
Lecture 1 .ejDt. 1_197

Daniel Is referred t, in the OT In one othcr hcok. In
Ezekiel 14( Cekie1 is rebukircj thc wck¬dnes cf his crnten-
ooraric's) , and in v 14 he "Thouqh n
Daniel, arid Job were in t, they ;oui e1ier cr1v thr-tr nn
souls by their rIght usnes, seit-h t Lord ir v. 23 w
find the am atment. end of th eFsein -it r-
1r-:ut Same 1e i thc:re i .20. 'o&an(' Jw :e

ardent fi"ure but i the ti c0 1&iei in zkcl w 1vnci
In he land of I3rael, Daniel was a rifo"r Tab1
We don' know ju. ec1y whey. tht: was ro by
Prl Dan-t1. 'aci a1rady teen there c. 2S) er
been very pronp in i recorthq. And hi; reu to or w3d'n

is krwr'i ve way across 'he cesct io !sri b
reference to it. This is the only rf:enc to )ai1 n th OT
outie ,f th book or Daniel.

the T we find hin efrred to i thw 2'i:l an in
ark 1:I4. rrjth of these arc references to t & 'F
desolations spoken of by Daniel th Prophct. I hav ..
parenthe1s otcr reererices Matthew, Par!., n- Lk ' i
the nrne of t)ant1 i not used ut in wh!ch Jesus says to th High
Priest, rereafter you shall sec the on o i
4-cloudsof heaven." veryone ayrss t1at that s a rofernce to
the s;nth chapter of Daniel. e wIll look at th&: we
to that cnapter. Eu r'on, rec that that is what t
ferrc:J to there i the The teui of La o-'i1Jy
meant just a man. it am an individual of thc class of ran In
te bo1 of Ckii Liie pras 'son of ran" is used rr:ybt. 7C o'
80 times to rfir t ki. In tI kook of antel there i one
place whre the LocU adrossos him as th son of ran, :tin this
one case it says there will coma one likc the son of mar cer,trr on
the clouds o h._-en. It was recognized very ear' tht that was
a prediction o the coming of the 'eI& upon the clcr3s of heaven..
Jesus Christ called himself the on of Man very c1oal' referring
back to this tatenient in Daniel.

Is ot familiar to most Christians tn Daniel 4-s the
great accounts i this book of fidelity to Go. !Irnny think
the Bible is covpoad of just re nfrac1e after "
who nave this ioa nave not re. th iblc very much 'o' can
read lonc s2ctions without finding any roferone to what we t:ould
call a supernatua1 act, somothing tt;at. a ordirarily caller a
iricle. Of course the word miracle actually oais i zt-;n. It does

not have to mean supernatural act. But t do havo rat siper-
riturl acts ii the 3thle. But they are found only n a
crucial periods, wid one of theo priocth was at the tüo at the
beginning of the £xile, when you have this acumulati.or of
miracles described in the book .ofOaniol.

These accounts in the first -- five of th¬, first i
perhaps you might say in all ix o. the fIrst c:-is, of )an, are
prch.aly mon -kncwr parts of tho &PDl, cao ..
Lessons as they go thrcuçh the OT practically always Ive these
stories, They are very interesting stories and they wonr
ful illu ra.c o thc way od has blessed those who are trt.e
to 1im. There is e valu in studyinç tesc accol'rits in )aniel.
But that isnot our purposu in this course. I this course we are
confinir; ourselves almost excluEively to the prohcies So the
book of Daniel is characterized by these two things: ret accounts
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and great prophecies. The last six chs. of Daniel are mane up
almost entirely of prophecies, of predictions of the future. One
might suggest dividing the book of Daniel into two parts: the
first half history, the last kaax half prophecy. Roughly such
a division can be made. But it is not altogether true because
one of the greatest prophecies in the book of Daniel occurs right
in the 2nd ch. And one of the chs, of the last six is composed
almost entirely of a prayer that Daniel gave.

But the last six are composed almost entirely of prophecies.
Those prophecies are very little known to the average Christian. They
contain some marvelous illustrations, evidences of God's power, and
knowledge of the future. There is much of tremendous value, and they
are not easy to interpret. So I'm glad that in this course we have
only about six chs. to cover instead of being like last year in
our course in Ezekiel where we had nearly 50 chs, to cover. 'de are
able to go into detail more on particular points of interest and
of difficulty.

But another reason why you cannot strictly divide Daniel
into two parts is the fact of the language. Daniel begins in Hebrew
and ends in Hebrew. But from Den. 2:4 to the end of ch. 7, it is
in a different language- in the Aramaic language. We try to
give training in the languages of the Bible here. I am anxious that
every one of you get a thorough training in Greek because the great
central teachings of our Christian faith are brought out in that
very complex and precise language in the NT. The OT is not nearly
as precise. Its statements are often much more general in nature
and possibly we cannot be as precise often in our conclusions in
regard to many things in the OT as in the NT. So I feel it is of
outstanding importance that you get a solid foundation in the
Greek language.

If you are going to read the Bible in the original it is
also important that you know the Hebrew. I only wish that we had
Bibles, commentaries, grammars, dictionaries in which the Hebrew
was written in the Latin letters--like the letters we use for our
English language, If somebody wants to donate a million dollars
for the purpose I will be glad to direct people in translating
the Hebrew Bible into Latin letters. It would require a little
revision of the alpahbet, but not much and it would make It a
good representation, but 'm sure you would learn as u much
Hebrew in one year that way as you learn in two or three now!
Because a tremendous amount of what is involved in learning Hebrew
is simply a matter of getting your eyes used to those letters.
You've all had 20-25 years of getting your eyes used to Latin
letters, and you can't make up for that with an entirely different
sort of letter in a year or two. That is a great part of the effort
in learning Hebrew.

That is as far as is usually gone in most seminary courses
in learning the languages of OT. But there is a portion of the OT
written in Aramaic. That includes these chs. I mentioned in the
book of Daniel. It includes certain sections--about a half-- of
the book of Ezra, and portions of the bookof Jeremiah. These are
in Aramaic. Since it is a comparatively small part, we don't think
in a seminary course we can expect most students to learn Aramaic.
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In this course I'm not requiring work in the languages. We are
doing this on the basis of the English, and I am discussing the
original languages where they apply because we have many students
who are only now beginning Hebrew. gut you should know that there
is that difference so that so that in chs, 2-7 we have the identi
cal reference, in the same kind of letters, in fact these letters
are written in Aramaic letters.

The Hebrew before the exile was written in a different
kind of letter but they changed the type of letter during the
exile and adopted the Aramaic letters but still wrote Hebrew.
So we have this section of Daniel which is in Aramaic which in
cludes about a third of the prophecies. And the prophecies
from ch. 8 on are in the Hebrew language. Ch. 7 and most of ch.
2 are in Aramaic.

Now I want to mention a great attack that has been made
on the book of Daniel by a no-platonist philosopher named
Porphyry who lived from A.D. 233-304. Pphyry said the book of
Daniel claims to tell about great future events. He said, You
look at the history of the time after the time of Nebuchadnezzar
when Daniel was said to have lived, and you find the bthok traces
events very, very accurately during the period of more than the
fourth century(?) (unclear)

He said this is extremely unlikely that anyone would
have been able to do. But he said, if somebody in a time of a
great crisis in the history of Israel were to write a book to
encourage their people to stand valiantly for their faith, he
might imaging that someone four centuries earlier wrote a book
which predicted events up to that time. And then which predicted
a great attack made upon the religion of Israel by a king named
Antiochus Epiphanes who ruled in Syria from 175-163 B.C. And he
said, Many of the acts of Antiochus piphanes are very precisely
(though in somewhat general terms) described in the book of Daniel
just as somebody living at that time would have described them
but after that, he said, it tells simply what the writer hoped
would happen. So it is history up to a certain point, claims to
be prophecy given four centuries earlier and then all the sudden
it begins to make wonderful promises about someone coming from
heaven in clouds and remedying everything, delivering them, and
that's all Irnmaginary and did not happen.

So,he said, we can see when it was written. It describes
the history through that long period, accurately up to that point,
and then it just Imagines a 1t of things that might have happened
afterward. So he said, that is when the book of Daniel was written.
Many today, in the last century, have followed Porphyry in this
view, even some earnest Christians. Men like t.W. Frarrar whose
book on the life of Christ 13 highly regarded, but in writing on
Daniel he followed Porphyry's ideas,

We think that would make the book a fraud. A book by
somebody 4 centuries later claiming it was written it was written
earlier, claiming it was giving history, claiming it was prophecy
in advance. That would make the book ak fraud.But most important
we know it was accepted by the Jews at the time of Christ as being
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a divinely inspired book, accepted by the Jews at the time of Christ
as being a divinely inspired book. And Jesus set His seal of approval
on the books that were accepted by the Jews at that time as being
God's Holy Word.

So on the authority of our Lord Jesus Christ we believe
Daniel actually lived in the time of Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon, and
that Daniel was able to predict these historical events during four
centuries after his time with remarkable accuracy. Where it goes
beyond what happened then, we believe it is looking forward far
further into the future much beyond the time of Antiochus Cpiphanes.
We take that attiude because we believe Jesus Christ gave His
authority to the OP as God's Word and as entirely trues and dependable.

In this course we are not interested in studying the
criticism. We do have to do a good bit of that in our classes. It
is vital that you be prepared to meet the higher critical views
that are so widely taught as established fact in seminaries and
universities around the world today. But that is not the purpose
of this particular course.

Yet we find it necessary in this course to deal with this
particular theory to some extents because it makes a different* in
the interpretation at a good many points. So I will refer to the
critical theory a good many times. You simply do not want to take
anything that the critics who think it was written later say as
being necessarily false, because they are certainly right in saying
the book of Daniel contains a remarkable picture of the history of
those four centuries. But the interesting thing is that in order to
hol9 their theory they have to at a number of points say, he was
quite mistaken about the history! And that is quite interesting, and
I think a rather weak point in their whole theory. We will notice
certain points of that type as we come to them.

I want to say a few words specificalty about the purpose
of this Course. The purpose of this course is definitely not to
find proof texts for views already adopted. There is great value
in someone who has a complete idea of what he believes the Bible
teaches about the future writing on the book of Daniel to show
how it fits in with those ideas. And in order to give evidence from
the book of Daniel of particular points of his viewpoint. But the
unfortunate thing is that most Christian teachers are equally dog
matic about those matters that are absolutely clear and definite
in Scripture and about those matters that are highly speculative,
as to interpretation. That is one thing we particularly try to do
here at Biblical is to inculcate an attitude of saying, This is clear
in Scripture, we stand upon it. But here is something which may be
interpreted in two different ways. We think this is the more likely
but tic do not stand on it as positively as we do on those things that
are absolutely clear and definite in the meaning of Scripture. So
our purpose in this particular course is not to come to the book of
Daniel with an already adopted idea of the future. We are coming to
it cimply to find what is there, and to see what is taught in this
particular book without importing into it any more than we can possi
bly help of ideas from other sources.
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Secondly, it is not our purpose to determine the detailed course
of events3 still future. n order to know what the Bible teaches about
events that have not yet occured in our day andx are still future,
it isnecessary to compare all those parts of Scripture that deal with
this matter. That is a big study. There are certian things that
stand out absolutely clearly in it. There are other matters on
which equally intelligent Christians can differ. That is not our
purpose in this course. .Je are anxious to find how much there is
in the book of Daniel that predicts things that have not yet happened,
We are anxious to see what there is that we can say definitely has
not yet occurred. since Daniel is part of God's Word it definitely
will occu~.

and what we can say with absolute positiveness from
Daniel alone as to how it will occur, o you see we have a rather
restricted purpose in this particular course.

Our purpose is not so much specific results (though we will et
a good many of them) as sound methods of Bible study. I am anxious
that you get the definite ideas that are clearly taught in the
prophecies of the book of Daniel. But I am even more interested that
you get a correct understanding of correct methods of approachinq
these prophecies in order that you see what is definite and clear
and that you see what there is on which differences of opinion can
he had. It is so common in study the Bible to take a passage and
to say, Well now this could be this way, it could be that way, it
looks to me it is a little more probable that it is this way. And
then a little further on we say, We have already proved that this is
taught thoret And we find a verse that seems to contradict it and
we say, It could not contradict it so we have to interpret it in such
away as to fit it in. I believe it is important that we find what is
cidar in any part of Scripture. Then to explain the matters that are
less clear in relation to the clear. Instead of taking certain con
clusions on perhaps fair, but not absolute evidence and then twistnq
other thinqs in line with it.

So method is my greatest purpose in this course, but I am sur
we will get a good many results that are very much worth while.

rourth, in this course I desire to look at the book by itself
bringing in elsewhere from Scripture only what is absolutely clear.
That statement is not strong enough. I don't mean that anythino you
find elsewhere n Scripture that is absolutely clear we are .rea:v
to bring in to this particular course. I mean that there are a few
great definite Scriptural truths of which any Christian mu5t agree
that they are taught in the Bible. Aside from those we are 'oing to
sin-Ply look at Daniel and see what we find there. There are just a
few points by which we will bring matters that are clearly taught
elsewhere in the Scripture.

C. The Importance of the historical background (which I barely
mention at this point). You cannot interpret Daniel in any proper
way without bringing in the facts of ancient history. Of course, some
of those facts are not well-known. As a matter of fact, in any history
many of the facts are not wellknown. If you were to write a history of

everything that will happen in the world between now and 10:30 in
these next 5 minutes, if you were to write such a history, the books
that it would take would more than fill this room. Because every
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every individual in the world for these five minutes, has certain
ideas, certain thoughts, certain relations to other individuals.
There probably are people being born in some countries of the world
today that nobody knows anything about except their own familiea
and who will, 40 yrs. from now if the Lord tarries, will be known
throughout the world as important historical figures. But most of
the people in the world pay no attention to thorn until the time
when they become prominent. Yet with a true understanding of history
their early life is tremendously important.

History probably would include everything that IkaKs
happens and what we know of history includes only whatpeople thought
was important enough to write down. Of course in these days we
write down an awful lot more than they used to. But even so there
are a great manythings of importance that are not written down today.
When it comes to ancient history, a great deal of what is. known
rests upon what has happeèd to be pre-served. Agreat deal that' is
of tremendous importance has not been preserved. There are certain
facts in history that are pretty well established and there are a
great many matters about which comparatively little is known. But
the principal facts of the political istory of the Near east in
ancient times enter very definitely into the prophecies of Daniel.
I'm not going to try to take 2 or 3 days to go over these events
and to have you have a clear understanding of them. I am going to
touch upon them as we come to them, and anything I say in relation
to themi if you have questions, you can look them up in any good
encyclopedia or any good ancient history. I believe that most of
what we will Met deal with in the historical background you will
findin almost any book on the subject..- matters that are obscure or
uncertain.

Yet the strang thing is that practically every commentary
I have seen on the book of Daniel makes statements that are contrary
to all that is known on the particular points of ancient history.
It just looks to me as if the writers of these commentaries simply
have taken the statement that Daniel must mean so and so and then
said that's the way the history was without looking into what has
been preserved in history to see what actually did happen. There
are 2 ór--ioshre: X w tremendmisiy surprised to find that
is a factand we will look at that (those) as we go on.

D.-1-see we have already did cover the attitude toward
the critical views. We are not here trying to answer the critical
views We are not going into those details. But it is important we
knoi its central features which I have already mentioned to you.
It will enter intO our interpretation at a number of points to see
how the critics have interpreted it. There are some places where
their interpretation is absolutely right. We can agree with it
thoroughly. There are other points at which their interpretation
is absolutely wrong. We will look into those but that is not our
main feature.

I have reminded myself at this point to make a remark about
questions. In a class or this size, general discussion would be quite
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impossible. We cannot have general discussion of matters that come
before us in this subject. But anyone who speaks makes little slips
of the tongue occasionally. I have found on many occasions when I
was speaking about something in the book of Micah I said Axnos. I
don't know why I do, but that particular, rather foolish error, I have
made repeatedly. There are little slips like that that any speaker
is bound to make. So If I make a statement that is palpably absurd
--usually I catch it and correct it-- but if I don't, please raise
your hand so that I will not mislead anybody, by such a statement.

The material that I present, I want to make clear enough so
that everyone understands what I am giving. If a point I make is
not clear, if you don't understand what I am trying to say, then
raise your hand, because I want to be sure that what I said is clear

If you have questions as to the validity of points I make,
if you have an idea that another interpretation is better, if you
have certain matters you would like to have gone into more thoroughly
than I do, I think it would be well in a class of this size for you
to write out such a question and give it to me. I will be happy to
have such questions. If the question is one of general interest,
or if I have not mane the evidence clears enough on some point, or
if I have spoken more posit vely then the evidence warranted, I
will mention it at the next meeting of class. On the other hand
if it is apoirit which does not seem to me to be of general interest
to the class I will try to see you personally or write you a note.

So I would encourage you to give me questions in written
form about any difference of opinion, any other view, any natter
you think would be worth going into further. Anything I don't make
clear I wish you would immediately ask me about it. Because I want
tobe sure everything is made clear.

Another point: there will be assignments. These will, be
written. Since the class Is only one hour credit course, I do not
expect anyone who is taking this as an undergraduate course to
spend more than 2 hours on any assignment I would say an hour and
a half would be quite ample. If you find it taking more than that
you may have misunderstood the assignment. I do not expect you to
spend more than l hoursgx, that is aside from graduates, and I
would be pleased if you would take 2C mm. or hr. reviewing what
we have had in class so you have it well in mind. That would leave
only an hour or a little more to handle the assignment It is a
little hard to plan just how long an assignment should take. Every
now and then I find someone spends 6 hours on an assignment If
you are interested enough in the subject to do that, fine. But
donot think that is what I am expecting or asking you to . But
except when we have tests-- we'll have a test, a half-hour test
in the middle of the semester and then a final exam at the end.
Except for the_Qs when we have a test I'll I will aiway
give you an assignment. But I don't always know just how much ground
we are going to get over, though sometimes--- The assignments
vary a little depending on how far we arc and then I'm apt to for
get giving one. It is my intention always to stop at 10 mm. of the
next hour. If we roach say 12 mm & I give no indication of stopthg
I wish you would raise your hand because I wane to ç:tve the assignment.
for the next time. The assignment should be written out and turned
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in to Mrs* Rebecca at the office for me. by Friday.-noon, so that I
will have a chance to look them over prio to our class, So I would41
appreciate it if you would get your assignments always by the next
Friday noon. That is partly because of the nature of the assignments
The assignments i will give will not be assignments to test what
you know or to find out how well you can do something. They will
be assignments in order to prepare you for our discussion in class,
It will be an assignment for you to look into7 the book of Daniel
yourself and to make certain observations or reach certain con
clusions.

There may be occasions when the assignment will involve
exzicnlnab$. on of comentaries. There are quite a number of them on
reserve in the library. But in most cases they will not. I prefer
you not look at a. commentary or even at the notes in any particular
Bible as you begin an assignment* ,l want them to show what you
yourself ge from a particular Setln of the book ssigned. Please
at 12 men. of the hour if I have not given an assignment raise your
hand otherwise I shall have to put in on the board, Sven them I
want it in for sure by the next Friday.

II Predictions in Daniel 2 (the first great assignment in
the book of Daniel)* I mentioned that the predictions in Daniel
after the first six chapters are comparatively little known in
Christian world. That is unfortunate because there are some very
wonderful predictions there and marvellous evidences of the truth
of God's Word. Very important but comparatively little known.

Dan. 2 is probably one of the 19 or 20 best known ohs, in
the OT. 5.5. lessons nearly always in the course of teaching the
OT include Dan. 2. In Dan. 2 the setting of the prophecy is not
our present interest but there are one or two points I would like
to have clear. Most of you are familiar with events in oh. 2, It
starts just like ch. 1, in the third year in the rign of.Jehoiaklm
king of Judah came Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon (it starts with
a date like oh, 3. ones,) Then oh, 2 starts And in x the second
year of the reign of Hebuchadnessar Nobucchadnezar dreamed dreams
....and his sleep brake from him.

It is very evident that that is a point at which a oh.
division should be made. We know that the oh, divisions are not
in the original, They were put in c. the 13th century A.D. Accord
ing to the general idea they were put in by an English Archbishop
in his Latin Bible, It is generally thought he put many of them in
as he rode on horseback making his pastoral calls, Some people say
when the horse sumbled he he may have mistaken the place where
he put in a chapter division. I remember Cambel Morgan the famous
English expositor say that in 9 cases out of 10 the ch. divisions
are in the wrong place. I helLeve that is quite extreme. I would
sayit is the other way around There are a great many places where
if you are going to have a oh, division it is in the right place.
There are many cases where there is just no division in thought
at all,. I do not recommend a new revision of the ch. divisions,
because they are. very convenient in order to find the place. So
even tho they are erroneous I would stick to them, just as the
electricity,'.in t we still call po3itIve what is really negative
and we call negative 'what is really positive because when the



Lecture # 3. page R 9 9/ll/7

when the nmes were given we did not know what the facs were
about the direction in which the electrons moved, end therefore
the names were wrong. It could -- would cause tremendous confusion
to change them today so we just stick to the old names. The same
is true here. These divisions were taken from the Latin Bible and
put into the Heb. Bible When they were put into it there are a
few cases(rnaybe one in twenty) where they preferred to make a
change and and make it at a different place. So occasionally the
Hebrew Bible has a different ch. d.Iiision than the rglish Bible,
Not more than about one in twenty. We follow the divisions from
the Latin which were put in there in the 13th century, A.D.

The verse divisions are much older than the ch. divisions.
But they also were put in quite a time after the Bible was originally
writt, and 10 some cases they are very strange.-, e have cases
where two or three lo-n-, were included In one verse, and
we have cases where one sentence is divided into two or three
verses They are strange but very convenient for finding places.

The setting here is that Nebuchadnezzar called in his
wise ;:1Cfl v.2. He called In the maqciai the astronomers, the
sorcerers and the chaldeans to shew the kinos dreams. And they
came. "Then spoke the Chaldeans to the king in Syriac." It could
have said Aramaic which s the word we used today for the language
in which they spoke. And from there on it simply changes ¬
Aramaic from that point on.

They said, Tell thy servants the dream and we- will show
the Interpretation. The king said to the Chaldeans, The thing Is
gone from me, Ifyou will not make known to rie the dream with the
interpretation you shall be cut in pieces, hey said, Nobody can
do such a thing; you tell us the dream and we'll tell you what
it means.

The impression that that makes is that this men was a
very arbitrary tyrant who asked people to do a ridiculous thing
to tell him what his dream weal How could you expect wise men
to tell you which dream? But I believe that is a misinterpretation.
I believe it because where it says "the thing is-gone ram m&
the word translated "thing" there can be a thing, a word, an idea;
it can mean a decree. It does not have to mean dream. A decree. And
when it says "it Is gone" It can mean "the command went out from
him." "I'te given this command; that's efIntte." 7-his Is possible
We find it again in v. 8--"The king answered and said, I know of
a certain that you would gain time because you see the thing is
gone from, me,"

In v. 8, the phrase "is gone" is a word that occurs no-
where else in the Bible. In recent yrs. scholars have core to the
conclusion this is a Persian word meaning "it is firm, positive,"
That's the way it's taken in most recent translations, The decree
is firm, is fixed; this is the regulation I've given. Now it's uo
to you to do iti It does not mean he has forgotten his dream.
After all if he'd forgotten his dream they couldmake up anything
they wanted to and tell him that was hisdream. I believe that what
happened was that Nebuchadnessar was in the hab$it of calling upon
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these so-called wise men and sang, I dreamt last night that a
big horse came in riding through the main square and there was
a man on it who called out certain words, and certain things
happened. Now tell me what it means. And anybody could make up
some idea as to what it meant and sometimes what they said would
work out, it would happen that way. Other times it didn't. The
king decided they were just pulling the wool over his eyes so
he decided, If they really can tell what the dream means they can
tell me what the dream was. I think he certainly still knew what
the dream was but he was wanting real proof that these men could
tell him what it meant, and they were not just making something up.

So he gave this command: You tell me, and he had decided
from past experience with their imaginings and pretending to know
more than they did that he wanted to be throughwlth the whole
bunch of them. So he gave command for all of them to be killed.

Daniel was considered a wise man and the command went out
to get Daniel and Daniel asked him to give him time to pray. He
prayed and God gave him the answer. Then we read how Daniel gold
told the king what his dream was. The of course knew that what he
told was correct therefore he was ready to believe what he said
it meant.

B. Nebuchadnezzar's Vision, vv.3l-35.
We all have dreams. The person who does not dream will not 1ve.
Dreaming is natural but for most of * us it is a very good thing
to forget what we dreamed. Usually it's a comhindtion of exper
iences we had before it combined in a somewhat unusual way. It
may have something to do with what we ate for supper last night!
Most dreams have no meaning. But God can reveal something by a
dream if he chooses. In thifl case God gave the king a specific dream
in order to show his people something of what was going to happen
in the future. So in this case this dream represents true events
of the future. The dream is divided into two parts.

1. We have a static picture first. The king saw a statue
made up of five parts: a head which was gold, breast and arms of
silver. How many arms did the statue have? We're safe in saying
there were two arms. And the breast(the upper half of the trunk).
It's belly and thighs were of bronze. Thighs is usually interpre
ted as meaning from the hips to the knees. I've seen pictures
that have shown the whole _______ as being the third part, but
that's not what this says. The third part includes the abdomen
and down to the knees. The belly and thighs were made of bronze.
Then the legs( which would be from the knees down) were of iron.
The feet were partly iron and partly clay. So the dream begins
with a static picture.

2. It continues with a dynamic series of events. This
series of events has three parts:

a. Origin of the stone. There is the stone cut without
hands. b. Effect on the statue. This stone hurls through the
air and hits the statue. The statue is entirely demolished.

C. Enlargement of stone. Then the stone grows until
it fills the whole world. Those are the parts of the vision.



/
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C. Now the Interpretation, vv. 745.

1. There we have first the meaning of the statue, and
2. The par-'%z of the statue.

This I would like for you to consider for next time.
Think of the possible interpretations of the dynamic series of
events. What do they mean? What does it mean the stone was cut
without hands? What suggestions would you make?

What does it mean that the statue was entirely demolished?

What do you think it means that the stone grew to fill
the whole earth?

I would like you to write out first what you think those
mean. Then if you have time and inclInation you could consult
any book you cared to and se what It sas. But if you do please
indicate what source you have gone to for- ideas. First I would
like to have what occurs to you. I don't want you to necessarily
give me the final answer. I want you to consider the different
possibilities and find what they are. Mention which of them seems
to you most likely.

(Question: to repeat the third question)

Under # 2 those three: what you find in xx.the picture
of the k ex xtxxk *xxx <t tatx dream or
the interpretation what you give related to any one of those
three.




Please turn that in by Friday noon.
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rhr were? th-r last tic? not on the list the office had
originally given re. I had them sit way in te hack last time,
but I thought I u'd give them better seats. Mr. Koontz takes
the roll fr th back according to the seats . . . Please take
tho seats listed in the back (on the bulletin board). . .

I got papr from most of you . . . The o.pers that are
turre jr I o not orinartly turn back,but anyone who at the
end o th semester would like to have your paper back please
givc note to that effect end I will see to It that they
get back tr u,

W were speakinri last time about ch. 2 the Vision in
ch. 2. There we noticed the setinn of the prophecy, and we
noticed tore Is no reason to think t had been just an arbi
t-y zictinn on hue dneztat's part. I think we are quite
justifIed in trin he had seen fooled by these so-called
wise rent :nd theeforc- h sold this decision is firm from me.
Wowch word only occurs in this ch. So the way it is guessed
at--"the word is tone out from me" could just as well mean
exactly th same thing: this is the word that I have qiven. In
fact that word "word" often is usec for a command. But the way
it is stated in KJV in two different vv, it could suggest that
he rant he had forgotten !t. I dontt believe there 1! any
necessity for takinr that he forgot it even if the word meant
it is gone out from me, the command. But it is quite generally
recognized the'. in at last one of these verses, the word is
a word w chons "firm".

Vow jest received a question whether that is so r both
th cse ut unfortunately I did not bring my Aramaic withme
th orning. I'll look that up later, but it is my .tpreson
it is in both of then.

de also began to look at tebuchadnezzar's dream. We noticed
was king from (505-562. His vision had two parts.

First there was a static picture: a standing image with three parts.
Th Then we noted it had a dynamic series of evants. I asked you to

look t these events for the assignment o; today. We will not
iediatly net to discussion of them, but I hope I can gt to
that before thc end of the k.ua hour.

C. Th. Int'rpretation vv.37-45
" The Veaning of the Statue. There it is important

have InmId that if God gave a parson a dream, and the dream
showed i statue in frnnt of him which was made up oc 5 dffor
ent kncs of ri1 that you would have no basis whatever to
make any guess as to what this meant. Some people hale suqqosted
that this statue war. the basis for the statue described in the
next ch. that nebuchadnezzar put up in the plain of Dur an'_`
told everyone to worship. That is purely a guess. We have no reaso
to say it relates to it. But you would have no ai;3 to have any
idea what this statue meant. That it meant a progression of evrits
from the head down to the feet, it might Just as wi1 ran a pro
gresion of events from the feet up to the heads Or it might mean
a situation that was present at that time, It might v tous
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of that time of various particular types of people, various lanQ
guaqes. It might represent something about planning or general
plans for the advancement of Nebuchadnezzar's kingdom. There would
be absolutely no way for knowing what the statue meant, except as
you have the interpretationgiven. When you have the interpretation
give to us, we can immediately begin, after we know it represents
a series of events, startg with the head and moving down to the
foot--then we could if we were inclined to make guesses as to what
each part meant. For instance, he said of Nebuchadnezzar: You are
this head of gold.

Does that mean that Nebuchadnezzar being the head has
better eyesight? than anybody else in his kingdom because the
statue had eyes of goldi Does it mean he had better experience
than anybody else in the kingdom? Does it mean he had a better
mind than any ruler who would ever come? Does it mean he could
hear better? There are all kinds of guesses you cothid=make about
the parts of the statue. But that would be purely guess work. We
have nreason to say it is divine teaching.

We move down a little further in the statue and we rind
the breast and arms are made of bronze. The Old English says "brass"
and that was unfortunate; It simply stands for copper or any alloy
of copper. It could mean brass which we think of as rather shiney
-- a not particularly strong thing, but the common alloy of copper
in ancient timeswas bronze which was very strong, was widely used
for weapons (Question?)

Student: breast and arms of silver?

Yes, we are not to the bronze, that will apply to the
next part. But the breast and arms were of silver. As you look
at the breast and arms you have three parts. You have two arms
arid I suppose the hands would be included. We can't say whether
the hands were included or whether the hands belonQ to the next
part down. What do the fingers mean? What does it mean that there
is a central body and two arms. Are there going to be three parts
to the next kingdom? There are all kinds of guesses we could make
but we have no basis for them unless we are specifically told some
thing about them in Scripture.

Then the third part which is of bronze (that you for
calling my attention to that) for bronze is a better translation
unless youwant to say copper -- brass is stronger than silver.
Perhaps silver is a little better conductor of electricity than
bronze. I don't think any of those facts tell us about the rean
ing of the statue.

We notice the third part includes the belly and thighs.
That would mean it would reach from about the middle of the trunk
down about kkø to the knees. Does that mean that the third king
dom a is going to be originally one and then. divided into two
parts? We have no basis in the account to lead us to think so.

Then we have the legs which are of iron. It is quite
generally thoueht the legs stand for the Roman. Empire. Some say
the fact there are two legs indicates the eastern and western
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parts of th,.:, Roman Empire. I don9t think wp have any warrant for thatarts
ay more than for the precious stateent. Particularly when we

realize the Roman empire lasted for four centuries, and was almost
ready for its downfall before its division into two parts occurred.
So I want to warn against that sort o rending into, it additional
meanings above what is sqi;eted i th text.

ow we may as we find other parallels somewhere have a right
to look back and say, ere is something that fits with something in
history or that fits with somethin ir a &t J.,~Itar But ton,
particularly anxious that we look at it from the viewpoint, "What do
we have in this chapter? e think of Nebuchadnezzar and of Daniel,
and what would they find there? Wm y finr points sugeested that re
clarified later on in Daniel. In such a case If you note a oartlcular
thing like that you may make a note of ther and bring them to my
attention later. Make a note of anythinc that occurs to you where
you think o something 1ter in th B:.hle throws light or something
here. But at this point we are interested in seeing what we have here
and what can be legitimately drawn from this without lonknq further
forward in the Scripture. We are justified, I think, at this oont
in looking at the future history to see how it fits with it.

The Five parts of the ta¬ue. het has specific mean-
ing and what is only a part of the pictured That I was just speaking
of.




What do the retals signify? We are told, s1 are 4-What
head of gold. Beyond that that the head of gold stands for ebuchad-
neazar, I don't think we have a right to say that the Babylonians
kingdom from this had more gold than any of the other kingdoms, or
that it was a more powerful kingdom. It is sip1y the first off the
metals. It does not say anything about difference in meaning
between the gold and the silver.

Silver next, then bronze, then the i:on. Of the iron we do
have evidence it has a specific meaning. It says iron is t strong
and breaks in pieces. Similarly thi3 ki dr, will be stro). So we
have four kingdoms here mentioned, of which the fourth one is to be
very strong. Of course the art of warfare. was gradually improved in
those years.

The Persians, for instance, were a'hle to make tremendous
conquests because of their ability in shooting arrows. Thv wotd
shoot great clouds of arrows add nothing could stand before them.
But then the Greeks came under Alexander the Great and they were
encases in heavey armour standinci close together with the strong
armour that could held back the arrows and keep them from injuring
them, and they had a step forward. The art of warfare steped for
ward, so we might say the Iron represebts a stronger force than
the previous ones. Beyond that e don't know, but we do know that
the iron stands for strength.

Then there is clay mixed wtth iron in the feet and toes
and the clay we are told more about. We'll look at that later.

D. The Five Parts of the Statue

I just referred to four kinqdoms, As it is stated here you
could not tell whether there were 4 kingdoms or 5 kingdoms.
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/' I have not noticed here anything that would indicate which. There
are five parts. The fourth and fifth have a similarity in that
one is entirely i iron, the other is partly LLon. Are they the
same kingdom, or are they two distinct kinqdoms? I don't think
you can decide that from ch. 2, unless somebody calls my attention
to some point I have not noticed yet. But I do think this point
can be definitely decided when we get to ch. 7. So for the present
I think we should say we do not know whether there are four kgdms,
or five. There are definitely five parts.

1. The starting point - Nebuchadnezzar, V. 36-39. We have
a remarkable series of statements that Daniel makes to Nebuchacmezzar
in 36-37. Daniel says, This is the interoretatiort: Thou 0 king
art a king of kings. The God of heaven as given thee a kingdom or
power strencith and glory. Ma wherever the children of men dwell.
The beasts of the field and fowls of the heaven has he given into
thine hand and has made thee ruler over them all." Does that mean
Nebuchadnezzar had a power none of us have to order the birds of
heave' !n which direction they are to fly? To change their migra
tory progress as we may choose? It sounds to me like flattery!
God has given the fowls of heaven into hishands and made him ruler
over them all. I sure the birds that fly over Babylon, that there
was very little Nebuchadnezzar could do about them unless they flew
rather low. The beasts of the field he could not possibly control.

"Thou art the head of gold." Are Daniel's words to Nebuchad
nezzar inerrant? I believe very definitely in the inerrancy of
Scrture that whatever God has given us in Scripture about any
subject we can stand upon and accept and believe it is true. But
I think you have to be very careful. When Daniel gives Nebuchad
nezzar the interpretation God has given Daniel we can accept every
thing he says as being absolutely true. But whenhe flatters Nebu
chadnezzar a little bit and begins to tell him what this means,
I question how far we should go in saying that is a true description
of Nebuchadnezzar's power. "Wherever the children o men dwell,"
Were there no Indians In the U.S. at that time? Were there no
civilizations in Mexico or in Peru at that time? Were there no
peoples in China at that time We have evidence there were great
many people in these areas, some of themlivingin rather high
civilizations and some of them never having heard of Nebuchad
nezzar. Probably. I say probably because there was commercial
traffic between Babylon and Egypt and China at this time.

But these introductory words, the statement that is part
of this Interpretation i "thou art this head of jold." The head
of gold stands for you, but the flattering words he gives to
Nebuchadnezzar, it is absolutely true that is whet Daniel said
to him. But whether Daniel's words represent exact truth would
be carrying inerrancy beyond what it means.

2. What is meant by this head of gold? Is this Nebuchad
nezzar? Is he this head of gold You can turn to these pieces of
paper I have given you here and you have a few facts here. I am
not given you these to memorize. There may be someof it you will
think important to remember. There are facts in it that are useful
in connection with today's lecture and with many subsequent lectures
during the course. Keep it and have it with you when youwant to refer
to it.







7



DanI Lecture 4 2 Set, l)7: 5

I mentioned the eo-Babylonian er Ire. There had been a qreat
power from abylc many centuries before ? huch nezzar which
wielded control over a very large area. Then that had been overceoe
by the Assyrians who followed the Babylonian culture very closely,
so closely that we can think of them as one civilization--Chin
Assvrians and the Babylonians. For some centuries Babylon was
subject to Assyria with its capitols first at Ashur and then at
N.nevah. During those centuries Babylon was constant? trynq to
gets its independence. But there was a close similarIty of culture
-- a ticht(7) and language between the two. Eventually the
Babylonians awxkk zxk gained their independence and
overthrew the Assyrian mp1re by forces of Nebuchadnezzar and of the
Medes, 614, Now whether I should have said of Nebuchaanezzar,
I'm not quite sure because in 604 B.C. Nehuchadnezar was a great
force. In 614 (the other date I've given here) It was probably his
father.

His athor h-d hn novernor of bvin and under
the Assyrians and he had revolted. Then a group of people came to
the east of them who were called the Medes who had a rather loose
confederacy of these different tribes, joined together with the
father of Nebuchadnezzar an in 614 they destroyed the old capitol
of Assyria at Asshur. Two years later they were able to conquer
NIeevh which had been Its eaito1 for some centuries and to
destroy it in 612. They destroyed it so completely that until 150
years ago no one knew where Nnvah had been. Cre of the r3t
cities of ancient times.

A large group of the Assyrians fought on after that, and it
was not until O4 when Nabopolassar' s r;, ebuchadn, was
leading the army- In fact a year after Nabopolassar died, that
Nebuchadnezzar and the edes together pu a corrDlete end to th
Assyrlan force. Some of the Assyrian territory was taken over by
the edes. But the greater art was taken over '-,y Nebu,-hadnezzar,

Nebuchadnezzar reigned from 60-562 s.C. He wes çuestonably
one of the great fighters of ancient times, one of the great rulers.
He deserves all the orominence he is given. "Thov 0 Nebuchadnezzar
art this head of gold."

But then it says (v.39), 'After thee shall arise another
kingdom, and another third kingdom of bronze which shall bear
rule over all the earth. The fourth kingdom shall be strong as
Iron. When :ehuchadnezzar died in 62 be was succeeded by his
son, Arnel-Marduk who reigned two years, but proved not to he
a very satisfactory ruler; be was assasinated and a jenera1
who had married a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar, Nergal-Sharazer
succoded him. e is sometnes shortened to Neriglissar. He
rules four years and is succeeded by his son who was very un
satisfactory arid was; soon removed. Then raboridus became king.
Does this mean the breast and arms represent Amel-Marduk who
reigned two years? Ad that the belly and thighs represent Nergal
Sherezer? Certainly neither Labashi-Marduk nor Nabonidus would
be worthy to re)resent as the great for,-,- of iron.

Lo when i says., ?ou !ehuch.7: ao the bead of gold,
and after you shall arise another kingdom, we must say this is
either 1un ahead--there is a gap there between Nebuchdneszar
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7' and the coming of this other kingdom some years later in 536, about
23 years later, or else when you say "thou art this head of gold"
it represents rot simply rileuchadrtzzar but the empire of which he
is the temporary head. So as between those two, I incline to think
that the second Is more likely tMxterM1*x interpretation. That
this does not represent Nebuchadnezzar alone, but represents the
eoBabylonian empire.

Put then again we get. a question. "."he Neo-Babylonian empire
altogether only lasted from 605 to 539. The Persian empire lasted
two centuric.s. The 'Hellenistic erpire lasted about two centuries.
The Roman empire last somewhere between four and six centuries.
When he says, "thou art this head of gold", does it mean just the
Neoabylonian kingdom, or is the entire peciod perhaps of this
Neo-Bahvlonlan imperial power? A period of perhaps nearly 1000 years
in which great power was weilded by the Baby1or.ans and Assyrians
and in the end by th Babylonians which werE: :io5ely related
people using the an l-&n UCV, tr sat tVPC 01 writrc a C10501y
related culture?

Those are three possibilities, and at this pt point we cannot
speak dogmatically* Persoaaily I incline very much to the third.
Now thiu word Kingdom is a word that Is not used very much today.
Sixty years ago we would speak of the kingdom of Spain, the kingdom
of Portugal, the kingdom of Greece, kingdom of Italy. We had many
kingdoms In the world. Today the word kingdom is little used. By
the word kLngdom are we referring specifically to the rule of one
man, or do we simply mean a nation's power? A strongpower? The
word kingdom isused in the passage at this point in a way that
what it really means is not what we meant by kingdom even 100
years ago What it means is more like what we meant by empire
then. The word empire never occurs in the Bible but I think it
comes closer to representing what is meant by these kingdoms.

This word empire originally meant a military command. The
Roman troops after a great battle would sometimes hail their
commander as mperator. The Commander, the manwho gave the command!
From this word Ernpcrator we derive our word Emperor. So it
deelapod from the great power of the Roman rulers and it has
been carried on since that time usually to mean someone who rules
much more than one nation. Thus the king of Germany during the
Middle Ages, If he had sufficient power, would go to Rome and
be crowned Emperor b. the pope and then he would matte call him
self imperor of the holy Roman Empire which was supposed to
embrace Germany, Italy and all the regions in tw
them. If he was a very powerful man he could come down several
times and keep Italy under his control, it was a difficult thing
to do and most of them did not succeed very well. But the Emperor
was considered a higher type of a king.

In modern times, I believe the term empire refers, like the
term kIngdom, not so much to a particular ruler as to a power.When
we speak of an empire we are apt to mean that more than one nation
is involved. That one nation exercises control over another nation,
or that one man exercises control over several na.ion.. That, I
feel is what most interpreters would feel, is meant by these various
kingdoms, In Daniel. That it is not used in the sense that we speak
of the kingdom of Portugal and kingdom of Spain, of Greece, of Italy.
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But it means an empire. It means a power like Nebuchadnezzar had
where a group of different nations were all under his control
and direction, an,:! that it could be extended to that * even if
your rule is not a one-man rule. You could have a senate oizax
or a group of leaders who controlled rather than an individual.

3. I there a prcress.on in themetals? Verse 39
After thee shall arise another kingdom inferior to you, and another
third king1o; of bronze th sh1i heir rule over all the earth
and another kingdom, a fourth strong as iron." This suggests the
fourth k1ngd going to he the strongest of 1l! So if there
is a progression, you'd think it would be a progression of
strength, rather than of wcakness. That would fit with history
because Nebuchadnezzar ruled over an area(see map). He conquered
Jerusln about half was' thouch hi reign. Once he made cam
paign down into Egypt, ut he a1estine and Syria. He held Meso
potari. Th Md.es wro not 'nder hs contrc . nor the Persiens
south of the Médes. He did not control Asia Minor. There was much
territory there he id ot control.

The Persians that followed him-- Cyrus first got control
over all the Medes, then he conquered Asia Minor, then he came
back and conquered Babylon taking over the region Nebuchadnezzar
had. Eventually his armies went clear to India conquering part
of India. So the empire that followed was three times as large an
area as Nebuchadnezzar's and at least twice as large in population.

