persecutions against the
Orthodox population (especially in the Vandalic Africa), beside the continual menace
for the Church estates, Odovaccar's kingdom, then Theodoric’s overshadowed the
political ambitions of this raising power. There are many reasons to choose 538 as the

birth year of the power envisioned in Daniel 7:

1. A pontifical state was not possible until 538, with the complete liberation of Sicily,
Southern ltaly and Rome from the Ostrogothic power, during the war between the
imperial forces and Ostrogoths. While the war continued till 554 in Northern ltaly,
the year 538 with the establishment of a papal duchy under Byzantine protectorate,
with the enthronement of the new bishop Vigilius, should be considered the earliest
State of the Church in italy. This new political relationship was confirmed in 554 by
emperor Justinian in his Pragmatic Sanction. The famous Pepinian Donation from
756, only enhanced the papal estates (since the southern possessions utterly
diminished under the Arabs’ expansion}, and put the State of the Church on a new
legal basis.”® In 756, the Papal State was quite large, since it had risen earlier, as a
little power. it is well atested the fact that the temporal power of the medieval

pontiffs preceded the historical act of the Pepinian Donation and that it was first

exercised in the 6% century.?!

2. In the same time with this new and modest political creation in 538, emperor
Justinian, the restorer of the Empire and protector of the Rome’s ecclesiastical
primacy, published his Corpus furis Civilis, the juridical basis of Europe for c. 1260

years, up to the French Revolution and Napoleon {1793<1804).%

3. In the same year (538} the Synod of Orleans (France} regulated inter afia strict

Sunday observance,”” a continual concern of the Roman Church.
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Whether this power - small and great, base and lofty, in the same time — ever
fulfilled the details required by Daniel’s prophecy about the different horn of chapter 7
is not difficult to see. Since the post-Roman world was strongly influenced by the
Church, the ecclesiastical top was naturally the main intripue weaver of the political
affairs in the Middle Ages. Had it “human eyes and an arrogant mouth” apparently so
humane? Had it a special oversight among the other kingdoms? Did it develop unusual
claims and imposed its magisterium by terror? Did it arise after the Barbarian states,
from their midst, from the Roman Empire and still lasts in spite of all vicissitudes of

history? Did it persecute, did it “harass the saints of the Most High”? **
.1.a10 The 3 ’2 times and the apocalyptic time scale

The special time of domination of the strange horn-king, when “the saints will be
delivered in his hands”, (7:25) is the acid test for its / his complete identification. We
may observe immediately that it is a hidden phrase, whose meaning was already shown
to be 3 ¥ years =1260 days {See p. 64). Obviously, the author meant a quite precise
time, not a general idea, even though some figurative meaning is suggested: 3 % is a

halved seven.

Two main schools developed in the history of exegesis of Daniel. Conservative
scholars, that are usually futurist, take this time period as meaning literally three and a
half years of a future Antichrist {which cannot be checked out), while rationalists and
some conservative scholars apply it to the persecution of Antiochus {which does not fit
at all).*’On the other hand, historicist scholars interpret the period as 1260 apocalyptic

days, that is 1260 historical years.

Virtually all exegetes between the 13™ and the 19" centuries, Jewish and
Christian, used as a hermeneutic tool, the year-day correspondence, called also the
vear-for-a-dfay equation, or the yearday principle. Finally, it became part of the
standard Protestant (historicist) hermeneutic. **

In our century, this hermeneutic key is totally abandoned by both

fundamentalists and histarical criticists. Yet the real matter is not how many believe it
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or how old it is, but what sound exegetical basis is provided to adopt such a
hermeneutic supposition. The principal reasons are listed below, following in part the
studies of William Shea and Desmond Ford.**” We should understand these reasons,

not as separate proofs, but as parts and phases of a single proof:
1. It was an old, implicit correspondence established in the Law, between the
festivities or periods of days and the festivities or periods of years:
40 days || 40 years™®

6+1 days || 6+1 years™

7 weeks (49 days) and the 50" day || 7 weeks of years (49 years) and the 50"

year.**This correspondence is implicit in the poetic language, where days and years

are usually paralleled to express time.**!

2. The Law employs expilicitly this time scale, when Yahweh applies it in a
judgment context: 1 day of probation failed || 1 year of disciplinary wandering (40
years for 40 days, Nu 14:34),

3. In a dramatic-prophetic representation, Yahweh explicitly employs the year-
day scale in His visionary instructions to Ezekiel (Ez 4:4-6). The context is again
judgement and trial in the reasonable limits of human power:

1 prophetic day || 1 historical year.
390 days (of Ezekiel’s laying on one sidef’* for 390 years (of Israel’s apostasy),
40 days (of laying on the other side) for 40 years (of judah’s apostasy)””

This time device has a savour of wisdom literature. Though not apocalyptic in its
scope and purpose, the wisdom and dramatic language of Ezekiel is close to
apocalyptic.”** And we should remember that, according to the Biblical data, Ezekiel is
contemporary with Daniel.**® The time scale used in Ezekie!, itself of so old tradition,
deserves a higher interest from the part of exegetes.

4. Gabriel employs implicitly the year-day scale in his great messianic revelation

of Daniel 9:24-27. His prediction about 70 weeks (490 days) from the restoration of
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Jerusalem until Messiah, is only relevant if one takes these weeks as week of years,
implying the year-day symbolic scale. Regarding the meaning of the plural 232 in
Daniel and a critical evaluation of the criticist position, see note 308.

5. The pragmatic test.

While it is true that historicist exegetes have often abused apocalyptic figures, so
that their traditional hermeneutic key fell in disgrace, there are at least two apocalyptic
periods where the year-day key, face brilliantly the pragmatic test. One of them is the
complex period of 7+62+1 = 70 “weeks” (490 years) that was successfully applied by
many scholars, in the last two centuries, to the first Advent of Christ. Beginning with the
decree of Artaxerxes from 457 B.CE., then leaving off the first jubilee of the Restoration
(7 “weeks"}, the period ends with the last “week” (7 years), which is marked by three
great Messianic-Christological events: the Advent of Jesus as Messiah at His Baptism
(A.D. 27), the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ (A.D. 31), the definitive rupture between
Synagogue and Church (A.D. 34).%°

The historical identification of the apocalyptic period of Daniel 7 (3 2 years =
1260 days // 1260 years} is even more spectacular. Its importance is emphasised by the
fact that it is employed seven times in the Biblical Apocalyptic (Daniel and
Revelation).”” The time of the specific activity of Antichrist corresponds, in a parodistic
way, to the time of Christ’s specific activity (3 2 years). And this correspondence is at

the same scale: one day // one year.

If the period of 1260 years begins in the year 538, with the birth of the earliest
State of the Church in ltaly, a date which also.could mark the beginning of the Middle
Ages, then it must end in the year 1798. And it is an incontrovertible historical truth
that in that year, the same French sword that once helped enhance the Papacy, then
abolished its age-old temporal power. Its repeated attempts to rise again between 1799-
1870 were met each time with as many blows from its former friends, until it was again
restored in 1929, to the least territory ever possessed, by the fascist government of

Mussolini. It gradually rose again to the prestigious political and financial force it owns
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today, with a new face (hopefully more human}, with new, modern and unexpected

orientations,*

This historical application was not invented after the events, though Froom
shows that after 1798 it was customary to refer that event as the end of Papacy. The
spectacular aspect of this exegesis is that it was well made with more than a century
before 1798. Years before the French Revolution, many Protestant commentators
expected the end of Papacy or at least a powerful stroke inflicted by one of its loyal
supporters, France being explicitly referred.”*’ George Bell asserted in 1795 that the
1260 years should be reckoned as 537-1797.%*° Before him, Thomas Newton in 1754
considered the beginning of the period in 533 or 606 (both dates representing imperial
recognition of Papal primacy).**' And even as early as 1701, Robert Fleming Jr. dated
the period quite exactly, with the year 534-1794.%% It is true that many commentators

living in 1798 and thereafter, having recognised the end of the period,*? counted back

and reached year 538 as the starting point.**

Bishop John Jewel of Salisbury, a great intellectual of his time, remarked in his
Apology (1562} and Defense (1567) that the beginning of Papacy must be counted
“from the time of Justinian’s labour to advance its honour and authority” (i.e. 533-554),
although he was not explicitly involved in the historical application of the 1260 days /
years.”™ if Jewel had stooped a little closer to the requirements of the Biblical text, he
would have been able to predict the precise end of the period, 236 years before the

event,

In 1689, more than a century before 1798, ithat is exactly 100 years before the
French Revolution broke}, Dr. Drue Cressener (1638-17187* asserted that the first
appearance of the /ittle horn power (which he equated with the first beast of Rv 13},
“was at Jfustinian’s recovery of the Western Empire, from which time to about the year
1800 will be about 1260 years.”**’ He emphasised the fact that a beginning of this
period should not be sought for the days before the break-up of Rome, but the most

probable is the time when Justinian freed ltaly from Ostrogoths. It “was at justinian’s
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recovery of the City of Rome, then must not it end till a little before the year 1800.7%*

And it really happened in 1798, “a littie before the year 1800.7*%
1.1.a.11  The Judgment and the Veritahle Man

Obviously, the scene of the Judgment, with the saints vindicated over the beast,
and with a celestial “Son of man” coming to receice His universal and everlasting
kingdom (Dan 7:9-14.18.22. 26-27) has no historical relevance for the days of
Antiochus IV. The Maccabean revolt with its “saints” prevailing over the Syrian beasts
was not more than the temporary victories achieved in the obscure days of the Judges,
or like the Jehu episode of 2 K 9 — 10. There was no record to be examined, no
complete triumph over the Syrian beast. Moreovef, Judas the Maccabee with the whole
support oh his saints could not be expected to be the Messiah. At least there is no
evidence that he was looked upon as the late Bar Kochba. Moreover, while the
hassidim of the 2™ century B.CE resorted to their weapons, the saints of Daniel are
vindicated by God through a majestic investigative and executional Judgment. So that

let us examine the text as it is, until better days for the rationalistic critique.

Doukhan points to an alternation of prose and poetry in Daniel 7, showing that
verses dealing with the Leasts are written in prose, and verses dealing with the divine
court and the Son of Man, are written in poetry.”™ The prose passages deal with the
earthly location of the beastly circus (cf. sea, earth in v. 2.4), whereas the poetic
passages suggest a heavenly location of scenes for the divine glory and kingdom {v. 9-
10, 13-14). Actually Daniel does not reveal the location of divine court and of the Son
of Man’s enthronement. He indicates no locational shift from the earthly scene of the
beasts to the judgment scene, in his vision. The expression “clouds of heaven” related
to the coming of Like-a-son-of-man {7:13}, points obviously to heaven, but it is difficult,
at the first ook, to say whether the coming of the Humanlike Being is from heaven, to

heaven, or in heaven.

The NT attests at least the first two types of comings with clouds {to heaven: AA

1:9-11, from heaven, but in the sky, in the atmosphere: Rv 1:7, 14:14.16, 1Th 4:17),
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The text of Daniel says this coming is to the Ancient of Days. Therefore, if the divine
court is viewed on earth, with its billions of heavenly beings assisting, as Daniel
describes it, a coming of one like a man from heaven is quite strange. In this case, he
would be the only heavenly being left in heaven, descending after all others (including
God) came to a Judgment on earth, to receive the kingdom. Instead of having celestial
court on earth and the “human” being coming from heaven, it is more logical to think
the opposite: the Judgment is in heaven, and the messianic figure may come there
through an ascension on the clouds, or through an horizontal movement imagined in

heaven. In his unique thesis on this topic, Gerhard Pfandl says:

Since neither ascent to heaven nor descent to earth by the Danielic figure can be deduced from
the Daniclic text both notions should be set aside. Instead, the presence of the Ancient of Days,
the throne which He occupies, and the myriads of attendants suggest a heavenly location for
this scene and the coming of the manlike being to the Ancient of Days delineates movement in
the heavenly sphf:rf:s.zsl

The expression WX 72 - later, W72 / RYII2 / corresponds to Heb. DR 12 =
son of Adam / human being, a synonym to W"% and ¥R, and beside Daniel 8:17, Nu
23:19, Dt 32:8, it is largely used in the poetic books and in Ezekiel. It is found also in
Old Aramaic texts (The Sefire Inscriptions 1l 16).* This expression should not be
automatically interpreted by the known designation of Jesus in the Gospels. Rather
Jesus of the Gospels chose this modest title {“Like-any-human”) to emphasise his variant
of messiahship in opposition with the theology of His day, and defines Himself as the
Representative of any and all human beings.*”® To view Him, as representative is not
just a Christian pious thought, it is in fact the only solution to harmonise the affirmation
that the kingdom is given to Him (v. 14), with the affirmations that the same kingdom is
given to the saints (v. 22.27a). This understanding helps solve the apparent grammatical

disagreement in v, 27: Whose kingdom is referred: of the Most High, or of the saints?.

If this Representative Man is described “like” a human being, this language
suggests that He is not simply a human being. He is comparable to Michael, who is
also “in the likeness of man,” wearing priestly (that is, human) garments.*** He is

apparently both human and divine. The scene of His being brought {lit. they brought
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Him near) before the Ancient of Days, seems again to emphasise His human nature.
Related to this seems to be a revelation of Jeremiah (30:21): * Their prince shall be one
of their own, their ruler shall come from their midst; | will bring him near, and he shall
approach me, for who would otherwise dare to approach me, says Yahweh.””” The fact
that this Son of Man is chosen as representative for all the saints of the Most High,
implies that He is the Saint par excellence, and He shares the kingdom with them
because He shared their sufferings. Otherwise He could not represent them in the

heavenly court and receive kingdom in their name, in their behalf.

This mysterious humanlike being must certainly be the expected Messiah,
because He is described as receiving universal kingdom from God (v.14). Moreover,
the phrase 13192" 3% they will worship Him applies exclusively to a Divine Person,
because this is exactly the term used for cuftus, worship or divine service in Biblical
Aramaic (Ezra 7:19.24, Dan 3:12.14.17.18.28, 6:17.21, 7:14.27)2® Messiah is,
therefore, not just a human being; He is God’s and man’s Representative in the same
time. Therefore, His kingdom will not pass away / will not be destroyed (v.14b.24), a
doxologic expression used about God Himself (e.g. Daniel 3:33, 4:3), confirms this
understanding. The kingdom established through this humanlike Representative of the

saints is clearly identified with the kingdom of God.

The vision of Daniel provides us a political analysis to help trace a philosophy
and a sense of history. Heaven and earth, human and beasts, an Ancient of Days and
an ephemeral little horn, lasting a little more than its measured 3 2 times, stand in high
contrast. There are four beast-kingdoms and eventually one human (that is, best)
kingdom. The motif of this contrast develops with the four kingdoms too. The first
kingdom receives a human heart, and standing, while it still remains a beast. The fourth
‘kingdom has, among others, a little horn, with human eyes and mouth, but revealing
the monstrous heart of the beast. The fierceness gradually increases when passing from
one kingdom to another. After a tamed lion, comes a voracious, carnivorous bear, then

a leopard, which is known as the cruellest animal. And notice also its four mouths.
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Whereas the bear had three ribs in its mouth, the leopard devoured all. Finally, the
fourth kingdom is considered so different {in cruelty), that it cannot be likened to any
beast known beast. It tears up all to pieces, but not only for food, as beasts usually do,
but for play or to satisfy its evil tempers: it tramples underfoot the remnants of its
victims and makes war with God's people, under the leadership of its least horn. After
this beastly imperial circus, a humanlike king comes, receiving universal kingdom from
God and His court, on behalf of His human saints. The Messianic kingdom to come is
described in terms of absolute and universal loyalty and subjection to God. The saints
inherit the kingdom in and with their Representative Head, in perfect and joyous

service to God and His Messiah.

It is not the chject of this dissertation to attempt a close harmonising with the
eschatological details content in the New Testarnent. But it is important to notice the
relative time of the Judgement. There are three series in chapter 7, which may be

paralieled to find the right answer:

HISTORJCAL TIME | BEYOND HISTORY
LH's special ime ¢ . THE GREAT AND RIGHT JUDGMENT OF GOD
= £ | IBOOKS examination, wimesses VERDICTS AND REWARDS
: : ; conviction i vindication
the litte homy's first ¢ Ancient of Days ¢ LH beast deposed and  -kingdom given to the
description {(8) : 'sits, Court sits, | keeps on  (killed (11b) ‘Representative Man {13-
. ‘books opened (v.! speaking 14
‘9-10) Po(1ha ;
(examination |
. implied; . :
war with the saints | :Ancieni of Days (implied: :God pronounces judgment
21y : ‘comes (224) ‘sainis are ‘in favour of the saints
L ‘examined toa) i{27b}, saints receive the
I : kingdom (22¢)
farass the saints, who!  :then comes the (implied: the lthe evil king ‘universal kingdom given to
are giventohim 3%: | ‘Judgment (236a) levilking is  ldethroned and his  the people of the saints
¥ /1264) 0. (25) Lo lexamined)  |kingdom destroyed | (27)
b : forever {26b) :

As we can observe in the table above, the Judgment comes afier the little horn's
special time of activity, that is after the 3 %2 years {1260 apocalyptic days), already

shown in the preceding pages to mean 1260 years between 538 and 1798. Thus the
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Judgment had to begin only after the significant year 1798. This idea is emphasised also
in Daniel 12:7 where the heavenly Priest says that it must pass first the “3 ¥ times”,
only then may come the end, - not immediately, but in an eschatological moment:
“when the shattering of the power of the holy pecple comes to an end,” * then all
these fevils] wifl come to an end.” The speaker meant that the end of the 3-¥: seasons is
not the eschaton itself. When a last, crushing blow on God’s people comes {as he
previously had shown in Daniel 11:41.45), then will come “the End”. Then all
sufferings of Cod's peopie will come lo an end (through the divine intervention of

Michael, see 12:1).

While we have no prophetic date here for the Judgement's beginning, we have
an orientalive eschatological time wherein this Judgment may break in. The ferminus a
que is 1798 and the terminus a quem is the undisclosed date of the end, with its
executional phase of the Judgment. Moreover, a noliceable time lapse is implied
between the beginning of the Judgment and its executional phase. The key points of this
understanding are, a) the insolent horn keeps on proclaiming its high pretensions after
the court was set, in a so bold manner that the prophet’s attention is drawn from the
majestic scene of the heavenly court, to the amazing claims of the loquacious horn; b}
the judgment of Daniel 7 is not just an executional acl rooted in Cod’s inherent
rightness, as most fundamentalists take for granted, but it is first a court trial, since a
court was set, billions of attendees stood before the fiery throne, hooks were opened,
and - to compiete the scene, — books were checked to see who is “written in the
book.” {Dan 12.1} These processes imply some time lapse, which indicates a

beginning of the trial before the eschaton, within the historical time.

This concept of an examinatarial / investigatory / court trial phase of the divine
Judgment, before the end hbreaks, within history, is objected upon theological
prejudices. Why Ged is described as needing informalion and court examinations
before reaching right decisions? It should not be forgoiten that other OT writings point

to such investigations before executing justice.”™ It does not mean that the Hebrew
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writers had a low idea of the knowledge of their God, but they understood as necessary
for reasons of universal recognition, that God must make public, full investigations
before reaching final decisions about persons. Or else, why surmon the billions of
heavenly beings to attend this eschatclogical Judgment! Anyway, the book of Daniel
reveals this democratic aspect of the Hebrew God, who share His juridical authority
with other heavenly beings (see Dan 4:17}. This is an act of divine condescension, as it
is the dramatic language of the Judgment scene. God reveals Himself in this case as a
very old man, in white hair, not to inform us about His actual appearance, but ta use

suggestive visionary imagery to emphasise His eternity, wisdom and majesty.

1.3 Conclusions to Daniel 7

The author describes what he states to have been his own visionary, supernatural
experience, dated in the first year of Belshazzar. The imagery of the vision is highly
applicable within the old conservative and historicist approach. It has been shown how
the second and the third beasts are intended to represent the Medo-Persian and the
Hellenistic empires respectively, not two successive tranian kingdoms {Media and
Persia}, which leads us to the conclusion that the fourth monster should be a
corresponding superpower coming after the Hellenistic Empire with its divisions. It was
shown that Antiochus Epiphanes is not the best candidate to be understood as the little

horn of the fourth beast.

The Roman identity of the fourth beast was proved also by a thorough checking
of the number and the historical moments of its horns, and especiaily by the historical
identification of its little/great horn. it was analysed and applied the historicist time
scale for the “3 V2 times” of its domination, emphasising the old, biblical and historical

roots of the method, propaosing it as the most reasonable hermeneutic tool for this case.

The analysis of the Judgement scenes reveals a chrenological order, a sense of
justice and the messianic theme of universal restoration. The main emphasis of the
visian is on the judgment-vindication scenes. In the literary®™ and theological centre of

the chapter stands the mysterious figure of “One like any human,” as opposed to the
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beast-kings, a celestial Representative of the humane saints, who receives in their name
/ behalf, the universal kingdom. This was identified with Messiah and with the
eschatological Christ of the New Testament.

The author shows himself very affected by the vision {7:15.28}. These reactions

should be properly evaluated in terms of psychology.
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IV AN EXEGESIS OF DANIEL 8 AND 9

As it was been said earlier, the book of Daniel is naturally divided in two parts,
the first one {chs. 1-6) containing historical chapters, accounts with religious moral
intent to prefigure the trials and final salvation through Judgement depicted in the next
{(prophetic, apocalyptic) chapters (7-12). While the visionary prophecy in Daniel 7 is
closer to that revealed through dreams in chapter 2 (envisioning 4 kingdoms followed
by God's judgement and kingdom), the remaining three prophecies (Dan 8, Dan 9, Dan
10-12) are closely connected to one another in the following manner. The vision and
prophecy in Daniel 8 is further explained by the prophecy of Daniel 9 and by the vision
and prophecy of Daniel 10-12. The final part of the final prophecy (ch. 12) connects it
with that of Daniel 7, as much as some aspects of the vision-prophecy in Daniel 8

certainly connect it with that in chapter 7.

Any attempt to understand the prophetic part of the book should in my opinion
begin with the very beginning, the prophecy in chapter 2. This is the actual ABC of the
whole biblical apocalyptic. It is very important to study and understand them
progressively, as they were revealed to the prophet. Chapter 7 as shown above is
critical for the exegesis of the following chapters and for the philological and
theological evaluation of the entire book. However, chapter 8 has its own individuality

and as chapter 7 is parallel with chapter 2, so chapter 8 is parallel with chs. 10-12.

The exegetic approach of Daniel 8-9 is based on sound linguistic research and
by the intrinsic logic of the narrative-visionary text. It is also an attempt to rehabilitate
an old Protestant approach (largely abandoned today by the fundamentalist groups) that
saw the prophecy in chapter 9 as a continuance of the explanation given by the same

angelus interpres to the vision of chapter 8.
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IV.1 Hebrew text with translation and critical hotes

Because the Hebrew of Daniel 8 and 9 poses some special questions, | will

propose first my solutions to some linguistic problems, which usually have bearing on

the interpretation. In fact, in these chapters, scholars often let their hermeneutic and

intuitive solutions to explain the linguistic problems. In order to give a synoptic view of

text and translation, | will put them together in paralle! columns, while accounts for

some crucial translations or possible emendations of the text (as the critical apparatus in

BHS or other studies suggest it) are given in endnotes.

English translation
The vision

8:1 In the third year of the reign of King Be/-
shar-utsur®, a vision appeared to me Daniel —

261

after that which previously* was shown to me.

2 | was loocking in the vision, and in my
vision | saw myself *? in Susa, the walled city,
which is in the province of Elam, and in the

vision’® | found myself at the canal Eulaeus™*,

3 1 raised my eyes and saw, and behold one
ram standing in front of the canal. It had two
horns; both horns were high, but one was higher
than the other, and the higher one came up last.
4 | saw the ram butting west, north, and south.
No beast could stand before it and none couid
rescue from its power™®. It did as it pleased, and
showed itself great.

5 As | was trying to understand, behold, a

1266

“buck of goats”** came from the west across the

face of the whole earth, without touching the
ground: and the he-goat had a conspicuous®®’
horn between its eyes. 6 It came to the two-
horned ram that i had seen standing beside the
canal, and rushed at it in its mighty wrath. 7 i

watched it come close to the ram, and it was

BHS text
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furious against it. It smashed into the ram, it
broke its two horns, and the ram had no strength
to withstand. It knocked it down, and trod it
underfoot, and there was none to rescue the ram

from its power.

8 The he-goat grew exceedingly great; but
when it was overwhelming, its great horn was
snapped; and four conspicuous horns® came

up in its place, toward the four winds of heaven.

9 And out of one of them*®

came forth a
little™ horn that grew excessively great”" to the
South and to the East and to the Beautiful
Land®”. 10 It grew great even to the heavenly
host, so that it threw down to the earth some of

273

the host — namely, of the stars -, and trod

f 274

them underfoot. 11 It exalted itsel up to the

Commander of the host, even to [ift"* from Him

277 the

the continual offering’”. It overthrew
dwelling of His Sanctuary, 12 and it set hosts
over the continual offering™®, in jts rebellion. It
cast the truth down to the ground; yet it went an

working and succeeding.
Auditory revelation

13 Then | heard a holy one® speak, and
another holy one asked the certain one who was

280 the

speaking, “Till when the case seen in
vision of the continual offering®®, and of the
desolating rebellion set’™?, and of both Sanctuary
and host trodden underfoot?” 14 And he
answered, “Till evening and morning roff on
2300 fimes’ then the Sanctuary™ will be

vindicated / cleansed.”**
Gabriel is commanded to instruct the prophet
15 When |, Daniel, was seeing this vision,
and sought to understand it, behold, there stood

before me one of man-like appearance. 16 And |

heard a human voice over the Eulaeus, calling
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out,

"Gabriel, help this yonder understand the
visiont*

17 So he came near where | stood: and when
he came, | became frightened and feil upon my

face, But he said to me,

286

"Understand, son of Adam*®, that the vision

points to the time of the end."**

18 As he was speaking to me, | fainted, face
to the ground; then he touched me and set me

an my feet. 19 He said,

“Behold, I'm making you know what shall
happen later in the days of wrath; for this
prophecy extends to the very appointed time of
the end®™. 20 The ram that you saw with the
two horns, these are the kings of Media and

189

Persia. 21 The he-goat, the satyr,™ is ihe king of

Greece™™, while the great horn between its eyes
is the very first king. 22 As for the horn that was
broken, in place of which four others came up,
four kingdoms shall stem from his nation, but
not with his power. 23 In the fatter stage®™' of
their reign, when the rebellious sins have
reached their top, there will stand a ruthless,
bold-faced king, skitlled in any sharp speaking.
24 He shall grow strong in power, shall make
extracrdinary plans®, and shall succeed in ail
his deed. He shall destroy powerful people™*
and his mind will be against the people of the
saints. 25 By his cunning he shall make deceit
prosper under his hand, and he shal! be great in
his heart. He shall unawares destroy many and
shall even rise up against the Commander-in-
chief”; yet by no human hand he shall be
broken.

205

26 And the revelation™ about those ‘evenings

and mornings’ is truth. As for you, seal up this
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prophecy,™ for it refers to many days hence.”

D) WK PO AT N 26

27 So 1, Daniel, was afificted™ and laid sick w99 R

for some days; then { got up and went back to
my busimess in the king's service. | was so
dismayed by this prophecy, and could not

understand it.?*®

New revelation as an answer for the

puzzied prophet
a. Study of Scriptures about restoration

%1 In the first year of Darayavaush son of
Khshayarshah®™, of Median race, who was
made®™ king over the realm of the Chaldeans, 2
yea, in the first year of his reign, I, Daniel,
understood from the Sacred Books the number
of years that, according to the word of Yahweh
to the prophet Jeremiah, must be fulfilled for the

ruins of Jerusalem, namely, 70 years,

b. Prayer and fast in view of Restoration

3 Then 1 turned my face to the Lord God,
seeking Him by prayer and pleas, fasting,
wearing sackcloth and sitting on ashes. 4 |
prayed to Yahweh my God and made
cenfession, saying,

"0 Lord, the great and awesome God,
keeping covenant and canstant grace with those
who love Him and keep His commandments, 5
we have sinned, we have done wrong, we acted
wickedly and rebelled, turning aside from your
commandments and ordinances. 6§ We have nat
listened to Your servants the prophets, who
spoke in Your name to our kings, our princes,
and our parenis, and to all the people of the
iand.

7 "Righteousness is on your side, O Lord, but
shame now as ever, is on us, the people of
Judah, the inhabitants of Jerusalem, armd all

jsraei, those whao are near and those who are far
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away, in all the lands to which You have driven 3% 1men =N

them, because of the treason they have
committerd against You. 8 Shame on us, O
Yahweh, on our kings, our princes and our
parents, who have sinned, all of us against You,
9 Now the Lord our God has mercy and
forgiveness, though we have rebelled against
Him, 10 and have not cbeyed the wvoice of
Yahweh our God to foilow His instructions,
which He set before us by His servanis the

prophets.

11 YAl Israei has transgressed Your Law and
turned aside, not to obey Your voice. Thus was
vented on us the curse and the wath written in
the Law of Moses, the servant of God, because
we have sinned against You, 12 He has fulfilled
His words, which He spoke against us and
against our ruters, who judged us, by bringing
upon us a calamity so great that under the
whole heaven there has never been done what
has been done against jerusalem. 13 Just as it is
written in the Law of Moses, this entire calamity
has come upon us, yet we did not appease the
face of Yahweh our God, tussing from our
wiongdoing and being quick to understand Your
truth, 14 50 Yahweh kept watch over this
calamity until he broupht it upon us; for
Yahweh, our God is right in all that He has

done; while we have disobeyed His voice.

13 "And now, G Lord our God, who brought
your people out of the land of Egypt with a
mighty hand and won for Yourself a Name
living on ta this day — we, indeed, have sinned,
we have done wickedly. 16 But, O Lord, in view
of all Your righteous acts, let Your anper and
wrath, we pray, turn away from Your city
Jerusatern,  Your sacred mountain, although

Jerusalem and Your people have become a
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ohjects of scorn among all our neighbours,
because of our sins and the wrong deeds of our
parerits. 17 MNow therefore, QO cur God, listen to
the prayer of Your servant and to his plea, and
for Your own sake, Lord, let youwr face shine
upon Yolr desatated Sanctuary. 18 Incline your
ear, O my God, and hear. Open your eyes and
laok. at our desolation and at that city called by
Your name; for we plea, fallen prostrates before
You, not on the ground of our righteousness, but
on the ground of your rich mercy. 19.0 Lord,
hear; O Lord, forgive; O Lord, listen and act and
do mot delay! For your own sake, O my God,
hecalse Your city and Your people are called by

Your name!"
t. The visit of Gabriel

20 | was still speaking, praying and
confessing my sin and the sin of my people
Israel, and presenting my plea before Yahweh
my Gad on behalf of the sacred mountain of my
God; 21 and as | was still speaking in prayer,
Cabrief that man whom | had seen in the vision
previously, approached™ me as sent in swift

anz

flight {or, wearied by the flight),” at about the

time of the evening offering.

d. The great revelation about Restoration as an

answer ta Daniel’s time difemma.

22 He made me understand, he spoke to me
and said,

“Daniel, | have come aut just now™”

to give
you insight and understanding. 23 After you
started pleading, a message™™ was delivered to
me, and | have come myself to announce yot.,
for you are precious fo Heaverr™, So perceive

this message and understand the revelation™:

24 “A period of ™ 70 weeks’™ is cut off

thence® for your people and your holy city,
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until’*® the confining®'! of the rebellion, untit the

sealing ontil the expiation®™ of any
u e

iniquity, bringing in the eternal

rightness, until the sealing of both prophecies
313

and prophets™, until the anointing of the most

holy sacrificial system’"*

25 "Know this and understand 7t from the

313

issuing of a decree®’ to restore *** and rebuild

518

Jerusalem until Messiah®” the Ruler™'®, there will

be 7 weeks plus™’® 62 weeks. Meanwhile both

0

square and decision-making®™” will be restored

21

and rebuilt’®, even in troubled times.**

26 “Yet after the 62 weeks, Messiah will be
cut out’® and neither the City nor the Sanctuary
shall be for Him.”* The people of the Ruler Who
is to come will become corrupt ** and find its
end in an overflowing invasion.” Even to the

end™ it was determined war and desolations. 3*

27 “He shall prove strong **° His covenant
for many, through®™® one week, and in the

middle® of that week, He will put an end ** to

3

any sacrifice® and offering. Then in His stead

will standthe desolating abomination® until the
complete ruin, the determined punishment is

poured out upon the desolating one.***”
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IV.2 The literary structure of Daniel 8 and 9 - outline
The next outline is an attempt to find the most natural literary subdivisions within

chapters 8 and 9 of the Book of Daniel.

The vision of Sanctuary and the 2300 days (chap. 8)
A. Date (chronological sefting) 8:1
B. Vision (8:2-27)
1. Dramatic symbols of earthly powers (8:2-12)
a. The Susian ram §:34
b. The Mediterranean he-goat, &:5-7
¢. The desolating horn and the trampling of the Sanctuary, 8:8-12
CENTER. 2. Audition: heavenly decree about the vindication of the Sanctuary: time revelation (8:13-14)
3. Angelus interpres and his partial explanation (8:15-26)
a, First appearance of Gabriel. Daniel’s reaction. Initial explanation (8:15-18)
b. Interpretation: enlarged yet incomplete explanation of the vision (3:19-25)

c. Gabriel’s final instruction: the time revelation remains sealed (8: 26)

B

\
b
Ay
\ kY
b

C. Reaction: The prophet’s perplexity: no understanding (8: 27)
Divine answer to Daniel’s perplexities and prayé\lz.::-‘.. A n\éyv visit of Gabriel (ch, 9)
A. Chronological and theological context. Jeremiah's time prapﬁig:«:y (9:1 \X)
B. Liwurgical context: a prayer for restoration (9:3-19) k\ \"-\ \‘
1. Daniel’s reaction to Jeremiah's time prophecy: pr&yer and’\{ast (9 } 4a)
2. Content of Daniel’s medintorial prayer (9:4b-19) “\ ‘\ '\\
a. Confession of the people’s sin versus God’s ]listwc (4“9 14} '\,\
b. Fervent entreating in view of a Restoration wﬁmut dela,y (15- 199
B'. Reappearance of Gabriel with divine answer during Daniel’s prayer (20—22‘q) \‘-\
A' Gabriel resumes his explanations regarding the time revelation of the previo\b\c_ prop};%cy (22h-27)
a. Calling Daniel’s attention to a new time revelation — in order t? understand (9:22b-23)
b. The secrets of the prophetic time (The Great Jubilee of Salvation): atcnement for sin and
a new sanctuary dedication. The City restored, Messiah comes, Messiah cut off, the City

destroyed (9:24-27)
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iV.2.a General gbservations

Unlike the previous vision, dated three years before, in the reign of the same
Belshazzar, this new vision has some distinctive features. In contrast with the wild and
political imagery of the former, this one is build from domestic and Sanctuary animais,

and its focus is not political per se, but moral and religious.

Whereas in the first vision four beasts were exhibited on the apocalyptic-
historical arena, here the prophet is shown only two animals, corresponding to the 2™
and 3" beasts of the first vision. A little horn was described as rising out the fourth

beast’s head, from among ten horns, and received special attention in chapter 7.

A similar “fittle horn” appears in the vision of chapter B from one of four horns of
the second animat, but it has some important differences from that of chapter 7, so that
the same identity cannot be postulated for both, The horn of chapter 8 is improperly
named “little,” since it is seen to grow excessively great, and its earthly and "heavenly”
exploits cover well the character and facts of the fourth beast with its horni{s} of chapter

7, though having early, modest origins in the time of the third, leopard-like beast.

V.3 Historical and theofogical perspectives in Daniel 8 and 9

IV.3.a The vision of the Sanctuary and the 2300 days (ch. 8)

1.1.a.12 Date - chronological setting (8:1)

Daniel 8:1 — In the third year of the reign of King Bel-shar-utsur, a vision appeared to
me ~ Daniel

The third year of Beishazzar was c. 548/547 B.CE If the visian to be narrated is
fictitious, 1 wonder why the author appealed to such an obscure and tatally forgotten
~king”, only to make believe his story. From the believer's viewpaint, the date itself is
relevant when connected to the vision itself. This was precisely the time after the rise of
Cyrus the Great who by then was engaged in his famous war against Lydia, which he

conquered in 547 B.CE
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after that which previously was shown to me

The reference is to the first vision of Daniel described in chapter 7 {cf. Dan 7:1). |
preferred to translate 15MN2 as previously, instead of in the beginning, as it is usually

employed, for reasons | have shown at the endnote 261.

I.1.a.13  The vision (8:2-27)
.L1.a.14  Dramatic symbols of earthly powers (8:2-12)

IV.3.a.1.a.1. The Susian ram (2-4)

Daniel 8:2 - in my vision | saw myself *** in Susa, the walled city, which is in the

province of Elam
The personal presence of Daniel at Susa, as some translations suggest, is
unlikely, because Elam was, since 550 b.CE (short time before the date of Daniel’s

vision, Dan 8:1) a Persian province already. (See note 262).

and in the vision | found myself at the canai Eulaeus.

Though Josephus (Ant. 10.11.7} says that Daniel was actually in Susa, the Syriac
stresses the fact that the prophet was there in vision.*' The theatre of this vision is set in
Elam, suggesting undoubtediy the geographic origin of the kingdom that is to be
described by the image of the ram. Cyrus, “the king of Anshan,” rose from Elam, as
Isaiah said (Is 21:2, 44:28). The location beside of a watercourse prepares the reader to

make a parallel with the last vision (ch. 10-12) that has a similar natural frame (10:4,

12:5.7}.

Daniel 8:3 —1 saw... one ram

The symbol is later explained in the vision to mean the Median-Persian Empire.
Unlike the previous prophecy that began its visionary series with the Babylonian
Empire, this one begins explicitly with the next power. Meantime Cyrus had risen over

Media (550 B.c.c.) and was in the way to conquer Lydia (547 B.C.E).
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It had two horns ...and the higher one came up last

This underlining of the dual nature of the old Iranian Empire is emphasised by
the detailed specifications about its 2 horns, and by the angelic explanation (v. 20). This
fact, added to the phrase “Medes and Persians” / “Persians and Medes,” commonly
used in the exilic and post-exilic books, testifies against an arbitrary split of this Empire
in chapter 7, in a Median beast-kingdom followed by a Persian beast-kingdom, to fit

high critical concerns.

Daniel 8:4— | saw the ram butting west, north, and south

The three directions indicated here correspond to the three great campaigns of
this power against the triple alliance of Lydia, Babylon and Egypt. West is mentioned
first, probably because this was the main direction. This imagery strikingly corresponds

to the three ribs, which the Medo-Persian bear had in its mouth.
IV.3.a.1.a.2. The Mediterranean he-goat (8:5-7)

Daniel 8: 5-7. As | was trying to understand

In these visions, there is a living emotional participation of the seer. He is never
passive in receiving these visions. He always wants to understand and usually is not
satisfied with short answers. The motif of understanding is very prominent in the last

Hebrew section (ch. 8-12), and especially in chs. 8-9.

a “buck of goats” came from the west

The description of this military expedition as a reaction from the Mediterranean
“country of the goats” is very accurate: it went across the face of the whole earth,
without touching the ground. This is a striking parallel with the symbol of the leopard in

the preceding chapter.

a conspicuous horn between its eyes

Lit. 7 172 homn of sight”* What this horn has to do with “sight” is its notable

length (visibility), notable position {(on the goat’s forehead, between its eyes). lIts
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position between the goat’s eyes suggests that the “first king” (v. 21), which it
represents, dominates the view of the goat-kingdom. Vs. 6-7 describe the terrible
psychological and physical rush of the Greek-Macedonian goat against the Persian
kingdom. The author is very impressed and, if not expresses his own satisfaction, at
least he confirm the justice of this measure, repeating what he had said about the ram:
and there was none fo rescue (the ram) from its power (comp. v. 4). This is obviously a

commentary about the divine justice.”®

Daniel 8: 8-The he-goat grew exceedingly great

There is no doubt concerning the comparative expansion and power of the
empire founded by Alexander. As it is said about the bronze-kingdom in chapter 2:

39b, it had to “rule the whole earth,” a telling hyperbole.

but when it was overwhelming, its great horn was snapped

The author wanted again to moralise, and he will repeat this thought in chapter

11:3-4. That certain climaxes are only omens of impending collapse, are not only a

Hebrew wisdom thought (Pr 16:18), but a main theme of the book (Dan 4:37, 5:23).

four conspicuous horns

Since these four prominent horns “came up in its place,” it means their position
was also on the goat’s forehead, between its eyes. The phrase foward the four winds of
heaven recalls the universal and stormy battlefield of chapter 7:2 and anticipates the
revelation of chapter 11:4b (Ais kingdom will be divided toward the four winds of
heaven). The four horns of the he-goat correspond therefore to the four heads of the
leopard beast. There are not exactly four kingdoms. It is one kingdom divided and led

antagonistically by four kings.
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.11.a.1&  The desolating horn and the trampling of the Sanctuary (8:8-12)

Danief 8:9 — Out of one of them came forth a little horn

Regarding the Hebrew characteristics of this phrase see endnotes 269 and 270. it
is interesting that in the explanation of Gabriel, the origin of this horn is not mentioned
{v.23), in a similar way as the origin of the “mighty king” {Alexander)} is not mentioned
in chapter 11:3. The great revelation of Daniel 11 explains this modest origin as of a
A contemptible person {v. 21), who had no right to rule. There is a linguistic
similarity between this Hellenistic horn of chapter 8 and the Roman horn. of chapter 7,
and it is not the only similarity. However, while similarities indicate spiritual
connections, they must not automatically be taken to mean historical identity. it will be
shown later, why this horn represents Antiochus iV as a foreshadow of other ones, more

prominent candidates to this spiritual succession, such as Rome and its ecclesiastic

head.

This strange individual is also a king standing for a kingdom, not only in terms of
typological foreshadow of Rome and / or Antichrist, but even as the first typically
«Roman” ruler over God’s people. Citing Goldstein and others, L. Grabbe says about
this king:

In contrast, there 15 evidence that Antiochus was a very able ruler on the whaole, and that a

number of his actions are explained by his long sojourn in Rome. Some of his actions which
wollld have seemed strange to the Syrians were normal among the Romans.”**

Grew excessively great to the South and to the East and to the Beautiful Land

See also the linguistic analysis at endnotes 271-272. If the author intended to
compare the greatness of this homn with the preceding powers, the identification of the
“little” horn with Antiochus Epiphanes is at least strange, since the narrative describes
the series of powers in a crescendo: the Medo-Persian ram became “great” {v. 4), the

Hellenistic gnat became “exceedingly / very great,”™

and finally, this initially small
horn became “great beyond measure/excessively”. lts feats depicted further truly

exceed those of its forerunners. 50 it seems that the author put them in a crescendo.
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Does the verb 5 refer to political achievernents, or rather to the increasing attitude of
arrogance, which is the topmost sin in Daniel? The use of this verb in the literary
context in Daniel 8 does not ailow us to avoid the idea of political / military greatness.
This is the basic meaning, though condemnation of hubristic exploits fits as well the
context. No matter who is this horn, the author depicts him at least as great as the goat
kingdom itself. This language maybe legitimately taken as hyperbolic. However, when
the precise depiction of the preceding symbols is considered, we ray understand that
this cartoon drawing is too exaggerate, much beyond the historical reality, so that it
cannot represent accurately the despised “Epimanes.” And why exaggerate the political

achievements of this typical enemy? This language sounds sometimes like a panegyric.

Regarding the three directions where this horn became excessively great, Gabriel
does not comment in his lapidary pesher {v. 23-25); he only refers to the extraordinary
destructive intelligence, character and power of this horn / king. The actual
achievements of Antiochus {V in Egypt were quite modest. “To the East” they hardly

deserve any mention. Only his trampling on Judea fits satisfactorily this imagery.

Daniei 8:10 - it grew great even to the heaveniy host

After ending his political and military job, this insolent horn is now described in
terms of the Isaianic king of Babylon {Lucifer) who exalted himself up to the heavenly
stars and beyond, to the throne of God (see Is 14:4.12-14). This is an interesting shift
from earthly, horizontal, political achievements, to heavenly, vertical exalting toward a

completely forbidden reaim.

In view of the observations at endnote 272, the proximity and the paronymous
sound of R2¥ Aost and 28 glory, beauty / gazelle suggests that it is not accidental, and
it was perhaps intended a pun.*® In fact, both terms apply to the people of God and
both are rich in meanings to play with: 832 means Aost, army, (cf. LXX diveplg, force),
whence is derived the meaning battle, war (Dan 10:1) and military service (Nu 1:2)
and, as an army suggests order, regular service, hierarchical structure, this term is

applied to all celestial and terrestrial bodies / beings (Gn 2:1}; and the same root, to the
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Sanctuary service / affending (Nu 4:3. 23, 8:25, 1 S 2:22) which fits our context. The
lerm is here used in a metaphorical sense (stars / angels 2 K 17:16, Is 24:21), later
explained to symbolise the “people of the saints” (v. 24, cf. Ex 12:41). The sacred name
of CGod Himself in the OT, nRas 19 (Yahweh {the God] of the hosts / the Warrior,
the Powerful) is connected to this term.”®” The host of heaven is used figuratively, when
it refers to natural order, the heavenly bodies. In other contexts, it refers to the heavenly
beings (angels). Here it is applied to God's people {the faithful, the wise), seen as His

light-bearers and time-guides to the nations (comp. Dan 12:3, 8:24).

it threw down 1o the earth some of the host — of the stars —and trod them underfoot

The imagery is further interpreted by Gabriel to mean the grave actions of this
Hellenistic king toward the saints (24-25). Gabriel will add a lot of details to this sad

and bitter chapter of the Jewish history, in chapter 11 (v. 28-35).*

Daniel 8:11 — It exalted itseif up to the Commander of the host

This Commander of the host is interpreted by the angel to mean the Commander
of Commanders / the Prince of Princes in v. 25, a title evoking the high priestly office
{Nu 3:32). Indeed, the apocalyptic personage has high priestly functions: he is head of
the heavenly host {suggesting sanctuary service, see comments above} and the daily
offering is removed from him. This Godlike personage is probably identical with Prince
/ Commander Michael (515;"?; Who is like God?) of Daniel 10:13.21, 12:1, who was
fater conveyed to the NT apocalyptic.® The priestly apparel of this heavenly Being in
chs. 10 and 12 {a Man clothed in linen as the High Priest during the Yom Kippur

3 3 . -
serv:ce)‘m indicates a human nature,

However, His unique title and more than priestly function point to a heavenly
nature, as with the divine Captain (Prince} of the host of Yahweh (Jos 5:13-14), usually
called The Messenger of Yahweh (Ex 3:2, Zc 3:1). It is interesting to note that this
“Angel” (Messenger) shares the attributes of God and even demands worship to Him,

while even the highest ange! refuses to be worshipped.*' The synonymic title 7he
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Messenger of Yahweh, is alternatively referred to as God, Yahweh (the Lord) in different

2

OT epiphanies.” No wonder that the NT identifies Him with the pre-existent and
exalted Son of God, Christ.”” Thus it is quite significant that each apocalypse of Daniel
has a strong messianic thrust and their central or climactic images respectively
contribute to draw the NT portrait of Christ: the Stone king / kingdom of chapter 2 34-
35.44-45, the Humanlike heavenly representative of the saints in chapter 7:13-14, the
Captain of the heavenly and priestly host in chapter 8:11.25, Messiah the Ruler in

chapter 9:25-27 and Michael the supreme heavenly prince, clothed as a priest in

chapter 10:5-6, 12:1.6-7.

Antiochus encroached this heavenly realm and rose against Michael, the
protector of Israel {12:1), when he attacked the Jews, exalted over their Cod, killed the
high priest Honia (Dan 11:22b, 2Mac 4:34-36), attempted to change the Law. But this
Luciferic pattern was even more exactly and dramatically filled by the next world
power described in chapter 7, i.e. Rome and its majestic spiritual offspring. Pagan
Rome killed Jesus and launched a bloody series and persecutions to exterminate the
Jewish sect of His disciples. Christian Rome did it to the uttermost, exalting itself as the
legitimate and absolute personal earthly representative of the Heavenly King-Priest, and

launching against His free followers the matchless horrors of the Middle Ages.

even to lift from Him the continual offering

The Hebrew expression TR0 "the continual,” the daily burnt offering is an
elliptical phrase (See endnotes 268 and 276). Basically, TR is a noun, meaning
extent, continuity, but it is used mostly as adverb: continually, continuously. According
to the Torah, there were a lot of holy things or rites to be performed in a regu/ar way,
i.e. continually: the sacred bread (Ex 25:30, Lv 24:8, 2 Ch 2:4), the candlestick’s light
(Ex 27:20, Lv 24:2-4), bearing the breastplate of judgement by the high priest (Ex 28:29-
30}, the holy diadem on the high priest’'s forehead (Ex 28:38), the daily sacrifice (Ex
29:38.42, Nu 28:3, 2 Ch 24:14, Ps 50:8, Ez 46:15), the daily bringing of the

frankincense (Ex 30:8), continual fire on the altar (Lv 6:6), the daily flour offering {Lv
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6:13), the daily blowing of the sacred trumpets (1 Ch 16:6), the regular sacred music of
the Sanctuary (1 Ch 16:37), the regular daily service at the Temple (1 Ch 23:31). Asa
noun, in full construct phrases, it is used mostly of the daily {continual) burned
sacrifice”™ and in few instances, of the continual bread of the Presence (Nu 4:7), or the

regular grain offering (Nu 4:16, Ne 10:34).

The chapter Tamid of Mishnah describes only the daily (i.e. morning and
evening) offering as it took place at the Temple, consisting in the daily whole sacrifice
of the lamb and the related daily ritual (rekindling the candlestick’s lights, the incense
offering etc).’” Since this phrase is mostly used in the OT for the daily offering and its
related ritual, and we find the same use in AMishnah, even in its elliptic form, we may
conclude that in Daniel, the term refers to the same daily ritual that took place in each
morning and evening: the wholly burned sacrifice of the lamb to which the offering of
grain and wine was added, together with the trimming of the candles and bringing the
incense offering within the temple. These rituals were regarded as one service and they

are typologically related to various aspects of the same antitypic Reality.

This prophecy is repeated also in chapters 11:31 and 12:11 and it corresponds to
the Antiochus’ profanation of the Jerusalem Temple when he removed the cult of
Yahweh to set his own cult of Zeus Epiphanes {(1Mac 1:57) and of other Greek gods.
However, if the paraliel with chapter 11 is justified (and it is!), this contemptible
“Epimanes,” king of the North, (of the new Babylon!), is described in a manner, which
convincingly diverts our attention away and beyond this early shadow of Antichrist.
Antiochus did not abandon his traditional cult as it is said about this king in chapter
11:37-38, he even magnified it by his enforced measures in his kingdom and especially
in Judea. Neither was this young and adventurous man, indifferent or uninterested in

the “desire of women” (11:37b)."®

The Vice-Christ described in Daniel 7 fits better these features, since that spiritual
dynasty actually abandoned the God of the Apostles in favour of a cult of personality

and power, despite all claims of apostolic faith and succession.
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and it averthrew the dwelling of His Sanctuary’”’

The Hebrew term, ':[“'?t;ir! throw down, means abandon, when coupled with

abstract objects, or ruin, demalish, when related to buildings. See endnote 277.

The dwelling of His Sanctuary 007212 112R) is a Hebrew phrase that deserves
more attention. Y120 seftlernent, position, fixed place, is sometimes used as a synonym
for IN2R or TN hase, pedestal, foundation, esplanade, usually related to the
Sanctuary, altar, God's throne {Ps 89:15. 97:2), the building place {the esplanade) of the
Temnple in Jerusalem {Ezra 2:68), _the holy site on the Mt Zion {is 4:5) even the earth as
built by God (Ps 104:5). The term is used elsewhere meaning dwelling place fof God]
(Is 18:4}, that is the earthly Sanctuary’”® or the heavenly one.™ &3pn basically means

180

consecrated portion: a part,'™ or a place — sanctuary - even for pagan deities.”™ The

382

term is used for the Tabernacie,”™ the Temple,”™ or any of its holy places,’® e. g. for
& 4 YP B

The Most Haly place.*® Yahweh Himself is metaphorically seen as a sanctuary.’®

When 1121 is associated with Wapn, like in Daniel, it refers usually to the
heavenly abode of God, His celestial Sanctuary {Ex 15:17}. Sometimes, this use seems
to be hyperbolic of the sanctuary in Jerusalem {Ps 78:69). However it is well attested™®”
an OT theology of the actual sanctuary of Yahweh in heaven, having the sanctuary in
Jerusalem as only its terrestrial projection/reflection, a symbolic place / palace of God's
Name.*® Important NT scriptures elaborate on the metaphor of the Sanctuary®™ or on
its typical rite,*®" and particularly Hebrews and Revelation theologise on its messianic-

Christological typology.™’

The related phrase, ¥7212 SR is used about the Jewish temple (s 60:13} and
about Yahweh Himself as Sanctuary (Jer 17:13, Ez 11:16). The Temple (5.?’{[}, God's
palace, is also used in a profound messianic passage (Zec 6:12-13.15, ¢f. 1 Ch 17:9-14)
where it sleems to refer to the future messianic Qahal of Israel, including Gentiles. A

similar form, B3 DR is also used sometimes for the Sanctuary (Ecc 8:10).

The phrase in Danjel finds also a synonym in UJp W hely habitation, refuge

used rarely for the earthly Sanctuary (Ps 68:6), and usually for the heavenly one.™
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Anyway, in Daniel’s vision, the Sanctuary is seen in the realm of stars. But the

Interpretation may go to both the heavenly Sanctuary and its terrestrial shadow. The

common Hebrew concept of the real heavenly Sanctuary of Yahweh is materialised in

verses like the following, using expressions similar to Daniel’s:

2Ch 30:27 omEs YR jivnb
DLGIS U jwmn WU
Ps 102:20 own R omn
Jer 25:30 TR pommy oimn
Ps1i4 oD omwa wTp St
Is 63:15

U D o

to His holy abode, in Heaven

[from Heaven,.. from your hioly abode

Sfrom His high Sanctuary,.. from heaven

Sfrom high,... from His Holy abode...

in His holy palace,...in Heaven is His throne
from Heaven,... from your holy exalted residence

A reference to a treading down of the Sanctuary, in the context of Is 63:

15 (see v. 18} is very interesting WTER 0012 WL WPty W 13;3?;3'_7 For

a little while did Your holy people possessed their heritage, Our adversaries

have trodden down Your Sanctuary.

Sometimes it is not so clear that the author speaks about the heavenly

Sanctuary or about its earthly projection. But, at least, the lines are heavy with

typologic-eschatological thought:

Ezra 9.8 R epn m q:‘;-nnb ...fo give us a tent peg in His holy place
Ps24:3  up pipra oprmt Mmna nSyrn Who shall ascend the mount of YHWH?
' ' S And who shall stand in His holy place?
Mi 1:2 pinie Sovan A ...the Lord, from His holy palace / remple
Hab 2;20 T‘?}SU“?? T™PR °on "WJ"[E '7;-@; M YHWH is in His holy palace. Hush!
Zec2:17 W Ywmn i vz M vien o1 Hush... before YHWH, for He woke up
) ' o from His Holy abode
Ex 15:13 ':r,g‘-]_E nj_g_-‘jg T2 HI?UJ. moy  ...this people... You have lead by Your
o o power to Your holy home / settlement
Ps 68:6. ']wji) ﬁynz mvow  --God in His Holy abode
(see vs, 19.25) ©TP2 st onS oM (..You a}zSCena'ea' on kigh...my King, in
: : TE Y Y fthe Sanctuary)
Ps46 5 um“:g-vp tinfoliog m%g ~m ..the city of God, the holy habitation of
i y s ' the Most High.

1Moy awn uh

Collins is ready to recognize that 170

the earthly dwelling of God. Unfortunately,

is used in OT for both the heavenly and

he chose an application that does not

satisfy the use of this phrase. Simply, “because the temple was not torn down by
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Antiochus Epiphanes, the reference may be — says Collins — to the desecration of the

altar.”** in the light of the analysis above, his solution is not convincing.

Antiochus, as it is known, did not destroy the temple of Yahweh. It is possible,
however, that the Hebrew term was not intended to mean destroy, but throw down to
the earth, since the scene occurs in heaven (at least in the vision). A late midrash of
Jesus Christ in the Gospels applies this prophecy to the then future Roman destruction

in the year 70 £’

And Apostle Paul applies much of this imagery to a yet future “man
of lawlessness,” which remained known in the Christian theology, since the days of
Apostle John as the Antichrist.” While both Christian applications seem to have some
conditional aspects, it is obvious that the early Christendom applied the prophecy to
Rome and to the post-Roman Antichrist. This is not to negate its first application to

Antiochus, but as we have seen, there are important details not covered by the

historical exploits of Antiochus IV.

Daniel 8:12— and it set hosts aver the continual offering in its rebellion.

Regarding the technical problems of this translation, and why | chose this
solution, see endnotes 278, 341 and 342. While the Captain of the heavenly Sanctuary
has His own host, the wicked horn has also hosts. To better understand this drama, let

us divide it in five acts.

In the background, the sanctuary and its entire heavenly host are safe under the
supreme authority of their Captain (as a Celestial Prince and High Priest), who owns the

full right and ministry of the continual offering. Then...

1. In the first act of the drama, the wicked horn exalts itself up to the heavenly
(ministering) host, which is metaphorically called "stars” (see Dan 12:3) and

throws down part of them to the earth to tread them underfoot.

2. In the second act, the wicked horn magnifies itself even to the Captain-Priest
of the ministering host, takes out of Him the continual offering to set its own

cult. This is sin of rebellion at the highest degree.
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3. But a third act follows: the wicked horn overthrows (or brings low) to the
earth the Sanctuary of the Divine Captain. Thus the celestial Sanctuary is

brought down to earth.

4. In the fourth act, the wicked horn appoints over the continual offering (now
set in the earthly order and cultus, in "its” honour, like the sanctuary brought
down), its own ministering hosts. This is the rebeflion —the horrifying sin that

boldly replaced the heavenly cultus by an earthly order.

5. Now, to ensure its victory over the heavenly Sanctuary through its earthly lies
(v. 25a), in the fifth act, the wicked horn throws down the Truth itself {here
the Law, God's revelation, v. 12b, comp. ch. 7:25). It keeps on working like

this and it succeeds and prevails long time, ...until one day....

