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Introduction

The most important single work produced by the Church
Fathers on any of the prophetic writings of the Old Testament,
commenting upon the original Hebrew text, and showing a
complete mastery of all the literature of the Church on the sub-
jects touched upon to the time of composition, is without ques-
tion St. Jerome’s Commentary on the Book of Daniel. In Origen’s
work on Daniel (Migne Series of Latin Church Fathers, Vol. XVI,
pp- 2765-2928) much of the exegesis is spoiled by the author’s
allegorical principles of hermeneutics, and the later commentary
by Chrysostom (Vol. XVI, pp. 191-246) is more in the nature of
a series of homilies than an attempt to wrestle with the problems
of Daniel’s prophecies. For over ecleven hundred years after its
publication, all who wrote on Daniel showed themselves more
indebted to this work by Jerome than to any other commentary
on the Old Testament Scriptures produced in the period of the
Church Fathers. It is strange that though we have some sixteen
thousand pages in the Ante-Nicene, Nicene, and Post-Nicene
Fathers, in the three major series of translations of patristic litera-
ture issued by Scribners some years ago, the Commentary on
Daniel was passed by, as it was in the earlier series of translations
undertaken by leaders of the Oxford Movement in the middle
of the nineteenth century. The fifth volume of the Ante-Nicene
Fathers includes fragments from the commentary on Daniel by
Hippolytus, written about A.D. 230 (pp. 177-199) and these
fragments contain very important material, especially on the last
of the seventy weeks, Antichrist, and the author’s amazing identi-
fication of the toes of clay and iron of Daniel 2:48 with demo-
cracies; yet, the work is quite inferior in learning and insight to
that of Jerome. (The doctoral dissertation by John P. O’Connell,
“The Eschatology of St. Jerome,” Mundelein, I1l., 1948, passes
over almost all of the eschatological interpretations of Jerome’s
commentary on Daniel.)

The translation of no volume of the first six centuries of
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6 Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel

the Christian Church, appearing for the first time in the twentieth
century, has quite the significance, it seems to me, that has this
translation by my colleague and friend, Dr. Gleason L. Archer, of
Jerome's indispensable and ever-suggestive work on Daniel. Not
even in the commentaries of Luther and Calvin on this portion
of Scripture do we have anything as worthwhile as this volume
of Jerome.

Inasmuch as the life and work of Jerome may not be too
well known to many who will be studying this volume, perhaps
a brief word concerning his role in the early development of
Christian thought will not be out of place. Jerome was born of
Christian parents in the year A.D. 347 at Strido, near Aquileia,
the capital of Venetia in central Italy. He was educated in the
city of Rome, and was baptized there. Before he was twenty years
of age, Jerome went to Gaul to carry on research, and returned
to live in Aquileia from 370 to 373. In 374 he made an extensive
trip through the Near East, including a visit to Jerusalem, and
then spent five years in the desert of Chalcis, where he practiced
the most intense asceticism, though, says a recent writer, “per-
petually haunted by reminiscences of the world and the flesh.
He took, however, his classical library with him and comforted
himself with Greek and Latin; till one night he dreamed that a
judge before whom he was brought punished him for being a
Ciceronian and not a Christian; whereupon [in his dream appar-
ently] he vowed to devote his intellect entirely to the Scriptures,
and on waking proceeded to learn Hebrew” (Ernest Leigh-Ben-
nett: Handbook of the Early Church Fathers, London, 1920,
p: 273).

Jerome’s health declined seriously, and in 379 we find him
in the great Christian city of Antioch where, much against his
will, he was ordained a priest by Paulinus. The following year
he visited Constantinople, desiring to hear Gregory of Nazianzus.
From 382 to 385 he resided in Rome, and became a close friend
of Pope Damasus. Having aroused the bitter opposition of many
Roman citizens because of his insistence upon ascetic practices,
winning to these a number of noble Roman ladies, in 586 he
left for the East and took up residence in Bethlehem, where he
continued to live until his death in 420. It was here that most of
his writing was done.
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Jerome is famous in the history of the Christian Church for
four things: He made monastic life popular in the Latin Church,
though he by no means originated monasticism, of course, and
he did not found an order, such as the Benedictine or Franciscan.
His letters are certainly the finest gems of autobiography pro-
duced by any Christian, at least in the first millennium of the
Church. It is to Jerome that we owe the great Vulgate, com-
pleted in 404, which became the standard Bible for the Western
Church, and remains such. “In that work he produced what
must be numbered among the supreme achievements of the
Christian mind in any age” (G. Grutzmacher, art., “Jerome,”
ERE, Vol. VII, p. 500). “Here he created an object lesson on
monasticism at the most sacred spot in the world, and he invited
the world to come and learn. And the world came, for his hostel-
ry was continually filled with travellers from the West. In con-
sequence there now appear a reverence for the monastic life, a
reverence for sacred places, and sacred things, and a habit of
pilgrimages” (Leigh-Bennett, p. 279).

The following statement on the Septuagint by a recognized
contemporary authority is worth quoting: “St. Jerome was more
than a channel for Greek learning. As a Hebrew scholar and
humanist he brought the Bible closer to the Latin-speaking
world. The Old Latin was an unliterary translation from the
Septuagint; the Vulgate was based on the ‘Hebrew Truth’ as St.
Jerome lovingly calls it. The language, ‘where the rustic Latin
of the first Christian centuries mingles with the Hebraising Latin-
ity of St. Jerome,” was the beginning of a new era, when eastern
poetry penetrated into the speech of the western peoples” (Beryl
Smalley: The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages, Oxford,
1941, p. 9).

Well deserved was Jerome's title of Doctor Maximus sacris
Seripturis explanandis. Even during Jerome’s lifetime, Sulpicius
Severus allowed one of the disputants in his Dialogus, written
about 405, to say, “I would be surprised il he (Jerome) were not
already known to you through his writings, since he is read
throughout the whole world.” Although they differed on many
matters, Augustine confessed to Jerome, “I have not as great a
knowledge of the divine Scriptures as you have, nor could I have
such knowledge as I see in you.” (These two quotations are from
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the excellent chapter, “St. Jerome as an Exegete,” by Louis N.
Hartmann, in 4 Monument to St. Jerome, edited by Francis X.
Murphy, New York, 1952, p. 67.)

That he might be as accurate an interpreter of the Old
Testament Scriptures as possible, Jerome mastered the Hebrew
language, and the claim cannot be denied that “he surpassed all
the Fathers in the mastery of Hebrew.” He loved the Word of
God and counted the hours and days, and years spent in its study
the happiest and most profitable of his life. In the Preface to his
lost revision of the Old Latin Paralipomenon, written about 389,
he says, “For I must admit to you, my dearest Domnion and
Rogatian, that, in regard to the divine volumes, I have never
trusted in my own ability, nor have I let my opinion be my
teacher. Even in those things which I thought I already knew,
my custom has been to make inquiries, and I have done so all
the more in those matters about which I was uncertain. Hence,
when you recently wrote to me and begged me to translate the
Book of Paralipomenon into Latin, I procured a former teacher
of the Law from Tiberias, who was held in high esteem among
the Hebrews, and I conferred with him ‘from top to toe,” as
they say. Only thus fortified, have I been bold enough to do what
you asked of me.”

In one of his famous letters to Paula (Ep. 80) Jerome ex-
presses his profound admiration for the Holy Scriptures: “What,
pray, can be more sacred than this sacred mystery (of the Scrip-
tures)? What can be more delightful than the pleasure found
therein? What food, what honey can be sweeter than to learn of
God’s wise plan, to enter into His sanctuary and gaze on the
mind of the Creator, and to rehearse the words of your Lord,
which, though derided by the wise of this world, are really full
of spiritual wisdom! Let the others, if they will, have their
wealth, and drink from jewelled cups, be clad in silk, and bask
in popular applause, as if they could not exhaust their riches in
all kinds of pleasures. Our delight shall be to meditate on the
Law of the Lord day and night, to knock at His door when
it is not open, to receive the bread of the Trinity, and, with our
Lord going before us, to walk on the billows of the world.”

The one who attempts to give to the Christian Church a
dependable translation of Jerome’s commentary on the Hebrew
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text of Daniel must have a thorough mastery of Hebrew and
Aramaic to understand the text from which Jerome worked, a
comprehensive knowledge of the Greek language (for Jerome also
made a careful study of the Septuagint) and must be able to read
with unfaltering precision the Latin of that age, for it is in Latin
that the work is written, That Dr. Gleason L. Archer, Professor of
Biblical Languages in Fuller Theological Seminary, possesses such
equipment will be acknowledged by all who give even the briefest
consideration to this commentary now offered to the public.
I trust that from this superb piece of Biblical scholarship many
will be led to a new investigation of the whole, vast area, still not
adequately explored, of the eschatological beliefs of the first five
centuries of the Christian Church.

This manuscript has recently been awarded one of the most
coveted prizes given for notable work in the field of theological
and Biblical research, the prize for translation work offered by
the Christian Research Foundation.

WiILBUR M. SMITH

Fuller Theological Seminary
October, 1958



Preface

Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel is in many ways one of the
most interesting and significant of his expository works on the
Biblical prophets. It is safe to say that this commentary has
proved its abiding value to be equal to that of any other which
he composed in the Biblical field. Because of the wealth of
factual information which he includes, the many details concern-
ing obscure phases of ancient history, and the copious quotations
from early authors whose works have long since perished, Je-
rome's Daniel is a work frequently consulted by the learned even
to this day. And yet, so far as we know, this particular work of
his has never been rendered in English, and thus made available
to those Bible students who lack the patience or the training to
examine it in the original Latin.

My guiding purpose in translating this commentary has been
to combine the ideal of accuracy with that of readability. Every
effort has been made to cast the English rendering into a form
very similar to that which Jerome himself would have used had
he composed his work in our tongue. This has necessitated many
minor deviations from the literal sense of the Latin, and in many
cases the division of his long, involved sentences into two or
more shorter ones, in the interests of idiomatic smoothness. It
was felt that the reader would be best served by a diction and
style which would divert the least attention possible to itself, and
leave him free to enjoy the information which the author had
to impart.

The edition used for the purposes of this translation was
J. P. Migne’s Patrologiae Cursus Completus: Series Latina, Vol
xxv. This edition contains rather copious footnotes, some of
which are notices of textual variants, and others of an expository
character. They too, of course, are in Latin, and I have translated
them along with Jerome’s text, yet consigning them to an appen-
dix for the sake of convenience. The footnotes which appear
at the bottom of the text itself are contributed by the translator,
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as are also the explanatory insertions enclosed in brackets. The
translator’s contributions have been kept to a minimum, and are
for the most part intended to clear up ambiguities which might
otherwise annoy and confuse the reader. No systematic effort
has been made to indicate every instance in which translation
has required emendation of the Migne text itself. The typo-
graphical errors therein are quite numerous indeed, noticeably
so in the Greek portions, where breathings and accents are fre-
quently inaccurate. In most cases, however, the proper emenda-
tions are quite obvious and require but little ingenuity on the
part of the translator.

The page numbers which accompany the translation refer
to the pagination of the Migné edition itself, Vol xxv. The num-
bers in parentheses refer to the sections into which Jerome’s text
has been consecutively divided. These have been given to facil-
itate comparison between this translation and the original Latin.
It so happens that the first section in the Daniel Commentary is
no. 617, there having been several commentaries preceding this
one. The capital letters in parentheses refer to the translation of
the footnotes from the Migné edition which have been made an
appendix to this volume. As for the terms in italics, these usu-
ally represent Greek words which Jerome uses in the midst of his
Latin text. The reader should be careful to observe that except
where the context clearly indicates that the Latin Vulgate is re-
ferred to, the “Vulgate” readings always signify the Sepiuagint
(i.e. the Theodotion) reading in the Greek text. Of course Je-
rome’s Latin Vulgate had not yet been published when this com-
mentary was written.

At this point I wish to express appreciation for the encour-
agement received from my good friend and colleague, Dr. Wilbur
M. Smith of the Fuller Seminary faculty, who first suggested
this project to me and has spared no pains to assist me in bring-
ing it to the light of day. It is our sincere hope that this little
volume may render a contribution of some value to the study of
this much-discussed and highly influential portion of Holy
Scripture.

GLEAsON L. ARCHER JR.
PasADENA, CALIFORNIA
MaARrcH, 1958
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Prologue

(P. 491) (617-618) Porphyry wrote his twelfth book against
the prophecy of Daniel, (A) denying that it was composed by the
person to whom it is ascribed in its title, but rather by some indi-
vidual living in Judaea at the time of the Antiochus who was
surnamed Epiphanes. He furthermore alleged that “Daniel” did
not foretell the future so much as he related the past, and lastly
that whatever he spoke of up till the time of Antiochus contained
authentic history, whereas anything he may have conjectured
beyond that point was false, inasmuch as he would not have fore-
known the future. Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, made a most
able reply to these allegations in three volumes, that is, the
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth. Appollinarius did likewise,
in a single large book, namely his twenty-sixth. (B) Prior to
these authors Methodius made a partial reply.

But inasmuch as it is not our purpose to make answer to the
false accusations of an adversary, a task requiring lengthy dis-
cussion, but rather to treat of the actual content of the prophet’s
message for the benefit of us who are Christians, I wish to stress
in my preface this fact, that none of the prophets has so clearly
spoken concerning Christ as has this prophet Daniel. (619-620)
For not only did he assert that He would come, a prediction com-
mon to the other prophets as well, but also he set forth the very
time at which He would come. Moreover he went through the
various kings in order, stated the actual number of years in-
volved, and announced beforehand the clearest signs of events
to come. And because Porphyry saw that all these things had
been fulfilled and could not deny that they had taken place, he
overcame this evidence of historical accuracy by taking refuge
in this evasion, contending that whatever is foretold concerning
Antichrist at the end of the world was actually fulfilled in the
reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, because of certain similarities
to things which took place at his time. But this very attack
testifies to Daniel’s accuracy. For so striking was the reliability
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16 Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel

of what the prophet foretold, that he could not appear to unbe-
lievers as a predicter of the future, but rather a narrator of things
already past. And so wherever occasion arises in the course of
explaining this volume, I shall attempt briefly to answer his
malicious charge, and to controvert by simple explanation (p.
492) the philosophical skill, or rather the worldly malice, by
which he strives to subvert the truth and by specious legerdemain
to remove that which is so apparent to our eyes.

I would therefore beseech you, Pammachius, as a foremost
lover of learning, and Marcella, as an outstanding examplar of
Roman virtue, men who are bound together by faith and blood, to
lend aid to my efforts by your prayers, in order that our Lord and
Savior might in His own cause and by His mind make answer
through my mouth. For it is He who says to the prophet, “Open
thy mouth and I will fill it” (Psalm 80:11). For if He admonishes
us, when we have been hailed before judges and tribunals, not to
ponder what answer we are to give to them (Luke 12), how much
more is He able to carry on His own war against blaspheming
adversaries and through His servants to vanquish them? For this
reason a great number of the Psalms also contain that Hebrew
expression, lamanasse*, rendered by the Septuagint as “To the
end,” but which rather is to be understood as “For victory!” For
Aquila construed it as 16 nikopoid, that is, ““T'o Him who grants
the victory.” Symmachus renders it as epinikion which properly
signifies “Triumph and the palm of victory.”

But among other things we should recognize that Porphyry
makes this objection to us concerning the Book of Daniel, that
it is clearly a forgery not to be considered as belonging to the
Hebrew Scriptures but an invention composed in Greek. This he
deduces from the fact that in the story of Susanna, where Daniel
is speaking to the elders, we find the expressions, “To split from
the mastic tree” (apo tow skhinou skhisai) and to saw from the
evergreen oak (kai apo tou prinou prisai)* (D) a wordplay appro-

1 Here Jerome gives the Hebrew consonants, by mistake substituting he
for heth in the last letter. Actually the Hebrew word means: “to the choir-
leader.” (C)

2 Not an actual quotation, but a collocation of words from Daniel 1:54-59
according to the Septuagint version. Actually there is no prisai there, but the
verb appears as the compound kataprise.
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priate to Greek rather than to Hebrew. But both Eusebius and
Apollinarius have answered him after the same tenor, that the
stories of Susanna and of Bel and the Dragon are not contained
in the Hebrew, but rather they constitute a part of the prophecy
of Habakkuk, the son of Jesus of the tribe of Levi. Just as we
find in the title of that same story of Bel, according to the Sep-
tuagint, “There was a certain priest named Daniel, the son of
Abda, an intimate of the King of Babylon.” And yet Holy Scrip-
ture testifies that Daniel and the three Hebrew children were of
the tribe (p. 493) of Judah. For this same reason when I was
translating Daniel many years ago, I noted these visions with a
critical symbol, showing that they were not included in the
Hebrew. And in this connection I am surprised to be told that
certain fauli-finders complain that I have on my own initiative
truncated the book. After all, both Origen, Eusebius and
Apollinarius, and other outstanding churchmen and teachers of
Greece acknowledge that, as I have said, these visions are not
found amongst the Hebrews, and that therefore they are not
obliged to answer to Porphyry for these portions which exhibit
no authority as Holy Scripture.

I also wish to emphasize to the reader the fact that it was
not according to the Septuagint version but according to the
version of Theodotion himself that the churches publicly read
Daniel. (A) And Theodotion, at any rate, was an unbeliever sub-
sequent to the advent of Christ, although some assert that he was
an Ebionite (621-622), which is another variety of Jew. But even
Origen in his Vulgate edition (of the Greek Old Testament)
placed asterisks around the work of Theodotion, indicating that
the material added was missing (in the Septuagint), whereas on
the other hand he prefixed obeli (i.e., diacritical marks) to some
of the verses, distinguishing thereby whatever was additional ma-
terial (not contained in the Hebrew). And since all the churches®
of Christ, whether belonging to the Greek-speaking territory or
the Latin, the Syrian or the Egyptian, publicly read this edition
with its asterisks and obeli, let the hostile-minded not begrudge
my labor, because I wanted our (Latin-speaking) people to have
what the Greek-speaking peoples habitually read publicly in the

8 Reading Ecclesiae instead of the meaningless Ecclesiam of the text,
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regions of Aquila and Symmachus. And if the Greeks do not for
all their wealth of learning despise the scholarly work of Jews,
why should poverty-stricken Latins look down upon a man who
is a Christian? And if my product seems unsatisfactory, at (p-
494) least my good intentions should be recognized.

But now it is time for us to unfold the words of the prophet
himself, not following our usual custom of setting everything
forth in detail with an accompanying detailed discussion (the
procedure followed in our commentary on the Twelve Minor
Prophets), but rather employing a certain brevity and inserting
at intervals an explanation of only those things which are ob-
scure. In this way we hope to avoid tiring the reader with an in-
numerable abundance of books. And yet to understand the final
portions of Daniel a detailed investigation of Greek history is nec-
essary, that is to say, such authorities as (B) Sutorius, Callinicus,
Diodorus, Hieronymus, Polybius, Posidonius, Claudius, Theon,
and Andronycus surnamed Alipius, historians whom Porphyry
claims to have followed, Josephus also and those whom he cites,
and especially our own historian, Livy, and Pompeius “Lro-
gus, and Justinus. All these men narrate the history involved in
Daniel’s final vision, carrying it beyond the time of Alexander to
the days of Caesar Augustus in their description of the Syrian
and Egyptian wars, i.e., those of Seleucus, Antiochus, and the
Ptolemies. And if we are compelled from time to time to make
mention of profane literature and speak of matters therein con-
tained which we have formerly failed to mention, it is not by
personal preference but by stark necessity, so to speak, in order
to prove that those things which were foretold by the holy
prophets many centuries before are actually contained in the
written records of both the Greeks and Romans and of other
peoples as well.



CHAPTER ONE

Verse 1. (p. 495) (628) “In the third year of the reign
of Joacim (Jehoiakim) king of Judah, Nebuchadnezzar king of
Babylon came to Jerusalem and besieged it.” Jehoiakim, son of
the Josiah in whose thirteenth regnal year Jeremiah began to
prophesy, and under whom the woman Hulda prophesied, was
the same man as was called by the other name of Eliakim, and
reigned over the tribes of Judah and Jerusalem eleven years. His
son Jehoiachin [misprinted “Joachim” for “Joachin”; cf. IV Reg.
24:6 in the Vulgate] surnamed Jeconiah, followed him in the
kingship, and on the tenth day of the third month of his reign
he was taken captive by Nebuchadnezzar’s generals and brought
to Babylon. In his place his paternal uncle Zedekiah, a son of
Josiah, was appointed king, and in his eleventh year Jerusalem
was captured and destroyed. Let no one therefore imagine that
the Jehoiakim in the beginning of Daniel is the same person as
the one who is spelled Jehoiachin [Lat. Joachin] in the com-
mencement of Ezekiel. For the latter has “-chin” as its final
syllable, whereas the former has “-kim.” And it is for this reason
that in the Gospel according to Matthew there seems to be a
generation missing, because the second group of fourteen, (A)
extending to the time of Jehoiakim, ends with a son of Josiah,
and the third group begins with Jehoiachin, son of Jehoiakim.
Being ignorant of this factor, Porphyry formulated a slander
against the Church which only revealed his own ignorance, as he
tried to prove the evangelist Matthew guilty of error.

Verse 2. “dnd the Lord gave Jehoiakim king of
Judah into his hand.” (B) The fact that Jehoiachim is recorded
to have been given over shows that it was not a victory for the
might of his enemies but rather it was of the will of the Lord.
“...and some of the vessels of the house of God, and he brought
them to the land of Shinar (C) to the house of his god, and he
conveyed them into the treasure house of his god” (Gen. 11). The
land of Shinar is a region of Babylon in which the plain of Dura
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was located, and also the tower which those who had migrated
from the East attempted to build up to heaven. From this cir-
cumstance and from the confusion of tongues the region received
the name Babylon, which, translated into our language, means
“confusion.” At the same time it ought to be noted, by way of
spiritual interpretation [anagogen], that the king of Babylon
was not able to transport all of the vessels of God, and place them
in the idol-house which he had built himself, but only a part of
the vessels (624) of God'’s house. By these vessels we are to under-
stand the dogmas of truth. For if you go through all of the works
of the philosophers, you will necessarily find in them some por-
tion of the vessels of God. For example, you will find in Plato
that God is the fashioner of the universe, in Zeno the chief of the
Stoics, that there are (p. 496) inhabitants in the infernal regions
and that souls are immortal, and that honor is the one (true) good.
But because the philosophers combine truth with error and cor-
rupt the good of nature with many evils, for that reason they are
recorded to have captured only a portion of the vessels of God'’s
house, and not all of them in their completeness and perfection.

Verse 8. “And the king said to Ashpenaz the over-
seer of his eunuchs, (D) that he should out of the number of the
children of Israel and of the royal seed and (the seed of) the rulers
[tyrannorum, Jer.s rendering of Heb. part¢mim, “nobles”] bring
in some young lads who were free from all blemish.” Instead of
Ashpenaz (“Asphanez”) I found Abriesdri written in the Vulgate
[i.e, the LXX] edition. For the word phorthommin which
Theodotion uses, the Septuagint and Aquila translated “the
chosen ones,” whereas Symmachus rendered “Parthians,” under-
standing it as the name of a nation instead of a common noun.
This is in disagreement with the Hebrew edition as it is accurately
read; I have translated it as “rulers,” especially because it is pre-
ceded by the words “of the seed royal.” From this passage the
Hebrews think that Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah were
eunuchs, thus fulfilling that prophecy which is spoken by Isaiah
regarding Hezekiah: “And they shall take of thy seed and make
eunuchs of them in the house of the king (E) of Babylon” (Isa. 37:
7). If however they were of the seed royal, there is no doubt but
what they were of the line of David. But perhaps the following
words are opposed to this interpretation: .. .lads, or youths, who
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were free from all blemish, in order that he might teach them
the literature and language of the Chaldeans.” Philo supposes
that Chaldee is the same thing as the Hebrew language, because
Abraham came from the Chaldeans. But if we accept this we
must ask how the Hebrew lads could now be bidden to be taught
a language which they already knew; unless, perchance, we should
say, as some believe, that Abraham was acquainted with two
languages.

Verse 7. “And the overseer of the eunuchs imposed
names upon them, calling Daniel Belteshazzar (Balthasar), and
Hananiah Shadrach, and Mishael Meshach, and Azariah (625)
Abednego.” It was not only the overseer or master of the eunuchs
(as others have rendered it, the “chief-eunuch” ) who changed the
names of saints, but also Pharaoh called Joseph in Egypt (Gen. 41)
(F) Somtonphanec [Heb.: Zaphenath-paaneah], for neither of
them wished them to have Jewish names in the land of captivity.
Wherefore the prophet says in the Psalm: “How shall we sing
the Lord’s song in a strange land?” (Ps. 136:4). Furthermore the
Lord Himself changes names benignly, and on the basis of events
imposes names of special significance, so as to (p. 497) call Abram
Abraham, and Sarai Sarah (Gen. 17). Also in the Gospel, the
former Simon received the name of Peter (Mark 3), (A) and the
sons of Zebedee are called “sons of thunder’—which is not
boanerges, as most people suppose, but is more correctly read
benereem [a reading for which there is no manuscript support,
but which would be the Hebrew for “sons of thunder”].

Verse 8. “Daniel, however, purposed in his heart
that he would not be defiled by food from the king’s table, nor
by the wine which he drank, and he asked the chief of the eunuchs
that he might not be polluted.” He who would not eat or drink
of the king’s food or wine lest he be defiled (especially if he should
be aware that the wisdom and teaching of the Babylonians is mis-
taken), would never consent to utter what was wrong. On the
contrary they [i.e, the Hebrew youths] speak it forth, not that
they may follow it themselves, but in order to pass judgment upon
it and refute it. Just as anyone would expose himself to ridicule
if he being untrained in mathematics should desire to write in
confutation of mathematicians, or, being ignorant of the teachings
of philosophers should desire to write in opposition to philoso-
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phers. Hence they [i.e., the Hebrew youths] study the teaching
of the Chaldeans with the same intention as Moses studied the
wisdom (B) of the Egyptians.

Verse 9. “God gave Daniel favor and compassion
in the sight of the prince of eunuchs. . . .~ He who was taken
into captivity on account of the sins of his forebears received an
immediate recompense for the magnitude of his own virtues. For
he had purposed in his heart that he would not be defiled by food
from the king’s table, and preferred humble fare to royal delica-
cies; therefore by the bounteous bestowal of the Lord he received
favor and compassion in the sight of the prince of the eunuchs.
By this we may understand that if ever under pressing circum-
stances holy men are loved by unbelievers, it is a matter of the
mercy of God, not of the goodness of perverted men.

Verse 12. “I beg thee, iry us thy servants for ten
days, (C) and let pulse be given us to eat and water to drink.”
His faith was so incredibly great that he not only promised he
would be in good flesh by eating the humbler food, but he even
set a time-limit. Therefore it was not a matter of temerity but
of faith, for the sake of which he despised the sumptuous fare
of the king.

Verse 17.  “But God gave these lads knowledge and
learning in every book and branch of wisdom, and He gave to
Daniel besides an understanding of all visions and dreams.” Note
that God is said to have given the holy lads knowledge and learn-
ing in secular literature, in every book and branch of wisdom.
Symmachus rendered this by “grammatical art,” implying that
they understood everything they read, and by the Spirit of God
could make a judgment concerning the lore of the Chaldeans.
But Daniel had an outstanding gift over and above the three lads,
in that he could astutely discern the significance of visions and
dreams in which things to come are shown forth by means of
certain symbols and mysteries. Therefore that which others
saw only in a shadowy appearance he could perceive clearly with
the eyes of his understanding.

Verse 18.  “Therefore when the days had been
completed at the end of which the king had bidden them to be
presented to him, the chief of the eunuchs presented them in the
presence of Nebuchadnezzar.” By the “completed days” under-
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stand the period of three years which the king had appointed
(p- 498), so that after they had been nourished and trained for
three years, they should then stand in the presence of the king.

Verse 20. “And every word of wisdom and under-
standing the king inquired of them, he found it in them ten times
as great as all the soothsayers and magicians put together who
were to be found in his entire realm.” For “soothsayers” and
“magicians” the Vulgate edition [i.e., of the Septuagint] trans-
lated “sophists” and “philosophers”—terms to be understood not
in the sense of the philosophy and sophistic erudition which Greek
learning holds forth, but rather in the sense of the lore of a
barbarian people, which the Chaldeans pursue as philosophy even
to this day.

“Daniel therefore continued unto the first year of
Cyrus the king.” 1In the later discussion we shall explain how
it was that Daniel who is here described as having continued till
the first year of king Cyrus afterwards held office in the third
year of that same Cyrus and is even recorded to have lived in the
first year of Darius.



CHAPTER TWO

Verse 1. “In the second year of the reign of Nebu-
chadnezzar, Nebuchadnezzar saw a dream and his spirit was terri-
fied, and his dream fled from him.” 1f the three lads had entered
before him at the end of three years, as he himself had com-
manded, how is it that he is now said to have seen the dream in
the second year of his reign? The Hebrews solve the difficulty in
this way, that the second year refers here to his reign over all
(627) the barbarian nations, not only Judah and the Chaldeans,
but also the Assyrians and Egyptians, and the Moabites and the
rest of the nations which by the permission of God he had con-
quered. For this reason Josephus also writes in the tenth book of
the Antiquities: After the second year from the devastation of
Egypt Nebuchadnezzar beheld a marvelous dream, and “his spirit
was terrified and his dream fled from him.” The impious king
beheld a dream concerning things to come, in order that he might
give glory to God after the holy man had interpreted what he had
seen, and that great consolation might be afforded the captive
(Jews) and those who still served God in their captive state. We
read this same thing in the case of Pharaoh, not because Pharaoh
and Nebuchadnezzar deserved to behold visions, but in order that
Joseph and Daniel might appear as deserving of preference over
all other men because of their gift of interpretation.

Verse 2. “Wherefore the king commanded that
the soothsayers, the magi, the charmers, and the Chaldeans show
the king his dream. And when they came, they stood in the
presence of the king.” Those whom we have translated as “sooth-
sayers” (harioli) others have rendered as epaoidoi, that is, “en-
chanters.” Well then, it seems to me that enchanters are people
who perform a thing by means of words; magi are those who
pursue individual lines (D) of philosophic enquiry; charmers are
those who employ blood and animal sacrifices and often have
contact with corpses. Furthermore the term “astrologers” [or
nativity-casters, genethlialogoi] among the Chaldeans signifies,
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I believe, what the common people call mathematicians. But com-
mon usage and ordinary conversation understands the term magi
as wicked enchanters (E). Yet they were regarded differently
among their own nation, inasmuch as they were the philosophers
of the Chaldeans, and even the kings and princes of this same
nation do all they can to acquire a knowledge of this science.
Wherefore (p.499) also it was they who first at the nativity of
our Lord and Savior learned of his birth, and who came to holy
Bethlehem and adored the child, under the guidance of the star
which shone above them (Matt. 2).

Verse 3. “And the king said to them, ‘I have seen
a dream, and from the confusion of my mind I do not know what
I have seen.”” There remained in the king’s heart only a shadow,
so to speak, or a mere echo or trace of the dream, with the result
that if others should retell it to him (628), he would be able to
recall what he had seen, and they would certainly not be deceiving
him with lies.

Verse 4. “The Chaldeans veplied to the king in
Syriac.” (A) Up to this point what we have read has been re-
counted in Hebrew. From this point on until the vision of the
third year of King Balthasar [Belshazzar] which Daniel saw in
Susa, the account is written in Hebrew characters, to be sure,
but in the Chaldee language, which he here calls Syriac.

Verse 5. “If you do not show me the vision and
its interpretation, ye shall perish and your homes shall be con-
fiscated....” He threatened punishment and offered rewards,
in order that if they should be able to tell him the dream, he
might therefore believe also that which was uncertain, namely
the meaning of the dream. But if they should be unable to tell
the king what he in his mental confusion could not recall, they
would also lose claim to trustworthiness in the interpretation they
might give. At last there follows the statement:

Verses 9, 10. “Therefore tell me the dream, that
I may be certain that ye are giving me ils true interpretation. (B)
The Chaldeans therefore made this reply in the king's presence:
“There is no man on earth who would be able to fulfil what thou
hast spoken, O king!”” The magi confess, along with the sooth-
sayers—and all secular learning concurs—that foreknowledge of
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the future lies not in man’s province but in God's. By this test
it is proved that the prophets who proclaimed things to come
spoke by the Spirit of God.

Verses 12, 13. “And when he had heard this, the
king in a furious rage gave orders that all the wise men of Babylon
should be slain. And when the decree went forth, the wise men
were being slaughtered. ...” (C) The Hebrews raise the question
of why Daniel and the three lads did not enter before the king
along with the other wise men, and why they were ordered to be
slain with the rest when the decree was issued. They have ex-
plained the difficulty in this way, by saying that at that time, when
the king was promising rewards and gifts and great honor, they did
not care to go before him, lest they should appear to be shameless-
ly grasping after the wealth and honor of the Chaldeans. Or else
it was undoubtedly true that the Chaldeans themselves, being
envious of the Jews' reputation and learning, entered alone be-
fore the king, as if to obtain the rewards by themselves. After-
wards they were perfectly willing to have those whom they had
denied any hope of glory to share in a common peril.

Verse 15. “And he inquired of him who had re-
ceived authority from the king as to why so cruel a decree had
gone forth from the presence of the king.” Knowing that Daniel
and the three youths possessed a knowledge and intelligence ten-
fold as great as that of all the soothsayers of Chaldea (p. 500) put
together, the Chaldeans concealed from them the king’s inquiry,
lest they should receive preference over them in the matter of
interpreting the dream. On this account Daniel inquired con-
cerning the cruelty of the decree, being ignorant of the cause
of his own peril.

Verses 16, 17.  “Therefore (D) when Arioch had ex-
plained the maiter to Daniel, Daniel entered in and asked the
king to grant him some time for the disclosure of the solution to
the king. And he entered his home and disclosed the affair to his
comrades, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah. ...” Daniel requested
time, not that he might investigate secret things by the clever
application of his intellect, but that he might beseech the Lord
of Secrets. And for that reason he engaged Hananiah, Mishael,
and Azariah to join with him in supplication, to avoid the ap-
pearance of presuming upon his own merit alone, and to the end
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that those involved in a common danger might engage in com-
mon prayer.

Verse 19. “And Daniel blessed the God of heaven,
and spoke, saying,....” In contrast to those who occupy them-
selves with this world and delude the earthly minded with
demonic arts and illusions, Daniel blessed the God of heaven.
For the gods who did not create heaven and earth will pass away.

Verse 21. “And it is He who changes times and
seasons, who transfers kingdoms and establishes kingdoms.” Let
us not marvel, therefore, whenever we see kings and empires
succeed one another, for it is by the will of God that they are
governed, altered, and terminated. And the cases of individuals
are well known to Him who founded all things. He often permits
wicked kings to arise in order that they may in their wickedness
punish the wicked. At the same time by indirect suggestion and
general discussion he prepares the reader for the fact that the
dream Nebuchadnezzar saw was concerned with the change and
succession of empires. “He gives wisdom to the wise and knowl-
edge to those who acquire learning.” This accords with the scrip-
ture: “The wise man will hear and increase his wisdom” (Prov.
1:5). “For he who has, to him it shall be given” (Matt. 25:29).
A soul which cherishes an ardent love of wisdom is freely infilled
by the Spirit of God. But wisdom will never penetrate a perverse
soul (Wisdom 3).

Verse 22. “It is He who reveals deep and hidden
things, and He knows what is placed in the darkness, and with
Him is the light.” A man to whom God makes profound revela-
tions and who can say, “O the depth of the riches of the knowl-
edge and wisdom of God!” (Rom. 11:33), (p. 501) he it is who by
the indwelling Spirit probes even into the deep things of God,
- and digs the deepest of wells in the depths of his soul. He is a
man who has stirred up the whole earth, which is wont to conceal
the deep waters, and he observes the command of God, saying:
“Drink water from thy vessels and from the spring of thy wells”
(Prov. 5:15). As for the words which follow, “He knows what is
placed in the darkness, and with Him is the light,” the darkness
signifies ignorance, and the light signifies knowledge and learning.
Therefore as wrong cannot hide God away, so right encompasses
and surrounds Him. Or else we should interpret the words to
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mean all the dark mysteries and deep things (concerning God),
according to what we read in Proverbs: “He understands also the
parable and the dark saying.” This in turn is equivalent to what
we read in the Psalms: “Dark waters in the clouds of the sky”
(Ps. 17:12). For one who ascends to the heights and forsakes the
things of earth, and like the birds themselves seeks after the most
rarified atmosphere and everything ethereal, he becomes like a
cloud to which the truth of God penetrates and which habitually
showers rain upon the saints. Replete with a plenitude of knowl-
edge, he contains in his breast many dark waters enveloped with
deep darkness, a darkness which only Moses can penetrate (Ex.
23) and speak with God face to face, of Whom the Scripture says:
“He hath made darkness His hiding-place” (Ps. 17:12):

Verse 23.  “I confess Thee, O god of my fathers (A),
and I praise Thee because Thou hast granted me wisdom and
strength.” Lest it should seem to be an achievement of his own
deserving, Daniel assigns it to the righteousness of his forefathers
and to the faithfulness of God, Who takes pity upon their posterity
even in exile.

“dnd now Thou hast shown me that for which we
petitioned Thee. ...” That which the four of them had asked for
is disclosed to (631) the one, for the twofold purpose that he might
escape any temptation to pride, on the ground of having obtained
the request by himself, and also that he might render thanksgiving
because he alone heard the secret of the dream.

Verse 24. “Destroy not the wise men of Babylon.
Take me in before the king and I will set forth the explanation
to the king....” He follows the example of the clemency of God,
who intercedes in behalf of his persecutors, and is unwilling that
those men should perish on whose account he himself had been
threatened with death.

Verse 25.  “I have found a man who belongs to the
children of the captivity of Judah and who will set forth the ex-
planation to the king.” He credits his own diligence with what
God'’s grace has bestowed, and he claims that he himself has done
the finding, when actually Daniel had applied to him of his own
volition that he might be presented to the king. This instance
manifests the habitual (B) reaction of messengers, for when they
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have good news to report, they wish it to appear their own doing.
But the man who undertakes the explanation of the dream is
certainly going to relate the dream beforehand. And note that
Daniel is said to be of the children of Judah, rather than being
a priest as the latter part of the story of Bel relates.

Verse 26. “Dost thou truly believe that thou canst
show me the dream I have seen....” In framing his inquiry he
adheres to logical sequence, so that he (p. 502) first asks for the
dream, of which the magi had replied they were ignorant, and
afterwards he asks for the interpretation of the dream. The im-
plication is that after he has heard the dream, then he would
believe also in the correctness of what was susceptible of varying
interpretations.

Verse 27. “As for the secret for which the king is
asking, neither the wise men nor the magi nor the soothsayers nor
the diviners ave able to declare it to the king.” In place of diviners
(haruspices), as we have rendered it, the Hebrew [sic!] text has
Gazareni [actually the Aramaic word is gazérin], which only
Symmachus has rendered as (C) sacrificers [thiitai], a class of
people whom the Greeks usually call liver-diviners (épatdskopor),
and who inspect the inwards in order to make predictions from
them concerning the future. By terming a mystery the category
of a revealed dream, Daniel shows that whatever is hidden and
unknown by men can still be called a “mystery.” Moreover he
obviates any evil suspicion on the king’s part, lest he should
imagine that human cleverness can discover something which is
reserved to the knowledge of God alone.

Verse 28. “Bul there is a God in heaven who
reveals mysteries.” Therefore it is only in vain that thou inquirest
(other MSS have: “that he inquire”) of men as to something which
is known only to God in heaven. Also, by indirectly drawing
Nebuchadnezzar away from the worship of many gods, Daniel
directs him to the knowledge of the one (true) God.

(632) “Who hath shown thee, King Nebuchad-
nezzar, what is going to take place (the Vulg. reads: “the things
which are going to take place™) in the last times.” Avoiding the
blemish of adulation but cleaving to the truth, he courteously
suggests that it is to the king [God has shown these things],
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for it was to him that God had revealed secrets concerning what
was to occur in the last times. Now either these “last days” are
to be reckoned from the time when the dream was revealed to
Daniel until the end of the world, or else at least this inference
is to be drawn, that the over-all interpretation of the dream ap-
plies to that final end when the image (D) and statue beheld
[in the dream] is to be ground to powder.

“Thy dream and the visions of thy head upon thy
bed were as follows.” He does not say, ““The visions of thine eyes,”
lest we should think it was something physical, but rather: “of
thy head.” “For the eyes of a wise man are in his head” (Eccl.
2:14), that is to say in the princely organ of the heart, just as we
read in the Gospel: “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they are
ones who shall see God” (Matt. 5:8). Again: “What (E) are ye
meditating in your hearts?”” (Matt. 9:4). To be sure, other author-
ities in treating of this chapter [i.e., Matt. 9], conjecture that the
authoritative part of the soul (to hégemonikdn) lies not in the
heart but, as Plato says, in the brain.

Verse 29. “Thou, O king, didst begin to meditate
upon thy bed as to what should come to pass hereafter.” Instead
of the true reading the Septuagint alone inserts the translation
“in the last days” after the “hereafter.” But if it be read thus, we
must inquire quite carefully as to where “last days” have been
written; and we would refute those who think the world
will never be destroyed. For never would any days be called
“the last days” if the world were everlasting. And as for the state-
ment, “Thou, O king, didst begin to meditate,” (p. 503) this
would indicate the [psychological] motives behind the dream; for
it was for this reason that God revealed to him the secrets of the
future, because the king himself wished to know what was going
to happen. Also, in order that Nebuchadnezzar might marvel at
the gracious gift of divine inspiration, he sets forth not only (A)
what the king had beheld in the dream, but also what he had
thought to himself (beforehand).