Then when Alexander the Great came from Greece, this area
here had not been under the Persians at all. They conquered the whole
Persian empire so their area was much larger. But the area of
Europe here the Romans had added still more territory to it! So
if you are speaking of areas, these empires increase in size rather
than diminish in sizet

If you speak of population, they increase in size rather
than diminish in size. So some have said there is a decrease. The
second kingdom is inferior to you and there is another third king
dom which shall bear rule over all the earth, and the fourth king
dom. There must be a decrease! But there is no decrease in area,
or in population. The decrease must be that Nebuchadnezzar was an
absolute despot, and the next gets en weaker, and the next gets
weaker, etc. That idea has been advanced in recent years but there
is no basis for that because ehuchadnezzar was snot an absolute
despot even if it sounds so in his relations with them in this
chapter. Nebuchadnezzar was very much bound by th3 laws of Babylon.
In fact there has been found in Babylon a great monument put up
in the central square by Hammurabi, more than 1000 years before
Nebuchadnezzar, in which he shows a picture of the Sun-god giving
him the laws at the top and it tells all about the Sun-god giving
these laws and ordering him to put them up in the main square
so that any citizen can come and read them and know exactly what
his rights are.

Now today if you want to know what your rights are you
pay 100 dol'ars to your lawyer and try to find out, and your
lawyer may differ from you. But in Babylon Individuals had definite

rights--not near as much as individuals have in this country
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but they had definite rights. The power of the king, though vary
great was not a solute. In these various kingdoms there was some-
times more autocracy, sometimes less. You cannot show a progression
in that regard.

So l was pusseled by that statement "after thee shall arise
another kingdom inferior to thee", so I asked the question, Xe this
"inferior" a co 'Tact translation? I went to the A*máic end I w found
there the word ias arcah Ci which is Aramaic corresponding
to Hebrew at i meaning earth. 2t has an ending which means
"toward." The ' occurs only In this place in the Aramaic atbie.
Literally it means "toward the earth." I was told 30 years ago, by
the man who was then professor of Aramaic studies in chieago,that
he was making u a complete list of all the words in all the
Aramaic inscriptions that have been found, andin all the Aramaic
literature that has been preserved.

presant
so Tó 6¬h7Pt S1oIW AramatcIre an

him, Could you :ell me from this list whether there is any other
eaoe you could all my attention to where this word means 'inferior"
and e said, I now f k know Of o *ae where in context the word
means "inferior 'He said as far *a & list of all the Aramaic words
Isconcdrned, I orift know of any such thing here* So it may be
the.former prof ssor took''it'with him~when he retired, I dontt
know* '.4owever, said, it is perfectly obvious here'in Daniel that
it means "infer or,"

Le
' 0

.1 don't,[hink we can decide what a word means by saying It
is perfectly Oblousl The'word means "toward the earth#" The Persian
empire was not rifetior to the Babylonian k*vedgme kingdom; it was
superior In man regArds, If this means "toward the earth",, I think
he is sIrmpoply s of the place on the statue, "You are. the head
o gold; and afec you will be another kinqdom which is lower down
on the statue." And after it will be another kingdom of bronze. The
third kingdom wsn't speificallyof bronze. In fact, they were using
mostly iron wee ons at that time, but it was represented by bronze
on the statue.

So to take it that there Is progression or they are getting
weaker in so iids,
the translation of one word, and the. translation is not warranted,
It means lower down,on the statue. There are four kingdoms which
actually increase in strength and in size, rather than decrease.

4. The ?cond Third and Fourth Kingdoms.
Ihave al ready mentioned the fact of what they would seem

to be, cause In the sheet 2 gave you out, it explains Cyrus the
Persian conquer d the Medes. When he became king over the Per'sian.s
they were subje:t to some extent 'to this lose confederation of
Modes, and he n rried of the daughter of the Median king, and
eventually he declared his independence of theme Ho then fought
them; overcame them and put them under his control *nd led them
to conquer oth¬r nation* around and they came to the west-north.
of Babylon and sent up and eonqueted the whole of Asia Minor. After
they had conquered all that territOry, a territory much larger
than the area Nebuchadnezzar s4 had, then he turned southward and
went against Nebuchadnazzares kingdom, and in 539, twenty-three years
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aaftefter Iebuciadnezzar's &ath, he conquered Babylon, So we have this
sat._enecond kinqdomeyrus, the Persian. In 55) he became king. In
546 he c qu:ed Asia Minor, In 539 he conquered abylon. In 529
he died.

There quite a hit on this chart that rela to latr
cbs., not just t tM h. After him ca the He1lerit:(or Greek)
empire, and then the Roman Republic or apt

The critical theory. I've referred to it efore. we are not
in this course ry±n to prre th' authenticity of Daniel, W¬ accept
it as part of the Bible, as part of that upon which our Lore Jesus
put His seal as being authentic and genuine. ut, as rationed
last tict, Porphyry in the 3rd century A.D. advanced the theory
that the bcok of Daniel was not written in the ti of Nebuchad
nezzer but written in the- time of the He11enist.c erptr, at a
time of great ris1z, of th Jws. We'll iooc at this later 'n.

At that time somebody wrote this and described st hitry
as if .t wore predicted. You notice the difficulty innned!.ately they
have. The Hellenistic empire is the third of ths irot. Lo the
critics all Say, The man who wrote the book of Daniel thought there
was first the bylon1 empire, thort the Median ei, then the
Per--Ian, and now the (reek empire in his own day. Actually, as wn,
mentioned, Cyrus had the edes entirely under his control and they
formed part o. his army before he destroyed the f3abylonian en-ire.
So the critics say the writer was mistaken in?ds icea or the hztory
but on most thtngs it is so accurate that it ut be it was written
later! rather than earlier.

lnidntlly you remember the phrase occurs _`r 't;(ic~ book of
Csther: "the law of the Medes and Persians.' It cth.nee the two
as one owr. l Daniel S where it tells of the cqust of aby1on
it says, it shall be given to the Medes and Persians. So to say
Daniel bleve i a 'erate Median empi.e is centary to th
facts.

(Question: 1 misunderstoo sethLn. 'oa! tho an

differently?)

That was the view of the critics. . . babylon, then tha
of the Medes, then the Persian, and then th creeks.

But the Medes and the Persians are historically one empire.

S. The Fifth part of the Statee. *aekaza
1. Are there four kincdorns or five I don't thIs':k you

could tell from the book of Daniel. He says the fourth kthgdoi
wilive strong as iron. Whereas thou sawest the feet and toes
part of potter's clay and part of iron, the kingdom ahall be
divided." Does h rear by that the next kingdom, or the sarc~%

~~kIridom?Idon'tthinkyoucouldproveitfromthi.chatr,bi't
I think you f d conclusive evidence about it when you et on
a iite further, in the hook of Daniel*

2. The symbolic meaning of the Pottec' Clay (which,
of course mean weak or brittle). We think of clay as being
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V something like mud, something which could not possibly stand up.
The statue could not possibly stand up if it just had some mud in
the feet. It is quite obvious what he means is potter's clay: in
other words, it is clay which is dried in the sun or else baked
in a furnace and therefore becomes what we now call china, or
pottery. It is something which could stand up by itself and you
could put a fair amount of weight on it, but nothing like what you
could t put on iron.

So it means the feet had interspersed between tk them this
material which is brittle and easily broken; it is not akkzx strong
like the iron in this part.

3. Does the statement in v. 43 simply mean an unintegrated
mixture of people? What is the character of this last part? The
kingdom shall be divided, there is in It the strertgbh of the iron,
forasmuch as thou the iron mixed with mirey clay, and the toes
were part of iron and part of clay so the kingdoms shall be partly
strong and partly broken. Whereas thou sawest iron mixed with miery
clay they shall mingle themselves with the seed of men but they shall
not cleave one to another ever as iron is not mixed with clay.

Does that simply mean an unintegrated mixture of people, some.
thinglike the present nation of Israel where you have a large part of
the area with mostly Jews speaking Hebrew and then you have another
large section of people who are under their control ofpeoDle
who are mostly Arabs, a very different culture? Is that the sort of
picture that is described here?

It is like Switzerland today where you have about 60% speak
ing German, and maybe 25% speaking French. One day I walked from
the German section five miles across through the woods into the
French section and I could not a person in the first town I came
to who could even talk Germans So distinct is the line, yet they
are one nation. Does this mean an unintegrated mixture of people?
Does it mean something more than that? If that's all it means it
would fit the whole history of each of these empires. The Babylonia
had various peoples mixed together. They transported people away
from their homeato another section of the land, carried some s of
thepeople from that to aiother section, so the had these peoples
together and all looked to the Babylonian king for protection from
the other groups.

Does it simply mean an unintegrated mixture of people?If so,
it could fit the Babylonian empire; it could fit the Persian
empire which had so many different peoples in it that when Xerxes
sent his tremendous armies to conquer Greece they had maybe 40
different languages spoken by the soldiers. It was xxx very
difficult to organize them, to communicate. The Greeks with extra
good weather and various unusual circumstances were able to prevent
them from conquering. The Persian empire e was , the
Hellenistie had many dfferent troops in it. It Is not very well
ttttx*2* together, and certain not the Roman empire (2)
assimilated
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So the possibility remains that. v. 43 describes something
that is not obvious. xactlv what does v. 43 mean? -

We have noticed in this ch, we have a symbol. We have the
statue, and we have three dynamic occurrences: the stone that
breaks away from the mountain without human hands and hits the
statue utterly destroying it and the stone grows and. becomes a
whole nation. All of that is symbolic and strictly fiqurative.

But the interpretation is nearly all literal, in plain
langu&ge. You are th heed f gold. After you will come another
kingdom further down on the sat statue, a kingdom which will
ru1 over the whole earth. Then a third kiugdoi and then a fourth
kingdom. This symbol meant this fact.

For next time look at ch. 7. ku In ch. 7 you have a
vision and an interpretation. Note whether like ch. 2 it is a
vision given entirely in symbolic language, and then an interpre
tation in literal language, is it like that or are they mixed
together? Look at the vision in ch. 7 and I would think if you
would put down a reference to each verse that is describing
the vision or the interpretation. After it say whether it is
symbolic(figurative) or literal. Indicate which is the vision,
which the interpretation and what are figures of speech and what
are literal statements. Go through and indicate that for ch. 7.

To study ch. 7 thoroughly will be a long job. We'll have
to go into it as thoroughly as we can, but for this I just want
you to get a good general idea of this fact about ch. 7.
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The a ignnt had two art: look at Daniel 7 and see
which vv. are part of the vision, and which are part of thr n
terpret&ion. A!o, wic are. figurative and whch lt2ral.
Most of YOU did very well. There were two or three for whom I
expe¬ed ocxi papers o I came to the cor1c1uion they ie'
werenot listening at the end of the hour or that thy wore munh
more exees.'s than teouIt: they were, 'because they inip.y
gave me a comparrtson of ch. 2 and ch, 7 s tr, the conera u'
of events. it the $ gmnt at all. Thak wouli not, detract from
the mark but did not add anything to It because they dId not &a."11.
with the two th g; that ! asked for: which pcr f th. vsicr
are ficjurattve and which are literal.

I got the imoression that one or two ddnot clearly undor
stan. what y rat1 ryboi) " -. 2 we
a vision Mebuchadner had. Daniel describes the vision* In vv.
3.."35, an eiery th1g i that vizicx-t w figLrativ. A
symbol. If you heard that vision you could not h're known whet
much o Ic runt " Th-i arc symbols. Unless you had seen the sarae
figures used some other time, vo have no way to approach !.t.
Or un.ss you have an !e what it is suppose! to describe and
then you can make a comparrison. It is strictly figurative. Per-
hans 'trIct!" bit i-cc, stror, but mi;hty iItth.
The only thing I noticed that is at all literal is the statement
at th r.d "and fill th whole earth." Thateier it wa filled
the whole earth. That, of course, is a rather literal stateylicz~nt.
But t could loc par-k1-1 o the dream which he had,

Up to that there is a ttatut. AS we nctIe&ti there ar iany
things in the statue. We just know how man', there were. We
don't knei hew, nary firqer were visible, e have no reason to

think the two arms and chest had a specific reference to a second
kingdo or y¬hrç of tht k* kInd. We have no definite evidence
as to specific meaning of the first three metals. We are tol
th fourth one indicate strenqth. There are- -iany
are just figures and maybe just part of the qenerel picture.

As to Which parts have a meanIr nd whet they have
no basis whatev'r to go r unles: we had the interpretation.

(Ouestiori: . . . . Is it the whole earth that we know, or
the whole earth that they know?)

Of course this was just a dream. In the dream did he ee a
olohe )i he se the zton flowina around and. co rI.; the

whole globe? Or did he see the stone enlarge so as to cover every
thin(, he could Sets We don't know. When w get to the interpretation
we have a literal interpretation, and there we have to sk the
question yc just raised. What does the interpretation mea' in that
regard? That Is a question I don't want to take time with here now.
It's the sort of question I' rather have you give ii-:: In
writ-In-andI'll see whether it fits in with the course of our discussion
or whether I Should discuss it with your personally. I wich you
would give it to me in writing.

That is all figurative, all symbol. The interpretation is all
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separate by a xuzzle verse from the vision. The two are completely
separate and distinct, in Daniel 2 When you come to the inter
pretation in Daniel 2, the interpretation i all, I hei1wo,
literal, It contains an occasional repetition. Whereas you saw
this, this means this. The full meaning rmav not h pressed (-xp1ained)
-- you can infer sornethings sometimes. Except for repetition it
is ntire1y literal.

Jbert you cor Lo ch, 7 the situation is very different. So
different that I have made a list I think it would be interesting
for you tolook at. (Passthese out please). This Is on the lower
part of the page. 1 have mentpned that in ch. 7 the vision runs
from vv.2-14. That vtion is f.jurative except for r the last
verse of it which would seem to be definitely literal. The rest
is clearly figurative. I said with the possible exception of
xxx much of vv .9, 10 arid 13. There are certain questions in those
three vv. as to what is literal and what figurative.

As I y there the vision in ch. 7 runs fro vv.2-14. That
is quite obvious. It is all figurative except the last verse(v.14)
"There was given him dominion, and glory and a kingdom that all
people, nations, and languages should serve him. His dominion
is an everlasting dominion which shall not pass away . . .
That is a pretty literal statement.

How did he see that In the vision? Perhaps a voice said
it, and he heard it. It is a quite literal statement. But the
rest of the vision is figurative, except that in vv. 9, 10,
and 13 there are certain statements on which we might have a
question. We will look at there later in detail.

In ch. 7 the interpretation that is given is a part of
the vision. Notice I said, Interpretation still invision. The
wholething was a vision, but in the vision we read that Daniel
came near to one of those who stood by and asked him the truth
of all this and he told me making known the interpretation. Then
we have an interpretation given which is only three vv. These
three vv. are literal, with the possible exception of the phrase
at the end of v.r7. Then the strange thing is that after he's

vry.bf.beengIver this inLrpretation which quickly s-urnarIes
the whole thinq, th.r in i. 1? we find Daniel xpressos hIs desIre
for more information and he repeats part of the vision. As he
rkxakxtxkkx repeats part of the vision he gives a little
more detail than before.

So we have a further description of a part of the vision
in vv. 19-22. Vv.19-20 are clearly figurative. Vv.21-22 are mostly
literal. Then in answer to this further question which gave us
further repetion in part of what he's seen already, then we have
interpretation from vv. 23-28. It's interesting to see how differ
ent it is from the very simple interpretation we have in eh. 2.

That would be the assignment for today. We qo back now to
ch. 2. We were looking at

. The Fifth Part of the Statue. I think I gave you il 2
un:er E, Not' the symbolic meaning of potter's clay(woak or
brittle).
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3. Does the Statement in v. 43 simply mean an unintegra&d
iiixture of peoples?

a. If so, it will fit the whole history of each of these
empires. The Babylonians not only conquered many nations but they
mixed them together and carried people out from, one section to
another and from that to a third, ¬to. they were ell mixed.
The statement of v. 43 about the feet beingmixed with Iron and
clay . . . they shall mingle themselves with the send of men
but they shall not cl3avc one toi another. The mixture of iron
and clay is clearly a steteent -,"-t _A But vc-1-sc,
seems to go beyond tht.

The most simple suggestion is that it is an urintegrated
mixture of peoples. Eut i- i so t wou1. it the hab'lion
empire; it would fit the Persian eipir which corquere many
kingdoms and mixed them together to somz extent. It would fit
the Hellenistic empire. which conquered t whole Persian empire

7 ã'tih 'Itè
group of Greeks or eceonians controlling the whole.

It would certailv fit the Roman enoire. So it does not
seem to be anything d'ztinctive. All it means is an untrathz'
mixture o peoples, ecpt that perhaps ne mixture became
greater between 4j) an,,. 600 A,D.than before. At that tim
Germanic tribes were marching back and forth across the Roman
empire totally destroyin and cettlinq down here an,.,




thcr..
But there had been Genanic peoples enterine
the R xaizez Roman empire in the prvious six cerros

entering in small groups and being assimilated, So it ht
fit that period a little better but it miht fit any d.

h. The possibility remains that -v-. 4-3 points tc
that is not obvious. (eadInq KJV of v. 43). Some have tried to
inakeout that it sho irter:riagu in rul:.ny famii.tei. :si?;
there was that in all te kingdoms, So that would not b e
distinctive feature. There was thut Ia :iuc thout cr riod.
It's a peculiar staterent. It ay simply ioan an untertud
mixture of people that became more twen 40 end
600 than ever eore.

Or it may include some element that. is not clear. If
any of you have any oo suggestns a to what it- it h
I wish you would write them out and give trem to me. I confess
that at present I'm c.ot sure that it does represent s"ieth!ng
more than that, but the pecuiiar languaçe suggests that to me
very strongly. Whet it is I do not know.

4. The Marked imilarity of this (the 5th part) of
the feet and toes wtxttc to the condition of the Roman empire
between A.D. 400 and 600 should be noted. At that time ';ou had
the western half -oil the homan empire beint crossed by various
barbarian tribes, conquering, pillaging, destroyintj, settiin
down for a period at one time and moving to another. You have a
condition of intermixture of peoples far greater than ever before.
You have weakness along with strength. You have the violence of t.

gonquering tribes. You have a certain amount of str"en:jth remaining
in the Roman empire, but not much.
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What you did hive came from some of these Germanic tr.bes who

gave what real strength there was to the Roaan enpire during this
*ma time, but its name and its reputation carried a great deal

of weight. It' a period of great intermingling of people. There
is a marked sinilarity of those two centuries to that description.

5. erae 34 says the atone strikes the statue upon its
feet of iron and clay.

In symbolic picture ther are apt to be. many elements
that are just. part of the picture and do not convey a meaning like
the two arms

just. art
possibly the ten fingers. We don't know whether

the fingers were shown or not or whether Nebuchadnezzar noticed
them or not. We dont know whether the arms were longer than usual
or shorter than usual " There were the norm fatresthat a
statue 'would have so that to know which rq-aig you need

Unless you have something pictured that is very
very unaw unuEuai. Like you have
bLcm& &pifi iniing, but the fact that
you have ferent metal certainly is an unusual thing which has

. .

Tt'
c n$ro a amptreqthe

'7 it upon
its feet of Iron and clay. Since the statue represents a pro
gression'of Ly, sy: the:stonestrikea
the statue on the feet of. iron and clay that sugqestu very strongly

tePtting of the statue by the stonevat',- -1 IT
and dernolishe it, is something that would take place ii the fifth

;Ln That
would seem to me to be quite obvious.

But there are thoso who do not like that idea at i11. I...noticed
st"ii Tnade: The striking of the

feet is symbolical and does not necessarily have any particular
referth ''YTh.igB.J truek on tflè feet
because such a blow will cause, it to totter and,fSi?. where else

'nttr '.mce to
fall?"

That- -tht-
he waA1i;-`1+b`1f4i4 h




ftq in line
with it or explain away anything that does not fit with it, This
particular commentary I am not critisizing it greatly on this
account. It i a little worse than a tarIes In
this direction but not a great deal. ppz'oCh.itwIth
a-definite idea in mind and' they try to ft ztng"in k±tk
with their.ida or explain away what does not seem to fit* It is
specifically paId the stone striks the image upon its feet that
are of iron ane te toU where it struck? Uhy not
just say it struck the image and destooyed it There would seem
likely to be ome reason for waying where it struck, but more than
that hitting .t on the feet Is a very unusual and strange thing!
If one of you were standing here and if for some teas-on I wanted
to demolish yu, I can't imagine I'd pick up a stone and try to
hit you upon he. feet! I'think that would he the last place I
would think aiming it. if there wa a 'statue here' l wanted to
knock ever, I might hit it in the head, in the chest, perhaps even
In the legs bit I can't ithe Z sold try to lit It in the feet
to try to knk it over!







/
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It is so obviously something that is unusual, something that
is strange-- it is so specifically named here-- that it is
ludicrous when a commentator tries to get rid of it by a statement
like this! An absurd statement! Where else would you hit it!? Well
anywhere except there, f you would hit it.

o we've noted that as a specific fact about the fifth part
of the statue. Verse 34 says that was where the stone strikes the
statue on its feet,

F. The Dynamic Series of events.
We have been looking at the parts of the statue. Now things

began to move. Let's look at the Biblical statements about these
events, Here I have reference to the sheet that I gave out. This
was the assignment for last week. You were to look at them and
see how the statements made relate to each of these three events
we have hôte5h2re.

he three events are the 1) origin of the stone 2 the effect
of the stone upon the statue, and 3) the enlargement,or growth of
the stone. I have taken the verses x U*ixai vv.34-3!5 and vv.
44-45 and taken the KJV of those verses and I have arranged them
to indicate which relate kk to those three events,

In the account of the events, you'll notice there is first
an introduction; "thou sawest unti." That connects it with what
precedes. Looking at the image then he sees the events as they
happen.

The first of these is them origin: a stone was cut without
hands. Then we have its effect upon the stone? it strikes the
image, and completely demolishes it. Ituses very strong language
to show how every part of the image gets all mixed together and
it is all carried off so that there is nothing left of it. Then
the growth of the stone.

In the interpretation, it begins with an introduction: "In
the days of these kings." Then, the origin is rather summarized:
thdd of henill se up a kingdom.t' It's not merely
the origin; it summarizes the whole thing. But it specifically
deals with the first and last parts. The God of heaven sets up
the kingdom, and the stone fills the whole earth is paralleled
by the fact that the kingdom he sets up will never be destroyed
and that kingdom will not be left toother people.

Then he goes on in v.44 to tell about the demolition of the
statue. 'He shall break to pieces and consume all these kingdoms."
We do not take that altogether literally. It does not mean that
the people of those kingdoms are all broken to pieces; it does
not mean the land is all broken to pieces, or the buildings are
all broken to pieces! It means that the characteristic features
of these kingdoms are all demolished. Everything represented by
the gold, the silver, the bronze, the iron and clay is demolished.
Everything that is typified by Nebuchadnezzar's empire and by
these other empires which rule over the earth, most of them in
defiance of God, most of them in utter disregard of his righteous
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laws. They were broken in pieces and consumed. And then we have
a reiteration of the fact "and it shall stand forever." Again
part of the last part.

Then we go back to origin again by simply repeating the
statements in the vision: "Forasmuch as thou sawwst that a stone
was cut out of the mountain withouthand . . ." And then a repe
tion of the destruction of the statue. And that it broke in
pieces the iron, the hron.e, th3 clay, the silver and the gold.
Then there is the final conclusion.

I have a to say a word about the first phrase In the inter
pretation. "In the days of these kings." YOU ask immediately,
What kings? You will find many commentators who tell you that
they are kings who are descrIbed in ch. 7. Well, it i& quite
unbelievable that Daniel in the time of Nebuchadnezzar speaking
of him would use a phrase that was referring to something that
was not revealed to him (Daniel) until 45 yarz later. 'W'c can use
a later revelation to throw further light on an earlier revelation,
but we cannot read it back into the earlier revelation.

My purpose in this course is not to find what Scripture
teaches about the future. My purpose is certainly not to give
you my interpretation of all these passages, My purpose is to
go through it with you, carefully seeing what is clear and
definite, and what there is on which perhaps we would not know
the answer- and would have to wait for further revelation from
God.




Here he says "in the days of these kIngs the only reasonable
/ interpretation would he he means the kings already mentioned. It
/ has mentioned, Nebuchadnezzar. It has mentioned the kingdoms that
( followed, The terms king and kingdom are sometimes interchanged.

They are used rather loosely. Instead of referring to the man or
referring to the whole kingdom over which he rules. In this case
waRtex the whole context would seem to require that when he says
"in the days of these kings" he means that within the time repre
sented by these four nations and the fifth, whether it be a part
of the fourth, or whether it he a separate kinadom. That's not
made clear in this ch., but it is made clear in oh. 7. In either
case it is in the days of the kings we are talkino about. There
are commentaries which say, Of course this is referring to the
ten toes." They represent 10 kings and in the days of the 10
kings represented by the 10 toes this is going to happen.

Methodologically that is reading too much into this state
ment. It is only 45 years later that anything is revealed about
the number 10 in connection with the fifth part of the vision.
So we are not warranted in reading that back. Now if the state
ment were made there were 10 toes, something to call attention
snecificallv to the too that perhaps might give a little
goound for such an interpretation that the 10 toes represent 10
kings. Unless you have the statement here, it is very hazzardous
to read something like that into a_- . You may find that
taught in ch. 7 but I don't believe we can read it back at this
point.
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So here we must see be wary of taking a view that has
/ been adopted and reading it into what *k is there, either by

saying the 10 toes, the number of which s not mentioned here
--there is nothing said about the toes having a specific meaning
anymore than the fingers, the eyes, the noes, or any other part
of the image, and to say that now has meaning. Or on the other
hand when it specifically says something unusual such as it strthck
the image upon its feet and to say, Where else could it strike
and knock it over. They are both reading into it: a previously
established system. Now we want not to read in anything, but to
read out ;hat we find there.

). The Origin of the stone. iw to the origin, all that
1.s said i on the sheet that I just gave you. We are told the
stone was cut witbout hands in Daniel's account of the vision.
Eut: inhis interpretation he says, Forasmuch as thou sawest
that the stone was cut out of the mountain without hands." It
oen not say the stone was a new creation. It does not say
sthinn came into existence that did not exist before. It does

±t was cut out." There is a new phase. There is a new form,
a nw representation in some way.

A stone was cut out of the mountain without hands. 1,4'o ca- Y1
very clearly draw from this the teaching that the origin of the
stone is entirely supernatural. It is not something that any
human being or human force produced.

The early church fathers felt that in this passage there was
a definite reference to the Virgin Birth. I'm not sure we can
be quite as certain as that. We must state it as a possibility
that the being cut out without hands refers to the supernatural
birth of the Lord Jesus Christ. Itis certainly a possibility but
one on which we should not speak dogmatically. ;t least not at
this poInt.

The second of the dynamic events is the effect on the statue.
The effect Is rather fully described in thepicture in vv.34-35,
and also in the end of the interpretatthon, v. 45 It breaks in
pieces all the different parts of the statue. It breaks it into
tiny pieces so that the wind carries t away and there is nothing
left of it. The completeness of the destruction issurely emphasized
here.




This certainly does not represent something that is going to
take place in certain sections of the world scattered here and
there. It is something that completely erradicates the previous
situation. The completeness of the destruction is stressed just
about as completely as anything cars be stressed. There is in this
an end to all that the statue symbolizes. All of human glory.
All of cleverhuman organization. All of human violenc. All of
human autocracy. All the things that are represented by the
different parts of the statue. It is not merely the fifth part
of the statue that is destroyed; they all are destroyed.

How could they all be destroyed when the Babylonian empire
can to an end many many centuries before this stone strikes the
image? Because the qualities of them are much the same throughout.
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There is a different nation, a different language, a differ
ent culture, but that wh! i hlied y cbuchadnezzar's
contcol and the actIvttiei of his ovornmert, i; found in the
Persian government also, and is found in the Hellenistic
govern-!rentand the Roman government. Different forms, varying amounts
of freedom on the part of individuals, varying at different times
within those qovarnrnents but there is always that hg govcn;int
autocracy control over the lives of people mixed with graft and
corruption and vIO1enr end clever human organizations arid clever
human p&ans which is characteristic of these empires. And we are
t;old that is all c ptel' den,lished, cocpletc1y destroyed by
the Stone.

So the completeness of the destruction is one thing that is
very reat1y stressed here.

4, The rowth of the Stone.
It is made definite that the stone which deiolizhed the image

cOm1ately, jrow. until its fills the whole earth. The picture seems
to be the picture of a rapid change. But it does not say the stone
grows at lightening speed until it fills the whole earth. It does
not say even that the stone cut out of the mountain comes with
lightening speed to hit the statue. neither of those statements is
made. So while it is absolutely clear that it fills all the earth
and that the statue and all it st nds for is comp1etey demolished
we have a question: Is the growth oradual or rapid? A question
which we cannot say is dogmatically answered in the picture*

Then there is another question. When does the growth of the
stone begin? Does the stone begin to enlarge and to fill the whole
earth only after the entire statue is demolished? Or is the growth
of the stone a thing that beqins at an earlier tine? That we cannot
be dogmatic about either from the picture or from the
Interpreta-tion,

G. Various Attempts at relatiw:j these dynamic events to history.
I have said that relate these dynamic events to history. I have not
said relating the whole prophecy to history, because the four kinq
doms are pretty clear. We have a long istory about which we know
many facts. We have many remarkable points fitting together between
the picture as shownhere and the events during a thousand years
after the time of Daniel.

So we are particularly InterestudM now in attempts to relate
dynamic events with history. First wen notice the view of the critics
chriattans " This is the view which was. published in the 2nd or
3rd cent. U.A.D. by Porphyry. A view which was attacked by Christ
tan writers in the next few centuries and which in the last two or
three centuries has been adopted by most of the so-called higher
critics and by men who would not wish to be called higher critics.
There are many commentaries on Daniel which adopt this view of
the critics.

According to this view the hook of Daniel was not written at
the time of Nebuchadnezzar. It was written about 400 yrs. later.
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According to this view it was written at the time when the Z5ZU
Syrian kings, from this Hellenistic empire, tried to put a complete
end to the Jewish religion. A great persecution wasz involved in
this and a group of Jews fled into the wilderness. There was
gathered together a band which attacked these various parts of the
Syrian control and eventually won complete freedom for Judea, a
freedom which lasted for about a century.

These leaders came to be called the Maccabees. This peoiod
we can speak of as the time of the Maccabees and accordthg to this
view which is held by all the critics and by some who would not
call themselves ctics, the book of Daniel was written by some
one of that period who made out to be prophecy what was really
his knowledge of history. And thus he showed as if it was predicted
400 years earlier the course of events up to his time. Then when
it gets to his time it goes on with prophecy and what it contains
is only wishful hopes. He believes.--, or at least he k* tries to
get the people bo believe that they were to be delivered from their
difficulties by God intervening and completely destroying this
wicked power that was trying to destroy them.

That is a view which it is surprising you will find some men
who are usually thought of as very earnest Christians presenting
this view in their commentaries. For instance, F. W. Farrar, the
author of the Life of Christ, which is highly regarded as he has
a commentary on Daniel in which he takes this view. The same is
true of Moses Stuart of Andover. Both of them have written some
fine Christian material but have taken this view regarding Daniel.
I personally don't see how they can because the NT -- Christ
definitely takes the attitude that the OT is entirely true and
reliable.

When you look at history that is a great difficulty with
this view. According to this view the time of the Maccabees has
to be the fourth kingdom. And according to history it is only
the third kingdom. As you have in on your sheet of the history
I have you all last week, Nebuchadnezzar's empire was succeeded
by the Persian empire which lasted for two centuries and that by
the Hellenistic empire. So wehave three empires. The Romans came
later--the fourth, and there are four empires in this picture. Either
ZgV.a fifth nor a second part of the fourth

So that is a very great difficulty with a view that imagines
a Median empire between the Babylonian and the Persian. The book
of Daniel specifically tells us that the kingdom of Nebuchadnezzar
was ylven to the Medes and Persians putting them together as one
empire. That is one view, the view of the critics.

second view which you will not find in any commentary as
far as I know i. the obvious view as it might be seen at A.D. 750
If the NT were left out of consideration. In A.D. 750 a person who
knew nothing about the NT could look at this picture in Daniel and
say, There's the Babylonian empire conquered by the Persian empire,
conquered by the Hellenistic empire, and then conquered by the Roman
empire. The Roman empire stood there for as long as the two ex
preceding ones put together. In fact, longer than the two preceding
ones--maybe as long as the other three. It was a great, powerful
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cmrlre until- -. 400 A.D! Rp_twec~n 400 and 600 A.D. you have aC
np~eriod when the Roman empire was largely broken into pieces.
And when these German tribes were goinq throuqh and seizing
this part and that part and the other part, and at 400 A.D.
let us say the probability is that 3/ of the people of the Roman
empire could read and write.

And by 500 A.D. Inthe western empire at least, I doubt if
one parson in thirty cnild read and write. Thre was =There was
a tremendous decline in every aspect of civilization during those
years between 400 and 600 A.D. Then at 600 there came a new force
into e the world. A force which its followeres believed wa a
supernatural force! Mohammed declared God had sent him. He declared
there is one God and Mohammed is his prophet. He. declared that
all people should turn and believe in one God and a1 after
preaching this for a number of years and qetting perhaps or 10
and being in danger fc: his life in Mecca. rinally he fled from
Mecca and went to Medina and there he started a new system,
staring to force people to adopt his view. And building Arab
tribes into enthusiasm for his teaehInqs and also for the plunder
they were getting. The armies marched out shortly after 600 A.D,
and in a very few years most of the eastern empire had heart con
quered. The new Persian orce that had developed had been com
pletely overcome. All of W. Africa had been overrun. Spain had
been taken and it look as if the 'hole iorld was going to fall
into their hands.

So here is what == something which its believers felt was
a supernatural thing, sorethIng which seemed about to completely
destroy the empires which prededed and which seemed about to
grow so as to fill the whole earth.

So voz. have the obvious view as it would appear to somebody
living at c. 750 A.. if the NT is left out of consideration. But
you have here a great "-lifflculty, just as you had with the critic's
view. The difficulty i that what appeared to be the case in 750
A.D., no longer appears o be the case today. There was this tre
mendous spread of Mohanmedanism which held the land of Israel
for c. 800 years, Jerusalem was in Moslem hands. It spread over
a large part of the world and looked as if the it was going to
conquer the world, but eventually it becro weak and today it
would have little hold on the world if it were not for the money
it receives from the oils Today it is comparatively weak force
in the world.

So here is something which might have appeared to he precisely
the fulfillment, but which did not work out. There are other in
terpretations I was hoping to get over today. We will not try to
get the conclusion as to the correctk Interpretation in ch. 2 but
will look forward to further evidence from other sections.

I will post the notices of the next assignment.
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When you are speaking ordinarily you will try to give
people the truth as you find it. Give Scriptural evidence
of what you believe is true. Only occasionally will you
try to teach people to :tudy the Bible for themselves. I
wish that was done more often than it is. But a greater part
of a Christian worker's task is passing on to others what he
personally believes. However, in his own words there are two
equally important tasks. One is passing on to others the
truth you have found in Scripture, but equally important
important is that you be constantly handling the Scripture
right so that you are learning more of what God wants you
to know from the Scripture. In this course our purpose s
related to that part of your work.

I think it is not the one that will take the greatest
part of your time, but I think it is really the most important.
Because it is very easy for us to jump to conclusions on things
that may not seem to make any difference at present, but as
new situations arise, we don't know what may come where our
hasty interpretation of Scripture can lead people astray.

So in Dan. 2 my purpose has not been to get all the truth
I cant for me from Dan. 2, but my purpose has been to find
what is clearly taught in Dan. 2, and to see what the points
are at which we cannot gather answers without looking elsewhere
for. further evidence. That is not ordinarily part of our present
task. Our present task is to see what Dan. 2 has.

In Dan. 2 we find there is a statue which has four principal
metals in it. The argument has been made that there are four
kingdoms here. But then we find that the feet and toes --1n
the feet and toes the Iron is mixed with clay. So the question
comes: Is this a fifth kingdom or is this another stage of the
fourth kingdom? From Dan. 2 you cannot decide that question.
From Dan. 2 either answer would be possible. And so the answer
as to whether there are four kingdoms or five kingdoms that
are typified by the statue, is one at which we have to look
at evidence further, and I believe we find evidence answering
that question later.

So for the present I am speaking of the statue as five
parts. We notice it speaks of "after you there will arise
another kingdom" and another third kingdom which shall bear
rule over all the earth, and the fourth kingdom shall be strong
as iron.

Then it says in v. 41, "Whateas thou sawest the feet and
toes part of clay and part of iron, these kingdoms shall be
divided.oes this mean the ffh_kingdom, or does it mean a
further stage in the fourth kingdom? It perhaps sounds a little
bit more like the latter than like the former. But we should
not come to conclusions on it in ch. 2. We should see whether
Daniel is given further light later on. You probably all noticed
that in connection with your assignment for today. So that's the
answer to that question whether there are 4 kingdoms or 5.



Daniel 10/1/78 page 2

As far as Dan. 2 is concerned, we cannot be dogmatic. But when
we come to Dan. 7 we may find evidence that will cive a definite
answer:,.

Tioth question related to symbols and this is very Im-
portant. buchdnczad ha d a drar which was a symbol. We
could not understand what it symbolized except as it was explained
to us. It might describes things rorn the bottDm up, it right
describe tnam from the top downi Or it might describe things that
will all hap3er1 at once in different carts of th'a worl. The. statue
had many parts to it. If every one of those parts had a meaning it
would have a tremendous amount of informatiOn contained in that
statue. If you don't have anything in the statue but what has a
meanina, it would be hard to r:cc:n1zo it at all as a statu.

So there have to be foaturas In any symo1 which are not
necessarily part of the meaning. If you say of a man, He was a
lion in the fight, you mean that he went out and chewed
up the enemy or he scratched him to pieces with his fingernailsi
You are taking the idea of a lion as being brave, pcwcriul, art'!
fearless, arid that is l1 you are taking from the symbol. Many
other things in the symholof the lion wou1 have little relevance.

So in any symbol there-are suite sure. to be elements present
that ure just part o the picture, and that do not necessarilyhave
a meaning. We do not find in this statue any particular meaning
for 4hc eyes,thenose, the ears. The second kingdom is represente d
by the breast and arms. We do not have any reason to think that the
Persian empire had one center and two other important but subsidiary
elements. It is just a part of the oicture

Now when we get to the feet and the toes we are tol how many
toes there are. Now if we were told that on the right foot it had
three toes and onthe left foot it had four toes, we could say, Why
on earth do they rrention such a peculiar thing? Surely there must
be a reason for it. But if it said that It had five tows on each
root, you'd tat say that wasjusta natural part of the picture.
In order to decide whether a part of the symbol has meaning,,, the
most important thing is, Is it explained in the Scripture? Scripture=
says, Thou art this head of gold. New we know the head stands either
for ebuohadnezzar himself or for something of which ebuchad
nezzar was an Important part. We know that because we are definitely
told that the head has a moaning. e are not told that the eyes
or earsor the noee (have ear.ir) or anything like that. We are

tc1f the f-et an! toes represent the fifth part of the picture of
the future t4at is given in the statue.

Th most Important way to tell if a thing has meaning is if
It is explicitly stated. There is nothing explicitly said about
the toes having meaning separate from the meanIng of th feet,
any cre then there Is about the ir.gers having a separate meaning
i distinct from the hands.

Another way to tell s If there is something, unusual, some
thing very strange, something that is not normally to be expected
in the attue. Thn we can say probably this has n specific meaning.
Well nc, ten toes does not have a specific meaning. Three on one
foot and four on the other would!
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So unless we have a Scriptural statement, we have no basis
on which to say the toes have a specific meaning. It may be that
later on we will find a parallel somewhere which will say that
the number 10 is important at this time. If we do, that is fine
to get that information, if that is additional information, not
information we can get from Daniel 2.

But there are some who carry that to an extent which in my
opinion is utterly indefensible when they say that in the days
of these kings God will set up a kingdom-- that the phrase "these
kings" refers to the 10 toes, which refer they say to 10 kings.
You may find later on there are 10 kings at this time. Butif such
a fact was revealed At 45 years later, it is not sensible to think
that 45 years earlier he would say "in the days of these kings"
refers to kings whose existence was not even known until later!
So that particular phrase"in the days of these kings" must mean
in the time covered ythewhole statue, in the time covered by

', all the kings represented by the statue. Somewhere in that time,
and not refer to the toes.

This is not near so important for the question as to the
toes, as it is to the whole question on the method of interpreta
tion. That is why I felt it was wise to take the time on it. I
appreciate very much having the qqestion given to me.

Let me repeat again, If I make a mistake-- likewhen I typed
out the assignment for next time, I said examine carefully Isaiah
7:13. Mr. Koontz pointed out to me that I said Isaiah and he
thought surely I meant Daniel, and I did. So when I make a slip
like that as everyone makes a mistake when they speak -- some
few more than I do, and many less than I do, but everyone makes
some foolish mistakes, so please call my attention to something
I say that is confusing and that does not make clear what I am
trying to say, please call my attention to it. But if you have
a question like these two excellent questions I have given the
answer to that might be worth a little time, I wish you would
write it out so that I might consider how much time I should
give it in class or whether I should speak to you personally
about it, or whether I know it might he something I know will
be covered within the next two lectures arid therefore we would
not need to go into it right at the present.

At out last time together we began speaking about

G. Various attempts at relating these dynamic events to history.
1. View of the critics -- which you will find in many 14ooks

written on Daniel, even by very godly hristians. We noticed that
this view considered the prophecies in the book of Daniel after
the time of the Maccabees are only wishful hopes. There may be
wishful hopes in Scripture. If there are we believe they will be
identified as such. We don't believe we can take a verse of Scrip
ture and merely say, This is the hope of the writer, unless the
context makes it quite clear that that is true.

2. The most obvious view as seen at A.D. k 750 -- how
very very similar the condition of the omari empire front 400-600
is to the description of the fifth part of the statue. Very similar.
The other four kingdoms coming one right after the other with no
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people, a kingdom which would not have an outward expression,
a kingdom which would not destroy all that the old statue repre
sented in Nebuchadnezzar's dream, and they asked him a question
like this after he was raised up fromth4 dead, I'm afraid he
would feel like I do after I had been teaching for sometire and
a person would ask me a question about something I had been
discussing for half and hour, and he would feel like saying,
What's the use?

He did not say, You are entirely wrong; the kingdom is never
going to be restored to Israel; it is not going to be anything like
the OT kingdom; this is a new regime purely in the hearts of people
and it will be spread through the word and until all recognize
me as their leader and all human society is changed by the progress
of the Gospel! But that's not what he said. He said, It is not
for you to know the time or the season which the Father has put
in His own power.

I think we ought to remember that that the Father has put it
in his own power, and it is not for us to know it. He repeatedly
said we should be ready in case lie comes right soon. If He should
come tomorrow we should be ready for Him. On the other hand, there
are not too many people saying we know He is coming in this gen
eration because he may come in this generation, but I am sure
St. Augustine as he lay on his bed-- deathbed and all civilization
seemed to be tottering around him, be would have been horror
stricken if anyone had said, The Lord won't come back for another
1500 years! Augustine would have said, What ax on earth are you
talking about; he certainly -- I don't think anybody can say he
might delay his return another 1000 years; we hope that he does
not.




He says, It is not for you to know the tfmes or the season
which the Father has put in His own power, but you shall receive
power t after that the Holy Spirit is come upon you and youa shall
topple all the kingdoms of the world and establish a kingdom of
the saints in which there will be righteousness and peace xaxyx
everywhere! But that's not what he said. He said, You shall
receive power after the Holy Spirit is come upon you, and you
shall be witnesses to me, both in Jerusalem and in Judea and
in Samaria and unto the uttermost parts of the earth. So the
work given them was to be witnesses; not necessarily a work of
conquest or of complete victory.