This in no case can be a dogmatic position, since M{2¥ hosts, might very
naturally be military forces, armed people that the wicked horn set over {or, against) the
continual offering. In Ez 4:2, the prophet is called to play his oracle, to lay camped
armies for siege around (5¥ N1} Jerusalem. Speaking about the continual offering and
not about Jerusalem or Temple, such a meaning is not quite convincing prima facie.
But it should be kept in view, because this classic “desolating abomination” is usually

associated with armed forces.*®

This imagery fits in a limited measure the persecutions of Antiochus against Jews.
He desecrated the Temple of Jerusalem and established there and in many other places,
pagan services to his pagan gods. He even ordered to destroy the sacred Scriptures, and
forbade the Sabbath worship and all distinctive features of the Jewish law, under the
death penalty.”®” However, his successes were quite limited and temporary, neither his
cursed affair lasted so much. His spiritual successor, Rome, especially in its Christian
supremacy, was more daring and more succeeding in imposing its cult and sacrifices
instead of the unique, heavenly, non-transmissible ministry of Christ and His non-

repeatable sacrifice.”®
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1.1.a.16  Audition: heavenly decree about the vindication of the Sanctuary:
time revelation (8:13-14}

Daniel 8:13 — Then | heard a holy one speak

See endnote 279 for the technical meaning of “holy one” / “saint” in this place.
The two holy beings of this visionary audition are further identified to be Gabriel (v.16)

and his supreme Commander Michael (ch. 10).

Till when the case seen in...?

See notes 280-282 for the reasons of this translation. It is very important to
understand first the question asked, in order to understand the actual bearing of the
answer. The usual English translation of "Mn=7Y is “how long...?” or “for how long...?”
in most versions, which is inexact, or at least ambiguous, because it refers rather to a
period from its beginning to its end, a meaning diverging with the Hebrew phrase.
Theodotion found the best Greek equivalent in %w¢ mate (il when?), followed by
Jerome {(usquequo...?, tifl when?) as do some modern translations.” Gerhard Pfand|
also emphasised in his dissertation the correct understanding required by the Hebrew
phrase.*®

To speak of a period with reference to both its beginning and end, Hebrew

would use the phrase " "B2 how many days...?, how much time...?"

or even
mpb ey P aiakly Rigl=le}o) ,‘l?;.‘m On the other hand, the question "™ is commonly used
with no regard to a starting point, but just pointing anxiously to an end, a longed
terminus ad querm: “until when?/ till when?”. This is consistently true concerning each
of OT references.*” Daniel uses elsewhere the phrase with precisely the same meaning
as in all these references (Dan 12:6). None of these biblical references point to a period
of time implying its starting point.**

A careful translation of this inquiry is essential here, because the reader must not

confuse the long time given in v. 14 {2300 days) with the special time allotted to the

littie horn’s “war against the saints” (which is referred to in Daniel 7:25, 12:7 as three
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times and a half. From the setting of that “abomination” until the fixed time of the end
must pass “1290.... up to 1335 days”. Because the Hebrew usage of the phrase “until
2300 evening-mornings” does not allow any expedient artifice to halve this strange
period {see note 283), we cannot consider it as an approximation to the other
apocalyptic periods in the bock. To emphasise the actual use of *0R™ in Daniel, one
should carefully read Daniel 12:6-12, where the equivalent of is .‘IEN Mo B (what
will be the end of these things?) and that the periods further referred extend pp Py

to the time of the end, that is to “attain the 1335 days”.

Thus the guestion is not “how long” is this evil to last, that is the horn's period of
persecution, but “tili when this situation shall i_ast‘ Thus the terminus a guo of this
duration is not implied to be in the days of the little horn, it might even be in the time
of the present audition. However, the question and its answer must have had a lot of
hidden message, i Daniel remained perplexed because this time revelation. Being the
last and the greatest trouble of Gad's people in this prophecy, the question “till when?”
has strong eschatological reverberations. In fact, this question is a known refrain

throughout the Bible and it calls out for God’s Judgment (e.g. Ps 24:3, Hah 2:6, Rev
6:10-11).

Daniel 8: 14 - “Till evening and morning roll on 2300 times™

For a discussion at large about the Hebrew morphology and syntax of this
phrase, see endnote 283. The phrase indicates undoubtedly “2300 days,” no matter the
hermeneutic understanding of these days. The answer, in complete harmony with the
question, points only to the tenminus ad quem, with no regard for a terminus a quothat
might well be the moment of that speaking, or with the first kingdom envisioned by this
prophecy, or rather let the angelus interpres explain it, as usually. 2300 days are not a
symbolic number, this is the only place where it is given, and is obviously meant as
exact, historical {though cryptic) duration. Neither 2300 natural days (6 years and ¢. 4

months), nor 1150 natural days (3 years and c. 2 moths} fit the historical facts about
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Antiochus’ persecutions, as they are reported in the principal source, 1 Maccabees. The

following table is a sufficient demonstration,

IMac 1:22 143 sE 169 neg'™ First sack of the Temple and attack on the Jews

1Mac 1:30 145 sE 167 BCE The ax-collector sent in Jndea

1Mac 1:57 145 sg Kislew 15 167 BcE Dec.15. Temple profaned by pagan cult

IMac 4:52 148 seKislew 25 164 BcEDec23 Temple cleansed and rededicated {after 3 years).
IMac 616 149 sE nov / dec 1647°%  Antiochus dies.

Thus we have exactly 3 years {c.1090 days) for the temple’s profanation, and less
than 6 years, if we count from the first attack of Antiechus upon the Jews, and none of
the exact periods given in Damie/ (1260 days, 1290 days, 1335 days, 2300 days} is
satisfied. This is why the rationalist critique concluded that Daniel was written after the

persecution of Epiphanes began, but before the rededication of the Temple.*””

It should be emphasised that the “2300 eveping-mornings” must not begin with
the profanation of the Temple, because the same book claims that from that time until

the expected end must be 1290 — 1335 days (ch. 12:11-12).

There is however, a different manner of considering these apocalyplic “days” as
it was shown about the 3 ¥ times=1260 days of Danie} 7:25, according to the classical
apocalyptic time scale, where an apocalyptic day is symbal of a natural year. (See
chapter 1.1.a.10 at p. 83 for the theological justification of this hermeneutic tool). This
allows us take this time as 2300 years, which is justified not only by the soundness of
the year-day principle, but also by the close interrelation and harmony of all

apocalyptic times of Daniel, as it is shown in ch. V.4 p. 179.

Then the Sanctuary will be vindicated / cleansed

For linguistic treatment see endnotes 284-285. The Sanctuary — earthly and
heavenly is — the theological centre of this chapter. And not incidentally, this verse is
the literary and even the physical centre of the chapter. Both chapters 7 and 8, of the
same length, have their respective centre in vs. 13-14. First is about the Humanlike

Representative entering the Heavenly Court to receive the Kingdom for his saints, the
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second is about the vindication of God’'s Sanctuary, within the same theme of
judgement. The cultic imagery of chapter 8: sacrificial animals (ram, goat), Sanctuary,
host (priestly service}, Captain of the host thigh priest), continual offering, evening and
morning, suggests a day of “cleansing”/ “restoration”/ “vindication” as the Yom Kippur
has typified.*”® | do not mean that Daniel 8:14 refers directly to Leviticus 16. However, |
cannot help but see that both Biblical passages, one ritual-typologic and one
apocalyptic, point out to the same eschatological reality, which was outlined in chapter
7: the Judgment Day." Therefore, to connect them is a wise contextual exegesis, if the

canonical and cultural-historical contexts have any relevance.

.1.a17 Angelus interpres partially lifuminates the prophet (8:15-26)

{V.3.a.1.a.3. First appearance of Gabriel and his initial explanation {8:15-18)

Daniel 8:15-16 — | saw...one of man-like appearance.... And | heard a human voice

There are certainly two heavenly beings in this visionary scene. First, both are
named “holy beings” (v.13) and there is a clear distinction between them: one speaks,
and answers questions, then give orders, The second listens to, asks and executes
orders. Daniel didn't see the First Saint, only heard His human vaice. This One
commands to Gabriei, but He is not yet named in this vision. A careful comparison
with the vision in chapter 10 shows that this supreme Archangel, the only One who can
help Gabriel, is Michael,”"" the supreme Commander of the heavenly hosts, which
include God's people.!’ His “human” voice is significant as He specaks to be

understood by a human being.

"Gabriel, help this yonder understand the vision!"

This is for the first time one meets in the OT a heavenly being called by name.
There is an obvious relationship between the hearing of his name '?15"];:1_ {man of Cod)
and his man-like 922 TR appearance as Daniel saw him. His name and

appearance are a message for / through the prophet. One cannot infer that angels are

119



sexual beings who bear Hebrew names! It is to be observed in the Bible, that these
heavenly messengers, and especially this “man” Gabriel, perform the mission of a
prophet, conveying God's messages to people.*'> Names of Michael and Cabriel in
Daniel are intentionally modelied by the heavenly speakers on the pattern of Daniel’s
name and pointing to their mission or identity. Thus Heaven likes to fraternise with

» « . %
those humans whose hearts are in heavenly service to their fellows.*!?

Danigel 8:17- | became frightened and fell upon my face.

It is interesting and not sufficiently studied this reaction of the prophet in vision.
Sceptics might say that it is just a literary motif. But why Gabriel is not at all frightful

when he visits Daniel in reality, and not in an ecstatic experience? (See ch. 9:21-22).

Understand, son of Adam

The prophet is not addressed as a son of his people, or as a son of his father, but
as a son of Adam (see note 286), as any human being. This really noble titie is common

in the book of Ezekial,

the vision points to the time of the end

See note 287 for linguistic analysis. If we pay attention to the context and to the
Hebrew usage of the preposition ['? ] it is quite clear that the author would say that the
dramatic events fareseen in the vision — including especially the statement about the
2300 evening-mornings — extend to the time of the end. However, one’s understanding
depends also on his / her theological background. If someane would say that Daniel
thought of an “end” of his age and of a soon advent of the messianic age, then the time
of the end would include the two subsequent empires (symbolised by the ram and the
he-goat) with all their cutgrowths. Consequently, those who believe that the vision is
completely fulfilled in the ond century BC, would conclude that the time of the end here
mentioned, extends from Cyrus and the fall of Babylon, to the death of Antiochus

Epiphanes. Those who believe that the vision has a main or a secondary application to

Antichrist {a post-Roman or a final dynast in the Christian era), would infer that all this
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time, from the advent of Cyrus to the second advent of Christ, is the time of the end.
This concept would obviously make not much sense, except that someone takes this
“time of the end” as a conditional time, which conflicts with v. 19 which speaks
without doubt of “the appointed time of the end”. {{f we think to a Pseudo-Daniel in the
2" century BC, his mention of the time of the end would point to the overthrow of

Antiochus and could not conceivably include all Persian and Hellenistic eras).

The classic prophets do not treat “The End" in chronological terms, and it seems
to be a conditional event {as reparding the lime). But in Daniel’s apocalyplic visions we
are told of world kingdoms succession, of times and days counted, and of a majestic

depiction of the final, universal End.

According to the evidence presented in note 288, Daniel was shown that the true
and final End, ushering in the glorious, eternal kingdom of Ged and His Messiah, is not
yet to be expected immediatety after the fali of Babylon and the repatriation of the Jews,
as some classic prophets suggest. After the end of Babylonian Empire, believers had to
be patient, knowing that in their generations a series of at least three subsequent world
powers would pass before the final end comes. It is very interesting that in the first two
visionary prophecies of Daniel {ch. 2 and 7), where it was shown that the succession of
world powers, from Babylon to God's eternal kingdom, is counted by four plus some
divisive prolongation of the fourth kingdom, no identification is tried by the author;
while in the prophecy of chapter 8, we have only two different kingdoms, both are
clearly identified, but nothing is said about the precise identity of the last extension, the
wicked horn. As for the time to lapse, answering the refrain “until when?,” the prophet
receives only cryptic and veiled answers and it is clearly said that this time revelation is
not for him, but for those only who investigate the prophecy in “the time of the end”
{B:26, 12:4-13). Thus the author himself, if we choose to believe him, knows a hit more
than nothing about the real time lapse to the end. He just conveys the cryptic message
to accompany the patient and hopeful journey of God's peopie throughout history,

toward the fullest understanding with the passing of time to the end.



However, if the prophet doesn’t understand the “when” of that end, he certainly
has in mind a clear philosophy about its “why” and “how”. And the best way to
understand Daniel’s philosophy of history and the sense of iis revelations about the end
is to read his book. in his first dream (2:19.30-45), the end is not explicitly mentioned,
but it is implicit there: what else is the catastrophic impact of that Stone, when it
smashes the idol of this world powers in its lowest stage, to usher Cod’s eternal
kingdom? The Aramaic vision in chapter 7 makes also no explicit mention of the end,
however the time of the end is clearly described in a third of the total verses in the
chapter. He was shown this time more details about that time: it is the time of
Judgement {v.9-10), after the 1260 days/years, the time of the last Antichrist’s defy,
followed by his final punishment {v.11), the time of Messiah’s receiving the world’s

universal kingdom with His saints (v.13-14.18.22.27}.

In chapter 8-12 we have repeated and explicit references to the end. It is said of
an “appointed time of the end,” the time of Dies /rae (v.19), which is after the “2300
evening-mornings,” bringing the vindication of God’s holy throne (v.14.26). In chapter
9, the true time of the end is not the end of the 70 years of Captivity (v.2), because after
the restoration of the City in the Persian era, there must still be 70 weeks until the
coming and strange deati: of Messiah {v.24-26} followed by a second and final
destruction of the Temple (v. 26bc); and neither is this the real end, because another
end is announced there, when the power who desclated the second Temple shall be

destroyed (v. 26d.27d).

tn chapter 11 it is said that the diplomacy of the last king of the North (Syria-
Babylon) to take hold of the South (Egypt) will nol succeed, because there is not yet the
appointed time of the end (v. 28}. The atrocities committed by Antiochus and by
Antiochus-type desolating powers do not mean the end; rather persecutions are for the
purification of Cod’s wise people and they will repeat as this purification will be
necessary up to the end itself {v. 35). “In the time of the end” must happen the last

battle between the two great belligerent kings (v.40), with the complete victory of the
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Northern King over Egypt and aver its neighbouring countries, including the land of
lsrael, but (strangely!) excluding the worst neighbours of Israel {v.41-43}. The end of the
desolating power comes just when he faunches his last bloody crusade against God's
people, and in a final siege of Jerusalem, attempts to set his throne on Yahweh's
*glorious and sacred mountain” {v.44-45). This is the final attack of the desolating
power, because Michael, The Commander in Chief of all God’s hosts, rises against that
desolating one and brings a time of extreme distress upon ail nations {v.45b, 12:1}. That
is the time of salvation for God's people, marked by the end of that judicial
examination of heavenly books (12:1d, cf. 7:10.22) and resulting in resurrection of both

good and evil (12:2) and eternal bliss of the holy and wise (v. 3).

The last dialogue in chapter 12 gives us some new time details relating to the
end. The time prophecy itseli had to be preserved and sealed {covered) until the time of
the end {v.4}. As in chapter 8, a heavenly being asks about the exact time of the end
(“until when?” — v. 6, cf. 8:13), while Michael answers with the most solemn oath that
the end won't be before thase “three times and a half” announced in chapter 7:25 as
the veiled time of the Post-Roman Antichrist's special rule, and that all these strange
canflicts will definitely cease (at Michael’s intervention} in a moment when God's
people will hopelessly lack any power to withstand (v.7, cf. 11:45). When Daniel took
over the angel’s question (“until when”?) and repeated it because he was still perplexed
{v. 8), Michael first answered that this knowledge is not for Daniel and that nobody
would understand it before the “time of the end,” and even then, the wise only, those
purified by trials, will understand, not the evildoers {v. 9). However, Daniel was given
an additional and last information concerning the time question, probably not for him
too: there must elapse 1290 days since the seiting of desolating abomination, and these
will be extended to 1335 days (v. 11-12). These two final periods must have something
in common with the end of the “three times and a half” and the end of “2300 evening-
mornings”. (For the possibility of a Pseudo-Daniel in the 2™ century to “predict” such

Nostradamic lines, notice the very known fact that none of these cryptic periods fits the
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time of Antiochus’ persecution. If this sublime liar, who was supposedly the reatl author,
designed these times of the end before the death of the tyrant Antiochus, why didn’t he
changed the wrong figures a couple of years later, when the Antiochus adventure was
over! As a climactic point of his literary pious farce, he gives his hero a happy
resurrection in his homeland, “in the end” thus “predicted” for his own generation! v.
13. How could swallow it his supposed contempoararies in the 2" century BC, or how

could the book enter the sacred canoni).

Summarising his research on the time of the end in Danje/, Pfandl concludes that
“the expression “ef geg in Daniel 8:17, seems to belong to apocalyptic eschatology and
refers to the time prior to the absolute End,” and that “for coniextual reasons, therefore,
the expression “ef ges in the book of Daniel seems to be a terminus technicus of the
final period of human history leading up to the final eschaton when the old aeon gives

way to the new one when God’s Kingdom will be established ‘without human

handsuﬂlld
IV.3.a.1.a.4. Enlarged yet incomplete explanation of the vision (8:19-25)

Daniel 8:19 — I'm making you know what shall happen later in the days of wrath

The phrase DY P7NARZ has also eschatological echoes. XX translated the
phrase as: en’ &ayatou ¢ 0pyRc toil¢ violg tol Aaol aou — fwhat shall happen] at the
end of the wrath - adding, probably from 10:14 and 12:1 - to the sons of your pecple.
This reflects a parallel connection they made between Daniel 8:19 and 10:14, which is
a valuable observation:

YR WM 2 ONn mTNa TUTIIEN PR TR 819

TED NI EmI SsATY TRTRR A Trand ok 101

The verbal root &¥t (be bitter, menace, threal, angry, sad, furious, indignant,
express wrath in condemnation and curse; detest, abhor, hate) is practical synonym
with 71" (be angry, storming, raging, in trouble, sad). But, while 7|2t is seldom used in

connection to God, 01 is commonly used of God's wrath in an explicit way *'* or in
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an implicate way.*'® There are, however, a few occurrences of this root having people

as subject.*'’ The Vulgate has: in novissimo maledictionis(in the last curse),

In Daniel, the root is used once about Antiouchus’ rage {11:30}, but in those
places where this indjgnation has no explicate subject, we should take it as God's final
wrath, because: 1) the term is applied to God in all passages where the immediate
context only helps us understand its logical subject; 2) most of explicit occurrences
apply to God, and all occurrences where the term has a human subject makes it

explicit; 3} the immediate and larger context in Daniel points clearly to God's

Judgement time:

In Daniel 11:36d, the phrase nfdR) 78771 "> oM ?I'?BT"T.*._J (till {God's] wrath
shall have been completely manifested, for what is determined will cerfainly happen) is
apparently built from the same eschatological bricks as verses Is 10:23 and 28:22
(F?EU"?;"?S_J..... > it .‘I‘?;"j for total destruction and determined punishment
_..over all the earth (land)’’"® and Daniel 9:27, which applies this consummation of
God's wrath on the desolating power: an=5y gl it .‘I'?:;:"I:_ﬂ: until complete
destruction, a determined punishment will be poured out on the desolating one. The
immediate context of Daniel 11:36d speaks about the appointed time of the end (v,

35b) when the desolating power will launch his last attack (v. 40a) and finally will be
broken (45b).

In Daniel 8:19, the immediate context points to the appointed time of the end

(19b) and it is obviously related to the “2300 evening-mornings” (v. 14.26a).

The term M™MR refers usually to time (except in Ps 139:9 extremity). lts basic

meaning is what comes later, the fast part, in contrast with the first. the end in contrast

420 /421
'

with the beginning,'"® as outcome or result™ final*™" finality, destiny,*** future® good

destiny,** posterity,'*

the last, remnant survivors (Ez 23:25, Am 9:1), the /last in rank
(Jer 50:12). The term is used largely as prophetic future, “eschaton,” the last time (ls
46:10), which is especially true with the consecrated phrase D231 FPIIR2 /n the /atter

days, in the future distant time (occurring 14 times in the OT**® (including Daniel 2:28-
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29, 10:14), and once is found as 0T MMORI ...0°37 O after many days....in the
fatter years (Ez 38:8).

Since the verb (and the corresponding noun) 192 to complete, come to an end;
completion, termination, full end has so much in common with the noun N |, it
seems that the phrase D171 MIN2 is a contracted combination of the two usual
eschatological formulas: Qt .‘I'?; (Is 10:25, Dan 11:36) + 221 MMRa . Thus the
meaning of this phrase in Daniel 8:19 should be in the final manifestation of {God’s/
wrath, or, in the following manifestations of [God’s] wrath. Most translations indicate
here an end, a term, the latter/iast time.**” Some translations use ambiguous words, and
some of them emphasise the idea of future / later time (NIV, NRS). The contextual logic

of v. 19-20 seems to emphasise not the end itself but the snowball development leading

to it.

The desolating horn seems to be an instrument of God's indignation (v. 23-25),
and little is said about God's wrath on the desolator (v. 25d). A “tallionic” principle is
seen in what happened to the ram and to the he-goat (v. 5c¢.7c), then to the
conspicuous horn {v. 8a) and to the desolating horn {v. 25d). In all these things one sees
God's judgement (indignation). Yet, since most of the depicted calamities come upon
God's people, it is altogether possible that God’s wrath foreseen in this vision be
directed especially toward them, which Daniel 11:14.30bc.31c.34b and Daniel
12:7d.10b seem to justify (because of high treason — breaking of the covenant and

joining the desolator’s politics — see also 1 Th 2:15-16).

If not, a last possibility remains: that the wrath mentioned here is rather the
Gentiles’ wrath toward God's people (cf. 11:30c) and it is possible to rethink this
problem, despite the fact that the bulk of evidence cited above favours a reference to
God's wrath. In view of this latter possibility, we have in both testaments of the Bible,
prophetic references to the Gentiles’ wrath toward one another and toward God's
people, until His full wrath is poured on these instruments of God's wrath.*® There is

an interesting philosophy of passing God's judgement from one another until final
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destruction is poured out upon the last and greatest enemy.*” This concept should not

be avoided by any approach to the Biblical philosophy of history.

This prophecy extends to the very appointed time of the end

For the linguistic analysis of the clause PP Twinb '3 see also endnote 288. To
make some parallel to this phrase and in the same time to consider the elusive force of

the difficult syntax involved is given the following table:

Translation Hebrew phrase Reference
ot, fo the time of the end is the vision AT yp oAb Dan 8:17
For, to the appointed time of the end [is the vision] P aumb i Dan 8:19
or: for the appointed time has an end. T T
or:for at an appointed time the end will be.
for there is still a vision concerning those days Pl -[m-[ -,1‘;":--\5 Dan 10:14

for there is still / not yet [to] the end of appointed time

vin pp wyp W -3 | Dan 11:27
for the appointed time has still an end i

...until the time of the end, for there is vet to await for
the appointed time

ywS Tws yp oy | Dan 11:35

the reveiation about those evening-mornings is true, RL‘I nmg n' 2 277 RN Dan 8:26

but you have to conceal the propbecy, because itis for gam~y gaes v ']w-m ohRo Sl

many days hence. -- Ll T v N

For there is still a vision for the appointed time: rinb ]11':'[ T D

it hastens toward the end, and d je 30 can aelyy 1 : Hab 2:3
and does 1ot lie. a2 ®¥91 7P men

These difficult paraileled Danielic phrases reflect in different degrees the last one
quoted from Hab 2:3 as one can observe in the table above. Habakkuk received from
God basically two messages. The first one (Hab 1} deals with the right judgement of
God against the Jews, using Babylonians as executive agents. The second one {Hab 2)
deals with the right judgement of God against Babylonians to reward their true
motivation and their over-zeal in doing the job (Hab 1:11, cf. Is 47:5-6). Since this is
essentially the message of Jeremiah too (Hab 1:6-11, cf. Jer 5:6.16, 25:11-12) | infer that
in Hab 2:3, the prophet speaks about the appointed time of the 70 years that were to

pass to the fall of Babylon and the liberation of God’s people.

If angelus interpres borrowed this language from Habakkuk, it might be for an

intended typological parallel between the end of the 70 years ushering in the time of
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Israel’s restoration through the quasi-messianic advent of Cyrus, and the end of the
2300 days, in “the time of the end,” with the vindication of God's Sanctuary, His final

Judgment leading to the enthronement of the Great Messiah.*!

Daniel 8:20 — The ram that you saw with the two horns...

The Hebrew phrase 2217910 bya 5‘}39 the ram, which had two horns, is very
interesting when connected with the following nickname of the he-goat ('pn the
salyn. Compare with TP NAUY “the two horned Ashtarte” of Gn 14:5. for a
possible pun in 07P0 Spa lit. “the two-horned Baal” (in fact, possessing two horns).
Note also the phonetic and graphic similarity between 5% ram and 5% ged. Both words
(>¥3 and BY7P7) are very frequent in the oldest Hebrew texts, but this construction is

exclusive to this verse.

The angel interprets the two horns as the kings of Media and Persia. This is not
only an identification of the ram symbol. It is also a clue to the understanding of this
historical entity from the perspective of the book of Daniel. Therefore, to image a

Median Empire, followed by a Persian one in chapter 7, is completely unwarranted.

Daniel 8:21- The he-goat, the satyr, is the king of Greece

See also notes 289-290. When someone reflects on the demonic role of the he-
goat (especially through its wicked horn} and on the Sanctuary-sacrifice theme of the
vision, this goat reminds us Yahweh'’s adversary, Azza'zel, represented by a he-goat in
opposition with the other he-goat chosen for Yahweh in the feast of Yom Kippur.***
And, the term 2% is used sometimes to refer mythological goat-gads identified by the
Jews with demons.”™ In the Greek-Roman culture, this kind of mythological creature

was called satyr, Pan, or Faunus.
The Bible mentions the Greek people as among the tradeis with Phoenicians (Ez
27:13.19) and one of those peoples whom God have to punish {Joel 4:6, Zec 9:13} and

also to enlighten in the “latter days” (is 66:19). In Danie/ the name applies to the

Greek-Macedonian forces under Alexander, who founded the first “Greek” Empire.
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The equation beast = king // kingdom is again to be seen in this angelic
explanation. It teaches us that in other passages where we find the symbol of a king, a

kingdom might well be intended.

The great horn between its eyes is the very first king

This explanation adds to the preceding one and explains it. The goat must be a
kingdom, not an individual king, if it is said about its horn that it symbolises its first
king. Alexander the Great was indeed, the first king of the Greeks and of the Hellenistic
Empire. See on v. 5¢c. Comp. Daniel 11:3. As v, 8 and 22 indicate, in parallel with
chapter 11:4, this powerful horn had to be broken in the height of its glory (323 B.C.E),
as a very young man, after only 13 years of the most adventurous conquests. Alexander

became the model of many other conquerors since.

Daniel 8:22-Four kingdoms shall stem from his nation, but not with his power

These kingdoms, represented here by four horns and in chapter 7 by four heads
of one leopard, are the kingdoms founded by 4 Diadochi (generals, successors of
Alexander) that confederated against a series of regents. In 319 B.CE., the four powerful
opponents of the regency were Kassandros, Antigonos, Ptolemaios and Lysimachos.™*
When Antigonos proclaimed himself regent of the empire in 315 B.C.E, a new “quartet”
confederated against him: Ptolemaios, Lysimachos, Seleukos, and Kassandros. In 311
8.CE., the four belligerent Macedonians divide the Empire among themselves: Seleukos
took Babylon with the most of Asiatic provinces, Ptolemaios took Egypt with its
subjected territories (including Judea, Cyprus, Lybia et al.}, Kassandros took Greece and
Macedonia, and Lysimachos took Thrice and part of Asia Minor (which had to develop
later in the powerful kingdom of Pergam.um). In c. 303 B.CE they proclaimed
themselves kings, to oppose the example of the regent Antigonos, then they crushed
Antigonos and his son in 301 8.C.E., remaining sovereign kings of a divided empire, only

to have continual wars between them.
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Daniel 8: 23 - In the latter stage of their reign

For the more probable meaning of MINR as /ate, future, in most occurrences,
see note 291. The reign of the Hellenistic kings may be divided in two: an epoch of
“giants” (323-168/146 B.c.F) followed by an epoch of weakness, decay, disintegration
and gradual fall in the grips of Rome (168/146-31BCE).

When the rebellious sins have reached their top

It is not clear whose sins are considered in this clause: of the Hellenistic
kingdoms? Or, of the Jews? Anyway, il is recognised the wickedness of the Hellenistic
rufers. If they are in view, then the demonic king that appears is viewed as a
culmination of their wickedness. If the Jews are in view, then the rise of Antiochus is

seen as a punishment for their sins. See also note 350.

There are theological and exegetical reasons to understand the speaker’s
intention to imply God’'s pecple (comp. 1Mac 1:12-17). This was always a key
prophetic statement in strong relation to the covenant conditions*® and to God's

historical dealings with all nations (Gn 15:16b, Jer 46:21, 47:4).4%

There will stand a ruthless, bold-faced king, skilled in any sharp speaking.

The phrase 0871 means literally, “hard-faced,” that is callous, and is used
about the foreign invasion predicted in Deuteronomy, a peaple with flerce (bold)
countenance, knowing no fear, reverence, respect, shyness, or shame (Dt 28:50), and
about impudent, shameless, cheeky, insolent people (Pr 7:13, Ec 8:1). The second
phrase related, is DM 1SR - lit. Understanding / skilled in sharp things.
Etymologically, N (like the Aram. 1°0R) is something “sharp,” “acute,” and its
pragmatic, common meaning is: riddle, enigma, dark saying, problem, charade,
difficult question, acute saying, figure of speech, taunting proverb*’ It was an antique
custom of displaying wisdom, by playing with difficult questions that were usuaily
uttered in a poetic form, like praverbs. Kings and famous sages used to compete on this

kind of “acute sayings”. Being able ta make or understand M7, means toe be sharp,
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keen, shrewd, astute, clever {a guality, which in many languages reflects not only a
high 1Q, but also arrogance, malice and perfidy). Compare with the demonic
intelligence of the Lord of Tyre, Daniel's adversary (Ez 28:3 and the whoie literary
context), This demonic callousness and intelligence applies to Anliochus in some

degree, yet some caesars and pontiffs later made a greater display of them.

Daniel 8:24 - He shaii grow strong in power, shall make extraordinary plans

See note 292 for textual problems and translation. If Antiochus is still in view,
this is a hyperbole, or a panegyric, if not an irony. But the author is serious, so that his
continual stress on the power of that miserable Antiochus {(who was forced to abandon
his “conguests”...) seerns to point again beyond Epiphanes. Extraordinary plans he did,
but did not succeed in all he did, as the prophecy (v. 24 b} requires. This should be
very clear. His greatest success was posthumous: his ghost is now met by most

theologians at every corner of the book of Daniel.

He shall destroy powerful people

See endnote 293. “Powerful people” seerns to be in apposition with “the people

of saints,” and it is not easy to decide if Israel was meant or other people / peoples.

His mind will be against the people of the saints

This obstinate folly of determining all peoples to have the same cult, the right
one, namely of the dictating power, is well illustrated in 1 Mac 1:43-44 about
Antiochus IV, but Rome and its successional Antichrist represent the best historical
candidates. Daniel 11:28.30 emphasises this hatred against the “holy covenant”
displayed by Antiochus. The prophecy however did not stop there. It indicated that
these repeated trials would continue up to the time of the end (11:35). And there is no
hint in the text (either in ch. 8, or in chs. 11-12) that the writer meant an imminent end.
Even the opposite is true: anyone reading this prophecy about Antiochus in chapter 8

or 11-12, gets the strong feeling of a continual delay of the end.
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Daniel 8:25 — By his cunning he shall make deceit prosper under his hand

The deceit here referred is probably the idolatrous worship Antiochus installed in
Judea. This idea emphasises the other side of his character. He was not only cruel; he
was also cunning, sharp. Many Jews converted to his pagan cult not by force
(11:30b.31b, 1Mac 1:12-17). The same strategy was followed by Rome, and this is in

fact, according to the NT (Jn 8:44), the complete character of the devil: liar and killer.

and he shall be great in his heart

This is again a luciferic feature, the root of all the evil. it is worthy of nate that
this hubris is the dominant note of the pagan, persecuting kings in Daniel
Nebuchadnezzar is humbled and cured by God (ch. 4), Belshazzar is not cured in time
and he dies (ch. 5). The Roman little horn of chapter 7 is so arrogant that continues his
claims even after the divine court was set. The “exceedingly great” horn of chapter 8 is
depicted to rise up to heaven and beyond, to God and His Anointed Priest, and its
“greatness” is repeatedly mentioned. In chapler 11:36-39, this monstrous pride is

described in incredible colours. Is this, only a cartoon drawing of Antiochus?

he shall unawares desiroy many

The greatest bravery of this king is to attack weak and peaceful people, to rush
on them suddenly, and kill as many as possible {see also ch. 11:24). Just because of
their different religion. This reminds us the Sabbath days when Antiochus fell upon the
faithful Jews in the wilderness of their refuge {1Mac 2:31-32), Consistent with the
double application of this prophecy, the revelation about his unusual bloodthirst was
stil more exactly fulfilled in the Middle Ages, when strong armies were sent against
dissenting localities and countries to wipe them from the face of the earth. Only the
Night of St. Bartholomew of Paris, August 24, 1572 (in fact, extended to a whole month
or more in provinces) is sufficient to identify the professional Antichrist. Antiochus was
a modest anticipation. He was only the first representative, whom the spirit of Rome

sent to God's people.
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he shall even rise up against the Commander-in-chief

See note 294 and the comments on v. 11. The expression “and he shall be great
in his heart... , ...against the Commander-in-chief, yet by no human hand he shall be
broken”, as an interpretation of the above mentioned verse “It exalted itself up to the
Commander of the host, even to lift from Him the continual offering...”. The visionary
scene seems to evoke the classic episode of the self-exaltation of King Uzziah: “But
when he became strong his heart was lified up, to his destruction, for he acted
treacherously against Yahweh his God by entering the temple of Yahweh to burn

incense....” {(2Ch 26:16).**

yet by no human hand he shall be broken

It appears that Antiochus IV died in Babylon, fallen iil after receiving word about
the revolt of the Jews and the restoration of their cult, according to 1Mac 6:5-16. But
this phrase “by no human hand” refers to the final triumph of the Stone kingdom over
the tenfold divided kingdom of iron and clay of the last age of this world {2:34.45],

Thus the fate of Antiochus is only a type of the post-Roman world’s sudden collapse at

the End.

The author of Daniel is not favourable to any political and religious justice made
by sword. This is a feature of this book the critics have yet to give account. And this is

exactly the opposite of the character of the too long-lived horn.

IV.3.a.1.a.5. GabrieFs final instruction: the time revelation is sealed (8: 26)

Daniel 8:26 — and the revelation*”.... is truth

See note 295. The revelation, which Gabriel speaks about, is clearly that one
about the time lapse until the end-time, until the vindication of the Sanctuary with its
host, its daily service, its truth and its Captain Priest. it is clearly called the revelation
about those “evenings and momings,” i.e. the 2300 days / years (sce comments on
v.14). Before leaving, the angel is ready to add about this puzziing time prephecy, in

the style of a pood pesher-maker as Daniel was (see 2:45e), that it is truth.
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as for you, seal up this prophecy

See note 296, The sealing may be understood as keeping safe, preserving for
fong time (cf. Jr 32: 11-15) or as keeping secret. Both meanings fit the context here,
since it is spoken about “many days hence,” and “the time of the end,” and it is not
revealed the whole truth to the Daniel. This partial revelation is rather a sign of

authenticity, than a complete, detailed and exact revelation would be.

This prophecy to be sealed must be basically the same as that of chapter 11-12
that is similarly refereed: N9BT CAY ©™370 QNG Aide and seal up the book.

YR DU wntif the time of the end. (as in 8:17¢.19). The logical context of this
expressian defines without any doubt the kind of end, which the speaker meant. This is
the period ushering in the last, eschatological battle — described in chap. 11:40-45 and
terminated in chap. 12:1 by Michael’s raise to defend His people. And this is the same
time of the end, after the 1260 days of 7:25 and 12.7, the time of judgment,

resurrection and final reward.

That which in chapter 8:26 is only implied, in chapter 12:4 is explicit: the book
shall be unsealed / opened by thorough examination in the time of the end, and the
prophetic knowledge shall increase.**® In Danie} 12:9-10, the injunction is repeated by
Michael Himself, adding the continual need to cleanse God's people by trials,
especially in the time of the end.*'! Then He pives two more apocalyptic periods: 1290
“days” {from the time of the replacement of the tamidto install the abomination), to the
time of the end (implied, spoken of in 12:7), and to wait still 45 days more {in total,

1335 “days”} until a happy end, whose nature remained aiso undisclosed to Daniel.**?

for it refers to many days hence

This verse refers to the time period of “[2300] evening-mornings” as ending
“many days hence.” The phrase many days, on one hand equates the evening-mornings
to days, as it was demonstrated, and on the other hand is a common expression
meaning for fong time. As the angel in v. 17 and 19 repeatedly showed it, this

apocalyptic period must end in the “time of the end.”**
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I.1.a.18 Reaction: The prophet’s perplexity — “no understanding” (8: 27)

Daniel 8:27 ~ So I, Daniel, was afflicted and laid sick for some days

On the translation affficted see note 297. The reaction of Daniel to the vision is
not due to some physical weakness, as it seems at the first look. Comparing this
experience and reaction to others, we may understand him better. The vision in chapter
7 caused excessive distress to Daniel {v. 15.28), while the prophecy in chapter 9 stirs
no explicit reaction. It is not binding to have such reaction to a prophetic experience.
When Jeremiah received a beautiful revelation about the restoration of his people,
woke up happy and optimistic {Jer. 31:23-26). When Habakkuk received the revelation
about the punishment of the Jews by the Chaldeans, he was frightened and mournful

and began Lo pray for his people (Hab 1:6, 3:1-2.16).

The secret was too heavy for Daniel to keep it and too frightening to be shared.
How to tell any Jewish friend that the expected empire of Cyrus will not bring the true
restoration? That the world, including Judea, would be trampled by the Greeks, and that
times even worse than the Babylonian exile would come? Yet until when? “Until
evening and morning come 2300 times!” — a sealed prophecy, that is a non-revealed
revelation, a paradoxical blow for reason and heart, only good to make one sick. To be
so afflicted to lay sick a couple of days because of understanding what you would not
happen, and because of not understanding what is the most important thing {unti/
when?, is hardly a scenario invented by an obscure apocryphal writer in the 2™

century B.C.t. Why this insistence on the prophet’s reaction?

then | got up and went back to my business in the king’s service.

The book is consistent throughout its chapters, presenting a Daniel who was
always in the kings’ service, in different offices. Daniel is received in the king’s service
in Daniel 1:19, is exalted to a higher office in Daniel 2:48-49, which he declines in
favour of his friends. Then he is stili a head of the sages under Nebuchadnezzar {4:9)

and Belshazzar (5:11}. He is exalted as grand vizier under the now disputed king Darius
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the Mede in Babylon {6:2-3), to the great displeasure of his colleagues. At the time of
receiving this vision of chapter 8, he is probably the head of all Baby!onian sages (8:1,
5:11). In the climax of his carrier of sage, the top model of all sages, Daniel is depicied
as broken down certain days by his revelations and by his inability to completely
understand them. Then he gets up to resume his daily duties. And the author did not
feel any need to mention the precise nature of Daniel’s office! All these sentences look

like very serious naotes in a personal journal. Or else, who wanted this story?

| was so dismayed by this prophecy, and could not understand it.

The preceding reference to Daniel’s job is completely unhelpful, within a 2*
century apocryphal authorship, because the writer does not take any literary advantage
from it. He just mention it in this context of his deep affliction, to show that even when
he was forced by his duties to get up, he was still affected, dismayed and suffered
because he could not understand the prophecy.** What could not understand such a
man who is depicted as solver of all enigmata? Could he not understand what means
Media and Persia or Yawan (Greeks)? Did he not perceive what a hom is, or what
means East and West? The only thing that gave him headaches was that strange figure

of 2300 days, which he has to keep it safe and sealed until the time of the end.

IV.3.b New revelation — an answer for the puzzled prophet (ch. 9)

I.1.a.19  Chronological and theological context. The Medo-Persian rule and
Jeremial’s time prophecy (9:1-2)

Daniel 9:1 - in the first year of Daryawesh son of Ahashwerosh

For a discussion on the identity of this personage see chapter 1.1.a.3, pp.22-29.
In spite of all difficulties about this disputed ruler, the author of Daniel presents him in
a most natural manner. He did not need to invent this mysterious king, just for dating

his story. He could date it, for example, in the first year of Cyrus, which is mentioned as
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a chronological landmark of his court life {(Dan 1:21, 6:28), in connection with the

seemingly short rule of this “Darius”.

The author of Daniel gives a few distinctive features of this ruler, that he was “of
Median race,” that he was 62 years old (ch. 5:31}, and that he was made king over the
realm of the Chaldeans (9:1}, possibly meaning that he was given authority by another
{See note 300). This repetition “yea, in the first year of his reign” (v.2) is peculiar to

Daniel’s style and it has the natural candour of authenticity.

Daniel 9:2- 1, Daniel, understood from the Sacred Books

Lit. “from the books”. The addition “sacred” | think is necessary to help the
reader understand the reference to the Hebrew Holy Scriptures, as we find in the
contexi {re “the prophet Jeremiah”}. Usually, "EG is used in the OT with the meaning of
letter, official letter, document, and sometimes as divine book /record™* scroll (Is 34:4)
or a certain writing or /iterature (Dan 1:4). The OT uses the term for “The Book of the

448

Covenant,”*® “The Book of the Law,”*"’ different non-canonical books,*® or any lay

book,"® a heavenly memorial book {Ma] 3:16), the scroll of a Holy Scripture,**® a

451

special document / message written by a prophet,*' and Holy Scriptures — the Book of

Yahweh (is 34:16).

This is, however, the first occurrence of unqualified C=™ED To mean Holy
Scriptures, like the Greek 8ibfia (“Books”}. For a Hebrew writer, this is a natural use of
the term, so that we could not suspect a technical use. The NT has also a single
occurrence of the equivalent @ fuPile in 2 Tim 4:13 with the meaning The Holy

Books / Biblical writings.

From the first chapter of his journal of captivity, Daniel is described as a man of
the books. No wonder that he used to study not only Babylonian letters, but the sacred
writings of his own people. Though many other Scriptures refer to the Babylonian exile,
Jeremiah only predicted explicitly the divine allotted time for the Captivity, the number
of years thal, according to the word of Yahweh to the prophet Jeremiah, must be

fuffilled for the ruins of jerusafem, namely, 70 years (9:2, Jr 25:1.11.12, 29:10),
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Jeremiah praphesied this period exactly in the first year of Nebuchadnezzar (605 B.CE),
when Daniel says his exile began (Dan 1:1). The chronoiogical connection between the
dating of this chapter and this prophetic period cannot be incidental. When Daniel says
he learned for sure this prophecy by reading the scroll of Jeremiah, it was the first year
of “Darius the Mede” (v.1), that is the first year after the Medo-Persian conquest of
Babylon (5:31 / 6:1), that is between the fall of 539 p.c.E and the fall of 538 8.CE, thus

only 2 or 3 years remained until the fulfilling of the 70 years.

To better understand the emotional state of [aniel, we should remind that the
old classical prophecies foretold extraordinary pictures of restoration'™ and he could
read in Jeremiah 18 about the conditional way God fulfils His prophetic revelations.*”
Since no visible sign of deliverance appeared, the prophet found no reason to jubilate
in reading the prophecy of Jeremiah. And even if his last perplexing vision had
occurred years before, it certainly still troubled him. Daniel had all reasons to fear that
the optimistic visions of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, about the great post exilic, final

restoration based on a new covenant might fail,***

and his frightening visions about a
long interim occupied by new and new kings / kingdoms, might prove to be true, as the

angel said (8:26).

This is the logic of Daniel’s turning immediately to prayer, and this is also the
reason why he attached this narrative between the visionary experience of chapter 8
and the prayer with angelicjprophetic answer in chapter 9. These considerations are
crucial for understanding the relationship between his non-understanding of the
previous revelation (“until 23007, “..many days hence,” 8:14.26), his prayer’s prefound
request (“do not delay...!” 9:19) and the new revelation of Gabriel {“Now | came to

help you understand!” 9:22, “know this and understand!” v. 25a).
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{.1.2.20 Liturgical context: Prayer and fast in view of the Resforation {9:3-19)

Daniet 9:3 - Then | turned my face to the Lord God

Daniel relates his experience of seeking God, as a special time dedicated to
“prayer and pleas, fasting, wearing sackcloth and sitting o ashes.” Since probably in
the same year*** Daniel is reported to have been thrown in the lion’s den for not willing
to interrupt his prayer custom for 30 days, it is possible to make a reasonable
connection between this prayer and the genera! theme of his prayers, at least during
that year. We must not forget the relevant mention of his windows opened toward

Jerusalem (6:10).

Daniel 9: 4 - prayed to Yahweh my God

All believing and unbelieving scholars must certainly reread this prayer of
Daniel. It has not at all the air of a redaction affair. Just open your mind’s windows and
kneel to read it, imaging yourself a penitent on the Yom Kippur, ashes on your head
etc. Such an experience that cannot cost one much time, is highly instructive regarding
the authenticity of this prayer. It is surely written before its original flame quenched. My
decided conclusion about its literary influences and its place in the Hebrew Bible and

OT theology, is summarised as follows:

1. All terms and much of the phraseclogy of this prayer are found in the early OT books,
But the praying Daniel was strongly influenced by the books of Deuteronomy,**® and
Jeremiah,*” by Psalms,**® and by the related prayer of Solomon (1K 8:20.23.43.47).%

There are also common language with 1saiah**® and other books.

1. The language and the spirit of the prayer of Daniel greatly influenced the prayer of
Nehemiah.**

2. The liturgical structure of the prayer has deep theological lessons. It relies completely
on God’s mercy and blends in powerful emotional language confession of sins,
acknowfedgement of God's justice and covenant faithfulness, and mediatorial pleas for

Israel. Like a priest bearing on him the people’s sins, Daniel identifies himself with all
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Israel that became guilty. In an authentic prophetic manner, each social rank, from top
to bottom is repeatedly recognised as guilty. The whole prayer breathes the deep
contrast between the absolute justice and faithfulness of Yahweh and the shameful
ingratitude and continual rebellion of the chosen people. The actual request {for
restoration) comes late in the prayer and is completzly based on God's mercy
displayed in the past, when He delivered His people from Egypt on the same basis: just

grace and mercy.

. The emaotional temperature of this prayer is in a sensible crescendo until the old

praying prophet expresses his deep concern and long prepared request in the cry, “...

and do not delay!”

4.3.21  Reappearance of Gabriel during Daniel’s prayer (20-22a)

Daniel 9:20 — | was still... praying

This is not an incidental mention. It is repeated by the angel in chapter 10:12,
and obviously would emphasise the ideal covenant relationship with God (Is £5:24).
Prayers of His friends are answered before they are finished, or even before they are

expressed.

Gabriei that man

Daniel cails him a “man,” not to ascribe him human nature. This is because
Daniel saw him in the previous vision having a human appearance (Dan 8:15-16). In
fact, in most instances, heavenly visitors in the OT have human appearance. This is an
interesting aspect of the OT concept about the heavenly inteliigences.*® The only
exception is the visionary description of the 07212 “Cherubs” {a kind of sphinxes, of

#4673

spirit guardians) as composite “living creatures,”"” as bearers of the divine inerkabah

(2Sam 22:11).
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Daniel 9:21 — whom | had seen in the vision previously

See note 261 for the same translation in Daniel 8:1. “The vision” (%17 refers
abviously ta the vision in the previous chapter (8), as indicated by: 1}. the use of the
definite article ("3 instead of 1112), 2). the reference to Gabriel, the manlike being
who appeared as angelus interpres in the previous vision, 3). the use of .‘l'?m;ﬁ:j
previously,"* and 4). the absence of any vision in chapter 9. Even the appearance of
Gabriel is not a visionary apparition here, because the prophet is neither in ecstasy, nor
in a dream. The narrator refers to Cabriei’s advent as to a normal visit, however
abnormal it must be. Compare with the visit of the three heavenly beings — disguised as
three men — to Abraham in Gn 18. Interestingly, while the prophet in vision was always

terrified of seeing angels,465 he has not the same reaction with this visit.

The reference to the angel by name (Gabriel), and to the vision of chapter 8,
where he appears for the first time under this name as a heavenly interpreter, is a clear
indication that the author intended to present the visit of Gabriel with a new message,
as directly related to the message of that vision. Thus the message Gabriel has to deliver
is not only a general answer to his prayer, but is specifically related to “the vision,” as
Daniel’s prayer itself is connected, not only to Jeremiah’s prophecy of 70 years, but aiso

to the previous revelation of long time till the happy end of God'’s people.

approached me as sent in swift flight (or, wearied by the flight)**®

Whatever translation is preferred here, whether Gabriel was sent in swift flight,
or he came wearied by the flight, the author wants to emphasise again the prompt
answer of Heaven to his prayer. The angel visits him in a friendly, humane appearance;
therefore it is not impossible to imagine the heavenly messenger as a common
marathon courier sent to Daniel with the most urgent message, in a most tiring
swiftness. This language has not much to do about the angels’ nature; it is instructive to

underline the importance of the message to be delivered.
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at about the time of the evening offering

Daniel’s usual course of prayer was three times a day (6:10}, and this prayer
occurred at the time when the evening offering had been made in the Temple. In
Levitical law this is the technical term for “grain offerings,” for the grain offering
accompanying the evening and morning burnt offering (Nu 28:3-8), and even for the
whole burned offering, including the lamb sacrifice. It may be some connection
between the Sanctuary time {evening offering) of his prayer for Israel’s forgiveness and
restoration, and his vision about the Sanctuary with those 2300 evening-imorning....
many days, on one hand, and the message to be delivered {where Gabriel speaks about

Messiah’s sacrificial killing to cancel all ritual offerings, on the other hand.*”’

I.1.a.21 Gabriel resumes his explanation in order to answer Daniel’s
dilemma (9:22-27})
IV.3.b.1.a.1. Calling Daniel’s attention to a new time revelation — “to understand”

(9:22b-23)

Daniel 9:22 — He made me understand, he spoke to me and said

The logic of the text resides in the same underlying thought about not
understanding the previous revelation (8:27). This idea is stressed by the repetition of
this motif (understand — did not understandd that connects Cabriel’s appearance in
chapter 8 with his reappearance in chapter 9, and the two messages respectively. It is
edifying to schematically display the occurrence of this motif, in order to understand

better its exegetical force:

Revelation of the 2304 days Gabriel’s first explanation strong negative reaction (8:27)
(8:14.26) - did not understand (8:27)

Revelation of the 70 years — did understand (9:1) strong positive reaction (9:3)
[mplied: the previous revelation, Gabriel comes again to resume, reaction not mentioned
Le. the 2300 days to make understand (9:22)
Implied: the 70 weeks —understand ! (9:23) reaction not mentioned
7+62+1 weeks —understand ! (9:25) reaction not mentioned
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Daniel, i have come out just now to give you insight and understanding

See note 303 regarding the translation. The angel does not refer here to general
understanding or wisdom, or to the understanding of the revelation he has ta deliver.
He refers directly to the previcus revelation (about the cryptic period of 2300 days) that
Danie} did not understood and perplexed him so that he lay sick. It was shown above

that this perplexity underlies his prayer up to his final request, “...do not delay, o Lord!”

Daniel 9:23 - After you started pleading, a message™® was delivered to me

Again the idea of God's quick response is stressed {see v. 20a.21a}. Gabriel
seems to say that he chose to come himself to Daniel to announce him, “for you are

precious to Heaven” ™

So perceive this message and understand the revelation

The term M meaning usually vision, appearance refers here to the revelation

% and not to the

/ prophecy yet to be delivered by Gabriel in the following verses,"
previous vision (Dan §:26a-27) or to the prophecy of Jeremiah alluded to in v.1-2, in
spite of the appearance caused by all present translations. in this verse, the revelation
stands in apposition with the message to be delivered. It means, wnderstand the
following revelation. This observation, however, does not invalidate other obvious links
of this new oracle to the previous vision. In fact, the urging to understand the revelation
just to be delivered is made for the very reason of helping him understand the former
revelation, which Cabriel promised to do in v. 22.

IV.3.b.1.a.2. The great Jubilee revelation about Messiah, a key of the previous time
prophecy {9:24-27).

Daniel 9:24 — A period of 70 weeks

Consistent with the claim that the 70 weeks is vaticinium ex eventuy, the
historical-critical scholars generally agree that they extend to the time of Antiochus.
Consequently they attempt to make reasonable application of textual data to show them

relevant within their theory. The following schemes and comments represent the
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principal historical-critical attempts to solve the chronological application of the
Danielic data. The solution of ]. A. Montgomery,*’! which is representative for a large
group of scholars may be outlined as follows:

7 D W E E K S = 4 9 0 Y E A R S
A Teeks=49years | B 62 weeks = 434 years C lwk=Tyws D

Al 48 years B' 368 vears 6 years Ii)‘ ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
586 B.C.L SAXBOE 171 BCE 165 B.CE
Jeremiah’s word? Cyrus’ edict {Honia) Onias I Temple

murdered rededicated

Montgomery takes Jeremiah’s word of Jer 25:1-2 to be the terminus a quo of
these 7+62+1 weeks of years. But he disregards the date offered by Jeremiah (the 1%
year of Nebuchadnezzar = 605 8.CE) and posits instead the later date 586 &.ct, when
Jerusalem met its final disaster in the time of Zedekiah. It seems to me an inconsistent
and arbitrary choice. Thus the 7 weeks {roughly 49 years) are made to reach the decree
of Cyrus, and the last week would be approx. 7 years (in fact, & years or even less) for
events under Antiochus, from the murder of high priest Onias I, to the Hanukkah. The
interval of 62 weeks {434 years between) is incredibly reduced to 368 years. Conscious
of these inexact correspondences between the author's data and his findings,
Montgomery surmised “a chronological miscalcufation on the part of the writer,” which

is theoretically possible from an over-critical perspective, but not at all proved **

Ancther type of computations postulates parallel coverings of the specified
periods of the 70 weeks. Maybe the most representative for this kind is that of A.

Lacocques, which is represented below.*”

Enxile Cyrus

387 BCE 538 BCE

A 7 weeks B
C 6 2 w e e k 5 D 1week E
a5 BCE 171 BCE 165 BCE
Teremiah’s Death of Temple
word COmias 11 purified
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However smart it is, since it seems to satisfy both the 7 weeks (49 years) and the
62 weeks (434 years), which the text required, this solution could not find a reasonabie
answer for a different beginning of the two periods. Thus the 70 weeks (490 years),
which must be, according to the text, 7+62 +1= 70, do not amount to more than 440
years. No magic can transform the 440 years {that happen to contain at least one period

of 49 yearst) in a total of 490 years. This is an academic hocus-pocus.

Some historical-critical scholars renounced any arithmetical approach to these
weeks of Daniel, or take the position of Coliins who says, “Daniel’'s 70 weeks of years
is not so much a calculation of actual time as a conventional schema for a set period.**
He sees in the 70 weeks a re-interpretatian of Jeremiah’s 70 years, but starts these

weeks with Daniel’s prayer, apparently contradicting his position.

A similar non-arithmetic position is that of Goldingay, although different from
Collins. The only period he tries to identify is the last week (from the alleged death of

Onias 1 in 171 B.CE 1o Hanukkah 164 g.cE)”*

However, if some recent revisions of the Maccabean dates are considered® {in
favour of the dates 168-165 B.CL), the last week of years would have last only 5 years!
While there are still some objections to add, the statement of A. Bevan fits very well

these approaches to the “unknown periods” of Daniel 9:

In reality, this theory is more obviously at variance with text than any other that has been
proposed. Verses 22, 23, and 25, certainly imply that the duration of the weeks was definitely
known; indeed, save upon this assumption, the speech of the angel would be, from beginning
i0 end, a piece of efaborate mockery.””’

In view of Bevan, the revelation was intended to give Daniel understanding.
Therefore he added, “We are therefore bound to suppose that the author of the chapter

knew what was meant by a week, and knew from what point the 70 weeks were to be

reckoned.”*™

Concluding, the historical-critical schemata of the 70 weeks are just feeble
attempts, though ingenious sometimes, to reset the Danielic data and force them fit the

Maccabean thesis. Compared with the sorry, Christ-avoiding schemes above, the old
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historicist {Protestant) diagram is bright and faith stengthening. It was proposed by
scholars and commentators like Johann Funck (d. 1566),*” Georg Nigrinus {(d. 1602},**
Heinrich Bullinger (d. 1575),**" Jacques Cappel (d. 1624),** Sir Isaac Newton (1642-
1727),*® Johann Albrecht Bengel (d. 1752),** Samuel Osgood (d. 1813),**5 Archibald
Mason (d. 1831),** John Brown (1820),**" John N. Andrews (d.1883),**® and is now
supported by conservative exegetes like Jacques Doukhan, William Shea,** and a few

other evangelical commentators as Henry Halley, the author of a practical handbook of

the Bible.**

For linguistic treatment and translation of these Danielic weeks see notes 307
and 308. Now, if the solutions adopted by the historical-critical scholars are not
acceptable to me, let us examine the Danielic passage in the conservative historicist

framework.

As we have seen up to this place, it is a continual concern of the author to link
this new revelation of chapter 9 to the vision of chapter 8. Consistent with this concern,
the author makes Gabriel deliver his message ex abrupto, with no other introduction
but the attention called in verses 22-23, to resume his explanation left incomplete in
chapter 8:26, and to answer directly Daniel’s deep concern about time, i.e. the
dilemma of those not understood, sickening 2300 days, and of those understood,

preferred 70 years.

To grasp the deep logical continuity that was built systematically in the author’s
narrative from chapter 8:26 all through 9:24, a careful reading of Gabriel’s explanation
is first necessary, leting aside, for the time, the story about Scriptures and prayer, though

important it is. as in the following table:

Gabricl’s explanation begins 2:17"Understand, son of Adam, that the vision points to the time
— re time — | of the end.”