“...and He who reveals secrets has shown thee
what is to come to pass.” The statement which we read in the
Gospel, “Who maketh His sun to rise upon the wicked and the
good” (Matt. 5:45), we realize to have been fulfilled in the case
of Nebuchadnezzar also. For so great was God’s mercy that He
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even revealed to Nebuchadnezzar secrets as to His own mode of
government whereby (633) he rules the world. Let us ask those
who assert that men’s characters belong to one extreme or the
other, which character do they understand Nebuchadnezzar to
have possessed, the good or the evil? If the good, why is he called
an impious man? If the evil (which was certainly the case), why
did God show forth His holy secrets to one who was evil and
earthly, that is to say, earthen?

Verse 30. “Moreover this holy secret has not been
revealed to me in virtue of any wisdom which inheres in me
more than in all living men, but rather that the interpretation
might be manifested to the king, and that thou mayest know the
thoughts of thine own mind.” The king had imagined that clever-
ness of the human intellect could embrace a knowledge of the
future, and for that reason he had ordered the wise men of
Babylon to be slain. Daniel therefore makes excuse for those
who were unable to speak, and himself avoids the envy of others,
lest any should imagine that he had said any of the things he
was going to say by virtue of his personal wisdom. But the cause
of the prophetic revelation was the earnest desire of the king,
who wished to know the future. Consequently he does honor to
the king, because he states that it was for the sake of the king's
knowledge that the secrets have been revealed by God. And this
fact should be pondered, that dreams in which any coming events
are signified and in which truth is shown forth, as it were, through
a cloud, are not manifest to the conjectures or dominion of the
human mind but to the knowledge of God alone.

Verse 31.  “Thou sawest, O king, and behold there
was, as it were, a large statue.” (B) Instead of “statue,” that is a
sculptured effigy, the only rendering used by Symmachus, others
have translated it as “image,” intending by this term to indicate
a resemblance to future events. Let us go through the prophetic
interpretation, and as we translate Daniel’s words (C), let us
explain at some length the matters which he briefly states.

“Now thou art the head of gold.” "The head of
gold,” he says “is thou, O king.” By this statement it is clear
that the first empire, the Babylonian, is compared to the most
precious metal, gold.
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Verse 39. “And after thee there shall arise another
empire inferior to thee, made of silver.” (The Vulgate LXX does
not include “made of silver.”) That is to say, the empire of the
Medes and Persians, which bears a resemblance to silver, being
inferior to the preceding empire, and superior to that which is
to follow.

“dnd a third empire of bronze (the Vulgate LXX
has “made of copper”), which shall rule over the entire earth.”
This signifies the Alexandrian empire, and that of (p. 504) the
Macedonians, and of Alexander’s successors. Now this is properly
termed brazen, for among all the metals bronze possesses an out-
standing resonance and a clear ring, and the blast of a brazen
trumpet is heard far and wide, (634) so that it signifies not only
the fame and power of the empire but also the eloquence of the
Greek language.

Verse 40.  “And there shall be a fourth empire like
unto iron. Just as iron breaks to pieces and overcomes all else,
so it shall break to pieces and shatter all these preceding empires
...." Now the fourth empire, which clearly refers to the Romans,
is the iron empire which breaks in pieces and overcomes all
others. But its feet and toes are partly of iron and partly of
earthenware, a fact most clearly demonstrated at the present
time. For just as there was at the first nothing stronger or hardier
than the Roman realm, so also in these last days there is nothing
more feeble (D), since we require the assistance of barbarian
tribes both in our civil wars and against foreign nations. How-
ever, at the final period of all these empires of gold and silver
and bronze and iron, a rock (namely, the Lord and Savior) was
cut off without hands, that is, without copulation or human seed
and by birth from a virgin’s womb; and after all the empires had
been crushed, He became a great mountain and filled the whole
earth. This last the Jews and the impious Porphyry apply to the
people of Israel, who they insist will be the strongest power at

the end of the ages, and will crush all realms and will rule
forever.

Verse 45. “The great God has shown to the king the
events which shall hereafter come to pass, and the dream is true
and its interpretation is reliable.” Daniel again asserts that the
revelation of the dream is not a matter of personal merit, but has
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been granted for the purpose of making the interpretation mani-
fest to the king and of teaching the king that God alone is to be
worshipped.

Verse 47. “Then King Nebuchadnezzar fell on his
face and worshipped Daniel, and ordered sacrifices and incense
to be offered up to him. (E) Therefore the king spoke and said to
Daniel.” Porphyry falsely impugns this passage on the ground
that a very proud king would never worship a mere captive, as
if, forsooth, the Lycaonians had not been willing to offer blood
sacrifices to Paul and Barnabas on account of the mighty miracles
they had wrought. And so there is no need to impute to the
Scripture the error of the Gentiles who deem everything above
themselves [i.e., superhuman] to be gods, for the Scripture simply
is narrating everything as it actually happened. However we can
make this further assertion, that the king himself set forth the
reasons for his worship and offering of blood-sacrifices when he
said to Daniel:

(685) “Truly thy God is the God of gods and the
Lord of kings and a revealer of mysteries, since thou hast been
able to disclose this holy secret.” And so it was not so much that
he was worshipping Daniel as that he was through Daniel worship-
ping the God who had revealed the holy secrets (F). This is the
same thing that we read Alexander the Great, King of the Mace-
donians, did in the high priesthood of Joaida [i.e., Jaddua]. Or,
if this (p. 505) explanation seem unsatisfactory, we shall have to
say that Nebuchadnezzar, overwhelmed by the amazing greatness
of the miracles, did not realize what he was doing, but coming to
know the true God and Lord of kings he both worshipped His
servant and offered him incense.

Verse 48. “Then the king elevated Daniel to a
high position, and gave him many great gifts (A) and set him up
as governor over all the provinces of Babylon. ...” In this matter
also the slanderous critic of the Church has ventured to castigate
the prophet because he did not reject the gifts and because he
willingly accepted honor of the Babylonians. He fails to consider
the fact that it was for this very purpose that the king had beheld
the dream and that the secrets of its interpretation were revealed
by a mere lad, that Daniel might increase in importance and that
in the place of captivity he might become ruler over all the
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Chaldeans, to the end that the omnipotence of God might be
made known. We read that this same thing happened in the case
of Joseph at the court of Pharaoh and in Egypt (Gen. 41), and
also in the case of Mordecai at the court of Ahasuerus (Esth. 8).
The purpose was that the Jews, as captives and (B) sojourners in
each of these nations, might receive encouragement as they beheld
men of their own nation constituted as governors over the
Egyptians or the Chaldeans, as the case might be.

Verse 49. “Moreover Daniel made request of the
king, and he appointed Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego over
the public works of the province of Babylon. But Daniel himself
was in the king’s gate.” Daniel does not forget those men with
whom he had made intercession to the Lord, and who had shared
his peril with him. And so he makes them judges over the
province, while he himself does not leave (a variant reading is:
“did not leave”) the king’s side.
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Verse 1. “Nebuchadnezzar the king made a golden
statue seventy cubils in height and six cubits in breadth.” How
soon he forgot the truth, when he had just been worshipping a
servant of God as if he had been God Himself, but now com-
manded a statue to be made for himself in order that he person-
ally might be worshipped in the statue! Now if this statue was
of gold (636) (C), and was of incalculable weight, it was intended
to arouse amazement in the beholders and to be worshipped as
God even though a mere inanimate object, whilst everyone would
be consecrating his own avarice to it. On the other hand an
opportunity of salvation was afforded to the barbarian nations
through the opportune presence of the captive Jews (Col. iii),
with the result that after they had first come to know the power
of the one true God through Daniel’s revelation of the dream,
they might then learn from the brave example of the three youths
to despise death [variant: might learn that death ought to be
despised], and to eschew the worship of idols.

“And he set it up in the plain of Dura in the prov-
ince of Babylon.” Instead of “Dura” Theodotion has “Deira,”
and Symmachus has (D) “Durau,” whereas the Septuagint renders
it as the common noun peribolon, a word which we might render
as “game-preserve” or “enclosure.”

Verse 2. “Nebuchadnezzar sent thevefore to the
satraps, magistrates and judges, the dukes and potentates, and
the prefects and (E) all the princes of the various districts that
they should gather themselves together.” It is the higher ranks
which stand in the greater peril, and those who occupy the loftier
position are the more sudden in their fall. The princes are
assembled to worship the statue in order that through their
princes the nations also might be attracted into error. (p. 506) For
those who possess riches and power are all the more easily over-
thrown because of their apprehension of being bereft of them.

35
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But after the magistrates are led astray, the subject populace
perish through the evil example of their superiors.

Verses 4, 5. “And a herald proclaimed with mighty
voice: “To us the order is given, both peoples and tribes and
languages, at what hour ye hear the sound of the trumpet....”
Not that the entire population of all the nations could have
gathered on the plain of Dura and adored the golden statue, but
rather, in the person of their leaders, all the tribes and peoples
were supposed to have performed the act of worship. Now as I
mentally run through all the Holy Scripture, I nowhere find
(unless my memory fails me) a passage stating that any of the
saints worshipped God Himself by falling prostrate [actually
there are many instances; cf. Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew Lexi-
con, 1005]; but only someone worshipping idols or demons or
forbidden objects is said to have worshipped by falling prostrate.
So also in this present instance that kind of worship is performed
not once but several times as well. Moreover in the Gospel the
devil says to the Lord, “All these things will I give Thee, if Thou
fallest down and worshippest me” (Matt. 4:9). But this comment
should also be made, that all heretics who devise a false doctrine
with the brilliance of worldly eloquence, fashion thereby a
golden statue, and (637) to the best of their ability constrain
men by their persuasiveness to fall down and adore the idol of
deceit.

Verse 7. “Afier these things the people, therefore,
as soon as they heard the sound of the trumpet and pipe....”
We are to take this statement in the same scnse as above, so that
we understand that all the peoples were represented by their
leaders. For of course it was impossible for all the nations to
attend at one time.

Verse 8. “dAnd straightway at that time there came
certain Chaldeans and accused the Jews....” They were envious
of these Jews because they had been in charge of the king’s busi-
ness in Babylon, and also they were olffended by their foreign
religion and aversion towards idols. They therefore find a pretext
for accusing them to the king. The final consequence ensues.

Verse 12. “Now then, there are certain Jews whom
thou hast appointed over the affaivs of the district of Babylon,
namely Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, who have despised
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thy decree” (the Vulgate reads: “those men of thine have despised
the decree, O king”). To a certain extent their statement amounts
to this: “Those captives and slaves whom thou hast preferred
before us and hast made to be governors have lifted themselves
up in pride and despise thine orders, not serving thy gods, and
not worshipping the golden statue thou hast set up.” The asser-
tion we made at the commencement of the commentary on the
vision is more abundantly proved in this passage, namely that the
gods of Nebuchadnezzar were not to be identified with the golden
statue which he had ordered to be erected for the worship of
himself, for in what follows the king himself says:

Verse 14.  “Do ye not serve my gods, and do you
not worship the golden statue which I have set up?...” Other
authorities assert that it is the custom of Holy Scripture to speak
of the one and same idol in the plural, just like the verse in
Exodus concerning the calf: “These are thy gods, O Israel, who
have brought thee out of the land of Egypt” (Ex. 22:4). Also in
the Book of Kings, where Jeroboam is establishing the golden
(p- 507) calf in Bethel, he is said to have fashioned idols (I Kings
12). On the other hand a plurality of demons are addressed in
the singular number, as in Isaiah: “He bows himself down and
worships it, and as he makes his vow he says, “Thou art my
God!"” (Isa. 44:17).

Verse 15. “Prostrate yourselves and worship the
statue I have made.” Although he had up to this point given the
youths his orders in angry fashion, yet he gives them room for a
change of heart, so that their previous guilt might be pardoned
if only they should fall down and worship. But if they should
not deign to offer worship, the punishment of the fiery furnace
lay at hand.

“And what God is there who shall rescue you from
my hand?...” Why naturally, that same God whose servant
thou didst just recently worship and Whom thou didst assert to
be truly God of gods and Lord of kings.

Verse 16 (638). “King Nebuchadnezzar, we ought
not to render thee answer concerning this matter.” In the He-
brew [i.e., Chaldee] original there is no vocative “King” (A)
as there is in the Septuagint, lest they should seem to address the
ungodly man with servile flattery or to term him a king who was
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trying to force them to wickedness. But if it be contended that the
reading, “O king!” should be included, then we may say that the
youths were not impudently challenging the king to shed their
blood but rendering him due honor so as to avoid injury to the
true religion of God. But as for their statement. “We ought not
to render thee answer concerning this matter,” the meaning is:
“Thou hast no need to hear words from men whose bravery and
firmness thou wilt presently test by actual deeds.”

Verse 17. “For behold, our God whom we serve is
able to rescue us from the furnace of burning fire and to free us
from thy hands, O king!” Where he had imagined he was fright-
ening mere youths, he perceives in them a nature of manly cour-
age. Nor do they speak of deliverance as delayed to the distant
future, but rather they promise themselves immediate succor,
asserting, “For behold, our God whom we serve is the One who
is able to free us both from the fearsome flames thou threatenest
and from thy hands.”

Verse 18. “But if He does not will to do so”—a
phrasing which admirably avoids the idea, “If He is not able,”
which would be inconsistent with what they had just asserted,
“He is able to deliver us” — but rather they say, “1f He does not
will to do so.” Thereby they indicate that it will not be a matter
of God’s inability but rather of His sovereign will if they do
perish.

“Be it known to thee, O king, that we do not serve
thy gods and do not worship the golden statue which thou hast
set up.” Whether we wish to read “statue” as Symmachus does,
or “golden image” as the other authorities have rendered it, those
who reverence God are not to worship it. Therefore let judges
and princes who worship the statues of emperors or idols realize
that they are doing precisely the thing which the three youths
refused to do and thereby pleased God. And we should observe
the proper significance of the issue involved: they assert that
worshipping the mere image is equivalent to serving the false
gods themselves, neither of which things is befitting to the
servants of God.

Verse 19 (p. 508). “Then Nebuchadnezzar was
filled with rage, and (B) the aspect of his countenance was wholly
altered.” In certain Psalms the titles contain the notation; “On
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behalf of those who are to be wholly altered.” [This is a literal
rendering of the Septuagint’s erroneous translation of the He-
brew title ‘el shoshanni’m, which occurs in Psalm 45 and Psalm
69, and signifies: “Upon anemonies.”] And so the expression
“wholly altered” is ambiguous, comprising both the idea of
change for the worse or change for the better. Now of course the
alteration of Nebuchadnezzar’s visage cannot be reconciled with
a favorable sense. And after all there are some authorities who
refer even the Psalm-titles to a change for the worse, on the
ground that those who by nature have known God have been
changed by the vexation and fury of their mind to a position of
hostility towards Christ and His saints.

Verse 20. “And he gave ovders that the furnace be
fired to sevenfold intensity beyond its usual temperature, (C)
and he commanded the strongest men in his army to bind the
legs of Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego and cast them into the
furnace of flaming fire.” Just as if the usual fire without multi-
plied intensity could not have consumed the youths’ bodies! But
a fury and rage which borders on madness can observe no bounds.
Also he wished by the threat of intensified punishment to terrify
those who seemed prepared for death.

Verse 21. “dAnd straightway those men, bound up
(D) in their trousers and turbans and footgear and garments,
were cast into the midst of the furnace of flaming fire....” In-
stead of sarbal, “trousers” [actually this word probably meant
“mantle” in the Aramaic] interpreted by Symmachus as anaxy-
rides (“trousers”), Aquila and Theodotion read simply saraballa
rather than the corrupt reading (E) sarabara. Now the shanks
and shin-bones are called saraballa in the language of the Chal-
deans [apparently erroneous information; the lexicons give only
“trousers” or, preferably, “mantle”], and by extension of the same
word it is applied to those articles of clothing which cover the
shanks and shins, as if they were to be called ‘“shankies” and
“shinnies” (crurales et tibiales). “Turban,” however, is a Greek
word, tiara [actually the Aramaic is karbeld, “cap”] which has by
usage become a Latin word also, and Virgil says of it (deneid,
VII):

“Both scepter and sacred tiara.”

[Since tiara does not appear in the Aramaic original at all, the
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comment upon it seems quite misleading to a public not having
access to the original. Two other comments ought to be made
about Jerome’s treatment of this verse: a) he puts “turbans” be-
fore “footgear” (paitish) instead of after it as the original does;
b) he has nevertheless consulted the original carefully, since he
avoids the variant reading of the LXX, which latter substitutes
“upon their heads” for the word “footgear.”] It was, however, a
kind of skull-cap used by the Persian and Chaldean races.

Verse 22. “Then those same men who had cast
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego were slain by the fiery flame.”
Of course this meant the same men of whom it was said above,
“And he commanded the strongest men in his army to bind the
legs of Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego and cast them into the
burning furnace of fire (another reading: into the furnace of
flaming fire).” And so they were not any chance servants of his
whom Nebuchadnezzar destroyed, but men who of all his army
were strong and most ready for war. Not only was it intended
that the miracle should strike terror but also that his own army
might experience injury.

Verse 23. “But these three men, (here the Vulgate
inserts: ““that is,”") Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, fell fet-
teved into the midst of the furnace of flaming fire. And they were
walking about in the midst of the flames praising God and
blessing the Lord. (p. 509) And Azariah stood and prayed after
this fashion, opening his mouth in the midst of the fire and
saying....” It was a great miracle for men to be cast into a
furnace bound and to fall headlong into the midst of the fire,
only to have the bonds burn up by which they were bound, the
bodies of the fettered withal remaining untouched by the timid
flames. The Hebrew text goes only up to this point and the in-
tervening passage which now follows as far as the end of the Song
of the Three Youths is not contained in the Hebrew [i.e. the Ara-
maic]. Lest we seem to pass over it altogether, we must make a
few observations.

Verse 26. “Blessed art Thou, O Lord God of our
fathers, and Thy name is to be praised and glorified forever, for
Thou art just in all that Thou hast done to us” (the Vulgate
adds: “in our case”). (A) Whenever we are oppressed by various
anxieties, let us lovingly speak forth this sentiment with our
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whole heart, and whatever may have befallen us, let us confess
that it is only right for us to endure it, that the scripture may be
fulfilled in us: “The daughters of Judah have exulted and re-
joiced in all Thy judgments, O Lord” (Ps. 96:8).

Verse 29. “For we have sinned and acted wickedly
in departing from Thee, and we have forsaken Thee in all
things.” Now of course the three youths had not sinned, nor
were they old enough when brought to Babylon to warrant being
punished for their own faults. Consequently they were speaking
as representatives of their people, in the same manner as the
Apostle had to state: “For what I wish to do, that I do not; but
what I do not want, that I carry into effect” (Rom 7:19), and so
on with the rest of that same passage.

Verse 37. “Forasmuch, O Lord, as we have been
diminished more than all the other races and abased in all the
world this day because of our sins, and have at the present time
neither prince nor prophet nor leader...” (B). These verses are
to be used whenever the churches suffer want (because of the sins
of the people) of holy men, and of magistrates who are most
learned in the law of God, and also whenever in times of persecu-
tion no sacrifice or oblation is offered up. Some authorities
relate this passage to the heavenly (p. 510) Jerusalem, on the
ground that the souls have been plunged to the earthly plane
and find themselves in a place of tears and utter distress, and
bewail the sins of by-gone years and the other things included in
the prophetic discourse. But the Church of God has not accepted
this view.

Verse 39. (641) “But in a conirite heart and humble
spirit let us be accepted, like as in the burnt offerings of rams
and bullocks....” (cf. Ps. 51:19). On the basis of the passage
before us and also on the basis of what follows: “Bless the Lord,
ye spirits and souls of the righteous,” and also in view of the
passage in Psalms: “The sacrifice for God is an anguished spirit,
a contrite and abased heart God does not despise,” certain author-
ities (C) would have it that there resides in man a spirit, distinct
from the Holy Spirit and different from the soul itself. But they
will have to work out the difficulty of how there can be said to
be two substances and two inner selves in one and the same man,
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entirely apart from the body and from the grace of the Holy
Spirit.

Verse 46. “And the king’s servants who had cast
them in did not cease to make the furnace hot with naphtha and
pitch.” Sallust (D) in his histories writes that naphtha is a kind of
tinder in use among the Persians which furnishes the utmost en-
couragement to fires. Others are of the opinion that naphtha is
the name applied to olive-pits which are thrown away when the
dregs of the oil have dried up. In the same way, they assert, the
Greek term pyriné is derived from its property of nourishing pyr,
that is, “fire”.

Verse 49. “But the angel of the Lord came down
into the furnace with Azariah and his companions, and he smote
the flame of the fire out of the furnace....” When the soul is
oppressed with tribulation and taken up with various vexations,
having lost hope of human aid and turned with its whole
heart to God, an angel of the Lord descends to it. That is to say,
the supernatural being descends to the aid of the servant and
dashes aside the fierce heat of the violent flames, that the fiery
shafts of the enemy utterly fail to pierce the inner citadel of our
heart and we escape being shut up in his fiery furnace.

Verses 57, b8.  “All ye works of the Lord, bless the
Lord; laud Him and highly exalt Him forever. Praise (p. 511)
Him, ye angels of the Lord; laud Him and highly exalt Ilim . ..."
Having prefaced with general terms of praise, to the effect that
every creature ought to praise the Lord, he addresses his exhorta-
tion in what follows to the various individual orders of creation:
(642) to the angels, the heavens, the waters and nature-forces, the
sun and the moon, the rain-cloud and the dew, the wind, the fire
and the billow, the cold and the heat, and all the rest too lengthy
to include, so that he summons springs also and the seas, the
sea-monsters and the birds, the beasts and flocks, to the praise of
the Lord. He summons also the sons of men, and after the human
race in general he specifies the race of Isracl in particular, and of
the Israelites themselves the priests and servants of the Lord, and
the spirits and souls of the righteous, and those who are holy and
of humble heart. And at the very last he specifies Hananiah,
Azariah, and Mishael, who are summoned to praise the Lord for
His present kindness. But all creation praises God not in word
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but in deed, inasmuch as the Creator is logically apprehended
on the basis of His creatures, and in the various works and af-
fections [unless affectibus be a misprint for effectibus: “opera-
tions”] the grandeur of God is made manifest.

Verse 87. “Bless Him, ye saints and humble of
heart....” We are taught to have humbleness of heart both by
this present verse and also by the statement in the Gospel: “Learn
of Me, for I am meck and lowly in heart, and ye shall find rest
for your souls” (Matt. 11:29). But this humbleness of heart is the
same thing as is elsewhere called poverty in spirit, so that we are
not to be lifted up in pride or seek after glory by a pretended
humility, but rather that we abase ourselves with our whole heart.
Up to this point we have mentioned but briefly a few things
from Theodotion’s edition, since the conlession and the praises
of the three youths are passages not contained in the Hebrew.
But from this point on we shall follow the authentic Hebrew itself.

Verses 91, 92 (=24, 25). “Then Nebuchadnezzar the
king was astounded and hastily arose and said to his nobles: ‘Did
we not cast three men in shackles into the midst of the fire?””

hen figures are given in parentheses they indicate the versifica-
tion in the KJV.] After the princes have been punished, the king
is rebuked, in order that he may glorify God while still alive.
But he questions his nobles, by whose accusation and plot he
had cast the three youths into the fiery furnace, so that when they
reply that they had cast three youths into the furnace, he might
announce and show forth to them (what had happened) (A).

(648) “And they said to the king in reply, ‘Truly,
O hing!’ The king answered (the Vulgate omits “the king"):
‘Behold, I see four men unbound and walking about in the midst
of the fire, and they have no hurt, and the appearance of the
fourth man (B) is the likeness of a son of God.”” Let me say again,
how wise was the fire and how indescribable the power of God!
Their bodies had been bound with chains; those chains were
burnt up, whereas the bodies themselves were not burnt. As for
the appearance of the fourth man, which he asserts to be like
that of a son of God, either we must take him to be an angel, as
the Septuagint has rendered it, or indeed, as the majority think,
the Lord our Savior. Yet I do not know how an ungodly king
could have merited a vision of the Son of God. On that reason-



44 Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel

ing one should follow Symmachus, who has thus interpreted it:
“But the appearance of the fourth is like unto the sons,” not unto
the sons of God but unto gods themselves. We are to think of
angels here, who after all are very frequently called gods as well
as sons of God. So much for the story itself. But as for its typical
significance, this angel or son of God foreshadows our Lord Jesus
(p- 512) Christ, who descended into the furnace of hell, in which
the souls of both sinners and of the righteous were imprisoned,
in order that He might without suffering any scorching by fire
or injury to His person deliver those who were held imprisoned
by chains of death.

Verse 93 (=26). “Then Nebuchadnezzar ap-
proached unto the mouth of the burning fiery furnace and said:
‘Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, servants of the Most High
God, come forth and draw near!’ And straightway Shadrach,
Meshach, and Abednego came forth from the midst of the fire”
Being terrified with fear, the king does not address his request
to the youths through any messengers, but himself calls upon
them by name, addressing them as servants of the Most High
God, and begging these very men to come forth whom he him-
self had cast bound into the furnace.

Verse 95 (=28). “‘Blessed be God (the Vulgate has
“their God, namely”) of Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, Who
hath sent His angel and rescued His servants who believed in
Him...."” The person whom he had previously called a son of
God he here calls an angel, even though he had in the preceding
passage described him as similar to a son of God rather than to
God Himself. A second time, therefore, Nebuchadnezzar resumes
a confession of faith in God, and as he condemns idols he praises
the three youths who refused to serve or worship any god but
their own God. Moreover he marvels that the fire was unable to
affect the saints of God, for he says:

Verse 96 (=29). “‘I have therefore determined
upon this decree (the Vulgate says: “have appointed this de-
cree”): that any people, tribe or tongue which utters blasphemy
against the God of Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego (644) shall
utterly perish and his house shall be laid waste. For there is no
other God who can save after such a fashion.”” Some authorities
very wrongly apply this to the devil himself, asserting that in the
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consummation at the end of the world even the devil himself
will receive a knowledge of God and will exhort all men to re-
pent. These persons would have it that this is the king of Nine-
veh who finally descends from his proud throne and attains to
the rewards of humility.

Verse 97 (=30). “Then the king promoted Sha-
drach, Meshach and Abednego to honor in the province of Bab-
ylon.” Those commentators who say that the three youths were
previously not judges set over the provinces but mere overseers
of individual government agencies in Babylon, would have it that
they were now appointed as judges over the provinces.



CHAPTER FOUR

Verse 98ff. (=1ff) [The Hebrew Bible continues
chap. 1II up through what is IV:3 in the English Bible] “Nebu-
chadnezzar the king unto all the peoples, nations and languages
who dwell upon the whole earth: peace be multiplied unto you.
The Most High God hath performed signs and wonders towards
me. Therefore I have thought it well to declare His signs, for they
are great, and His marvels, for they are mighty, and His king-
dom, because it is (the Vulgate omits “because it is”) an eternal
kingdom, and His dominion is from generation lo generalion.”
The epistle of Nebuchadnezzar was inserted in the volume of the
prophet, in order that the book might not afterwards be thought
to have been manufactured by some other author, as the accuser
(Porphyry) falsely asserts, but the product of Daniel himself.

Verse 1 (=4). “I, Nebuchadnezzar, was at ease in
my house and prospering in my palace.” The narrative is clear
indeed and requires but little interpretation. Because he dis-
pleased God, Nebuchadnezzar was turned into a madman and
dwelt for seven years amongst the brute beasts and was fed upon
the roots of herbs. (p. 513) Afterwards by the mercy of God he
was restored to his throne, and praised and glorified the King of
heaven, on the ground that all His works are truth and His ways
are justice and He is able to abase those who walk in pride. But
there are some who claim to understand by the figure of Nebu-
chadnezzar the hostile power which the Lord speaks of in the
Gospel, saying: “I beheld Satan falling from heaven like light-
ning” (Luke 10:18). Likewise John in Revelation, in the passage
where the dragon falls upon the earth drawing a third of the
stars with him (Rev. 12). Likewise Isaiah: “How hath the morn-
ing star fallen, which used to rise early in the morning” (Isa.
14:22). These authorities assert that it was absolutely impossible
for a man who was reared in luxury to subsist on hay for seven
years and to dwell among wild beasts for seven years without
being at all mangled by them. Also they ask how the imperial
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authority (645) could have been kept waiting for a mere mad-
man, and how so mighty a kingdom could have gone without a
king for so long a period. If, on the other hand, anyone had
succeeded him on the throne, how foolish he would have to be
thought to surrender an imperial authority which he had pos-
sessed for so long. Such a thing would be especially incredible
since the historical records of the Chaldeans contain no such
record, and since they recorded matters of far less import, it is
mmpossible that they should have left things of major importance
unmentioned. And so they pose all of these questions (A) and
offer as their own reply the proposition that since the episode does
not stand up as genuine history, the figure of Nebuchadnezzar
represents the devil. To this position we make not the slightest
concession; otherwise everything we read in Scripture may appear
to be imperfect representations and mere fables. For once men
have lost their reason, who would not perceive them to lead their
existence like brutish animals in the open ficlds and forest
regions? And to pass over all other considerations, since Greek
and Roman history offer cpisodes far more incredible, such as
Scylla and the Chimaera, the Hydra and the Centaurs, and the
birds and wild beasts and flowers and trees, the stars and the
stones into which men are related to have been transformed,
what is so remarkable about the execution of such a divine judg-
ment as this for the manifestation of God’s power and the hum-
bling of the pride of kings? Nebuchadnezzar says, “ ‘I was at ease
in my house and prospering in my palace....”” or as Theodo-
tion renders it “upon my throne.” Now those who follow the
interpretation we are opposing understand by the devil’s home
this world of ours. Concerning the world Satan himself in the
Gospel says to the Savior: “All these things have been given over
to me” (Matt. 4:9). Likewise the Apostle says: “The world lieth
in the Wicked One” (I John 5).

Verse 2 (=5). “‘I beheld a dream which terrified
me, and my thoughts while upon my bed....”” Let our oppo-
nents answer what kind of a dream the hostile power [i.e., Satan]
would have seen, unless perhaps everything he appears to possess
in this world is a mere shadowy dream.

“‘dnd the visions of my head greatly disturbed
me.”” Note (p. 514) how Nebuchadnezzar realized that his visions
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were not those of his eyes and heart, but rather of his head,
because it was for the glory of God’s future servants that these
secrets were being revealed to him.

Verse 6 (=8). “‘Then at last my associate, Daniel,
(B) whose name according to the name of my god is Belteshazzar,
entered before my presence.”” With the exception of the Sep-
tuagint translators (who for some reason or other have omitted
this whole passage [i.e., vv. 6-9]), the other three translators
[Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion] have translated the word
[i.e. “oh°ran, a dubious word generally rendered as “at last” by
modern translations, but here probably to be construed as “an-
other”] as “associate” (collega). Consequently by the judgment
of the teachers of the Church, the Septuagint edition has been
rejected in the case of this book, and it is the translation of
Theodotion which is commonly read, since it agrees with the
Hebrew as well as with the other translators (C). Wherefore also
Origen asserts in the ninth book of the Stromata that he is dis-
cussing the text from this point on in the prophecy of Daniel,
not as it appears in the Septuagint, which greatly differs from
the Hebrew original, but rather as it appears in Theodotion’s
edition.

“‘...(Daniel) who has within him the spirit of the
holy gods; and I velated the dream unto him....”” Corresponding
to the rendering here given, “of the holy god,” we read in Chaldee
(in which Daniel was composed) the words elain cadisin (*-l-h-y-n
q-d-y-sh-y-n) [vocalized this would be ‘elahin gaddishin], which
means “holy gods” and not “holy God,” as Theodotion rendered
it. Nor is it surprising if Nebuchadnezzar made such a mistake,
and supposed that any force he perceived to be higher than him-
self were gods, rather than God. Lastly he states also in his fol-
lowing words: “ ‘Belteshazzar, thou chief of the soothsayers, whom
I know to possess within thee the spirit of the holy gods.”” Belte-
shazzar was chief of the soothsayers or enchanters, as others have
rendered it. It is not surprising if he had been appointed chief
over all the soothsayers since he had at the king’s order been
taught the wisdom of the Chaldeans, and had besides been found
ten times wiser than all the rest. Let us ask of those who do not
concede any historical basis for this vision, what Nebuchadnez-
zar it was who saw the dream, and who the Daniel was who
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declared his dream and foretold things to come. And how did
it come to pass that this same Daniel (whose fortitude was, at
least according to them, to be understood as divine in origin)
was appointed chief of the soothsayers by Nebuchadnezzar, and
called his companion?

Verse 7 (=10). “‘I saw, and behold there was a
tree in the midst of the earth, and its height was very great....””
It was not only of Nebuchadnezzar, King of the Chaldeans, but
also of all impious men that the prophet says: “I beheld the
impious man highly exalted and lifted up like the cedars of
Lebanon” (Ps. 36:35). [This is Ps. 87:35 in the English Bible,
and preserves a different reading, taken over from the Septua-
gint, rather than the Hebrew reading: . ..and spreading himself
like a green tree in its native soil.”] Such men are lifted up, not
by the greatness of their virtues, but by their own pride; and
for that reason they are cut down and fall into ruin. (647)
Therefore it is good to follow the teaching of our Lord in the
Gospel: “Learn of Me, for I am meek and lowly in heart” (Matt.
11:29). But as for the fact that, according to Theodotion (p. 515),
he mentions his kiitos or height — or else his kiireia (A), as he
himself later renders it, that is to say, his dominion (a word we
have translated as “his appearance”) — those same detractors of
the historicity of this passage slanderously assert that Nebuchad-
nezzar's dominion never possessed the entire world. He did not
rule over the Greeks or barbarians, or over all of the nations in
the north and west, but only over the provinces of the East; that
is to say, over Asia, not over Europe or Libya. Consequently all
these slanders require to be understood as attributable to the
devil, for actually we ourselves should accept all this as spoken
by way of hyperbole, having in view the arrogance of the im-
pious king, who in Isaiah (chap. 14) makes as great a boast as
this, claiming that he possesses the very heaven itself, and the
whole earth besides, as if it were a nest full of birds’ eggs.

Verses 10, 11 (=18, 14). “‘And behold, a watch-
man and a holy one descended from heaven, and he cried out
with a loud voice and spoke as follows: ‘Cut down the tree and
chop off its branches....”” Instead of “watchman” Theodotion
uses the Chaldee word itself, hir, which is written with the three
letters "ayin, yodh, and resh. But it signifies the angels, because
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they ever keep watch and are prepared to carry out God’s com-
mand. And so we too follow the example of the angels in their
duties when we engage in frequent night-long vigils. Also it is
said of the Lord: “He who keepeth Israel will neither slumber
nor sleep” (Ps. 120:4, i.e. Ps. 121:4). Lastly, we read a little later:
“In the decision of the watchmen, i.e., the angels, lies the decree
and the speech and the petition of the holy ones.” Moreover it is
both Greek and (B) Latin usage to call the rainbow iris, because
it is said to descend to earth in a multicolored arch.

Verse 16 (=19). “Then Daniel, whose name was
Belteshazzar, began quietly to meditate by himself for about an
hour, and his meditations greatly troubled him. And the king
answered and said, ‘Belteshazzar, let not the dream or its inter-
pretation disturb you. Belteshazzar answered and said....”
Daniel silently understood that the dream was directed against
the king, and the pallor of his countenance showed forth the fear
in his heart, and he felt sorry for the man who had conferred
upon him the greatest of honor. (648) And to avoid all appear-
ance of taunting the king or glorying over him as an enemy, he
only told him what he understood of the matter after he had
begged to be excused.

“‘My lord, (C) may this dream apply to those who
hate thee, and its interpretation to thy foes’” And so
Nebuchadnezzar, seeing that Daniel was afraid of appearing to
speak something of ill omen and against the king’s interest, urged
him to speak out plainly and truly what he understood of the
matter without any apprehension.

Verse 17 (=20). “‘The lofly and vigorous tree
which thou sawest, the height of which reached the heavens....””
He explains the truth without insulting the king, (p. 516) so as
to avoid appearing to charge the king with sinful pride, but
rather with overweening greatness.

Verse 20 (=23). “‘Let him be bound with iron and
with brass in the grass out of doors, and let him be sprinkled with
dew of heaven, and let his feeding be with the wild beasts, until
seven times pass over him.” It was also written to the same
effect above. And so those who object to the historicity of the
narrative ask us how Nebuchadnezzar would have been bound
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with chains of iron and brass, or who would have bound him or
tied him up with fetters. Yet it is very clear that all maniacs are
bound with chains to keep them from destroying themselves or
attacking others with weapons.

Verses 21, 22 (=24, 25). “‘This is the interpreta-
tion of the sentence of the Most High which has come upon my
lord the king. They shall cast thee forth from among men and
thy habitation shall be with caitle and wild beasts. ...”” Daniel
moderates the severity of the sentence by complimentary language,
so that (variant: and) after he has first set forth the harsher
aspects, he may moderate the king’s alarm by assurances of the
kindlier treatment to follow. He draws the final inference:

Verse 23 (=26). “‘Thy hingdom shall remain
unto thee, after thou shalt have acknowledged that power belongs
to Heaven.”” Those who contest the historicity of this incident
and would have it that the devil’s original position of honor will
be restored to him, make capital of this passage, on the ground
that after Nebuchadnezzar has during the seven-year cycle en-
dured torments and bestialization, feeding upon grass and hay,
he makes a confession of the Lord and becomes the person he was
before. But they are bound to answer the question how it can be
consistent for the angels who have never fallen to have someone
rule over them once more who has only through repentance been
restored to favor.

Verse 24 (=27). “‘Wherefore, O king, let my
counsel meet with thy favor, and make up for thy sins by deeds
of charity, (649) and thine iniquities by showing mercy to the
poor. Perhaps God will forgive thy transgressions.’” Since he
had previously pronounced the sentence of God, which of course
cannot be altered, how could he exhort the king to deeds of
charity and acts ol mercy towards the poor? This difficulty is
easily solved by reference to the example of King Hezekiah, who
Isaiah had said was going to dic; and again, to the example of
the Ninevites, to whom it was said: “Yet forty days, and Nineveh
shall be destroyed” (Jonah 3). And yet the sentence of God was
changed in response to the prayers of Hezekiah and the city of
Nineveh, not by any means because of the ineffectualness of the
judgment itself but because of the conversion of those who merit-
ed pardon. Morever in Jeremiah God states that He threatens
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evil for the nation (Jer. 23), but if it does that which is good, He
will alter His threats to bestow mercy. Again, He affirms that He
directs His promises to the man who does good; and if the same
man thereafter works evil, He says that He changes His decision,
not with regard to the men themselves, but with regard to their
works which have thus changed in character. For after all, God
is not angered at men but at their sins; and when no sins inhere
in a man, God by no means inflicts a punishment which has been
commuted. In other words, let us say that Nebuchadnezzar per-
formed deeds of mercy toward the poor (p. 517) in accordance
with Daniel’s advice, and for that reason the sentence against him
was delayed of execution for twelve months. But because he
afterwards while walking about in his palace at Babylon said
boastingly: “Is this not the great Babylon (A) which 1 myself have
built up as a home for the king by the might of my power and
the glory of my name?” therefore he lost the virtue of his chari-
tableness by reason of the wickedness of his pride.

“It may be that God will forgive thy sins.” In view
of the fact that the blessed Daniel, foreknowing the future as he
did, had doubts concerning God’s decision, it is very rash on the
part of those who boldly promise pardon to sinners. And yet it
should be recognized that indulgence was promised to Nebuchad-
nezzar in return, as long as he wrought good works. Much more,
then, is it promised to other men who have committed less griev-
ous sins than he. We read in Jeremiah also of God’s direction to
the people of the Jews, that they should pray for the Babylonians,
inasmuch as the peace of the captives was bound up with the
peace of the captors themselves.

Verses 28, 29 (=31, 32). “While the saying was yet
in the king’s mouth, a wvoice from heaven assailed him: ‘King
Nebuchadnezzar, to thee it is spoken, thy kingdom shall pass away
(variant reading: is passing away) from thee and they shall cast
thee forth from among mankind.’” His arrogant boasting is im-
mediately punished by the Lord. For this reason the execution
of the sentence is not delayed, lest mercy towards the poor seem
to have profited him not at all. But as soon as he has spoken in
pride, he straightway loses the kingdom which (650) had been
reserved for him on account of his works of charity.

“...until thou dost recognize that the Most High
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reigns in the kingdom of men.” In misery it comes as a great con-
solation to know, when one is in a painful situation, that a more
favorable future will ensue. Yet Nebuchadnezzar's fury and
madness were so pronounced that in time of affliction he would
not have remembered the blessings which God had promised him.

Verse 31 (=384). “ ‘I, Nebuchadnezzar, lifted mine
eyes toward heaven, and my intelligence returned to me.”” Had
he not raised his eyes towards heaven, he would not have regained
his former intelligence. Moreover, when he says that his intelli-
gence returned to him, he shows that he had lost not his outward
appearance but only his mind.