We find at the end of Matthew (24:14): This gospel of the
kingdom shall be preached in all the world for a witness to all
nations; then shall the end come. He does not say, This gospel
of the kingdom is going to conquer all the world and establish
the kingdom. He said it is going to be preached for a witness.
And at the end of Matthew he gave that Great Commission: god Go
ye therefore and teach all nations, baptizing them in the Name
of the Father, of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you, and
lo I am with you always even unto the end of the age. We are
commanded to witness, to teach, to spread the knowledge of Christ,
but we are not in these passages given any promse that the statue
will be toppled and the whole world taken over by the word that we
use ( by the work that we do).
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There are many references in the Gospels to the return
of Christ as an event that might occur soon. Many such
references. Particularly in Mat. 24 and 25 and parallel
passages, there are many cases where He says be ready for
you don't know when the San of Manwill come.

After Paul spent his whole life witnesses to Christ,
spreading His word, when he came to the end of his life in
the two last epistles he wrote, in Titus 2:11-13 he says
(quoting text . . .) He shows that at the end of his life,
Paul was looking for the return of Christ. There are many
statements that he thought it might come then. He was looking
for it, up to the end of his life. In 2 Tim. 4:8 (quoting
text . . . ) The Greek word "appearing" here is a word that
was regularly used when a king made a visit to one of his
dominions. It is looking for the coming of Christ very
definitely.

Now many of the early Christian writers quote the state
ment about the sone cut without hands and say this is a pre
diction of the virgin birth. Certain the virgin birth was a
supernatural event, an event that was made without hands. It
is a figurative expression, but the meaning would fit very
appropriately with the virgin birth. They quoted that as being
predtcted here. There is a problem, however, in taking it as
referring to the birgin birth. That is, that the virgin birth
occurs very early in the fourth kingdom. The Roman empire did
not begin its great period of decline until nearly 400 A.D.
and this was 400 years before tka* that when Christ was born.
That is a problem. The stone cut without handsxekMxautM
xatyxkaxex.* struck the image. The stone might concei
vably been cut without hands and struck the image later onts
But it does become a problem in considering that the virgin
birth is specifically predicted in this passage.

The disciples wont out and witnessed for many years and
as they witnessed groups of Christians came together in every
section, in every place. There was much persecution. Theee was
difficulty fromt the very beginning, right at the beginning of
the Christian church, Stephen was martyred and Paul was stoned.
There were great problems, but the Gospel spread as they witnessed
but in all these centuries that ax have passed, I doubt if
there has ever been a city that could be said to be 100%
Christian. I doubt if there has ever been a sizeable section
of the world in which you could say that Christ's Word was
entirely supreme there. There are certainly parts of the king
dome of Christ. We try to follow Him as King and Lord, but He
certainly did not conquer any substantially large section of
the world, or any small section completely.

However they had persecutions and God tempered these
persecutions. I think that's one thing we should remember.
Sometimes we get the impression that during the first 400
years there was just one terrible persecution after another
and the gospel can withsadd.any persecutions

Now in Japan in the 17th century, a bishop of the RC's
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went there and they established a very sizeable missionary work.
They had a great many converts, and then one of the Spanish
officers,if I an correctly informed, at a meeting of some of the
Japanese leaders became rather I guess and he talked
with them rather frankly, and he said, These friars are coming
in here and they are getting people to turn from their
Japanese religion and turn to Christianity and when we get the
nation all softened up we will, sir ply take it over. At any rate they
got that impression. There was a tremendous persecution, and RC
Christianity was pretty well wiped out.

Nestorian Christianity is much closer to our belief than
RC Christianity, but the Nestorians did a tremendous work in the
5th, 6th, and 7th centuries in which they spread the Gospel through
Asia Minor eastward across India, and there were great Christian
churches in China-- hundreds of them-- a tremendous Christian
population all through that part of Asia. The Mongul conquerers
turned strongly against it and persecuted it and wiped it out so
completely that the memory of it was completely forgotten in an area
where there had been thousands of Christiass.

So we cannot say that Christianity cannot be wiped out of
an area by persecution. I understand that there are many secret
believers in China today, but no public Christian propaganda or
meeting can be held, in that country which holds nearly 1/4 of
the world's population today.

But during the period of the Roman empire there were terrible
persecutions, but in between there were long periods in which there
was no persecution at all. Fifty years before the time of Constantine
a Roman emperor made an edict of toleration. During those 50 years
many church buildings were built-- fine buildings, and maybe 1/10,
maybe as much as 1/4 of the people of the Roman empire became
Christians. But then shortly before the Emperor Constantine died,
Diocletian began a great persecution-- the greatest the church had
ever gone through. Thousands were martyred. There was terrible per
secution, but the persecution did not destroy the church. Constantine
declared himself Christian. When he began-- became emperor, and put
a complete end to the persecution and many of the Christians at
this time-- 3C0 years after the 11 e of Christ felt that now the
time of universal rule of Christ had come. Constantine issued many
very fine edicts and improved conditions throughout the Roman empire
and gave tolerance to all religions but great favor to Christianity
and many Christians even ceased to think of the possibility of the
Lord coming back and thought now we have the kingdom of God on earth!

However, not very long afterward it became quite obvious
that many of the Christian rulers were not very different from
pagan rulers. Many of those were nominal Christians. These changes
occurred in the attitude of the early Christians. We will look
at them further under other heads.

4. Suggested fulfillment in the Papacy.
On the sheet Ihave out with facts and dates, I mentioned

the rise of the papacy and gave the dates. Canossa, 1077 A.D.
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That's 1000 years after the time of C nat. But by that
time there were bishops in Rome who declared that God had
established them to be supreme over all the earth, and that
every monarch was bound to obey them. One thing that made people
think that this claim was true was what happened at Canossa
in N. Italy when the German Emperor had been excomunicated
by the pope and all his people k turned against him. AS a
result he walked barefoot in penitent garb down through Germany
in winter, across the mountains into Italy and the Pope came
North to meet him.

I




At Northern Italy at the castle of Canossa he got there
when the pope was there and the rope made him stand shivering
and barefoot with comparatively little on, all day in the court
yard waiting to see him. Then they led him inside the castle
where he spent the night and they put him out in the courtyard
again and kept him out that way for 3 days before the Pope let
him come to him. Then he came, knelt before the rope and
promised to do everything he wanted.

The Pope then raised him up and prom sed to support him
as emperor and that is often referred to as evidence that the
Pope had gotten supreme control over the world m= the new
kingdom, the kingdom of GodL

But people forget that when Henry IV went back to Germany
he reniged on everything he had promised and he now gathered
an army and opposed the forces of the Pope and that Pope
actually had to flee and died in exile.

Pope Innocent III one hundred years later was able to
carry out over a longer period his power in various kingdoms
and ordered the kings in Europe to do this and that and to
stop doing this and that. He was the most powerful of all
the popes in his power over the various forces of Europe. But
no Pope since has anything like the political power that
Innocent III had 700 -- 750 years ago.

The power of the papacy was never complete. It, like the
power of Isairn to a large extent disappeared.

5. Social gospel.
This was a viewpoint which was widely presentedak just

a few eras years ago. In all our big churches that were hundreds
of churches in the U.S. at which 100 years ago the gospel was
presented with power and with absolute loyalty to the Word as
the ministers understood it. But 50 - 60 years ago had ministers
who felt that their work was to bring in the kingdom of God
by introducing social reformsof various types in the world.
One of their greatest enthusiasms was prohibition. When I was
a boy there was hardly a church wbere you did not hear two
or three sermons a year on prohibition, on how terrible liquor
is, and the terrible results that have come from it. Certainly
the results today are much worse than they were in those days
because our cars go so much faster than they did then. But
the movement of prohibition of alcoholic liquors, and of doing
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away with corruption in government, and of getting universal
peace was something that was going to bring in the kingdom of
God. This was the great social gospel, preached then and
advocated today by the NCC and WCC who give large sums of money
to revolutionary movements in many parts of the world thinking
that thereby they are going to bring in the kingdom of God.
We will not need to linger over that in this class. It certainly
does not fit the picture. It has no correspondence with the picture
in Daniel of the stone cut without hands hitting the isage and
completely demolishing it and growing until it fills the whole earth.

6, A view todayw which is quite q widespread and widespread
among many earnest Chritiaas is a view which considers that the
church is the stone. The church is actually the stone which is
going to grow until it fills the whole earth. This does not exactly
fit the picture. Yet we must not insist on the symbolism being
absolutely exact.

For instance the stone is cut without hands. The picture
naturally seems as if it is cut and stri&s the image right away.
But it might conceivably be cut out and thenk might hit 1000 years
later. That would not be really stretching the symbolism too far.

As we look at the picture it seems as if the stone hits
the statue on the feet and it immediately falls and breaks into
pieces. Then that little stone grows to fill the whole earth.
But it is not inconceivable that that might represent a situation
in which the little stone grew to quite an extent before it actually
knocked over the statue! That is to say, we must not insist on
too rigid adherence to precise similarity to the picture.
But the figure that through the preaching of the gospel people
are going to be converted sufficiently to make this world truly
a thoroughly Christian world in which most everybody is Christian
and in which Christian principles will rule in the government of
all our nations, is so far from the picture that it is pretty hard
to fit it with this picture. So we can safely say it does not
fit the picture.

I want to call your attention to four difficulties.
1. The time of origin. It is conceivable that the stone

cut without hands represents the eternal pre-existence of Christ
who existed from all eternity as the stone cut without hands.
Thatts conceivable. It is also conceivable that a feature of
Christ's power--the fact he was born of a virgin occurred quite
a time before the actual smiting of the statue. But if it is the
church that is going to destroy the statue then we certainly must
say the church began in the very early days of the Roman empire
and when it so explicitly says that it strikes the statue on its
feet that were of iron and clay, this is a pretty big change from
the picture Daniel describes. I think the time of origin is very
much against this idea.

2. The NT commands and promises which we looked at in the
views of early Christians. They were commanded tè witness. They
were told to look for the coming of Christ. They were not promsed
the victory. We used to have a great many hymns-- I have not heard
them so much recently-- like Jesus shall reign wherever the sun
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does his successive journies run. It's kingdom spread from shore
to shore till moon shall $ wax and wane no more." There were many
hymns which expressed the confidence that the whole world was to
be taken over by Christianity. We do not find the promise in
Scripture that through the preaching of the Gospel the whole world
will be convd,ted. We have the promise that menywill be won to
Chtist. It is the duty of true Christians to stand for what is good,
to oppose what is evil, to give all the help you can in a material
way to others, but the primary task is to witness to Christ.

So the commands and promises of Scripture do not fit with
this idea which was once very widespread and is now again being
pushed by some very earnest Christian people, is pushed very
strongly by. them.'

3. The Qualities of the Statue are still present.
One third of the world is held by regimes which absolutely

control the lives and thoughts of the people who are subject to it..
been reading an article which is in a magazine just recently

that says how wonderful i is that there is no terrorism at all
in three countries! China, Vietnam, and I forget what the other
country was! No terrorism. In China you get a good snowstorm at
l:00 p.m., and immediately everyone gets out and cleans the
streets. Immediately. In every block there is a ,,man who has charge
of watching every member of the block and noting exactly what their
thoughts are, what their viewpoint is, what their deeds and actions
are, You w can walk anywhere in China any hour of the day or night
with no danger of being violently attacked! That may be true, but
when you have everything ordered and supervised by governmental
power it is much more like the rule of Nebuchadnezzar than like
the rule of the saints.

Nebuchadnezzar could not have the kind of autocracy which
you can have today because they did not have the technological
means to have it, but under these various rulers there was a
totality an autocracy which you will find fully equaled in at least
a third of the world, and to some extent in many many other parts
of the world, today.

Certainly when you look at the number of our PA officials
who have been convicted of corruption. just within these last two
years, we've gone very far from this establishment of the Kingdom
of God on earth today. The qualities of the statue are still present.

4. Failure of hopes for the present establishment of the
kingdom of God.

A book was published within the last 5 yrs. called the
Puritan hope, in which the writer--a very earnest Christian-- tells
about ks the Puritans in England in 1600 A.D. disgusted with the
rule of King James and his successors, how they were determined to
establish a thoroughly Christian situation in England. Those Puritans
had an uprising, and got rid of the Stewarts, but after they did it
they had all kinds of difficulties to face and soon they had, all
kinds of difficulties to face and they divided into groups among
themselves with different ideas as to what they should do, and in
1660 the people voted the Stewarts back in and for the next 20 years
they -== it was impossible for a person, except for following
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prescribed forms and ceremonies to preach in England. The theatre
sunk to the lowest level of degeneracy it had ever seen in history
and the king's court was really a house of prostitution during the
next 30 years. England sunk to the lowest point in its history.

All those wonderful puritan hopes of estabishing the kingdom
of God utterly failed. the book points out how at the beginning of
that period some people who thought that could not be done in England
moved over to the barren rocky cold shores of America up in New
England. They established towns in which everyone was to follow the
Bible. The Bible was the supreme in everything. Every Sunday they
went to church and it was a two hour sermon in the morning and
another two hour sermon in the evening. They did their best to have
Christianity absolutely supreme in everything.

Some of their writings show how they d said here is the
country where Christianity is going to be absolutely supreme and
they were going to brng in thekingdom of God. Many fine things
were done by these Christian people, and we enjoy many of the
benefits of the fine things they did, but today you go to most parts
of New England and go to church after church and never find a mention
of the Gospel. In fact, even within 150 years after the Puritans
came their descendants had in the main departed so far from the
Gospel that you would hardly recognize their teaching as ChrtbtianL
Today it is far from one of the most Christian sections of the
country.




reat
There have been these '$E hopes of individuals, of groups,

of colonies, of all sorts of organizations that are g6ing to estab
list a present kingdom of God. But they never succeeded. There may
be considerable extension, considerable growth of the kingdom of
God, that is of the people who wish to follow Him and do His will
before the statue is destroyed. We don't say that all the
will necessarily come after the statue is destroyed. But certainly
we have no reason to expect the establishment of the kingdom of
Christ before He is here personally present, to establish it.

7. Second Advent of Christ is the Stone. Surely that seems
to fit the picture better. Whether the cutting of the stone without
hands refers to the originating of his having always been God, whether
it involves in itself the virgin birth, whether it refers to the
supernatural aspect of His coming to this earth, in either case it
fits right in with this idea. The destruction of all the people in
the world afkerxkkexxetxe1x¬kx*akx at the return of Christ would
seem to fit it far better than any of these other suggestions and
the stone will then arive and the kingdom of God will fill the
whole earth after He comes. It surely fits the picture best, but
there is one great difficulty. That is that the Roman empire
disappeared. The Roman empire was very strong from c. 200 B.C. to
c. 400 A.D.-- about as long as the first three put together. But
the Roman empire after 600 A.D., in fact after 500 A.D., was :praC
tically nothing: more than a name in the west. In the east a small
remnant (?) around Constantinople continued to hold things until
,1453 when it was taken by the Mohammedans. Nothing like this happened
during those years of the decline of the Roman empire-- those years
from 400 to 600 A.D.
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So if this is what the picture means, we have the
question: Does the picture of the iage when the Iron and
t'he in some way covered th whc.le period since 400
Is that possihl'i That long perio. Or is it ossIhie that
there is an unmentioned interval somewhere in the picture?
Is an ur ntioned ir.terval a possibility? That s a question
that cannot be answered from Daniel 2, and if w find no
parallel to that thing we would certainly say it is not
worthy of consideration.

So as we go on we will want to see whether there are
pai-allels to this

Now I'm just ready to start III Prophecy of Daniel 7.
I had three pages already K tkøxxx±t written for it, but it
I. lrea3,

i4avbe
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I car. barely refer to the assignment today, which
asks you to find para1lsto the eight parts, You noticed in it
the answer to the question whthr there are 4 kingdoms or 5,
I am sure. ou noticed definite parallels to same of these
parts and to others they were aulte different. So we will look
into those next time. The assignment is already posted.
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Before we continue with our discussion of these sections
of Daniel I want to look at the assignment for today. The
assignment is important for itself, but I think more important
for the principles of Bible interpretation that are invited
in connection with it.

As Mot know in this c'ass we are not trying to find out
what does the Bible tell us about the future. We are trying
to examine methods of looking at the book of Daniel to see
what can we say with certainty about it; what are the points
at which there are various possibilities of interpretation.
And what are the widespread ideas about it that are false
We are trying to look at it very carefully from those view
points. On some matters we will not get dogmatic answers. I
think we are better not to.

I find that where you take a verse or a passage of the
Scripture and say, I've got to learn everything that this
means is not the right approach. You do that and you get many
things from it that are very valuable, and f you study Hebrew
you get more. But there is a danger that you take certain things
and you jump to conclusions. Then those conclusions that you
jump to you later on think have been proven.

I think it is much better that you say, Here's something
I don't know the answer to, here's something I don't know the
answer to but you keep those things in mind. Then as you study
some other part of Scripture, the answer to it is there and
you would even have noticed it if you did not have the question
in mind. So it is always helpful to get undertaintites in mind
in order that they can be clarified from other passages rather
than jumping to con1usions, where we are not sure we have
sufficient evidence.

The assignment for today I want to look at before we go
on. The first thing was the question as to what is literal and
what is symbolic. We use figurative language in ordinary speech.
A considerable amount. Most of it is quite clear to us whether
it is figurative or not. Often there are cases where it may be
uncertain whether it is a figure or not.

When you get a vision where Daniel saw a statue or Nebuchad
nezzar saw a statue or Daniel saw four athimals come up from the
sea, you have absolutely no way to know what those symbols means.
Unless it is explained to you. After you have the interpretation
given you may have certain principles that may be helpful to you
in looking at other passages. A figurative expression may be used
as a figure and if it is used a great deal it can come in our
minds to literally mean something different from what the words
say. So it becomes literal language, but it is not acurately C?)
actually what we say.

For instance I might have a discussion with someone and he
didn't like what I said and got rather impassoned aboutit an
I'd say, He tore into me. If you take that literally, he pulled
off my arms and my legs! Perhaps he cut me. That's what the phrase
actually says.
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Yet, there are many statements whth we use sufficiently that
w rio longer th1n, of their litcral ani. They assume a
different meaning to our minds.

iefre looking at the assignment of Dart.7:13, I want
to look at a verse i: the OT which is perhaps quote& as
often as any other CT verse in the NT. That 1 Ps. 110:1.
The first verse cf Ps. 110 ishre quoted, of the words are
used In such a way that it is clear the writer had this ta
ir mrd. in at least 10 cases in th: T. The. ve reads: "The
Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand until I make
-thJne enemies thy footstool. The phrase Lord, of course, here
is another case where a somewhat more figurative use has come
to )e established so we could &i call literal. In
a Lord is anyone who has a particular title. We don't use it
in Arrerica in that way. ut when I was in Germany rqht after
the war when people had to have all kinds of ration cards in
order to ga vthlrj to eab, and thy,, ",,are under very strict
regulations.

I think most of them hadn't seen a ,candy bar for years.
You couL ço into the Post Exchaogs nd buy all the candy you
wanted cheaper than you could inthis country. Any American who
was there at the time would civ.s out candy bars to the German
people. You ought to have seen th look on their faces when
you dii so.

There was a German professor there -- very famous pro
fessor, who was having barely enough to eat -- I took him with
e to be my quest at one of the best hotels that had been

taken over by the Army. There for 256 apiece I got a big dinner
both for him end for me. You looked at what the A.merioans iare
enjoying there in Cármany during the period of occupation only
three years after the war ended, h said to me, The American's
are the Loros That's a somewhat figurative expression, you
might say.

We are - were not aprotntel toxad lords by a king or
anything like that, but it was perfectly clear what he meant.
ow thIs word the Lord" we have core to use to represnt the
Biblical name of God. It is represented by the four Hebrew
letters in the OT, the pronunciation of which Is unknown.
Th AS put it as Jehovah.

So when we read, The Lord said to my Lord, the Lord there
is a somewhat fiurative expression, yet it has come to be
really a literal thing. We know exactly what is meant. It is
the God of the OT. It is the great Lord of creation. 'The
Lord said to my Lord" - you remember Jesus said, Why did
David call him. Lord? Christ referred to it in such a way as to
rake it clear that this expression, My Lord refers o Messiah.
It refers to Jesus Christ.

The great God who Is a Spirit and they that worship Him
niust worship him in spirit and in truth, said to the essIan
Sit thou at my r5çht hand. Where does God sit? God Is Spirit.
He is everywhere. Where does He sit?
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How can you sit at his right hand? It's very obvious that this
is a figurative expression. It is a figurative expession, the
meaning of which is perfectlyclear. It means: to take a place
of glory and of power, a place of authority. I believe that
most Christians feel that this was fulfilled at the resurrection.
After the resurrection, at the end of Matthew, Jesus appeared
to his disciples and said, All power in heaven and on earth
is given to me.

In view of what He won by his atonement, where he destroyed
the power of sin and overcame Satan, He has been given all power
and authority. This was predicted by David when he said, The Lord
said to my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand. This is a figurative
expression. I think it is quite clear to us what the figure means
in this case. It might not if you did not have the NT to explain
it. "Sit thou at my right hand." I think though that anyone re
gardless of knowing anything about the NT, would take this phrase
Sit at my right hand to mean Take the place of prominene, take
the place of glory. Receive glory.

Sit thou at my right hand until I make thy enemies thy
footstood. Was he oinq to take them a wooden thing that he
could rest His feet one? Here is a figurative expression. But
the meaning of this figure is quite obvious to us. Until he
gives Him complete victory over His enemies.

The verse we assigned: How much in it is literal and how
much is figurative? in Dan. 7:13. "I saw in the night visions,
and behold one like the Son of man" -- there is no the in the
Aramaic - "one like a Son of man came with the clouds of
heaven and came to the Ancient of days arid they brought him
near before him. That phrase "they brought him near" is an im
personal. It would really be better if they interpreted it
in English by a passive: He was brought near before him, and
there was given him dominion, glory, and a kingdom.

If this was only in the OT and we had no NT, there would
be quite a variety of possible ways to interpret *kN what
Daniel saw in his night vision as far as any meaning to it is
concerned. Just as at the beginning of this ch. when he says he
saw four animals come out of the sea. You would k not know
whether this means that his county was going to be attacked by
the navies of four different countries all coming together and
attacking them at once, or whether they were going to have lots
of fish to eat, or any one of many interpretations which might
be given. But of course in v. 17 we are told: These four beasts
are four kings which shall arise out of the earth.

The symbol says they came out of the sea. Here he says
they shall arise out of the earth. Nobody things there is any
contradiction there because sea and earth are both figurative
expressions, but it's quite clear to us there what they mean.

So here we do not have in the OT much of an interpretation
of this. Just looking at it alone, you might say right away: He
saw one like a son of man. What does it mean? Like a son ofmari?
In the NT we find our Jesus Christ interpreted the term son of man.
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In the T we find how e5u3 interpreted the terr Son of
man. He uses it a great deal and it is very obvious he is re
ferrThy to this passage when he does so. !3ecause there is no
other passage in the OT from which he could have derived that
usage. You have tYO expression "son ofman" used twice ii
the book of Daniel. The other case is in 8:17 where God sent
the angel Garhiel to xpiairi the vision to DanicI.

Othriel camL to hir- (v.17) and said unto me understand
o son of man, for at the end of the time shall be the vision.
Reading this in ch. you mht suggest in '. 13 oF oh. 7 that
"son of man" is Daniel, because he is called "Son of man,"in
ch. 8. But if 0U look at the book of zekie1 that at least &.
times the Lord addresses ezekiel as "son of man." There is a
common usaqo in Biblical usage of using "son of" to mean one
of a category, one of a class. So "son of man" is commonly used
of an di-iidual r.en. hl:_, have no reason to think that ths trm
meant anything more than just someone who looked like a man,
if it were not for the ';:y people were led by tho Foly Spirit
and this verse and the evidence we get from the NT as to how
Jesus interpretad it, and as to the, interpretation which is
contemporary of the phrase "the son of man."

Without that we could easily suggest the interpretation
as some present scholars do. A professor in the University of
Pennsylvania a few years ago wrote a commentary on Daniel
which is perha7s the most scholarly commentary on Daniel written
in this century. That is to say, he has examined a tremendous
amount of evidence. He has looked at the translations in many
different ancient languages. It is a very scholarly commentary,
written from the liberal viewpoint that Daniel was a book
written during the Maccabean period. So many of his conclusions
we utterly disagree with. But he had a great mind sn a tremen
dous amount of valuable history and valuable evidence to look
to and compare wh9r we make careful examination of various parts
of Daniel.

He said, one like a son of man came in the clouds of heaven
and recaved great authority. He says, Look on into '. 2z l
and you read, The saints of the Most High shall take the king
dorr. You look at v. 22, and you read, Till the Ancient of days
came and judgment was given to the saints of the most high.
You read in v. 27 that judgment shall be given to the ?eople
of the saints of the most high whose kingdom is an everlasting
kingdom. So Prof. Montgomery says, One like a man is a figure
for Israel. It is a figure for the saints, a figure for those
who the writer of Daniel thought would come to possess all
authorityL That would be a possible interpretation of the
phrase if we did not have evidence outside as to what the son
of man is.

"He came with theclouds of heaven.? What does that mean?
Does that mean that he. literally sat on the clouds? Does that
mean as he came -- of course what Daniel saw was clouds around
the man in his vision, no doubt. But as to what it symbolizes-
does it symbolize as many commentaries say: Glory and power is
what is represented b' clouds. Or mobility. All sorts of possible
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interpretations. Sometimes you read in poetry that someone
came trailing clouds of glory behind him or some such phrase.
Is this to be taken as a symbol? literally as it happened?
or as a symbol?

Then it says, They came to the Ancient of Days. The
Ancient of days, the very old one, the venerable one. I believe
all interpreters agree this represents God. A phrase used no
where in the Bible, as I recall, except in this ch. where it
is used three times. The Ancient of days, we read three vv,
before, he sat in tremendous glory. A symbolic pictuee because
God is a spirit, and you don't see Him in physical form.

But it is a term you could take in a literalterm. It refers
to the great God. No question of that. He came. But how would
you come to one who is a spirit. Is it physical motion like I
might come to one of you? He came to the Ancient of days and
was brought near before him and there was given him doming
and glory and a kingdom. Certainly that is strange: He came to
the Ancient of days, and they brought him near before him and
there was given him dominion and glory is a symbolic way of say
ing that God gave to him tremendous power and authority. It is
symbolic. The meaning of that particular symbol is absolutely
clear. It is identical with what we read in Ps. 110:1, "Sit thou
at my right hand until I make thy enemies thy footstool."

Now I asked you to, as a second part of the assignment, to
look at -- we've looked at various possibilites of interpretation
thus far? what is literal and what-is figurative? Now in the
second part of it, I asked you to look at Matthew, Mark, and
Luke, The references specifically I fave. The first two are
1early an illusion to this passage. The third may be.

We'll just look at the first two now. In Mat. 22:64, Jesus
said to the high priest, Hereafterye shall see the Son of man
sitting on the right hand of power and coming in the clouds of
heaven. There are two very great similarities between this
statement and the statement in Mark 14:62 to the verse we just
read. There is the obvious one that he, a Son of man will be
coming in the clouds of heaven. That is obvious.

But what about the other part? Sitting on the right hand
of power? That is used in both of these expressions. That, of
course, uses the very same figure used in Ps. 110. But here He
is referring to Daniel. Does it have any parallel? I submit it
is an exact parallel. Here we read that k this one came to the
Ancient of days, was brought before him and given authority
and power. He we read you will see him sitting on the right hand
of power. It is an exact parallel. So Jesus in both cases re
ferred to this verse. So the parallel is very close even tho
a slightly different figure is used for halfof the parallel.
In Daniel he speaks of being given the power; here he speaks
of his already having it-- he is sitting at at the right hand
of power.

But what is the marked contrast between Mat* and Mk, and
this passage in Daniel? The very marked difference is that in
Mat* and Mk. Jesus says you will see Him with great power and
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corning in th clouds of heaven. Wherøas, here he says he-,saw
one corninq with the clouds of hQaven and he was hrouTht to the
Ancient of days and' then was given rat power, There is a
rnarkc contrast that the order of th two statements is
different. Wnich order Is correct? Was he given power before
he comes with clouds? Or does hc or'e with-clouds before he
receives power?

I was 10oknc at a book The Witness Of! Matthew and 'ark
to Jesus, a book rittn by very aarrwst Christian, a be1ivE?r
In the Bible-t. is now deceased. It Is a very scholarly hook
in which be says on ne page that tht is * prediction of the
second corning of hrtt, tho words wic Jesus. in atthew and
ark. On anobhe ao h3 t aIel and he says he cores
first on th cucs hn au ie comes to the Ancient of
days so that in ii It IS vious h is not describinc the
second CoriIn of rist4 but h 13 thr tl1inq abcut his
roing thc zus f b/erT, scnd!i L-tc haven where he
receives the oower and atioritv fr. the Father.

il now tet




1-, 6 qut a bi iiffcrnte in th irt¬r
rtaIor! A bI.j f ?fl'. !: th2 iEl is so close- be
tween th two, arc. w' uifii in tkIr. thattç; dffe'ence.
t'e1, I w -.*anan sa-) t'. In n. in
few other in te OT the w avr a past Statement

by thcr past t second on can be taken
as a plurrt. Thcr. .s no pluperfect form in th Fiebrew. And
thcr. c a ': :eS--- :r ,-- but a a"s where it's
absolutely the frs: strt -- "'id this and
this he ; ! r: a uat1c.r where this
other thIng coul happen,* e gives the thTh" and then he

the ciie crtbinq. t backrn

it lzi a;, ant; in
'Iw of th frel a correct trpr"ttio :o take £aniel
ass sayt, .' sa in the night an,' ore like a cn of man
carte with the cli5af heaven, aid he hr-1 oe to the Ancient
of 2ays an ha been hrouht near t and had her ivcn dominion
cilorv an a kinom, that all pcopl.e nations and languages should
serve In other words that Thrl;t ate 1s rurrectiob
was i\er by the Lord authority -- h said all power, all
authorIty i hvn and n '::arth çivi unto me. Auo ew
said, The Lord said to m¬ sit thou on my right hand until I
ciak thy er.tmles thy footstool, but that what Daniel saw in its
vision was one like a Son of man coming .n the clouds ef haen,
cominc to earth, rather than orr g"1nc In the clouds F hvn
and going to God, who after.all i everywhere.

We speak of the Holy $iit coming ut somebody. The Holy
Silt: Joes not go into somcbxy. The Holy Spirit is cverywhere.
When we say that the oly Spirit enter bin, It I a fIgrat1v
exrson that the oiy Spirit exerted his authority In a par
ticular way.

As between these two jnterretetions that one like a Son
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of man went in the clouds to meet God who had given him authority
and that the one who is sitting at the right hand has been given
this authority and is going to come in clouds, between these
two what basis do you have for deciding? I believe you have a
clear basis in both NT passages where the High Priest said,
Are you the Messiah the son of the holiest? Jesus said, Here
after you will see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of
power and coming in the clouds of heaven.

either
This is something which/the High Priest himself, or other

human beings of whom the High Priest can be taken as repre
sentative, will see this actually happen. This is something
which is still future and will be seen by human beings is what
Jesus said -- this prediction Daniel made.

The second part of the question asks whether it proves
anything about Jesus' interpretation. I think they very
definitely do. But do xkx they prove anything about Jewish
interpretation at the time of Christ? Well, when he said this
the High Priest tore his clothes and said, What blasphemy;
what need do we have of anything more? They knew He was calling
himself the Son of man. Now he says they are going to see him
with the divine power and glory coming in the clouds. So it
is quite evident he is here pointing to the Second coming, as
having been seen by Daniel even though in the rest of it we
read about the saints receiving the kingdom.

It's interesting to note we never read about the saints
conquering the kingdom. There is a phrase the saints take the
kingdom, but the Hebrew word is not literally to seize, it is
to receive! The saints are to have the kingdom, but it is
Jesus Christ who takes the kingdom by vitture of the authority
which He has, and appoints the saints as Hès representatives
in it.




Perhaps that's all the time we should take on the second
part of the assignment. But the third part was, What does the
term Ancient of days mean in Dan. 7? What can you tell about
the precise meaning in eachcase? The first time it's used is
in v.9 -"I beeld till the thrones were placed and the Ancient
of days did sit, whose garments was white as snow, etc .
This is what Daniel saw in vision. This is symbolic. This is
not literal because God is a spirit. It is a picture to impress
certain ideas onhis mind of God's power, glory, etc.

Some commentators say, This is God the Father. I think
that is erroneous. We have very few passages in the OT where
there is a distinction between the persons of the Godhead.
Here I think it is very clear that what Daniel sees in v.9
is the triune God. It is the great glorious God, and one of
the great biblical teachings is that there is one God. There
are not three gods. There is one God. We thoroughly believe
In that. But we also believe there is a distinction between
God the Father, and God the Son. How kk*z there is only one
God and yet how we are to say there are three persons in the
Godhead is a mystery that no human being can explain. But we
can accept it as a fact because it is clearly taught in the
Scripture.
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So here we have the great God, the triune God, referred to
here in his great glory in v. 9,

We look down a little further and read in v. 13 that He
was brought to the Ancient of days and there was given to him
dominion and glory and power and a kingdom. Knowing what we do
from the NT about Jesus Christ, I think we are safe in saying In
this case there is a distinction between the Son of man and the
Ancient of days, so that In this case It is clearly referrinq
to God the Father.

Then we look at v. 22. Verse 21 says I beheld, and the same
horn made war with the saints, and prevailed against them; until
the Ancient of days came and judgment was given to the saints of the
most High." Most interpreters before the spirit of truth about
the trinity was revealed, would naturally think this == take this
in exactly the same sense as v.9, and take it quite figuratively
and symbolically,'1until God exerted his power and gave judgment
to the saints."

But in view now of our understanding of v. 13 we can say,
it means, "until the Son of man came inthé clouds of heaven."
So the Anelent of days here is Jesus Christ, the second person
of the trinity. The term applies to God, the triune God, and it
can be applied to any member of the trinity, naturally. I thought
that was a very interesting fact of interpretation here.

Just one other point we should look at on this matter of
clouds. Clouds can be figurative certainly. Clouds of glory.
It can express power, it can express purity, it can express any
one of a number of things. Is the word clouds in this (Daniel
saw clouds) but is it to be taken as a literal thing? That
actually it is pointing to "ome coming with clouds? Or is it
a figure Well, he said to the High Priest, Hereafter you shall
see the Son of Man sitting orz the right hand of power and coming
with clouds of heaven. That could be figurative-- coming in
great loryI It would not from that necessarily have anything to
do with literal clouds.

But when you look at Acts, ch. 1, you read in v. 9, When he
had spoken these things while he was speaking he was taken
up and the clouds received him out of then sight; and great
glory and great purity would not receive him out of thetr slghtt
It is quite obvious there in v.9 that it is used literally. That
he went with clouds into heaven.

Then we read in v. 11, Why stand ye gazing into heaven? This
same Jesus who was taken up from you into heaven, shall so come
in like manner as ye have seen him go into heaven." If he went
with literal clouds, nd he is to so come in like manner as ye
have seen him go, it would seem very definite to me that the
Sonof man coming in clouds, which Daniel saw, is a picture, but
not a symbol of various things, but an actual picture of some.
thing that is going to happen.

spent a long time going over the assignment, but it
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touches on many principles that are very important in all of our
interpretation. And lest I forget at the end of the hour to give
out the new assignment, I am going to request that you give a
copy of each of these to everyone . . . . (distribution of
assignments)

This is the assignment for next time. Mimeographed.

We were finishing up at the end of last period our discussion
of ch. 2. We noted there two possible interpretations. We looked
at a number of suggestions that we saw were not satisfactory. But
we saw two that are widely held among evangelical Christians today.

The first of those was that the church is the sx stone, and
we saw the difficulty of that. But at this point I do not wish
to rule it out. There are many very fine Christians who Inter
pret ft in this way, that the church is going to so grow that it.
will take over the whole world. Certainly we must agree that if
it was God's plan that everyone on earth at some time in the
future were to he converted and to beorie thoroughly
Christian and become completely sanctified, it would he a complete
end of all wickedness upon this earth. But that hardly fits the
picture we find here in Dan. 2, or in Dan. 7. In both of which
it seems to he a supernatural intervention, rather than simply a
growth of the church.

Yet, though the picture in Dan. 2 shows the stone hitting
the image and destroying it and then growing to fill the whole
earth, and that would seem to fit the idea of supernatural Inter
vention instead of a (gradual) growing of the church, we don't
want to push the figure too far. We don't want simply on that
basis to say that it could not mean that the church is going to
grow untilit it covers the whole earth. This was a widely held
view a couple of centuries ago. There were a great many fine
hymns: Jesus shall rcign,where the sun . . . etc, which I
believe are true, but I believe are true of what Jesus will
do by His return, rather than by what the church will do.

I think the church is here for a witness to win souls to
the Lord, rather than to change the whole earth. I think Christ
will do that. I n't think that's a function he has given to
th& church. But since there are many very fine Christians who
hold to this view,-- they say this view was in eclipse in the
last half century but recently a number are coning back to it.
Some books have been written recently strongly presenting it
saying it is very pesimisic to think that the church is not
going to succeed in converting the whole world.

But the question is not what's pessimistic or what is
optomistic, but what has God given the church as its function
and what is His will? I've even known some to say that a true
Calvanist rust think that God is going to couvert the whole
world. I think that's as great nonsense as anything I can
imagine! Certainly God if he chose could have 9/10 of the world
converted in only one generation, but only 1/10 in another
generation.
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That God has to gradually convert the world, is purely
theoretical! But his view has been widely presented. I don't
know if you can say widely, but it has been coming into
greater prominence in these last few months than I have known
at any ekku time in my life.

I do not wish at this point to rule it out, I want us to
carefully consider the evidence and see whether it fits wth
it. But we notice the second possibility: that the second
adeent of Christ is the stone, which we saw seems to fit
the picture best but the difficulty is the disappearance
of the Roman Empire,

At the end of the hour I mentioned the question: Is an
unmentioned interval .a possibility? And at the end of the
hour I was given a question which I appreciate being given
to me. Any of you who have questions or suggestions, I would
certainly appreciate your writing them out and giving them
to me. We will consider them, and I will either speak to you
personally about them, or they will be covered in the course
of the lecture at a later time.

This very intelligent question said, Why could not the
distinctive characteristic feature of the Roman Empire be
seen in the Roman Catholic Church as a continuation of the
Roman Empire, and have no mentioned unmentioned interval?
That impressed me ass very interesting suggestèon. I'm not
sure I would say it exactly that way, but it does seem to
me that we can recognize the perppective of prophecy. That
as the prophet looks to the future-- you might say it's as
if you were up on a high hill and you look out at the
distant landscape. As you look you seea range of mountains.
Then you see another range behind them. You can't see whether there
is a vally between, a valley that is perhaps half a mile wide
or perhaps 10 miles wide. Often you cannot tell.

So the possibility of an unmentioned interval is some
thing that must be kept in mind as a possibility. But the
other possibility which I appreciate having mentioned to me
here is I think also a possibility worthy of consideration.
That is when you look at these Kingdoms that Daniel tells
us about, you have the Babylonian empire coming to a certain
point arid then being taken over by the Persian arid that would
be the end of the Babylonian empire. The Persians took it over
and k they held it for 200 years and when they were in a very
great strength, Alexander the great came from the west with
his--very skillful army and within a dozen years he conquered
that tremendous empire, and the Persian empire came to an end
and what we call the Hellenistic empire succeeded it*

Alexander's successors with their type of government, they
were divided into several groups but with a distinctive type
of government much different from the Persian, they continued
until each of the parts was taken over by the Roman empire and
put to an end as the Roman empire took it over and by the time.
of Christ the Roman empire had taken over all of Alexander's
empire and it lasted another four centuries, after the tire of
Christ.
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So the Roman empire lasted nearly as, long as the three
previous ones put together. Thus e are lock-fn at the picture
and seeing in the distance, we see the fourth kingdom. But
the Roman empire was not taken over by another empire. Instead
of that the Roman empire divided into parts and was taken over
by various groups, all of whom claimed to be successors tr
the Roman emperor.

Even in the Middle Agest the title of the Roman emperor
was taken by the Oeran emperthrs who wcul get the pope to
crown them. Thus the great historian said of this, the Holy'
Roman Empire was neither holy, nor Roman, nor an mpret That's
a fact, and yet the name was kept right up until 1814 when
the nate was abandon. Eut Uic gcrcra1 culture and feeturs o
the Roman empire did not come to an end like the other three
being conquered by another, but there has been gradual chance
and there has been reviUed interest in Rome and rexkxRxtksust
revival of features, and all through it the RC church has
retained quite a bit of machinery of the Roman empire.

The word "dthocese" was a province of the Roman empire.
The RC church took it' over for a region a bishop controls.
The Roman emperor as the man who built the birdges around Rome
was called the Pontifex Maximus, the chiXef bridge builder
and when he came to be head of the pagan religions he'd always
use that title. Julius 2izskr Caesar though he probably never
built a bridge called himself the Chief Bridge Builder, the
Pontifex aximus. The Popes use that exact title to this very.
day! They call themselves Pontifex Maximus, Cheif Bridge
Builder and you refer to the Pope as a Pontif.

So it's possible' as we look at the future that in: the
perspective there is along interval in between, and then some
thing else that may look to us like a second phaseof the
Roman empire or it is possible that what the prophet saw
as this empire expresses a long period coming to the second
coming of Christ. If we go on we may find evidence that pre
supposes us to one or the other of these interpretations.
But at this point I believe we should consider them both as
lire options. 'I did not mention that in my outline and I
appreciate greatly the question that was handed in which I
think makes a valuable improvement in our understanding at
this point.

III The Prophecy of Daniel 7
There are many incidental features of great interest In'

Dan,-7 but I question how much time I should spend on them,
because I have a great deal of great importance in the book
of Daniel we want to look at in the time we have in this
semester.

So 1,11 run over some of these a bit rapidly.

A. The setting of the prophecy.
It is important to remember that it was 45 yrs. fter

Dan. 2. So with a 45 yr. span between, I think we are justified
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7' in using Dan. 2 in interpreting Dan. 7 and seeing how they fit
together, but not in reading features from Dan. 7 into what
Daniel should have understood from Dan. 2 since there is all
this time in between.

Why do I say at least 45 years? Because we read it was in
the first year of the reign of Beishazzar. If we had an additional
hour in the course of the next two minutes, I would go Into the
historical evidence about Beishazzar, how not sa so many decades.
ago it was said there never was a king Belshazzar! That Nabonidus
was the last king of Babylon! That's a mistake in the book of
Daniel and further proof that this book was not written at that
time but four centuries later!

But ithas now been clearly proven and it is accepted by
alihistorlans and historical scholars though most of them prefer
to mention it ma footnote rather than to give it much prominence,
but it Is recognized by all scholars that Beishazzar was a king
ofk the Babylonian empire but that he did not reign alone; that
Nabonidus made his son Beishazzar co-king alone with him. And
Nabonidus went off to the Arabina desert for a number of years
to study archaeology! And while he was there Belshazzar was in
complete control of the empire. But when Nabonidus -- we know the
exact year, or I should say we know within one year of the exact
year when Nabonidus became king. We cannot say the exact year
because different countries have begun theyear at different
times. But we know within a year when Nabonidus became kind.

But when he made Belsazzar king along with him we don't know.
So we don't exactly when this came, so I say it was at least 45
years after Dan. 2.

2. This vision was given to Daniel himself Quite different
from the other ch. In which there was a vision given to Nebuchad
nezzar and Nebuchadnezzar received the vision and Daniel inter
preted it. Here Daniel himself received it.

3.In this case the vision includes the interpretation. That
you have all noticed by this time, of course.