Gabriel’s explanation stops incomplete | :26 “... And the revelation about those [2300]‘evenings and

— r¢ time -— | mornings? is ruth. {As for you, seal up this prophecy, for it refers to
many days hence),”
Gabriel’s explanation vesumed with an
abrupt introduction — re time— | §:24 “A period of 70 weeks is cut off thence for your people and
your holy city, until..... ©
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S. Talman suggests that this period of 490 years is modelled after the time of the
Egyptian enslavement and of Ezekiel’'s dramatic prophecy representing a total of 430
years of Israel and Judah.*’ But Talmon’s idea falls quite short by 50 years when
compared with the Danielic schema, so it is not convincing. The 70 weeks are certainly
patterned after the law of jubilee in Leviticus 25:8 and the Jeremiah’s prophecy. It is a
symbolic and eloquent muitiplication of both, by 10 and respectively by 7, as in
Lemech’s saying (“Kain...avenged 7 times, and Lemech, 70 times 7,” Gn 4:24}), which
Jesus of the Gospels applied to the opposite idea of forgiving: “I do not say to forgive 7
times, but 70 times 7* {Mt 18:22}. Both types, the legal {jubilee) and the historical (the
new exodus from Babylon), mean liberation and restoration after slavery, captivity and

exile,

If one would search for an exact historical pattern for the 490 years, then the
time from the call of Moses 1o the Solomon’s Temple is the most significant. According
to 1K 6:1 (NRS5}, from Exodus to the foundation of the first temple have elapsed 480
years. And the whole duration of the works lasted 7 years (1K 7:1, 6:37-38, 9:10). If we
assume a short period (2/3 years) from the call of Moses recorded in Exodus 3, to
Israel’s exodus out of Egypt, as a necessary time for the events described in Ex 3-12,*7
then 483 years lasted from the call of Moses to the foundation of Solomon’s tempie, to
which we add the 7 years of the building works and so the totat is 490 years to the

finishing of The First Temple.

This historical pattern, which | did not find discussed in any commentary, fits
better the prophecy of Daniel in most details and | am inclined to see it as a historical

type with strong Messianic overtones. Compare the striking parallel of the two periods:
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7 0 W E E K § = 4 89 0 Y E A R 5

7 WEEKS=49 YEARS 62 WEEKS=434 YEARS 1 WEEK = 7 YEARS

word to the first | Messiah End of

restore and Jjubilee (of : Messiah rejectad the allotied

rebuild restoration) | ' comes and time for
celebrated | killed Israel

434 YEARS FROM THE
49 YEARS CONQUEST TO TEMPLE 7 YEARS OF BUILDING THE TEMPLE

1448 BCE I1439BCE . { WSBCE 938BCE

word of God Rest. : ; The son of A gtone End of the

1o Moses, The conquest : + David lays the first lemple's

{0 restore of Canaan | » foundatioas of  rejected buitding.

Israel to the is practically : . (b2 Temple then made

promised finished under ° : cormerstone

land Joshua | '

The scheme above is based on an early date of the Exodus (1445 B.CE.) under the
Pharaoh Amenhotep 1, the only date that matches the recard of 1K 6:1. While dates are
approximate, they are nonetheless telling. Three years before Exodus are supposed to
he the approximate necessary time from the majestic theophany and the call of Moses.
The time elapsed o the relative end of the conquest under Joshua is calculated as
3+40+6, where the 40 years represent the time of Israel’s nomadism in Sinai (Nu 14:34)
and the 6 years is the periad of the conquest under Joshua and Caleb.*”* The reference
to the rejected stone that later became a stone of destiny, the cornerstone, seems to be
an incident occurred during the building of the Temple, which is not recarded, but only
referred as a Messianic type (Ps 118:24, Is 8:13-15, 28:16) and it is applied in the NT to
Jesus' rejection by His people (AA 4:11, 1Pt 2:6, Eph 1:22, Phip 2:6-11).** This is the
great scandal announced in Daniel (9:26) and so accurately foreseen by Isaiah {(52:13—
53:12}), which was fulfilied in a unique way in Jesus of Nazareth. The time lapse from
Exodus to the climax of Israel’s histary, the reign of Solomon, is thus compared with
another time lapse, from the new Exodus (of Babylon) to the true Son of David, which is
seen as Servant and King, Sacrifice and High Priest, Builder, Temple and Cornerstone
{is 8:14, Zec 3:8-9, 6:11-15, Jn 2:19-22). As it was shown above, there are strong ties

between the dedication prayer of Solomon and the prayer of Daniel for restoration. And
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the last week of the new covenant, the years of the Church’s formation in Judea have

strang reference to the significance and typology of the Temple.

is cut off thence®®

The passive A7) is a bapax, a Niph“al form of the verb D7, possibly an
Aramaic loanword. Its basic meaning is fully attested in different sources, as well as in
related words of Semito-Hamitic origin. While LXX render it as expifnooy (“are
determined”}, fram kplrw {“to separate / sever,” “decide,” “judge,” “punish,” et. al.),
and Theodoret comments, guvetunifinoay, ortl tob, ébokwuacBnony, Kei explonuav:
oUTw yop Tivel TV Epunventolr  ékbebuknaly {were cut off, standing for were
approved and determined; for some of the interpreters rendered in this manner)."”
Theodotion, usually more scrupulous, translates it as guvetufmoey (“are cut short

[from]”}, followed by Jerome (adbreviatae sunt— “are cut off [from]”).

The root TN is found also in Akkadian (hatakum — "entscheiden”= cut off,

497

sever).”’ In Arabic, hataka (“zerreissen”= cut up, dismember} keeps the same basic

idea.*™ In Egyptian are found two similar roots (Asq — to cut off, sever, separate, set
apart; and Ask — to cut, sever, dismember).*”” It is interesting to observe the pervasive
character of this primitive root in other related African languages.” Whereas this
occurrence of T in Daniel is unique in the OT, the root is well attested in the later
Hebrew and Judeo-Aramaic writings. Kohler-Baumgantner Lexikon gives for it the
meanings cut off and decide® The two meanings are close related. And this
phenomenon of deriving an abstract meaning out of a concrete image is well atiested
with other roots and terms.” And note the survival of this basic meaning through the
medieval Jewish Hebrew and Aramaic, up to this time.

Thus, TR is rendered as to be cut off, or be decided, the latter meaning being
preferred by the lexicographer for this singular Biblical occurrence. Now, what are the
criteria that any exegete should consider, to decide between the basic, concrete
meaning of the term, and the derived, abstract meaning? Especially those holding to a

6™ century BC origin of the book should be mare careful to express the oldest, basic
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meaning. This concrete meaning is sa powerful, that after centuries, in the Talmudic
Hebrew or Aramaic, and even in the Modern Hebrew, is preserved. Theodotion and
Jerome chose the same cancrete meaning, ta sever, fo cut off, to dedyct. While this roat
expresses sometimes, in later Hebrew only, the meanings to utter, decide, determine,
the author Daniel {or Gabriel himself, why not?) uses rather the verb 771 in the given
context {v. 25.26.27, cf, Dan 11:36), to express the idea of decision, and elsewhere he
uses the verb 730 (in Hebrew as in Aramaic, chapters 1:10, 5:25-26), when he wants to
express the idea of assign, apportion, determine, count, which would fit very well here,
if he intended to say that. He couid also use =t3, which is a synonym, used in both his
languages, and had got already the abstract meaning of decide (see Est 2:1 {i‘?i} piet}
and Dan 2:27.34, 4:4.14.21). But, if the speaker wanted really to give further
explanation to Daniel on that mysterious revelation of a longer period in the preceding
vision, he chose a special term to mean that the “70 weeks” are severed from the “2300
evening-mornings”. This is confirmed by the use of the verb in singular, to stress the
unitary nature of the “70 weeks,” and by the ex abrupto approach of the angel to the
subject itself, resuming actually, in this verse, his explanation after the interruption

made in chapter 8:26.°"

Thus, this time connection implies that the 70 weeks are deducted, severed, cut
off from the longer period of 2300 days, as a tailor would cut out a piece of material
from a longer fabric roll, In other words, the angel gives here a clue to understand the

real beginning of the long period (2300 days); i.e. both periods have the same starting

point.

2300fdays / years

See the comments on chapter 8:13 (pp. 116-117) about the lacking ferminus a

quo of the 2300 days and the only stress on the terminus ad quern (“Until when?”).
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The German Reformed pastor Johann P, Petri {1718-1792), who was ministering
near Frankfurt am Main, was the first to begin the 70 weeks of years and the 2300 years
synchronously. Before him, John Tillinghast (1654} had advocated in England that the
70 weeks were a lesser period within the greater one of 2300 days, but curiously he
had not begun them synchronously.™ Petri published his finding in 1768 but it was not
immediately followed. Though the historical dates he used were not so exact as we
may find today, and the expected event accurring at the finat term {the Second Advent
of Jesus) was wrong, his observation nevertheless opened a way of destiny for the
exegesis of this apocalyptic time. To him, and to a host of evangelical exegetes who
followed him, (especially in the first half of the 19" century), the 70 weeks were the key
that unlocked the timing of the 2300 years.™”

The following table indicates the logical connections that Daniel and angelus
interpres made between the vision of the 2300 days and the revelation of the 70 weeks,

using suggestive key terms,

Vision of Daniel 8 Prophecy of Daniel 9
IRITR 190% 120 (v.16) my 27 12 (v 22)
Tl PR (v, 27) AP3 T5UmenS ey Ty
A. Vision of the ram and the he-goat (v. 2-1 D7, 2™ REACTION. Daniel understands
12). from the Books a shorter time for the

final restoration {v. -2} pd

B. Revelation of they 2300 23 27v* | PRAYER: “Do not df»iéyf” fv. 3-20)
evenings and mornings 4 oLES 34) s

E
J

C. Fzrst apparition of Gabru&l *"f}ne’* like al . “Gahriel, !;hat man.[Daniel} saw in
man”, fv. 15-18) .. . the} preﬁed;pg vision,” comes again (V.
27

..f'
“/V

A’. Explanation of the yfs?oa A (. 191,
E )

p el was sent to explain the
the 23[}0 days} remains unexpta;ng& "ws:on " and he emphaticaily cautions

{(“sealed”). nevertheless TRUE, aniel to understand {what remained
extendmg fér iongtame 0737 oW (v. 26/, unexplamed,,re the 2300 days) v. 21-
,ff 23.™ -
f S - -
/ P B’”, A“ period of 70 weeks is

al DEDUCTED TNM] thereof, till the

D. 1% R«EACT ON: Daniel puzz!g& 'y messianic events. This time is divided
T’:‘D XY ,There was.acne to make me | into 7+62+1 weeks, siarting from a
understand” [the “vidion” of the 2300 days) | “word to  restore  and  rebuild

fv. 27). Jerusalem® (v. 24-27).
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The number 70 weeks, i.e. 70 x 7 days / years, is in itself symbolic and

meaningful, First, it is linked in the context of this chapter, to the 70 years of captivity.
As if say, the true captivity will end when Messiah comes. But the number has still
more to speak, it is really a great period of jubilee to the restoration Messiah had ta do,

and Jesus proclaimed He did.™®

for your people and your holy city

Gabriel is saying that the period of 70 weeks (490 days / years) was cut out from
the 2300 days / years as a new, special alotted time for the Jews, until the fulfilment of
their highest expectations. This is a direct response to both Daniel’s prayer (v. 16-19}
and his perplexities. From his perspective, the prophecy could not become much
clearer, but the details he wrote down and “sealed” prove helpful for those living in the

time of the end.

until the confining of the rebellion, until the sealing of all sins

For the reason of this translation see notes 310-311.

r525
ar

gl byl until the confinement of the rebellion,

I"ﬁﬂ@lj uniil the sealing of sing,

To confine or close up the rebellion and / or seal the sins is a less known,

biblical metaphor. Here are a few examples for comparison:

Zec 58 13_7:1_7-.-[ MRt 'zm.m And he said "This is Wickedness,"
- S0 he thrust her back irlo the basket
L ny ,

TERT IR 5“ R -l oAl and pressed the leaden weight down on its mouth.
-ws'bu ST JINTTR 1'?1:*1 (i.e. confined)
Joh 14:17 -

© "IJCDB il %ol Dnﬁ my rebellious sin is sealed in a bag,,

T ot 5}; Sg mrn and You have sewn my wrongdoing.
Dt 32:34 ey oHhD NI R 271 s northis* laid up in store with Me,

"NIEIND oPn
(B3 v.43)

sealed up in my treasuries?
{He shall make atenement / expiale, v.43)
*i.e Israel’s sin, see the context, Dn 32:1-43)

This is a forcefully expressive metaphor of God’s dealing with Israel’s sin, and it

is more comprehensive, going beyond the meaning of the usual translation fo reach the
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full measure / ending of the sin. The sin is here seen like Rebellion (personified) to be
confined in view of the Judgment day, or like a legal deed (bound and sealed) for the
same purpose, if we take both phrases as synonym. But we may take them as
complementary, and thus we could imagine Israel’s transgression like in Zechariah's
vision (ch. 5:8) - first confined, then sealed up — or like any other important thing /
person closed and sealed.”” The theological meaning of this image has not received
the whole attention deserved; though when understood in the context of the following

lines, it must have messianic application.

until the expiation®* of any iniquity

The sacrificial system of the Mosaic Law had to be fulfilled in the great expiatory

sacrifice of the Servant of Yahweh (Is 53:4-12).

The three terms in this verse are the most common names for the sin. If they are
all used, a complete and diverse manifestation of the sin is meant.”” Each of their basic
letymological) sense suggests a fine distinction of meaning. For example, ¥¢8 is the sin
as rebellion against God’s suzerainty, act of independence, violation or breaking of
God’s covenant {cf.1K 12:19). NRBA is the sin as wrong use of our free will, abuse of
moral freedom, erroneous choice, missing the right or omitting it (Job 5:24, Pr 19:2
NRS). 1 is the sin as moral perversion, opposing justice / righteousness / law / right (Pr
12:8). Consequently, YW2 is sin against a personal and sovereign God, NREM is sin
against our own reason and conscience (as God given, spiritual image), and % is sin

against the universal right — the revealed law of God.

until the bringing in the eternal righteousness

OT prophecies agree on the fact that the kingdom of justice / righteousness is the
Kingdom of Messiah, the Kingdom of God.”® An everlasting righteousness might be
also a deed or an attitude that is considered righteous by God and worthy of mention

forever, throughout generations.*'' Christianity is founded on this concept of
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redemption, i.e. sacrificial, vicarious atonement for unrighteousness in order to bring

instead everlasting righteousness.*'?

until the sealing of both prophecies and prophets™®

NRS is right in translating the phrase “to seal both vision and prophet” {my
underlining). This may be understood as an attestation or authentication of all prophetic
revelation. Especially when the period of 70 weeks leading to the great Messianic
jubilee of forgiving and restoration is viewed as being part of the long period, as it was
shown above, the historical fulfilment of these events is for the believer a guarantee of
fulfilment of all that remained to happen after the end of 2300 days, when the cleansing

/ vindication of the Sanctuary is scheduled.

The chiastic structure of these six lines deserves all our attention. They are
helpful for translation and for understanding the theological meaning of the prophecy.
William Shea has already observed this poetic structure of v. 24.°'* He emphasises the-
thematic relevance of the chiastic centre (C — C'), where the removal of iniquity by
atonement brings in eternal righteousness {note that W and pP3% are the best
antonyms for one another) then he shows the verbal link between the lines B — B' (both
lines have the same verb Dhrj'?‘!). Lines A and A' share the contrast between the first
three lines (bicola) and the next three lines {tricola), the first one being the initiation of

the subject, and the last one being the conclusion of the subject.

Number of
Hebrew
words
vunn REab A ) until the confinement of the rebellious sin,

niNer ohmy B 2 until the sealing of all misdeeds,
Y 15;'?1 C 2 until the expiation of any iniguity,
cm;t;‘y PI3 w;aﬁ;q o 3 until the bringing in eternal righteousness,
8an im Dhn'?‘: B’ 3 until the sealing of any vision and prophei,
DWwTp UIP HUJD")'! Al 3 until the anointing of a Sanctuary.
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The 70 weeks for the jews, according to the lines above, should lead to the
highest spiritual expectations and surprises, regarding both the culmination of God's
grace for Israel and the culmination of Israel’s disgrace for the way God displayed His
true, everlasting righteousness. For the casual reader or the punctilious scholar, it is
obvious the intent of the speaker in these lines. The sense of final solution for the
problem of universal sin, pointing to God’s true Sanctuary has Isaianic and Messianic
overtones and appears as a fulfilment of the typological, ritual system of the earthiy

Sanctuary.

until the anointing of the most holy sacrificial system

The prophetic expression of Daniel 9:24, 22072 € Ijitfr;‘?j means literally, and
lup] to the anointing of a most holy thing. The phrase DWIP WP is a periphrastic
superlative from U2 holiness, sacredness, holy / hollowed /sacred / consecrated thing
and from its plural 272, The following table will be helpful to understand the
pragmatic use of these terms related to the Sanctuary service and finally to have the

best idea for the Danielic expression.

Dwlp wIp DR WP Ul @Ipm
a most holy thing, act, place the most holy thing (s) {the) holy thing
1Ch 23:13, any thing Num 4:4.19, the most holy thing(s) /[Lev 12:4 any sacred thing / time
consecrated by priestly ministry: [place (s) of the Sanctuary: / place / person :

Ex 29:37, Ex 30: 28 (the altar of
sacrifices and all its utensils).
Lev 6:18-22/25-29, 7:1-6, Num 6:20 (the Nagzirite’s offering).
10:12.17, 14:13 (any sin / guilt /
cleansing offering sacrificed in the
place for the continual holocaust).
Ex 30:8.10 (the golden altar for
incense),
Ex 30; 35-37 (the incense). Ex 30:35-37 (the incense)
Lev 6:10/17 (the unleavened bread (Num 18:9-10 (parts of the sacrifices  {Lev 22:10.14 (the sacred food that
for the priest), Lev 2:3.10, Num  [that were not bumnt offerings, eaten by the priest only and his household
18:9 (what was left from the the priests (males) only. Ezra 2:63,  |could eat). Ex 29,33-36 (the meat
offerings for priests to eat), Lev  [Neh 7:65 (the grain / sin / or guilt and bread left from the priestly
24:9, (the bread of the presence). |offering, belonging to the priests), Ez |consecration offering), Lev 23:20
42:13 (p: D'!W‘[Pn sw'-[P)_ (the first fruits and the 2 lambs of
crevmeoooT e Pentecost), Lev 27:30.32 (any
tithe).
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Bz 45:1-5, 48 10-12 (area of the land
consecrated 10 the Temple / priests /
Lowd). Ez 43:12 (whole ares of the
new temple on the mountain)

Ez 45:1-5 {area of the land
consecrated to the Temple / priests /
Lord), Ex 40 9 (God’s earthly
dwelling, the Sanctuary}.

Ex 26:33 (the first apartnirent of the
Sanctuary, The Holy Place;
sometimes is difficalt to distinguish
between reference o Sanctuary, in
general, and reference to the Holy
Place). 1Ki 8:8 (the place in front of
the 27, the Inner Sanctuary).

Ex 20:30, Lev 16:2.17.20.23, cf. Heb
8:2,9:2-3.8.12.25, 10:15, Num 4:16
(the second apartment of the
Sanctuary, The Most Holy Place
when it stands in conjunction with
12un, ST tabernacle, as The
Haly Place, especially in the Yom
Kippur terminology)

= UIpD UIPR Lev 1633

Any thing vowed or consecrated. Lev
19;24 (1he fruits from the 4" year left
on the trees), Lev 27:21 (the field
during lhe jubilee), Lev 27:23 (the
price of certain things whom the
prigst reckoned as against the jubilee),
Ley 27:9-10.33 (things or animals
that could oot be substituted), Lev
27:14 {a house consecraied to God
and assessed by the priest).

Ex 31:14.15, 35:2 (the Sabbatb day)}
Ley 25:12 (the 50" year, jubilee)

Ex 30:31, Ex 37:29 (the sacred oil)

The second (innex) apartment of
the Sanctuary, The Most Holy
Place (Ex 26:33-34, Num
4:4.19, 7:50, 8:6, 1Ki 8.6, 1Ch
6:34, 2Ch 3:8-10, 4:22, 5.7, Bx
41:4).

Lev 27:28 any herem — vow (in
fields. animals, persons)

Ex 30:25. 29-32 (the sacred
ointnent).

Loy 21:6 (the priest who shares in the
altar's sacrifices), Ex 28:36-68 (the
high priest as sin-bearer).

We may see from this table that the phrase QW3pl7] WP was used in
reference to anything Cod said it is most holy, such as were the sacred objects, places
and rites of the Sanctuary: altars, utensils, sacrifices, bread, vows, the second apartment
of the Sanctuary (the Most Holy Place), and the whole site of the eschatological
Temple. Much of the same objects, rites, places, are also named, simply, USp[3! Aoly,
sacred thing, but the latter is also used for holy days, times, seasons, persons (priests).
Nowhere is the phrase o"p[1] WP applied to persons, therefore Jerome's

transiation {et unmguatur sanctus sanctorurm), possibly following the LXX, whose
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ambiguity allowed such understanding, followed by some old translations, KJV, DRB,
LSC et. al. to anoint the Most Holy [One/, is not reliable in this instance. The author

should have written =R (] WP if he intended to refer to a person.

The best understanding of this phrase in Daniel 9:24 is grasped when one
considers the whole expression (including the preceding verb): O07p WP mun® o
anoint a most holy thing, or, to anoint some thing to become most holy. And this
expression has a unique usage in the Bible, in those places only where it deals with the
first consecration of the Sanctuary ceremonial system. Never was anointed another

Sanctuary or Temple in Israel:

Ex40:9  \ouRg MR AMGRY TOURT ene p-h?'jj Then you shall take the anointing oil.

ct. 30:26 : I and ancint the tebernacle and all that
1"‘?3 ‘p: n‘ﬂ N8 I"H.U‘I'D'I 2 UN ‘?: HR"I is L’n‘:‘r, and consecrate it and all its

’ED':TP SN furnizure, so thit it shall become holy.

The anointing of the priests was included in the same rite of Sanctuary
dedication.’” The anointed high priest only could make atonement on Yom Kippur {Lv
16:32). The high priest was in charge with the holy oil (Nu 4:16). The anointed high
priest owned so sacred position that he could not go out of his Sanctuary task, not

even to attend his parents’ funeral {(Lv 21:12).

TRt nmdnn TRWRR WD TRM Moses...anvinted the tabernacle, and afl
:1:&{ iy} ﬁ:-wl;g;:;"'jgr“m_s-! 2L PR thas is in i, and sanctified them
When Moses finished to set up the
WURTIR 27 MU 0102 OY2 M iabernacle, he anainted it and sanctified
Num 7:1 7“53"‘-3 MY INR TP MR RTDM i, including all its utensils, the altar, and
DOR TR ongnt '1'-'?;}"?; PRI N3 ARY all its wensils, he anvinted them, and
T o " sanctified them. {also Bx 40:5.11, Lev 8:10,
. . Every day you shall offer a bull as a sin
Ex 29:36 PRBM ORI oY BRD TEIn nrom e offering for atonement. You shall offer a
sin offering for the aliar, when you mike
ST IR Drgng *;"'?g TIB23 nama- LSy atonement for i, and shall ansing i, to
consecrale il
Toa-bo ARy YD M2WNR AN You shall alse anoint the altar of burat
. oW uie HZTD-I Ty ot offering and all ins wiensils, and
Ex 40:10 0P ‘.b Ll L el ’;i Y comsecrate the aliar, so that the aliar shall
PUT2Y  be most holy.

Lev 8:10

Concluding, we may see in the phrase Z%WJp U7p ni:.ir;‘; a Sanctuary system
dedication, with all its furniture and utensils, because the Sanctuary and a lot of things

related to it are called most ~oly. We may include a priesthood dedication {anointing),
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for though priests are never called most holy, their anointing occurred with the
Sanctuary’s first dedication. Moreover, we have the Messiah (The Anoint and the Holy

One par exelfence) in this context, Whose anointing is attested by the NT.*°

The most direct and precise application of the phrase above is in Ex 40 10,
where the altar of sacrifices, anointed in the same time with the Sanctuary, is expressly
called most holy. The altar was the centre of all ceremonial system. Gabriel’s words do
not specify which is to be anointed and made most holy, but these OT use of this
- expression was sufficient for a Jew to understand all its Sanctuary force, as a promise of
a new altar and sanctuary dedication, related to Messiah, the Sacrifice and Priest. it is
worthy of notice that the first Sanctuary (the tabernacle) only, was dedicated by
anointing. The Temple was not dedicated by holy ointment, but through blood only.
This would mean that the first and second temples were considered as pragmatic forms
of perpetuation of the tabernacle’s Sanctuary system. Presence of the atonement for
iniquity in the preceding phrases, and of Messiah being “cut off” in v.26 are strong
evidence toward this conclusion. The NT builds on this language, especially in Hebrew
and Revelation, where the image of a better, true, heavenly Sanctuary of Jesus Christ is

reflected as a new covenant concept of atonement and judgment.*”

This understanding is closely related to the cryptic formula of Daniel 8:14 where
the Sanctuary is said to be cleansed / vindicated at the end of 2300 days. And we need
to remember that in Daniel 8:11¢, the Hebrew phrase used for the Sanctuary applies
both to the celestial abode of God and to its earthly reflection {see comments on p.
112), like the prophecy about the pretty too long horn applies to both Antiochus and
his spiritual posterity (especially Rome of the Caesars and of the pontiffs). The anointing
of a different Sanctuary system announced in this prophecy is paralleled to Messiah’s
death and covenant for many (see comments on v. 26.27) and to the alienation and
destruction of the Jewish Sanctuary and City. All these must be related somehow to the

end of the 70 weeks allotted to the Jews.
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Daniel 9:25 — Know this and understand it

Daniel and Gabriel use obsessively the root "2 or equivalents in chapters 8-9,

especially when they mean time mysteries. See comments on 8:27¢, 9:22.23.

from the issuing of a decree to restore and rebuild Jerusalem

Concerning reasons for this translation, see notes 315-316. Re the word [ decree
here in view, some scholars, especially those who cannot accept the 70 weeks span
beyond Antiochus’ epoch, prefer a translation based on the word of YHWH to jeremiah
spoken of in v. 2, a clear reference to Jer 25:1.11. Smart proposal is it, but God's
resolution in Jeremiah 25 is not first a promise of restoration, but a doom of desolation
and captivily. A restoration is certainly implied there, as Daniel perceived, but it is not
the main thrust of that word. Since the actual dating and pace of that restoration
suggested by the time-limited doom message of Jeremiah was a conditional prophecy
(cf. Jer 18:6-11) as Daniel did not fail to understand - the content of his prayer and his
knowledge of Jeremiah’s oracles are best wilnesses —, the prophesied end of captivity
could not mean but the royal decree of restoration, which was expected from Cyrus (cf.
Is 44:28, 45:13-14). If Cyrus completely fulfilled this prophecy, as expected, is another
interesting question and it is a real challenge for the scholars who hold to a late
{Persian) date of [“Deutero-*] Isaiah’s prophecy. It is also a challenge for fundamentalist

scholars who do not accept any conditional prophecy that might have not been

fuifilled.

The term restore is acceptable here in the sense indicated at point 5 of the entry
restore in Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary: “5. to give back; make
return or restitution of (anything taken away or lost).”

This decree of restoration and rebuilding the postexilic Jerusalem cannot be the
decree of C'yrus (Ezra 1, c. 538-536 B.C.E.} or that of Darius the Persian (Ezra 4:1-5.24,
ch. 5-6, c. 519 B.CE), since they deal only with limited rights related to the Temple's
rebuilding after the first caravan of repatriate Jews retumed in judea to settle there. The

only imperial words that remain are those of Artaxerxes | in his 7" (457 B.CE) and 20"
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years {444 #.C.E), to which the journal of Ezra and Nehemiah testifies (Fzra 7:8-26, Ne
2:1-9)°" Many fundamentalist-futurist commentaries today prefer the 20" year of
Anaxerxes, because the letter handled to Nehemiah deals explicitly with the walls of

Jerusalem. The usual futurist schema looks like the following: **

7 0 W E E K § = 4 9 0 Y E A R §

' i future, apocalyptic time,

A I__O NG GAP beginning with an

invisible Advent of

, = : Christ and rapture of the
69 weeks = 476 yea PARENTHESIS P “:Chﬁ?}’ch ¢
i the 70" week
Al | B1 | R 7 years ?
445/4 BC AD 32733 Antichrist Second
20 year of Artaxerxes Triumphal entry Covenant Advent

of Jesus in Jernsalem

But this is a superficial choice, because there is important evidence that Jews had
began the work of rebuilding the city walls before Nehemiah. Nehemiah was
concerned with recent destruction of the wall, not with the first destruction under
Nebuchadnezzar, more than 130 years before {Ne 1:1-4). And the journal of Ezra
actually mentions the beginning of rebuilding of the city early in the reign of Artaxerxes
{Ezra 4:9-23, see especially vs.12.21-23). It is most likely that the beginning of this work
was done on the basis of the first decree of Artaxerxes in his 7" year (457 B.cE), and
then cancelled after a subsequent order of the versatile King Artaxerxes, because of the
governors’ intrigue and probably because of the political context. A number of

elements help us evaluate the evidence:

1. Ezra included in his book a copy of the decree of the 7" year of Artaxerxes (457
B.CE), which is the largest in size, content and spirit, compared with the previous
decrees of Cyrus the Great and Darius Hystaspes (Ezra 1:2-4, 6:3-12, 7:12-26). This
decree deals also with the service and renovatéons.of the temple, but it gives the Jews
actually a higher political status, restoring to them juridical (religious and civil)
autonomy under the Persian suzerainty (v.24-26). Ezra was authorised to appoint
magistrates and teachers of the Law, and establish the Jewish City courts with full
autonomy to punish the lawbreakers. This was more than just rebuilding a city wall.
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Ezra was explicitly given freedom to do anything he thought right within the limits and

in the spirit of this decree (v.18).

2. While the rebuilding of cities is not specifically mentioned in Artaxerxes’ decree,
nevertheless, Ezra relates about a first rebuilding of the city under Arlaxerxes {Ezra 4:7-
12).7% This must be Artaxerxes |, because it is mentioned immediately after Cyrus,
Darius and Xerxes {4:3-6). Since this rebuilding was countermanded by the king and
stopped violently by the governors of the province (who likely destroyed the work), it is
reasonable that it happened before the first term of governorship of Nehemiah, because
Nehemiah received word of a refatively recent devastation of Jerusalem’s gates and
walls, and because the authorisation of Nehemiah fills the implicate provision of

Artaxerxes to give a later, special authorisation for rebuilding {Ezra 4:21}.

3. That the rebuilding of the city in Ezra 4 could not be that undertaken by Nehemiah,
is clear from v. 12, where the complaining governors refer in their letter, only to the
Jews who came under Artaxerxes {see Fzra 7:7, 8:1-36), whereas Nehemiah was not

accompanied by a group of repatriates.

4. It is highly improbable that the Jews would have begun to rebuild the city without
imperial permission. Postexilic authors Hagai, Ezra and Nehemiah describe them quite
fearful and not ready to achieve the prophetic tasks of a complete restoration. It is hard
to believe that such people would have run the immense political risk of building

without authorisation, in times when this could mean death penalty.

5. Artaxerxes’ order to cancel the work of rebuilding reveals his complicity with the
Jews, because he did not punished them at all, and even left open the possibility to
reconsider this measure in the future {(Ezra 4:21-22), whereas the local governors

employed the Artaxerxes’ counter-order to use violence against the builders.

Owusu-Antwi makes a strong case for the Artaxexes’ decree of 457 b.CE and
against the late authorisation piven te Nehemiah (444 BCE} to go and rebuild the

City.™! His is probably the most convincing work on the chronology of Daniel 9:24-27.
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to MESSIAH the RULER

BDBG (603) gives as special meaning of MR in Daniel 9:25-26: Messianic
Frince, according to Briggs (Messianic Prophecy), then refers to others who shuffled in
v. 25 Cyrus the Great or the high priest joshua, and in v.26, the Syrian king Seleucus IV
or the high priest Onias Ill. This is a serious challenge for any Christian scholar,
because it is the only place in the OT to refer directly to the Eschatological Saviour. To
meet it, | propose a number of reasons, which can substantiate the traditional Christian
exegesis. For a large linguistic analysis of this title, see notes 317-318. The weight of
evidence points to the Great Messiah expected by Jews, and not to a commonly

anointed priest or king, in spite of so much ink wasted to prove the opposite.”*

523

there will be 7 weeks plus™ 62 weeks.

The pragmatic test of this revelation of Gabriel is to reckon 7 + 62 = 69 weeks
(483 years) from the first decree of Artaxerxes | {457 B.CE) to Messiah the Ruler. The
period points not to His birth, but to His official anointing as the Divine King-Priest.
According to the Jewish Law and custom, the age of 30 was considered the full maturity
to occupy a public office (Nu 4:3.23.30.35.39.43.47, 1Ch 23:3). Biblical writers
specifically indicated that Joseph entered his high office when was 30 years old (Gn
41:46), and the same minimum, ideal age is given for Saul (15 13:1) and David (2S 5:4).
NT specifies the age of accession to office for Jesus only, Kal adtog Tw Tnooig
APYOUEVO; WOoEL ETMV TpLaKoVTY, Jfesus was about thirty years old when he began his
work. (Lk 3:23 NRS, underlines mine). This mention of Luke who claims to have done
detailed search in view of writing his Gospel (Lk 1:3-4), is made in the context of Jesus’
Baptism, described as accompanied by majestic signs, proclaimed Messiah by God
Himself and by John the Baptist (Lk 3:1-2, Jn 1:29-36). NT emphasises this thought that
Jesus at His Baptism (signifying His undertaking the vicarious death and resurrection as
Representative of all humans, Rm 6:3-10) was anointed with the Holy Spirit (Lk 4:18,
AA 10:37-38). Moreover, Luke indicates as precisely as he could, for all practical

purposes, the date of these events, to be the 1 5th year of Tiberius Caesar (Lk 3:1).
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15™ year of Tiberius 29 (Roman reckoning) or 27-28 fall to fall, accordigbg‘ to the
oriental reckoning, by non-accession year method.

Pontius Piiate, procurator of Judea 26-36 CE

Hered (Antipas), tetrarch of Galilee, 4 BCE-39 CE

(Herod) Philip tetrarch in Tturea and 4 BCE-33/34 CE

Trachonitis

Liysanias, tetrarch of Abilene ? unknown by historians

Jjoint with the high priest Annan t61—14 alone, but having controlling authority beyond this
me

Priesthood of (Joseph) Caiapha 18-36 Caiapha’s son-in-law

Other two important chronological dates about Jesus’ age at His baptism is His
birth under the Herod the Creat, who is certainly known to have died in March/April
750 AUC (4 B.ck), while Jesus was born shortly, probably a few months before that
time (Mt 2:1-3.13.19-22),°” between the fall of year 5 8.C.E. and the winter of 5 to 4
B.C.E.. 30 years from that time means a period between the fall of 26 k. and the spring
of 27 ck.. Since the 15" years of Tiberius, according to the oriental (inclusive, non-
accession year, fall to fall calendar) reckoning probably used by Luke, requires the
Jewish year Oct. 27 ce.— Oct. 28 CE., the only solution that fits most criteria is a short
period after Oct. 27 C.t. as time of His Baptism. Jesus must have been by then nearly 31
years old, and note that Luke does not say 30 years, but about or approximately 30

years, i. e. fit for a public ministry.

A corroborating date is given by John (Jn 2:20) who records that, according to the
Jews’ reply, 46 years elapsed since Herod the Great began the renovation of the Temple
until the first Passover that Jesus attended in Jerusalem a few months after His baptism.
Since the Temple began to be renewed in 735 AUC {19 BCE. ), 46 years lead us to the
year 28 Ck. for the first Passover attended by Jesus in Jerusalem after the beginning of
His public ministry.’

This date, the fall of year 27, fits perfectly the requirements of the prophecy and
proclaims Jesus of Nazareth the True Messiah, with John the Baptist. Not the kind of
Messiah expected by the Jewish theologians of the time and by an oppressed people,
but the kind of humiliated and oppressed Messiah, as indicated by His descending in

the baptismal water, and by the proclamation of John the Baptist: “Here is the Lamb of
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God, who takes away the sin of the world!” This very aspect is emphasised in Daniel

9:24.27.

Concerning the need of describing this prophetic time as 7+62 years, and not
directly 69 years, it should be said, that the speaker wanted to emphasise the
sabbatical, jubilee significance of this period. There is no historical event in the usual
sense for the end of the first 49 years of this prophecy. Some said it was the end of the
restoration. We might admit that the year 408 b.c.e. was about the closing time of the
restoration, including religious civil and reforms under the last prophets and high priests
of israel that were mentioned in the Old Testament. However, the mention of the 7
weeks of years is a direct reference to the first jubilee {the 49"/50" year) after the
restoration, which must have been in itself a historical event.” One could not
experience more than two such events in his or her life. According to the Law that was
supposed to be taught and respected after Artaxerxes” decree, the jubilee meant the
restoration of full ownership over lands, houses and other alienated goods, after the

seventh year that brought freedom from slavery.

To fully test the historical relevance of this true prophecy, ane might search
through the postexilic Jewish history up to the last destruction of Jerusalem {70 cC.E), in
order to find sabbatical years or jubilees recorded, to check their possible time
connection to this prophecy. If this might be proven, then the old evangelical
identification of the 70 weeks is not just the best or the only acceptable interpretation of

Daniel 9, but even a scientific demonstration.”®

Meanwhile both square and decision-making will be restored and rebuilt

For the specific problems and the strong linguistic support in favour of this
translation see notes 320-321. What this line requires is exactly what the decree of
Artaxerxes of Ezra 7 did {Ezra 7:25-26) a full civil restoration that transformed the
crowds in a people, in a nation, even in difficult conditions, as the angel says, even in

troubled times.>™
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Daniel 9:26 — yet after the 62 weeks, Messiah will be cut out

As it was shown above, the 62 weeks added to the first 7 weeks, reach the
autumn of the year 27 C.E.. After the 62 weeks does not necessary mean exactly at the
end of that period, because Gabriel spoke in v. 25 that this period leads to Messiah the
Ruler. His death could not have occurred in the same time with His public appearance
to begin His ministry. While the traditional date 33 c.E should be rejected,*® the only
scholarly dates held today for the great events of Crucifixion / Resurrection / Ascension
are years 30 or 31. Both data come short after the 62 weeks, as the prophecy requires.
Then Messiah had to be —and was — yikareth, i.e. cut off, meet death punishiment, sfain

. . 53
as a covenant sacrifice’™”!

This excruciating event, seemingly has no other explicit
match in the TNK but the extraordinary prophecy of Isaiah (ch. 53). The historical
reality that the highest authorities of God’s people agreed to condemn Jesus of Nazareth
had sound like a popular legend, if the other “peoples of God” would have not

murdered many of their saints and reformers.

and neither the City nor the Sanctuary shall be for Him

For this translation see note 324. City and Sanctuary, Kingdom and Priesthood
are the very definition of the messiahship. This may be understood in the sense that
Jesus died without any recognition from the part of His people. Old conditional
prophecies foresaw the glory of Jerusalem and the Sanctuary in connection with the
presence of Messiah (Is 9:6-7, 11:1-10). Jesus strove sincerely to avoid this catastrophe
and, paradoxically, though knowing that He goes the way of Cross, He longed and
worked toward Jerusalem’s immediate glory (Lk 19:41-44, cf. Lk 7:30). The clause may
mean also that neither the city (the lay people), nor the Sanctuary (the priests) was to be
pro Jesus. In other words, from that time on, the people remains with their city and
sanctuary, with their politic and theology, separated from that one that only could give

meaning to all these.
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The people of the Ruler who is to come will become corrupt (or, be destroyed?)

Concerning this translation and the possible meaning be destroyed for this verb,
see note 325. The Coming Ruler from this verse cannot be another but the same who is
called Messiah the Rulerin v. 25, then Messiah in v. 26b, and now the Ruler who is to
come. Concerning the corruption envisioned: this was a snowball effect of rejecting the
true Messiah. False leaders and even false messiahs had to appear and lead the people

to a complete ruin.

and find its end in an overflowing invasion

Moral, political and religious corruption invited repeated disaster in the Biblical
history of Israel. The Roman legions overflowed™ and overwhelmed the people in the
years 70 and 135. The Jewish people has not been exterminated, neither this prophecy
required this. Most of the Jews by then lived outside Judea. But the Palestinian Jews and
especially Jerusalem, i.e. those who witnessed the works and heard the teachings of
Jesus the Messiah and did not repent within their time of probation, met their terrible
end with the stones of the Temple. Jesus predicted this end of Jerusalem 40 years before

it happened.”

Even to the end it was determined war and desolations

it is the end of this aeon in view of Gabriel here, the End, and not a historical
end of a political entity, like the end of the people from the preceding line. Up to the
End, the people and its historical home faced war and desolations. Concerning

linguistic analysis see notes 327-328.

27 He shall prove strong His covenant for many, through one week

For basic linguistic analysis see notes 329-330. Since Messiah dominates the
previous .wo verses / stanzas, being the logical subject, it is normal to understand the
pronoun He as referring to Him. When the literary structure is analysed, this intent of

the prophecy becomes more obvious. As shown by Owusu-Antwi’s™* schemes of
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parallel and chiastic structure of these lines, the safest conclusion is that the author had

the Great Messiah in his in mind:

2% A city restored, Messiah comes from [...] restore [...] Jerusalem untii MESSIAH the Ruler,

25 B time there will be 7 weeks plus 62 weeks. [...]

26a B' time and after the 62 weeks,

26b A" Messiah killed, city estranged  MESSIAH will be cut off , City and Sanctuary shall not be for HIM
27a A acovenant confirmed HE shall prove strong His covenant for many people,

276 B time through one week,

27c B' time and in the middle of that week

27d A" [a covenant] cancelled HE will cause all ritual sacrifice and offering 1o cease. [.. ]

This is strengthened by the fact that the direct object ™2 covenant, is used 7
times (9:4.27, 11:22.28.30.32) in Danjel, each time referring to God’s covenant.
Therefore, He who causes this covenant to triumph (to prevail) must be the One in

close connection with God, which is Messiah.

Many translators forced the Hebrew verb to mean “make” a covenant, whereas it
means rather to prove strong, to strengthen, to prevail. As Kline says, "the force of this
verb higbir excludes the notion that the covenant referred to in Daniel 9:27a is some

535
t,“

arrangement imposed by a future antichris and one might add by the same logic,

that neither Antiochus could be the referent of this prevailing covenant.

Concerning the use of M3 in Daniel 9:27, the classic BDBG Lexicon confirms
the Messianic application.”® Goldingay also says, "the covenant....could refer to the
covenant between God and Israel referred to in 9:4, 11:22.28. 30.32." **. The “cutting
off” of Messiah in vs. 26, and the prophecy about His cancelling all sacrifices system in
the middle of the last “week,” points to the powerful NT assertions that interpret Christ’s
unjust condemnation as a gracious expiatory sacrifice — a new covenant sacrifice that

cancelled, by its absolute force, all symbolic sacrifices of the old covenant.

Unfortunately, scholars who understand the subject of this sentence to be an
enemy of the Jews (Antiochus or a future Antichrist) do not see the powerful Messianic
import of the phrase £*27% ™92 a covenant for many people, and of other thematic
words that Daniel 9:24-27 shares with some prominent OT and NT Christological

scriptures.’®
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Mat 26:28 tobto yap €otiv t6 alpd pov tfig This is My blood — of the covenant — shed for
Mk 14:24 dLeBikng T Tepl TOAAGY many people, to the forgiving of their sins.
EXYUVVOREVOL €lg BdeoLy GuapTLGY

Is 33:11.12 oYanbh “qap PR TS My Righteous Servant shall make many
see also Is T ) . people righteous, because He Himself bore the
52:14. 15 '?20" N7 ORI burden of their unrighteousness.

mp; D“?TN@U Nﬂn'] ... He took the sin of many people

331 2 v aE I establish My covenant between Me and you,
Gn 17:2.4, and I shall multiply you exceedingly.

TRE TR qmie 73

Thus the "covenant for many" of Daniel 9:27 is the messianic covenant made for
Israel first, then for all peoples. Christ’s statement in Mk 14:24 is clearly an application
of the Danielic prophecy. That “one week” spoken of in this verse is the seventieth
~ week, which had remained to be mention after the 7+62 were mentioned. Historically,
the last week (7 years), divided in two periods of 3 % natural years, is the special
Messianic week, when Christ worked for His people, healed, taught, suffered, died,
resurrected, ascended, and continued to work for people through His Vicar the Holy

Spirit, through apostles and other disciples (jn 14:15-17).

The first half of this week is described in the four Gospels, and the second is
found as a continuation of the account of Luke, in the first 7 chapters of Acts of
Apostles. These last seven years to confirm the covenant for many, were designed to be
for the Jewish people. As Jesus worked for Jews only in His time, so the apostles were
commanded to begin their work in Jerusalem and Judea, healing and proclaiming the
forgiving grace of God through Jesus for all His enemies. The new covenant proved
itself stronger than Death and Hades. And the Apostles actually continued the work of
Jesus exclusively in Judea for some years after the Crucifixion. Only when the Jews
definitely rejected the Gospel preached under the power of signs of the Holy Spirit,

only then the main force of the Gospel was directed toward pagans (Gentiles).

The crucial historical moment of this change in the history of Christianity is the
Sanhedrin’s launch of the first “crusade” against Christianity, starting with the
martyrdom of Stephen (AA 6:7—8:3), and the beginnihg of the mission among pagans
(AA 8:4-40 Samaritans, an Ethiopian et al.). This universal trend in Christianity rose

quickly to unexpected dimensions with the conversion of the very Jewish Inquisitor
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Saul, who became the Apostle Paul (AA 9). indeed, from that point an, the Acts of the
Apastles occupies predominantly with the mission far Gentiles, especially through Paul
and his associates. The moment of this shift, unobserved by the comman
historiography, is not explicitly stated in the Book, but there are some important
chronological hints in the narrative about Paul. Taking as pivotal date the short
administration of Gallio in Corinth mentioned in AA 18:12, scholars have counted
back, deducting the elapsed years as they are mentioned in Gal 1:18, 2:1, in parallel
with some elements of chronological value in AA 9-18. Considering these dala
analysed by different scholars, the conversion of Paul may be dated between the years
33-36. Shea, Owusu-Antwi and others place it in 34/35 and allow the martyrdom of
Stephen {which have marked the beginning of Jewish persecution and the point of

Christian dispersion, to have been probably in the year 34.%%

Interesting to note, the apologetic discourse of Stephen before the High Court of
the Sanhedrin, and especially his final words pointed to the heavenly Sanctuary above
the earthly one (AA 7:42-50), then to the Jewish opposition to Holy Spirit, ta Jesus
Christ and God’s Law {v. 51-54), and finally in a sudden ecstatic vision seeing Jesus as
King-Priest in the celestial Sanctuary {v.55-56).

That discourse was like an explanation of the significance of the date 34 that
marks the end of the 70 weeks that were subtracted, as shown in the preceding pages,
from the 2300 days / years. Is it not significant that the end of the 2300 years had to
extend up to the time of the Sanctuary vindication / cleansing, which is another name
for the Judgment described in Daniel 7? And this deadly tension between the earthly,
Jewish temple, and the true Sanduary (God's dwelling) above is certainly instructive for
the theme of the Sanctuary in chapter 8. The 70 weeks end with the brutal stoning of
the jewish Deacon and Preacher Stephen while he stares to heaven, kneeling, and

repeating the mediatorial forgiving prayer of Jesus (v.53-60).

and in the middle of that week, He will put an end to any sacrifice and offering

For linguistic analysis and translation see notes 331 332. Taken separately, N2t
means animal slaughter, sacrifice, and MM means gift, tribute, offering, present,
oblation, and it could refer either to the grain offering added to the daily burnt sacrifice,

or to any gift to God or to other people, including meat offerings.
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The latter term is used also in the expressions like 2N evening [grain/
offering™ AT AN (morning [grain] offering’™' or even PRI NN (continual /
daily [grain] offering”* The two terms are used in the same context in Lv 7:37, Jer

17:26, 33:18, among other types of ritual offerings.

When used aione the phrase is inclusive for all sanctuary sacrifices and
offerings.”** It is especially interesting to note Ps 40:7 (quoted also in Heb 10:5.8), a
Messianic-Christological verse showing that the principle of the acceptable worship
with God consists in giving self (body and soul) as a living sacrifice, not just “sacrifice
and offering" (Cf. Eph 5:2, Rom 12:1). Prophets were conscious about God's
requirements when said, For genuine love I desire, not sacrifice, and knowledge of God
rather than burnt offerings (Hos 6:6-7, quoted also in Mt 9:13, 12:7). Even within the
old covenant, "sacrifices and offerings" were received only as expression of knowing
God as gracious (Is 19:21). It is interesting that this idiom or similar expressions are
often used about a degenerated worship through ritual offerings as opposed to the basic
requirements of God.”* In Hos 6:6-7 the sacrificial worship is contrasted with God's

covenant as in Daniel 9:27.

The concept of the didactic and temporary use of the ceremonial system of the
Sanctuary, and its insufficiency to justify the sinner, as taught in the NT {(Heb 8 — 10,
Rom 3:21-30) is not a sectarian or Christian innovation, but it is an underlying principle
of the OT scriptures. No wonder that the NT writers used to quote the OT to prove their
Gospel message. Jeremiah who, according to traditions hid the ark of the covenant in a
safe and unknown place (2Mac 2:4-7), prophesied that one day even the ark will not be
necessary longer in the time of the great and universal restoration (Jer 3:16.14-18 /n
those days, says Yahweh, they shall no longer say, ‘The ark of the covenant of Yahweh.”
It shall not come to mind, or be remembered, or missed: nor shall another one be
made”, certainly because God's Ten Commandments of the covenant had to be

engraved on human hearts, not on stone (Jer 31:31-34),

The mention of a covenant, of a half-week, and of putting an end to sacrifices
and offerings in Daniel 9:27 proved so tempting for a lot of exegetes to see in these the

historical actions of Antiochus or the prophetic actions of Antichrist. However, as it was
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shown, both the terminology and the message are different. The similarities observed

may be due to an intention of the speaking angel to contrast Christ with Antichrist.

Since the logical subject of all this revelation is Messiah, the time and manner in
which He cancels the ritual system must be discussed. The middle of the week means
exactly 3 V2 years from His Baptism (in fall 27), i. e. spring 31. It should be remembered

that in the preceding verse, Messiah was seen to be cut off after the 69 weeks.

Now the prophecy brings more precision. The 3 12 years of Christ’s ministry may
be reckoned best according to the Gospel of John, which mentions four Passover

seasons that Jesus attended after His Baptism.™**

The following diagram summarises the main apocalyptic and historical data of
the 70 weeks. The great amazement is that the historical-critical models attempting to
demonstrate that this is a vaticinium post eventurn, fall far short in fitting the schema,
while the prophetic, Christian model, which the higher critic hardly considers worthy of

mention answers harmoniously and with sound historical data all criteria.

T H E 7 0 W EEKS = 4 9 0 Y EARS
7 WEEKS=49 YEARS 62 WEEKS=434
YEARS

A

-~
“until the atonement of sine and till the bringing of everlasting BErightecusness

! word to the first ; | Prince End of |
! restore and jubilee (of ! £ | Messiah the allotted |
. rebuild restoration) 2 ; comes time for ;
' celebrated = : Israet 5
; | 5 e AH :
: 457 BeE ; 8 Fal27 meets Fall 34 |
. Artaxerxes 1 408-407 BCE ; “w | Baptism capital Stoning !
' (Ezra 7) : 2 | of Jesus punishment of Stephen :
| =y ' )

K . Spring 31 .
_ o —
| Restoration and rebuilding . Troubles and expectation :  The new covenant oﬁ‘ered to Jews first |
A _

Then in His stead will stand the desolating abomination

The construction DRUR OWPY 71D 5;.7‘!, which is literally, and on the wing of
the abominations, a desolation, has some textual and syntactical difficulties. So it is

necessary to analyse it through a synoptic view of some old translations:
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MT  opgn owwpd 5o S prwn 08y M0 Dy and on (by) the wing of

abominations, a desolation
/ desolator?
{see NKJ, NAB, NAS, RSVetal)
1XX  Kal énl 76 lepov Bééiuype  orwng PRY ¢Ip Ly And on the Sanctuary, will stand

10V €prudioecoy €Tl ... an abomination of the
Kl (#W¢) TTNpUYLou &mo i . desolntions. .,
tidaaviopou. In Lucian's recension SRUE "1]3 n and until wing... from desolation

B  kal em 70 Lepov PoéAuyun BRYRA PIEY WP biry  and on the Sanctuary, an

Tﬁv tpmu&aémv e abomination Df‘hﬂ desolations
AL kel éml TR apxfg TGy onEn D"EWPW’“WJD“‘?W arid on the top of the
BaérvypdtGy Epmpwdriactal abominations he will be
desolated
LHex et super fastigio (templi) enumt oRYn Wy rlggﬂl;;ﬂ and on the (temple’s} pinnacle
abominationes vastatoris will be the abominations of the
var. et snper alam {militum} ] h 5 desolator
ahominationum ¢rit vastator ann oy 1133 g var, and on the flank (of the
army) of the abominations shall
be a desolator
VUL et in templo erit abominatio wlalHmpn }ﬂ;‘;ﬁ up byy  and in (the) Temple shall he (the)

desolationis ., .. abomination of {the) desolations

It is easy to observe that the Masoretic text of this verse, as it stands, is not
reflected in any ancient transiation. Even if it seems to be some uncertainty in the
reading or translation of 512 D, the reading of "DRERNMIRY" as "DRURN PPT" is in
unanimity attested. However, it is possible to understand DY 2PV as a “construct
+ genitival” idiom, if we read it CRURTT™IPY with enc/itic Mem (cf. Gn 14:6, Dt
33:11, Ps 59:6, 89:51 et.al.) This is an archaic particle that is found also in the old
cognate languages. Citing Horace Hummel, D. N. Freedman, M. Dahood, etal,,
Waltke and O’Cannor say that “it has sornetimes an emphatic force, while at other
times it serves as a morpheme for indetermination... Most common are its uses in the

middle of the construct chain.”>*

| cannot find a better solution, taking into consideration both the Masoretic
consonant characters and the considerable majority of the oid translations. The
(ollowing table adds further informaticn on the topic, corparing this verse with other

parallel verses in Danie/or in other books (Apocrypha and NT}):
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Ref. Greek ond Latin text MT or retranslating

Dan  LXX émi tfj OQuole ol dpeptie(TH) émi oy Suoiav apeptio M PRIXY

812, over the sacn;ﬁce, the s:'n;v (sin} N o ) v 7‘?_:ﬂﬂ"53§

13 {..Jxat f) Ouola 7 4pbeica kal 1 auaptin éprjuidewc f S o
doBelon RO O R
... and the sacrifice removed, and the sin of the desolation given N oRd ywed
VUL ...contra tuge sacrificium propter peccata [...] et inge sacrificium See also notes 340 C, 345,

et peccaium desolationis quae facta est
Dan.  LXX wkal ddaovol Bérvypa éprudacng (© Hdaviopévor) DRiEn pipgl 1NN
1831 give an abomination of desolation (a destroyed abomination) T ) '
VUL ... abominahonem i desolationem
give an abomination in desolation

Dan.  LXX Sobfven to BoéAuype tig prpdioene © Poéiuyua opY PpY ANGY
12:11 kpnudoewo - ) )
give the abomination of the desolation (an abominaton of desolation)
VUL et posita ...abominatio in desolatione
... Wi be set the abominalion in desolation

IMac  gikobopnoey Péruype éprucicewc €Tl 10 Buglaotniplor EnY PP
154 he built an abomination of desolation on the altar
vs. 57 aedificavit ... abominandum idolum desolationis super altare Dei

[King Antiochus] built an abhorring idol of desolation on God's aliar

Mt “Otow olv Lénre o fdéluypa tiic Epmudigenc ™ prfer Bld  opwn PpY.. P by
2415 Amihid tob mpodhtou €otog dv 181w dylw, O AVAYLVQAOKWY

VoeELTL),

When you sce the abomination of the desolation, as was spoken of by

the prophet Danief (lei the reader understand), standing in holy place

ngm "Otor 6 1nte to PoéLuype Tig ¢prpudoewg totrkdta Smov  ORYR pd 2.2 by
3: od e,

When you see the ahomination of the desolation sef up where it ought
not

Lk "Otav G Tonre kukioupéimy dmo Trpartonédwy —

2120 Tepovguity, toTe yudte BT fiyywer 1) épfpwarg abrig. ant.
When you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies, then you may know thal
its desolation has come near

The phrase 51275¥ is reflected in LXX, 8, and VUL as &P™2%, except Lucian’s
recension of LXX (see BHS and Rahif’s LXX, critical apparatus of Dan 9:27}, which
reflects MT. In Hexapla (927), the Latin translation reads, et super fastigic (templi},
"and on the pinnacle {of the temple} ” /et super alam (militum) "and on the wing (flank
of the army)”. The other comparable sources show also some uncertainty in the
rendition of this phrase: "on the altar, "on the temple®, "on {the) holy place”, "where it
ought not stand", as it may be seen in the previous table. It is possible that all these

transiations developed from the Masoretic reading r\;;‘5g on the wing of,.., because

this notion js associated with the Temple (Sanctuary, ¥ ~ which may be understood
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also as any holy place, that is "where {an abomination) ought not stand". It is less
probable to have been there older manuscripts with W7 instead of 13, because U}

can be explained as an interpretation of 32 and as an influence of Daniel 8:13 and
11:31. Moreover, the more difficult reading 732 should be considered as earlier than
the reading WJp. Since 712 means wing, extremity, edge, pinnacle, outermost edge,
Owusu-Antwi pleads in behalf of its genuineness, and attempts to translate the whole
phrase ohoR D'RpW 512 5;1'1:, with the end of abominations will be a place of
desolations, thus indicating an extremity (limit, summit) of the abomination.*’ This
translation is worthy of further examination, since ‘A and X rendered, kal €ni Tfig
xpxfi¢ Tév foeluypdtdr épmudddnioetal (“and on the top of the abominations he will be
desolated”). However, such reading is quite unusual and not able to be connected with
the construct + genitive understanding of the phrase ORUR™C™8PY attested by all

ancient translations, as it was shown above.