“‘And His kingdom is from genevalion to gener-
ation.”” If we accept this expression in the Scriptures, “From
generation to generation,” as simply for what it is, then it un-
questionably means “for all time to come.” But if, on the other
hand, “generation and generation” signifies (as we have often
asserted) two generations, that of the Law and that of the Gospel,
the question comes up as to how Nebuchadnezzar would have
known of the unrevealed secrets (“sacraments”) of God. [The
original for “from generation to generation™ is “ ‘im dar wedar,”
Le., “with generation and generation,” which Jerome renders as
“in generatione et generatione” or “in generation and generation.”
Undoubtedly the idea of the original is distributive or successive:
“unto each successive generation.” Jerome's explanation of this
characteristic Semitic phrase as an occult reference to the two
dispensations of the Old and New Testaments seems very far-
fetched.] But perhaps we might say this, that after he raised his
eyes towards heaven and received back his former estate and
exalted and blessed the ever-living God, he would not have failed
to know this secret also.

Verse 32 (=35). “ Tor He does according to His
will, just as (B) among the powers of heaven, so also among the
inhabitants of the earth....”” (p. 518) This too Nebuchadnezzar
expresses like a worldling. For God does not simply do what
He wishes, but rather God wishes only that which is good. Nebu-
chadnezzar, however, expressed himself in this way, in order that
even while he declared God’s power, he might appear to impugn
God’s justice, on the ground that he had suffered unmerited pun-

ishment,
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Verse 33 (=36). “‘dnd my nobles and officers
sought me out and I was restored to my kingdom, and all the
greater magnificence accrued to me.” Well then, according to
those who argue against the historical character of this account,
all the angelic powers are going to seek out the devil again, and
he will increase to such a degree of might, that the very one
who formerly exalted himself against God is going to be greater
than he was before his sin.

Verse 34 (=37). “‘Now therefore I, Nebuchad-
nezzar, do praise, magnify and glorify the King of heaven, for all
His works are true and His ways are judgment, and He is able to
humble those who walk in pride”” Nebuchadnezzar understood
the reason why he had suffered in seven years’ punishment, and
for that reason (651) he humbled himself, since he had exalted
himself against God.



CHAPTER FIVE

Verse 1. “Belshazzar the king made a greal feast
for his one thousand nobles; and each one drank in the order of
his age.” It should be known that this man was not the son of
Nebuchadnezzar, as readers commonly imagine; but according
to (C) Berosus, who wrote the history of the Chaldeans, and also
Josephus, who follows Berosus, after Nebuchadnezzar’s reign of
forty-three years, a son named Evilmerodach succeeded to his
throne. It was concerning this king that Jeremiah wrote that
in the first year of his reign he raised the head of ]ehoiachin,
king of Judah, and took him out of his prison (Jer. 52). Josephus
likewise reports that after the death of Evilmerodach, his son
[actually his brother-in-law] Neriglissar succeeded to his father’s
throne; after whom in turn came his son (D) Labosordach,
[the cuneiform spelling is Labashi-Marduk]. Upon the latter's
death, his son, Belshazzar [note that Jerome is not aware of Bel-
shazzar’s father, Nabonidus], obtained the kingdom, and it is of
him that the Scripture now makes mention. After he had been
killed by Darius, King of the Medes, who was the maternal uncle
of Cyrus, King of the Persians, the empire of the Chaldeans was
destroyed by Cyrus the Persian. It was these two kingdoms [the
Median and the Persian] which Isaiah in chap. 21 addresses as a
charioteer of a vehicle drawn by a camel and an ass. Indeed
Xenophon also writes the same thing in connection with the
childhood of Cyrus the Great; likewise Pompeius Trogus and
many others who have written up the history of the barbarians.
Some authorities think that this Darius was the Astyages men-
tioned in the Greek writings, while others think it was Astyages’
son, and that he was called by the other name among the barbar-
ians. “And each one of the princes who had been invited drank
in the order of his own age.” Or else, as other translators have
rendered it: “The king himself was drinking in the presence of
all the princes whom he had invited.” [The latter rendering
seems to be the only one justified by the Aramaic original.]

55
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Verse 2. “Being now drunken, he therefore gave
order that (p. 519) the golden and silver vessels be brought in
which his father, Nebuchadnezzar, had taken away from the
temple which was in Jerusalem, in order that the king might
drink from them....” The Hebrews hand down some such story
as this: that up until the seventieth year, on which Jeremiah had
said that the captivity of the Jewish people would be released
(652) (a matter of which Zechariah also speaks in the first part of
his book), Belshazzar had esteemed God’s promise to be of none
effect; therefore he turned the failure of the promise into an
occasion of joy and arranged a great banquet, scoffing somewhat
at the expectation of the Jews and at the vessels of the Temple of
God. Punishment, however, immediately ensued. And as to the
fact that the author calls Nebuchadnezzar the father of Belshaz-
zar, he does not make any mistake in the eyes of those who are
acquainted with the Holy Scripture’s manner of speaking, for in
the Scripture all progenitors and ancestors are called fathers.
This factor also should be borne in mind, that he was not sober
when he did these things, but rather when he was intoxicated
and forgetful of the punishment which had come upon his pro-
genitor, Nebuchadnezzar.

Verse 4. “They were drinking wine and praising
their gods of gold, of silver, of bronze, of iron, of wood, and of
stone.” How great was their folly! As they drank from golden
vessels, they were praising gods of wood and of stone. As long as
the vessels had been in the idol-temple of Babylon, God was not
moved to wrath, for they had evidently consecrated the property
of God to divine worship, even though they did so in accordance
with their own depraved views of religion. But after they defiled
holy things for the use of men, their punishment followed upon
the heels of their sacrilege. Moreover they were praising their own
gods and scoffing at the God of the Jews, on the ground that they
were drinking from His vessels because of the victory their own
gods had bestowed upon them. Applying this figuratively, we
should have to say that it applies to all the heretics or to any
doctrine which is contrary to truth but which appropriates the
words of the Biblical prophets and misuses the testimony of
Scripture to suit its own inclination. It furnishes liquor to those
whom it deceives and with whom it has committed fornication.
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It carries off the vessels of God’s Temple and waxes drunken by
quaffing them; and it does not give the praise to the God whose
vessels they are, but to gods of gold and silver, of bronze, of iron,
of wood, and of stone. I think that the golden ones (A) are those
which consist of earthly reason. The silver gods are those which
possess the charm of eloquence and are fashioned by rhetoric.
But those which bring in the fables of the poets and employ an-
cient traditions containing marked divergences from one another
in respect to good taste or folly, (653) such are described as bronze
and iron. And those who set forth sheer absurdities are called
wooden or stone. The Book of Deuteronomy divides these all into
two classes, saying: “Cursed is the man who fashions a graven
image and a molten image, the work of the hands of an artificer,
and sets it up in a secret place” (Deut. 32:15). For all heretics
operate secretly and disguise their fallacious teachings, in order
that they may from concealment shoot their arrows against those
who are upright in heart.

Verse 5. “At that same hour some fingers appeared
as if they were of a human hand, writing something over against
the lampstand upon the surface of the wall of the king's palace.
And the king watched the joints of the hand as it wrote.” e puts
it nicely when he says, “At that same hour,” just as we earlier read
concerning Nebuchadnezzar, “While the saying was yet in the
king’s mouth.” This was in order that the offender might
recognize that his punishment was not inflicted upon him for any
other reason but his blasphemy.

(p- 520) But as for the circumstance that the fingers
seemed to be writing on the wall over against the lampstand, this
was to avoid having the hand and the written matter appear at
too great a distance from the light (to be clearly visible). And
the fingers wrote upon the wall of the royal palace in order that
the king might understand that the inscription concerned himself.

Verse 6. “Then the hking's expression was al-
tered....” Here too it is to be observed concerning those Psalms
entitled: “For those who will suffer alterations (or vicissitudes),”
that the alteration of fortune is not only the lot of the saint but
also of the sinner. [“For those who will suffer alteration” is a
remarkable interpretation of the Hebrew (al-shoshannim)—"ac-
cording to lilies” (RSV)—rendered in the Authorized Version as
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“upon Shoshannim.” The Vulgate rendering, following that of
the Septuagint, is based upon a very implausible vowel pointing:
‘al-sheshonim.’] For we read in this connection: “King Belshazzar
was considerably disturbed and his countenance was altered.”

Verse 7. The king therefore cried out vehemently
that the magicians should be brought in, and the Chaldeans
and the soothsayers....” Forgetting about the experiences of
Nebuchadnezzar, he was following after the ancient and ingrained
error of his family, so that instead of summoning a prophet of
God he summons the magicians and Chaldeans and soothsayers.

“...he shall be clothed in purple and he shall have
a golden necklace about his neck.’ It is, of course, ridiculous of
me to argue about matters of gender in a commentary on the
prophets; but inasmuch as an ignorant but ostentatious critic has
rebuked me for changing “necklace” (torquis) from feminine to
masculine, I will make the brief observation that while Cicero (B)
and Vergil use “necklace” in the feminine, Livy uses it in the
masculine,

“...and he shall be the third man in my hing-
dom....” That means either that he is to be third in rank after
the king, or else one of the three princes of the realm—for we
elsewhere read of the tristatai. [A tristatés is one who stands next
in rank to the king and queen, i.e., a vizier.]

Verse 10. “Now the queen, by reason of what had
happened to the king and his nobles, entered into the banquet-
hall....” Josephus says she was Belshazzar's grandmother, where-
as Origen says she was his mother. She therefore knew about
previous events of which the king was ignorant. So much for
Porphyry’s far-fetched objection [lit.: “Therefore let Porphyry
stay awake nights”—evigilet], who fancies that she was the king’s
wife, and makes fun of the fact that she knows more than her
husband does.

Verse 10 (=11). “‘There is a man in thy kingdom
who possesses within him the spivit of the holy gods’” All the
authorities except Symmachus, who adheres to the Chaldee
original, render: “the spirit of God.”

“f...and in the days of thy father, wisdom, and
knowledge were found in him....”” She calls Nebuchadnezzar
his father, according to the custom of the Scriptures, even though,
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as we remarked before, he was actually his great-grandfather. But
Daniel’s godly manner of life even amongst the barbarians is
worthy of our imitation, for the very grandmother or mother of
the king extolled him with such words of praise because of the
greatness of his virtues.

Verse 11 (sicl) (=17). “To this Daniel made answer
before the king, saying: ‘Thy gifts be unto thyself, and bestow
the presents of thy house upon someone else....”” We should
follow the example of a man like Daniel, who despised the honor
and gifts of a king, and who without any reward even in that
early day followed the Gospel injunction: “Freely have ye re-
ceived, freely give.” And besides, when one is announcing sad
tidings, it is unbecoming for him willingly to accept gifts.

Verse 19. “‘He slew whomever he would and
smote to death whomeuver he wished to; those whom he wished
he set on high, and brought low whomever he would.”” Thus he
sets forth the example of the king’s great-grandfather (p. 521), in
order to teach him the justice of God and make it clear that his
great-grandson too was to suffer similar treatment because of his
pride. Now if Nebuchadnezzar slew whomever he would and
smote to death whomever he wished to; if he set on high those
whom he would and brought low whomever he wished to, there is
certainly no Divine providence or Scriptural injunction behind
these honors and slayings, these acts of promotion and humilia-
tion. But rather, such things ensue from the will [reading volun-
tate for the erroneous voluntas of the text] of the men themselves
who do the slaying and promoting to honor, and all the rest. If
this be the case, the question arises as to how we are to understand
the Scripture: “The heart of a king reposes in the hand of God;
He will incline it in whatever direction He wishes” (Prov. 21:1).
Perhaps we might say that every saint is a king (655), for sin does
not reign in his mortal body, and his heart therefore is kept safe,
for he is in God's hand (Rom. 6). And whatever has once come
into the hand of God the Father, according to the Gospel, no man
is able to take it away. And whoever is taken away, it is under-
stood that he never was in God’s hand at all.

Verses 22, 23. “‘Thou too, his son, O Belshazzar,
hast not humbled thine heart, even though thou knewest all these
things, but hast lifted thyself up against the ruler of heaven....””
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Because thy great-grandfather, she says, lifted up his heart and
hardened his spirit in pride, he therefore was put down from his
royal throne and his glory was taken away, and so on (Jer. 4).
Therefore in thy case also, because thou knewest these things
about thy relative and didst understand that God resists the proud
and gives grace to the humble, thou shouldest not have lifted up
thy heart against the ruler of heaven and scoffed at His majesty
and perpetrated the deeds which thou hast. Some authorities
apply this passage to Antichrist, on the ground that he has imi-
tated the pride of his father, the Devil, and has raised himself up
against God. But they must deal with the question of whom
Daniel represents, and who is to be understood as interpreting
the inscription of God, and who these Medes and Persians are
who put Antichrist to death and succeed to his royal power. For
there is no doubt but what it is the saints who are to rule after
the Antichrist.

Verses 25-28. “This is the inscription which has
been set up: MANE, THECEL, PHARES. And this is the inter-
pretation of the sentence: ‘MANE’ means that God has numbered
thy kingdom and brought it to an end. ‘THECEL’ means it has
been weighed in the scales and has been found deficient (Vulg.:
thou hast been weighed and hast been found....). ‘PHARES
means that thy kingdom has been removed and given to the
Medes and Persians.” The inscription (A) of these three words
on the wall simply meant: “Mane, Thecel, Phares”; the first of
which sounds forth the idea of “number,” and the second “a
weighing out,” and the third “removal.” And so there was a need
not only for reading the inscription but also for interpreting what
had been read, in order that it might be understood what these
words were announcing. That is to say, that God had numbered
his kingdom and brought it to an end, and that He had seized
hold upon him to weigh him in His judgment-scales, and the
sword would slay him before he should meet a natural death; and
that his empire would be divided among the Medes and Persians.
For Cyrus, the king of the Persians, as we have already mentioned,
overthrew the Chaldean Empire in alliance with Darius, his mater-
nal uncle.

Verse 29. (p. 522) (656) “Then at the king’s order
Daniel was clothed with purple and a golden chain was placed
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around his neck, and he was proclaimed to have authority as third
ruler in the kingdom.” Or else, it might be construed as having
authority over a third part of the kingdom. At any rate he re-
ceived the royal insignia of necklace and purple, with the result
that he appeared more notable to Darius, who was to be the suc-
cessor in the royal power, and all the more honorable because
of his notability. Nor was it strange that Belshazzar should have
paid the promised reward upon hearing sad tidings. For either he
supposed that his predictions would take place in the distant
future, or else he hoped he would obtain mercy by honoring the
prophet of God. And if he did not obtain this boon, it was be-
cause his sacrilege toward God outweighed the honor he accorded
to man.

Verses 30, 31. “On that same night Belshazzar, King
of the Chaldeans, was slain, and Darius the Mede succeeded to
his kingdom at the age of sixty-two.” Josephus writes in his tenth
book of the Jewish Antiquities that when Babylon had been laid
under siege by the Medes and Persians, that is, by Darius and
Cyrus, Belshazzar, King of Babylon, fell into such forgetfulness of
his own situation as to put on his celebrated banquet and drink
from the vessels of the Temple, and even while he was besieged he
found leisure for banqueting. From this circumstance the histor-
ical account could arise, that he was captured and slaughtered
on the same night, while everyone was either terrified by fear of
the vision and its interpretation, or else taken up with festivity
and drunken banqueting. As for the fact that while Cyrus, King
of the Persians, was the victor, and Darius was only King of the
Medes, it was Darius who was recorded to have succeeded to the
throne of Babylon, this was an arrangement occasioned by factors
of age, family relationship, and the territory ruled over. By this
I mean that Darius was sixty-two years old, and that, according
to what we read, the kingdom of the Medes was more sizable than
that of the Persians, and being Cyrus’s uncle, he naturally had a
prior claim, and ought to have been accounted as successor to the
rule of Babylon. Therefore also in a vision of Isaiah which was
recited against Babylon, after many other matters too lengthy to
mention, an account is given of these things which are to take
place: “Behold I Myself will rouse up against them the Medes,
a people who do not seck after silver nor desire gold, but who
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slay the very children with their arrows and have no compas-
sion upon women who suckle their young” (B) (Isa. 13:7). And
Jeremiah says: “Sanctily nations against her, even the kings of
Media, and the governors thereof and all the magistrates thereof
and all the land under the power thereof” (Jer. 51:28). Then
follow the words: “The daughter of Babylon is like a threshing-
floor during the time of its treading; yet a little while, and the
time of its harvesting will come” (Jer. 51:33). And in testimony of
the fact that Babylon was captured (657) during a banquet, Isaiah
clearly exhorts her to battle when he writes: “Babylon, my be-
loved, has become a strange spectacle unto me [this rendering dif-
fers from the Hebrew original and the Septuagint, and seems
altogether unjustified]: set thou the table and behold in the mir-
rors [the Hebrew says: “set the watch”] those who eat and drink;
rise up, ye princes, and snatch up your shields!” (Isa. 21:4, 5).



CHAPTER SIX

Verses 1 ff. “It pleased Darius to appoint over his
kingdom one hundred and twenty satraps, that they might be
throughout his whole kingdom; and over them there were three
princes, of which Daniel was one.” Josephus, of whom we made
mention above, in writing an account of this passage, put it this
way: Now Darius (C), who destroyed the empire of the (p. 523)
Babylonians in cooperation with his relative, Cyrus, — for they
carried on the war as allies — was sixty-two years of age at the
time he captured Babylon. He was the son of Astyages, and was
known to the Greeks by another name. Moreover he took away
the prophet Daniel with him and took him to Media, and made
him one of the three princes who were in charge of his whole
kingdom. Hence we see that when Babylon was overthrown,
Darius returned to his own kingdom in Media, and brought
Daniel along with him in the same honorable capacity to which
he had been promoted by Belshazzar. There is no doubt but
what Darius had heard of the sign and portent which had come
to Belshazzar, and also of the interpretation which Daniel had set
forth, and how he had foretold the rule of the Medes and the
Persians. And so no one should be troubled by the fact that
Daniel is said in one place to have lived in Darius’s reign, and
in another place in the reign of Cyrus. The Septuagint rendered
Darius by the name Artaxerxes. But as for the fact that a non-
chronological order is followed, so that some history is narrated in
the reign of Darius before material is given for Belshazzar’s reign
[cf. 7:1 and 8:1, which of course follow chap. 6], whereas we are
subsequently to read that he was put to death by Darius, it seems
to me that the anachronism results from the fact that the author
has brought all the historical portions together in immediate
sequence. Therefore it is at the close of the earlier vision that
he had stated: “And Darius the Mede succeeded to the realm at
the age of sixty-two.” And so it was under this Darius who put
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Belshazzar to death that the events took place of which we are
about to speak.

“Moreover the king was planning to set Daniel over
the whole realm. Consequently the princes and satraps sought
an opportunity to find out something against Daniel as touch-
ing the king. ...” Instead of “princes” (658) —the rendering used
by Symmachus — Theodotion translated it as taktikoi [“military
tacticians”], and Aquila as synektikoi [“liaison officers?”’]. And
when I inquired as to who these tacticians or liaison princes
might be, I read it more clearly specified in the Septuagint, which
renders: “...and the two men whom the king had appointed
with Daniel, and also the one hundred twenty satraps.” And so it
was the fact that the king was planning to appoint Daniel as
chief ruler even over the two princes who had been associated
with him in a triumvirate that gave rise to the envy and intrigue.
(A) They sought an opportunity to find out something against
Daniel as touching the king [literally: “from the side of the king,”
representing the Aramaic “missad malkuta’” —"from the side of
the kingdom”]. And in this passage the Jews have ventured some
such deduction as this: the side of the king is tantamount to the
queen or his concubines and other wives who slept at his side.
And so they were seeking for a pretext in things of this sort, to
see whether they could accuse Daniel of wrong in his speech or
touch or movements of his head or any of his sensory organs.
But, say the Jews, they could find no cause for suspicion whatso-
ever. Since he was a eunuch, they could not even accuse him on
the score of lewdness. This interpretation was made by those
[Jews], who make a practice of fabricating long tales on the
pretext of a single word. I myself would simply interpret this as
meaning that they were unable to discover any pretext of accusa-
tion against him in any matter in which he had injured the king,
for the simple reason that (p. 524) he was a faithful man and no
suspicion of blame was discoverable in him. Instead of “suspi-
cion” Theodotion and Aquila have rendered “offense” (ambla-
kéma), which is essaitha in the Chaldee (B). And when I asked a
Jew for the meaning of this word, he replied that the basic signif-
icance of it was ‘“snare,” and we may render it as a “lure” or
sphalma, that is, a “mistake.” Furthermore Euripides in his
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“Medea” equates the word amplakiai [“offenses”] (spelling it
with a p instead of a b) to hamartiai, that is to say, “sins.”

Verse 5. “Therefore those men said: ‘We will not
find any pretext against Daniel, except perhaps in the law of
his God.”” Blessed indeed is a life so led that even enemies can
find no cause for accusation, except perhaps in matter pertaining
to God's law.

Verse 6. “Then the princes and satraps privily
withdrew to the king and thus spoke to him.” It was well said
that they privily withdrew [or “went surreptitiously”] for they
did not come right out with what they were aiming at, but con-
trived their plot against a private enemy on the pretext of
honoring the king.

Verse 8. “Now therefore, O hing, confirm the
measure and write the decree so that it may not be altered, (659)
according to the custom established by the Medes and Persians.”
It is perfectly evident, as we have remarked above, that there was
only one kingdom of the Medes and Persians both, under the
rule of Darius and Cyrus.

Verse 10. “Now when Daniel learned of it, that
is, of the law which had been enacted, he entered his house, and
with the windows in his upper room opened up in the direction of
Jerusalem, he continued to bow his knees three times a day and
worshipped, and made confession before his God just as he was
previously accustomed to do.” We must quickly draw from our
memory and bring together from all of Holy Scripture all the
passages where we have read of démata, which mean in Latin
either “walled enclosures” (menia) (C) or “beds” or “sun-terraces,”
and also the references to andgaia (D), that is, “upper rooms.”
For after all, our Lord celebrated the passover in an upper room
(Matt. 14), and in the Acts of the Apostles the Holy Spirit came
upon the one hundred and twenty souls of believers while they
were in an upper room (Acts 2). And so Daniel in this case, de-
spising the king’s commands and reposing his confidence in God,
does not offer his prayers in some obscure spot, but in a lofty
place, and opens up his windows towards Jerusalem, from whence
he looked for the peace [of God]. He prays, moreover, according
to God’s behest, and also according to what Solomon had said
when he admonished the people that they should pray in the
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direction of the Temple. Furthermore, there are three times in
the day when we should bow our knees unto God, and the tradi-
tion of the Church understands them to be the third hour, the
sixth hour, and the ninth hour [ie., 9:00 A.M., 12:00 M., and
8:00 P.M.]. Lastly, it was at the third hour that the Holy Spirit
descended upon the Apostles (Acts 8) [misprint for Acts 2:15]. It
was at the sixth hour that Peter, purposing to eat, ascended to
the upper room for prayer (Acts 10). It was at the ninth hour
that Peter and John were on their way to the Temple (Acts 3).

Verse 11. “Those men, therefore, conducted an
inquisitive search and discovered Daniel in prayer and making
supplication unto his (p. 525) God.” From this passage we learn
that we are not to expose ourselves rashly to danger, but so far
as it lies in our power, we are to avoid the plots of our enemies.
And so in Daniel’s case, he did not contravene the king’s authori-
ty in a public square or out in the street, but rather in a private
place, in order that he might not neglect the commands of the
one true God Almighty.

Verse 12. “‘Hast thou not ordained, O king, that
any man who makes a request of any other person besides thee,
whether god or man, shall be thrown into the lion-pit? The king
answered them, saying. ...” They do not mention Daniel’s name,
so that when the king has made a general answer as to the order
he gave, he may then be bound by his own word, and not deal
with Daniel in any other fashion than he has stated.

“What you have said is true, according to the
decree of the Medes and Persians, which it is not lawful to
violate. ” We repeatedly take note of every passage which speaks
of the kingdom of the Medes and Persians, so that we may dis-
pose of the knotty problem of why Daniel speaks of the kingdom
in one place as being under Darius, and in another as being
under Cyrus.

Verse 15. “Then they answered before the king
and said, ‘Daniel, who is of the captivity of Judah, has paid no
heed to thy law....”” In order to magnify (A) the dishonor
involved in this contempt, they speak of the man who showed
this contempt for the king’s commands as a mere captive.

Verse 14. “And when the king heard this state-
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ment, he became quite grieved and applied himself on Daniel’s
behalf that he might deliver him.” He realized that he had been
tripped up by his own reply to their question, and also that envy
was the motive of their plot. And so to avoid the appearance of
acting against his own law, he wanted to deliver Daniel from
danger by ingenuity and strategy rather than by exerting his
royal authority. And so earnestly did he labor and strive that he
would not accept any food, absolute monarch though he was,
even until sunset. And as for the plotters, so firmly did they
persist in their evil purpose that no consideration of the king’s
personal desire or of the damage he would sustain had any effect
upon them.

Verse 15. “But those men, understanding the king’s
intent, said to him: ‘Be it known to thee, O king, that no law
of the Medes and Persians, nor any decree which the king has
enacted, is capable of alteration.”” Just as the king understood
that the princes were making their accusation out of motives of
envy, so also they for their part understood what the king’s pur-
pose was, namely that he wished to rescue Daniel from imminent
death. And so they allege that according to the law of the Medes
and Persians, the commands of a king cannot be nullified.

Verse 16. “Then the king gave order, and they
brought Daniel and cast him into the pit of lions. And the king
said to Daniel: ‘Thy God whom thou dost ever serve will Him-
self deliver thee.”” He gives way to the crowd and dares not to
withhold from his plotting adversaries the death of his friend,
and he commits to the power of God the purpose which he him-
self was unable to attain. Nor does he use the language of
doubt, so as to say, “If He be able to deliver thee”; but rather he
speaks with boldness and confidence and says, “The God whom
thou dost ever serve shall Himself deliver thee.” He had heard,
of course, that three youths who were of a lower rank than Daniel
himself had triumphed over the flames of Babylon. He had
heard that many secrets had been revealed to Daniel, and there-
fore regarded him highly, (p. 526) and held him, captive though
he was, in the greatest honor.

Verse 17. “4 single stone was brought and placed
over the opening of the pit, and the king sealed it with his
ring....” He sealed with his ring the rock by which the open-
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ing of the pit was shut up, so that the enemies of Daniel might
not make any attempt to harm him. For he had entrusted him
to the power of God, and although not worried about lions, he
was fearful of men. He also sealed it with the ring of his nobles,
in order to avoid all ground for suspicion so far as they were
concerned.

Verse 18. “And the king departed to his own
house, and went to bed without partaking of supper....” How
sincere was the king’s good will, when he would not touch
food night or day or grant his eyelids sleep, but as long as the
prophet was in danger he himself remained in a state of sym-
pathetic suspense. But if a king who knew not God did such a
thing for another man whose deliverance he desired, how much
more ought we to implore God’s mercy for our own sins with
fastings and watchings.

Verse 19. “Then the king arose at the break of
dawn and proceeded with haste to the pit of lions.” The term
“pit” (lacus) implies a really deep depression, or dry cistern, in
which the lions were fed. And so he proceeded hastily to the pit
at the break of dawn, believing that Daniel was alive. But in
Latin the word lacus is applied to a body of fresh water, such as
Lake Benacus [the modern Garda] and Lake Larius [now Lake
Como], and the rest of them. The Greeks call it limné, that is,
“a body of standing water” (stagnum,).

Verse 20. “And approaching the pit, he called
out to Daniel with a tear-choked voice and addressed him.” By
his tears he showed his inner emotion, and forgetting his royal
dignity, the conqueror ran to his captive, the master to his
servant.

Verse 20b. “‘O Daniel, servant of the living
God...."”” He calls Him the living God in order to distinguish
Him from the gods of the Gentiles, who are but effigies of the
dead.

“‘Dost thou deem that thy God, whom thou ever
servest, has been able to deliver thee from the lions?” ” It was not
that he had any doubts about the power of the God of whom he
had previously affirmed, “Thy God, whom thou ever servest, will
Himself deliver thee.” But he phrased the sentence doubtfully
in order that when Daniel [reading “Daniel” instead of the mean-



Chapter Six 69

ingless ablative “Daniele”] made his appearance unharmed, the
king’s anger at the princes might seem the more justified, in pro-
portion to the incredibility of the event,

Verse 21. “ ‘O hing, live forever!”” Daniel honors
the one who accords honor to him, and prays for him eternal life.

Verse 22. (662) “‘My God sent His angel and
shut up the lions’ mouths, and they did me no harm....”” The
fierceness of the lions was not altered, but their gaping jaws were
closed by the angel, and also their voracious hunger, and that too
for the reason that the prophet’s good works had gone before
him. And so his deliverance was not so much a matter of grace
as of reward for his unrightness. And these words might be
uttered by every saint, for he has been snatched from the mouths
of lions unseen and from the infernal pit, because he has trusted
in his God.

Verses 25-27. “Then king Darius wrote unto all
the peoples, tribes and language-groups who dwelt in all
(p. 527) the earth, saying: (A) ‘Your peace be multiplied! I have
enacted a decree that in all my empirve and kingdom men are to
dread and tremble before the God of Daniel. For it is He who
is the living God and the One who abides forever, and His rule
shall not be overthown, and His power shall eternally endure.
It is He who is the Deliverer and Savior, who performs signs and
wonders in heaven and on earth, and who has delivered Daniel
from the pit of lions.”” Just as in the case of Nebuchadnezzar’s
writing unto the language-groups and nations one authority has
interpreted them to signify hostile powers, so also this same man
interprets the action of Darius, on the ground that he summons
them all to repentance. And he poses the question as to whether
this will take place in this world or in the other world, or even
after other worlds have intervened. We deem these speculations
to be absurd and account them as empty [ables, and make this
single observation: that the reason why signs are performed
amid barbarian peoples through the agency of God’s servants is
that the worship and religion of the only God may be proclaimed.

Verse 28. “Thereafter Daniel lived on until the
reign of Darius and the reign of Cyrus the Persian.” And so the
statement which we read above at the end of the first vision, “And
Daniel lived until the first year of King Cyrus,” is not to be under-



70 Jerome's Commentary on Daniel

stood as defining the span of his life. In view of the fact that
we read in the last vision: “In the third year of Cyrus, King of
the Persians, a word was revealed to Daniel, whose surname was
Belteshazzar”; this is what is meant, that up to the first year of
King Cyrus, who destroyed the empire of the Chaldeans, Daniel
continued in power in Chaldea, but was afterwards transferred
to Media by Darius.



CHAPTER SEVEN

Verse 1. “In the first year of Belshazzar, King
[reading regis for regias] of Babylon, Daniel beheld a dream.
And a vision of his head [came to him] wpon his bed. And when
he wrote the dream down, he comprehended it in a few words
and gave a brief summary of i, saying....” This section (663)
which we now undertake to explain, and also the subsequent
section which we are going to discuss, is historically prior to the
two previous sections [i.e., chap. b and chap. 6]. For this present
section and that which follows it are recorded to have taken
place in the first and third years of the reign of King Belshazzar
(Jer. 89). [Jerome’s citation of Jer. 39 seems quite pointless in
this connection.] But the section which we read previously to
the one just preceding this [i.e., chap. 5], is recorded to have
taken place in the last year, indeed on the final day, of Belshaz-
zar’s reign. And we meet this phenomenon not only in Daniel
but also in Jeremiah [cf. Jer. 356 and Jer. 34] and Ezekiel (Ezek.
17), as we shall be able to show, if life spares us that long. But
in the earlier portion of the book, the historical order has been
followed, namely the events which occurred in the time of Nebu-
chadnezzar, and Belshazzar, and Darius or Cyrus. But in the
passages now before us an account is given of various visions
which were beheld on particular occasions and of which only
the prophet himsell was aware, and which therefore lacked any
importance as signs or revelations so far as the barbarian nations
were concerned. But they were written down only that a record
of the things beheld might be preserved for posterity.

Verses 2, 3. “And during the night I saw in my
vision, and behold, the four winds of heaven strove wpon the
great sea, and four great beasts were coming up out of the sea,
differing from one another.” The four winds of heaven I sup-
pose to have been angelic powers to whom the principalities have
been (p. 528) committed, in accordance with what we read in

71
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Deuteronomy: “When the Most High divided the nations and
when He separated the children of Adam, He established the
bounds of the peoples according to the number of the angels.
[Jerome here follows uncritically the Septuagint, which read
benev ’el (“sons of God”) instead of the Massoretic bene?
Yisra’él (“sons of Israel”). Since in his own Vulgate translation
Jerome followed the Massoretic text and rendered filiorum Israel,
he must have written this Commentary before he translated the
Pentateuch.] For the Lord’s portion is His people; Jacob is the
line of His inheritance (B) (Deut. 32:8). But the sea signifies
this world and the present age, overwhelmed with salty and
bitter waves, in accordance with the Lord’s own interpretation
of the dragnet cast into the sea (Matt. 13). Hence also the sover-
eign of all creatures that inhabit the waters is described as a
dragon, and his heads, according to David, are smitten in the sea
(Ps. 73). And in Amos we read: “If he descends to the very depth
of the sea, there will I give him over to the dragon and he shall
bite him"” (Amos 9:3). But as for the four beasts who came up
out of the sea and were differentiated from one another, we may
identify them from the angel’s discourse. “These four great
beasts,” he says, “are four kingdoms which shall rise up from
the earth.” And as for the four winds which strove in the great
sea, they are called winds of heaven because each one of the
angels does for his realm the duty entrusted to him. This too
should be noted, that the fierceness and (664) cruelty of the king-
doms concerned are indicated by the term “beasts.”

Verse 4. “The first beast was like a lioness and
possessed the wings of an eagle. I beheld until her wings were torn
away, and she was raised upright from the ground and stood on
her feet like a human being, and she was given a human heart.”
The kingdom of the Babylonians was not called a lion but a
lioness, on account of its brutality and cruelty, or else because of
its luxurious, lust-serving manner of life. [Actually Jerome errs
in rendering aryé* as lioness, for it is the regular masculine form
for “lion” in Aramaic, “lioness” being ’aryiita’. Perhaps Jerome
mistook the he in the unpointed text before him as the common
feminine ending—g*. Or else he simply relied uncritically upon
the Septuagint, which commits the same error.] For writers upon
the natural history of beasts assert that lionesses are fiercer than
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lions, especially if they are nursing their cubs, and constantly are
passionate in their desire for sexual relations. And as for the fact
that she possessed eagle’s wings, this indicates the pride of the
all-powerful kingdom, the ruler of which declares in Isaiah:
“Above the stars of heaven will I place my throne, and I shall be
like unto the Most High” (Isa. 14). Therefore he is told: “Though
thou be borne on high like an eagle, thence will I drag thee down”
(Obad.). Moreover, just as the lion occupies kingly rank among
beasts, so also the eagle among the birds. But it should also be
said that the eagle enjoys a long span of life, and that the king-
dom of Assyrians had held sway for many generations. And as
for the fact that the wings of the lioness or eagle were torn away,
this signifies the other kingdoms over which ‘it had ruled and
soared about in the world. “And she was raised up,” he says,
“from the ground”; which means, of course (C), that the Chaldean
empire was overthrown. And as for what follows, “And she stood
upon her feet like a human being, and she was given a human
heart,” if we understand this as applying to Nebuchadnezzar, it
is very evident that after he lost his kingdom and his power had
been taken away from him, and after he was once more restored
to his original state, he not only learned to be a man instead of
a lioness but he also received back the heart which he had lost.
But if on the other hand this is to be understood as applying in
a general way to the kingdom of the Chaldeans, then it signifies
that after Belshazzar was slain [reading interfecto for the im-
possible inperfecto of the text], and the Medes and Persians
succeeded to imperial power, then the men of Babylon realized
that theirs was a frail and lowly nature after all. Note the order
followed here: the lioness is equivalent to the golden head of the
image [in chap. 2] (p. 529).

Verse 5. “And behold another beast like a bear
stood wp on one side; and there were three rows in his mouth and
in his teeth; and they said to him: ‘Arise up and devour flesh in
abundance.”” The second beast resembling a bear is the same as
that of which we read in the vision of the statue (2:32): “His chest
and arms were of silver.” In the former case the comparison was
based on the hardness of the metal, in this case on the ferocity
of the bear. For the Persian kingdom followed a rigorous and
frugal manner of life (665) after the manner of the Spartans, and
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that too to such an extent that they used to use salt and nastur-
tium-cress in their relish. Let us consult the record of the child-
hood of Cyrus the Great (i.e,, “The Education or Training” of
Cyrus) [Jerome refers here to Xenophon's “Cyropaideia™]. And
as for the fact that the bear is said to have “stood up on one side,”
the Hebrews interpret it by saying that the Persians never per-
petrated any cruelty against Israel. Hence they are described in
the Prophecy of Zechariah also as white horses (Zech. 1). But as
for the three rows or ranks that were in his mouth and between
his teeth, one authority has interpreted this to mean that allusion
was made to the fact that the Persian kingdom was divided up
among three princes, just as we read in the sections dealing with
Belshazzar and with Darius that there were three princes who
were in charge of the one hundred and twenty satraps. But other
commentators aflirm that these were three kings of the Persians
who were subsequent to Cyrus, and yet they fail to mention them
by name (A). But we know that after Cyrus’s reign of thirty years
his son Cambyses ruled among the Persians, and his brothers the
magi [the plural seems unwarranted, since there was but one
brother involved, namely, Smerdis], and then Darius, in the
second year of whose reign the rebuilding of the Temple was
commenced at Jerusalem. The fifth king was Xerxes, the son of
Darius; the sixth was Artabanus [actually only the assassin of
Xerxes; he never became king]; the seventh, Artaxerxes who was
surnamed Makrokheir, that is Longimanus (“Long-handed”); the
eighth, (B) Xerxes; the ninth, Sogdianus [the reigns of the last
two totaled no more than eight months]; the tenth, Darius sur-
named Nothos (“Bastard”); the eleventh, the Artaxerxes called
Mnémon, that is, “The Rememberer”; the twelfth, the other Ar-
taxerxes, who himself received the surname of Ochus; the thir-
teenth, Arses, the son of Ochus; and the fourteenth, Darius the
son of Arsamus, who was conquered by Alexander, the king of
the Macedonians. How then can we say that these were three
kings of the Persians? Of course we could select some who were
especially cruel, but we cannot ascertain them on the basis of the
historical accounts. Therefore the three rows in the mouth of
the Persian kingdom and between its teeth we must take to be
the three kingdoms of the Babylonians, the Medes, and the Per-
sians, all of which were reduced to a single realm. And as for
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the information, “And thus they spake to him: ‘Devour flesh in
abundance,’” this refers to the time when in the reign of the
Ahasuerus whom the Septuagint calls Artaxerxes, the order was
given, at the suggestion of Haman the Agagite, that all the Jews
be slaughtered on a single day (Esth. 3). And very properly, in-
stead of saying, “He was devouring them” the account specifies,
“Thus they spake unto him...."” This shows that the matter
was only attempted, and was by no means cver carried out.

Verse 6. “After this I beheld, and lo, there was
another beast (C) like unto a leopard, and it had four wings of
a bird (666) all its own [?the per se here is obscure], and there were
four heads to the beast, and power was given to it.” The third
kingdom was that of the Macedonians, of which we read in con-
nection with the image, “The belly and thighs were of bronze.”
It is compared to a leopard because it is very swift and hormétikos
[impetuous], and it charges headlong to shed blood, and with a
single bound rushes (p. 530) to its death. “And it had four
wings....” There was never, after all, any victory won more
quickly than Alexander’s, for he traversed all the way from II-
lyricum and the Adriatic Sea to the Indian Ocean and the Ganges
River, not merely fighting battles but winning decisive victories;
and in six years he subjugated to his rule a portion of Europe
and all of Asia. And by the four heads reference is made to his
generals who subsequently rose up as successors to his royal power,
namely Ptolemy, Seleucus, Philip [i.e., Philip Arrhidaeus, an il-
legitimate brother of Alexander, who was proclaimed king upon
Alexander’s death, but never exercised genuine power, and died
after seven years], and Antigonus [the precursor of Seleucus in
the rule of the Asiatic portion of Alexander’s empire]. “And
power was given to it” shows that the empire did not result from
Alexander’s bravery but from the will of God.

Verse 7. “After this, I beheld in the night-vision,
and behold, there was a fourth beast, terrible and wonderful and
exceedingly strong. He had large iron teeth, devouring and
crushing, and everything that was left he stamped to pieces under
his feet.” The fourth empire is the Roman Empire, which now
occupies the entire world, and concerning which it was said in
connection with the image, “Its lower legs were of iron, and part
of its feet were of iron, and part of clay.” And yet from the iron
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portion itself Daniel calls to mind that its teeth were iron, and
solemnly avers that they were large in size. I find it strange that
although he had set forth a lioness, a bear and a leopard in the
case of the three previous kingdoms, he did not compare the Ro-
man realm to any sort of beast. Perhaps it was in order to render
the beast fearsome indeed that he gave it no name, intending
thereby that we should understand the Romans to partake of all
the more ferocious characteristics we might think of in connection
with beasts. The Hebrews believe that the beast which is here not
named is the one spoken of in the Psalms: “A boar from the forest
laid her waste, and a strange wild animal consumed her” (Ps.
79:14). [This is the citation according to the Septuagint and
Vulgate, whose translation of the Septuagint is here quoted; but
the citation in the Hebrew text is Ps. 80:14, and in the English
Version, 80:18.] Instead of this the Hebrew reads: “All the beasts
of the field have torn her.” [A more accurate rendering of the
Hebrew would be: “...and the moving creatures (or “swarms”
of the field do feed upon her.”] While they are all included in
the one Empire of the Romans, we recognize at the same time
those kingdoms which were previously separate. And as for the
next statement, “...devouring and crushing, and pounding all
the rest to pieces under his feet,” this signifies that all nations
have either been slain by the Romans or else have been subjected
to tribute and servitude.