4. A part of the vision is retold with added detail. That's
a very interesting thing about this ch. Daniel has a vision and
then we read Daniel turned to one of those who stood by. That, of
course is still in his vision. He said, I came to one of those
who stood by and asked him the truth of all this. So he told him
the the interpretation of these things.

"These great beasts, which are four, are four kings, which
shall arise out of the earth. But the saints of the most high
shall take the kingdom, and possess the kingdom for ever, even
for ever and ever." That word here translated "take" is not the
word to seize something. It is the word to receive something.
It is kabal which is quite different. It is used comparatively
few times in the OT but it is very clear the times it ts used it
means to receive, not to seize or take hold! It does not say that
the saints won't conquer the kingdom, but it doesn't say they will.
All it says is that they will get it.
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Btht that's all we have-- these two verses. Then v. 19 says,
"Then I would know the truth of the fourth beast." Then we
have several vv. up to v. 22 in which Daniel recapitulates
fill -- still in this vision and tells us again what he has
already told us but he adds further detail.

So we have part of the vision retold with added detail.
Very different from ch. 2 where Daniel tells Nebuchadnezzar
whit his vision is and then tells him what it means.

5. Symbolism and plain language are not so sharply
separated in ch. 2. In ch. 2 everything in the vision is a
symbol, everything in the interpretation, or practically
everything, is given in clear language. But here they are not
so sharply separated as is brought out by the fact in all
these zkat*ksxwxkait symbols we have a literal statement
"he saw the (a) son of man coming in the clouds of heaven."
We have literal statemóts mixed in km with the symbols here

We have literal statements here like that mixed in with symbols
here which we did not have in ch. 2.

B. Though the symbolism is entirely different there ts
are four obvious pautt.st parallels with ch. 2. I think 'd
better not mention th se specifically. I think you all know them
from a previous assignment. I'd better not mention them because
I'm always tellingother faculty members we should not run over
time. I want myself not to go so late you do not have ample
time to make the change from one class to another. So we will
stop at this point.
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I'm sorry so mamy were late today; we've a lot of ground to
cover. Concerning the assignment today-- the first part, Daniel 8

I think everyone did pretty well on that in noting which verses
were included in the vision and which verses in the interpretation.
That is much simpler in that passage than in ch. 7.

Then, how many kingdoms were involved? I believe you had no
difficulty with that.

Which kingdoms in ch. 2 and in ch. 7 do these kingdoms
correspond to? I believe most of you said the second and third
kingdoms, in chs. 2 and 7. Of course the critical view would say
it's with the third and the fourth, but I believe we saw pretty
clear evidence it is with the second and the third.

The second part: glance over the last 6 chs. of Daniel and
see what divisions you would make of that. Let's look at that.
We poticed the first verse of ch. 7 says, "In the first year
of elshazzar, king of Babylon, Daniel had a dream . . .

I had a very interesting question given to me at the end of
the last hour. Does this mean that Daniel saw real, things, or
does it mean that God sause Daniel to sun appear before him, or
that he had a dream and there were pictures in his head. How
God gave it to him we really don't know. You might say that every
thing we see is a picture in our heads. Did you ever think that
you get light in through the right aye and light in through the
left eye. But you only see two, pictures; you see one. They tell
us that everything from the right side of both eyes goes to the
left side of the brain, and everything from the left side of both
eyes goes to the right side of the brain. How are those four
things put together to form one picture? We don't know. But we
see one picture, and God caused Daniel to see one picture.

Maybe it was simply a dream. Maybe he was still conscious
when God caused him to see things, but he knew it was a vision.
kavkxtt Me knew it was not things that were actually happening
then, but things God caused him to see. These things sometimes
might be representations, the actual picture of something that
was going to happen in the future but more often they are symbolic,
they are represented in the statue like that Nebuchadnezzar saw
and in the four beasts he saw, they are symbols.

Ch. 7 starts, In the first year of Beishazzar, Daniel had a
dream. Then we read about the dream and the interpretation mixed
in with it.

Ch. 8 begins, In the third year of the reign of King Bel
ahazzar, a vision appeared unto me, even unto me, Daniel, after
that which appeared unto me before. So here we have a new vision,
a new experiencd= two years later.

In ch. 9., In the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus,
of the seed of the Medes . . . in the first year of his reign,. I
Daniel understood by books the number of the years Andhe goes
on and tells what happens.

'N
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At a later time in ch. 8 he tells of his prayer and of God's
answer to prayer -

Ca. 10 begins, In the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia, a
thing as- re',eaied unto Daniel .

So all four of these chs. start with a new,time at which
Daniel either received a new message from God, or made a prayer
as a result of which he received a message from God. There were
several who made a division which put ch. 9'- 11 toether, as one
unit. -1l the beginning of ch. 10 is a clear break, and just
as clear break at the beginning of ch.9 and and of ch. 8. But I
was sorry to see anyone make the division that way.

At oh. 10 we have how Daniel prays and the Lord says he will
send him an answer and he sends him an angel who says, Now I will
tell you th: truth. Behold there shall stand up yet three kings
of Persia; and the fourth shall be far richer than they . .

He goes right on with God's meesage to him through ch. 11 and
at least part of- oh, 12. So if you want to say that 10-12 is one
unit as compared to the three previous units, that is a good
division von though it makes your last one much longer.

In oh. 1.2 I believe there should be a break, that there are
a few vv, that are separate from the rest. For that you really
have to study the ch. carefully to find out where that would be.
We- are not to that as yet.

However, I was quite disappointed to find a few--not a great
many-- who began a division with oh. 11:1. Of course you are not
much worse than the archbishop is who made the ch. division there
it after 1 he was probably riding a horseback so there he had

an excuse for not seeing it very clearly.

But you notice how different it is* Ch. 10--.In the third
year of Cyrus, king of Persia, a thing was revealed unto Daniel.
ch. 11-.- Also I, in the first year of Darius, the Mede, even I
stood to confirm and to strengthen him." That's not an introduction
to a vision. That's a continuation of what's been said by the
messenger before who is now introducing his message.

So if you want to make a break at 11:2, having the prayer and
the coming of the messenger, and then a break between that and
what the messenger said, that is airight, as I believe a very
large portion of the class made a ch. division there, at 11:2.
But to make one at 11:1, as I say, the archbishop had an excuse
for it. I woa'd mark him down of course. But, I was sorry to see
any of the others of you do it. I won't mark you down for it
either, but I certainly will if you put it in the keas test, Be
cause there is a very marked difference there.

Now we want to look at all of these chs. But we want to go
further in our examination of ch. 7 for today so we will turn back
to it now. In ch.7 we noted it was at least 45 years after Dan. 2.
We dcn't know exactly how long because we don't know how long
Belahazzar was associated with his father as co-king.
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Second, we noted what is true of all the succeeding chs.
that the vision was given to Daniel himself. That is trueof
the entire last half of Daniel.

No. 3. We've already noted that the interpretation was in-
luded in the vision. That is true of the rest of the book too.
In contrast to ch. 2 in which Daniel had =- Nebuchadnezzar had
a vision, and Daniel gave him the interpretation.

No. 4. Parts of the vision retold with added detail. I think
you've all noticed that. I've mentioned in once or twice already.
A peculiar feature of ch. 7 not paralleled anywhere else In the
book.




No. 5. Symbolism and plain language, not so sharply separated
as in ch. 2. That we've already discussed.

B. Though the symbolism is entirely different there are four
obvious parallels in ch. 2. The first of these is that there are
four kingdoms presented. In ch. 2 we had five parts to the image.
The question we could not give an answer to from ch. 2 alone: Are
there 5 kingdoms or 4? But there was a possibility that 4 were
intended because iron was in both of them last two parts. There
was a definite possibility in two but you cannot sy positively
from two alone.

But when you get to ch. 7 you find that there are four beasts,

j

and you find that the fourth beast had additional things said about
it that would be later than the time when it began. So we learn
from ch. * that we are justified from carrying this back into
ch. 2, that ch. 2 has four kingdoms, and not five!

I say we are justified in carrying it back because it is not
introducing a new thing into ch. 2, but it is deciding which of
two possibilities is the correct one. Ch. 7 gives us the answer
on that.

No. 2. The parallel in the fourth is to have a second phase.
That is a marked similarity.

No. 3. The complete destruction of the kingdoms. In ch. 2
the statue is so completely destroyed that no slightest trace
of it remains. In cn. 7 the fourth beast is burned; its body is
given to the fire it is completely destroyed. A complete destruction
of these kingdoms. Not a taking over of their qualities into any
new kingdom.

No. 4. There is a new universal regime in both of them.
So we have these marked similarities between ch. 2 and ch. 7 which
justify us in saying these two are giving a picture of the sare
thing. A foreview of certain important events in history, runing
for a long period after the time of Daniel. And a fourth in which
certain features are suggested in ch. 2, a few things told about
them, but added matters are told in ch. 7.

C. The Four Kingdoms.
1. As in oh. 2 there is no specific prediction of the over

throw of any of the first 3 kingdoms. That is to say, the whole
statue is destroyed. But what happened was the Babylonian kingdom
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was conquered by the Persian and taken over. And the Persian
kingdom was conquered by Alexander and taken over. And there were
parts of Alexander the Great's kingdom that were conquered by the
Romans and taken over. But the Scripture merely says, and After
you shall be another kingdom. And after it a third which shall
rule over the whole world.

So in the first three kingdoms there is no specific prediction
in either ch. of any overthrwo of any one of them. This is something
that someone might immediately question. I myself would have questioned
it not very long ago. Because you noticed that in ch. 7 it speaks
about the first kingdom in a way which at first sight might seem
to tell of its destruction.

7:4, The first was like a lion, and had eagle's wings; I beheld
till its wings were plucked, and it was lifted up from the earth,
and made to stand upon the feet as a man . . . At first sight you
can say, Here's the first kingdom described and it is lifted up
from the earth; it is destroyed. But it is no way something is
destroyed to make it say to stand on its feet like a man and a
an's heart was given to it! That's no account of destruction.

Certainly the conquest of the Babylonians by the Persians
could not be called "a man's heart was given to it." It is quite
obvious when we look closely at it that this verse describes some
thing quite different from that.

2. The added detail about the first kirigdocnv,&4. hat it means
is shown in Dan. 4, because in the fourth ch. of Daniel we have
the account of how Daniel told iebuchadnezzar that Nebuchadnezzar
wad going to go out of his mind, he was going to grovel on the
ground, live like an animal. Then he was told that after a certain
length of time, God would raise him up again from this and again
give him a man's heart and return his kingdom to him. So this is
a description of what happened to Nebuchadnezzar, not to the Baby
lonian kingdom.

That fits with the way the first part of the statue is intro
duzed in ch.2 where it says, 0 king thou art the head of c'old.
This describes something that has happened to Nebuchadnezzar at
least 10 years, maybe 20 years before Daniel had this vision.
So here he is giving them a statement about the first kingdom
which shows to him clearly that the first kingdom is the same as
the head of the statue; that it is Nebuchadnezzar. And that shows
him something that has already happened. And therefore that
strengthens his faith that what follows in oh. 7, Is also going to
happen.

So here, a partof the description is not a prophecy, but a
picture of what has already happened.

3. The second kingdom, v.5
"And behold another beast, a second, like a hear, and it raised

up itself on one side." Many think this statement "raised itself up
on one side" suggests the fact that the second kingdom was the
kingdom of the Medes and the Persians in which the Persians had been
subordinate to the Medes but in which thy gained superiority over
the redes before the time that they conquered the Babylonians.
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,/And raise themselves up on one side. And other say that's
a description of the way a bear walks with one side sort of
liftethi upt Well, I haven't see enough bears walking to make
a judgment, between those interpretations.

At any rate that was true of the second kingdom, dods
this here give a picture of that or not? I don't think we can
say for certain. At least it'sa possibility.

Then it says: It had 3 ribs in its mouth between its teeth.
And they said, Arise, devour much feish. This is a good picture
of what Cyrus did because Cyrus rose in his kingdom and gained
supremacy over all the beasts, and then he led his army westward
and conquered the region north of Babylonia and all of Asia Minor
and then he led it back and down again and conquered Babylon and
then again he went east and conquered further going right to the
very borders of India.

So this "rise and devour much flesh" is a picture of the
conquests of Cyrus going way beyond the territory held by the
Babylonians. But it says there were 3 ribs in its mouth, between
its eeeth. Many commentators will tell you what these three
ribs represent.

I have a footnote here: That is Lydia, Babylonia, Egypt,
etc. And the important word in that note is ETC. He conquered
many areas, and I don't think we have a right to pick three
and say these are the most important. We can't because he con
quered so many areas including several of very great importance.

I think we can say here of the three ribs that a vivid picture
of the fact he was conquering nations and absorbing them and
the number three here is not just the conquest of the Babylonian
empire; it was the conquest of " But the attempt to
precisely say what these three refer to, we have no clear evidence
in history to pick out three and I think it just means he
conquered a number, a lot.

So I don't think there is any special significance here to
the number three.

Then we look at what we are told about the fourth kingdom.
We read in v.6, "After his I beheld, and lo another, like a leopard,
which had upon its back four wings of a fowl; the beast had also
four heads, and dominion was given to it." I don't think the
number four in four wings of a fowl has any particular s*tkaNa
importance. But I do think you'd never expect a leopard to have
wings, and to say it has four wings stresses i the fact of great
mobility. The kingdom of Alexander, and the conquests which he
made so rapidly, can hardly be paralleled in history until you
get to Napoleon and Hitler and the blitskrig that atkx each of
these mon carried out.

Cyrus as a tremendous conqueror and conquered may many areas.
It was hard to parallel, but it was a steady constant conquest over
a series of years. But Alexander in a short reign of only 12 years
conquered tho greatest empire the world has ever seen to that time.
It was marked by its tremendous rapidity.
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The four wings shows his tremendous movement. I think we
are justified in taking that from that, but not in giving any
particular attention to the fact there were four wings rather
than three or five.

The tx*s*xka beast also had four heads. That's strange
that the beast would have more than one head. Four heads. I
believe we are justified in saying there is a suggestion there
200 years in advance that Alexander's empire would not remain
united very long. It had one great head-- Alexander-- whose genius
conquered all these areas, and to whom all his soldiers were
devoted and who controlled ddefinitely everything that was donw
during the 12 years of his reign. After his death his generals
could not decide who should succeed him, and they tried to make
one nominally succeed him, but the others would not submit to him
and after a period of disagreement and discension, they fought
with each other, 40 years and finally ended up withdividing it up
into various sections each inddpendent of the other.

Yet we can think of them still as being one empire because
Greek culture was made predominate in all of them and there was
a similarity in outlook and attitude in all of these kingdoms,
into which Alexander's empire was divided. So when we say it has
four heads it is predicting something that people 200 years after
Daniel's time could look at and say, Yes, that corresponds to
what actually happened. And that would give them confidence that
what else w was said would also come to pass.

We come to the fourth kingdomvv.7-l9.
We have a number of things said about the fourth kingdom.

That is what Dan. 7 is really leading up to. We find in these
verses it is strong and destructive. We find wkkx±sx that is
suggested in Dan. 2 by the fact it was icon and like iron it
crushes. Here we are told part of it is iron and part of it
is bronze. It is strong and destructive.

It is not named. It is simply a beast-- very great and vdry
terrible. So we find it is different fromits predecessors. I
don't think it was different in being more terrible. I don't think
it was different in being more brutal. I don't think it was
different in being more determined to take a great oversight
over every one of its citizens. But it was when there were

when its citizens were upright, or when someone
refused to submit.

How was the Roman empire different from the preceeding?
Actually the ways in which it was would hardly be suggested by
the three statements here. But it was very different in three
ways.




First, there was an entirely different type of organization.
That's one reason why the Roman empi lasEe Thér than any
two of the others put together. Almost as long as the three put
together! Because the preceeding ones were dependent upon
here&itary control, and the power went from father to son, and
sometimes the son inherited his father's abilities and strengths
but very often he doesn't. So throughout history a hereditary type
of control has not been very satisfactory.
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In the case of the Romans, in the long period of democracy
actually in which for many years the Roman people decided what
would happen in their realm until they got into such a chaotic
condition that some individuals of great strength were able to
seize control, but even then they had these types of organiza
tion so established that gave continuing strength to them that
lasted for four more centuries when they had a man whom they
called an emperor.

Very seldom were there as many as three men in a row who
went from father to son. In a great many cases in the Roman
empire when a tmperor tried to have his son succeed him, he
was found to be a failure.

Perhaps the best government that any part of the world has
every had in any part of its history, was the government of the
Roman empire in the second century A.D., a government perhaps
which had more justice for its citizens, more general equality
opportunity and reedom and general safety than almost any period
in history was the 2nd century A.D. What made the 2nd century
such a wonderful period was that each emperor during that period
carefully studied to pick the man who would be most fitted to
carry on as he did, and adopted him and thenhe became his
successor.

Until you get to the end of the century there is no going
from father to son, but neiher did its leaders come to power
because they could speak well and make a good impression with
their personality but because of careful study of their qualities
and abilities and they were selected for that. Toward the end
of the 2nd century, arcus Arelius, very foolishly, made his
own son succeed him and he proved to be one of the worst emperors
Rome ever had. And it broke this succession.

But even so, even tho this was broken and for the next
century the Roman øx*i emperors were selected generally by
the army, and it was an average of four years that one of them
would last before he was killed and another one put in, yet
gnenerally the strength of the empire was such that it lasted in
full strength for another two centuries after the end of that
wonderful period fo the 2nd century A.D.

So a different kind of organization, altogether different
from that of the preceeding rulership, no longer a hereditary
monarchy might be considered part of the ____ but it is
so Important, I listed it separately. And as a result of this
it lasted far longer than the others.

The Roman Senate theoretically had power over the conquered
nations and the Emperor always said the Roman Senate has decreed,
etc. It was a system that had great strength in it.

At this time when the Roman Catholic church endeavors to
find a new head, we can notice that part of that which continues
-- there has been only one time I know of when a Pope has tried
to get his son made the Pope to succeed him, and since according
to the law a Pope isn't supposed to have a son he did not
succeedi But there is a marvellous organization in the Roman



/
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But there is a marvellous organization in the Roman Catholic
church in that the Pope can appoint Cardinals, but he can't say
what those cardinals are going to do after he dies. And various
Popes have tried to dictate who would be his successor, and
rarely if ever has one succeeded him. So you have a group of men
who have been selected by the previous Pope, or by previous Popes
and have had to make decisions among themselves, instead of having
a great number of people to decide which is apt to be on the
basis of who makes the best personal impression.

So it is the type of organization which is one of the main
reasons why it has lasted so long, and another reason why we might
be able to think of the Roman empire as to some extent continuing
all through this period.

It was not conquered like the three precious ones were and
taken over by another one, but instead it disintegrated and various
features of it have continued in the many little sovereignties
that have taken its place since. But whether we should think of
it as continuing through this period, or whether we should think
that the empire having actually come to an end that the second
phase must be something that is still future with an unmentioned
interval in between.

I don't want to be dogmatic at this point, but you can say
there is this long perspective that the propeht has.

D. The Second Phase of the Fourth Kingdom*
Here is a very interesting thing.

1. There is no obvious similaritir to the fifth part
of Nebuchadnezzar's dream. If you just had the account of the
fifth part of the statue; if you just had told what happened to
this beast, how it had ten horns and then one came up and three
disappeared in front of it and then it had a voice that spoke
great boasts and how it tried to change times and seasons, etc.
well nobody would think that represented the same thing as the
feet and toes being made of iron and clay. It is very very
different from the account of the second phase there.

But since we have so many similarities between the two we
are ustIfed in saying that these two utterly different pictures
of the second phase of the fourth kingdom are referring to events
or situations that take place in the sixth time period. And
therefore be putting them together.

In this second phase we find something which we had no hint
of in the statue, that there will be ten new kings. We have in
the interpretation, v.17, the one who w stood by said these great
beasts, which are four, are four kings. The beasts are four. Yet
it says that the ten horns on the fourthtbeas are four. So we
know that the word king and kingdom are used rather indiscriminately
in these chs.

Sometimes they are used to represent, as it does here, a whole
long period or two or more centuries -- spoken of as a king or a
kingdom. Sometimes they are used for individual kings. So when he
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said to huchadnezzer, Thou art this head of ciold, we are left
with the qunstion,, Is Nebuchadnezzar that head of qold, or is
the r:c .abylonian empire the head of gold, or is it the whole
period of Assvro-Babylonian spureracv Which latter ;nk is
most likely, but I would not be dogmatic about it.

We have these tn new kings, and immediately you ask: We
are simply told there are 10 horns. This beast had 10 horns. Do
these 1C horns represent 10 kings who reign at the same time?
Or do they represent 10 kns who came one after the other? Wc
have no way to prove from the statement in oh. 7. Either is a
possibility of interpr&±taticr, whether they are s uitarus ci
whether they are successive. We find that a little horn came u
and before it three of the first horns were plucked up by the
roots. That seems to suggest that this represents 10 kings who
reigned at one time in different areas and that a new onc came
up and got control of three of them. It suggests that.

On the other hand those who hold the critical theory say
that before Ant tochus ir,'ahns his father had died and hibrother
who had ruled just before him had been murdered, and the brother's
son who should logicall'thave succeeded htm, he got in ahead of
him and seized the power. So they say the three kings disappeared
before him. Wall, I do not thnk the critical Int pr atior is
correct, but I max can't sa', on this articu1ar idea it might
be three successive kings, rather than three simuitseecus kings
that they are recsai1y wrong in that particular teach We
cannot draw a great deal more from this aszag.e. We have two
po3s1biliti'3.

3. The Rise of the Little Horn. vv.8,11,20
You of course have looked at thse in the course of your

study of th chapter end you have noticed that vv. and 24 tell
about the growing power of this little horn. This little horn
came up and became bigger than the others, stronger than the
others, Three disappeared be.ore it.

We find it arrogant in v 25. He shall speak great words
against tha ?lost High. This is part of the Irtterpretat.1OL. In
the picture it said he had eyes like the eves of a ran an. nouth
speaking great things. He shall speak great words against
the Nost HIgh and shall wear out the saints of the host H:h,
and think to change the times and the seasons.

:t wasn't so many years ago when some were sugystir
that ths was Franklin Delano roonevc;lt who tried to change the
date of ThankgivtngI ut he did not succeed. Since that time
we have had Congress change the dates of a number of our ioiidays
but I don't think it appJic to Congress herel But it describes
the arrogance of this one, his attempts to make great changes.
Some have thought this was fulfilled in Julius Caesar becausc
Julius aesar changed tImes and seasons when he Introdu'od a new
calendar which we have used ever since except for a slight
modification mada 200 years ao. !3u` I certainly don't thLk i
is speaking about Julius Caesar.

- -L -
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Then we have this specific feature that he makes war against
the saints. Verse 21: I beheld, and the same horn made war with
the saints and prevailed against them, until the Ancient of days
came and judgment was given to the saints of the Most High..."
Very different from the idea that is widely taught in some circles
now that the church is gradually going to reach more and more
people with the gospel until the whole world is going to be conver
ted, and this will happen before the return of Christ.

This doesn't fit all with what it says here that he makes
war ag&inst the saints and prevailed against them, until the
Ancient of Days came and judgment was given to the saints of
the Most High. they did not seize the Judgement, they did not
take it by power; it was given to them. Notice in connection with
that




It's apparent victory, vv.21, 25. He prevailed against them.

4. The Destruction of the Fourth Kingdom, v.11, 26.
"1 beheld then becsuse of the voice of the great words

which the horn spo e; I beheld oven till the beast was slain, and
its body destroyed, and given to the burning flame." It does
not say the horn was destroyed; It says the beast was destroyed.
It's like in ch. 2 where it does not say it's feet and toes were
destroyed; it says the whole statue was destroyed. So the entire
fourth kingdom is to be completely destroyed.

But here there is a very interesting little feature. v. 12
(puzzeled me when I first studied it.) "As for the rest of the
beasts, theyhad their dominion taken away, yet their lives were
prolonged for a season and time." Nothing is told here of the
destruction of the of the other three. But we are told in ch. 2
that the whole statue is destroyed. So I feel when it says their
lives were prolonged for a season and a time that it means they
were prolonged until the fourth beast was destroyed a but
that they all are destroyed, which means of course not that certain
individuals are destroyed but that all the principles that enter
into the type of human government represented by Nebuchadnezzar
and represented by the Persian and Greek leaders, that that type
of human government --all its pieces are going to be completely
destroyed.

But he doesn't specifically say that about the other three,
but he does say they hd their dominion taken away but their
lives were prolonged for a season and a time. That makes it clear
that the four together are one statue. That the qualities of the
Babylonian kingdom were many of them taken over by the Persian,
and the qualities of the Persian were many of them taken over by
the Greeks, and the qualities of the Greeks were many of them taken
over by the Romans. But their lives were prolonged for a season
and a time. But the whole thing is to be completely destroyed at
the time the beast is killed and its body given to burning.

. A Division of Deity, vv 9-10.
This-is still in the dream, still in the vision he had. In the

KJV the first v. of it I think gives us a very wrong impression at
first --"I beheld till the thrones were cast down." The Aramaic
word there normally means to place or to put. Itis used in Ezra
where the king says they shall not place an impost or taxes upon these

people.
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It means that he looked and saw coming into his vision, he
saw thrcnes, and it might suggest It fits with the destruction
of v. 8, but there's no destruction until you get to v.11. So
this is simply As he looked he saw come into view wx)tm before him
thrones. How many people sat? Just says one did. Says the Ancient
of Days sat. Yet there were thrones.

That, of course has cause many people great curiosity. Why
were there thrones? When only one sits? It is a peculiar thing.
Some say he was merely a presiding officer, like a judge. It
seems that the various attorneys are fair in what they do

and they make the decision. But I don't think that's
what the picture sounds like at all. It sounds to me like the
picture of the great omnipotent God. Rather than the picture of
the presiding officer at a court trial.

The fact that it has the plural "thrones", we withlik our
understanding of the NT can think perhaps there is a suggestion
of the Trinity. But I think perhaps that is reading back too
much into this. Perhaps we think of the greatness of deity using
the word in the plural, but there certainly is no suggestion here
that there was any other powerful one sharing power with the One
pictured here. That's why I call it a vision of deity; I don't
think it is a picture of a court case.

That's why I'm disturmed that practically all recent trans
lations translate the end of v. 10 "the court sat and the books
were opened." That sounds as if he was the presiding judge and
that others sat while he makes the decision. I don't think that
is the picture we have here at all.

I think you have a picture here of the powerful God, the
great, pure One, the One who has absolute authority who looks down
upon earth and sees the little horn ranting against Him and try
ing to bhange times and seasons and establish things the way he
wants them on earth, and in contrast He sees something that illustrates
the great power and majesty of God.

Certainly he did not see God. God is a spirit. God does not
have a body. He did not see God, but he saw a representation which
symbolized the power and greatness and eternity of God. The Ancient
of Days sat. His garment was white as snow. The hair of his head
was pure wool. His throne was a fiery flame. KJV has "±*kt3t in "like" in
italics. His throne was a fiery flame. The wheels of the throne
were a burning fire. A fire issued and came forth from before him;
a thousand thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousands time
then thousand stood before him."

Whether these ten thousand times ten thousand-- are they
the members of the court that are going to make a decision? It
is quite obvious you don't need to have a judge to make a decision
to decide what to do with the beast. It is pictured very clearly,
his wickedness, his arrogance, his brutality, and here we have in
contrast to the vain boasts of the beast, we have the great power
of the great God! His authority and a tremendous number of His
representatives are ready to do His bidding.
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So when it says "the judgment was set" the word here trans
lated "the judgment" is not a concrete word. Most of those who
take this as "court" say that the word for decision or judgment
is here used the abstract for the concrete-- it means the court!
But the word -- it seems to me the KJV represents the thought
of the whole situation much better.

God's judgement was set, it is determined, it continues.
It still sat there. The beast and the little horn with his
declarations and his attempt to destroy all that God desires
could not succeed because God's judgment has been set from all
eternity. It is not a judgment scene, in my opinion, in the
sense of a court making a decision, but it is God carrying out
his decision He has made long before.

The books were opened. That I would take as being symbolic
representation of God's omniscience; of the fact He knows every
thing and lie acts wisely in all that he does. I would not take
it as - their trying to exk explain to Him just what
is happening, and all that. It seems to me that is what we have
here in this picture.

7. The Son of Man.
Here in a picture which is symbolic we have something

happen in which as far as this passage is concerned could be
symbolic, but I believe we have in the midst of the symbolse
we have a literal, thing; that is he saw something-- he saw
all these things of course, but he saw this thing which was not
meant as a symbol but as a picture in advance of something that
was going to happen. I don't think we z could say that dogmatically
apart from the NT evidence. But I think the NT evidence makes
that clear.

He saw in the night vision, and behold one like the Son of
Man. Notice this word Son of Man is used in Dan. 8:17 where God's
messenger says to Daniel, Understand, 0 Son of Man. Son of man
just means a man, one of the class of men. But here he saw one
who looked like a man. But this picture here came to be recognized
by the Jews as a picture of the coming of Messiah. Jesus uses of
himself the term the on of Man clearly referring back to this use
scene of term not to ch. B where it just means a man. Not to
Ezekiel where it xaz is used dozens of times zekie1 is
addressed as Son of Man. But this picture shows the Son of Man
coming in the clouds of heaven.

Here we have one coming who has great authority. Now whether
you would say that he saw one who would be coming with the clouds
of heaven, who came to the Ancient of Days and was given authority
prior to His coming, or whether you would say He saw Him coming
and He realized what had already happened, that he had been brought
before the Ancient of Days arid had been given dominion, glory and
a kingdom that all people, nations, and langqgages should serve
Him, which ever way you take it, I believe the usage in the NT
shows and also Ps.ll0:1 shows that the giving of authority to Him
precedes His coming with the clouds of heaven. And that this is a
literal picture of One coming in the clouds of heaven as shown by
the NT reference.
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Of course the coming is symbolic. He is brought before the
Ancient of days-.. that is symbolic. The Ancient of Days is
a Spirit. It would not be a physical thing, but it is exactly
what is described in Ps. 110i l that the Lord said to him,
Sit thou on my right hand until I make thine enemies thy foot
stool.

Now we discussed the subject -- the son of man a bit
already, and I have only a little more to look at in this
chapter. So I think this would make a good place to make a
break. I'll have a little more to say about the chapter.

I did not know for sure whether it would be best to finish
this before giving a mid-semester test, or to give the test
at this point. I think it is better to give the test right at
this point. So next time, if you will come prepared to take a
test on which we have covered this far.

I makk very definitely on whether you do the assignments,
because I want them to be done on time so you will have some
of the problems in mind when I discuss them. I do not mark
them particularly on how well you interpret, but of course in
the examination or the test, I think they will count about
one-third of the semester's mark We will see how well you

thus far.

So next time we will meet sharply at 10 o'clock. You
will have 25 minutes until 1025 for a test, a half-hour test,
and then we'll collect the papers promptly and continue our
discussion after that.
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I have copies of the assignment for next time for you.

Please don't forget them at the end of the class.
I hope everyone remembers the topic we discussed thst time:

The fate of the first three beasts. That was one of the questions
we presented. I hope you all remembered it.

We look at the vision of dei¬y, vv.9-1O. We did not have time
to much more than glance at it. I believe I mentioned that the
translatlion "thrones were cast down" which is in the KJV is not
accepted by anyone I know of today. Perhaps when they wrote it
by castinodown they mean't putting thrones in place.

The same word is used in Daniel 6 for putting Daniel in
the lion's den; and also for putting the other people in the lion's
den after hewa taken out. Also for putting the men in the firey
furnace. In any of those the meaning "cast" might fit. But there
is a reference in xra which seems to settle it's meaning "to
place" where the king says they shall not place upon them tribute
or tax. This is accepted by all interpreters today, t think, as
showing that here the thrones were set up rather than cast down.

We noticed in this the symbol of the thrones. The plural
of the word is pretty hard to find a conclusive answer as to why
it is== it should be plural there. Certainly evsryone who is
mentioned in the passage is standing before the throne, before God.
There is no mention of anyone else sitting.

The whole impression of the passage is of the tremendous
power and lory of God.

I got a question: How do we know that this is the Ancient of
Days here standing standing for the triune God? I believe we
should feel that in the OT where we read the word God, it must
be the triune God who is referred to, unless there is something in
the context that clearly shows that it is to be taken as referring
to only one person of the Godhead.

Most of the statements in the T referring to God would
certainly refer to the triune God. In this case the picture of
God's power, majesty, and authority is the thing stressed in
vv.9-10. There are mention of thrones but there is no mention
of anyone other than God sitting upon these thrones in this
picture.

The great emphasis is on His great purity anq great knowledge
and tremendous power - the fire issuing from it, thousands
thousands serving him, ten thousand times ten thouand standing
before Him. It does not at all give the impression of being a
judgment scene.

In Revelation we find all the dead brought before God, and
we find that books are opened and they are judgmed according to
what is written in the books. That is a judgment scene of individuals.
But here as Daniel sees the terrible situation on earth with this
awful beast and the one horn that came out of the beast that is
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described as such a terrible anti-God figure, then we find that he
turns his eyes away from that and sees the great unseen reality
of the tremendous power, knowledge and wisdom and authority of
the trune God.

It is not a matter of God having to decide whether the beast
deserves to be punished or not. The whole evidence is veyc3ear.
There is no question about it. -- that this beast deserves to be
destroyed. It is a destruc-tion that is not of individual human
beings who are judged for their acts. But it is certainly God's
judgment upon this great ungodly figure which represents so much
of the characteristics of human government all through tee ages.

In a world of sin, government is needed. We would all kill
each other off if we did not have government. We need government.
We need order. When we read about these great empires we think
of them as great beasts, creatures of terror. They establish
their will with force. But when we think of the world of sin,
there is another way it is perfectly reasonable to think of these
as that they were tremendous improvement over the situations that
existed before them.

Because before these empires took control over great areas
and in those areas established a great deal of peace and a con
siderable amount of justice, you had little tiny sections con
stantly fighting against each other, and no one's life was safe
for very long. There was always lots of fighting and confusithn
between these very small sections, each of which had its sovereignty
and was fighting against other sectthons in one conflict or another
and then a third one attacking these, etc.

So the establishing of empires is a necessity in a world of
sin. We are not told anywhere in Scripture that God is gthing to
establish a condition of anarchy in the world in which no
government is needed. But we are told that Call the wicked features
of human governemnt are to be completely destroyed, and that
the One who will rule who is absolutely just and true and free
from all sin.

So in this Vision of Deity i seems to me that it is a picture
of the power of the great God as over against the wickedness of
of these great empires. That it is not a dei1beratve body in
any sense of the word. This is a sign of God's judgment, a sign
of His pouring out of His wrath upon ungodliness, rather than a
picture of judgment of individuals. However, it is quite common
to speak of it as a judgment scene.

Although I am quite convinced that the general hearing of
the whole passage of these two verses-is-definitely different from
a court scene, yet there are arguments on both sides. All recent
translations that I have looked at take it as a court scene which
seems to me to go against the general impact of the passac'e.

But in favor of its being a scene of judgment, is the placing
of thrones. It seems as if they --- which looks as if they might
be meeting for a judgment or court. It seems to me that instead of
that he sees thrones which are in place there; the great God is



Daniel Lecture t 7 1O/23/73 page 3

rpsented ' cn s tti.ie t her " And a stroner or-nt jr favor
of it is the last phrase of v. 10, "and the books were opened."
That suooests that they were lookin for evie'o In or to
decide whether the beast needs to he punished.! That ces not seem
rean&1e. There is certainly n tho pessog. that
fits the judgment of individuals.

So I would feet that the books being opened here is rather
a syrnbnlJc k statement o God's complte knnw3.edq o covth1ng
that the beast has done. Seen as happening on earth at the tia

3 here pure. But oie riust say tht ho phra os suggest
the other. Arid I believe all recent translators have taken it as
th* ot hr.

The krw phrase to this question Is the ohra3o which te V
translates "the judgment was set." That translation ±* it seemL; to
me wrld 4:-.t the qneral tenor of tho ko,.,, -!v-, 's the
mighty God, the sovereign God there with all these firey fiaine
qoi nq out fro-1 hir: 'rho who& s of burn n fir- and th thousands
of thousands ready to perform His will. And His judgment was see.
His u ment aint 'rho. beast had lie--n determthod 'rom lone
before the tine the beast had ever come into existence. It -i's SOCT
and even though yon see the lttL horn eakie his creat boast
ful words and making war on the saints and seems to win against
thm. and thirs look honole from a human vtewooint, G:-d'o judgment
is set and will be carried out in its own time.

Now in favor of that interpretation is the fact that the word
"jur'qmnt" is Word tht c not moar oort it meansdecisIon
The decision for the judgment was set. All the recent commentaries
that take the terprotatier th.t 4-his is a court xro soero, ens
late that phrase "the court sat" and the books were oponed.

It seems to be quite out of relationship with the general
toner of the two vers's. And they say the word "judcrpent"
means decision or judgment, but they say the abstract is here used
for the concrete! That can he done, but I'd like sore prcof that
It is done before I accept it. I'd like some other passage

This word din here which means judgment is used in the Medieval
JewIsh writings-- inthe Talmud-- a ereat dea. And. there when they
refer to a court, they call it Beth Din i.e. the house of judgment.
And If t.h's -art "court" It would seem to no that pl4ace of judgment
or house of judgment,-- something like that would be more appropriate
tkx than the word which means a "decision" rather than a body t
to make a decision.

However, the fact remains that it does say it sat, and uses the
ordinary word "to sit", and that seems, t least ot our r'ndern
minds, to fit more with a court than with the fact that the judgment
was set, that t was sittinc froi all eternity. So I would not he
dogmatic on this. I would state my opinion about it, but all the
recent interpretations that I have seen taken it the other way.

A very irterestinr c!uestier was turned In to me rioht on this
point. It says, Is it not possible that== no this is not the one.
This is the ore: In the French Judicial sister the Judge is also Jury
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Could this be the type of scene in Dan. 7:9-10. te cort
being an audience or followers or crowds as in a monarchy(?))
And it seems to me that fits more with this situation. If you
say the court sat, and by that you mean that the Lord's court
was sitting to which He gave His decision, rather than a court
in our American sense of a body in which the Judge is just
an impartial arbiter, and the lawyers fight it out, it would
seem reasonable, to fit better.

i. The Son of Man.
This I do not believe I'll take much time on now because

we have discussed it rather fully in connection with your
assignment at an earlier time. We mentioned that in Daniel
8:17 he addresses Daniel as Son of Man. In Czekiel, dozens of
times, the Lord addresses Izekiel as son of man. So the word
itself simply means a human beinq. One like a son of man could
mean one who looks like a man.

It's interesting that he does not say a man, but one like
a man. Some find in that a suggestion of thefact that Jesus
Christ was not only a man but was also God. Whether that is
valid I could not say. But the interesting thing is that Jesus
Christ himself so frequently called himself the son of map, and
he was certainly not there simply saying he was a human being.

It is agreed, I believe by all Interpreters that when
Jesus called himself the son of man he was connecting himself
with that one 01' usage of that term., And referring to Himself
as the Messiah as the Coming One, the Son of Man.

We noticed that this picture of the Son of Man coming In
clouds parallels the stone in chapter 2. That the judgment
upon the beast is brought about by the cmIng of the stone cut
without hands which destroys the statue and which grows so
that it becomes a great mountain and fills the whole earth.
Here it is pictured as One like the Son of Man coming with the
clouds of heaven.

This whole passage is so much of it figurative or symbolical
that the natural interpretation of this would be that the son
of man stands for a church, stands for a group, stands for the
Jewish nations, something like that in the context if it were
not for our clear evidence in the NT that Jesus applied it to
himself as something that was specifically to happen in relation
to one individual.

Therefore I believe we have conclusive evidence that here
in the midst of a highly figurative passage we have a literal
picture of something that is to happen, the Son of Man to come
with the clouds of heaven. As the angel said to the disciples,
This same Jesus shall so come in like manner as ye see him go.
This is right in connection with the statment in v. 11 that the
beast is slain and its body is given to the burning flame.
The destruction of the image in ch. 2 is tied to the coming of
the stone. Here ** it is not ax quite so tightly tied to that.
But It is given in connection with it. And it leads to the result
whichwas there of building a great kingdom.
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R1ht at this point this other question fits which says
that, Is It not possible that ea received the authority at
the tie of the resurrection, figuratively raised at the
right hand of the Father, but only received the kirdor, upon
His return o earth, much as an ancient traveller=== acie
ruler WUi travel to thc, castle to receive the kIrtodo. frc
tm king as in Luke l9:12? It seems. to that, is a very çood
statement of what tbe situation s.

e approached the c!nt of Days. eV rougPt him 'ear
to him and there, was given to him .domintox, g2py and a nd
thall people and nations should serve, him,. and an everlasting
dommnfon which shall not pass away. iskiñgdom Is that which
shall not be destroyed.. It seems o, e tat the, second thinn
stated hert is happening before the first. That he sees the
One coming who }AD been brought ne3 to th Anethrt of lays.
The Ancient of days has civen hii this authority and s he
Is sitting at his right hand walttng until hi.s foes .c ade
his footstool. 1.

So Jesus combines the two passages, putting the in
chronological order. "Hereafter ye shall see the,, Son of man
sitting at the right hand of power and cmir; th& clouds
of heaven." So much for the time order there and the next
otnt we look at is

. The New Kingdom.
We are told his kingdom.. Is t.ht which shall not pass

away which shall never be destroyed. Zt's an entirely, d.ffrer
Ind of ,recelme. It follows the destruction of the beast. It!s

an entirely different kind of re;ei!ne. It covers the entire
earth. It is given to the saints. We find that in vv.18,22, ard
27. It nowhere says that the saints are going to destroy the
__.It nowhere says that the saints are qcina to

established the kingiom.

It says that the Son of man will core in clouds of aven
and He will establish the kingdom. I believe God wants us t
do everything we can a; an incidental part of our acitvities
on this earth to make it a better earth for in which all en
to live. ut if we take n objective to make a perfect world
and to set up the kingdom of God on earth, I think we'll have
disappointments ahead because God has never promised that humsr
beings will succeed in doing this.

We've had wonderful people starting out to establish a
perfect society, time after tine and it always has enerated
and proven In the end o he a failure. odis interested i
development of Individuals who will live forever, and :e has
individuals here In the midst of a condition uron this earth
which is a condition where sin is on the earth, wh~!_~,rs government
is necessary but where human government has tess many en,i'_
features which will. he corpletely destroyed.

The new receie is o be indestr:tibie, and at that point
I read in some conuentaries, This is not the millerniu!l; it is an



Daniel Lecture $ 7 10/23/78 page 6

eterr3l kInqoom 3iit I don't bclievQou can find ar Scrtptir
which says which is es.t*b2tshed whenqhrist..
Comes back goicj to or an fccvr. lie clQn'
.know what cç. hØ way. ahead in H en.. But we do know that
th rgd wich u .wi11b thdetuctih..No car,

ietr'y it. -

C-vi can hiqe certain features o .Lt f he h-noses ) anc
t .ini; pr nri mns that ;iar.i t ep:tJ,

to stah1iz .'erfect regeimeon hex 'earth hcre, or tr
" to do that at- . crd ø tb':.

Fir1c r -is ier. p ii.--

ever'jthirY is ooinç to proper
ntorp.retaL oi. 4tL hr tiin ae gon t t grat I

rj-rse or a qreat deal better, I don't think Od hs told is. 3ut
has tl u th t thr .1 a ç: -4

whr ti4rcS wUl b very bad, when the little hon Will seen to
e ut t tttr cscrOy a

t*ning victory over, them,. and they wfll' get v*k vlctory
t'I~fl ",Iv ei-r ucrj in LLLh "j a ' t ior1. :'.

th strovinj those w1cke men, hut by our 1ord cotng hc'1r
ad ser.ti.rj i.,4p s if -ightouses An.- this

kingdom is an Indestructible kingdom. Because in Revelation
t, 'ior t11nr'Jr, ,f yar s us" r1t1on
to tt, we call !t a millennium.