The phrase itself is often found in the plural: @Y1 "QJ:;"?S_J on [eagles’] wings
(Ex 19:4 i.e. indicating support, protection and training: Dt 32:11}, [@1"733} ‘QJ:;“?S_J on
the “wings” (corners) [of their garments] (Nu 15:38 make fringes), [m'ﬂ]"@::;“lﬂlj on the
wings [of the wind] (God flying, riding the Cherub, 2 § 22:11, Ps 18:1, 104:3), [y7N7]
ma:;-'::_: to the extreinities [of the earth] (Job 37:3 God's lightning). It may be admitted
that this single occurrence in Daniel 9:27 could have the same meaning, despite its use
of the singular. In this case, the whole expression would be spelled and read on¥nD"
‘31{9@'17;;"73; and on the wingfs] of the abominations of the desolation. This is not bad
(especially when compared with Lv 11:13: the eagle is the first “abomination”
mentioned among unclean fowl. It is also the Torahic metaphor of the prophesied
doom: the Babylonian, then the Roman, (i.e. new Babylonian) invasions (Dt 28:49-50
comp. 32 W "2 in Dan 8:23). So it could be seen as a prophecy of the jerusalem’s
final doom under the Roman power whose actual signum (idol banner, actually) was
the eagle — Jove's bird. However, if we read the phrase as a four words construct, we

are left with no predicate, nor it is implied in the context.
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Probably we should find a better understanding for 53="511 for example, among
the proposed emendations. The critical apparatus of BHS suggests the reading mi27
502 the winged being (cf. Pr 1:17 Ec 10:20 — an allusion to the Syrian god "t Sva?
Lord of heaven, by word-play called 2% y3pW) instead of m13-513. The solution is
ingenious indeed, yet it cannot be harmonised with our conclusions about the actual
construct DRERDTYIPY mentioned above, and it lacks the necessary predicate. BHS
and BDBG (489) cite A. Kuenen for a more credible suggestion of emendation, reading
1"5m and in its / his stead (position, station, place), which is more natural and well
attested in Daniel (Dan 11:20.21.38, Gn 40:13, 41:13). This reading is followed by A.

A. Bevan, Montgomery, Hartman & Di Lella®*® and NRS (“and in their place”).***

If this emendation represents the original form intended by the author, some new
questions must be answered. For instance, What is the referent of the pronominal suffix
of 132 ? Is it the double object of the previous clause, MY N2 sacrifice and offering?
Or is it Messiah — the great subject of this whole prophecy? The expression 13375y,
specific to Daniel, always refers to a person, indicating a substitution {legal or illegal) in
the same office, place, stand, position, stead. Thus, | took it as referring rather to
Messiah, the main subject and referent of the whole oracle. It predicts an illegal

substitution of Messiah, the Covenant Leader, by “the abomination of the desolation”.

Exegetes who see Antiochus or a future Antichrist the subject of verse 27, might
stress the similarity of this substitution with that of Dan 8:12-13, 11:31, 12:11, where
the “continual (daily) sacrifice” is replaced by the “rebellion / abomination of the
desolation”. However, as it was shown in the previous notes, Messiah is certainly the
subject of all this prophecy. If Messiah and Antichrist are found doing some
comparable things, this is only to emphasise the contrast between Christ and Antichrist,
as it is also with their corresponding periods of activity, since the period of Antichrist
parodies the period of Christ (3 V2 times - 1260 years and, respectively, 1260 days),

pointing out to the apocalyptic time scale, one day /f one year.

Following are the possible meanings of the phrase oRun=a=M¥PY [112] 722 50
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1. and on the wing of abominating [foul] idols, a desolator [will be, or come]

2. and by the wing of abominations [he] is making desolate {(cf. YLT)

3. and on the [Temple’s] wing [will be, orstand] the abomination of the desolation
4. and in His stead [will be, orstand} the abomination of the desolation

5. and in their place [will be, orstand] the abomination of the desolation

It is a hard trial to definitely choose among these options. | favour solution nr. 4,
without being dogmatic. The last two options seem to be related by the fact that putting
Messiah to death meant putting and end to all sacrificial system because of Messiah’s
covenantal sacrifice. The abomination that had to stand in His (or their) place is an

idolatrous worship of the vilest kind, worshipping a man {the “man of sin” ) as God.>"

Apart from the question whether the phrase DRUND™IPY represents two
unrelated absolute nouns or a genitival construction with mem enclitic, there is another
difficulty about the precise meaning of the noun 2" (and its synonym anw).””! The
old translations render it invariably as deso/ation in all its occurrences (LXX, @ or NT).
Owusu-Antwi (329) stresses the stative meaning of the term everywhere, citing Bevan
(161) and Michael Herbert Farris,**? pointing also to the Syriac (8>3n — desolation)

and to the most probable significance of the term in Daniel 8:13, 9:18.26.27a.

Thus an important case might be made in favour of this stative meaning
(desolation or desolated place). However, some of the best translations rendered this
noun as if it be active (desolating, that desolates, makes desolate, desolaton.”™ In
Hexapla (927), this participle is rendered fientive-active, according to a Latin translation
(vastator, vastatoris — desolator, desolator's). And there are two ways at least to

contend for an active meaning:

The regular active forms of this root are scarcely found in the OT, only in Hiph*il
{see BDBG 1031). But even in Hiph"il, the participle — D"W2 — shows itself stative (Ez
3:15, cf. Jer 49:20 comp. Ez 32:10 et. al.). This may indicate a need to express an active
meaning through common stative stems. Since the same verbal stem can be both

fientive and stative in some cases,** it is not impossible that QW / oRul have a
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fientive, active meaning in this construction. Anyway, according to BDBG {1031), in all
cases where the phrase GRIUR™M"31Y and the paraliel forms are found, this participle
is seen as transitive, meaning appalling causing horror, thus an adjectival use of the
participle. If this Qal / Po®lel participle is taken as a substantive, as L XX and other old
transtations did (= desolation), the practical meaning of the phrase would reveal a quasi
active sense, in the construct relationship. Thus the abomination of the desolation
means really, the desolating abomination (YLT Dan 11:31), the appalling abomination,

the astonishing foulness et, al.

The basic meaning of the noun ¥ is filth, dint, dung, abomination, detestable
thing”The term appears often in parallel with R disgusting thing (fact),

abomination’™® and Y991 “faeces,” foul idols’ possibly derived from 5‘3;

{
excrements, dung™""

While pp¥ is used for various pagan facts or things {physical,

ritual and moral), Y7PY is reserved for deities represenied by their images {idols). Some

OT verses displaying the theme in similar words are displayed below:

- nngqpyﬁ-ng W “|ILSR mbylg ek You have seen their detestable things, the
filthy idols of wood and stone, of silver and
29:16 BIMY AN PY n‘nbb; MRY  “old thas were among them.
[..] by MIT ER PRI . ihe corrupting / desiroying mouniuin where
Solomon... built to Ashioreth, the abomination
'| h! ¥ s
'h 3 T‘jw mnu::‘v af the Sidonians, and 1o Kamosh, the
DWW YU WINSDY  abominasion of Moah, and to Mikom, the
1K L L disgusting thing of the Amonites; the king
2%:13 Tomn R PRy napn D298 made himself unciean...
(aﬁ;'u. \-1‘7“ nsPgy *jm.: f...after Ashtoreth, the Sidonians’ divinity, and
. eian  fier Milkom, the abomination of
- Euny vpY 0591 "INY et nomites .. and to Molech. the
1By N2 PR ToRDY 1Ki1157)  abomination of the sons of Amon).
Ter M'23 onvepy W ---they have pul their abominations in the ‘
7:30, P ot v iy | TOUSE that is colled by My name, to make if
32:34 WND@L) 1‘]?1; MURIPITUR  ean
MINTIRY MAEn o0 -[-abx pih I am against you, () destroying (corrupting}
ler . "l? \ mountain, says the LORID, that destroys
51:25- }]" SR” : R n mﬂDW (corrupts) the whole earth; ..} vou shall be a
26 MATEN] T’n g 113 mnnw‘”“ perpeiual desolation, says the LORD.
1;*‘73_;,1 XS oy WIDYTR WK onetone of them cast away the detestable
- L things their eyes feasted on, nor did they
Ez 'paw‘? wmm 131 Rb QI3 1‘71 T nm forsake the foul idals of Egvpl. Then I thought
28 = '13 BR l'ﬂl?D'? I:I'PBU "mn [ would pour aut my wrath upon them and
spend my anger 4ganst ..
Ez PIWN NRYm RRy PORDTIN CROn I will make the land a desolation and a wuste,
33:28- marhoor e T L ETT o Ty and is proud might shall come to an énd; the
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29 MY T"NR SN T R my 1983 mountains of Israel shall be so desolate that no
See Ez. ) e T o e e one will pass through. Then they shall know
7:20, _ V"SU HR mm; AN IR WY g am Yahweh, when [ have made the land a
11;21 W?.? N DD:Q 1n"?; ‘75_.7 .'Tl’;tgfj"l Ry deselation and a waste because of all their

o ) T abominations that they have committed.

Ez OeDan Y INDDY NSy They shall never again defile themselves with
3723 T - . their foul idols and their detestable things, or
WA DI-T"UIDB ‘7: :1 Dn‘31puﬂ1 with any of their rebellious sins.

The examples above show that the phrase CRTUNTM™RPY points to an idol
whose presence indicates desolation, devastation, horror. This formulation reminds us
the prophecy of chapter 8. And no wonder, since the whole chapter 9, as it was shown
up to this point, stands exegetically on the revelations and questions of chapter 8.
When Jesus Christ, the true Messiah, the Shechinah Glory of Yahweh, came out of
Israel’s Sanctuary, or even was chased away thence, the room created had to be filled
with shame. The Romans came later in the years 70 and 135 to decorate the scene of
the destruction with their signa (worshipped golden eagles as insignia of their power) |
and with their gods. Become Christian, Rome (the desolating power) did not change its
heart. It baptised part of its pagan philosophy and worship, and replaced the pagan
divinities with sanctified mortals, dead or living, with its vigilant Vice-Christ ahead of
all. The “man of sin” with his Roman ensign placed himself in God's Sanctuary (2 Th
2:3-4), above any god (Dan 11:38), the most complete embodiment of idolatry

(abomination) and terror (desolation).

until the complete ruin, the determined punishment is poured out upon the desolating

one 559

Usually, the term OnW means desolated, desolated place or desolation®® The
uncertainty of the translation of this strange participle is attested also in the Latin
variants in Hexapla (p. 927), super vastatorem, s. vastaturm (on the desolator / desolate
one). However, since all Danielic prophecies end with a final judgment on God's (and
Israel’s) enemies — see note 133 —, one might expect to find the same finals in this verse

too, despite of the usual meaning of the noun o *
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The verse structure of this oracle deserves further study, and it might help decide

on some obscure or ambiguous phrases, as well as on the precise meaning of the last

word.

Dan . o .

26 DM O TVT R A Time

26b TE"IPTI‘I em i TR MUR NI2Y B Messiah cut off — new covenant sacrifice
26¢ nEa 8P RaD T ap MY ¢ Apostasy and destruction

26d MIRY NYIM AROON PP WY D Desolation determined until the End

27a MW P 522 A2 T A Time

27b i nay W;@'_' ¥12un 8T B'  Messiah’s sacrifice supersedes the oid Cov.
27¢ onnespY 2] O] ' Abomination and desolation

27d oSy EI I winth n‘??“ﬂ-}? D'  The End of the desolator, determined

The full weight of the final line is obviously parallel to other climactic, final
points in the prophecies of Daniel (Dan 2:44, 7:26, 8:25d, 11:45b). All these point out
to the Judgment, in the time of the end, as the longest period of 2300 days indicates by

that vindication of the Sanctuary. %

IV.4 Time connections and the Judgment Day

When all apocalyptic periods of Daniel are put together in the same scheme,
despite the fact that some historical dates proposed deserve more study before being
definitely fixed, they display unrivalled harmony: 1 wonder if ever the historical critical
school would find a more harmonious understanding of the 70 weeks, and more fitting
historical dates for the other apocalyptic periods in Daniel. The linguistic and
contextual analysis in chapters 7, 8, 9, showed that this old path deserves more
attention and helps the reader to be more careful about the prophetic phenomenon in

general and about the authenticity of Danje/as a prophetic book in particular.?

? For the historical significance of the years 508 and 1843 see note 442, For the years 538 and 1798 see
the subchapters /. 7.a2.9, and I.1.a.10. .
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31CE

I 3 3 5 d a y s (years)
= S08 798 % 1843
{ég 1290 days (vears) g sas
% 314 years / 12640 days (years) E

If this historicist approach to the apocalyptic periods of Daniel 7, 8, 9 and 12 is
only an interesting case in favour of Daniel or even the best harmonising of prophecy
with history, it is still a barren soil until the researcher faces the most important
question raised by this book: What is the theological and live significance of the year

1844, which is, according to this study, the end of the 2300 days / years?

Unlike all other dates in the prophetic diagram, the last one deals not with
human historiography. Actually the prophecy does not claim a “historical” fulfilment.
And it was shown, it points to the vindication of God's celestial Sanctuary (Dan 8:14),
when the Luciferic horn of chapter 8 is finally broken, “not by human hand” (Dan
8:25), in “the appointed time of the end” (Dan 8:19). It is therefore the time of the
Judgment, with “the books ... opened” in heaven; while on earth the not so little horn
continues unconsciously its hubristic speeches accompanied by implicit universal
amens {Dan 7:10c-11). It is the last time of probation for this world. Whereas the
Judgment must have God's enemies its object, as the immediate contexts in chapters 7
and 8 clearly show, the Biblical view about Judgment is always double-sided. God's
judgment is His eschatological, holy intervention in the great cosmic spiritual-moral
controversy, to separate forever the repenting from the unrepenting by the Cross of
Christ - which is the absolute and concomitant expression of God’s Law and Grace.
The Judgment is the supreme evidence of God's righteousness in dealing with each
soul, an evidence of the free will given to the intelligent creatures. It uses the unique
key of Calvary to open the portals of Paradise to the repenting believer and the gates of

“hellfire” to him or her who refused the Reconcilement. It is real good news and
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actually gives Gospel finality and climax, as it is expressed in the NT Apocalypse (Rev

14:6-7).

This Judgment announced in Daniel is neither an individual “neardeath” or
“afterdeath” trial, nor a final exclusive punishment of the evil. Distinct from the popular
views, it includes an examination of the saints, to prove who is really that saint,”* and

it runs while history still lives its final days.**

Indifferently how one translates 2783 of Daniel 8:14, cleansed, vindicated or
whatever is to be finally dealt with the Sanctuary, vyes, indifferently whether the

contextual terminology of chapter 8 is intended to indicate or not an eschatological,

565

antitypic Yom Kippur,”™ the two OT passages parallel each other by their ultimate

significance. In common with other scholars like Gerhard Hasel,*®® Angel Rodriguez,™
Alberto Treyer,*® Jacques Doukhan®® et al., Desmond Ford emphasised this legitimate
connection between the day of ritual cleansing of the Sanctuary and its eschatological,

antitypic application to Daniel 8:14:°

It is not strange, therefore, that some Jewish and Christian scholars have paraphrased 8:14 as
“Then shall the sanctuary have atonement made for it.” Calvin says, ‘Some translate it-Then
the sanctuary shall be expiated.sn “Concerning the day of expiation, Lev 16 is indeed the
final clue for the exposition of 8:14. Pointing forward to the great atonement made on Calvary
for us by Christ, the antitypical Lord’s goat, it also prefigures the last work for us by Christ,
our High Priest... 1t pictures the placing of the responsibility for evil upon its true instigator,
the true little horn - Satan himself... Thus God’s character, so long trampled in the dust by the
scandal of sin, will be vindicated,

In the light of these reflections, it becomes apparent that the apocalyptic portrayal of 8:10-14
symbolyzes the great controversy between good and evil and its climax. The vindication of the
sanctuary, which represents the divine kingdom, points not only to the vindication of the saints
in the judgment, but also to the vindication of God and His Truth. It must include, therefore, a
work on earth that “cleanses” the church, God’s sanctuary on earth, from the traditions of men
and the shame of sin.., The Law, which is so often in Scripture called “the truth” and which
has been cast to the ground, must be uplifted. The true “daily™- the everlasting gospel of the
righteousness by faith, which has been “taken away’’ by all counterfeit religious systems —
must be proclaimed again... It would take another whole book to elaborate the truths implicit
in the sanctuary and its cleansing. ..

From the original and quite limited understanding of this eschatological Yom
Kippur, as it was shaped by O. R. L. Crosier,””* John N. Andrews,”” James and Ellen

White,”™ and finally by Uriah Smith,””* the Biblical research today must make further
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steps — at least in Adventism — in investigating this offending’’® theology of the
“Investigative Judgment” and of the antitypical Day of Atonement in “the heavenly
sanctuary.” Roy Adams wisely recognised in his doctoral dissertation on this topic, that
“there are outstanding problems which call for serious theological and biblical study in

the light of contemporary questions and issues.”*”’

My concern was partly to face this challenge in the larger context of even more
threatening issues on the authenticity and inspiration of the Book of Daniel. And my
conclusion is, the Book of Daniel is not only a genuine prophetic revelation, but also its
theological core — the expiatory death of Messiah at the appointed time, and the
heavenly judgment beginning in “the appointed time of the end” — are crucial for our

modern spiritual experience.
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V  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

According to the preliminary conservative assertions in the introduction of this
study, the historical character of the Book of Daniel is still defendable on linguistic,
philological, historical and theological grounds. Such an approach encourages faith,

without abandon the need of critical research.

The linguistic concerns should materialise in further research in many decisive
places of the text, considering the some difficuities of language in the prophetic
sections of chapters 8 and 9. Consequently, the reader needs a more elaborate and

critical translation of the book.

The linguistic and historical exegesis of the Book shed more favourable light on
the position above, building a more attractive and useful model of faithful hermeneutic.
A synoptic approach to these Danielic apocalypses helps the student understand i
depth the relationship between the literary sections of the scroll, and to appreciate the
high sense of literary unity, in spite of the use of two languages and narrative parts

besides apocalyptic parts.

In parallel with the royal dream of Daniel 2, the spectacular vision of chapter 7
depicts, in different symbols, the same powers, Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek
(Macedonian), and Roman. The predictions do not restrict to the classic Rome; they run
through the worldly medieval and modern Christianity, pointing finally to God'’s
inevitable and righteous Judgement. The representative Man, who receive the universal
and everlasting kingdom from the hands of Most High, in favour of His saints, is the

true Messiah, Jesus of Nazareth, the fulfilment of all hopes of Israel and world.

The vision in chapter eight is best understood looking concomitantly to the
visions of chapters 7 and 11, then following the step-by-step leading of the narrative

into the heart of chapter 9, where it is found the key for the mystericus time of the
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vindication of God’s Sanctuary. There, in chapter 2 lies the prophetic basis of
Christianity, the prediction of the precise time of Christ’s first Advent, who is atonement
and everlasting righteousness for His believers, but simply justice for those who reject
His covenantal Messiahship. With such a theology, the Book of Daniel may be called

the Good News of the Judgement.

The classical apocalyptic time scale, used extensively by most exegetes to the
19" century is not only defended, but it is strengthened by the pragmatic test of the
history. Thus, it is possible and reasonable to check the messianic time prophecy or the

peculiar period of the temporal power succeeding the Roman Empire.

The Book of Daniel is far from being sufficiently studied, from all points of view.
The best conclusion, for the believing student, is first to integrate its teachings in his or
her life. Then, enlarging, deepening and raising up his critical and emotional faculties,

the scholar-to-be must rush again to a more thorough and enriching study.
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VI ENDNOTES

' The preterist perspective is a somewhat short-sighted hermeneutics, which makes the climax of the
prophecy, appear to be fu]ﬁlled not far from the days of the visionary, The fufurist perspective is just
the opposite: a presbyopic apprehension of the prophecy. The major troubles predicted are seen to be
fulfilled in the end-time. The historicist {or, old Protestant) system traces the successive line of events
from ancient time 10 the end-time. The idealist system prefers an atemporal approach; symbols are

interpreted as gemeral, spiritual, figurative, with no reference 10 historical entities.

‘LE Froom, The Prophetic Faith of Our Fathers, vol. 1, Review and Herald Publishing Association,
Washington DC, 1950, p. 55. The 4 volumes of Froom are the most comprehiensive work on the
history of interpretation of the Biblical apocalyptic (Daniel and Revelation) to this time.

? Lester Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus to Hadrian, vol. 1, Fortress Press, Minneapolis, 1991, p. 92. The
two volumes of Grabbe are very impressive for their scholarship and for their balanced pifes of
sources. The author is, however, an extreme sceptic. He overtly confesses his uncertainty about the
historical character of Ezra and Jesus Christ. Considering his former Christian cducation, it is a sad
story, to say the least.

* Cf 'The book of Daniel: three issues', Themelios, 2 [1976/71, 45. Underlines mine.

* L1.J. Spangenberg, “A Century of Wrestling with Qoheleth,” in Qokeleth in the Context of Wisdom,
edited by A. Schoors, Leuven University Press, 1998, An excellent study about Qoheleth,

f Spangenberg, op. cit. 62-67.
14 p- 63. These shifts in focus should not be confused with the three paradigms.

* Lester L. Grabbe, “Fundamentalism and Scholarship: The Case for Daniel,” in Scripture: Meaning
and Method. Essays presented to Anthony Tyrell Hanson. Edited by Bamy P. Thompson, Hull
University Press, p. 146,

* Thid.
* 1hiq,
Hd, 149,

214, 145.
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B 14, 146,

¥ Grabbe mentions them twice. This is neither casual, nor because of some special disgrace, but
because he found their writings most representative to illustrate the scholarly apologetics of the
“fundamentalists,” basically on the book of Daniel. Id. 135. 149.

3 Seventh-day Adventists Believe, Edited by the Ministerial Association, General Conference of
Seventh-day Adventists, Washington DC, 1988, p. &.

1 Dan 3:1, 5:4, 11:8.31.38.
'7 Dan 2:20-23.28, 10:14,

¥ Daniel 1 (the trial and advancement of the faithful young Jews), Daniel 2 (Daniel receives the
prophetic charisma and wisdom, then social advancement), Daniel 3 (the three faithful young Jews are
saved by God from the fiery furnace, by miracle, then exalted by the king), Daniel 6 (Daniel is exalted

by the king and saved from the lion’s den by miracle).
1 Dan 1:2, 9:5-14.26bc, 11:14.35.41a, 12:10.
% Dan 4:24-27.
! Dan 5:22.30, 6:24, 7:25-26, 8:25, 9:27¢, 11:45b.
*2 Dan 1:19-20, 2:34-35, 3:22-23, 4:34-35, 5:25, 7:9-10. 26-27, 12:1-3.
¥ Dan 7:25, 8:14, 9:2.24, 11:27b.35.40a, 12:6:12.
* Dan 2:45bc, 7:192,8:26, 10:1b.21a, 11:2a,
25 Dan 8:17h.19, 12:1-4.6-9.13.
?® Dan 8:14.26, 12:4.9.
*" The BHS and WTT editions of the Hebrew Bible render both spellings.

%% Tames Pritchard, editor, The Ancient Near East, vol. I, Princeton University Press, 1958, pp. 118-
132, Constantin Daniel §i Athanase Negoitd, Gindirea feniciand in texte, Editura stiintificid §i
enciclopedicd, Bucuresti, 1979, pp. 140-163.

% The name “Daniel” appears in Biblical genealogies-lists only for the son of David from Abigail (1 Ch
3:1), and a post-exilic priest (Ezra 8:2, Ne 10:6-8). Some names are traditional in genealogical lines,
and Daniel at least is said to have been of the royal family (Dan 1:3) — note that the royal house is
mentioned first here, as Daniel is mentioned before his fellows (Dan 1:6). Says Josephus: “Now,

among these there were four of the family of [king] Zedekiah, of most excellent dispositions; the one
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of whom was called Daniel...” (4nt. X, x:1). When we come to the names of his fellows (Hannaniah,
Mishael and Azariah), we see that their names, where we can identify their ancestry, occur
prominently in Judahite / Davidic or in Levitic/priestly lincage, just as the name “Daniel”. The name
“Azariah™ first occurs in the genealogies of Judah’s posterity (1 Chr 2:8.38), then as different priests
(Ezra 7:1.3, 1 Chr 6:10.13.66), one of King Jehoshaphat's sons (2 Ch 21:2), and the king Uzziah-
Azaria (2 K 14:21). In post-exilic times it is still a prominent name (Ne 7:7, 8:7). Mishael is found
only two times: a prominent Levite, Aaron’s cousin (Ex 6:22) and a post-exilic leader, maybe a scribe,
a Levite (Ne 8:4). Hannaniah is the most common of these names, from which derived other forms
(Hannani, Iohanan, et.al.). Besides many occurrences where it is hard to identify the genealogical line,
the name is found as a Benjaminite (Ne 12:41), a Levite (1 Ch 25:4), a priest (Ne 12:41), a Davidic
descendant (1 Ch 3:19). These interesting preference of these names for Levitical-priestly or Judahite-
kingly descent may suggest somc matrimonial relations between the Davidic house and the priestly
order (as in Lk 1:5.27.36). Yet 1 must recognise that all these are merely conjectures and even

Josephus’s statement seems to be not more than a believing insight in the Danielic text.

3 o which we mi ght add other biblical OT and NT portions (from Prophets, Gospels, and Pauline

letters), to further complicate the possible definition.

IR D, Wilson, “The Aramaic of Daniel,” Biblical and Theological Studies, Princeton, NJ, 1912, pp.
9-64,

2 Cf. Ez 28:3, Dan 1:17, 2:13.48, 4:18, 5:11-12, 11:33.35, 12:3.10. See Gerhard Hasel, op. cit. pp.
149-151,

3 Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible..., pp. 16.97.108.453.590.
* Op. cit. p. 27.
3 Op. cit. p. 500.
3 Op. cit. p. 412,

7 Op. cit. p. 584.

*® The reference to the wisdom literature is not casual. Gottwald rightly secs the connection between
the two genres, at least in form (p. 587). A good exhibition of this thesis one may find in R. Dean
Davis, Evidence for Placing Daniel in the Writings Section of the Hebrew Canon - paper presented at
The First International Jerusalem Bible Confcrence (June 9, 1998); accessible on the Internet through
http://www.sdanet.org. Davis points out how the wisdom theme is put in front from Dan 1 (v. 4.20)
all through, to Dan 12 (v.3.10).

¥ Gottwald, op. cit.. p. 586-588.

** Op. cit. p. 585.
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*! David Russel, in the article Apocalyptic Imagery as Political Cartoon? Published in Afier the Exile-
Essays in Honour of Rex Mason (ed. by J. Barton & D. J. Reimer, Mercer University Press, 1996, pp.
191-200) traces interesting comparisons between the apocalyptic imagery and the way the cartoonist
expresses his / her social-politic satire. Both picture their message in an exaggerated, disproportional
form. Both “make ample use of traditional and stereotyped imagery in which animals play a
prominent part”. The language of both is intentionally obscure (including pseudonymous authorship
in apocalypses and flourished signatures in cartoons) but “the key to their presentation is to be found
in their contemporary situation”. However, there are some important differences, Russell aptly
observes. “Unlike the modern cartoon they (i.e. the apocalyptic writers) make no use of humour,
though irony and satire are used to good effect.... They are serious-minded men who portray life and
death situations which call for somber thought”. And there is a final difference Russell emphasises:
no cartoonist, however ambitious, would likely claim for him or herself “the apocalypticist’s
conviction that, by divine inspiration, he was equipped by God to be a herald of the Most High,
whose message uncovered for the very first time the meaning and history and the mysteries of the
universe and declared without preadventure the speedy coming of God’s Kingdom when judgement
would be pronounced and all things made new.”

2 Gottwald, op. cit. p. 587.

* Op. cit.. p. 588.

* See Lester L. Grabbe, The Social Setting of Early Jewish Apocalypfticism, in Journal for the Study of
the Pseadepigrapha, 4: 31 (1989), referring to B.R. Wilson, Religion in Sociological Perspective
(Oxford/New York: OUP, 1982), pp. 115-18; R, Wallis, Salvation and Protest (London: Frances
Pinter, 1979), pp. 3-6.

* P, R. Davies, Reading Daniel Sociologically, in Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum

Lovaniensium, CVI, The Book of Daniek in the Light of New Findings, A.S. van der Woude (Editor),
Leuven University Press, 1993, p. 352-357.

46 Gottwald, op. cit. p. 588.

" Was the Dead Sea Sect an Apocalyptic Movement? In Lawrence Schiffman (Editor), Archaeology
and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha, Supplement Series
8, JISOT/ASOR Monographs 2. p. 35.

48 Op. cit. p. 29.

* Eric William Heaton, The Book of Daniel, Torch Bible Commentaries, Eds. John Marsh, Alan
Richardson. R. Gregor Smith, London: SCM Press Ltd., 1956, pp. 35-37. Welch is of the same
opinion: “It may be wiser ...to interpret Daniel from his predecessors than from his successors.” (A.
C. Welch, Visions of the End, London: James Clarke & Co., Ltd., 1958, p.129).

50 «Of all Neo-Babylonian records dealing with the situation at the close of the Nco-Babylonian empire,
the fifth chapter of Daniel ranks next to cuneiform literature in accuracy, so far as outstanding events
are concerned. The scriptural account may be interpreted as excelling because it employs the name
Belshazzar, because it attributes royal power to Belshazzar, and because it recognises that a dual
rulership existed in the kingdom.” Raymond Dougherty, Nabonidus and Belshazzar (New Haven,

Conn.: Yale University Press, 1929), pp. 199-200. The text’s insistence on the relationship father-son
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between Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar (Dan 5:11.13,18.22) is obviously the general Semitic use of

referring to predecessor-successor on the same throne, who may or may not be of the same dynasty.

*! Raymond Philip Dougherty, Nabonidus and Belshazzar (Yale Oriental Series. Researches, Vol. 15
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1929), pp. 96, 97.

2 “Four cylinders found in the ziggurat of Ur contain the following prayer of Nabonidus {...] ‘As for
me, Nabonidus, the king of Babylon, save me from sinning against thy great divinity and grant life
unto distant days as a gift. Furthermore, as for Belshazzar, the first son proceeding from my loins,
place in his heart fear of thy great divinity and let him not turn to sinning; let him be satisfied with
fuliness of life.” A variant of the above text occurs twice in a large cylinder of Nabonidus found at Ur,
as the following passage indicates [....]: ...'[As for me], Nabonidus, the king of Babylon, [the
venerator of] thy great divinity, may { be satisfied with fullness of life, [and as for] Belshazzar, the
first son proceeding from my loins, lengthen his days; let him not turn to sinning.” Nabonidus, in
supplicating the moon god of the temple at Ur in the earnest petitions given above, places Belshazzar
in close association with himself, Such association of a royal father and his son in religious entreaty is
rare in cungiform literature. One other instance can be mentioned. This is the association of Cambyses
with Cyrus, his father, in the inscription of the latter known as the Cyrus Cylinder...A similar
association of Belshazzar with Nabonidus suggests that an analogous political elevation had come to

the former and that Belshazzar had some share in ruling the Babylonian empire.” Id. pp. 93-95.

3 «of supreme importance is the fact that the Nabonidus Chronicle records that Nabonidus was in a
city called Tema in the seventh, ninth, tenth, and eleventh years of his reign. The exact statements are
as follows [omitted...}] The passages of the Nabonidus Chronicle quoted above indicate that
Nabonidus was in city of Temi during the years mentioned and that the son of the king, ‘e

Belshazzar, was with the princes and troops in the land of Akkad....” Id. pp. 111-113.
* Id. p. 193.

55 Op. cit. p. 140.

*® Ihid. 140.

37 Zdravko Stefanovic, The Aramaic of Daniel in the light of Old Aramaic. Journal for the Study of the
Old Testament, Supplement Series 129, Sheffield 1992, p. 32.33.

% Grabbe, op. cit. p. 141.

79 Assuming that the author of Dan 1:1 thought in terms of the accession year principle and began
regnal years in the autumn, that is according to the Babylonian use (while Jeremiah follows the usual

Palestinian antedating that ignores accession-years), then the alleged contradiction disappears. “The
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exiant historical data does not allow any dogmatic assertion against the historical accuracy of this
verse {Dan 1:11°. D ] Wiseman, Notes or Some Problems in the Book of Daniel, The Tyndale Press,
London, 1965, pp. 16-17. Moreover, the dates are 5o close that the common sense is never disturbed
by such discrepancy. It Is rather a mark of authenticity, begavse the Danielic author could easily
borrow the “true’” date from Jeremiah, rather than inventing a different but so close date for the same
event. Furthermore, the objection against the specific Babylonian siege is an argumentum ex silentio.
Why can’t we treat biblical data as historical, as they claim, in their dignified simplicity, like ancient

records as they are, at least until better discoveries will be made?
% Grabbe, op. cit. p. 138,
' 1d. p. 139,
*1d. p. 151, endnote 17.
i Josephus, Against Apion (1.19}.
% D, J. Wiseman, editor, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956,
5 Ibid.
5 Gerhard Hasel, op. cit. pp. 101-102
' Inig,

% The Grotefend Cylinder, KB iii, 2, p. 39, in J. A. Montgomery, “The Book of Daniel,” ICC {231,
1997, p. 243,

“G. A Barton, Archaecfogy and the Bible, Philadelphia, 1916, p. 479.

¢, W. Ceram, Zei, morminte, cdrfurari — Romarnul arheologie:, Editura Stuntifica, Bucurest, 1968, p.
227. T had the favour to touch such a sealed, half-broken Babylonian brick, during a visit paid to a
triend, professor of archacology. It is indeed a heart moving feeling, to traverse millénnia in a single

moment, by touching traces still living from Biblical tmes.

7 According to William H. Shea, “Daniel 3: Extra-biblical Texts and the Comvocation on the Plain of
Dura,” AU/SS 20 (1982): 30. Cf. Gerhard Hasel, op. cit. pp. 107-108. Also the literary and
chronological position of Daniel 3, describing this religious test of political loyalty, by required
worship to a human image wholly golden, after the prophetic image in chapier 2, that had only the
head (the Babylon Empire} of gold, is very significant. This made the problem so much the more
critical for the threg young Jews, The absence of Damel in this chapter may be due to his different
office: he was the head of all wise men of the court (Dan 4:48, 4:9), while his friends held high
administrative offices (Dan 2:49, 3:2.12.20). His absence in this chapter only (though the chagpter is in
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many ways related to the previous one) is rather a sign of authenticity. No reasonable motive for the

supposed late author(s) to leave him off this high scenes.
72 4QPrNab. Sec Grabbe, pp. 142-145.

" Gerhard Hasel, after showing the important differences between the two stories, points to some
studies of the Assyriologist Grayson that may confirm Nebuchadnezzar's mental disorder, with his son
Awil-Marduk made to take the lead. Gerhard F. Hasel, “Quelques éléments d’ordre historique dans le
livre de Daniel”, in Pierre Winandy (editor), Daniel — Questions débattues, Séminaire Adventiste
Collonges-sous-Saleve, France, 1980, p.28-30; A, K. Grayson, Babylonian Historical-Literary Texts,
Toronto/Buffalo, University of Toronto Press, 1975, p. 87-92. |

™ See Dan 5:31 (was 62 years when he acceded to the throne), 6:1-2 (organised the empire into 120
satrapies, cf. Est 1:1), 9:1 (was made king over the Chaldeans), 9:2, 11:1 (his first year only is
mentioned in Daniel), 9:1 (was the son of a Median Ahasuerus). He is always called “the Mede,”
while Cyrus is called “the Persian”. The other kings known under the same name in biblical chronicles
-are named Persian (Darius II, Hystaspes: Ezra 4:5.24, and Darius 1 Nothos: Ne 12:22. This fact
agrees with the biblical use of naming he Iranian Empire as “Medes and Persians” in Daniel (5:28,
6:9.13.16, 8:20), as Isaiah predicted that Media and Elam will conquer Babylon (Is 11:1, 13:17, 21:2,
22:6), while the postexilic writings speak about “Persia and Media” (Est 1:3.14.18.19, 1Mac 6:56,
14:2, 1 Esd 3:14, except Est 10:2 — citing old chronicles! — and 1 Esd 3:1 - fiction influenced by

Danielic reading?).

% Like in 1 Ch 5:26 (where Tiglath-Pileser and Pul are actually the same person). Wiseman, op. cit.,
pp. 12-16.

® Gerhard Hasel, Establishing a Date for the Book of Daniel, in Frank Holbrook, editor, Symposium
on Daniel, vol. 2, Biblical Research Institute, GC of SDA, Washington DC, 1986, pp. 111-117.

"7 Xenofon, Viata lui Cyrus cel bdtrdn intemeietorul siatului persan, 1I1. 3.25, VIIL 5, 17-20, Editura
Stiintificd, Bucuresti, 1967, pp.448-449. One of the best articles written on this topic is that of S.
Douglas Waterhouse, Why Was Darius the Mede Expunged from History? — In To Understand the
Scriptures (Essays in Honor of William H. Shea), edited by David Merling, Institute of Archaeology,
Andrews University, Berrien Springs, MI, 1997, pp. 173-190, This view is supported by old Jewish
writings, by Josephus (Amtiguities X. xi.4) and was still held by prominent scholars like Lowth,
Hengstenberg, Rosenmiiller, Hivernick, Kranichfeld, Kliefoth, Keil, Zickler, Knabenbauer, and

others (See Holbrook, op. cit. p. 113), and by Jerome (see Collins™ Daniel, 330).

" Cf. BDBG, entry 325.
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P FE W Konig, Relief und Inschrift des Konigs Dareios I, Leiden 1938, p. 1.

% K. A. Kitchen, The Aramaic of Daniel, in D. J. Wiseman etc., Notes on Some Problems in the Book
of Daniel, The Tyndale Press: London, 1965, pp. 15.59-60; W. F. Albright, “The Date and Personality
of the Chronicler,” JBL, 40, 1921, p. 112n; J. C. Whitcomb, Darius the Mede, p. 27; R. N. Frye, The
Heritage of Persia, 1962, pp. 95.97.

3! Strabon, Geografia, vol. 11, Editura S$tiingificd §i Enciclopedici, Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, 1983, p.
716. For ethnic connotation se¢ book XVI, 1:6.8, 3:1.3, 4:1, For the professional use see book XVI,
1:6, 2:39, and book X VII, 1:29.

82 Herodotus, Histories 1:181-83.

%3 Hasel, op. cit. 124-126, 1t is interesting the observation of the French large dictionary of J. Planche &
A. Pillon, Dictionnaire Grec-Francais, Librairie Hachette et C™ |, Paris, 1872, p. 1470: “CHALDEEN,
nom de peuple; et par ext. astrologue, tireur d’horoscope, de méme que chez nous bohéme,

bohémien, -enne.” (my underline)

1 A Soggin, Introduction to the Old Testament, 2" rev. ed. (Philadelphia, 1980), p. 410. A
theological/literary content explanation {Aramaic for stories in pagan setting, Hebrew for revelations
about Israel) is not convincing, because of some chapters’ dissent. Zimmerman’s opinion (now
developed by many other theologians), about an original Aramaic book being later translated partially
in Hebrew, seems not acceptable to me. We have no “complete” Aratnaic text discovered, and the
Danielic manuscript fragments of Qumrin (1QDan” and 1QDan") indicate the shift from Aramaic to

Hebrew and back at exactly the same places as in the Masoretic text, Cf. Gerhard Hasel, op. cif. pp.
141-143,

%5 Whatever the justification found, we must have the same explanation for the same problem in Ezra.
The bilingual composition of Ezra (Hebrew 1:1 — 4:6; Aramaic 4:7 — 6:18; Hebrew 6:19 - 7:11;
Aramaic 7:12 - 26; Hebrew 7:27 — 10:44) cannot be explained only on the basis of the presence of
some official Aramaic letters, because the Aramaic text often extends beyond those letters intended to
be rendered in their original language, just as in the book of Daniel. And the first official letter (the
famous decree of Cyrus) is rendered in Hebrew. Moreover, the first change from Hebrew to Aramaic
occurs in precisely the same literary manner (Ezra 4:6-7 ¢f. Dan 2:4), which is a proof that the term
n*r;jg; in Dan 2:4 cannot be considered a later insert to indicate a late redaction, say, after the “lost”

of the original language text. It is rather a mark of authenticity.

Both authors lived in a strong bilingual milieu. It was so natural for them to switch from their native

tongue to that acquired in the Exile (that in short time became the second, or even the first mother
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tongue of the Jew), that it could have happened to change from one to another for the most banal
motives, We see this natural phenomenon in our day, in similar circumstances; why not think so about
the cxilic and postexilic Jews? The Aramaic was the sacred language of their ancestors (Dt 26:5 Ne
9:7) and now it was spoken by all Jews. Only late mystical-nationalistic considerations could lead to
the idea of the unique sacredness of the Ivrith. Therefore we may logically assume (if we only admit
the actual Danielic authorship!) that Daniel, like Ezra, naturally switched to Aramaic when bhe had to
quote an originally Aramaic speaking, then naturally alike, he kept on writing in Aramaic as long as he
remained to write at that time — or in the same emotional state for a couple of days. The ferminus a
guo of his writings / final redaction seems to be ¢. 536 BC for the Aramaic part (as suggested in Dan
6:28) and ¢.534 BC for the Hebrew part (as suggested in Dan 10:1). We cannot negate, in principle,
late redactions of the book, but there is sufficient evidence that old terms, no more understood in the

2" century BC, remained in place.
% K A Kitchen, op. cit., pp. 32.79.
YRA Kitchen, ap. cit. p. 79.
% 6. Hasel, op. cit. pp. 132-136. Hasel cites Kutscher, Coxon and others.

¥ c Daniel, Ioan Acsan. Tdablitele de argild — scrieri din Orientul antic, Editura Minerva, Bucuresti,
[Roménia], 1981, pp. 254-55.

* Peter W. Coxon, “Distribution of Synonyms in Biblical Aramaic,” in Revue de Qumrdn 36,
Décembre 1978, Tome 9, Gabalda, Paris, p. 510.

'1d. p. 512.

2T C Mitchell and R Joyce, The musical Instruments in Nebuchadnrezzar’'s Orchestra, published in D J

Wiseman etc. op. cit. pp. 19-27.
> W F Albright, From Stone Age to Christianity, 2 ed. (New York, 1957) p. 337.

' K A Kitchen The Aramaic of Daniel, published in I J Wiseman etc.. op. cit. pp. 44-50
* K A Kitchen, op. cit., pp. 35-44.

?® G. Hasel, op. cit, p.127.

7 We should compare the actual speed of this socio-linguistic phenomenon to what we know from

the history of other, better known languages. The Rumanian language, for example, which is basically
Romance with some Dacian and Slavic vocabulary, was highly influenced by French neclogisms in
the second half of the 19® century, especially through literature, and most of these terms are common

today, replacing many of the Slavic terms that became in time archaisms., Moreover, if we count the
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English terms imported by Romanian since 1990, together with the PC techniques and even in the
ianguage of politics, we may understand how a language can import loan words in the shortest time.
The syntactic structure is, however, more conservative. Sl another aspect deserves mention; the
Romanian language incorporates in a natural way terms from French (as a Romance sister language),
while English terms, though some of them largely used, are felt like a foreign body and rejected by
conservalive people. Some loan words may have a short life, but the necessary time of the imprt may

be extremely short in conditions of wars, revolutions, changes i cuitural relations, et al.

 InDan 3:2, R¥INTIN (counselors) is rendered Srdrorg (grandees), N72373 (treasurers) is rendered
Sipempeag (governors), and R*I2DT and RN (magistrates and judges) are rendered by a gencral
phrase xei rotq én’ évuoidr (and those in authority). The Hebrew of Daniel coniains some Persian
words 100 (apadana — palace, fratama — noblemen, patibaga — a king’s portion), bﬁt no Greek term!
According to Gleason Archer, Ir., A Survey of Ofd Testament Introduction, The Moody Bible Institute
of Chicago, 1985, pp. 396-397.

*? Zdravko Stefanavic, The Aramaic of Daniel in the light of Old Aramaic. Journal for the Study of the
Old Testament, Supplement Sries 129, Sheffield 1992, p. 108.

% W I, Martin, The Hebrew of Daniel, in D J Wiseman etc. op. cit. pp. 28-30. Marin disassembles

successively all the arguments raised by Driver. For exampie, the term m:';r;, inlerpreted as specific
to the Lale Hebrew, is found by Mariin in earlier texts too (Nu 24:7, 1 5§ 20 31 et al.). The expression
‘? TN, used where “older Hebrew would prefer the direct narration™ is also found by Martin in the
oldest known Hebrew (Dt 9:5, Jos 22:33 18a 3(:6 & al.). The definite elliptic expression "R (for
TRea I‘bm) though exclusively present in Daniel and late Hebrew writings, is also shown by
Martin to be part of a normal lnguistic process found already in the oldest Hebrew books as in
practically all languages.

101 Koch, Das Buch Daniel, Unter Mitarbeit von Till Niewisch und Jirgen Tubach, Ertrge der

Forschung, Bd. 144; Darmstagt, 1980, p. 48.

I Gleason Archer, “The Hebrew of Daniel Compared with the Qumrfin Sectarian Documents,” The
Law and the Prophets, ed. J. Skilton (Nutley, NJ, 1974), pp. 470-486. The use of an old Hebrew name
for Babylonia, ﬁspw (similar to Egypt. Sangar and Ugar, Shanhar, accord to BDB), found seven
times in the QOT, is difficult to explain in terins of a late date. The ouly post-exilic ocourtence of the

tertn is in Zec 5:11, still in the 6¢* century BC.

% Frederick H. Cryer. “The Problem of Dating Biblical Hebrew and the Hebrew of Daniel,” in K.
Jeppesen et al, (eds.), In the Last Days — On Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic and its Period.
Aarhus, 1994 p, 185-198.
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'™ Cryer, p. 185.

1% Cryer, p. 193, Underlines mine.

106 Thig,

107 Compare similar statements about contemporary Christian authors in NT (2Pt 3:16 Peler about

Paul’s writings). In fact, if we think to those ¢. 70 years of Daniel’s exile, and to the accelerating effect

of the new circumstances, we may agree that 70 years back is a "far distant past.”

1% Nebuchadnezzar, Belshazzar or Darius Mede of the first chapters has no other similarity with
Antiochus but what is common to all dictators. In addition, the book’s heroes who learned Babylonian
culture do not resemble any Hassid of the 2™ century BC. The first apocalyptic prophecies {chap. 2
and 7) go certainly far beyond the Hellenistic era, through the Pagan-Christian Roman Empire down to
God’s glorious kingdom. None of the exegeses devised by the historical-critical scholarship to avoid
the supernaturalist claim of the book is so forcefully and historically applicable as the old Rabbinical-
Patristic-Protestant view, that Rome is the main hostile force in Daniel, and Antiochus is but its
modest foreshadow. The prophecy of the 490 years of chap. 9 is much better applicable to Jesus of
Nazareth, the Messiah, both chronologically and theologically, while the historical-critical
applications are but painful guesswork. The only prophecies reflecting something about Antiochus
{chap. 8 and 11) have a 1ot of elements that don’t fit that framework and, most of all, they lack visible
and unmistakable cultural-historical traces from the 2°* century BCE: Where arc the elephants in the
detailed description of those battles? Moreover, why Kittim instead of Romans? Why Moab, Edom
and Amon were so important in the 2™ century BCE? Finally, why no apocalyptic period fits the
actual history, if they were devised post eventum? Such questions may be multiplied.

% Cryer, p. 193. (Underlines mine). Thus the inner claims of the book itself, and many other “clear

signs,” including language featurcs, lead us to just an assumption that Daniel is older than we
believed, but when we come to certainty, the 2™ century escape is “primary data.” This might be that
faith which overthrows the mountains! To abandon it, one really needs much “decisive evidence to the

contrary.”
1% Angel Sdenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, Cambridge University Press, 1993,

11 S4enz-Badillos, p. 114-115. S4enz-Badillos says further that a similar position took E. Kautzsch
(1902), an even a better analysis is that of Hurvitz (1968) who “establishes the rule that an Aramaism
may be used as evidence that a work is late only if it occurs with some regularity in late Hebrew,” and
not isolated, but in context of other Aramaisms, with no other explanation possible for its presence

within a text, “For example, the Aramaisms of Job and Proverbs may derive from Old Aramaic, and
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are, therefore, very different from post-exilic Aramaisms, whergas the language of the Song of Songs
may appear 0 have Aramaic features because of its origins in the Northern Kingdom.” (ibid. footnote
6). Morcover, why not possible for Israelites to inherit some old Aramaisms from their Aramaean
ancestry (Dt 26:5)7 That they took some loanwords from their northern neighbours, as ofier Canaan
peaples did, even before the Babylonian exile, is not magic.

12 The conservative believer may be soothed, however, by assertions like this: “We should bear in

mind, though, that some books written after the exile, like Ruth and Lamentations {sic] contain hardly
any Aramaisms, and that a number of Psalms, as weil as some posi-exilic sapiential and prophetic
works, are not especially affected by them.” (id. 115)

1 Concerning Job, Sdenz-Baditlos takes a prudent stand to say it “ is peculiar in that archaic elements

appear alongside features that are late and perhaps dialectal, and so it is advisable at present to set this
book apart from other works (har are clearly post-exilic.” (ibid}

"4 Rowley (1932), Zimmermann (1938) and Ginsberg (1948) are cited for this opimion. Sienz-

Badiiios, p. 122,

M5 Ihid,

"% Gleason Archer, Jr., A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, The Moody Bible Institute of
Chicage, 1985, pp. 396-397.

"7 Shadrach is from Akkadian shaduraku (“ich bin schr in Furcht versetzt™), a shortened form in which
the name of the deity is omitted. Meshach is from (he Akkadian Meshaku (“ich bin gering geachief™),
also omitting the theophoric component, (It has a striking simijarity with the known Akkadian term
mushkennu, “brdjnary people,” and with the French mesquin — ital. meschine — rom. meschin, “base,”
“mean”; — my observation). Abednego is from the Akkadian Abad-Naga (“the scrvant of the shining
one}”. P.-R. Berget, Der Kyros-Zylinder mit dem Zusatzfragment, BIN 2 Nr. 32 und die akkadischen
Personnennamen im Danielbuch, ZA 64 (1975): 224-226, quoted by Hasel, up. cit. p. 126, Abed-Nego
(that was considered once to be a late corruption from Abed-Nebo) was discovered in the Elephantine
papyri dating from the 5 century BC. (E. Yamauchi, “Slaves of God” in Bulletin of the Evangelical
Theolagical Society, Winter 1966, p.33).

"% Entry Ashpenaz. The SDA Bible Dictionary,, Available on CD. Logos Bible Software, v2.0b,
Logos Research Systems, 1996,
119 119, See also Gn 14:1.9. SDA Bible Dictionary, Arioch,

120 Ad, Lenglet, “La structure littéraite de Danicl 2-7,” in Biblica 53, (1972): 169-190, shows that

chapters 2-7 form a chiasmus. See also Arthur Ferch “Singie or Multiple Authorship?” in Symposium
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or Daniel, edited by Frank Holbrook, Biblical Research Institute, General Conference of SDA,
Washington DC, 1986, pp. 22-50.

'?! William H. Shea, “Unity of Daniel” in F. Holbrook, op. cit. pp. 165-249..

122 Shea, id.. See also Jacques Doukhan, Le soupir de la terre, Vie et Santé: Dammarie les Lys Cedex,

France, 1993, pp. 15. 33. 60. 80. 103, 121. 140. 171. 191. 221. 233. 256. 271.

123 There is indeed depicted a progressive enlightcnment of Nebuchadnezzar. First, he saw the success

and progress of those Jews remained faithful to Yahweh’s laws (ch. 1). Second, he experienced a
special divine revelation explained later by Daniel (ch. 2). Third, he saw the great miracle of Yahwch
saving His faithful from the fiery furnace (ch. 3). Fourth, he was given a last dream, a divine severe
warning (ch. 4}, We can see that the chronological sequence is also a gradual revelation of God’s will
to him. But there is also a gradual accumulation of guilt from the king’s part; after the experience of
chapter 1, the king who humbled and plundered Jerusalem gives his best students magna cum laudae,
but nothing is said about following their example; in chapter 2, Nebuchadnezzar recognises the
supreme reign of Yahweh and Daniel’s wisdom, even to worship him, but later he changes his mind
and enforces worship to a wholly golden image as a loyalty oath, under the most ferocious threat,
defying any God (ch. 3); after he publicly recognised the superiority of Yahweh over all gods
(inciuding himself) and even uttered an edict against any detractor of God, he continued his cruel
(kingly!) behaviour toward captives/slaves, Jews or else, and instead of worshipping God, magnified
himself after he built the great Babylon with his pagan temples. His gradual sinfulness toward God
reaches its climax when he, one year after being warned of his foolish conduct, pronounces those
famous words of boast (4:30-31). Those who think that this versatile conduct is not verisimilar arc
reminded that the same attitude is seen in many other biblical cases and not less in out times. This is
the very nature of the sin and the human nature too, to prove that the lack of supematural, striking
evidence, is not the principal motive of unbelief, but one’s self-pride and the ill advised reason

snobbishly yielding to majority, common, respected traditions.
4 See Dan 2:2.10.27, 4:7, 5:7.11, 3:2-3, 6:7, 3:5.7.10.15,

A good, though short study of the book’s unity is that of Arthur J. Ferch, Daniel on Solid Ground,
Review and Herald: Washington, DC, 1988, pp. 17-26.

"% Cf. Doukhan, Le soupir...., p.279, quoting from ANET, pp. 315-316..

27 See 15 7:3.13, 8:1.5.7-8, 20:2, Jr 14:1.11.13.14, 18:1.5, 27:1-2, 30:1, 31:26, 32:1-2. 9-16. 26, 35:1.5,

Ez 1:3-4, 24:22.24, Hos 1:1-4, 3:1-3, Am 1:1-2, 7:1, 8:1-2, 9:1, Mi 1:1, 3:1, Hab 1:1, 2:1-2, 3:1, Zc¢
1:1.7-9, T.1.48, 8:18, Rv 1:1-2.9.17, 22:8. The Revelator’s phrases “I, John” and “l1, Jesus”(Rev
22:16) seem to be reminiscent of Daniel’s “I, Daniel” (Dan 7:15, 8:1.15.27, 9:2, 10;2.,7, 12:5) and “1,
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Nebuchadnezzar” (Dan 4:4.18.34.37). Or it might be a usual, ancient expression (o emphasise the
speaker/writer’s identity (“I, Paul” im 2 Cor 10:1, Gal 5:2, Eph 3:1, Cal 1:23, 1 Thes 2:18, Phm 19, *1,
Tertius™ in Rom 16:22,), “I, Darius”(Ezra &:2) “I, the king Artaxcrxes” (Ezra 7:21). God Himself
expresses a like (I, Yahweh™) in Torah {Ex 4:11, 6:8, 8:22, 12:12, 20:5, Dt 5:9) and in the Prophets
(Is 27:3, 41:4, 42:6, 44:24, 45:7-8.19.21,48:17, 6(:22, 61:8, Jex 17:10, Ez 5:13.15.17, 12:25, 14:4.7.5,
17:24, 20048, 21:5.17.32, 22:14, 24:14, 26:14, 3(:12, 34:24.30, 35:12, 36:36, 37:14). The swiltch
between the first and third person in a literary work is a powerful modality to break the monotony of
an account and to make it living — sometimes as a distant reportage, sometimes as a close, colloquial
narrative. Nobody would challenge the authenticity of Jeremiah or Amos, om the basis of the two
persons through which the authors addresses himself (o the reader.

'8 Ferch, op. cit pp- 26-31.

129 Gee Froom, Praophetic Faith of Our Fathers, vol. 1], Review and Herald, Washington DC, 1948, p.
an.

9 The problem is complicaled by the scarcity of contemporary sources about the acts of Antiochus

(just 1 and 2 Maccabees and Polybius). Scholars have several disagresments about some defaiis and
the sequential order of events, whether Antiochus conducted one (n two campaigns against Jerusalem
el.al. Given the divergences raised by the presenily available primary sources, scholars sometimes
round out their historical reconstruction using the book of Daniel (1). None of the periods predicted in
Daniel (it does not matter the method of counting!) matches the exactly three years of persecution
under Antiochus, though the author’s intention is obvious and precise. Arthur Ferch, op. cit. pp. 36-61.

! That Antiochus was intended to be a type of another, more important persecutor is obvious from the

following: a). he is described in chapter 8 in terms of that “littfle horn” grown of the fourth beast’s head
{(Dan 7:8,11.20-22.25.26) which is Rome, see the following endnotes); b). his amazing exploits
depicted in chapter 11 are said to he limited to the “threc and a half times” (12:6-7, extended to 1250
and 1335 days in v. 11-12), that is the time ascribed to the war against the saints made by the Roman
horn in chapter 7:25. This cryptic period is clearly applied in the Revelation of John to a fiercc
persecution ahead of the Church — God's Israel (Rev 11:2-3, 12:6,14, 13:5), Daniel’s prophecy was
applied by Tesus of the synoplic Gospels (o a future, Roman invasion (Mat 24:15.21, Mk 13:14.19, Lk
21:21). Paul sees in the same prophecy of Daniel, the future raise and fall of “the man of lawlessness,”
the “mystery of iniquity,” a strange development that had (0 occur after the imperial Rome’s removal
and after the spiritua} deterioration of the Church (2 Thes 2:3-12).

We inay understand Dan 11:35 and 12:9-10 as a prophetic device to hide the length of actual
time from the reader’s eye, that the repeating nature of this prediction might be seen later, so that
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belicvers may apply it to subsequent crises: the pagan-roman, the Christian-roman and the final,
universal one. Can you imagine the text’s length of chapter 11, if the prophetic revelation had to
disclose all subsequent events to the end of history, in the same detailed manner and rhythm as Dan
11:21-347 Moreover, it is perfectly possible that the seemingly short-sighted perspective of the vision
(the little horn of chapter 8 succeeds up to the End; the contemptible king of the north in chapter 11
experiences defeat in the End) to be a conditional aspect, so common in the classical prophecy. This
conditional aspect should be noted also respecting Jesus® apocalypse (Mat 24:14,34-36, one
generation), and in Paul’s midrash (2 Thes 2:8 a man, not a dynasty).

13z Interestingly enough, Daniel 11:40 is referred in 1 Maccabees 1:17, if one compares the two

passages in the Greek text:

LXX1Mac 1:17b ... év @puaciy kel EAédeoiy kal év irmedow kol év otéie peyddo
© Dan 11:40b ...€v @ppaow kol [...... 2....] & Limebauy kel & vavoiv moAdaig

...€v GppeoL Kal ...... %....] & Tumowg moAkolc kel év TAolowg
LXXDan 11:40b moAA0lC
In both places we have “chariots” (&puaoLv), “horse” / “horsemen” (Lrmoug Lmmdowy), “ships” /
“fleets”, (mAolotg / vavgly / gtdAw) and the adjectives “many” / “great” (moAlalc / moAdelg /
LeydAw). But only in the Maccabean text appear the “elephants” .. (And there are many
other Maccabean verses mentioning the elephants, See 1 Mac 11:56, 6:35.46, 2 Mac 11:4, 13:2.15,
14:12, 15:20.21, 3 Mac. 5;1.2.4,10.20.38.45.48). The Maccabean author used obviously the Book of

Daniel as an old prediction that was fulfilling in his time. That means, the Book of Daniel must have

been old enough to win such authority and credibility.