“...But it did not resemble the other beasts which
I had previously seen” (Vulgate: “...which I had seen before
it”). In the earlier beasts he had seen various symbols of fright-
fulness, but they were all concentrated in this one.

“...and it had ten horns.” Porphyry assigned the
last two beasts, that of the Macedonians and that of the Romans,
to the one realm of the Macedonians and divided them up as
follows. He claimed that the leopard was Alexander himself,
and that the beast which was dissimilar to the others represented
the four successors of Alexander, and then he enumerates ten
kings up to the time of Antiochus, surnamed Epiphanes, and who
were very cruel. And he did not assign the kings themselves to
separate kingdoms, for example Macedon, Syria, Asia, or Egypt,
but rather he made out the various kingdoms a single realm con-
sisting of a series. This he did of course in order that the words
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which were written: “...a mouth uttering overweening boasts”
[in the last part of verse 8] might be considered as spoken about
Antiochus instead of about Antichrist.

Verse 8. “I was looking at the horns, and behold,
another small horn rose up out of the midst of them, and three
of the earlier horns were torn away before it. And behold, there
were in that horn eyes like unto human eyes, and a mouth uttering
overweening boasts.” Porphyry vainly surmises that the little
(p- 531) horn which rose up after the ten horns is Antiochus
Epiphanes, and that the three uprooted horns out of the ten are
(A) Ptolemy VI (surnamed Philometer), Ptolemy VII (Euergetes),
and Artaraxias, King of Armenia. The first two of these kings died
long before Antiochus was born. Against Artarxias, to be sure, we
know that Antiochus indeed waged war, but also we know that
Artarxias remained in possession of his original kingly authority.
We should therefore concur with the traditional interpretation
of all the commentators of the Christian Church, that at the end
of the world, when the Roman Empire is to be destroyed, there
shall be ten kings who will partition the Roman world amongst
themselves. Then an insignificant eleventh king will arise, who
will overcome three of the ten kings, that is, the king of Egypt,
the king of [North] Africa, and the king of Ethiopia, as we shall
show more clearly in our later discussion. Then after they have
been slain, the seven other kings also will bow their necks to
the victor. “And behold,” he continues, “there were eyes like unto
human eyes in that horn.” Let us not follow the opinion of some
commentators and suppose him to be either the Devil or some
demon, but rather, one of the human race, in whom Satan will
wholly take up his residence in bodily form. “...and a mouth
uttering overweening boasts. ..” (cf. II Thess. 2). For this is the
man of sin, the son (668) of perdition, and that too to such a
degree that he dares to sit in the temple of God, making himself
out to be like God.

Verse 9. “I beheld until thrones were set up, and
the Ancient of days took His seat. His garment was as white as
snow, and the hair of His head was like pure wool. His throne
was composed of fiery flames and its wheels were set on fire. From
before His presence therve issued forth a rushing, fiery stream.”
We read something similar in John's 4pocalypse: (Rev. 4:2 ff.)
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“After these things I was immediately in the Spirit, and lo, a
throne was set up in heaven, and one was seated upon the throne;
and He who sat upon it had the likeness of jasper and sardine
stone, and there was a rainbow round about the throne like the
appearance of emerald. Around the throne there were twenty-
four other thrones, and upon the twenty-four thrones there sat
twenty-four elders, clothed in shining garments; upon their heads
was a golden crown (B), and lightning flashes issued from the
throne, and voices and thunder. And in front of the throne there
were seven torches of burning fire, which were the seven spirits
of God. And in front of the throne lay a glassy sca like unto
crystal.” And so the many thrones which Daniel saw seem to
me to be what John called the twenty-four thrones. And the
Ancient (C) of days is the One who, according to John (p. 532)
sits alone upon His throne. Likewise the Son of man, who came
unto the Ancient of days, is the same as He who, according to
John, is called the Lion of the tribe of Judah (Rev. 5), the Root
of David, and the titles of that sort. I imagine that these thrones
are the ones of which the Apostle Paul says, “Whether thrones
or dominions...” (Col. 1:16). And in the Gospel we read, “Ye
yourselves shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israel” (Matt. 10:28). And God is called the One who sits and
who is the Ancient of days, in order that His character as eternal
Judge might be indicated. His garment is shining white like the
snow, and the hair of His head is like pure wool. The Savior also,
when He was transfigured on the mount and assumed the glory
of His divine majesty, appeared in shining white garments (Matt.
17). And as for the fact that His hair is compared to perfectly
pure wool, the even-handedness and uprightness of His judgment
is shown forth, a judgment which shows no partiality in its exer-
cise. Moreover He is described as an elderly man, in order that
the ripeness of His judgment may be established. His throne con-
sists of fiery flames, in order that sinners may tremble before the
severity of the (669) torments [of hell], and also that the just may
be saved, but so as by fire. The wheels of the throne are set aflame,
or else it is the wheels of His chariot which are aflame. In Ezekiel
also God is ushered on the scene seated in a four-horse chariot
(Ez. 1), and everything pertaining to God is of a fiery consistency.
In another place also a statement is made on this subject: “God
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is a consuming fire” (Deut. 4:24), that we might know that wood,
hay and stubble are going to burn up in the day of judgment.
And in the Psalms we read: “Fire goeth before Him, and He shall
set aflame all His enemies round about Him” (Ps. 96:3). A rushing,
fiery stream proceeded from before Him in order that it might
carry sinners to hell (Gehenna).

Verse 10. “There were millions ministering unto
Him, and a billion stood by His side.” [The Aramaic original is
more conservative: “A million were ministering unto Him, and
a hundred million were standing (in His presence).”] This was
not intended to be a specific number for the servants of God, but
only indicates a multitude too great for human computation.
These are the thousands and tens of thousands of which we read
in the Psalms: ““The chariot of God is attended by ten thousands;
thousands of them that rejoice. The Lord is among them” (Ps.
67:18). And in another place: “He who maketh His angels spirits,
and His ministers a flaming fire” (Ps. 103:4). [The Protestant
reader should always add one to the Vulgate Psalm-number in
order to arrive at the Psalm-number of the Hebrew Bible or the
English Version.] Now the duty of angels is twofold: the duty of
one group is to bestow rewards upon just men; the duty of the
other is to have charge over individual calamities [i.e., calamities
in the lives of individuals? The original is: qui singulis praesunt
cruciatibus]. (D)

“...The court was in session, and the books were
opened.” The consciences of men, and the deeds of individuals
which partake of either character, whether good or bad, are dis-
closed to all. One of the books is the good book of which we
(p- 533) often read, namely the book of the living. The other is
the evil book which is held in the hand of the accuser, who is the
fiend and avenger of whom we read in Revelation: “The accuser
of our brethren” (Rev. 12:10). This is the earthly book of which
the prophet says: “Let them be written on earth” (Jer. 17:13).

Verse 11. “I looked on because of the sound of the
lofty words which that horn was uttering.” The judgment of God
descends for the humbling of pride. Hence the Roman Empire
also will be destroyed, because [it is] the horn [which] was uttering
the lofty words.

“...And I saw that the beast was slain and its body
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perished.” In the one empire of the Romans, all the kingdoms
at once are to be destroyed, because of the blasphemy of the Anti-
christ. (670) And the [succeeding] empire shall not be an earthly
empire at all, but it is simply the abode of the saints which is
spoken of here, and the advent of the conquering Son of God.

Verses 13, 14. “And behold, there came One with
the clouds of heaven like unto the Son of man.” He who was
described in the dream of Nebuchadnezzar as a rock cut without
hands, which also grew to be a large mountain, and which
smashed the earthenware, the iron, the bronze, the silver, and
the gold is now introduced as the very person of the Son of man,
so as to indicate in the case of the Son of God how He took upon
Himself human flesh; according to the statement which we read
in the Acts of the Apostles: “Ye men of Galilee, why stand ye
gazing up towards heaven? This Jesus who has been taken up from
you into heaven, shall so come in like manner as ye have seen
Him going into heaven” (Acts 1:11).

“...And He arrived unto the Ancient of days, and
they brought Him before His presence, and He gave unto Him
authority and honor and royal power.” All that is said here con-
cerning His being brought before Almighty God and receiving
authority and honor and royal power is to be understood in the
light of the Apostle’s statement: “Who, although He was in the
form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God; but
emptied Himself, taking the form of a servant, being made in
the likeness of men, and was found in His condition to be as a
man: He humbled Himself, becoming obedient unto death, even
to the death of the cross” (Phil. 2:6-8). And if the sect of the
Arians were willing to give heed to all this Scripture with a
reverent mind, they would never direct against the Son of God
the calumny that He is not on an equality with God.

“...And He is the one whom all the peoples, tribes,
and language-groups shall serve. His authority is an eternal
authority which shall not be removed, and His kingdom shall be
one that shall never be destroyed. ...” Let Porphyry answer the
query of whom out of all mankind this language might apply
to, or who this person might be who was so powerful as to break
and smash to pieces the little horn, whom he interprets to be An-
tiochus? If he replies that the princes of Antiochus were defeated
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by Judas Maccabaeus, then he must explain how Judas could be
said to come with the clouds of heaven like unto the Son of man,
and to be brought unto the Ancient of days, and how it could
be said that authority and royal power was bestowed upon him,
and that all (671) peoples and tribes and language-groups served
him, and that his power is eternal and not terminated by any
conclusion (p. 534).

Verses 17, 18.  “These four great beasts are the four
kingdoms which shall arise from the earth. But the saints of the
Most High God shall take the kingdom.” The four kingdoms
of which we have spoken above were earthly in character. “For
everything which is of the earth shall return to earth” (Eccl. 3:20).
But the saints shall never possess an earthly kingdom, but only a
heavenly. Away, then, with the fable about a millennium! [Cesset
ergo mille annorum fabula.]

“...And they shall possess the kingdom unto eter-
nity, even forever and ever....” If this be taken to refer to the
Maccabees, the advocate of this position should explain how the
kingdom of the Maccabees is of a perpetual character.

Verse 25. “And he shall utter (variant: “he ut-
ters”) speeches against the Lofty One.” Or else, as Symmachus
has rendered it: “He utters speeches like God,” so that one who
assumes the authority of God will also arrogate to himself the
words of divine majesty.

“...And he shall crush the saints of the Most High,
and will suppose himself to be able to aller times and laws.” The
Antichrist will wage war against the saints and will overcome
them; and he shall exalt himself to such a height of arrogance (A)
as to attempt changing the very laws of God and the sacred rites
as well. He will also lift himself up against all that is called God,
subjecting all religion to his own authority.

“...dAnd they shall be delivered into his hand for
a time, and times, and half a time.” “Time” is equivalent to
“year.” The word “times,” according to the idiom of the Hebrews
(who also possess the dual number) represents “two years.” [The
Aramaic original here, according to the Massoretic vowel point-
ing, has the plural ending —i¥n, not the dual ending —ayin. To
be sure, the consonantal text could also be pointed as dual.] The
half a year signifies “‘six months.” During this period the saints
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are to be given over to the power of the Antichrist, in order that
those Jews might be condemned who did not believe the truth
but supported a lie. The Savior also speaks of this period in the
Gospel, saying: “Unless those days had been cut short, no flesh
would be saved” (Matt. 24:22). In the final vision we shall assert
the inappropriateness of this period to Antiochus.

Verse 26. “And the court will sit in judgment,
that (Antichrist’s) power may be taken away and be crushed in
pieces and utterly perish even unto the end.” This refers to Anti-
christ, that is, to the little horn which uttered the lofty words,
for his kingdom is to be permanently destroyed. (672)

Verse 27. “But kingdom and power and a vast
realm comprising all that is under heaven shall be conferred upon
the nation of the saints of the Most High, whose kingdom is an
eternal kingdom, and whom all kings shall serve and obey.” Here
the reference is to Christ’s empire, which is eternal.

Verse 28. “Thus far is the end of the word.” That
is, “the end of that word and discourse which the Lord revealed
to me in this present vision.”

“...1, Daniel, was much troubled with my thoughts
(B), and my countenance was altered within me; but I preserved
the word in my heart.”” Up to this point the Book of Daniel was
written in the Chaldee and Syriac language. All the rest that
follows up to the very end of the volume we read in Hebrew.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Verse 1. (p. 535) “In the third year of the reign of
King Belshazzar, a vision appeared to me. I, Daniel, after what I
had seen at the first....” This vision came two years after the
previous revelation, for the latter was beheld in the first year of
Belshazzar, whercas this was beheld in the third year. And so he
informs us: “...after that which I had seen at the first.”

Verse 2. “I saw in my vision while I was in the
castle of Susa, which is in the region of Elam” (Vulgate: “city of
Elam”). Or else we may render, as Symmachus has translated
it, ““. . .in the city of Elam,” from which of course the region took
its name, just as the Babylonians were named from Babylon. So
also the Elamites were thus named from Elam, in consequence of
which the Septuagint translates it: “the region of Elamais.”
And Susis [that is, “Susa”] is the chief city of the region of the
Elamites, and there, according to Josephus’ account (A), Daniel
erected a lofty tower fashioned of square blocks of marble, and
of such outstanding beauty that it seems newly built even up to
the present day. There also the remains of the kings of the
Persians and Medes lie buried, and the custodian or sacristan
and priest of that locality is a Jew. “While I was in the castle
at Susa....” Not that the city itself is a castle, for as we have
stated, it is a chief city of great power; but rather that the city
is so solidly built that it looks like a castle.

“And I saw in the vision that I was over the gate
of Ulai.” Instead of this Aquila translated:”...over the Ubal of
Ulai”; Theodotion rendered: “above Ubal”; Symmachus: “above
the swamp of Ulai”; the Septuagint: (B) “above the gate of Ulai.”
But it should be understood that Ulai is the name of a place,
or else of a gate, just as there was in Troy a gate called the Skaia
[“Western”], and among the Romans there is one called Garmen-
talis. In each case the name has originated from special circum-
stances. [Actually the Hebrew word “’d*bal” is a common noun
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meaning ‘“‘canal”; the proper translation would be: “I was by the
Ulai Canal.”]

Verse 3. “And I lifted up my eyes and saw.” Yet
of course one only sees in dreams things which appear as shadowy
representations, naturally, and as mere likenesses, rather than
our being able to behold the reality of the objects themselves

C).

L “And behold, a ram stood in front of the swamp
(or: in front of the gate — the word being UBAL in the Hebrew),
having lofty horns, one of which was higher than the other
and growing yet larger.”” He calls Darius, Cyrus’s uncle, a ram.
He reigned over the Medes after his father, Astyages. And the
one horn which was higher than the other, and growing still
larger, signified Cyrus himself, who succeeded his maternal grand-
father, Astyages, and reigned over the Medes and Persians along
with his uncle, Darius, whom the Greeks called Cyaxeres.

Verse 4. “After this I saw the ram pushing with
its horns westward (D) and northward and southward....” Not
that he saw the ram itself, that is, the ram of Cyrus or Darius,
but rather the ram of the same kingdom as theirs, that is, the
second Darius, who was the last king of the Persian power, and
who was overcome by the king of the Macedonians, Alexander
the son of Philip. And as to the fact that Darius was a very
powerful and wealthy king, both the Greek and the Latin and
the barbarian historical accounts so relate.

Verse 5. “And I myself understood....” On the
basis of the previous visions which had symbolized the second
kingdom by the ram and the he-goat, Daniel now also understood
that he was looking at the empire of the Medes and Persians.

“And behold, there was a he-goat which was coming
from the West above the surface of the whole earth, and yet
without touching the ground. ...” So that no one will think that
I am attaching a private interpretation to this, let us simply
repeat the words of Gabriel as he explained the prophet’s vision.
He said, “The ram whom thou sawest to possess two horns is
the king of the Medes and Persians.” This was, of course, Darius
the son of Arsames, in whose reign the kingdom of the Medes
and Persians was destroyed. “There was in addition a he-goat,
who was coming from the west,” and because of his extraordinary
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speed he appeared not to touch the ground. This was Alexander,
the king of the Greeks, who after the overthrow of Thebes took
up arms against the Persians. Commencing the conflict at the
Granicus River, he conquered the generals of Darius and finally
smashed against (674) the ram himself and broke in pieces his
two horns, the Medes and the Persians. Casting him beneath
his feet, he subjected both horns to his own authority.

“dnd (he had) a large horn....” refers to the first
king, Alexander himself. When he died in Babylon at the age
of thirty-two, his four generals rose up in his place and divided
his empire among themselves. For Ptolemy, the son of Lagos,
seized Egypt; the Philip who was also called Aridaeus (var.:
Arius), the (half-) brother of Alexander took over Macedonia;
Seleucus Nicanor took over Syria, Babylonia, and all the king-
doms of the East; and Antigonus ruled over Asia Minor. “But
(they shall not rise up) with his power” (chap. 8:22), since no one
was able to equal the greatness of Alexander himself. “And a
long time afterward” there shall arise “a king of Syria who shall
be of shameless countenance and shall understand (evil) counsels,”
even Antiochus Epiphanes, the son of the Seleucus who was also”
called Philopator.

Verse 9. After he had been a hostage to Rome,
and had without the knowledge of the Senate obtained rule by
treachery, Antiochus fought with Ptolemy Philometor, that is,
“against the South” and against Egypt; and then again “against
the East,” and against those who were fomenting revolution in
Persia. At the last he fought against the Jews and captured
Judea, entering into Jerusalem and setting up in the Temple of
God the statue of Jupiter Olympius. “...and against the
power of heaven,” that is, against the children of Israel, who were
protected by the assistance of angels. He pushed his arrogance
to such an extreme that he subjected the majority of the saints
to the worship of idols, as if he would tread the very stars be-
neath his feet. And thus it came to pass that he held the South
and the East, that is, Egypt and Persia, under his sway.

Verses 11, 12. And as for the statement, “And he
glorified himself even against the Prince of Power,” this means
that he lifted himself up against God and persecuted His saints.
He cven took away the endelekhismos or “continual offering”
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which was customarily sacrificed in the morning and at even,
and he prevailed to the casting down of the “place of His sanc-
tuary.” And he did not do this by his own prowess, but only
“on account of the sins of the people.”” And thus it came to pass
that truth was prostrated upon the ground, and as the worship
of idols flourished, the religion of God suffered an eclipse.

Verse 13. “And I heard one of the saints speaking,
and one saint said to another saint (I do not know which one),
who was conversing with him.” Instead of “another one which
one I do not know” — the rendering of Symmachus (p. 537) (A)
(tini pote) which I too have followed — Aquila and (675) Theo-
dotion, and the Septuagint as well, have simply put the Hebrew
word (p-l-m-n-y) phelmoni (B) itself. Without specifying the
angel’s name, I should say that the author indicated some one
of the angels or other in a general way.

“‘How long shall be the vision concerning the
continual sacrifice and the sin of the desolation that is made, and
the sanctuary and the strength be trodden under foot? ” One
angel asks another angel for how long a period the Temple is
by the judgment of God to be desolated under the rule of Antio-
chus, King of Syria, and how long the image of Jupiter is to stand
in God’s Temple (according to his additional statement: “...
and the sanctuary and the strength be trodden under foot?”).

Verse 14. And he answered him, “ ‘Until the even-
ing and the morning, until two thousand three hundred days (C);
and then the sanctuary shall be cleansed.” ”» If we read the Books
of Maccabees and the history of Josephus, we shall find it there
recorded that in the one hundred and forty-third year after the
Seleucus who first reigned in Syria after the decease of Alexander,
Antiochus entered Jerusalem, and after wreaking a general dev-
astation he returned again in the third year and set up the statue
of Jupiter in the Temple. Up until the time of Judas Macca-
baeus, that is, up until the one hundred and ‘eighth year, Jeru-
salem lay waste over a period of six years, and for three [of those]
years the Temple lay defiled; making up a total of two thousand
three hundred days plus three months. [At least that is what the
text seems to say, following the present word-order. Actually the
three months should be added to the six years in order to come
out to a total of approximately 2300 days.] At the end of the
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period the Temple was purged. Some authorities read two hun-
dred instead of two thousand three hundred, in order to avoid
the apparent excess involved in six years and three months.
[Actually, however, 2200 days would come out to only six years
and nine days; the reasoning here seems obscure.] Most of our
commentators refer this passage to the Antichrist, and hold that
that which occurred under Antiochus was only by way of a type
which shall be fulfilled under Antichrist. And as for the state-
ment, “The sanctuary shall be cleansed,” this refers to the time of
Judas Maccabaeus, who came from the village of Modin, and who
being aided by the efforts of his brothers (D) and relatives and
many of the Jewish people [defeated?] [the verb is left out] the
generals of Antiochus not far above Emmaus (which is now
called Nicopolis). And hearing of this, Antiochus, who had risen
up against the Prince of princes, that is, against the Lord of lords
and King of kings, was earnestly desirous of despoiling the temple
of Diana which was located in Elimais, in the Persian district,
because it possessed valuable votive offerings. And when he there
lost his army, he was destroyed without hands, that is to say, he
died of grief. As for the mention of evening and morning [in
that fourteenth verse], this signifies the succession of day and
night.

Verse 15. “And it came to pass that when I,
Daniel, had seen the vision, I sought to understand it.” He be-
held the vision by way of a picture or likeness, and he failed to
understand it. Consequently, not everyone who sees comprehends
what he has seen; it is just as if we read the Holy Scripture with
our eyes and do not understand it with our heart. (p. 538)

“...And behold, one stood before me who re-
sembled the appearance of a man.” Angels, after all, are not
actually men by nature, but they resemble men in appearance.
For example, three persons appeared as men to Abraham at the
oak of Mamre (Gen. 18), and yet they certainly were not men,
for one of them was worshipped as the Lord. And so the Savior
also stated in the Gospel: “Abraham beheld My day; he beheld
it and rejoiced” (John B8:56).

Verses 16, 17. “And I heard the voice of a man in
the midst of the Ulai, and he cried out and said: ‘Gabriel, make
this vision intelligible (Vulgate: make this man to understand
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the vision)." And he came and stood near to where I was stand-
ing.” The Jews claim that this man who directed Gabriel to
explain the vision to Daniel was Michael [himself]. Quite appro-
priately it was Gabriel, who has been put in charge of battles, to
whom this duty was assigned, inasmuch as the vision had to do
with battles and contests between kings and even between king-
doms themselves. For Gabriel is translated into our language as
“the strength of, or the mighty one of, God.” And so at that time
also when the Lord was about to be born and to declare war
against the demons and to triumph over the world, Gabriel came
to Zacharias and to Mary (Luke 1). And then we read in the
Psalms concerning the Lord in His triumph: “Who is this king
of glory? The Lord strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in
battle; He is the King of glory” (Ps. 23:8=24:8). [The point of
this quotation seems to be that the Hebrew word for “mighty” is
gibbor, from the root of which comes the gabri- of Gabriel.]
But whenever it is medicine or healing that is needed, it is
Raphael who is sent, for his name is rendered as “the healing of,”
or “the medicine of God” (E)— that is, if one cares to accept the
authority of the Book of Tobias. And then, when favorable
promises are made to the people, and hilasmos, which we might
render as “propitiation” or (677) “expiation,” is the thing re-
quired (F), then it is Michael who is directed to go, for his name
means, “Who is like God?” Of course the significance of the
name indicates the fact that the only true remedy is to be found
in God.

“And he said to me: ‘Son of man, understand that
in the time of the end the vision shall be fulfilled.”” Inasmuch
as Ezekiel and Daniel and Zechariah behold themselves to be
often in the company of angels, they were reminded of their
frailty, lest they should be lifted up in pride and imagine them-
selves to partake of the nature or dignity of angels. Therefore
they are addressed as sons of men, in order that they might realize
that they are but human beings.

Verses 18, 19. “And he touched me and stood me
upon my feet, and said to me....” Overcome with terror, the
prophet was lying on the ground face downward upon his hands
and knees, but at the angel’s touch he was raised up to a standing
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position in order that he might without perturbation attend to
and understand what was spoken.

Verse 26. “Thou therefore seal up the vision, be-
cause it shall come to pass after many days.” Having explained
the vision which we have examined (p. 539) above to the best
of our ability, the angel Gabriel adds at the end: “Thou there-
fore seal up the vision, because it shall come to pass after many
days.” By the mention of a seal, he showed that the things spoken
were of a hidden character and not accessible to the ears of the
multitude, or susceptible of comprehension prior to their actual
fulfilment by the events themselves.

Verse 27. “dnd I, Daniel, languished and was sick
for some days. And when I rose from my bed, I performed the
king’s tasks.” This is the same thing as we read in Genesis about
Abraham, for after he had heard the Lord speaking to him, he
averred that he was but dust and ashes (Gen. 18). And so Daniel
states that he languished as a reaction to the horror of the vision,
and suffered illness. And after he had risen from his sick-bed, he
says he performed the tasks assigned to him by the king, render-
ing to all men all that was due them and bearing in mind the
gospel principle: “Render unto Caesar the things that are
Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God's” (Luke 20:25).

“And I was amazed at the vision, and there was
no one who could interpret it.” If there was no one who could
interpret it, how was it that the angel interpreted it in the previ-
ous passage? What he means is that he had heard mention of
kings and did not know what their names were; he learned of
things to come, but he was tossed about with uncertainty as to
what time they would come to pass. And so he did the only
thing he could do: he marveled at the vision, and resigned
everything to God’s omniscience.



CHAPTER NINE

Verses 1, 2. “In the first year of the Darius who was
the son of Ahasuerus of the race of the Medes and who reigned
over (678) the kingdom of the Chaldeans, in the first year of his
reign....” This is the Darius who in cooperation with Cyrus
conquered the Chaldeans and Babylonians. We are not to think
of that other Darius in the second year of whose reign the Temple
was built (as Porphyry supposes in making out a late date for
Daniel); nor are we to think of the Darius who was vanquished
by Alexander, the king of the Macedonians. He therefore adds
the name of his father and also refers to his victory, inasmuch
- as he was the first of the race of the Medes to overthrow the king-
dom of the Chaldeans. He does this to avoid any mistake in the
reading which might arise from the similarity of the name.

Verse 2. “I, Daniel, understood by the books the
number of the years concerning which the word of the Lord had
come to the prophet Jeremiah, that seventy years would be ac-
complished for the desolation of Jerusalem.” Jeremiah had pre-
dicted seventy years for the desolation of the Temple (Jer. 52:29),
at the end of which the people would again return to Judaea and
build the Temple and the city of Jerusalem. But this fact did not
render Daniel careless, but rather encouraged him to pray that
God might through his supplications fulfil that which He had
graciously promised. Thus he avoided the danger that carelessness
might result in pride, and pride cause offense to the Lord. Ac-
cordingly we read in Genesis (chap. 9) [sic!] that prior to the
Deluge one hundred and twenty years were appointed for men to
come to repentance; and inasmuch as they refused to repent even
within so long an interval of time as a hundred years, God did
not wait for the remaining twenty years to be fulfilled, but
brought on the punishment earlier which He had threatened
for a later time. [This deduction seems to have been based upon
the fact that Gen. 5:32 mentions that Noah was five hundred years
old when he had begotten Ham, Shem, and Japheth, and therefore

90



Chapter Nine 91

was still the same age when God appointed the one hundred
twenty years in Gen. 6:3. Since the Flood dried up in the six
hundred and first year of Noah (8:13), therefore the waiting
period could not have been more than a hundred years. Yet it
could also have been that the age given in Gen. 5:32 was the age
when, within the one hundred twenty year period, Noah's family
was complete, the youngest son being born within that period,
and being old enough to be married by the time the Flood itself
actually occurred.] So also Jeremiah is told, on account of the
hardness of the heart of the Jewish people: “Pray not for this
people, for I will not hearken unto thee” (Jer. 7:16). Samuel also
was told: “How long wilt thou mourn over Saul? I also have
rejected him” (I Sam. 16:1). (p. 540) And so it was with sackcloth
and ashes that Daniel besought the Lord to fulfil what He had
promised, not that Daniel lacked faith concerning the future,
but rather he would avoid the danger that a feeling of security
might produce carelessness, and carelessness produce an offense
to God.

Verse 4. “ ‘I beseech Thee, O Lord God, who art
mighty and terrible....”” That is, Thou art terrible towards
those who despise Thine injunctions.

“‘...Who keepest covenant and mercy towards
those who love Thee and keep Thy commandments.”” It is not
therefore the case that what God promises will come to pass with-
out further ado, but rather, He fulfils His promises towards those
who keep His commandments.

Verse 5. “‘We have sinned, we have behaved
wickedly (A) and impiously, and we have departed....”” He
reviews the sins of the people as if he were personally guilty, on
the ground of his being (679) one of the people, just as we read
the Apostle does also in his Epistle to the Romans.

Verse 7. “‘Justice belongeth unto Thee, O Lord,
but for us there is only confusion of face....”” It is of course
just that we suffer what we deserve.

Verse 8. “‘Unto Thee belongeth mercy, O Lord
our God, and also propitiation....”” Concerning the same God
of Whom he had previously said, ““To Thee, O Lord, belongeth
justice,” he now says (since the Lord is not only just but also
merciful): “To Thee belongeth mercy.” Tle says this in order



92 Jerome’s Gommentary on Daniel

that he might call upon the Judge to show mercy, after His
sentence has been imposed.

Verse 11. “‘And (the curse) has come upon us
drop by drop.”” That is, Thou hast not poured out upon us all
of Thy wrath, for we should not have been able to bear it, but
Thou hast poured forth a mere droplet of Thy fury, in order that
we might return unto Thee once we have been immeshed in Thy
snare.

“‘The malediction and the curse which were written
in the book of Moses, the servant of God....”” In Deuteronomy
we read the curses and blessings of the Lord (Deut. 27), which
were afterwards uttered in Mount Gerizim and Ebal upon the
righteous and upon the sinners.

Verse 13. “‘All this evil has come upon us, and
we have not entreated Thy face, O Lord our God, that we might
turn back from our iniquilies and consider Thy truth.” Their
obduracy was so great that even in the midst of their toils they
would not entreat God, and even if they had entreated Him, it
would not have been a genuine entreaty, because they had not
turned back from their iniquities. Yet to consider the truth of
God is equivalent to turning back from iniquity.

Verse 14. “‘dAnd the Lord hath kept watch over
the evil and hath brought it upon us....”” Whenever we are
rebuked because of our sins, God is keeping watch over us and
visiting us with chastenment. But whenever we are left alone
by God and we do not suffer judgment but are unworthy of the
Lord’s rebuke, then He is said to slumber. And so we read in
the Psalms as well: “The Lord has risen up as one (B) who was
slumbering or as a man out of a drunken sleep” (Ps. 77=78). For
our wickedness and iniquity inflames God with wine, and when-
ever it is rebuked in our case, God is said to be keeping careful
watch and to be rising up out of His drunken sleep, in order that
we who are drunken with sin may be made to pay careful heed
unto righteousness.

Verse 15. “‘And now, O Lord our God....'"”
Daniel remembers God's ancient kindness in order that he may
appeal to Him for a similar act of clemency.

Verse 17. “‘And show Thy face upon Thy sanc-
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tuary, which lies desolate’” By deed fulfil that which Thou
(p- 541) hast promised in word, for the approximate period of
desolation has elapsed.

Verse 18. “For Thine own sake, O my God, incline
Thine ear and hear; open Thine eyes and behold our desola-
tion....” This appeal is couched (680) in anthropomorphic
language (anthrépopathés), with the implication that whenever
our prayers are heard, God seems to incline His ear; and whenever
God deigns to have regard to us, He appears to open His eyes;
but whenever He turns His face away, we appear to be unworthy
of attention either from His eyes or His ears.

Verse 20. “Now while I was yet speaking and
praying and confessing my sins and the sins of my people, Israel,
so as to present (Vulg.: and was presenting) my petitions in the
presence of my God on behalf of the holy mountain of my
God....” And so, as we have pointed out above, he not only
thought upon the sins of the people but also upon his own sins,
as being one of the people. Or else it was by way of humility,
although he had not personally committed sin; his purpose being
to obtain pardon by reason of his humility. Observe what he said
here: “I was confessing my sins.” For there are many passages
in Scripture where confession does not imply an expression of
repentance so much as an expression of praise to God.

Verse 21.  “While I was still speaking in my prayer,
behold the man Gabriel, whom I had seen (A) at the beginning of
the vision.” He calls the previous vision preceding this one the
beginning. The effect of his prayer was considerable, and the
promise of God was fulfilled which says, “While thou art yet
speaking, lo, I am at hand” (Isa. 58:9). And Gabriel appears not
as an angel or archangel, but as a man (vir), a term used to in-
dicate the quality of virtue rather than specifying his sex.

“...he quickly flew to me and touched me at the
time of the evening sacrifice.”’ It is stated that he flew, because
he had made his appearance as a man. It is said that it was at the
time of the evening sacrifice, in order to show that the prophet’s
prayer had persisted from the morning sacrifice even unto the
evening sacrifice, and that God for that reason directed His mercy
towards him.

Verse 22. “And He instructed me and spoke to me,
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saying. ...” The vision was so obscure that the prophet needed
the angel’s teaching.

“¢ ..Now, O Daniel, I have come forth that I may
instruct thee and that thou mayest understand.’” That is, I have
been sent to thee and have come (B) forth, not from the presence
of God in the sense of departing from Him, but only in the sense
of coming unto thee.

Verse 23. “ ‘From the very beginning of thy pray-
ers the word went forth and I myself have come to show it to thee,
because thou art a man of desires”” That is, at the time when
thou didst begin to ask God, thou didst straightway obtain His
mercy, and His decision was put forth. I have therefore been sent
to explain to thee the things of which thou art ignorant, inasmuch
as thou art a man of desires, that is to say a lovable man, worthy
of God’s love — even as Solomon was called Idida (var: Jedida)
or “man of desires.” I have been sent because thou art worthy, in
recompense for thine affection for God, to be told the secret
counsels of God and to have a knowledge of things to come (681).

““Thou therefore pay heed to the word and under-
stand the vision.’” Thus [reading sic instead of si] Daniel is told,
“Pay diligent heed, in order that thou mayest hear and understand
what thou seest.”” We too should do (p. 542) this, for our eyes
have been blinded by the shadows of ignorance and the darkness
of sins.

Verses 24—27. “ ‘Seventy weeks are shortened upon
thy people and upon thy holy city, (C) that transgression may be
finished, and sin may have an end, and iniquily may be abolished,
and everlasting justice may be brought to bear, and that the vision
and prophecy may be fulfilled that the Holy One of the sainls may
be anointed. Know therefore and take note that from the going
forth of the word to build up Jerusalem again, unto Christ the
prince, there shall be seven weeks and sixty-two weeks, and the
street shall be built again, and the walls, in distressing times. And
after sixty-two weeks Christ shall be slain, and ((D) the people that
shall deny Him) shall not be His. And a people, with their leader
that shall come, shall destroy the city and the sanctuary. And the
end thereof shall be devastation, and after the end of the war there
shall be the appointed desolation. And he shall confirm the
covenant with many in one week; and in the middle of the week
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both victim and sacrifice shall fail. And there shall be in the
Temple the abomination of desolation, and the desolation shall
continue even unto the consummation and the end.”” Because
the prophet had said, “Thou didst lead forth Thy people, and
Thy name was pronounced upon Thy city and upon Thy people,”
Gabriel therefore, as the mouthpiece of God, says by implication:
“By no means are they God’s people, but only thy people; nor is
Jerusalem the holy city of God, but it is only a holy city unto thee,
as thou sayest.” This is similar to what we read in Exodus also,
when God says to Moses, “Descend, for thy people have committed
sin” (Ex. 32:7). That is to say, they are not My people, for
they have forsaken Me. And so, because thou dost supplicate for
Jerusalem and prayest for the people of the Jews, hearken unto
that which shall befall thy people in seventy weeks of years, and
those things which will happen to thy city.

I realize that this question has been argued over in various
ways by men of greatest learning, and that each of them has ex-
pressed his views according to the capacity of his own genius. And
so, because it is unsafe to pass judgment upon the opinions of
the great teachers of the Church and to set one above another,
I shall simply repeat the view of each, and leave it to the reader’s
judgment as to whose explanation ought to be followed. In the
fifth volume of his Tempora [“Ghronology“], Alricanus has this
to say concerning the seventy weeks (682) (and I quote him ver-
batim): “The chapter (E) which we read in Daniel concerning
the seventy weeks contains many remarkable details, which re-
quire too lengthy a discussion at this point; and so we must
discuss only what pertains to our present task, namely that which
concerns chronology. There is no doubt but what it constitutes
a prediction of Christ’s advent, for He appeared to the world at
the end of seventy weeks. After Him the crimes were consum-
mated and sin reached its end and iniquity was destroyed. An
eternal righteousness also was proclaimed which overcame the
mere righteousness of the law; and the vision and the prophecy
were fulfilled, inasmuch as the Law and the Prophets endured
until the time of (I') John the Baptist (Luke 16), and then the
Saint of saints was anointed. And all these things were the objects
of hope, prior to Christ’s incarnation, rather (p. 543) than the
objects of actual possession. Now the angel himself specified
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seventy weeks of years, that is to say, four hundred and ninety
years from the issuing of the word that the petition be granted
and that Jerusalem be rebuilt. The specified interval began in
the twentieth year of Artaxerxes, King of the Persians; for it was
his cupbearer, Nehemiah (Neh. 1), who, as we read in the book of
Ezra [the Vulgate reckons Nehemiah as II Esdras], petitioned the
king and obtained his request that Jerusalem be rebuilt. And
this was the word, or decree, which granted permission for the
construction of the city and its encompassment with walls; for up
until that time it had lain open to the incursions of the sur-
rounding nations. But if one points to the command of King
Cyrus, who granted to all who desired it permission to return to
Jerusalem, the fact of the matter is that the high priest Jesus
[Jeshua] and Zerubbabel, and later on the priest Ezra, together
with the others who had been willing to set forth from Babylon
with them, only made an abortive attempt to construct the
Temple and the city with its walls, but were prevented by the
surrounding nations from completing the task, on the pretext that
the king had not so ordered. And thus the work remained in-
complete until Nehemiah’s time and the twentieth year of King
Artaxerxes. Hence the captivity lasted for seventy years prior to
the Persian rule. [This last sentence is bracketed by the editor.]
At this period in the Persian Empire a hundred and fifteen years
had elapsed since its inception, but it was the one hundred and
eighty-fifth year from the captivity of Jerusalem when Artaxerxes
first gave orders for the walls of Jerusalem to be built. [Actually
only 141 years, the interval between 587 B.C. and 446 B.C.] Nehe-
miah was in charge of this undertaking, and the street was built
and the surrounding walls were erected. Now if you compute
(683) seventy weeks of years from that date, you can come out to
the time of Christ. But if we wish to take any other date (A)
as the starting point for these weeks, then the dates will show
a discrepancy and we shall encounter many difficulties. For if the
seventy weeks are computed from the time of Cyrus and his decree
of indulgence which effectuated the release of the Jewish captives,
then we shall encounter a deficit of a hundred years and more
short of the stated number of seventy weeks [only seventy-eight
years, by more recent computation, for Cyrus's decree was given
in 538 B.C.]. If we reckon from the day when the angel spoke
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to Daniel, the deficit would be much greater [actually not more
than a few months or a year]. An even greater number of years
is added, if you wish to put the beginning of the weeks at the
commencement of the captivity. For the kingdom of the Persians
endured for two hundred and thirty years until the rise of the
Macedonian kingdom; then the Macedonians themselves reigned
for three hundred years. From that date until the sixteenth (i.e.,
the fifteenth) year of Tiberius Caesar, when Christ suffered death,
is an interval of sixty [sic!] years [reckoning from the death of
Cleopatra, the last of the Macedonian Ptolemies]. All of these
years added together come to the number of five hundred and
ninety, with the result that a hundred years remain to be ac-
counted for. On the other hand, the interval from the twentieth
year of Artaxerxes to the time of Christ completes the figure of
seventy weeks, if we reckon according to the lunar computation
of the Hebrews, who did not number their months according to
the movement of the sun, but rather according to the moon. For
the interval from the one hundred fiftieth year of the Persian
Empire, when Artaxerxes, as king thereof, attained the twentieth
year of his reign (and this was the fourth year of the eighty-third
Olympiad), up until the two hundred and second Olympiad (for
it was the second year of that Olympiad which was the fifteenth
year of Tiberius Caesar) comes out to be the grand total of four
hundred seventy-five years. This would result in four hundred
ninety Hebrew years, reckoning according to the lunar months
as we have suggested. For according to their (p. 544) computation,
these years can be made up of months of twenty-nine (variant:
twenty-eight) and a half days each. This means that the sun,
during a period of four hundred ninety years, completes its
revolution in three hundred sixty-five days and a quarter, and this
amounts to twelve lunar months for each individual year, with
eleven and a fourth days left over to spare. Consequently the
Greeks and Jews over a period of eight years insert three inter-
calary months (embolimoi). (684) For if you will multiply eleven
and a quarter days by eight, you will come out to ninety days,
which equal three months. Now if you divide the eight-year
periods into four hundred seventy-five years, your quotient will be
fifty-nine plus three months. These fifty-nine plus eight-year
periods produce enough intercalary months to make up fifteen



98 Jerome's Commentary on Daniel

years, more or less; and if you will add these fifteen years to the
four hundred seventy-five years, you will come out to seventy
weeks of years, that is, a total of four hundred and ninety years.”