Whether we have to take that 1000 as literally anyears.
eci 1Q00 y-iac, or a lon prio1 of tii, I don.'r 'se
shold he dogmatt about. But we are not told- that 1t is t
be dest'cvJ, it af¬ a innq ?it J o kY wY
cdrtath changes., and, the e*act nature of thoehanes we
h" iv,t b n tdi 1. There a ything- n tne Uti- ip h1'o
not seen told.

Put these few specific features which are calI-1 pre.
lrnrlL31 s-he-i t rre to ). vcj r'Iir1y t1h' 'n :i'

Scriiturc.

Well have to. Stop there anddon't fret tot th
for xt w1/4 hic- I 'iill 1ive up V".







Daniel Lecture 8 October 30, 1978

I had to be away the last half of last week and did not
finish (grading) the tests though very substantial progress
has been made in marking them. I had a very worthwhile time
in Chicago, extremely busy, many meetings. Three hundred
people, most of them rather prominent in Christian work. People
from a number of different denominational viewpoints from many
parts of the country. I met some I had not seen for 20 years
and had many interesting contacts. At the end they signed a
statement which was hammered out -- a statement about eight
pages long -- which was hammered out with many different
sections with difëerent ones discussing, with one group and,
another, and then all together. Two or three men worked all
night on it a couple of nights. So I believe it's a very fine
statement.

Question: You say all 300 signed the statement?

I had to leave to catch my plane before the end, and I
don't know just how many signed it yet. I did sign it before
I left, but those I have heard from have said that most signed
it. But I am just not sure. I hope they did. In some of the
discussions you wondered if anybody would sign it, because
people were fussing about little points, but when it came to
the end I think there was a pretty good consensus. Of course
it was not dealing with anything but inerrancy. But inerrancy
is a matter that has to be carefully defined or you can
infer other things that you don't mean.

For instance there is a big disagreement about the matter
of dictation. There are people who think that God didtated the
whole Bible. There are other people who think that the worst
thing we could suggest is such an awful thing that God didtated
it. Well, dictated to a secretary and that's no reason
God couldnot have dictated if he chose! But we don't believe He
did because we see such evidence of personality of the different
writers. Yet certainly some of it was dictated like the ten
commandments. God spoke these words.

So to make a statement that would avoid misunderstanding
and wouldnot err this direction or the other was difficult, but
I think a good job was done.

Question: Be able to get copies of the statement?

I hope so. I hope it will be given wide publicity. But it
is a long statement and what they were afraid of was that people
would pick out a sentence here or there and might give the wrong
impression, so great care was taken to avoid that possibility.
I know that Satan's people are veryclever at misrepresenting
things. I just hope that nothing is quoted in a way that would
give a different impression from what is meant. I'm sure-,the
who].ethlng will be made available.

Student: Dr. Newman put a copy of it on our bulletin board
this morning.

Very good. That's fine. It went through several editions,
and there was a great deal of discussion. Just about every word
of it was carefully studied. It is very well written too.
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I think that a great part of the credit for that goes to Dr.
J.I..Packer who spent the greater part of two nights working
on the wording of it. There were others who made real contribu
tions too.

I'd bettor not take more time on that right now. I maybe
better go on to mention a question that was turned in to me
that I think is very important. So I want to read it to you.

It's called a practical question: Dan. 7:10. The judgment
was set or the court sat. What do you suggest we do about
preaching this p:ssage? Is it possible to bring out an interpre
tation such as yours without bewildiring and destracting the
audience? Do we simply mention the problem and our opinion,
or add remarks about the difficulties of translation, etc. It
has been my experience thatpeople have been verytouchy about
any change in what their version says. Here a difference of
meaning seems to be involved.

This, I think is a very important question. Because the
spokesman for God has two very important duties. One is to
be sure what God says. The other is to say it in a way that will
get the truth across. Well now, a person can be sure that God
has said that whosoever believes in the Lord Jesus Christ shall
be saved. He can be sure that there is only one God. He can be
sure there are three persons in the Godhead. There are many things
of which we can he absolutely sure.

The vital task of the Christian interpreter is to get these
things across which are absolutely clear in Scripture. Therefore
God sometimes uses people with no education who read a few simple
truths and present them. It's far better to present a few simple
truths and have them -- people get them, than to have a great
deal of truth presented in such a way that nobody gets any of it.

So this is a very very vital part of the work of every one of
us, and we do not want to confuse people. If a person says, Some
say this and some say that .... I remember hearing of a minister
one of whose congreation brought him a big sack of potatoes. He
said, I surely appreciate this, but why did you hr!ng me these
potatoes? She said, I've so often heard you say that the common
taters (commentators) disagree with you! I think she had no
idea what he was talking about, and there is no point in that.
We have to have some idea cf the people to whom we talk how much
they can understand.

At the same time God gave his Ward not simply to YMO deal
with a few simple truths, or He would have given us two or three
chapters-- for the whole Bible. His Word gives us a great deal
that is absolutely clear and a great deal that has tremendous
relevance at one tire and is difficult to understand at another
time. There may be parts of the Bible that we have great
difficulty in understanding today that have just exactly the
truth God's people will need 10 years from now, if the Lord
tarries. New problems arise all the ti!e, and the anser to the
problems is in the Bible.
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So we are training people whom we hope will be able to aive the

great central truths of the Bible in a way that they will get
them across.

But we here have a greater objective than that. We want to
train those who can go to the Word and see exactly what it means
and what its truth is as it relates to situations as they change.

So there are two duties of our graduates and of people of
the dalibre we hope our graduates will be. There are two different
duties. One is learning what the Bible means, and the second is
getting to people the great truths of the Bible. I believe we
should keep these two two sharply separated in our minds.

So I think it is vital that where you can't be sure what a
passage means you don't jumpt to conclusions, butyou see what the
possibilities are and as you study some other passage or situations
change you may then see exactly what it did mean and how it fits
in withthe insights you've gotten from some other passaqe or with
the changing situations in the world. So I believe it is tremendously
important that you study it very carefully. That you have a certain
number of people who are able to say. This verse is absolutely
clear. This verse has two possibilites and we are not at present
in a position to decide between them. This verse has two possibilities
one of them I feel ±z almost sure is correct, but I'm not going to
build a truth on that except as I find support from other passages.

That is a very important part of your work. That is you under-
standing of the Word. And a very important part is get Ing people
the truth you they need without confusion without confusing
them.




Now right, there there is really a second element in this
question. Some people are verytouchy about anything in what
their version says. As someone said, If the KJV was good enough
for St. Paul, why isn't it good enough for us? Well, we all
know that was not the case. That the KJV came 1500 years after
St. Paul wrote, yet I got a printed piece of literature yester
day from a very active Christian worker who actually said in
it, Are we to believt that God left us 1900 years without knowing
what the true Bible is? Which cdrtainly implies that KJV is
the Bible that St. Paul had!

We know that the KJV was a translation made by godly men
and excellent scholars aware of the situations of their day
using a language that nobody can speak today! There are

we can understand it fairly we1. But their are many words
in the KJV that very few people today understand, because some
of them are not used and some of them have changed their meaning.
os of it we can figure out fairly well what they mean. And
there are places where the translators certainly erred in their
decision, though on this ground I find many cases where I think
the KJV translators, as x far as meaning is concerned, did a
better job than any recent interpreters have done.

But now that the Bible that is most widely used is in a
language that most people === that nobody living cartunderstand
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every part of it without consulting the dictionaries of the
Elizabethan language, and that sort of thing. And most people
have a little difficulty themsieves. We Christians are so used
to it, it sounds perfectly natural, but we don't talk that way
any of us today. Consequently we can be sure that we don't
exactly in a great many places.

In that situation it is absolutely necessary that the people
of today have the Bible in their own language, that they can
understand today. Naturally, as in the days of King James there
were a dozen different versions competing for attention. There
will be versions competing for attention today. Though I don't
believe many intelligent Christians are going to stay long in
a situation where one particular English version seems to be
so exactly right that you cannot differ from it. I think that's
a problem that won't stay with us very long.

People will recognize that getting an exact translation
is impossible, and yet we have a good approxirtion in a number
of recent versions. The NIV has just come out. It is, as far as
I can see the best translation that has yet been made. It ought
to be with the tremendous number of hours, thousands of hours,
that have been spent by literally hundreds of translators in
working on it. It ought to be the best that has yet come out.
But it is very good version that has just come out, in fact
this is to be presented tomorrow to people in Philadelphia.
There will be two or three pastors there, a press release and
I have been asked to go and participate in thepresentation of it.

I wish that the time would come again when w would have
one English version that most of us would use. I don't if that
will come for a number of years. But ordinarily, I don't think
in preaching you want to enter into problems of translation.
But I do believe there will have to be times when if you give
the Word of God sincerely, you,will have to say, This English
word, this Hebrew word, this Greek word cannot be translated
exactly into English. Here is a good approximation. Here is
a good attempt at it.

You have to do that. But in a matter where there is such
a difference of meaning as to whether this is a judgment scene
or whether it is a presentation of God's omnipotent power as
he carries out the judgments he has already made, in a situation
like that I would say that ordinarily it would be wise to take
the great truths of the passage that are vital and of which
there is no doubt and stress them, and only lightly touch
on the possibility of a difference of opinion there. I would
think that in the ordinary group that would be the wise thing
to do. But there will be, if you have an intelligent audience,
when it is wise to enter into a problem like that and show
the reasons on each side and how it fits in with other passages.

That is so important I thought it was worth taking a bit
of time on that particular question.

In our discussion we spoke about how in ch. 7(o Daniel)
we have the new kingdom which we looked at. We noticed
the different factors there.
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I believe we had finished our general discussion of what is
given about the new kingdom in that ch. Then we were ready to
look at




H. Conclusions regarding chs. 2 and 7.
We have four kingdoms described in both of them.

Now as a matter of methodology === when we had ch. 2 I said
from this ch. you can't tell whether there are four kingdoms of
five. I think that is vital we recognize that. We do not get
from ch. 2 the assurance there are four kingdoms. Ch. 2 has
either 4 sections or 5 , and you can't tell which. But when you
come to oh. 7 this question is answered.

So 45 years later God reveals that there were four,not five.
But there is a second phase of the fourth animal which is represented
by the fifth part of the statue. So there is a very important part
of the teaching of these t wo chapters.

The fourth kingdoms there described can be seen in history.
We believe that Daniel wrote this book in the time of Nebucahd
nezzar and have no trouble fitting them with history. The A
Babylonian kingdom, the Persian empthre, the Hellenistic empire
and the Roman empire. Those who hold the criticalview that it
was not written until the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, and that
it goes up to that period only, they have a history of three
kingdoms, and predictions of four and they have to imagine a
separate Median kingdom which did not exist.

So as far as the k history is concerned, those who accept
it as a genuine book by Daniel have no problem. Now as to the
relation of the second part of the fourth kingd om to the first,
it is quite evident that that second part has not yet occurrred.
The nearest to it would be from 400 to 600 A.D. which would come
very near to fitting it, but there is a phrase in there about
mingling with the seed of men which is pretty hard to understand
It's hard to know what it means. Personally I think that what
it means will become clear when that period comes.

If you say that fits with the period 400 - 600 A.D, that
could fit with almost of all history before that, so it's not
much of a distinctive feature. More important is the fact
the stone hits the statue on the feet and toes, and at the end
of the Roman empire there was no establishment of a new kingdom
which completely destroyed every vestage of the four kingdoms.
That is to say of the qualities that enter into the the human
governments as shown in those four kingdoms.

So it seams to me that this second part must be something
that is still future. There we have two possibilities. One is
that there is an unmentioned interval. You have the first part
and then you have a long space that is not seen, and then you
have the second part.

The other possibility is that the === that you have the four
great kingdoms as they would seem looking forward from Daniel's
time, the first three being taken over by the succeeding ones;
the fourth one not being taken over but having many different
changes as they were overrun by new peoples arid gradual changes

krig place so that as the prophet looked forward he would see
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that extended and there would be that final stage yet to come.
Both cam be represented by the figure of the mountain. As you
see the near peak which looks bery large, and then beyond you see
others, and beyond you see others. Then beyond that there may
be a space between or there may be a long ridge reaching along
with it. There may be a great mountain at a distance which you
can't tell wheter it comes right directly behindthe first
part of the fourth kingdom, or whether it is way distant.

So inbetween whether there is an unmentioned interval or
whether there is a continuing ridge, we cannot be dogmatic at
this point.

One thing that was brought out in ch. 7, and not brought
out at all in ch. 2, is what is today generally spoken of as
Antichrist. In a way that is an unfortunate term. It might be
better if we called it the Little Horn. I don't know. But John
said the Antichrist ==- that there are many antichrists and
that antichrist is already here.

The Reformers declared that the Papacy was the antichrist.
There was much to suggest that in those days, very much then.
But the papacy has gone through all kinds of changes through the
years. At the time when the papacy was so strongly opposing
salvation by faith alone, in such a strong definite way, it was
easy for the Reformers to reach that conclusion.

We must say as John skid there are many antichrists. But
there is one who is represented by a little horn. It is customary
today to call that one antichrist. I suppose we might as well
sick to the term, but since the term can be applied to others
I wish we had another term to use for it.

This one who is called the Little Horn and fights against
the saints and almost overcomes them, and it is only the super
natural interevantion of God that prevents him from overcoming
them, this one is mentioned 10 Isaiah 11, where we read about
the coming of the Son of Man and we read in ch. 11 at the end
of v. 4, With the breath of His lips shall he say the wicked.

This phrase "the wicked" does not convey the idea of the
original to people today. A very good illustration of how our
language has changed. When I was in Germany they would refer to
me as the Large. The german word "large? simply means tall. It
does not refer to your girth at all. They would simply refer
to me as the Lange, or the Tall. Now in English if you say
the Tall, you moan a lot of tall people. We don't use if e
of one(person) -- an adjective, today. But in Kinq James' time
they did. They dotoday in German. They do in Hebrew. They do
in Greek, and in most languages that I know that have
different forms for singular and plural, you can put a the before
it. But this word "wicked" is singular. He will destroy the
Wicked One with the breath of His mouth. It's paralleled in ch.
7 when the Son of Man comes with the clouds of heaven, and as
a result the Little Horn that fought with the saints is
destoyed. Paul refers back to Isaiah veryclearly in 2 Thess.2
where he says in v. 3 , "that Man of Sin be revealed, the Son of
Perdition who opposes and exalts himself above all that is God."
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And he is referred to again in v.8. "Then shall that Wicked
One be revealed whom the Lord shall consumewith the spirit of his
mouth and shall destroy with the brightness of his coming. This
one whom Paul predicted, this one whom Isaiah predicted is

certainly the one who is called the Little Horn of Dan. 7. Now
whether we are to call him antichrist, if we do call him anti
christ lets just keep in mind that the term is used for others.

But here is one special one whom perhaps we should call
Antichrist with a capital A, who as far as anyone knows is yet
to come. I remember back just at the end of World War One, I read
an account by a missionary from the Near East who said we have
already seen the Antichrist. He said he was living there, and
was not yet revealed to the world, but he said I've seen him
performing simple miracles like simply looking at someone and
they would drop dead, things like that, but he'll do things far
greater than that later on. Well, many years have passed since
that time so I that think that missionary was wrong as to who
he thought was the Antichrist.

The Antichrist may be living today, but I doubt if anybody
could identify him. He may not come for many years. The Lord said
that we do not know when the Lord is coming. We are not to know.
So for all we know it might be another century or more, beeore
the Antichrist comes. But it is made clear by Paul, by Isaiah,
and by Daniel that there is THE one who will be the great center
of wicked power, and who will make war with the saints and he
would win the war if d if were not for the interventions by the
Son of man.

In ch. 2 we had the account of the stone that hit the statue
and completely destroyed it and then grew until it became a great
mountain and filled the whole earth. Here in ch, 7 we have the
Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven. Then we have the beast
destroyed, which includes the little horn, of course. He is
destroyed and his body is given to the fire. Not a vestige of it
remains but he establishes a great newkingdom which cannot be
destroyed.

We noted that does not mean there may not be a change in
the organization after 1000 years. God is certainly not going
to establish a permanent fixed condition with no change whatever.
That was an idea of some old Greek philosopher who thought that
God was onexw* like a great wooden Indian, k± standing there
imnoveable, unchangeable past present, and future ate all the
same t to Him. That is not the Christian idea.

Certainly the Bible. teaches that God feels sorry. That
God feels joy, that God does things. To make God into some sort
of a fixed immoveable thing, He is unchangeable in His qualities
and unchangeable in His attributes, unchangeable in his love,
but He grieves and He rejoices. He is a spirit. He has the qualities
that our spirits have.

So what will happen beyond the 1000 years after the Lord's
coming back we don't know a great deal about. I told someone
once, how I wished I could climb a certain mountain. I've climbed
many mountains and there are many others I wish I could climb.
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But there was just not time enough to climb them. And I said
I'used to be very sad because I could not climb all the mountains
I'd like, but then I realized that during the millennium I'll
have time toclimb a lot of those!

A man said to me, You say the millennium! Why not say the
eternal state? Well, I don't think there is any such thing in
the Bible as the eternal state. What will be beyond the
millennium we just don't know. God may have many interesting
surprises for us. All the sin and wickedness of this life is
to be eradicated with the coming of the Son of man.

Now we are ready to take a jump forward which may seem
strange. To jump clear forward from ch. 7 to ch. 11. But the
reason I wish to do that is because there are certain things
that will come out in ch. 7 which are much easier to discusss
in connection with it than with ch. 8, and it will make it much
easier for us to deal with ch. 8 if we look at these first.

I think it would be a mistake to look at ch. 7 first and
then look at ch. 2, because ch. 2 was given and ch. 7 was
given 45 years later. So we can use ch. to throw light on
ch. 2 but we should start with ch. 2. Here we have ch. 7 which
was niven in the first year of Belshaz7ar, and we have ch. 8
which was given in the third year of Belshazzar. Then ch. 9 in
the first year of Darius whom yrus made king over the realm of
the Chaideans, over that portion of his empire. Then we have
ohs. 10-12 which were in the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia.

So these ohs. are given in a very short range of time.
There is no great harm done in our looking at ch. 11 first.
Ch. 11 is a chapter that not a great many people get a great
deal out of. The archbishop who put in the ch. divisions
certainly did not understand it, because as you know he put the
ch. dIvision one verse too early.

Ch. 10 tells about God sending a messenger to Daniel, and
this messenger speaks, and ch. 11:1 he is telling about his
difficulties in bringing this message to Daniel. But v. 2 begins
this prophecy: "Now will I show you the truth. Behold there shall
stand up yet three kings of Persia, and the fourth shall be
richer than they all."

The critics say, According to the Book of Daniel there were
only four kings of Persia. There were only these four. The author
didn't know about any others. He was just ignorant! I have given
you a statement which I hope you all have with you, which cecords
important facts about the history. It lists all the kings of
Persia, except one. That one was a usurper who held the power
for a very brief time.

I have not listed them all. I have listed the ones vital to
us and then said, Six more kings and then named the last one.
There were actually 10 kings of Persia in the period of the
Persian empire, between its establishment by Cyrus and its con
quest by Alexander. This says, There will be three kings and the
fourth will be richer than they all, and (v.3) a mighty king shall

--,-,-----



Daniel Lecture # 8 10/30/78 page 9

up who we find out is the king who destroyed the Persian empire.
Well, the fact of the matter is of course that the chapter here
is giving us certain vital points and not telling us of what is
in between.

So we have here in order to pinpoint a particular pointx
we have mention of just the first four kings. The firs of these
is Cyrus, and I have the dates 559 there when he became king.
546 when he gained his independence and took over control of
the whole Median complex of tribes. 539 when he conquered
Babylon. 529 when he died.

Then he was succeeded by his son Cambyses who reigned from
529 to 522. I did not list there the Pseudo Smrydus which is the
name given to a servant who held power for just 8 months, but
who certainly could be ranked there as a king of Persia.

These three then-- Cyrus, and Cambyses, and Smerdis---
well Cyrus is the first and after Cyrus there is Cambyses,
Pseudo Smerdis, and Darius. And the. fourth would be Xerxes.

I need to call to your attention a little bit of thehistory
at this point. Cyrus, as you know, began there in Persia with
a small domain. He got control of all the realm of the Medes.
Then he went westward and he conquered all of Asia Minor.

You see how large Asia Minor Is here on the map. He con
quered all of Asia Minor, and then he turned south again and
conquered ZX/f the Babylonian empire.Then he went East
again, and conquered as far as you can see there on that map,
clear into the area of India. He conquered -- he and his son,
they conquered -- either he or his son -- conquered north
west India.

His son Cambyses also came down and conquered all of
Egypt, so that was the largest empire that the world had
seen up to that time. But after Cyrus's death, and after
Cambyses' death this Pseudo Smerdes reigned for 8 months and
then a cousin of Cambyses, named Darius, got rid of Pseudo.
Smerds and proclaimed himself legitimate king, and he might
be called the second founder of the Persian empire.

Because Darius organized the empire. Cyrus was conquering
and bringing all these regions under him. Darius had rebellions
all over the empire the first few years of his reign were occupied
with putting down these rebellions, getting the whole empire
under his control. But then he organized it in such a way that
it continued in great strength for 200 years, and was probably
just about as strong at the end of that time as at the heqithning.

But Alexander the great was a very great stratigest, a
great fighter, and had a wonderful army and he conquered it in
a comparatively short space of 12 years. But Darius raised
the empire to the highest point at which it had vet been.

So it says a fourth shall be richer than they all. The
fourth inherrlted greater wealth, and greeter power then either
of the previous kings had, except it be Darius at the very end of
his reign.
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So it truly says, The fourth will be richer than they all.
Then the verse goes on and says, By his strength,throuqh his
riches he will stirr up all against the realm of Greece.

Any of you who have studied ancient history-- in ancient
historyit used to be at least they attention

to the oriental background, but they paid a very
considerable amount of attnetion to the history of Greece.
Any one who reads much about ancient Greece is familiar with
the Persian war.

The Greeks had built cities and colonies along the shore
of Asia Minor. These were great prosperous Greek cities. They
were all conquered by Cyrus. They were part of the Persian
empire, But they did not want to be part of the Persian empire,
and they tried to gain their freedom. Cyrus could hold them
in subjection fairly easily with his great army. And arius
could hold them in subjection fairly easily with his great army,
and his wonderful organization, if it were not for the fact
that the cities of Greece were constantly sending help to these
cities in Asia Minor, and trying to help their fellow Greeks
to gain their independence in their cities on the man coast of
Asia Minor.

So Darius said, I will put a stop to this; I will conquer
Greece too. He sent a great army to attack Greece, and tried
o conquer Greece, but partly through bad weather, partly through
mistakes in strategy by his generals he failed. And the Greeks
were very proud of having fought back Darius' attempt to conquer
them.




But Darius said we must conquer Greece; we can't have them
constantly raising rebellions against us in Asia Minor this way.
So Darius set to work to gather the greatest army the world had
ever seen. Ten years were devoted to gathering this great army,
and in preparing tremendous amounts of material. But before it
was all ready Darius died.

So the fourth who was richer than they al].--Xerxes--when
this great army was ready, started out to conquer the Greeks.
They say it took a whole week for the armies to walk across the
bridges they built across the Hellispont near Constantinople
from Asia into Europe. It was a tremendous army and tremendous
navy.




The Greeks facing this would ordinarily have had little
hope of defeating it. As it worked out there was a combination
of circumstances, and the fact that this contained people with
so many different languages it was difficult for them to com
municate and to direct them as they should.

Some bad storms injured many of their ships, and the Greeks
were able to manouver their ships into a place where they were
at a great disadvantage. We haven't time to go into the details
of it but it was a very remarkeable event in history that the
Greeks succeeded in defeating this tremendous attempt to destory
the Greeks.
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The Greeks after that time were constantly remembering
the great glory of their victory over the Persians and looking
forward to the time when they would completely end the Persian
control of the Greek cities there in a democracy.

So this statement, By his strength through his riches he
shall sirr up all Ligainst the realm of Greece is a very precise
prediction of something that took place a few decades after
Daniel, if we believe as we do that Daniel wrote it.

Of course to the critics this is someone looking back
and giving a correct statement of history.

Question: Xerxes is the fourth king then, Xerxes I?

Yes, he is the one by his strength, through his riches
he stirred up all against the realm of Greece.

Then v. 3 says, A mighty king shall stand up that shall
rule with great dominion and do according to his will. That
does not tell us much about what his man was going to do.
It points to his great strength and power.

But when you read v. 4, you have very specific details
about Alexander the Great. o there is absolutely no doubt
that Alexander the Great is the one referred to in vv.3 and 4.
Alexander the Great fuifilld the greet desire of thu Groeks
to get back at the Persians for the Persian attempt to destroy
Greece! But there is an interval of well over a century. Xerxes
beaame king in 486-- I forget the exact date, about 480 when
hs attempt to conquer Greece ended, and it was 336 wren
Alexander the Great became king.

So you have 150 years passed over between v. 2 and v.3.
There is an unmentioned interval of 150 years at this point.
There is no question that v. 2 refers to Xerxes; there is no
question that v. 3 refers to Uexander. An unmentioned in
terval of 150 years.

You would not know much about Alexander from v. 3. It does
not tell about his conquering the Persian empire, but that is
perhaps implied. We know that is what happened historically
and that is specifically stated in ch. 3.

Then V. 4: When he shall stand up, his kingdom shall be
broken, and shall be divided toward the four winds of heaven."
When Alexander the Great after 12 years of constant fighting
in which he performed the greatest blitzkreig perhaps that
the world has ever seen, at least when you think of thc relation
of the materials he had with the materials available in this
century---in view of that it certainly was.

He went from acedonia, north of Greece proper, he got
Greece under his control and thenhe moved eastward and conquered
areas there that had never been subject to his father (Nacedon).
He r crossed over into Asia Minor. He met a great Persian
army and defeated it. Then he marched down into Syria, and he
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found that he could no go further into the Persian empire
without destroying the Persian navy because he would not have
his line of supplies taken.

So he spent a couple of years gaining control of the
costal cities there. He spent nine months in conquering Tyre.

Then he went down into Egypt. Egypt had been conquered by
Cyrus, had been subject to the Persians for 100 years and then
had gained its freedom. Ninety sears later, Egypt. revolted
against the Persians - no, it gained its freedom after a
century, and then after it had been 90 years after its successful
revolt, the Persians again u attacked Egypt and reconquered it.
And they had held it only 10 years. when Alexander came. So when
Alexander came the people welcomed him as further protection
against the Persians. Alexander claimed to be their deliverer
from the Persians.

Alexander worshipped the Egyptian gods and declared himself
to be a successor of the old Pharaohs. All this took time. Then
he marched inland. Met another great Persian army and destroyed
it. Conquered all of Persia and marched clear east as far as
India, then came back to Babylon and suddenly was taken ill there
and after about 10 days with a bad fever he died.

Here was a young man in his early thirties who had done
this tremendous feat, who suddenly dies. It say here, His
kingdom shall be broken and shall be divided toward the four
winds of heaven andnot to his posterity.

When Alexander died the question was who shall succeed him.
He had an idiot half-brother who everybody knew did not have the
ability to reign. But you .might say he had a claim to he the
ruler. He was older than Alexander. The only way he couldrule
would he as a figure-head.

Alexander had married a Persian woman, and they were ex-
pecting they would have a child and that child would be the
true successor naturally. So there was a division of opinion
about it. In either case they had to have a regent in the mean
ti-ne. The regent, as long as the idiot half-brother lived, if
he became king, a regent for the boy if it should he a boy that
was born until he would come to age.

So they appointed a regent and they divided all the vast
empire into 20. parts and different generals agreed to control
these 20 parts arid to rule them. So it was divided toward the
four winds of heaven. But these generals, many of them, decided
they wanted to be emperor, so Alexanders child was destroyed;
his half-brother was destroyed; his mother was killed; every
relative was killed in the course of the next 15 years.

So "not to his posterity." There was no succeeding ruler
who was related to Alexander who ruled for any length of time
inactual ity.

"Nor according to his dominion which he ruled." No one of
theme though they fought for nearly 40 years trying to get the

-- .t_- - -
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control of the whole empire, no one succeeded. So their dominion
was much inferior to that which Alexander had held.

"Yor his kingdom shall be plucked up even for other beside
those." Now you have that picture of the kiqqdom which Alexander
held. It is divided up. Then the next verse begins with the words:
"The king of the south shall be strong." And what would you think
would he meant by "the king of the south"? It would seem quite
obvious that Egypt is much further south than any other part of
the empire.

seeing
One of Alexander's generals, Ptolemy, was more far-sighted

than the rest. He saw that this empire would not he kept to
gether. It would be impossible. And he said, I would like to be
governor of Egypt. The rest said alriqht, if you want to be
governor of Egypt, fine. You take Egypt, and I'll take this
section, and this section, and they divided iti up.

could not
Ptolemy figured Eqypt/øiáU/be attacked, except that little

very small area coning in from Asia, or from the sea. And if
he kept a strong navy, he could continue his kingdom safely
regardless of what happened to the rest. With that as a secure
base he might be able to get all the rest Egypt.

So "the king of the south shall be strong" was literally
fulfilled in Ptolemy. Then it says, And one of his princes, and
he 1-all be strong above him and have dominion, and his dominion
shall be a great dominion. Ptolemy fought witri the other generals.
The man who had been the governor of the area of Babylon, was
aix driven out from his area and went to Egypt and became one
of Ptolemy's leading officers. His name was Seleucus.

Seleucus became one of Ptolemy's leading irofficers, so
he can be properly called "one of his princes." But Seleucus,
with Ptolemy's help, went back up into Asia and in 312 B.C.
established himself in control of Babylon, and eventually got
control of the whole empire from there north to Asia Minor--
most of Asia Minor--- and eastward, clear to India

So he had perhaps the area of Alexander's empire. 5th it
says "he shall be strong above him"-- he was stronger than
Ptolemy. He had heenone of his officers. And have dominion,
and his dominion shall be a great dominion. So up to this point
if you looked forward, you coulcinot tell what would happen.
But if you look back to that time, you could easily see how
Daniel had been able to predict the course of thse important
events. It was not given to satisfy curiosity about the future.
It was given in order that they would see as it happened, that
Daniel was a true prophet, and that his words were dependable,
arid tk it would pinpoint to those matters to which he would
give more attention later on.

I must mention the assignment for next time. You have looked
at this ch. and have noted that some kings are spoken of with
only a verse or two, some are given more space. One individual
is given space from vv. 21-35. I'd like you to look at vv. 21-35.
In those vv. I would like you to tell me(l)what does it tell
about how the man who is introduced at v. 21, how did he become ktnq?
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You can easily gathcr that information from the next few verses.

How did he become king? (2) What relation did he have to the

king of the south? What does it tell about his relation to tho

king of the south? (3) What do these verses (21-35) tell about

God's people and about this king's relation to thorn? Gather

that Foa information from vv. 21-35. What particular statements

fall under each of these heads? We will discuss that next time.

We will be discussing these verses which relate to the histor'

of the Seleucus and the Ptolemies and I have mimeographed a

qeneral statement of the history that I would like you each to

take a copy of.

Question: Repeat the third question.

What does he say about God's people and this man's

relation to them?

Here are these sheets that give the principal facts

about the Ptolemios and the Seleucids. I'd like each of you
to have a copy. It is not for you to memorize, at all. You

will have these facts before you as we discuss the next

things next time. I'll put them here where everybody can

take a copy.



Daniel Lecture # 9 Nov. 6, 1978

I am very glad when you give me questions. If it's anything
I don't make clear, if you can write out 'the question and give
it to me, I appreciate it very much. I don't like to have the
only way I know I'm getting the material across be one test
in the middle and one examination. So if you give me questions
it's great help to me. If there is anything you disagree with
that I present, or if you think of a better interpretation I'm

very glad to get that in writing too. So I don't feel we
should take much time in class for individual questions. Unless
after 'I read them I feel they are important enough to take up
time in class.

Here's a question I was given at the end of the last hour
that I think is very important. I want to be sure all of you get
it so I will turn this on -- off so it will not distract your
attention from it.

The question was this: Why do you call the fourth king
Xerxes I when v.1 talks about Darius, and then v. 2 says, "Now
I will show you the truth, there shall stand yet three kings
and the fourth." It seems that the fourth would point to further
kings away from Darius, and not the king next, Xerxes I,

This is a very important question because there is a matter
that I have mentioned, but not stressed that if you don't have
clearly in mind could cause you confusion. I might say there are
two elements that enter into that.

The first is that we have noticed chs. 10-12 form a sort
of unit. Of those three ohs. the first verse in ch. 11 belongs
with what precedes rather than with what follows. But the second
point is this: this Darius the Mede is a different person from
Darius the king of Persia. Darius the Mede seems to have been
the man whom Cyrus put in charge of the kingdom of Babylon after
he conquered it.

Most interpreters think it was a man named Gobryas who is
mentioned in one of Cyrus' Inscriptions. One recent writer thinks
it is another name for Cyrus himself. But this Darius the Mede
is different from the Persian king who is mentioned on the sheet
of facts of ancient history that I gave to you. So it is very
good to have that clearly in mind and I appreciate greatly having
this question.

The answers to the test I gave you twoweeks ago, I was not
able to discuss with you last week because I was away a good bit
of the time between the test and our meeting last week. But now
they have been very carefully gone over. Some of them are very
good, and some of them are quite disappointing. I believe it
would be helpful to take the time to look at these questions;
to take a few minutes and look at the different questions to
gether.

I think I'll start with the questions given to people with
odd-numbered seats. The first of those was: Briefly state the
critical theory regarding the meaning of Daniel's prediction.
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This can be briefly stated in about two sentences, but it is

quite important at various points of our interpretation. Our

purpose in this class is not to discuss the critical theory.
We believe that this is a book that God inspired. The critical

theory is that it was not written by Daniel but written two
centuries later!

We could spend a good bit of time on the evidences. I
believe that the evidences are not sufficient to raise great
doubt about Daniel's having writtenit, But there are many
commentaries written from that viewpoint, and it affects their
interpretation at many. points. So it is vital to have a clear
understanding of what the critical theory is. And the critical
theory that was advanced at least as early as the second century
A.D, which was answered by St. Jerome in the 4th century A.D.

The critical theory is that the book of Daniel was written
at c. 160 B.C. That it was written in order to encourage the
Jews at the time when Antiochus piphanes, a Seleucid king was
persecuting them. And that it contains == it claims to be
written by a an three centuries earlier, and predictsthinqs
the writer knew had already happened. So it gives past histoyr
as if it were future prediction. And that when it comes to
Antiochus Epiphanes, it gives a true account of him and his
reign up to a certain point and then beyond that it just gives
the guesses of the writer, and his hopes as to what might occur.

This (view) affects a great many commentaries on the book
of Daniel. 'or instance, F. W. Farrar's book The Life of Christ
is very highly regarded by many, he has written a commentary
on Daniel that is written from this critical viewpoint that the
book was written in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes.

So it should not take long to briefly state the theory,
but it is very important to have it in mind.

The second question was: Discuss the meaning of the words
"Thou art this head of gold." There were a few students who
gave some interesting words about the importance of gold and
the importance of Nebuchadnezzar and that sort of thing, which
is rather obvious, but not what we discussed in class under the
discussion of this verse.

I pointed out at that time as shown on the sheets of facts
of ancient history that I gave you, that Nebuchadnezzar was
succeeded by Ami]. Marduk who was succeeded by Nergalsharezzar
who was succeeded by Lahashi Marduk who was succeeded by Nabonidus.
So if the head of gold means Nebuchadnezzar himself personally,
then there are three kings after him before the next kingdom
comes. You can't say that the next kingdom is his son who reigned
rnly about three months! And the third kingdom the next king
who reigned for four years! And then the next kingdom his son
who reigned about threemonthsl That of course would be absurd,
so it is clear there is a break between Nebuchadnezzar-- an
unmentioned interval between him and the second kingdom which
It says will come after thee.
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Or, as I think much more likely, when he says, "Thou art
this head of gold", he does not mean Nebuchadnezzar personally
but he means Nebuchadnezzar's kingdom. And that could mean the
period of the Neo-Babylonian empire--these who five kings to

gether. Or, I think still more likely, the whole period of
the Assyrian and Babylonian empire.

Now that we discussed some time ago, but I wish that you
would review it because it is very important for your under
standing of the prophecy.

The next question was :Discuss the meaning of Dan. 7:12.
Someone came up to me and said, Didn't you mean, Dan. 7:13?
Well-, we discussed Dan. 7:13 at length. We spoke briefly about
Dan. 7:12. And Dan. 7:12 says:-- it is a verse which i not
carefully interpreted could be rather baffeling. Because after
telling about the destruction of the great beast, it says,
"And for the rest of the beasts they had their dominion taken
away yet their lives were prolongued for a season and a time."

Does this mean that when the great beast, the fourth beast
was killed and his body burned, the other beasts continued on?
That wouldn't make sense would it? So it quite obviuusly is
Daniel looking back in his vision and remembering the fact
that the other beasts when their dominion was taken away, that
they lived on. In other words, that their qualities remained
into the succeeding rulers. All four beasts make one contiriouus
history of human sin and human wicked ness ruling over the earth.
A continuous thing, and all four are destroyed when the last,
the great beast is destroyed.

That, of course, is clearly brought out in ch. 2 where it
says when the stone hit the statue, the gold, the silver, the
bronze, the iron and the clay were all mixed together and were
all disolved and all blown away. So that was a difficult point
with this verse the way it stands, and we took a little time to
explain it, and I'm sorry that some of you did not remember it.

Then, number 4, Briefly tell what is designated by the term
Ancient of Days in each occurrence in Dan. 7. When I say, in
each occurrence, I meant that to mean that you show the difference
between the occurrences. It is quite obvious that Ancient of days
means the one who existed way way back. Ancient of days -- that,
of course is obvious.

In the context we learn that the Ancient of days is One with
tremendous power. Thousands times greater, a million times greater
than any human being has ever had. But in this ch., as we noticed,
this Ancient of days is mentioned three times. In the first
occurrence it is very obviously describing the Triune God. Now,
of course someone may say, This is not the Triune God, this is
God the Father. I would not count that 100% wrong, but I certainly
do not think that Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit are so inferior
to God the Father, that a picture of God as the great powerful one
controlling the universe means only God the Fabbr.

In the OT great stress is laid on the fact there is only
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God, constantly stressed in the OT, and certthn1y never denied
in the NT. There is one God. So it would seem to me that the
Ancient of Days must he the triune God. I believe in the OT that
wherever it says it means the triune God, unless there is some
thing in the context that clearly shows that it indicates one
of the Persons of the Godhead.

We find that this term Ancient of Days is used again where
it says that One like the Son of man had come to the Ancient of
days, and been brought near before him and been given dominion,
glory and a kingdom. That very obviously refers to our Lord Jesus
Christ. So the Ancient of days there cannot mean the triune cod;
it must mean God the Father, in this phrase.

The third reference is in v. 22 where it says the little
horn made war with the saints and prevailed against Him until
the Ancient of days came. That obviously is a referenceto the
Sonof Man coming on the. clouds of heaven. So there the Ancient
of days is one person of the Godhead, the Second Person of the
Godhead, the Lord Jesus Christ.

So when I say each occurrence, I was happy when you told
about all three, and very unhappy if you only made a general
statement.

Number five was Briefly mention various possibilities a
to what is indicated in Daniel 2 by the stone and its effects
and we noticed various possibilities, that might be mentioned.
One of them was Islam, the Islamic empire. One of them was the
papacy. Then one, of course, is the idea that the Christian
church is the stone that comes and gradually grows until it fills
the whole earth.

And another is that the stone that comes and hits the
statue on the feet refers to the second coming of Christ,utterly
destroying all the evil that is involved in human government and
substituting a righteous government of the saints.

There were those four various possibilities which could he
briefly mentioned. Then I said, as far as time permits, discuss
the two most probable. As we noticed, the first two have been
proven impossible by the fact that neither of them carried through.
So it is very obviously one of the last two. To my mind it takes
a good deal of twisting of the statement to represent the stone
as being the Christian church. Of course it is rry intriguing
to suggest that the stone cut without hands rep'esen¬s the
virgin birth. If so there is a long break between that and its
hitting the image, because that happened in the very beginning
time of the Roman empire, when the Christian church began.

No one can say humanly that it is impossible that the
Christian church should so grow and so many people be converted
that the whole world would be won to Christ, and thus the whole
kingdom of happiness and peace be established, but it certainly
does not look that way, and there is no promise I know of any
where in the Bible that such a thing is going to happen. So it
fits the imagery far better to say it represents the coming of the
Son of Man on the clouds of heaven, putting an end-to all that was
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represented by the four beasts and establishing the kingdom of the saints.

Mr. Hontague, yo had a question?
Question: 110w do you justify the three parts to the Antient of daysl

I did not follow you.

Yes, the Ancient of days, the first one is the mention of the great
glorious triumphant God who is in control of all things, and that certainly
is the triune God, not one person of the Godhead.

Question: Is that an argument because of the plural of throne(s)?

That's pretty hard to say. Some might say because it says thrones, and
there is nobody else a2t mentioned as sitting, suggests the idea of trinity
but I would not want to build too much on that. But unless you do, it is
pretty hard to explain why it does say thrones, because there is no mention
there of anybody sitting. But certainly it is the triune God, whether you
had one throne or three. It is figurative, of course. It is not a literal
throne.

And the second (passage) showed the Son of man brought before him and
given authority. That must be Christ who sits on the right hand of God
the father. And the third one is the coming of the Ancient of days to
establish the kingdom on earth. That certainly must be the second person
of the trinity--Jesus Christ.

Those were the questions given to the people with odd numbers. Now
with even numbers, the first was: Discuss the meaning and purpose of Dan.7:4.
In connection with Dan. 7:$ WE DISCUSSED IT HERE in class. "The first was
like a lion and had eagle's wings. I beheld until its wings were Axe"
plucked, and it was lifted up from the earth.

You could say, right away, Well, here's the destruction of the Babylonian
kingdom. It's wings are Plucked and tEm it is lifted up from the earth. The
destruction of the Babylonian kingdom. But as we pointed out, there is nothing
said about the destruction of any of the other of the first three. Nothing
said about any such thing.

So we son't take it as the destruction of the Babylonian kingdom unless
we're sure. We look further and we find "he was lifted up from the earth
and was made to stand on his feet as a man and a man's heart was given
to him." That's no way to destroy somthing---to give it a man's heart.
To give a beast a man's heart. But as I pointed out, when we look hack
to the 4th ch. of Daniel we find there the story of how Nebuchadnezzar
was given a period of insanity and he gwovellad on the earth like an
animal and ate grass. Then God gave him his sanity back, and he stood up
again and God gave a man's heart to him and he had his kingdom back again.

So thi3 would not seam to be a picture of the destruction of the
Babylonian empire, but a reference to an event that had occurred in the
course of the history of the first kingdom which Daniel had seen and been
connected with. Knowing that, it would k give him further assurance that the
rest of the dream of the vision, would also be carried out.
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The second question was: What past time would best fit the descrippion
description of the second phase of the fourth kingdom? Give reasons for
and against.

If this was a course in history, and I asked you to discussx the
history of the Roman empire, and you gave me a very beautiful description
of the Hellenistic empire, I might say, Well, you tist misread the question;
it's a good account of what you thought the question meant because you
looked at it carelessly, and we won't take off for it!

But this is a course in exegesis, and if you'r goin-g tp exegete the
Bible, you should he able to exegete a question on a test. So when I asked,
What past time would fit the description of the second phase of the fourth
kingdom, if I got an answer which mentionedxta the various interpretations
of the meaning of the atone, why I could not give any credit for that
naturally. 3ecause that's about as bad exegesis as you could possibly make
of a question.

We saw how ch. 2 had the static thing--the four parts to it. Then there
is the second phase of the kingdom, and we saw how then there occurred the
dynamic events with the coming of the stone.