133 High theological writings about this topic are: the dissertation of Gerhard Pfandl (The Time of the

End in the Book of Daniel, ATS Publications, Berrien Springs, MI. 1992) and the book of Jon Paulien
(What the Bible Says About the End-Time, RHPA, Hagerstown, MD, 1994),

B4 Many scholars have drawn the close parallel between the two prophecies. In chapter 2 the human

kingdom is opposed to the Divine kingdom, both depicted as physical elements: the first being
symbolised by an idolatrous human image made by a succession of metals and ceramic, the second by
an unexpected mountain stone hitting the image to shatter it. 1n chapter 7, the same two kingdoms are
represented by living creatures: the human kingdom, by a succession of strange, composite wild
beasts, in which the human image is nearly lost (the first beast have a human posture and heart, for a
short time, and the last one has just a horn with human eyes and mouth only), and the Divine kingdom,
embodied by a “son of man” {a human}, the representative head of all saints of God. In chapter 2, the

world’s kingdoms are represented numerically by four metallic parts, the fourth being more complex,
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mixed and having toes (obviously, ten} from the same mixed material. Correspondingly, in chapter 7
we have also four beasts (kingdoms), the fourth having ten horns.

Further, in chapter 2, we note a decreasing value of the metals and a Iowering from head to feat, in
paraliel with an obvious increasing in strength, hardness and indusirial usefulness. Correspondingly, in
chapter 7 we see a decreasing in harmlessness and increasing ferocity from the first to the last beast
(lion with human heart, a carnivorous voracious bear, a four-winged four-headed leopard and an
incomparable monster that crushes, tears and destroys everything). William Shea points to the use of
similar Aramaic terms, comparing the carresponding symbois for the fourth kingdom in both chapters:
PO strong (2:44Q, 7.7), L}?"!? jton (2:40, 7:7.19) and PP breaks (2:40, 7:19.23). Shea, ap. cit. p.
171

In both chapters we may sec some reticence toward using in a distinctive way the word “kingdom™.
“King” is preferted, as if the heavenly inspiration wished to hide the historical long tiine that had o
pass. However, in both prophecies we was given some hints and clues of the extensive meaning of
“king,” to understand “kingdom”, In chapter 2, the first 5ymbol is applied to Nebuchadnezzer himself,
but the subsequent phases are clearly named kingdoms, guite different from one another, the last two
ruling and breaking “all [the earth]” (2:39-40) which could not be said of the Chaldean successars of
Nebuchadnezzar. In chapter 7, the four beasts are interpreted as “kings” in a first stage (7:17), but later
the fourth is called a “kingdom™ (7:23}, which is a clue to understand that actually all four beasts are
kingdoms, and hereby a snggestion ta praperly understand the 10-11 horns.

% Froom cites scores of Jewish and Christian exegetes who understood the fourth beast to be Rome.

The ecarliest of them are: Iophanan ben Zakai, Rabbi Akiba (the idea will be preserved in Talimud,
Tarpums and Midrash), Josephus (an ¢loquent, cautious avoiding of this application), Rabbi Eliezer,
Saadia Gaon, Jepheth ibn Ali, Rashi, Abraham ibn Ezra, Maimonides, Gersonides, Abrabanel, Joseph
ben David, Manasseh ben Israel, Pscudo-Barnabas, the author of 11 Esdras, Iremacus, Terullianus,
Hippolytus, Victorinus, Lactantius, Euscbins Panphyli, Athanasius, Cyril, Aphraates, Chrysostom,
Isidore of Pelusium, Sulpicius Severus, Jerome, Theodoret. (L.R. Froom. ap. ¢it. vol. I, p. 199-204.456
and vol. II, pp. ch. 8-10), In support of this classic view, Young says:

It is probably correct o say that the traditional view is that this fourth empire is Rome. This
was expressed as early as the time of Josephus, and it has been held very widely, We may
mention Chrysostom, Jerome, Augusting, Luther, and Calvin as expounders, or at least
adherents, of this position, In fater times such great believing scholars as E. W. Hengstenberg,
H. Ch. Havernick, Carl Paul Caspari, Kart Friedrich Keil, Edward Pusey and Robert Dick
Wilson, (E. J. Young, The Messianic Prophecies of Daniel, Grand Rapids: Wm, B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1954, p. 17).
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1** See comments on the fourth beast of Dan 7 and its horns p. 77-92.
137 See historical-critical theories in the exegesis of Daniel 7, p. 68.
"** Joyce G. Baldwin, Daniel, Intervarsity Press, 1978, p.161.
134 v
{irabbe, op. cit. p. 137,
MOMc 13:32, 1P 1312,
" Dan4:17, 10:12-14.20, 11:1.
2 Dan 2:28, 15 44:6-7, Ps 139:16.

M3 Ex 4:21, 7:2-4.13-14.22, 8.19, 9:7.12, 10:1.20.27, 11:10, 14:4.8.17, Dt 2:30, Mt 13:14-15, In
12:39-40, 28 24:1, 1Ch 21:1, 27:24, 1K 22:19-23, Lam 13:37-38; Ex §:15.32, 9:34.35, 1S 6:6, Ps
958, Is 46 12, Ez 2:4-5, Dan 5:20, Mc 6 51-52, §:17-18. See also Dt 30:19.

" Rm 5:13.20, 3:20, 7:7-11.
195 Rm 2:14-16.

% Sce Ir, ¢h 18, It is a pity that most conservative people, including theologians, pay not real
attention to the hermeneutic implications of the preat Jeremianic passage. When God reveals that this
is His way and purpose in revealing the future, one cannot disregard and call him- / hexself believer,

Ferbaps we have to expect more from liberals than from fundamentalists respecting this problem.
7 Jon 3:2.4, 3110, 4:1-4.11,

¥ 2K 22:20, 2329,

149 See Is 19:19-25, Jer 31:38-40, Ez 37:22-25, chapters 40-48.

" Dan 4:27.

BUN. K. Goltwald, The Hebrew Bible — a Socio-literary Introduction, Fortress Press, Phifadelphia,
1985, p. 595.

152 p. R. Davies, however, referring to such understanding in Collins's asscrtion (that the wise of
Daniel are uninterested in political ambitions, seeking instead “purity and communion with angels™)
finds it “a lile as perverse”. Philip R. Davies, Reading Daniel Sociologically, in Bibliotheca
Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium, CV1, The Book of Daniel in the Light of New Findings,
A.S, van der Woude (Editor), Leuven University Press, 1993, p. 355; John J. Collins, Was the Dead
Sea Sect an Apocalyptic Movement? In Lawrence Schiffman (Editor), Archaeology and History in the
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Dead Sea Scrolls, Journal for the Smdy of the Pseadepigrapha, Supplement Series 8, JSOT/ASOR
Monographs 2. pp. 25-31.

153 This is obviously a conjectural chronology, because the 4" chapter of Daniel is noi dated. T only
suppose that such event mus{ have occurred in the last years of his reign, when the new Babylon was
rebuilt, and after most of his expeditions heing achieved (which is suggested also by the prophetic
“cartoon” in Dan 7:4: the kingdom’s “wings” plucked, its “heart” changed into a human heart, the
standing, humanlike position, build on Nebuchadnezzar’s experience, for the king is the kingdom's
heart),

'™ Istoria lumii in date, Editura Enciclopedici Roména, Bucuregti, p.14.

'** The Danielic story is attested by Xenophon who says that “while the men of Cyrus were doing these

warks [irenches to derive the Euphrates” waters} the encmies ascended on [Babylon’s] fortifications
mocked them, because they had provisions for more than twenty years.” [...] “The trenches were now
dug, when Cyrus heard reports that the city was feasting and all dwellers of Babylon did nothing else
but drinking and carousing.”...] “Hurrying, they came in front of the royal palace”...”Thus hey came
o the King, whom they found standing ready, with a dagger out of the sheath. Men of Gadatas and
Gobryas (Gubar) kitled him too...” (Xenophon, op. c¢it. VII, 5:13-30, pp. 312-315).

158 Waterhouse, op. cit. 184, This is among the best studies on the topic.

137 This is obvious from Isaiah’s prophecies (Is. 44:28-45:6) where Yahweh calls Cyrus “My shepherd.”

“My anointed one.” and from (he Revelator's visions of the end (cf. Rev 16:12, 19:11-16), where the
mystical end-time Babylon is taken by surprise, afier a “draining” of its “waters” (Rev 17:1.15).

%8 Dan 4:27, Jer 34:14-22. We may see how the divine warnings for the Jews were pradually

intensified, by prophetic short-ime fulfiled messages and by successive punishment blows. In the
same manner, Nebuchadnezzar was gradually enlightened and warned, and gradually accumulated
guilt. S2e note 123,

5% See in Symposium on Daniel, pp. 22-50, 171187, 248, lacques. Doukhan, Le soupir de ia terre,
Vie et Santé, Dammarie-les-Lys, France, 1993, p. 15.

'Y Norman Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible, p. 584, -
! Ferch, p. 41, in Symposium on Daniel, p. 41.
12 See F. Field, Origenis Hexapla, 11, Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim 1964, p. 921,

163 See Jer 4:11-12, 49:36, 51:1-2.
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164 UJ‘HP PR - YT etc., Propheten, Tom 1. Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemberg,

1867; and ‘7NP"H", Propheten, Tom 9. Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemberg, 1878.

% The root 1™ as noun or verb appears in such places: Gn 6:3, 34:1, 49:16, Dt 17:8, 32:36, 1S 2:10,

24:16, 28 19:10, Jab 35:14, 36:31, Ps 7:9, 9:9, 72:2, 96:10, 110:6, 135:14, Pr 22:10, 29:7, 31:§, 50:4,
Ec 6:10, Is 3:13, Jer 5:28, 21:12, 30:13, Zec 3:7. According to BDBG 192, it is found in Assyrian too,
thus it is an old Semitic root, not an Aramaism.

198 Stefanovic, op. cit. p. 110.

"7 Eduard Sachau. Aramdische Papyrus und Ostraka. Leipzig. J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung,

1911. p. 50.

1% See also Arthur J. Ferch, The Son of Man in Daniel 7 (doctoral dissertation, vol. 6). Andrews

University Press, Berrien Springs, M1 1983, p. 167, Ferch’s thesis is an exhaustive and very balanced
analysis on this subject.

'® See BDBG, 1102. Cf. the Targum of Jonathan and the G. Dalman’s Grammatik des Jidisch-

Aramdischen (2nd ed., 1905),; see aiso BDBG 1086, § 5085, which cites Daiman for the occurrence of
the prep. 132 in the Galilean Aramaic. So Holladay 413, who adds the variant reading PR ]‘1::;1.

" @ reads tv tfj €EeL pou in my body, which shows dependence on the corrupted spelling.

"1t is not only a literary-contextual interpretation within Dan 7, but the NT understanding' of this

messianic-apocalyptic feature: 2Tim 2:12, Rev 2:26-27, 3:21, 20:6, 22:5d.

172 Cf Rev 204,

' The Aramaic uses the expression 313 T2VNN NI judgement be executed upon him (Ezra 7:26)

when it deals with condemnation. Though it is a different verb used, it is interesting to observe that it
is followed by the prep. | which is usually in contrast with 5 .

17* Arthur Ferch, op. cit. p. 170.

5 Gn 14:18-20 {the Canaanite king Malki-tzedeq), Nu 24:16 (the Aramean prophet Balaam), Dt 32:8

(Moses, speaking about the world's nations), 28 22:14, Ps 7:18, %3, 18:14, 21:8, 46:5, 473, 50:14,
57:3, 73:11, 77:11, 78:17.35.56, 82:6, 83:19, §7.5, 89:28, 91:1.9, 92:2, 979, 107:11 (poetic synonym
for Yahweh, the Suprem King, God of David, doing justice against his ennemies), Is 14:14 (the king
of Babylon speaks), Lam 3:35.38,

17 The Revelation, in the first century of this era, portrays the ten horns of the beast as kings who did

not yef receive the kingdom (Rev 17:12).
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177 See Field, op. cit. 922.

178 See BDBG 1084 for the Aramaic term and p. 115 for the same root in Hebrew, The basic meaning
is wear out, use up to destruction (Job 13:28, Ps 32:3),

7% See Rt 1:13, Est 9:1, Ps 104:27, 119:116.166, 145:15, 146:5, Is 38:18.

180 goe Ne 2:13.15.

'8! Field, op. cit. 923,

%2 Cf, Menahem P. Mandel , Millon Ivri-Romani (Hebrew-Romanian Dictionary). Histaderuth

Hannashim Ha‘ivriyoth be-Romania. (No year of publication). p. 254. The root 720D is marked with
asterisk (*) to indicate its Aramaic origin,

33 Dan 2:9.13.15, Ezra 7:26, 8:36, Est 2:8, 3:8.14.15, 4:3.8, §:13.14.17, 9:1.13.14 (royal verdict,

edict, order), Ezra 7:12.14. 21.25.26 (ot your God), Dan 6:6 (of his God), Dan 6:9.13.16, Est
1:.13.15.19, 4:11.16 (of Medes and Persians), Est 1:8, 2:12, (the custom, the regulation).

% BDBG 1091, § 2166.

%5 For 1D, according to the suggestion of BDBG, p. 1105, § 5732, which follows Bevan and
Gunkel. For 2750, BDBG 417, § 4150, is cited Briggs implying the same reading in the equation of
the whole formula to three years and a half. Origen’s Hexapla gives the same suggestion: ftempora
(duo annos). See Field, op. cit. 933. Note the next apocalyptic period from v. 11, the “1290 days” (= 3
years+7 months) which is roughly three years and a half.. The NT Apocalypse agrees on this equation
(“42 months™: Rev 11:2, “1260 days™ 11:3, “1260 days™; 12:6, “one time, times and half of a
time™:12:14, “42 months™: 13:5).

186 This is not unusual, because terms like N2Y Sabbath / week, and YW month, new moon day, had

the same double function. BDBG (1105) § 5732.2 renders it as definite time = year (as modern Greek
XPOvog).

'*7 O has: ....were given to the saints of the Most High; and his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom....

VUL, detur populo sanctorum Altissimi cuins regnum regaum Sempiteraum esi .. were given to the
people of the saints of the Most High whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom...

%% Because 70 means also end, consummation, LXX “ranslated™ éw¢ katastpodfic tol Adyou...

until the catastrophe of the word... (sic), which is hardly believable.

133 BDBG, p. 1091.
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0 This may be an influence of the book of Dauniel, in a litcrary context where Luke mentions Gabriel,

Messiah the Lord, etc., or it may be a usual Hebrew expression.

Dan 7:28 kol th pfge év 1§ kepdle pov cuverhpron
Lk2.19 ... OUVETTpEL Tt pTHete. & =T Kepdlg nirfic
Lk 2.51 _.BletnpeL .. th prpate év Tf kepdle altfic

1 Seores of old Protestant and conservative Evangelical commentators used the same logic of
comparison, though reading Daniel according to its natural order: first chapters 2 and 7. then
interpreting chapter 8 (and the subsequent) according (o chapter 7.

Y2y oM. Rowley, Darius the Mede and the Four World Empires in the Book of Daniel, Cardiil:

University of Wales Press Board, 1935,

¥ Desmond Ford, Daniel, Southern Publishing Association, Nashville, TN, 1978. p. 40,

1% See in Charles H. Wright, Daniel and His Prophecies, London: William and Norgate, 1906, p. 154.

1% Ernest Lucas, “The Origin of Daniel’s Four Empires Scheme Re-examined,” in Tyndale Bulletin,

Tyndale House, Cambridge, 40 (1989} p. 192. The same logic is apparent with Montgomery and
Heaton, E. W. Heaton, Daniel (London 1972), p. 192, Concerning the Median Empire see J. M.
Diakonoff, “The Median Empire” in [ Gershevitch (ed) The Cambridge History of Iran 11
{Cambridge 1981), pp. 110-148. Lucas compared the apocalyptic schemes of Dan 2 and 7 with the
Sibylline oracles and tue Zoroastrian sources and concluded that the Danielic sequence of empires “is
probably not an adaptation of that found in Sibylline Oracle 4, but reflects the historical experience of
the Jewish and Israelite exiles in the Eastern Dispersion.” Id. p. 201.

196 14, 193-194.
¥ 14, p. 202,

Y% 1), Flusser, “The Four Empires in the Fourth Sibyl and in the Book of Daniel,” in JOS 2, 1972,
p.148-175.

1% Josephos, Antiquities, X, 2051, 2761,

A0 The table is copied from Marcel Popa & Horia Matei, Micd enciclopedie de istorie urniversald,

Editura $tiintifici §i Enciclopedica, Bucuresti 1983, p. 676-677.

4 For all this information I am indebted first to the monumental work of Leroy E. Froom, Prophetic
Faith of Qur Fathers, vol. 1, Review and Herald, Washington DC, 1978, pp. 227-433.

205



22 Don Isaac Abrabanel, Wells of Salvation, well 8, palm-tree 5. All these Jewish commentators are

discussed by Froom op. cit. vol. 11, 1948, pp. 184-202, with a complete table at p, 194,
292 Proom op. cit. vol. I, pp. 573-580, 609-615, 653, 685-764.

*™ Broom op. cit. vol. II, pp. 17-101.

% Froom op. cit. vol. I, pp. 796-806.

2% Froom op. cit. vol. II, pp. 588-596.

207 The historical data are from Istoria lumii in date, p. 14-17, 29-34.

% This meaning of iron + clay, though not explained in the text, has its inherent logic. Desmond Ford

(op. cit. 99) made the same application, Jacques Doukhan (op. cit. 49-51) understands the expression
“potter’s clay” as a reference to human beings in relationship with their Creator. Concerning the
expression “they will mingle through human seed (REIN D712 Dan 2:43) it should be understood as
opposed to 09N UM “divine seed” (="sons of God,” see Mal 2:15). This is the same oposition
apparent in Gn 6, when the mingling between the “sons of God” (godly men / sons of Seth) and
“daughters of Adam™ (carnal descendants of Adam, ungodly, fallen / sons of Cain).

% As, for instance, is not intended to see the two arms of the statue representing respectively Medes

and Persians (to say nothing about their fingers), or the thighs representing, say, Seleucids and
Ptolemies, or the feet representing the Eastern and Western Roman Empire. There is no historical-
geographical continuity between the two greater divisions of the Hellenistic Empire and the two
divisions of the Roman Empire. Furthermore, the two legs represent the unitary phase of the Empire.
Some conservative people play with such symbols beyond the apparent intention of the author.

210 gy 14:22, 18 1:8, 2K 20:9, 2Ch 4:6-8 (instead of the original unique pieces), Jb 19:3, Q 7:19, Is

5:10, Am 10:9, Zec 8:23, (Mt 25:1.28, Lk 15:8, 19:30, Rv 2:10).

! Which type again is developed in Revelation (2:20-22, 17:1-18).

22 w3 15 times / years” (Dan 7:25, 12:7). The NT only renders explicitly this time as 3 Y2 years (Lk
4:25, Im 5:17), which roughly agrees with the OT record {“in the 3" year” — from Elijah’s prediction —
I K 18:1), if we properly assume that Elijah made his prediction after the passing of the natural
Palestinian six months of dry season.

231K 16:30-33, 17:1 etc., 18:1-4.10.13 etc., 1K 21:25-26. 2K 9:7-10.

24 There are important criteria to narrow the search. One should not count all Barbarian tribes that

overrode the imperial boundaries, but only the state formations they finally constituted, since they

joined upon other reasons but tribal kinship to form new states. We also should not count parts of the
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Empire still administered by Roman forces, such as the Eastern (Byzantine) Empire, some very
ephemeral powers like the “‘kingdom” of Syagrius (in fact 2 Roman general who tried for a time to
kecp the Roman administration in Gallia), or kingdoms like that of Huns, Gepides, Avars et al., which
moved not their principal residence within the Empire’s limits, and could not be foundational for the
Christian Europe. All horn-kingdoms we count, must be “Christian,” in order to be a good candidate
for a place in the royal decade.

213 All data in this table come from different sources combined and compared, such as: Marcel Popa

& Horia Matei, Micd enciclopedie de istorie universald, Editura Stiinfifica s1 Enciclopedica, Bucuresti
1983; Istoria lumii in date, Editura Enciclopedica Romand; Microsoft Encarta Encyclopedia 99, F. J.
Foakes-Jackson, “The New West and Gregory the Great,” in An Qutline of Christianity (New York:
Bethlehem Publishers, 1926), Vol. 2, pp. 149-152.215; Ernest Barker, “Italy and the West, 410-476.”
chap. 14 in The Cambridge Medieval History, Vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1936),
pp. 430, 431. Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ed. by I B.
Bury, chap. 39, Vol. 4 (London: Methuen & Co., 1898). Ammianus Marcellinus, Isforie romand,
translated and annotated by Prof. David Popescu, Editura stiintificz si enciclopedici, Bucuresti, 1982,

16 The application of the phrase in Daniel 7:25, “to change times (feasts) and Law”, to Rome’s genius
of controlling any calendar and tradition in the Christian world, is self-evident to the careful readers of
Church history. Especially in older publications, even in its catechisms, the Roman Church made clear
that its supreme control over the feasts (including the Biblical day of worship) is a mark of its God

given authority:

Q. But has the Church a power (o make any alterations in the commandments of God?
A, The commandments of God, as far as they contain his eternal law, are unalterable and
indispensable; but as to whatever was only ceremonial, they cease to oblige, since the Mosaic
law was abrogated by Christ’s death. Hence, as far as the commandment obliges us to set aside
some part of our time for the worship and service of our Creator, it is an unalterable and
unchangeable precept of the eternal law, in which the Church cannot dispense: but forasmuch
as it prescribes the seventh day in particular for this purpose, it is no more than a ceremonial
precept of the old law, which obligeth not Christians. And therefore, instead of the seventh
day, and other festivals appointed by the old law, the Church has prescribed the Sundays and
holydays to be set apart for God’s worship; and these we are now obliged to Keep in
consequence of God’s commandment, instead of the ancient Sabbath.

Cf. Richard Challoner, The Catholic Christian Instructed, New York: E. Dunigan and
Brother, 1853), p. 211.

27 “In a letter to Anastasius on the relationship between church and state, Gelasius formulated his
influential "two swords” theory—the doctrine that the pope and the emperor enjoy equal authority in

their respective spheres of competence. This doctring was frequently cited in the conflicts between the
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church and the Holy Roman Empire during the Middle Ages (5th century to 15th century).” Encarta
99, Gelasius f, Saint. According to Encyclopedia Encarta, the early medieval Papacy begins with

Gelasius.

21§ . . Lo T , . .
Euseviu Popovici, Isforia Bisericeascd Universald, vol 11, traducere Atanasie Mrionescu, Cernica,

1926, p. 73. The famous Dictates of Gregory VII, refer to Symmachus as the first precedent.

19 In short after some pastoral letters sent in a Balcanic area, a great rebellion arose there led by

general Vitalian who marched toward Constantinople, forced Anastasius to abdicate and established
Justin and Justinian, two philo-papal emperors who, practically, governed together. Popovici, op. cit.
85-86.142. Encarta 99, Anastasius, Catholic Encyclopedia, Symmachus.

220 paul Hutchinson and Winfred E. Garrison, 20 Centuries of Christianity: A Concise History (1st

ed.), by Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New York. 1959 pp. 119, 120.

221 Encyclopaedia Britannica says on this subject:

The moral authority of the papacy, then [i.e. under Vigilius, 537-555] had suffered a
considerable setback, and Justinian’s “pragmatic sanction” of 554 may have been intended as a
measure of compensation for it. By this act the emperor acknowledged, confirmed and
increased the temporal power of the pope, who was henceforth to have a voice in the
nomination of the governors of the ltalian provinces of the empire and to participate in the
control of their finances. The pope became the official protector of the civil population against
the depredations of the military, against extortion by the tax collectors and against abuse of
power by the administration. The successor of Vigilius was Pelagius 1, who made resolute use
of the pope’s new rights organizing the temporal government of the territory over which he
was actually sovereigh and setting the papacy on the road to real political power. This power
was o grow so rapidly that Gregory the Great could write, a few years later: “I should like to
know whether the pope, in this world, is a spiritual leader or a temporal king.” (Underlines
mine) Encyclopaedia Britannica 17 (1970), Papacy (p. 244).

To be observed, the “pragmatic sanction” does not creates this power, it only confirms, recognises and

increases it. About the Papal States, the same work agrees:

From the 4™ century onward the Roman Church was the recognized proprietor of extensive
estates throughout and even beyond Italy, but it held these patrimonia in the manner of a
landowning corporation. By the middle of the 8" century, however the Lombards had overrun
most of Italy, The Duchy of Rome was then still theoretically dependent on the Byzantine
or East Roman Empire, but the Byzantines could not protect the duchy, within which the
hishops of Rome, supported by their clergy, exercised an authority counterbalancing that
of the local barons and their army. (Underlines mine) Encyclopaedia Britannica 17, Papal
States, (1970), p. 276.

222 Popovici, op. cit. p. 58; Encarta 99, Code Napoléon.
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3 “Tne Council of Orleans (538), while protesting against an excessive Sabbatarianism, iorbade all
field work under pain of censure; and the Council of Macon (585) laid down that the Lord’s Day ‘is
the day of perpetval rest, which is suggested 10 us by Lhe type of the seventh day in the law and the
prophets,” and ordered a complete cessation of all kinds of busincss, How tar the movement had gone
by the end of the 6th cent. is shown by a letter of Gregory the Great (pope 590-604) prolesting against
the prohibition of baths on Sunday.” According (0 M. G. Glazebrook, “Sunday,” in James Haslings,
ed., Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1928), Vol. 12, pp.
105, 106.

“% Through its traditional teaching, that claim the monopoly of religious truth, Papal Rome
manipulated all medieval thought and politics, so that it is accountable in a large measure for all evil
the other horns did under its influence and supervision. Thus, this “Christian” empire so divided and
Barbarian followed the spiritual tradition of Nerc, Domitian, Diocletian and Justinian with fervour
surpassing all pagan kingdoms. Conversions by sword, political and spirtual blackmail, crusades
against the “pagans,” crusades against “heretics,” then those diabolic inquisitions that lasted and
increased throughout many centorics, wars against nations that wanted 10 escape its rule, and this is
not all. Because the old time persecutions had many, “disciplinary” and oppressive means [0 convince
the conscience. Other Christian countries, Orthodox or Protestant have also persecuted and killed for
“the truth.” They are certainly horns of the same beast and have their own responsibility. But while a
Hitler went and gone, while Protesiants sometimes punished and killed heretics, as they kept yet other
traditional elenients from Rome, no palitical power was so insistent in crushing all ideological and
political opposition. What is Antiochus 1V, exegetically and historically, when compared with this

seraphic and monstrous “Holy See™?

This is not an anti-Cathaolic pamphlet, nor an exercise of hatred toward any individual that happens 1o
fill the so-called apostolic chair. Unforiunately, this is just Christian history. It is the saddest chapter
of the universal history, which tends upjustly to be overfooked, paving the way for new surprises.
Papacy has certainly its good features, as all beastly kingdoms mentioned in chapter 7 had in their time
(for example, some kings were favourable to God's people or even were themscives believers).
However, if it is true, that Satan moved successively his throne (and chair) from Babylon through
Persia and the Hellenistic Empire, he then certainly made Ronie his permanent, though not single
residence. Moreover, good or bad, all terrestriaf order is given by God to maintain justice among
people. Therefore, the political as the religions office deserve the believers’ respect. Dt 23:7, Jr 29.7,
Rm 13:1-11, 1P 2:13, Rome, pagan or Christian, and its successional states did also good service to
humanity. Mareover, the Pope as individual or as a niter should be looked upon through Daniel’s eyes

at Nebuchadnezzar. On the other hand, we should not forget that sinning against the principle of
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Christian Jove and (olerance means rebellion against God, no matier how orthodox and venerable arc

one’s lenets and church membership.

225 1Mac 1:22 (143 SE Antiochus sacked the Temple and attacked the Jews), 30 (145 SE the tax-
collector sent in Judea). 57 (Kislew 15, 145 SE Temple prafaned by pagan cult), 4.5 (Kislew 25, 148
SE, Temple cleansed and rededicated), 6:16 (149 SE, Antiochus dies). Thus, we have exactly 3 years
(€. 1090 days) for the temple’s profanation, bul 5 years at Ieasl, if we begin to count from the first

attack of Antiochus upon the Jews.

** The most comprising work that deal at large with each apocalyptic exegete to the first half of the
19" century, are the four volumes of L. E. Froom, The Prophetic Faith of Qur Fathers, Review and
Herald, Washington DC, 1250/1798.(vol. 1), 1948 (vol. I}, 1946 (vol. TTI), 1982 (vol. 1V). Among the
personalities cited to have used this hermeneutic key are: Nahawendi (9“‘ cent.), Saadia ben Joseph (d
942), Joachim de Floris (d. 1202), Pierre Jean d’Clivi (d. 1288), Rashi, Nahmanides (13" cent.),
Arncid de Villanova (sec. 13), Nicolaus de Lyra (d, 1340), Jan Milicz (d. 1374), John Wyclif (d.
1384), Walter Brute (14™ cend.), Nicolaus Cusanus, Rashbaz (sec 15), Don Isaac Abravanel. In the
Protestant era there was a host of personalities that continued this theological heredity: Luther,
Melanchton, Th. Cranmer, John Napier, Drue Cressener (17" cent.), Johann Petri (18" cent.) and
many others. This hermeneutic tool became in ime a standard Protestant method and, contrary 10
popular opinion, it was used neacly unanimously among evangelicals in the first half of the 19"
century. It was known also in the Eastern-Crthodox Church in the time of the fall of Constantinople.
For example, Sphrantzes relates how Byzanting scholars in the year 1453 amd on, used tw apply even a
time prophecy, like the additional year given to Kedar (Arabic people) from Is 21:16, to the Ottoman
domination over the Greeks, that would last about 365 years. (CL Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii,
Editura Stiinfifica, Bucuresti).

In the great American millennarian agitation between 1840-1844, William Miller, one of the
fathers of modern Adventism used to say; “in accordance with the opinions of all the standard
Protestant commentators.” And he referred particularly to Joseph Mede, Sir Isaac Newton and Thomas
Newton, Therefore, when Dr. Bush publicly rejected Miller’s conclusions, he did not reject his
method,

In taking a day as the prophetic term for a year, I believe you are sustained by the soundest
exegesis, as well as fortified by the high names Mede, Sir. 1. Newton, Bishop Newion, Kirby,
Scott, Keith and a host of others,

Quoted in Kai Arasola, The End of Historicism (doctoral thesis), University of Uppsala, 1990, p. 88.
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27w, Shea, Selected Studies on Prophetic Interpretation, edited by Frank Holbrook, Biblical

Research Insttute, 1992, pp. 66-93, D. Ford, Daniel, pp. 300-305. These are probably the most
important on this topic.

8 Gn 7:4, 8:6, 50:3, Jon 3:4, Ex 24:18, 1K 19:8, Jd 3:11, 5:31, 8:21, 13:1.

29 Gn 1-2, Ex 20:9-10, Lv 25:4..

201 v 23:15-16, 25:8-10..

21D 32:7, 16 10:5, 15:20, 32.7, 36:11, Ps 775, 90:9-10.

22 It must not be inferred that the prophet had to lay down unmoved all this time. That was an object

lesson for the Jews who visited him. The implication is that they must find him in that specific
position whenever they visited him.

2 Itis beyond the scope and purpose of this paper to propose an historical jdentification of these

periods. It is a particularly difficult task. However, the time scale used here, does not depend on a
complete understanding of the historical application,

¥ In fact the book of Revelation borrowed much from Ezekiel’s imagery, even Daniel with Ezekiel

are similar in their thematic, in some important motifs: Judgement on Jerusalem and on nations, God’s

overwhelming glory, an cnemy from the north, a new temple, restoration, etc.

3> Ezekiel refers to Daniel as to an already famous man of God, standing alone against the popular
tide of his day (like Noah and Job: Ez 14:20), and as a top model of wisdom (Ez 28:3), whom God
ironically compared the prince of Tyre. The probable dates of these oracles of Ezekiel are: 591 BC (Ez
8:1) and 586 BC (Ez 24:1). That means quite short but sufficient time for Daniel to have become
famous among his people in the Babylonian Diaspora.

3 See the exegesis of Daniel 9:25-27 at pp. 159-179 and the bibliography attached there.

27 Dan 7:25, 127, Rv 11:2.3, 12:6.14, 13:5.

238 The only problem is that it still adheres to the same basic tenets, that once made its fateful-hateful

majesty. In the sight of Dumnezeu, repentance is more than a new strategy.
29 Froom, op. cit. vol. II, pp. 723-730.

4 Eroom, vol. I, p. 741,
21 Froom, vol. I, p. 684.

2 Froom, vol. II, p. 645, Fleming referred to the wars of Justinian in Italy to make room for the

pope’s exaltation. But his date was only approximate.
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243

Froom, op. cit. vol, 1, pp. 765-782.

“ Because of this amateur approach to this matter, the real significance of the date 538 in the history
of Europe and Papacy, was hardly detected. To this day, even the few remaining historicists interpret
the date in ecclesiastical rather than political terms. Papacy began to develop long time before 538 and
il had not a prominent nose before 60 or even before the 11" century. Yet, in 538 it has its first
beginnings as a temporal power. This is what the symbol ko requires.

3 Froom, vol. I, p. 412. We only assurne that Jewel, as an ardent Protestant, agreed with the standard

year/day position of his time.

48 Junior Proctor of the University of Cambridge, published The Judgments of God upon the Romuan

Catholick Church (London). Froom, vol. I1, pp. 588-596.

*7 Froom, vol. 11, p. 596. Underlines mine.

248 Ihid.

9 Cregsener’s reckoning confirmed, 109 years before the event, the year-day scale and the historical
identification of the iittle hom, rendering justice in the same time, to the authentic and inspired
prophecy of Daniel. Compared to such hermeneutics, biblically and histogically supported, both
rationaiist-preteristic suppositions and the fundamentalist-futuristic fantasies have no persuading
breath. Thus Cressener was nol only a good exegete of this time prophecy; he was practically a
prophet, relying on the Biblical apocalyptic, a prophet of Reason. And like most prophets, his findings
did not meet a larpe acceptance before they have been fulfilled. Today, it is the saddest time for this
tulfilled prophecy. Worse than rejected, it is simply ignored or even forgotten,

9§, Doukhan, Le soupir..., p. 170.

251 prandt, op. cit. p. 166. For this soletion, Pfandl refers also Fiebig, Paul W. J. Der Menschensohn.

Jesu Selbstheyeichnung mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung des aramdischen Sprachgebrauches fiir
“Mensch, Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck), 1901, p.77; Feuillet, André. “Fils de I"homme”,
Catholicisme, 4 (1956): 1295-1302. p. 195 n.1; et al.

152 Stefanovic, op. cit. p. 110.

57 This fundamental Christian truth based on Dan 7, defines Christianity as an apocalypiic movement

as some observed.

* 5ee on Dan 10;5-6.21 comp, Rev 1:12-18.
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255 The expression 2P 2P come near to is used also for a royal audience in a 5™ century BCE

Aramaic papyrus: 2"™INMID QP NP 1 presented you before Sennacherib. Eduard Sachau.
Aramdische Papyrus und Ostraka. Leipzig, J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1911. p. 50.

2 See also Arthur J. Ferch, The Son of Man in Daniel 7 (doctoral dissertation, vol. 6). Andrews

University Press, Berrien Springs, M1 1983, p. 167, Ferch’s thesis is an exhaustive and very balanced
analysis on this subject.

7 pi52231 2Ch 7:1, 2Ch 29:29, Ezra 9:1, Dt 31:24, Jos 8:24. YEI Ps 2:9, 137:9, 1K 5:23, Jr 13:14,

43:12, Is 279, Jr 51:20-23, Jg 7:19. T} - here, figuratively, power (cf. Holladay, 128. strength, Dt
32:26, Jos 8:20; power, Pr 18:21, 2K 13:5). The same meaning is intended in Dan 8:4.7, 11:41. The
expression is synonymous to "3V 12U break the arm of... (Ps 10:15, Jr 48:25, Dan 11:22 et al.). See
also Jr 8:21, 14:17, La 3:48, where the metaphor of crush / break is applied to God’s people, meaning
either destruction, or affliction,

% W. Shea has a detailed study on this topic in Selected Studies..., pp. 1-29. Some simple OT

passages ar¢ immediately relevant concerning seemingly uscless divine proceedings: Gn 11:5
(Yahweh investigates personally the Babel affairs, before pronouncing His decision), Gn 18:20-21
{Yahweh checks out personally the accusations against Sodom, and even tests it, before punishing),
Jos 7 (the divine trial of Achan before his punishment).

1t is significant to observe that in both chs. 7 and 8, the literary centre coinciding approximately

with the half number of verses is in v. 13-14. This testifies for literary unity, and intentional messianic
accent.

01y emphasise the historicity of this king, I preferred to transliterate his Babylonian name, as it is

known from cuneiform, not its Hebrew (Belshazzar) or Greek form (Baltazar).

1 As in Gn 41:21, 43:18.20, Is 1:26, Though the adverbial phrase u‘l'-?nlju;: means usually: at the

beginning, at first, at the commencement, and the ancient translations remained faithful to that
meaning, I think that in this instance we must translate it as previously, earlier, before, priorly. This is
suggested by the literary context, because the usnal meaning doesn’t make sense in this instance (What
beginning does the author refer? The beginning of Belshazzar’s reign, as it is said in Dan 7:17 Or, the
beginning of Daniel’s visions? Yet, the same phrase links this second vision of chapter 8 with the visit
of Gabriel in chapter 9:21. There are some scholars who think that in 9:21 Daniel refers to his first
vision in chapter 7, where it is said in v. 16 that an angelus interpres gave him explanations. However,
in chapter 7, the name of this angel is not disclosed, and the totally different reaction of Daniel in
chapter 8, does not suggest that we deal with the same personage. I cannot reject decidedly this

possibility, but if Daniel in chapter 9:21 refers to the vision in chapter 8, as it appears, that vision was
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not hig first one, but a previous one. Thus, if one translates the phrase with previousfy in chapter 9:21,
then he / she should give it the same meaning in chapter 8:1. There are some precedents of using
?I'?;II;‘,;: with a meaning closely retated to this: Jg 1:1, 20:18.(That which is the first, as the fronl of an
army. stands before).

In spite of the classic solution rendered by the majority of Bible translations, there are some
translations that render the phrase in the adapted form, in both verses, such as; NIV, NASV, NAB, Louis
Segand (French), Nowvelle Edition Genéve {French), Dumitru Cornilescu (Romanian), N. Nitzluescu
(Romanian). Some translators give this meaning in Dan 9:21 only, while in 8:1 they keep the usual
meaning (e.g. Marsin Luther, NRSV). In Dan 9:23, however, the meaning of the phrase seems to be
closer to the usual. Anyway, i the author wanted o say “before,” he had not a better oplion than ic
use :‘I?UI;‘EE . There are indeed other phrases used in Hebrew and translated into English, in different
versions, as: previousty, befors, afready erc,, but they are either of the same basic meaning as H?‘JI;‘;‘-‘_
{e.z. HEWH'}; 28 7:10, 1 Ch 17:9, lit. in the beginning, z‘lgfﬂNT_? Dt 9:1%, Dan 11:29, lit. [ike the first
{time]; ?IQ'Q’.N'}? Gn 28:19, Jg 18:29, lit. at the beginning; TVIURTT Nu 6:12, Ps 79:8, lit. the first
rhings) or a meaning of precedence that does not match the idea the author had to convey in Dan 8:1
and 9:21 (e.g. CUPY SMA Gn 31:2, 2 K 13:5 - combined from 23N lit, yesterday; ang 0U5Y hit.
three days ago; commonly used as meaning hererafore, beforeiime, formerly, and referring to repeated
actions or continual state up to the moment of speaking; :‘;Ef? Dt 2:10, Ps 102:26, lLit. in face,
forward, before, referring to long time ago, and in status constructus usually with spatial meaning,
132 Ecce 2:12.16, 9:6.7 lit. already, being here since long fime).

¥ The repetirion - 2 “IX1 RT3 "I [N02 TNNY and - 5P UTT O 10D MR
suggesis that the author was not actually visiting that place, but in the vision. Otherwise, he should
have mentioned first the seiting as in chapter 10:4. Most of uanslators understood this meaning (e.g.
NRSV, Louis Segond, Nouvelle Edition Gendve, ct.al.), but some of them left the phrase at least
ambiguous, as it seems to be in Hebrew (e.g. KJV, ASV, D. Cornilescu Revised Edition - Romanian,
et.al.). Anyway, the personal presence at Susa, while not impossible, is unlikely, because Elam was,
since 550 BC (short time before the date of Daniel’s vision, Dan £:1) already a Persian province.

(Horia C. Matei, Mic dicgonar al lumii antice, Editura Albatros, Bucuregti, 1986, p.99).

*** It is possibie to consider with John Collins (Daniel, Foriress Press, Minneapolis, 1993: 329) the
repetition of the phrase W12 TT¥TN) as a dittography. However, it is likely that the speaker would
stress his visionary, not actual presence at Susa. Tautology is known to be a usual Hebrew figure of
speech. Though Josephus {(Ans. 10.11.7) says that Daniel was actually in Susa, the Syriac siresses the
fact that the prophet was there in vision (Montgomery, 325),
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#* I prefer to render it as it is known from historical writers (Strabon, Geografia, 111, xv, 3:4.22, Cluj,

R.S5.Romania, 1983).

263 Although the phrase “rescue from one’s hand” is quite common and understandable, it is strange to

speak about the “hand” of the ram. Therefore I chose “power,” which is exactly the meaning intended
(ct. Dan 12:7).

26% The Hebrew phrase has the definite article, but the author did not yet introduce this personage, so

that it is strange to make such a definite reference, for the first time, as if it were much known.

T Lit, “horn of sight”. The term DN is used elsewhere with the meaning of prophetic vision (Is 21:2,
29:11, 2Ch 9:29), and only in the Aramaic with the meaning of sight, seeing, view (Dan 4:8.17). In Is
28:18 is usually translated as provision, pact, agreement (according to the Vulgate), but Theodotion
renders it as eAmic hope/trust, so that this use in Is 28:18 is unique and quite obscure. The use in Dan 8
is seemingly under Aramaic influence and the noun is used adjectivally to emphasise the prominence,
conspicuousness of the horn. What this horn has to do with “sight” is its notable length (visibility),
notable position (on the goat’s forehead, between its ¢yes). Maybe the writer wanted to emphasise ils
position between the goat’s cyes, in order to suggest that the “first king™ it represented dominates the

view of the goat-kingdom.

?% Here MM is used elliptically, instead of DM 372 The use of such ellipses occurs in Dan 8:11
etc, TRAT instead of TRATTNAY (Nu 28-29, Ne 10:34) and in Dan 9:23, NTT27] instead of PN
U (Dan 10:3.11.19), 387 instead of 2RV (cf. Dan 11:16.45) and they might be marks of
authenticity, of using a living Hebrew.

2% The Hebrew text has a disagreement of gender, between the pronominal suffix (of the preposition)

D3 and the preceding adjective/numeral NOR. The logical subject seems to be 72 although
Professor William Shea is nearly convincing when attempts to explain the disagreement as a parallel
agreement (4 NN B D'_'?_th'fl A’ ORI B °QMN), thus indicating that the author meant the new
horn’s origin was from one of the four winds spoken of in the previous clause. While this possibility
should not be ruled out without a closer study, I think it’s too heavy theological cargo laid on a poor
“mem,” which could casier be changed into a “nun,” to indicate the feminine, as suggested by some
manuscripts (sce BHS critical apparatus). It is better to see here an old scribal error, a kethib preserved
by the Masoretes, especially because this kind of errors is $0 common in the OT and in Daniel we
meet other grammatical disagreements too. See, for example, the use of the following term, the verb
R‘;-: {masc.), instead of TRT&E: (fem), or the use of both genders in v. 11-12 to agree with ]TF
Furthermore, the coming forth of this horn from air, from a point of compass that is not even

indicated, is quite strange, It is true, in Zec 1:18-21 we have 4 horns appecaring simply in the air.
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However, Zechariah has no horned beast in his vision, whiie in this vision each horn is rooted in an
animal head. Finally, if the seer meanl “winds” and not “horns,” he must have avoided any ambiguity.
To any reader, the logical precedent of the ambiguous Hebrew pronoun is “conspicuous [horns}” from
the previous verse. The adverbial phrase, “toward the four winds of heaven™” cannot make us get rid of

the fecling that the jogical subject is still those wretched hotns.

0 Maybe the best understanding of the phrase T7PER s “from smallness / littleness [ youth /
insignificance”. This noun occurs once elsewhere (G 43:33), to mean youth, and as adjective: young /
small / litte £ insignificant is represented in Go 19:31-38, 29:26, Mi 5:1. The attempt of some scholars
to make this phrase mean “from the small one [horn]” (as it would stand in apposition with the
preceding: I‘zt}&tfl 127 ) is unwarranied, because this noun has no definite article and it does not stand
next Lo the tirst phrase, as it would, if it had stood in apposition. Moreover, up to this point, the
narrator didn’t speak about any differcnice in age or rank among the four horns of the goat, (as he did
about the two horns of the ram) so that he may legitimately refer to the youngest / smallest / most
insignificant of them,

Some suggest (see BHS, the critical apparatus) il is a scribal error and cut out the preposition
[1F2 o read it as it would be an adjective ({itde / small / insignificans) and 10 make it sound similar to
the phrase T "R (0P from the Aramaic of Dan 7:3. But we don’t need 1o resort to
emendations, if the texi as we have it, does make sense. We do not need exactly the same wording in
both visions, in order to recognise the similarity, even the identity of the two little horns. However, it
is OK to transiate the phrase as “a litle horn,” because if we punctiliously want to translate “one horn
[come out] from littleness,” it does not mean something else but “a fittle horn,” further described as
growing exceedingly great. The Greek versions have i “strong (Loxvpov) horn,” showing that they had
somehow interpreted this phrase, or used another hasic manuscript. The Vulgate gives in the simplest

way: corau unum modicum (“one little horn™)

1 The study of this term is important in the jater identification of the little horn. The noun TR (from a
verbal root, to remain over / above), is used in the OT with the following derived connotations: 1).
remaining, remainder, remnant, residue, rest, other part, leftover, leave (most of ocowrrences), 2).
excess, surphus, abundance, 3). preeminence, superiority, excellency. Hence the term is used
adjectivally (superior, abundant, excessive} and theoretically it might be used with adverbial meaning
(exceedingly, excellently, plentifully, abundantly, superiorly, excessively, more, bevond measure). Its
only adverbial occurrence, beside this one in Daniel, is found in Is 56:12, and next o the root b (

TRY M 5T T @ 1D NN tomorrow will be like today, even much greater).

E I 23 is related to the Aramaic oot 1A% (to wish, to desire), then it meant first desire, fonging,
which is a fitting word used by the Exiles. This phrase is elliptical (see note 268) and surely refers (o
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the “Promised Land”. The term is used in fsaiah with the meaning of glory / beauty / splendour (23.9
of any power, 4:2 of Israel, 24:16 of Yahweh, 13:19 of Babylon, as the city desired by all kingdoms)
and in the exilic Scriptures with the same meaning applied mostly to Judea (Jer 3:19, Ez 20:6.15 the

glorious heritage, the most beautiful country, Ez 25:9 of the choicest places in Moab).

The term denotes also a gazelle / roebuck, used as a chosen symbol of beauty and gracefulness and it
is entirely possible that the author thought of this wild beauty in some contrast with the more domestic,
but strangely monstrous ram and he-goat. This might be further stressed by the etymological meaning
of '7'?!5 ram ( powerful, leader, noble), and "2 he-goat (from a probable root meaning to be sharp?,
cf. ]1__'53 nail, diamond point; or possibly because it sounds close to 170X probably meaning: end,
doom, turn in Ez 7:6.10). For he-goat the author uses its “family” name attached (T3 goat, from 73
to be strong, to defy, whence the demonic name 5[&].}:’ Aza’zel, “the departing goar”). The usual
Hebrew name of the he-goat, ‘T‘S_Jty as it stands in v. 21, means hairy, shaggy, and it is used to denote
some mythological deity/demon: satyr, demon. The customary word-playing in the Hebrew literature

should make us more perceptive to this philological aspect, though recognisably, a risky business.

*" The prepositive waw is here not conjunctive, but is obviously indicating an apposition and stands for

a comma Or for “egven,” though most translators render it as a copulative “and”. For me at least, the
apposition is evident, and I am not alone. At least, SVV, NIV and RSV agree on the apposition.

™ For the use of the Hiph®il S35 as to show oneself great, to be arrogant, or to put a special emphasis

on the preceding verb, see Zep 2:8.10 and 1 § 2041,

5 This use of the Hebrew verb is illustrated in 1s 57 14, Ez 21:31/26 et.al., or even in a Sanctuary

service context: Lv 2:9, 4:8.19, 6:8, Nu 31:28 (to lift something for ritual purposes, for example: a part

of the sacrifice for the priest). This ritual usage is worthy of some further research.

Y6 PRRD “the continual,” the daily burn: offering. This is an elliptical phrase (Cf. note 268).
Basically, ‘r*z;a:; is a noun, meaning extens, confinuity, but it is used mostly as adverb; continually,
continuously. As a noun, in full construct phrases, it is used mostly of the daily (continual) burned
sacrifice (Nu 28:10.15.23-24.31, 29:6.11.16.19.22.25.28.31.34.38, Ne 10:34), and in few instances, of
the continual bread of the Presence (Nu 4:7), or the regular grain offering (Nu 4:16, Ne 10:34). The
chapter Tamid from Mishnah describes only the daily (i.e. morning and evening) offering as it took
place at the Tetnple, consisting in the daily whole sacrifice of the lamb and the related daily ritual
(rekindling the candlestick’s lights, the incense offering etc.). See Jacob Neusner, The Mishnah, A
New Translation, Yale University Press, New Haven 1988, pp. 862-873. Since this phrase is mostly
used in the OT for the daily offering and its related ritual, and we find the same use in Mishnah, even

in its elliptic form, we may conclude that in Daniel, the term refers to the same daily ritual that took
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place in cach morning and evening: the wholly burned sacrifice of the Iamb to which the offering of
grain and wing was added, together with the trimming of the candles and bringing the incense offering
within the lemple. These rituals were regarded as one and they are tvpologically related to various
aspects of the same anfitypic Reality.

777 The usual meaning of '|"5L’Dﬂ is cast (off, down), throw {away), hurl, fling, shed, drop (2 K 2:16), or

in a figurative sense; abandon, refect, cast (Ne 9:26, 1 K 14:9, Gn 21:15, 2 K 13:21.23, Jer 26:23,
Lam 2:1). Since here is related to a building, the verb seems to mean overthrow, pull down, cause to
fall in ruins, destroy, as in Jer 9:18 01N1DUN 33“?@3). However, if we consider the action taking
place imaginarily “in heaven,” as shown in the vision, the meaning of throwing down (from heaven o
eartly, of the sanctuary, to symbolise rejection — as with the #ruth in v.12) seems to fit as well, as NIV

reads: “and the place of his sanctuary was brought low”.

"8 Qee note 341-342. 1t is largely recognised the difficulty of this passage. 1t must me partially due to
some corruption of the iext. The context dealt so far with the heavenly host (of the stars); some of it
was cast down and trodden. Yet, here we have a new R2J¥ lacking the definite articte and in plural
that sixesses the ditference. These hosts might be understood as forces sent or appointed by the wicked
horn over/against the daily Sanctuary service (cf. 11:31). As the term means usually “armies,” we may
translate the phrase as “he set armies around the continual etc” (as to lay siege works; cf. Ez 26:8). But
the phrase "23; 101 means usually put over, ser over, Sef on, appoint over, and this suggests a careful
translation to speak not of a violent action against the continual offering. From a sirictly linguistic
perspective, rather we may see here hosts (divisions) appointed (to minister) over the continual

offering, such as the Sanctuary language requires (Nu 4:3, 23, 8:25, 15 2:22),

¥ The OT substantival usage of the term WP is holy or sacred person, chosen of God, such as the
priest in Israel, or as the Israelite among the pagan people (N 16:5.7, P's 106:16), people consecrated to
God, saints (Ps 16:3, Dan 8:24, cf. 7:18.22.25.27); God — the Holy Being (Is 1:4, 10:17, 497, Ez
39:7), any heavenly being, such as “watchets” (Job 15:15,Ps 89:6.8, Zec 14:5, cf. Dan 4:10.14.20).
The use of the comesponding Aramaic term in Dan 7 and the context indicates heavenly beings, later
identified in chapters 8-10 as Gabriel, Michael and possible others (12:5).

B0 Thou gh the Hebrew text speaks of the “vision,” there is no doubt, and practically all commentators

would agree, that it refers not to how long the vision itself, as phenomenon, will last (for Dani¢l}, but
to the things envisioned. The whole clause is telegraphic; nevertheless, it puts no insurmountable

problem.

' Both LXX and Theodotion add: f) ép0cion (that was removed), corresponding to D72 but it is not
clear that they found it in the Hebrew manuscripts they used, or they added it to belp the reader.
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*** The infinitive construct of 1) should be linked with DR WS not with J1I7T, of. 8:12, 11:31,

and especially 12:11, however strange might appear this syntactical use.

2 One could legitimately render the clause as “till the passing of 2300 days...,” as some of the

traditional versions have it (KJV, WEB, NKIJ), following the LXX and Theodotion (éw &omépug kel
Tpwi fMuépal dioyiital tpiekéoiel until evening and morning are days 2300).. However, the author
deliberately chose cryptic language, so that we should not try to make it all clear by a more telling

translation,

The answer stresses the same ferminus ad quem, borrowing the preposition 7Y until, from the
question. The Hebrew religious concept about the succession of days and nights is established in the
OT, where we found that the natural days were thought to begin in the evening (Lv 23:32, Ex 16:8.13,
Ps 55:18.), according to the established pattern in Genesis account, where each evening and morning
succession equals a day (Gn 1:5.8.13.19.23.31). This counting of the day, as beginning in the evening
was commion in ancient Mesopotamia (see E. J. Bickermann, Chronology of the Ancient World,
London, 1968, pp.13-14). When it comes to the workday, morning is always mentioned first (Ec 11:6,
Dt 28:67, 1 K 17:6) except when it is spoken of activities specific for the night: Ex 27:21, Est 2:14,
Zep 3:3. The same is said about the Sanctuary daily service, particularly when it deals with the tamid.
Its cycle is always spoken about as morning and evening (2K 16:15, 1 Ch 16:40, 23:30, 2 Ch 2:3,
13:11, 31:3, Ezra 3:3). When in texts likc N 28:3-6 we read about the daily sacrificial service, it is
stated that this service was understood as a unit, “‘two lambs... day by day, as a continual offering”.
On the other hand, the use of the two nouns in Daniel in the singular (evening and morning),

emphasises the natural reference to the succession of days.

Schwantes argues against A. Bentzen, J. Montgomery, N.W. Porteous, O. Pioger, M. Delcor,
A, Lacocque et.al, that there is no way to make the phrase ereb-boger to refer to a number of
sacrifices, two per day (see Siegfried J. Schwantes, “Ereb Boger of Daniel 8:14 Reexamined, in Frank
Holbrook, ed. op. cit. pp. 465-474), This linguistic evidence rules out any possibility to consider the
phrase “evening morning 2300” as being “2300 individual sacrifices of evening and morning” thus
amounting o exactly 1150 fufl days — which is a good example of ‘eisegesis’, followed not only by a
series of modern commentators, but even carried into translations like TEV, to help it fit the
Maccabean thesis. However, these terms for evening and morning are nowhere used elliptically for the
corresponding turn of sacrifices. Even in Daniel (where occurs the elliptical form TR, yet the
evening offering is not elliptically written (Dan 9:21). The Hebrew usage would reguire a formuia
similar to 40 days and 40 nights,” “3 days and 3 nights” et.al.. As Keil fittingly remarked, “A Hebrew
reader could not possibly understand the period of time [of] 2300 evening-mornings ...[to be] 2300
half days or 1150 whole days, because evening and morning at the creation constituted not the half but
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the whole day... We must therefore take the words as they arg, i.e., understand them of 2300 whole
days.” (C.F. Keil, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, Grand Rapids, 1949, p. 303.).

Hebrew syntax allows the numeral to stand before as well as behind its noun. In the Hebrew
OT both situations are richly illustrated (Gesenius 432), There are very few instances where the noun
preceding (he numeral is singular and indefinite, like in Dan 8:14 (e.g. ICh 5:21, 2Ch 29:23, 35:8-9),
Nowhere the preceding noums are found like here, indefinite, singular and juxtaposed without
conjunction. The only possible explanation is that this unusual phrase reflects the formula coined in
Gn 1:5.8.13.19.23.31, which shows that each Creation weekday was considerad to begin its cycle with
an evening, This is the classic Hebrew delimitation of the natural day (Lv 23:32, Ps 55:18). Paralleling

the expression of Dan 8 with that from Gn §, one may s¢e its true origin and meaning:

Gnb5  9nR by MPa™IN T
Dan 8:14 1iNg q}'bv:jq gw_;'?;s g b w
Dan 8:26 5337 o7 RERM L0 IED TR

The specific expression in Daniel is ferse, yet remindiul and telling, It suggests an
emphasising of the evening-morning daily cycle on a long period. To say *2300 days™ is a very
unusual manner of speaking in Hebrew, like in every language. A period expressed in days cannot be
ionger than 150 days. To keep the author’s intention and, if possible, his style, we should translate like
these: until evening morning roll on 2300 times, till shall be evening and momng 2300 times, until the

2300" coming of an evening and morning, 4l even and morning come 2300 times.

a8 Though normally the noun E?'IP in such instances should be transiated as something holy (sacred,
consecrated), and is not usual to have this term indefinite when the Sanctuary is spoken of, there are
rare oceurrence of it with no article, in Biblical poetry:: Ps 134 :2 - W2 DIT7IRY, raise your hand
fo the Sanctuary; Ps 20:3 - h‘."l;?f: '}'ﬂw'f‘f'?w* May He send you help from the Sanctuary. The most
convincing argument is its contextual use in verse 13, as a synonym for SU7PR 7122 of verse 11

%5 While the root i 13 conveys the general meaning of right, righteous, jusi, appears in T as verb.

adjective and noun mor¢ than 700 times (counied in the PC program Bible Works), this Niph©al use in
Dan 8:14 is a hapax. LXX and Theodotion translate it as kefapiodnoetar shall be cleansed / purified.
Jerome understood it the same way (mundabitur ~ shail be cleansed), possibly following the LXX,
Especially older transiations (KJV 1611, Wehster’s Bibie 1833, French Version Darby 1885, NKJV
1982, ASY 1901, French Louis Segond 1910, Neo-Greek Translation ed, Athens 1919, Rumanian

Version Cornilescu, Nouvelle Edition Genéve 1979) reflect this understanding.
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The use of keBapilw in LXX might be due to a Maccabean orientation of the translators (cf.
1Mac 4:36.41 where we find the same term), but it is interesting that LXX translated the root P73 as
keapi{w in Job 4:17 toa. This might reflect a Judeo-Aramaic understanding atiested in Targums,
where half of the total 405 cases, P13 was translated by the Aramaic 12% be clean, pure (Niels-Erik
Andreasen. *Translation of Nisdag / Katharisthesetai in Daniel 8 14,” in Holbrook, op. cit. pp. 486-
491). A similar wording in Heb 9:23-24, were we have the “true,” that is “heavenly” Sanctuary to be

“Cleansed,” deserves our abiention,

Other Bible translations render this verb according to some crilical approach to the Hebrew
root, and translate i1 as declared right (YLT), gerechivaardigt (SVV), .. .wieder zu sein recht kommen
(Menge), restored (o its rightful stare (RSV, NRS), reconsecrated (NIV), certainly ...broaght info its
right condition (NWB), be restored (TEV), be properly resiored (NAS, NAB), <wieder>
gerechifertigr (ELB), have again its condition -tr.- (Romanian BOR 1994), have its rights restored
(IB), emerged victorious (NEB), et.al. Among the old translat:ons, we have Peshitta using nzk’
“justified,” “freed from guilt,” from the common Hebrew-Aramaic root that means to be clean{ sed].