Africanus has expressed his views in these very words which
we have copied out. Let us pass on to Eusebius Pamphili [the
famous church historian, who assumed the cognomen Pamphili
in honor of his beloved mentor, Bishop Pamphilus], who in the
eighth book of his Euangeliké Apodeixis [the full title was Euan-
gelikés Apodeixeds Proparaskeué or “Preparation for the Demon-
stration of the Gospel”; the Latin title is Praeparatio Evangelica)
ventures some such conjecture as this: “It does not seem to me
that the seventy weeks have been divided up without purpose,
in that seven is mentioned first, and then sixty-two, and then a
last week is added, which in turn is itself divided into two parts.
For it is written: “Thou shalt know and understand that from the
issuing of the word (command) that the petition be granted and
Jerusalem be built until Christ the Prince there shall be seven
weeks and sixty-two weeks.” And after the rest which he relates
in the intervening section, he states at the end: ‘He shall confirm
a testimony (covenant) with many during one week.” It is clear
that the angel did not detail these things in his reply to no purpose
or apart from the inspiration of God. This observation seems to
require some cautious and careful reasoning, so that the reader
may pay diligent attention and inquire into the cause for this
division (variant: vision). But if we must express our own opinion,
in conformity with the rest of the interpretation which concerns
this present context, in the angel’s statement: ‘From the issuing
of the word that the petition be granted and that Jerusalem be
built, until the time of Christ the Prince,” we are only to think of
other princes who had charge of the Jewish people subsequent
to this prophecy and subsequent to the return from Babylon.
That is to say, we are to think of the arkhiereis [high priests] and
pontiffs to whom the Scripture attaches the title of christs, by
reason of the fact that they have been anointed. The first of these
was Jesus [Jeshua] the son of Jehozadak, the high priest, and then
the rest who had that office up until the time of the advent of
our Lord and Savior. And it is these who are intended by the
prophet’s prediction when it states: ‘From the issuing of the word
that the petition be granted and Jerusalem be built even unto
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Christ the Prince there shall be seven weeks, and sixty-two weeks.’
(685) That is to say, the purpose is that seven weeks be counted
off, and then afterward sixty-two weeks, which come to a total
of four hundred and eighty-three years alter the time of Cyrus.
And lest we appear to be putting forth a mere conjecture too
rashly and without testing the truth of our statements, let us
reckon up those who bore office as christs over the people from the
time of Jeshua, the son of Jehozadak, until the advent of the Lord;
that is to say, those who were anointed for the high priesthood.
First, then, as we have already stated, subsequent to Daniel’s
prophecy, which occurred in the reign of Cyrus, and subsequent
to the return of (p. 545) the people from Babylon, Jeshua the son
of Jehozadak was the high priest, and together with Zerubbabel,
son of Shealtiel, they laid the foundations of the temple. And
because the undertaking was hindered by the Samaritans and the
other surrounding nations, seven weeks of years elapsed (that is
to say, forty-nine years), during which the work on the temple
remained unfinished. These weeks are separated by the prophecy
from the remaining sixty-two weeks. And lastly, the Jews also
followed this view when they said to the Lord in the Gospel-
narrative: “This temple was built over a period of forty-six years,
and shalt thou raise it up in three days’ (John 2:20). For this was
the number of years which elapsed between the first year of Cyrus,
who granted to those Jews who so desired the permission to return
to their fatherland, and the sixth year of King Darius, in whose
reign the entire work upon the temple was finished. [Actually the
two dates involved are 538 B.C. and 516 B.C., an interval of only
twenty-two years.] Furthermore Josephus added on three more
years, during which the periboloi (precincts) and certain other
construction left undone were brought to completion; and when
these are added to the forty-six years, they come out to forty-nine
years, or seven weeks of years. And the remaining sixty-two weeks
are computed from the seventh year of Darius. At that time
Jeshua the son of Jehozadak, and Zerubbabel (who had already
reached his majority) were in charge of the people, and it was in
their time that Haggai and Zechariah prophesied. After them
came Ezra and Nehemiah from Babylon and constructed the walls
of the city during the high priesthood of Joiakim, son of Jeshua,
who had the surname of Jehozadak. After him Eliashib succeeded
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to the priesthood, then Joiada and Johanan after him. Following
him there was Jaddua, in whose lifetime Alexander, the king of
the Macedonians, founded Alexandria, (686) as (A) Josephus
relates in his books of the Antiquities, and actually came to Jeru-
salem and offered blood-sacrifices in the Temple. Now Alexander
died in the one hundred and thirteenth Olympiad, in the two
hundred thirty-sixth year of the Persian Empire, which in turn
had begun in the first year of the fifty-fifth Olympiad. "That was
the date when Cyrus, King of the Persians, conquered the Baby-
lonians and Chaldeans. After the death of the priest Jaddua, who
had been in charge of the temple in Alexander’s reign, Onias
received the high priesthood. It was at this period that Seleucus,
after the conquest of Babylon, placed upon his own head the
crown of all Syria and Asia, in the twellth year after Alexander’s
death. Up to that time the years which had elapsed since the rule
of Cyrus, when computed together, were two hundred and forty-
eight. From that date the Scripture of the Maccabees computes
the kingdom of the Greeks. Following Onias, the high priest
Eleazar became head of the Jews. That was the period when the
Seventy translators (Septuaginta interpretes) are said to have trans-
lated the Holy Scriptures into Greek at Alexandria. After him
came Onias II, who was followed by Simon, who ruled over the
people when Jesus the son of Sirach wrote the book which bears
the Greek title of Panaretos (“A Completely Virtuous Man”), and
which is by most people falsely attributed to Solomon. Another
Onias followed him in the high priesthood, and that was the
period when Antiochus was trying to force the Jews to sacrifice
to the gods of the Gentiles. After the death of Onias, Judas Macca-
baeus cleansed the Temple and smashed to bits the statues of the
idols. His brother Jonathan followed him, (p.546) and after
Jonathan their brother Simon governed the people. By his death
the two hundred and seventy-seventh year of the Syrian kingdom
had elapsed, and the First Book of Maccabees contains a record
of events up to that time. And so the total number of years from
the first year of Cyrus, King of Persia, until the end of the First
Book of Maccabees and the death of the high priest Simon is
four hundred twenty-five. After him John [Hyrcanus] occupied
the high priesthood for twenty-nine years, and upon his death
Aristobulus became head of the people for a year and was the first
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man after the return from Babylon to associate with the dignity
of high priesthood the authority of kingship. His successor was
Alexander, who likewise was high priest and king, and who
governed the people for twenty-seven years. Up to this point, the
number of years from the first year of Cyrus and the return of
the captives who desired to come back to Judaea is to be com-
puted at four hundred and eighty-three. This total is made up
of the seven weeks and the sixty-two weeks, or sixty-nine weeks
altogether. And during this whole period high priests ruled over
the Jewish people, and I now believe that they are those referred
to as christ-princes. And when the last of them, Alexander, had
died, the Jewish nation was rent in this direction and that into
various factions, and was harrassed by internal seditions in its
leaderless condition; and that too to such an extent that Alex-
andra, who was also called Salina, and who was the wife of the
same Alexander, seized power and kept the high priesthood for
her son, Hyrcanus. But she passed on the royal power to her
other son, Aristobulus, and he exercised it for ten years. But when
the brothers fought with each other in civil war and the Jewish
nation was drawn into various factions, then Gnaeus Pompey, the
general of the Roman army, came upon the scene. Having cap-
tured Jerusalem, he penetrated even to the shrine in the temple
which was called the Holy of holies. He sent Aristobulus back
to Rome in chains, keeping him for his triumphal procession, and
then he gave the high priesthood to his brother, Hyrcanus. Then
for the first time the Jewish nation became tributary to the
Romans. Succeeding him, Herod, the son of Antipater, received
the royal authority over the Jews by senatorial decree, after
Hyrcanus had been killed; and so he was the first foreigner to
become governor of the Jews. Moreover when his parents had
died, he handed over the high priesthood to his children, even
though they were non-Jews, utterly contrary to the law of Moses.
Nor did he entrust the office to them for long, (B) except upon
their granting him favors and bribes, for he despised the com-
mands of God’s law.”

The same Eusebius offered another explanation also, and if
we wanted to translate it into Latin, we should greatly expand
the size of this book. And so the sense of his interpretation is this,
that the number of years from the sixth year of Darius, who
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reigned after Cyrus and his son, Cambyses, — and this was the date
when the work on the temple was completed — until the time of
Herod and Caesar Augustus is reckoned to be seven weeks plus
sixty-two weeks, which make a total of four hundred eighty-three
years. (688) That was the date when the christ, that is to say,
Hyrcanus, being the last high priest of the Maccabaean line, was
murdered by Herod, and the succession of high priests came to an
end, so far as the law of God was concerned. It was then also that
a Roman army (p. 547) under the leadership of a Roman general
devastated both the city and the sanctuary itself. Or else it was
Herod himself who committed the devastation, after he had
through the Romans appropriated to himself a governmental
authority to which he had no right. And as for the angel’s state-
ment, “For he shall establish a compact with many for one week
(variant: “a compact for many weeks”), and in the midst of the
week the sacrifice and offering shall cease,” it is to be understood
in this way, that Christ was born while Herod was reigning in
Judaea and Augustus in Rome, and He preached the Gospel for
three years and six months, according to John the Evangelist.
And he established the worship of the true God with many people,
undoubtedly meaning the Apostles and believers generally. And
then, after our Lord’s passion, the sacrifice and offering ceased in
the middle of the week. For whatever took place in the Temple
after that date was not a valid sacrifice to God but a mere worship
of the devil, while they all cried out together, “His blood be upon
us and upon our children” (Matt. 27:25); and again, “We have no
king but Caesar.” Any reader who is interested may look up this
passage in the Chronicle of this same Eusebius, for I translated
it into Latin many years ago. But as for his statement that the
number of years to be reckoned from the completion of the temple
to the tenth year of the Emperor Augustus, that is, when Hyrcanus
was slain and Herod obtained Judaea, amounts to a total of
seven plus sixty-two weeks, or four hundred eighty-three years, we
may check it in the following fashion. The building of the temple
was finished in the seventy-sixth (here and in the other place read:
“sixty-seventh” — Migne) Olympiad, which was the sixth year of
Darius. In the third year of the one hundred and eighty-sixth
Olympiad, that is, the tenth year of Augustus, Herod seized the
rule over the Jews. This makes the interval four hundred and
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eighty-three years, reckoning up by the individual Olympiads and
computing them at four years each. This same Eusebius reports
another view as well, which I do not entirely reject (A), that most
authorities extend the one [last] week of years to the sum of
seventy years, reckoning each year as a ten-year period [reading the
corrupt upputatio as supputatio]. They also claim that thirty-five
years intervened between the passion of the Lord and the reign of
Nero, and that it was at this latter date when the weapons of
Rome were first (689) lifted up against the Jews, this being the
half-way point of the week of seventy years. After that, indeed,
from the time of Vespasian and Titus (and it was right after their
accession to power that Jerusalem and the temple were burned)
up to the reign of Trajan another thirty-five years elapsed. And
this, they assert, was the week of which the angel said to Daniel:
“And he shall establish a compact with many for one week.” For
the Gospel was preached by the Apostles all over the world, since
they survived even unto that late date. According to the tradition
of the church historians, John the Evangelist lived up to the time
of Trajan. Yet I am at a loss to know how we can understand the
earlier seven weeks and the sixty-two weeks to involve seven years
each, and just this last one to involve ten years for each unit of
the seven, or seventy years in all.

So much for Eusebius. But Hippolytus has expressed the
following opinion concerning these same weeks (B): he reckons
the seven weeks as prior to the return of the people from Babylon,
and the sixty-two weeks as subsequent to their return and ex-
tending to the birth of Christ. But the dates do not (p. 548) agree
at all. If indeed the duration of the Persian Empire be reckoned
at two hundred and thirty years, and the Macedonian Empire at
three hundred, and the period thereafter up to the birth of the
Lord be thirty years, then the total from the beginning of the
reign of Cyrus, King of the Persians, until the advent of the Savior
will be five hundred and sixty years. Moreover Hippolytus places
the final week at the end of the world and divides it into the
period of Elias and the period of Antichrist, so that during the
[first] three and a half years of the last week the knowledge of
God is established. And as for the statement, “He shall establish
a compact with many for a week” (Dan. 9:27), during the other
three years under the Antichrist the sacrifice and offering shall
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cease. But when Christ shall come and shall slay the wicked one
by the breath of His mouth, desolation shall hold sway till
the end.

On the other hand Apollinarius of Laodicea in his investiga-
tion of the problem breaks away from the stream of the past and
directs his longing desires towards the future, very unsafely ven-
turing an opinion concerning matters so obscure. And if by
any chance those of future generations should not see these pre-
dictions of his fulfilled at the time he set, then they will be forced
to seek for some other solution and to convict the teacher himself
of erroneous interpretation. And so, in order to avoid the appear-
ance of slandering a man as having made a statement he never
made, he makes the following assertion —and I translate him
word for word: “To the period of four hundred and ninety years
the wicked deeds are to be confined (690) as well as all the crimes
which shall ensue from those deeds. After these shall come the
times of blessing, and the world is to be reconciled unto God at
the advent of Christ, His Son. For from the coming forth of the
Word, when Christ was born of the Virgin Mary, to the forty-
ninth year, that is, the end of the seven weeks, [God] waited for
Israel to repent. Thereafter, indeed, from the eighth year of Clau-
dius Caesar [i.e., 48 A.D.] onward, the Romans took up arms
against the Jews. For it was in His thirtieth year, according to the
Evangelist Luke, that the Lord incarnate began His preaching of
the Gospel (Luke 1) [sic!]. According to the Evangelist John
(John 2 and 11), Christ completed two years over a period of three
passovers. The years of Tiberius’ reign from that point onward
are to be reckoned at six; then there were the four years of the
reign of Gaius Caesar, surnamed Caligula, and eight more years
in the reign of Claudius. This makes a total of forty-nine years,
or the equivalent of seven weeks of years. But when four hundred
thirty-four years shall have elapsed after that date, that is to say,
the sixty-two weeks, then [i.e. in 482 A.D.] Jerusalem and the
Temple shall be rebuilt during three and a half years within the
final week, beginning with the advent of Elias, who according to
the dictum of our Lord and Savior (Luke 1) [sic!] is going to come
and turn back the hearts of the fathers towards their children.
And then the Antichrist shall come, and according to the Apostle
[reading apostolum for apostolorum] he is going to sit in the
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temple of God (IT Thess. 2) and be slain by the breath of our Lord
and Savior aflter he has waged war against the saints. And thus
it shall come to pass that the middle of the week shall mark the
confirmation of God’s covenant with the saints, and the middle
of the week in turn shall mark the issuing of the decree under the
authority of Antichrist that no more sacrifices be offered. For the
Antichrist shall set up the abomination of desolation, that is, an
idol or statue of his own god, within the Temple. Then shall
ensue the final devastation and the condemnation of the Jewish
people, who after their rejection of Christ’s truth shall embrace
the lie of the Antichrist. Moreover this same Apollinarius asserts
that he conceived this idea about the proper dating from the fact
that Africanus, (p. 549) the author of the Tempora [Chronology],
whose explanation I have inserted above, affirms that the final
week will occur at the end of the world. Yet, says Apollinarius,
it is impossible that periods so linked together be wrenched apart,
but rather the time-segments must all be joined together in con-
formity with Daniel’s prophecy.

The learned scholar Clement, presbyter of the church at
Alexandria, regards the number of years as a matter of slight
consequence, (691) asserting that the seventy weeks of years were
completed by the span of time from the reign of Cyrus, King of
the Persians, to the reign of the Roman emperors, Vespasian and
Titus; that is to say, the interval of four hundred and ninety years,
with the addition in that same figure of the two thousand three
hundred days of which we made earlier mention. He attempts
to reckon in these seventy weeks the ages of the Persians, Mace-
donians, and Caesars, even though according to the most careful
computation, the number of years from the first year of Cyrus,
King of the Persians and Medes, when Darius also bore rule, up
to the reign of Vespasian and the destruction of the Temple
amounts to six hundred and thirty.

When Origen came to deal with [reading praefuisset instead
of profuisset] this chapter, he urged us to seek out what informa-
tion we do not possess; and because he had no leeway for al-
legorical interpretation, in which one may argue without con-
straint, but rather was restricted to matters of historical fact, he
made this brief observation in the tenth volume of the Stromata:
“We must quite carefully ascertain the amount of time between
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the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus, and the advent of
Christ, and discover how many years were involved, and what
events are said to have occurred during them. Then we must see
whether we can fit these data in with the time of the Lord’s
coming.”

We may learn what Tertullian had to say on the subject
by consulting the book which he wrote against the Jews (Contra
Judaeos), and his remarks may be set forth in brief: “How, then,
are we to show that Christ came within the sixty-two (A) weeks?
This calculation begins with the first year of Darius, since that
was the time when the vision itself was revealed to Daniel. For he
was told: ‘Understand and conclude from (B) the prophesying
(692) of the command for me to give thee this reply....” Hence
we are to commence our computation with the first year of Darius,
when Daniel beheld this vision. Let us see, then, how the years
are fulfilled up to the advent of Christ. Darius reigned nineteen
(p- 550) years; Artaxerxes forty years; the Ochus who was sur-
named Cyrus twenty-four years; (C) Argus, one year. Then Darius
II, who was called Melas, twenty-one (D) years. Alexander the
Macedonian reigned twelve years. And then after Alexander
(who had ruled over both the Medes and the Persians, after he
had conquered them, and had established his rule in Alexandria,
calling it after his own name), Soter reigned (E) there in Alex-
andria for thirty-five years, and was succeeded by Philadelphus,
who reigned for thirty-eight years (F). After him Euergetes reigned
for twenty-five years, and then Philopator for seventeen years,
followed by Epiphanes for twenty-four years. Furthermore the
second Euergetes ruled for twenty (G) and nine years, and Soter
for thirty-cight years. Ptolemy [sic!] for thirty-seven (H) years, and
Cleopatra for twenty years and five months (I). Furthermore
Cleopatra shared the rule with Augustus for thirteen years. After
Cleopatra Augustus reigned forty-three years more. For all of the
years of the reign of Augustus were fifty-six in number. And let
us see (variant: we see) that in the forty-first year of the reign of
Augustus, who ruled after the death of Cleopatra (J), (693) Christ
was born. And this same Augustus lived on for fifteen years after
the time when Christ was born. And so the resultant periods of
years up to the day of Christ’s birth and the forty-first year of
Augustus, after the death of Cleopatra [actually only twenty-nine
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years after Cleopatra’s death — the language here is confusing],
come to the total figure of four hundred and thirty-seven years and
five months. This means that sixty-two and a half weeks were
used up, or the equivalent of four hundred and thirty-seven years
and six months, by the day when Christ was born. Then eternal
righteousness was revealed, and the Saint of saints was anointed,
namely Christ, and the vision and prophecy were sealed, and
those sins were remitted which are allowed through faith in
Christ’s name to all who believe in Him.” But what is the mean-
ing of the statement that the “vision and prophecy are confirmed
by a seal”? It means that all the prophets made proclamation
concerning [Christ] Himself, saying that He was going to come
and that He would have to suffer. Hence we read shortly there-
after in this Tertullian passage, “The years were fifty-six in num-
ber; furthermore, Cleopatra continued to reign jointly under
Augustus. ...” (p. 551) It was because the prophecy was fulfilled
by His advent that the vision was confirmed by a seal; and it was
called a prophecy because Christ Himself is the seal of all the
prophets, fulfilling as He did all that the prophets had previously
declared concerning Him. Of course after His advent and His
passion (variant: the passion of Christ), there is no longer any
vision or prophecy (variant: or prophet) which declares that
Christ will come [?]. And then a little later Tertullian says, “Let
us see what is the meaning of (A) the seven and a half weeks, which
in turn are divided up into a subsection of earlier weeks; by what
transaction were they fulfilled? Well, after Augustus, (B) who
lived on after Christ’s birth, fifteen years elapsed. He was suc-
ceeded by Tiberius Caesar, and he held sway for twenty-two years,
seven months and twenty-eight (C) days. In the fifteenth year of
his reign (D) Christ suffered, being about (694) thirty-three when
He suffered. Then there was Gaius Caesar, also named Caligula,
who reigned for three years, eight months and thirteen days.
[Note that Claudius’ reign of 13 years is here omitted.] Nero
reigned for nine years, nine months and thirteen days. Galba ruled
for seven months and twenty-eight (E) days; Otho for three months
and five days; and Vitellius for eight months and twenty-eight (T)
days. Vespasian vanquished the Jews in the first year of his reign,
bringing the number of years to a total of fifty-two, plus six
months. For he ruled for eleven years, and so by the date of his
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storming Jerusalem, the Jews had completed the seventy weeks
foretold by Daniel.”

As for the view which the Hebrews hold concerning this pas-
sage, I shall set it forth summarily and within a brief compass,
leaving the credibility of their assertions to those who asserted
them. And so let me put it in the form of a paraphrase (para-
phrastikos) in order to bring out the sense more clearly. “O Daniel,
know that from this day on which I now speak to thee (and that
was the first year of the Darius who slew Belshazzar and trans-
ferred the Chaldean Empire to the Medes and Persians) unto the
seventieth week of years (that is, four hundred and ninety years)
the following events shall befall thy people in stages [literally:
part by part]. First of all, God shall be appeased by thee in view
of the earnest intercession thou hast just offered Him, and sin
shall be canceled out and the transgression shall come to an end.
For although the city at present lies deserted and the Temple lies
destroyed to its very foundations [reading fundamenta for the
non-existent frudamenta], so that the nation is plunged into
mourning, yet within a fairly short time it shall be restored.
And not only shall it come to pass within these seventy weeks that
the city shall be rebuilt and the Temple restored, but also the
Christ, who is the eternal righteousness, shall be born. (p. 552)
And so shall the vision and the prophecy be sealed, with the result
that there shall be no more any prophet to be found in Israel,
and the Saint of saints shall be anointed. We read concerning
Him in the Psalter: ‘Because God, even Thy God, hath anointed
Thee with the oil of gladness (695) above thy fellows’ (Ps. 44:8
=45:7). And in another passage He says of Himself: ‘Be ye holy,
for I also am holy’ (Lev. 19:2). Know therefore that from this day
on which I speak to thee and make thee the promise by the word
of the Lord that the nation shall return and Jerusalem shall be
restored, there shall be sixty-two weeks numbered unto the time
of Christ the Prince and of the perpetual desolation of the
Temple; and that there shall also be seven weeks in which the
two events shall take place which I have already mentioned,
namely that the nation shall return and the street shall be rebuilt
by Nehemiah and Ezra. And so at the end of the weeks the decree
of God shall be accomplished in distressing times, when the
Temple shall again be destroyed, and the city taken captive. For
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after the sixty-two weeks the Christ shall be slain, and the nation
who shall reject Him shall go out of existence” — or, as the Jews
themselves put it, the kingdom of Christ which they imagined
they would retain (G) shall not even be. And why do I speak of
the slaying of Christ, and of the nation’s utter forfeiture of God'’s
help, since the Roman people were going to demolish the city
and sanctuary under Vespasian, the leader who was to come?
Upon his death the seven weeks or forty-nine years were complete,
and after the city of Aelia was established upon the ruins of Jeru-
salem, Aelius Hadrian vanquished (H) the revolting Jews in their
conflict with the general, Timus Rufus. It was at that time that
the sacrifice and offering (ceased and) will continue to cease even
unto the completion of the age, and the desolation is going to
endure until the very end. We are not, say the Jews, greatly
impressed by the fact that the seven weeks are mentioned first,
and afterwards the sixty-two, and again a single week divided into
two parts. For it is simply the idiomatic usage of the Hebrew
language, as well as of antique Latin, that in quoting a figure,
the small number is given first and then the larger. For example,
we do not, according to good usage say in our language, “Abraham
lived a hundred and seventy-five years”; on the contrary the
Hebrews say, “Abraham lived five and seventy and one hundred
years” (I). And so the fulfilment is not to follow the literal order
of the words, but it shall be accomplished in terms of the whole
sum, taken together. I am also well aware that some of the Jews
assert that as for the statement about the single week, (696) “He
shall establish a covenant with many (p. 553) for one week,” the
division is between the reigns of Vespasian and Hadrian. Accord-
ing to the history of Josephus, Vespasian and Titus concluded
peace with the Jews for three years and six month. And the [other]
three years and six months are accounted for in Hadrian's reign,
when Jerusalem was completely destroyed and the Jewish nation
was massacred in large groups at a time, with the result that they
were even expelled from the borders of Judaea. This is what the
Hebrews have to say on the subject, paying little attention to the
fact that from the first year of Darius, King of the Persians, until
the final overthrow of Jerusalem, which befell them under
Hadrian, the period involved is a hundred and seventy-four
Olympiads or six hundred ninety-six years, which total up to
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ninety-nine Hebrew weeks plus three years — that being the time
when Barcochebas, the leader of the Jews, was crushed and Jeru-
salem was demolished to the very ground.



CHAPTER TEN

Verse 1. “In the third year of Cyrus, King of the
Persians, a word was revealed unto Daniel, who was surnamed
Belteshazzar, and it was a true word and great strength. For there
is need of understanding in a vision.” And how is it that we
read at the end of the first vision, “And Daniel lived until the
first year of Cyrus the King”? Well then, we understand that he
enjoyed his former high position among the Chaldeans and was
clothed in purple and fine linen right up until the first year of
King Cyrus, when Cyrus overthrew the Chaldeans, and after-
wards Daniel commenced service under Darius, the son of Ahas-
uerus of the Median line, who reigned over the kingdom of the
Chaldeans. Or else, indeed, that Darius had already died in
whose first year Daniel had learned of the mystery of the seventy
weeks, and he is now relating that he beheld these things in the
third year of King Cyrus. “And it was a true word and great
strength” refers either to the strength of the God who was going
to perform these things or to the strength of the prophet who
would comprehend them.

Verses 2, 3. “In those days I, Daniel, mourned for
the days of three weeks; I ate no desirable bread, and neither flesh
or wine entered into my mouth; neither was I anointed with
ointment until the days of three weeks were accomplished.” By
this example we are taught to abstain from the pleasanter types
of food (I think that the term “desirable bread” is that inclu-
sive) during a period of fasting, and that we neither eat flesh nor
drink (A) wine, (697) and especially that we desire no anointing
with ointments. This custom is maintained among the Persians
and Indians even to this day, that they use ointment as a sub-
stitute for baths. Also, Daniel afflicted his soul for three consec-
utive weeks, so that his intercession might not appear cursory
or casual. By inference, indeed, we ought to make the obser-
vation that a person in mourning who (p. 554) bemourns the
absence of one betrothed partakes of no desirable bread though
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it comes down from heaven itself; neither does he touch solid
food, which is to be understood in the sense of meat, nor does he
drink any wine, which gladdens the heart of man, or make his
face cheerful with oil (as we read in the Psalms: “That he may
make the face cheerful with oil” Ps. 103 [=104]:15). By means
of such a fast as this (B) the betrothed girl sheds tears which will
be convincing, when her fiancé has been taken from her.
Daniel also did well to supplicate the Lord with boldness, inas-
much as in the first year of Cyrus's reign the captivity of the
Jews had already been somewhat relaxed in its severity.

Verse 4. “And in the twenty-fourth day of the first
month, I was beside the great river which is the Tigris.” Ezekiel
also had seen a great vision beside a river, the Chebar (Ez. I).
And it was by the stream of the Jordan that the heavens were
opened to the gaze of our Lord and Savior and also to John the
Baptist (Matt. 3). (C) Therefore those critics should leave off
their foolish objections who raise questions about the presence
of shadows and symbols in a matter of historical truth and
attempt to destroy the truth itself by imagining that they should
employ allegorical methods to destroy the historicity of rivers
and trees and of Paradise [mentioned in Scripture].

Verse 5. “And I lifted my eyes and saw.” We must
lift up our eyes if we are to be able to discern a mystical vision.

“And behold, a person clothed in linen.” Instead
of “linen,” as Aquila rendered it, Theodotion simply puts baddim
[a mere transcription of the Hebrew word], whereas the Septua-
gint renders it as byssus [fine linen], and Symmachus as exaireta
(choice vestments), (D), that is, “distinguished clothing” (prae-
cipua). And instead of what we have rendered as, “Behold, a
man,” on the basis of the Hebrew text, Symmachus puts, “One
like unto a man,” inasmuch as he was not actually a man but
only had the appearance of one.

“And his loins were girt about with pure gold.”
The Hebrew term for this is (E) ‘wpz or ophaz [actually pointed
as ‘@paz in the Massoretic Text], a word which Aquila has
rendered in this fashion: “And his loins were girt about with the
color of gphax” [a Greek word which does not otherwise exist].
698).
( Verse 6. “dnd his body was like chrysolite.” (F)
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For “chrysolite,” one of the twelve gems inserted in the oracular
breastplate of the high priest, the Hebrew has trsys (tharsis)
[actually tarsts or tarshish], a word which Theodotion and
Symmachus simply left unchanged in transcription; but the Sep-
tuagint called it “the sea,” according to the usage in the Psalms:
“With a violent gale Thou dashest the ships of Tharsis in pieces,”
i.e., “the ships of the sea” (Ps. 47:8). Jonah, also, was desirous of
fleeing, not to Tarsus, the Cilician city (as most people suppose),
substituting one letter for another), nor to some region in India
(as (G) Josephus imagines), but simply out to the high seas in
general (Jonah 1). (p. 555)

Verse 7. “And I, Daniel, alone saw the vision, for
the men who were with me saw it not; but an exceeding great
terror fell wpon them, and they fled away and hid themselves.”
The Apostle Paul had a similar experience in the Book of Acts,
in that while the others could see nothing, he alone beheld the
vision (Acts 22).

Verse 10. “And behold, a hand touched me, and
lifted me up upon my knees....” The angel appeared in the
form of a man and laid his hand upon the human prophet as he
lay upon the ground, in order that he might not be terrified,
beholding a form like his own.

Verse 11. “And he said to me, ‘Daniel, thou man
of desires....”"” It was fitting that he be addressed as a man of
desires, for by dint of urgent prayer and affliction of body and
the discipline of severe fasting he desired to learn of the future
and to be informed of the secret counsels of God. Instead of
“man of desires,” Symmachus rendered it as “desirable man.”
The term is apt, for every saint possesses a beauty of soul and is
beloved by the Lord.

Verse 12. “And he said to me: ‘Fear not, Daniel,
for from the first day when thou didst set thine heart to under-
stand and to afflict thyself in the sight of thy God (variant: thy
Lord), thy words have been heard and granted, and I have come
forth in response to thy words” (Vulgate: on account of thy
words). On the twenty-fourth day of the first month, that is, of
Nisan, after three weeks or twenty-one days had elapsed, he
beheld this vision, and he heard from the angel that on the very
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first day he had begun to pray and to afflict himself before God,
his words had been heard and granted. The question arises why,
if he had been heard, was the angel not sent (699) to him right
away. Well, by reason of the delay an opportunity was afforded
him of praying to the Lord at greater length, so that in propor-
tion as his earnest desire was intensified, he might by his effort
the more fully deserve to hear [or else: “might deserve to hear
more, i.e., than he would otherwise”]. And as for the angel’s
statement, “And I have come in response to thy words,” his
meaning is this: “After thou didst begin to invoke God's mercy
by good works and tearful supplication and fasting, then I for
my part embraced the opportunity of entering in before God and
praying for thee.”

Verse 13. “But the prince of the kingdom of Persia
withstood me for twenty-one days.” In my opinion this was the
angel to whose charge Persia was committed, in accordance with
what we read in Deuteronomy: “When the Most High divided
the nations and distributed the children of Adam abroad, then
He established the bounds of the nations according to the num-
ber of the angels of God” (Deut. 32:8). [See note at VII:2, Migné
p- 528.] These are the princes of whom Paul also says: “We speak
forth among the perfect a wisdom which none of the princes of
this world knew. For if they had known it, they would never
have crucified the Lord of Glory” (I Cor. 2:6). And so the prince
or angel of the Persians offered resistance, acting on behalf of the
province entrusted to him, in order that (p. 556) the entire captive
nation might not be released. And it may well be that although
the prophet was graciously heard by God from the day when he
set his heart to understand, the angel was nevertheless not sent
to proclaim to him God’s gracious decision, for the reason that
the prince of Persia opposed him for twenty-one days, enumerat-
ing the sins of the Jewish people as a ground for their justly being
kept in captivity and as proof that they ought not to be released.

“And behold, Michael, one of the chief princes,
came to my assistance.” That is, while the angel of the Persians
was resisting thy petitions and my representations on thy behalf
as I presented thy prayers to God, then there came to my assist-
ance the angel Michael, who has oversight of the people of Israel.
By chief princes we are of course to understand archangels.
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“And I vemained there close by the hing of the
Persians.” He designates the angel or prince by the term “king
of the Persians,” and shows that he had tarried with Michael
for a little as he spoke in opposition to the prince of the Persians.

Verse 14. “dnd I have come to teach thee what
things shall befall thy people in the last days.” The very petition
which Daniel had requested is the thing which he deserves to
hear from God, namely what is going to happen to the people
of Israel, not in the near future, but (700) in the last days, that is,
at the end of the world.

Verse 16.  (A) “O my lord, at the sight of thee my
joints are loosed....” Theodotion interprets it this way, in
accordance with what we read in the One Hundred and Second
Psalm [i.e. the 103rd]: “Bless the Lord, O my soul, and all that is
within me, bless His holy name.” For our inward nature must
direct its gaze without, before we deserve to behold a vision of
God; and when we actually have beheld a vision of God, then
our inward nature is converted within us and we become wholly
of the number of those concerning whom it is written in another
Psalm: “All the glory of the daughter of kings (B) is within, in
golden borders” (Ps. 44:14).

Verse 19. “And as he spoke with me, I recovered
strength and said, ‘Speak, my Lord, for thou hast reassured me.
And he said....” For unless the angel had reassured him by
touching him like a son of man, so that his heart was freed of
terror, he would not have been able to hearken to God’s secrets.
For that reason he now says, “Speak, for thou hast reassured me;
for thou hast enabled me both to hear and understand what
thou sayest.”

»

Verse 20. “‘Dost thou know why I have come to
thee? And now I will return to fight against the prince of the
Persians.”” What he means is this: I have indeed come to teach
thee of the things thou hast received in answer to prayer; but I
am going to return once more to contend against the prince of
the Persians in the sight of God, for he is unwilling that thy
people be released from captivity.

“For (Vulgate: Therelore) as I was coming away, the
prince of the Greeks appeared and entered in (Vulgate: and came
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1]

up).” He means, “I myself was departing (p. 557) from God’s
presence in order to announce to thee [reading tibi for the in-
appropriate ubi] the events which are to befall thy people in the
last days; and yet I am still not secure, since the prince of the
Persians stands to plead against the granting of thy petitions
and the acceptance of my advocacy on thy behalf. And behold,
the prince of the Greeks, or Macedonians, had just come, and he
entered in before God’s presence to lodge accusation against the
prince of the Medes and Persians, in order that the kingdom of
the Macedonians might succeed in their place.” Truly marvelous
are the secret counsels of God, for it indeed came to pass that after
the Jewish people had been freed from captivity, Alexander, king
of the Macedonians, slew Darius and overthrew the kingdom of
the Persians and Medes, so that the prince of the Greeks did
overcome the prince of the Persians.

Verse 21. “Nevertheless I will relate to thee what
has been set down in the Scripture of truth.” That is, this is the
order which the words follow. The fulfilment is still in doubt.
For even though thou dost beseech the Lord (701) and I present
thy prayers to Him, yet the prince of the Persians takes his stand
on the opposite side, and is unwilling that thy people be freed
from captivity. But because the prince of the Greeks has come,
and in the meantime is contending against the prince of the
Persians, and also because I have Michael there as my assistant,
I shall, during their mutual conflict, report to thee the coming
events which God has foretold to me and has bidden me relate
to thee. And let no one be disturbed by the question as to why
mention is made of the prince of the Greeks or Hellénes rather
than of the Macedonians, for Alexander, king of the Macedo-
nians, did not take up arms against the Persians until he had first
overthrown Greece and subjected it to his power.

“dAnd no one is my helper in all these things except
Michael, your prince.” He implies, “I am that angel who presents
thy prayers to God, and I have no other helper in petitioning
God on your behalf except the archangel Michael, to whose
charge the Jewish nation has been entrusted. And meanwhile the
prince of the Greeks is engaged in a common effort with me at this
particular time, contending against the prince of the Persians.
We should review our ancient history and (A) consider whether
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by any chance that was the date of the conquest of the Persians
by the Greeks. According to the Vulgate edition (of the Septua-
gint), this same vision is reckoned as extending to the end of
the book, that is, the vision which appeared to Daniel in the
third year of Cyrus, King of the Persians. On the other hand,
according to the Hebrew original, the ensuing sections are sepa-
rate from this, and recorded in an inverted order. The causes for
this phenomenon we have already mentioned; that is, the matters
here recorded are related as having occurred in the first year of
the Darius who overthrew Belshazzar, not in the third year of
Cyrus.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

Verse 1. “And from the first year of Darius the
Mede, I stood up that he might be strengthened and confirmed.”
Daniel implies, “From the first year of the reign of Darius, who
overthrew the Chaldeans and delivered me from the hand of my
enemies to the extent of his ability (for even his sealing of the
pit of lions with his signet ring was for my protection, lest my
adversaries should slay me), I for my part stood before God, and
I besought God’s mercy upon him, in view of the man’s love for
me, in order that either he or his kingdom might be strengthened
and confirmed. And since I persevered in my prayer, I was
answered by God and given to understand the following infor-
mation. After all, it is a customary thing (p. 558) with the
prophets to bring in new speakers abruptly and without warn-
ing. So it is in Psalm Thirty-one [i.e., Thirty-two]: for when the
prophet has petitioned God and said: “Thou art my refuge from
my tribulation (B) which compassed me about; O Thou, who
art my rejoicing, deliver me from those who now encompass me,”
then God is abruptly brought in as the speaker, replying, “I will
give thee understanding, and I will instruct thee in this way in
which thou shalt go; I will fasten Mine eyes upon thee” (verses 7
and 8). So also here, as the prophet relates, “From the first year
of Darius the Mede, I stood up and interceded that he might be
strengthened and that his rule might be confirmed,” God sud-
denly responds:

Verse 2. “And now I shall proclaim the truth to
thee.” And the meaning is this: “Because thou desirest to know
what shall befall the kings of Persia, hearken thou to the order of
events and hear the answer to thy request.”

“And behold, three more kings shall arise in Persia,
and the fourth shall be enriched exceedingly above them all,
and when he shall have grown mighty through his wealth, he
shall stir wp all men against the kingdom of Greece.” He states
that four kings shall arise in Persia after Cyrus, namely Cambyses,
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the son of Cyrus, and the Magus named Smerdis, who married
Pantaptes, the daughter of Cambyses. Then, when he was slain
by seven Magi and Darius had succeeeded to his throne, the
same Pantaptes married Darius, and by him gave birth to Xerxes,
who became a most powerful and wealthy king, and led an innu-
merable host against Greece and performed those deeds which
are related by the Greck historians. For in the archonship of
Callias he destroyed Athens by fire, and about that same time
waged the war at Thermopylae and the naval battle at Salamis.
It was in his time that Sophocles and Euripides became famous
[hardly Euripides, whose first play was given in 455, nine years
after Xerxes' death], and Themistocles fled in exile to Persia,
where he died as a result of drinking the blood of a bull. And so
that writer [apparently Tertullian, cf. p. 550] is in error who
records as the fourth king that Darius who was defeated by Alex-
ander, for he was not the fourth king, but the fourteenth king of
the Persians after Cyrus. It was in the seventh year of his rule
that Alexander defeated and slew him. Moreover it should be
observed that after he has specified four kings of Persia after
Cyrus, the author [i.e., Daniel] omits the nine (C) others and
passes right on to Alexander. For the Spirit of prophecy was not
concerned about preserving historical detail but in summarizing
only the most important matters. (703)

Verses 3, 4. “But there shall rise up a strong king
and shall rule with great power, and he shall do whatever he
pleases. And when he shall have arisen, his kingdom shall be
broken.” He clearly refers to Alexander the Great, king of the
Macedonians, and son of Philip. For after he had overcome the
Illyrians and Thracians, and had conquered Greece and destroyed
Thebes, he crossed over into Asia. And when he had routed
Darius’s generals and taken the city of Sardis, he afterwards cap-
tured India and founded the city of Alexandria. And then, when
he had attained the age of thirty-two and the twelfth year of his
reign, he died of poison.

“dAnd it shall be divided towards the four winds of
heaven, but not unto his own posterity nor according to his power
with which he had borne rule” After Alexander his kingdom
was divided towards the four (p. 559) winds, namely to the east,
the west, the south, and the north. In Egypt, that is in the south,
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Ptolemy the son of Lagos was the first to become king. In Mace-
donia, that is in the west, the Philip who was also called Aridaeus,
a brother of Alexander, became king. The king of Syria and
Babylon and the remoter regions, that is, the east, was Seleucus
Nicanor. Antigonus was king of Asia Minor and Pontus and of
the other provinces in that whole area, that is, in the north. So
much for the various regions of the world as a whole; but from
the standpoint of Judea itsell, the north would be Syria and the
south would be Egypt. And as for the statement, “But not unto
his own posterity,” the implication is that Alexander would have
no children, but rather, his kingdom would be rent asunder and
fall to others who were not of his family, except of course for
Philip, who kept Macedonia. Nor would it be according to the
power of him who had borne rule, for the kingdom became
feebler by division into four parts, for they constantly fought
among themselves and raged with internecine fury.