So those who had an even numbered question and gave an answer to
question 5 of the odd numbered questions, could hardly get credit for that
particular question. But the past tine whthéh would best fit the description
was very obviously-- as I think I stated several times in class--a period
from 400 to 600 A.D.,when the Roman empire was in rapid decline, when there
was a grcat mixture of Germanic peoples marching through the Rnan empire
back and forth, pillaging and destroying, setting up kingdoms and destroying
each other's kingdom. This would exactly fit the situation, except that it
says there shall be in it some of the strength of the iron. There was no
strength in the Roman empire that we can see in that period-- that 600
year period.

And the statement"they shall mingle themselves with the seed of men"
either could fit any time at all, or else must mean some very unusual thing
and if so we don't know what it would be in connection with that. But the
most important thing against it--that being the second phase of the fourth
kingdom-- is the fact it specifically says the stone strikes the image on
its feet of iron and clay.

Right at the end of that, the only thing that could be said to he the
atone would be the coming of Islam, which did not carry through, Or shortly
afterwards-- two or three centuries afterwards-- the development of the pwoer
power of the papacy, which also does not carry through. So it would look as
if what's meant by this second phase must be something still future. That
was question two.

Question three: Briefly state whether the statue in Dan. 2 represents
four kingdoms iii or five? Give the reasons for your answer.

Yes, !r. Martin.
Martin Question 2 overlaps with question 5 in your discussion. You

mentioned this. It would seem that the possibility of Islam arising and also
the papacy.

You mean question 5 of the odd numbers?

Martin: You
were right at the conclusion of question 2, where you
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said that the period 400 to 600 would seem a major part that
would be one interpretation. Then you ustsaid, the rise of Islam arid then

Would you distinguish between what you_ interpreting for
the interpretation of the stone, and the interpretation for the second
half of the Roman empire? Because I think that was a little problem.

No, the second half of a the Roman empire---- the second ase of
it rather, is a period dcscribed by the iron and the clay belug mixed. And
that could well fit the condition from 600 to 600 A.D. So that would he
what the second phase would represent.

The question wasn't about the stone; ft was about the second Phase.
But then I said, give reasons for and against. The reasons for it, would he
that it fits the description very well in general. The reasons against it
would be that it does not completely fit it because there was no strength
in the Roman empire at that time, and because that peculiar phrase mingling
themselves with the seed of men"- I don't know anything that fulfilled it
then that you could not say was present in all periods.

3ut more importantly, because it was not followed by the coming of
the stone. You see, we're discussing--what it is, we don't think it's then
because nothing caim immediately after which could be the coming of the stone.

In the other question we were discussing what is the stone, and
the question of when it comes enters to some extent.

Mr. Martin: Still in our discussion, the question came up later
in class and you took anotherxaz* class, at the beginning of another class,
and you said why could not the continuation of the Roman papacy, Roman
church___ and you presented that as another possibility of the
aecond phaie of the fourth kingdom.

Very good. What I just referred to would be the simple answer to
the question. But there are two additonal things that might have been said.
We You were not required, but it would have been good if said.

One was, that the critics say it fits the latter part of the
titn of the Seleucids; the time of Antiochus Epl.phanes. It would in many
ways fit that. But that's the third m kingdom rather than the fourth. o
that is not a satisfactory answer, but very good if you happen to think of
it and mention it as a possibility, so long as you mention the main
possibility of 400 to 600A.D.

The other thing is that the second phasa,if it isn't 400 to 600, it
is either something future or you might say it starts at 400 and reaches
right on to the very end. Rither we" would be perfectly alright.

N-t question, numbr three. Briefly state whether the statue
represents four kingdoms or five. A you look at ch. 2 you cannot tell if
t reprasents four kingdoms or five That Is to say, there is a difference
between the last two parts of ch. 2. So it could be five kingdoms. But they
both have iron in them, so t could he four kingdoms. So as far as ch. 2
is concerned, you could not tell whether it is four kingdoms or five. But
when you take. ch. 7 into account, there you have only four beasts and not
five. And the fourth beast is destroyed, just as the fifth part of ch.2, is
destroyed.
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So it would be reasonable to say, in view of the parallel of the
two, that it represents only four kingdoms, not five.

The fourth question for the even numbers was: In the time that
remains, point out the relation of the known facts of history to the predictions
of Dan. 2 and 7. In relation to that most of the facts that would have helped
are on this sheet I gave out. I did not mean I wanted you to memorize all
thos dates, or all the names on it. But the main features on it are contained.

For instances, Alexander the Great founded the Hallenistic empire.
He had no connection with the Roman empire which came centuries later. Just
the main facts of that. Some did vary well, ome did not at all. Of course
if you had ancient history in college, it should he easy to do well in it.
If you did not it would he worth 1ittl. extra tim looking at this sheet
and if that was not clear, perhaps looking in an encyclopedia or a history
and getting a little clearer idea of it.

We'd better move on or wc won't g.t finished with the prophecies
this year.




I always say, It is better to have a thorough knoweidge of Greek
than have a smattering o Greek and Hebrew both. I think that is absolutely
certain. I hope you'll atk all know both languages, but a smattering of
both won't do anybody any good.

Here I would say, To get a good understanding fo chs. 2 and 7,
and know nothing about the rest of Daniel, would be much more valuable
than to have a slight smattering of cbs. 2, 7, 8, 9 and 11. So I hope
those of you who had difficulty with some of those questions will review
them and get it tuore thoroughly in mind.

We were discussing, at our last meeting, oh. 11. In ch.ll we
had noticed how it begins with the Persian attack on Greece. Greece is
mentioned only three times in Daniel, and only once in the rest of the OT.
But here Greece is specifically named in this 11th chapter. It mentions
how Darius and Xarxes made a great attack on Greece in order to protect
the part of Asia Minor they had conquered and then(v.3) a mighty king rose
up and ruled with great dominion and did according to his will. All agree
that is a reference to Alexander the Great.

Number three: The dividing up of Alexander's empire. I had given
you a statement last tine about the break-up of his 'mpire afx and how
it occurred, and a little bit about the subsequent history. We won't go
into that now, but I hope you have it in front of you, because we want to
go on to




C. The Seleucids and Ptolemy.
I'm not going to make subheads under them, because we will simply

look at the verses. And so we find the beginning of the description of the
Seleucids and Ptolemies in v.5 --"The king of the south xka shall be strong,
----and no one need have any question about what in meant by the king of the
south. When you have the division of Alexander's empire, Egypt ws much
further to the south than anything else. And the General who took a control
of Egypt, whose name was Ptolemy, was certainly one of the most powerful of
the successors of Alexander.
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So the king of the south shall be strong. And one of his princes.
All of these prophetic statements are quite clear, when you look back at
what happened. But very seldom would you tell in advance from them what
exactly was going to happen. It's like many of the prophecies of Christ.
It would be very hard to write a life of Christ simply from the OT prophecies.

But when the events occurred, you saw how exactly they fit with
so many of those prophecies and it was an assurance to you that this was

indeed what the Lord had predicted. So here the statement that "one of his
princes shall be strong, and he shall be strong above * him" obviously does
not mean that Ptolemy will be stronger than one of his princes. It must mean
that this one of his princes will be stronger than he.

We know historically that Seleucid, after working for Ptolemy for
a time, saw his opportunity and went back to Babylon, where he had previously
been in charge, and in 312 B.C. he established himsal in Babylon. And
establishing himself there in 312, his 3uccessors continued to rule for a
century for centuries, and the date seemed so important that that is the
first time in history that we know of, that people have measured dates
right along from-- one, two, three, four, beyond one's king's reign.

In Ancient Egypt we read that in the 25th year of the reign of
Rarasees II something happened. Then we read that in the 5th year of
Merneptha, something happened. But we don't know how many years a
a date in Kixaz1ia Merneptha's reign would be after a date in his father's
reign unless we know how long his father lived. It seems a very simple thing
to us simply to number right along as we do year after year, but this never
seems to have occurred to anybody in ancient times, and probably more or
less by accident Seleucus figured measured from the time that he went to
Babylon, in 312 B.C., and when his son became king, instead of saying, In
such a year of Antiochus, they continued to number right straight along.

That numbering was continued by some as late as 1600 A.D. It is
the longest continued system of chronology that the world has ever seen.
Some Hebrew MSS of the Bible are dated in the say in the year 2612 say
which would mean 2612 years after Seleucus went to Babylon in 312 B.C.
The unfortunate thing is that somethimes they would not bother to give
thethousauds, they would just say 612 or they might just say the year 12.
Just like we sometimes just give the last two figures of the date. So
sometimes you know the exact year a Hebrew MS was written, but you don't
know which century it was.

But it starts in with 315 (You said 312 above) when Seleucus went
to Babylon. So this was very exactly fulfilled. "He shall be strong above
him"--stronger than Ptolemy, because he (Ptolemy) had Egypt here, but
S1ucus had all the territory reaching way over to India. Lie had everything
on the map there, and further East. So he had a tremendous area that he
held. And large as all the rest of Alexander's empire put together was the
area which Seleucus held. So this statement "he shall he strong above him"
was very remarkably fulfilled.
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His dominion ahali be a great dominion. Then jumps forward.
There is an unmentioned interval between v.5 and v.5, and I hope you all
have the chart before you. Look at the left side of the chart, where I
have the kings listed. It shows how Ptolemy I died in 283; Seleucus I
died in 281, just 2 yearn later. But Ptolemy IT reigned during the last
part of eieucus' reign, and during all of Antiochus' first reign, and
during most of Antiochun' TI'S reign.

'4e find here the statement "at the ud of years". Does that
mean the end of the world? There are some people who would interpret
the phrase that way sometimes, but this does not mean that here. Because
here is means after a while, after quite a while. Bacaus f skips ahad
from a1eucu9 who went to Babylona in 312 clear down to the latter part
of the reign of his grandson, Antiochue IT. You could not tell that
from the prediction, hot we know that what happened fits with what is
stated here.

At the end of years they shall join themselves together for the
kingz3 daughter of the south shall come to the king of the north to make
an agreement. There was clashing between these two, each o them wanti
to get a little more. of the territory the other had, off and on. But the
time came when Seleucus' grandson, Antiochus It, and the now very elderly
Ptolemy II, who was known as Ptol*my Philedelphue, decided not to keep
fighting - a little skirmishing between them - but to make a friendly
alliance.




So they came together. "And the king's daughter of the south"
(Ptolemy II's daughter" cams to the king of the north to make an agreement.
We find that Ant iochus It agreed that in order to cement this alliance, he
would marry Bernice the daughter of Ptolemy IT.

So Bernice the daughter of Ptolemy II came up there to maryy him,
and the verse goes on to say 'but she shall not.retain the power of the arm
neither shall he stand nor his arm, but she shall be given up and they that
brought and he that begot a her and he that strengthened hi in these tims."
You'd never know what that means ls going to happen.

But as you look back and you find that when she came up there,
thatshe married the king and he already had a wife, and his wife had grown
sons and she did not like it a bit that he married this daughter of the king
of Egypt. So she left Antloc'm where he -Yes living, andahe went '? into Asia
Minor which also belonged to him, and she lived up there in Asia Minor
with her grown sort. Ant lochus was dewy; there in Asia inor.

Antiochus as with 1arnice and Bernice had a child, and Lacdlce,
his first wifa was a afraid that he would make the child of the second wife
king after him. So she did not like that at all. A great many of the people
of the empire felt th*t she had been mistreated. Th. result was that after
a while he got tired of tern-ice. and he writ up there to Asia Minor with her.
But she was still afraid that he might make his child by the daughter of
the king of Egypt king, so it is generally beliCv?d that sb poisoned him.
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At any rate he died. When he died, she managed to have some of her people
get hold of Bernice and kill her and also kill her child. So we read here
tnat "she shall not retain the power of the arm, neither shall he stand nor
his am, but she shall be givrn up and they that brought bar and they that

begot her." That means her father died at about this time.

So(v.7) "out of a branch of her roots shall one stand up in his
estate." What would be a branch of her roots? Her roots would be her father,
king Ptolemy. And the branch of her roots would be her brother, Ptolemy. III.
So rtoiemy ROR III came with art army and attacked the king of the north and
prevailed.




Verse 8, "and also carried capties into Egypt, their gods, their
princes, their precious vessels of silver end gold and continued more
years that the king of the north. So it looks as if the Seleucus was loosing
out in this which had lean intended to make friendship btween them, yet it
produced envy.

'You never could have told what was going to happen,but looking back
you can see how exactly it fits.

Verse 9 "So the king of the south shall come into his kingdom and
shall return into his own land,'- most interpreters consider that to mean
thatha shall come into the kingdom of the king of the king of the south.
That is if you take it as the Hebrew could be translated either way. You take
it as it satnd it could simply be a recepituation of vv.Bss 7 and 8.

stands,

Question:Is Ptolemy III a brother of bernice?

A brother of Bernice, yes. It says Bernice. was the daughter of
Ptolemy II. He was her brother. So v.9 is generally taken as being an
attempt of the Seleucids to attack Egypt again, which failed. There was one
which failed, but it could be simply a summary of the previous verse. So
either translation would fit with facts.

Verse lO:"His son shall be stirred up and shall assemble a multitude
of t great forces, and one shall certainly come and overflow and zx pass
through and return and he stirred up even to his forthress." It continues
with the attempt of King Ptolemy to get vengeance, and the fact that
eventually there came a king of the NOrth who was very strong.

You :tave on your list Seleucw; III here who reigned for only four
years. One of the sons of Laodice, he reigned for only four years, when there
was a rebellion in the army and he was killed and his brother Antiochus III
beame king.

Antiochus III is called great because he would have been one of the
greatest figures in. ancient history-- not ea* one of the top ones, but of
very second rank-- if it were not for an unfortuante. thing that hanpened
at the end of his reign.

Antiochus III who is called the Great is described here in the course
of from vv.13 right on up to terse 19. e have a long description here of the
reign of one of the most powerful conquerors in ancient history, but largely
forgotten because of the failure at the end of his reign. It dese-ihes hare
how the king of the north comas in v.13 with a great army and with much riches
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and he attacks the king of the south.

At this point we eed to rnind ourselves of the itutton
ther between the Seleucids and the Ptolemies. The Ptolenies held Egypt
Lut thy also held Palestine, and soutber Syria. They held that for lfl')
years. The Seleucids had been trying to get possession of that part of
Asia, to get it away from the Ptolemies.

Antiochus TM succeeded :n doing o, and when he did so this is
of great interest to the Hebrews, because Palestine was very prosperous
under the Ptolmies and was gattin along well under then. But ther were
some who were disatisfied. There were some Israelites who were unhappy
and they tried to get their area free from Ptolemy which would hrinc them
under the Se1ucids.

As they did that they thought that would give them more freedom
arid o.ctuallv it led to the terrible crisis that is described in this chapter
under Antiochus IV. So we read, v.l4) "There shall many in those days stand
up agtinst the king of the south." Antiochus III was making a series of
campaigns against, the Ptolemies. This "manY" suggests people helping them.
It is generally thought that this refers to the time when the king of
Macedonia, for a brief period, joined with him, against the Ftolemies.

1 think it could equally wall refer to many in Israel, thinking
they would he better off under the %leucids than under the Ptolemies,
who joined with them. You cannot say which because it merely says "many."
But the next phrase says, "But the robbers of th people shall exsit
themselves to establish the vision, but they shall fall." What does that
mean? The robbers of thy people? Speaking "thy people" certaInly speaking
about Israelites. This is considered by all interpreters tomean that there
were Jews who revolted against Ptolenr, thinking they would be better off
under Saltucus, under Antiochus III.

So they had a vision, they had an idea they would be much better
oêf under the 51¬ucidq. ?roedonrfrom the Ptoiamias. But tLv chali fail.
Actually they warn much worse off as we find out in the latter part of the
chapter. "So the king of the north shall come' and cast up a seic's mound and
take the fortified cities, and the arms of the south shall not withstand,
neither his chosen popie, neither shall there b strerth to withstand.
But he that cometh against him shall do according to his own will and norm
shall stand before bin, and he shall stand in the glorInui la-0, which by
his hand shall be consumed.'

So tbat from this tima on, Pales'. Israel, and outhru Syria
are joined with the rest of the $e1eucid territory arid taken away from
the Ptolerrles.

Verse 17: 'he shall also set hi face to enter with the strength
of his whole kingdom, and upright ones with him. Thus shall he do, and
shall give him the daughter of women corrupting her but she shall not stand
stand on his side neither be for him,"

Antiochus TM gave his daughter, Cleopatra, in marria to W/l son
Ptolemy IV thinking that that would cement friendship betwen the tb countries
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but actually Claopatra(for this is the first Egyptian woman to be known as
Cleopatra, which $#t had been the name among the Seleucids, this daughter'

/formerly/
of Antiochus III, threw her whole influence with her husband and against her
father. So that did not work out.'

For today you looked at vv. 21 on which deal with Antiochus IV.

If we had not had to take time to review the tests I would have gotten over
that today, but we'll plan to do that next time. So we will stop at this
point.
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I believe you all have copies of this I gave out couple
weeks ago about the Seleucids and Ptolemies. It starts after
Alexander's death. In the left column it lists Seleucid kings
and kings of Egypt with their dates places next to each other
so 'iou can see who was reigning when somebody else was much
easier than if you just had the two lists separately.

In copying things it s very easy to make mistakes. In
fact it is very difficult to keep from making any mistake. I
made a mistake on this. I don't know how I did it, but I think
it is fairly easily remedted. If you have this sheet in front
of you, I'd like to have your correct this. Anybody Who does
not have it with you, look on to someone's next to you. I Have
a few extras to give to any who need them after class.

This relates to the Seleucid kings. Under Seleucus II. You
notice I have II in parenthesis because this devise of cafling
them I, II, and III, and IV is a modern devices-- I don't know
if I should say modern, but at least not in the time they were
living. So he was called Seleucus Calnicus, but we call him
Seleucus II which is simpler for us. Sometimes for the Ptolemies
you find the numbers a little different because there may be
differing traditions as to their order, but their names are
definite. So I've put their names and numbers down.

Right under him, I said maôried Laodice, also married
Bernice' daughter Ptolemy II.

That should have been under Antichus II, of course. when
I discussed that in class I k said they were the wives of
AntIochus II. I don't know how it slipped down to the space
under Seleucus there. what is written under Seleucus II should
simply be moved up.

Then I have under Seloucus II reference to his two sons.
That should stay as it is. That is under Seleucus II. It should
not be under Laodice but should be directly under Seleucus II.
The way I have these lines twisted around is so the one at the
left *k* shows the oldest son; the one at the right the youngest
son. Then they go to the sons below. He was succeeded by Seleucus
III and then after he had reigned 3 yrs. there was a riot in the
army and he was killed and his younger brother took over, Antocbus III

Similarly below on your sheet I've shown the same way -- the
older son and the younger son, and the order in which they came
which is a little more complicated in the later case than in this
one. That's a comparatively small thing but I wanted to be sure
you had your lists correct.

Now I'd like to say a word about today's assignment. The
assignment for today was to look at certain verses and briefly
answer the follow st ing questions. Now these questions
relate to matters we have already discussed, in class. Nost of
you --three-fourths at least, gave a very good answer to these
two questions. But there were maybe a fifth of the class who did
not have in mind the two matters to which this referred. So I
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thought I'd better say a word about itnow. The first question was
Do they have any bearing on the critical theory? I spoke about
that last week and I want to reiterate again. The critical theory
is that the predictions in Daniel look forward to Antiochus IV
whom we've shown here on the brief list of the four kingdoms.

He came late in the time of the third kingdom as you notice.
I have not shown when the thrid third kingdom ends or the fourth
begins because the third was divided into the sections and the
Romans took them one at a time over a space of about 50 years.
But the critical theory is that the Book of Daniel was not written
by Daniel, but a later writer, took the name of Daniel, writing
300 yrs. after Daniel's time, and that he wrote in the time of
Antiochus IV in order to make the Jews fight valiantly ka against
Antiochus IV by claiming, to give predictions that God was going
to deliver them. So in the book when it looks forward to the time
of Antiochus IV he is giving history and pretending it is prophecy.
When he goes on beyond the time of Antiochus IV, it is purely
guessing on his part. That is the critical theory which F course
is utterly inconsistent with any belief that this is actually
written by Daniel and belongs to be part of God's Word.

But there are many small arguments which the critics have
given most of which have been well answered. There is a big
pthint I have mentioned in class-- the fact that the critics run
into a series obstacle-- that it describes four kingdoms, and
F.hen after it describes four kingdoms it describes the great crisis
in ch. 7/ There are the four kingdoms in ch. 7 and then the
great crisis.

In ch. 2 there are four kingdoms and then the destruction of
all the kingdoms represent. Whereas Antiochus III comes at the
end of the third kingdom. The critics say, The author of Daniel
who gives a marvellously accurate picture of history between
Nebuchadnezzar and his time, claiming it is prophecy, did make
a serious mistake in this because there were only three kingdoms.

So, they say, he imagined that between the Babylonian king
dome and the Persian kingdom there was an empire called the
Median kingdom , the empire of the Medes.

So in relation to that I assigned you these verses which
--the first said, the most important of them in this regard is the
first where in Dan. 5:28, Daniel said to Beishazzar, Your kingdom
is given to the i4edes and Persians. He put them together as one
group. In ch. 6 in three cases it speaks of the law of the Medes
and Persians.

We would not speak now about you would have to obey the laws
of Great Britain and the U.S., it's one or the other. Great Britain
controls ktxxcox this country until 1776 and then the United States
controls it. But the law of the Medes arid Persians. And 8:20 says,
Speaking of the animal he described as making a great cortquest,he
said, This is the kings of 4edia and Persia. In cli. 10:1 he refers
to Cyrus King of Persia. In 11:2 still in Daniel's lifetime he
says there are yet three kings of Persia.
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So there are all these evidences that there was no kincdon
of the Medes in between. The Medes were a scattered croup of
tribes over which there was a sort of a general authority held
and to which the Persians were for a time subject, but over which
they gained supremacy before the end of the Babylonian empire.

The second question. Do they prove anything about the place
of the kingdoms in Dan. B in relation to those in Dan. 2 and Dan.
7? There were one or two who thought "place" referred to geo
graphical situations. I gave you an assignment some time ago in
which I asked you to look at the beginning of ch. and see if
you could tell which of the four kingdoms these two there are
related to. That's what I mean here. The place of the kingdoms
in ch, 8 in relation to those in ch.2 and ch. 2. Because in Dan.
8 they are specifically named. One is the kings of Media and
Persia. The other is the kings of Greece.

So these are specifically named. Somebody said to me after
gave that assignment, the Maxtxtt next time, he said, We

learn that only from the history don't we. It was the end of class,
and I was a little tired, I guess and I said, Yes. But I should
have said, No. You learn it from these verses which will he in
the assignment three weeks from now.

You notice the verses make it clear it was the Persians who
succeeded the Babylonains, and the Greeks who succeeded the
Persians, and therefore ch. 8 is speaking about the two middle
kingdoms and says nothing about the first except it ±xwkzx
implies -- it tells about his great conqq8est, it does not say
what he'll conquer, but it implies that. And it does not refer
to the fourth kingdom at all.

So much for regarding that assignment for today, In-
cidentally if any ofyou have questions I am glad to discuss them
with you.

(Question; About the annoyance caused by the squeeking of
the tape recorder)

I will give you back the test papees either today or to
morrow. They have been marked for some little time, but putting
the marks on the papers I have not been able to get to. I'll do
that today or tomorrow, and give them back. If any of you have
any questions about them, I will be glad to discuss them with
you. They will. not makk questions individually but simply give
a mark for the paper as a whole.

There's hardly been a time sincc I'Ve taught that somebody
to whom I gave a D did not think he should have an i\. There's
usually not more than one like that, but even if you have a B
and think you should have an A, don't hesitate to let me know
and I'll arrange to see you and be glad to go over the paper
with anybody who wants to do so.

After class it is a little hard to take much time to discuss
particular questions. I would prefer you woulci write them out and
give them to me. If they are of general importance I could discuss
them with the whole class rather than with one person, or at two
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or three different times with different people.

I have to say a word about the assignment for next tine. I
don't want you to try to write down the assignment now. It is
already posted, and youcan copy it from the bulletin board. I
It is fairly simple but it takes a little space to state it.

I want to read it for I want to mention one phase of handling
it. The assignment is: In Dan. 9:25-26 the word "Messiah" occurs
twice. What Hebrew word does it represent?

Those of you who have had Hebrew can easily look it up in
your lit-!brew BiblE, unless you are lazy. If you are lazy you look
it up in z Young's Concordancd In Young's Concordance if there
are different words translated "Messiah" it will gives these
words with an English transliteration and the Hebrew word and give
you the reference. You can easily see then what Hebrew word is
used for Messiah in these two places.

Then if you have a Hebrew concordance, you can look up
this Hebrew word anU see all the cases where it is used. If you
want, however, you can look up this Hebrew word in the back of
Young's Concordance. You can do that -- they are arranged in
English type letters so it is easy tolook up even if you know
no Hebrew. Look it up and see how many different ways it is
translated in the OT.

For instance if it is translated Messiah twice and if it
s translated dog five times, those are two ways this word is
trans'ated. In such a case you woi1d have to decide from the
context which of the two was right, or whether in some way
they represent two different phases of the same idea.

The assignment continues: How many times is this word used
in the OT? Be sure to include any instances where it has a pro
nominal suffi such as "his" or "my." In how many ways does the
KJV render the word into English? List the verses where it occurs.

You can easily get them out of the HEb. concordance or out
of Young's Concordance. You can also get them out of Strong's,
if you want, but it takes a little bit longer. List the verses
where it occurs. After each reference state whether it refers
to a prophet, a priest, or a king or to something else. You
should he able to tell that &t a glance in each a case, I
believe.

Count the references in each category. If there are some
you are not sure of, put them with a w question mark. Then,
a further question: Is the term ever applied to a non-Israelit.
If so where? This takes almost longer to give than it takes
to do, but you will, find it on the bulletin board.

We were speaking about ch.ll. Ch. 11 has much in it that
is rather difficult to understand precisely what it means. There
are two reasons for this: 1) Because the prophecy relating to
future events is not given with real explicitness. You take the
prophecies of Christ in the NT and it says, This was done that
it might be fulfilled. But in most cases you can see how it has
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been fulfilled, but you would not in advance be able to predict
how it would be fulfilled. So these predictions, while none of
them are figurative, they are practically all in plain language,
yet the language is a bit vague in these predictions of the
future. It is not given to satisfy curiosity about the future.

It is given in order that people can see that he rea1y
spoke from God. And see how these things were fulfilled. So
we notice how the statements about Seleucus Necatur were ful
filled in v.5. Seleucus the Conquerer, literally, he was called
that in his lifetime arid later on they called him Seleucus I.

We read in v. 5 how he was a prince of Ptolemy, the king
of the south, but he became stronger than Ptolemy and had a
great dominion, So we have ¬h aez aout Seleucus predicted
200 years in advance! You coibid not tell what was going to
happen, but if you see it happen you know that if the words
had been stated differently it would not have been fulfilled.

Then we noticed No. 2. Antiochus II and Bernice. That was
a very striking event, an event which everyone in Syria and in
Egypt was aware of what happened. I don't think you cold have
told later exactly what was going to happen. You notice v. 6
says "In the end of years, they will join themselves together."
In other words there is a space of time in between bere and it
skips over Antiochus I completely, and goes to Antiochus II.

Antiochus II and Ptoi my II, your sheet shows you, were
reiqnincj at the same time. When Antiochus w II was reigning,
Ptolemy II was becoming an old man, because you notice he
began to reign in 283, and Antiochus II only in 261.

There had been considerable striêe strife between the two
kingdoms. Now they tried to make a treaty of alliance. In those
days they usually tried to seal such treaties by having an inter
marriage. So as we mentioned last time, Seleucus, who was already
married to Laodice who had grown sons, now discarded her and
married Bernice, the daughter of tolcmy II.

As the verse says, The kinqs' daughter of the south shall
come to the king of the north to make an agreement. But she shall
not retain the power of the arm, neither shall be stand nor his
armies.

You remember he lived with her a brief time and then he left
her and went up to Asia Minor where his first wife was liing.
His first wife was afraid he would make the children of Bernice
his successors, the infant child of Bernice, so it is usually
thought she poisoned him.

"But she shall be given up, and they that brought her and he
that begot her and he that strengthened her in these times."

After he died, the people who favored his son to succeed him
managed to get hold of Bernice and of her child and kill them. This
phrase "he that begot her" Is usually taken to mean that her father
Ied at just about tths time. Thought I noticed the NIV changes it
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to "and her son" and-basis that on the ancient translations from
the Syriac and Latin which render it that way. "He that begot her"
render it rather as "the one that was begotten by her", her son,
who was killed along with her. Whichever way you take it, it fits
with what happened.

No. 3. We go down to Egypt. Ptolemy III. And vv. 7-9 say, Out
of a branch of her roots shall one stand up in his estate. "His
estate" suggests that it refers to her father's death, "he that
begot her." He shall stand up in his place, a branch of her roots,
i.e. her brother. And he made a a great attack as we read in
vv.7-9 in which his armies went through a great part of the
Seleucid empire and he took a great amount of booty and carried it
south withhim and he continued uuvvyev more years than the
king of the tkx north. He outlived Seleucus II, and even
Seleucus III.

Then we have the second Son of Seleucus II, namely Antiochus III.
And as I mentioned last time Antiochus III was one of the great
conquerors of antiquity. Eleven .verses are devoted to the history
of Antiochus III. As far as we are concerned the interest of
these is that though it would be pretty * hard to tell in advance,
what is predicted, from the history it is easy to see that it
touches upon most of the great events of Antiochus III'S reign.
It touches upon them in the order in which they occur. We will
not take much time for that now.

By the way I have been asked if someone would like to look
further into this particular matter. On this material up to
Antiochus IV there is no difference of opinion. Conservatives
believe it is a remarkably accurate prediction that Daniel makes
of events up to the time of Antdochus IV.

And liberals believe it is a remarkab'y accurate picture of
what occurred written by someone who already knew what had
occurred. If you are interested in details on it beyond what
we have time to go into in class, almost any extensive commen
tary on Daniel will give it to you. Whether it be a liberal
commentary or a conservative. commentary, there will be no differ
ence on this particular section.

Any good commentary will do that. There are a number of books
on the history of the Seleucids. One of the most extensive I know
of is the one by Bevan called the House of Seleucid which I have
used a considerable amount. He is an English scholar who gave a
great deal of attention to the ancient sources about this period.

But we had better not take much time on the history of Antiochus
III (these 11 verses). I must point out two or three matters about
it. I believe I mentioned last time that the Palestine and Southern
Syria had belonged to Egypt for 150 yrs. Antiochus III in addition
to his spending 15 yrs. conductiDg expeditions to the east and
reestablishing control that Seleucus III had made over the area that
Alexander had conquered right to the borders of India-- in addition
to that he fought with Ptolemy, of Egypt, and he took away from him
Syria and Palestine.Palestine and S. Syria. He took them and annexed
them to his territory.
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We read in v. 14, "In those days shall many stand up against
the King of the South, also the robbers of thy people shall exalt
themselves to establish the vision but they shall fail." And
that is usually taken to mean that there were Jews in Palestine,
who not satisfied with the generally decent way they had been
treated by the Ptolemies for 150 yrs., thought they would be
much better off under the Seleucids.

Therefore to establish their vision of freedom from the
Ptolemies they gave thier helØ to Antiochus III in getting them
away from Ptolemy into the Syians. But they shall fail. Their
vision, their idea of how much better off they will he under
the Seleucids proved to be utterly false because they were far
worse off. At least they were when Antiochus Iv heame king.

So that was v.14. We have at the end of v.17 that "he shall
give him the daughter of women corrupting him, but sheR shall
not stand on her side neither be for him.

Anitochus III thounht he would emulate Alexander the Great's
conquests. He had reestablished the Seleucid emptre over the whole
east, but he did not have the territory that Alexander had come
from i.e. Nacddonia, the section of Europe which belonged to him.
So he wanted to make his situation safe over here, and so he made
a xx peace arrangement with Ptolemy V, and he gave Ptolemy V his
daughter, Cleopatra in marriaqe to seal the bond thinking she, as
Queen of Egypt, would give her support to him. But she didn't.

It says, But she shall not stand on his side, neither be for
him. Tht was a great disapointment to him when she threw her
full loyalty to her husband and to the Egyptians. She was the
first Egyptian queen to bear the name Cleopatra.

Verse 18 says, And after this he shall turn his face unto
the isles and shall take many. We know that Antiochus III turned
westward, north and westward. He already held most of Asia Minor
which the Seleucids held for a century and a half. He now marched
across the Hellespont into Europe, and began seizing territory in
Europe. He was quite successful. in seizing Macedonia and the
territory to thenorth and much of Greece.

Then he got a message from Rome, and a Roman representative
said to him, We want you to stop trying to make conquests in
Europe. And he said, I don't interfere in Italy in your region.
Wha right have you to interfere with what do back here? So
whether they had the right may be question but they(the Romans)
had the might! They sent an army which defeated him in Thermop1y
and drove him hack out of Europe and then followed him to Asia
Minor and there defeated him at Magnesia.

So v.18 says, After this he shall turn his face unto the isles
and shall take many, but a prince on his own behalf shall cause
the reproach offered by him to cease. Without his own reproach
he s'all cause it to turn upon him. Then he shall turn his face
toward the fortresses of his own land but he shall stumble and
fall and not he found. A very brief summary of what happened when
the Romans after driving him out from Greece, aIkkEx after their
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great victory at Thermopaly, followed him into Asia Minor. There
in Asia Minor they fought a great battle at Magnesia and in
and as a result of this battle they completely defeated him.

When he was thus completely defeated, the Romans made him
pay them the whole cost of their expedition, reparations for
all that it had cost them to send then expedition, promised to
pay a large sum of money each year for the next 12 years, and
give them 20 of his leading supporters including some of his own
sons to go to Rome and live there as hostages for his good
behaviour.

So his complete and utter defeat to Antiochus III completely
ruined the great glory he had gotten in 35 years of a hard fight-
ing. It is summarized here. "He shall turn his face toward the
fortresses of his own land. But he shall stumble and fall and
not be found."

This word stumble is interesting. It does not suggest he is
killed in war. It does not suggest he died in his bed. It does not
suggest there was an uprising. What happened was that in trying
to pay the heavy reparations to the Romans he went eastward in
order to loot the temples of various deities. He came in to a
little temple of a small tribe that he looked upon with utter
contempt, but he knew had considerable treasure in it. He had
taken treasure from temples of various deities. He went into this
one. He was getting careless. The local guardians simple got
excited and killed him. So "he stumbled and fell."

lie was killed in such a minor, little thing. A man who had
carried on these tremendous successful and warlike expeditions.
So that is what is said about Antiochu III in eleven verses

Then I have listed Seleucus IV, v.20. It is very interesting
that we have only one verse, but the verse shows a remarkable
contrast to Antiochus III. The oldest son of Seleucus IV succeeded
him, and the kingdom was in pretty bad shapebecause they had to
pay these heavy reparations to the Romans, and they had so many
of their leaders in Rome as hostages. So there shall stand up in
his estate a raiser of taxes in the glory of the kingdom.

The glory of his great warlike expeditions will have gone.
All they could do was try to get money together to pay a the
indemnities and to get in good shape again. Seleucus IV reigned
for eleven years but he got no glory, but he did get the govern
ment on a good fiscal basis again by raising taxes and getting
things organized in the kingdom.-

Then we read "in a few days"-- and comparred with Antiochus
Xli's reign from 223 to 187, eleven years seems like a few daysZ
Within a few days he shall be destroyed, neither in anger nor
in battle. How are you destroyed neither in anger nor in battle?
His chief minister made a plot against him and murdered him. So
he was destroyed neither in anger nor in battlel His chief minister
who destroyed him that way tried then to reign in the name of his
infant son. He had an older son who was a hostage in Rome. But in
the name of the infant son bx the chief minister tried to reign.
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But he did not succeed very long. And the next ruler is so im
portant from a Biblical viewpoint that I'm giving him another
head.

0. Antiochus piphanea( Antiochus IV called himself
piphanes. He is ven 15 vv. here, and in the history of Judaism

he is one of the most important rulers. Why is he important to
Israel2 Because he is not simply a man who won conquests, though
he did. He is not simply a man who caused trouble for the Jews,
and made persecution which he did. But toward the latter part: of
his reign set himself on a definite policy of completely destroying
the Jewish rellqion. And force the Jews to become paqans.

When he tried at first to be nice and give all sorts of favors
to the ones who would turn paqan, and many did. But when some stood
strongly against he proceeded to extremely harsh rneasures, and the
reliqionof the OT, humanly speaking, would have been completely
wipedout xcpt that a priest who resisted his efforts to force
the people to sacrifice in every little town, came to the town
where this man worked, he and his sons fled into the wilderness
and he an;-] his sons became such good querilla fighters they cane
to he called the "hammers" or the Macc&'ees. Through them nthrz
joined and eventually they gained their freedom, from him.

2. His career. In order to understand somethinq of this

Wglz that occurred at this time, it is necessary to know some-

thin" about man Antiochus IV,
Antiochus IV as you know from your chart wa the second son of

Antiochus III. The oldest son was Seleucus who succeeded Antiechus.
When Antochus IV was a hostage in Rome and we don't know how many
years he lived there. If he lived there long enough to become very
familiar with Roman customs and situations and ±q mthods of
doing things.

And then he was released from his being hostage in Rome and
Seleucuslil's oldest son, who became Antiochus who became
Demetrius, down at the very bottom of your sheet, he was made a
hostage in Rome, and Antiochus was released.

Antiochui then went to Greece and lived there, he lived there
in Athens and became an important official in the Athenian govern
merit. I've even heard him cal led the mayor. I don't know what
the title or position gas, but he was pretty successful there. He
had no right to become king because his oldest brother had a son
who was a hostage in Rome and should succeedk him properly.

But when Seleucus, his older brother was killed, Antiochus
immediately got in touch with some people in Asia Minor who had
considerable funds and got them to fund him to try to become
king, He came with a small force into Asia Minor and he managed
to get Supportuith all kinds of promises and he became k± king
after his brother's death and killed He*liodorus, and also killed
the infant son in skaz whose name Heliodorus was reigning.

So v, 21 says, In his estate shall stand up a vile person to
whom they shall not give the honor of the kingdom, but he shall
come in peacably and obtain the kingdom by flatteries. So he secured
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control and reigned from 176 to 164 and he was a man with very
peculiar characteristics. He called himself Epiphanes.

Epiphanes means--- now there is a feast in many denominations
called the Ieast of the Epiphany, or the Feast of the Appearance
of the Lord. So whenhe called himself Epiphanes, he was claiminc
to be a god on earth. He was the outshining god; he called him
self Antiochus ipiphanes, but he began when he first came to
Antioch qoing around among the people soliciting votes acting
as if it was a democratic organization like Rome and Athens and
looking for votes which he had gotten in Athens.

He went from one extreme to the other in his reign. He would
be a tyrant who would kill people at the slightest pràvocation,
and he would turn around and do all kinds of things for people
and act as if he was == act in a way as if he was just one of
the commonest of people. He was very unpredictable. One thing he
wanted was, he wanted a unity in his kingdom. He wanted everyone
to worship him as a god and to worship the gods he worshipped.

His brother had gathered considerable funds by this time. He
set out to build a new temple to Zeus in Athens. He built a
tremendous temple, one of the greatest temples in Athens. He
was unable to complete it in his life and it remained that way
200 years arid then a Roman emperor completed this great temple,
one of the largest temples in Athens.

After a time -- he saw -- his sister was a queen in Egypt,
and when her husband and there were two small boys, the oldest
of which was nominally the king though his ministers were
actually rulling.Antiochus decided he would try to take over
control of Egypt. So he led an army down into Egypt. There in
Egypt he made up with his nephew who was nominally the king-
he was in his teens still and the two of them ate together and
he thouqht he would rule Egypt through his nephew being a
nominal kinyso he talked to him as though he was going to do
everything for him while the nephew was actually planning to
throw off his control just as soon as he could.

So we read here how they told lies at one table. They sat
there eating and telling lies to one another. The city of
Alexandria, one of the great centers of Egypt, he was unable
to get control of. He thought he had established his nephe
and that his nephew would get control of Alexandria. He went
back to his own land, and on the way he stopped in Jerusalem
in order to rob the temple. This brought him into sharp contact
of course with the Jews and gave him an idea of how opposed
they were to his desire to make them all pagans. Then he got
to Antioch and held a tremendous celebration at which he in
vited people from all over the known world and spent tremendous
sums on a tremendous celebration in which he himself put on a
great dance arid he did all kinds of things mixing with the
crowd in many diferent ways.

Then he found that his nephew in Egypt had thrown out
all relationship with him, declared himself entirely independent
and so he marched to Egypt again with a large force and he came
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down to Egypt and got practically of Egypt under his control.
Wheii he had it practically all under his control except the one
city of Alexandria which he was expecting soon to get control oF,
a ship arrii,ed from Rome. The ship arrived. He heard there were
important Roman officials on this ship. He went down to the shore
in order to greet them.

One of them, a man named Popilius Laenas had been a good
friend of his when he was in Rome. He greeted and said, Hello,
Popilius; so nice to see you." Popilius did not smile but h
sternly said, I have a message for you from the Roman Senate. He
said, 0 that's find. Let's have a good chat. Let's have dinner
together, and then I'll read the message." Popilius said, The
message must be read right now." He said, What is the message
then?" He took out the message: The Roman Senate declares that
you must immediately leave Egypt and return to Asia and give up
all attempts to conquer any of Egypt!?

And he said, Oh, whet well, that will require a bit of
consideration." Popilius took his staff and made a mark on the
ground, a circle around where Antiochus. He said to him, You can
consider it just as long as you stay inside of that circle. When
he said that, well he was pretty well familiar with the risin
power of Rome having lived in Rome some years himself, He said,
Oh, airight airight, of course I will then, if it's that important
and serious.

Come or, he said, let's have dinner. So they went and
had a dinner together and were good fellows. And the other fellow
who had been so stern now became friendly and cordial. But he
wasn't as happy as he made out to be. So he went back to his own
land and he was very upset after that. And the Romans for years
after that loved to tell about that incident showing how their
power was recognized even as far away as Egypt, by his abject
surrender on this occasion.

But when he got back now he determined that he was
going to put an end to the attitude of these Jews. So now he
began harshly persecuting them, trying to seize copiez of the
Scriptures. Forcing and sending agents to all the little
villages forcing them the people to sacrifice to Jupiter,
going into the temple in Jerusalem and taking away and
putting up by the altar a statue of Zeus, the Greek god, and
forcing the people to sacrifice to him and to sacrifice swine's
flesh on the altar.

The persecution was so intense then. If you ever get
a chance -- Lonqfellow's dramatic poem, The 1accabees gives a
very beautiful picture of events that occurred then. We once
had it read at one of our occasions at the beginning of the
school year several years ago and went through the main parts
of it. It's a very fine picture of the general course of events
at this time.

After this persecution was well under way, Antiochus
thought he was beginning to run out of money. So he went east
in order to try to recoup his fortunes from some F J'e centers
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where there was a good deal of money available and there he was
taken with a nervous illness and shortly died. His young son
became king for a brief tire after him. The persecution was con
tinued. The group of Maccabees fought and eventually they gained
their independence and gave a pledge of mutual support with
Rome. They were completely independent for half a century or
more before the Romans finally took over what remained of the
Seleucld empire.

So Aritiochus IV is a very vivid and dramatic character.
To him the attack on Judaism was a comparatively small part of
his activity, but it was something that would have meant a complete
end to the OT and to the teachings given in it had it not been
for the Macrahean uprising. When the Maccabees however, began to
gain power, then other people began to join with them who were not
so interested in the real __________ of the issue and eventually
the descendants of the Maccabees ruled independet1y but fell very
far short of the standards with which they began. So they are not
remembered with great favor among the Jews.