Niels-Erik Andreasen notes some extended meanings of the verbal root: be innocent / guiltiess
(Gn 20-4, 2 K 10:9, Job 9:15), fair, accurate (Lv 19:36, 28 8:13, Bz 45:10), justice done, deliverance
(Is 51:5, 32:17. 46:13). He further displays a wide range of parallel associated terms to help find the
burden of the extending meaning, and among these parallel terms associated he finds also 2% be
pure, purify and R ke clean, cleanse (Job 4:17, 15:14, 17.9, 25:4, Ps 51:4). Among other notions
commonly associated with the root F‘IE, the clasest is BRY o fudge (Ps 97:2, 106:3, 15 59:14, Am
6:12). Moreover, P14 itself has legal connotations in many passages (Ps 82:3, 1s 43:9, 45:24, 50:8,
59:14, 63:1).

N.-E. Andreasen also aitempted to determine the use of 773 in the apocalyptic literature, and
citing 2 Esd 5:2.11, 7:114, Dan 9:24, Mal 4:2, 1 En 10:16-17, 38:3-4 and 1QM 17, he says that P73
“is wsed to refer to the conditions brought about by God's redemption in the eschaton” (in Frank
Holbrook ed., op. cit. p. 492). This idea is confirmed also by apocalyptic passages in NT (2 Pt 3:13).
The classical Jewish work Migrue godesh (Druck und Verlag von Pessel Balaban, Lemberg 1860+7),
containing the parallel MT and Targum with Rashi and Meisudath Tsion, Mefsudath Dawid, and
yidish commentaries, gives for this 2731 in Dan 8:14 the interesting interpretation SE2M (heing made
atoncment/expiation for it), which suggests some eschatological-typological connections befween
Yom Kippur (Lv 16) and the Judgement- or justice-oricnted “that day” (Is 34:2.8, 59:20, 61:2, 63:4.6,
Jer 33:15-16, 50:28.29-32.34, 51:6.10-11.51-53,56, Ez 40:1 cic., 43:1-8, Ob 1:15.16, Hab 2:13-14.20,
Hag 2:9, Mal 3:1-6, Ps 9:6-7.11,14-19, 46:7-11, 50:2-7, 96:13, 98:9, 110).
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That ceremonially final disposal of sin, the peak of all mosaic ritual, pointed to the Day of
Judgement — a judgement vicariously assumed by the Messiah in favour of the repentant (Is 53, In
12:31-33, Heb 9:23-24.) and eventually involving the universal summoning before the “great white
throne™ of the same Messiah, to account for everyone’s attitude toward God and fellow humans (Rev
20:11-15, Rm 2;16, 14;10-12, Ecc 3:17, 12:13-14, Rev 14:6-7, Is 53:12, Heb 9:27-28). This
understanding can be comparcd with the paraltel vision in Dan 7, where the Judgement scene (9-

14.23.26-27) correéponds certainly to Dan 8:14.25d.

Whatever the reverberations of this hapax P 731, the first duty of an exegete is to find the first
and safest connotation of the term, without paying too much concern for its theological or historical
application. Nevertheless, the governing principle over this linguistic situaton is the logic of the
immediate literary context. This principle is more important than the clearest lexical meaning of a
term, because in context a certain term might be used with a different or even unique connotation. In
the context of Daniel 8, this passive term refers to a restorative situation after all the injuries made to
the Sanctuary (and (o its people, its service, etc.) by the desolating horn. If one chooses the meaning
“Cleanse,” it answers only to the pollution brought by the presence of the “rebellious sin / abomination
of the desolator” instead of the daily offering service in the Sanctuary. But the trampling of the
Sanctuary and of its host, the enormous offence toward its Commander and the desolating activities by
the same horn will not be answered by the translation “cleanse,” although there is a lot of evidence in

its favour.

The root P73 is a static verb in Qal, and most static verbs lack the Niph®al form. Where the
Niph‘al is present (e.g. 1R Bya, 3o, 733, NR, WP, ¥k, OnW). it has generally a passive
meaning. And because Nipb“al functions usually as a passive form for either Qal, or Pi‘el or Hiph'il,
we should consider the corresponding static / active forms of P73 attested in OT. According to
BDB, we have in Qal the meaning be just, be righteous, be right, be in the right, have a just cause, be
justified; in Pi%l it means justify, make appear righteous; and in Hiph©il do justice, justify, declare
righteous, vindicate the cause of, save, cause to become righteous, turn to righteousness. Therefore, as
the root of the verb itself would require, we should have the translation be given justice, be restored
through judgement, be vindicated (cf. 28 15:4, 1K 8:32, 2Ch 6:23, Job 345, Ps 7:9, 94:15, 103:6, Jer
23:5, Mi 7:9).

Finally, it is possible to find that this P81 is not a real hapax. According to the LXX
rendition of Ps. 51:6, qwawa a2 q0372 pasn IS_J?_JI? (so quoted also in Rm 3:4 "Onwg &v
dlkeLwbiig év Tolg AdYolg oou kel ViKNofK év T kpivesBal oe — that You may be declared righteous

/ justified in Your words, and may overcome when You are judged), this root, together with all verbs in
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the stich is read as passive — and confirmed by Jerome also (uf justificeris in sermonibus tuis et vincas

cum judicaris).

Bibie translations follow the Masoretic reading, but many of them render P78 as a passive
(You are justified / declared righteous). In the same line of Ps 51 we find the two verbs P18 be/make
right and 12T be/make pure, understood as synonyms and connected to the idea of judgement. So that
even though LXX translators in Dan 8:14 understood P"TEJ as 1121 (cf. Jb 15:14, 25:4, Dan 6:23, Mi
6:11), the two seem to be somehow related and if someone options for “cleansed,” he / she must not
forget the forensic/eschatological understanding of this cleansing in the light of the Yom Kippur
typology, which is a high symbol for expiation / vindication.

2% The Hebrew phrase as an appellation in the singular is found only in the exilic books of Ezekiel (93

times) and Daniel (once}. 1t is found elsewhere, once in N: 23:19, 2 times in Psalms, 2 times in fsaiah,
3 times in Job, and 4 times in Jeremigh, meaning human being. The common translations give son of
man and some of them have mortal man. QTN is both the human specics and a proper name in the
Hebrew Bible, and "] (son of, young...) is one specimen of any species (similar to N2, —ERT
3, TT'?ﬁJZT"‘_J_;, TIDTMNA etal). Because “son of man” does not sound very good, and “mortal
man” is an emphasis not really present in the phrase, the best rendition would be fusman being/s], and
is obviously intended to underline the nature of this being as opposed to the celestial one speaking,
The poetic equivalent, closer to Hebrew, is son of Adam, The prophet is not addressed as a son of his
people, or as a son of his father, but as a son of Adam, as any human being.

?" The Hebrew phrase PP is understood differently. Some Bible translations rendered it as if the

vision (j.e. the events serics foreseen in the vision) has no connection with the time of the prophet, or
has nothing to say for his generation and for the subsequent generations, but it is to be fulfilled
altogether in “the time of the end,” beginning with the ram-kingdom and ending with the wicked

horn’s defeat:

“Ete yop elg clper keipol tolivo o Bpoye — for vet this vision is for “an hour of time” LXX

€t yip el kaipol mepag 1) Spoois — for et the vision is for a time of the end (Theodotion)
“Denn dies Gesicht geht auf die Zeit des Endes.” (Luther)

“Denn das Gesicht <gile> fiir die Zeit des Endes.” (Elberfelder)

“want dit gezicht zal zijn 1ot den tijd van het einde” (SVV)

“car la vision est pour le temps de la fin,” (French Darby)

“for at the time of the end shall be the vision.” (KJV, Webster)

“for at the time of the end {is} the vision.” (Young's LT)

“for the vision belongeth to the time of the end,” (ASY)

“that the vision pertains to the time of the end.” (NAS, NAB)

“that the vision is for the time of the end.” (RSY, NRSVY)

On the other hand there are some franslations suggesting that the vision concerns the time of

the end or shows the time of the end, which fits better the logical context:

“guoniam in tempore finis conplebitur visio” — (Vulgate)
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“that the vision refers to the time of the end." (NKJV)

“car la vision concerne un temps qui sera la fin.” (Louis Segond, N E. Genzve)

“for the vision is given to indicate the end of ages” (Romanian BOR 1994 — ranslation)
“that the vision concerns the time of the end” (NIV, Romanian Cornilescu - transiation)

When the term VP is used in the Qumran manuscripts, even in the famous Pesher of
Habakkuk, it means often fime, while, period (see J. Collins 337). Here we sec again a mark of
earliness of the Hebrew of Daniel, because everywhere in the OT this term has a terminative meaning:

such as end, limit, and boundary.

For the preposition '?, we have good examples of using it with the meaning unsil, or to (Dan
12:13, 9:24, Dt 16:4, cf. 711 that is fitting in this case: [the events shown in | the vision have to go on
to the time of the end, ot the things envisioned extend to the time of the end, or the vision foresees
events until the time of the end, or the vision expires in the time of the end. Probably the best parallel
of this phrase is in Ez 12:27, in a context dealing with the prophecy of the end of Jerusalem, of which
Ezekiel's contemporaries said: 831 R AipIMT @'nw o2 ot Mt RWTRN (R

the vision that he sees points to (extends to) many days hence, and of times far off he prophesied.

%8 The clause (5 'I;ﬁh‘? "2 is probably elliptic: for fthe vision / what shall happen] extends to the
appointed time of the end. For the meaning of preposition S in this phrase, see note 287. 1t is similar
to that in v. 17, but here we have YW appointed time instead of MY time. If the phrase is not seen as
elliptic, then one could translate it: for the appointed time has an end. This noun comes from the root
T8 1o appoint, designate, decide, and is always used as appointed [time / place / meeting / sign
et.al.].

¥ The two nouns standing in apposition T’S_Jf@tr T“'-;F.:IU] may simply represent a stylistic emphasis.

We should not take T"S_J@U as adjective to have; and the shaggy he-goat...(!), which adds to nothing.

290 117 is the Hebrew term for Greeks (cf. Assyro-Babylonian /awana or lamana). According to the

oldest Biblical records (Gn 10:2.4-5). The Bible mentions the Greek people as among the traders with
Phoenicians (Ez 27:13.19) and one of those peoples whom God have to punish (Joel 4:6, Zec 9:13)
and also to enlighten in the “latter days” (Is 66:19). In Daniel, the name applies to the Greek-
Macedonian forces united under Alexander, who founded the first “Greek” Empire.

#! For the more probable meaning of MPTONR as late, future, in most occurrences, see the comments on

Dan 8:19 in this dissertation.

2 Heb. gk sy nﬁx';m_. Though I‘ﬁ&‘?ij]_ means usually wonders, miracles, here is used adverbially:
wondrously, marvellously, in an extraordinary manner, like the synonym EI"&_R‘?'-; in Lam 1:9. In Dan

11:36, the same participle means incredible / amazing / stupendous / awesome things. However,
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Collins (340) cites Charles who emends n*m;.?j to JWI:'IE, to have a more natural expression: he will

make extraordinary plans. A similar corruption is attested for 2S 20:15). Cf. Dan 11:24-25, Ps 40:6.

3 The pass. part. pl. O'2I8Y is linked usually to multitudes (of people and flocks) and leaders,

meaning powerful in number and / or strength, numerous, populous, mighty (Gn 18:18, Ex 1.9, Nu
14:12, 22:6, 32:1, Dt 7:1, 9:14, 26:5, Jos 23:9, Ps 10:10, 35:18, 135:10, Pr 18:18, 30:26, Is 8:7, 53:12,
60:22, Dan 11;25, Jocl 1:6, 2:2.5.11, Mic. 4.7, Zec 8:22). Here thé term seems to be in apposition with
“the people of saints,” and is not easy to decide if it was meant to refer to Istael or to other people /
peoples.

294 ¢ . . .
Lit. the commander of commanders or, the prince of princes. It means the supreme commander of an

army, the person next to the king, acting in the name of the king, or the king himself in front of his
generals of army. See chapter 8:11, Gn 21:22, Jos 5:14-15.

3 From the Hiph®il M®¥77 = show, make known. The noun TRT has usually the meaning

appearance, sight, vision, spectacle, phenomenon, However, in this and in another two instances in
Daniel (9:23, 10:1, cf. Ex 25: 9.40, Ez 40:4, Nu 8:4), the most probable meaning, as the literary
contextual logic implies, is that of revelafion (something shown or revealed in a vision). Hence the its
adverbial use in Nu 12:8.: [to speak] apparently, as opposed to the speaking in riddles. Unfortunately,
lexicons did not mention this different meaning, (Cf. René Péter-Contessec & John Ellington, A
Handbook on The Book of Daniel, UBS, New York, 1993, p. 251). This scmantic evolution of At gls
from sight / vision, 10 revelation / prophecy, might be understood by comparing this term with the
Synonym T?TU vision, which is often used to mean oracle, revelation (see Pr 29:18, Is 1:1, Dan 10:14,
11:14, Ob 1:1 et.al.).. It seems that the phrasc Rial )| 'IUJN that has been spoken about, refers (o this
7R, and this would be another argument that we should translate here IR as [spoken
revelation or prophecy, not vision.

296 it may be here a synonym for the previous word iTR™2, referring to the heavenly audition, that
2 y p > !

angelic prophecy / revelation about “2300 evening-mornings”. Thus, it could be translated prophecy or
revelation, See the preceding endnote.

7 Heb. “D"‘jIjJ a Niph“al from 71'17, according to BDB, meaning fo occur, come to pass, be done,

brought about, be done, be finished, be gone, wear out (Dan 2:1, 12:1). From the same root came .'Ijl‘l
affliction, calamity, disaster, accident (Is 47:11, Ez 7:26). *I™111 may be connected (o the following
Niph®al form ("h"?ﬂﬂ) to mean { became sick. In fact, LXX translates both verbs like a hendiadys, by
toBevnons — was sick, and YLT says, I... have been, vea, I became sick. But the literalist Theodotion
has exowundny kel Eleiukiobny —I... fell asleep and was sick. Jerome translates it like langui et

aegrotavi {“I... fainted and was sick™). Other ranslations rendered the first verb as { fainted (KIV,

225



NKIJ, ASV, WEB), I...lost consciousness (NIB), 1... became weak (NAB), my strength failed (REB),
Je fus languissant (NEG, L8G), je défaiflis (DRB), I... was exhausted (NAB, NIV, NAS), Ich...war
erschipft (LUT, ELB), I was overcome (RSV, NRS), I was depressed (TEV). While the simplest way
is to consider the phrase “I... became and 1 was sick,” to mean *1 became sick,” the logic of the
sentence provides an explanation of this sickness; Daniel was very afflicted because of the prophecy,
not only because of what it understood as bad news, but also because of what he couldn’t understand.

2% A lot of translations render 1"3%2 1"®] as an impersonal clause (see LXX, LXT, YLT, NKJ, DRB,

ELB, ASV, WEB), as if Daniel would have been so much affected by other people’s failure to
understand. The use of the negation 1"® is not so common with personal subjects. The author must

have said 12122 "W (cf. Ex 5:10) or "28 &51 (see Dan 12:8).

a). It is obvious, from the logic of the clause, that Daniel was affected by his own failure to understand

(1...could not understand ir), not by an impersonal problem. Most English translations follow this
thought.

b). TOB renders a different idea: no one could understand [why [ was so upset].
c). A third possibility reflected in NIV, REB, NIV is no one could explain it (the vision),

Péter-Contesse and Ellington assert, *“The first of these three possibilities is the most commonly
accepted and the most likely to be the correct understanding of the text. It is unlikely that the text
would focus on the inability of others to understand the vision or why it was to be kept secret, since at
this point no one else knew about it” (op. cit. p. 228). This is true, in principle, but one may imagine a
forth possibility, which is a logical combination of a). and ¢). 1 feel that it matches better, both the
regular Hebrew grammar (or, at least, Daniel’s) and the logic of the clause: and there was none to
make [me] understand, like BDB-Gesenius prefers for this instance (and for Dan 9:22, whexe the
causal participle also lacks the pronominal direct cbject, comp. with Dan 10:14, 11:33). This is
possible because the participle *212 may have a simple, direct sense, understanding, or a causal one,
making understand. Vulgate understood like this: et non erat qui interpretaretur (“and there was non
to interpret [for me],” comp. with Gn 41:8 VUL). For practical purposes, we may translate /...couldn’t
understand or I... didn’t understand, because Daniel is concerned on his own failure to understand,
and even if he refers to somebody (impersonal) who would give understanding, if is an indirect way o
refer to the same problem. The impersonal clause echoes desperation, because, after the angel's
sudden close of explanation and Daniel’s waking from the vision, it is normal to ask, Whoever else is
to explain me this life and death prophecy, if God and His angels left me cope in the dark with such

unexpected bad news about my people’s future? Who will make me understand the mysterious
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revelation of "2300 evening-momnings,” and what is the real time to elapse uniil all captivity and

ceaseless conflicts are gone?

Collins (342} is ready to see that the versions’ rendition, there was no one who understood, has no
reason, because nobody else was expected to understand.

9 Because of specific problems of identification mentioned at note note 74, I prefer to translate the

Hebrew terms as they must have been, namely Median-Persian names / titles, to help the reader not to
confuse them with other, historically attested, Darius and Xerxes,

" The Hoph‘al 1?233 as preserved by the Mascretes, could not mean anything else but “he was made

king”. This translation is reflected in KJV, YLT, WEB, NAB, NIV, REB, ASV, NAS, DRB, NIV.
Other numerous translations prefer the reading of LXX, LXT and Vulgate, which, using manuscripts
without vowel signs, could not see but the gencral idea of “reigning”. It was especially difficult,
because this is the only Hoph“al form of the verb in the OT. Thus modern translators “felt that the text
must be cotrected” to express an active form (Péter-Contess and Ellington, op. cit., ).p. 230). Gesenius
accepts it as a hapax in the OT. Holladay recognises it as a Hoph®al, but suggests that it should be
rendered as became king, because “no indication of subordinate position™ is given in the text.
Davidson reads this hapax Hoph®al as fo be made king, without adding any commentary. Though the
scientific identification of this Darayawaush still waits for better times, I think that to let this Hoph®al
be reflected in translation is a wise solution, if one does not resort to it as to crucial evidence.

U Cr Jer 519, Is 16:8. The verb Y1) means usuvally “touch” (e.g. Dan 8:18, 10:16) even when

followed, like here, by the preposition '7N (e.g. Gn 20:6, Job 2:5, 1 K 6:27, Hag 2:12) and @ rendered
it accordingly. However, here is preceded by the image of flight, which force us to translaie it as

EA Y]

“reach,” “approach,” without being dogmatic on this point.

92 The two terms, as they are spelled by the Masoretes, allow some confusion. ¥ (or iR

according to some variant manuscripts) is, literally, “wearied,” “tired,” from the root BN, fo grow
weary, to be fatigued, and P2, in weariness, from the same root. Thus the phrase (weary with
weariness), typically Hebrew in its tautclogical form, should be translated, according to BDBG, as
utterly weary. But the old transiations reflect another reading: taxer ¢epopevos — quickly brought
along (LXX), metopevog — flying (LXT), cito volans — “swift flying” (VUL), from the root MY o fly.
To express the idea, the spelling should be corrected to FI¥2 A (or ﬂ@ﬁ!ﬂ;?) caused to fly in
flight (“being sent in swift flight™), The Hoph“al verbs: a). middie geminate, b). "8 <18, and ¢), 13,
have the same form. However, the text might reflect Daniel’s own dialect and spelling. As we have in
Hebrew parallel verbs like 1-‘13(—)1‘}1: fo be afraid, NINGINY fo want / desire, '713H512?
produce, T beloved, darling, 2W«2W? 10 be good, et.al., it is not unexpected to have a
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double form qw (—ﬂSJ: even if the variant "]D: with the meaning #o fiy, is not attested elsewhere.
(With the meaning grow weary is not so frequent either — just in Jg 8:15, 2Sam 16:2, Is 40:29, 50:4.
The root commonly used for the idea of weariness is 33;':). To ascribe wings and flight to heavenly
beings is a common idea in the OT (2 S 22:11, Is 6:2.6, Ex 37:9, Rut 2:12, Ps 91:4, 1 Chr 28:18, Ez
1:6-9, 10:19, 11:22-23, 28:14, Mal 4.2, This is because in the Biblical context, like in Polinesia and
other areas, birds and wings symbolise spirits {Gn 1:2, Mk 1:10, Rev 18:2). Daniel, however, does not

say that Gabriel had wings, in fact he stresses his humanlike appearance.

The translation being ufterly weary, though more natural, is objected especially because one
cannot see how angels could be so weary. However, we must not assume such exact attributes for
beings that the Bible says so little about. The completely human appearance of the angel is, actually,
an adaptation to the prophet’s condition, a sign of condescension. To think seriously, a number of
majestic wings for an angel, are not more than dramatic language and pure condescension. So why
could not Daniel describe this “man,” entering his prayer room as a wearied messenger / courier who
had run, in a short break within his “Star Wars™ missions (cf. Dan 10), to deliver in time the divine
message to the prophet. Because both translations are relevant and fit the literary context, we should

preserve both for the time.

303 ONREY ALY — While the verb has the force of go out of one place and entering another, the adverb
AV is an actual emphasis (compared with similar phrases: Nu 22:38, 7H2 7["‘__?@; "NRI7N37; Jos
5:14,°DR2 NQY MIATRIETWW W Dan 10:20, 3WR NRY '["?R MR ; Jg 117, DY
"ON DORDL 2 K 5:22, 07870 VPR T ) MNY). The author stresses both God's promptitude
to answer his prayer from its start, and the promptitude of the heavenly messenger to fulfill God’s
command and the nced of the praying. Therefore, this understanding seems more appropriate than

supposing the meaning “this time™ as opposed to the previous Visit,

™ Lit .a word”, According to BDB, 727 may be understood, in different logical contexts, as

utterance, order, maiter, fact, et.al. Here is clearly a message, a prophetic message. See 1§ 3:15.17.

05 TR DI 2 -~ it because you are ‘treasures’. The phrase, usually DITIMT WK is
defective in this verse (comp. with Dan 10:3.11.19, 11:43) but it obviously has the same meaning.
Since the angel wants to say that Daniel is highly esteemed and greatly beloved by the Heaven, I add
“to Heaven,” so that the reader may have a correct understanding. Though Daniel was sometimes
highly esteemed on the carth, there is nothing in the text to make us believe that the angel refers to the

human consideration.

% See note 105. TRTR /7 NRAR is given here as a synonym for 71371 word, message, which is,

obviously, the message spoken about in the previous clause. The clause TRT22 1377 stands in
apposition or in a synonymic parallelism with 7272 1°27 . Compare the similar clause in Dan 10:1:

228



Dn®23 72 =m0 IR W

The main difference is in mood and person:

[Now]  perceive the message, and understand this revelation!
{Now] he perceived the message, and he has{received] understanding in that revelation.

Because this parallel use of the phrase was not observed, some translations are different in
Dan 10:1, e.g., the understanding of the message, came to him in a vision (NIV), or it was explained to
him in a vision (TEV), possibly according to LXX, [and great power] and understanding in the vision
was given fo him. Collins (352) keenly observed that “word” and “vision (revelation)” in v. 23 are
equivalent. Baldwin (168) says: “In the light of what follows, vision may seem a strange word to use,
for in the context the Hebrew mar’eh like hazdn in verse 21, refers to what is heard rather than what is

seen: it has acquired the general meaning ‘reveiation’ (Ob. 1:1; Na. 1:1).”

Hence the term refers to the revelation / prophecy yet to be delivered by Gabriel in the
following verses, and not to the previous vision (Dan 8;26a-27) or to the prophecy of Jeremiah alluded
to in v.1-2, in spite of the appearances in all present translations. This observation, however, does not
invalidates other obvious links of this new oracle to the previous vision (e.g. v. 21 —ch. 8:15-16; v.
22 5 ch. 8:27; v. 24 — ch. 8:14, v. 27 — ch.8:24-25),

7 See also note 309. The verb of this sentence is in singular, while the subject is in plural. This is a

known syntactic device to mean the subject’s plurality as a unity, a multitude taken as a whole.
Otherwise, “cutting” the 70 weeks, would possibly mean to cut them up, cut them into pieces. As
Charles explained: “ The singular verb after the plural subject is to be explained on the ground that the
seventy weeks are regarded as a unit of time.” (R.H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of
the Old Testament, 2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913, p. 240). Among the authors agreeing on
this point are, C. F. Keil, Biblical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, Biblical Commentary on the
Old Testament, Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1950, p. 339; Moses Stuart, Hints on the
Interpretation of Prophecy. Andover, MA: Allen, Morrill and Wardwell, 1842, p.268; James A.
Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. The International Critical

Commentary, Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1927, p. 376).

%8 The Hebrew S_Jﬂ:ly' is a noun developed from a passive participle (“bese zned”) and its pragmatic
meaning is always week, a cycle of seven days. There is a tendency to translate S_N:tp' as a “seven,” a
period of seven, suggesting that the term itself was used in a more general meaning, for any cycle of
seven: Aeptad, seven periods. This special meaning is given as basis in Holladay’s Lexicon. The only

evidence provided is Ez 21:23/28, with the phrase P2 *P2Y, which is rendered by all translators
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as oaths, (except Jerome, who reads sabbatorum — “of the Sabbaths™). It is possible, that Holladay
borrowed the idea from the Targum: 737 PIAT DUM PUIRT P RS IR = “and they
didn’t know that there were 49 times...” (see Migraé Qodesh, Propheten, Tom 8, Lemberg, Druck und
Verlag von Pessel Balaban, p. 1Y verso). Thus Rashi refers to a period of 49, and this interpretation is
repeated in the Yiddish commentary, while Metsudath Dawid refers (0 oaths. Anyway, we cannot take
a rabbinical excgesis as the actual, linguistic meaning. BDB Gesenius and Thayer’s Lexicon relate this

phrase to the radical Y2 fo take an oath.

Davidson and BDB Gesenius also attach to the term S_J’l:lf{.? the meaning of week of years and
period of seven {days, years), that is heptad, week. No indisputable evidence is given for this general
meaning, except Dan 9:23 (which is not conclusive in itself, since it must have, in all probability, the
usual meaning of week, as it is in Gn 29:27 too. Translators should not make the mistake of
interpreting the apocalyptic, hidden language, for the reader, The task of disclosing figurative or

symbolic meaning should be left rather to cregetes.

The Greek equivalent in LXX, borrowed by Vulgate, is ¢pdopes, rendered in some iexicons as
a period of seven (days, years, etc), and in Planche’s Lexicon (p. 374) as number seven, week, seventh
day (Sabbath). Tt is obvious that in Hebrew, as in Greek, the name of the week is etymologically
related to the nuimnber seven (S_JWDIQ(-—)IJ ;l__t_?; epdouag > enti, efdopog), as it is in Latin or the Romance
languages (e.g. Romanian: sdptdmdnd — “week,” lat septimana € septem, septima — “the seventh”).
However, in Hebrew, at least, as in Romanian, the term is always used only as a determined period of
seven, the week, not in a general sense. It is an avoidable fallacy to confusc the etymologically

meaning with the pragmatic sense of a ferm.

There is another aspect of the term in this verse. While the usual form of plural for I}ﬂ:gﬁ is
MIN2Y, in this instance we find a masculine form in the plural: 2%12Y. Some exegetes (e.g. E. J.
Young , Leupold, Moses Stuart, Broadman Bible Commentary, Desmond Ford, et.al.) find relevant the
fact that the masculine plural appears in Daniel only and they reason: because this noun in Dan 10:2 is
qualified by 02 (days), this is to specify that the author means a hepiad of days, not a general
heptad that might have been formed of months or years. After a thorough analysis yet, this is not that
great argument, because of two certain facts, at least: a) In Daniel, the use of plural or gender for some
other nouns is also unusual, b). the addition Q3" (days) in 10:2, to qualify the “heptads,” never
means in Hebrew the time umits, but it always means that the writer emphasise a full period, numbered
in days, not an approximate one, as Holladay’s and Davidson’s Lexicon recognise. The New BDB-
Gesenius Lexicon also gives Dan 10:2-3 to illustrate the general meaning of time, not to specify days
as contrasting with years et.al. This scientifically proven meaning of 03° D“S_Jﬂ:lt{.? in Dan 10:2-3 as

weeks or full weeks, is reflected in most translations (LXX, KJV and NKIJ, ASV and NAS, NABR,
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WEB, LUT, ELB, LSG, DRB, NEG, RSV and NRS, N1V, Menge, Cornilescu). Few translations insert
“of days™; Theodotion, followed by Vulgate, SVV, some Romanian Orthodox translations, et.al.
However, this is not a proof that they meant (o siress any distinction as some modern scholars do. For
example, phrases expressing units of time with the addition “of days™ are usual in the Romanian
common language, with the same meaning as in Biblical Hebrew, just stressing the length of that time,

never 1o distinguish periods of days from periods of years or months.

To exemplify the qualificative use of 82" in Dan 10:2, the following comparisons are very
helpful: Gn 29:14, Nu 11:20.21 (“month of days”—to distinguish it from a “month of years”?), Gn
41:1, 2Sam 13:23, 14:28, Jr 28:3, 28:11, (“years of days“— did Hebrews have “years of years,” too?).
See aiso Lv 25:8, where we have “Sabbaths (weeks) of years”. It was not sufficient for the author to

say only Sabbaths / weeks (rn'n;ncg)-, he even added that they mean “seven times seven years”.

Moses Stuart and Tregelles suggest that the author may have been influenced by the attached
numeral D‘S_J;T.;J' in his use of this uncommon masculine plural of the term. Moses Stuart even
launches a very acceptable idea: the term may have been the author’s dialectal variant. Concerning its
meaning he gives (like Tregelles) a more atiractive argument, linking these “70 weeks” with the “70
years” of v. 2. Thus, after his logic, the meaning runs like this; not 70 years, as in Jeremiah's
prophecy, but 70 weeks of years. Smart, but not convincing. He also refers to Gn 29:18.20.27 arguing
that, in the phrase “fulfil her week,” we have a week of years, heptad. But this is not so obvious in the
text, although the marriage deal between Laban and Jacob involved two periods of seven years. (It is
known that wedding feasts customarily lasted one week — see Jg 14:12 — , and Jacob was to have
Rachel also at the close of Leah’s marital festivities — sce Gn 29:28-30. It is plain that Jacob did not
serve another seven years before Rachel became his wife, This occurred at the close of Leah’s festal

week).

Walvoord takes for granted the meaning of heptad, advancing the argument of a Latin use:
Marcus Varro, in Aul. Gellius, N.A, 111, 10: undecimam annorum hebdomadem... diem septuaginta.
hebdomadas (cited in Ford, Desmond, DAIJ p. 206). I simply cannot understand how could a Latin

use prove an occult meaning of a Hebrew term.

Actually, all this frantic search for a new linguistic sense of 233U was determined by a strong
reaction of the exegetes against a traditional Protestant hermeneutic tool, which was called “the year-
day principle’” (See p. 83). Tregelles, for example, makes war against those who take this term as
meaning a week, which then they understand as a heptad (seven years) on the year-day principle only,
and not on a linguistic basis. He compared S_Jﬂ:tp' week / period of seven, with 'ﬁfux; (decade — see Gn
24:55). The phrase IU‘H'T‘? Y the decade of a month, the tenth day, occurs at least 11 times in the
OT, nowhere may we find an 'lﬁfLJSTJ of years.. Then he cites Gesenius saying that ;H:v;? is applicable
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sumetimes to days and sometimes to years, as if we have a comparable number of occurrences for both
meanings, while the actual score is 8 / (0 in Danief only, and 26 / 0 in all OT, for the usual meaning of
week. The only place where the meaning week of years would fit the context is Dan 9:24-27, but not
an sirict linguistic basis, Therefore, I think we would better translate the term with its usual meaning

of week, a5 most Bible versions do, then let exegetes do their best with it.

Since many exegetes find the masculine plural ending of S_J?I:H{.? to be relevant for the meaning
unit of seven in Dan 9:24-25 and 10:3, it is helpful to refer to the most comprehensive sindy made on
double-gender Hebrew nouns by D, Michel, He discovered a very instructive rule: whereas plural in
M- indicates an entity or grouping which is made up of individual paris, the plural in B - is to be
understood as a plural of quantity or a plural of groups. Compare for instance, the noun :‘[?Jlg year,
which has both forms of plural: Ps 90:4.9, and Ps 90:10,15, Job 10:5, 16:22).

Hasel verificd and applied Michel’s results to 128 in Dan 9:24-25, showing that this
masculine plural form is intentional, placing emphasis on the sum total of the 70 weeks as a whole
time unit. See Diethelm Michel, Grundlegung einer hebraischen Syntax 34-39,49, Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1977, and Gerhard F, Hasel, “The Hebrew Masculine Plural for Weeks in the
Expression ‘Seventy Weeks’ in Daniel 2:24.” in Andrews University Seminary Studies, 31 (1993} 1(¥7-
120. To confirm this idea, we may add the significance of the singular ending of the verb SLT1
(instead of the plural 32FM] for a normal agreement) as it is shown at pp.149-152.

 See Pp. 149-152.

1 The common meanin g ascribed to the preposition “L?“ in most places is to, for, ar, or of the {thus

indicating direction, purpose, result, place and belonging) and LXX use of infinitive (or infinitive
preceded by articte in genitive in LXT), followed by VUL (ur consametiur et.al), indicate purpose.
Many translations reflect this meaning (WEB, ASV, NAS, RSV, NRS, KIV, NKIJ, NARB, NEG, L3G,
ELE, N1V, Menge, New Greek 1919 ct.al.). However, the preposition 5 “in plenty of occurrence,
denotes time lapse (Ex 34:25, cf. 23:1§, Dt 16:4, 1 § 13:8, Am 4.7) to mean uati/, or up to. The author
makes a similar use in Dan 8:17d.(v.19b7). The logical context of the clause in Hebrew makes obvious
this meaning of the preposition. Among the few ones o confirm this meaning are TEV and some
Romanian versions (Cornilescu, ROV). While hoth translations {to £ until} arc eventually convergent, |
feel that the second is more precise and matches belter the syntax.

At RLT»‘D - The basic meaning of the root is fo shut up, stop, restrain, withhold, hinder, arrest, make

vease, close, confine, imprison. (See Gn 8:2, Nu 11:28, Ps 40:10.12, 88:9, 119:101, Jer 32:3, 37:15,
Hag 1:10). It is never used in Pi%el form, as indicated here by the Masoretes. Their indication seems to

be a Qeri for :‘['?; to complete, bring tv and end, finish, make an end with, since a number of
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manuscript read clearly ﬂbﬂb. Now, if we congider the variant manuscripts, we may read the following

phrases as synonym:

ven n‘;;‘; = untif the completion af the rebellion
nm‘fﬁﬂ Dﬂﬂ%ﬂ = whdil the full measure of sing

This reading is cogent, because phrases expressing such or similar thought and words are

common in the Bible: Q°2WBT QNN reach the full measure of rebellious sins (Dan 8:23), ]‘Ig 0'72!}
 the wrongdoing / guils... is .. complete (Gn 15:16), 1% '['II_J DY when the wrongdoing comes to an
end (Ez 35:5), ORI “OROTY 1 will consume / remove your impurity (Ez 22:15), JOXOR; your
iniquity is finished / your punishment is complete (Lam 4:2), mhnpuigute to pétpov... you fill the

measure fof sins] (Mat 23:32), dvaninpdont., tag tpapting fill up ... the misdeeds (1Th 2:16).

M2 0% B3 to atone for iniquity — a usual phrase in OT {15am 3:14, Ps 78:38, Pr 16:6, Is 22:14, 27:9,
Jer 18:23). "BZ means “cover,” pay ransom for, propitiate for, aione for, expiate, or even, blot out,
purify, absolve, forgive. The frequency of the root in the OT raises to about 180. Much ink has mun to
explain the crigin of this Hebrew term, but its pragmatic sense is clear from the respective contexts
and from the old translations. In LXX / LXT is usually rendered by Lizokopel / €fiidokopnt, “atone’”;
in VUL expio, propitio “expiate” / “atone”. While some scholars are very uncomfortable with this
idea, out of philosophical concern, translation is simple yet, and the pragmatic use of the term, in
different coniexls, indicate removing of sin through a riteal-symbolic payment (sacrifice) to satisfy
justice and be reconciled to God. '[’13} means, literally, crookedness, wryness, thence moral distortion,

perversion: unrighteousness, injustice, iniquity, wrongdoing, sin; guilt.

e L a IR ey EPH?W —~ LXX has kel ovvteiecffjvry to Gpope, “and to be finished the vision,”
while Theodotion has kel tobU obpoyioer Spaowr kal mpodmrav, “and to seal up vision and prophet”.
VUL renders it as er impleatur visio et praphetes, “and to be fulfifled the vision and the propher.”
Many English translations have the definite articie here (“the vision and...””), or have rendercd
prophecy instead of propher. However, the Hebrew Lext is guite clear and we do not need to do any
emendation.

4 See pp. 155-159 for linguistic analysis of this expression.

315 '?1 '7‘ 027 Rgfi'm lit. from the issue of a word to... The phrase 727 N3P is, practically,
identical with 9237 N¥* a word went out, from v. 23. Since the word 27 word, has different
conniations, and contextual use is the best indication of its pragmatic meaning, I prefer to ranslate it
message in v. 23, because the angel {messenger) who was speaking about it, said that it went out from
a higher authority before he came (0 make it known to Daniel. This is, clearly, a message, so |

translated accordingly the verb R¥' "came out” as was delivered {to mej. The phrase may have
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different contextual meanings, as the word =271 is meant as uiterance, saying, answer, matter, thing,
deed, promise, sentence, resolution, decree, order, et.al, These are a few examptes of different use:
Gn 25:50 2270 RE) OWTR from YHWH came this matter / sentence; Nu 30:3 RE¥MT 1127 rhe
promise / vow that he made (Is 51:3, 55:11, Jer 44:17); Est 1:17 "027 X3 the news ... will go forih
or the deed will be made know: Ez 33:30 7Y MR REVT 127 the message / resolution come
out from YHWH: Ecc 5:1-6 707 N"}:"I?r'? ";{[T;‘:"?N; do not haste to utter a word / vow; Ne 019 i
ol 1 3) gl T 22T and they were making my words come ont fo him (i.e. cartied out / reported my

words (o him).

The meaning of royal order / decree is well-aitested in places like Est 1:19, 25am 24:4, 1Ch
21:4, Est 3:15, 8:14 et.al. And this is the best wranslation in Dan 9:25. The “word” “coming out” in
this instamce is not hearsay, not even a message only, but an apthoritative word (a royal order /
decree), hecause it deals with the political authorisation of whole civil restoration of Jerusalem. In

fact, many oider or contemporary translations render this meaning of order, commandment, decree.

LXX reads: kol edpioerg mpootdypata and you will find orders. This seems 10 be a confusion of X3
(Kethib for R¥I2 issue) with NI 10 find, which was corrected by Theodotion into dnd &bdbou Aoyou
from issue of word. However, LXX is, practically, right when understands 727 as “orders”. And
even its reading of N1 is rooted in the OT Hebrew. First, the spelling K31 instead of R¥¥2 is not
common, from over thirty occurrences in the OT, this defective spelling is attested in Job 38:27 and
Dianiel 9:25 cnly. Second, the verb R;’.f; find. receive, discover, secure, acquire, ger, meel, eRCOUNLEF,
iearn, devise, find out, detect, guess. come tipon, befall is well attested in combinations with 277 (Dt
4:30 D¥7370 IR these words will found / reach you, 2Ch 19:3 IRV D27 {good] things /
words were found, Est 223 KERM 270 ... the word / maiter [was searched | and it was found, Job
19:28 W32 127 oword / matter is found..; Ecl 12:10 ..7027 RBT;‘E‘..IO Jind / discover words
of ..; Jer 15:16 "237 WU Your words were found: Ne 5:8 5377 INBR N‘?'I they didn’t find any
word [to answer]). The syntagm 72T RID (actually, 727 RBT; to adapt it to (he sentence’s syntax),
would mean 1o fing {or, finding of) a word, ie. learning, receiving, getting of a word. This would
allow the period to be reckoned by the arrival of that word, not by its inception. However, since
Theodotion, Jerome and, practically, all Bible translatoss up to this day followed the reading attested
later by the Masoretes (727 N;-‘.b) it is wisest to give it the first consideration. It sounds more natural,

anyway, an? is attested in the Danielic context.

According to BDB, the meanings of N;ﬂr: / R;-i?: is act / place of going out / forth, issue,
export, source, spring {of water), rising (sun), east (of sun), way out, that which goes furth, utterance,
place of departure, mine (of silver). Since it derives from the verb N3" to go (come) out, we may add

from the latier, other wsual nuances: oulgoing, outcome, forthcoming, appearance, departure, going
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forth (to a place / with purpose / for result), going forward, proceeding to {or toward something), lead-
off, introduction, bringing out (of), leading out, deliverance. Holladay understands it as outlet, exit, act
of going out and even import (2 K 10:28). For the latter example (2 K 10:28), Davidson has erigin
(or race) while BDB has export. The apparent contradiction between the three translations (origin,
export, import) calls our attention to an interesting but natural phenomenon with the verbal root ¥i¥?
which expresses not only the act of going out, as start of a movement, but often it means the whole
way 1o a certain place or end. This is similar to some English verbs like go or come, whose precise
meaning is indicated by prepositions (out, on, in, at, et.al.). ¥¥" is often used with prepositions.
Therefore, contrasting notiofis as export—import, outcome-income, departure-arrival, exit-entrance,
spring-inflow are normally expressed by this verb, to illustrate its broad and elastic pragmatic
meaning. These are many instances where 83" could be as well translated by its opposite — arriving,
(or at least coming, going) instead of leaving, like in the following places; Ez 47:8 [waters] are caused
to go out (= enter) into the sea; 1Sam 17:55 going out (= coming forth) to the ...encounter...; 1Sam
26:20 went out (=came forth / in) to search for...; Is 51::5 {My salvation] went out (= is on the way, is
near)...; Gn 24:59 [the matter] went out (and came) from Yahweh...; Ex 2:11 he went out {(=came) to
his brethren...; Ex 15:22 {[after their departure from the Red Sea] they went out (=reached) the
wilderness...; Nu 11:26 they didn’t went out (come) to the tabernacle...; Nu 22:32 1 went out (=came
to you) as an adversary...; Is 37:36 [an angel] went out (=came, appeared) and struck...; Jer 9:2 they
went out (= praceed, go, reached) from evil to evil...; Jer 25:32 [an evil] is going out {=is going on)
from nation to nation...; Zec 5:5 [the angel] went out (=came) and said to me. In Daniel, this use is
also instructive: 9:22 I now went out (=and came) to give you understanding...; 9:23 a word went out
(=a message was sent to me) and I came to deliver it to you. From this point of view, 137 xgim the
coming out of a word (i.e. the issue of a decree), does not necessarily mean the departure of the
“word” only, because the verb may legitimately indicate the whole process of its deliverance (sending
out, putting forth, issuing, publishing, delivering, officially announcing), carrying and turning it over,

as a letter,

This may appear as a pedanlic pleading for naught, but if one thinks to the time of Daniel, he /
she may understand the need for this precision. An ancient decree was actually an imperial letter that
had to travel long time, usually a couple of months, before reaching its destination place. And yet, one
could not say that the “word”™ was published until a first convocation was possible, to officially
announce the Assembly. For the scholar who will apply historically this prophetic period, this

linguistic specification embodied in the translation would be of some help.

"From the issuing of a decree” fits best the logic of the sentence and is worth to be followed,

as a number of translations did to this time (e.g. NAB, NAS, NIV).
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e :”fdgl? lie., fo make come back, in view of bringing back (from '.‘a to + "7 Hiph'il of 21

come back). The direct object of this verb is Jerusalem: to hring back (=restore the property of)
Jerusalem, BDBG Lexicon 998-999 gives the following meanings of this Hiph'il: bring back, answer,
turn, return, recover, put back, give back, pay back, turn back. repulse, reverse, revoke, restore, and
for its meaning in Dan 9:25 it recommends restore, in opposition to Driver (138) and Collins (355)
who would apply the verb (o the return of the exiles. We shouid not forget that the direct chject of this

verh is explicitly Jerusalem, in the text,

LXX and O have rendered it as &moxpibiivan o answer (cf. 2 5 3:11, 1 K 12:6), which is a
legitimale meaning of the verb, but it does not fit here. Jerome didn’t consider it separately, but read it,
probably, like 23 (that sometimes means again, see Holladay 362), linked it to the following verb
nﬁ:;‘; to build, construct, edify, and translated wut iterum aedificeiur Hierusalem (1o be built again
Jerusalem™). Bul this is not However, most translations give the best understanding of restore (KJV,
NKI, NAB, WEB, ASV, NIV, NAS, RSY, ELB, DRB, NRS). while some of them follow the Vulgate
(LUT, TEV. some French and Romanian transtations). JB and NJB have fo return. Origenis Hexapla
(F. Field, 926) also quotes the Latin version reading, restifuere ef gedificare, “to resfore (restitute) and
build” .

Brempong Owusu-Antwi, The Chronoiogy of Daniel 9:24-27, ATS Publications, Berrien
Springs, MI, 1995, p. 131-144, shows that this two verbs in v. 25 DiI291..2%070% 10 restwre and
build have distinct meanings. They are not a hendiadys, are not epexegetic, since their respective
meanings are completely different. Muorepver, their dislinct meanings reveal the logical order: first
restore (politicall, then build (physical). The 44 occurrences of infinitives construct as well as the
seven infinitives absolute of 3"&;?3] never apply to the physical reconstruction of a city. This is
confirmed by S. R, Driver, The Book of Daniel, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922, p.138,
and William L. Holladay, The Roof shubh in the Old Testamenrs, Leiden: E. J, Brill, 1958, p. 87-105,

It were expectable for the infinitive 3"':!3?]'? to speak about the exiles’ reiurning, as some Biblical
occurrences and the historical context suggest (1 K §:34, Jer12:15, 16:15, 23:3, 24:6.14, 30:3, 32:37,
Zee 10:10, 2Ch 6:25. Cf. Hdliaday, op. cit. 88). However, this is a different case, because the direct
object of this verb and of the joint verb I‘l‘]ll?'?j...is clearly Jerusalem, Thus Jerusalem only is here
considered to be “brought” / “given” / “pur” back. The Hiphvil stem of 20, when used in connection
with things like land, kingdom, cities, means always restoration of the ownership and governance or
contro! (o the indirect object (the right owner) as one may check out the following refereﬁces: land (Jg
11:13, 2Sam 9:7), cities {1 K 20:34, 2 K 13:25, 14:22.25, 16:6, 25, 28, 2 Ch 26:2), kingdom (15am
16:3, 1 K 12:21, 2Ch 11:1, 2 S 8:3).
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The translation recover or make restitution of is sometimes more appropriate. The term restore
is acceptable, as the point 5 of the entry restore in Webster's Encyciopedic Unabridged Dictionary
defines it; 1. to bring back into existence, use, or the like; re-establish: to restore order. 2. to bring
back to a former, more desirable condition: to restore a painting. 3. to bring back to a state of health,
soundness, or vigour. 4. to put back; return, as to a former place, position, or rank: to restore books o
a shelf; to restore a monarch to a throne. 5. to give back; make return or restitution of (anything
taken away or lost). 6. to reproduce or reconstruct {an ancient building, extinct animal, etc.) in the

original state.

However, because some of the possible connotations of restore, even in relation to a city, could
suggest reconstruct, repair, renew, rather than resioring ownership, 1 opt for to restore the control
over, to recede, or to politically restore.

*17 There is no doubt about the basic meaning of the noun. I'I"L!J?;, anoint one, According to Owusu-

Antwi, op. cit. 162, it is used 38 times in the OT for different persons who became, by the sacred rite
of anointing, the anointed [of the Lord]. The term is applied 30 times to kings (Saul, David, Cyrus and
others), 6 times to different high priests, and twice to the patriarchs. One prophet is reported to have
been anointed (1 K 19:16) and twice, this divine anoinzing is attributed to non-Israelite kings (Cyrus Is
45:1, and 1 K 19:15). Because the noun has no article in Dan 9:25, and nowhere in the OT was
discovered an eschatological Saviour called, simply, n‘t_??; (like a name, with no article), — or, maybe
more accurately, because of the rationalistic theology with its deep antichristian thrust — , the Christian
Saviour was nearly left out of this prophecy by lexicographers and liberal exegetes. Holladay (219),
for instance, after a total silence about the Dan 9:25, assigns the meaning high priest for the
occurrence in Dan 9:26, then closes his FI"F{.??; entry with the remark: “N.B. ‘Messiah’ as

eschatological savior-figure not in O.T.”

BDBG (603) gives as special meaning of the term in Dan 9:25-26, Messianic Prince,
according to Briggs (Messianic Prophecy), then refers to others who shuffled in v, 25 Cyrus the Great
or the high priest Joshua, and in v.26, the Syrian king Seleucus IV or the high priest Onias III. This is
a serious challenge for any Christian scholar, because it is the only place in the OT to refer directly to

the Eschatological Saviour. To meet it, 1 propose a number of reasons, which can substantiate the

traditional Christian exegesis.

1) Some common nouns (like titles and appellations) become, in time, proper names or, at least,
function as proper names. They are often used in parallel as definite and indefinite nouns. For
instance, nouns like 1075, D027, HP__F{T:‘L IAT27, OTILTIY are best translated in NRS and

many other modern translations, the Tartan, the Rabsaris, the Rabshakeh, the Rabmag, the captain of
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the guard 2 K 18 - 19, Is 20:1, Is 36 — 37) . A similar origin has the term .'Il"j@.(lit. “great house,” the
common fitle of the king of Egypt BDB) that sounded like a proper name for the Jews, and is
invariably transliterated as such (Pharach). If the title I'{"TU?; has any definite application to the
cschatological Saviour in OT, then this unique indefinite occurrence, should be understood as a title-

name, definite by itself — Messiah.

2) While Canaanite male local divinities are always refereed by the definite noun 53_1’ 20 the Baual,
(L.e. the Possessor/ Owner / Lord / Master Jg 6, 1 K 18, 2 K 10 et.al.), it is universally translated as a
name, in striking contrast with Yahweh, a veritable name who needs no article definite. However, the
common name of the Divinity (God) is found in both indefinite and definite forms (D‘Tl‘?R Gn 1-3,
D"I'I'UB Gn 5 - 6) and is always translated as a proper name, definite by itself — God. The common
name U']'?!S / U‘]'?R (a god — Ps 18:32, 114:7, Ts 44:8, Ne 9:17, 2Ch 32:15, Dan 11:37-39) the true
singular form of D‘U‘?;ﬁ has an indefinite form when used like a proper name — God — with most
occurrences in the book of Job (40 times, against 5 times in other books: Dt 32:15, Ps. 50:22, Ps.
139:19, Prov. 30:5, Hab. 3:3). Occurrences with definite article are found in Aramaic only (Ezra 4 - 7,
Dan 2.3.5.6). The noun 525 “power,” chief, a god, is found also with the definite article (5!_#:! the
[rruej god, God, e.g. Dt 10:17, Dan 9:4). Bul it often has an indefinite form, yet with definite meaning
('7;& God, e.g. Job 20:29, Ps 104:21, Mal 1:9) The divine titles, T Almighty (52 occurrences, most
of them in Job and Genesis) and ]1"731’ Most High (34 occurrences, most of them in Psalms and
Pentateuch) are always used as proper names. The latter is used 14 times adjectivally, sometimes with
the definite article, with the common, basic meaning: upper, higher. Even God’s cosmic adversary,
Satan, usually appears with definite article (the Satan = the Adversary, the Enemy, all 11 occurrences
in Job, and Zec 3:1-2). When is indefinite, it has a general meaning, referring to human Beings ('[@!Q
an adversary, enemy,1Sam 29:4, 28am 19:23, 1 K 5:18, 11:14.23.25, Ps 71:13, 109:6.20, or it can be a
divine being, as in Nu 22:22.32}. In one place only, in the post-exilic Biblical Hebrew (1Ch 21:1) the
appellation '[@f{.? has no article and proved to be used as a proper name too, which is attested by all
Biblical translations. Although it is the only occurrence, it is clear enough o consider it. This is a good
linguistic lesson to learn to deal properly with the title-appellation l'j"t{.??;. The LXX's strange reading
of the phrase ") MWUN 7Y as wohwv kupiw a city for the Lord, scems to indicate such an
identification, which is not so difficult to make on OT basis only, since the King Messiah is a divine
being oo, not only the last and supreme Davidic Ruler (Cf Is 9:6-7, 10:21, Ps 45: 6-8, Ps 110). The
preposition 1Y until, was obviously misread as 7Y city, so that xupiw fo The Lord, seems to be a
Targum-like translation of T3 U"W?TJ as “The Lord / YHWH” (Cf. LXX in Gn 12:7, 13:18, Ex 84,
Bel 1:25 et.al.). If the eschatological Messiah is spoken of in OT as sharing the true divinity, or at least

as a supernatural being, it would be no wonder to find this title in indefinite form, as a proper name -
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Messiah. (In favour of the LXX’ translation, compare with Xpuotdg Koprog from Lk 2:11, which an

angel also — Gabriel? — announces, v. 1:19.26, 2:9),

3} In a like manner, an epithet applied to the Messiah, M3 a branch, scion, shoor (Jer 23:5,
33:15, and Is 4:27), which synonyms had been applied by Isaiah to the messianic King (W‘_}_fﬂ root,
growth Is 11:10, 53:2, ‘1L_§Jh branch, twig Is 11:1, 731 sprout, branch Is 11:1) is used later, in
postexilic times as a name (Zec 3:8, 6:12). No wonder that rj"!;??;, which became more frequently

used, could dispense with the article and yet name a definite person, “the Messiah”.

4) NT applies the Greek equivalent term Xpiotvo¢ as a title-appeliation of the eschatological
Davidic king, “The Anoint One,” to Jesus of Nazareth, the true Christ (“The Christ,” or “Christ™). The
Greek equivalent was used in LXX for the Davidic Ruler (Ps 2:2, Ps 132/131:17 etc, Lam 4:20, 2Ch
6:42, PS 17:32 et.al.). Indeed, patriarchs and prophets predicted the advent of a unique Ruler over
Israel and Nations, from David’s dynasty (Gn 49:10, 2Sam 7:12-16, 23:3-5, Mi 5:5, Is 4:2, 7:14, 9:6-7,
11:1-10, Jer 23:5-6, 33:14-16, Zec 3:8-9, 6:12-13 et.al)). If we accept that the Greek of NT (as with
LXX) reflects a lot the Jewish thought-language patterns, then we should consider that from the
approx. 530 occurrences of the Greek equivalent of Messiah, approx. 60% are without article (¢.g. Lk
2:11, Heb 3:6 1Pt 3:18), though definitely used as mission name, often heside the personal name Jesus.
The rest have definite article and are used as a title: 6 Xpuwotog the Christ, the Messiah (e.g. Mt 2:4,
16:16.20, 24:5). Thus usage of the indefinite form U“Q’.??; is attested first in Daniel 9:25-26, and
atterward retlected in NT.

3) This is not only a good probability, but the Hebrew-Yiddish editions of the TNK confirm it: bis
auf Maschiach, den Fursten. Also The Jewish Encyclopedia (vol. 8, KTAV Publishing House, Inc.,
New York, 1901, p. 505} does state: “Messiah {....]: The name or title of the ideal king of the
Messianic age; used also without the article as a proper name—*‘Mashiah’ (in the Babylonian

Talmud and in the midrash literature)...” .My underlining.

6) It is known that often in Hebrew poeiry, nouns usually receiving the definite article stand
without article, and yet they should be understood as definite (e.g. Y I® [the] earth, D'f?_:at? {the] sky,
Ja 5:4.20, 2YWN [the] enemy P1 2:17). According to Gesenius (402-403), there are a number of nouns
that stand always without article, such as the archaic / poetic terms Eﬁl;__s man, mr;“;s the deep
darkness, 17 the prince, ‘71&@ the Hades, "0 the field QTN the ocean, the abyss TTUR the
effectual working, 53.!1 the world. Since the prophetic part of this chapter is written in poetry like
most of the prophetic oracles in OT, no wonder to meet a word like T'0!2 without article. Rather one
wonders if the presence of the article would put messianic emphasis on this prophecy so rich in

sotericlogic-eschatological terminology.
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7) The indefinite form of the noun ET"F{.?TTJ in v. 25 is not the only case in this prophecy. In v. 24, in

similar situations are PNBIT

sins, 18 ™ iniquity, M0 " prophecy, ¥'3) " prophet, Y0P
WP ™ most holy Sanctuary. In v. 25 we find 29 ™ square, YA ™ decision. In v. 27, the last
word would normally had article: D13% ™ devastation. In the previous prophecy, chapter 8, we meet
other nouns skipping the rule; NN * Truth (v.12), N33 ™ host (v.13), wIp e Sanctuary (v.
13.14), But the most striking comparison in the literary context is a second occurrence of this
“indefinite” noun U"h_t??; in Dan 9:26. If the first occurrence had been intended to mean a certdin
anginted, then the recurrence of the noun should have had the definite article, according to the
synlactical usage. But since bhoth occurrences are morphologically indefinite, yet contextually
connected, there results that in both cases the word r:mr.ir; has a use similar with a personal name. In
v. 26 TN was translated as Messiah (YLT, KIV, NKJ, NEG, NAB, WEB, DRB), the anointed one
{ASV, NIV). TEV has in both verses God's chosen leader. Other translations (e.g. LUT, ELB, RSY,
NRS, LSG) rendered an anoint one. Jerome’s Vulgate has Christus (Christ) in both cases. The
messianic identity of the “anointed” in v. 25 is still emphasised by the juxtaposed term T3 as it is

shown in the next note.