“For his kingdom shall be rent in pieces (variant:
destroyed), and that too among strangers besides these.” Besides
the four kingdoms of Macedonia, Asia Minor, Syria, and Egypt,
the kingdom of the Macedonians was torn asunder among other
rulers of less prominence and among petty kings. The reference
here is to Perdiccas and Craterus and Lysimachus, for Cappado-
cia, Armenia, Bithynia, Heracleia, Bosphorus and various other
provinces withdrew themselves from the Macedonian power and
set up various kings for themselves.

Verse 5. “And the king of the South shall be
strengthened.” The reference is to Ptolemy, son of Lagos, who
was the first to become king in Egypt, and was a very clever,
mighty and wealthy man, and possessed such power that he was
able to restore Pyrrhus, King of Epirus, to his kingdom after he
had been driven out, and also to seize Cyprus and Phoenicia. And
after he had conquered Demetrius, the son of Antigonus, he re-
stored to Seleucus that portion of his kingdom which Antigonus
had taken away from him. He also acquired Caria and many
islands, cities, and districts unnecessary to detail at this time.
But no further notice is taken of the other kingdoms, Macedonia
and Asia Minor, because Judaea lay in a midway position and
was held now by one group of kings and now by another. And it
is not the purpose of Holy Scripture to cover external history
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apart from the Jews, but only that which is linked up with the
nation of Israel.

“And one of his princes shall prevail over him,
and he shall rule with great power, for his dominion shall be
great” The person mentioned is Ptolemy Philadelphus, the
second king of Egypt and the son of the [ormer Ptolemy. It was
in his reign that the Seventy (Septuaginta) translators are said to
have translated the Holy Scripture into Greek. He also sent
many treasures to Jerusalem for the high priest Eleazar, and
votive vessels for the Temple. The curator of his library was
Demetrius of Phalerum, a man of reputation among the Greeks
as an orator and philosopher. Philadelphus is reported [reading
narratur instead of the inappropriate narrantur] to have possessed
such great power as to surpass his father Ptolemy. For history
relates that he possessed two hundred thousand infantrymen,
twenty thousand cavalry, and even two thousand chariots and
four hundred elephants, which he was the first to import from
Ethiopia. He also had a thousand five hundred (p. 560) war
galleys of the type now known as Liburnian, and a thousand
others for the transporting of military provisions. So great was
his treasure of gold and silver that he received a yearly revenue
from Egypt amounting to fourteen thousand eight hundred
talents of silver, as well as grain in the amount of five or ten
hundred thousand artabae (a measure containing three and a
half modii [a modius being about three and a half pecks]).

Verse 6. “And at the end of the years they shall be
leagued together (or, as Theodotion renders: And after his years
they shall be united). And the daughter of the king of the South
shall come to the king of the North in order to make friendship,
but she shall not obtain sirength of arm nor shall her seed
endure. And she herself shall be handed over, as well as her
young men (Vulgate: youths) who brought her and who were
strengthening her in (these) times.” As we have already said, it
was Seleucus, surnamed Nicanor, who first ruled over Syria. The
second king was Antiochus, who was called Soter. The third was
Antiochus himself, (705) who was called Theos, that is the Divine.
He was the one who waged numerous wars with Ptolemy Phila-
delphus, who was the second ruler in Egypt, and he also fought
with all the Babylonians and the men of the East. And so after
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many years Ptolemy Philadelphus wished to have done with this
vexatious struggle, and so he gave his daughter, named Berenice,
in marriage to Antiochus, who had already had by a previous
wife, named Laodice, two sons, namely Seleucus, surnamed Cal-
linicus, and the other, Antiochus. And Philadelphus conducted
her as far as Pelusium and bestowed countless thousands of gold
and silver by way of a dowry, from which circumstance he
acquired the nickname of phernophoros or Dowry-giver (dotalis).
But as for Antiochus, even though he had said he would regard
Berenice as his royal consort and keep Laodice in the status of
a concubine, he was finally prevailed upon by his love for Laodice
to restore her to the status of queen, along with her children.
But she was fearful that her husband might in his fickleness
restore Berenice to favor once more, and so she had him put to
death by her servants with the use of poison. And she handed
over Berenice and the son whom she had born by Antiochus to
Icadio and Genneus, princes of Antiochus, and then set up her
elder son, Seleucus Callinicus, as king in his father’s place. And
so this is the matter referred to in this passage, namely that after
many years Ptolemy Philadelphus and Antiochus Theos would
conclude a friendship, and the daughter of the king of the South,
that is Ptolemy, would go to the king of the North, that is Anti-
ochus, in order to cement friendly relations between her father
and her husband. And the text says that she will not be able to
gain her end, nor shall her posterity remain upon the throne of
Syria, but instead both Berenice and the men who had escorted
her thither shall be put to death. And also the king, Antiochus,
who had strengthened her, that is, through whom she could have
obtained the mastery, was killed by his wife’s poison.

Verses 7-9. “And a plant of the bud of her roots
shall arise, and he shall come with an army and shall invade
the province of the king of the North. And he shall abuse
them and shall prevail. And he shall also carry away captive
into Egypt their gods and their sculptures and their precious
vessels of gold and silver; he shall prevail against the king of
the North. And the king of the South shall enter into the
kingdom and shall return to his own land.” After the mur-
der of Berenice and the death of her father, Ptolemy Phila-
delphus, in Egypt, her brother, who was also named Ptolemy
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and surnamed Euergetes, succeeded to the throne as the third
of his dynasty, being in fact an offshoot of the same plant and
a bud of the same root as she was, inasmuch as he was her (p. 561)
brother. He came up with a great army and advanced into the
province (706) of the king of the North, that is Seleucus Callini-
cus, who together with his mother Laodice was ruling in Syria,
and abused them, and not only did he seize Syria but also took
Cilicia and the remoter regions beyond the Euphrates and nearly
all of Asia as well. And then, when he heard that a rebellion was
afoot in Egypt, he ravaged the kingdom of Seleucus and carried
off as booty forty thousand talents of silver, and also precious
vessels and images of the gods to the amount of two and a half
thousand. Among them were the same images which Cambyses
had brought to Persia at the time when he conquered Egypt. The
LEgyptian people were indeed devoted to idolatry, for when he had
brought back their gods to them after so many years, they called
him Euergetes (Benefactor). And he himself retained possession
of Syria, but he handed over Cilicia to his friend, Antiochus, that
he might govern it, and the provinces beyond the Euphrates he
handed over to Xanthippus, another general.

Verse 10. “And his sons shall be provoked, and
they shall assemble a multitude of great armies, and he shall come
with haste like a flood. And he shall return and be stirred up,
and he shall join battle with his army.” After the flight and
death of Seleucus Callinicus, his two sons, the Seleucus sur-
named Ceraunus and the Antiochus who was called the Great,
were provoked by a hope of victory and of avenging their father,
and so they assembled an army against Ptolemy Philopator and
took up arms. And when the elder brother, Seleucus, was slain
in Phrygia in the third year of his reign through the treachery of
Nicanor and Apaturius, the army which was in Syria summoned
his brother, Antiochus the Great, from Babylon to assume the
throne. And so this is the reason why the present passage states
that the two sons were provoked and assembled a multitude of
very sizable armies. But it implies that Antiochus the Great came
by himself from Babylon to Syria, which at that time was held
by Ptolemy Philopator, the son of Euergetes and the fourth king
to rule in Egypt. And after he had successfully fought with his
generals, or rather had by the betrayal of Theodotius obtained
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possession of Syria (which had already been held by a succession
of Egyptian kings), he became so emboldened by his contempt
for Philopator’s luxurious manner of life and for the magical
arts which he was said to employ, that he took the initiative in
attempting an invasion of Egypt itself.

Verses 11, 12. “And the king of the South, being
provoked, shall go forth and shall prepare an exceeding great
multitude, and a multitude shall be given into his hand. And he
shall take (707) a multitude, and his heart shall be lifted up,
because (Vulgate: and) he shall cast down many thousands. But
he shall not prevail.” The Ptolemy surnamed Philopator, having
lost Syria through the betrayal of Theodotius, gathered together
a very great multitude and launched an invasion against (p. 562)
Antiochus the Great, who now bears the title of king of the
North, at the region where Egypt borders upon the province of
Judaea. For owing to the nature of the region, this locality lies
partly to the south and partly to the north. If we speak of Judaea,
it lies to the north of Egypt and to the south of Syria. And so
when he had joined battle near the town of Raphia at the
gateway of Egypt, Antiochus lost his entire army and was almost
captured as he fled through the desert. And after he had con-
ceded the loss of Syria, the conflict was finally brought to an end
upon the basis of a treaty and certain conditions of peace. And
this is what the Scripture means here by the statement that
Ptolemy Philopator “shall cast down many thousands” and yet
shall not prevail. For he was unable to capture his adversary.
The sequel now follows.

Verses 18, 14. “dnd the king of the North shall
return and shall prepare a much greater multitude than before,
and in the end of limes and years he shall come in haste with a
large army and greal vesources. And in those times many shall
rise up against the king of the South.”” This indicates that
Antiochus the Great, who despised the worthlessness of Ptolemy
Philopator (for he had fallen desperately in love with a lute-
player named Agathoclea and also her brother, retaining Agatho-
cles himself as his concubine and alterwards appointing him as
general of Egypt), assembled a huge army from the upper regions
of Babylon. And since Ptolemy Philopator was now dead, An-
tiochus broke his treaty and set his army in motion against Philo-
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pator’s four-year-old son, who was called Epiphanes. For so great
was the dissoluteness and arrogancy of Agathoclea, that those
provinces which had previously been subjected to Egypt rose up
in rebellion, and even Egypt itself was troubled with seditions.
Moreover Philip, King of Macedon, and Antiochus the Great
made peace with each other and engaged in a common struggle
(708) against Agathocles and Ptolemy Epiphanes, on the under-
standing that each of them should annex to his own dominion
those cities of Ptolemy which lay nearest to them. And so this is
what is referred to in this passage, which says that many shall
rise up against the king of the South, that is, Ptolemy Epiphanes,
who was then a mere child.

“Moreover the children of the transgressors of thy
people shall lift themselves up, that they may fulfil the vision,
and then fall to ruin (Vulgate: and they shall fall to ruin).” Dur-
ing the conflict between Antiochus the Great and the generals of
Ptolemy, Judaea, which lay between them, was rent into contrary
factions, the one group favoring Antiochus, and the other favor-
ing Ptolemy. Finally the high priest, Onias, fled to Egypt, taking
a large number of Jews along with him, and was given by Ptolemy
an honorable reception. (A) He then received the region known
as Heliopolis, and by a grant of the king, he erected a temple in
Egypt like the temple of the Jews, and it remained standing up
until the reign of Vespasian, over a period of two hundred (B)
and fifty years. But then the city itself (C), which was known
(p- 563) as the City of Onias, was destroyed to the very ground
because of the war which the Jews had subsequently waged
against the Romans. There is consequently no trace of either
city or temple now remaining. But as we were saying, countless
multitudes of Jews fled to Egypt on the occasion of Onias’s pontif-
icate, and the land was filled with a large number from Cyrene as
well. For Onias affirmed (A) that he was fulfilling the prophecy
written by Isaiah: “There shall be an altar of the Lord in Egypt,
and the name of the Lord shall be found in their territories”
(Tsa. 19:19). And so this is the matter referred to in this passage:
“The sons of the transgressors of thy people,” who forsock the
law of the Lord and wished to offer blood-sacrifices to God in
another place than what He had commanded. They would be
lifted up in pride and would boast that they were fulfilling the
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vision, that is, the thing which the Lord had enjoined. But they
shall fall to ruin, for both temple and city shall be afterwards
destroyed. And while Antiochus held Judaea, a leader of the
Ptolemaic party called Scopas (B) Aetholus was sent against An-
tiochus, and after a bold campaign he took Judaea and took the
aristocrats of Ptolemy’s party back to Egypt with him on his
return. (709)

Verses 15, 16. “dAnd the king of the North shall
come, and shall cast up a mound and capture the best forlified
cities, and the arms of the South shall not withstand. And his
chosen ones shall rise up to resist, and they shall have no strength.
And he shall come upon him and do according to his own desire,
and there shall be none to stand against his face. And he shall
stand in the glovious land and it shall be consumed by his hand.”
Purposing to retake Judaea and the many cities of Syria, Antio-
chus joined battle with Scopas, Ptolemy’s general, near the sources
of the Jordan near where the city now called Paneas was founded,
and he put him to flight and besieged him in Sidon together with
ten thousand of his soldiers. In order to free him, Ptolemy dis-
patched the famous generals, Eropus, Menocles and Damoxenus
(Vulgate: Damoxeus). Yet he was unable to lift the siege, and
finally Scopas, overcome by famine, had to surrender and was
sent away with his associates, despoiled of all he had. And as
for the statement, “He shall cast up a mound,” this indicates that
Antiochus is going to besiege the garrison of Scopas in the citadel
of Jerusalem for a long time, while the Jews add their exertions
as well. And he is going to capture other cities which had for-
merly been held by the Ptolemaic faction in Syria, Cilicia and
Lycia (variant: Lydia). For at that time Aphrodisias, Soloe, Zeph-
rion, Mallos, Anemurium (variant: Anemurum), Selenus, Cora-
cesium, Coricus, Andriace, Lymira, Patara (variant: Patra), Xan-
thus, and finally Ephesus were all captured. These things are
related by both Greek and Roman historians. And as for the
statement, “And he shall stand in the glorious land, and it shall
be consumed (or, finished) by his hand,” the term “glorious land,”
or, as the Septuagint interprets it, “the land of desire” (that is, in
which God takes pleasure) signifies Judaea, and particularly
Jerusalem, to which Antiochus pursued those men of Scopas’s
party who had been honorably (C) received there. Instead of the
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phrase, “glorious land,” as (p. 564) Aquila rendered it, Theodo-
tion simply puts the Hebrew word itself, (D) Sabin; instead of
that Symmachus translated it “land of bravery.”

Verses 17-19. “And he shall set his face to come
and possess all his kingdom, and he shall make upright conditions
with him. And he shall give him the daughter of women, that
she may overthrow him” (Vulgate: it). That is to say, the inten-
tion is to overthrow him, that is, Ptolemy, or else to overthrow
it, that is, his kingdom. Antiochus not only wished to take pos-
session of Syria, Cilicia, and (710) Lycia, and the other provinces
which had belonged to Ptolemy’s party, but also to extend his
empire to Egypt. He therefore used the good offices of Eucles of
Rhodes to betroth his daughter, Cleopatra, to young Ptolemy in
the seventh year of his reign; and in his thirteenth year she was
given to him in marriage, professedly endowed with all of Coele-
syria and Judaea as her marriage-portion. By pleonasm she is
called a daughter of women, just as the poet says:

... Thus she spake with her mouth.
...And with these ears did I drink in her voice.

[The second line is quoted from Vergil's Aeneid, iv, 859; the first
line I have not been able to locate; neither seems to be particu-
larly appropriate to the context.]

“And she shall not stand, neither shall she be for
him. And he shall twrn his face to the islands and shall capture
many; and she shall cause the prince of her reproach to cease,
and his reproach shall be turned upon him. And he shall turn
his face to the empire of his own land; and he shall stumble
and fall, and shall not be found.” For he was unable to take
possession of Egypt, because Ptolemy Epiphanes and his generals
detected the strategem and followed a cautious policy. And
besides, Cleopatra inclined more to her husband’s side than to
her father’s. And so he turned his attention to Asia Minor, and
by carrying on naval warfare against a large number of islands,
he seized Rhodes, Samos, Colophon (variant: Colophonia and
Bocla), Phocea and many other islands. But he was opposed by
Lucius Scipio Nasica and also his brother, Publius Scipio Afri-
canus, who had vanquished Hannibal. For since the consul
Nasica, the brother of Africanus, was of a somewhat sluggish dis-
position, the Roman senate was unwilling to entrust to him a
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war against so mighty a king as Antiochus. Africanus therefore
offered to assume the post of deputy on a voluntary basis, in
order to obviate any damage that his brother might cause. Con-
sequently Antiochus was vanquished and commanded to confine
his rule to the other side of the Taurus range. And so he took
refuge in Apamia and Susa and advanced to the easternmost cities
of his realm [reading regni for regi]. And during a war against
the Elymaeans he was destroyed together with his entire army.
And so this is what the Scripture refers to in this passage, when it
states that he would capture many islands, and yet because of the
Roman conqueror he would lose the kingdom of Asia; and that
the disgrace he had inflicted would come back upon his own
head; and that in the end he would flee from Asia Minor and
return to the empire of his own land, and would then stumble
and fall, so that his place would not be found.

Verse 20. “And there shall stand up in his place
one most vile and unworthy of kingly honor, and in a few days
he shall be destroyed, not in rage novr in a battle.” The reference
is to the Seleucus surnamed Philopator, (711) the son of Antio-
chus the Great, who during his reign performed no deeds worthy
of Syria or of his father, but (p. 565) perished ingloriously without
fighting a single battle. Porphyry, however, claims that it was not
this Seleucus who is referred to, but rather Ptolemy Epiphanes,
who contrived a plot against Seleucus and prepared an army to
fight against him, with the result that Seleucus was poisoned by
his own generals. They did this because when someone asked
Seleucus where he was going to get the financial resources for
the great enterprises he was planning, he answered that his finan-
cial resources consisted in his friends. When this remark was
publicly noised abroad, the generals became apprehensive that
he would deprive them of their property and for that reason did
him to death by nefarious means. Yet how could Ptolemy be
said to rise up in the place of Antiochus the Great, since he did
nothing of the sort? This is especially improbable since the
Septuagint translated: “And there shall stand up a plant from his
root,” that is, “of his issue and seed,” who should deal a severe
blow to the prestige of the empire; “and within a few days he
shall be destroyed without wrath or battle.” The Hebrews claim
that it is Trypho who was intended by the man who was most
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vile and unworthy of kingly honor, for as the boy-king’s guardian
he seized the throne for himself.

Verse 24. “And therve shall stand up in his place
one despised, and the kingly honor shall not be given him; and
he shall come privately and shall obtain the kingdom by fraud.
And the arms of the fighter shall be overcome before his face and
shall be broken, and the prince of the covenant as well. And after
friendly advances he shall deal deceitfully with him, and shall
go up and shall overcome with a small people. And he shall enter
into rich and prosperous cities, and shall do things which his
fathers never did, nor his fathers’ fathers. He shall scatter their
spoil and their booty and their wealth, and shall undertake plots
against the best fortified cities, and shall continue thus for a time.”
Up to this point the historical order has been followed, and there
has been no point of controversy between Porphyry and those of
our side (variant: and us). But the rest of the text from here on
to the end of the book he interprets as applying to the person of
the Antiochus who was surnamed Epiphanes, the brother of
Seleucus and the son of Antiochus the Great. He reigned in Syria
for eleven years after Seleucus, and he seized Judaea, and it is
under his reign that the persecution of God's Law is related, and
also the wars of the Maccabees. But those of our persuasion be-
lieve all these things are spoken prophetically of the Antichrist
who is to arise in the end time. But this factor appears to them
as a difficulty for our view, namely the question as to why the
prophetic discourse should abruptly cease mention of these great
kings and shift from Seleucus to the end of the world. The answer
is that in the earlier historical account where mention was made
of the Persian kings, only four kings of Persia were presented,
following after Cyrus, and (712) many who came in between were
simply skipped over, so as to come quickly to Alexander, king of
the Macedonians. We hold that it is the practice of Scripture
not to relate all details completely, but only to set forth what
seems of major importance. Those of our school insist also that
since many of the details which we are subsequently to read and
explain are appropriate to the person of Antiochus, he is to be
regarded as a type of the Antichrist, and those things which hap-
pened to him in a preliminary way are to be completely fulfilled
in the case of the Antichrist. We hold that it is the habit of Holy
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Scripture to set forth by means of types the reality of things to
come, in conformity with what is said of our Lord and Savior in
the Seventy-first [i.e Seventy-second] Psalm, a psalm which is
noted at the beginning as being Solomon’s, and yet not all the
statements which are made concerning can be applied to Solomon.
For certainly he neither endured “together with the sun and be-
fore the moon from generation to generation,” nor did he hold
sway from sea (p. 566) to sea, or from the River unto the ends of
the earth; neither did all the nations serve him, nor did his name
endure before the sun; neither were all the tribes of earth blessed
in him, nor did all races magnify him. But in a partial way these
things were set forth in advance, by shadows as it were, and by a
mere symbol of the reality, in the person of Solomon, in order
that they might be more perfectly fulfilled in our Lord and Savior.
And so, just as the Savior had Solomon and the other saints as
types of His advent, so also we should believe that the Antichrist
very properly had as a type of himself the utterly wicked king,
Antiochus, who persecuted the saints and defiled the Temple.
Let us therefore follow along with the explanation point by point,
and let us briefly observe in the case of cach item what it signifies
to those of the other school of thought and what it signifies to
those of our school, in accordance with each of the two explana-
tions. Our opponents say that the one who was to “stand up in
the place of” Seleucus was his brother, Antiochus Epiphanes.
The party in Syria who favored Ptolemy would not at first grant
him the kingly honor, but he later secured the rule of Syria by
a pretense of clemency. And as Ptolemy fought and laid every-
thing waste, his arms were overcome and broken before the face
of Antiochus. Now the word arms implies the idea of strength,
and therefore also the host of any army is known as a hand [i.e.
manus, “hand,” may also signify a “band of armed men”]. And
not only does the text say that he conquered Ptolemy by fraud,
but also the prince of the covenant he overcame by treachery, that
is, Judas Maccabaeus. Or else this is what is referred to, that
after he had secured peace with Ptolemy and he had become the
prince of the covenant, he afterwards devised a plot against him.
Now the Ptolemy meant here was not Epiphanes, who was the
fifth Ptolemy to reign in Egypt, but Ptolemy (713) Philometor,
the son of Antiochus’ sister, Cleopatra; and so Antiochus was his
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maternal uncle. And when after Cleopatra’s death Egypt was
ruled by Eulaius, the eunuch who was Philometor’s tutor, and by
Leneus, and they were attempting to regain Syria, which Anti-
ochus had fraudulently seized, warfare broke out between the boy
Ptolemy and his uncle. And when they joined battle between
Pelusium and Mt. Casius, Ptolemy’s generals were defeated. But
then Antiochus showed leniency towards the boy, and making a
pretense of friendship, he went up to Memphis and there received
the crown after the Egyptian manner. Declaring that he was
looking out for the lad’s interests, he subjected all Egypt to him-
self with only a small force of men, and he entered into rich and
prosperous cities. And so he did things which his father had never
done, nor his fathers’ fathers. For none of the kings of Syria had
ever laid Egypt waste after this fashion and scattered all their
wealth. Moreover he was so shrewd that he even overcame by his
deceit the well-laid plans of those who were the boy-king’s gen-
erals. This is the line of interpretation which Porphyry followed,
pursuing the lead of (A) Sutorius with much redundancy, dis-
coursing of matters which we have summarized within a brief
compass. But the scholars of our viewpoint have made a better
and correcter interpretation, stating that the deeds are to be per-
formed by the Antichrist at the end of the world. It is he who is
destined to arise from a small nation, that is from the Jewish
people, and shall be so lowly and despised that kingly honor will
not be granted him. But by means of intrigue and deception he
shall secure the government and by him shall the arms of the
fighting nation of Rome be overcome and broken. He is to effect
this result by pretending to (p. 567) be the prince of the covenant,
that is, of the Law and Testament of God. And he shall enter
into the richest of cities and shall do what his fathers never did,
nor his fathers’ fathers. For none of the Jews except the Antichrist
has ever ruled over the whole world. And he shall form a design
against the firmest resolves of the saints and shall do everything
[he wishes] for a time, for as long as God’s will shall have per-
mitted him to do these things.

Verses 25, 26.  “And his strength and his heart shall
be stirred up against the king of the South with a great army.
And the king of the South shall be aroused to war with many and
very strong auxiliary forces; and they shall not stand, for they
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shall form designs against him. And they that eat bread with him
shall destroy him, and his army shall be crushed, (714) and many
shall fall down slain.” Porphyry interprets this as applying to
Antiochus, who set forth with a great army on a campaign against
his sister’s son. But the king of the South, that is the generals of
Ptolemy, were also roused to war with many and very powerful
auxiliary forces, but they could not stand against the fraudulent
schemes of Antiochus. For he pretended to be at peace with his
sister’s son and ate bread with him, and afterwards he took pos-
session of Egypt. But those of our view with greater plausibility
interpret all this as applying to the Antichrist, for he is to be
born of the Jewish people and come from Babylon, and is first
of all going to vanquish the king of Egypt, who is one of the three
horns of which we have already spoken earlier.

Verses 27—50. “And the heart of the two kings
shall be to do evil, and they speak falsehood at one table, and they
shall not prosper, because as yet the end is unto another lime.
And he shall return into his land with much riches” There is no
doubt but what Antiochus did conclude a peace with Ptolemy
and ate at the same table with him and devised plots against him,
and yet without attaining any success thereby, since he did not
obtain his kingdom but was driven out by Ptolemy’s soldiers.
But it cannot be proved from this set of facts that the statement
of this Scripture was ever fulfilled by past history, namely that
there were two kings whose hearts were deceitful and who inflicted
evil upon each other. Actually, Ptolemy was a mere child of
tender years and was taken in by Antiochus’ fraud; how then
could he have plotted evil against him? And so our party insist
that all these things (A) refer to the Antichrist and to the king
of Egypt whom he has for the first time overcome.

“And his heart shall be against the holy covenant,
and he shall succeed and return into his own land. At the time
appointed he shall return and shall come to the South; but the
latter time shall not be like the former. And the galleys shall
come upon him, and the Romans, and he shall be dealt a heavy
blow.” Or, as another has rendered it, “. . .and they shall threaten
him with attack.” Both the Greek and the Roman historians
relate that after Antiochus had (p. 568) been expelled from Egypt
and had gone back once more, he came to Judaea, that is, against
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the holy covenant, and that he despoiled the Temple and removed
a huge amount of gold; and then, having stationed a garrison in
the citadel, he returned to his own land. And then two years
later he gathered an army against (715) Ptolemy and came to
the South. And while he was besieging his two nephews, the
brothers of Ptolemy and sons of Cleopatra, at Alexandria, some
Roman envoys arrived on the scene, one of whom was Marcus (B)
Popilius Laenas. And when he had found Antiochus standing on
the shore and had conveyed the senatorial decree to him by which
he was ordered to withdraw from those who were friends of
the Roman people and to content himself with his own domain,
then Antiochus delayed his reply in order to consult with his
friends. But Laenas is said to have made a circle in the sand with
the staff which he held in his hand, and to have drawn it around
the king, saying, “"T'he senate and people of Rome give order for
you to make answer in this very spot as to what your decision is.”
At these words Antiochus was greatly alarmed and said, “If this
is the good pleasure of the senate and people of Rome, then I
must withdraw.” And so he immediately set his army in motion.
But he is said to have been dealt a heavy blow, not that he was
killed but that he lost all of his proud prestige. As for the Anti-
christ, there is no question but what he is going to fight against
the holy covenant, and that when he first makes war against the
king of Egypt, he shall straightway be frightened off by the assist-
ance (C) of the Romans. But these events were typically pre-
figured under Antiochus Epiphanes, so that this abominable king
who persecuted God's people foreshadows the Antichrist, who is
to persecute the people of Christ. And so there are many (D) of
our viewpoint who think that Domitius Nero [actually Domitius
was the name of Nero's father, Ahenobarbus] was the Antichrist
because of his outstanding savagery and depravity.

“And he shall return and shall be angry at the
covenant of the sanctuary, and he shall succeed; and he shall
return and take thought concerning (Vulgate: against) those who
have abandoned the covenant of the sanctuary.” We read of these
matters at greater length in the exploits of the Maccabees (I Macc.
1), where we learn that after the Romans expelled him from
Egypt, he came in anger against the covenant of the sanctuary
and was welcomed by those who had forsaken the law of God and
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taken part in the religious rites of the Gentiles. But this is to be
more amply fulfilled under the Antichrist, for he shall become
angered at the covenant of God and devise plans against those
whom he wishes to forsake the law of God. And so Aquila has
rendered in a more significant way: (716) “And he shall devise
plans to have the compact of the sanctuary abandoned.”

Verse 31. “And arms shall stand on his part, and
they shall defile (Vulgate: that (?) they may defile) the sanctuary
of strength, and they shall take away the continual sacrifice, and
shall place there the abomination unto desolation.” Instead of
“arms,” (E) another writer has rendered it as “seed,” so as to imply
(p- 569) descendants and progeny. But those of the other view-
point claim that the persons mentioned are those who were sent
by Antiochus two years after he had plundered the Temple in
order to exact tribute from the Jews, and also to eliminate the
worship of God, setting up an image of Jupiter Olympius in the
Temple at Jerusalem, and also statues of Antiochus himself.
These are described as the abomination of desolation, having been
set up when the burnt offering and continual sacrifice were taken
away. But we on our side contend that all these things took place
in a preliminary way as a mere type of the Antichrist, who is
destined to seat himself in the Temple of God, and make himself
out to be as God. The Jews, however, would have us understand
these things as referring, not to Antiochus Epiphanes or the Anti-
christ, but to the Romans, of whom it was earlier stated, “And war
galleys shall come,” whether Italian or Roman, “and he shall be
humbled.” Considerably later, says the text, a king, Vespasian,
shall emerge from the Romans themselves, who had come to
Ptolemy’s assistance and threatened Antiochus. It is his arms or
descendants who would rise up, namely his son Titus, who with
his army would defile the sanctuary and remove the continual
sacrifice and devote the temple to permanent desolation. By the
terms siim (Siyyim) and chethim (Kittiym), which we have ren-
dered as “‘galleys” and “Romans,” the Jews would have us under-
stand “Italians” and “Romans.”

Verse 32. “And ungodly men shall deceitfully dis-
semble against the covenant. But the people who know their God
shall prevail and succeed.” And in Maccabees we read that there
were some who, to be sure, pretended that they were custodians of
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God’s law, and later they came to terms with the Gentiles; yet the
others adhered to their religion. But in my opinion this will
take place in the time of the Antichrist, when the love of many
shall wax cold. It is concerning these people that our Lord says
in the Gospel, “Dost thou think that the Son of man, when He
comes, will find faith upon the earth?” (Luke 18:8).

Verse 33. “And they that are learned among the
people shall teach many and (717) they shall fall by the sword
and by fire and by captivity and by spoil for many days.” The
books of Maccabees relate the great sufferings the Jews endured
at the hands of Antiochus and they stand as a testimony of their
triumph; for they endured fire and sword, slavery and rapine,
and even the ultimate penalty of death itself for the sake of
guarding the law of God. But let no one doubt that these things
are going to happen under the Antichrist, when many shall resist
his authority and flee away in various directions. The Jews, of
course, interpret these things as taking place at the destruction
of the Temple, which took place under Vespasian and Titus, and
they claim that there were very many of their nation who knew
their Lord and were slain for keeping His law.

Verses 34, 35. “dAnd when they shall have fallen,
they shall be relieved with a small help; and many shall be joined
to them deceitfully. And some of the learned shall fall, that they
may be refined as by fire and that they may be chosen and made
white even to the time before appointed, because there shall yet
be another time.” Porphyry thinks that the “little help” was
Mattathias of the village of (variant: mountain of) Modin, for he
rebelled against the generals of Antiochus and attempted to pre-
serve the worship of the true God (I Macc. 2). He says he is called
a little help because Mattathias was (p. 570) slain in battle; and
later on his son Judas, who was called Maccabaeus, also fell in the
struggle; and the rest of his brothers were likewise taken in by the
deceit of their adversaries. Consult the books of Maccabees for
the details. And all these events took place, he asserts, for the
purpose of testing and choosing out the saints, that they might
be made white until the time before appointed, inasmuch as
victory was deferred until another time. Our writers, however,
would have it understood that the small help shall arise under
the reign of the Antichrist, for the saints shall gather together to
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resist him, and afterwards a great number of the learned shall fall.
And this shall take place in order that they may be refined as by
fire in the furnace, and that they may be made white and may be
chosen out, until the time before determined arrives — for the true
victory shall be won at the coming of Christ. Some of the Jews
understand these things as applying to the princes Severus and
Antoninus, who esteemed the Jews very highly. But others under-
stand the Emperor Julian as the one referred to; for after they
had been oppressed by Gaius Caesar and had steadfastly endured
such suffering in the afflictions of their captivity, Julian rose up
as one who pretended love for the Jews, promising that he would
even offer sacrifice in their temple. They were to enjoy a little
help from him, and a great number of the Gentiles (718) were to
join themselves to their party, although falsely and insincerely.
For it would only be for the sake of their own idolatrous religion
that they would pretend [riendship to the Jews. And they would
do this in order that those who were approved might be made
manifest. For the time of their true salvation and help will be the
coming of the Christ; for the Jews mistakenly imagine (A) that
he (i.e., their Messiah) is yet to come, for they are going to receive
the Antichrist (when he comes) (I Cor. 11).

Verse 36. “And the king shall do according to his will,
and he shall be lifted up and shall magnify himself against every
god; and he shall speak arrogant words against the God of gods,
and shall manage successfully until the wrath be accomplished
(Vulgate: indignation); for the determination is made.” Or else,
as another has translated it: “for in him shall be the consum-
mation.” The Jews believe that this passage has reference to the
Antichrist, alleging that after the small help of Julian a king is
going to rise up who shall do according to his own will and shall
lift himself up against all that is called god, and shall speak (B)
arrogant words against the God of gods. He shall act in such a
way as to sit in the Temple of God and shall make himself out
to be God, and his will shall be prospered until the wrath of God
is fulfilled, for in him the consummation will take place. We too
understand this to refer to the Antichrist. But Porphyry and the
others who follow his lead suppose the reference to be to Anti-
ochus Epiphanes, pointing out that he did raise himself up against
the worship of God, and pushed his arrogance so far as to com-
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mand his own statue to be set up in the Temple in Jerusalem. And
as for the subsequent statement, “And he shall manage success-
fully until the wrath be accomplished, for the consummation shall
be in him,” they understand it to mean that his power will endure
until such time as God becomes angry at him and orders him to
be killed. For indeed Polybius and Diodorus, who composed the
histories of the (C) Bibliothecae (Libraries), relate that Antiochus
not only took measures against the God of Judaea, but also was
impelled by an all-consuming avarice to attempt the plunder of
the temple of (D) Diana in Elymais, because it was so wealthy.
But he was so beset by the temple guard (p.571) and the neigh-
boring populace, and also by certain fearful apparitions, that he
became demented and finally died of illness. And the historians
record that this befell him because he had attempted to plunder
the temple of Diana. But we for our part maintain that even
though this thing befell him, it did so because he had perpetrated
great cruelty upon the saints of God and had defiled His Temple.
For we ought not to suppose that it was because of something he
(719) only attempted to do but from which he then desisted by
an act of repentance, but rather because of something he actually
did he was punished.

Verses 37-39. “And he shall make no account of
the god of his fathers, and he shall be engrossed in lust for women;
nor shall he have regard for any of the gods, for he shall rise up
against everything. But he shall worship the god Maozim in his
place, and a god which his fathers knew not shall he worship with
gold and silver and precious stones and things of great price.
And he shall take measures to fortify Maozim, together with a
strange god whom (A) he has acknowledged. And he shall in-
crease glory and shall grant them power over many and shall
divide the land as a free gift.” Instead of our rendering, the
Septuagint translates: “...and he will not be subject to the lusts
of women.” And again, instead of “the god Maozim (m’dym) [the
Massoretic text has ma'uzziym],” as the Hebrew has it, Aquila
renders, “the God of mighty powers (fortitudinum),” whereas the
Septuagint says, “the most mighty God.” But because there is an
ambiguity of position in the Hebrew original of the phrase we
rendered by, “And he shall be engrossed in lust for women,”
Aquila renders it simply word for word (in Greek): “And he shall
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have no understanding with regard to the god of his fathers, and
(B) in regard to the desire of women and in regard to every god
he shall have no understanding”; that is (in Latin): “And con-
cerning the god of his fathers he shall not understand, and con-
cerning the lust for women, and concerning every god he shall not
understand.” There are two interpretations current concerning
these words, that he cherished lust for women, and that he
cherished no lust for them. If we read it one way and understand
it as an apo koinou [the use of a common word in two different
clauses]: “And he shall have no knowledge concerning a lust for
women,” then it is more easily applied to the Antichrist; i.e., that
he will assume a pretense of chastity in order to deceive many.
But if we read it in this fashion: “And occupied with lust for
women,” understanding, “...he shall be,” then it is more ap-
propriate to the character of Antiochus. For he is said to have
been an egregious voluptuary, and to have become such a disgrace
to the dignity of kingship through his lewdness and seductions,
that he publicly had intercourse with actresses and harlots, and
satisfied his sexual passions in the presence of the people. As for
the god Maozim, Porphyry has offered an absurd explanation,
asserting that Antiochus’s generals set up a statue of Jupiter in
the village of Modin, from which came Mattathias and his sons;
moreover they compelled the Jews to offer blood-sacrifices to it,
that is, to the god of Modin. The next statement, “...and he
shall worship a god whom his fathers did not know” is more
appropriate to the Antichrist than to Antiochus. For we read that
Antiochus held to the religion of the (720) idols of Greece and
compelled the Jews and Samaritans to worship his own gods. Like-
wise in regard to the statement, “...and he shall take measures
to fortify Maozim, together with a strange god whom he has
acknowledged; and he shall increase glory and grant them power
over many, and shall divide the land as a free gift,” Theodotion
has interpreted (p. 572) as follows: “And he shall conduct these
affairs so as to fortify garrisons with a strange god, and with them
he shall manifest and increase glory; and he shall cause them to
bear rule over many and divide up the land as a free gift.” Sym-
machus rendered it “refuges” instead of “garrisons.” Porphyry
explained this as meaning that the man is going to fortify the
citadel in Jerusalem and will station garrisons in the rest of the
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cities, and will instruct the Jews to worship a strange god, which
doubtless means Jupiter. And displaying the idol to them, he
will persuade them that they should worship it. Then he will
bestow upon the deluded both honor and very great glory, and
he shall deal with the rest who have borne rule in Judaea, and
apportion estates unto them in return for their falsehood, and
shall distribute gifts. The Antichrist likewise is going to make
lavish bestowal of many rewards upon those whom he has de-
ceived, and will divide up the land to his soldiery. And those
whom he will not be able to subject to himself by fear he will
subject through their cupidity.

Verses 40, 41.  “And at the predetermined time the
king of the South shall war against him, and the king of the North
shall come against him like a tempest with chariots, with horse-
men and with a great navy; and he shall invade lands and destroy
them and pass through. And he shall enter into the glorious land,
and many shall fall.” Theodotion rendered: “...and many shall
be enfeebled.” And according to Aquila, the many that fell are to
be understood as cities or districts or provinces. This too is re-
ferred by Porphyry to Antiochus, on the ground that in the
eleventh year of his reign he warred for a second time against his
nephew, Ptolemy Philometor. For when the latter heard that
Antiochus had come, he gathered many thousands of soldiery.
But Antiochus invaded many lands like a mighty tempest, with his
chariots and horsemen and large navy, and laid everything waste
as he passed through. And he came to the glorious land, that is,
Judaea, which Symmachus rendered as “land of strength.” In
place of this Theodotion used the Hebrew word itself, Sabai
(variants: Sabam and Saba) (sby). And Antiochus used the ruins
of the wall of the city to fortify the citadel, (721) and thus he
continued on his way to Egypt. But those of our viewpoint refer
these details also to the Antichrist, asserting that he shall first fight
against the king of the South, or Egypt, and shall afterwards con-
quer Libya and Ethiopia, for these constitute the three broken
horns about which we read previously. And then he shall come
to the land of Israel, and many cities or provinces shall be given
into his hands.

“And only these cities shall be saved from his hands:
Edom, Moab, and the principality of the children of Ammon.”
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They say that in his haste to fight Prolemy, the king of the South,
Antiochus left untouched the Idumaeans, Moabites, and Am-
monites, who dwelt to the side of Judaea, lest he should make
Ptolemy the stronger by engaging in some other campaign. The
Antichrist also is going to leave Idumaca, Moab, and the children
of Ammon (i.e., Arabia) untouched, for the saints are to flee
thither to the deserts.

Verses 42, 43.  “And he shall lay his hand wpon the
lands, and the land of Egypt shall not escape; and he shall have
power over the treasures of gold and of silver, and over all the
precious things of Egypt. And likewise he shall pass through
[reading transibit for transivit] (p.573) the Libyans (Vulgate:
Libya and Ethiopia) and the Ethiopians.” We read that Antiochus
partially accomplished this. But as for the added detail, “He shall
pass through the Libyans and Ethiopians,” our school insists that
this is more appropriate to the Antichrist. For Antiochus never
held Libya, which most writers understand to be North Africa, nor
Ethiopia; unless, of course, his capture of Egypt involved the
harrassment of those provinces of Egypt which lay in the same
general region as Ethiopia, and which lay as distant neighbors to
it, on the other side of the deserts. Hence there is no assertion of
his conquering them, but only the statement that he passed
through the Libyans and the Ethiopians.