It was the great crisis perhaps in the history of the
religion of Israel prior to the time of Christ. So Antochus IV
Is so important in this regard that it is important to see how
in Dan. 11:21-35 we have events of it described. If you read
through these verses you'll see how many of the things I've
mentioned are suggested there.

The assignment is posted as you go and we'll cntnue
there nexttime.
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(Introductory remarks regarding the last assignment on
Dan. 9:24-27.)

Here was a very good paper that was turned in but at the
end it said, Dr. MacRae, It seems to me that I am not up to
the level of your assignment." Now that was hardly necessary
because it was an. excellent paper. But he adds, "I think .t would
be better if you set a prerequisite of a year of Hebrew and a
course of inter-testament history before attempting to take the
course in Daniel."

It is true of most every course in the seminary except the
course in tntroductory languages courses, that we could do much
better in it if we took it after other courses were taken. We
have only 3 years to crowd things in to, so I'm trying to give
this course on a level in which people with no knowledge of
Hebrew and no knowledge of the inter-testament period can get
all that is required in the greater part of what is given.

Of course those who already have some background in these
matters naturally can go further into the subject. Wherever it
refers to Hebrew, I am either referring to it or as in the last
case referring you to a book like Young's Concordance. Because
In Young's Concordance you look up your English word and find what
the Hebrew word is, and it gives it in Latin words as well as in
Hebrew letters.

So if you don't know a single Hebrew letter, you can take
what is given there in Latin letters and look it up in the back
and see how the word is translated. This word Messiah you find
translated Messiah twice in the OT, and nearly 40 times it is
translated anointed. So the word simply means an anointed one.
Of course that's what the word Christ means -- an anointed one.
It's the Greek for Messiah. We use it for the one whom God
anointed for the most important purpose that ever was done.

But the same word is used of those whom God has anointed
for other purposes. Therefore when we find this word in Hebrew
we have, in translating, to make a judgment. Does this mean an
anointed one, or is it referring specifically to the greatest of
all anointed ones, the Christ. As the translators of the KJV have
in these two cases rendered the word as Messiah, but in all the
others they have simply rendered it my anointed or the Lord's
anointed or something like that. Actually it's identical. That is,
the decision whether to say Messiah or to say the anointed one is
a matter of private determination by the student. And the trans
lator gives you his judgment, but it's only his judgment.

(Question: about the pronominal suffix ? ? I don't
know what the pronominal suffix is. I don't know whether . .

I'm sorry about that. Pronominal suffix. I did not make
it clear but I thought I had made it clear. I said pronominal
suffix such as my, his, etc. I thought that would indicate what
it was. It is true you have to have--- I guess they don't have
them in Greek. And in Hebrew you have to have maybe a month before
you get it.
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I should have said, Use with his, my, etc. I am sorry that was
not clear.

Here I wanted to bring out to you by your own observation the
fact that this word Messiah or anointed one is used in the OT for
a king in about half the cases. It's used for the people of Isra1
in a number of cases. used for a priest in 4 or 5 cases only.
It isused for a prophet in only a couple of cases. But it is used
for a king for about half of the cases where it is used!

Now here is a commentary, The Prophecies of Daniel, by E.J.
Young. A commentary which has some very good things in it. Dr.
Young has made a very thorough study of the book of Daniel, and
wherever he has not -- is not prejudice on a certain point,
his material is often of great value. But there are afew points
where he has very great prejudices and in covering a big subject
like that he sometimes jumps to conclusions rather quickly.

Here he makes the statement that in the verse to which I
referred in Daniel 9 where he says Messiah the Prince, Young
says, This must refer to Christ. It must be a prediction of
Christ because he is the only one who was both a king and a priests
Well now, Messiah the prince-- the prince suggests he is referring
to a king. But does Messiah mean he is referring to a priest?
You have gathered your own evidence by looking at the use of the
word in the Hebrew or in the OT.

That Hebrew word is translated anointed in most cases. In half
the cases it is used of a king. So Messiah the Prince might be one
who is a king and a pirest but it does not have to be. It is simply
one whom God has set apart for a certain important task. So in
that verse, whether itis talking about Christ or not is something
to be decidedon other grounds, but not simply on the fact that the
KJV used this particular word. Or by such an argument as this one
which unfortunately Dr. Young gave, which as you see when you look
at the original is quite out of place.

So much for that assignment. The next assignment deals with
those same verses in ch. 9. A brief passage which has had a
tremendous amount of discussion in the Christian world. It only
relates to one verse in it. It is quite a simple ththnq which you
can probably do in a very few minutes, but it takes longer to
explain what it is. Therefore I have posted the threee copies
of the assignment on the board. I believe once you read it you
will have practically all of it in mind, and won't need to copy
more than a tiny part of what's on the board. I posted three copies
and I'll take two of them down after today - -

We are looking now at Dan. 11. In the last two lectures we
spent quite a bit of time on Dan. 11. I've been sorry to note
a couple who have missed those two lectures and I would suggest
that Mr. Neher tells me he has been turning over cassets of the
lectures to the library, and you may borrow those cassets and
listen to them if you would like. Anyone who has questions about
any of the matters that were discussed in the, test-- I went through
it rather carefully 2 weeks ago-- those questions are on the casset
of that lecture.
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But as we have noticed in Daniel 11, it contains a great

many statements which would he very difficult to interpret in
advance, but statements which when the events occur, some of
them, you can say, Well this fits. But it can fit with a dozen
other things. But other statements very specifically fit. And
we noticed in oh, 11 how it starts with v. 2 and refer be the
fact that there will he yet three kings in Persia and the fourth
will be far richer than they all, and by his strength through
his riches he will stirr up all against the realm of Grecia.'

You would not know exactly what's going to happen if you
lived in Daniel's day according to this verse. You could form a
a pretty good verse that there would he three more kings of ersia
and Lhˆn a fourth one who would he riches than any of bie previous
ones (as erxes was) and that he would make a great attack on
Greece, as perhaps as great an attack as has ever been made on it.
Perhaps one of the greatest attacks in all history, was that
tremendous army which he turned against Grece and made such a
tremendous impression on the Greeks from their managing to survive
that attack that it was very important in all their thinking for
200 years later, and they were psychologically prepared for
Alexander the Great to go back and attack thePersian empire and
destroy it.

Then in the third verse we notice: "A mighty king will stand
up and rule with great dominion and do according to his will .11 Of
course this could be said of many a ruler. But the following verse
speaks specifically about Alexander the Great, so we know that v.3
was a description of Alexander the Great, the mightiest king the
world had perhaps seen up to that time who nothing seemed to he
able to stand before.

But you notice between vv.2 and 3 there is an unmentioned in
terval of over 150 years. It simply passes from Xerxes who attacked
Greece to Alexander the Great who destroyed the Persian empire. It
skips over 150 years without any reference to it.

Then in v. 4 it tells about the division of Alexander's
empire. In advance it miqht he hard to know what is meant by
"when he stands up his kingdom will be broken." In other words
he didn't have the power verylong. He was just a young fellmw in
his early 30's when he rather suddenly died. HIS kingdom was broken.
They tried to keep it together but it was soo broken and they soon
got to figithinq and it was soon divided into three large important
sections and a few smaller sections.

So it was divided not according to the dominion which he
ruled, arid not according to his posterity. Within the next 0 years
every relative of Alexander -- his mother, his brother, his
children-- every relative of his was killed! Not according to hs
posterity nor according to the dominion which he ruled. It was
given to others.

V.5 says the king of the south shall be strong and one of his
9enerals, who took the most southern part of it i.e. Ptolemy who
took Egypt was a very strong king. You could not pnxn predict
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exactly what this would be in the future, but when it came to
pass. you could say, Isn't it wonderful that Daniel predicted it
300 yrs. in advance. Tremendous!

The king of the south shall be strong, arid one of his princes
and he shall be strong above him." and have domino." When you
find one of Ptolemy's generals going up and having control of
the whole eastern half of the Persian empire that certainly is a
remarkable fulfillment of this. You wouldn't know in advance what
would happen, but when it happened you would see how tremendously
accurately Daniel had predicted this.

"He shall be strong above him." He had a far wider area than
Ptolemy had. And have doming; his dominion shall be a great domInion.

Verse 6, "And in the end of years they shall join themselves
together for the king's daughter of the south shll come to the
king of the north R to make an agreement. Between vv. 5 and 6
you skip over Seleucus' son. You skip to his grandson. So there
is an unmentioned interval of about 30 years. Then you find an
attempt to bring the two together. They --"The king's daughter
of the south.shall come to the king of the north to make an
agreement." In the treaty, as you know, Bernice, the daughter of
Ptolemy II was married to Antiochus II. "But she shall not retain
the power of her arms neither shall he stand or his arms, but she
shall be given up and they that brought her and he that begat
and he that strengthened her in these times."

We took time to notice that how Bernice, the conflict be-
tween Bernice and Laodice the rormer wife and how in the end
Bernice and her child were killed. Her father died, k about the
same time and the man who had married her was thought to he
poisoned by his first wife. Very exact fulfillment of this. You
might not know exactly how it would be, but when it happened
you would say, how wonderful that Daniel could predict all these
details.

Verse 7. But out of a branch of her roots shall one stand
up -- one descended frrDm her ancestors, a rather poetic way of
describing her brother. But wtkk who came up with his army and
attacked. In the next two vv. we have his tremendous victory
over the next king.

Verse 10, referring on to the king of the north: His s son
shall be stirred up and aseemh1 a great multitude, and their
fighting goes on through two or three verses. Then we have
the account of Antiochus III as we noticed. We went throggh
the details of his conquering Palestine which is specifically
referred to here. The people of Israel who tried to help him
to get away from the Ptolemies in order to establish the vision
--their idea of being better off which proved not to work,
and the mention of his conflict with Rome.

In v. 20 we had his son. There shall stand in his estate
a raiser of taxes arid the glory of his kingdom, butin a few days
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he shall be destroyed neither in anger nor in battle." It wil! be.
hard to tell what it's going to he, but when it happened, you
saw that Antiochus III had to pay such arge tremendous repara
tions to Rome that it was necessary that his son devote him
self to tr"inq to reestablish fiscal stability i the kirgdcrn
and spent most of his time raising taxes and making up for the
great expenses. Hr. £-ontague

Yes, Jeleucus IV, either he raisei the taxes or he sent
somebody toraise the taxes. It could be taken either of the
two ways, but his principal activity was in reestablishing
fiscal stability.

Then vv. 21ff. we noticed the account of Antiochus Epiphanes,
At the end of the last hour we discussed his career. We won't go
into much detail about it again. I looked a couple of days ago
at u'-he latest iik*xz2 edition of Encyclopedia Brit annica(which
you may know was completely re-written a couple of years ago,
with an entirely different plan.) I looked up the article
In most of the previous issues they continue articles on and on
and on. If you get an Encyclopedia 10 years away you don't know
whether an article in it was written that year or 15 years before
because there were just little changes all the time. But this
was a complete change.

So I was interested in seeing what they would say about
Antiochus IV. They said he was a very able king, a very effective
king and an able fighter and quite inadvertently he gave the
occasion for the establishing of an independent Jewish state.
Whic is a modernistic way of saying he tried to destroy the
Jewish religion, that he took over the temple inJeruslaem and
established the worship of the Greed Gods there, killed Jews who
would not sacrifice to idols and made things so terrible that the
Maccabean uprising developed. And an independent Jewish state
lasted for the next century.

It's, easy to see what was the bias of the man who wrote that
particular article on Antiochus. But the interesting thing is that
in the beginning of the Article h says that Antiochus IV Epiphanes,
also called Z*aM Epimines. That's really the only detrimental
thing he said about him in the article, and unless you know Greek
it will not convey any meaning to you.

He called himself Antiochus Epiphanes, wh&bh means Antiochus
the outshining god. Now all the Seleucid kings before this and the
Ptolemies also called themselves gods. But he was the first one
to put it on his coins. The word Epiphanes. He was the outshinning
god. The p.iphanes. But his people seeing his crazy antiques -
which we noticed, he would steal from the temples and go a around
just throwing money around. He would kill. somebody at a erazv
impulse and then he would take some poor person and lift hir up
and give him lots of honors. He was ver" eratic. So the people
instead of calling him (when he wasn't around) Epiphanes, the out
s- god, called him Epimirtes, the Mad One.

This article is funny -_ it says, he was also called oimines.
And everything else they say about him is very favorable. But the
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account of him that is given here is not particularly favorable,
as you can expect when he tried to destroy all knowledge of God
and bring a complete end to the OT religion.

We saw various aspects of his life last time, and noticed
how they were carried out. So we f go on from 2 to 3

3. What the Bible tells about it. The Outline of Daniel
11:21-12:3.

I've put some other figures to the right in red. You don't
have to worry about them quite yet. 1,11 explain about them
later. We read about his character in vv. 21-24. In vv.36-39
we have another description of character of of a king. In vv.
25 to 30a, we read a 'general account of his political activity.
We have in account of the political activities of a king in
vv.40-45.

We read about the troubi and relief for God's people in
vv.30b-35. And in vv.l-3 of the next ch., which continues right
on, as you1 know ch. 10-12 is one continuous thing. We have there
what could he described as trouble and relief for God's people.
So you go through three subjects about Antiochus, and then you
aqain go through three subjects about a king. Of course according
to the critical view you are dealing with the same man. You
told these things about him, and then you go over it again in
different words. But it doesn't work out. So I've just incidentally
mentioned those figures here. We'll speak about them later.

But we go on to mention specific points of clear fulfillment.
There are remarks made about him as there are about other rulers
that could be made about any great conqueror. We don't concern
ourselves particularly with them. They fit him, so they are a
proper part of the prophecy. But we note specific matters such as
in vv. 21-23 we find he was not the legitimate ruler. We find
he came in by an unusual arrangement.

Verse 21 un his estate shall stand up a vile person."Vile"
in Old English does not necessarily mean a wicked person. It may
mean a person of unworthy standing, a person who did not have the
right to take what he got. In this case Seleucus IV's son, who
was a hostage in Rome, was the one who rdinTho the laws
entitled to come over and become his successor. But before he could
come, while the man who had killed Seleucus was trying to establish
himself as ruler in the name of Seleucuss infant child, while
that was being done, Antochus IV managed to come in and kill
the man who had killed his brother arid the child also, and establish
himself as king.

So in his estate shall stand up a vile person, to whom they
shall not give the honor and the kingdom, but he shall come in
peaceably. He did not make a conquest. He got the kingdom, in
the neighbornirig area to lend him some money, and help him to
get there with a small force, and then came In and declared he
was the son of Antiochus the Great and killed the murderer and
took power before people realized what was happening. He took
over the power and obtained the kingdom by flatteries, and he
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became strong with a few people. He worked deceitfully. These
three verses tell about his assession and they exactly fit his
and would not fit any of the kings we looked at before.

Then we find in v. 24 the strange contrast in his character.
He entered peaceably even upon the fatest places of the provinces.
This word peaceably here has more the idea by stealth; taking
something without people realizing what is happening. He would
get hold of things and get into their temples and seize their
treasures. He would do that not only with the temple at Jeru
salem but also with the temples of various gods. He raised very
large exactions from people who had a considerable amount of
money. Then he would scatter among them the prey and spoil and
riches. There is a man who made seizures and also squandered
the money that he got. It's typical of his character and he's not
the only man who ever had such a contrast, but it is not common.

Then we have his attack on Egypt, vv.25ff. Of course many
of these Seleucid kings made attacks upon Egypt, but here we find
that the treasury of Pharaoh's supporeters, vv.25-26, those who
were supposed to help Antiochus' nephew, the legitimate king of
Egypt, but he was a young boy and consi*ired against him.

Then v. 27 he told told his nephew he was going to help
him. "The two kings akas sat at one table telling lies." Each
of them making the other think he'd stand with him, and really
being against him.

Then the first part of v. 28, his return to Antioch with
great wealth. But on the way back his heart was against the
holy covenant. The word "exploits" is inserted in the KJV. He
did things at Jerusalem and returned to his own land. He tried
to rob the temple. He gave strict orders that the Jews were not
to be circumsized, that they were not to follow the Mosaic law.
He returned to Antioch with great wealth, but returned to
Jerusalem

We have these matters predicted in such a way that you would
not know very much exactly what was going to happen, but when it
did happen you could see it was exnctlyilfi1led.

On the right hand of this picture, you find his second
invasion of Egypt. In v.29ff, which we looked at last time.
I mentioned Popilius Laenus here. You remember how the Roman
emissary came and told him towithdraw from Egypt when he was about
to have it all in his hands. He said, That would require considera
tion. And he drew a line about him and said, You can consider it
as long as you stay in that circle. He gave in to the Romans,
but he was very much irritated by it naturally. Whenhe returned
he took it out on the Jews.

So we have v.20 the reference to the ships of Chittim come
against him. Chittim is a word regularly used in the OT for regions
to the West of the Mediterranean. Therefore he was grieved, and
returned and had indignation against the holy covenant. That. was
his reaction to it, was partly to hold his great games in Antloch
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to which he invited people from all over the then known world
and spent tremeendous sums of money. But the other part of it
was to try to unify the religion of his empire by destroying all
who would not worship Zeus. It was now that his armies seized the
temple in Jerusalem and so polluted it that no pious Jew could
possibly go into it again until it had been purged and cleansed.

Se we have his severe persecution of Judaism described in
v.30b. "So shall he do. He shall return and have intelligence
with them that forsake the holy covenant. V.31, They shall
pollute the sanctuary of strength and take away the daily
sacrifice and place the abomination that maketh desolate. When
they put up the statue of 2eus right in the temple of the Lord
in Jerusalem, it made the palce so desolate in the eyes of any
pious Jews that he could not think of going into it.

V.32, tells about the beginning of the Maccabean revolt,
vv.32-25. The people, some of them rose up againsthim and then
they succeeded a little bit. Others d joined with them that
were not really thoroughly with them. In the end while the
Maccabean people did free Judea into an independent kingdom for
nearly a century, yet there was -- the leadership of it was
quite mixed.

Question: Will you discuss a little bit double reference?

We will a little later in this hour. A very important question.
If somebody were to tell you back in 1750 and made a prediction,
There will be a great ruler in who will rise up in one of the
countries of Europe, and will lead armies asking rapid marches
across most of Euvppe and conquer many countries and make take
great wealth, but he will be completely defeated and his regieme
utterly destroyed. You could say that was exactly fulfilled in
Napoleon. But then again you could find it exactly fulfilled in
Hitler.

Well it may be fulfilled in somebody else yet! Who can say?
I would say it would have to be one or the other. It would have
to be a prediction of Napoleon, or if it did not fit Napoleon
you would have to say tkxftzx±txf1tit1aatits fulfillment is
still to come, and you would find it in Hitler.

Someone could say,Napoleon was just a type of Hitler. He
was merely a symbol of what Hitler would be like. If you are going
to say that, then maybe Hitler is just a symbol of somebody who is
coming 20 yrs. from now. It seems to me there is great danger in
that sort of thing.

There are cases where Scripture sees two things that are re
lated, that are similar. A sort of composit picture. But that is
rare. I would say, God very slow about accepting any such thing.
If you find definite fulfillment of something, I would say, It is
complete. When it says, Ships of Chittim will come against him.
That might refer to the American ships going during the last war
and putting an end to Hitler's regime-- ships from the west coming.
But I don't think it does. I think it is fulfilled in Popelius
Laenaeus. My feeling is that in a4unost every case, when something
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is predicted, look for one fulfillment. Now, of course, there are
two exceptions. One is, if you say there will be great conquerors
who will conquer many countries. That would include both Napoleon
and Hitler because you have used the plural.

Or there can he a succession. They asked Moses, What shall
we do? How shall we know the Lord's will after you are gone? He
said Cod will raise up a prophet like unto me, him shall ye hear.
After Moses was gone, God raised up a succession of prophets. How
are we going to know God's will when you'r gone Moses? Well, look
to Cod to raise up a prophet. And God raised up one prophet after
another, and as ti-e went on the Jews understood that this
succession of prophets that was preiict:ed would have its culmination
in the greatest of all the prophets.

So they came to Johnth: Baptist and said, Are you that
prophet? Are you the great climax of the succession of prophets?
But in general I say, look for one fulfillment of any statement
that is given. That is little aside, but it relates to the whole
subject. So thank you for the question.

We have then these variouL; remarkable fulfillments of the
history tracing through telling about Antiochus III at length.
Telling exactly about his son, Seleucus IV. Then telling about
the other son, Antiochus IV at considerable length. We have all
these things which when the events occurred you could see how it
fit, but you would not know in advance w*b of the details of
God plan.

So much for Antiochus Epiphanes.

5.Dan. 11:36-12:3. As I mentioned a few n'ntues ac, as
I gave under No. 3, The Character and Ascession of Aritiochus
Epiphanesx, vv.21-24. Now we go back again to the description
of the character of the king, v.36ff.

We have Antiochus' political activites in vv.25 to first
part of v.30, and t we have the political activities of the king
given again in v.40-45. We have trouble and reli.for God's
people in v.30c-35 and in vv.l-3 of the next chapter. We have
a section that could very well be called Trouble and Relief for
God's People.

Of course the holder of the critical view insists that
vv.36 on is still talking about Antiochus IV. We are still knowing
about him. It is strange, but not impossible that you go back and
tell all over again about his character after you have told thses
other things. It is strange but not impossible that having told
so mubh about his career you go back and tell again about his
career or about aditional events in his career, and that hav5ng
told a little about trouble and relief for God's people you
again go into it. That is not at all impossible, but it doesn't
fit. Most of what it says here has no precise fulfillment in
Antiochus Epiphanes. So the critics are in great difficulty when
they say it is still talking about Antiochus Epiphanes. So have
the question, If it is not talking about Antiochus Epipharies, who
is it talking about?
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This commentary by . J. Young, w o whioh I referred a
few minutes ago, speaks of this section and says there have been
many interprettions. He says the following are the principal
Interpretations. No. 1, Antiochus Epiphanes. No. 2 Constantine
the Great. No. 3 Omar, the Islamic king. No. 4 The Roman Emperor,
No. S The Idapensationalist interpretation No. 6 The Pope of
Rome and the Papal System No. 7 Herod.the Great. No. 8 The
Antichrist. NO. 8 is the one he insists is the correct one.

Young says, The Antichrist, this may be called the tradi-
tional interpretation in the Christian church.It was advocated
by St. Jerome in 400 A.D., and in this he has been followed by
many. The term Antichrist is not particularly a goad term. John,
says, there are many antichrists. Antichrist is a very general
term. But there is a specific person referred to in 2 Thess.
where Paul says that there is one of whom Isaiah said that the
Lord will destroy him athis coming, one who it is said will
sit in the temple of God showing forth that he is god and should
be worshipped. One whom Paul described-- the terrible things that
he is to do just before the return of Christ.

It is quite common for us to refer to this one as the anti
christ. Notice Young does that. He calls him the Antichrist. I
see no harm in that usage so long as we remember it is-not a
scriptural practice. Scripture uses the term arttichist in a
more general way for all great enemies of the Lord's work. You
notice a ax strange thing about Dr. Young's commentary. He is
very good on many of his statements; has much that is excdllent
in the commentary, but has a strong prejudice against what he
calls diapensatlonalism.

If anyone whom he calls a dispensationalist holds a view
that's almost enough in his mind to condemn the view. So we
notice here on p. 246 of his Commentary that as the 5th he gives
thhe Dispensationalist in terpretation -- which of course are wrong
as all the first seven are here,. Then the 8th he gives, the anti
christ. He gives two dispensationalist interpretations. He gs
a) the king, v. 36 is the little horn of aaniel 7 who is an
apostate, not from Judaism but from Christianity. He establishes
his palace in Jerusalem from which times runs the great tribu
lation, the last three and ahaif years of Daniel's 70th week.

That would certainly be the one who would be called th
antichrist, wouldn't itlMe does not use the term antichrist
here. He says he is th L4ttle Horn of Dan. 7, th apostate not
from Judaism but from Christianity.

The other "dispensationalist" interpretatior he gives is
b) be is the antichrist, not to be identified with the Uttle
horn of ch. 7, either with him, or with the horn of ch. 8. This
wilful king will be a Jew who In the midst of Jewish people will
assume kingly honors, be recognized *s by the Jewish apostates
as Messiah king, arid by the Christian apostates as th antichrist.
In the middle of the 70th week he will come and take his seat in
the Jerusalem temple, and will claim divine worship.

The only difference between these two interpretations as
he calls them, is that one says the man is an apostate from
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Christianity, and the other says he is a Jew. But they both
agree he is a man who can be called antichrist because he is the
great enemy of God at the end of this eqe.

His 8th interpretation is that it is the antichrist, and that
is the one he says is rightt I would think it better if he sub-
sumed what he calls the two dispensationalist interpretations under
his, and say he is either a Jew or a Christian, but in either case
he is the antichrist. Mr. Brown?

(Brown: It is my impressio-e in reading Dr. Young that he is
trying to disassociate a _ical 1 _pjy that are used
by sane dispersati.onalists to use the church fathers to sub
stantiate your viewpoint rather than just looking at Scripture
and seeing whether or not Scripture says it. That's what he
Some people think all church fathers were disperisationalists
and that's hardly the case.)

\el I, he doesn't mention any church fathers here under No " 5.
He says one dispensationalist view is that he is the antichrist,
who s Jew; the other is that he is an antchiist who is a
Gentile. And the correct view, he says, is that he is the Antichrist!

But I believe most Christian interpreters have held that
these v'. are a description of the antichrist. A very interesting
thing in addit n to that about Dr. Young's commentary is that in
chs. 2, 7, and 9 he is very much against the idea of an unmention
ed interval between two great events. But here the assums a jump
of at least 2000 years without it being mentioned between v. 35
and 36! Of course we have to assume that or else to say that vv.
36-39 is ta1kin about Antiochus Eniphanes.

There is statement after statement in this section that
just does not fit Aritiochus Epiphanes, and statements about things
he would do that we have no historical evidence of his doing. One,
for instances, is that it describes an expedition against Egypt,
which is very successful. Some who hold the critical view will say
this is a repetition of what's already been said that he will makd
an expedition against Egypt. Others say that this describes a
third expedition against Egypt which is not mentioned anywhere in
any of our histories.

It would he a little strange if at that period hemade a
third expedition that was not mentioned in any of our histories.
It would be particularly strange since his second expedition was
brouoht to an end when the Romans ordered him to go hack and
that was sufficient to 1x lead him to go back. If he'd rnade
a third expedition under those circumstances, we can be sure the
Romans would have come with power, and it crtainiy would have
made enough stirr that w there would be some mention of it in
history. Young without saying so, assumes an unmentioned interval
of at least 2000 years at this point between Antiochus Epiphanes
and the antichrist.

You notices the section ends with the resurrection. Verse 2
of ch.12, "Many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall
awake, some to everlasting life and some to shame and everlasting
contempt.
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There is the resurrection there -- at which it ends. Accord
ing to the critical view this is the vain hope of someone in the
time of Antiochus Epiphanes who wrote the book of Daniel! But if
you take it as a true message from God, kkxrws it runs to the
resurrection. So even if there was not this unmentioned interval
between &ntiochus and Antichrist, if some of this continues to
be about Antiochus, there would have to be that unmentioned in
terval somewhere because you get to the resurrection right there.

Now I don't know how much ti: e we ought to take in.looking
at points in this that were not fulfilled in Antiochus. Let us
look quickly at vv. 36-38, 39 whêee it where it speaks about his
character. In v. 36 it says he shall prosper until the indignation
be accomplished. Antiochus died while his persecution was still
in progress. He did not prosper until it was accomplieshed.

Verse 37, Neither shall he regard the god of his fathers.
Antiochus built great temples to the pagan gods; he put up monuments
here and there. Those who hold the critical view say in trying to
get around this, his ancestors worshipped Apollo and he worshipped
Zeus. Apollo was the son of Zeus, so anyone who worshipped Apollo
also worshipped Zeus. It is not a satisfactory interpretation.
"Neither shall he gegard the god of his fathers"-- that is what
suggests what Young refers to that he is an apostate frmm Judaism
or that he is someone with a Christian background who turned away
from it. But it certainly does not fit anything in the life of
Antiochus.

"Neither shall be "Nor the desire of women." It is not
quite clear what that means. Some take it that means he destroyed
a licentious religious cult in Syria which could be called the
desire of women! But there is no evidence of his ever doing such
a thing, and it does not fit with his general attitude toward
paganism.

"Nor regard any god, for he shall magnify himself above.all."
He built a tremendous temple to Zeus in Athens in addition to the
great temples he built in Palestine and Syria.

Verse 38. But in his estate shall he honor the god of forces."
No one in ancient times could even guess what that means. So the
Creek word maauzim Jerome simply took it as a personal god. He
will honor the q7d' But we don't know any god mauzim But
the god of fortresses he will honor. What is hat that? A god
whov his fathers knew not shall he nx honor with ged&a gold and
silver and precious stones. Thus shall he do in the most strong
holds with a strange god. To people in ancient times this would
make no meaning whatever. Beeause all ancient rulers worshipped some
god.'




But in our day it is quite common to find those, in fact a
third of the world is now today in the hands of those who say there
is no god except the god of power. They say that when Winston Church
hill suggested to Stalin that at a peace a conference they should have
a representation of the Pope, that Stalin said, And how many d*vislons
does he control? In other words Stalin was only interested in how big
an army you had, not in any spiritual force. That is the attitude of
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of the cornrnunl.sts; they have completely wiped out religion at
least outwardly from China. No one is allowed to have any out
ward manifestation of any religion in China. In Russia, while
it is not legally rulled out, it is in actual practice it is
tremendously persecutd. A part of the belief of these who now
hold a third of the world in their power, and the belief of a
great many eaderz in other countries, is materialism, the god
of forces; the god of fortresses. That's the god they honor.

So this would be a very good description of what the
character of antichtist will be very different from the chrater
of Antiochus.

We will not take time to go on further through these verses.
There are specific things said in them for which we find nothing
comparing to them in the life of Antiochus Epiphanes. So there would
beem to be a definite jump, anunmentioned interval between v.35 and
36. Here from v. 36 to 12:3, a description of events to occur at
the very end of the present age, just before the return of Christ.
We'll continue there next tine.

Please review a little bit of what you've already done on
ch. , because I'm going to try to rush through ch 8 quite quickly
and then get to those verses that I've assignned to you for next
time for ch. 9.
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The 27 suggested questions for the final examination are
up here on two sheets and at the end of the class, if each of you
could take one of each of the two sheets it would save me having
to combine them. The final exam questions will probably be all
taken from that list on he two pages. It would be helpful to you
in reviewing to have them.

I have taken more time in reviewing certain sections than I
had expected to. I think it is wise to get well in mind the material
we are covering. It means there are four verses which are quite un
related in most ways to the rest of the prophecy which I had thought
I would be able to spend two or three hours on and as it is we won't
spend a great deal of time on them.

On those there are three or four questioss in this list of
27, but those questions will probably be covered next week rather
than today. If you have a chance to look them over between now and
nextclass it may be that it will suggest certain things to yourmind
that are not clear that you wold think it wise to have me say a word
about in the next class. In such a case I wish you would write out
any such questions and get them to me if possible ahead of class,
but at least as soon as class starts.

We have looked at the history of Antiochus Epiphanes and we
have seen how precisely there are statements about him in ch. 11.
The idea that ch.ll atl the sudden at v. 21 has an unmentioned in
terval jumping forward to antichrist would be rather ridiculous
because the preceedinq vv. tell about his ancestors and his brethren
in so much detail and there's not much point to it except to this
leading up to this terrible crisis that was facedby Judaism. This
terrible crisis is described by the long account of the reign of
Antiochus Epiphanes which was Sec. D.

In Sec. , we alreddy spoke about 11:36-12:3 under which we
noted 1. The King's Character and Career. I mentioned a number of
points in which it was quite obvious that most of the material from
11:36 to 12:3 could not possibly be considered as a continued account
of Antiochus. Those who hold the Maccabean view either say these
are the guesses of the writer as to what might happen inthe future
or else they say that these are things that actually happened but
we have no historical record of them. So that the particular events
described in them just don't fit with anything we know about Antiochus
Epiphanes.

The account of the character of this man is utterly different
fromt An'Eiochus who built great temples to the gods of his fathers.
This is one who disegards te gods of his fathers, and turns away
from them.

e noticed this is one who will honor the god of fortresses,
a good expression for a purely materialistic viewpoint which would
have been rather unconmprehensibel to people in ancient times, but
wh&bh today fits exactly with the attitude of the leaders of a very
large part of the world.
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2. The time of trouble and deliverance. We looked rief1y at
that-- the veryterribie time that is described which could be
taken as describ5nc the time of the crisis under the Macabees.
But since we have the description of a very different situation,
it is more reasonable to take is as something that is to happen
in connection with a different one that than Antiochus. A much
later one. Then we noticed

3. 12:2 describes a resurrection. So this section goes clear
to the resurrection, it is very obvious there must he a long un
mentioned interval. At lrast 2000 years somewhere between the
account of Antiochus Epiphanes and the end. It would he rather
absurd to put it lust before the mention of the resurrection; it
is much more logical to put it in the place we did between vv. 35
and 36, though some have suggested other points at which to place
it. That was E. I want to go on to glance at

F. Dan. 12:4-13. As we have noticed chs. 10-12 are one unit,
and it is very unfortunate that the Archbishop made the division
at ch. 11 where he did. If he had made it one v. later, it would
have made a reasonable division. Though actually it s one con
tinuous passage, chs. 10 through 12. So 12:4-13 I want to say
a few words about v. 4.

I'll read from the NIV:"But you Daniel fold up and seal the
words of the scroll amid until the time of the end. Many will go bb
here and there $ increase knowledge." That is the translation the
the NIV has. In 9~V it was a little more ambiguous. They rendered
it, But thou 0 Daniel, shut up the words and seal up the hook even
to the time of the end. Many shall run to and fro and knowledge
shall be increased." There's not a tremendous difference between
the two in the. wording, but there's a tremendous difference in the
meaning.




Shut
As it *kg stands in KJV, "$Z up the ',4words and seal the

book emen to the tire of the end. Many shall run to and fro and
knowledge shall he increased." I thnk Newton, one of the greatest
scientists who ever lived, wrote a discussion of Daniel. In his
discussion he stated this described how things would come to pass
in the latter days. That many would go to arid ro. There would be
travelling, he said, such as the world had never seen before. In
face, he said, I would not be surprised if people would travel
as fast as 60 mph. And Voltaire, the great French Athiest said,
Newton's commentary on Daniel was a good example of how when a
great mind -- scientific mind -- turns o a study of the Bh1e,
it gets into nonsence! He said, How could anybody travel 60 mph.,
they would not be able to take their breath! They would "die immedia
tely. We know now how completely wrong Voltaire was. We know that
to us today what Newton ¬houqht was a tremendous speed is quite
commonplace.

Dut actually that's not what the passage means at all. It does
not mean there will be a great increase in travel. It is definitely

J related to the first part of k the verse, that he is to seal up
j the book until the days approach when the statements in the hook
are immediately relevant to the people's situation. Then many will
hunt back and forth and knowledge shall be increased." NIV say,
"to increase knowledge." Both are a possible interpretation of the
Hebrew. I think K.JV says that as they hunt back and forth they are
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going to find more understand of what the passage means. NIV says
"in order to try to get more understanding of what it means." I think
perhaps in this regard KJV is a little better there, but either of
of them-- I mean the NIV irtthe first part is much clearer than }CJV
"travelling to and fo." The same word is used-- Heb. word-- where
it speaks of the eyes of the Lord go to and fro throughout the
earth in order to observe the good and the wicked.

It is not a travelling, but a hunting. A searching and a
seeking out.

We won't take time to look into details of the rest of the
book since we have a number of important things to look at and
some of this is not clear exactly as to what it means. Daniel is
told that the greater part of the purpose of this prediction is
for time in the future, quite a distance off. Those who hold the
Maccabean view hold that it was actually written at the time of
the Maccabeas but. pretended to be written by Daniel telling
things for that period. That wod fit to be a long distance off,
to have it written c. 530 B.C. and have it look forward to cventa
c. 160. It's a period of c. 4 centuries, as you see, which is a
very very long distance.

If someone had predicted events now in the tir'es of thc
Pilgrims Fathers, that would be very idtf difficult to do. It
would be looking way ahead. So there is much in the book thatlooks
Ix way ahead to the time of Antiochus piphanes. But as we abs
also found in ch. 11, there is a great deal that goes way beyond
the tie of Antiochus Epiphanes. The interesting thing is that we
start our prophecies wtth ch. 2 where we see the complete destruc
tion of the statue representing human government throughout the
years. That complete destruction has not vet cone, so that his
prophecy begins with a look way on to thousands of years to the
future. But in i1txlater chs. he looks at the great crisis that
comes at an earlier time.

Now we have-- I've given you a couple of assignments on ch. 8
but we have not looked into ch. 8. Ch. 8 is a parallel to thse
other chs. which I thought it was good to leave, and to have our
discussion of Antiochus Epiphanes under ch. 11 instead of under 8.
Though in some ways ch. 8 is clearer about Antiochus Epiphanes than
ch. 11. each of them tells us a good deal about him, and there is
no contradiction between the statements but various aspects are
emphasized.

I turn now to ch. 8. Under that
A. The Setting. I think I may have made a mistake under that

of copying the dates of these chs. because if you try to copy all
of tht it may, divert your attention from the amount of material we
want to get over. I wanted to bring out the fact that ch. 2 is
given in the 2nd year of Nebuchadnezzar, c. 602 B.C. Then the next
prophetic vision we have is at least 45 years later. I say sx
the first year of Beishazzar, 556 or later. The reason I say "or
later" is because we have no record of the time when Beishazzar
became king. His father Nabonidus became king in 556 , if I recall
correctly. It is on the sheet I gave you of the historical dates of
the kings. Nabonidus at some time in his reign made his son Bèhshazzar
co-king with him. I would think it unlikely he did it immediately.
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But he certainly did it a few years before the conquest by Cyrus in
539. So the first year of Belshazzar is either ZS 556 or later.
Forty-five years at least after ch. 2 we have Daniel's vision which
not merely shows the four kingdsoms shown in ch. 2, and not merely
tells about the complete destruction of human government as pre
dicted, but in addition shows something of the latter days before
that destruction. It tells about the little horn that fights against
the saints and prevails against them until the Ancient of Days
comes and gives the victory to the saints and destroys the -

destroys entirely and completely the beast which was represented by
the little horn.

Then in the third year of Belshazzar two years later we
have this eighth chapter. The ninth ch. says in the first year
of Darius the Mede who was made ki! king over the realm of Babylon
and the statement "was made king" should make it rather obvious
that Darius the Mede a was not the great emperor, but was Cyrus'
representative.

Prof. Weisman thinks this was another name for Cyrus. It
seems more likely that it is one spoken of in his inscriptions as
Gobyrus. At any rate he was a man who was made king over the Baby
lonian province under t.hegreat emperor Cyrus. He evidently did not
hold k that position many years. In fact, it says he was quite
elderly when he received the kingdom because ch. 10 begins "in the
third year of Cyrus the Persian." Which would be about 537.

And so ch. 8 is in the 3rd year of Beishazzar. And No. 2
I said, Shushan. It says in KJV that in his vision he was at Shushan
the palace. NIV says, "In my vision I saw myself in the citadel of
Susa." Now Shushan is what the Hebrew says. Susa is what the way
the NIV takes it. The fact is that both are true because the ancient
Babylonains wrote the word as Shushan. But we have pretty good
evidence that they did not pronounce it as sh; they pronounced it
s. So one is what's actually written in the Hebrew--Shushan. Susa
is probably actually the way they pronounced it.

Susa was a great capilol of a regeim that had fought the
Assyrians for many years though was finally conquered by them. It
was probably part of the area that was held by cyrus at this ti-e
when Dañe1 had this vision. So the fact that Daniel saw himself in
this &t place to which he had probably gone in the past as a
diplomatic representative, but now he sees himself over there is
a suqgeston of great changes to come.

3. The Order of Presentation. This we need not linger
over because it was an assignment I a gave you some time ago, to
look at ch. 8 and not how much was vision and how much was interpre
tation. Vv.2-12 was vision; then while he was still in the vision
he hears a saint ask another a question that the other saint answers.
That you might say is still part of the vision but I've simply
listed it separately here, vv. 13-14. Then we have 5 vv given where
God sends the angel Gabriel to explain the vision to Daniel. He says
he will explain it to him, so vv. 20-26 are interpretation. Then the
final vv. is Daniel's reaction. He was tremendously upset, as we read
in this last verse, by this misox vision, which he had then.
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B. The Two Beasts. We have two animals described and they are
bery different from the animals in ch. 2. We have in vv,3-8, we
have them described in vv. 20-22 we have the interpretation. And
instead of the ferocious looking beasts described in ch. 7, we
have a he-goat and a ram. The first one goes butting his way,
pushing and covering the ground, going across the earth toward
the west, toward the north and the south. It is a good description
of Cyrus' conquests.

The goat is described as corning from the west and going so
fast that he hardly touches the ground. It exactly fits .
So we have the description of Alexander the Great's very rapid con
quests. Cyrus was tremendous but Alexander the great was much
faster. These vv. describe t rather vividly. We won't tx take
time to go into it in detail, but we noticed that in the in
terpretation in vv.20-22 that the NIV reads: "The two-horned ran
that you saw represents the king of Media and Persia. The shaggy
goat is the king of Greece, and the large horn between his eyes
is the first king. The four horns that replaced the one that was
broken, represent four kingdoms that will emerge from his nation
but will not have the same power." That would seem to make it
very definite that this was a picture of the same events which are
describedin ch. 7 and described again in ch. 11.

Then we have a new thing in ch. 8. We are confused by the
fact that in KJV it speaks of a little horn. The NIV says, Out
of one of them came another horn which started small but grew in
power.'t That is quite different from KJV, a little horn. Actually
in ch. 7 where we had the little horn, that represents the anit
chttst, the little horn was in the Aramaic there utterly that.
The words were a horn a little one. Here, the wording in the
Hebrew is a horn from littleness.

A horn from littleness, the NIV has very well described by
saying "another horn which started small but grew." A horn from
littleness. It's interesting that the words a horn from littleness
could point this way to the origin of it, or it could point to an
opposition, away from littleness. The Hebrew preposition is used
in those two senses. It shows origin(from) or it shows opposition
(more than). So if ou took it "a horn more than littleness? you
could mean a strong horn, and the ancient Greek translation here
renders it a strong horn.

I think probably the NIV interpretation is more accurate-
"one that began little and became great", but it is not the same
terminology as in ch. 7. The holders of the accabean interpre
talon would say the little horni in ch. 7 is Antiochus Epiphanes
and so is the little horn in ch. 8 They are both Antiochus piphanes.
Well in ch. 7 the little horn comes out of the fourth kingdom. In
ch. 8 it comes out of the Greek kingdom which is the 3rd kingdom.
This horn from littleness describes Antiochus Epiphanes who did
not have a riqht to the throne, and who came in with a small force
and managed to get control.

So the tendency of the critics to try to equate the two is one
we must avoid, but that does not mean we should go t'o the opposite
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extreme and say wherever it speaks of a great enemy of God, It
describes aatichristl Because we have two great crises in the
book of Daniel. We look forward to the coming of Antiochus
Epipahnes a long ways off(nearly 4 centuries after the time that
Daniel wrote), and we look forward to the coming.of antichrist
at least 2000 years after that! So we have two different crises
shown. Now this one comes out of the third kingdom, not the fourth
as in ch. 7.