318 The meaning of Ij"t;?'?; in v.25 is actually to be understood on the basis of its juxtaposition with the

noun '\ ruler, leader, which is roughly a synonym. Since U"'._UI; is also an adjective, some scholars
preferred to translate the phrase an anointed prince (NRS). Ploger, for instance, says, bis zu einen
Gesalbten (als) Oberhaupt. (e.g. Otto Ploger, “’Siebzig Jahre.”” In Festschrift Friedrich Baumgdrtel,
ed. J. Herrmann. Erlangen: Universitdtsbund, 1959. 132). This translation, however, lacks the usual
syntactical concern. Hebrew does not put the attributive adjective before its noun. The only excepiions
do some attributive adjectives with probable affinity with numerals. And scholars give no other
example of this kind, but the adjective br: when it means many (See Paul Joiion and T. Muraoka. A
Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Subsidia Biblica. Vol. 14. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1991.2:521). Neither can be this expression a hendiadys, which would require a waw between the two
nouns (See Gerhard F. Hasel, “nagid.” Theologisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testament. Edited by G
G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren. Stuttgart: Verlag W. Kohlhammer, 1986. 5:218). The
best choice is to take both nouns as tirfles with the same referent (ibid.), as they are both used in an
absolute sense (Marinus de Jonge . “Messiah.” Anchor Bible Dictionary. Edited by David Noel
Freedman, New York: Doubleday, 1992, 4:779). That means to render the phrase as (until) Messiah
the Ruler.

The noun T3 derives form the root 4 o be conspicuous, be in front of and consequently
means one in front: leader, ruler, prince (BDBG), an exalted one (Hasel, ibid), chief, leader,

sovereign, prince (Holladay), superior, president, head, The term is applied largely to all kind of
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leaders and representatives (1Ch 13:1, 2 Ch 32:21, Job 29:10), such as were heads over the tribes or
clans, over the cities, over the toyal palace, over the temple, over the army et.al. The high priest also is
called %) as one in charge with all Temple's affairs and with all religious life in Israel (2Ch

31:10.13, Dan 11:227). He was also anointed.

The term seems t0 have helped make some distinction between priest and king (1Ch 29:22,
2Ch 19:11, 2Ch 31:10.13), though the two offices were complementary, the high priest was also a
spiritual (messianic-typological) king, Anyway, the king as political power was the supreme leader, in
charge with all 1srael’s affairs. Therefore the Israelite king, beginning with Saul and going on through
both Israclite kingdoms, was naturally named 7°31 (as the king of Tyre is also called in Ez 28:2). And
stilf, God's Anointed one, the providential-typological-prophetic ruler, was David and his dynasty
down o universal King Messiah (1Ch 5:2, 28:4, 2Ch 6:5-6, Is 55:4). The only scriptures where the
root TUN  to ancint and "3 applies to the same person, refer to Israclite kings (Sau! 1Sam 9:16,
10:1, Solomon 1Ch 29:22 et.al.).

There is however, a last example, a strange but instructive one, by contrast. The Tyrian 77"
from Ez 28.2 has some striking characteristics related to the book of Daniel, especially through the
theme Christ-Antichrist (he exalts himself as God v. 2.6.9, feels wiser than Daniel v.3, “because™ he
was a perfect wise and beautiful cherub, dwelling by God v. 12-14, was long time a perfect righteous
being v.15, anointed FTU_JT;T; as a special guardian of God's throne v.14, adorned with the high-priestly
precious stones on God’s mountain v. 13-14, profaned his sanctuaries by iniquities v. 18, and by no
human hand will be destroyed v. 18b-19). Without entering the exegetic kitchen of these two oracles
in Ez 28:1-10.11-19, it is interesting to observe that there are similarities and dissimilarities between

them.

The Christian tradition and some modern studies indicate that v. 11-20 deal with that spirit
who was a splendid, loyal and exalted being before he became, by sin, the hidden force of such
kingdoms like Tyre (the wicked metropolis of the seas) and Babylon (the wicked metropolis of the
lands, 1s 14:4.12-22) et.al. Thus the difference between the Tyrian T2 of. v. 2 and the Tyrian 15?3
of v. 12, would be a close relationship of vassalage man / leader — cherub / king. Anyway, the two
meet different dooms; one is killed by foreigners in v. 9-10, the other is destroyed by a fire from
himself in v. 18b. (CL. Richard M. Davidson, “Satan’s celestial slander,” Perspective Digest, ATS,
Hagerstown, MD, 1/1996, 31-34). This is an illustration of possible nuances of meaning when we
meet 71733 instead of ‘['7?;

But there are other noticeable opinions, like that of Tomoo Ishida, As general meaning, ")
is “the appointee as the head of a certain group or organization”. While used as a royal title, a

synonym of 15?3, for all practical purposes, it has nevertheless a distinctive meaning. “one who is
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designated as ruler of the people,” emphasising the “legitimization of the kingship”. (Tomoo Ishida.
“7°21 : A Term for the Legitimization of the Kingship,” Annual of the Japanese Biblical Institute,
vol. III, Tokyo, editors: Masao Sekine & Akira Satake, Yamamoto Shoten, 1977, p. 35-47).

From a strict linguistic perspective, the best understanding is that the two terms joint in
apposition mean “King Messiah,” that is, the expected King-Priest, who is certainly the legitimate,
God-appointed King.

Collins (355) compares this syntactic construction with that of Jer 20:1 (P31 PR chief
officer). It this parallel is taken seriously, again we cannot have a certain anointed, but only the

Amnointed One, par excellence.

? A number of translation, such as LUT, RSV, NRS, LSG, ELB, TEV, Cornilescu, insert a period or a
semicolon after the “seven weeks,” while other transiations (e.g. KIV, NKJ, YLT, NEG, NAB, WEB,
ASV, NAS, DRBE, NIV, Menge, Cornilescu-GBYV) insert a comma or nothing, before the conjunction
waw “and” (which obviously joints the two numerals). Obviously, this difference in punctuation has a
major exegetical role in the chronology of this prophecy. Those who insert a semicolon or a full stop,
interpret the Masoretic athnach () under NYW seven, as a full disjunctive. Though grammarians
usually give the arhnach this significance (see Gesenius 59.61, “the principal divider within the
verse’”), there is important evidence that it was not always used as a full disjunctive. For instance, in
Gn 3:3, and even in Dan 924, so close to our example, it cannot have at all a disjunctive function;
D"fl"?h_{ pial;] pa‘qﬁn; YR VO SN2 But from the fruit of the tree which is in the
Gn 3.3 - R o ro middle of the garden, God said, ‘You shall not
PPRRTIR 33 0 N5 umn 100RN RS car il nor shall you touch i [37) Test you die’.
PIRBE oRRSY punn koS fo confine the rebellion, to seal the sins,
Dan T - TET T T 1o atone for iniquity, to bring in eternal righiness
924 EA"?_:‘?W PN RY3To ]‘IIJ 225y [3?] to seal both vision and prophet and to anoint
. ) ] -r- ) ‘-.- R ! T _" =z t [h. )
CwTp WP MEm5) A (i ok et el e

In the light of such evidence it is amazing that, eminent scholars, like Collins (355), assert
with so certainty: ““There can be no doubt that the MT punctuation is correct”. The same critics are
ready (o delete or emend a whole phrase, if necessary, and here they are found kneeling to the sacred
athnach. Owusu-Antwi’s full treatment of this challenging athnach (op. cit. 186-196) displays a lot of
other good examples, scholarly analysed {e.g. Gn 1:1.21, 22:10, 1 K 8:42, Dan 9:2). 1n some places,
the athnach has the same position as in Dan 9:25, in the middle of an enumeration: 70 falenis
[athnach] and 2400 shekels (Ex 38:29), ...the sons of Benjamin: .....Rosh [athrach] and Muppim...
.(Gn 46:21), and they were a total number of 603,000 {athnach] and 550 (Nu 1:46).
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I think, the best approach to this athnach and to all those strange and often unhelpful
Masoretic punctuation is to rely not so much on it, It may give us sometimes a good understanding of
the Jewish medieval interpretation of the text, but it has not the value of the inherited consonantal text.
Translators have to make sure for themselves the actual punctuation and even the vowel signs, from
the syntax and logic of the ciause and its sentences. We should observe, for example, that Messiah is
placed “after the 62 weeks” in Dan 9:26, therefore we should translate in. v. 25, until Messiah, the
Ruler, there will be 7 plus 62 weeks. The whole period of 70 weeks is obviously divided in 7+62+1
weeks. The tirst period of 7 wecks is cut off first, without assigning a special event to its end, because
such a period had a classic, legal end in the 50" year, the jubilee (Lv 25:3-55), in close thematic
relationship to our text. Moreover, it seems to be in parailel with the previous assertion, to make the

first 7 weeks apply to the political and physical restoration of Jerusalem:
A torestore and rebuild Jerusalem B until Messiah, the Ruler
( there will be)
A" seven weeks B’ and sixty-two weeks

Origen’s Hexapla (Field 926) quotes Aquilas ("A) and Symmachus (Z) reading in Dan 9:26a,
kel peté Tag  emtd efdopadug (or, Tig Efdopddug Tag entd) kal eEnkovta 6lo, and after the 7
and 62 weeks... This is a witness of an old reading, before the Masoretic punctuation. Even in LXX,
the corrupted text reminds us the reading of A and % (kel peté émta el éBSourkovta kel

eErwovte o).

320 rim Z‘IH'E [both] city square and decision-making. The first term, :ﬁl"ﬁ: city-square
(etymologically, wideness, broadness) is understood as a broad open space in a town or village,
translated as street, square or plaza. Owusu-Antwi (149-150) insists on its precise meaning of square
or plaza (see Dt 13:17/16, 2Ch 29:4, 32:6, Ne 8:1), not street, and quotes Montgomery (380) who
says: “By...’broadway, plaza,’” are meant the broad spaces, generally just inside the city gates, the
center of the city life, and by synecdoche standing for the city.” Therefore, it should be understood as
the Hebrew equivalent for the forum (agora), the marketplace or public square of the city, the center

of judicial and business affairs and place of assembly.

The second term, 1377 derives from the root ¥N to cut, to sharpen, to decide, and it is used in the
OT with various meanings, according to BDBG: cut (mutilated, Lv 22:22 pass. part.), sharp (Is 28:27),
diligent, determined (‘sharp’ Pr 13:4); strict decision (J1 4:14); gold (Ps 68:14). Like other lexicons
and commentators, BDBG gives a special meaning of the term for Dan 9:25: trench, moat, a possible

Aramaic loan-word (RE"N & Assyr. haritsu, hiritsu). Davidson has ditch, trench for Dan 9:25.
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Theodotion translated it as téixoc wall, followed by VUL (platea et muri, plaza and walls) and by
many transtations, But, despite Theodotion’s transiation, it is no linguistic basis for such a meaning,
Never in OT, the term is ranslated as wall, Others see it as rampart (JB, NIB), or conduit (NEB,
REB)}. The latter seems more acceptable, though it might not be the best solution. Collins (356)
contends for the meaning moar and cites in support the Aramaic Zakir inscription from Hamath (8°
century) and from the Qumrin Copper Scroll. But whatever good is brought to the Hebrew knowledge
by those inscriptions, it is important to note that the pair square and moat is not at all satisfactory.
Why associale the cily plaza with a moat? If the author had intended to refer to the cily’s defence, he
surely would have chosen the wall. And to my knowledge, Jerusalem was not famous because of its

moats.

Owusu-Antwi (149-150) observed the close connection between the (wo nouns of this pair and the
idea of restoration and argues for the meaning decision-making as it relates wo the broad site (square,
plaza) inside the city gate. The square was the place of meeting Jor the city’s officials, ‘the elders’ (ar
old men’, and that was the place of decision-making about all things concerning the community:
justice, economy, politics etc (Is 5%:14, Dt 16:18, 17:8, 28am 15:2, Jer 26:10, Am 5:15, Zec 8:16).
Thus, the phrase square and decision-making is a powerful symbol of a full civil restoration that
conditioned the application of all civil laws of the Torah (comp. Ne §:1-4}. The presence of the root
YO with the meaning decide, determine, In other places of this prophecy (v.26, Dan 11:36) tends (o
confirm this iranslation. Anyway, it i more natural for the Biblical Hebrew, since the root 10 is
frequently used with the meaning to decide, to determine (Is 10:22.23, 28:22, 1 K 20:40, Job 14:15).
The example in Joel 3/4:14, places Yahweh’s court in a large valley of decisionfs] Y3777 analogue
with a city square, with all nations around. That prophetic valley is also called the valley of
Jehoshaphat (“Yahweh judged™).

2! The Hebrew phrase 012N 2N obviousty parallels the previous one m::.‘:* :‘.‘tﬂ:lb to
{politically) restore and rebuild (see note 316).
M B 2Unh A
aman Btoo2wn Al
This observation requires a similar ranslation in both cases. :H’ﬂlj is a Qal impf. fem. form of
27, and it is noteworthy one of the meanings indicated for it in BDBG (998, 7b): =be brought back,
Go 43:18, 1Sam 5:11, hence be restored, revert in ownership, be receded (Ez 46:17, 1 K 12:26, 15am
7:14, Ez 359, Lv 27:24, Dt 28:31). We may add 1 K 13:6 (be restored, recover). The use of :lWﬁlj in

this place was commonly understood adverbially (cf. Gesenius, §120c), to express a repetitive action

of the second verb, and is rendered accordingly in most translations. Thus, the whole phrase is
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transiated fo build again. While this reading may be correct in itsell, the paraliel displayed above is

cloguent in favour of the iranslation here emphasised,

The second verh, HJJJ:;J‘! from 113 ro build, involved in the first phrase also, to indicate the
physical restoration of the city, applics to the square, while restoration seems 10 be applicabic to the
decision-making. Beside the common meaning of ro buiid, BDBG (124.i. 2, 125, 2,a.) assigns to the
verb 1113 the meanings: rebuild (Is 58:12), repair and enlarge, (Jos 19:50, 1 K 9:24); fig. reslore, re-
establish (Am $:11, Ps 89:5), cause (a fiousehold) to floyrish (Pr 14:1 opp. 27:18), re-establish,
make prosper (Jer 12:16, Mal 3:15, Job 22:23), establish, make permanent (Ps 89:3, Pr 24:3),
These underlined meanings are especially fitting to illustrate the probable enlarged use of 113 in Dan
9:25. 1t is not only physical rebuilding, which applies to the sguare, but also in a figurative sense, a re-
establishing (restoration, making permanent and prosper, causing to flourish) of the decision-making
at the city square.

2 548 5 PYS 10 constrain, bring into straits, press upon (BDBG). Though this noun is a hapax,

different related forms are found, with the samie meaning:
‘ P‘IE?; straitness, stress, distress (Dt 28:53.55.57, 18 22:2, Ps 119:143, Jer 19:9),
P¥M constraint, distress (Job 33:16, Is 8:23),
NP8 straimess, distress, stress (Job 15:24, Ps 25:17, 107:6.28, Zep 1:15),
NP3 constraint, distress, anguish, pressure (Pr 1:27, Is 8:22, 30:6).

Thus 21X would be the masculine pair of 7278 with a similar meaning that fits very well this
context, This family of nouns detiving from the verb PHL’ is often used close (o, or in parallel with the
root S to be narrow, distressing, adverse, like a an actual synonym. The phrase 23T P‘!E;’l in

the distress of the rimes is best to be understood as in the distressing times, in times of distress.

LXX is corrupt in this verse, but the corresponding words are found in v. 27 (ketd ouwtéreie
KELP@Y ..., 10 the end of times), with Theodotion having a similar phrase: kui &keve@ioovtor ol
kaipotl and the times shall be exhausted.. According to the critical apparatus of BHS, this is followed
by the Syriac (N1t chwibnn the fulfiilment of time), which gives a good support for an old Hebrew
text, having a different reading from the MT: 2027 YP21. and ta the end of time. Obviously, YP3.
and P43 / X3 are very liable to confusion.

BDBG cites A. A, Bevan and K. Marti, proposing an emendation of the Hebtew text in
harmony with these ancicnt translations, and the phrase Q01 VY227 be considered to begin the next
verse (where the waw from *77IRY is to bhe deleted}. This proposal is still worth of further study.

However, it is more likely for copyists (0 read in a phrase more familiar as 307 V3% (cf. Dan
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11:13 &R '[’P"?W) than changing a so natural phrase in another less usual. Special studies of verse
structure are necessary to definitely solve the dilemma. For the time, to keep the Hebrew reading
seems to me the wisest option. It is written there, and it perfectly fits the logical context.

3 From ﬂfl? (BDBG: fo cut, cut off, cut down, cut off a body part, cut out, eliminate, kill, cut a

covenant). Here is used as a passive (Niph“al imperfect) that supports the basic meaning: o be cut off
cut down, and naturally the passive of other meanings of Qal, unattested yet in the Niph‘al form: e.g.
cut as covenant sacrifice (ci. Jer 34:18 and Gn 15 10, Ps 50:5 et.al.). The primary meaning intended
is, most probably, fo be given fo death penaity (e.g. Gn 17:14, Ex 12:15, Lv 7:20-27 et.al), and a

special case might be made for the meaning ¢ be cut as a covenant sacrifice,

The meaning cur off, or cut down finds a synonym in the use of J11 in Is 53:8, where the
major theme of the Messiah’s (Servant of Yahweh's) sacrificial death was already developped. We
should also consider not only the thematic, but {(see Owusu-Antwi 166) even some terminological
connections: DWEJ (Is 53:5.8.12, Dan 9:24), ]1.!; (Is 53:5-6, Dan 9:24), PRBT  (Is 53:12, Dan
9:5.8.11.15.20.24), QY (Is 53:8, Dan 9:6.24.26), P13 (I53:11, Dan 9:7.14.18.24). We might consider
also RWJ and 5;{; (Is 53:4.12), as synonymous with 782 (Dan 9;24). We also find in the messianic
oracles of Isaiah the term RT3 (Is 42:6, 49:8. See the literary context: Is 42:1 etc, 49: 5 etc. and
comp. Is 497 and 53:3) like in Dan 9:27, and joint to it, in Dan 9:27, we have 037, just as in Is
52:14-15, 53:11-12 and in some fundamental Christological verses of NT (Mt 20:28, 26:28, Heb 9:28
et.al.).

*** This translation is encouraged by a different syntactic approach to the Hebrew text, by dividing the

text and reading it without any consideration for the athnach under 32 (P01 T°¥M 3 TRY see
also note 319, for other cases of difficult placement of athrach). This solution is found also in YLT
and is argued for by C. G. Ozanne (op. cit. pp. 446-447) who cites R.H. Charles commenting that
“...M.T. is defective, it reads ib ]‘Rﬂ This is sometimes rendered ‘and shall have nothing’. But this is
the guestionable rendition of an uncertain text.” Then Ozanne comments, “The expression as it stands
is not absolutely impossible, since it occurs in Exod. xxii. 2 with the meaning ‘and (if) he has nothing.’
Nevertheless, it is normal for these words to be followed by an indication of what the subject is
tacking. Again, the singular suffix 135?1 is problematic. If it refers to the city and the sanctuary as the
context would suggest (so A. V., R, V. mg.). the plural would be expected. If, on the other hand, it
refers to the prince that is to come (so R. V., R. 8. V., and most moderns), we are introduced
prematurely to an event which does not take place until the end of verse 27...[...] If the two words
UJ'IPCH PN are linked to the preceding clause, this may now be rendered as follows: *And after 62

E]

weeks an Annointed will be cut off, having neither the city nor the sanctuary.”” A similar reading

(“when the city is no longer his”™), after deleting the waw prefixing the 7Y city, is supported by
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Hartman and Dil.ella (The Book of Daniel. Anchor Bible. Vol 23. Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1978, p. 240), and by Martin McNamara (“Daniel,” in The New Carholic Commentary on  Holy
Scripture. Ed. Reginald C. Fuller; London: Nelson, 1969, p. 66%).

The Hebrew syntax uses sometimes expressions of the type .1 ..} {either...or, both...and) like
in Dan 1:3, 8:13, “The Annointed, it seems, is viewed as the natural possessor of the city and the
sanctuary, and it is stated that he would die in possession of neither, Whether this is more applicable to
the Messiah or to Onias III the reader may judge.”(Ozanne. ikid) Applying it to Messiah, to be
consistent, we may recognise that, since Messiah was expected as legitimate Ruler of both the City
and the Sanctuary, 3 Kinp-Priest, even a divine figure (e.g. Ps 110, Is 9:6), it is understandable that by
applying to Him death penalty, He was denied any messianic claims: and shall not be for Him (or,

shall not belong to Him, or, He shall not have) both the City and the Sanctuary,

In order to compare the different readings of v. 26ab in some old translations (LXX,
Theodotion and The Vulgale), we might align them as it follows. Aquilas and Symmachus are quoted
according to Hexapla 926.

Nol petd €Tt kol efbopticorta kel efmwovia 8o drootabricetal  xplopa

LXX and after seven and seventy (Q"Y2%) and sixty two, will be removed ™ oipument = F'lljfgﬂf H@D

kel pett 1&g epfopadeg Thg eEnkovta dlo EfoAeBpevfrigetal  xplofo
6 andafter the weeks the sixty two, will be destroyed ™ ointment (Anointed?)

kal peta thg enth Pdopadoc kel eérkovie 806 EfoAeBpelBngetar TAeLLéVOL
A and after the seven weeks and sixty-two [weeks], will be desiroyed an Anainit one

kel peth T ePBopddag thg EmTa kel Enovte 6o, EKKOTHOETAL XpLOTOS
and after the weeks the seven and sixty-two, will be cur off an Anoing (or, Christ)

T

VUL Et post eixlomades  sexaginta duas occidetur  Christus
and  affer weeks Sy two  will be murdered Chrisi

LXX Kol otk €otal
And it will not be [anymore] = 131°R)
Q0 Kol «xpiuw ol oty & aleg
and condemuation s not i it (Him‘?’}u‘l".a ™ 1™
‘A koy ok ¥oTLy ol =15 ™
and it will not be for Him ‘
kel ndy Undpfel bt = 19 ™™
and it will not belong to Him '
YUL o non et ejus= 12 ™
and {it/]  willnothe His (for Him) "

L~

The Hebrew terms above show how different readings became passible through different

vocalisation, or even through text corruplion, as is also indicated in BHS (critical apparatus).
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The MT defective reading ) T"RY could be defended on the OT use in Ex 22:27 and thus
probably implying a participle similar to 1Y (like in Ps 22:12, 72:12, Dan 11:45, Lam 1:7, Ps 1425,
Is 63:5). However, since this is unusual and because the reading proposed by Ozanne satisfics very
well I} the necessity of a direct object for the verbal expression 95 1"RY, 2) a better syntax for the next
clause, and 3) the messianic application, I am satisfied with Ozanne’s reading, that Messiah “will be
cut off, having neither the city nor the sanctuary.”

%23 To be consistent with the preceding one, (see note 324), the sentence qmw; ‘IBI?'! Ra7 a2 oY

DY may be translated the people of the Coming Ruler will become corrupt, and his end will be in a
flood of armies. To my knowledge, nobody proposed yet such a solution, and this could be its main
weakness. Ozanne (op. cit. 447) proposed the following translation of this sentence: The prince that is
to come will destroy [the] people, and its (i.c. the people’s) end will be with a flood. He cites in
support Dan 8:24. 1f someone wants to take OY as the direct object for I‘I"T_‘!EL:?;'_‘ thus having X33
T3 the subject of the sentence (i.c. a [the?] coming Ruler shall destroy [the?[ people...), will find a
lot of good examples (Dt 9:26, 2Ch 24:23, 1s 14:20, Dan 8:24-25, Gn 18:24.31.32, 19:14, 2 K 8:19,
2Ch 21:7, Jer 4:7, 36:29 even with people as indefinite noun: Job 12:2, Job 34:20, Is 42:6, 43:8, Joel
2:16; to corrupt: Pr 11:9). |

However, X277 T")1 is best understood as identical with %33 TR and he cannot be the
destroyer. Note the arrangement of these tities in the text, as Professor Shea has convincingly shown
(see William Shea, “The Prophecy of Daniel %:24-27," in 70 weeks, Leviticus, Nature of Prophecy, F.
B. Hollbrook editor, Biblical Research Institute, Washington DC, 1986, 93).

Lovs2s R

A+B
Ruler Messiah
-
2. vs.26a — A FUTJT
Messinh
3. vs.26b — — B
Ruler

The use of the root MY with the meaning fo be (become} corrupt, to act perversely, in the
Hiphil form, as in Pi‘el and Niph“al (see Gn 6:12, Dt 4:16, 31:29, Dan 10:§, Jg 2:19, Ps 14:1, 53:2, Ez
16:47, 23:11, Zep 3:7), even with the subject QY (Ex 32:7.15, Dt 9:12, 2Ch 27:2, Is 1:4) is worthy of
our consideration. It seems to me the best solution to take 827 7] OV as subject of the sentence.
Thus QY is properly defined by this construct chain, and consequently n*m;r_ is the only possible
predicate, an intransitive verb. The resultant logic of the sentence is obvious: God’s people, called
“your (Daniel’s) people” in v. 24, and “the people of the Coming Ruler (= Messiah),” that is “the

people awaiting for their Messiah,” or “the people whose legitimate Ruler is Messiah.”
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Preserving the classical reading of this clause, with the phrase UJ‘IP m ﬁ‘.‘g.’flj taken as the
direct object of ﬂ"ﬂt{.?: (and the people of the prince who is to come shall destroy the city and the
sanctuary, sce NKJ, ARS, NAB et.al.) scholars like Gerhard Hasel (“Interpretations of the Chronoclogy
of the Seventy Weeks.” In The Seventy Weeks, Leviticus, Nature of Prophecy, ed. Frank B. Hollbrook,
25), William Shea (ibid. 92-94), and Owusu-Antwi (op. cit. 167-170) understand that people as the
people of Messiah, which, by their rebellious attitude toward God and Rome, became responsible for
the disaster come upon the city and the temple (see 2Sam 20:5, 24:16, for instances where people is
the subject of this predicate). Owusu-Antwi even relates the participle R;U with the messianic verse
of Ps 118:26. Anyway, it should be understood as in Mal 3:19 (X270 B977) or as the eschatological
idiom 27T QW7 of the late Hebrew.

The old translations, however, differ in some respects with the fumre Masoretic reading,
possibly reflecting some efforts to shape the prophecy and adapt it to the Antiochus thesis (reading QU
with [the coming Ruler] instead of DY people, or: WP NI and its end shail come, for WP WAT

...who is to come, and its end...).

LXX "<kai Pooiielo OuGr>  ¢bepel Thy MOALY kel T0  aywov  peta tod xpLoTod
Kal TEeL
and « kingdom of Gentiles will destroy the City and the Sanctuary with the Annointed one. And will come
SJU"UJQ A oy N

® kol THY TOALY kel T0  dylor  duadBepel oLV TG HYOUREVE TG €pyopéve
and the City and the Sanctuary will ke destroy with the Leader who is fo come = X277 131 BV

VUL et civitatem et sanctuarium dissipabit popuius cum duce venturo
[both] City and Sanctuary will destroy a people with a leader to come

LXX 1 guvtehera abtod pet’ dpyfic
his end <3P in a downpoor of anger

0  kat eKKOTHaOVTaL €V KOTAKAUOLG
and they will be cut off =327 by  flood
VUL et finis eius vastitas

and its end devasiation

Origen’s Hexapla translates this sentence, et urbem et sanctuarium perdef populus principis qui
venturus est (“and the people of the coming prince shall destroy the city and the sanctuary”), which
agrees word by word with Aquilas (kel thy moALy kel t0 Gylov Sieddepel Aaog Tryoupévou

€pyOoLévov). Sec Hexapla 926-927.

The solution that 1 have chosen for this verse cannot be dogmatic, but it has the advantage of
satisfying more than one syntactic and logical requirements, and even allows the predicate n*m;z to
be read as Niph“al P shall be corrupted, or: shall be destroyed (the latter meaning is attested by

The Syriac). The two meanings are connected, overlapped or even confused in some instances (Pr
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32, Jer 51:25 and 2 K 23:13). Choosing the meaning shail become corrupl, shall act perversely has
the advartage of explaining both the putting 1o death of the Messiah and the unfortunate destiny of His
peaple. If the Niph“al form is to be preferred, it may have been intended to be parallel with 172 in
the previous sentence and, in the same time, to constitute in itself a wordplay on the theological
concept that 1srael’s corruption equals its destruction.

I qu 1s uwsed elsewhere for all kind of overflowing: usually, of rivers, water or even blood, and

figuratively as military invasions (Is 8:8, 28:2.15.18, 30:28, Jer 8:6, 47:2, Dan 11:10.22.26.40), or
anger (Pr 27:4). The same image is used about the end of Nineveh in Nah 1:8, which has also the term
HL}? in common with Dan 9:26. Taken as it was intended, as a divine judgement, the use of this root
here might be understood as 3 wordplay on BET o judge, since the inversion of root consonants is
known even in synonym roots (U8 - BEI; ;?51‘! - '?Pr! et.al.), The “end” toreseen in this verse is
defined as “its end,” a historical end {¢f. Dan 11:45) not the eschaton.

The passage in Is 10:22-25 is worthy of examination in conneciion with Dan 9:24-27 et.al,,

because of its striking verbal and thematic similarities, as it follows:

“For though your people [ 5T comp. Dan %:24.26] Israel were like the sand of the sea, only
a remnant of them will return. Destruction is decreed [}3777 ]7“"3 comp. Dan 9:25-27],
overflowing with righteousness [MP273 T comp. Dan 9: 26). For Yahweh, God of the
hosts will make a full end, as decreed [1}.'1ru'| 772 comp. Dan 9:27, Dan 11:36, ¢f. Is
2§:221, in all the land / earth..., For yet [TID comp "Dan 11:27.35] a very little while, and
my wrath will come to an end @ 7‘;;1 comp. Dan 8:19, 11:36], and my anger will be
direcied to their destruction.” (underlines mine).

No wonder that this prophetic passage is quoted by Paul with reference to God’s judgement
with Israel (Rom 9:27-28). Anocther Pauline passage related 10 God’s judgement with lsrael and to
Daniel is 1Th 2:16 (cf. Dian 8:19.23, 9:24, 11:36).

**" This time, it seems to be the final end (cf. Dan 11:35, 12:4.9, Hab 2:3, cf. 1Cor 1:8, 15:24, 1Pt 4.7),
because the speaker “cut off” the period of “70 weeks™ from the whole duration predicted in the
previous prophecy (the 2300 days), which is in Daniel’s and Gabriel’s mind, concerning the
“determined time of the end” (see notes 287, 288 and 309).

In Jesus’s Olivet prophecy, which is roughly a midrash on Daniel 9:24-27, the end of
Jerusalem is practically concurrent with the end of this acon (cf. Mt 24:6.14, Lk 21:9). However, we
should distingoish such conditional prophecies (concerning the time, as understood by Jesus and His
apostles: Mt 24:14,34.36, 2P1 3:4.12, Rev 14:15.18, 22:12.20 et.al.) from other prophecies foreseeing
an end after the end of Jerusalem. The LXX translations reflect an absolute reading of }'Z in the
Hebrew text {(followed by YLT, NAB, ASV. NAS, RSV, NRS, LUT, ELB, Menge, DRB, NIV et.al),
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while Theodotion and Jerome took it as a construct with ?1:‘;?'373 a solution fottowed by KJV, NKJ,
NEG, LSG, WEB et.al.

LXX kal €wg kaipol ouvtedelag dnd mokégou noreundroetol
and till the time of the end they will face war after war

@ kel €wg Tédoug TOAépou ourtetumpevou  Taket adoviopais
and until the end, war had been cut (determined), in @ succession of desolations.
VUL et post finem  belli  siawta  deselatio

and after (1o?) the end of war was determined desolation.

The syntax of this clause is best satisfied if we consider the natural agreement in number of
the subject noun ﬁp[ﬁ?ﬂ and the verb predicate RY¥TM). Actually, the subject may be seen as
multiple, TS and MEDY.

318

;‘1@@&? desolation is applied to places devastated by war (Is 49:8, 61:4, Ez 36:4), and to women
deserted, destitute, afflicted and isolated, or metaphorically w women-cities (2Sam 13:20 Tamar, Is
54:1, Lam 1:13). The term may also be understood as horrifying, astonishing fact / thing. Since the
plural of participles may have sometimes an adjectival or cven adverbial sense (e.g. m'mr; precious
inDan 9:23, 10:11.19, and mn';gq extraordinarily in Dan §:24), we might very well wanslate, and (o

the end was determined a desolating war.

=m0 - PRI = to prevail, be srong (Ps 12:4). LXX duveoreboel if (the covenant) will be
maslier {to many), and xatroxbows prevail, be dominant, be viciorious, win, conquer, (riumph over, @,
‘A, L, buvmuoer he will strengthen, make strong, VUL confirmabit...pactum [he] will confirm /
sirengthen o/ the covenani. This is not the usual verb used to express the making of a covenant, In
Hebrew, a covenant is always “cut” M2 (Is 34:18, Gn 15:10, Ps 50:5, Ezra 10:3 ¢t.al.). According to
BDBG, other verbs used with h"']; covenant, are: maintain (Ei"pi‘l Lv 26:9), give ( 1n: Gn 1723,
set @'Y 2Sam 23:5), order (M3 Ps 111:9), take (RWA Ps 50:16), enter (R Jer 34:10), keep (M
Dan 9:4, 782 Dt 33:9), hold @P"MA Is 56:4.6), remember (521 Ps 111:5). The best way to
understand this verb here is to et its basic meaning appear, as oldest translations do. It may be
understood as a confirmation for am older covenant, or its prevailing over an Opposite one, prove
strong, show powerful,

9 The syntactic use of I 2&:.? gives no support to the ranslation "[make a...covenant] for one week"

(as if the covenant is made 10 last one week or is valid for ome week). [t shouid be understood,
"through one week / during one week / in a single week " It deals about the time of making the
Covenant prevail / prove strong, not about a time for the covenant validity. Cf. Ex 29:35 B R'??QI?
o' NYRY through seven days you shali ordain them, wot "for seven days...". 1 K 6:38 20 Y2u
I3 he was seven years in building i, if fook 1o him seven years to build ir, Ex 2%:37, Lv 8:33, 2Ch 7:8, Bz
43:26 2t.al ),
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W PI3ET "8 is rendered by @ év t¢) futoer i ePbouadog in the middle of the week.(though

nuigug nieans usually Ralf, the used preposition suggests rather the meaning middle like in Jg 16:12).
The noun “3T has both meanings, half and middle (midst, halfway, midpoint), even in Daniel {Dan
9:27, 12:7). In most of occurrences has the meaning Aaff. However, according to BDBG (p. 345) it
means middle in the following references; Ex 12:29, Jg 16:3, Rut 3:8, 25am 104, 1Ch 19:4, Zec 14:4,
Ps 102:25, Jer 17:11, In poetic passages it might be used without preposition {cf. Job 34 20 where
N7 is a synonym, fem. pi. from the same root). This translation is atiested in YLT, LXE, LUT, KIV,
NKI. WEB, NEG. DRB, NAB, ASV, NAS, NIV. The author obviously used “377 because of its
temporal common usage and because its implied idea of midpoint. Other terms meaning middle (qm
midst, 2P mMs;r, inward part) have no temporal meaning, or they lack the necessary precision to

stress the middle of the span..

*32 The Hiph'il form of ﬂ;tg has the meaning 1o make cease, stop, put an end, lef cease. From this ront
comes the noun M2 Sabbath, which means (ctymologically) repose, ceasing activity, stopping work.
The action of stopping or silencing is stressed, withoui respect to the manner of siopping. The
following examples arc speaking: Lv 2:13 let cease the salt of the covenant, Pr 18:13 puz an end,
cause fo cease the strife, Dt 32:26 blot out, make cease the memory of someone, Rut 4:14 [eave
withew! next-of-kin redeemer, 2 X 23:5 depose, remove idolatrous priests, Ps 8:3 stifl, silence the
enemy through babes® "speech”, Ter 36:29 cause te cease peopie and animals by kKilling: Lv 26:6, Dan
11:18 put an end to insolence, Is 3M:11 cause to cease Godl from before...; 1s 13:11, Ez 724 make
cense the arrogance of the proud; Is 16:10, Jer 7:34, 48:33, Ez 2613 cause to cease the joyful voices
through war: Jer 48:35, Ez 30:13 make cease pagan rites by war, Ez 23:27 48 put an end to lewdness
and whoring, Ez 30:10 put an end to people by war, Hos 1:4 put an end (o the kingdom of Israel, Hos
2:13 put an end to degenerated feasts of 1srael, Ez 34:10 put a sfop to the false shepherds® activity, 1s
21:2 make cease sighing, Ez 12:23 put an end to a proverb, Ez 16:41 stop her from playing the whore,

Ne 4:5, Ex 5:5 cause sSOmeone cease the activity.

Though the use of this verb involves sometimes a violent manner of acting, this meaning
springs not from the verh itself, but from the context. And it is worthy of noting that when the book of
Daniel deals with the wicked king and his removat of the daily / continual service, it uses =071
remove, put aside, put away (Dan 8:11), or 2" take away. lift up, remove (Dan 11:31, 12:11}. In
similar places of the Bible, where the Jewish ceremonics are said to be stopped, the form Q7 like in
Daniel is used: 2 K 18:22, 2Ch 30:14, 3212, 1s 367,

For the use of M"2W? in Dan 5:27 it is interesting to note a comparable situation in Bz 34:25:
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; Messiah will be cut off . ..
Dan 9:26b Lo-d U‘{D?‘Q l'ﬁ:,}" [-..] He will confirm His covenant for many, through
R PITY 23T AR MDA one week,
Dan 9:27ab MY A ATy PIW e and in _lhe middle of ll}al week He will make cease
T ; SEeom oy vme g osacrifices and offerings ...

Ez 1495ah mb‘? nha :ﬁ? M2 Twill "eus” for them a covenant of peace,
i POND R 0T R and I will make cease wildd beasts from the land, .

.....

Although it is not the same sftuation, both references deal with the Messianic / new covenant,
which has the force of causing to cease certain things. Those things that are caused (D cease, deserve
1o disappear in both cases,

33 A N2 it “sacrifice and offering”. MY by itself means animal siaughter, sacrifice, and

N0l means gift. fribule, offering, present, oblation, and it could refer either (o the grain offering
added to the daily burnt sacrifice, or to any gift (0 God or to other people, including meat offerings.
The latter term is used also in the expressions Like ATV NI {(evening [grainf offering Dan 9:21, 2
K 16:15, Ezra 9:4-5, Ps 141:2), '123?]“!‘101:?_3 (morning {grain] offering Ex 29:41, Nu 28:8), or even
TRATNAN (convinual / daily { grainf offering Ne 10:34, Lv 6:13, Nu 4:16).

The two terms are used in the same context in Lv 7:37, Jer 17:26, 33:18, among other types of
ritual offerings. When the phrase is used alone, it is inclusive for all sanctuary sacrifices and offerings
(1Sam 2:29, 3:14, Is 19:21, Am 5:25. In LXX: 1 Esdra 5:51, Od 7:38, Dan 3:38, 4:37. In NT: Eph
5:2.). It is especially interesting (o note Ps 40:7 (guoted also in Heb 10:5.8), a Messianic-
Christological verse showing that the principle of the acceplable worship with God consists in giving
self (hody and soul) as a living sacrifice, not just "sacrifice and offering” (Cf. Eph 5:2, Rom 12:1).

Prophets were conscious about God's requirements when said, For genuine love I desire, not
sacrifice, and knowledge of God rather than burni offerings (Hos 6:6-7, quoted also in Mt 9:13, 12:7).
Even within the old covenant, "sacrifices and offerings” were received only as expression of knowing
God as gracious (Is 19:21). It is intercsting that this idiom or similar expressions are often used about
a degenerated worship Lthrough ritual offerings as opposed to the basic requiremenis of God (Am 5:21-
25, Is 1:10-15, Mi 6:6-8 ef.al.). In Hos 6:6-7 the sacrificial worship is conirasted with God's covenant
as in Dan 9:27.

The concept of the didactic and temporary use of the ceremonial sysiem of the Sanctuary, and
its insufficiency o justify the sinner, as taught in the NT (Heb 8 — 10, Rom 3:21-30) is nct a sectarian
or Christian innovation, but it is an underlying principle of the OT scriptures. No wonder that the NT
writers used o quote the OT to prove their Gospel message. Jeremiab who, according to traditions hid
the ark of the covenant in a safe and unknown place (2Mac 2:4-7), prophesied that one day even the

ark will not be necessary longer in the time of the great and universal restoration (Jer 3:16.14-18 in
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those days, says Yahweh, they shail no longer say, The ark of the covenant of Yahweh.' It shall nor
came fo mind, or be remembered, or missed: nor shall another one be made™), certainly because God's

“ien commandments” of the covenant had to be engraved on heart, not on stone (Jer 31:31-34).

The mention of a covenant, of a half-week, and of putting an end to sacrifices and offerings in
Dan 927 proved so tempting for a Iot of exegetes to see in thesc (he historical actions of Antiochus or
the prophetic actions of Antichrist, However, as # was shown, both the terminology and the message
arc different. The slight similarities that are observed, may be due to an intention of conirasting Christ
with Antichrist.

¥ See at p. 171 for a detailed analysis of this expression..

5 See commeniary and notes to Dan 9:27.

 Instead of N¥?. Sce note 269, Though the MT, as it is spelled in BHS renders this verb as
masculine, we must emend it to agree with the feminine subject. According to the critical apparatus in

BHS, there are some manuscripts reflecting this solution.

7 The problem of this passage is that, while the femining subject 17 keeps on acting, the verbs’
series show masculine Kerhib forms and some of them were bungled by the Masoretes to a passive
Jere, The minor emendation proposed here is to read the first two verbs in v, 11 as infinitive {absolute
/ construct) standing for finite verbs (cf. some uses in Ps 75:7, Jer 22:19, 368:23, Dan 9:5.11). The

infinitive absolute may have been intended to emphasise the sinful and grotesque exploits of the horn.

Another possibility is to see this spelling (and other mistaken masculing verbs in the passage.
RE, 5"-]:!}7* 870, 103, as mistaken Qer? forms for [FIPRYY, [?1}'?“1!:?_1, Y0, (R0
surviving forms of an orthographic system in which a final vowel was writtien defectively. Still visible
in the MT, this is exemplified by Dt 22:23.28 ([(T{71), and by many spelling variants like: 10 /
R (Gn 3:12, 2Ch 6:25, Ne 9:37, Ps 60:6, comp. Jg 15:18, Ps 61:6, Ne 9:36, Dan 10:12}, N3V N3
Uer 43:45 comp, Nu 21:28),‘]??;!-&1#3/ ﬂYJ‘:II’;R‘n‘] (Ex 1:19, 2:19, 1S 18:7; comp. Gn 31:14, Rt 1:10,
Est 1:18), rm_e / :-u;agc (Dan 2:29..., 3:10, 4:19, 5:13, 6:21), Cf Gesenius (p. 66). Waltke and
O Connor stress the scribes’ tendency to preserved the text as it was (p. 18), despite the well intended
atternpts 10 update the spelling, or even the language in many places. Concerning the vowel letlers, the
so named matres lectiomis, they observe that “these letters were added sporadically and
inconsistently,” so that MT looks today like a palimpsest (p. 24) and that vocalic phonemes are most
liable to change (25). The translation, however, is not essentially different, whatever of the two

solutions we choose,

** Instead of Q™], that is, preserving its Kerhib form. 1t might be, either an infinitive, or a perfect

Hiph'il that requires a final 77 to be in grammatical agreement as feminine. See also note 337.
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340

310

subjoct. See also note 277 and 337,

Instead of "|I_7WTI‘I to make consecution of “tense,” and gender agreement with the feminine

The text surely requires emendation. The Masorctes gave IR W33 , which creates further

problems: no agreement hetween subject and verb, and a seemingly unjustified presence of the

passive (Niph®al) form of the verb. The suggestion of Ozanne (see note 342), as attractive it may be,

lacks the full support of the fiterary context. The (id Greck translation, on the other hand, seems to

reflect manuscripts more commupt than the MT in this passage. However, they are helpiul, because of

A.

their carliness. The Vulgate, on the other hand, is obviously close to the MT, so that it shows some
dependency. (Emphasised in bold is what is common in both Greek versions).

LXX 11€ug 6 dpyratpdrnyos ploetal thy
alypadwoiey kel 61° adtdv ta dpn té o’
aicdvog EppiyOn kol eEfpOn o toTog
alitor kel Buole kel ¥Onker githy €wg
XL €Mty yiv kel etwduifn xal
Eyernfn kai 1o dylov épruwliocton 12
kal éyeviinoov €m 1f) Guolg ol dpaprim
kel €ppldn yopel 7 Sikaroodvn il
€molnoe kol ebwdufn

B 11kel &g ob & dpyLotpitnyuc
puonTeL tThy alypaiamgiey (var Kul éog
dpyovtog tiig Suvdpews Hoplvdn) kel oL’
abrov Buale Eppdydn xal éyevdfn kol
KeTeuodab aitd kel 1o dyLov
tprpwlioctiy 12 kol €6668n &l thy
Quaiov duaptia kol Eppidgn yoapoei 4
dukaoglvn kel émoinaer kol eloduifn

VUL 11...e1 usque ad principem fortitudinis
magnificatus est et ab eo tulit iuge sacrificium et
deiecit locum sanctificationis eius 12 robur aviem
datum est contra iuge sacrificium propter peccata et
prostermetur verlas in lerra cb faciel et
prosperabitur.

11 unell the chief captain shall have delivered the
caplives; and by reason of him the eternal mounsaing
were disturbed and their place was removed, and a
sacrifice, and he put it dovwn on the ground, and he
was well and prospered; and the Sanctuary shall be
made desalate. 12 And on the sacrifice came to be the
rransgressions, ond righteousness was cast down I
the ground; and it practised, and prospered.

11 uril the chief captain shall have delivered the
captives. and by reasom of him a sacrifice was
disturbed {(or, uniil the caprain of the force grew up),
and he prospered and was well; and the Sanciuary
shall be made desolate. 12 And a transgression was
given over the sacrifice, and righteaisness was cast
down to the ground; and it practiced, and prospered,

11 And unto the prince of the force/hast it magnified
itself, and from kim if took away the regular sacrifice,
and threw dowst the place of kis sanctification. 12 And
w'rhe host was also given against the regular sacrifice,
because af the sins and the truth was thrown down lo
the eqrth, and it worked, and prospered.

B. I tried to identify the possible Hebrew text of the manuscripts empioyed by the LXX, Theodotion

and Jerome.. So the Greek and Latin text were retranslated in Hebrew and they appear in the

following table for comparison, to justify my tentative emendation and translation of the MT.
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Reflected in Jerome’s Vulgate Reflected in LXX and Thesdotion

bvman xagToe W 1 agn D RITOR W 11
TRET QT N TR 0™

yTmnnm CmPD Cﬁn‘[j

1=n =pyieta

e opn oM OIPT PR [ISON
YB3 TRATOY M RIW 12 T
TEW RN TOUM | SURT THATOY 0P 12 N
YR AN MY R U
S e

Thus LXX reflects different kinds of scribal errors, such as reading 5"33 for '?"'1:;[ and
QYT was possibly read instead of 237 or NI (as Y and ¥ are apt to be confused in the
manuscripts dating from the 2°® century BC), as words and expressions like 375, TRET, "M,
137, are mistakenly repeated. The term 817 is understood “mountains” (which in itself is
in the sentence. Theodotion corrected some of these mistakes, bul he has in common with LXX ";1!{;'{[
DET for U, MOIM for THUM, RTEY for RIWY,

C. In the same time we have to recognise that the MT is not too much clearer. While the emendation
suggested by Ozanne is reasonahle and do not operates dramatic changes in the text, we are left with
some obscurities. Logical contextual considerations require to have a full justification for the reading
I 1‘?;13{[‘55? 1M and for the mention of DY in the question asked in v. 13, where we also
have the verb M connected probably with W2 (as in 11:31 and 12:11, but having PPV instead of
SJE?E) and i with R:YIE; Furthermaore, the presence of X238 to begin v. 12 is not only uncertain, but it

gives some vbscure idea which does not agree with the use of this term in context.

Therefore, 1o consider RJI¥) in this case, as a corrupiion from a possibly original form base
on the root X8 / 7718 (of Aramaic origin) as we have in LXX, has a higher degree of probability,
This latter verb is found elsewhere in the Bible in Zep 3:6 only and referees to desolated cities, as a
synonym with DU fo desolate (Turther emiployed in Daniel), and with NA27 to destroy and 200
to lay waste (both used by Daniel in 9:2.26). In its context, as a Niph“al in Zephaniah 731, it means
to be devastated, laid desolate, laid waste, ravaged, depopulated. In the same time, the possible use
of this term in connection with U.?'IP [f2] seams to be paronomastic with the phrase W'IF 71317 from
v. 14. The possibility for this term to have been the original form is yet to be studied on linguistic,
synlactical and literary basis, Here we just adopted the proposal made in the critical apparatus of BHS,
Thus, if this would proof itself a weak solulion, there remains the above mentioned proposal of

Ozanne (see note 342).
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1t might be explored also the semantic use of 1M1 NMR2Y as in Is 34.2, Jg 4:7 (host given (o
death) and also the possible Aramaic use of the root 83X as in Dan 4:14,22.20 (PR R3IXY 10 give
whom someone pleases), and a proposal of emendation inserted in the critical apparatus of BHS (Jf
R

a1 Concerning the form ﬂ@@ﬂ reflected in Greek, and other considerations see note 340,

2 This cannot be a Niph‘al, as the Masoretic punctuation indicates, but rather an archaic (al spelling

tor 1IN, It is recognised the influence of the Aramaic on Daniel’s Hebrew, and therefore, we must
note the Aramaic spelling of [P that preserves the initial 1 in the imperfect of Qal . See Ezra 7:20, cf.
4:13, and Dan 2:16 except 4:14.22,29), This solution is only valid if we add a consecutive Waw [0
that forces the preceding word 8237 to connect with the previcus sentence: EJ‘_..!?ET.I::I TEna L)I_J
(77 implied subject) JMIN] 12 2 NIS[IN ... 11 Collins (334) is, however, against such an
emendaiion, in spite of its agreement with the Greek versions, because he sees in this verse, like in vs.

10, poetical tricola that should not be disrupted.

The reading 7N PXIEY proposed by C. G. Ozanne (in “Three textual problems in Daniel,”
Journal of Theological Studies, Ed. Chadwick, Sparks; Oxford, Clarendon Press, 16, 1965, pp. 445-
446) is a solution closer 10 the MT. But it fails to make agreement between the masculine predicale
101 he gave / set and the implied feminine subject 177 horn. See noles 336-337 for an attempt to
make agreement. Another emendation proposed in the critical apparatus of BHS (01 ARIYEI and irs
host was given f set, is in perfect agreement, but it breaks the chain of active verb clauses, which is

quite unnamral. It is preferable to maintain the fogical subject of the compound sentence,

Sincethe term X33 host, regular service (e.g. at the Temple: Ex 38:8, Nu 4:3.23.30,35.39.43,
8:24, 1§ 2:22} appears in the context of the Sanctuary service in Dan 8 (connected to TR conrinual
offering and to m‘rp sanctuary), why not translate the clause accordingly ? The phrase by 171 means
to appoint aver, it it refers to persons (Dan 11:21, 1S 12:13, Gn 41:41, 1 K 1:48; Dt 28:1). And
BDBG 681 gives for by 17 in Dan 8:12 the meaning was appointed, For reasons shown above, 1
prefer the active sense: it appointed over. For \he expression SJU‘JB: we examples like Pr 28:1, Pr
12:13, Pr 20:6, were !J?QD is taken simply as sin (by speaking} or as rebellion. In Mi 135, the
rebellions sin (of Israel) is personified and called Samaria and Jerusalem. The term .UiUE must be

idolatrous worship, because in the parallel line it corresponds to PR3 kigh place (of pagan cult),

In 2Ch 2:10b we have a sentence containing the verb M1 followed by the samie prepositions
as in Dan 8:12: DY and..2 (7 Yahweh appointed you...over lsracl, because of / in His fove...”). All

these convincingly unite to help us translate; #t (i.e. the wicked horn) appointed hosis (i.e. of regular



ministers) over the continual offering, in (because of) [itsf rebellion. If this is correct, it shows in
what consists the rebellious sin “set over the continual”,

43 According to BDB, this term is a contraction or conflation of ‘1_5@ + ‘.‘_I?JI?IS., meaning a certain

funnamed] one, such a one, such and such (Rt 4:1, 18 21:3, 2 K 6:8). The Greek translators curiously
rendered it as a transliteration, by a meaningless word geluovst. These not rare blunders of the those
“phelmones™ who translated the Prophets and the Scriptures into the Greek, speak a lot about their job.
Centuries later, Jerome found yet, presumably among the Jews, the correct meaning: alteri nescio cui..

4 The definite article for both nouns bound in construct chain is unusual. However, there is no better

solution (for example, to tread ™31 as an adjective, or to imply the interrogation before each definite

noun in the clause, as some suggest). See also the following note.

*% This unusual location of the article in stafus constructus is extremely rare in Hebrew, but it is found

. in old Phoenician; e.g. bya ERCas 345 The text of the famous.inscription of Karatepe, begins with
the following words: Col. L 'nk ‘ztwd hbrk b°l “bd b°l...= “1 am Azitawadda, the blessed of Ba’al,
servant of Ba®al.” Sce Johs. Pedersen, “The Phoenician Inscription of Karatepe,” in Acta Orientalia,
vol. XXI, pars. 2., apud Ejnar Munksgaard, Havnlae, 1951, p. 38-39.

The same structure is found in 11:31, so it should not be thought of as an error, but rather as a
mark of authenticity and of earliness of Daniel’s Hebrew. Since the “desolator” is in the focus of these
prophecies, and similar phrases point to him (9:24, 11:31, 12:11), it is preferable to retain this unusual
form of constructus. See also commentaries at p. 171 and the note 340 C.

46 Normally, this noun (meaning trampling, treading-place, something trodden) must have been

prefixed by preposition, like in Is 5.5, 7:25, 28:18, Mi 7:10 (D?__J'I:?_Ji?). In this case, the preposition is
implied.

' The LXX has again the reading NT8" ipnuwbnoesat, instead of XIABY (see note 340, the last

paragraphs), while ©® is similar to MT. To confuse 3 and 7 was possible especially in the writing
used before the 2 century BC (cf. E. Kautzsch, A, E. Cowley ed., Gesenius’s Hebrew Grammar,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1988, p. xvii: Lidzbarsky’s “Table of Alphabets™). The literary context that
already introduced 833 does not favour the LXX reading.

**% Instead of ‘i?bg_ to me. According to LXX and Syriac (BHS, critical apparatus). This solution fits

better the logic of the context.

*’ Emended according to LXX and Theodotion ([éx] tal &@voug altol) and Vulgate (de gente eius). The

reference is to the ethnic roots of the first king.
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330 The Masoretic Text has D"JJQJEU — the rebellious sinners (for the meaning, see note 3435),

However, LXX: (minpovpévwy tév dpapricy edt@v) and Vulgate (cum creverint iniquitates) support
our translation, A similar word association might be seen in Dan 9:24, if we consider the following

phrases in apposition and read them in chiastic order (B* — B):

B yusn x5 A

A hisen o> B

51 This phrase is, in all probability, a scribal error, a mistaken copy of the phrase 1122 NS from the

end of v. 22, as it appeared in 2 @ () manuscript referred to by Origen (F. Field, Origenis Hexapla,
II, Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim 1964, p. 924, and BHS, critical apparatus to Dan
8:24). It is impossible to have a phrase repeated in a so close literary context with two different
meanings. While most translators accept it except NRS, it is highly improbable that the Hebrew author
could say “but not with his power,” first intcnding one meaning (“but not so powerful than he was™),
then intending another meaning (“but not by his own power”). Both translations might be correct in
themselves, but there are two different syntactical and logical situations.

52 The text is probably corrupt in this line, and this reconstruction, suggested by the LXX (kai émnl

TOUg @ylovg t0 dLewvdnua altod and his mind shall be against the holy ones, reflects a Hebrew text
reading, Yoot D“!D'WP 531"1). This emendation fits very well the rhythm of verses and at least is

inoffensive, because the basic meaning of the clause is preserved. See Collins (340-341).

353 Instead of 1727, as suggested in the critical apparatus of BHS.

** Instead of Mi28 as suggested in the critical apparatus of BHS.

55 See note 345,

36 See note 311.

357 See note 311.

3%8See comments at p. 171.

¥ See comments at p. 171.

%% Horia C. Matei, Mic dictionar al lumii antice, Editura Albatros, Bucuresti, 1986, p.99.

ol Montgomery, p. 3235.

32 Gee note 267,
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3 See ob. 1:15.

*4 Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus..., p. 284,

¥ V. &, cf. Gn. 27:33-34, Dan 11:25,

#ee K33 is also a rare form for '3 with the meaning gazelle: 1 Ch 12:9, 8§ 2:7.

7 15 47:4, 54:5, Jer 10:16, 51:19.57, Am 4:13,

*#8 These persecutions are described in 1 Maccaheces, which is the main historical source,

¥9 See Jude 9, Rev 12,7,

0 mmm w‘q:'? Ez 9:2.3.11, 10:2.6.7, Dan 12:67, Lv 6:3, 16:4.23.32, Specific priestly lincn

garments, which the high priest put on at Yom Kippur, "3 PR Ex 12:11, 25 20:8, 2K 9:1, Pr
31:17, Ez 23:15; Gn 3:7, 37:34,
1 Comp. Ex. 3:5, Jos 5:14, Rev 19:9-10, 22:8-9.

2 Gn 16:7-13, Ex 3:2-6.14, 14:19.18.24, Jg 6:11.14.20-25 and many other OT instances.

7 1Cor 10:14, Jn 12:41, Rev 1:13-18, 10:1-3, 1Thes 4:16.

M Nu 28:10.15.23-24.31, 29:6.11.16,19.22.25.28.31.34.38, Ne 10:34.

5 Jacob Neusner, The Mishnah, A New Translation, Yale University Press, New Haven 1988, pp.

862-873.