Verses 44, 45. “And tidings from the East and
from the North shall trouble him. And he shall come thither
with a great host to destroy and slay very many. And he shall
pitch his tent in Apedno between (4) the two seas, upon the
famous and holy mountain; and he shall come even unto its
summit, and none shall help him.” Even for this passage Por-
phyry has some nebulous application to Antiochus, asserting that
in his conflict with the Egyptians, Libyans, and Ethiopians, pass-
ing through them he was to hear of wars which had been stirred
up against him in the North and the East. Thence he was to turn
back and overcome the resistance of the Aradians [Aradus was
an island off the coast of Phoenicia], and lay waste the entire
province along the coastline of Phoenicia. (722) And then he was
to proceed without delay against Artaxias, the king of Armenia,
who was moving down from the regions of the East, and having
slain a large number of his troops, he would pitch his tent in the
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place called Apedno which is located between the two broadest
rivers, the Tigris and the Euphrates. But it is impossible to state
upon what famous and holy mountain he took his seat, after he
had proceeded to that point. After all, it cannot be shown that
he took up his seat between two seas, and it would be foolish to
interpret the two seas as being the two rivers of Mesopotamia. But
Porphyry gets around this famous mountain by following the
rendering of Theodotion, who said: “...upon the sacred Mount
Saba between the two seas.” And even though he supposes that
Saba was the name of a mountain in Armenia or Mesopotamia,
he cannot explain why it was holy. [The Massoretic text has the
common noun, s°0i¥, which means “beauty” or “honor,” and
gives no room for any proper noun, Saba.] To be sure, if we
assume the right of making things up, we can add the detail
which Porphyry fails to mention, that the mountain, forsooth,
was called holy, because it was consecrated to idols in conformity
with the superstition of the Armenians. The account then says:
“And he shall come even unto the summit of that same mountain,”
—supposedly in the province of Elam, which is the easternmost
Persian area. And there when he purposed to plunder the temple
of Diana, which contained countless sums of money, he was
routed by the barbarians, for they honored that shrine with a
remarkable veneration. And Antiochus, being overcome with
grief, died in Tabes, a town in Persia. By use of a most artificial
line of argument Porphyry has concocted these details as an
affront to us; but even though he were able to prove that these
statements applied to Antiochus instead of the Antichrist, what
does that matter [reading quid instead of the inappropriate qui]
to us? For do we not on the basis of all the passages of Scripture
prove the coming of Christ and the falsehood of the Antichrist?
For assume that these things did refer to Antiochus, what injury
does that inflict upon our religious faith? Is it not true that in
the earlier vision also, (p. 574) which contained a prophecy ful-
filled in Antiochus, there is some reference to the Antichrist?
And so let Porphyry banish his doubts and stick to manifest facts.
Let him explain the meaning of that rock which was hewn from
the mountain without hands, and which grew to be a great
mountain and filled the earth, and which smashed to pieces the
fourfold image. And let him say who that Son of man is who
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is going to come with clouds and stand before the Ancient of Days
and have bestowed upon him a kingdom which shall never come
to an end, and who is going to be served by all [reading omnes
for omnem] nations, tribes, and language-groups. (723) Porphyry
ignores these things which are so very clear and maintains that
the prophecy refers to the Jews, although we are well aware that
they are to this very day in a state of bondage. And he claims
that the person who composed the book under the name of
Daniel made it all up in order to revive the hopes of his country-
men. Not that he was able to foreknow all of future history, but
rather he records events that had already taken place. Thus
Porphyry confines himself to false claims in regard to the final
vision, substituting rivers for the sea, and positing a famous
and holy mountain, Apedno (B) even though he is unable to
furnish any historical source in which he has read about it. Those
of our party, on the other hand, explain the final chapter of this
vision as relating to the Antichrist, and stating that during his
war against the Egyptians, Libyans, and Ethiopians, in which he
shall smash three of the ten horns, he is going to hear that war
has been stirred up against him in the regions of the North and
East. Then he shall come with a great host to crush and slay
many people, and shall pitch his tent in Apedno near Nicopolis,
which was formerly called Emmaus, at the beginning of the
mountainous region in the province of Judaea. Finally he shall
make his way thence to go up to the Mount of Olives and ascend
to the area of Jerusalem; and this is what the Scripture means
here: “And when he has pitched his tent....” at the foothills of
the mountainous province between two seas. These are, of course,
that which is now called the Dead Sea on the east, and the Great
Sea on the shore of which lie Caesarea, Joppa, Ashkelon, and (C)
Gazae. Then he shall come up to the summit thereof, that is of
the mountainous province, or the apex of the Mount of Olives,
which of course is called famous because our Lord and Savior
ascended from it to the Father. And no one shall be able to assist
the Antichrist as the Lord vents his fury upon him. Our school
of thought insists that Antichrist is going to perish in that spot
from which the Lord ascended to heaven. Apedno is a compound
word, which upon analysis vields the meaning of “his throne”
(the Greek thronou autou), or (in Latin) “thy throne” [or, if tui
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is a misprint for sui, his throne]. And the meaning is that he shall
pitch his tent (D) and his throne between the seas upon the
famous, holy mountain. Symmachus translated this passage
(724) as follows (in Greek): “And he shall stretch out the tents
of his stable between the seas in the holy mountain of power, and
he shall come even unto its height”; which means in Latin: “And
he shall stretch forth the pavilions of his cavalry between the
seas, upon the holy mountain of power, and shall come even
unto the apex of the mountain.” Theodotion (p. 575) renders it:
“And he shall pitch his tent in (A) Aphedanum between the seas
in the holy Mount Saba, and he shall come to the region thereof.”
Aquila says: “And he shall set up the tent of his headquarters in
(Greek) dphadanon between the seas, in the glorious, holy moun-
tain, and he shall come even unto its border.” Only the Septua-
gint frees itself from the problem about the name by translating:
“And he shall establish his tent there between the seas and the
holy mountain of desire and he shall come to the hour of his
final end.” Adhering to this rendering, Apollinarius omits all
mention of the name Apedno. I have gone into this matter at
some length not only for the purpose of exposing Porphyry's
misrepresentation (for either he was ignorant of all these matters
or else he pretended not to know them) but also to show the
difficulty in Holy Scripture. And yet men who altogether lack
experience lay special claim to understanding it apart from the
grace of God and the scholarship of preceding generations. Now
it should be observed that Hebrew has no letter P, but uses
instead the letter phe, which has the force of the Greek phi.
[An interesting observation, but rather puzzling. Ordinarily the
Hebrew pe is spirantized only after a vowel sound, and is hard
the rest of the time. It is hard and doubled in this particular
word, 'appadni®, according to the Massoretic pointing.] It is
simply that in this particular place the Hebrews write the letter
(B) phe, yet it is to be pronounced as p. But that the Antichrist
is going to come to the summit of the holy, famous mountain and
perish there is a fact upon which Isaiah expatiates more fully,
saying: “The Lord shall in the holy mountain cast down the face
of the ruler of the darkness which is over all races, and him who
rules over all peoples, and the (C) anointing which is applied
against (variant: with which he was anointed against) all the
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nations.” [This rather incoherent quotation varies very con-
siderably from Jerome’s own rendering of Isaiah 25:7 in the Vul-
gate, and also from the Septuagint rendering. The editors were
apparently so dubious about it that they failed to give the cita-
tion at all.]



CHAPTER TWELVE

Verses 1-8. “But at that time shall Michael rise
up, the great prince, who stands for the children of thy people,
and a time shall come such as never occurred from the lime that
nations began to exist even unto that time. And at that time shall
thy people be saved, even everyone who shall be found written
in the book. And many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth
shall awake, some unto life everlasting, and others unto reproach,
that they may behold it always. But those who are instructed
shall shine as the brightness of the firmament; and they that
instruct many as to righteousness, as the stars for all eternity.”
Up until this point Porphyry somehow managed to maintain his
position and impose upon the credulity of the naive [reading
imperitis for imperitus] among our adherents as well as the
poorly educated among his own. But what can he say of this
chapter, in which is described the resurrection of the dead, with
one group being revived for eternal life and the other group for
eternal disgrace? He cannot even specify who the people were
under Antiochus who shone like the brightness of the firmament,
and those others who shone like the stars for all eternity. But
what will pigheadedness not resort to? Like some bruised serpent,
he lifts up his head as he is about to die, and pours forth his
venom upon those who are themselves at the point of death.
This too, he declares, was written with reference to Antiochus,
for after he had invaded Persia, he left his army with Lysias, who
was in charge of Antioch and Phoenicia, for the purpose of
warring against the Jews and destroying their city of Jerusalem.
All these details are related by Josephus, the author of the
history of the Hebrews. Porphyry contends that the tribulation
was such as had never previously occurred, and that a time
came along such as had never been from the time that races began
to exist even unto that time. But when victory was bestowed
upon them, and the generals of Antiochus had been slain, and
Antiochus himself had died in Persia, the people of Israel ex-
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perienced salvation, (p. 576) even all who had been written down
in the book of God, that is, those who defended the law with
great bravery. Contrasted with them were those who proved to
be transgressors of the Law and sided with the party of Antiochus.
Then it was, he asserts, that these guardians of the Law, who had
been, as it were, slumbering in the dust of the earth and were
cumbered with a load of afflictions, and even hidden away, as it
were, in the tombs of wretchedness, rose up once more from the
dust of the earth to a victory unhoped for, and lifted up their
heads, rising up to everlasting life, even as the transgressors rose
up to everlasting disgrace. But those masters and teachers who
possessed a knowledge of the Law shall shine like the heaven, and
those who have exhorted the more backward peoples to observe
the rites of God shall blaze forth after the fashion of the stars for
all eternity. He also adduces the historical account concerning
the Maccabees, in which it is said that many Jews under the
leadership of Mattathias and Judas Maccabaeus fled to the desert
and hid in caves and holes in the rocks, and came forth again
after the victory (I Macc. 2.) These things, then, were foretold in
metaphorical language (726) as if it concerned a resurrection of
the dead. But the more reasonable understanding of the matter
is that in the time of the Antichrist there shall occur a tribulation
such as there has never been since nations began to exist. For
assume that Lysias won the victory instead of being defeated, and
that he completely crushed the Jews instead of their conquering;
certainly such tribulation would not have been comparable to
that of the time when Jerusalem was captured by the Babyloni-
ans, the Temple was destroyed, and all the people were led off
into captivity. And so after the Antichrist is crushed and de-
stroyed by the breath of the Savior's mouth, the people written
in God’s book shall be saved; and in accordance with the merits
of each, some shall rise up unto eternal life and others unto
eternal shame. But the teachers shall resemble the very heavens,
and those who have instructed others shall be compared to the
brightness of the stars. For it is not enough to know wisdom
unless one also instructs others; and the tongue of instruction
which remains silent and edifies no one else can receive no reward
for labor accomplished. This passage is expressed by Theodo-
tion and the Vulgate edition [of the Septuagint] in the following
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fashion: “And those who understand shall shine forth like the
radiance of the firmament, and many of the righteous like the
stars forever and ever.” Many people often ask whether a learned
saint and an ordinary saint shall both enjoy the same reward and
one and the same dwelling-place in heaven. Well then, the
statement is made here, according to Theodotion's rendering,
that the learned will resemble the very heavens, whereas the
righteous who are without learning are only compared to the
brightness of the stars. And so the difference between learned
godliness and mere godly rusticity shall be the difference between
heaven and the stars.

Verse 4. “But Thou, O Daniel, shut up the words
and seal the book, even to the time appointed. Many shall pass
over, and knowledge shall be manifold.” He who had revealed
manifold truth to Daniel now signifies that the things he has
said are matters of secrecy, and he orders him to roll up the
scroll containing his words and set a seal upon the book, with
the result that many shall read it and inquire (p. 577) as to its
fulfilment in history, differing in their opinions because of its
great obscurity. And as for the statement, “Many shall pass over”
or “go through,” this indicates that it will be read by many
people. For it is a familiar expression to say: “I have gone
through a book,” or, “I have passed through an historical
account.” Indeed this is the idea which Isaiah also expressed in
regard to the obscurity of his own book: “And the sayings of that
book shall be like the words of a book that is sealed. And if they
shall give it to an illiterate man, saying, ‘Read it,” he will reply,
(727) ‘I do not know how to read.” But if they give it to a man
who does know how to read and say, ‘Read the book,” he will
reply, ‘I cannot read it, because it is sealed up’ " (Isa. 39:11). Also
in the Revelation of John, there is a book seen which is sealed
with seven seals inside and outside. And when no one proves
able to break its seals, John says, “I wept sore; and a voice came
to me, saying, ‘Weep not: behold the Lion of the tribe of Judah,
the Root of David, has prevailed to open the book and break its
seals’” (Rev. 5:4). But that book can be opened by one who has
learned the mysteries of Scripture and understands its hidden
truths, and its words which seem dark because of the greatness of
the secrets they contain. He it is who can interpret the parables
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and transmute the letter which killeth into the spirit which
quickeneth.

Verses b, 6. “And I Daniel looked, and behold as
it were two other persons were standing, one on this side upon
the river-bank, and the other upon that side, on the other bank
of the river. And I said lo the man that was clothed in linen, that
stood upon the waters of the river, ‘How long shall it be to the
end of these wonders?”” Daniel saw two angels standing on
either side upon the bank of the river of Babylon. Although it
is mentioned here without specifying its name, I suppose that in
line with the preceding vision it would be the Tigris River, which
is called Eddecel (H-d-q-1) in Hebrew. Yet Daniel does not
address his question to those who were standing upon either
bank, but rather to the one whom he had seen at the beginning,
who was clothed in vesture of linen or byssus, which is called
baddim (b-d-y-m) in Hebrew. And this same angel was standing
upon the waters of the river of Babylon, treading upon them
with his feet. From this fact we understand that the former
pair of angels whom he saw standing upon the bank and did not
question or deem worthy of interrogation were the angels of the
Greeks and Persians. But this first angel was the gracious one
who had presented Daniel’s prayers before God during the twen-
ty-one days while the angel of the Persians was opposing him.
And Daniel was asking him (variant: asks him) about these
wonders spoken of in the present vision, as to the time when they
should be accomplished. Porphyry, of course, assigns this time
to the period of Antiochus, after his usual fashion, whereas we
assign it to the time of Antichrist,

Verse 7. “dnd I heard the man that was clothed
in linen, that stood wpon the waters of the river: when he had
lifted wp his right hand and his left hand to heaven and had
sworn by Him that liveth (7128) forever, that it should be unto a
time and times and haelf a time.” Porphyry interprets a time and
times and half a time to mean three and a half years; and we for
our part do not deny that this accords with the idiom of Sacred
Scripture. For we read in an earlier section (p.578) that seven
times passed over Nebuchadnezzar, that is, the seven years of his
existence as a wild beast. The expression was also used in the
vision of the four beasts, the lion, the bear, the leopard, and the
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other beast whose name was not specified but which represented
the kingdom of the Romans. Right afterwards the statement is
made concerning the Antichrist that (A) he will humble kings
and utter speeches against the Exalted One and will crush the
saints of the Most High; moreover he will imagine that he can
alter times and laws. And the saints shall be turned over to his
power unto a time and times and half a time. And the court will
sit for judgment, in order that power may be removed and utter-
ly broken and vanish away until the very end. And clearly the
reference is to the coming of Christ and the saints when it is said:
“But kingdom and power and the greatness of the kingdom which
lies beneath the whole heaven shall be bestowed upon the people
of the saints of the Most High, whose kingdom is an everlasting
kingdom; and all the kings shall serve and obey Him.” If there-
fore the earlier references which were plainly written concerning
the Antichrist are assigned by Porphyry to Antiochus and to the
three and a half years during which he asserts the Temple was
deserted (cf. Verse 1, above), then he is under obligation to prove
that the next statement, “His kingdom is eternal, and all kings
shall serve and obey him,” likewise pertains to Antiochus, or else
(as he himself conjectures) to the people of the Jews. But it is
perfectly apparent that such an argument will never stand. We
read in the books of Maccabees—and Josephus also concurs in
the same opinion (Book 11, chap. 10) — that the Temple in Jeru-
salem lay defiled for three years, and under Antiochus Epiph-
anes an idol of Jupiter stood within it (B); that is to say, from
Chislev, the ninth month, of the one hundred torty-fifth year of
the Macedonian rule until the ninth month of the one hundred
forty-eighth year, which amounts to three years. But under the
Antichrist it is not stated that the desolation and overthrow of
the holy Temple shall endure for three years, but for three years
and a half, that is, one thousand two hundred and ninety days.

“dnd when the scattering of the band (729) of the
holy people shall be accomplished, all these things shall be ful-
filled.” When it is stated that the people of God shall have been
scattered — either under the persecution of Antiochus, as Por-
phyry claims, or of Antichrist, which we deem to be closer to fact
— at that time shall all these things be fulfilled.

Verses 8-10. “And I heard, and understood not.
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And I said, ‘O my lord, what shall happen after these things?”
And he said, ‘Go, Daniel, for the words are shut up and sealed
until the time (C) of the end. Many shall be chosen and made
white and shall be tried as fire; and the wicked shall deal wicked-
ly. And none of the wicked shall understand, but the learned
shall understand.”” The prophet wished to comprehend what
he had seen, or rather, what he had heard, and he desired to
understand the reality of the things to come. For he had heard
of the various wars of kings, and of battles between them, and
a detailed narrative of events; but he had not heard the names
of the individual persons involved. And if the prophet himself
heard and did not understand, what will be the case with those
men who presumptuously expound a book which has been
sealed, and that too unto the time of the end, a book which is
(p- 579) shrouded with many obscurities? But he comments that
when the end comes, the ungodly will lack comprehension,
whereas those who are learned in the teaching of God will be
able to understand. “For wisdom will not enter the perverted
soul, nor can it impart itself to a body which is subject to sins.”
[The editors do not cite the source of this quotation.]

Verse 11. “And from the time that the continual
sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomination unto desola-
tion shall be set up, there shall be a thousand two hundred and
ninety days.” Porphyry asserts that these one thousand two hun-
dred and ninety days were fulfilled in the desolation of the
Temple in the time of Antiochus, and yet both Josephus and the
Book of Maccabees, as we have said before, record that it lasted
for only three years. From this circumstance it is apparent that
the three and a half years are spoken of in connection with the
time of the Antichrist, for he is going to persecute the saints for
three and a half years, or one thousand two hundred and ninety
days, and then he shall meet his fall on the famous, holy moun-
tain. And so from the time of the removal of the endelekhismos,
which we have translated as “continual sacrifice,” i.e., the time
when the Antichrist shall obtain possession of the world (variant:
the city) and forbid the worship (A) of God, unto the day of his
death the three and a half years, or one thousand two hundred
and ninety days, shall be fulfilled. (730).

Verse 12. “Blessed is he that waiteth and cometh
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unto a thousand three hundred and thiviy-five days.” He means
that he is blessed who waits for forty-five days beyond the pre-
determined number, for it is within that period that our Lord
and Savior is to come in His glory. But the reason for the forty-
five days of inaction after the slaying of the Antichrist is a matter
which rests in the knowledge of God; unless, of course, we say that
the rule of the saints is delayed in order that their patience may
be tested. Porphyry explains this passage in the following way,
that the forty-five days beyond the one thousand two hundred and
ninety signify the interval of victory over the generals of Anti-
ochus, or the period when Judas Maccabaeus fought with bravery
and cleansed the Temple and broke the idol to pieces, offering
blood-sacrifices in the Temple of God. He might have been cor-
rect in this statement if the Book of Maccabees had recorded that
the Temple was polluted over a period of three and a half years
instead of just three years (I Macc. 4).

Verse 18. “But thou, (B) Daniel, go thy way until
the time appointed, and take thy rest (Vulgate: thou shalt rest)
and thou shalt stand in thy lot unto the end of the days.” Instead
of this Theodotion translated it: “But go thy way and take thy
rest, and thou shalt rise up again in thy turn at the end of the
days.” From this remark it is demonstrated that the whole con-
text of the prophecy has to do with the resurrection of all the
dead, (p. 580) at the time when the prophet also is to rise. And it
is vain for Porphyry to claim that all these things which were
spoken concerning the Antichrist under the type of Antiochus
actually refer to Antiochus alone. As we have already mentioned,
these false claims have been answered at greater length by Euse-
bius of Caesarea, Apollinarius of Laodicea, and partially also by
that very able writer, the martyr Methodius; and anyone who
knows of these things can look them up in their writings. (C) Thus
far we have been reading Daniel in the Hebrew edition; but the
remaining matter to the end of the book has been translated from
Theodotion’s edition.
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Verses 1, 2. “Now Lhere was a man that dweltl in
Babylon whose name was Joakim; and he took a wife whose name
was Susanna, the daughter of Helcias, a very beautiful woman and
one who feared the Lord” (Vulgate: God). Having expounded to
the best of my ability the contents of the book of Daniel according
to the Hebrew, I shall briefly set forth the comments of Origen
concerning the stories of Susanna and of Bel contained (731) in
the Tenth Book of his Stromata. These remarks are from him (D)
and one may observe them in the appropriate sections (i.e., of
Origen’s work).

Verse 3. “And being righteous folk, her parents
had educated their daughter in conformity with the law of Moses
(Vulgate: because they were righteous, they had instructed....”
This verse should be used as a testimony in order to urge parents
to teach their daughters in accordance with God’s law and holy
Word, as well as their sons.

Verse 5. “And there were (E) two of the elders of
the people (the Vulgate omits: of the people) who were appointed
judges that year.” There was a Jew who used to allege that these
men were Ahab and Zedekiah (variant: Alchias and Zedekiah),
of whom Jeremiah wrote: “The Lord do to thee as Ahab and
Zedekiah, whom the king of Babylon roasted in the fire because of
the iniquity they had wrought in Israel and because they had
committed adultery (variant: were committing adultery) with the
wives of their citizens” (Jer. 29). [In Jer. 21:23; 29:21 they are
mentioned as Ahab, the son of Koliah, and Zedekiah, the son of
Maaseiah, two false prophets who were denounced by Jeremiah.]

“It was concerning them that the Lord said that
iniquity came forth from Babylon on the part of the ancient
judges who appeared to govern the people. They used to frequent
the house of Joakim....” Very appropriately it is not said of
these sinful elders, “They governed the people,” but rather, “They
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appeared to govern.” For those who furnish good leadership to
the people are the ones who govern them, but those who merely
have the title of judge and lead the people unjustly only appear
to govern the people rather than actually doing so.

Verse 8. “And they were inflamed with lust (F)
for her, and they perverted their own mind and turned their eyes
away that they might not look toward heaven nor remember just
judgments.” What the Greeks call pathos we render more cor-
rectly by “emotion” than by “passion.” And so it was this emotion,
this lustful desire, which (p. 581) aroused or even smote the hearts
of the elders. But in order that they might lay some basis for it
in their hearts and might plan how to satisfy their desires, they
perverted their own minds. And as their minds were subverted,
they turned away their eyes that they might not regard heavenly
things or remember righteous judgments, or God, or honor, or
character, the factors for good which are inherent in all men.
“And behold, Susanna was taking a walk according to her cus-
tom.” [This is Verse 13 according to the Septuagint, not according
to Theodotion, who does not include the verse at all.] It has been
stated already that Susanna was actually in the habit of taking
walks in the mornings. For the sake of pleasing those people who
seek out Scriptural precedent for everything we do, it would not
be inappropriate to seize upon this passage about taking walks,
and say that it is a good thing for a person to take walks for the
invigorating of his body. Origen says that he has taken this
particular passage from the Septuagint; by this statement he shows
that he has not discussed the rest of the chapter on the basis of
the Septuagint translation.

Verse 19.  [Vulgate: XII1:22] “Susanna sighed and
said: ‘I am straitened on every side.’” Anyone who has attained
to the acme of perfect virtue never says that she is faced with a
crisis of decision, when she is unable to escape the hands of adul-
terers who say, “Consent to us and have intercourse with us; for
otherwise, if thou art unwilling, we will witness against thee that
a young man was with thee and thou sentest away thy maidens
from thee for this purpose.” It is of course a characteristic of
human frailty to fear a death which is inflicted upon one because
of his uprightness. To be sure we might interpret her distress as
arising not from the prospect of death but from the contumely
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and disgrace which would be heaped upon her by those accusers
who would claim: “A young man was with her, and she sent away
her maidens for that reason.”

Verse 22. “ ‘For if I do this, it is death to me; but
if I donot....” She speaks of sin as death. For just as in the case
of one who commits adultery, the adultery means death, so also
every sin which results in death is to be equated with death. And
we believe we die as often as we sin unto death. And therefore on
the other hand we rise again and are made alive just as often as
we perform deeds which are worthy of life.

Verse 28.  ““ ‘Bui it is better for me to fall into your
hands without doing the deed than to sin in the sight of the
Lord.’” In the Greek the word is not hairetoteron, or “better”
[actually: more preferable], but haireton, which we may render
by “good” [more accurately: “preferable”]. And so she chose her
words well when she avoided saying, “It is better for me to fall
into the hands of my enemies, the elders, than to sin in the sight
of the Lord”; for thus she avoided calling something better in
comparison with sin, which was not a good thing at all. But, she
remarks, it is good for me not to do the wicked thing, and to fall
into your clutches without sinning in God’s sight. (733) Therefore
one should not use the comparative and say, “It is better for me
to fall into your (p. 582) clutches than to sin in God’s sight,” but
rather the positive, “It is good for me not to do the wicked thing
and fall into your clutches, rather than to commit sin in God’s
sight.”

Verse 24. “And Susanna cried oul with a great
voice. ...” Her voice was great, not because of the intense vibra-
tions it sent through the air nor because of the outcry that came
from her lips, but because of the greatness of the chastity with
which she called out to the Lord. And so for this reason the Scrip-
ture did not attribute a great voice to the outcry of the elders, for
the following statement is merely: “The elders also cried out
against her.”

Verse 42. “But Susanna cried out with a great
voice....” Her voice was rendered the clearer because of the
emotion of her heart, the honest sincerity of her avowal, and the
uprightness of her conscience. And so, although men would not
listen to it, her outcry to God was great.
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Verse 45.  “And as she was being led away to die,
the Lord raised up the holy spirit of a young boy.” By this lan-
guage it is shown that the Holy Spirit did not then enter into
Daniel, but rather that He was already within him, and only
because of the tenderness of his years He had remained inactive.
Nor could He show forth His works until an occasion arose and
the Lord stirred him up on behalf of the holy woman.

Verse 46. “And he cried out with « great voice:
‘I am innocent of the blood of this woman. ...”” Because the Holy
Spirit was roused up within him and dictated to the boy what he
should say, his voice was great. And if there is any place in Holy
Scripture where the voice of a sinner is called great, it has (yet)
to be noted. (734)

Verses 54 ff. “‘Tell me under which tree thou
sawest them conversing with each other. And he answered, ‘Under
the mastic tree.” And Daniel said to him, ‘Well hast thou lied
against thine own head; for behold, the angel of God, having
received His sentence from Him, shall cleave thee in twain.” And
a little while later the other elder said, ‘Under the holm tree.’
And Daniel said to him, ‘Well hast thou lied against thine own
head; but the angel of the Lord waiteth with a sword to sever thee
in twain.”” Since the Hebrews reject the story of Susanna, asserting
that it is not contained in the Book of Daniel, we ought to in-
vestigate carefully the names of the trees, the skhinos and the
prinos, which the Latins interpret as “holm-oak” and “mastic-
tree,” and see whether they exist among the Hebrews and what
their derivation is — for example, as “cleavage” [Latin (scissio) is
derived from “mastic” [Greek skliinos], and “cutting” or “sawing”
[Latin sectio, serratio] is derived from “holm tree” [Greek prinos,
which resembles the Greek word for “to saw”: prid] in the lan-
guage of the Greeks. But if no such derivation can be found,
then we too are ol necessity forced to agree with the verdict of
those who claim that this chapter [Greek pericopé] was originally
composed in Greek, because it contains Greek etymology not
found in Hebrew. [That is, because Daniel twice makes a sinister
wordplay based upon the Greek names of these two trees, and
a similar pun could not be made out from the Hebrew names,
if any, of these trees, the story itself could never have been com-
posed in Hebrew.] But if anyone can show (A) that the derivation
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of the ideas of cleaving and severing from the names of the two
trees in question is valid in Hebrew, then we may accept this
scripture also as canonical.

Verse 60. “And the whole congregration (Vulgate:
assembly) cried out with a great voice and blessed God, who
(p- 583) saveth those who trust in Him....” If the whole congre-
gation put them to death, the view which we mentioned earlier is
apparently refuted (A), namely that these were the elders Ahab
and Zedekiah, in conformity with Jeremiah’s statement (chap. 29).
The only other possibility is that instead of taking the statement,
“They killed them,” literally, we interpret it as meaning that they
gave them over to the king of Babylon to be put to death. (735)
That would be just like when we say that the Jews put the Savior
to death; not that they smote Him themselves, but they gave Him
over to be slain and cried out, “Crucify Him! Crucify Him!"
(John 19:15).

Verse 63. “But Helcias and his wife praised God
for their daughter Susanna. ...” Like true saints they praise God
after a worthy fashion, not simply on the ground of Susanna’s
deliverance from the clutches of the elders — for that would hard-
ly be sufficient (p. 584) matter for praise or of any decisive impor-
tance, even if she had not been so delivered — but rather on the
ground that no immorality was found in her.



CHAPTER FOURTEEN

“And as soon as he had opened the door, the
king (736) looked upon the table and cried out with a great
voice: ‘Great art thou, O Bel, and there is no deceit with thee’”
The statement of Scripture in this passage, “He cried out
with a great voice,” may seem, because of its reference to an
idolator ignorant of God, to refute the observation put forth a
little previously, that the expression “great voice” is found only
in connection with saints. This objection is easily solved by
asserting that this particular story is not contained in the Hebrew
of the Book of Daniel. If, however, anyone should be able to
prove that it belongs (B) in the canon, then we should be obliged
to scek out some answer to this objection.

157



=

Migné Footnotes

491

. This interpretation of Daniel, which has been preserved by

a single book in a connected series, receives laudatory mention
by Cassiodorus in chapter three of the Institutes as a work
divided into three sections. We have treated it and revised it
according to very ancient manuscript codices noted before-
hand, one of which is Vatican no. 383, and the other the
Palatine-Vatican no. 175.

. The Palatine MS does not recognize the words “prior to these

authors.”
492

. The Vatican MS seems to prefer henikén [a rare word for

“single,” in the feminine].

. The excellent and ancient Corbio MS adds the name of God,

for it reads skhisesi theos. .. .intended for skhisas se, skhisei
se Theos [“cleaving thee, God shall cleave thee”].

493

. Montfaucon feels that Jerome in this passage is inconsistent,

because even though he had just said that the churches do not
read Daniel according to the Septuagint version but according
to Theodotion’s, yet he straightway adds that all the churches
of Christ, both Greek and Latin, Syrian and Egyptian, use the
Vulgate edition (which is understood to be that of the Septu-
agint), augmented by Origen from the edition of Theodotion
and amended by obeli and asterisks. Now this statement,
Montfaucon alleges, is very difficult of credence if it is to be
understood of the use of the book in public assemblies of the
Church, for how could two editions of the same prophet be
read indiscriminately in all the churches? Moreover it is cer-
tain that Jerome himself in his Commentary, chap. 4, verse 5,
mentions the tradition that, “By the judgment of the masters
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of the Church the Septuagint edition contained in this volume
has been rejected, and it is the Theodotion edition which is
commonly read, since it agrees both with the Hebrew and the
other translators.”” He thinks that the contradiction is to be
resolved in this way, that when the statement is made that the
Vulgate edition revised by Origen is read by all the churches
of Christ, both of the Greeks and Romans, we are to under-
stand that that edition was commonly current, but read pri-
vately rather than in public assemblies, where only Theodo-
tion’s edition held the field. Such was the case among the
Greeks, at any rate, as evidenced by the holy Greek fathers,
especially Chrysostom and Theodoret, who cite no other
edition (but Theodotion’s). But it is my contention that this
was not what Jerome meant at all, and that there is no dif-
ficulty in this passage. TFor there is no mention here of a
Vulgate edition of Daniel by itself, but rather of a Vulgate
which is of Septuagint origin in all the other books but in
the case of Daniel alone is drawn from Theodotion’s transla-
tion. Thus it is that, so far as Daniel is concerned, the Vulgate
edition and Theodotion’s version are one and the same. I do
not suppose that even the illustrious Montfaucon would deny
this fact, for it is very clear both from the attestations which
Jerome praises and from this entire preface, as well as other
things rendered into Latin by Jerome relative to Daniel him-
self, that the Vulgate edition appropriated all the other books
of Scripture from the Septuagint, but only the book of Daniel
from Theodotion. Therefore the Vulgate edition is itself
Theodotion’s edition. Consequently in the passage under
discussion, when the holy Doctor asserts that Origen in the
Vulgate edition placed asterisks and obeli about Theodotion’s
work, the statement can by no means be understood as ap-
plying to this particular book of Daniel. For how could it have
happened, [Latin unclear here owing to some misprint] or at
least what a redundant procedure it would have been, for
Origen to place obeli and asterisks around Theodotion’s
edition in the edition of Theodotion (for there was no other
Vulgate edition of the book)? It is therefore abundantly
evident that his remarks here pertain to the whole work of
Scripture, and it is upon his Vulgate edition that Adamantius
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[a prenomen of Origen] expends this labor. Jerome witnesses
to the fact that that edition was the Hexaplar, and no one is
any longer ignorant of the fact that it was approved and
publicly read by the churches, both Greek and Latin, Syrian
and Egyptian, each in their own tongue. Moreover the context
further on shows very clearly that it is the Scripture as a whole
which is receiving praise, not the book of Daniel alone. To
be sure Jerome takes occasion from Theodotion’s unbelief to
commend his own work to students all the more earnestly, or
else to defend it against rivals. For if, as he pointed out, the
scholarly industry of that heretic won him such great favor
with the churches that in Origen’s opinion he might be ap-
proved as useful not only in Daniel but in the other books
(of the Old Testament), how much more ought Jerome him-
self, being a Christian, to be favorably received; especially
in view of his following the example of Origen in desiring
his own countrymen to have “what the Greeks publicly read
in the editions of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus.”

P. 494

B. Previously read as Suctorius, and incorrectly so; for Sutorius
was distinguished from Callinicus as if they were two authors.
However this Callinicus is a Syrian or Arabic sophist who
flourished in the reign of Gallienus, and who not only wrote
other works but also a history of Alexandria in ten books
dedicated to Cleopatra, and it is to these that Jerome here
refers. The man was surnamed Soutorius, as Suidas observes.

P. 495

A. The Palat. MS has tessarakaidekas (instead of tessaradekas).
Victorinus indeed has noted that both Jechonias is called by
Matthew “Joachim” (with whom the second group of four-
teen ends, at the time of the Babylonian deportation) and
also his own son Joachim (with whom after the aforesaid
deportation the third [reading tertia for the meaningless
tertiae] group begins); and that likewise in IV Reg. xxiii
[1I Kings 23] both men are called “Joacim” by the Septuagint.
Porphyry, not noticing this, as he takes it that Jechonias
stands for one and the same person in Matthew, asserted



162 Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel

=

=

o]

>

B e

that a generation was missing after Jechonias, or else tried
to indict Matthew on the charge of error.

. Our MSS continue Jerome’s exposition, omitting this short

VETrsE.

. Victorinus attributes the reading in Dei domum Dei sui (“to

the house of the god, his god”) by no means to the Vulgate
edition alone, but to the three MSS whose accuracy he praises.

496

. Our MSS complete the rest of the text of Daniel necessary

to the exposition. Moreover the Vatican reads Abéisdri; the
Palatine along with the Sangermane MS in Montfaucon’s
possession reads Abiesdri in Latin letters. Likewise a little
further on, the Vatican reads Porthomim, whereas the Pala-
tine with the Sangermane reads Porthommim.

. Our MSS ignore the name of “Babylon™ here.
. Sapharatphaneb is the reading given in the [printed?] edi-

tions, incorrect according to the Hebrew; whereas Jerome here
put Somtonphanec in accordance with the Septuagint. Mar-
tianus says that two MSS read Somtophanés.

. 497
. Vatic. reads: baneraem; Palat.: banarehem [postulating Ara-

maic, “sons of thunder”].

. Palat. inserts “of Ham and” (sapientiam Cham et Aegyptior-

um).

. Here again our MSS supply the rest of the verse.

498

. On the basis of the Brescian MSS and older editions Victo-

rinus prefers de signis to de singulis, i.e., “who pursue philo-
sophic enquiry concerning omens."”

. Compare with this the testimony of St. Hilary, De Trinitate,

iv, 87, and also his commentary on Matthew. As to this same
Evangelist, see the author of Opus Imperfectum (?) and also
the author of Quaestiones ex Novo Testamento, Question 63.
In fact there are more of the ancient authors who understand
“magi” unconditionally as wicked enchanters.

499

. In order to follow faithfully the reading of our manuscripts,
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we have removed to this footnote the following verses of the
sacred text [i.e., the rest of v. 4 and the first half of v. 5]: “O
king, live forever: Tell [reading Dic for the misprint, Sic]
the dream to thy servants, and we will disclose its interpreta-
tion to thee. And the king said in reply to the Chaldeans,
The subject matter [sermo representing the Aramaic mili°thd,
“the word, the matter talked about” — Douay renders simply:
“The thing”] has gone from me.” These verses were wrongly
subjoined (by earlier printed editions) contrary to the holy
Doctor’s intention, since they were themselves written in
Syriac and were therefore to be excluded.

B. In place of these words, “Therefore made this reply...." our
MSS substitute the following variant from the sacred text:
“The matter which thou askest, O king, is difficult, and no
one could be found to set it forth before the king except the
gods themselves, who maintain no intercourse with men.

C. Our MSS add: “Daniel and his comrades were sought after
that they might be killed.”

P. 500

D. The words “Therelore when Arioch had explained the matter
to Daniel,” belonging to the preceding verse [v. 15]; and
followed by the next verse in its entirety, “And he entered
his house. ...” —all this is not included in our MSS.

P. 501

A. This is the reading of the Vatican and Palatine MSS, and
the one which Victorinus restored, after the model of the
Vulgate (LXX) and Chaldee text, on the supposition (whether
by valid argument I cannot say) that the reading nostrorum
(“our” rather than “my”), retained by Martianaeus in con-
formity with Erasmus, was derived from Theodotion’s version.

B. Instead ol the Greek word éthos (“custom,” “habitual reac-
tion”), the Vatican MS has the Latin mos (“custom”) and the
Palatine has typus (“type” or “character”).

P. 502

C. The older, corrupt reading was thuas [which would mean
either a species of juniper, or, if nominative, “frantic”], and
this has been amended by our manuscripts, although, to be
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sure, they are agreed in exhibiting the word under the less
correct spelling of thitas instead of thytas [iipsilon being pro-
nounced about like iota by Roman times]. Montfaucon had
recommended this reading to be restored, in accordance with
a scholium on the Septuagint, edited at Rome, contained in
chapter 9, verse 4 [of what?] [in Greek]: “The Gazarenoi were
the ones who ministered at the offering up of sacrifices, for
Theodotion gives the rendering thutai (“sacrificers’) instead
of Gazarenoi.” From Jerome you may understand that the
name of Theodotion has been substituted for Symmachus in
this last quotation. The Sangerm. MS reads incorrectly EAS
[presumably in place of the Greek thytas]. A little further on,
we amend, on the strength of those manuscripts, to the read-
ing praedicant (“in order to predict”), since the old reading,
praedicent (“in order to proclaim™), was corrupt.

D. Nevertheless the MSS read: “the image of the statue which is
beheld” [imago statuae quae cernitur instead of imago statua-
que quae cernitur].

E. Here Victorinus supplies mala [which would change the trans-
lation to: “Why are ye meditating evil...?”], on the basis of
the Fesulanus MS and the Vulgate (LXX).

P. 503

A. Victorinus restores non enim for non solum on the basis of
four MSS. [This would change the translation to read: “for
he does not set forth what the king had beheld. ..."]

B. However, our MSS subjoin some other verses of sacred Scrip-
ture without breaking them up. Also, in place of andrianti
from the noun andrias, the former reading was andriante.
The Sangerm. MS reads pro andrianie [the last letter being
epsilon, an impossible case-ending for the Greek word]; and
if this reading be correct, says Montfaucon, it is to be under-
stood that Jerome gave a Latin ending to the Greek word, in
order that it might be conformed to the preposition pro. The
Palatine MS, which has undergone revision by a later hand
in this passage, presents the word as andriante in Roman
letters.

C. The Vatican and Palatine MSS read calcantes [instead of inter-
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pretantes.] [This would change the translation to read:
“and as we go through Daniel's words. ..."]

504

. Compare Jerome’s Preface to Book 11 of his Commentary on

Ezechiel.

. With greater accuracy the Vatican and Palatine MSS omit the

words: “Therefore the king spoke and said to Daniel.”

And to be sure the account of his deed is quite worthy of a
second reading in Josephus’ Antiquities, Book 11, chap. 8,
no. 5. Note especially Alexander’s reply to Parmenio [The
Greek original is here given, followed by a Latin translation]:
“It is not this man whom I have worshipped, but the God
with whose high priesthood he has been honored..”

505

. Our MSS supply the remaining portion of the verse.
. The same MSS read ‘“sojourners from among the Jews” (in-

stead of “...the Jews, as...sojourners”).

. Victorinus deleted the usual fit (“was made of,” for the word

sit (“was”), on the basis of three Florentine MSS.

. The earlier reading was Duraum, and this was actually pre-

ferred by one of our own MSS. But Montfauconius’ opinion
seemed convincing, for he believes that the final “—m” arose
from the little stroke put above the Durau in the most ancient
Sangermane MSS and there indicating the accent rather than
“—m.” Symmachus probably rendered it as Dorau, Theodo-
tion as Deira; the Vatican MSS note: “Theodotion, Deira;
Symmachus, Diriim.

. The phrase “and all the princes of the various districts” is

supplied by the Vatican and Palatine MSS.