So in ch. 7 we look forward to a great crisis that has not
yet occurred. Here we are looking to this great crisis that did
occur in the time of the Maccabeas. So the account tells us about
him, how he came out of one of the parts of Alexander's empire.
It describes his arrogance. It says he shall cause sacrifice to
cease, v.12. "The daily sacrifice was taken away." He did away
with the daily sacrifice. We find how exactly that was fulfilled
in Antiochus Epiphanes who so polutèd the temple that no pious
Jew could enter it, and the rçgular morning and evening sacrifices
were no longer made. Insteadof that they put up a statue to
Jupiter and polluted the temple and the Maccabean revot eventually
resulted in their getting control of the temple again and taking
out the altar that had been polluted from it.

So this description of Antiochus Epiphanes then-- all these
things are precisely fulfilled by Antiochus Epiphanes. Yet we
must not go the other extreme from the critics and say that every
time it speaks of a great enemy of God in these passages it is
speaking about antichrist! But there are many who find it difficult
to think that ch. 8 is telling about the great crisis under Antiochus
Epipharies, that that is what is there described.

They think that Antichrist ii must in some way be in ch. 8.
He is very clearly in ch. 7 and very clearly in ch. 11. They
both are very clearly in ch. 11 as we have seen. But there are
many whoinsist that he must be also in thths chapter. Some have even
gone so far as to say the vision here is about Antiochus Epiphanes
but the interpretation is ll about Antichrist. Well since the
interpretation starts with saying that it represents the kings of
Media and Persia and it is the king of Greece that is described,
it is rather ridiculous to take that view. So a larger number will
say this is describing Antiochus Epiphanes, but that he is a type
of Antichrist.

It seems to me we introduce unnecessary confusion into the
Scripture when we make some future thing a type of some other
future thing if there is no Scriptural statement that says that
is correct. It seems to me quite clear that here in ch. 8 we are
talking exclusively about Antiochus Epiphanes.

The reason why many feel this must be about Antichrist is
v.17 and 19. I;ll read them from the NIV. Starting with v.16.
"I heard a man's voice from Ulal saying, Gabriel tell this man the
meaning of the vision. A3 he came near the place where I was standing
I was terrified and fell prostrate. Son of man he said to me, Under
stand that the vision concerns the time of the end. " That phrase
"the time of the end" can suggest it means the time of the end of
the age. But "end" is used in Scripture in many different ways.
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The end of your faith. You are receiving the end of your faitn even
the salvation of your souls, the NT says. You speak of the end of
somebody's reign, the send of some situation. It means -- concerns
something that is not in Daniel's time but is quite a distance
forward a time of the end. There are many instances where it very
obviously does not refer to the very end of the age.

So continuing in v.19, "I am going to tell you later what
will happen in the time of wrath because the vision concerns the
appointed tine of the end." One commentary says, Nothing ended at
the time of the Naccabees; so it must look forward to antichrist.
Of course that is an erroneous statement--"noththg ended at the
time of Antiochus. The great persecution that Antiochus began came
to an end when the Maccabees gained their freedom and set up Judea
as a separate state. Or If you want something bigger than that. to
come to an end the captivity began in the time of the taking of
Jerusalem. The captivity began then arid the exile began then.

The exile ended In 538 B.C. because Cyrus gave a decree
that the people who desired could go back and could rebuild the
city. So the exile ended there but not the captivity because they
were still under the control of the Persians. They continued under
their control until Alexander the Great tiU destroyed the Persian
empire and then Palestine was under the control of the Ptolemies after
Alexander died under the Ptoiemies for 100 years. Then under the
Seleucids and so the captivity continued until the time of the
Naccabeas. But the captivity ended with the faccabeas. They had c.
100 yrs. of being independent before the Romans took them over.

S it surely is the time of the end of a very vital
development of thehistory of Israel.

There is more detail that is interesting in this ch. if
we had considerable time. I would like to take the statements about
Antiochus in the first part of the vision and parallel them with the
statements .n the interpretation and it is very interesting to see
how each of them gives some information that is not given in the other.
But I don't think we will take time for that now, since the semester
is drawing so near to a close.

I will put on the board now a brief outline of these
four different ohs. It does not cover anything but what we have
already looked at, but perhaps it makes it a little more vivid.
In Daniel 2 the four parts of the statue. The five parts of which
the last two are joined together.

In ch. 7 the four animals, followed by the little horn.
An ch. 2 leadinci up to the complete destruction of the statue. Ch. 7
the beast of which the little horn is part being completely destroyed
and his body given to the fire. Then the new kingdom in ch. 2, the
Son of Mart came in ch. 7.

One of the suggested questions I have put there is, What
is said about saints in the book of Daniel? We found one place this
morning where in ch. 8 he heard a saint ask another. That word saidt,
a holy one, --wedon't know exactly what it refers to there. But the
word saint is used several times in ch. 7 where the antichrist fights
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against the saints, and seems about to destroy them but the Ancient
of days comes and his kingdom is given to the saints. The Son of Man
has been given a kingdom that he shall reign, a kingdom that cannot
be destroyed, but the kingdom that is given to the saints. So there
is at least a part of the time when the Son of man reigns in power
over this earth when the saints, as His representatives, are in power.

You find many people talking about the eternal age. Some
say there can be no millennium when Christ comes back. There must be
an eternal age because the kingdom cannot be destroyed. The kingdom
of Christ. Well, it is quite plain that the kingdom of Christ cannot
be destroyed, but there is no reason it cannot change its form in
such ways as he may choose,

So the kingdom of the saints would seem to last for 1000 years
add what is after that we do not know. I do not find the words eternal
state anywhere in Scripture. I thin they are a philosophical con
ception that has no solid kasis. I see no evidence that time comes to
an end. Time is simply the possibility of things following one another.
There is no reason that things cannot follow one another after the
Great While Throne judgment. God has not revealed to us what will
happen then.

We noticed ch, 8, I put the ram a little lower down in
the picture here, because it does not tell us in ch. 8 which of the
animals or parts of the statue it corresponds to, but the description
makes it very clear that it is the second and that the he-goat is
is third. Arid that the horn from littleness there arid there we hat=
the great crisis. In Can. 11 we have the same two kings described-
PPersia and Greece. Then we have a crisis in vv. 21-35 and then we
jump to the still greater crisis in vv.36ff.

There is much more we could say about ch. 8, but I want
to have a few minutes at least on the 4 vv. that are found in ch. 9.
So I'r going to make

VI Daniel 9:24-27
In Dan. 9 we have a great prayer which Daniel gives.

He sees there had been a prophecy made by Jeremiah that Jerusalem
would be desolate for 70 years. When did the desolation begin? noes
the desolation begin with the destruction of the city, or does the
desolation begin with the great destruction in the ter ritory near
and the great number of people who were taken into captivity at the
time when Daniel was taken into captivity. It is pretty hard to be
sure of when those 70 yrs. would begin,

In ch. 9 we find Daniel, after the Babylon&ans are destroyed,
and Darius the ede has taken over as Cyrus' representative, Daniel
prays and he figures it has been about 70 yrs. he has been away from
Jerusalem, and that the territory around Jerusalem has been desolate.

Now he prays, 0 Godyou said there would be 70 yrs. of
desolation. Now is the time when we can go back to the homeland.
We can reestablish the glory of Jerusalem. W can have things established
as they were before. But, he says, we were a sinful nation. We deserved
whatycu have done, and we still are sinful. So what is the Lord going
to do?The greater part of ch. 9 is made up of this great prayer. Then
God sends the angel to Daniel to bring him the answer. The angel gives
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an answer in four vv. which have been argued about perhaps as
much as any four vv. In the Bible. There is much in these four vv.
that is not at all clear. There are about 6 views of them that
are held very tennaciously by various individuals. People become
very emotional that their view is correct. Most of those who in
terpret these 4 vv. (Dan. 9:24-27) most who do so approach it
with a definite idea in mind. Then they try to fit everything into
that definite idea.

There are two definite ideas that are widely held. As an
approach to it there are those who say, These vv. must tell us
exactly how many years it would be before Christ would come.
That would be a very strange thing if 400 years in advance he
told us exactly when Christ would cornet That would be a very strange
thing. We do not find predictions like that elsewhere in Scripture.
God could do that if he chose. But we have no right to assume that
He did that, and no right to twist the statements around in order
to force them into giving us an exact number of years from the time
of Daniel to the time when Christ will come.

I would say, We have no right to do that. There are others
who say we must do it. At least they do it without saying anyting
about it, lust insist it occurred. But I say we should not approach
it with such a presupposition. We should look at it arid see what
is there, and when we do we should emphasizes what is clear first,
and then try to fit in with what is clear what is less clear. That,
I feel Is the only reasonable approach to it.

Now I see that I have already discussed what I have put here
as A. The Sthtuation (by discussing Daniel's prayer and the answer
coming to him. This is the situation.)

B. The Pnpose, v. 24 "Seventy weeks are determined, upon thy
people and upon thy holy city to .nish the transgression, to make
an end of sin, to make reconciliation for iniquity, to bring in
everlasting righteousness and to seal up the vision and prophecy
and to anoint the most holy."

I asked you for today to look at these vv. and see exactly
what you think they mean and whether there is a definite order.
Many commentators will insist that the first three are para)leldd
by the last three. The first by the fourth; the second by the fifth;
the third by the sixth. I think that is entirely immaginary.
So I was interested in seeing how many of you would suggest that
sort of an arrangement. There were one or two papers that were
given me last Wednesday which said that the first three were
negative and the last three positive. That is an important obser
vation.

You can say there are three that are rather negative. They
speak of destroying sin, and then number four speaks of bringing
in everlasting righteousness. So it might be divided two threes
on that basis. But to say that one corresponds to four and two
to five and three to six, you find dogmatically stated in many
commentaries and I do not think it is warranted.

I should mention at this point that there is another approach
that is taken which does not contradict the first false approach
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I just mentioned. To say this must point exactly to the time of
Christ, this other factor which may be inø connection with it
or may be separate from it, is the assumption that this passage
must look to the first coming of Christ and nothing else!

There are a number of books written in recent years which
take that assumption, which assume it can point to nothing else.
It can only point to the cornin' of Christ. We noticed in the
other chs. they all look, except ch. B, they all look specifically
to the time of the complete destruction of human government. We
have not found in the book of Daniel any other clear prediction-
any clear predic ion anywhere else than inthese four vv. of the
first coming of Christ!

Therefore to assume that these vv. must point only to the
first coming of Christ is quite unwarranbd. I believe they do
point to the first corning of Christ, but to assume that is all
they point to is quite unwarranted. There are many who interpret
the statement in v. 27 which says "he will put an end to sacrifice
and offering i.e. he will cause sacrifice and oblation to cease"-
interpret that as meaning that Christ by His death on the cross
put an end to sacrifice and offering. It seems to me that is taking
an assumption and reading it into the text.

Because we have statements in two other places in Daniel how
the little horn is going to cause sacrifice and offering to cease,
referring to his putting an end to it. To say that in this case
that Christ by His death on calvary will cause sacrifice and offer
ing to Ø$$ cease, is quite out of parallel with what you find
elsewhere in the book if Daniel.

These other chs. point very def in tely to the second coming
of Christ.it would be strange if there was nothing notthing in this
particular prediction that pointed to that. That does not prove
it does, but to assume it points only to His first coming, is
utterly unwarranted.

If you look at these purposes, some of them have been
interpre-tedin many different ways. I believe that to approach the passage
we should emphasize what is clear and then fit in what is less clear.
Consequently I believe we should place considerable emphasis on the
third purpose, which in the NIV is to atone for wickedness. In KJV
it says "to make reconciliation for iniquity." But k* this word is
used c. 70 t. in the OT to mean atone. There are only 4 cases where
it istrans. "to make reconciliation" in KJV. I don't know why they
did it in this passage because there is no passage I know of where
it means "to reconcile" in today's sense.

Now perhaps in the time of King James that meaning would fit.
But today if I reconcile you it means that I make each of you stop
thinking false things about the other, and become friends again.
That's not what this term means. This term means when one is at
fault to provide some way of remedying the

AgfA
fault so that they

can again be friends. In othcr words atonerneri. It is used constantly
in the OT in connection with the sacrificial system. The making of
atonement. This is the standard word for atonement. So I don't know
why KJV in this particular case translated it "to make reconciliation."
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The word definitely means atonement. And the few cases :ere
it is not used in connection with the sacrifical system it is used
of somebody making somebody else friends with him again, but by
repaying him for something or making up for something that was
done to hurt him so that it is an esact parallel in the few
cases where it is used in relation with people to what it means
of our relationship with God.

So this third one, I think we can say is definite proof **that
this passage, the only one in the book of Daniel, does look to
the first coming of Christ. I think we can say that positively
from that third purpose.

Then when you look at the first, second, and fourth they read
in KJV, "to finish transgression, to put an end to sin, and to
bring in everlasting righteousness." There have been various in
terpretations of those. I know of one very fine Christian
writer who insists that they all describe what Jesus Christ did
at His first coming. One of them, I thin, he makes an end of
wickedness, he makes describe His going into the temple and
driving out the moneychangers! for instance. Which it seems to me
is a rather small thing to make in view of te great purposes
that are here described.

But there are a number of writers now who insist that it must all
refer to the first coming of Christ. But these three purposes (1)
to finish transgression (2) to put an end to sin (3)TO BRING IN
everlasting righteousness-- it seems to me must refer to that which
is so stressed elsewhere in the book of Daniel i.e. t to the
complete end of the reign of wickedness over the world, with the
complete destruction of the statue and the complete destruction
of the fourth beast.

So I think we can say that we can reasonably eX)ect to find
references, clear references, to both the first advent and the
second advent in this passage.

I see I got ahead of ry outline there. I mentioned the
second advent, some or all of the first, second, and fourth
purposes.

In this ch. there are a number of uncertainties. These Un-
certainties I believe we should not assume something, but see
what fits the context. There are also some things which are
absolutely positive, and definite which we can overlook if we
approach it with a presupposition and try to fit everything into
that presupposition.

The first of these uncertainties is
1. Are the weeks weeks of years or qoneral periods of time?

There are some who insist they must be general periods of time.
hey think they cannot be exact periods. But in the OT we have
the sabbatical year, we have the seven sevens followed by the
Jubilee. I feal it is utterly wrong to say they can't be precise
periods. But we have no right to dogmatically assume they are
precise periodsL It is also possible to approach it with the
question: Are they exact numbers of years, or are they general
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periods of time? Some very good interpreters have taken this
latter viei.

2 Is the anointed one in v. 25 Christ or Cyrus? I believe
that is important. Isa. 44:26-45:1 says, Cyrus will rebuild
Jerusalem. He will rebuild my city. He is my anointed. This
very term Messiah (Anointed) is used of Cyrus. We have no right
to assume that this word Messiah in v, 25 means Christ. I believe
it does, in v. 26. But in v. 25, we have no right tc assume it
in either case without examination, and certainly no right to
assume it in v. 25.

I'd better stop here bec:iu:e you will want to cet copies
of these questions for review. I'm not giving any assignment
for next time to give you time to look over these questions.
Please read those 4 verses: 9:24-27, and have thera in mind so
that we can discuss them at our next rueetirlcj.
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We have noticed in ch. 2 how the statue predicts the events

from the tire of Nebuchadnezzar, through the Persian empire, then

through the Hellenistic empire and then the Roman empire, and the

stone that destroys then destroys the statue and puts a complete end

to all that these indicate. We noticed ch. 7 the picture that E. 3.

Young says shows the whole process of human history from the time

of Nebuchadnezzar down to the very end, a picture which reaches its

climax in the coming of the Son of man in clouds of heaven and with

authority to overcome the little horn which hasmade war with the

saints, overcoming them and which has -- and which is to be com

pletely destroyed and a kingdom set up that can never be destroyed.

We noticed in ch. 8 how it looked forward to the coming of

Antiochus piphanes and while he is very sirn1ar to antichrist we

have no reason to think antichrist is in that ch. It is a clear

picture to come many centuries after the time of Daniel, but it

reaches forward to that point and stops, that point the critics

thinly think was the goal of all of Daniel and to which they would

apply all the presentation of Daniel.

Then we looked at chs. 11 and 12 which give us a picture

starting with the latter kings of Persia, summarizing through the

kings of Greece and then telling us about Antiochus piphanes in

detail and then jumping forward with a long unmentioned interval to

the antichrist; making statements that can't possibly be referred

to Antiochus piphanes, but that clearly describe Antichrist and

reachino forward to the picture of the resurrectInn in the beginning

of ch. 12.

In all these chs. we had nothing that can be positively said

to be a prediction of the first coming of Christ. Unless it be the

origin of the stone, that the stone was cut without hands, which could
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be applied to the virgin birth, but eouid apply equally well to the

eternal existence of Christ who was cut without hands. The actual

striking of the stone would seem to come at the end of the age. All

these great blessings God is going to bring us are founded upon the

atonement of Christ, founded upon what He would do at his first coming,

but in none of these chs. have we seen any explicit pointing to His

atonement, to that thing which is at the very center of Scripture.

We have lookdd flow at all the prophetic passages of Daniel in

whihc he looked forward into subsequent centuries, except one. That

one consists of only four verses: Dan. 9:24-27. These four vv. have

been argued as much as perhaps any four vv. in Scripture. Iwish we

had three hrs. to spend on them and to discuss them and look at

various questions that might rise in your minds about them. In a way

I was tempted to devote today to review of our previous chs., and to

looking at any of these exam questions and seeing if there were any

of them on which you sought further clarification * that would be

helpful and not go into these 4 vv. at all. But I believe we ought

to take time to look at the most important matters connected with

these 4 vv.

I began looking at these last time. Incidentally, the exam will

be scheduled for an hr., and the plan will be for the ordinary student

in one hr. to ans. the questions. However, anyone will, be at liberty

to write as long as an hr and a half. It will count very heavily

toward the semester's mark. The assignments have been assignments

mostly not been assignments to test your ability or your knowledge

but to prepare you for the understanding and discussion of the matters

in class. While I've kept definite record as to whether the assign

ments have been turned in and turned in on time, and I am planning

to returning them to everyone who has given me a note requesting that
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or will be. giving me a note requesting they be. turned back, I don't

think they'd be of any particular hep in preparing for the exam. I'm

not planning to give them back to you until after.that. I had one with

-- One of the assignments last time, a paper was turned back to me

on which a qequest was made that I ao over the paper with the student,

a test paper taken some time ago. I shall be glad to do so. I did not

have time this past week, but I'll get in touch with him this week. If

anyone else would like any personal help between now and time of exam

please leave a note for me at the office, and I will certainly arrange

to do so.

Dan. 9:24-27. We already glanced at what is on this paper about

it. We Wamt tp emphasize what is clear and then fit in what is less

clear. It is not the usual way of approaching the Scripture. It is not

necessarily the correct way to do, when you give an exposition to

people with comparatively little background, but when you try to learn

what Scripture means that is certainly the right approach, but one which

I fear is more honored in the breach than in the observance.

We mentioned last time

A. The Situation. Daniel saw by q books that there was to be

70 yrs. fulfilled in the desolation of Jerusalem. He, of course,

was referring to Jeremiah, but Jeremiah nowhere makes any specific

statement that Jerusalem will be desolate for 70 yrs. Jeremiah says

in 25:11-12, "This whole land shall be a desolation and a horror and

these nations shall serve the king of Babylon 70 yrs. The seventy

years is a time when all these nations are going to serve the King of

Babylon. Most of this, the area of Jerusalem, will be i in desolation.

But it's tied up to the nations rather than to Jerusalem. The next

verse says, It shall come to pass when 70 yrs. are accomplished that

I will punish the king of Babylon, and that nation, says the Lord, for

their iniquity and the land of the Chaldeans, I will make a perpetual
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desolation. There is one other reference in Jer. 29:10: "This saith

the Lord, after 70 yrs. are accomplished at Babylon, I will visit you

and perform my good word toward you in causing you to return to this

place." So when this ch. begins in Dan. 9, it was in the first yr.
end of the

after the/Babylonian power. In the first year of Darius, the son of

Ahasuares of the seed of the Medes who was made king over the realm

of the Chaldeans by Cyrus the conqueror.At that time, Daniel realized

that nearly 70 yrs. had passed since he himself had been taken prisoner

and carried away to Babylon. But jut when would the desolation of

Jerusalem have started? Just when would these nations have statted to

serve the Kingof Babylon? The King Babylon had already been defeated

by the Persians. How soon would the people of Israel go back?

He did not assume, God has promised it, God has said he's

going to fulfill it; let's just rest in God's promises and be content.

That's not hisprayer. His prayer is 0 Lord you've sent these terrible

things upon us because we deserve them. We have sinned against you.

We have done what is wrong. You have given a promise, and we pray,0

Lord you will enable us to be such that you can give us these things

you have spoken of; that you will forgive our iniquity, that you will

carry out these things.

So he prayed this great prayer to the Lord and the Lord sent

Gabriel to him with the answer. The answer must have been very dis

couraging to him. Instead of saying the 70 yrs. are over,the captivity

is over, you are free! He said, Seventy 2 weeks are determined upon

thy people and upon thy holy city to finish the transgression, to

make an end of sins, to bring in everlasting righteousness, etc. It

must have been a disappointment to him.

There are two clear facts about..the pupees that are given

in v. 24. The first -- the third of these purposes is to make atone-
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ment for iniquity. That is the first clear statement in the book

of Daniel about Christ's atonement. There are earlier clear statements

about it in the Scriptures. The great event of calvary is clearly pre

dicted even as early as Gen. 3. But here is the first statement in

Daniel that must relate to the first coming of Christ i.e. to make

atonement for iniquity.

The first, second, and fourth purpose to finish the transgression,

to make an end of sin, to bring in everlasting righteousness would

seem to require what is pictured in the complete destruction of he

statue, in the complete burning of the four beasts, in the end of the

power of antichrist. It would seem thus to look forward to both the

first advent and the second advent.

Now these four vv. have had much discussion and disagreement

about them. I have not gone at this moment into the other purposes

given becasue there are very widely differing interpretations of

them that you will gind in discussions of them. I believe we should

look at what is clear and definite. Before we do so I want to look

at certain important uncertainties in vv. 24-27. 1 do not mean, of

course, that these are the least bit uncertain in God's sight. What

I mean is, of course, that there are places where we do not find it

easy to know ecactly what it is meant. In anything that anyone has

written there will be points of uncertainty. You have to clairfy them

by what else is said by the one who speaks. That is no weakness of

Scripture; it is true in all writings. So before we make any dogmatic

statements about this passage, it is vital we note certain things in

it that we should not jump to conclusions regarding.

The first of these is: Are the 70 weeks, weeks of years, or are

they general periods of time? There are books which say they must be

weeks of years t And there are books which say they cannot possibly be

weeks of years! This latter statement, I think, we can flatly contradict.
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They can be weeks of years. We can say that definitely because the

law of Moses includes a provision for 6 yrs. of planting and reaping

and for one year the land is to lie fallow and it is to enjoy its

sabbath. The picture of the week thn relation to a seven year period

is very clear in that provision in the law of Moses. That doesn't

prove these are weeks of years. Butit does disprove the statement

that they can't be weeks of years.

Leupold, in his commentary on Daniel, says positively that the

word "wek" is never used in Scripture for a week of years. The NIV

does not translate it "weeks' it translates it "sevens" and that, of

course, is playing safe. The word means seven, but it is exactly the

same word that is translated "week" in Scripture. But is it a week of

days? of months? of years? Is it a general period? Tt we cannot be

dogmatic upon. We must get our evidence elsewhere and see what fits in.

2. Is the anointed one (v.25) Christ, or Cyrus? I have already'

mentioned the fact that E. 3. Young says in his comentary that since

Christ is the only wne who is both a priest and a king, the statement

Messiah the Prince must mean Christ! But this is a demonstrably fakse

statemen because the word Messiah, or anointed, is used far more in

Scripture of a King than of a priest. In fact it is rarely used of

a priest. It means one set apart by God for a special purpose. It -is

used a very few times of a preist. It is ysed a number of times of a

propbbt but it is used a great many times of a king. So Messiah the

Prince, or an anointed one a prince, can very easily mean a king. It

dertainly does not have to mean a priest. It does not have to have

refer to Christ. In Is. 44:26-45:1, as you have aireadynoticedin con

nection with your study of this word "anointed", the Lord specifically

calls Cyrus, "Thus says the Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus." A few

vv. before he said of Cyrus, "The Lord is the one who performs the

word to his servant and performs the counsel of his messenger, who says
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to Jerusalem thou shalt he inhabited and to the city of Judah, Ye

shall be built. Who says of Cyrus, He is my shepherd and shall per

form all my pleaaru even saying to Jerusalem, Thou shalt he built and

to the temple thy foundations shall be laid."

God predicted throqgh Isaiah that Cyrus would be his anointed

one to rebuild Jerusalem. When he says 70 weeks are determined upon

thy people, upon thy holy city, and he says understand that from the

going forth of the commandment kx k xxix itx to Messiah the

prince shall be seven weeks," we cannot rule out the possibility

that the word Messiah in v. 25 refers to Cyrus, regardless of whether

it refers to Christ in v. 26.

3. At the beginning of v. 25 it says, Know therefore and under

stand that from the going forth of the commandment to restore and

build Jerusalem . . ." The word translated "commandment in KJV is

simply the Hebrew word "word", not the common word for commandment.

It s occasionally used for a commandment, but it can also be and is

far more often used for a message, a declaration, a prophetic pre

diction, or something else. So we cannot dogmatically say 'word"

here indicates a human command. It might indicate a divine command.

It might indicate a divine prediction such as the one found in Jer.

32:44 42-44.

4. A fourth point of uncertainty: Will the three predicted periods

of time follow immediately afer one another, or are there unmentioned

intervals between them? The prof. of OT, a very fine godly, Christian

man wrote to me after I gave a paper on this subject about 3 yrs. ago

and he said, Two noted authorities (whom he named) have proved that

these 70 weeks must be continuous. And he gave the page numbers, and

I looked them up and in each case the author dogmatically said, Of

course the 70 weeks must be contiriuoust That is no proofs When you
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have 3 periods of time, do the 3 periods immediately follow one

another, or are they separated by unmentioned intervals? her he was

so doQmatic about this, and when many seem to have that impression-

if you say 70 weeks divided into three pcriods, it must mean three

continuous periods-- I looked around to think of an illustration, and

I made an illustration which I believe is true to fact an which corres

ponds exactly to the form of this prediction.

This prediction says "from the going forth of the commandment

to restore and build Jerusalem, unto Messiah the Prince shall he 7 weeks,

and 62 weeks the stree shall be built again and the wall even in troub

bus times, and after the 62 weeks shall Fessiah be cut off but not

for himself." And v. 27 says, "Tie shall confirm the covenant with many

for one week and in the midst of the week he shall cause sacfifice and

oblation to cease. So you have just about an exact parallel with this.

I don't say my parallel proves the three periods do not immediately

succeed one another, but I say it shows that it is entirely possible

that they do not succeed one another. I have the sentence there on

the board; I hope you will write it down. I have difficulty remembering

it myself. The principle in it is clear.

Since, World War I the Republican Party has held the presidency

for 28 years. tDos that have to mean 2 continuous years?) From the

election of Harding to Franikln 0. Roosevelt was 12 year:; and eight

years Eisenhower occupied the White House.(You don't have to .ion

the fact that between the coming of FDR and the election of iisenhower

there was a period of 16 years. I say eisenhower occui1 the White

House.) In the course of the last two-term period Nixon re"' ed.

Now that is an exact parallel to the structure of this :tence. That

does not prove that these 3 periods have intervals between them, but

it shows youcannot dogmatically show they must be continuous. They may
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have intervals between them. It is an exact parael to the structure

of these three verses.

5. A fifth undrtainty in the passage. What is the meaning of

the phrase "and will have noththng" in v.26? Can the KJV paraphrase

"but not for himself" be defended? It is very interesting that if you

look at the NIV of v. 26, you will read "after the 62 sevens the

anointed one will be cut off and will have nothing." KJV says, "And

after three score and two weeks shall Messiah be cut off but not for

himself." There's quite a difference, isn't there? Is KV a transla

tion or a parapharase? Those who have much Hebrew would immediately

recognize it as a paraphrase. The NIV has a footnote readinq:"or will

be cut off and will have no one, or will be cut off but not for himself."

Now there's quite a difference between those statements. The Heb. form

says, He will be cut off andhave nothing. How then can KJV say, Be

cut off but not for himself? One thing we should notice is that the

Hebrew word translated "and" is also very frequently translated "but."

So the translation" but" in KJV is entirely possible. He will be cut off

but have nothing, or he will be cut off and have nothing. Then we have

a question, He will be cut off and have nothing of what? Notice NIV

said "or be cut off and have no one" because it doesn't say whether it

is nothing of possession, whether it is nothing of power, whether it

is nothing of supporters, or nothing of people. But one ancient Greek

translation, or to some extent paraphrase of the passge trranslates

it this way" He will be cut off while having no crime, no iniquity.

So he will he cut off arid have nothing, nothing of what? Nothing of

guilt. Nothing of desert to be cut off. Thus I say the KJV is not a

translation, but a paraphrase, but an entirely permissible paraphrase.

The "and" can just as well he "but" and the "have nothing" can be

"nothing of guilt" rtotthing of reason why he should be cut off. Instead

of be cut off and lose all of his possessions.
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Those are five points which should not be decided in advance.

But the problems should be noted and then we should procede to see

what the evidence is and therefore decide which of these is most likely.

So move on to

D. A Fact Clearly Involved but Generally Ignored should be

Recognized at the Start. This fact is that there are three periods,

not two that are predicted. And the first of these is seven weeks, not

69. Most modern translations including KJV say "from the going forth

of the commandment to restore and build Jerusalem unto Messiah the

Prince shall be seven weeks and threescore and two weeks; (semicolon)

and the street shall be build again and the wall. . . " But the Hebrew

is accented in such a way as to show that in the { the opinion of the

Hebrew scribes, the semicolon should not be after 62 weeks, but after

7 weeks, exactly as in the parallel sentence which I gave. To t'iesiah

the Prince is seven weeks; and 62 weeks the following situation will

exist. That is not nearly as important, the fact of the accentuation

of the Hebrew, as the beginning of v. 26 which begins, "And after the

62 weeks shall Messiah be cut off." After the 62 weeks. Now most in

terpreters take it as if there were two periods; one of 69 weeks and

one of one week. While they may in a footnote somewhere or in some

small type make a guiess as to where there is a slight break between

7 weeks and 62 weeks, they treat it as if it were one period--69 weeks.

But clearly the passage makes 7 weeks. And the clear proof that

the Hebrew accentuation is right is found in the beginning of v. 26

because v. 26 says "after the 62 weeks" it does not say, "after the

69 weeks." It says after the 62 weeks.

The Living Bible is a paraphrase. It AYOOO attempts to give you

what the translators think the original means, rather than to give a

real translation. KJV and NIV both attempt to be translations. Most any

translation occasionally, like the KIV's in "but no for himself," will
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occasionally fall into a paraphrase. It is impossible in translation

to avoid doing so, but we must keep it as seldom as possible that we

fall into a paraphrase. However, in making a Daraphrase like the Living

Bible it is good to show exactly what you think it means. So the Living

Bible begins Ve26 with the statement "after the 69 weeks", That is
Gabriel

what the ?would have begun it with if that is what he meant.

But Gabriel specifically begins it with the words "after the 62 weeks"

which makes it clear that there are 3 parts, not two, arid that to

Messiah the prince is seven weeks and the 62 weeks is the second period,
during

the period in which there is a rebuilt city standinq there.

So this is a fact that should he recognized that there are 3

periods, and that the first period is a period of 7 weeks; not a

period of 69 weeks.

6. It is equally clear that, if a human command ¬ rebuild

Jerusalem is In view, it must refer to, the edict of Cyrus in 53e B.C.

From the command to rebuild Jerusalem-- to restore and build Jerusalem

to Messiah the prince is 7 weeks. If this refers to a human command

it must be Cyrus' edict in 538 B.C. and many many commeotators say

explicitly this is what it means, this is what: it must mean. Cyrus is

is the one who gives the command Lo rebuild. 'Let there are some com

mentaries, arid quite a number, who infist that is not the command it

refers to but a later command. That, I ay is completely Lnpossible.

Because the edict Cyrus gave Is quoted in Ezra 1:1-4, his command that

the people be enabled to go back and build their temple, and building

a temple implies building a city around the temple. That is a command

clearly given Ezra 1:4 and then, some years later that eicL of Cyrus

is quoted by Darius in Ezra 6, quoted and reaffirmed by Darius, quite

a few years later. More important than those fact, though I think those

facts would complete prove it, more important even than those is th$e fact
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that Isaiah said in Isa. 44:28-45:1 that Cyrus is the one who will

rebuild Jerusalem. He is the one who will build my city. God predicts

it will he Cyrus through Isaiah. If Cyrus is not the ono who is meant

--the going forth of the command-- if it means a human command, then

Isaiah must he a false prophet and we should cut his book out of the

Bible! It must be Cyrus if it refers to a human command!

F'. Great confusion has been caused because the passage is generally

approached with unwarranted assumpti ns. That is why there is so much

confusion.

1. 1¬ has been generally assumed that the prediction showed the

exact time when Christ's first advent would occur. Now that is an

assumption that is taken by just about all of those who take the

weeks to he weeks of years rather than general periods of time. The

assumption that they point right to the t1re of Isaiah(?) Messiah,

And the one time head of Scotland Yard wrote a book called the

Coming Prince in which he said, These 69 weeks come right to Palm

Sunday, the exact date. Only he gave a date that hardly anyscholar

I know of now believes to have been the date of Palm Sunday. It was

a couple of years later than most scholars would place Palnm Sunday.

But I would say that such an assumption is quite unjustified because

it would he contrary to usual practice in Scripture. It is not ususal

in Scripture to tell us a century R or two ahead when something is

exactly qoing to happen. And we should note the NT statements about

the time of the secondadvent in which our Lord so clearly said, It

is not for you to know times or seasons. He said you are not to know
Father

when the Son of Man will come hack. The Lord has kept that in His

own power, but you are always to be ready. He told the patriarchs

you go down to Egypt and after 400 years these people will come back

and scholars argue whether those 400 years include the time in

Palestine in the time in Egypt, whether it's from Abram's first visit
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to Egypt when they came back, or whether it is after Jacob went down

to Egypt. It's an approximation, but a precise time for something

centuries ahead would be quite contrary to usual practice in Scripture.

If Daniel had predicted so closely that you could know within a decade

or so when Christ would appear, i would be strange indeed that no

NT writer points out the fact that Daniel did sot That would not prove
not

that he had but it is a very strange thing if Daniel gave a precise

prediction like that.

Equally important, such an assumption does not work out. The

decree of Cyrus was given in 538 B.C. Seven weeks of years would be

49 years. 49 years after 538, Jerusalem had been rebuilt but Jerusalem

was simply standing there as a small town. Most of the people were
could

in exile. No one came then who culd properly be called Messiah the
100

prince. 62 weeks after would be 4,34 year after-- still more than iØ'

years before Christ's birth. If you take. 69 weeks as one period instead

of two, that is a period of 481 years which is still more than 50

years short of reaching the time of Christ. So an assumption which

takes the only reasonable interpretation if this means a human command,

that it refers to the decree of Cyrus, does not work. But it also fails

if the unwarranted assumption is made that it starts from the 20th

year of Artaxerxes, 445 B.C. Now this head of Scotland Yard said we

will start from the 20th year of Artaxerxes. Why did he say that? Be

cause we read in the first ch. of Jehemiah that Neherniah heard that

much of Jerusalem was in disrepair. The walls were in bad shape and

the tombs of his ancestors were not being kept up, arid he went to

before the king, carrying on his regular functions there as a high

functionary in Artaxerxes court. Artaxerxes saw him looking sad and said

Why are you so sad? Nehemiah said, Because the tombs of my ancestors

are not in good repair. The king said, What would you like me to do?

He said, I wish you'd send me to Jerusalem and give me permission
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to fix things up a bit there. He said airight I will give you the

permission. There is no edict quoted by Artaxerxes. There is no com

mand by Artaxerxes to rebuild the city; it had already been rebuilt

for over 100 years though in nothing like its ancient splendor. It

was standing there as an unwalled city which had been rebuilt nearly

a century before. There was something of walls around it, something

remaining of the old walls but there certainly were many people living

there and the temple services were being carried on.

Dr. Walvoord in his commentary on Daniel says, This must stai-t

from the 20th year of Artaxerxes following the suggestion of the

detective from Scotland Yard whom I mentioned. Prof. Wood from Grand

Rapids wrote a commentary on Daniel not long ago in which he said, If

you figure 481 from 445 B.C. you get about 1.0 years after Christ. So,

he said, that oesn't work out, so he said we will take the edict

Artaxerxes gave in his 8th year instead of his 20th year. Well,
thb 8th year

Artaxerxes did not give any edict to build a city in/$/ therefore

very few people make it start at that point. But Artaxerxes did ive

an edict them permitting Cra to go to Jerusalem and ordering him

to make sacrifice and offerings in the temple in Jerusalem on hehafi

of the king Artaxerxes. Well, in order to make sacrifices in the temple

which the order recognizes as already standing, is not an order to re

build Jerusalem. So Wood is the only book I have happened to notice

which begins from the 8th year of Araxerxes. There certainly is no

evidence of an edict to rebuilt the city starting them.

Now Anderson, the Scotland Yard leader, reaiiz.Iri that it would

run at least several years after any date for the death of Christ that
far

is now known, certainly/after any date for the birth of Christ, he says

Let's figure the years not as 365 day years but as 360 day years. The

reason for that is that sometimes a month is spoken of as 30 days.
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And sometires as a general way of speaking, for instance, of five

months and say 150 days. 3o he says, There is a prophetic year con

sisting of 360 days. That way ne gets rid of a certain number of days

and by moving back that way and moving the death of Christ ahead that

way he thinks he makes it come exactly together. There are charts

today and some books that contain that exact statement. But there is

no evidence of any so-called prophetic year of 360 days ever having

been used b' any people in anycountry anywhere!

2. A second false assumption that is sometimes made: Some recent

writers assume that the entire prophecy must be related to the first

advent. It is very interesting that . J. Young's commentary which

recognizes Antichrist as the subject of the last part of ch.ll and

which recognizes that ch. 7 goes right to the very end of the age, says

of ch. 9 that everything in it must relate to the first coming of

Christ. He sas on p. 209 of his commentary, This entire passage is

Messianic in nature and the Messianic is the leadinn character and

iu* general theme of the passage introduced in v. 24 is surely

Messianic. The blessings therein depicted were brought about by the

Messiah and they form their climax in the anointing of a holy of

holies." Now that is a purpose on which there is much argument on

exactly what it means--the anointing of the holies.

There is no place where it can he proven that the holy of holies

refers to a man. It's used a numberof times of a buiidinq. It is a

part of the purposes which we cannot be dogmatic about. The absurdity

of thus interpreting it all as relating to the first coming of Christ

becomes clear when you note the statement that "in the midst of the

week he will cause sacrifice and oblation to cease." Young says,

When it says, he will cause sacrifice and oblation to cease he means

that Christ by His death on the cross will cause sacrifice and oblation
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to cease. But sacrifice went on for 40 years after Christ's death!

He did not cause it to cease then. The answer some would give then

is, Yes, but the sacrifices were no longer valid after Christ's

death. They no longer had validity. Well, what validity did they

have before? Paul says, The blood of bulls and goats cannot take

away sin. The sacrifices point to Christ. You can point to Him before

and you can point to him afterwards. But they did not cease; they were

not made to cease if you meant something different, different

phraseology could be used. It is utterly absurd to interpret it

this way. But Young is far from being the only one who interprets

it in that way.

There are many now, more in recent years thank before who

try to make the whole thing point to the first coming of Christ.

3.It is often but unnecessarily assumed that the periods

must immediately follow one another. We have noticed that rather

clearly.

As quickly as we can I want to examine the view of Keil and

Leupold. It is very interesting that Young in his commentary says

in the beginning of it that he must his great help from Kel's

commentary. This, he says, is I believe by far the best commentary
scholars

on Daniel. Yet, where he quotes the views of many on ch.9

he makes no reference whatever to Keil's view which is about s far

removed from his view as any view could possibly be! But he makes

not mention of it. He many recent writers whom he derides and shows

that their views are utterly impossible, but Keil's view which is

lust as different from his as any of them,he does not even mention.

The view of Keil and Leupold is this: There are 3 periods.

They are indefinite periods. The first oeriod of 7 weeks reaches

from Cyrus to Christ. The second period of 62 weeks reaches from
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Christ to the coming of antichrist. The third period of one week

is the perod of antichrist before the return of Christ. That view

is held by Keil in what Young says is the finest commentary ever

written up to his time on the book of Daniel. Leupold, the Lutheran

commentator who has written a number of commentaries, follows Keil

in this view.

Points in favor of this view are(a) it recognizes 3 periods;

It does not make merely two periods; (b) it parallels the other

predictions as other chs. go to the bringing in of eternal right

eousness, to the ending of sin so does the 69 weeks according to this

this view; (c) it recognizes the decree of Cyrus as the starting point

if it is a human command to which it points. However, the theory has

two very questionable featuees. (a) One of these is that the peridds

are quite disproportionate. If there was a period of 7 weeks from

Cyrus to Christ, then if you are going to have a period of 62 weeks

nearly 9 times as long before the coming of antichrist, that should

be at least another two or three thousand years! Now that can still

be for all we know, but it does seem to be too long a period. That

is a small objection to it. (b) The big objectinn to it is the fact

that it has he problem, of it takes thc first Messiah as Christ

(Messiah the Prince), but the second Messiah where it says that

"Messiah shall be cut off and have nothing" it says, that means

when antichrist takes over at the beginning of the week, Christ

loses all power on earth; he is cut off, and has nothing now! I

don't be1ivo Scripture teaches there will ever be a tire when

you can say that Christ has absolutely no power on earth, when

you can say He'll have no followers on earth, when you can say He

has nothing. Christ's power is universal, it cannot he destroyed.

He may withdraw parts of His power for a time, but to say that He
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will have nothing, I think is impossible! So to my opinion this

problem of "to he cut off and have nothing" completely destroys

Keil's and Leupold's view.

Finally, the solution that will fit the facts. The solution

that will fit the facts where the facts are clear nd will take

thb choice where a choice is possible, will be to take

1 " The Word as not a human command, but a divine prediction.

The prediction to which I already called your attention in Jer,

32:1, 42-44. Verse 1 shows it was in the last year before Jerusalem

was destroyed which was long after Daniel had been taken to

Babylon. Verses 42-44 show that God ordered Jeremiah hen to say

that in this place there would be business transacted and carried

on again, which is a prediction of the re-establishment of Jerusalem.

So we have the divine prediction of the re-establishment of Jerusalem

which Jeremiah gave exactly 49 years before Cyrus made his edict.

This thing of giving 3 parts to a prediction of which the firs part

had already been fulfilled is exactly like what we found in ch. 7

where the account of Nebuchadnezzar's insanity which had already

occurred is described in the description of the 4th beast, and that

which had already occurred and you could see it had already occurred

gives you renewed assurance that the sx rest will be c.rried out.

Red so that would be the first petlod of 7 weeks. Then there would

an unmentioned interval, so you have a period of 62, a period of

something around 400 years. Just when it starts you don't know.

You have a general period that would clearly end before the return

of Christ, but not much before. Or that would run to that and leave

an unmentioned interval of 60 or 70 years. Then you have a break

in between that and the second period. There is no mention in the

passage of the start of the second period. This easily fits the
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chronology. Then after the death of Christ which is described in

this verse, then you have, also v. 26 tells about the new des

truction of Jerusalem, the prince that shall come shall destroy

the city and the sanctuary and then after that there would be

another unmentioned interval and then the coming of antichrist

which is the way that Keil and Leupold and many interpreters take

v. 27.




We've already passed time so I'll have to stop here, and

if you find that we have covered too much in this period don't

worry too much about it because we have covered a qreat deal else

in the course of the year. I would say if you forget everything of

this period you could still get a B+ in the course if you did

everything in the other if you have everything we did in the

other periods well in mind. And much of that was goue over very

carefully on more than one occasion.

Applause
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