1900 IR the desire of (or, longing for) women = D' M2TR 7 (25 1:26), SS 2:3, He 27,
1S 9:20, 2Ch 21:20, 32:27, Jr 3:19, Ne 2:10, Zc 7:14; or the feminine grace? (cf. ‘1?31'1 ™2 Ez
23:12.23, 24:16.18 “MUR.. ['12] TR0R), comp. ..TR ‘I?JI:TD“N5 (Ex 20:17, 5:21). This is the
reverse of another phrase peculiar to Daniel: m'lr_;g‘“lﬁ‘&_t precious man, man greatly beloved (Dan
9:23, 10:11,19). Anocther possible meaning would is suggesied by a different reading of DTET,
according to the pattern 2773R nﬁrgg from v. 43. Accordingly, 2% M0 would mean the

precious things of women (feminine). But this suggestion does not fit the literary context

"7 The related phrase, ﬁj{DTJ D313 is used about the Jewish Temple (Is 60:13) and about Yahweh
Himsel as Sanctuary (Jer 17:13, Ez [1:16). The Temple (5;"{1), God’s palace, is also used in a
profound messianic passage (Zec 6:12-13.15, cf. 1 Chr 17:9-14) where it seems to refer to the
prophetic, messianic Qahal of Israel, including Gentiles. A simiiar form, tZ?"I‘TI? mpz; is aiso used

sometimes for the Sancluary (Ecc 8:10).

The phrase in Daniel finds also a synonym in €17 W3 holy habitation, refuge used rarely
for the earthly Sanctuary (Ps 68:6), and usually for the heavenly one (Dt 26:15, 2 Ch 3(0:27, Jer 25:30,
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Zec 2:17). Anyway, in Daniel’s vision, the Sanctuary is seen in the realm of stars. But the

interpretation may go to both the heavenly Sanctuary and its terrestrial shadow, The common Hebrew

concept of the real heavenly Sanctuary of Yahweh is materialised in verses like these, using

expressions similar to Daniel’s;

2Ch 30:27 omuh e jivnb
Dt 26:15 AU wnn omyon
Ps 102:20 DmEn e oien
Ter 25:30 R pepmy oan
Ps 11:4 oD owyz Wwp Sona
Is 63:15 TR bam conwn

to His holy abode, in Heaven

JSrom Heaven,.. from your holy abode

from His high Sanctunry,...from heaven

Jrom High, ... from His Holy abode. ..

in His holy palace....in Heaven is His throne
from Heaven, ... from your holy exalted residence

Concerning the fast example, is very interesting a reference to a treading down of the Sanctuary, in

the same literary context: v.18 Y21 1T013

WTR PTRY WY WSS For a linle while did

Your holy people possessed their heritage, Our adversaries have trodden down Your Sanciuary.

Sometimes it i$ not so clear that the anthor speaks about the heavenly Sanctonary or about its

earthly projection. Or, at least, the lines are heavy with typologic-eschatological thought:

Ezra 9.8 ﬁw‘ji; giprz om NSPEY o give us a tear peg in His holy place
Ps24:3 ‘Igjjp Di;’?bl mp"‘:‘m TATAa oy Who shall ascend the mount of YHWH?

And who shali stand in His holy place?

Mi 1:2 g bevmpy IR the Lord, from His holy palace / temple
Hah 2:20 Vﬁ'gn"pz ™En 5o 1@‘-11;; =y ﬂ"l?l"% YHWH is in His holy palace. Hush!
Zec2:17 kij Tumn T »s 0 YR On Hush.. before YHWH, for He woke up
i o oo T © from His Holy abode
Ex 15:13 :m‘-ql'; e AN peoy oy -this people. You have lead by Your
Ao om i wa T power to Your holy home / seitlerent
Ps 68:6, 1@'1{; ]"1}_7?:3 myen .. God in His Holy abode
o s e [ F nded on high...my King, in the
(eev. 1925 TIP3 9B VWS B0 Gimary
Ps 46 5 RN R YRR MM -the city of God, the holy habitation of the
- Wi N [ T 0 T MO.“‘ngh.

by zun o

Collins (334) is ready to recognise that 1121 is used in OT for both the heavenly and the

garthly abode, but unfortunately he chose an application that does not satistfy the use of this phrase.

Simply, “becausc the temple was not torn down by Antiochus Epiphangs, the reference may be -5ays

Collins— to the desecration of the altar.”

*7%] K §:13, 2 Ch 6:2, Ps 74:7.

79

380 Ny 18:29, Ez 45:4.

1 K 8:39.43.49, 2Ch 6:30.33.39, Ps 33:13-14, 96:6.
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¥ s 16:12, Ps 73:17, Ez 28:18, Am 79,13,

2Ly 19:30, 20:3, 21:12.23, Jos 24:26.

2 Ch 36:17, Ez 48:12, Dan 9:17, 11:31.

*® Jer 51:51, Ez 21:7.

3 1v 16:33, Bz 45:3.

6 15 8:14, Jer 17:13, Ez 11:16.

#7128 22:7-11, Ps 11:4, 15:1,18:7-10, 29:9-10, 102:20, Mi 1:2-4: cf. Ac 7:49, 17:24,
388 1 K 8:13.28-30, 32a.342.362.392.432.454. 493, 2 Ch 2:6, Is 6:1, 66:1-2, Jer 23:23-24.
% J02:19-22, 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:15-19, 2Cor 6:16, Eph 2:19-22, Heh 3:6, 1 Pt 2:4-6.

0 ML 27:50-51, Tn 1:29-36, Rom 12:1, Eph 5:2.

1 Heb 4:14 - 10:31, 12:22-29, 13:10-14, Rev 3:12, 455, 5:6, 6:9, 7:15, 8:3-5, 9:13, 11:1-4,19,
14:15.17, 15:5-8, 16:1.7.17, 21:3.22,22:3-5.

2 Dt 26:15, 2 Ch 30:27, Jr 25:30, Zc 2:17.
3 J_Collins, op. cit. p. 334.
34 Mt 24:15, MK 13:14, Lk 21:20.

%2 Th 2:2-5, Lin 2:18, The Greek term "Avtiyplotde formed in the same linguistic pattern as
aviProtieng (viceroy), means basically Vice-Christ. The title is in itself a blasphemy, because Christ
did not appainted any human vicar of His Person / authotity but the Holy Spirit (Jn 14:15-18), and the
NT speaks only about the relative and conditional authority of the Church’s ministers, having Christ as

Head, and nowhere about a visible head on earth to exercise His divine authority.
% Dan 9: 27, 11:31.38, cf. Mk 13:14 comp. Lk 21:20.

*7 1Mac. 1:46-67.

%% Heb 7:23-28, 9:28a.

®% Bis wann...? (Ziircher Bibel, Elberfelder), jusqu’a quand...? (several French translations; French

Louis Segond followed by the Romanian D. Cornilescu  put it in parallel with: Pendant combien de

temps saccomplira ... 7.
400 .
Pfandl, op. cis. pp. 258-259.

W Gna7:8,2 S 19:35, Ps 119:34.
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40228 2:11, Ez. 4:4-9, Dan 9:2, Lv 25:15.16.50, Nu 14:34.

03 ps 6:4, 94:3, Ne 2:6, Ex 10:3.7, N 14:24, 1S 1:14, 16:1, 28 2:26, 1K 18:21, Ps 80:4, 82:2, Ps 90:13,
Pr1:22, 6:9, Is 6:11, Jer 4:14.21, 12:4, 23:26, 31:22, 47:5, Hos §:5, Hab 2:6, Zec 1:12.

™ The phrases TP (Ps 74:9-10, N 24:22, Ps 4:3, 79:5, 89:47) and NI (Ex 16:28, N 14:11,
Jos 18:3, Job 18:2, 19:2, Ps 13:1-2, 16:3, Jer 47:6, Hab 1.2) are used in exactly the same sitwations.

405

SE (The Seleucid Era) began in 312 BCE.- M. D. Popa, op. cit. p. 676.
9 According to Bickerman, ciled by Grabbe in Judaism from Cyrus...p. 265.

* This is probably the hi ghest degree of precision to date a biblical book claimed to be prophecy.
And nobody seems to wonder about its credibility in that generation. Maybe its writers coalesced to
deceive only the future generations over centuries. Poor pscudomymous writer(s) / compiler(s) /
redactor(s) ! So much precise work done for the history before Antiochus, and so much trouble with
the events under Antiochus !

U8 See Leviticus 16. Besides of being the chmax of all rifuals, and seen by Jews up to this Gme as a

day of sealing destinies, Yom Kippur ushered in the 50" year, the jubiles (Lv 25:9), which finds iis
final signification in the future messianic resiorarion, The significance of all ritwals and symbols of
Yom Kippur are disputed in conservative circles as in the liberal theology, For a large treatment of this
subject, though may be not absolute satisfactory against all objections, see the 700 pages book of
Alberto Treyer (doctoral studies at Strashourg), The Day of Atonement and the Heavenly fudgment —

From Pentateuch to Revelation, Creation Enterprises Internationat, Siloam Springs, Arkansas, 1992.

%9 This view does not contradict the application of the Yom Kippur type to Christ’s expiatory
sacrifice, as Daniel suggests (9:24-27) and Hebrews clearly confirms {ch. 9). Types cannot be
undexrstood in rigid and exclusive ways. For example, the Passover is applied in the NT not only to the
spiritual liberation through Christ (1P 1:18-19, 1Cor 5:7-8), but also to the eschatological, complete
liberation “through the blood of the Lamb” (Rev 15:3-6). Why not see Yom Kippur in the same light?
It should be observed that while in Heb 9:7-26 the Cross and Christ’s ministry are highlighted as a
fultillment of the Yom Kippur type, including the statement about the heavenly sancluary necding
purification by means of His blood (v. 23), the author further points to the Judgment and salvation
related to the Second Adveni (v.27-28, 10:25-30).

M0 pan 10:13.21, 12:1.6-7.

1 Jos 5:13-15, Ex 12:41, cf. Rev 12;7, 1Thes 4:16, Jd 1:9. A Christian exegesis (o Ex 3:1-6.13-14 and
similar OT passages (Ex 14:19.24, ¢f. 1 Cor 10:4) identifies Michael (5!5.?‘2‘;_ Who is like God?) with

the pre-existent Christ in His role of Personal Divine Absolute Representative of God.
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Lk 1:19.26, 24:4, Act 1:10, Rev 1:1, 19:10, 22:6.
* InRev 19:10, 22:8-9, angels and prophets are said to fulfi! the same mission as God's messengers.
4 Pfandl, op. cit. p. 272. My underlines.

N3 s 7:12, 38:4, 69:25, 78:49, 102:11, Is 30:27, 66:14, Jer 10:10, 50:25, Lam 2:6, Ez 21:36, 22:11,
Nah 1:6, Zep 3:8, Zec 1:12, Mal 1:4.

1€ 15 10:25.22-23, 26:20.21-23 LXX: fy 4pyf kupiov, Jer 15:177, Ez 22:24.21-22.30-31, Hab 3:12,

7N 23.7-8 the prophet Balaam to utter Q27 in the name of God, Pr 24:24 natons’ indighation

against an unjust leader, Dan 11:30 the great persecutor’s jury against the e religion, Hos 7:16
political threat or defiance of Israelite leaders, Pr 25:23 grievous facelooks, cf, Dan 1:10.

¥ See v. 21 too, about God’s strange work of punishment against His enemics.

‘YDt 11:12, Job 87, 42:12, Pr5:11, Am 8:10, Jer. 17:11, Ec 7:8, Dan, 8:23.

0N 24120, Ps. 73:17.

1 Du$:16, Pr5:4, 14:12.13, 16:25, 20:21, 23:18.32, 25:8, Ec 10:13, Is 41:22, Dan 12:8.
Y2 Dt 32:20.29, Pr 29:21.

N 23:10, Lam. 19, Pr 1920, Is 4777, Jer 5:31, 12:4,

24 pr24:14.20, Jer 29:11.

3 pg. 37:37.38, 109:13, Jer 31:17, Dan 11:4, Am 4:2,

8 Gn 49:1. Nu 24:14, Dt 4:30, 31:29, Is 22, Jer 23:20, Jer 30:24, 48:47, 49:39, Ez 3%:16, Hos 3:5,
Mi 4:1.

7 E g KIV, NKJ, NAB, WEB, ASV, NAS. RSV, LUT, ELB, SVV, DRB.
28 Rev 11:18-19, 12:12.17, 14:8.10.19, 15:1.6-7, 16:1.19, 18:3, 19:15, <f. Is 10:5-7.22, 14:6.
49 Jer 25:15-26, Ob 1:16, Zep 3:6-8, Zec 1:15, Ts 33:1, Dan 9:27d.

¥ Concerning the last example (Hab 2:3) says Collins (p. 337): “A strong casc can be made,

however, for reading =19Y as "I ("witness™) and taking MBY as ‘testify’ [Note: ..the root appears in
Ugaritic in the sense of “testify’...]. The notion of testimony is compatible with the allusion in Daniel, |
although the reading =11Y is confirmed at Dan 11:35.”

1 Ng wonder, that the author of Hebrews, when refers o Christ’s second Advent, employs the same
language of Habakkuk (Heb 10:37-38, cf. Hab 2:3-4), The paralicl between Dan 8:19.26 and Hab 2:3
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is further stressed by the emphasis on truth; 871 MR (@ is truth — Dan 8:26), 2121 N‘?‘! (it does not
fe — Hab 2:3).

B21 v 16:8-10.20-22.26-26.

+3 Lv 177 (notice the closeness to Lv 16Y), cf, Dt 32:17, 2Ch 11:15, 1s 13:21, 34:14.

4 Istoria lumii fn date, p. 30,

4315

Dt 28:15, Ez 7:6-8, 421:30/25, 3535, Am 3:2, Mt 23:32, 1Th 2:16.

* The following scriptures are also very useful paraliels 1o be studied. If Job 14:17 WdB 182

SO0 is understood like in Dt 32:34 "AOSINZ 0O L. mn‘u‘bg it seems to use DN to siress the
idea of a legal dealing with sin (see the context, Dt 32:33,35).

7 Nu 12:8, Tg 14:12-19, 1 K. 10:1, 2 Ch 9:1. Pr 1:6, Ps. 49:5, 78:2, Ez 17:2. Dan 5:12.16, Hab 2:6.

8 Compare the twa hiblical passages.
2Chag16  TEPDY MM SITOM K3 maunyy 125 A3 dnpoo

TRAD T A TN R )

Dan §:11.25 Jag T BERD AP oUEEOR Y 1925

Even if the Hebrew text has not the same wording in both places, the idea is strikingly similar:
a king is not sadsfied with kingly affairs, but from seif-gxaltation, he covets the pricstly office, to his

own ruin — God will punish him.

% From the Hiph'it X% = show, make known. The noun 7R7 has usually the meaning
appeararice, sight. vision, spectacle, phenomenon. However, in this and in another two instances in
Daniel (9:23, 10:1, cf. Ex 25: 940, Ez 40:4, Nu 8:4), the most probable meaning, as the literary
contextual logic implies, is that of revelation {something shown or revealed in a vision). Hence the its
adverbial use in Nu 12:8.: [to speak] apparently, as opposed to the speaking in riddles. Unfortunately,
lexicons did not mention this different tneaning. (Cf. René Péter-Contesse & Johm Ellington, A
Handbook on The Book of Daniel, UBS, New York, 1993, p. 251).

This semantic evolution of 7R from sight / vision, 0 revelation / prophecy, might be
understond by comparing this term with the synonym 1'“!:! vision, which is often used o mean oracle,
revelation (see Pr 29:18, Is 11, Dan 10:14, 11:14, Ob 1:1 et.al.).. It seems that the phrase '“J_DRJ "WN
which has been spoken about, tefers to this TIN™R, and this would be another argument that we

should translate here FIRTR as [spoken| revelation or prophecy, not vision.

440 Rlﬂ;’&?“: a Polel form of ¥ DY — fo search everyvwhere, inquiring (for prophetic messages: Am

8:12), investigate through (the city, to find a single cighteous man: Jr 5:1), search thoroughly,
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examine, seeking through (all the carth — God's eyes: Zc 4:10, 2Ch 16:9). The speaker employs this
verb to emphasise the idea of thorough research for understanding the s¢aled prophecy. This view fits
the context when it is related to “the wise ones,” and to the result of the prophesied investigation:
PYI0 N300 and the knowledge shall increase (multiply) The basic meaning is evident from Qal:
io go (rove, row) about (in world-wide travels: Jb 1.7, 2:2), go about, seeking for (manna: Nu 11:8),
g0 through and search (all the tribes, for the military census: 2S 24:2.8). LXX has anouzr@ow ol
Toddot kel TANGOR | YR ddiking most will fall awdy (tead 1YY" instead of JBVW?) and the earth will
be filled by iniquity (read MY, TIU™N instead of DYTN). © has §tbax801r moliol kot Tinduwd) 1
yveoig  man ¥ will be raught and the knowledge will increase. ¥YUL: pertransibung plurimi et
muliiplex erit scientia = most people would travel extensively and the science will be multiplied

**! The sudden passing from the injunction “seal the book,” to the revelation “many will investigate

and the knowledge shall increase,” should be made in transiation by a temporal conjunction (“when”).
In fact, LXX and @ connect the two clauses by €wg [0] = until. The same syntactical situation may
he seen in the co-ordination of two clauses (very similar) in v, 9 and 10: D°27.7200. Y7 D0
til the time of the end, {when] many will be cleansed.. .etc. Or, in both cases, we may consider the

temporal adverb TR implied before the second clause.

2 The following scheme is a temlative to harmonise the Danielic periods referring to the time of the
end (except that of 2300 days / years thal is to be identified later in this study). For the dates 538 and
1798, see the comments on Dan 7:25. Concerning the year 508, my own study is still incomplete, but
the date is known as the establishing (by sword) of the first really Catholic (papal) state in Western
Europe, France, through the confederation of Church and State under the Roman supervision. The
years 502-507 brought the first victory of the dogma of supreme jurisdiction of the popes. In the same
years (though a precise date is not now available), the old Christian liturgy was replaced by the new
Roman liturgy in the West, the Episcopal palace of Vatican was built (in its first stage), the first
histary of the popes was compiled in Rome, and the first grave political intrigues and interference of
the Pope in West, in Rome and in East occurred. The year 508 as a ferminus a guoe for the 1200-1335
“days™ of Dan 12 is first attested under the wnidentified name of “C. C.”” (Jewish Expositor, London
1820). Then William Miller, seemingly not depending on the former, published the same result in
1836 (in New York), according to Froom (op. cit., vol 1V, 404).

{260 y e ars

538 1798
508 First Pontifical 1843
Papal system  Pontifical State created State suppressed  Prophecy
installed. unsealed
1290 yve ars
1 3 3 5 y & a r s
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The year 1843 is the time of the most popular and largely presented diagram of the time
prophecies of Daniel, discovered in the generation 1798-1844, especially in America (Froom, op. Cit.
vol. IV, deals only with this topic).

21 this period is only a trick imagined by a pious and anonymous writer contemporary to Antiochus,

why did he need to emphasise so much that they lived in the time of the end, only to encourage the
faith of people in a supernatural intervention, whereas in that period any Hasid took his arm? From a
simple, psychological point of view, it is hardly understandable such a mentality to write down precise
historical moments as varicinia post eventum, then postulate pericds to be fulfilled in short time, to
convince contemporary people that they live in the time of the end, and finally no one of those

periods matches history.

i Regarding this traaslation, seg note 298,

5 dan 7:10, Ex 2417, 32:33, DU 24:1, Ps 69:29, Ez 2:9.

MO Ex 247, 2 K 23:2.

497

Dt 31:20, Jus 1:8, 2 K22:8.

8 Jos 10:13, 1 K 11:41, 14:19.29, Ny 21:14.

9 E.g., annals or chronicles, wisdom and science, poetry, et.al, Est 10:2, Is 29:11.

430 ps 40:8, Is 29:18, Jer 302, 36:2.4, Ex 17:14.

#3115 10:25, Jer 51:60, Nah 1:1, Dan 12:4.

B “God's promises are made conditional upon man’s co-operation and obedience. ... Repeatedly
God warned Israel that blessing goes hand in hand with obedience and that a curse accompanics
disobedience (see Dt 4:9; 8:19; 28:1, 2, 13, 14; Jer. 18:6-10; 26:2-6; Zech, 6:15; etc,), Continued
obedience was necessary to the continuance of divine favour, whereas persistent disobedience must
inevitably culminatz in the rejection of the Jewish nation as God’s chosen instrument for carrying out
the divine plan (Dt 28:15--68).

Owing to the failure of the Jews as God's chosen people, many of the prophecies of the Old
Testament, such as those affirming the world-widc mission of Isracl and the ingathering of the
Gentiles (see Gn. 12:3; Dt 4:6-8; 1sa. 2:2--3; 42:6; 49:6; 52:10; 56:6, 7; 60:1-3; 61:9; 62:2; Zech. 2:11;
8:22, 23; etc.), those pointing forward to the eternal rest in Canaan (Isa. 11:6-9; 35; 65:17--25; 66:20—
23; Jer. 17:25; Eze. 37; 40-48; Zech. 2:6-12; 14:4-11), and those promising deliverance from her
enemies (Isa. 2:10-21; 24-26; Eze. 38; 39; Joel 3; Zeph. 1; 2; Zech. 9:9-17; 10~14; eic.), have never
been and can never he fulfilled to them as a nation.” Francis D., Nichol, “The Nature and Purpose of
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Conditional Prophecy,” in The Seventh-day Adventist Bible Commeniary, vol. 1V, (Washington, D.C.:
Review and Herald Publishing Association) 1978.

God’s purposes are immutable (Ps. 33:11; Prov. 19;21; Isa. 46;10; Acts 5:39; Heb. 6:17; etc.),
however His plans may suffer delay and change, even to be fuifilled through or for other objects but
the first addressees. Thus prophecies arc related to the covenant theotogy.

" ltisa pity that hosts of fundamentalist theologians do not pay serious attention to this explicit rule
in their hermeneutics, so that many conditional prophecies intended t be fulfilled in post-exilic tmes
and not fulfilled or omly partially fulfilled, are thought to be fulfilled in the apocalyptic millenniuimn.

454 See Jer 31, Ez 36-37. 47,

455 Dan 5:31, 6:1. Daniel does not mention but the first year of this disputed Darius the Mede (9:1),

nor the historiography is more generous with this ruler.

3 Dt 2:30, Dt 2:36, Dt 7:21, Dt 10:17, Dt 17:20, 9:12, Dt 28:45.52, Dt 3:26, I 18:19, Dt 33:21, Dt
17:20, D1 29:27, Dt 13:8, Dt 34:5, Dt 11:7, Dt 5:15, 6:21, 7:8, 9:26, 26:8, D1 28:10, Dt 7:9.12, Dt 2:25;

457

Ir 32:18, Jr 14:20. It 7:25, 44:4, Jr 3:25, 44:23, Jr 26:16, 44:16, Jr 44:17, Jr 34:19, Jr 29:19, It 7:19,
Ir 18:19,Ir 11:5, Jr 35:13, 4:3.4, 11:2.9, 17:25, 18:1, 44:27, 44:6.23. Jr 25:26, Jr 8:3, 23:3.8, 19:14.18,
32:37, J0 17:23, 19:15, 32:40; JIr 42:18, 44:6, Ir 16210; Jr5:12, Jr 16:10, 32242, Ir 264, Ir 26:19, It
1:12, 31:28, 44:27; Jr 12:1, Jr 28:6, 29:10, 35:14,.La 1:18, Jr 32:21; Jr 25:12, 51:26.62, Jr 15:16,
25:29, Jr 36:37,37:20, 38:26, 42:2.9, Jr 23:5, Jr 24:9, Jr 18:20, 23:20, 30:24; Jr 32:20,Jr 147,

38 pg 65:36, 89:8, Ps 89:29, Ps 106:5, Ps 44:16, Ps 130:2; Ps 5:3, Ps 17:2, 61:2, Ps 109:21, Ps 40:18,
70:6; Ps 78:38, Ps 2.6, 3.5, 15:1, 43:3, 46:5, Ps 89:42 ot al. Ps 31:17, 57:2, 80:4.8.20, 119:135, Ps
25:11, 109:21, 143:11, Ps 1067, Ps %0:17, Ps 74:7. Ps 119:156, Ps 51:3, 69:17. Ps 117, 145:17, Ps
T72:6.

#7915 22:13, 1K 3:6, 1K 18:12. 18 1:23, 1S 8:5.6, 8:20, 15 6:9, 2§ 13:16; 1K 10:31, 1K 13:6, 2K
13:4, 2K 19:16, 2K 18:12, 25 7:9, 1S 1138, 28 20:4, 2K 23:2.

480 1gaiah Is 37:17.1s 42:21, 4917, 55:5. 1s 33:20. 15 5:3; s 33:13, Is 24:5, Is 63:12,14, Is 12:1, Is 11:9,
56:7. 60014, 1s 49:8.19, 61:4.

1 Ne 1:5.11, 4:8, 9:32, Ne 1:5, 9:32, Ne 9:32.34. Ne 9:16, Ne 9:19.27.28.31, Ne 9:10, Ne 8:13. Ne
13:18.27, Ne %:§; Ne 10:30; Ne 10:30; Ne §:1, Ne 10:30; Ne 9;37;Ne 6:16, Ne 1:6.

%7 See Gn 18-19, 32:24-30 and 48:16, Nu 22:23, Jg 6:11-23, 13:6.10.15-18, 2§ 24:16.

43 Bz 1:5-10, 10:14-15,
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4 = - % LT F13 = H . £33
& Usually, this adverbial phrase means “at the commencement,” “at the first,” “in the beginning,

“the first ime”, However, its pragmalic wse here is “previously” — as in NASVY, NAB of Dan §:1.
53 Dan 8:17-18, 10:8-11.15-19.
158 Regarding translation, see notes 301-302,

*7If this is intended, then is interesting to note that the Gospels agree on the same daytime of Jesus’
death on the cross (Mt 27:45-51, Mk 15:33-38, Lk 23:44-46).

10% See note 304,
*9%ee note 305 for the linguistic analysis.
7% See note 306 for linguistic and contextual analysis.

1 James A Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. The
Internationai Critical Commeniary, T. and T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1927, pp. 373-401.

114, p. 393,

Y Andeé Lacocques, The Book of Daniel, (iransl. by D. Pelaver), Aflanta, John Knox Press, GA,
1979, pp. 178, 191-199,

7% John Collins, Paniel, First Maccabees, Second Maccabees, with an Excursus on the Apocalyplic
Genre. Old Testament Message 16. Michael Glazier, Wilmington, DE, 1981, p. 95.

4% John E. Goldingay, *“The book of Danicl: Three issues.” Themelios 2 (1977) pp. 45-49.

476 Owusu-Antwi, op. cit. p. 69 (note 82) cites Lester Grabbe’s study published in JBL 110 (1991): pp.
59-74, making a strong case for 168-165 BCE as the period when pagans profaned the Temple.

77 Bevan, op. cit. p. 142,

8 1d. 145.

% Johann Funck, court chaplain of Niirnberg, wrote the most thorough and complete treatise on the
7 weeks vp to his day, and was probably the first in Reformation times 1o begin the 70 weeks in 457
B.C. and end them in A.D. 34. This was epochal. He regarded them as 490 solar years from the 7tn year

of Artaxerxes, and this he tabulated as well as expounded. Georg Nigrinus (d. 1602). See Froom, op.
cit. vol. Il pp. 308-313.

" Georg Nigrinus, Evangelical theologian, placed the period from 456 B.C. to A.D. 34, also with the
cross at the close. Sez Froom, op. cit. vol. 11 pp. 325-329.
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%) Heinrich Bullinger, of Zurich, likewise dated the 70 weeks from the 7th year Artaxerxes, or about
457 B.C. to about A.D. 33, with the crucifixion at the end. See Froom, op. cit. vol. II pp. 339-345.

% Jacques Cappel, French theologian, similarly began the 490 years in 457 B.C., the “seventh year of

Artaxerxes.” See Froom, op. cit. vol. T p. 630.

¥ Few know that the father of the modern physics was also a strong believer and interested in

apocalyptic prophecics. His posthumous book, Observarions Upon the Prophecies of Daniel, and the
Apocalypse of St, John, 1. Darby and T Browne, 1733, was the oulcome of 42 years of study. He even
had correspondence with John Locke, from 1890 on, over questions of prophetic imterpretation. In
spite of some exegetical flaws that we might find today in his work, it is nevertheless very instructive
to be studied. Concerning Dantel he said: “To reject his [Daniel’s] prophecies is to reject the Christian
religion.” He used his scientific genius in calculating as precisely as possible the beginning of the 70
weeks with the 7% years of Artaxerxes I (according to Ezra 7), and successlully established the date
457 BCE. See Froom, op. cit. vol. II pp. 658-665.

¥ Though Bengel later changed his view, and arrived 1o an extension of the 490 years to 555 years
and a fraction, his first approach to the 70 weeks is basically the following: 490 years from the 7* year
of Artaxerxes, with the crucifixion of Christ in the midst of the seventicth week. Cf. Das Newe
Testament nach dem revidierten Grund rexi uberseizt und mit dienlichen Anmerkungen begleitet von
Johann Albrecht Bengel Stungart, Johann Benedict Metzier, 1753, pp. 974-975. See Froom, op. cit.
vol. I p. 712,

% See Froom, op. cit. vol. III p. 222.

€ Archibald Mason of Scotland fixed upon 457 B.C. and A.D. 33. See Froom, op. cit. vol. Il pp. 396-
404,

%" He 100k 457 B.C. to A.D. 3. With A. Mason, he understood the 70 weeks to be the first part of the

2300 years, thus ending (he longer period in 1843 and 1844 respectively. See Froom, ap. ct. vol. Il
pp. 406-407.

8 Cf Froom, vol. TV (1982), p. 1096. Minister, editor, missionary t¢ Europe, one of the founders of
Seventh-day Adventism. Andrews University (Berrien Springs, Michigan) bears his name. He began
the 70 weeks in 457 BCE 10 end them in 34 CE., with Christ’s crucifixion in the middle of the
sevenlieth week, in 31 CE. This interpretation inherited from the former evangelical scholarship and
confirmed by new approaches through generations, remained standard among SDA scholars. The most
influent commentary on Daniel among the first generations of SDAs was that of Uriah Smith (d.
1903). CL. Froom, vol. IV (1982), p. [109-1127.
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% Both from the Andrews University, Michigan.

% This brief Bible Commentary, Manua! Biblic, (edited and wanslated into Romanian by Doru Motz,
Door of Hope, 1983), stands among the few evangelical works today preserving the old interpretation
of the 70 weeks (p. 349).

! The Messiah—Developments in Earliest Judoism and Christianity, edited by James Charlesworth

(1992), Fortress Press, Minneapolis, p. 100.

2 Thesc events necessarily would take at least months and at most a couple of years: Moses™ leaving
Jethro’s home, journey to Egypt, his repeated appearance encounters with his people and with
Pharaoh, the 10 plagues.

2 See Jos. 11:18, 14:7, 10, 11, 23:1, 24:29. In chapter 11:18 it is siated that Joshua waged war a long
ime. Now after Jos 14:7.10.11, Caleb was 40 years old when Moses sent him 10 explore the land of
Canaan, and 45 years had passed since that time, The conguest was by this time seen as complete (Jos
11:23, 14:5}, though not in an absolute sense (see Ex 23:29.30). If the mission of the spies coincided
with the 2™ year of the Exodus (Dt 2:14), and the “wandering” lasted 38 years, then the conguest
lasted 6- 7 years (45-38 = 7). Josephus gives only 5 years and some modern scholars tend to agree.

" E. White took the reference in Ps 118 as prophecy based on an actual historical incident that
occurred during the building of Solomon’s Temple. A stone projected and hewn in the career to be a
cornerstone was not recognised useful when it appeared on the construction site, among the common,
right cut, building stones. 50 it was thrown aside until the day the builders observed that it was the
only one fitted to serve as cornerstone. (Desire of Ages, Pacific Press, Mountain View, CA, 1898,
1960, pp. 597. 598). Isaiah was shown that this stone was a symbol of Messiah (Is 8:13-15, 28:16),
which the NT naturally applies to Jesus (AA 4:11, 1Pt 2:6). While Jesus was rejected by this world,
including the majority of his own people, He was appointed over all things both in heaven and in earth
(Eph 1:22).

3 See the linguistic analysis at p. 149,
¢ See F. Field (Origenis Hexapla, 925).

497 Gae Bruno Meissner and Waolfram von Soden, Akkadisches Handwirterbuch, Band 1, A-L, Otwo
Harrassowitz, Wicsbaden, Germany, 1965, p. 335,

8 See Ludwig Kohler and Walter Baumgariner, Hebrraisches und Aramaisches Lexikon zum Alten
Testamenten, Leiden, (Lieferung I, ® -T2, E, 1. Brill, 1967, p. 349,
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*7 Cf. E. A. Wallis Budge, An Egyptian Hierogiyphic Dictionary, vol. 1, Frederick Ungar Publishing
Co., New York, p. 512. The presence of “s”, instead of “th,” is a common linguistic phenomenon in
the history of many languages, and it might be a particularily of Egyptian, since we have also the
parallel Eg. sbn/ Heb. thn (“straw™.

*™This root seems to have been split early in at least three branches: 1. *hishuk, 7o cut (attested in
Ezypt. Ask.t, “knife”; West-Chad, rshuk “knife’”; Angas and Mupun, rshuk ), 2. *hsik, fo cit, 1o pierce
{wherefrom the Semitic radical hshik, to pierce, cf. Arab hsq', East-Chad, and Rift, sik, to cut; Birgit,
sikki, Iraqw, 5ig), and 3. *W'tik ro cut, divide, separate (well attested in Semilic, A°F'k “cut off,” Akk.
flataku, Ebr. hrk, and Chadian languages: rik, nk-1, tikk, tikkya, to divide, half, et.al.). See Viadimir
Orel, Olga Stwlbova. Hamito-Semitic Etymological Dictionary-Materials for a Reconstruction, E. .
Brill, Leiden, Nethertands. New York, Koln. 1995, p. 1293, 1391-1392,

301 The Hebrew-Romanian Dictionary of Menahem P. Mandel gives different derivations from the
root Tj0M, indicating the Middle-Hebrew (*) or the modern (%) use of the term: 00 catiing PR
cutting*, utterance’ (in certain phrases), AN piece, cus, pars; Dh";"ljlj lirtte part, bit; [TIY]
°n1::;’n incisor [teeth], *':[hl:l to cut off, sever, cut slice, cut ouf, whence *1’1;;!};?3 '|nr;: [0 express
clear, utter, decide, determine, prescribe, arder, *‘il‘l!j to cut, to express, *JUVT FONDT w0 be cut
/ cut. The same meaning is attested for all these late Hebrew wards in the dictionary of Gustaf H.
Dalman (Aramdisch-neuhebrdisches Handwirterbuch zu Targum, Talmud und Midrasch, Gotingen,
Eduard Pfeiffer, 1938, p. 163-164). Sokoloff’ gives for the root 'f[nn only the meaning to cut, sever
(Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Bar-llan University Fress, 1990, p.
218). Among the few Bible translations, beside Theodotion’s, Vulgate and some late but more literal
ones that mainiain the basic meaning of 5NN is the Komanjan old translation, Serban’s Bible: s-au

tdiaf preste — “are cut off upon...”

** For instance, M (see Is 9:19 11758 M, Est 2:1, Dan 2:27.34, 4:4.14.21) and Y71 (1 § 17218,
Is 28:22, Dan 9;26-27, 11:36), The same mutation from the concrete meaning (fo cul off, or sever) (0
the abstract one (decide} occwrred in other languages too, e.g. Lat, Pecido (cut-decide), Fr. Trancher

{sever-decide).

5% The scarcity of this type of translations is explicable from a rather psychological perspective, very
well reflected in A Handbhook on the Book of Daniel authored by Péter-Contesse and Ellington of
UBS: “Are decreed: the verb used here does not occur elsewhere in the Old Testament, but it does
appear in other Jewish literature, and the meaning is clearly “to decide”™ or “resclve™(op. cit. p. 252).
Practicaily, most translators see no need of resorting (o the contextual evidence, to connect the term

with the vision partially explained in chapter 8, and so be prepared to appreciate the unique match of
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the basic meaning of this hapax. While the common translation (“are determined”™) is quite fitting, as
ofien do extended and derived meanings, nevertheless it weakens the force of the angel’s time clue

and tends to dim the reader’s understanding.

*™ Froom, vol. IV, p. 209.

** The reckoning of these two synchronous periods, according to Petri began at 453 BCE. Petri,
lohann, Aufschluss der Zahien Daniels und der Offenbarung Johannis. [np.:n.n.], Ultich Weiss,
Frankiurt, 1768, pp. 8-10. Cited in Froom, vol, 1L. pp. 714, 715, 717 and Samuel Nuncz, The Vision of
Daniel 8 (doctoral dissertation), Andrews University, Bertien Springs, Michigan, 1987, p. 93, Froom
(vol. I, pp. 263-282) shows how the interest of the exegctes in the 23(X) days rose especially afier the
close of the 1260 days / years in 1798, in the first half of the 19" century.

6 Ly 25:8-9, Is 61 1-2a, Lk 3:1.21-23a, 4:16-21,

7 Documents: Jer 32:10-14, 1s 8:16, Dan 8:26, 9:24h, 12:4.9, persons: Dan 6:16-17, Mt 27:66, Rev

20:3, This is an image specific to Daniel. It is poetic, appropriate, following the Kethib, and followed
at least by YLT, NJB, ROV, According to BDBG (367-368), the usual meaning of CZNM in OT is w
seal, affix seal (attest, confirm, sign), seal up, but other shades of meaning or {igurative senses are
derived: to fasten up, keep securely, shut up, stop. 1n the late Jewish Aramaic (sec. H1-VII AD}, this
verb meant fo seal, sign, engrave, cluse up, conclude (give a closing talk), according 10 Sokoloft's
Dictionary (218).

"% See note 312 for linguistic analysis.
W See Ex 3:7, Job 13:23, Lv 16:21, Ps 32:5, Is 59:12, Ter 33:8, Ez 21:29.
015 9:6/7, 51:6.8, Jr 23:6, 33:16, Mi 7:9, Ps 103:17, 111:3, 112:3, 119:142. Dan 9:27, Hos 2:21.
U ps 106:31, 112:6.9, Pr 10:25.30, Dan 12:3, 2Cor 9:9.
" R 3:25, 5:18.21, Tit 2:14, Rev 5:9-10, 16:7.
13 See note 313 for ranslation, YLT, NEG, LSG, ELB, DRE and RSV foliow the same idea.

*!* See William H. Shea, Unity of Daniel, in Frank B, Holbrook, Editor, Symposium on Daniel, p. 241-
242

S5 Ex 28:41, 29:21.29-31, 30:30, 40:13, Lv §:12.30, Nu 35:25.
15 AA 314, 4:27, 10:38, Heb 3:1-4, 1Jn 2:20, Rev 37 eL.al.

V7 Heb 6:19-20, 8:1 — 10:22, Rev 1:12-13, 8:2-5, 9;13-14, 11:1-2.19, 14:15.17, 15:5-8, 16:7.17.
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s Among historical-critical scholars there is not much certainly regarding the actual chronological

order of missions of Ezra and Nehemiah. Lester Grabbe, a prominent critic says:

Many scholars believe that Ezra came... in the seventh year of this Artaxerxes (458 BCE). If
s0, the mission may well have had the Egyptian revolt as a background. (Judaism from
Cyrus..., vol. I, p. 131). According to the order of events in the book of Ezra, the priest and
scribe Ezra came some years before Nehemiah, in the seventh year of Artaxerxes or 458 BCE.
This traditional dating came under attack with the rise of critical scholarship and was once
genetally rejected by scholars. Now, however, there is an increasing trend o accepi the
traditional dating, although many who do so make no attempt to argue the question in detail.
(Id. p. 89)

This exegetic approach is not intended to solve forever this problem or 1o argue the question in
detail. There are good works that did it successtully: Siegiried H. Horp and Lynn H. Wood, The
Chronology of Ezra 7, Review and Herald, Washington, D.C,.1953, For Albright, the matter was
settled forever:

If we turn 1o the Book of Ezra, recent discoveries have vindicated the authenticity of its official
documents in the most striking way. .... The publication of the fifth-century Elephantine
Papyri (1904-1911) .... had already made Torrey’s position difficult, but subsequent
discoveries by Mittwoch, Eilers, and others have dealt it the coup de grdce. For example,
Torey insisted that certain words, among them pithgama, “matler, affair,” were of Greek
origin and could not, therefore, have been taken into biblical Aramaic before 330 B.C. In the
last twenty years these very same words have turned up in Egyptian Aramaic and Babylonian
cunciform documents from the late fifth century, that is, from the very time of Ezra! ... The
great ancient historian, Eduard Meyer, lifty-five years ago insisted on the substantial
authenricity of the Persian decrees and official ietters preserved in Ezra; during the past twenky
years strong additional evidence for them has been published by H. H. Schaeder and Elias
Bickerman, W, F. Albright, *“The Bible Alier Twenty Years of Archaeology,” Religion in Life,
21 {Autumn, 1952), 546, 547. Copyright 1952 by Pierce and Smith.

The most probable date of the decree of Artaxerxes I, is not 458 BCE, but 457 BCE, as shown
by Siegfried Horn and Lynn Wood. Since in the Jewish civil-calendar reckoning the 7% year of
Artaxerxes was 458/457, fail 1o fall, according to the more exact cvidence as we have it now from the
Babylonian tablets and the Jewish papyri from Egypt, we may know for certain that Ezra’s journey
occurred in the summer of 457 BCE and Nehemiah’s in the 20th year in 444 BCE.

31 Drawing after Owusu-Antwi, op. cit. p. 45.

53 Egzra’s account in chapter 4 is intended to deal with the work of rebuilding the Temple, as the
literary context appears (see chs. 3 and 5), The chapter begins wilh the first atterpts to reconstruct the
Temple up to King Darius (v, 1-5) and the last verse is on the same subject (v.24). This indicates that
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v§, 6-23 are a long parenthesis that continves the thenie of oppoesition from the part of pagan local
authorities beyond the time of the Temple’s reconstruction. Vs. 24 however, as it stands, seems to be
consequent Lo vs. 23, though it is not in full Jogic sequence with it. The critical apparatus 1o Ezra 4:24
in BHS propose an emendation of the adverbial |YIR2 then, into 1VIR2 or 1172 in the same marner.
This would fit perfect (he context and resume the basic subject left in v.5, after the long parenthesis.
Thus v. 24 is a conclusion for both passages (v. 1-5 about the rebuilding of the Temple, and v, 6-23
...of the City}. The same account is given in IIT Esdras 2, where we may found some interesting
details. Verse 31 (corresponding to Ezra 4:24) is Tacking or. in other versions begins with a simple kol
corresponding to the Hebrew multifunctional waw. V. 14 {comp. Ezra 4:12) containg the clause,
olkodopodouy tdg te dyopie wihc kel th teiyn Gepemebovoly kol vedy bmofariovtar they
build its market places and repair the walls, and lay foundation of a temple, with an obvious
reference to Dan 925, (Cf. @ : kel oikodoundioetel mixtein xal telyog and the city square and the
wall shail be buily).

20 QOp. cit. 290-303.

| opened with a special hope the baok The Messiah-Developments in Earliest Judaism and
Christianity, edited by James Charlesworth (1992), Fortress Press, Mianeapolis. It contains large
articles from different authars who attended The First Princcton Symposium on Tudaism and Christian
Origins, This is certainly an indispensable work, containing immense quantities of scholarship in this
field, and helpful even for the most stubborn fundamentalist, to learn more about messiahs, Messiah
and Jesus Christ. However, the short references to Dan 9:24-26, are disappointing. J. J. Roberts (pp.
403-41) says,

the expression 131 MM™Y “until an anncinted one, a prince [comes]” {(Dan 9:25),
apparently has a historical figure of the distant past in mind, perhaps the high prisst Joshua or
the govérnor Zerubbabel mentioned in Hagai and Zechadah..... On the other hand , the
expression o 81 MR M2 “an anncinted one will be cut off and will have nothing”
{Dan 9:26), is normally interpreted to refer to Onias IH, the legitimate high priest who was
deposed and eventually murdered during the reign of Antiochus 1V. At the time of the writer of
Daniel, both incidents were past events, so neither figure be regarded as a messianic figure
expected by him or readers.

The rcasoning is clear. Since it was decided that Daniel is written centuries laier than the
author’s claims, as a vaficinium post evenium, then the twice mentioned messiah, the nagid of Dan
9:25-27 must be understood as two or even three historical fipures, none of them related o the
messianic idea at least! Then in an article of S. Talmon, “The Concepts of Mdshiah and Messianism
in Early Judaism,” in The Messiah, p. 88 appears this inleresting assertion,
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The application of the collocation Tu% MR o Solomon, who built the City of Jerusalem
and the Temple, gives rise to the supposition that his image served the author of Daniel as the
prototype on which he modelled his portrayal of the T2 M2 who is said to arise after the
complelion of the divinely determined period of wrath which will last for seven times seventy
years. Then the historical triad —~Davidic king, prophet and annointed high priest-will be
reinstitted in the rebuilt holy city.

= Concerning the tension between waw copuialive and a seemingly wrong placed or wrong
understood athaach, see note 319 for a full reatment.

*** The historical dates in this table are taken from Owusu-Antwi, pp. 30T-310, Euseviu Popovici,

Istoria Biseriveascd Universald vol. [, (University German course from Czernowitz, tramslaled infto
Romanian by Athanasie Mironescu), Tipografia Carjilor Bisencesti, Bucuregti 1925, pp. 91-93. Luke
does not say expliciily how long time passed from the heginning of baptismal ministry by John and the
Baptism of Jesus, However, Luke describes John as calling multitudes to him in short time and Jesus’s
Baptism is said to have followed immediately the baptism of those throngs gathered in that occasion
(Lk 3:21). The time was providential, because John had the mission to reveal Him before Israel,
therefare he must gather nmltimdes o Jordan in order to proclaim Jesus the Sacrificial Messiah (Jn
1:31-34.). It should be also chserved that vs. 18-20 from Lk 3 are only a parenthesis about the latter
fate of John the Baptist, then v. 21 is linked dircctly to the narrative of vs. 1-17,

%35 popovici, Ibid.

“28 The chronological sense of John must be considered when one tries to count the time lapsed with
the events recorded in Jn 1:1—2:13. See also Popovici, Ibid.

27 Gane aptly observed this jubilee relevance of the first 7 weeks of Daniel 9. See Erwin Gane,

“Apoculypsis not yet”, in Journal of ATS, Vol. 8, Nis 1-2, 1997, p. 226.

*2% William Shea in Selected Studies..., p. 79 cites the work Ben Zion Wacholder, “ The Calendar of

Sabbatical cycles During the second Temple and the Early Rabinnic Period,” Hebrew Union College
Annical, 44 (1973): 153-196. I am not yet prepared to substantiate in a significant way this suggestion..

>* For linguistic analysis of this phrase see note 322.

3 1f the year 33 is accepted as the date of Crucifixion, the first major problem that appears, is the
birth of Jesus at least 1wo years after the death of Herod the Great.
B See note 323 for linguistic and philological comments.
" See note 326 for the linguistic comments.

MK 13:1-2, Lk 21:20-24, Lk 19:43 44,
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M Op. cit. pp. 173-178.

%5 Kline, Meredith G. “The Covenant of the Seventieth Week.” In The Law and the Prophers: Oid

Testament Studies Prepared in Honor of Oswald Thompson Allis, ed. John H. Skillton. Natley, NI:
Presbyterian Reformed Publishing Co., 1974, p. 465.

"¢ BDBG p. 137 : “k. the prophetic covenant, a divine promise through a series of prophets to

establish a new constitution, ?I{.’jl'} 92 Jer 31:31, with new institutions and precepts Is 42:6, 498,
55:3, 59:21, 61:8, Jer 31:31.33, 32:40, 50:5, Ez 16:60.62, 20:37, 34:25, 37:26, Hos 2:20. In Is* the
Messianic servant is QD 92 Is 42:6, 49:8, cf. 7"M2N ':]%LJ?: Mal 3.1,

7 Jonn E. Goldingay, Daniel. Word Biblical Commentary. Dallas, TX: Word Books, 1989, p, 262,

3% Other scripiuras possibly connected with this phrase are the following:

Is 55:1-5 see [..] 2m5 125 mned Win Ho, everyone who thirsts, come to the waters !
also 36:6-8, cf. o L 1 will make with you an everlasting covenant
42: 1.6, . - ) .
6 Dl?w n‘T—} ‘::‘? ’-”T':N'.' my steadfast, sure love for David. 4 See, [
49:5-8, 2:3, made hin a witness to the peoples, a leader
VPN
61:1.8 e, ESya¥an 7 ~en and commander for the peoples.
TAN) DBWY W 17
o'nRG mEe T
AA 325 pelc €ote ol viol 16V TpoduTdy You are sons of the Prophels and of the
xel the SLabrkmgl. JrdoaL al covenant {...for] alf (he families of the earth.

futpLel e yig
Mat20:28 "6 uidg tob dvdpddmou Arfa Sofval The Son of Man (cf. Dan 7:13) came to give

v Q'Jux'hv alral )L(JTPDV dvti His iife ransom for many people.
MOAAGY

Heb 91528 Brabrng valvic peolne [...] [the Christ] ..mediator of a new
Bavatov yevouévou €lg dmoAlTpwaly  covemant, being given to death unto
. redemption, {...]
o Xpiotog inaf mpooevexBeic el th  offered Himself once to bear the sins of
TOALGY dveveykelv apnpriog many people.

¥ While all agree on Paul’s journey to Corinth in the year 49, the difference that arises is whether to

take the 3 years of Gal 1:18 as part of the 14 years of Gal 2:1, or prior to that period. William Shea
argues from the logic of the narrative, that the 3 years should be counted as preceding the 14 and using
an inclusive counting, reaching thus to the year 34, See William Shea, The 70 Weeks,... pp. 103-104.
Owusu-Antwi, pp. 331.370.

"0 nyan 9:21, 2 K 16:15, Ezra 9:4-5, Ps 141:2.
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S By 29:41, Nu 288,
**2 Ne 10:34. Lv 6:13, Nu 4:16.

2 15am 2:29, 3:14, Is 19:21, Am 5:25. In LXX: ! Esdra 5:51, Od 7:38, Dan' 3:38, 4:37. In NT: Eph
52.

M4 Am 5:21-25, Is 1:10-15, Mi 6:6-8 et.al.,

YL In 213,11 5.1, TIL 6:4, IV. 11:55-56, 19:14. John calls the Passover “the feast of the Jews.” In

In 5:3, however, the noun is anarthrons. Bur there are some manuscripts containing the definite article.
(In this case, it could be easily lost because of the possible elision in pronunciation — # topth the
feast.

*° Bruce K. Waltke & M. Q'Connor. An Infreduction to Bibliced Hebrew Syntax, Eisenbrauns,

Winona Lake, Indiana, 1990: pp. 24. 158-160

M7 See Owusu-Antwi 327-330. In favour of this meaning he cites Sirach 38:11 ("Give a meal-offering

with a memorial and offer a fat sacrifice to the utmost of thy means”) in R. H. Charles, The Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 450,

8 A. A. Bevan (A Short Commentary on the Book of Daniel. Cambridge: The University Press,
1892; 160), Montgomery (The Book of Daniel 386), Hartman & Di Lella (230).

%4 NRS transtated, in their place, as a plural, probably to agree with the double object 7RI 3% of
the previous clause,

30 Cf. Dan 8:23-25, 11:36-39 (cf. 2Th 2:34, Rev 17:5-6.

! See Danicl §:13, 9:27d, 11:31, 1211,

31 Michael Herbert Farris, “The Formative Interpretations of the Sevenly Wecks of Daniel.” Ph. D.
dissertation, University of Toronto, Canada, 1990, pp. 360-361,

3 NRS, RSV, ASV, KIV, NAB, ELB, YLT, WEB, LSG, DRB. NEG.,
E.g. 890, 25M, 1'an. CL Waltke & O°Connor, p. 365-366.

35 Nah 3:6, like the variant Y23 (Lv 11:10-42 et.al).

5% Dt 7:26, Jer 16:18 er.al.

ST E.g Dt29:16, 2 K 21:11, 23:24, Jer 50:2, Ez 37:23, Ez 30:13.

S E ¢ Ez4:12.15, 8:10, 14:6, 1 K 1410, see BDBG 165.
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*¥ An rélated phrase of Dan 11:36d, 7N 789M 2 B AYs™W (il (God's] wrath shall
have been completely manifested, for what is dererm;::ned will certainly happen) is apparently buiit
from the same eschatological bricks as Is 10;22-23, 28:21-22 (‘f’ﬂkﬁ{l‘b;“ 78 [..1 1370 ﬂ'?'.::"‘-?),
about God’s “‘strange work” of punishment against His enemies among His people, as well as against
the adverse nations. In Dan 9:27, this consummation is applied, scemingly, to the desolated Israzl:
anihy R NS TPDTWY wnhil complete destruetion, a determined punishmens will be

poured our on the desolated one.

OE o 28 12:20, Lam 1:13, 3:11, Ts 49:8, 61:4, Dan 8:26, in Dan 9:17 with different vowels.

S (BT possible that the texm 21 have in Daniel, a fientive-active meaning  (desolating or

desolator. Comp. Dan 11:40 and Is 33:1). 1t is quite difficult to decide which is the logical object of
the divine punishment here. See also comments at p. 171. While the OT evidence outside the book of
Daniel is unanimously for the meaning desolated, and the oldest franslations of this last word of the
prophecy (eg. LXX, @ , VUL) render it desolation, it is more acceplable to understand ant hewe
as desolator (in agrecment with NAB, NAS, RSV, NRS, ELB, LSG, NEG, et.al.), at least becayse
such idea that “the desolation / destruction will be poured out ...upon the destroyed /desolated™ does
not make mush sense. The desolate{d] is a result of desolation, or an exponent of it, To pour out
desolation upon a desolate cne, or upon desolation, is too much.

%2 This very practical solution for the 70 weeks is also, in the old historicist thinking, the key of

understanding the beginning of the puzzling long period of 2300 days, since the 70 weeks (49{) years)
that begin in 457 BCE are cut off thence, as the first part of the long period. This reasoning led many
thenlogians, ministers and lay persons in the 19" century to expect some final event: the beginning of
the millennium, the return of Christ, the end of this world, at the end of the 2300 prophetic days
(years), between 1843-1847. The text of Daniel, nevertheless, does not require some measurable,
historical fulfilment, bur the vindication or cleansing of the Sanctuary that is fully identified through

the messianic prophecy in Daniel 9 to be the same as the celestial court of Daniel 7.

*3 The J udgment is a process including the righteous: Mt 25:31-40, Rom 14:10, 1Cor 4:4-5, 2Cor
5:10, Dt 32:36, 2Ch :23, Ps 35:24, 75:7/8, Pr 29:14, 31:9. Christ is God’s chosen Judge of alj
creation: Jn 5:22, AA 17:31, Rev 19:11, Is 11:3-4,

%! See Dar 7:10-11, The New Testament agrees on the fact that Christ at His Second Advent comes
with His rewards: 2Cor 5:10, Rev 22:12, Is 40:10, 62:11. That means an execulive Judgment,
revealing and applying an already pronounced verdict, thus implying an examipatory judgement,
which must have taken place some tme before. Therefore it can be named The Pre-Advent

Judgement, analogous to a court frial phase. While some phases of the Judgment, according 1o the
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Revelation, those involving the lost, occur after the Second Advent (a millennial court trial followed
by the [inal, right punishment: Rev 20:4.11-15), the most important phases occur before the Second
Advent, involving a celestial “counting” of the saved — dead and living (Rev 6:9-11, 7:3-8, 11:1.19,
14:7.14, Mt 22:11). The first theological insight about such a Pre-Advent judgement is attributed to
the American Josiah Litch {1840). See C. Mervin Maxwell, “The Investigative Judgment: Its Early
Development”™, in Doctrine of the Sanctuary — A Historical Survey, Frank B Hoibrook, Editor, Bibtical
Research Institute, Silver Spring, MD, 1959, pp. 155.

%65 See comments on Dan 8:14 in chapter I.1.a.16, p.118.

*% GGerhard F. Hasel, “Studics in Biblical Atonement-11 The Day of Atonement,” in The Sancruary
and the Atonement, edited by F. Holbrook, Biblical Rescarch Institute, Silver Spring, MDD, 1989, p.p.
107-121.

567 Rodriguez, Angel. “Significance of the Cultic Language in Daniel §:9-147, in Symposium on

Danriel, p. 545-549.

8 A Treyer, op. cit. p. 332361,

5% Doukhan, op. cit. pp- 182-190 guotes Rashi who interpreted Dan 8:14 as a direct reference to Yom
Kippur, and shows that Yews today still consider Yom Kippur as a day of Judgment. Doukhan draws

also the motif of the new creation (the cleansing of the world) from old rabbinical sources.
579 .
Ford, op. ciL. p. 175.

1 JYohn Calvin, Commentaries on the Book of Propher Daniel vol. 11, Trans Th, Myers, Calvin
Translation Society, Edinburgh, 1852, p. 110.

T2 See P. Gerard Damsteegt, “Among Sabbatarian Adventists {(1845-1850),” in Doctrine of the
Sanctuary — A Historical Survey, Frank B Holbrook, Editor, Biblical Research Institute, Silver Spring,
MD, 1989, pp. 29-41,

Bp G. Damsteegt, “Continued Clarification (1850-1863),” in Doctrine of the Sanctuary, pp. 60-84.

™ Inid. pp. 89-91. 103-110, 152-154,

375 Roy Adams, The Sanctuary Doctrine, Andrews University Press, Berrien Springs, MI, 1981, pp.

15-89.

378 Perhaps the main Evangelical objection apainst this distinctive Adventist theology is that a
Tudgment of the saints imperils their security, But why be more Evangelical than the Bible itself? As
Roy Adams says:
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This means that an “easy gospel,” one which chooses to ignore the most austere elements of
the biblical revelation, is more likely to produce a shallow, emotional euphoria, rather than
deep-seatad confidence and assurance, It is the undisciplined child, the one who has not been
impressed with the need for accountability, which shows the greater tendency towards {eelings
of insecurity. The genius of the Christian gospel is not that it arbitrarily releases one from
responsibility but that it removes the insecurity by pointing to Jesus as the universal “city of
refuge.” Perhaps this approach would demonstrate that the universal conception of “sanctuary”
as a place of refuge and safety is not accidental but represents the other side of this need for
Judgment. (op. cit. p. 277)

577

R. Adams, op. cit. p. 282.
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