. 507
. Our MSS have no knowledge of the words: “as there is in the

Septuagint.”

. 508
. These words: “and the aspect of his countenance was wholly

altered” are supplied by our MSS.

. Our MSS have no knowledge of the section of Scripture which
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follows from this point on, and the explanation which is sub-
joined thereto does not demand it either.

. Our MSS, as well as the Vulgate, read cum braccis [“with

their trousers”] instead of braccis [“in their trousers”].

. Sarabara is a corrupt reading of the Septuagint, of Pollux, of

Hesychius, Photius, and others. The correct reading, sarabala,
is given by Aquila, Theodotion, and the Arabic. And there
is no reason why we should repeat at greater length the ety-
mology of the term, which many authorities derive from the
Persian. Drusius pointed out that the spelling saraballa with
the double ! was not quite correct in Jerome, since there is
but a single [ in the Chaldee spelling, sarb¢la. [My translation
here assumees that the impossible m--b-I- is a misprint for
s-r-b-1-. The printer seems to be unaware even in the text of
Jerome that final mem in Hebrew is not the same letter as
samekh. Note also that for resh he has substituted a magqeph
or hyphen.] Compare these notations of ours with the first
epistle to Innocent, number 9. It is from the different spelling
of the word that the interpretation itself arose. Isidore in
Book 19, chap. 23, reports that to some authorities the word
signifies “head-covering,” and to others “loose and flowing
garments” —an interpretation which he personally prefers.

509

. Our MSS add the words: “And all Thy works are true and

Thy ways are righteous and Thy judgments true. For Thou
hast performed true judgments in regard to all that Thou
hast brought upon us.”

. Here also our MSS add the words: “...nor burnt offering nor

sacrifice nor oblation nor incense nor place for presenting the
first-fruits before Thee, so as to find mercy.”

510

. Plotinus, followed by Bishop Apollinarius, driveled forth a

stupid theory of this sort, to the effect that man is composed
of three substances, the flesh, the soul, and the spirit. Or, as
Nemesius reports in his book on The Nature of Man, chap. 1,
he is composed of soul, body, and intellect. But even Didymus
was reproved by St. Augustine in his book on Ecclesiastical
Dogmas, chap. 20, because he had expressed the view that



Migné Footnotes 167

the spirit constituted a sort of third element in the human
substance. Recall to mind Jerome’s epistle to Hedibias, Ques-
tion 12. As to the concession he makes, “apart from the Holy
Spirit,” Jerome brings in the Catholic teaching, that “in
human beings, that is to say righteous human beings, the
Holy Spirit resides, as well as the soul itself.”

D. Our MSS contain a reading which is, in my opinion, less
accurate: napta or naptha. Furthermore, as to Jerome’s men-
tion of a passage in Sallust’s history concerning this type of
tinder, no such reference can be found in any of Sallust’s
extant writings, not even in his collected fragments. This loss
can be made up from other authors, most conspicuously from
Ammianus Marcellinus, to whom the work Oleum medicum
(“Medical Oil”) is ascribed. In Book 23 we read: “It is said
that in this region they prepare a medical oil which is smeared
on a dart, and if it is shot gently from a rather slack bow (for
it will go out in too fast a flight) it will adhere to any object
it strikes and consume it with a persistent flame. If anyone
tries to wash it away with water, it will flare up all the more
fiercely, nor will it yield to any other extinguisher except
when it is stifled by casting dirt upon it. Now it is prepared
in this fashion: those who are skilled in these matters manu-
facture the oil from a certain herb of common use which is
tinctured by it, and they save it up for a long time. Then as
it becomes firmer they harden it by admixture with a natural
resinous substance resembling thick oil. This type of prep-
aration is produced amongst the Persians, and as we have
stated, they have given it the native name of naphtha.” And
again in the same book: “Here also naphtha is manufactured,
being a kind of sticky pitch and resembling also real bitumen.
And even though a bird should light upon it momentarily, its
flight would become so impeded that it would be drowned
and completely disappear. Once this liquid begins to burn,
there is no device which human ingenuity can discover to
put it out, except for dust.” Pliny also in his Second Book
[of Natural History], chap. 195, after speaking of a slimy sub-
stance known as maltha, adds: “It is of a nature resembling
naphtha, the term for it used in the Babylonian region and
among the Austagenians of Parthia, and is a fluid substance
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. Victorinus inserts “the fourth (Person),’

like liquid bitumen. It has a great affinity for fire, the flames
of which spread across its surface instantly wherever it appears.
The story is that [Jason’s] concubine was by this means set on
fire by Medea, for it was after she had approached the altars
to offer sacrifice that she was snatched up by a wreath of
fire.” You may add to these references a testimony from one
of the Greek authors, Strabo, who in his Sixteenth Book
reports on the authority of Eratosthenes that there is a vari-
ant type of asphalt called naphtha, and he describes its remark-
able incendiary power. But also Plutarch in his Alexander,
Xiphilinus of Dio, Dioscorides in his First Book, Procopius
in Book Five of the Vandal War, Suidas in several places, and
other authorities too numerous to name have somthing to

say about naphtha.

511

" so that it reads:
“might announce the fourth Person to them....” But the

MSS offer very little support therefor.

. Victorinus reads “like a son of God” (similis filio Dei instead

of similtudo filii Dei) in conformity with the Vulgate; although
the subjoined exposition all but rejects this variant.

b3

. This is the reading preferred by the MSS we have used and

also by Victorinus on the basis of older copies of the common
edition. But Martianus concurs with Erasmus in reading,
“Let them ask and reply.”

. 514
. The Palatine MS leaves out the rest of the verse and follows

immediately with the words: “The rest of the authorities
similarly omit this, except for the LXX, who for some reason

have omitted this whole passage. Consequently by the judg-
ment...."”

. The ancient authorities (to be specific, Chrysostom and Theo-

doret) read “another man” instead of “associate”; in other
words, heteron instead of hetairon. Besides, that rendering,
whether it suggests “friend” or “associate” (collega), is not
very close to the Chaldee original. For this reason scholars
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have felt that Jerome utilized defective codices, and therefore
he understood “an associate” instead of “another man,” that
is to say he read hetairon instead of heteron in the Greek.
To be sure, Nebuchadnezzar could have intended to refer
to him by the term “associate,” since he was his right hand
man and the second in rank to the king. And indeed there
is that well-known saying of Clement of Alexandria: “ho de
hetairos heteros ego” (“But one's associate is his other self”).
Lastly, Origen in his Homily Eighteen on Numbers had writ-
ten, “Let us read again those things which are written in
Daniel concerning Daniel himself and his three friends” —
the Greek for “friends” being hetairois.

b15

. The Palatine MS has kyridtes, a word preferably to be restored

in the text as kyriotés [“lordship”] rather than kyreia, and
therefore less suited and less elegant as a term to express
“dominion” than is kyreia.

He speaks as if the word had been written ’ir in the Chaldee,
with an aleph, instead of “or with an ‘ayin. The ancients ren-
dered the word as “splendor” or “light.” Chrysostom says con-
cerning this passage: “hora, phésin eir — phos mega kai lampé-
dona”: “See, the word ir means a great light and splendor.”
And Suidas defines: “eir lampédon,” that is, “/r means splen-
dor.” And so Nazianzenus also, although he teaches that angels
are meant by the word just as Jerome does, nevertheless does
not explain it as from the idea of their constant watching, as
Jerome does, but rather from the idea of their emitting light.
And lastly the LXX in the older Alexandrian copy, at least,
renders the same “ir in Job 37:80 as toxon, i.e.,, “bow,” which
the translators of this passage everywhere take to be the
heavenly bow or Iris. But Origen reads /rin instead of Ir even
in this passage of Daniel.

On the authority of the Vatican and Palatine MSS we have
deleted the word “the king,” an addition which Victorinus
has noted to be lacking in the Vulgate, Chaldee [i.e., the
Aramaic original], and Greek codices.

517

. In place of “great,” a word not contained in the sacred text,
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Victorinus has substituted “city” (i.e., “Is this not the city of
Babylon. . .?”). [What the editor means here is unclear. The
Aramaic original certainly does contain the word “great”—
rabbeta; so also does the Latin Vulgate — magna.]

B. Our MSS contain the words: “just as in heaven, so also on
earth” instead of “just as among the powers of heaven....”
[This substituted reading is, however, inaccurate, and the
reading in Jerome's text is faithful to the original.]

P. 518

C. Compare the passage from Berosus quoted in Josephus, Con-
tra Apionem, I, 20. For this last king, whom Berosus calls
Nabonidus, is called Balthasar (i.e., Belshazzar) by Jerome,
who makes him out to be the son of Labosordach. Berosus
asserts that the king in question was a certain man of Babylon
and of the same nation [same as what? a Babylonian by ex-
traction or of the same clan as Nebuchadnezzar?]. But further
on an even greater discrepancy appears between the two
authorities, for the holy Doctor says that this last king “was
killed by Darius, king of the Medes, who was also the uncle
of Cyrus, king of the Persians.” Berosus, on the other hand,
says that Cyrus made his attack upon Babylonia in the seven-
teenth year of Nabonidus's reign and that Nabonidus fled
from thence and was besieged in the city of the Busippensians.
And being driven out of it, he successfully entreated his
conqueror, Cyrus, that he might of his mercy grant him the
boon of a humble dwelling in Carmania (oikétérion Karman-
ian.) And it was there that to loipon tou khronow diageno-
menos en ekeiné té khora katestrepse ton bion, i.e., he passed
the remaining period of his life, and in that province he
ended his days.

D. The Palatine MS consistently gives the name as Laborsedech,
and the Vaticanus as Labosardech.

519

In the same MSS (the Vatican and Palatine) we find, “...the
gods of gold.”

P. 520
B. On the other hand, one may find instances in Cicero, at least,

>
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where the masculine is used; for example in the well-known
statement in De Officiis, 111, 31, concerning Manlius, “. . .who
invented the term ‘adorned with a necklace’ (Torquatus),
deriving it from the word for necklace (torguis).” [The par-
ticiple modifying torquis is in the masculine: detracto.]

P, 521

A. So Victorinus restores, on the basis of the Brescian codices.
Martianus follows Erasmus in retaining scripta (i.e., “these
three words written on the wall”) instead of scriptura (“the
inscription of these three words”).

P. 522

B. Victorinus reads: “sucklings of the womb” (lactentibus uteri
instead of lactantibus uteris). For thus he says, the text speaks
of little babies as sucklings of the womb. In the Hebrew it is
“fruit of the womb.” It is not the mothers who furnish the
milk who are being spoken of, but the little ones who suck
it up.

C. The Greek text of Josephus, dntiquities, X, ch. 11 is as follows
[translated]: “And when Darius, allied with his relative,
Cyrus, had destroyed the rule of the Babylonians, he was
sixty-two years of age at the time when he captured Babylon.
He was a son of Astyages, and among the Greeks he was called
[reading ekaleito for the impossible ekpleito] by another
name. And he also took the prophet Daniel and brought
him to his own residence in Media, and giving to him a
share of all honor, he kept him in his company. Daniel was
one of the three chief satraps whom he set up over the three
hundred and seventy satrapies.”

P. 523

A. Victorinus prefixes the words: “Wherefore the princes and
satraps sought...."”

P. 524

B. The Chaldee as we have it today reads w-sh-h-y-t-h, Ushehhitha,
which means, “...and corruption.” [Here it should be ex-
plained that Jerome is discussing a portion of verse 4 not
quoted in his text: “...and they were unable to discover any
cause or suspicion, by reason of the fact that he was faith-
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ful....”] The authorities read sh-h-y-t-h, ushehhitha in the
margin of their edition, not realizing that Jerome did not
cite the actual context of the Chaldee, but simply said that
the word “suspicion” is called essaitha (i.e., hashshehivtha) in
the Chaldee tongue, and this really does mean “‘corruption”
or “depravity.”” And it is only a possibility that Jerome had
this reading in his copy of the text. (So Martianus.)

. The codices of the manuscripts read menia (“enclosures™); but

Lrasmus reads meniana (“projecting balconies’). Compare
our previous notes in connection with chap. 41 of Ezekiel.
Martianus reads menia, suggesting also the variant spelling,
maenia — which our MSS have also. Nevertheless I should
with Victorinus prefer to follow Erasmus in substituting
meniana, on the basis of one manuscript from Brescia, and of
an earlier printed edition. Consult our earlier observations
in connection with Ezekiel 41 and the epistle to Sunnias and
Fretella.

. Not inappropriately the Palatine MS reads anabala, that is,

“places to be ascended to.”

525
Victorinus reads: “In order that there might be greater cause
for indignation, despising him who....” He has derived this

restored reading partly from manuscript and partly from a
printed edition. That would mean, then, that in order to
incite the king to greater indignation by despising the man
who had despised the king’s commands, they speak of Daniel
as being a mere captive or purchased slave.

527

. The words of the sacred text which follow from this point on

are not necessary to the subjoined exposition, and are not
contained in our manuscripts. To be sure, if any such cases
occur either previously or subsequently, and if it seems of
little moment to call them to the reader’s attention, we shall
everywhere in the citation of the Scripture references tacitly
carry through (Pexigemus) in accordance with the more appro-
priate rule of the manuscripts themselves.
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P,
B.

P,
. The Palatine MS reads: “they are completely silent as to who

528

On the basis of the Greek, Victorinus adds the name “Israel,”
without which he contends that the sense is doubtful and
incomplete.

. The earlier reading was incorrectly given as “the impious

one” (impio) instead of “empire” (imperio)—an error cor-
rected by the manuscript itsell.

h29

they might be.”
The Palatine MS reads: “oclavum [a non-existent word in
Latin!] alium Xersem” (instead of Xerxem).

On the basis of the Vulgate and the Hebrew, Victorinus
inserts the “like unto.”

531

. In the earlier printed editions the name of Ptolemy Philometor

was missing, and also Ptolemy Euergetes was listed as the Sixth
instead of the Seventh, but the Palatine and Vatican MSS
supply the necessary addition and correction, and on the basis
of them we have elicited the words intervening between the
names of the two Ptolemies. This textual confusion seemed
to have resulted from an ancient error occasioned by the fact
that the same word occurs twice. Consequently, as often hap-
pens, the eye of the copyist too hastily passed over the words
which came in between.

On the basis of the Brescian codices, Victorinus substituted the
plural for the singular: “golden crowns.”

This reading is rightly preferred by all our manuscripts and
those of Victorinus. The earlier reading was “the Aged”
(vetus) instead of “the Ancient” (vetustus).

532

. Instead of cruciatibus (torments, calamities), the reading re-

tained by the printed editions and manuscripts, some authori-
ties would like to substitute “cities” (civitatibus). St. Thomas
Aquinas casts the weight of his authority in favor of this
reading of theirs. Nevertheless, seeing that Jerome speaks else-
where of the angels who watch over cities, he certainly is
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speaking of another class in this case, that is, the ones who
minister unto rewards and punishments. He speaks after the
same tenor in the ninth book of the previous commentary on
Ezekiel, chapter 30, saying: “It is not the good angels but the
wicked who have been put in charge of torments” —a state-
ment to be understood as referring to the torments of those
in hell. Furthermore St. Ambrose also in Epistle 55 (formerly
numbered as 38) queries: “Or do we not believe that those very
angels who carry on various duties in the labors of this world,
as we read in the Revelation of John, groan within them when-
ever they are summoned to be ministers of punishment and
slaughter? Possessing, as they do, eternal life, they would
certainly prefer that it be spent in their former state of per-
sonal tranquillity, than that they should be called upon to
inflict the punishments for our sins.” So also the ancient
author of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews in
the works of Ambrose, the praiseworthy, remarks (chap. I,
v. 7): “It can be said that when they are sent to bear a gracious
message, they are angels indeed; but when they are sent on
a mission of punishment, they are ministers, that is to say,
a flaming fire.”

P. 534

A. Two MSS read: “To such an extent shall he exalt himself in
pride, that....” A litdde further down they contain a better
reading: “...above all that is called God or religion, sub-

jecting all things to his own power.”

B. We have supplied the remaining portion to the end of the
verse on the basis of our manuscripts, in order that it might
be clearly established just how far the Chaldee portion goes.
In previous editions the impression was given that it stopped
with the word “troubled,” contrary to Jerome’s intention.

P. 535

A. This description has been drawn almost word for word from
Josephus, as you may see by reference to the last chapter of
Antiquities, Book 10.

B. The Palatine MS reads: “near the gate....”

C. Two MSS add the words: “. ..without lifting up our eyes.”
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D.

P
. The Palatine MS reads tinpote [A word meaningless in Greek],

B.
. The Palatine MS transfers to this place the words, “Of course

The Vatican reads: “eastward and westward”; the Palatine
simply reads “eastward” instead of [adding] “westward.”

537

but a second scribe has corrected it to tinipote. The reading
in the earlier editions was tinipote with a circumflex accent
over the iota in the first syllable [a manifest error].

. The Vatican MSS, in agreement with the Sangermane MS, as

quoted by Montfaucon, reads phelmoni in Roman letters
[instead of the Greek letters of the text]. Other printed
editions read pelmoni or pelimoni (in Roman letters).
Victorinus says that the word “days” is not contained in the
Hebrew original nor in the Brescian codices, but it was
probably inserted from Theodotion or else inserted here from
the margin as a word to be understood.

. Two manuscripts and the earlier printed editions have “sons”

instead of “brothers.” Victorinus long ago corrected this to
the true reading, with the aid of the Florentine codices, and
under the influence of the actual account in I Maccabees,
chap. 2, verse 8. The brothers of Judas Maccabaeus were
Simon, Joseph, and Jonathan. Compare also Josephus, Anti-
quities, X, 9.

538

the significance of the name indicates the fact that the only
true remedy is to be found in God.” This is approximately
the reading of the editions of Erasmus and Victorinus, but
Martianus assigns them more correctly to the end of the

paragraph.

. This same sentence according to the early editions reads: “It

is necessary that Michael be directed to go, for his name means
‘Who is like unto God? Of course the intention is that it
might be understood that no one can bestow a propitiation
or expiation except God Himsell.”

540

. One Palatine MS reads: “We have acted impiously, and have

been defiled with sins. On the ground of his being one of
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. In the Vatican MS we read:

the people....” The Vatican MS reads: “We have done
impiously. The sins of the people....” In order to avoid
the redundancy, Victorinus has written it in conformity with
the Vulgate: “We have done iniquity, we have behaved im-
piously.”
Victorinus adds, “...as a mighty man who...."” on the basis
of the text of the Psalm itself.

541

The Palatine MSS read: “...in the vision at the begin-
ning....”; the Vatican MS reads only: “...in the begin-
ning...."”

The Vatican MS reads: “And I have come forth from the

»

presence of God, not that T (might depart) from Him....’
In the Palatine MSS the words, “And I have come forth”
are lacking.

542

The following passage of the sacred text is completely missing
in our manuscripts.

. The words included within parentheses are not found in the

Hebrew.

. This particular fragment of the work of Africanus is preserved

in Greek translation in Eusebius’ De Praeparatione FEvan-
gelica, viii, 1.
13

...up until the baptism of
John.”

543

. Two manuscripts read: “...if we are unwilling to take any

other date as the starting point.”
545

. That is, in Book 11, chap. 8, Josephus records the tradition

that Alexander came to Jerusalem and sacrificed in the
Temple “to God under the guidance of the high priest” [in
Greek], but by no means does Josephus specify that Alexandria
was founded at that date, or in the lifetime of Jaddua.
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546

Our MSS lack the word “except.” Compare the Greek text
itself.

547

. The Vatican MS reads: “...he does not entirely reject”; the

[

Palatine reads: *...part of which is not rejected,” and then
follow the words: “that more fully a week of years to the
sum of seventy....”

. This quotation is from his Commentary on Daniel, or from

his book, The Story of Susanna.

; b49
. In Tertullian himself the words read: *...within seventy-

two and a half weeks.”

. The author Pomerius who was commended by Pamelius reads

the text as: “Understand the prophesyings of this command.”
But, says Pamelius, he himself prefers the reading: “From
the going forth of the command. ...”

. B50
. Most authorities agree in calling this name Arsen. The Canon

Mathematicus calls him Arogus.

. In the common editions of Tertullian we read, “twenty-two

years.”

. Our manuscripts and the published codices of Tertullian add

¢

the words: “...after him.” Victorinus deletes these words as
being redundant in view of what the words in parentheses
have already stated.

The common edition of Tertullian adds another year to this,
bringing the figure up to “thirty-nine years”; with this both
Pomerius and the gloss on the passage agree. And so, says
Pamelius, this figure is to be corrected even in the Blessed
Jerome.

. Our manuscripts simply give the figure “twenty-seven”; so

also Pomerius.

. Pamelius restores the number as “thirty-eight,” and maintains

that this emendation should be made even in the text of
Jerome and of Pomerius as well, so that the total number of
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years might come out to 436 — especially, he points out, in
view of the fact that Eusebius assigns eight years (if the codex
reads accurately) to Ptolemy, the son of Cleopatra, and thirty-
cight years to Ptolemy Dionysius. Other writers number the
two together as if they were one and the same person.

I. On the basis of the usual gloss, Pamelius restores this number
as “six,” both in this passage and in the later one. Then, on
the basis of these three, he makes out the number for Augustus
to be “forty-three years” instead of “forty-eight.” For thirteen
years in coregency with Cleopatra and forty-three after her
decease “came to fifty-six years,” he says. Then too, according
to Tertullian, “Besides, Cleopatra had up to this time shared
in the government under Augustus....”

J. Pamelius comments: The fact that the author has the reading,
“after the death of Cleopatra™ certainly results from a lapse
of memory. And yet the genuineness of this reading is evi-
dent from the fact that in the computation which follows he
arrives at the sum of 437 years, and reckons the years
of Cleopatra under Augustus at thirteen, and the subse-
quent years of Augustus at 41. But actually he should have
reckoned the years of Augustus after Cleopatra’s time at
only 29 (just as Clement of Alexandria does). And Jerome
was again confused when he stated that Augustus lived
fiftecen years after the birth of Christ, and yet elsewhere
according to his own earlier reckoning, he could not have
lived any more than two years after the thirteen years
of Cleopatra and after his own forty-one years. Aflter all
he admits that according to the common view of all the
writers, Augustus ruled only 56 years in number. And even
in this passage the words “in number” are an addition, judg-
ing by the reading of Pomerius, of the Blessed Jerome, and
of the usual gloss. These too read: “And the remaining
periods of years unto the day of Christ’s birth and the forty-
first year of Augustus after the death of Cleopatra were
[reading erant for the inappropriate erunt] 437 years and six
months. In my opinion this is more justified than the reading
of the standard codices: “...forty-one years to the day of
Christ’s birth. And this comes to the total of 157 years and

five months.” Likewise also the reading of Pomerius, “are
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forgiven” seems preferable to the former reading, “are
allowed” [several lines further down], inasmuch as it would
be poor usage to speak of the "allowing of sins” instead of
the “forgiving of sins.” Then also, Pomerius reads [at the
bottom of p. 550]: .. .concerning (Christ) Himself” instead
of the former “...concerning Him.” On the same basis we
read [p. 551 near the top]: “...He Himself is the seal.” And
[in the following sentence on p. 551] it is all the same whether
you read: “...nor is there any prophet who,” or “nor is
there a prophecy by which.”

551

. Pamelius deletes the superfluous “what (is the meaning of).”
. The Palatine MS reads: “during which (years) he lived

on....” Then, further on, we amend “during fifteen years”
to “fifteen years (elapsed)” [i.e., nominative case instead of
ablative], and correct the punctuation as well. Pamelius says
he thinks the right reading is: “First of all (the years) of
Augustus. ..."” instead of “Well, after Augustus,” since those
fifteen years belong to the reign of Augustus himself.

In Tertullian’s text we find only “twenty” instead of “twenty-
eight.” In regard to this passage Pamelius comments that
even though the Blessed Jerome, Pomerius, and the usual
gloss all read “twenty-eight,” nevertheless the common read-
ing of Tertullian is preferable, especially since the author is
not concerned particularly [? lit.: “does not compute™] about
mere days. For according to the Fasti Consulares [The Regis-
ters of the Higher Magisirates] edited by Goltzius, we read:
“In the year 789 after the founding of Rome, on the 17th
day before the Kalends of April [i.e.,, March 16th] Tiberius
Augustus Caesar, son of the divine Augustus and grandson
of the divine Julius, passed away.” But between the above-
mentioned month of August in the fifth (?) year, 766 A.U.C,,
and the month of March in the year 789 A.U.C. amounts to
only 22 years 7 months [the text not clear here; some typo-
graphical errors].

. In the Vatican MS we read “was baptized” instead of “suf-

fered,” which is in approximate agreement with the usual
gloss, leaving out also the clause, “when He suffered” which
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follows soon after. And actually, when the Palatine MS and
the codices of Tertullian are compared together, his reckon-
ing was not “thirty-three” but only “thirty” years. He evi-
dently hints at the testimony of the Gospel record, which
states that Christ was baptized in the fifteenth year of Tiberius
at about the age of thirty.

Pamelius prefers “six” to “twenty-eight,” because, he says,
he ruled only seven months and a very few days, that is to
say, from the fourth day before the Ides of June [June 10th]
to the eighteenth day before the Kalends of February [Jan-
uary 15th].

Here again Pamelius reads “ten” instead of “twenty-eight”
in the text of Tertullian, proving it from the fact that Aulus
Vitellius ruled from the 12th day before the Kalends of
May [April 20th] to the ninth day before the Kalends of
January [December 24], the date when he was slain. This is
an interval of eight months and some odd days.

552

. This is the correction of the Vatican MS; the earlier reading

was, “which he thought he would redeem.”

. Perhaps the reading should be, “will vanquish”; but further

on the Vaticanus reads “ceased” instead of “will (continue to)
cease.”

Add to this the work of my compatriot, Cardinal Norisius, 4
Dissertation on the Epochs of the Syro-Macedonians, Book
iii, chap. 4; he contributes quite a few examples from the
coins to illustrate this passage of Jerome. But a good many
ancient inscriptions also survive showing this method of
expressing sums.

. 553
. So also Epistle 100, that is, the Third Epistle of Theophilus

Paschalias, no. 3: “Let us by no means, during the forty days,
sigh after the wine-cup, as do the wealthy and luxurious.”
Also in no. 8: “During a fasting period we must abstain from
wine and meat.” See our observations upon that passage. A
little further on, the Palatine MS reads, ‘. ..nor anoint our-
selves with ointment.”
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554
Two MSS read: “And during this fast (she sheds tears) which
are convincing,” omitting the noun sponsa (“betrothed girl”).

The whole paragraph beginning, “Therefore those critics
...."7 directed against the followers of Origen, is missing in
our manuscripts.

. In other MSS we read exairetan, or written in Roman letters:

“exeretan.” But the Palatine MS ascribes this rendering to
Aquila, not to Symmachus.

The Palatine and Sangermane MSS agree in reading Opaz
in the work of Montfaucon; and instead of the Greek ophax
(which follows right afterwards), they read ophaz in Roman
letters.

After these words the printed editions add: “Concerning these
matters we have given a fuller interpretation in the exposi-
tion of Ezechiel, but right now let us make a few remarks
about chrysolite.” None of the codices of our manuscripts
contains this very inexpert discussion, and we also perceive
its spurious and suppositious character from the fact that
Jerome had not yet written about Ezechiel when he composed
his commentary explaining Daniel. (Mart.)

. Drusius asserts that the view which Josephus commends is

impossible. For in the Ninth Book of his Antiquities, chap. 2,
Josephus clearly makes the claim that the prophet intended
to sail to the city of Tarsus in Cilicia. But also in Book I,
chap. 2, he says: “Tharsis is the same as Tharsus. This was
the name the ancients gave to Cilicia. And so even today
Tarsus, the most important city in the entire province, retains
the ancient name, the theta being altered to t.” And so
Jerome himself contains this item also, in his discussion of
the place in the Book of Jonah, where he says: “Departing
thence from the presence of the Lord, Jonah was stirred up
and purposed to flee away to Tharsis, which Josephus ex-
plains as the city of Tarsus in Cilicia, simply changing the
first letter in the name.” Accordingly Drusius surmises that
this passage is involved in error and offers this as a possible
restoration: “Not to Tarsus in Cilicia, as Josephus supposes,
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substituting one letter for another, but rather to the region
of India, as most writers believe.”

556

. Our MSS read: “O Lord, at the sight of Thee my inward parts

are transformed within me.”

The Vatican and Palatine MSS read: “...is inside (intrinse-
cus),” and leave out the following, “in golden borders.” On
the basis of the Vulgate and the Greek Victorinus reads: “

of a daughter of a king is within (ab intus).” The word
“Psalm,” which occurs just previously, was missing, but we
have supplied it on the basis of the manuscripts.

557

. Our MSS and Victorinus himself, on the basis of the Floren-

tine MSS, have this reading. The earlier reading was, “and
(the history) must be considered.”

558

. Our MSS lack the word “my”; it is also lacking in the Greek

text as well.

. Those nine would be reckoned as: Artaxerxes Longimanus,

Xerxes (IT), Sogdianus, Darius Nothus, Artaxerxes Mnemon,
Artaxerxes Ochus, Arses, and Darius Codomanus, who was
defeated by Alexander. [This, however, totals only eight
kings; Jerome seems to have erred in his figure of nine.]

562

This whole account of the temple of Onias was translated
from Josephus’ Jewish War. To be sure, Josephus describes in
greater detail the district which Onias received from Ptolemy,
saying (Greek): “He gives to him a tract of land measuring
one hundred by eighty stadia, and this district was called the
Heliopolite Nome of Memphis. There Onias constructed a
fort and built the temple, not that it resembled the Temple in
Jerusalem, but was more like a castle in shape.” And so one
sees that Josephus does not agree with Jerome, who states that
the temple was constructed like the Jewish Temple, whereas
Josephus informs us that it was dissimilar.

On the other hand Josephus computes the time as three
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hundred forty-three years (Greek): “The interval which had
elapsed between the building of the temple and the time when
it was closed up came to three hundred forty-three years.”
Rufinus translated it as 333 years. To be sure, a recent editor
of Josephus says that the proper reading is 233, for that
particular temple was closed by order of Vespasian soon after
Jerusalem was demolished, about 824 A.U.C. [=71 A.D.].
Compare Seldenus, De Successione in Pontificatu Hebraico,
I, viii.

C. Josephus therefore states that the temple was built (Greek):
“in the so-called City of Onias.”

P. 563

A. As regards this prediction of Isaiah, the holy Doctor else-
where, that is, in his commentary upon this same passage in
Isaiah, administered a rebuke to Onias himself, on the ground
that Isaiah was of course describing the spiritual kingdom of
Christ, stating that it would be propagated even as far as
Egypt.

B. Our MSS read: “the son of Aethiolus” or “of Eptolus.” See
Polybius, Book IV, chap. 26.

C. On the basis of his intuition (ingenium) or else in accord with
the logic of the preceding context, Victorinus corrects “who
had been honorably received” (referring to the men) to
“having been honorably received” (referring to Antiochus
himself). Right afterwards he reads, “persecuted” instead of
“pursued.”

P. 564

D. The better reading is apparently that of the Palatine MSS and
(according to Montfaucon) the Sangermane MSS, which spell
the word in Roman letters, and with an “r"”’: Sabir. Theodo-
ritus says (Greek): “Some of those who have turned the
Hebrew language into Greek [literally: Greece] have called
it a land of Sabeir.” [This translation of Theodoritus is doubt-
ful, because of his obscurity.] Nevertheless it seems that Theo-
dotion used the form (Greek) Sabei or Sabaeim.

P. 566
A. The earlier reading was Suctorius; other printed editions have
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Suturius. Also there is the variant “at great length” (sermone
latissimo) for “with much redundancy” (sermone laciniosis-
simo). Compare in the Prologue of this Commentary Note B
on p. 494.

567

. On the basis of the Brescian codices Victorinus reads ‘“be

referred to” instead of “refer to”; and then right after it:
“whom he is going to overcome” rather than “whom he has
overcome.”

568

. Our MSS read “Pompilius”; but it was a common thing to

confuse these two names, and so the Lex Pompilia is also
called Lex Popilia, and Pompilius Rufus is also called Popilius
Rufus.

. This reading is more elegant than that of the Eatic (?) MS,

which uses the Romanorum form of the genitive instead of
Romanum. By no means should we accept the poor reading
of the Palatine: “by fear of the Romans for his aid.” And the
earlier reading was unintelligible: “for his help of the
Romans.”

. A representative of this viewpoint, to name one specifically,

was Victorinus in his commentary on Revelation; but this
opinion is well controverted by Lactantius in his De Mortibus
Persecutorum [The Deaths of Persecutors] near the end of
chapter 2. But also it was refuted by Augustine in De Civitate
Dei [The City of God], XX, 19; by Ambrosiaster in his com-
mentary on I Corinthians, at 4:9; Severus Sulpicius in his
History, II, 29, as well as in Dialogue I, last chapter; and
lastly, of the Greek Fathers, by Chrysostom, Homily IV, con-
cerning II Thessalonians. Compare Epistle 121, addressed
to Algasias, final question. Moreover, some MSS read “Domi-
tianus” instead of “Domitius.” The Vatican reads “Domi-
tianus or Nero.”

. Instead of “another writer,” Victorinus favors “Aquila,” a

reading preferred by two MSS which he commends.
570

. The Vatican and Palatine MSS read: “for the Jews mistakenly

hope” instead of “imagine.”
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. We have supplied the word epi (“upon,

Victorinus reads the future loguetur (following the example
of the Vulgate) instead of the subjunctive loquatur [the latter
is better grammar, but there is no difference in meaning]. A
little later he reads the future dirigetur instead of the sub-
junctive dirigatur [the same remark applies].

. One critic would very much prefer to have these words re-

written and corrected to “who composed the Bibliothecae
(Libraries) of history,” arguing from the title of Diodorus’s
work, and from the passage in Eusebius’s Praeparatio Evan-
gelica, 1, 6, which states (Greek): “He brought together into
one opus his entire Historiké Bibliothéké” (Historical Library).

. Compare also I Maccabees, vii, and the Syriac of Appianus,

who calls it the temple of Venus rather than of Diana; yet
Josephus, as well as Polybius and Diodorus, says it was the
temple of Diana.

571

. Both here and in the place further down where this passage

recurs, the Palatine MS offers the reading with a negative
particle: “whom he did not acknowledge (or “know”).”

? “with regard to”)
on the basis of the Vatican MS, for it was left out because of
the recurrence of the same letters in the following word
(epithymia).

573

. Victorinus deletes the word “two,” for even though it is pre-

supposed by the accompanying exposition, it nevertheless is
not found in any edition of the sacred text.

574

At this point Victorinus, in consistency with the previous con-
text, adds the words “calling it Sabin.”

. Two MSS read “Gaza” in the singular number. But that the

holy Doctor really used the plural appears from the fact that
he understands both cities to be included, namely Majuma,
and Gaza — properly so called, even though it was removed
some distance from the sea. Sozomenus in his History, vii, 21,
calls the former Gaza by its proper name, saying (in Greek):
“...in Gaza by the sea, which is also named Maiouma.”
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D. The Palatine reads: “the tent of his throne between the two
seas”; these last words are entirely missing in the Vatican.

P. 575

A. Our MSS read: Ephadano or Epadno, and with greater correct-
ness omit the preposition “in.” The Sangermane MS also
reads Epadano [using a Greek delta for “d,” so also in the
other two spellings]; a second hand has written in Epedno,
and a little later in the Aquila quotation: “of his headquarters,
Apedno.” And a little further on Jerome himself shows spel-

1

ling with “p” instead of “ph.”

B. Many MSS use the spelling f without any aspirate (ph).

C. The Palatine reads: “and the league (junctionem) which is
joined....”

P. 578

A. Victorinus restores: “that he will humble three kings,” because
that is the reading above in chap. 7 and Jerome interpreted
it that way. Besides, several MSS support the emendation.

B. Victorinus adds: “place,” so as toread, “. .. .an idol of Jupiter
stood in that place.”

C. Victorinus reads, in conformity with the Vulgate, the word
“predetermined” as modifying “time.”

P. 579

A. Two MSS put cultus (“worship”) in the dative instead of the
accusative, and use interfectionem for “death” instead of inter-
necionem [but the translation is not affected].

B. Victorinus deletes the name “Daniel,” which is not found in
the sacred text.

P. 580

C. This last sentence in the paragraph is not found in the Pala-
tine MS, nor is the following verse of the sacred text be-
longing to chapter 13. But in the Vatican, we find in their
place the rubric: “The Beginning of the Story of Susanna
according to the Blessed Jerome.”

D. Our MSS have no knowledge of these words, ““. . .and one may
observe them in the appropriate sections.” And besides, Jerome
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does not seem to have set forth consistently the remarks of
Origen in Latin.

E. Instead of this verse, which is supplied by our MSS, another
has been proposed: “And Joakim was exceedingly wealthy and
owned an orchard near by his home.” But this last has no
relevance to the accompanying explanation. On the other
hand, approximately the same wording is found in a letter of
Origen to Africanus relative to the story of Susanna, Letter
Seven: [Here the Greek text is given] “In fact I remember
conversing with a scholarly Hebrew, the son of a man reputed
among them to be a savant, and on the basis of the fact that
the story of Susanna is not rejected by many of the Jews, I
was informed also as to the names of the elders, that they were
found after this fashion in Jeremiah, ‘May the Lord make
thee....”” [This is now put into Latin as follows: “Indeed
I remember that I conversed with a scholarly Hebrew — and he
was the son of a man called a savant among them — and that
1 learned from him, on the assumption that Susanna was
genuine history, even the names of the elders, just as they
occur in Jeremiah, and they are found in this fashion:
‘May the Lord make thee like Zedekiah and like Ahiab,
whom...." "]

F. Here again we have, as often before, supplied on the basis of

the authority of the manuscripts, inserted the Scriptural text
under discussion, for the sake of the ensuing explanation.

P. bH82

A. (Origen) comes to a far more justifiable conclusion in the letter
(numbers 6 and 7) which was previously commended. There
he makes a reply to the objection thus raised, saying that even
though it is impossible to show, on the basis of the lost Hebrew
text, the etymology of “cleaving” and “severing” from the
names of the two trees involved, he nevertheless has no doubt
but what this etymology could be true, since wordplays of that
kind do occur in the Scriptures. And indeed we should like
to indicate a certain portion, at least, of his answer to the
objection, translating it into Latin as follows: “Let us see what
accusation can be derived from the speech of Daniel itself.
First of all, let us start with that consideration which might
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deter us from conceding the historicity of the passage, namely
the fact that prisis [“sawing through™] is derived from prinos
(“holm tree”) and skhisis [“cleaving”] is derived from skhinos
[“mastic tree”). Concerning this thou hast announced thy
finding that even though thou hast discovered how this word-
play works out in Greek, the several ideas would be expressed
by mutually dissimilar sounds in Hebrew. Well I also have
been disturbed by this passage, and since I myself remained
in doubt, I consulted a good many Hebrews, inquiring of them
what the name of the holm tree was in their language, and how
they would express the idea of sawing; and likewise what word
they would use to express mastic tree and how they would say
“cleave.” And they answered that they were unacquainted
with the Greek terms, prinos and skhinos, and requested that
they might have the trees themselves pointed out to them, in
order to know what names to assign to them. To be sure,
I did not hesitate (since truth is my friend), to bring before
them samples of the wood itself. But one of them stated
that they were never named in Scripture, and so he could
not be sure what they would be called in Hebrew; although
it was an easy expedient, in case of doubt, to use the Syriac
word in substitution for the Hebrew. Moreover he said that
a good many words sometimes have to be looked up even by
the most learned scholars. And so, he remarked, if thou canst
show any place in Scripture where the holm is mentioned by
name, or a mastic tree either, there we shall certainly discover
the data we are looking for, and the derivation of the names,
with the roots from which they arise. Yet we are also not
aware of whether the trees are nowhere named. Since therefore
these statements were made by Hebrews with whom I have
had friendly relations and who were not unfamiliar with the
story, I am very cautious about making a positive statement
as to whether or not a similar derivation of words might be
preserved by the Hebrews. But perhaps thou knowest some
reason for affirming that the derivation does not exist in
Hebrew.”

P. 583

A. Jerome urges this difficulty, based on the meaning of the words
in Hebrew, in a much more emphatic way in his Commentary
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on Jeremiah, chap. 29, with reference to the prophet’s state-
ment, “May the Lord make thee like Zedekiah and like unto
Ahab....” He remarks: ““The Hebrews claim that these are
the elders who wrought folly in Israel and committed adultery
with wives of their fellow-citizens, and to one of whom Daniel
said, ‘O thou that art grown old in evil days,” and to the other
of whom he said, “Thou seed of Canaan and not of Judah,
beauty hath deceived thee, and lust hath perverted thy heart.’
But the statement in this present passage, ‘Whom the king of
Babylon roasted in the fire,” seems to contradict the story in
Daniel. For the story asserts that they were stoned by the
people in accordance with Daniel’s sentence, whereas it is
written here that the king of Babylon roasted them in the fire.
For this reason the story itself is rejected as a mere fable by
the majority of the Hebrews, or almost all of them; nor is it
read aloud in their synagogues. ‘For how,” they object, ‘could
it have happened that mere captives would have had the
authority to stone their own princes and prophets?” They
affirm that it is more likely true that the elders were, to be
sure, convicted of guilt by Daniel, but the sentence was in-
flicted upon them by the king of Babylon, who as conqueror
and lord possessed the authority over the captives.”

P. 584
B. Consider again the Epistle to Africanus, numbers 4 and 5.



